Brandon Johnson Department of Police - City of Chicago Larry Snelling
Mayor 3510 S. Michigan Avenue - Chicago, [llinois 60653 Superintendent of Police

December 19, 2023

Andrea Kersten

Chief Administrator

Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA)
1615 W. Chicago Ave., 4% Floor

Re: Superintendent’s Non-Concurrence with COPA’s findings
Log #2022-3054
Sergeant Christopher Liakopoulos #2681 and Officer Ruben Reynoso #5621

Dear Chief Administrator Kersten:

Based on a review of the above-referenced complaint register (CR), the Chicago Police Department (CPD)
does not concur with the recommended findings and penalty for Sergeant Liakopoulos and Officer Reynoso. In
accordance with Municipal Code of Chicago, MCC 2-78-130, the Superintendent provides the following comments
when there is a disagreement as to the investigative findings and proposed penalty.

Summary of Facts

Sgt. Liakopoulos and Officer Reynoso were driving westbound on 18th Street in an unmarked CPD vehicle
(Ford Focus) on July 22, 2022, at approximately 6:53 am. They observed a group of individuals wearing masks
outside of a business on 18th Street and decided to investigate. Soon after, other individuals now known to be
B i B2 < to the officers’ attention and they reversed their vehicle back toward those individuals.

Officer Reynoso, in the passenger seat, rolled down his window and displayed his badge. The officers
attempted to engage [ lland I :sking what they were doing. [ llland I 2pproached
Liakopoulos and Reynoso, and [ lldisplayed a handgun and pointed it in the direction of Reynoso and

Liakopoulos. Liakopoulos and Reynoso, still in their vehicle, fired out the window, striking [ llas
tumed to flee. ﬁturned back and fired at Liakopoulos and Reynoso, who exited their vehicle and returned

fire at || iakopoulos pursucd [l on foot and Reynoso remained at the original scene.

During the pursuit, Liakopoulos states that a witness from a building stated that || jilirad doubled -back
in the direction of the original scene, so Liakopoulos returned to warn his partner. He then entered the trunk of their
vehicle to retrieve his police bullet-proof vest and look for his LEMART kit. A neighbor approached the scene and
stated that he had medical training and asked if he could tend to [ iilfito which Liakopoulos and |JJlilwho had
already radioed for an ambulance, agreed. Seconds later, responding units arrived and assisted in securing the scene.

Summary of Evidence and Analysis

The evidence presented for review by COPA includes numerous video attachments, both BWC and private
security footage, CPD reports including arrest reports and TRR's, and statements given by Sgt. Liakopoulos and P.O.

Reynoso. Statements were not taken from cither || | ] o I B c most illuminating
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evidence item, aside from the statements of the involved officers, is the private video in evidence attachment #260.

Allegations #1 and #2: Discharging your firearm at or in the direction of [ -« I

B violation of G03-02.

COPA begins their SRI by making a credibility assessment, which they state relies on two factors, an
individual's truthfulness and the reliability of their account. They go on to opine that the accounts of Liakopoulos
and Reynoso are "not supported by objective evidence." That objective evidence, apparently, is a screenshot from
the video in Attachment #260 with circles imposed on them, purporting to show that the officers are not credible in
their statement that they fired at || lland not

Watching the video in Attachment #260, without the benefit of pausing or grabbing a screenshot of a single
moment that favors COPA's theory, it is clear that the statements of Liakopoulos and Reynoso are credible, truthful,
and reliable accounts of what they perceived in the moment, in light of the totality of the circumstances they found
themselves facing. Mere seconds pass between the moment Liakopoulos and Reynoso engage [Jlland

and - in tandem and in very close proximity - approach Liakopoulos and Reynoso,
B 15 out a gun and points it at the officers, and Liakopoulos and Reynoso fire at || Nl striking

Liakopoulos and Reynoso each independently relay that || jlilland Il approach, close together as is
seen in the video, that ||| llldisplays the gun and points it in their direction, that the officers immediately
apprehend that they are in mortal danger from [ llpointing a gun at them, and the officers fire. This all
unfolds in seconds.

COPA offers no forensic evidence, no witness statements, and no "victim" statements to support their
"credibility assessment," despite what the Officers consistently stated and what the video, not parsed to the
millisecond but reviewed in real-time, shows. When Liakopoulos and Reynoso fired at || jjjilland by extension
"in the direction" of [ iflithey were justified in doing so and did so in accord with Department policy, G03 -02.

Sergeant Liakopoulos and Officer Reynoso’s use of their firearm to shoot at || ilfwas the use of deadly
force as defined by Department Policy.! Department Policy requires that all uses of force must be 1) objectively
reasonable, 2) necessary, and 3) proportional in order to ensure the safety of a member or third person, stop an
attack, make an arrest, control a subject, or prevent an escape.?

Department policy also recognizes that a decision to use deadly force is often a split-second decision — in
circumstances that are tense, uncertain, and rapidly evolving.? An officer’s decision to use deadly force must be
judged from the perspective of a reasonable member on the scene based on the totality of circumstances, including
facts known by the member at the time and not with the benefit of 20/20 hindsight.* Officers are further instructed,
“Nothing in this policy requires members to take actions, or fail to take actions, that unreasonably endanger
themselves or others.”?

The use of deadly force is determined to be objectively reasonable, not by “precise definition or mechanical
application,” but when multiple factors are considered.® The subject must first pose an imminent threat to the
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officers or others.” A threat is imminent when it is objectively reasonable to believe that 1) the subject’s actions are
immediately likely to cause death or great bodily harm (GBH), 2) the subject has the means or instruments to cause
death or GBH, and 3) the subject has the opportunity and ability to cause death or GBH.8

In this case, Officer Liakopoulos and Reynoso were approached by both || illand - it
I ondishing a firearm and pointing it at the officers. In this moment, and continuing as || llmoved
away from the officers but fired upon them, || Bl actions were immediately likely to cause death or GBH, he
had the means - the gun he pointed and fired - to cause death or GBH, and had the opportunity and ability to cause
death or GBH - pointing and firing the gun at Liakopoulos and Reynoso.

Department policy mandates that the use of deadly force is a last resort only when necessary to protect
against an imminent threat to life or prevent GBH to the member or another person and used only when there is 1) an
imminent threat of death or GBH, or 2) an arrest being defeated by resistance or escape, where the person to be
arrested poses an imminent threat of death or GBH.® Department members are instructed to use the minimum
amount of force to effect an arrest and must continually assess the situation to determine if other altematives are
available.!0

In this case, under these circumstances, Liakopoulos and Reynoso used deadly force as a necessary last
resort. Liakopoulos and Reynoso reasonably believed that | iillorescnted an imminent threat of death or great
bodily harm. Liakopoulos and Reynoso were approached by | llland Iz d almost immediately
I cd out 2 gun and pointed it at the officers. Liakopoulos and Reynoso, in their vehicle and faced with a
subject pointing a gun at them, fired at said subject. Situated in their vehicle and within seconds of engaging,
menaced by an armed offender, Liakopoulos and Reynoso had no other reasonable altemative but to respond
immediately with deadly force to defend their lives.

COPA's analysis, and the basis of their findings, is exactly what Department policy forbids. COPA uses a
split-second screen grab of a video, disregards the involved officer's statements, puts forward no physical evidence,
no witness statement, no victim statement, substitutes their own judgement for that of the "reasonable officer," does
not consider the totality of the circumstances, and renders judgement with the benefit of hindsight to make their
determination.

The evidence is not legally sufficient to support COPA's findings with regard to allegations #1 and #2 against
Sgt. Liakopoulos and P.O. Reynoso.

Criminal Case

While allegations #1 and #2 consider Liakopoulos and Reynoso's actions under a "use of force" standard
under G03-02, COPA offer, in a footnote of their SRI, an alternate theory of culpability:

In the alternative, if there is a determination that CPD’s use of deadly force policy does not apply
under these circumstances, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the officers’ conduct
also violated State law. The officers were charged, inter alia, with Aggravated Battery, a Class X
felony, and Aggravated Discharge of a Firearm, a Class 1 felony. People v. Liakopoulos,
22CR1230401; People v. Reynoso, 22CR1230501. Thus, it is more likely than not the officers’
conduct contravened Rule 1 of CPD Rules and Regulations, which prohibits the violation of any law
or ordinance. See Clark v. Bd. of Fire & Police Comm’rs, 245 1ll. App. 3d 385, 392 (3d Dist. IIL
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1993) (holding preponderance of evidence standard applies to allegations of violations of criminal
law against police officer).!!

While COPA did not allege violations of Rule 1, the criminal case against Liakopoulos and Reynoso is
instructive. First, Liakopoulos and Reynoso were found Not Guilty of all charges they faced. And while the burden
of proof is different in a criminal case than the present investigation, Judge Flood, who presided over the criminal
trial, made findings beyond a mere failure on the part of the State to meet their burden.

Having heard more evidence than COPA's investigation puts forward, namely testimony from the purported
victim, || s we!l as witnesses to the incident, Judge Flood found Liakopoulos and Reynoso not guilty.
Beyond that, regarding [l udge Flood stated:

I did not find Mr. [JJJlla credible witness. He was consistently impeached, and at times, he was
trying, it seemed to me, it seemed to the Court, that he was trying to present his own narrative about
what occurred. He would answer some questions directly and not others, saying things such as that
day was a complete, quote/unquote, blur, or he had been drinking for the past two days straight and
was using weed. There are two common themes to his testimony from my review. One, he wanted to
separate himself as much as he could from the weapon and, secondly, he was emphasizing that he
was not a member of a gang or involved in any gang activity. He denied ownership of the weapon
although its named in a Snapchat account that he has with his hand holding the weapon.
Additionally, he revealed he has a lawsuit pending regarding the events in this case. Again, I didn't
find him believable. 2

In rendering his verdict, Judge Flood went beyond merely finding that the State had failed to provide its case,
but based upon the evidence presented stated:

Under the totality of the circumstances analysis, the question is would a reasonable police officer in
the same situation based upon the totality of the circumstances, known or perceived by the officer, at
the time of the decision to shoot rather than with the benefit of hindsight and that the totality of the
circumstances shall account for occasions when officers may be forced to make quick judgments
about using force. Under that amalysis, I find that both officers acted within reason in firing
their weapons under these particular circumstances (emphasis added)!3

Allegation #3 Failing to render aid to ||| i violation of G03-06.

G03-06 requires officers to "immediately request medical attention for the injured and, as soon as it is safe
and feasible to do so, provide life saving aid consistent with their Department training." 4 Sgt. Liakopoulos stated
that he went to the trunk to retrieve his LEMART kit in order to render aid. He also stated that based on his training
he believed [ lllwounds, due to the bright red color of the blood, not to be an arterial bleed, but in his words a
"skin injury."

Whether Liakopoulos' diagnosis was correct or not based upon his limited training, within one minute of
returning to the scene and while looking for his LEMART kit, a neighbor arrived on scene with emergency medical
supplies and began to render aid. The ambulance, which the officers had already summoned on || illbchalf,
arrived shortly thereafter and transported [JJJilfto Stroger Hospital where he was treated for his wounds.

' COPA SRI, page 8
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13 Trial Tr. page 12-13, Sep. 28,2023
14 G03-06(VI)(B)(1)



Both by Department directive and Illinois state law, rendering aid includes requesting emergency medical
assistance, which Liakopoulos and Reynoso did. Sgt. Liakopoulos and P.O. Reynoso acted in compliance with GO3 -
06.

Allegation #4 Failing to secure the scene in violation of G03-06(VI)(B)(2).

In his statement, Sgt. Liakopoulos stated that a witness related [ JJJJNNEl2s last seen doubling back toward
the original scene on 18t Street. Liakopoulos and Reynoso had just been fired upon by || lland reasonably
believed the scene was still active and an armed subject was on the loose and may return. In fact, Liakopoulos left
the original scene in pursuit of the armed || llR cynoso was left at the scene alone, in civilian dress, with an
unmarked Ford Focus which he used as cover while the event continued to unfold. Assist cars arrived a little over 3
minutes after the shooting and at that point the street was blocked, the scene secured, and evidence was identified
and recovered.

According to G03-06(VI)(B)(2), involved members are to "attend to all required emergency and security
duties arising from the incident, including crime scene protection, until the arrival of responding supervisory
personnel." The circumstances of this incident were such that those "emergency and security duties" required the
attempted apprehension of an armed subject and the taking of cover from an armed subject, prior to the diversion of
traffic and the further securing of the scene. Sgt. Liakopoulos and P.O. Reynoso acted in compliance with G03 -
06(VI)(B)(2).

Conclusion

/The sustained allegations against Sgt. Liakopoulos and P.O. Reynoso are not supported by the evidence that
has Been presented. COPA has sustained the allegations with "evidence" consisting of a dubious credibility
assessment of the involved officers, supposition and speculation as to Mr. |JJJJlilland Mr. i tentions
(because neither were interviewed), and the imposition of an impossible standard of performance with regard to the
allegations conceming a lack of medical attention and failure to secure the crime scene.

Sincerely,

arry snelling
Superintendent of Police
Chicago Police Department



