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CIVILIAN OFFICE OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY

INTEGRITY ® TRANSPARENCY ® INDEPENDENCE ® TIMELINESS

November 8, 2024

Mr. Max A. Caproni

Executive Director, Chicago Police Board
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1220
Chicago, Illinois 60602

ViaEmail and U.S. Mall

RE: Request for Review: Log #2022-0003054;
Officer Ruben Reynoso #5621, and Sergeant Christopher Liakopoul os #2681.

Dear Mr. Caproni,

Pursuant to the Municipa Code of Chicago Section 2-78-130 and Police Board Rules of Procedure Section
VI, please consider this letter a Request for Review of a non-concurrence between the Civilian Office of
Police Accountability (COPA) and the Superintendent of the Chicago Police Department (CPD) in Log
#2022-0003054.

As set forth in detail in COPA’s Final Summary Report (FSR) dated September 25, 2023, there is a
compelling legal and evidentiary basis to support COPA’s disciplinary recommendation of Police Officer
Ruben Reynoso (Officer Reynoso) and Sergeant Christopher Liakopoulos (Sgt. Liakopoulos). COPA
recommended both Officer Reynoso and Sgt. Liakopoulos be separated from the Department, based on
findings that they violated CPD policy in that they (1) discharged their firearms at || (2
discharged their firearms at || (2 failed to render aid to [Jillafter wounding him; and
(4) failed to secure the scene of the incident.

I. BACKGROUND

A. Relevant Factual Background?

On July 22, 2022, at approximately 6:53 am, Sgt. Liakopoulos and Officer Reynoso (“officers’) drove west
on 18" Street to teach at CPD Academy.3 On the north sidewalk at 1004 W. 18" Street, Sgt. Liakopoulos
observed a group of individuals wearing masks and told Officer Reynoso that it was very early for
gangbangers to be outside.4 Officer Reynoso said he thought the individuals were doing graffiti.5 Sgt.
Liakopoulos stated that we were not going to let them do that.6 Officer Reynoso rolled down the window,
displayed his badge, and inquired what they were doing. | EG|GGEGEGzNG-0 GG <
approached the officers who were till in their vehicle. | Jllldi solayed and pointed a weapon at them.
B =s unarmed. [ 0. Sot. Liakopoulos and Officer Reynoso discharged their weapons.
I =s siruck by their gunfire. The officers exited their car. As he fled, | JJJIlfired one shot in the

1As required by the Police Board Rules of Procedure, enclosed are copies of COPAS final summary report, the
Department’ s non-concurrence letter, and the certificate of meeting.

2 A more detailed factual summary can be found in COPA’s FSR.

3 Att. 250, Page 11, Lines 8 -11. Sgt. Liakopoul os was the driver and Officer Reynoso was the front seat passenger.
See Att. 250, Page 12, Lines 12; and see Att. 249, Page 7, Lines 1-2.

4 Att. 250, Page 11, Lines 14- 17.

5 Att. 249, Page 11, Lines 14-16.

6 Att. 250, Page 11, Lines 2-3.
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officers direction. The officers then discharged a combined 20 rounds at || EEEEEEEcscap<d, and
IS f ered multiple gunshot wounds. The officers provided no medical aid to || llAn individual
with a medical background asked if he could render aid to | llBoth Sot. Liakopoulos and Officer
Reynoso agreed.” An innocent bystander was struck in the calf by one of the officers' bullets during the
incident.

The Cook County State's Attorney’s Office subsequently charged Sgt. Liakopoulos and Officer Reynoso
with Aggravated Battery with a Firearm, Aggravated Discharge of a Firearm, and Official Misconduct.®
After COPA concluded its administrative investigation, Judge Lawrence Flood found Sgt. Liakopoulos and
Officer Reynoso not guilty of all criminal charges.®

B. Disputed Findings and Recommendations

The Superintendent disputes COPA'’s sustained findings for each alegation and therefore concludes that
neither Sgt. Liakopoulos nor Officer Reynoso receive discipline.

C. Applicable CPD Policy

1. TheUseof Deadly Force

In all aspects of their conduct, the Department expects that its members act with the foremost regard for the
preservation of human life and the safety of all personsinvolved.® The use of deadly force is permitted only
asa“last resort” when “necessary to protect against an imminent threat to life or to prevent great bodily harm
to the member or another person.”*! A threat is considered imminent “when it is objectively reasonable to
bdievethat: (a) the person’ sactionsareimmediately likely to cause death or great bodily harm to the member
or othersunless action istaken; and (b) the person hasthe means or instrumentsto cause death or great bodily
harm; and (c) the person has the opportunity and ability to cause death or great bodily harm.”*? Officers are
expected to modify the use of force as circumstances change and in ways that are consistent with officer
safety, including stopping the use of force when it is no longer necessary.™®

2. The Duty to Provide Medical Aid
CPD policy provides that any member involved in a firearm discharge incident “will immediately request
medical attention for the injured and, as soon asit is safe and feasible to do so, provide life saving aid.” 4

3. The Duty to Securethe Scene

CPD policy provides that ‘{e]vidence will NOT be disturbed prior to processing, unless it is absolutely
necessary to preserve life or to protect the evidence from loss or damage.”

" Att. 250, Page 20, Lines 12-16.
8 People v. Liakopoulos, 22 CR 1230401; People v. Reynoso, 22 CR 1230501.
9 People v. Liakopoulos, 22 CR 1230401; People v. Reynoso, 22 CR 1230501.
10 General Order G03-02 (11)(A).

1 G03-02.1V.C
12 G03-02.111.C.2 (emphasis added)
13 G03-02.111.C.2

14 G03-06(V1)(B)(1).
15 G04-02(111)(D) (emphasisin original)



1. Argument

A. The Superintendent disregards CPD policy and turnsa blind eye to evidence of the
officers’ misconduct.

As discussed in the FSR, the preponderance of the evidence shows that the officers violated numerous
provisions of CPD’s use of force policy. Specifically, the officers repeatedly and unjustifiably shot |l
an unarmed person who posed no imminent threat. The officers then fired more than 20 combined rounds
at |- f1 ecing person who had fired his gun once in response to the officers’ first volley at ||
Additionally, the officers disproportionate response to | qBlllone shot resulted in an innocent
bystander being shot in the calf.

The Superintendent disregards this evidence. Instead, the Superintendent challenges COPA’s credibility
assessment of the officers, ignores objective evidence, and reiterates the officers meritless arguments.
Specifically, the Superintendent argues that || llllland IIllvere in such close proximity that
dthough the officers solely targeted || Bl t was objectively reasonable for the officersto shoot

instead. Contrary to the Superintendent’s claim, the objective evidence shows that the officers could not
have been shooting at | llland also “in the direction of” |l Rather, the third-party video shows
that at the time the officers began shooting, [ Jfllnad turned his back to the officers and was running
away from them and from [l Nevertheless, the officers repeatedly and unjustifiably shot unarmed
I The Superintendent fails to show otherwise.

B. The Superintendent improperly relies on the outcome of the officers' criminal trial.

The Superintendent argues that the officers acquittals following a bench trial for Aggravated Battery with
a Firearm, Aggravated Discharge of a Firearm, and Official Misconduct show that the officers committed
no misconduct under CPD policy. The Superintendent ignores the facts, the lower burden of proof in an
administrative proceeding, and CPD’s own palicy.

The Superintendent claims that thetrial court’s finding in the criminal trial should lead COPA to a different
finding againgt the officersin this administrative proceeding. The Superintendent relies on the trial court’s
indication that, under the totality of the circumstances, the officers “acted within reason in firing their
weapons.”® Thetria court, however, did not apply CPD policy and was not analyzing whether the officers
violated CPD policy. Under the policy, officers have a duty to continually assess and reassess whether use
of force is objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional; to refrain from shooting at fleeing persons;
to de-escalate when safe and feasible; and to ensure the safety of innocent bystanders.® The preponderance
of the evidence demonstrates that the officers violated all the above listed provisions of CPD policy. The
Superintendent propounds no viable argument to show otherwise.

Additionally, the Superintendent minimizes the major differences in processes, rules, and burdens between
criminal and administrative proceedings.?* Most relevant here, criminal cases require proof beyond a

16 Non-concurrence Letter, p. 2.

1" See FSR, p. 6.

18 Although COPA did not interview |JJJICOPA obtained, reviewed, and considered [l ectronically
recorded interview provided to an Assistant State’ s Attorney and a CPD Detective. See Att. 12. On September 16,
2022, i d acivil lawsuit in connection with thisincident. See |JJJllv. Liakopoulos, et al., 22CVv05043.
The lawsuit remains pending as of October 10, 2024.

18 Non-concurrence at p. 4.

20 See General Order, G03-02.

21 See, e.g., Everly v. Chicago Police Bd., 119 I1l. App. 3d 631, 640 (1st Dist. 1983) (“[A] afinding of not guilty in a
criminal proceeding does not preclude a civil proceeding based on the same charges since there is a different standard
of proof in each proceeding.”); Inre T.D., 180 I1l. App. 3d 608, 612 (4th Dist. 1989)(“It is quite conceivablethat afact
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reasonable doubt of specific elements of a criminal offense, rather than proof by a preponderance of the
evidence of aviolation of policy. COPA found by a preponderance of the evidence that the officers had
violated numerous provisions of CPD’ s use of force policy. On the other hand, the trial court found that the
State failed to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the officers committed felony criminal offenses. The
court’s ruling is not based on CPD policy and cannot be solely dispositive in the instant case. In fact, the
Consent Decree prohibits COPA and CPD from solely relying on the findings in related criminal cases to
determine if an officer committed misconduct.??

It should further be noted that the officers’ trials occurred after COPA published its findings. Thus, this
information was unavailable during COPA's investigation. Although the Superintendent contends this
external evidence is determinative of COPA'’s findings, he does not request to reopen the investigation,
apparently conceding that the outcome of the crimina tria is not dispositive in this administrative
proceeding.

Lastly, even if COPA had considered evidence from the officers criminal trial in its investigation, the
resulting findings would not have changed. The Superintendent contends that the trid court’s finding that

as not credible would have impacted COPA'’ s findings. COPA disagrees. It is uncontroverted that
I /s unarmed and posed no imminent threat when the officers repeatedly shot him. Thus, the judge’s
finding that [ ffllwas not credible because of his testimony regarding his membership in a gang and
evidence that he previoudly displayed agun in a Snapchat is wholly irrelevant to COPA’ s findings that the
officers violated CPD policy by shooting [ llwhile he was unarmed. The Superintendent fails to show
otherwise.

C. Contrary tothe Superintendent’s claim, the officersviolated CPD policy by failing
to render medical aid and to securethe scene.

The Superintendent contends that Officer Reynoso could not have provided medical aid to || lllor
secured the scene for security reasons. The Superintendent claims that providing aid and securing the scene
were not possible because Officer Reynoso was alone, out of bullets, and had no bulletproof vest on.
However, Officer Reynoso’s own conduct undermines this argument. Specifically, the evidence shows that
Officer Reynoso took no efforts to take cover after Sgt. Liakopoulos pursued [ llllR=ther, Officer
Reynoso remained in the middle of the street without cover. While he stood there, he made no effort provide
aid to | lland allowed numerous vehicles to drive through the scene. The totality of the circumstances
shows that it was safe and feasible for Officer Reynoso to provide aid to [JJJJllHe failed to do so in
violation of CPD policy. Likewise, Officer Reynoso had no justification for allowing numerous carsto drive
through the crime scene, disturbing the evidence. His failure to secure the scene also violated CPD policy.
The Superintendent fails to show otherwise.

Likewise, no justification exists for Sgt. Liakopoulos's failure to provide aid to |JJJlfand to secure the
scene. After pursuing | llSot. Liakopoulos returned to the scene and retrieved his LEMART Kkit.
Yet, Sgt. Liakopoulos then rendered no medical aid to [JJiffand made no attempts to secure the scene.

finder could be convinced by a preponderance of the evidence that a fact occurred while, at the same time, not being
convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that it occurred.”). Criminal cases carry a higher burden of proof, grant strict
congtitutional protections to the defendant, and follow evidentiary rules inapplicable to administrative investigations.
COPA reaches sustained findings based on a preponderance of the evidence, not proof beyond a reasonable doubt.
Criminal defendants have the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment right not to testify, while accused officers are
compelled to give official statements. Police Board Rules of Procedure, 111. Hearing Procedure (D); see also The
Consent Decree, 1468 (d).
22 The Consent Decree, 1468 (d) (provides that COPA, BIA and the districts “will ensure that investigators do not []
consider findingsin arelated crimina investigation to solely determine whether a CPD member engaged in
misconduct.”).
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He explained that | llounshot wounds were merely a “skin injury.”? However, he took no steps to
confirm his assessment. The Superintendent further excused the officers failure to provide aid to ||l
by noting that a civilian arrived and began providing medical aid. The civilian's partner indicated to COPA
that she observed the officers not providing aid to |JJillland that her partner went to help [l The
fact that a stranger had to provide medical aid because the officers took no stepsto assess or provide aid to
I < tainly does not alleviate the officers of their duties under CPD policy. The Superintendent cannot

show otherwise.

1. Conclusion

For these reasons, COPA maintains that the Superintendent has failed to meet his affirmative burden of
showing COPA’ srecommendationsin this case are unreasonable. Accordingly, COPA respectfully requests
that the Chicago Police Board reject the Superintendent’ s non-concurrence in this matter and accept COPA’s

findings and recommendations.

Respectfully,

Andrea Kersten
Chief Administrator
Civilian Office of Police Accountability

23 Non-Concurrence at p. 4; Att. 250, p. 52, Ins. 1-7.
24 Att. 76, July 22 Canvass Sheet Pg 3.



