CIVILIAN OFFICE OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY

INTEGRITY ® TRANSPARENCY ® INDEPENDENCE ® TIMELINESS

April 1, 2026

Mr. Max A. Caproni

Executive Director, Chicago Police Board
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1220
Chicago, Illinois 60602

Via Email
RE: Request for Review, Log #2024-5739

Dear Mr. Caproni,

Pursuant to Municipal Code of Chicago 8 2-78-130 and Chicago Police Board Rules of Procedure § VI, this
letter constitutes COPA’s Request for Review of the non-concurrence issued by the Superintendent of the
Chicago Police Department (“Department”) in Log #2024-0005739.

For the reasons set forth below and in COPA’s Final Summary Report (“FSR”)! dated November 26, 2024,
there is a compelling legal and evidentiary basis to support COPA’s disciplinary recommendations for
Allegation #1 involving Officer Lawrence Malang. COPA withdraws its sustained finding for Allegation
#2 and accepts CPD’s recommendation of exonerated.

I. BACKGROUND

A. Relevant Factual Background?

On June 22, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received an Initiation Report from
Lieutenant Joel Keller, relative to improper force tactics used by Officer Lawrence J. Malang in securing a
juvenile, —in a holding cell at 017 District on June 17, 2024. The report indicated Officer
Malang had made physical contact with the neck area of

COPA conducted a preliminary investigation, served allegations on Officer Malang, further investigated the
matter, and subsequently sustained allegations against Officer Malang regarding Officer Malang’s use of
excessive force as well as his failure to secure his pistol before entering a holding cell.

B. Disputed Findings and Recommendations

neck was incidental to regaining footing, attempted to bite Officer Malang, and the
contact lasted only a few seconds and caused no injury.

Reiardini Allegation #1, the Department argues that Officer Malang lost his balance, any contact with

! Attached hereto are CPD’s letter, the FSR, and the certificate of meeting.
2 A more detailed factual summary can be found in the FSR.
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Regarding Allegation #2, the Department argues that the 17th District does not have an operational detention
facility, the room involved was a processing room, and the relevant Special Order permits officers to
maintain firearms in their holsters when the processing area is not adjoining a detention facility.

C. Applicable Laws and Department Policies

CPD’s stated highest priority is the sanctity of human life.® In all aspects of their conduct, CPD policy
requires that its members act with the foremost regard for the preservation of human life and the safety of
all persons involved.* CPD “members are required to use de-escalation techniques to prevent or reduce the
need for force, unless doing so would place a person or a Department member in immediate risk of harm,
or de-escalation techniques would be clearly ineffective under the circumstances at the time.™

CPD considers the application of a chokehold and any restraint above the shoulder which interferes with a
person’s ability to breathe after the person no longer poses a threat to both be applications of deadly force.®

Unless a restrained person poses an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm, Department members
will not restrain a person above the shoulders in a position which interferes with the person’s ability to
breathe.”

All Department members must secure their firearms in a gun locker before entering a processing area if the
processing area and detention facility are adjoining; if the processing room is not adjoining the detention
facility, the Department member must maintain the security of their firearm by keeping it in the holster
while processing an arrestee and then securing their firearm before entering the detention facility.®

Il.  ANALYSIS

The central question regarding Allegation #1 is whether Officer Malang’s actions were objectively
reasonable, necessary, and proportional under the totality of the circumstances. The subject was a 15-year-
old juvenile, who was handcuffed behind his back, inside a secure police facility. Multiple officers were
present, the subject was significantly smaller than Officer Malang, and the subject was unarmed.

The BWC footage confirms that Officer Malang placed his hand on _neck region and pushed

oward the wall. Even if the contact lasted approximately four seconds, it was deliberate and
involved forward force. The BWC audio indicates that the force interfered with _ability to
breathe. The footage does not demonstrate purely accidental contact; rather, it shows active control measures
involving the neck area of a restrained juvenile.

Similarly, the claimed attempted bite is not supported by the BWC footage. There is no contemporaneous
documentation of a bite attempt, and no visible lunge or contact consistent with such an attempt. Most
importantly, the subject’s resistance consisted of verbal hostility and attempts to shift position while
handcuffed. Under these conditions, placing hands on a restrained juvenile’s neck and forcing him against
a wall was disproportionate to the threat presented. The absence of documented injury does not render the
force reasonable. Department policy evaluates objective reasonableness, not injury outcome. Accordingly,
COPA’s Sustained finding for Allegation #1 is supported by the evidence.

Regarding Allegation #2, although Officer Malang did not secure his firearm in a gun locker prior to entering
the holding/processing area with a detainee, and although it is customary for officers to secure their firearms
before processing detainees at the 017 District, the CPD directives do not explicitly prohibit Malang’s

3 G03-02(11)(A), De-Escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023 to present).
4 G03-02(11)(A).
5 G03-02(11)(C).
6 G03-02(1V)(A).
7 G03-02-01(V)(C), Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023 to present).
8 506-01-02(111)(A), Detention Facilities General Procedures and Responsibilities.
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conduct, as the 017 district does not have a detention facility. COPA does not agree that exigent
circumstances prevented Malang from securing his firearm in an available gun locker, but because his
actions were not prohibited by policy, the allegation must be exonerated.

I11.  CONCLUSION

For these reasons, COPA maintains that the Superintendent has failed to meet his affirmative burden of
showing COPA’s recommendations in this case are unreasonable. Accordingly, COPA respectfully requests
that the Chicago Police Board partially reject the Superintendent’s non-concurrence in this matter and accept
COPA’s findings and recommendations as to Allegation #1.

Respectfully,

Lakenya White
Chief Administrator
Civilian Office of Police Accountability



