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SUMMARY

The Illinois Appellate Court, First District, reviews a juvenile delinquency case involving weapons
offenses and the designation of S.R. as a violent juvenile offender. The opinion addresses whether the
circuit court properly declined to accept S.R.'s guilty plea before parental notification, whether a prior
guilty plea constituted a qualifying adjudication, the sufficiency of proof concerning the predicate
offense, and sentencing credit. The excerpt concludes that the circuit court acted within its discretion
regarding the guilty plea and that any error concerning proof of the predicate offense was harmless.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW Refusal to accept a guilty plea is reviewed for abuse of discretion;
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the circuit court abused its discretion by declining to accept S.R.'s otherwise knowing and
voluntary guilty plea before his parents had been notified.

2. Whether a guilty plea, before sentencing or adjudication of wardship, constitutes a prior adjudication of
delinquency sufficient to support violent juvenile offender status.

3. Whether the State's violent juvenile offender notice was facially deficient for failing to specify the class
of the predicate offense.

4. Whether the State proved the predicate qualifying offense and whether the circuit court improperly
relied on personal knowledge of the prior case.

5. Whether S.R. was entitled to 139 days of presentence custody credit for time he was detained while
simultaneously subject to this case and another juvenile case.

HOLDINGS

1. The circuit court acted within its discretion in declining to accept S.R.'s guilty plea before his parents
had been notified. The Juvenile Court Act does not impose a categorical prohibition on accepting such a
plea, but parental participation is an important procedural protection and the decision is entrusted to the
trial court's case-by-case discretion.

2. A juvenile's guilty plea alone satisfies the requirement in 705 ILCS 405/5-820(a) that the minor have
been previously 'adjudicated a delinquent minor.' Sentencing or adjudication of wardship is not required
for the plea to qualify as the predicate adjudication.

3. The State's notice was sufficient even though it did not separately identify the class of the predicate
offense. Section 5-820(b) requires written notice of the State's intention to prosecute the minor as a
violent juvenile offender, not a detailed description of the predicate offense.

4. The circuit court's finding that S.R. had a qualifying predicate offense was not against the manifest
weight of the evidence. Although the certified statement of conviction/disposition alone did not establish
the offense class or firearm connection, the record contained the prior plea transcript and S.R.'s judicial
admissions establishing that he pleaded guilty to a Class 2 felony involving possession of a machine
gun.

5. S.R. was entitled to 139 days of presentence credit because a juvenile detained simultaneously on two
unrelated charges receives credit for that time in both cases. The appellate court directed the circuit clerk
to amend the mittimus to reflect 139 days rather than 46 days.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is not a categorical rule that precludes a circuit court from accepting a juvenile’s plea of guilty in the
absence of parental notification. It is a matter entrusted to the wisdom and discretion of trial judges to be
made on a case-by-case basis.” (¶ 16)



“The guilty plea alone satisfies the statutory requirement.” (¶ 20)

“The plain language only requires “notice of intention.”” (¶ 25)

“It proves nothing: neither the class of the offense nor its connection to the use of a firearm.” (¶ 30)

“A defendant simultaneously in presentence custody on two unrelated charges is entitled to credit for that time
in both cases.” (¶ 38)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police observed 17-year-old S.R. attempting to place a handgun with an automatic switch into his jacket as he
entered a Chicago gangway. He fled, dropped the handgun, and was arrested. At the time, he was on probation in
one juvenile case and had pleaded guilty to a Class 2 felony involving possession of a machine gun in another
case but had not yet been sentenced. After the circuit court declined to accept his guilty plea in this case without
parental notification, the State filed a violent juvenile offender notice; S.R. was later adjudicated delinquent and
committed to the Department of Juvenile Justice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

S.R. was charged in the Circuit Court of Cook County with weapons offenses. The circuit court declined to
accept his guilty plea at his initial appearance because his parents had not been notified, later allowed the State
to prosecute him as a violent juvenile offender, adjudicated him delinquent after a bench trial, and committed
him to the Department of Juvenile Justice. The appellate court affirmed the judgment but modified the sentence
to award 139 days of presentence credit instead of 46 days.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The judgment was affirmed and modified. The clerk of the Circuit Court of Cook County was directed to amend
the mittimus to reflect 139 days of presentence credit instead of 46 days.
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