CIVILIAN OFFICE OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY

INTEGRITY @ TRANSPARENCY @ INDEPENDENCE ® TIMELINESS

Log # 2023-0005498

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT!
I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On November 22, 2023, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received a
web complaint from the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) reporting alleged misconduct by a
member of the Chicago Police Department (CPD). | (I cported to the OIG that
on November 18, 2023, Officer Gabriel Bikoma utilized excessive force.? Upon review of the
evidence, COPA served allegations that Officer Bikoma utilized excessive force by shoving a legal
observer to the ground and failed to activate his body worn camera (BWC). COPA also served
allegations that Officer Rafid Ifraz utilized excessive force by pushing |Jjjjilito the ground, and
that he also failed to activate his BWC properly. Following its investigation, COPA reached
sustained findings regarding the allegations against both officers.

IL. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE?

On November 18, 2023, Officers Bikoma and Ifraz were assigned to the Pro-Palestinian
Protests near Buckingham Fountain at 301 S. Columbus Drive. At approximately 2:30 pm, a group
of protesters gathered near Lake Shore Drive (LSD) behind a set of metal barricades. [Jjjjjiilijalong
with a crowd of protesters, attempted to go onto LSD to cause a civil disturbance.* Officers at the
scene received orders to prevent the protestors from overcoming the barriers and blocking LSD.
Nonetheless, protesters were able to climb over and push through the barricades.” In an audio
recorded statement, Officer Bikoma stated that the crowd lifted the barricades, detaching them
from one another to gain access to LSD.® A green bicycle belonging to [Jiillobstructed the
barricades as officers attempted to reset the barricades. [Jjjjilstated that he was pushed over the
barricade from behind by other protesters.’

Officers continued to attempt to gain control of the crowd, and officers and protesters
pushed back and forth for some time. During one of these encounters, BWC video captured ||l

' 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, police reports, and civilian and
officer interviews.
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falling and/or being pushed to the ground multiple times.® In a statement to COPA, [Jjilillreported
that “Officer Bikoma kept trying to rip my bike. And he, like, table-topped me onto the
pavement.”® However, BWC showed that it was Officer Ifraz who pulled [ lilillsweatshirt prior
to [JEinitial fall and pushed [Jlwith both hands to the ground a second time.!® Officer
Ifraz told COPA that he was trying to hold |Jjjjilfand gain control of him, but at some point he
redirected [Jilito create space.!!

As part of its investigation, COPA also received a third-party Twitter video of the incident.
The video captured Officer Bikoma push a legal observer (who was wearing the same neon green
baseball cap worn by all of the legal observers) to the ground with his baton. As the legal observer
attempted to get up from the ground, Officer Bikoma forcefully pushed him to the ground a second
time.!? The pushing and shoving continued for a short time before officers were able to regain
control of the crowd.!?

III. ALLEGATIONS

PO Gabriel Bikoma:!*
1. Utilizing excessive force in that you shoved, pushed and/or knocked a legal observer to the

ground.
— Sustained. Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9.

2. Failing to activate your body worn camera.
- Sustained. Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10.

PO Rafid Ifraz:
1. Utilizing excessive force in that you shoved, pulled and/or knocked | o the
ground.

- Sustained. Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9.

2. Failing to activate your body worn camera in a timely manner.
— Sustained. Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10.

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

8 Att. 17 at 0:06

 Att. 9, pg. 5, Ins. 7 to 8.
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4 COPA initially served Officer Bikoma with an excessive force allegation related to |Jiilflaowever, COPA has
withdrawn this allegation.
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memory. In this case, Officers Bikoma and Ifraz provided statements that were generally consistent
with video footage and written reports. Additionally, the statement |Jjjjjiliprovided to COPA was
mostly consistent with the available video footage of the incident. However, |Jjjjjiliclaim that
Officer Bikoma pushed him was not accurate, as the evidence shows that it was Officer Ifraz who
shoved |l This error was likely attributable to the chaotic nature of the scene as opposed to
any deliberate misrepresentation on the part of |JJilifOverall, COPA found no evidence to
question the credibility of the parties who provided statements.

V. ANALYSIS?

A. Officer Bikoma Used Excessive Force in Pushing a Legal Observer to the Ground

During the incident CPD officers, including Officer Bikoma, encountered a large crowd of
protesters who attempted to forcefully gain access to LSD. The officers attempted to prevent the
protestors from gaining access to LSD by utilizing barricades, crowd control tactics, and verbal
commands; however, the protestors outnumbered the officers and became physically aggressive.
In response, both officers and civilians pushed and shoved one another. In a third-party video that
was submitted to COPA, Officer Bikoma was captured pushing a legal observer to the ground with
his baton. As the legal observer attempted to get up, Officer Bikoma forcefully pushed the legal
observer to the ground a second time.!® During his COPA statement, Officer Bikoma explained
that a group of protesters approached from behind his right side (where his firearm is located), and
someone pushed him in the back. Officer Bikoma stated that he turned around and pushed everyone
who was standing there to create space for himself. “I didn’t register the green hat as a legal
observed at the-- in the moment. It was just being outnumbered by several individuals who were
coming towards us, me myself, and other officers, and I was just creating that space.”!’

CPD Policy G03-02-01 states, “Department members’ use of force must be objectively
reasonable, necessary, and proportional under the totality of the circumstances, including using the
minimum amount of force needed under circumstances.”'® Officer Bikoma’s actions were not
proportionate to the threat that the legal observer presented at the time Officer Bikoma utilized his
baton to forcefully push him to the ground. Additionally, even if Officer Bikoma’s first push was
reactionary, the legal observer was clearly identifiable and Officer Bikoma should have reassessed
the situation before continuing to use force. For these reasons COPA recommends a finding of
Sustained.

B. Officer Bikoma Failed to Activate His BWC
During the scuffle between police and protestors, Officer Bikoma stated that his BWC was

ripped off the mount on his vest and lost. He stated that he verbally reported the lost BWC to his
sergeant and was without his camera for approximately an hour. When asked if there was any

15 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B.
16 Att. 20 at 0:08
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documentation regarding the lost BWC, Officer Bikoma stated “no,” because it was recovered
prior to leaving the protest.'”

CPD Policy S03-14 states, “The Department member will activate the system to event
mode at the beginning of an incident and will record the entire incident for al law-enforcement-
related activities. If circumstances prevent activating the BWC at the beginning of an incident, the
member will activate the BWC as soon as practical.”*® Officer Bikoma failed to activate his BWC
at the start of the incident, as prescribed by CPD policy. COPA was unable to find any BWC
footage as proof that Officer Bikoma activated his BWC prior to it being lost. For these reasons
COPA recommends a finding of Sustained.

A. Officer Ifraz Used Excessive Force by Shoving, Pulling, and/or Knocking N
to the Ground.

BWC footage captured |Jlllstanding in front of Officer Ifraz, holding a green bicycle
against the opposite side of the barricade.?! As the protestors grew more agitated, they began to
push through the barricade onto LSD, and pushing ensued between the officers and protesters.??
At the start of Officer Ifraz’s second BWC video, the officer was captured pulling | jilifoy his
sweatshirt, as [JJlillfc]l to the ground.”® When [Jlllgot up, Officer Ifraz used both hands to
forcefully push [Jillforward over his bicycle and onto the ground.?* Officer Ifraz explained that
he redirected [Jlfto create space between the two of them.?

CPD Policy G03-02-01 states, “Department members’ use of force must be objectively
reasonable, necessary, and proportional under the totality of the circumstances, including using the
minimum amount of force needed under circumstances.”?® At the time that Officer Ifraz pushed
Ik was facing Officer Ifraz and he appeared to be moving away from the officer.
I o0scd no threat to warrant being pushed to the ground by Officer Ifraz. For these reasons
COPA recommends a finding of Sustained.

A. Officer Ifraz Failed to Timely Activate His BWC

Officer Ifraz activated his BWC late, after he was engaged with the crowd of protesters.
He did not begin recording until the crowd was hostile and attempting to break through the
barricades.?” Officer Ifraz explained that he did not feel it was safe or feasible for him to activate
his BWC at the onset of the incident; however, he immediately turned it on once the crowds broke
through the barricade.?®
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CPD Policy S03-14 states, “The Department member will activate the system to event
mode at the beginning of an incident and will record the entire incident for all law-enforcement-
related activities. If circumstances prevent activating the BWC at the beginning of an incident, the
member will activate the BWC as soon as practical.” Prior to the incident, Officer Ifraz was
detailed to the protest to assist with crowd control. He had ample notice that he was about to engage
with a crowd of protesters, and he had both time and opportunity to activate his BWC before he
reached the barricade. For these reasons COPA recommends a finding of Sustained.

VL DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION
a. Officer Gabriel Bikoma
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History>°

Officer Bikoma has been with CPD since May 18, 2018. In that time, he has received 37
awards including four department commendations, one lifesaving award, one problem solving
award, one special commendation, one joint operations award, and one unit meritorious award. In
the last five years, Office Bikoma has had one sustained complaint for failing to timely activate
his BWC during a 2023 incident, for which he served a 1-day suspension.’! Officer Bikoma has
also received 7 SPARs in the last two years: three BWC violations in 2024 and 2025 (reprimand,
1-day suspension, and 1-day suspension), one noncompliance with motor vehicle pursuit
requirements in 2025 (1-day suspension); two court appearance violations in 2024 (1-day
suspension and reprimand), and one preventable accident in 2023 (1-day suspension).

ii. Recommended Discipline

The sustained BWC finding in this case is the fifth time that Officer Bikoma has been found
to have violated CPD’s BWC policy in the last two years alone. This shows a concerning pattern
of negligence and inattention to duty by Officer Bikoma, as well as a disregard for his obligations
as a police officer. Otherwise, Officer Bikoma has a commendable complimentary history. Based
on the totality of the circumstances in this case, the mitigating information obtained during the
officer’s interview, and the principles of progressive discipline, COPA recommends that Officer
Bikoma receive a 1 to 29 day suspension and retraining in CPD’s use of force and BWC policies,
especially as they pertain to large first amendment assemblies.

b. Officer Rafid Ifraz
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History>>

Officer Ifraz has been with CPD since February 16, 2021. In that time, he has received 29
various awards, including one police officer of the month award, one department commendation,

29 Att. 26
30 Att. 31
31 Log 2023-0001622.
32 Att. 30
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one problem solving award, and one unit meritorious award. In the last five years, Officer Ifraz
has not had any sustained complaints. However, Officer Ifraz has received four SPARs in the last
two years: two BWC violations in 2024 and 2025 (reprimand and 1-day suspension), a court
appearance violation in 2024 (reprimand), and a uniform violation in 2024 (reprimand).

ii. Recommended Discipline

This incident marks Officer Ifraz’s third BWC violation in the past two years, which shows
a pattern of negligence and inattention to duty. Otherwise, Officer Ifraz has a commendable
complimentary history. Based on the totality of the circumstances in this case, the mitigating
information obtained during the officer’s interview, and the principles of progressive discipline,
COPA recommends that Officer Ifraz receive a 1 to 29 day suspension and retraining in CPD’s
use of force and BWC policies, especially as they pertain to large first amendment assemblies.

Approved:
Steffany Hreno Date

Acting Deputy Chief Administrator
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Appendix A

Case Details

Date/Time/Location of Incident: November 18, 2023/ 2:30 pm/ 301 S. Columbus Drive,

Chicago, IL 60604

Date/Time of COPA Notification: | November 22, 2023/ 9:33 am
Involved Officer #1: Gabriel Bikoma, Star #: 17897, Employee ID#: | .

Date of Appointment: 05/16/2018, Unit of Assignment:
011, Male, Middle Eastern

Involved Officer #2: Rafid Ifraz, Star #: 16510, Employee ID #: |}, Date

of Appointment: 02/16/2021, Unit of Assignment: 011,
Male, Middle Eastern

Involved Individual #1: I (2)c, White

Applicable Rules

OO MXXNX KX

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

D19-03: Large Street Gatherings (24 May 2019 to present)

D20-08: Reporting the Response to Crowds, Protests, and Civil Disturbances (02 November
2020 to 10 June 2024)

G03-02-01: Response to Resistance and Force Options (28 June 2023 to present)

S03-14: Body Worn Camera (30 April 2018 to 29 December 2023)
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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 Department 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.”**

33 See Avery v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., 216 111. 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).

34 People v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036, § 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:

XUODOOOooDoobooboooooooxX o X 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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