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April 30, 1979 

The Honorable Harry G. Comerford 
Chief Judge 
Circuit Court of Cook County 
2600 Richard J. Daley Center 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Dear Judge Comerford: 

1100 S. BAKU4'OW A~ 

CBU::AOO, ILLlJI'OI. 606 •• 

The years 1977 and 1978 were marked by a flurry 
of writing resulting in standards which pro­
posed what juvenile'courts should be doing and 
how. Almost none of ,these writings contain any 
facts showing whether or not juvenile courts 
are now effective in dealing with the serious 
problems wi thin their j,urisdiction. Oespi te 
this lack of information, strong positions 
have been taken by both those who would change 
the juvenile court and those who would not. 

In this report in addition to the usual statis~ 
tical and organizational information, we report 
the results of a more pragmatic e.xamination of 
our processes, directed by the new Research 
Advisory Committee, and done by the court's 
researchers. With this as our focus, it is 
hoped and believed the court can fulfill more 
effectively its mandate to serve the' welfare of 
c~ildren and the best interests of the community. 

We wish to express thanks to President George 
Dunne and the County Board-of Commissioners for 
their continued support and 'to you and your 
staff for the guidance given and the confidence 
expressed; and to the Citizens of Cook County 
for their willingness to advance the work of 
this Division of our Court. 

Respectfully submitted, 

f)I~s~ 
William S. White 
Presiding Judge 
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ORGANIZATION 

AND 

MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT, 

This seationhighZights the new aativities and deveZop­
ments that oaaupped duping Z977-Z978 whiah pelate to the 
opganization and to the pepsonneZ of the JuveniZe Coupt 
itself as well as to the Coupt's peZationship to othep 
agenaies and to the communities it sepves. 

The op~anization Chapt ppesents the stpuatupe of the 
Coupt uping t977-t9?8. Two of the most signifiaant " 
Intpa-agenay Aativities wepe the eZeation of the Coupt's 
Ppesiding Judge~ WiZZiam SyZvestep White~ to the ppesi­
denay of the National Counail of JuveniZe and Famity 
Coupt Judges, and the ~ Z"978 Confeflenae" on" 'Dis ositions • 
New aativities in the afleaoT1iin ement andSta Develo­
ment ape also highlighted. Fina y~ the ezpans~on of 
aouptpooms and ppobation offiaes ape detailed as a papt 
of the aontinuing DeaentpaZization of COUflt Sepviaes. 
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INTRA-AGENCY ACTIVITIES 

National Council of. Juvenile and Family Court Judges 

Presiding Judge William Sylvester White became president­
elect of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges (NCJFCJ) at the organization's 40th annual conference 
in July 1977; in July 1978, he assumed the presidency of 
NCJFCJ. 

The NCJFCJ was formed in 1937 to improve the juvenile court 
system in the united States. In 1969, it moved its head­
quarters from Chicago to the University of Nevada in Reno. 

, The Council conducts extensive training and educational 
programs through its National College of Juvenile Justice 
in Reno from· which many Cook County Juvenile Court judges, 
past and present, have graduated. 

There are more than 2,500 members in the organization of 
whom 1,000 are juvenile and family court judges. Associate 
members include juvenile court personnel, juvenile police 
officers, lawyers, professiona.ls in the behavioral sciences, 
and others interested in improving the juvenile justice 
system. 

June 1978 Conference on Dispositions 

The "Juvenile Justice Conference on Decision Making for 
Youth in Cook County" was held on June 22-23, 1978, wi\'·th 
the aid of funds from the Chicago Community Trust. The 
conference represented the first. formal attempt to convene 
top administrators of the major agencies involved in the 
Juvenile Court dispositional process. William Sylvester 
White, Presiding Judge of the Juvenile Court, outlined the 
overall purpose of the conference as attempting to develop 
"a more effective system of cooperative service delivery 
through discussion of a delineation of mutual expectations 
and a definition of those areas of expertise which are 
specific to each participating agency." In his opening 
address, Mr. Edward J. Nerad, Director of Court Services, 
further defined the work of the conference: in interaction 
as peers and equals and as managers of the juvenile justice 
system, to focus on service gaps, overlapping responsibili­
ties, and actions that each agency can take to improve the 
juvenile justice system given the resources at hand. 

- 3 -
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Twenty:"'eight top administrators from twenty-three agencies 
attended the conference. They were: 

Juvenile Court 

William Sylvester White 
Presiding Judge 

Edward J. Nerad 
Director of Court Services 

Thomas P. Jones 
Chief Probation Officer 

M. Leonard Goodman 
Deputy Chief Probation Officer 
Guardian ad Litem 

Theresa Yancey 
Deputy Chief Probation Officer 
Training Division 

Juvenile Temporary 
Detention Center 

James Jordan 
Superintendent 

Circuit Court of 
Cook County 

L. Bradford Gregg 
Coordi.nator 

Unified Delinquency 
Intervention Services 

Earl Huch 
Director 

Illinois Commission on 
Delinquency Prevention 

Max Schlueter 
Assistant Director 

Citizens Committee on 
the Juvenile Court 

Frank Sesek 
Executive Director 

Public Defender, 
Juvenile Division 

Brian Silverman 
Chief Assistant 

Illinois Department 
of Corrections 

Howard Peters, III 
Regional Administrator 
Juvenile Field Services 

Chicago Board of 
Education 

Thomas Corcoran 
Administrator 
Center for Urban Education 

Chicago-Kent Law School 

Jill McNulty 
Professor at Law 

Cook County Sheriff 

Donald Gaugash 
Director 3 Youth Services 

Chicago Police Department 

Harold Thomas 
-C.ommander 3 Youth Division 

- -1 -
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Illinois Department of 
Chia:dren and Family Services 

Jack Donahue 
Assistant Director 
Cook County Operations 

Illinois Department of 
Mental Health and 
,Developmental Disabilities 

Sandra Klubeck 

International Juvenile 
Officers Association 

Robert Zeilinga 
President 

State's Attorney of 
Cook Coun,ty 

Bernard Cc;lrey 
state's Attorney 

Director~ Chi ldren ' s Services Ronald Mq,imonis 
Institute for Juvenile Research Assistant State's Attorney 

Illinois Department of 
Public Aid 

Nan Hendrickson 
Assistant Deputy Director 
Office of Social Services 

Vivian O'Malley 
Legal Affairs Assistant 

Legal Assistance 
Foundation of Chicago 

John Schullenberger 
Supervising Attorney 
Juv~nile Project 

Chicago Department of 
Human Services, 

Dr. Alan S. Berger 
Assistant Director 
Youth and Corrections Service 

Illinois Law Enforcement 
Commission 

Judith Beisser 
Juvenile Justice Specialist 

Chicago-Cook County 
Criminal Justice Commission 

Betty Begg 
Assistant Dir~dtor 

J1;ldy Simmons 
Proaram Coordinator 
Cri~inaZ Justice Training 

Illinois ,Commission on Children 

Naomi Hiett 
Retired Director 

S,everal recommendations arose from the participant's dis­
cussions which took place both in small groups and in 
plenary sessions. More top-level meetings were suggested 
so that more precise understanding, agreements, and sharing 
of information could occur between each of the agencies. 
Cooperation at lowerlevels l ,' in the form of case conferences 
and mUlti-agency programs for whole families, was also 
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recommended. Second, in regard to s;er.i;:(1us;~Y.(listllrbe.ct 
children" it .was suggested that writteri agreements concerning 
responsibility for services be made between the Illinois 
Departments of Corrections, Children and Family Services, 
and Mental Health ahd Developmental Disabilities, and that 
more long-term, residential facilities be established. 
Third, there was a clear consensus on the need for a 
"court of last resort," or some agency to mandate responsi­
bility for service in those individual cases where respon­
sibilities are unclear. In regard to runaways, truants, 
and less serious offenders, the conference participants 
outlined many gaps in services. It was recommended that 
clearer procedures be defined and more service alternatives 
be set up to handle those youths whose cases are adjusted 
in the community and those youths who run away. More 
research and services were recommended for truants and for 
those children referred to court under MINS petitions. 

As an outgrowth of the work of the conference, three com­
mittees have already been formed: the Committee on Truancy, 
the Committee on Diversion Services, and the Committee on 
Services to Seriously Disturbed Children. 

MANAGEMENT AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT 

All Deputy Chief Probation Officers participated in the 
Court's first comprehensive top-level management develop­
ment program which was conducted in 1977 with the assistance 
of training specialists from Perrone-Ambrose Ass.ociates •. 
The four all-day and several half-day sessions focused 
on defining administrative expectations and strengthening 
the capacity of this group to function efficiently as a 
team in the problem-solving process. Because of the 
success of the program with top-level management, it was 
extended to 'include lower level management groups. Duri.ng 
1978, various units composed of supervisors and probation 
officers also participated in the development program with 
the remaini.ng units schedUled for 1979. Although manage­
ment and leadership skill training has been conducted with 
court staff periodically, the 1977 effort represented the 
first attempt to develop the potential of Deputy Chief 
Probation Officers as a top-level management. group, as well 
as to further develop the functioning, of probation officer 
units as teams. It is anticipat:;d that with clearly defined 
expectations and the skills to achieve them, the Court's 
probation management and staff will be even bet.ter equipped 
to insure the delivery of quality service t.o wardS of the 
Court. 

- 6 -



The Training Division of the Juvenile Court continued its 
expansion of in-service training programs in 1977 and 1978. 
In July 1977, the Family Therapy Training Program, initiated 
in 1973, graduated eighteen more probation officers from 

• itstwice-a-week, two-year course. Thirty-two probation 
officers began another two-year Family Therapy course in 
June, 1977. In addition to the Family Therapy program and 
the nearly one-hundred seminars, conferences, and work­
shops attended by Court staff, two new programs were offered 
in 1977 and 1978. Mr. William Priestly of the Alcoholism 

• Program at Lutheran General Hospital conducted the program, 
"Working with Alcoholic Clients." Seventy-five probation 
officers completed the eight-week, twenty-four hour course 
offered at four different times during 1977-1978. Under 
joint sponsorship of the Mt. Sinai Hospital's Family Plan­
ning Program and of Rush-Presbyterian-St.Luke's Hospital, 

• a program entitled, "Sex Education Training" was offered 
four times during 1977-1978. Twenty-eight probation 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

officers participated in the eight, weekly, half-day sessions. 
The course enabled them to gain additiona-l exper:£::ise in 
dealing with sexual knowledge and problems of the children 
who are wards of the Juvenile Court. 

DECENTRALIZATION - NEW OFFICES AND COURTS 

Juvenile Court hearings for children living in the Cook 
County suburbs were fully decentralized by the end of 1976 
when courtrooms in each of 0ive municipal districts outside 
Chicago were hearing juvenile cases. In June 1977, a 
second courtroom for Municipal District 3 was added in the 
suburb of Schaumburg. Referral screening and court hearings 
are conducted here for nine northwestern suburbs while the 
remaining cases from Municipal District 3 continue to be 
handled in the courtroom in Niles. Suburban hearings were 
first conducted in a pilot project in Niles in 1974. 

With the mushrooming of suburban calendars, a second Juvenile 
Court judge was assigned in 1977 to conduct hearings at 
suburban locations. The assignment of two judges, in 
addition to dividing the workload, has made it possible for 
the suburban calendar judges to preside over the hearings 
of suburban children detained in the Cook County Juvenile 
Temporary Detention Center. In the past, other Juvenile 
Court judges conducted the hearings of subu.rban children 
held in custody, while the suburban calendar judge presided 
over adjudication and disposition. The new arrangement 
enhances continuity of court involvement. 

Construction of the mini-civic center in the suburb of 

- 7 -



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Harkham continued throughout 1977 and 1978, .and will be 
completed in early 1979. Juvenile Court staff serving 
residents of Municipal District 6 will pe headquartered 
here when the building is completed. . 

The expansion of community-based probation offices occurred 
even before the expansion of suburban cour"Grooms. His­
torically, the rehabilitation of juvenile offenders 
developed under the auspices of several levels of government. 
Correctional agencies functioned independently, adminis­
tering separate programs and mandates. Each dealt separately 
with the basic problems of influence in the lives of young 
people in conflict with the law: family, peer group, 
school and neighborhood. These individual efforts were 
not unsuccessful but the continuing problem of juvenile 
delinquency suggested the need for a more comprehensive 
approach. 

A collaborative model of community-based corrections was 
developed and a proposal was written in 1964 by Chicago's 
Joint Youth Development Committee appointed by the late 
Mayor Richard J. Daley. The Joint Youth Development Pro­
gram began operation in the City's 18th Police District 
in February 1965 with a grant from the Federal Government. 

The opening of the Near North Center was followed in 
1966 by new centers in Lawndale for Police Districts 10 
and ll,and in Woodlawn for Police Distrjct 3. The Uptown 
Center for Police Districts 2 and 23 and the Grand Boule­
vard Center serving Police Districts 2 and 21 followed in 
1971 and 1972. The Near North Center closed in 1977, 
the same year new offices opened in South Chicago for 
Police District 4 and in Kensington for Police District 5. 
During May 1978, a seventh J.Y.D.P. office was opened 
in Englewood to serve Police District 7. 

The Kensington J.Y.D.P.office 
Zl300 S. Halsted, Chicago, 
opened in Z9?? 

- 8 -
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Through agreements with the 
various correctional agencies 
the program brings toge.ther 
Juvenile Court probation 
officers, City of Chic~g0 
Department of Human Services 
youth workers, 'and Illinois 
Department of Corre.ctions 
juvenile parole officersi 
Based in the neighborhood 
centers, thBY work under the 
leadership of a unit direc­
tor appointed by the J.Y.D.P. 
Administrative COmmittee, 
itself composed of the heads 
of the participating agen­
cies. 

The proximity of correction­
al workers to the communities 
which they serve has been one 
of the most often cited advan-
tages of J.Y.D.P. A neigh-
borhood location enhances the 
ability of workers to under-
stand the social dynamics of 

The EngZewood J.Y.D.P. 
,office at 945 West 69th 
Street~ opened in Z978. 

the community and its resources. It makes services more 
visible to community residents and provides the context 
for a unified approach to community crises such as the 
shooting of thr'be students by another student at a local 
high school in the 5th Police District. In the Kensington 
area, the components joined with the school district in a 
program of group counseling and parents' meetings to help 
avert retaliatory action and to calm community tensions. 

- 9 -
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SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

IN 

COURT SeRVICES 

As in the pastJ the major portion of the effort of 
Court staff is providing direct service to the children 
and their families ~ho are in some ~ay referred to the, 
Juvenile Court. As their needs change J the service 
response of the Court has changed. During 1977-l978J 

signifiaant ne~ serviaes in three major areas ~ere begun. 

Probation offiaers in the Dependent/Negleat Division 
~ere specially trained and assigned to the ne~ Program 

orVi'otirns 0 Se:cual Abuse. A ne~ aalendar ~as estab-
to ear aerta~n kin s of Adult Cases in Juvenile 

Coupt. Signifiaant new serviaes ~ere begun in the 
JuveniZe Court's Community Resouroes Division. Volunteers 
have greatly enhanced theG'uardi'anship' Monitoring funation 
of the Court; volunteers for'med the VoZ'unteer 'Co'una'il; 
and volunteers are staffing the ne~ Ta'ke-A'-Ki'd-Along pro­
gram. 

- 10 -
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PROGRM-i' FOR VICTIMS OF SEXUAL ABUSE 

On September 15, 1977, Director of Court Services, Edward J • 
Nerad, announced "the establishment of a program to treat 
children who have been sexually abused.""7Because of the 
marked increase in the number of children referred to 
court on neglect petitions alleging sexual abuse and 
because no other ag~ncy was offering specialized treat­
ment to child victims of sexual abuse, Mr. Nerad directed 
the implementation of a specialized program to provide 
intensive therapy to sexually abused children and their 
families. 

On October 14, 1977, thirty court probation officers began 
a specialized training course conducted by Mr. Len Unter­
berger, an expert in family therapy, who was formerly of 
the Institute for Juvenile Research. Twelve of those 
probation officers were from the Dependent/Neglect Division 
since the new sexual abuse program would be a part of this 
division. The remaining probation officers, who were 
chosen for their family therapy background, would provide a 
trained back-up corps who would also be utilized as co­
therapists. During the 30-hour training course, the pro­
bation officers learned specialized treatment techniques 
in working with families and victims of sexual abuse and 
incest. . 

On January 30, 1978, Judge William Sylvester White directed 
that lIeffective February 1, 1978, the Juvenile Court will 
begin a specialized program for families referred to court 
pn neglect petitions alleging sexual abuse. 1I The services 
1wou1d be provided by the new II Special Services II unit in 
1:he Dependent/Neglect Division. In May, Chief Probation 
qfficer Thomas P. Jones expanded the program to include 
sexually-abused children already active on delinquent 
o;r MINS petitions. Thus, all sexually-'-abused children 
d~ferred to or acfi ve with the Juvenile Court may be 
t~eated by the probation officers in the Special Services 
un'it. 

ADULT CASES IN JUVENILE COURT 

On ~une 12,1978, a special calendar for hearing certain 
adult cases in which children are the victims was estab-
1isf.~edl\at the Juvenile Court by William Sylvester White, 
Pres:iding Judge. Under authori zation from John S. Boyle, 
Chie.f Judge of the Circui t Court, Judge Whi te directed 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

that adult_ cases be heard in Juvenile Court when adults, 
living in the same household as the child victim, are 
charged with the following offenses: batter:y of a child, 
contributing to the -dependency or neglect or delinquency 
of a child, cruelty to children, child abandonment, 
incest, aggravated incest, or permitting a child to 
violate curfew. The establishment of the adult calendar 
in Juvenile Court was accomplished to provide a more 
coordinated approach in dealing with families in which 
child neglect and abuEie occurred. Both parents or guardians 
and the child would have the same place for court hearings~ 
Social and legal services as well as information would be 
coordinated and centralized, thus correct.ing a long­
standing problem in handling· these cases. 

During the past decade, new legislation and increased 
public awareness produced an increase in the reporting of 
cases of the neglect and abuse oE children. In such cases, 
decisions must be made about the c.hild and about the adul·t 
charged. Legally, these decisions centered on the custody 
of the child and on the guilt or innocence of the adult. 
Psychologically, the c.hild's trauma and the adult's dis­
turbance needed to be alleviated. Prior to the establish­
ment of the Juvenile Court calendar for adult cases, the 
legal and social. decisions concerning the chil~ were 
handled at Juvenile Court, while the decisions concerning 
the alleged adult offender were handled by another court 
(e.g., Domestic Relations Court). The problems of coordi-
nation of legal and social services to the affected families 
began to be detrimental to the families and to the service 
providers. The establishment of the Juvenile Court calendar 
for such cases has enhanced the efficiency and effective­
ness of the court in handling families in which the neglect 
and abuse of children has occurred. 

VOLUNTE~R PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 

Guardianship Monitoring 

In April 1977, Presiding Judge William Sylvester White 
authorized a special volunteer project to review and monitor 
annual case reportssubmitteq to the court by the Illinois 
Department of Children and Family Services fo.r. children 
under the Department's guardianship. 

Annual reports and related court social folders are re­
viewed by volunteers at the Juvenile Justice Center and 
five area work sites under the supervision of a probation 
officer. Cases are reviewed with respect to: agency care 
and supervision of the child ln current placement; 
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special characteristics of the child and need for special 
services; parent and family involvement with child and 
agency; and immediate and long-range plans for the child. 
Annual reports which do not provide sufficient information 
regarding the quality of care provided or which show a 
need for new planning are singled out for specific follow­
up through administrative action involving the Department 
of Children and Family Services. 

In selected cases, a judicial review is requested in order 
to acbieve immediate service planning. During 1977 and 
1978, a total of 2,200 cases were reviewed. Current indi­
cations are that the monitoring has improved services to 
the children whose cases are reviewed by the volunteers. 

Thus far, volunteers have been recruited through three 
different groups. In May 1977, the National Council of. 
Jewish Women, Chicago Area Chapter, provided 86 volunteers. 
In the Fall of 1978, the Junior League of Evanston, a pro­
fessional \vomen' s group, and the Illinois vlomen' s Federa­
tion provided over 50 more volunteers. 

The volunteers completed orientation and training sessions 
conducted by selected court staff of the Guardianship and 
Volunteer units assisted by members of the State's Attorney's 
Office and the Department of Children and Family Services 
Guardianship Division. The volunteers were asked to sign 
confidentiality statements and offer initial commitments 
to work in the project for six months. 

Deputy Chief 
ppobation Officep~ 
Jack Bpowne, 

,rneets with (fpom 
'left): Claipe 
Alport, Karen 
Liebepman, and 
Sandra Rubinstein~ 
who are among' 
the many volun­
teers in the 
Guardianship 
Monitoring 
ppoject. L 
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In order to increase the usef.ulness of .thediligent 
monitoring of guardianship cases by the .court's volunteers, 
the Guardianship Monitoring project joined the efforts ' 
of the' Children-In-Placement (CIP) project of the National 
Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges during 1978. 
An additional form is completed and sent to'CIP for 
valuable use in national studies of children in placement. 

VOLUNTEER COUNCIL 

In late 1976, the IS-member Volunteer Council was formed 
to give advice and direction to the Volunte.er .. ·P'l:ogram 
staff at the .Juvenile Court., Councilmemb.ers were selected 
from a group of veteran .court volunteers who, for many years, 
demonstrated a high degree of skill in working with the 
children referred to Juvenile Court. In 1978, the. Council 
agreed to allow its membership to include juvenile justice 
professionals .. who would provide additional expertise to 
the Council. 

Working under the guidance of court staff, the Council has 
provided valuable .consul tation in the .areas. of' recruitment, 
orientation, and training ~f the .court volunteers as well 
as in the area of the planning "of special programs for the 
youths served by the volunteers. Special interest has been 
directed to the employment .and career development of court 
wards .. During 1978, the Council members actively partici­
pated in the developmentrand evaluation of the goals of 
the Volunteer Program and was involved in goal-setting for 
the 1979 program. As it begins its third year, the Volunteer 
Council is seeking new ways to increase the effectiveness of 
all volunteers within the Juvenile Court's Volunteer Program. 

TAKE-A-KID-ALONG PROGRAM 

The Take-A-Kid-Along Program began in the .summer of 1978 as 
a project through which Juv.enile Court wards were able to ' 
visit the .actual location of .the type of occupation which 
they we.r.e.considering as a .career. Through this on-si't.e, 
careerc.ounselling program, volunteers were able to arrange 
visi ts by Juvenile Court youths with var.ioUi::l kinds of 
people employed .in private indust,ry, in public agencies, 
an'd in profes.sional sports., as well as with ,those who are 
self-employed. Because of the. tremendous. re.sponse from 
the employment .community .and because of the benefits to 
the court wards, the project'became a regular Volunteer 
Program se.rvice. The youthshave.an opportunity to learn 
first-hand of the nature of the jobs they might qualify 
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for ,and .the kind of.., preparation neede.d .to .. prepare for 
their des.ir.ed ,car.ee.r. The. progr.am ,a.lsQ .provided .infor­
mation concerning special programs and part-time job 

:,,,opportuni ties for which the youth may quali.fy. 
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PROFESSIONAL 

CONTRIBUTIONS 

Sinoe its establishment as the fipst Juvenile coupt in the 
United States J the Juvenile Coupt of Cook County has oon­
tinued to make oontpibutions to the iuvenile justioe 
ppofession. In keeping with its oommitment to exoellenoe 
in the pFofession J the Coupt has inopeased its oapaoity 
to study and evaluate .itself in opdep to plan fop imppove­
ments in ~ts opeFations and its sepvioes. 

To fupthep aooomp'tish these goals" two additional peseapoh 
speoialists wepe hiped in 1978 to join the peseapohep 
alpeady at Juvenile Coupt. In addition J the volunteep 
Reseapoh Advisopy Committee was fopmed. This expansion 
of the COUFt'S Feseapoh oapability has alpeady pFoduoed 
thpee majop studies: Reoidivism Amon Violent 0 endepsJ 
Seed 0 Ad 'udioation J an Teev-z.s-z.on V-z.ew-z.ng By JuveniLe 
a en'e2's. ot ep ppofessionaZ oontpibutions by COUFt staff 
-z.no'tu ed oonsultation on the ILlinois JuVeniLe Coupt B~noh 
Book and the bJPiting of a ohapteF on Task-oenteFed Case­
~ With Runaways in a published book on task-oenteped. 
oasebJopk . 
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RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

In the Fall of 1978, the volunteer Research Advisory 
Committee was formed by ,Mr. EdwardJ •. Nerad, Director of 
Court Services.. Six of the nation;' s leading. experts in 
juvenile justice researc;::q were re.crui ted from several 
Chicago area' universities' and agencies~ The me~ers of 
the Research'Advisory Committee,include: 

GARY ALBRECHT 
Northwestern University 
Department of 
Organizational Behavior 

Department of Sociology 

'. 
JOHN JOHNSTONE 
University of Illinois 
Chicago Circle Campus 
Department of Sociology 

JOSEPH PUNTIL 
Institute for 
Juvenile Research 

ROBERT COATES 
University of.Chicago 
School of 
Social Service Administration 

CHARLES O'REILLY, Dean 
Loyola University o£Chicago 
School of Social Work 

CHARLES SHIREMAN 
University of Chicago 
School of 
Social Service Administra~ion 

In addition to providing their expert a~sistanceto the 
Court's own research staff, the·members·of the Research 
AdvisoryCommi ttee also suggest the kinds of rese'arc.h which·' 
would maximize the. Court's contripution to the body of 
juvenile justice knowledge. 

RECIDIVISM AMONG VIOLENT OFFENDERS-

,The legal records of' 606 violent'offenders who are adjudi­
cated (but not committed to the Department of Corrections) 
in 1974 were studied to'measure recidivism and other 
factor.s. The study showed that only one in seven offenders 
(14%) received another finding between the 1974 finding 

'and March .of 1977. Only 7% received a second finding for 
a violent offense. . 

Tpe study revealed a number of other facts about,vio1ent 
offenders and delinquency patterns. ·The highest recidivism 
rate for any group studied involved '.the 'nine..;.to-thirteen­
year-olds who had, at least one 'other adjudication prior ,to 

, 1974. This group of.urepeaters" accrued a' re¢idivism rate 
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of 33% for all types of offenses through March .1977 (the 
study's cutoff date). as compared with a .r.ateof 19% for 
children nine-to-thirteen who had no adjudication prior 
to the one· in 1974. Among. the fourteen-to~s.ixteen-year 
olds there .was. little difference betwee.n .the recidivism 
rate fo.r first .offenders and "repeaters." .. Another 
finding of the study was that recidivism .is most likely 
to be violent dur.ing the .period from the.s.ixth to the 
twelfth months of. probation. Finally, .. the .s.tudy also 
revealed that among those violent offender.s .. adj.udicated 
for a second .offense, burglary was most frequently the 
new referr.C3:l.... Next mostfreque.nt .new offenses were rob­
beries, batteries, and thefts. 

These findings s.ugges.t that .other. ar.eas .for .. study . might 
include .the Cour.t' s handling o.f the repeater.s at .the times 
of their. ear.lier.offenses as well as the.possibili tythat 
the earlier .deviant behavior is expressed, the more diffi.,. 
cult it is to change. 

SPEED OF ADJUDICATION 

In 1977~ a process was initiated to measure ~he interval 
of time .between the filing of a petition and the first 
Court decision that substantially .affected the case •. Such 
decisions included the taking of an'admission, a finding 
following an adj.udication, a dismis.sal, or. a continuance 
under sup~rvision. In a general way, this time period is 
referred .to .as .the initial or adjudicatory phase. More 
than any other. phase, the. adj.udicatory phase is seen as 
an index. of the e'fficiency of the juvenile justice system • 

Measurement of the adjudicatory phase on an every-other­
month basis .. for the five delinquency cale.ndar.s was begun 
in May .of .1977. The resulting .data ,pr.ovided a baseline 
against which to assess future operations. 

The Cour.t' s. aver.age .de.cis.ioninterval, var.ied considerably 
in the mO.nths following the. May average .of 83 .calendar 
days. In July '0 .dec ision time dropped sharply; after 
increas.ing in September, .the.re was. a net dr.op of five 
calendar days in November and December. 

The shorte.s.t interval time of 72 calendar days occurred in 
December (down 11 days from May). The proportion of cases 
which took in excess of 100 days also declined in December. 
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TELEVISION VIEWING BY 'JUVENILE OFFENBERS 

Duringl978, a survey Df 180 juvenile offenders was con­
ducted to learn about their television viewing habits. 

The firs.ts.tudy .question asked if the selection of tele­
vision progr.ams, by youths refer.red to JuvenileCour;t would 
be diff,erent .than the selection of programs. by most youths. 
When the most populartelevis,ion programs ,for the youthp. 
in. the s,tudy were .compared to the most popular. programs 
for all youths. the ,res,uI tS,were as follows: The top ten 
television programs for the. juvenile offend,ers .did include 
more violent ,shows than the top ten programs ,watched by 
all youths ac.cording, to Niels,en rf-l,tings. However,. since 
seven±y-,thr.ee percent of, the youths in the .sample were 
nonwhi:te, ,it was. necessary to conside.r ,c,ultural influences 
in relation to television viewing habits. In compa.ring the 
white and nonwhite youths in the sample, no differences 
were found between the .number. of violent pr.ograms viewed 
by whit.e .and .nonwhite, juvenile ,offenders. When the most 
popular. tel,evis.:i,.on programs for the youths ,in the study 
were compared to the most popular programs for the entire 
population of nonwhite youths,. there was ,no difference in 
the number of ,top ranking violent television programs 
viewed by all nonwhite youths .. (The viewing habits of all 
,nonwhite viewers was measured in a survey by A.C. Nielsen). 

The second study question focused on television viewing 
,habi ts ,of nonviolent versus violent offenders. Would the 
juvenile offenders who watched violent programs commit 
more violent cr.imes than the offende.rs who watched non­
violent .pr.ogr.ams? The selection of violent television pro­
grams was, studied in relation to the .s.everi ty .of the charged 
offense for,each .youth in the sample. For the juvenile 
offender.s who participated in ,this study the.re were no dif­
ferences. in televis,ion viewing habits for nonviolent versus 
violent offenders. 

ILLINOIS JUVENILE COURT BENCH BOOK 

SeveralCoo.k County Juvenile Court judges. participated as 
members, of the Il·linois Judicial Confexence Committee on 
Judicial ,Pr.oblems which wrote the current bench book of 
Illinois .. j.uve,nile proceedings. Presiding Judge William 
Syl ves,ter White .was, ,chairman and the Honorable Peter F. 
Costa, the Honorable Arthur N. Hamilton, and the 
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Hcnorable John p... ,McGury, all Cock County .Juv.enile Ccurt 
judges,'were'members of the committee. 

The book, .the first .of its kind .in Illincis~ ,is meant as 
a practical tool to give judges additicnal insight. and 
direction in handling the legal problems ,which ,ccmmcnly 
occur at each phase of a juvenile court case. 

, , , 
" . I 

THE ILL.INOIS JUVENILE COURT BBNCR ,BOOK was published by 
the Administrative Office of the Illinois, .Courts .. 
Jill K: 'McNulty, .associate prcfesscr .of Law, .. Chicagc­
Kent College .of .Law, was editcr .. Associate editcrs.were: 
Thomas A.Lockyear, associate prcfesscr of Law, Lcycla 
University of Chicago., and Pat.rick McAnany, asscciate' prc­
fesscr, University cf Illincis at Chicago. Circle., 

TASK-:-CENTERED PR0BATION W0RK 

Former Prcbatio.n Officer Michael Bass authored ,an article 
called", .".Toward .a Mcde1 of ,Treatment .fcr Runaway Girls in 
Detentio,n .. " "The article was ,included .as .a .. chapter in 
Task~Ce.nte.T'..e.d .PT'aatic.e~ abcck published ,by Cc1umbia 
University Press in 1977., The article describes ,a field, 
wcrk pro.j,ect Mr. Bass .ccmp1eted while working at Juvenile 
Ccurt as ,a .probation .cfficer. During ,the prcject he used 
the task-.centeredcasework apprcach, which is a .shcrt­
term, research-.or.iented treatment model having many simi­
larities with the cris,is interventicn approach. The gca1 
was to. reunite girls with their families by·a1lcwing. 
the girls and their parents to. express specific changes 
they agreed would lead to. making' their 1iv.ing together 
mcreto.1~rab1e. In the article, Bass 'described examples 
frcm among .. the ten cas,es he treated. The edi tcrs cf 
Task-Ce,nte.T'e.d PT'actice were William J. Reid and Laura 
Epstein. 
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JUVENILE COURT STATISTICS: 1977-1978" 

Where did, the .1977 and 19,78. referrals ,to Juv:enile. Court 
come fro~?' Table I shows the sources of complaints by 
types of filed petitions. 

What kinds of complaints were listed in the petitions 
filed on the . children referred to Juv:enile' Cou:tt,"ih 1977 
and 1978? Table II shows the ,types 9f offenses charged on 
delinquent and MINS .petitions and shows the types of other 
petitions filed. 

What happened at the hearings of cases heard ,in ,Juv.enile 
Court. ,in .1977.-.l97.8? Table III lists the .. outcomes of the 
adjudi.cato.ry hearings, and of ,the dispo.sitional hearings 
heard at the Juvenile Court during 1977 and 1978. 

- 22 ...: 
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: :TABlE T-A •. :SOURCES :OF 'COMPL"A lNTS:' '1'977 

. DEPENDENT / 
DELINQUENT M.LN.S. NEGLECT PATERNITY TOTAL DIFFERENCE 

SOURCE OF COMPLAINT~. M' F' . M F M F (By Sourcel 1977 from 1976 

1st Municipal District 7.303 5.45 551 707 2 0 251 9,108 ~141 (-2%) 
(Chica~o Po1iceJ 

2nd Municipal District 427 43 38 52 1 1 0 562 +1~ (+23%) 
{Northern Sub. Po1iceJ 

3rd Municipa.1 Distr;ct 
(Northwestern Sub. Pol.) 

462 58 57 55 1 0 0 633 +113 (+22%) 

4th Municipal District 328 31 ' 19 56 
(Wes~ern Sub. Police) 

0 a 0 434 + 73 (+20%) 

.. 
5th Municipal District 293 29 24 31 0 1 0 378 + 89 (+31%) 
{Southwestern Sub. Pol.) 

, 

6th Municipal District 542 65 63 80 4 1 0 755 + 10 (+1%) 
(Southgrn Sub. Police) 
,.o!~ • 

. ~.--

Illinois Department of 4 2 5 9 778 751 0 1,549 -497 (-24%) 
Chi 1 dren & Family Serv. ~ 

Parents. Agencies. 250 18 159 174 194 204 0 1,251 -568 (-31%) 
Schools. Others. 
Concerned 

TOTAL {By Petition) 9.609 791 916 1.164 980 958 251 14.669 -
DIFFERENCE - '77 from '76 +40 -40 +63 +189 -489 ~405 -175 - i -817 (-5%) 

-". 
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TABLE I-B'. 1,1 SOURCES, OF COMPLAINTS: 1978 

DEPENDENT/ PATERNITY I 
DELINQUENT:-, M.I.N.S. NEGLECT ADULTS TOTAL DIFFERENCE 

SOURCE OF COMPLAINT ' M ' F") , M F M F I M F . (By Source) 1978 from 1977 
" 

" 

" 

1st Municipal DiStrict 6,938 576 539 652 0 1" 0 222 520 9,448 +340 (+4~) 
(Chicago Pollee) 

.. 

2nd Muni ci pal District 
' ~~\ 

(-11%) 335 59 , 31 71 1 1 0 0 '0 498 - 64 
(Northern Sub. Pol ice) 

" 

, 
" 

3rd Municipal DiStrict ,)" 397 48 46 49 0 0 0 0 0 540 .. 93 (-15%) 
(Northwes~rn Sub., PQ1.) , , 

4th "unicipal Dfstrict 383 48 35, 51 0 " 0 0 ", 0 518 +84 (+19%) 
(Western Sub. Police) . . , 

5th Municipal District, 285 30 39 33 0 0 0 0 0 387 + 9 (+2%) 
{Southwestern Sub. Pol.) 

6th, Muni ci pal Di $tri ct 
{Southern Sub. Police) 

667 88 61 75, 1 0 0 0 0 892 +137. (~,18%) 

{~ 

" , .. 
I11inois Department' of ' 20 4 19 29 936 925, 0 0 0 1,933 +384 (+25%) 
Children & Family Servo 

Parents, Agencies. 262 31 184 . '205 212 176 97 
" 

0 0 1,167 -83 (-7%) 
School s, Others 
Concerned ' , , 

," 

TOTAL '(~yPetition) 9,287 884 '9541,165 1.150 1,104 97, " 222 520 15,383 . -. 
..... ,"'. ", 

DIFFERENCE"; ,I 78 from 177 -322 +93 +38, + 1 +170 +146 -154 N/A N/A - +714 (+5%). .. 

-24 -
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TABLE II. TYPES OF COUNTS FILED: 1977 and 1978 

1977 1978 -- --
Difference Difference 

DELINgUENT CHARGES Males Females TOTAL from 1976 Males Females TOTAL from 1977 

Arson 98 , 6 104 -67 -39% 111 5 116 +12 +12% 
Assault and Batter~ 1 ,634 308 1 ,942 +127 +7% 1,956 386 2,342 +400 +21% 
Burglary 2,894 89 2,983 -131 - 4% 3,411 107 3,518 +535 +18% 
Vlo1atlOn Of Court Order 3 1 

.. 
4 1 -20% 64 10 74 + 70 +1750%) -

Criminal Damage to Property 676 41 I 717 +200 +39% 943 68 1 ,011 +294 +41% 
Automobile Theft & Trespass 1,330 38 il -1,368 +144 +12% I 1,288 52 1,347 - 21 - 2% 
Controlled Substance & Misc.Druc;. 326 41 I 367 ! = 75 -17% 454 87 541 +174 +47% 
Homicide (Murder, Manslaughter) 110 5 115 ' - 4 - 3% 94 8 102 - 13 -1i% 
Ra~e 88 1 1 89 - 37 -29~ 97 2 99 + 10 +11% 
Robbery 1t 426 65 II 1 ,491 -260 -15% 1 ,429 81 " ,510 + 19 + 1% 
Theft 1~450 188 r 1,638 + 93 + 6% 1,967 337 2,304 +666 +41% 
Unlawful Use of Wea~ons 688 73 761 +136 +22% 605 53 658 -103 -14% 
Other Delinquent Charges J,~7 194 1 ,761 - 27 - 2% 1 ,9t>6 274 2,230 +469 +27% 

TOTAL DELINQUENT ~HARGES IZ',l90 1,049 Ij~jj~ -155 - 110 14,jf!> 1,411 I!>,!:S!>Z +2,513 (+19% 
! 

M.I.N.S: COMPLAINTS 

'Runawa..Y 558 898 1,456 +171 +13% 688 1,017 1,705 +249 +17% -Truancy, Habltual b2 49 LU +(9 +-j,~~ _!:S8, ?-!> 143 - 56 -50%. 
Ungovernable ,590 586 I 1,176 +254 +28% 799 805 1,604 +428 +36% 
Other MINS Complalnts 4-82 591 1,073 + 38 +- 4% 295 353 648 -425 -40% 

TOII-\L M.l.N.;)., I.,UMt'UUNI;) 1,692 2,124 3,8l6 +~2 +1~~, J,870 2,230 4,100 +284 + 7% 

OTHER PETITIONS 

Neglect 1,866 1,775. 3,641 -133 - 4% 3,304 2,541 5,845 +2,204 +61% 
De.p_endent 220 203 423 +158 +60% 291 259 550 +127 +30% 
E.,aternlty - 2_51 251 -IL5 -41% - 97 f£l -154 -61% 
Adult Petltl0ns N/A N/A N/A . N/A 222 520 742 N/A 

TOTAL PETITIONS and COUNTS FILED 16,068, 5,402 21,470 +187 (+ 1%) 20,062 7,124 27,186 +5,716 (+27%) 
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TAB~E III. ADJUDICATIONS, DISPOSITIONS, CONTINUANCES: 1977 and 1978 

1) CASES ASSIGNED 
New Cases 
Cases Assigned to Others 
Cases Reasslgned for Adjudlcation 

,C ,Cases Relnstated, Orders/FlndHigS Vacate~_ 
TOTAL NEW CASES and REINSTATEMENTS 

2) CASES ADJUDICATED 
Dismissed-Without Prejudice (DWOP) 
Dlsmlssed-Wlth Prejudlce (OWP) 

" Complalnt Dlsmlssed 
Removal to Adult Court-Petition Dismissed 
Finding of: 

Delinquency 
Ml nor In Need of Supervl Sl on (fUNS ) 
Dependency 
Neglect 
Paterm ty 
Ttuancx 

Minor AdJudged Mentally Retarded 
Flnding Of Supervlslon Under Sec.4-7 
Petitl0n Dlsmlssed 
~trlcKen on Leave (SOLj 
Other Adjudlcatlons 
Transferred to Other Jurisdlction 
Condlt;ona1 Dlscharge 
TQJAJ jl.DJUDICATIONS 

3) TRANSFERRED FOR DISPOSITION 

1977 1978,;\ 
1977 --oifference 1978 --o1fference 

TOTALS from 1976 TOTAlA from 1977 
14,669 -8J7 -5% J~,383_ + 714 + 5% 
12,756 +2,205 +21% 12,187 -569 - 4% 
12,756 +2,205 +21% 12,187 -569 - 4% 

3,051 -1,924 -39% 4,329 +1,278 +42%) 
-J3~ -69% 

o -1 -100%J 1 + 1 +100 
69 +25 +57%) . 44 + 7 +19% 

2,540 +452 +22% 2,489 +51 + 2% 
622 -10 - 2% 642 +20 + 3% 
178 -76 -30% 220 +42 +24% 

1 ,_195 
162 - "145 -47% 156 - 6 - 4% 

-Jl -]9% ° - 3 -10Q%J 
1 - 2 -67% 0 -1 -100~1 

2,571 -325 - 11 % 2,421 -150 - 6% 
1,039 -519 -33% 828 -211 -20% 
6,477 

7 - 3 -30% ° - 7 -100%) 
158 -143 -48% 163 + 5 + 3% 

+ 3 +150'o} 1 - 2 -67% 
18,116 +472 + 3%16,708 -l,~08 - 8~ 

1,143 -171(-13%) 997 -146(-13%) 

4) DISPSSITIONAL ORDERS 
wardsnlps lermlnated 5,200 -258J- 5%) 6,968 +1,76~l+34%L 
Guardlans (Wlth Consent to Adopt) 159 -18 -10% 222 +63 +40% 

IDCFS (R.S.laymon)Guardlanshl~-~do~t 135) - (197) -
Other Guardlanshlp_-Adopt 24 - ( 25 J -

Guardl ans AppOl nted 1 ,492 -227 -13%1 ,582_ +~_O_ + 6%. 
Supervision, 5-2 400 +225 +129%) 437 +37 + 9% 
_Pr-..0l""""ba_t~i-i-0;...;...n ~~-:--II~~::'--_--:-T"~ ___ -II-_2"'-T, ..... 03,,"1rrl-_+-,-31;.....5 .... +_1~8%. 2 ,008 -23 - J % 

Gommltments to Dept. Correctlons .571 - 001 -
Commitments to Dept.Mental Health 3 - 7-
Commitments to D&.F.S. ._33_U - :501 -
Other Commitments 21 - 18-

All Commitments 925 -165 -15% 1,077 +152 +16%} 
=U=~TA=ll=DI=S=PO=.S===IT=I=ON:i::::~A=L=O=RID=E=RS========lt==lO=,=,20=7=F=-1=2=l8!:=-".,J.~1_2,_2~94 __ +_2_,087+_29% 

5) CONTINUANCES 40,018 -2,999t- 7%) 58,288 ~18,270(+47%L 

TOTAL COURT-WORKLOAD (Sum of 2,3,4,and 5) 69,484 -2,826(- 4%) 88,287 ~18,803(+27%) 
OTHER ORDERS 

• Violation of Probation 
Cl1nica1 Servlces Evaluations 

314 -135 -30% 284 -30 -10% 
2,081 +139 + 7% 1,92J -160 - 8% 

Soclal Investlgatlons 7 , 182 , -I 08 - 1 % ,7 ,0 I. 3 . -169 - ~% 
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CASE LAW EMANATING FROM THE JBVENILE e0URT 

In anye lar.ge, metropolitan juvenile cour.t., .the .. volume of 
cases_ c.ontinuously tests the. legislation on. which juvenile 
proceedings .. are based and generates a number of .judicial 
decisions which .are appealed to higher. cour.ts ..... Following 
are summar.ies of some of .the mor.e significant .decis.ions 
rendered .in .1977 and 1978 regarding pr.oceedings which 
originated in Cook County Juvenile Court. 

In Re Stilley, 6.6 Ill. 2d 515. Consideration was: g;iven by 
the Illinois Supreme .Court as .to .what constitutes neglect 
as to .. proper. care as defined in the .Juvenile Court Act. 
In affirming the finding of neglect by the trial court and 
in revers.ing the .decisionof the Appellate Court , the Court 
defined .neglect as the failure to exercise the care that 
the circumstances justly demand. It embraces. willful as 

. well as. unintentional disre.gard .toduty. .Howevex, neglect 
was not considered to be a term of fixed.and measured 
meaning .. but .instead .to take its content .always from specific 
circumsta'nc.es. with .i ts meaning varying as surrounding cir­
cumstances change. 

In R,e Beasley, 66 Ill. 2d 385. The Illinois Supreme Court 
consider.ed what standards. ,must guide atrial judge in 
assessing the due process sufficiency of juvenile delinquency 
proceedings wherein minors made. admissions of guilt. The 
Supreme Cour.t, .in reversing the Appellate Court .for the 
First District, held that the application of Supreme Court 
Rule 402 regarding proper admonishment to .be given adults 
in criminal proceedings is not indispensable to a deter­
mination of .. whether a minor has voluntarily and intellig~ntly 
made an admission. 

In Re. Mar.tin, .. 4.8. Ill... App .. 3d 431, .In Re Ha.rton, InRe" 
Shannon", In Re Younger and other. cas.es .. indicatethat the 
trial court .is r.equired ,to make .an explicit adjudication 
that the.· minor. .is, a ward oef the court. This,adjudication 
of wards,hip must ,be made .before the court enters a di~­
positional order regarding the minor. 

In Re Sneed, .. 4,8 .Ill. .App. 3d 364. This cas.e .. inv.olve.d .a com­
mitment.of a .minorto the Department of .Corrections foLlow­
ing a finding .. of .a violation .of .pr.obation. The Appellate .' 
Court concluded that the trial .courtlacked the statutory 
authority to extend the original probationary period of 
six months .. in .the. abs.ence of a finding that the conditions 
of the pr.obation had .been violated in spite of the fact 
that when the . .minor'.s probation had .been extended there 
had been no objection by the minor's attorney. TheAppellate 
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Court concluded that. Supreme Court Rule 615 (a). permits 
the-Appellate Court to' notice plain error .and defects 
affecting substantial rights although no objection was 
made to the er.ror at the hearing. They further concluded 
that the specific grant of authority enumerated, in 705-3 . 
(6) of the .Juvenile Court Act implies that the only valid: 
basis for ~xtending'a peri6d of probation is a viol~tion 
.of probation. . 

:In Re Johnson,·' 4.8' Ill. App. 370. This case dealt primarily 
with the .propriety. of the trial judge in, denying the ," 
'respondent's motion for a continuance of·theadjudicatory 
qearing. .The Appellate Court, in affirming .the trial 
court's .decis.ion,. s.tated "that motions fora. continuance 
are left t.o the discretion of the trial.·court and must be 
cons·idered in light of the, .diligence shown by the movant~" 
The Court .concludedthat the;r:-espondent had .not made a 
reasonable· a·ttempt to secure witnesses for her defense in 
the month that had been available to her. 

In Re Sco.tt, 48 ill. App. 3d 441. The ruling on this case 
reversed the decision of the trial court wherein the minor 
was ,found to. be .delinguentof the charges of robbery and 
felony .murder.. During the course of his .. argument to the 
judge, .the. Assis.tant State'.sAttorney, to use the terminology 
of the .Appellate Court, made statements. that were patently 
erroneous, .and grossly misstated the facts concerning the 
evidence .. before the .trial court. The Appellate Court, 
although:recognizing that the judge as a trier of fact 
considers only competent and proper evidence and argument 
in reqc.hing a decision, in the instant .case concluded that 
where ,an. ,attorney makes highly prejudicial and unsupported 
statemen·ts· to' the j,udge a new trial can be the only proper 
res-ult. 

. . 
In Re Rivera;. ,46. ·Ill., App. 3d 515, 'and tn Re Winslow, 46 Ill. 
App. 2d 962. .In affirming .the decisions of the trial courts, 
both decisions. held that a conviction may be supported by 
the. testimony of a single witness, evenif .. the testimony 
.is contradicted by the accused, provided the witness proves 
himself positiv.e .and credible and where he had ample 
opportunity to observe the perpetrator. 

In the Int.eres.t -.of .MichaelAus.tin. This .. case was an appeal 
by the . .5tate .froma denial of their petitions to have the 
parents. qf .Micqael .Aus.tin .dec.lared unfit with a resultant. 
termina:tiqn .. of their parental rights.. The iss.ue here was 
the trialcpurt' s .interpretatio ~l of section. em} of the 
Adoption Act .which.dealtwith .whether .the .parents failed 
to make 'reasonable progress' toward .the return of their 

··child. wi thin twelve months after removal of the child. 
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The Appellate Court .further. stated that .it .was, also 
necessary to. .cons.ider the possibi1ity.that the child may' 
be forced to reside indefinitely with a succession Of 
impermanent faster parents and to consider ,the situation 
which led ,to. ,the rempval of the child. The.trial court 
failed to consider. .these two additional .factors. Thus, 
a consider.atio.n of, the .above factors now requires a more 
objectiv.e interpr.etation of the meaning of .the ,word 
'reasonable' in Section (m) of the Adoption Act. 

In Re Frazier, 60 Ill. App. 3d 119. At issue in this case 
was-Whether the trial court .had the power ,to find a minor 
delinquent and to commit him to the Department of Corrections 
without a.finding of'fact as to the,minor'~ ~ge. The . 
Appellate. Court, in reversing the finding of delinquency, 
stated that a finding that the mino.r was under. .seventeen 
years of age .at .the time of the alleged act of delinquency 
is an essential statutor.y fact. The .case was ,remanded to 
trial. court to hear evidence of the minoris age. 

In the ,r.,tatter of .the Petition for Fees by ,J.i11 .McNu1ty and 
navidRudstein-.- The .two attorneys took an .action for Fees 
Filed 'for .s.ervicesrendered by them on be.ha1f of the 
Honorable Judge. William Sylvester White .in a mandamus pro~c 
ceeding before the .Il1inois Supreme Court. The trial court 
allowed the petition for fees, but the County of Cook 
appealed'stating .that the petitioners had net properly been 
appointed special State. I s Atterney. The Appellate Ceurt 
upheld. the petitio.n fer fees stating that whenever the 
State's Attorney has an interest in any cause er preceeding 
which is his duty to. pr.esecute er defend, the court may 
appoint somecempetent atterney to. prosecute er defend such 
cause or pr.oceeding. Since, in this case, the State's 
Attorney had filed the mandamus actien·, there was no. question 
t-hat·the state's Attorney was a party w'ith interest in the 
litigation. 

In Re Ephraim,. 6.0 Ill. App. 3d 848. This case dealt with 
theconstitutionality .ef paragraph~4~3 .. 1(.a).(1) ef the 
Criminal Code .which .states that "a person .cemmits the effense' 
of unlawf.ul' poss.es.sionof .firearms whe.n he is under 18 years 
of age and·when he. has in his ,pessession any firearm of a 
size which .may be concealed upen the persen". The miner 
con,teno.e,o. .that .the.statute was uncorrstitutiena1 because it 
was'void for vagueness in that .i.t failed to. give adequate 
or fair notice a's to whatcondu;::t. it proscribed. Specifi­
cally, the .minor. posited that it was impossible to ,determine 
in advan.c.e ,the .objectio.nablesiz.e.ef the firearm. The 
Appellate Co.urt disagreed wi.ththis c.ontention .and held 
that the. s.tatutewas constitutional because the general 
conduct p·ro.scribed .is .qui te clear eventheugh the circum­
stances. under .which .aperson might be convicted are peculiar 
to the facts ef. each case. 
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NEW LEGISLATION AF~"ECTING' TliE JUVENILE COURT 

The 80th General Assembly passed; and' tq~ Governor signed 
into law an unusually large' nUmber of'bills, affecting 
juveniles and the juvenile justice system. Several of the' 
Bills amended the Juvenile Court Act. Others affect 
juveniies who 'will be tried as adtilts. Still others affect 
agencies with which' many c.ourt wards are irivol ved. 
, , . 
Changes which are results of amendments to the Juvenile 
Court Act include:,' . ., 

'. 

The guardian ad litem ,may be'appointed in cases 
in which.a minor is the victim of'or witness to 
sexual abuse. 

.' The Court can use public' service employment as 
a condition of probation 9r conditional discharge •. 
The government is exempt f~om liability for tortious 
acts'"of juveniles involved in public s,ervice employ­
ment. 

'The county board can· establish and operate 
, agencies. ·to develop pr9grams of public service, 
employm¢nt. 

Agencies having guardianship 9f juveniles are 
now required. to file supplemental petitions for court 
re,view and for furtlier order within 24 months of the 
dispositional order. Formerly the time period began 
from the date of. adjudication., 

Notice. of, the hearing on' the petition mentioned 
above.may be made by certified mail, return receipt 
requested, to the minor and other .interested parties 
,in add·itio,nto the person. havi~g ,physical custody 
o£ the ,c,h:lld. Previously, an effort at personal 
service of the notice was required. ' 

The Court has 48 hours .to ,conduct a shelter 
care he.aring from the 'time a child i.5 taken into 
custody.on a ,Dependent, a. Neglect,or a Minor in' 

" Need of Supervision ·peti:tion. Thirty.,.six hours . 
were allowed under the former law, and still applies 
to delinquei?-t petitions. ' 

The victim of ,a crime ,committed by,a minor has· 
the right to know the minor's identity after an 
adj udication of delinquency. .Court records including· 

,:'the mindr'sidentity continue to be protected from 
disclosure to the general publio. 
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Illi,nois' also passed a package of· new laws that change the 
sentencing ,of .adult criminals and ther.ules regarding their 
periods of' inca~ceration. New sentences were established 
for the various' .classes of crimes and the law provides 
for sentences to be served with one day of good conduct 
credit, for each day of service in prison subject to certain 
rules. Juveniles convicted as adults automatically become 
subject to the new sentencing schedule. The package also 
specifically provided that juveniles must serve out the 
sentence's as if they were adults even, though ,they will con­
tinue to .be remanded to ,the Juvenile Division of the 
Department of .Corrections. Formerly, juveniles convicted 
as adults c01,lld be paroled' at the discretion of the 
Department. Of Corrections. 

In a separate bill, the legislature mandated that the 
Department .of Corrections inform thes.entencing Court and 
the State.' s Attorney when a juvenile, who has been convicted 
as an adult,. r.eaches 17 year.s of age ,so that .a determination 
can be made .. w.hcather. to transfer the juvenile to the Adult 
Division of the Department of Corrections. 

Since many thous~nds of' Court wards are under the guardian­
ship of the Illinois Department of Children .and Family 
Services, .laws ·whic.h change that Department are of interest 
to the J.uvenile .. Court. Of particular interest ar'e new 
laws which: 

The 

require, beginning July 1, .1978 , that the Depart­
ment create an individualized plan for accommodating 
each ward' for w.hich there is no program .or facility . 
currently available to ~he Department; 

authorize the Department to require that foster 
family ,home applicants agree to investigation,into 
any criminal hist.ories; . 

allows. the Department to pl~we an .authorized 
'representative in a child '.s home whe.n .no paren.t, 
. guardian, or resp6nsible relative is available. . , 

8lst General Assembly passed the following legislation: 

The record keepil;1g functions regarding the .study 
of juvenile delinquency have been transferred' . 
from 'the Delinquency, Prevention Commission to the 
Depa:i;tment of La"l7 Enforcement. 

A ne:w Mental .Hea-l th . Code. 9-f.fecting both .adul ts 
and juveniles (replacing the Mental Health Code 
of 1967) went into effect'January 1, 1979. This 
new law revised procedures for admission, transfer, 
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and discharge of patien·ts; delineates patient rights; 
creates a Gtiardianship and Mental Health Advocacy 
Commission; and establishes safeguards for the 

., .. ,;confidentiali ty of mental health records. 

A statewide probation bill went into effect on 
January 1, 1979, which is designed to improve 
the quality of probation services throughout 
Illinois. Among other provisions the bill increases 
the state subsidy to juvenile probation officers, 

'clstablishes a subsidy for adult probation officers, 
establishes a minimum salary, and creates a mechanism 
for adopting minimum statewide standards for pro­
bation services. 

The Legislature also broadened the basis for a finding 
of unfitness under the Adoption Act. The basis now can 
be established if there have been two or more acts of 
abuse to other children in the family. 

A set of bills were passed which concerned the truancy 
issue. ThE¥defined valid cause for absence, and chronic 
or habitual truancy. They also provided for reporting 
and for suspension because' of truancy. The State Board 
of Education was given authorization to contract for the 
education of chronic truants and for the prevention of 
truancy 0 
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CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY 

JUVENILE DIVISION 

JUDGES 

1977-1978 

CIRCUIT COURT" JUDGES 

William Sylvester White, Presiding 

Charles E. Freeman* 

Arthur N. Hamilton 

Mary H. Hooton* 

John P. McGury 

Raymond S. Sodini* 

Lucia T. Thomas 

Jose R. Vazquez 

ASSOCIATE JUDGES 

James J. Chrastka 

Peter F.. Costa 

Robert A. Hayes* 

Charles C. Leary* 

Edward H. Marsa1ek 

Edwin L. Martay* 

Joseph C. Mooney 

John A. Ouska 

James P. Piragine* 

John W. Rogers 

Thomas M. Wa1sh* 

James M. Walton 

Willie M. Whiting* 

Stephen R. Yates 

*Reassigned to another Division of the Circuit Court 
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P~es£ding Judge William Sylvester 
White (~ight) and the judges of the 
Juvenile Division, Circuit Cou~t 
of Cook County (below). Seated, 
f~omZeft to right, a~e Joseph C. 
Mooney, Lucia T. Thomas, John P. 
McGu~H, Arthur N. Hamilton, and 
JoseR. Vazquez. Standing, f~om 
left to right, a~e James M. Walton, 
James J. Ch~astka, John W. Rogers, 
Stephen R. Yates, Peter F. Costa, 
Edwa~d H. Ma~salek, and John A. 
Ouska. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 
OF THE 

JUVENILE COURT 

DIRECTOR OF COURT SERVICES 
EDWARD J. NERAD 

Budget and Aaaounts 
Lillian Kallal 

CZinicaZ Serviaes 
Robert E. Bussell, M.D. 

StatistiaaZ Division 
Timothy D. Danaher 

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE PROBATION OFFICER 
MICHAEL F. HENEGHAN 

CompZaint Division 
Laurence A. Harding 

Guardian ad Litem 
M. Leonard Goodman 

PersonneZ 
Suzette Feher 

CHIEF PROBATION OFFICER 
THOMAS P. JONES 

Dependent/NegZeat Division 
Irene M. Richards 

South Division 
Ama 1 i a Pace,l" 

North Division 
Shirley Pena 

Joint Youth DeveZopment Program 
Gloria Quinn 

Community Resouraes Division 
John P. Browne 

Training Division 
Theresa B. Yancey 
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~ CITIZENS COMMITTEE ON THE JUVENILE COURT 

1977-1978 

Chaipman: Robert A~ Helman 

Me1iIbeps: 

James F. Ashenden, Jr. 
Ali ce Q. Aye·rs 
Carolyn Bergan 
Charles L~ Block, M.D. 
Ha.rold E. Boysaw 
John J. Casey, Jr. 
William R. Clarke, M.D. 
Ruben I. Cruz 
Pieter de Vryer~ ~.D. 
Clare T .. Driscoll 
E. Stanley Enlund 
Dav; d Ep.stein 
Dr. Randall H. ,Evans, Jr. 
Raymond Fannings' 
William H. Finch 
Benjamin Finley 
Roger R. Fross 
Michael F. Heneghan 
Msgr. J~~ma~ J. Holbrook 
Mimi Hynek' 
Suzanne E. Jones 
Geo rge Ke.l m 
Wi 1 1 i am .A. 'L e e 
Ben Mee k.e.r 
Norval .Morri s 
Danie.l0 .. Murray 
Hugh So Osb.orne 
G. Lewi s. Penner 
E u g e n e P e r.k ins 
Sally Probst 
Blanche Prucha 
George A. Ranney 
James P. Rice 
R. Newton Rooks 
Charles H. Shireman 
The H 0 n. J 0 h n J. S u 1'1 1. va n 
Gdr. Harold Thomas 
Bowe.n Tucker 
Jerome S; Weiss 
The Han. Minor K. Wils6n 
T h'o mas M 0 You n g 

Ex:eautive Dipeatop: Frank A. Sesek 
Ai~oaiate Dipeat6~: Patricia H. Mannix 

I 
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RETIREMENTS 

The Juvani~e Court wishes to acknowZedge the many fine years 
of service to those who have retired during Z9?? and Z9?8. 

Sam Blecher, Driver, ZO years. 

Irma L. Cole, Deputy Chief Probation Officer, J2 years. 

Kay Flynn, CZerk III, 20 years. 

Alfred Kuzel, Deputy Chief Probation Officer, Z9 years. 

Ollie Spain, Steno III, 24 years. 

Margaret Whiteford, CZerk III, 20 years. 

Joseph Zeller, Probation Officer II, 20 years. 
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