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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On March 27, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received a 

telephone complaint from alleged that on March 20, 2024, two 

Chicago Police Department (CPD) officers (later identified as Police Officer Timothy Lammert 

and Police Officer Daniel Condreva) stopped and searched her two sons, and 

without justification.2 Upon review of the evidence, COPA served additional 

allegations that Officers Lammert and Condreva failed to complete Investigatory Stop Reports 

(ISR) and failed to issue Investigatory Stop Receipts to document their interactions with  

and and that Officer Condreva failed to activate his Body Worn Camera (BWC) without 

justification. 

 

Following its investigation, COPA sustained the allegation against Officer Lammert for 

searching without justification. COPA also sustained the allegations that Officers 

Lammert and Condreva failed to complete ISRs and failed to issue ISR receipts, and that Officer 

Condreva failed to activate his BWC without justification. 

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE3 

 

On March 20, 2024, at approximately 5:40 pm, Officer Lammert drove an unmarked CPD 

patrol vehicle into the alley south of 11843 S Harvard Ave.4 He parked the vehicle, partially 

blocking the path of and who had been walking in the alley. Officer Condreva, 

Officer Lammert’s partner, exited the vehicle first and approached 5 Officer Lammert exited 

the patrol vehicle second and approached As Officer Lammert reached toward 

jacket and lifted it away from torso, he said, “I saw you stashing stuff. Have 

to make sure there’s not a firearm.”6 Officer Lammert patted down who was reaching 

inside his jacket while holding packages of chips and candy, and searched inside at least one of 

 
1 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, GPS data, civilian interviews, and CPD member 

interviews. 
4 Att. 4 at 2:00 to 2:07; Atts. 2, 3, and 10 (vehicle assignment and GPS records). This is the north alley of W 119th St. 
5 Att. 4 at 2:05 to 2:15. 
6 Att. 4 at 2:10 to 2:16. 



Log #2024-3131 

 

 

Page 2 of 17 
 

 

pockets.7 Officer Lammert’s search did not yield any contraband. Officer Condreva 

did not activate his BWC. However, Officer Lammert’s BWC captured some of the interaction 

between and Officer Condreva, but it was unclear as to what occurred. The officers returned 

to their vehicle approximately 37 seconds after they first approached the two brothers and left the 

scene.8 According to this was and first encounter with police.9 

 

Sixteen-year-old told COPA that he and his brother were followed by 

an unmarked police vehicle, then stopped in an alley by plain-clothes CPD officers as they walked 

home from track practice.10 remembered that one of the officers “flashed his light” and 

asked what the two boys were doing out late. One officer searched him as the officer’s partner 

watched his brother.11 said the officer patted him down and went into his pocket, but 

found nothing.12 The officer then got back in the police vehicle and drove off.13 stated 

that the incident occurred near 104th and Wentworth, and he described the officer who patted him 

down as about six feet tall with a brownish beard. remembered that the officer’s partner 

was shorter.14 The officers did not offer any type of documentation for the stop, and they 

never said he was under arrest.15 Neither nor his brother, were handcuffed during 

the incident.16 

 

gave a similar account to COPA. described the officer who approached him 

as short in stature with short black spiky hair, appearing to be Caucasian or Mexican.17 said 

the officer conducted a pat-down, went into his pockets, lifted up his shirt, and unzipped his coat.18 

explained that “we didn’t have anything out of the ordinary, and nothing to make our pocket 

look like we had something in it.”19 According to the officers did not ask and 

for their names or for identification. Like did not receive any sort of 

documentation regarding the stop.20 

 

 
7 Att. 4 at 2:15 to 2:33. 
8 Att. 4 at 2:20 to 2:31. One of the young men (likely said something to one of the officers (likely Officer 

Condreva) about searching him. The officer asked what he was going to do about it, and the young man answered that 

he “wasn’t going to do shit.” The officer said, “Then be quiet,” and something to the effect of, “You have a shit-ton 

of candy. . . . That’s all it is.” 
9 Att. 28, pg. 8, lns. 1 to 3.  
10 Att. 27, pg. 5, lns. 13 to 14. 
11 Att. 27, pg. 14, ln. 23, to pg. 15, ln. 16. 
12 Att. 27, pg. 14, lns. 12 to 19. 
13 Att. 27, pg. 7, lns. 4 to 13. 
14 Att. 27, pg. 7, ln. 20, to pg. 8, ln. 22. CPD records indicate that Officer Lammert is 6 feet tall and that Officer 

Condreva is 5 feet 9 inches tall. Both are white males. 
15 Att. 27, pg. 12, ln. 19, to pg. 13, ln. 1. 
16 Att. 27, pg. 14, lns. 1 to 4. 
17 Att. 28, pg. 5, ln. 18, to pg. 7, ln. 13. 
18 Att. 28, pg. 8, lns. 8 to 14. 
19 Att. 28, pg. 8, lns. 19 to 24. 
20 Att. 28, pg. 16, ln. 22, to pg. 17, ln. 3. 
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Officer Lammert told COPA that he was very familiar with the area around 11843 S 

Harvard Ave., which he described as a high crime area.21 He was aware that there had been 

numerous homicides in the area, and he had recovered numerous firearms near that location.22 

Officer Lammert explained that he and his partner, Officer Condreva, were on patrol when he 

observed in the alley. Officer Lammert stopped his vehicle in the alley because  

made eye contact with him and because he observed reaching into his waistband more 

than once.23 He also observed a bulge in front of jacket, and he watched  

readjusting his clothing. Officer Lammert explained that he could not tell what was in  

jacket or pants,24 but he suspected that was carrying a firearm because it was a high-

crime area, making eye contact, observing the bulge in jacket, and  

touching his waistband.25 

 

Officer Lammert exited the police vehicle and immediately flipped up shirt.26 

He explained the reason he did that was because reached into his waistband and was 

touching his side.27 When asked why he reached into pocket, Officer Lammert 

answered that he patted down outer garment and felt something in there, but he did not 

know what it was.28 He told COPA that he thought the item was contraband like narcotics, or 

“anything else.”29 He then reached into the pocket, felt what was in the pocket, and realized it was 

not contraband.30 COPA asked Officer Lammert what made him suspect it was narcotics, and he 

responded that he did not recall.31 Officer Lammert did not find any contraband, and had 

been manipulating a bag of M&Ms candy that was in his waistband.32 

 

Officer Condreva told COPA investigators that he was also familiar with the area of 11843 

S Harvard Ave.33 He also described this as a high-crime area where firearms had been recovered, 

stolen vehicles had been found in a nearby abandoned garage, and multiple shootings and 

homicides occurred within a couple-of-block radius.34 Like Officer Lammert, Officer Condreva 

stated he observed two young men in an alley who stopped and looked at the officers as they drove 

into the alley.35 As the officers got closer, one of the young men grabbed his waistband.36 Officer 

Condreva recalled exiting the patrol vehicle, approaching and asking him if he had a gun. 

 
21 CPD mapping appears to confirm that this is a high crime area. Att. 33. 
22 Att. 31, pg. 6, lns. 16 to 24. 
23 Att. 31, pg. 9, lns. 7 to 15.  
24 Att. 31, pg. 9, lns. 20 to 24. 
25 Att. 31, pg. 11, lns. 3 to 5. 
26 Att. 31, pg. 17, lns. 18 to 19. 
27 Att. 31, pg. 17, lns. 20 to 22. 
28 Att. 31, pg. 16, lns. 11 to 14. 
29 Att. 31, pg. 16, lns. 17 to 18. 
30 Att. 31, pg. 16, lns. 14 to 16. 
31 Att. 31, pg. 17, lns. 5 to 7. 
32 Att. 31, pg. 18, lns. 1 to 3. 
33 Att. 30, pg. 6, lns. 9 to 14. 
34 Att. 30, pg. 6, lns. 14 to 20. 
35 Att. 30, pg. 9, ln. 20, to pg. 10, ln. 2. 
36 Att. 30, pg. 10, lns. 3 to 4. 
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He did not, however, recall response.37 Officer Condreva then performed a pat-down on 

but found that only had candy and possibly a beverage.38 Officer Condreva said that 

he did not recall if he went into pockets, but he did not believe that he did.39 Officer 

Condreva believed took the items out of his pockets and displayed them. Officer Condreva 

explained that his reasonable articulable suspicion included that it was a high-crime area, that 

and appeared nervous, and that pockets were “weighted down” and 

bulging. He believed carried more in his pockets than he would expect a regular person 

would carry. For those reasons, he was concerned that possessed a firearm.40 Officer 

Condreva recalled explaining to that the stop was the result of the officers noticing “all 

the stuff in his pockets,” and their concern because they did not know what it was. At the end of 

the interaction, Officer Condreva told “Have a nice day.”41 

 

III. ALLEGATIONS42 

 

Police Officer Timothy Lammert: 

1. Detaining without justification. 

- Not Sustained 

2. Searching without justification. 

- Sustained, violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8 

3. Failing to complete an Investigatory Stop Report documenting the interaction with 

 

- Sustained, violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

4. Failing to provide with an Investigatory Stop Receipt. 

- Sustained, violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

 

Police Officer Daniel Condreva: 

1. Detaining without justification. 

- Not Sustained 

2. Searching without justification. 

- Not Sustained 

3. Failing to complete an Investigatory Stop Report documenting the interaction with 

 

- Sustained, violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

4. Failing to provide with an Investigatory Stop Receipt. 

 
37 Att. 30, pg. 11, lns. 6 to 9. 
38 Att. 30, pg. 10, lns. 13 to 18. Officer Condreva could not recall if he went into pockets.  
39 Att. 30, pg. 15, lns. 10 to 13. 
40 Att. 30, pg. 13, lns. 5 to 19. 
41 Att. 30, pg. 12, lns. 9 to 12. 
42 also alleged that Officers Lammert and Condreva were harassing and based on 

subsequent interactions. That allegation was not addressed under this Log Number because it was discovered that this 

was the first interaction and had with these officers, and there was no objective verifiable evidence 

of harassment during this event. A later interaction between the officers and members of family was 

investigated separately under Log Number 2024-0003107. 
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- Sustained, violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

5. Failing to activate his BWC, without justification. 

- Sustained, violation of 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 

memory. 

 

This investigation did not reveal any significant evidence that caused COPA to question 

the credibility Officer Lammert or Officer Condreva, other than some lapses of memory. COPA 

does note that Officer Lammert initially denied searching inside pocket but then 

admitted to having done so after reviewing his BWC recording. Both officers’ statements were, at 

least in part, corroborated by Officer Lammert’s BWC recording. 

 

 COPA finds that there is some reason to doubt the reliability of the statements given by 

and Here, both and stated that it was dark outside at the time of 

the incident and that the officers pointed flashlights at them when they were stopped. However, 

BWC footage established that it was light out and that no flashlights were involved. When 

questioned about this discrepancy, at first seemed certain that it was dark out at the time 

of this incident, but he also recalled a different incident involving the same officers that occurred 

at night. also acknowledged that it was light out during this interaction, and mentioned he 

may have confused this interaction with one of the other two interactions he had with these two 

officers. In fact, there were three incidents that occurred with these same two officers within a 

short period of time, and he believed he simply mis-remembered that particular point. His original 

statement was otherwise materially consistent with BWC footage.43  

  

 
43 Att. 32. also told the investigator that the officers did not tell them why they were stopped or tell him what 

he or his brother did. He also explained that the officers followed them from the time they got off the bus at 103rd and 

Wentworth until they reached the alley where they were stopped. believed the reason they were stopped and 

searched was because he is gay, but this was not disclosed during his initial interview. COPA did not bring allegations 

for harassment based on actual or perceived sexual orientation because the BWC recording of the interaction did not 

contain objective, verifiable evidence of harassment based on sexual orientation. Also, GPS records, see Att. 10, for 

the officers’ vehicle are not consistent with the officers following the brothers from 103rd and Wentworth to the 

location of the stop. 



Log #2024-3131 

 

 

Page 6 of 17 
 

 

V. ANALYSIS44 

  

a. Detaining and without justification. 

 

COPA finds that the allegations against Officers Lammert and Condreva, that they detained 

and without justification, are Sustained. 

 

A police officer may temporarily detain an individual for an investigatory stop when “the 

officer’s decision is based on specific, articulable facts which warrant the investigative stop 

intrusion.”45  “The police officer must have an ‘articulable suspicion’ that the person has committed 

or is about to commit a crime.”46 Officers must possess “specific and articulable facts which, 

combined with rational inferences from those facts, reasonably warrant” their belief.47 Reasonable 

suspicion is less than probable cause, but more than a hunch.48 Courts generally consider the 

following circumstances in determining whether an officer had reasonable suspicion to conduct an 

investigatory stop: a recent report of crime (“tips”), reputation, high crime area, time of day, behavior 

of person toward law enforcement, flight, investigative alerts, and anonymous tips.49 None of these 

factors are necessarily sufficient on their own.50 Reasonable suspicion is based on the totality of the 

circumstances.51 

 

The Illinois Supreme Court has further explained the level of suspicion needed to justify 

a stop: 

 

 
44 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
45 People v. Moore, 286 Ill. App. 3d 649, 653 (3d Dist. 1997) (citing Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 21, (1968)); People v. 

Stewart, 242 Ill. App. 3d 599, 605 (1993). 
46 Moore, 286 Ill. App. 3d at 653 (internal citations omitted). 
47 People v. Hackett, 2012 IL 111781, ¶ 20 (citing People v. Close, 238 Ill. 2d 497, 505 (2010)). 
48 United States v. Jones, No. 22-3218, 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 27841, at *3 (7th Cir. Oct. 19, 2023) (citing United 

States v. Richmond, 924 F.3d 404, 411 (7th Cir. 2019)). 
49 See Navarette v. California, 572 U.S. 393, 397-398 (2014); Florida v. J.L., 529 U.S. 266 (2000) (holding officers 

lacked reasonable articulable suspicion to perform a Terry stop when they acted on an anonymous tip matching the 

defendant’s description, but lacked predictive information they could corroborate); Alabama v. White, 496 U.S. 325 

(holding an anonymous tip by itself did not give officers reasonable articulable suspicion to perform a Terry stop, but 

that officers developed reasonable articulable suspicion by corroborating details); but see Adams v. Williams, 407 

U.S. 72 (1972) (holding an officer had reasonable articulable suspicion for a Terry stop when he acted based on a tip 

from an informant he knew, who had previously provided him with information); Illinois v. Wardlow, 528 U.S. 119, 

124-125 (2000) (holding officers had reasonable articulable suspicion to perform a Terry stop based on the defendant’s 

unproved flight from officers in an area known for drug trafficking, and noting that “nervous, evasive behavior is a 

pertinent factor in determining reasonable suspicion.”). 
50 See People v. Timmsen, 2016 IL 118181, ¶ 12, ¶ 14 (rejecting a bright line rule that a person’s flight from police 

provided reasonable suspicion, instead stating that determination of reasonable suspicion depends on a review of the 

totality of the circumstances).  
51 United States v. Arvizu, 534 U.S. 266, 273 (2002) (citing United States v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 411, 417 (1981)); People 

v. Timmsen, 2016 IL 118181, ¶ 18 (citing United States v. Arvizu, 534 U.S. 266, 277 (2002); United States v. 

Sokolow, 490 U.S. 1, 8 (1989)). 
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Viewed as a whole, the situation confronting the police officer must 

be so far from the ordinary that any competent officer would be 

expected to act quickly. The facts supporting the officer’s suspicions 

need not meet probable cause requirements, but they must justify 

more than a mere hunch. The facts should not be viewed with 

analytical hindsight, but instead should be considered from the 

perspective of a reasonable officer at the time that the situation 

confronted him or her.52  

 

Officers who perform investigatory stops must be able to explain their reasonable articulable 

suspicion and justify why they believed a person was committing criminal activity. The purpose of 

an investigatory stop is for officers to confirm or dispel their reasonable articulable suspicion that a 

person is engaged in criminal activity.53 If officers do not develop probable cause to support an arrest, 

they must release the person. Alternatively, if the officers develop probable cause during an 

investigatory stop, they may arrest the person and perform a thorough search of the individual.  

 

Here, Officer Lammert told COPA that on the date in question, he observed  

in the alley off of Harvard Ave. appeared to be reaching into his waistband and 

had a bulge in the front of his jacket.54 Officer Condreva gave a similar description of in his 

recorded interview. He stated that when they drove into the alley, “one of them” grabbed at his 

waistband.55 As they got closer he could see that both and had a lot of bulges in 

their pockets, which he went on to describe as being bigger than a phone or wallet, or is normal to 

carry.”56 He then said that based on how and acted, and the area the officers were 

in, they conducted a stop.57 

 

A review of Officer Lammert’s BWC footage seemed to, at least in part, support these 

statements. It appeared to show had a package of Pringles Potato Chips in one hand and 

what turned out to be a large package of Reese’s Peanut Butter cups in the other hand.  

then pulled a package of M&Ms out of his underwear waistband. While these actions turned out 

to be completely innocent and were likely prompted by seeing the officers and 

preemptively attempting to demonstrate that he was not armed, his reaching towards a bulging 

object near his waist may have given the officers reasonable articulable suspicion that he was 

carrying a weapon. The BWC recording was not, however, completely clear as to what the officers 

saw when they first encountered and and and memories of 

the incident are not entirely reliable. The BWC recording also did not show all of the details about 

the interaction between Officer Condreva and because Officer Condreva did not activate 

his BWC for this event. For these reasons, COPA finds there is insufficient objective verifiable 

 
52 People v. Thomas, 198 Ill. 2d 103, 110 (2001). 
53 Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S., 1, 28 (1968); see also Wayne R. LaFave, Search and Seizure § 9.3(g), at 559 to 563 (6th 

ed. 2020); People v. Cummings, 2016 IL 115769, ¶ 18.  
54 Att. 31, pg. 9, lns. 12 to 15. 
55 Att. 30, pg. 10, lns. 3 to 4. 
56 Att. 30, pg. 10, lns. 4 to 8. 
57 Att. 30, pg. 10, lns. 10 to 12. 
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evidence to support the allegation against Officers Lammert and Condreva by a preponderance of 

the evidence, and the allegations for detaining and without justification are Not 

Sustained. 

 

b. Searching and without justification. 

 

COPA finds that the allegation against Officer Lammert for searching without 

justification is Sustained, but the allegation against Officer Condreva for searching without 

justification is Not Sustained. 

 

CPD policy defines a “Protective Pat Down” as “a limited search during an Investigatory 

Stop in which the sworn member conducts a pat down of the outer clothing of a person for weapons 

for the protection of the sworn member or others in the area.”58 To conduct a pat down, “a sworn 

member must possess specific and articulable facts, combined with rational inferences from these 

facts, that the suspect is armed and dangerous or reasonably suspects that the person presents a 

danger of attack to the sworn member or others in the area.”59 In other words, “the fact that an 

officer has reason to stop a citizen does not necessarily justify the further intrusion of a search for 

weapons; the officer may conduct a pat-down search only if he has reason to believe that he is 

dealing with an armed and dangerous individual.”60 An officer’s subjective belief is not 

determinative, but is probative in determining the validity of the frisk.61 The Supreme Court of 

Illinois has explained that “the sole justification for the search allowed by the Terry exception is 

the protection of the police officer and others in the vicinity, not to gather evidence.”62 

 

The plain feel doctrine permits a police officer to seize objects found during an otherwise 

legitimate pat-down search if, by plain feel, the officer reasonably determines the item to be 

contraband.63 The incriminating nature of the object must be obvious without any manipulation. 

Feeling a weapon generally justifies a more intrusive search into pockets to remove it, as well as 

other objects whose incriminating nature is immediately apparent.  

 

 
58 Att. 34, S04-13-09(II)(B), Investigatory Stop System (effective July 10, 2017, to present). 
59 Att. 34, S04-13-09(II)(C)(2); pursuant to 725 ILCS 5/108-1.01, officers are permitted to conduct a limited search 

on a person for weapons if the officer has lawfully stopped the person for temporary questioning and reasonably 

suspects that they are in danger of attack.  
60 People v. Watson, 145 Ill. App. 3d 492, 497 (1st Dist. 1986). 
61 People v. Flowers, 179 Ill. 2d 257, 264 (1997) (“Although the standard is an objective one, the officer’s subjective 

belief regarding the safety of the situation is one of the factors that may be considered in determining whether a 

weapons frisk was valid under Terry.”); People v. Sorenson, 196 Ill. 2d 425, (2001); People v. Walker, 2013 IL App 

(4th) 120118, ¶ 46. 
62 People v. Flowers, 179 Ill. 2d 257, 263 (1997) (citing Minnesota v. Dickerson, 508 U.S. 366, 373 (1993)). 
63 See Minnesota v. Dickerson, 508 U.S. 366, 376 (1993); United States v. Jackson, 377 F.3d 715, 719 (7th Cir. 

2004); see also People v. Mitchell, 165 Ill. 2d 211, 222 (1995) (holding the “’plain touch’ doctrine” does not violate 

article I, section 6 of the Illinois constitution); People v. Cherry, 2020 IL App (3d) 170622, ¶ 42. 
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 Here, Officer Lammert told COPA that he had reasonable suspicion that had a 

firearm.64 He briefly detained and performed “a productive pat-down.”65 When asked if 

he searched pockets, he responded that he would not have searched inside his pockets. 

Officer Lammert went on to say, “I would have conducted a pat-down and felt the items and I 

would have known that the items weren’t [a] firearm based on the pat-down.”66 When pressed to 

answer whether he did or did not go into pockets, Officer Lammert responded that he 

did not recall and would need to review his BWC again.67 

 

 After watching the BWC recording, COPA asked Officer Lammert again if he went into 

pockets. Officer Lammert responded, “On the last pocket, I believe I did go in there. I 

felt—I did an outer—like, a pat-down on the outer garment and would have felt something in there. 

I was unsure what it was. And I looked—I believe I went inside the pocket, felt the item again, 

and didn’t – realized it was not contraband and left.”68 Officer Lammert did not recall what it was 

that made him believe it was contraband, and he did not find anything illegal.69 Because Officer 

Lammert did not “immediately recognize the item to be contraband without any manipulation of 

the item,” COPA finds it is more likely than not that his search of Colemans’s pocket violated 

CPD policy. 

 

 COPA then asked Officer Lammert why he flipped up upper garment upon his 

approach. He responded that was reaching for his waistband, toward his underwear, and 

was touching his side which is where he believed he was concealing a firearm.70 This action also 

likely went beyond the allowed Protective Pat Down and violated policy because, “the officer may 

not go into the pockets of the subject or reach underneath the outer surface of garments.”71 

 

 Officer Condreva told COPA that he performed a pat-down on but found nothing 

but chips, candy and possibly a soda.72 He also stated that he did not believe he went into  

pockets because actually took the things out of his pockets and showed Officer Condreva 

what he had.73 

 

 BWC footage showed that Officer Lammert did, in fact, reach into pocket at 

least once. That the item he was seeking to uncover was unquestionably not a firearm, and because 

Officer Lammert never suggested that he suspected was in possession of narcotics, there 

was no justification for him to do so. Although stated that Officer Condreva did go into his 

 
64 Att. 31, pg. 13, lns. 16 to 17. 
65 Att. 31, pg. 13, lns. 17 to 18. 
66 Att. 31, pg. 15, lns. 2 to 5. 
67 Att. 31, pg. 15, lns. 6 to 12. Officer Lammert had also been shown his BWC recording just before the interview 

started. 
68 Att. 31, pg. 16, lns. 9 to 16 (emphasis added). 
69 Att. 31, pg. 17, lns. 5 to 16. 
70 Att. 31, pg. 17, lns. 18 to 22. 
71 Att. 34, S04-13-09(VI)(A)(2) (emphasis added). 
72 Att. 30, pg. 10, lns. 13 to 17. 
73 Att. 30, pg. 15, lns. 10 to 16. 
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pockets, BWC footage is unclear as to the nature of the interaction between and Officer 

Condreva. It is apparent that immediately complained about being searched and that Officer 

Condreva offered at least a perfunctory explanation, but this could be consistent with being 

detained and preemptively taking items out of his pockets to avoid a hand-on search by Officer 

Condreva. Also, as discussed above, there are reasons to doubt the accuracy of memory. 

COPA therefore finds by a preponderance of evidence that the allegation for searching  

without justification is Sustained against Officer Lammert, and Officer Lammert violated Rules 

2, 3, 6, and 8. However, there is insufficient objective, verifiable evidence to support the allegation 

against Officer Condreva, and the allegation is Not Sustained. 

 

c. Failing to complete an Investigatory Stop Report and to Issue an Investigatory Stop 

Receipt regarding the interaction with and  

 

COPA finds that the allegations against Officers Lammert and Condreva, that they failed 

to complete Investigatory Stop Reports and to issue Investigatory Stop Receipts, are Sustained. 

 

CPD members must submit an Investigatory Stop Report (ISR) following an investigatory 

stop, probable cause stop, and protective pat down “or other search in a public place”.74 Officers 

must document “[a]ll the factors” supporting reasonable articulable suspicion “to temporarily detain 

an individual for investigation”, and “if applicable . . . to perform a Protective Pat Down” in the 

narrative portion of the ISR.75 Additionally, officers who conduct a probable cause stop must 

document all the factors supporting probable cause in the narrative portion of the ISR if “no other 

document captures the reason for the detention”.76 

 

Upon completion of an Investigatory Stop that involves a Protective Pat Down or any other 

search, sworn members are required to provide the subject of the stop a completed Investigatory 

Stop Receipt. The Investigatory Stop Receipt will include the event number, the reason for the 

stop, and the sworn member’s name and star number.77 

 

Both officers admitted to failing to complete an Investigatory Stop Report and failing to 

issue an Investigatory Stop Receipt in relation to their interactions with and 78 

Officer Lammert stated that it was an oversight and that he is very good about making sure that 

ISRs are submitted and completed. He also mentioned that they were busy all night and overlooked 

it, but took full responsibility.79 Officer Condreva stated that both he and Officer Lammert are both 

diligent in completing required reports. He acknowledged that he failed to complete both the ISR 

 
74 Att. 34, S04-13-09 (VIII)(A)(1). 
75 Att. 34, S04-13-09 (VIII)(A)(1). 
76 Att. 34, S04-13-09(VIII)(A)(1). For example, officers do not need to complete an ISR if they (1) observe factors 

giving them probable cause to arrest a subject, (2) perform an arrest, and (3) complete an arrest report explaining the 

probable cause. 
77 Att. 34, S04-13-09(VIII)(A)(3). 
78 Att. 31, pg. 24, lns. 16 to 24; Att. 30, pg. 19, lns. 12 to 19. 
79 Att. 31, pg. 18, lns. 6 to 13. 
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and Investigatory Stop Receipt, and explained it was a mistake.80 For these reasons, COPA finds 

there is sufficient evidence to prove the allegations against Officer Lammert and Officer Condreva 

by a preponderance of the evidence and that both officers violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10. The 

allegations for failing to complete ISRs and failing to provide Investigatory Stop Receipts are 

Sustained against Officer Lammert and Officer Condreva. 

 

d. BWC Allegation against Officer Condreva. 

 

COPA finds that the allegation against Officer Condreva, that he failed to activate his BWC 

without justification, is Sustained. 

 

To increase transparency and improve the quality and reliability of investigations, CPD 

policy requires law-enforcement-related activities to be electronically recorded.81 Law-

enforcement-related activities include, but are not limited to, responding to and engaging in calls 

for service, investigatory stops, traffic stops, foot and vehicle pursuits, arrests, use of force 

incidents, emergency vehicle responses where fleeing suspects or vehicles may be captured on 

video leaving the crime scene, high risk situations, and any other instances when enforcing the 

law.82 The decision to record is mandatory, not discretionary.83 CPD members are required to 

activate their BWCs at the beginning of an incident and record the entire incident.84 

 

Special Order S03-14 requires department members to initiate BWC recordings “at the 

beginning of an incident and . . . record the entire incident for all law-enforcement-related 

activities.85 The order identifies the beginning of a law enforcement-related activity for multiple 

circumstances.86 First, officers must activate BWC “for dispatched calls for service, when 

acknowledging the call for service and en-route to incident scene.87 Officers conducting 

investigatory stops musty activate BWC “when approaching the member of the public to initiate 

the stop.”88 Officers conducting traffic stops must activate BWC “when activating the Department 

vehicle’s emergency equipment to initiate the traffic stop.”89 For all other law-enforcement-related 

activities, officers must activate BWC “when the member initiates and engages in the activity.”90 

 

If “exigent circumstances prevent the activation of a BWC at the beginning of an incident”, 

members “will activate their camera as soon as practical.”91 CPD members are not permitted to 

deactivate their BWCs unless: (a) “the entire incident has been recorded and the member is no 

 
80 Att. 30, pg. 20, ln. 20, to pg. 21, ln. 7. 
81 Att. 35, S03-14(III)(B), Body Worn Cameras (December 29, 2023, to August 8, 2024). 
82 Att. 35, S03-14(II)(I). 
83 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(1). 
84 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(2). 
85 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(2). 
86 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(2). 
87 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(2)(a). 
88 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(2)(b). 
89 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(2)(c).  
90 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(2)(d). 
91 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(A)(3) (citing 50 ILCS 706/10-20(a)(3)(A)). 
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longer engaged in a law enforcement activity”, (b) a victim of a crime requests its deactivation, (c) 

a witness or community member wishing to report a crime requests its deactivation, or (d) the 

member “is interacting with a confidential informant.”92 

 

Here, Office Condreva failed to activate his BWC as required by CPD policy. During his 

recorded interview, Officer Condreva stated that he failed to activate his BWC because of how 

fast everything happened and that he considered it “kind of uneventful.”93 He went on to describe 

the failure as a mistake and explained that he had just been forgetful.94 At the end of his interview, 

Officer Condreva admitted to the allegation.95 For these reasons, COPA finds there is sufficient 

evidence to prove the allegation by a preponderance of the evidence. COPA finds that Officer 

Condreva violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10, and the allegation that Officer Condreva failed to 

activate his BWC without justification is Sustained. 

 

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION 

 

a. Police Officer Daniel Condreva 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History96 

 

Officer Condreva has received the Superintendent’s Award of Tactical Excellence, two 

Special Commendation Awards, fifteen Department Commendation Awards, the Police Officer of 

the Month Award, the Top Gun Arrest Award, 147 Honorable Mention Certificates, and at least 7 

other awards and commendations. Officer Condreva was reprimanded for an August 2024 incident 

involving improper inventory procedures. Also, Officer Condreva was found to have committed a 

court appearance violation in June 2025, but no disciplinary action was taken.  

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Condreva violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 by failing to 

complete an ISR documenting his interaction with by failing to provide  

with an Investigatory Stop Receipt, and by failing to activate his BWC without justification. 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. BWC recordings are also used both to prevent misconduct and to 

exonerate officers where they are wrongfully accused, and to ensure that the true circumstances of 

incidents involving CPD members are known. Likewise, properly completed ISRs document stops 

and searches of members of the public by the police and help ensure that CPD members are 

 
92 Att. 35, S03-14(V)(B)(1). 
93 Att. 30, pg. 16, ln. 16. 
94 Att. 30, pg. 16, lns. 8 to 20. 
95 Att. 30, pg. 19., lns. 20 to 23. 
96 Atts. 36 and 37. 
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exercising their law-enforcement authority in a constitutional manner. Providing the required 

receipt is an important method of assuring members of the public who are stopped by police that 

the officer(s) involved in the stop acted for a legitimate purpose and did not single out the target 

of the stop based solely on impermissible criteria, such as perceived race or other factors. By 

providing the required receipt, officers also show that they are accountable for their actions, as the 

receipt contains their name and star number.  

 

In aggravation, COPA notes that Officer Condreva had been a CPD member for over 6 

years at the time of his incident, and he should have recognized the requirements to complete the 

required report, issue the required receipt, and active his BWC. The absence of a BWC recording 

from Officer Condreva impacted COPA’s ability to investigate the complaints made in this case. 

COPA also notes that the victim was a member of the public. In mitigation, COPA notes that 

Officer Condreva took responsibility and admitted to his mistakes, although he did attempt to 

minimize his misconduct. COPA also notes Officer Condreva’s considerable complimentary 

history. Based on these aggravating and mitigating factors, and considering Officer Condreva’s 

complimentary and disciplinary history, COPA recommends that Officer Condreva be 

suspended for between 1 and 29 days. 

 

b. Police Officer Timothy Lammert 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History97 

 

Officer Lammert has received a Special Commendation Award, two Police Officer of the 

Month Awards, the Traffic Stop of the Month Award, the Top Gun Arrest Award, 13 Department 

Commendation Awards, 207 Honorable Mention Certificates, and at least 11 other awards and 

commendations. Officer Lammert was suspended for 5 days for a July 2019 incident involving 

inattention to duty where a detainee was able to bring a firearm into lockup and where Officer 

Lammert failed to complete a required ISR. Officer Lammert was suspended for 3 days for an 

April 2020 incident where he searched a vehicle without justification, improperly interviewed a 

witness to a shooting, and failed to active his BWC when required. Officer Lammert was 

reprimanded for a July 2021 incident involving failing to complete an ISR and failing to notify the 

Office of Emergency Management and Communication about a traffic stop. 

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Lammert violated Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8 by searching  

without justification. COPA has also found that Officer Lammert violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 

6, and 10 by failing to complete an ISR documenting his interaction with and by failing 

to provide with an Investigatory Stop Receipt. Properly completed ISRs document stops 

and searches of members of the public by the police and help ensure that CPD members are 

 
97 Atts. 38 and 39. 
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exercising their law-enforcement authority in a constitutional manner. Providing the required 

receipt is an important method of assuring members of the public who are stopped by police that 

the officer(s) involved in the stop acted for a legitimate purpose and did not single out the target 

of the stop based solely on impermissible criteria, such as perceived race or other factors. By 

providing the required receipt, officers also show that they are accountable for their actions, as the 

receipt contains their name and star number. Also, by using his authority as a police officer to 

search without justification, Officer Lammert’s actions tended to undermine confidence 

in CPD’s ability to treat members of the public fairly and to adhere to the 4th Amendment’s 

requirements.  

 

In aggravation, COPA notes that Officer Lammert had been a CPD member for over 10 

years at the time of this incident, and he should have recognized the requirements to complete the 

required report and issue the required receipt. Officer Lammert also should have been familiar 

with the difference between a protective pat-down and a more intrusive search, and he should not 

have reached into pocket. COPA notes that Officer Lammert has a history of sustained 

violations for similar misconduct, although those incidents occurred between 2019 and 2021. 

COPA also notes that the victim was a member of the public. In mitigation, COPA notes that 

Officer Lammert admitted to his actions and omissions and took responsibility. COPA also notes 

Officer Lammert’s extensive complimentary history. Based on these aggravating and mitigating 

factors, and considering Officer Lammert’s complimentary and disciplinary history, COPA 

recommends that Officer Lammert be suspended for between 1 and 29 days. 

 

 

 

Approved: 

 

 

 

  9-26-2025 

_ __________________________________ 

Angela Hearts-Glass 

Deputy Chief Administrator – Chief Investigator 

 

 

Date 
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: March 20, 2024 / 5:40 pm / 11843 S Harvard Ave., 

Chicago, IL 60628 

 

Date/Time of COPA Notification: March 27, 2024 / 1:19 pm 

Involved Member #1: Daniel Condreva, star #7276, employee ID #  

DOA: August 28, 2017, Unit: 005, Male, White 

 

Involved Member #2: Timmothy Lammert, star #17995, employee ID #  

DOA: November 25, 2013, Unit: 005, Male, White 

 

Involved Individual #1: Female, Black 

Involved Individual #2: Male, Black 

Involved Individual #3: Male, Black 

 

Applicable Rules             

 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 10: Inattention to duty. 
 

Applicable Policies and Laws          

• S04-13-09: Investigatory Stop System (effective 10 July 2017 to present). 

• S03-14: Body Worn Cameras (effective December 29, 2023, to August 8, 2024). 

• 50 ILCS 706/10 
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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.98 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.”99 

 

  

 
98 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.”). 
99 People v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036, ¶ 28 (quoting Illinois Pattern Jury Instructions, Criminal, No. 4.19 (4 th 

ed. 2000)). 
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Appendix C 

 

Transparency and Publication Categories 

 

Check all that apply: 

 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  


