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OPINION

M1 Respondent Chevette V., mother of minors D.P. and D.V ., appeasthetrial court's
imposition of an order restricting her access to case documents from the minors wardship
adjudication cases. The order specified that: (1) for 31 days after the entry of the order,
respondent could only review her attorney's case materials in the attorney's presence; (2)
respondent’s attorney could not give respondent the case materials, and (3) respondent's attorney
was to destroy the case materials after 31 days. We affirm.
12  Wefirst note that the court had subject matter jurisdiction to enter the order at issue under

section 1-2(2) of the Juvenile Court Act of 1987 (Act) (705 ILCS 405/1-2(2) (West 2010)),



1-11-1631

which authorizes the juvenile court to enter orders bearing on the "future welfare of persons
subject toth[e] Act." The order at issue clearly qualifies as bearing on the future welfare of the
minors.

13 Next, we note that respondent’s attorney made no objection to the court's jurisdiction or
the injunction on the record and has effectively forfeited review of thisclaim. Seelnre M.W,,
232 111. 2d 408, 430, 905 N.E.2d 757 (2009).

14  Thiscaseiscontrolled by section 2-22 of the Act (705 ILCS 405/2-22(2) (West 2010)),
which entitled the trial court to limit respondent's access to the case file. Section 2-22 states:
"[t]he court may order *** that the documents containing such reports need not be submitted to
inspection, or that sources of confidential information need not be disclosed except to the
attorneys for the parties." 705 ILCS 405/2-22(2) (West 2010). Section 2-25 of the Act permits
the court to enter orders of protection necessary to protect the health, safety and best interests of a
minor child. 705 ILCS 405/2-25(1) (West 2010).

15  Here, the court did not abuse its discretion in issuing the injunction limiting respondent's
access to the case file. The record suggests that respondent was posting damaging, embarrassing
and confidential information about her children on the Internet. It was within thetrial court's
discretion to take action to prevent the disclosure and publication of confidential information and
case materials. The limitations imposed on respondent's access to the case materias were
reasonable, and we believe the court's order limiting respondent's review of the case records was
aproper exercise of itsjudicia discretion. We affirm the decision of the trial court.

16 Affirmed.



