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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On September 9, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) became aware 

of alleged misconduct by Chicago Police Department (CPD) Officer Joseale Jandro Pickett 

involving a member of the public, alleged that on August 21, 2024, Officer 

Pickett used excessive force while attempting to effect her arrest.2 Following its investigation, 

COPA Not Sustained the allegation against Officer Pickett.  

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE3 

 

In the vicinity of a protest during the Democratic National Convention (DNC), members 

of the public were congregating on the Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) Green Line “L” train 

platform at the Damen station (at the intersection of North Damen Avenue and West Lake Street). 

Officer Pickett was assigned to clear members of the public who were not waiting to board a train. 

Officer Pickett instructed multiple members of the public who were filming or photographing the 

protest to leave the platform as a safety measure.4 Officer Pickett encountered filming the 

protest and specifically instructed to leave the platform.5 According to Officer Pickett, 

threw a small, empty water bottle at him, striking him on the right side of his face.6 

According to the water bottle slipped out of her hands.7 

 

Officer Pickett attempted to detain and arrest her for battery.8 A female individual, 

who was standing by attempted to prevent arrest by grabbing onto Officer 

Pickett grabbed left arm and wrist to conduct a control hold to effect her arrest.9  
 

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 This allegation falls within COPA’s jurisdiction pursuant to Chicago Municipal Code § 2-78-120. 
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 body worn camera (BWC) footage, civilian and officer 

statements, and Department reports. 
4 Att. 15, at 00:26 to 09:30; Att. 8, pg. 6, ln. 20 to pg. 7, ln 9. Officer Pickett stated that he was given a direct order by 

multiple supervisors during the DNC to clear the platform of civilians due to a safety issue of the protest coming 

underneath the platform.   
5 Att. 15 at 09:30 to 09:35; Att. 7, pg. 4, lns. 18 – 23. 
6 Att. 1; Att. 8, pg. 7, lns. 10 -11; Att. 15 at 9:33, BWC did not capture throwing the water bottle at Officer 

Picket, but a sound could be heard of something striking the ground. 
7 Att. 15 at 09:35 to 09:51; Att. 7, pg. 13, lns. 20 to 23.  
8 Att. 15 at 09:51 to 12:38.  
9 Att. 1; Att. 8, pg. 7, lns. 13 to 15. 
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became an active resister and the female individual she was with attempted to defeat her arrest.10 

According to Officer Pickett, he could not apply handcuffs to because she and the female 

individual had shin guard garments, of some sort to avoid apprehension, from their wrists to their 

elbows.11 stated that the pain of the hold Officer Pickett used caused her to scream out in 

pain and lose feeling in her fingers, and her arm was sore for five days after the incident.12  

stated that she did not seek medical attention because she is a nurse and could monitor her 

condition. Officer Pickett stated that was not arrested. Officer Pickett explained that the 

Superintendent of Police directed him to release due to an aggravated crowd and thousands 

of people trying to break the glass of the brand new train station.13 Officer Pickett gathered  

information and completed an Investigatory Stop report (ISR), an Original Case Incident Report, 

and a Tactical Response Report (TRR).14 

 

III. ALLEGATIONS 

 

Officer Joseale Jandro Pickett: 

 

1. Using excessive force while attempting to achieve an arrest. 

- 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. Video footage from the incident did not capture the water bottle being thrown or striking 

Officer Picket. However, explanation of how the water bottle slipped from her grip is 

questionable. initially stated that she did not know whether the water bottle made contact 

with Officer Pickett.15 This explanation appears unlikely if the water bottle had simply fallen from 

her hands, as the positioning of their bodies, captured on Officer Pickett’s BWC, suggests that no 

contact would have occurred under those circumstances. When asked again whether the water 

bottle struck Officer Pickett, stated that she doubted it had and was 99% sure it had not 

touched him.16 Additionally, while Officer Pickett stated that was wearing some type of 

shin guard garments to prevent apprehension, there is insufficient evidence to support his claim. 

 
10 Att. 8, pg. 7, ln. 16; Att. 15 at 9:48. 
11 Att. 8, pg. 7, ln. 22 to pg. 8, ln. 1. 
12 Att. 7, pg. 7, lns. 4 to 6 and pg. 8, lns. 2 to 3. also stated that she had prior surgery on her back before the 

incident, Att. 7, pg. 19, lns. 2 to 3.  
13 Att. 8, pg. 8, ln. 22 to pg. 9, ln. 2. 
14 Atts. 1, 2, and 4. 
15 Att. 7, pg. 15, ln. 17.  
16 Att. 7, pg. 16, lns. 4 to 17. 
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The BWC footage did not reveal that was wearing any item on her wrist.17 Furthermore, the 

Department reports do not document that was wearing any garment intended to defeat 

apprehension or arrest. Accordingly, this investigation relied on the available video evidence in 

assessing the incident. 

 

V. ANALYSIS18 

 

 COPA finds that Allegation #1 against Officer Pickett, in that he used excessive force while 

attempting to achieve an arrest, is Not Sustained. CPD’s stated highest priority is the sanctity of 

human life. In all aspects of their conduct, CPD expects that its members act with the foremost 

regard for the preservation of human life and the safety of all persons involved.19 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 person, or prevent escape.20 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 offers.21 

  

 Here, Officer Pickett attempted to arrest for battery. attempted to prevent 

Officer Pickett from effecting the arrest by pulling away. Officer Pickett stated he used a control 

hold to escort from the area because she had some type of shin guard garments to prevent 

apprehension. However, BWC and Department reports do not depict or document wearing 

a garment to defeat apprehension or arrest. stated that she lost feeling in her fingers and her 

arm was sore for five days due to the hold Officer Pickett applied to her. did not seek 

medical treatment because she was a nurse and could monitor her condition. Based on the available 

evidence, there is insufficient evidence to substantiate or refute the allegation.  

 

Approved: 

 

                                 3-9-2026 

_________________________________ __________________________________ 

Angela Hearts-Glass 

Deputy Chief Administrator 

Date 

 
17 Att. 15 at 9:50, showed her right wrist. 
18 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
19 G03-02 (II)(A), De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Uses of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to present). 
20 G03-02 (III)(B)  
21 G03-02 (III)(B)(3). 



Log # 2024-0007079 

 

 

 

Page 4 of 6 
 

 

Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: August 21, 2024 / 7:00 pm / 2001 W Lake Street, Chicago, 

IL.  

 

Date/Time of COPA Notification: September 9, 2024 / 02:52 pm. 

 

Involved Member #1: 

 

Officer Joseale Jandro Pickett, Star: 13142, Employee ID 

# , DOA: February 16, 2017, Unit: 022, Male, 

White Hispanic. 

 

Involved Individual #1: 

 

 

Female, White. 

 

 

Applicable Rules             

 Rule 1: Violation of any law or ordinance. 

 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. 

 

Applicable Policies and Laws          

• G04-01 Preliminary Investigations (effective December 30, 2020, to present). 
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Appendix B 

 

Definition of COPA’s Findings and Standards of Proof 

 

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

 

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

evidence;  

 

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

by a preponderance of the evidence;  

 

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

or not factual; or  

 

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

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

 

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

likely than not that a proposition is proved.22 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.”23 

 

  

 
22 See Avery v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., 216 Ill. 2d 100, 191 (2005) (a proposition is proved by 

a preponderance of the evidence when it is found to be more probably true than not). 
23 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  


