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Log # 2023-0003361

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT!
l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On July 29, 2023, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received an
Initiation Report? reporting alleged misconduct by a member of the Chicago Police Department
(CPD). The complainant, | - cged that on July 29, 2023, Officer Jordan Silva kicked
her in the face twice without justification.® Upon review of the evidence, COPA did not serve
additional allegations. Following its investigation, COPA reached a Not Sustained finding.

1. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE*

On July 29, 2023, Il:nd her partner, | << 2t I arcnt's
house in the 5800 West block of Roscoe Street. |2 d IVisited I arents to

attend a neighborhood block party. During the neighborhood block party, |2 d oot
into a physical altercation with | N HE:!lcoedly called .
children a racial epithet. |Jllllstated that Officer Silvia intervened in the physical altercation
and kicked her in the face.® According to EEOfficer Silvia identified himself as an officer
after he kicked |’ Officers arrived on the scene and assessed the situation, which resulted
in -0 Ibeing arrested.® Jstated she sustained a bruised lip and scrapes and
bruises on her elbows, knees, and ankles.® She did not receive any medical attention.

Officer Silva stated that he was sitting on the front lawn in the 5700 West block of Roscoe
Street with his kids when he observed multiple people fighting and someone yelling for “help.”

! Appendix A includes case identifiers such as the date, time, and location of the incident, the involved parties and
their demographics, and the applicable rules and policies.

ZAtt. 1.

3 One or more of these allegations fall within COPA’s jurisdiction pursuant to Chicago Municipal Code § 2-78-120.
Therefore, COPA determined it would be the primary investigative agency in this matter.

4 The following is a summary of what COPA finds most likely occurred during this incident. This summary utilized
information from several different sources, including civilian and officer statements and police reports.

5 Att. 19, Ring Camera video from |Jillat 00:18 depicted people running towards what appeared to be a physical
altercation.

6 Att. 13, Audio Interview A . 28, IIEEA udio Interview; Att. 33, JIIA udio Transcripts.

T Att. 33, pg 22, Ins 5-8; Att. 13 at 8:34 — 8:54.

8 Att. 2, IIEEEERA rest Report; Att. 3, A rrest Report.

9 Att. 13 at 13:35; Att. 26, Evidence Technician (ET) photographs depicted what appeared to be a bruise to the
inside of | ower lip, a bruise to her right ankle, redness and/or bruising to both arms, and a scrape to her left
knee.

10 Att.29, Officer Silva’s Audio Transcripts, pg 6, Ins 8 — 14.
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Officer Silva, along with several other people, attempted to separate the individuals. Officer Silva
announced that he was a police officer and asked someone to call “911.”*' As Officer Silva
attempted to separate the individuals in the fight, Jllllstruck him in the face.? Officer Silva
moved away and waited for the police to respond. Officer Silva denied kicking [ Officer
Silva completed a Tactical Response Report (TRR) and documented that he did not use force
during the incident.* The narrative of the TRR documented that |Jllllounched Officer Silva on
the right side of his mouth with a closed fist, causing bruising and a laceration.*®

I11.  ALLEGATIONS

Officer Jordan Silva:

1. Kicking I " the face twice without justification.
- Not Sustained

IV. CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

The credibility of an individual relies primarily on two factors: 1) the individual’s
truthfulness and 2) the reliability of the individual’s account. The first factor addresses the honesty
of the individual making the statement, while the second factor speaks to the individual’s ability
to accurately perceive the event at the time of the incident and then accurately recall the event from
memory. In this case, there was no concern with the ability of the individuals who gave statements
to recall events.

V. ANALYSIS?!®

COPA finds the allegation that Officer Silva kicked | lllin the face twice without
justification, Not Sustained. |l d <! eged that Officer Silva kicked [ llin the
face. However, witnesses [Jllljland [did not report observing Officer Silvia kick | R
Officer Silva denied the allegation and stated that he did not have any further interaction with
I fter she struck him in the face. |Jllldid not sustain any serious injury and did not seek
medical attention. Video footage from |Jiillildid not show the physical altercation.!” A canvass'®
of the location of the incident was conducted to locate additional witnesses and video evidence,
but it did not yield any additional evidence. Based on the available evidence, there is insufficient
evidence to prove or refute the allegations. Therefore, the allegation is Not Sustained.

1 Att.29, pg 6, In24 to pg 7, In 3.

12 Att. 29, pg 10, Ins 14 - 19; Att. 31, Witness |IA udio Transcript, pg 4, Ins 13 — 14 and pg 7, Ins 15 — 21.
13 Att.29, pg 11, Ins 19 - 21.

14 Att. 12, Member’s Response Section.

15 Att. 12, pg 2; Att. 26, ET photographs of Officer Silva depicted what appeared to be a bruise to the top and bottom
of his lips.

18 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B.

7 Atts, 17 -19.

18 Att. 34.
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Approved:
LaKenya White Date

Director of Investigations
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Appendix A

Case Details

Date/Time/Location of Incident: July 29, 2023/ 5:00 pm / I

Date/Time of COPA Notification: | June 29, 2023/ 5:33 pm

Involved Member #1.: Officer Jordan Silva, Star #17314, Employee ID #}

DOA: October 27, 2014, Unit: 019, Male, Hispanic.

Involved Individual #1: I ale, Hispanic.

Applicable Rules

DO00 XX XX

Rule 2: Any action or conduct which impedes the Department’s efforts to achieve its
policy and goals or brings discredit upon the Department.

Rule 3: Any failure to promote the Department's efforts to implement its policy or
accomplish its goals.

Rule 5: Failure to perform any duty.

Rule 6: Disobedience of an order or directive, whether written or oral.

Rule 8: Disrespect to or maltreatment of any person, while on or off duty.

Rule 9: Engaging in any unjustified verbal or physical altercation with any person, while
on or off duty.

Rule 10: Inattention to duty.

Rule 14: Making a false report, written or oral.

Rule 38: Unlawful or unnecessary use or display of a weapon.

Rule _: [Insert text of any additional rule(s) violated]

Applicable Policies and Laws

G03-02, De-Escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (Effective June 28, 2023 to
present).
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Appendix B

Definition of COPA’s Findings and Standards of Proof
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 a proposition is proved.’® For example, if the evidence gathered in an
investigation establishes that it is more likely that the conduct complied with 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. 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.”?

19 See Avery v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., 216 Ill. 2d 100, 191 (2005) (a proposition is proved by
a preponderance of the evidence when it is found to be more probably true than not).

20 people v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036, 1 28 (quoting Illinois Pattern Jury Instructions, Criminal, No. 4.19 (4™
ed. 2000)).
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Transparency and Publication Categories

Check all that apply:

Do obdogndox oo d

Abuse of Authority

Body Worn Camera Violation
Coercion

Death or Serious Bodily Injury in Custody
Domestic Violence

Excessive Force

Failure to Report Misconduct

False Statement

Firearm Discharge

Firearm Discharge — Animal

Firearm Discharge — Suicide

Firearm Discharge — Unintentional
First Amendment

Improper Search and Seizure — Fourth Amendment Violation
Incidents in Lockup

Motor Vehicle Incidents

OC Spray Discharge

Search Warrants

Sexual Misconduct

Taser Discharge

Unlawful Denial of Access to Counsel
Unnecessary Display of a Weapon
Use of Deadly Force — other

Verbal Abuse

Other Investigation
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