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SUMMARY REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 

 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: October 15, 2021 / 12:37 pm / 9 W Walton St., Chicago, 

IL 60610 

 

Date/Time of COPA Notification: 

 

October 15, 2021 / 3:40 pm 

 

Involved Officer #1:1 

 

 

 

Involved Sergeant #1:2  

 

 

 

Involved Individual #1: 

 

Involved Individual #1: 

 

Case Type: 

Field Training Officer Trysha Solis / Star #13244 / 

Employee ID #  / DOA: December 2, 2013 / Unit: 

018 / Female / White Hispanic  

 

Sergeant Christopher Schmidt / Star #2634 / Employee 

ID # / DOA: September 6, 1994 / Unit: 018 / Male / 

White  

 

/ Male / Black 

 

/ Male / Black 

 

Excessive Force; Verbal Abuse; Insubordination  

 

I. ALLEGATIONS 

 

Officer Allegation Finding / 

Recommendation 

Police Officer / 

FTO Trysha 

Solis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is alleged by that on October 15, 

2021, at or around 12:37 p.m., at or near 9 West Walton 

Street, Chicago, Illinois 60610, Police Officer Trysha 

Solis, Star #13244, committed misconduct through the 

following acts or omissions:   

 

1. Pushed him without justification.  

 

 

It is alleged by that on October 15, 

2021, at or around 12:37 p.m., at or near 9 West Walton 

Street, Chicago, Illinois 60610, Police Officer Trysha 

Solis, Star #13244, committed misconduct through the 

following acts or omissions:   

 

2. Pushed him without justification.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sustained / 5 -

Day Suspension 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sustained / 5 -

Day Suspension 

 

 

 
1 Officer Solis’s surname changed to “Solis Carnithan” during the pendency of this investigation. 
2 Sgt. Schmidt retired during the pendency of this investigation. Att. 132. 
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Sergeant 

Christopher 

Schmidt 

 

It is alleged by the Civilian Office of Police 

Accountability that on October 15, 2021, at or around 

12:37 p.m., at or near 9 West Walton Street, Chicago, 

Illinois 60610, Police Officer Trysha Solis, Star 

#13244, committed misconduct through the following 

acts or omissions: 

 

3. Directed abusive and/or profane language at 

using words to the effect of: 

“Fuck outta here,” and/or “Fuck you,” and/or 

“Fuck me too,” and/or “Get the fuck away from 

me,” and/or “Your mother fucking hand,” 

and/or “You’re just so ignorant.” 

 

4. Directed abusive and/or profane language at 

using words to the effect 

of: “Fuck outta here,” and/or “Fuck you,” and/or 

“Fuck me too.”  

 

5. Disobeyed a directive of a supervisory member, 

Sgt. Christopher Schmidt, Star #2634, by 

refusing to keep herself distanced from  

and/or  

 

6. Failed to maintain a courteous and respectful 

attitude towards Sergeant Christopher Schmidt, 

Star #2634, while in view of members of the 

public, by shouting words to the effect of, 

“What do you want me to do with this!" and 

“No!" in response to instructions given to her by 

Sergeant Schmidt. 

 

It is alleged by that on October 15, 

2021, at or around 12:37 p.m., at or near 9 West Walton 

Street, Chicago, Illinois 60610, Police Sergeant 

Christopher Schmidt, Star #2634, committed 

misconduct through the following acts or omissions:   

 

1. Allowed Officer Trysha Solis to continue an 

unjustified verbal altercation with him. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sustained / 5 -

Day Suspension 

 

 

 

 

 

Sustained / 5 -

Day Suspension 

 

 

 

Sustained / 5 -

Day Suspension 

 

 

 

Sustained / 5 -

Day Suspension 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Not Sustained 
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II. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE3 

 

COPA opened this investigation pursuant to an Initiation Report received on October 15, 

2021, from Sergeant (Sgt.) Christopher Schmidt.4 The Initiation Report identified  

as the complainant. Per the Initiation Report, Sgt. Schmidt responded to 9 W Walton St. 

in response to a request for a Chicago Police Department (CPD) supervisor. Upon his arrival, while 

attempting to locate the complainant, a disturbance occurred between property management 

personnel for 9 W Walton St., and witness Per the Initiation Report, 

and had unlawfully entered the property without authority, in a riotous 

manner, and were trespassing. The report added that the two individuals ignored numerous 

requests from property management and security staff, barged past the employees in a belligerent 

manner, and refused to leave. It is further documented that Police Officer Trysha Solis and 

assisting CPD personnel subsequently restored order at the scene. Sgt. Schmidt interviewed both 

and who alleged that Officer Solis acted in an unprofessional manner and 

had physical contact with them. also alleged that he was shoved in the chest, and he 

complained of an injury to his left shoulder.5 Chicago Fire Department (CFD) personnel then 

responded and treated on scene, and Sgt. Schmidt relocated to the 18th District police 

station where case reports were generated.  

 

The incident was captured on the Body Worn Camera (BWC) video recording of Officer 

Solis,6 the BWC video recording of Sgt. Schmidt,7 Facebook Live video recorded by  
8 as well as by surveillance cameras at 9 W Walton St.9 The recordings show much 

of what is stated and alleged in the Initiation Report. The BWC recording also shows multiple 

verbal altercations between Officer Solis, and  

 

In addition to his allegations against Officer Solis, alleged during his interview 

with COPA that Sgt. Schmidt allowed Officer Solis to continue an unjustified verbal altercation 

with him.10 Also, after reviewing the evidence, COPA alleged that Officer Solis directed abusive 

and/or profane language at and COPA also alleged that Officer Solis refused 

to keep herself distanced from the complainants as ordered by Sgt. Schmidt and that Officer Solis 

failed to maintain a courteous and respectful attitude towards Sgt. Schmidt, while in view of 

members of the public, by shouting at Sgt. Schmidt in response to instructions he gave her while 

at the scene. As a result of this investigation, COPA finds that all allegations against Officer Solis 

are Sustained, and the allegation against Sgt. Schmidt is Not Sustained. 

  

 
3 COPA conducted a full and complete investigation of this matter, including the interview of all pertinent civilian 

and officer witnesses, and the collection and review of digital, documentary, and forensic evidence. As part of COPA’s 

ongoing efforts to increase case closure capacity, certain cases are summarized more succinctly in a Modified 

Summary Report of Investigation. 
4 Att. 1. 
5 told Sgt. Schmidt multiple times that he was not injured by Officer Solis, but he later told the sergeant 

that he wanted an ambulance to “document her physical contact.” Att. 9 at 22:00 to 22:45. 
6 Att. 8. 
7 Att. 9.  
8 Att. 7. 
9 Atts. 13 to 83. 
10 In his statement to COPA, refers to Commander Hein as Officer Solis’s supervisor. However, COPA’s 

review of the BWC video footage shows that it is Sgt. Schmidt to whom is referring. 
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III. LEGAL STANDARD  

For each Allegation COPA must make one of the following findings:  

1. Sustained - where it is determined the allegation is supported by a preponderance of the 

evidence;  

2. Not Sustained - where it is determined there is insufficient evidence to prove the allegations 

by a preponderance of the evidence;  

3. Unfounded - where it is determined by clear and convincing evidence that an allegation is 

false or not factual; or  

4. Exonerated - where it is determined by clear and convincing evidence that the conduct 

described in the allegation occurred, but it is lawful and proper.  

A preponderance of evidence can be described as evidence indicating that it is more likely 

than not that the conduct reviewed did not comply with CPD policy.11 If the evidence gathered in 

an investigation establishes that it is more likely that the conduct violated CPD policy than that it 

did not, even if by a narrow margin, then the preponderance of the evidence standard is met. 

Clear and convincing evidence is a higher standard than a preponderance of the evidence 

but lower than the "beyond-a-reasonable doubt" standard required to convict a person of a criminal 

offense.12 Clear and Convincing can be defined as a “degree of proof, which, considering all the 

evidence in the case, produces the firm and abiding belief that it is highly probable that the 

proposition . . . is true.”13  

IV. ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION  

 

a. Allegations Against Officer Trysha Solis.  

COPA finds that Allegation Nos. 1 and 2 against Officer Solis are Sustained. The main 

issue in evaluating every use of force is whether the amount of force the officer used was 

objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional in light of the totality of the circumstances 

faced by the officer.14 The circumstances may further limit these permissible responses to only 

that which is necessary, by using “the minimum amount of force needed to provide for the safety 

of any person or Department member, stop an attack, make an arrest, bring a person or situation 

under control, or prevent escape.”15 Responses must also be “proportional to the threat, actions, 

and level of resistance offered by a person.”16 

 

The factors to be considered in assessing the reasonableness of force include, but are not 

limited to: (1) whether the person was posing an immediate threat to the safety of officers or others; 

 
11 See Avery v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 216 Ill. 2d 100, 191 (2005) (“A proposition proved by a 

preponderance of the evidence is one that has been found to be more probably true than not true.”). 
12 See, e.g., People v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036.  

13 Id. ¶ 28. 
14 See Att. 127, General Order G03-02, De-Escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force, § (III)(B)(1)-(3). 
15 Att. 127, G03-02(III)(B)(2). 
16 Att. 127, G03-02(III)(B)(3). 
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(2) what risk of harm and level of threat or resistance is presented by the person; (3) what is the 

person’s proximity or access to weapons; (4) whether de-escalation techniques can be employed 

or would be effective; and (5) the availability of other resources.17 In all uses of force, the goal of 

a Department member’s response is to resolve the incident “with the foremost regard for the 

preservation of human life and the safety of all persons involved.”18 

 

In Officer Solis’ statement to COPA,19 the accused recounted that she responded to the 

scene for a call of an assault. She explained that during her encounter with and 

while in the driveway on the outside of the property, one of the two individuals 

“swatted their hand” at her and she “used force” by pushing both individuals.20 The BWC video 

recording does show that struck the officer on her arm with his hand.21  

made this physical contact with the officer after she repeatedly pushed both and 

while they were complying with her verbal commands and walking out of the building 

lobby and as she exchanged abusive and profane language with them.22 Also, while further walking 

out of the building, Officer Solis continued to push both individuals; at one point, as and 

were walking out of the building, Officer Solis traveled from behind them, around 

building staff members, and then walked back toward the two to push them multiple times.23  

 

COPA concludes that Officer Solis’s pushing of and was excessive. 

While she may have been justified in using some force to stop the confrontation in the building’s 

vestibule and to move and outside,24 it was objectively unreasonable and 

unnecessary, under the totality of the circumstances, to continue pushing them after they began 

complying with her orders. By engaging in this conduct, Officer Solis violated Rule 2 (bringing 

discredit upon the Department), Rule 3 (failing to promote the Department’s efforts to implement 

its policy or accomplish its goals), Rule 6 (disobeying written directive G03-02), Rule 8 (engaging 

in disrespect to or maltreatment of Mr. and Mr. and Rule 9 (engaging in an 

unjustified physical altercation with Mr. and Mr.  

 

COPA finds that Allegation Nos. 3 and 4 against Officer Solis are Sustained. In her 

statement to COPA, Officer Solis admitted that she stated to words to the effect of “Fuck 

outta here,” and/or “Fuck you,” and/or “Fuck me too,” and/or “Get the fuck away from me,” and/or 

“Your mother fucking hand,” and/or “You’re just so ignorant.”25 The officer also admitted that she 

stated to words to the effect of: “Fuck outta here,” and/or “Fuck you,” and/or “Fuck 

me too.”26 Additionally, the BWC evidence shows clearly that Officer Solis made these statements 

to and 27  

 
17 Att. 127, G03-02(III)(B)(1). 
18 Att. 127, G03-02(II)(A). 
19 Att. 125. 
20 Att. 125 pg. 19, lns. 5 to 6. 
21 Att. 8 at 7:29 to 7:31. 
22 Att. 8 at 6:46 to 6:48. 
23 Att. 8 at 7:06 to 7:33. 
24 Att. 76 at 00:10 to 01:30. The confrontation in the lobby was also witnessed by off-duty CPD Officer Colin 

Blaydes, who was working in the building as a security officer. Officer Blaydes reported that two men entered the 

lobby in an aggressive and unruly manner after disregarding orders from staff and security personnel. The two men 

were then escorted out of the building to the sidewalk by Officer Solis. Officer Blaydes reported that he did not 

witness any CPD member using excessive force. Att. 88. 
25 Att. 125, pg. 42, lns. 5 to 11. 
26 Att. 125, pg. 42, lns. 12 to 16. 
27 Att. 8 at 06:40 to 15:45. 
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In her statement to COPA investigators, Officer Solis stated that she made the statements 

to and because she was “stressed out” and “confused by the call.”28 She 

added that the words were “very unprofessional” and stated that she did not recall why she “used 

all those words.”29 COPA finds that there is no justification for using such profane and abusive 

language. While and also directed profanity at Officer Solis, insulting or 

provoking actions or statements directed toward a CPD member do not justify a response in kind. 

General Order G02-01 makes it clear that a police officer must be respectful in their contact with 

the public:  

 

[CPD members] will treat all persons with the courtesy and dignity which 

is inherently due every person as a human being. . . . [CPD members] will act, 

speak, and conduct themselves in a courteous, respectful, and professional manner, 

recognizing their obligation to safeguard life and property, and maintain a 

courteous, professional attitude in all contacts with the public.30
 

 

After considering Officer Solis’ actions during the encounter, the context of the statements 

made, and the officer’s explanation, COPA finds that Officer Solis’s behavior was unwarranted 

and impeded CPD’s goals to promote respect between law enforcement and the community in 

violation of Rule 2 (bringing discredit upon the Department), Rule 3 (failing to promote the 

Department’s efforts to implement its policy or accomplish its goals), Rule 6 (violating General 

Order G02-01), Rule 8 (engaging in disrespect to or maltreatment of and  

and Rule 9 (engaging in an unjustified verbal altercation with and  

 

COPA finds that Allegation Nos. 5 and 6 against Officer Solis are Sustained. In Officer 

Solis’ statement to COPA, she admitted that she disobeyed a directive of Sgt. Schmidt by refusing 

to keep herself distanced from and/or 31 However, she denied that she failed 

to maintain a courteous and respectful attitude towards Sgt. Schmidt by shouting words to the 

effect of, “What do you want me to do with this!” and, “No!” in response to instructions given by 

Sgt. Schmidt.32 She added that Sgt. Schmidt is the sergeant she normally reports to and that the 

two typically engage in such discussions and conversations.33 

 

While this may be so, COPA finds that there is no excuse for the behavior Officer Solis 

displayed while at the scene; especially given that it was also displayed in view of members of the 

public. By engaging in this conduct, Officer Solis violated Rule 2 (bringing discredit upon the 

Department), Rule 3 (failing to promote the Department’s efforts to implement its policy or 

accomplish its goals), and Rule 7 (Insubordination or disrespect toward a supervisory member),  

 

b. Allegations against Sgt. Christopher Schmidt 

COPA finds that Allegation No. 1 against Sgt. Christopher Schmidt is Not Sustained. In 

Sergeant Schmidt’s statement to COPA,34 he recounted that he responded to the scene for a 

 
28 Att. 125 pg. 26, ln. 15. 
29 Att. 125, pg. 26, lns. 19 to 21. 
30 Att. 129, General Order G02-01, Protection of Human Rights, § III.B(2)-(3). 
31 Att. 125, pg. 42, lns. 17 to 22. 
32 Att. 125, pg. 42, ln. 23, to pg. 43, ln. 5. 
33 Att. 125, pg. 35, lns. 4 to 5 and 17 to 21. 
34 Att.126. 
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“disturbance under assault and a request for supervisor.”35 He explained that he “helped to 

establish control of the scene” by addressing the concerns of the complainant and completing the 

necessary reports.36 Sgt. Schmidt further added that while at the scene, there was a “loud exchange 

between Officer Solis and ”37 He stated that when the two were engaged in the loud 

exchange, he tried to de-escalate the situation by reassuring that he was going to “get his 

information,” “do a report,” and “address his concerns.”38 He stated that he also reassured  

that he would speak with Officer Solis and go inside the building to talk to her there.39 

 

The BWC footage shows several verbal altercations that occurred between Officer Solis 

and in the presence of Sgt. Schmidt.40 In his interview with COPA investigators, Sgt. 

Schmidt stated that he did not immediately remove the officer from the situation because he was 

trying to impart what he “needed to do and move things forward.”41 He added that he may not have 

been “cognizant” of the multiple verbal altercations because he was “just trying to move it 

forward.”42 Sgt. Schmidt finally added that he believed he handled the incident as appropriately as 

he could “considering the totality of the situation.”43 

 

COPA finds that Sgt. Schmidt failed to immediately intervene as Officer Solis continued 

to engage in verbal altercations with However, Sgt. Schmidt moved to stand 

between Officer Solis and when she renewed her argument with and she 

initially began walking away.44 Sgt. Schmidt directed Officer Solis to go inside the building when 

she engaged in the argument again,45 but she remained outside, and Sgt. Schmidt did not repeat 

his order. Eventually, Sgt. Schmidt did move Officer Solis away from and  

and into the building’s vestibule upon the suggestion of another CPD officer.46  

 

While Sgt. Schmidt’s initial attempts to intervene in the verbal altercation between Officer 

Solis and were not successful, he did attempt to intervene. However, Sgt. Schmidt should 

have realized that Officer Solis’s presence was unnecessarily escalating the situation, and he 

should have intervened more forcefully, particularly where multiple other CPD members were 

present and Officer Solis was not needed to maintain the peace. COPA therefore finds that there 

is neither a preponderance of evidence to sustain the allegation against Sgt. Schmidt, nor clear and 

convincing evidence that Sgt. Schmidt acted properly, so the allegation that he allowed Officer 

Solis to continue an unjustified verbal altercation with is Not Sustained. 

 

V. RECOMMENDED DISCIPLINE FOR SUSTAINED ALLEGATIONS  

 

a. Officer Trysha Solis  

 

 
35 Att.126, pg.12, lns. 14 to 15. 
36 Att.126, pg.12, lns. 16 to 18. 
37 Att.126, pg.17, lns. 20 to 21. 
38 Att.126, pg. 8, lns. 1 to 3. 
39 Att.126, pg.18, lns. 4 to 5. 
40 Att. 9, BWC of Sgt. Christopher Schmidt at 9:59, 12:35, and 14:03. 
41 Att. 126, pg. 19, lns. 18 to 19. 
42 Att. 126, pg. 19, lns. 19 to 21. 
43 Att. 126, pg. 23, lns. 12 to 15. 
44 Att. 9 at 12:30 to 12:45. 
45 Att. 9 at 13:10 to 13:32. 
46 Att. 9 at 14:25 to 14:28. 
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i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History47 

Officer Solis has received one Department Commendation, three Life Saving Awards, one 

Special Commendation, one Annual Bureau Award of Recognition, five complimentary letters, 

thirty Honorable Mentions, and thirteen other awards and commendations. Officer Solis has two 

sustained complaint registers in the past five years: she was reprimanded for operational/personnel 

violations, conduct unbecoming, for a May 2021 incident; and she was reprimanded for 

operational/personnel violations, misuse of CPD records, for a September 2021 incident. Officer 

Solis has also been disciplined twice through the summary punishment process, receiving 

reprimands for two separate incidents in February 2023 involving an equipment violation and 

inattention to duty. 

ii. Recommended Penalty 

Here, COPA has found that Officer Solis violated Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9 by pushing  

and without justification, that she violated Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9 

by directing abuse and profane language at and and that she violated Rules 

2, 3, and 7 by disobeying a directive from Sgt. Schmidt and by shouting at Sgt. Schmidt while in 

view of members of the public. While Officer Solis denied using excessive force in this incident, 

she admitted to other allegations and said that “it wasn’t my finest hour. It did not meet the 

Department’s core values. I am a field training officer. It just . . . it was very bad.”48 Officer Solis 

also admitted that her tone and demeanor towards Sgt. Schmidt were disrespectful.49 Officer Solis 

recognized the stress she had been under in her personal and profession life, and she explained that 

she has been utilizing CPD’s employee assistance program.50 Based on this information, and 

considering Officer Solis’s complimentary and disciplinary history, COPA recommends a 5-day 

suspension.  

 
 
Approved: 

 

    January 11, 2024 

__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Matthew Haynam 

Deputy Chief Administrator – Chief Investigator 

 

Date 

 

 
47 Att. 131. 
48 Att. 125, pg. 38, lns. 18 to 21. 
49 Att. 125, pg. 30, lns. 19 to 23. 
50 Att. 125, pg. 39, ln. 7, to pg. 41, ln. 8. 


