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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 
T.S., et al.  ) 
 ) 

Plaintiffs,  ) 
 ) Case No.: 16-cv-8303 

vs.  ) 
 ) Hon. Rebecca R. Pallmeyer 
TWENTIETH CENTURY FOX ) 
TELEVISION, et al.  ) 
 ) 

Defendants. ) 
 

 DEFENDANT CHIEF JUDGE’S COMBINED RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS’ 
MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND  

CROSS-MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 Plaintiffs are former detainees at the Cook County Juvenile Detention Center (“JTDC”).  

They have sued the Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, a state official, in his official 

capacity for money damages, alleging that the filming of scenes for the Empire television show at 

the JTDC harmed them.  But Plaintiffs’ claims are barred by the Eleventh Amendment.  While 

Plaintiffs agree that the Illinois legislature transferred administrative and operational control over 

the JTDC from the Cook County Board to the Office of the Chief Judge (“OCJ”), a state entity, 

prior to the filming at issue in this case, they argue that the Chief Judge still acted as a “county 

official” in administering the JTDC.  The case law shows otherwise.  This past July, in Mathlock 

v. Fleming, Judge Shah rejected arguments similar to plaintiffs’ here, and held that the Eleventh 

Amendment barred claims brought by a JTDC detainee against the OCJ, as well as the JTDC’s 

Superintendent, whom the Chief Judge appointed pursuant to state law.  The Seventh Circuit’s 

even more recent decision Burger v. County of Macon, which plaintiffs ignore, further supports 

the Chief Judge’s position here. 
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 

Plaintiffs and the Chief Judge agree that the OCJ has operational and administrative control 

over the JTDC pursuant to state law, see 55 ILCS 75/3.  The Chief Judge admits the three 

undisputed facts set forth in plaintiffs’ brief (Dkt. No. 310 at 1-2), and submits the following 

additional undisputed facts (see also LR 56.1 statement): 

1. In 1999, a group of detainees at the JTDC filed a federal lawsuit, Doe v. Cook 

County, No. 99-cv-3945 (N.D. Ill.), against Cook County and the Superintendent of the JTDC, 

alleging violations of their constitutional rights.  (Dkt. No. 88 at ¶ 63; see also Doe v. Cook County, 

798 F.3d 558, 560 (7th Cir. 2015))  At the time the lawsuit was filed, the Cook County Board 

exercised control over the JTDC.   

2. The Doe plaintiffs and Cook County entered into a settlement agreement under 

which the county would improve conditions at the JTDC.  (Id. at ¶¶ 63-64)  In August of 2007, 

after plaintiffs filed a motion alleging that the county was not complying with the agreement’s 

terms, the federal court appointed Earl Dunlap as the transitional administrator of the JTDC to 

bring the facility into compliance.  (Id.; see also No. 99-cv-3945, Dkt. No. 330) 

3. At the same time, the Illinois General Assembly was considering legislation that 

would transfer control of the JTDC to the OCJ.  (Id.; see also 95th General Assembly, 32nd 

Legislative Day, 3/28/2007 House Transcript1 (explaining that there were concerns that “the 

county board president’s office wasn’t necessarily handling the juvenile detention center in the 

proper way” and that House Bill 236 “would transfer control of the Cook County Juvenile 

Detention Center to the chief judge’s office”))    

 

                                                 
1 The transcript is available at http://www.ilga.gov/house/transcripts/htrans95/09500032.pdf. 
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 4. The Doe court’s order appointing Dulap referenced this pending legislation, and 

directed him to “prepare the JTDC for the transition of administrative authority over its operations 

to the Office of the Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County.”  (Id. at ¶¶1, 11(b))   

5. Later in 2007, the Illinois General Assembly amended the County Shelter Care and 

Detention Home Act to transfer operational and administrative authority over the JTDC to the 

OCJ, effective January 1, 2008.  See 55 ILCS 75/3; see also Dkt. No. 88 at ¶64. 

6. However, the JTDC remained under Earl Dunlap’s control until May 20, 2015, 

when the federal court terminated his appointment as transitional administrator.  (No. 99-cv-3945, 

Dkt. 786 at 1; see also Dkt. No. 88 at ¶¶ 64-65; Doe, 798 F.3d at 560 (“The word ‘Transitional’ in 

the Administrator’s title comes from the fact that Illinois amended its law in 2007 to move 

management of the Center from the domain of the County’s political branches to the domain of 

the Circuit Court of Cook County, in whose Chief Judge state law now vests authority.  The 

Administrator was supposed to produce an orderly transition from the old regime to the new one.  

That took a good deal longer than expected.”)) 

7. Effective May 20, 2015, the OCJ had operational and administrative control over 

the JTDC.  (Id.)  Pursuant to his authority under state law, 55 ILCS 75/3, the Chief Judge appointed 

Leonard Dixon as the JTDC’s Superintendent.  (Dkt. No. 88 at ¶ 66) 

8. The filming of Empire at the JTDC occurred in the summer of 2015, after the OCJ 

assumed control over the JTDC.  (Dkt. No. 88 at ¶34)  Plaintiffs and the Chief Judge have 

stipulated that Superintendent Dixon was the final decision-maker “for the OCJ” regarding 

“whether to permit the staging and filming of scenes for Empire at the Cook County Juvenile 

Temporary Detention Center” and “whether and how the JTDC’s operations would be altered in 

order to accommodate the Empire filming.”  (Dkt. 310-2)   
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ARGUMENT 

 As set forth below, the Court should deny Plaintiffs’ partial motion for summary judgment 

and grant the Chief Judge’s cross-motion.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a); Boss v. Castro, 816 F.3d 910, 

916 (7th Cir. 2016) (summary judgment is appropriate “where there are no genuine issues of 

material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law”).  The Chief Judge, 

named in his official capacity and sued for money damages, is not a “person” subject to suit under 

Section 1983 (Part I), and all of the claims against him are barred by the Eleventh Amendment 

(Part II), because he is a state official for purposes of Plaintiffs’ claims here relating to the filming 

of Empire at the JTDC. 

I. THE CHIEF JUDGE IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY IS A STATE OFFICIAL NOT 
SUBJECT TO SUIT UNDER SECTION 1983. 

 
 Plaintiffs’ Section 1983 claims against the Chief Judge (Counts I-III and VI) fail because 

a state official sued in his or her official capacity for money damages is not a “person” subject to 

suit under Section 1983.  See Will v. Mich. Dep’t of State Police, 491 U.S. 58, 64-66 (1984).  As 

the Illinois Supreme Court has explained, Illinois has a “unified court system” in which “the State, 

personified by the chief judge of each circuit” is “the sole employer of all court employees.”  

Orenic v. Ill. State Labor Relations Bd., 537 N.E.2d 784, 795 (Ill. 1989) (emphasis added) (holding 

that counties are not considered joint employers of non-judicial court employees for purposes of 

collective bargaining despite the counties’ statutory role in funding the circuit courts).  The OCJ 

is “part of the Circuit Court of Cook County, which in turn is a unit of state government.”  Martin 

v. Cook Cty., No. 17-C-2330, 2019 WL 3733690, at *11 (N.D. Ill. Aug. 8, 2019); see also Marshall 

v. Fries, No. 19-cv-55, 2019 WL 4062549, at *5 (“The Office of the Chief Judge is a state entity, 

and therefore its employees are state employees.”); Tibor v. Kane Cty., Ill., 485 Fed. App’x 840 

(7th Cir. 20102) (“the Circuit Courts of Illinois are units of state government”). 
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 Courts have repeatedly held that the Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County in 

his official capacity, as a state official, and the OCJ, as a state entity, are not “persons” for purposes 

of Section 1983, and therefore cannot be sued under that statute.  See Burmeister v. Stone, 751 F. 

Supp. 759, 760-61 (N.D. Ill. 1990) (dismissing claim brought by employee of Cook County Public 

Defender’s Office against former Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County); Martin, 2019 

WL 3733690, at *11 (holding that “OCJ is not subject to § 1983 liability” and dismissing 

discrimination claim filed by probation officer); Hagg v. Cook Cty. Adult Probation, No. 17-cv-

5403, 2018 WL 5249228, at *5 (N.D. Ill. Oct. 22, 2018) (“The Office of the Chief Judge of the 

Circuit Court of Cook County is an office within Illinois’ state court system, established by state 

statute.  See 705 ILCS 35/1, 705 ILCS 35/4.1.  That means that it is not a person and is not subject 

to liability under §1983.”).  Plaintiffs’ Section 1983 claims against the Chief Judge of the Circuit 

Court of Cook County in his official capacity should be dismissed.2   

II. THE CHIEF JUDGE IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY IS ENTITLED TO 
ELEVENTH AMENDMENT IMMUNITY BECAUSE HE HAS 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATIONAL CONTROL OVER THE JTDC 
PURSUANT TO STATE LAW. 

 
 Further, all of Plaintiffs’ claims against the Chief Judge fail on Eleventh Amendment 

grounds.  Claims for damages against state entities and state officials in their official capacities are 

barred by the Eleventh Amendment.  See Pennhurst State Sch. & Hosp. v. Halderman, 465 U.S. 

89, 101-03 (1984).  And state-law claims against state officials in their official capacities are barred 

regardless of the relief sought.  Id. at 106.  As the Supreme Court emphasized, “it is difficult to 

think of a greater intrusion on state sovereignty than when a federal court instructs state officials 

on how to confirm their conduct to state law.”  Id. 

                                                 
2 Plaintiffs’ misplaced argument that the Chief Judge acts as a “county officer” with respect to the JTDC, 
see Dkt. No. 310 at 8, is addressed in Part II below. 
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Courts routinely dismiss official capacity claims for money damages against the Chief 

Judge as barred by the Eleventh Amendment.  See, e.g., Smith v. Chief Judge of the Circuit Court 

of Cook County, No. 17-cv-8341, 2018 WL 3046948, at *2-3 (N.D. Ill. Jun. 20, 2018) (dismissing 

probation officer’s claim against Chief Judge of Circuit Court of Cook County, construed as claim 

against OCJ, on Eleventh Amendment grounds); Milazzo v. O’Connell, 925 F. Supp. 1331, 1336 

n.1 (N.D. Ill. 1996) (dismissing claim against Chief Judge of Circuit Court of Cook County on 

Eleventh Amendment grounds); see also Doyle v. Chief Judge of Tenth Judicial Circuit, No. 05-

1131, 2006 WL 1554233, at *3-4 (C.D. Ill. May 26, 2006) (dismissing claim against Chief Judge 

of Tenth Judicial Circuit for money damages on Eleventh Amendment grounds).  In Mathlock v. 

Fleming, Judge Shah recently dismissed claims against the OCJ (and Superintendent Dixon) filed 

by a detainee of the JTDC on Eleventh Amendment grounds, holding that they “acted as arms of 

the state.”  No. 18-cv-6406, 2019 WL 2866726, at *4 (N.D. Ill. Jul. 3, 2019). 

A. Judge Shah’s Recent Decision in Mathlock Shows that the Chief Judge Has 
Eleventh Amendment Immunity. 

 
Plaintiffs assert that the Chief Judge acts as a “county official” in administering the JTDC, 

and is therefore not entitled to Eleventh Amendment immunity.  (Dkt. No. 310 at 1, 3-10).  But in 

Mathlock, Judge Shah held otherwise, addressing and rejecting arguments similar to Plaintiffs’ 

here.  The plaintiff in Mathlock alleged that when he was detained at the JTDC, two detention 

center employees caused injuries while handcuffing him.  See 2019 WL 28666726, at *1.  In 

addition to these employees, the plaintiff sued the OCJ, Superintendent Dixon, and Cook County, 

alleging that they failed to adequately hire, train, and supervise the employees.  Id. at *2.  While 

the plaintiff argued that the OCJ and Dixon were not entitled to Eleventh Amendment immunity, 

claiming that “Cook County operates the detention center,” id. at *2, the Court disagreed and 

dismissed his claims against the OCJ and Dixon.  Id. at *4. 
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The Mathlock decision is thorough, carefully-reasoned, and on-point.  The Court 

recognized that “the county creates, funds, and can replace the detention center”—which Plaintiffs 

here emphasize, see Dkt. No. 310 at 6—but concluded this did not outweigh “the chief judge’s 

more direct control” over the JTDC.  Id. at *3, citing McMillian v. Monroe Cty., Ala., 520 U.S. 

781, 791 (1997) (holding that county sheriff represented State of Alabama with respect to the 

conduct at issue and noting that “[t]he county’s payment of the sheriff’s salary does not translate 

into control over him”). 

In reaching this conclusion, the Court reviewed both the statutory framework and the 

history behind it.  Under the County Shelter Care and Detention Home Act, the Chief Judge 

“controls [the JTDC’s] budget and the day-to-day conduct of its officials.”  Id. at *3, citing 55 

ILCS 75/3(a), (b), and (c) (Chief Judge has “administrative control” over the JTDC’s budget and 

appoints the Superintendent and “all other necessary personnel,” who serve at the Chief Judge’s 

pleasure).  “When the county failed to adequately administer the detention center, the court 

(followed by the Illinois legislature) transferred control to the Office of the Chief Judge, ensuring 

that it, and not the county, administered the detention center going forward.”  Id. at *3.  “[T]he 

purpose of this shift was to take control away from the county board and give it to the chief judge.”  

Id. at *4.  Thus, the Court held that Superintendent Dixon “exercised the judge’s control, not the 

county’s fiscal authority” for purposes of the claims at issue.  Id. at *4.  Dixon and the OCJ “acted 

as arms of the state,” so the Eleventh Amendment applied. Id. 

The Chief Judge’s Eleventh Amendment immunity is even clearer here.  The parties agree 

that as a matter of state law, the Chief Judge has administrative and operational control over the 

JTDC.  See 55 ILCS 75/3.  And the stipulation between plaintiffs and the OCJ states that 
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Superintendent Dixon was the final policy-maker “for the OCJ”3 (a state entity) with respect to the 

filming of Empire at the JTDC.  (Dkt. No. 310-2 (emphasis added); see also Mathlock, 2019 WL 

2866726, at *2 (noting that to determine whether Dixon acted as an arm of the state, the question 

was whether he acted as “a final policymaker for Illinois or Cook County”), citing McMillian v. 

Monroe Cty., Ala., 520 U.S. 781, 785 (1997))  Plaintiffs’ claims against the Chief Judge are barred 

by the Eleventh Amendment. 

B. Plaintiffs Are Incorrect in Arguing that Mathlock was Wrongly Decided.  

As they must, plaintiffs argue that Mathlock was wrongly decided.  (Dkt. No. 310 at 9)  

They claim that the Court did “not properly focus on which law gives rise to the specific function 

that the Chief Judge performs in operating the JTDC.”  (Id.)  Their argument, which is difficult to 

understand, goes as follows:  the Mathlock Court cited an Illinois Supreme Court case, Drury v. 

McLean Cty., 89 Ill. 2d 417 (1982), for the proposition that the OCJ is a state entity, but that case 

referenced Article VI of the Illinois Constitution, while the OCJ’s operational and administrative 

control of the JTDC “flows not from Article VI, but from the [County Shelter Care and Detention 

Home Act],” implying (somehow, plaintiff’s reasoning here is not clear) that the Chief Judge 

“acted as a county officer.”  (Dkt. No. 310 at 10) 

This position makes little sense.  Judge Shah fully understood that the Chief Judge’s control 

over the JTDC derives from the County Shelter Care and Detention Home Act,” 55 ILCS 75/3, a 

state statute.  See Mathlock, 2019 WL 2866726, at *3.  The fact that the Illinois General Assembly, 

as the state legislative body, passed a state statute that assigns control over the JTDC the Chief 

Judge, a state official, only supports the Court’s conclusion that the Chief Judge acted as an arm 

                                                 
3  Plaintiffs devote an entire section of their brief to arguing that the OCJ is the same as the Chief Judge of 
the Circuit Court of Cook County in his official capacity for purposes of the stipulation between the parties.  
(Dkt. No. 310 at 10-15)  The Chief Judge agrees that for purposes of this stipulation, the “OCJ” is 
interchangeable with the Chief Judge in his official capacity.   
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of the state.  See, e.g., Arnold v. Cty. of Cook, Adult Probation Dept., No. 98 C 8400, 2001 WL 

1894215, at *1 (N.D. Ill. Sept. 25, 2001) (holding that the Chief Judge in his official capacity was 

a state entity with respect to his administrative authority over the County of Cook Adult Probation 

Department pursuant to a state statute); McMillian, 520 U.S. at 789-90 (examining sheriff’s 

authority pursuant to state statute).  The Chief Judge’s Eleventh Amendment immunity does not 

hinge on whether his control over the JTDC stems from an Illinois statute or the Illinois 

constitution; in either case, he acts as a state officer.  Id.  

As Judge Shah noted, DeGenova v. Sheriff of DuPage County, 209 F.3d 973 (7th Cir. 

2000), which Plaintiffs cite, does not show otherwise.  See Mathlock, 2019 WL 2866726, at *4 

(distinguishing DeGenova).  In DeGenova, the Seventh Circuit refused to extend the State’s 

Eleventh Amendment immunity to a county official, the Sheriff of DuPage County, holding that 

the Sheriff was not a state officer with respect to management of the county jail.  See 209 F.3d at 

975-77.  While the Seventh Circuit noted that the county furnished and financially supported the 

jail, a point that Plaintiffs here emphasize (Dkt. No. 310 at 6), the Court’s decision relied heavily 

on a number of additional factors not present here.  Most importantly, the Illinois Constitution 

designated the Sheriff as a county officer, which, the Court remarked, “strongly indicates that the 

Sheriff is an agent for the county.”  Id. at 976.  Further, the Illinois Supreme Court had held that 

the Sheriff’s policies for jail operations “are independent of and unalterable by any governing 

body.”  Id., citing Moy v. Cty. of Cook, 159 Ill. 2d 519 (1994).  And the State’s authority over the 

Sheriff was “tenuous” and “indirect.”4  Not only are none of these factors present here, but the 

                                                 
4 “The Sheriff cited “provisions that require sheriffs to participate in annual training programs that a State 
Board has approved, that authorize the State Department of Corrections to inspect the jails at least once a 
year, and that permit the governor to remove sheriffs who fail to protect prisoners from a lynch mob.”  Id. 
at 976.  As the Seventh Circuit explained, “these provisions merely authorize the State to regulate sheriffs 
in a very tenuous and indirect manner, and certainly do not outweigh the Illinois Constitution, the Illinois 
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opposite is true:  again, the Chief Judge is a state officer, and Illinois law grants him administrative 

and operational control over the JTDC. 

In sum, Plaintiffs’ position here—that the Chief Judge is stripped of his usual Eleventh 

Amendment immunity because their claims relate to the JTDC—is incorrect and unsupported.  

Plaintiffs urge this Court to follow the analysis in a Southern District decision, McKinney v. 

Franklin Cty., Ill., No 15-cv-1044, 2019 WL 4757641 (S.D. Ill. Sept. 30, 2019).  (Dkt. No. 310 at 

9)  But unlike Mathlock, that case involved neither the JTDC nor the Chief Judge of the Circuit 

Court of Cook County.  In McKinney, the estate of a minor who attempted suicide at the Franklin 

County Juvenile Detention Center sued Franklin County and a number of individual defendants, 

none of which were a judge.  See 2019 WL 4757641, at *1.  The defendants moved for summary 

judgment, with three of them (Abell, Freeman, and Sanders) arguing that they were entitled to 

Eleventh Amendment immunity as non-judicial employees of the Second Judicial Circuit.  Id. at 

*7The Court did not accept their Eleventh Amendment argument, but granted summary judgment 

to the defendants on other grounds.  Id. at *6, 13. 

  McKinney is different from this case in multiple ways.  First, the management of the 

Franklin County detention center was governed by a detailed Memorandum of Understanding 

between the Chief Judge of the Second Judicial Circuit and Franklin County, setting forth their 

respective obligations and responsibilities.  Id. at *1.  Second, while Freeman and Sanders claimed 

to be state employees, they both “accepted employment with Franklin County” as well as the 

Second Judicial Circuit.  Id. at *3, 8 (emphasis added).  Third, the plaintiff put forth evidence that 

the defendants were agents of Franklin County with respect to “the provision of healthcare at the 

Center,” a core issue in the case.  Id. (noting that Freeman entered into a contact for the provision 

                                                 
Supreme Court, and the Illinois statutory provisions that overwhelmingly designate the Sheriff’s office as 
a local entity apart from the State.”  Id. 
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of healthcare as a representative of the county).  Fourth, administrators of the detention center were 

“required to notify and confer with the County Board” regarding operations.  Id. at *10.  For these 

and other reasons, McKinney is different from this case.  And as discussed below, to the extent that 

there is any conflict between Mathlock and McKinney, a recent Seventh Circuit decision confirms 

that Judge’s Shah’s analysis in Mathlock should govern.   

C. Plaintiffs Ignore the Seventh Circuit’s Recent Decision in Burger, Which 
Further Undermines Their Position. 

 
 Plaintiffs’ brief entirely ignores Burger v. County of Macon, a recent Seventh Circuit 

decision that further supports the Chief Judge’s position here.  In Burger, a former employee of 

the Macon County State’s Attorney’s Office sued the county, alleging that she was terminated in 

violation of her constitutional rights.  See 942 F. 3d 372, 373 (7th Cir. 2019).  She alleged that the 

firing decision was made by the Macon County State’s Attorney and an Assistant State’s Attorney, 

who are considered state officers (even though at least part of their salaries are paid by the county), 

so the district court dismissed the claims.  Id. at 375.  The Seventh Circuit noted that “even 

decisions by a state officer may constitute county policy in certain situations—specifically, when 

the county can and does delegate county policymaking authority to the state officer.”  Id. (emphasis 

added).  But the Court affirmed dismissal, concluding that “Macon County could not delegate the 

relevant authority to the State’s Attorney” because an Illinois statute gives control over the 

operations of the State’s Attorney’s Office to the State’s Attorney.  Id.  The county lacked authority 

“in the first place” to control decisions about the State’s Attorney’s Office’s internal operations, 

and therefore could not have delegated any such authority to the State’s Attorney.  Id. 

 This arrangement is similar to the situation here.  Prior to the filming of Empire at the 

JTDC, the Illinois General Assembly (and federal court) transferred administrative and operational 

control to the OCJ.  See Factual Background section above.  At the time of the Empire filming at 
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issue here, Cook County had no policymaking authority to delegate to the Chief Judge or OCJ 

relating to the filming.  Id.; see also In re Mathias H., 2019 Ill. App. (1st) 182250, at ¶ 36  (“The 

General Assembly expressed its intention that the operation and administration of juvenile 

detention facilities would lie with the judiciary and not the county board.”); Dyer-Webster v. Dent, 

No. 14-C-616, 2015 WL 6526876, at *3 (N.D. Ill. Oct. 28, 2015) (collecting authority holding that 

the federal court’s appointment of a transitional administrator for the JTDC ended the county’s 

control of the facility).  The Chief Judge’s control over the JTDC stems from a state statute, not 

from any delegation of authority by the county, and therefore the Chief Judge is entitled to 

Eleventh Amendment immunity. 

D. Plaintiffs Mischaracterize Judge St. Eve’s Ruling. 
 

 One final point is in order.  Plaintiffs seem to argue that Judge St. Eve already decided the 

Eleventh Amendment issue presented here in their favor.  (Dkt. No. 310 at 3-4)  That is simply not 

true.  While Plaintiffs have alleged that “the Chief Judge’s Office was exercising county 

administrative authority,” the Court made no such holding, and this is not the first time that 

Plaintiffs have conflated their allegations and the Court’s holdings.  See Dkt. No. 319 at 11 n.9.  

Judge St. Eve did not decide the merits of the Chief Judge’s Eleventh Amendment defense.  Based 

on the nature of the arguments before the Court at the time, Judge St Eve declined to decide the 

Eleventh Amendment defense “[u]ntil the parties take discovery to determine which final policy 

decision-maker allowed the Fox Defendants to film Empire at the JTDC.”  (Dkt. No. 73 at 19-20)  

At this point in the litigation, the Eleventh Amendment question is ripe for resolution, and recent 

decisions (specifically, Mathlock and Burger) confirm that Plaintiffs’ claims against the Chief 

Judge are barred by the Eleventh Amendment. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
 For the reasons stated above, plaintiffs’ motion for partial summary judgment should be 

denied, and the Chief Judge’s cross-motion should be granted.   

 

Dated: January 17, 2020 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
KWAME RAOUL 
Attorney General of Illinois /s/ Michael T. Dierkes 

Michael T. Dierkes 
Hal Dworkin 
Office of the Illinois Attorney General  
100 West Randolph Street, 13th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
(312) 814-3672 
 
Counsel for Chief Judge Evans 
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