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directors of Datronic was comprised
of three directors. Lopinski, by virtue
of his ownership of approximately 95
percent of the stock of Datronic,
appointed all of the directors, From
Dec. 31, 1988, through Sept. 30,
1989, the board consisted of Lopinski,
Stephen S. Buckley and Gary B,
Gebis. On Sept. 30, 1989, Gebis
resigned from the board, questioning
the propriety of various Datronic
transactions, including a Bank of
California transaction. On Dec. 12,
1989, Lopinski appointed Edmund C,
Lipinski to the board. From Dec, 12,
1989, until May 1, 1992, the board
was comprised of Lopinski, Buckley
and Lipinski.

Plaintiffs alleged tha: during the
period of Dec. 12, 1989, to May 1,
1992, the board “was not an
independent body” and “was, in
effect, a ‘rubber stamp’ for the
corporate decisions of Lopinski.”
Plaintiffs further alleged that Lipinski
executed corporate resolutions and
other corporate documents when v
directed to do so by Lopinski, without
questioning the propriety of such
actions.

On Oct. 31, 1997, plaintiff filed a
one-count third amended complaint
alleging conversion. I arnev anii
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Tuesday, November 16, 1999

By AARON CHAMBERS

Law Buletin staff writer

SPRINGFIELD — The legislature
properly gave the right to tria] by jury to
violent and habi:ual juvenile offenders

but not to juveniles charged with first-
- degree murder, znd a 13-year-old boy’s

right to equal prolection was not violated
when he was denied a jury during his
murder tral, an attorney for the state
told the Illinois Supreme Court Tuesday.

Cook County Assistant State’s Attor-
ney Susan R. Schier] Sullivan told the
high court that the issue was not wheth-
er the legislature deprived juveniles
charged with murder of jury trials, but
rather that it had afforded them to the
violent and habituyal juveniles.

Sullivan said the legislature granted
jury trials to violent and habi:ual offend-
ers to make the preceedings more close-
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Law Builetin staff writer

7 Justices mull juveniles’

ly resemble criminal actions brought
against adults.

“They did this to give these offenders
a real taste cf a criminal proceeding,”
Sullivan said. “The regeat, chronic of-
fenders have already demonstrated that
the rehabilitative measures of the sys-
tem were not working on them.”

Juveniles charged with murder, on the
other hand, were spared the “‘clash and
clamor ... the delay ... and all that
comes with an adult jury trial” when the
legislature decided not grant them a
similar right, Sullivan sad.

At issue is whether Cook County
Circuit Judge Danjel P, Darcy properly
denied a 13-yesr-old boy’s request for a
jury trial when the boy was charged with
murder under ‘he Juvenile Court Act,
705 ILCS 405/5-33(1.5).

The statute used to charge the boy,
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identified in court records as G.0., does
1ot grant — or deny — a jury trial, but
his attorneys asked for one anyway.
They argued that denying G.O. a jury
tial, but affording juries to juveniles
charged under the same law as violent or
habitdal oféenders — sections 5-36(d)
and 5-35(d) — violated his right to equal
protection.

The 1st District Appellate Court in
March agreed. But while the appeals
court found that denying jury trials for
juveniles charged under section 5-
33(1.5) violates equal protection, it did
not hold the law unconstitutional be-
cause it “neither grants nor denies a jury
trial.” In the Interest of G.0., A Minor,
304 IILApp.2d 719, 710 N.E.2d 140 (1st
Dist. 1999).

On Tuesday, G.0.'s pro bono attorney
told the high court that there were other
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. The field of health care law was the topic of a workshop at The
John Marshall Law Schoot that brought in experts to share
insights. Guests Kevin Burke (from left) of Corboy & Demetrio,

i

Rudy-Schade of Cassiday, Schade & Gloor, and Grant bixon of
the Corboy firm were welcomed by Dean Robert Gilbert Johnston
and William Chamberlain, director of career services.
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