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CIVILIAN OFFICE OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY

INTEGRITY @ TRANSPARENCY @ INDEPENDENCE ® TIMELINESS

Log # 2023-4357

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT!
l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On September 18, 2023, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received a
telephone complaint from | <porting alleged misconduct by a member of the
Chicago Police Department (CPD). |Ill:!1eged that on September 16, 2023, Police Officer
Joel Salmeron seized a speaker from | llcar, punched him in the chest, and failed to
document the seizure of the speaker.?2 Upon review of the evidence, COPA served additional
allegations that Officer Salmeron failed to complete a Tactical Response Report (TRR)
documenting his use of force against |Jlitailed to timely activate his body-worn camera
(BWC), and that Sergeant (Sgt.) Robert Galassi failed to intervene in the event and failed to ensure
that Officer Salmeron completed reports documenting the event. Following its investigation,
COPA reached Sustained findings regarding the allegations against Officer Salmeron and Not
Sustained for all allegations against Sgt. Galassi.

1. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE?

On the evening of September 16, 2023, |25 celebrating Mexican
Independence Day.* His fiancé, | vas driving his pick-up truck while he was riding
in the bed with other individuals and playing music from a speaker wired into the truck.’ | N
truck was stopped in the south-bound lanes of La Salle St. at the intersection with Randolph St.
While stopped at the intersection, pedestrians stopped in the street ahead of || truck,
blocked the road, and began dancing.® Jllremained stopped at the intersection, unable to
proceed south on La Salle due to the blocked road.’

! 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.

2 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.

3 The following is a summary of what COPA finds most likely occurred during this incident. This summary utilized
information from several different sources, including BWC footage, third-party video, civilian interviews, and CPD
member interviews.

4 Att. 22, pg. 5,In. 21, to pg. 6, In. 7.

5> Att. 22, pg. 6, Ins. 7 to 8, and pg. 28, Ins. 6 to 7.

6 Att. 22, pg. 6, Ins. 8 to 14, and Att. 22, pg. 8, Ins. 15 to 18.

T Att. 22, pg. 6, Ins. 14 to 17.
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Multiple police officers were walking south on La Salle St. towards Randolph St. and
encountered the crowd.® Officer Salmeron approached | Etruck.’ and [ Was standing
on the passenger side of the truck at the edge of the crowd.'® Officer Salmeron spoke briefly with
a passenger in the bed of the truck and then went to the driver’s side and spoke with | NI
told Officer Salmeron that she could not turn down the music from the driver’s compartment.t!
Officer Salmeron returned to the bed and began speaking with [ lllwho was now standing at
the rear of the truck, and Officer Salmeron told |Jlithat he would seize the speaker if | N
did not turn off the music.'? After a brief exchange, Officer Salmeron reached into the bed of the
truck, grabbed [l speaker, and pulled it out of the truck.® Officer Salmeron then walked
away with the speaker towards an unmarked CPD vehicle parked on the north-bound side of
LaSalle St.14

I oved in front of Officer Salmeron and blocked his path while shouting at Officer
Salmeron and other officers nearby.'®> Another officer and a passenger from | llllitruck both
put their hands on him and pushed him backwards.'® Officer Salmeron continued walking towards
the unmarked CPD vehicle, and while walking around the median on La Salle St., | llllreached
for and tried to take his speaker back from Officer Salmeron, which Officer Salmeron was holding
with his right hand.” Officer Salmeron struck |llllltwice in the chest with his left hand while
holding a flashlight in a closed fist.'® iilillstopped reaching for the speaker and backed away,
and Officer Salmeron turned and continued walking towards the unmarked CPD vehicle.*® He put
the speaker in the rear passenger seat and then returned to patrolling the Mexican Independence
Day event.?

I11.  ALLEGATIONS

Police Officer Joel Salmeron:
1. Seizing I c2ker without justification
- Sustained; Violation of Rule 2, 3, 6, and 8
2. Striking I 'ith a closed fist without justification
- Sustained; Violation of Rule 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9

8 Att. 8 at 0:00 to 1:17.

9 Att. 8 at 1:17 to 1:25.

10 Att. 8 at 1:25.

1 Att. 8 at 1:25 to 1:36; Att. 22, pg. 8, Ins. 19 to 20.
12 Att. 8 at 1:39; Att. 11 at 0:00 to 0:06.

13 Att. 8 at 1:41 to 1:51; Att. 11 at 0:06 to 0:12.

14 Att. 8 at 1:57.

15 Att. 8 at 1:59 to 2:08.

16 Att. 8 at 2:08 to 2:13.

17 Att. 8 at 2:13.

18 Att. 8 at 2:14; Att. 9 at 1:39; and Att. 10 at 0:13.
19 Att. 9 at 1:41.

20 Att. 8 at 2:27.
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3. Failing to complete a Tactical Response Report (TRR) in violation of G03-02-02, Incidents
Requiring the Completion of a Tactical Response Report (effective June 28, 2023 to
present).

- Sustained; Violation of Rule 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10

4. Failing to inventory seized property in violation of GO7-01, Processing Property under

Department Control (effective April 14, 2015 to present)
- Sustained; Violation of Rule 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10

5. Failing to timely activate your body-worn camera at the beginning of an incident in

violation of S03-14(111)(A)(2), Body Worn Cameras (effective April 30, 2018 to present).
- Sustained; Violation of Rule 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10

Sergeant Robert Galassi:
1. Failing to intervene after observing Officer Joel Salmeron #9459 seize |
speaker without justification
- Not Sustained
2. Failing to intervene after observing Officer Joel Salmeron #9459 strike | N
with a closed fist without justification
- Not Sustained
3. Failing to ensure that Officer Joel Salmeron #9459 inventoried seized property
- Not Sustained
4. Failing to ensure that Officer Joel Salmeron #9459 completed reports documenting his use
of force
- 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.

COPA finds no reason to question the truthfulness or reliability of any individual who was
interviewed in the course of this investigation. The available video evidence does show that
I 25 holding an alcoholic beverage during the incident, suggesting that he was drinking at
the time.?! However, he does not show signs of intoxication, and his account of the event is largely
consistent with the available video footage and with Officer Salmeron’s account.

The only substantive area of disagreement between Officer Salmeron’s and | R
statements was the nature of the contact between them when |Jillreached to take his speaker
from Officer Salmeron. [Jllllsaid that Officer Salmeron punched him twice in the chest.??

2L Att. 8 at 1:50.
22 Att. 22, pg. 7, Ins. 17 to 22, and pg. 13, In. 17, to pg. 14, In. 8.
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Officer Salmeron initially denied that he had physical contact with [Jilllduring the event.??
After being shown video of the interaction, Officer Salmeron acknowledged that he had physical
contact with | lllout characterized it as being initiated by [ llliwhen leached for
the speaker.?* Officer Salmeron’s characterization of the incident is inconsistent with the video
which shows that JJjilfrcached towards the speaker in Officer Salmeron’s right hand, and then
Officer Salmeron responded by raising his left hand to initiate contact with N>

No available video shows the contact between Officer Salmeron’s hand and | llichest
clearly enough to indicate that Officer Salmeron’s hand was in a closed fist at the time that he
struck |- owever, Jsaid in his interview that he was punched by Officer Salmeron,?8
and the video evidence does show Officer Salmeron’s hand in a closed fist holding his flashlight
immediately after the contact with [Jllli>’ Because JJllllldescription of the physical contact
is supported by the available evidence, COPA accepts his account to the extent that it is
inconsistent with Officer Salmeron’s description.

In his statement to COPA, Sgt. Galassi denied observing Officer Salmeron seize | R
speaker or strike him during the event.?® After observing video footage, Sgt. Galassi acknowledged
his presence, but denied seeing Officer Salmeron’s conduct as it occurred.?® There is no evidence
available to COPA showing that Sgt. Galassi engaged with Officer Salmeron or with | llwhile
the event was occurring or in the moments immediately following. As such, there is no reason for
COPA to discredit Sgt. Galassi’s denials.

V. ANALYSIS®
a. Seizure of Speaker
In instances where there is no immediate risk of harm, members must attempt de-escalation
techniques prior to using force unless de-escalation would be clearly ineffective.®! De-escalation
techniques include providing a warning or exercising persuasion.
In his statement to COPA, Officer Salmeron acknowledged that he seized |

speaker and justified his actions because |JJlllwas broadcasting music from the speaker in
violation of recorded-sound restrictions.>® The available video evidence shows that Officer

B Att. 21, pg. 12, In. 14, to pg. 13, In. 4.

2 Att. 21, pg. 17, In. 18, to pg. 18, In. 14.

2 Att. 9 at 1:39.

% Att. 22, pg. 7, Ins. 17 to 22, and pg. 13, In. 17, to pg. 14, In. 8.

21 Att. 10 at 0:16.

28 Att. 26, pg. 12, Ins. 1 to 10.

2 Att. 26, pg. 12, In. 11, to pg. 13, In. 24.

30 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B.
3L Att. 32, G03-02(11)(D), Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023, to present).
2 Att. 32, G03-02(11)(D)(2).

33 Att. 21, pg. 10, In. 24, to pg. 11, In. 9; Municipal Code of Chicago, § 9-76-145.
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Salmeron issued |l directive to turn his music off.>* illlresponded verbally to Officer
Salmeron (his response is not audible on the available recordings), but he made no movements
towards the speaker.® It is reasonable to conclude that [Jiiilllrefused to follow the initial order
from Officer Salmeron. However, Officer Salmeron engaged in no apparent further attempts at
persuasion, such as telling | llithat he would be cited for violating the sound restriction
ordinance if her persisted in playing his music, before compelling || jilillcompliance by forcibly
seizing his speaker.

CPD policy authorizes members to take property into custody if it is lost or stolen,® if it is
evidence of a crime,® if it is contraband,® or if it belongs to an arrestee.®® None of these
circumstances apply to Officer Salmeron’s seizure of | Bllspcaker. JlVas not arrested
during this incident. The speaker was not contraband. Though it was being used in violation of the
Chicago recorded sound restrictions, which is a civil offense for which a fine can be issued,* the
speaker was not evidence of a crime. Officer Salmeron may not have known who owned the
speaker at the time he seized it, as there were several people in or around the truck. However, it
was clear that the speaker was not lost, and there was no reason for Officer Salmeron to believe
that it was stolen.

By seizing |Jspcaker without issuing a warning or attempting persuasion after
Hlldisregarded Officer Salmeron’s order to turn down his music, Officer Salmeron’s action
tended to escalate the situation, eventually resulting in a use of force when | llllattempting to
take his speaker back. While | lllllremains responsible for his own action, Officer Salmeron
was obligated to attempt de-escalation, and he failed to do so. There is no known CPD directive,
Chicago ordinance, or Illinois statue authorizing the seizure. The seizure was inconsistent with
CPD policy on respect for human rights requiring officers to safeguard personal property.*! Based
on a preponderance of evidence, COPA finds that Officer Salmeron violated Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8,
and Allegation #1 against Officer Salmeron is Sustained.

b. Use of Force

CPD members are only authorized to use force that is objectively reasonable, necessary,
and proportional, under the totality of the circumstances, to ensure the safety of a member or a
third person, stop an attack, make an arrest, control a subject, or prevent escape.*? This means that
CPD members may use only the amount of force necessary to serve a lawful purpose. The amount
and type of force used must be proportional to the threat, actions, and level of resistance a person

34 Att. 11 at 0:00 to 0:06.

% Att. 11 at 0:03.

36 Municipal Code of Chicago § 2-84-150.

37 Att. 35, S07-01(1V)(B)(1), Processing Property Under Department Control (effective April 27, 2021, to present).
38 Att. 35, S07-01(1V)(B)(1).

39 Att. 37, S07-01-01(111)(A), Inventorying Arrestees’ Personal Property (effective January 9, 2020, to present).

40 Municipal Code of Chicago § 9-76-145.

41 Att. 30, G02-01(111)(B)(3), Protection of Human Rights (effective June 30, 2022, to present).

42 Att. 32, G03-02(111)(B).
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offers.*® CPD policy authorizes specific types of force a member may use in response to a subject’s
actions.* When a CPD member encounters an assailant — an individual who is using or threatening
to use force which could cause physical injury —a direct mechanical strike including a punch, kick,
or other focused pressure strike is authorized,* but direct mechanical strikes are not authorized
when an individual is compliant with or resisting verbal directives from a member.*®

After Officer Salmeron seized | lspeaker, fo!lowed as Officer Salmeron
walked away from [ lltruck.*’ b ocked Officer Salmeron’s path and reached for his
speaker.*® Jactions represent active resistance to Officer Salmeron’s actions. In response to
this, Officer Salmeron struck |llltwice in the chest with a closed fist.*® Officer Salmeron gave
I o Vverbal direction or warning and did not employ any other de-escalation technique prior
to this use of force, but | lllllacted quickly and spontaneously in reaching for the speaker, and
there was not sufficient time for Officer Salmeron to attempt de-escalation. However, the level of
force that Officer Salmeron used was not proportional to | lllactive resistance. CPD policy
permits members to use a direct mechanical strike only when responding to an assailant, and
I ctions did not constitute a use of force likely to cause a physical injury. COPA therefore
finds by a preponderance of evidence that Officer Salmeron struck | llwith a closed fist
without justification, in violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9, and Allegation #2 against Officer
Salmeron is Sustained.

c. Completion of Reports

i. Tactical Response Report

CPD policy requires that members complete a TRR when their use of force causes an
injury to a subject, when the member responds to a subject’s active resistance, or if the member
uses a weaponless direct mechanical action or technique including punches.®® The TRR must be
completed by the end of the member’s tour of duty.>!

I 0!d COPA that he suffered an injury to his chest caused by Officer Salmeron’s
punches.%? The available video footage shows that [Jllldid not complain of an injury at the

43 Att. 32, G03-02(111)(B)(3).

4 Att. 33, G03-02-01(1V).

4 Att. 33, G03-02-01((1V)(C).

46 Att. 33, G03-02-01((1V)(A)-(B).

4T Att. 8 at 1:59 to 2:13.

8 Att. 8 at 2:13.

49 Att. 8 at 2:14; Att. 9 at 1:39.

S0 Att. 31, G03-02-02(111)(A)(2)(a)(3), Incidents Requiring the Completion of a Tactical Response Report (effective
June 28, 2023, to present).

5L Att. 31, G03-02-02(1V)(B)(2).

52 Att. 22, pg. 12, In. 7, to pg. 13, In. 13, and pg. 22, Ins. 13 to 24.
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scene,> and Officer Salmeron would not have been able to observe the alleged injury because it
was covered by |Jshirt. However, Officer Salmeron clearly saw and responded to

I ctive resistance and used force towards |Jlllithat required the completion of a
TRR, regardless of whether it caused an injury. Officer Salmeron did not complete a TRR on the
day of the incident or day following the incident.>* Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance
of evidence that Officer Salmeron did not complete a required TRR in violation of Rules 2, 3, 5,
6, and 10, and Allegation #3 against Officer Salmeron is Sustained.

ii. Inventory

CPD members must inventory all property that they seize, recover, find, or otherwise take
into custody as soon as it is practicable to do s0.%® Officer Salmeron did not inventory |
speaker after seizing it.>® Officer Salmeron also failed to take any action at the location of the
incident to identify | lllllas the owner of the speaker. Nor did Officer Salmeron issue a
citation to |Jllland nor did he complete any subsequent reports to create an incident number,
which he would have needed to create a property inventory record. COPA therefore finds by a
preponderance of evidence that Officer Salmeron violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10, and
Allegation #4 against Officer Salmeron is Sustained.

d. Body Worn Camera Activation

CPD members must record all law-enforcement-related activities using their BWC.>" If
circumstances prevent a member from activating their BWC at the beginning of an event, the
member must activate their BWC as soon as is practical.®® Law-enforcement-related activities
include use of force incidents, seizure of evidence, traffic control, and any encounter with the
public that becomes adversarial after the initial contact.>®

Officer Salmeron heard recorded music playing from |JJjjiillitruck in violation of the
sound restrictions in the Municipal Code of Chicago, and a crowd around | lllitruck impeding
the flow of traffic.%° Officer Salmeron engaged with the occupants of [ llllitruck for the
purpose of clearing the traffic obstruction, which constitutes traffic control. Officer Salmeron only
activated his BWC after |Jlllitailed to comply with Officer Salmeron’s order to turn down his

53 Att. 8 at 2:17 to 2:52.

S Att. 27.

55 Att. 36, GO7-01(11)(A).

%6 Att. 28.

57 Att. 34, S03-14(111)(A)(1), Body Worn Camera (effective April 30, 2018, to December 29, 2023).
%8 Att. 34, S03-14(111)(A)(2).

%9 Att. 34, S03-14(111)(A)(2)(d), (g), (h), and (p).

80 Att. 21, pg. 8, Ins. 14 to 18, and pg. 11, Ins. 3to 9.
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music and after seizing the speaker from [ lltruck.®* Officer Salmeron should have activated
his BWC when he initiated contact with the occupants of | Jllitruck. Officer Salmeron
initiated this contact for the purpose of issuing a directive, and he was prepared to take enforcement
action if the occupants of | ltruck did not comply. There were no apparent circumstances
preventing Officer Salmeron from activating his BWC at the initial contact, which Officer
Salmeron initiated. This encounter did not occur spontaneously or unexpectedly. Because he failed
to record all law-enforcement-related activities with his BWC, COPA finds by a preponderance of
evidence that Officer Salmeron violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10, and Allegation #5 against Officer
Salmeron is Sustained.

e. Supervisory Responsibilities

CPD supervisors are responsible for the performance of subordinate members directly
observed or under their direct command.®? When a supervisor observes a CPD member engage in
misconduct, they must ensure a complete and comprehensive investigation is initiated in
accordance with CPD complaint and disciplinary procedures.%® Here, Sgt. Galassi told COPA that
he did not observe Officer Salmeron’s actions towards [ ililloecause of the chaotic nature of
the scene and his attention to other people.®* The available video evidence shows that Sgt. Galassi
engaged with other occupants of | lllltruck and that Officer Salmeron appeared to be in Sgt.
Galassi’s field of vision when Officer Salmeron scized | lspeaker and later punched
I the chest.®® However, Sgt. Galassi did not directly engage with either |Jlilillor Officer
Salmeron during the incident. Because COPA cannot prove by a preponderance of evidence that
Sgt. Galassi observed Officer Salmeron’s misconduct, Allegations #1 and #2 against Sgt. Galassi
are Not Sustained. Because COPA cannot prove by a preponderance of evidence that Sgt. Galassi
was aware of the underlying events that required Officer Salmeron to complete a TRR and property
inventory, Allegations #3 and #4 against Sgt. Galassi are Not Sustained.

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION
a. Police Officer Joel Salmeron
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History®
Officer Salmeron has received three Department Commendations, the Police Officer of the
Month Award, two complimentary letters, thirty-six Honorable Mentions, and at least seven other
awards and commendations. Officer Salmeron has no sustained complaint registers, but he was

disciplined twice through the summary punishment process, receiving reprimands in 2024 for
incidents involving early deactivation of his BWC and a preventable accident.

61 Att. 8 at 1:24 to 2:01.

62 Att. 29, G01-09(111)(B), Supervisory Responsibilities (effective May 10, 2021, to present).
83 Att. 29, GO1-09(1V)(B)(1).

64 Att. 26, pg. 11, In. 21, to pg. 12, In. 10.

85 Att. 8 at 1:57 and at 2:16; Att. 11 at 0:09 to 0:15.

8 Atts. 38 and 39.
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Ii. Recommended Discipline

COPA has found that Officer Salmeron violated Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8 by seizing |
I caker without justification, Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9 by striking [ jjjilijwith a closed
fist without justification, and Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 by failing to complete a required TRR, failing
to inventory seized property, and failing to timely activate his BWC. Officer Salmeron has been a
CPD member for over seven years, and he is expected to know and follow CPD directives
regarding use of force, de-escalation, seizure of personal property, and documentation of law-
enforcement-related activity. Officer Salmeron has also been reprimanded on another occasion, as
noted above, for a BWC policy violation. Officer Salmeron’s use of force did not result in serious
bodily injury to |llland COPA acknowledges that Officer Salmeron was attempting to
resolve a hazardous traffic situation under challenging circumstances. By using unnecessary force
and by improperly seizing personal property and then failing to document the seizure, Officer
Salmeron’s actions tended to undermine confidence in CPD’s ability to treat members of the public
fairly. Also, BWC recordings are important tools used to document police interactions with
members of the public, and failure to capture the entirety of an encounter, as required by CPD
directives, tends to undermine public trust in CPD. Based on the above factors, and considering
Officer Salmeron’s complimentary history and disciplinary history, COPA recommends that
Officer Salmeron be suspended for three days.

Approved:

March 18, 2025

Angela Hearts-Glass Date
Deputy Chief Administrator — Chief Investigator
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Appendix A

Case Details

Date/Time/Location of Incident: September 16, 2023 / 10:00 pm / 160 N La Salle St.,

Chicago, IL 60601

Date/Time of COPA Notification: | September 18, 2023 / 12:09 pm

Involved Member #1.: Police Officer Joel Salmeron, Star #9459, Employee 1D

#J. DOA: June 16, 2017, Unit: 001, Male, Hispanic

Involved Member #2: Sergeant Robert Galassi, Star #1548, Employee 1D #ll

DOA: August 27, 2001, Unit: 001, Male, White

Involved Individual #1: I\ ale, Hispanic

Applicable Rules

X MXXXX XK X

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.

Applicable Policies and Laws

G01-09: Supervisory Responsibilities (effective May 10, 2021, to present)

G02-01: Protection of Human Rights (effective June 20, 2022, to present)

G03-02: De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to
present)

G03-02-01: Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023, to present)
G03-02-02: Incidents Requiring the Completion of a Tactical Response Report (effective June
28, 2023, to present)

GO07-01: Processing Property Under Department Control (effective April 14, 2015, to present)
S03-14: Body Worn Cameras (effective April 30, 2018, to December 29, 2023)

S07-01: Processing Property Under Department Control (effective April 27, 2021, to present)
Municipal Code of Chicago § 2-84-150: Lost and Stolen Property - Custodian

Municipal Code of Chicago § 9-76-145: Broadcast or Recorded Sound Restrictions
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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.”®®

67 See Avery v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 216 I11. 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.”).

% 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:

XUODOUODOOoDooDoOXOODODOoDOX X OO OX O

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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