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SUMMARY

The Illinois Supreme Court held that a trial court’s order imposing a 30-day county-jail sanction for
violating a condition of pretrial release was a final and appealable order, rather than an interlocutory
order appealable under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 604(h). The court further held that the defendant
was not entitled to apply good-behavior credit to the sanction because the sanction was not a sentence
under the County Jail Good Behavior Allowance Act. The court also applied the public-interest
exception to mootness.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the appellate court had jurisdiction over Seymore's appeal from the 30-day imprisonment
sanction imposed for violating a pretrial-release condition.

2. Whether the otherwise moot appeal fell within the public-interest exception to the mootness doctrine.

3. Whether the State forfeited its argument concerning application of the County Jail Good Behavior
Allowance Act by failing to raise it in the appellate court.

4. Whether a 30-day imprisonment sanction under section 110-6(f)(2) of the Code of Criminal Procedure is
a sentence eligible for good-conduct credit under section 3 of the County Jail Good Behavior Allowance
Act.

HOLDINGS

1. A trial-court order imposing a 30-day imprisonment sanction under section 110-6(f)(2) for violating a
pretrial-release condition is a final and appealable order because it finally resolves a distinct collateral
matter and leaves only execution of the order.

2. The public-interest exception to mootness applied to permit review of whether a defendant is entitled to
good-conduct credit against a 30-day imprisonment sanction under section 110-6(f)(2).

3. The State did not forfeit its argument that the Behavior Allowance Act does not apply to the
imprisonment sanction by failing to raise that issue in the appellate court.

4. A defendant is not entitled to good-conduct credit against a 30-day imprisonment sanction imposed
under section 110-6(f)(2) because the sanction is not a sentence under section 3 of the County Jail Good
Behavior Allowance Act.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that the appellate court had jurisdiction over the defendant’s appeal.” (¶ 28)

“We hold that, because the defendant’s 30-day imprisonment sanction was not a sentence under section 3 of
the Behavior Allowance Act, he was not entitled to good-conduct credit against that sanction.” (¶ 46)

“For the reasons that we have stated, we reverse the judgment of the appellate court and affirm the judgment
of the circuit court.” (¶ 48)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Seymore was charged with aggravated unlawful participation in methamphetamine production, unlawful
possession of methamphetamine, and unlawful possession of methamphetamine with intent to deliver. While
released before trial subject to electronic monitoring, he left his residence and traveled to locations in De Kalb,
Broadview, and Chicago. The circuit court found by clear and convincing evidence that he violated the
monitoring condition and imposed a 30-day county-jail sanction, expressly stating that no good-time credit
would apply.
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