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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On or about September 20, 2024, contacted the Civilian Office of Police 

Accountability (COPA) and registered this complaint.2 alleged that Officer Anthony Mead 

Jr., while off duty, pointed a firearm at inside a parking lot after performed a “brake 

check” as Officer Mead drove his personal vehicle very closely behind vehicle. Officer 

Mead then followed to the parking lot and an altercation ensued. Upon review of the 

evidence, COPA served allegations of misconduct on Officer Mead, including that Officer Mead 

attempted to improperly effect an arrest while off duty, engaged in an unjustified physical 

altercation, and detained without justification.3 Following its investigation, COPA reached 

Sustained and Not Sustained findings regarding allegations against Officer Mead. COPA 

served an additional allegation regarding Officer Mead’s failure to participate in the proceedings 

involving the traffic ticket issued to as a result of the incident; COPA’s investigation found 

insufficient evidence to sustain that allegation.  

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE4 

 

was leaving work at , driving his vehicle 

eastbound on Superior Street when he observed an individual, now known to be Officer Mead, 

driving a vehicle very slowly in front of him.5 noticed that Officer Mead’s vehicle6 did not 

have a rear license plate.7  

 

 
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 also filed Log #2024-0007322 through CPD Sgt. Kristopher Kigan and Log #2024-0007327 via web 

complaint. Those logs were closed as duplicates of this one, which addresses all allegations related to this incident. 
3 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. 
4 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) and cellphone video, police reports, 

officer interview, and civilian interviews.  
5 Att. 24, pg. 4, lns. 3 to 7.  
6 Officer Mead was off duty and driving his personal vehicle with his son in the vehicle. He left his son in the vehicle 

during this incident.  
7 Att. 24, pg. 4, lns. 7 to 10. Following this incident, Officer Mead received SPAR 575535 (Summary Punishment 

Action Request) for failure to affix plates to his vehicle, which resulted in a Reprimand (Att. 52). Given this discipline, 

COPA withdrew its allegation against Officer Mead for failing to have a license plate on his car (Att. 56). 
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thought that Officer Mead was distracted from driving and on his cell phone so 

honked once.8 Officer Mead and turned their vehicles into the parking garage at 345 

E. Superior, drove through it, and then both exited onto the next street south.9 When the two 

vehicles reached Fairbanks Court, honked again and passed Officer Mead on his left.10 As 

was passing Officer Mead’s vehicle, Mead perceived Officer Mead jerking his vehicle to 

the left, apparently threatening to strike vehicle with his own.11  

 

yelled out the window to Officer Mead, “You can follow me home and I’ll kick 

your ass.”12 moved his vehicle in front of Officer Mead’s and both drove past Wacker 

Drive.13 then made a right turn onto an unknown street and Officer Mead followed.14  

 

Officer Mead called 9-1-1, identified himself as a CPD officer and told the operator that 

another driver was trying to run him “off the road” at “South Water Drive.”15 Officer Mead told 

the dispatcher that the other driver was driving fast behind him, “got on” his bumper and then 

would change lanes in front of the officer when Officer Mead wanted to go past 16 When 

the dispatcher asked if Officer Mead was declaring the incident a “10-1,” the officer declined but 

described actions as “reckless driving.”17  

 

Officer Mead admitted that he was following because the officer “definitely” 

wanted to “pursue something.”18 abruptly stepped on his brakes so Officer Mead would 

back off, but Officer Mead continued to follow until they reached the Petco parking lot in 

the vicinity of Orleans and Illinois Streets.19  

 

parked his vehicle. observed Officer Mead leave the officer’s vehicle at the 

parking lot gate and run towards while holding a firearm.20 Officer Mead told COPA he 

did so because he thought may have been driving a stolen vehicle and may have been 

armed.21 thought he was being “carjacked” and opened his door; Officer Mead allegedly 

told him, “Don’t reach. I’m making a citizen’s arrest.”22 Officer Mead was not wearing a badge,23 

although he eventually produced his law enforcement credentials.  

 
8 Att. 24, pg. 4, lns. 10 to 12.  
9 Att. 24, pg. 4, lns. 13 to 17.  
10 Att. 24, pg. 4, lns. 19 to 23.  
11 Att. 24, pg. 4, ln. 23 to pg. 5, ln. 1.  
12 Att. 46, pg. 2.  
13 Att. 24, pg. 5, lns. 4 to 11.  
14 Att. 24, pg. 5, lns. 11 to 13.  
15 Att. 38, at 0:11 to 0:36.  
16 Att. 38, at 1:42 to 2:04.  
17 Att. 38, at 2:34 to 2:43.  
18 Att. 38, at 2:48 to 2:52.  
19 Att. 24, pg. 5, lns. 13 to 24.  
20 Att. 24, pg. 6, lns. 1 to 7.  
21 Att. 57, pg. 8, lns. 11 to 15. 
22 Att. 24, pg. 6, lns. 9 to 12.  
23 Att. 24, pg. 6, ln. 21.  
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Figures 1 and 2: The still image at left, from a video provided by a witness (Att. 21), 

depicts Officer Mead approaching the complainant. The still image at right, was 

provided by (Att. 1) and depicts Officer Mead at the time of the incident. 

 

 was informed of the incident while inside his parking-lot adjacent office, 

opened the back door of the building, and heard Officer Mead announce that he was a police 

officer.25 After hearing that and seeing the officer’s badge,  exited the building and told 

Officer Mead to put the firearm away.  then called 9-1-1 and reported that two individuals 

were arguing at 350 W. Hubbard, that one of them had a gun and was saying he was a police 

officer.26  

 

stood by the open driver’s side door of his vehicle and began filming Officer Mead 

with his cell phone.27 Officer Mead, standing in front of and holding the firearm in the “low 

ready”28 position, told that he had been following “since Wacker.”29 Officer Mead 

then told “So, like I said, sir, stop reaching please! Thank you.”30 closed his 

vehicle’s door as the officer changed his position, blocked path, and raised his left arm.31 

 
24 Chief engineer at , located at  (Att. 50, pg. 3, ln. 23 to pg. 4, ln. 2).  
25 Att. 50, pg. 4, lns. 10 to 21.  
26 Att. 35, at 0:14 to 1:00.  
27 Att. 18, at 0:06 to 0:10.  
28 Typically described as the barrel pointing downwards with the index finger on the side of the firearm, outside of the 

trigger guard.  
29 Att. 19, at 0:00 to 0:02.  
30 Att. 19, at 0:02 to 0:05.  
31 Att. 18, at 0:23 to 0:25.  
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Officer Mead stated to “You are being detained. You are not free to go. Do not walk up 

on me!”32 responded, “Don’t touch me,” and denied that he was walking up on the officer.33 

Officer Mead repeatedly stated that was not free to leave.34 attempted to walk past 

the officer and Officer Mead stepped to his left and again blocked path.35 Officer Mead 

holstered his firearm, while placed his cell phone in an upright position on the hood of his 

vehicle.36  

 

Officer Mead closed the distance between and himself and the two individuals 

yelled and pointed their fingers at each other.37 Officer Mead made a call on his cell phone and 

picked up his own cell phone from the hood of his vehicle.38 While Officer Mead was on 

his phone, walked around the parking lot holding his cell phone in the air.39 As  

walked in one direction, Officer Mead walked next to him and then raised his left arm and cut off 

path.40 raised his left arm and appeared to push the officer’s arm away.41 Officer 

Mead then shoved in the chest.42 walked in a different direction, as Officer Mead 

again walked next to him and stepped in front of causing to also stop walking.43 

Officer Mead yelled at and raised his cell phone to record the officer.44  

backed away from Officer Mead and the officer walked toward while both individuals 

engaged in conversation.45 Officer Mead took out an object from his left trouser pocket and showed 

it to who had returned to the parking lot and stood close to both individuals.46 then 

walked toward the parking lot entrance.47 walked up and down and Officer Mead shadowed 

movements.48 The two men then continued arguing while in close proximity to each 

other.49  

 

Responding on-duty officers arrived on the scene and separated the two men.50 Officer 

Mead told one of the officers that he wanted arrested for aggravated battery and reckless 

 
32 Att. 19, at 0:08 to 0:10.  
33 Att. 19, at 0:08 to 0:15.  
34 Att. 19, at 0:14 to 0:22.  
35 Att. 18, at 0:30 to 0:32.  
36 Att. 18, at 0:35 to 0:44. 
37 Att. 18, at 0:44 to 0:53.  
38 Att. 18, at 1:14 to 1:21.  
39 Att. 18, at 1:26 to 1:34.   
40 Att. 18, at 1:50 to 1:54.  
41 Att. 18, at 1:54 to 1:55.  
42 Att. 18, at 1:56 to 1:57.  
43 Att. 18, at 1:57 to 2:02.  
44 Att. 18, at 2:02 to 2:20.  
45 Att. 18, at 2:25 to 2:45.  
46 Att. 18, at 3:10 to 3:20.  
47 Att. 18, at 3:23 to 3:28.  
48 Att. 18, at 3:28 to 3:41.  
49 Att. 18, at 3:45 to 4:12.  
50 Att. 3 at 2:00 to 2:30.  
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driving.51 Sergeant Kristopher Rigan arrived at the scene.52 Officer Mead recounted to the sergeant 

what had occurred between and himself.53 Then gave Sgt. Rigan his own account 

of the incident.54 Afterwards, witness   showed the sergeant a cellphone video 

recording of the incident from his office, located several floors above the parking lot.55  

 

Sgt. Rigan asked Officer Mead what criminal action Officer Mead proposed as his basis 

for arresting Officer Mead denied to the sergeant that he arrested and added that he 

wanted detained.56 Sgt. Rigan told Officer Mead that detaining someone had to be for a 

criminal action.57 When Officer Mead enumerated alleged actions to the sergeant, Sgt. 

Rigan advised Officer Mead that he “can’t detain people off-duty for a traffic violation.”58 In a 

follow-up conversation with another sergeant, Sgt. Rigan said, “Traffic violation isn’t an arrestable 

offense. It’s a traffic violation with a citation.”59 

 

followed the responding officers to the 18th District police station, where he filed 

this complaint regarding Officer Mead.60 About thirty minutes after made the complaint, 

unknown officers returned to the lobby and handed a traffic citation for negligent driving, 

telling that Officer Mead was a witness to the citation.61  

 

At Sgt. Rigan’s direction, Officer Mead also proceeded to the same police station, where 

he was given a summary disciplinary notice (SPAR) for failing to affix license plates to his 

personal vehicle.62 Officer Mead contacted the Office of Emergency Management and 

Communications (OEMC) from the station and reported that he was involved in a firearm-pointing 

incident.63 Officer Mead completed an Investigatory Stop Report64 and a Tactical Response 

Report,65 documenting that he used his open palm on chest and shoulder areas when 

began to walk away, to “redirect him and to keep him at a safe distance until assisting units 

arrived.”66  

 

 
51 Att. 3, at 2:00 to 2:05.  
52 Att. 2, at 5:45 to 6:05.  
53 Att. 2, at 8:20 to 10:45.  
54 Att. 2, at 10:55 to 13:36. 
55 Att. 2, at 13:40 to 18:15.  
56 Att. 2, at 18:57 to 19:02.  
57 Att. 2, at 19:03 to 19:07.  
58 Att. 2, at 19:10 to 19:31.  
59 Att. 2, at 20:55 to 21:00.  
60 Att. 24, pg. 11, lns. 1 to 12.  
61 Att. 24, pg. 11, lns. 12 to 19.  
62 Att. 57, pg. 11, lns. 4 to 15. See also note 7, above.  
63 Att. 10, pg. 1.  
64 Att. 9. 
65 Att. 12.  
66 Att. 12, pg. 2.  
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traffic citation was later dismissed for want of prosecution.67 In his statement to 

COPA, Officer denied that he was notified of any court proceedings involving or 

of any requirement for him to go to court to give evidence in this matter.68  

 

III. ALLEGATIONS 

 

Officer Anthony Mead Jr.:  

 

1. Attempted to strike a vehicle being driven by with his personally-owned 

vehicle, without justification. 

- Not Sustained.  

2. Operated his personally-owned vehicle without due care and attention.  

- Not Sustained.  

3. Engaged in a vehicle pursuit in his personally-owned vehicle, without justification. 

- Not Sustained.  

4. Confronted a member of the public while brandishing a firearm, without justification. 

- Sustained, Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 38  

5. Attempted to effect an arrest while off duty, without justification. 

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

6. Failed to de-escalate the situation, without justification. 

- Sustained, Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9 

7. Engaged in an unjustified physical altercation with   

- Sustained, Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9 

8. Detained without justification. 

- Sustained, Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8. 

9. Abused his law enforcement authority in a personal "road rage" dispute with another driver.   

- Sustained, Violation of Rules 2, 3, and 6 

10. Failed to testify or give evidence before a court of law when properly called upon to do so.  

- Not Sustained 

 

IV. CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT 

 

COPA interviewed Officer Mead, and witnesses  and  While the three 

civilians provided statements to COPA within weeks of the incident, COPA interviewed Officer 

Mead approximately six months after the incident. COPA assessed the credibility of the four 

individuals utilizing truthfulness and reliability criteria and this investigation did not reveal any 

evidence that caused COPA to doubt their truthfulness. The officer’s confrontation with  

inside the Petco parking lot was captured on video by both and and all four 

individuals provided statements that were consistent not only with each other, but also with the 

available video evidence.  However, the lack of video evidence of the officer’s interaction with 

 
67 Att. 41, pg. 2.  
68 Att. 57, pg. 15, lns. 4 to 15.  
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while they were both driving their vehicles hindered COPA’s investigation of the pertinent 

allegations. Both Officer Mead and claimed that the other was the at-fault aggressive driver, 

and there is insufficient evidence to support those claims.  

 

V. ANALYSIS69 

 

A. Vehicle Operation and Pursuit  

 

COPA finds the allegations related to Officer Mead’s actions in his personally-owned 

vehicle (Allegations 1, 2, and 3) are Not Sustained.  

 

In this situation, as Officer Mead was off duty and driving his own personal vehicle, CPD 

rules regarding use of Department vehicles do not apply. Provisions of city ordinance70 and state 

law71 prohibit reckless driving. alleged that, when attempted to pass Officer Mead 

on the left, Officer Mead jerked his car as if he was going to hit Officer Mead denied 

allegation and countered that was actually the aggressor. COPA’s investigation 

did not reveal any video or other third-party evidence of this portion of the incident. It is possible, 

if not likely, that both men drove recklessly. It is not clear if Officer Mead’s actions amounted to 

misconduct.  

 

B. Altercation and Unjustified Detention  

 

COPA finds the allegations involving Officer Mead’s confrontation with in the 

parking lot and his attempts to detain and arrest are Sustained. Regardless of which of the 

two men was the more aggressive driver prior to their arrival at the parking lot, Officer Mead’s 

actions in the parking lot were inappropriate and disproportionate.  

 

 Officers are held to the highest standards of behavior on and off duty, precisely because 

they do have significant legal authority to detain and arrest other members of the public. Overall, 

state law governs a peace officer’s arrests. “A peace officer, or any person whom he has summoned 

or directed to assist him, need not retreat or desist from efforts to make a lawful arrest because of 

resistance or threatened resistance to the arrest. He is justified in the use of any force which he 

reasonably believes, based on the totality of the circumstances, to be necessary to effect the arrest 

and of any force which he reasonably believes, based on the totality of the circumstances, to be 

necessary to defend himself or another from bodily harm while making the arrest.”72  

 

 
69 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
70 Municipal Code of the City of Chicago 9-40-140, Negligent driving. (a) It shall be unlawful for any person to 

operate any vehicle upon a public way negligently, heedlessly and without due caution in a manner which endangers 

or is likely to endanger any person or property or to swerve within, between or across lanes of traffic in such a manner. 
71 625 ILCS 5/11-503 Reckless driving. (a) A person commits reckless driving if he or she: (1) drives any vehicle with 

a willful or wanton disregard for the safety of persons or property. 
72 720 ILCS 5/7-5. 
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However, CPD members have a comprehensive duty to de-escalate situations to minimize 

or avoid any resort to force. CPD “expects its members to develop and display the skills and 

abilities to act in a manner to eliminate the need to use force and resolve situations without 

resorting to force.”73 As outlined in G03-02, Department members may only use force that is 

objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional, under the totality of the circumstances, in 

order to ensure the safety of a member or third person, stop an attack, make an arrest, bring a 

person or situation safely under control, or prevent escape.  

 

Overall, and in these circumstances most importantly, CPD “prohibits and does not tolerate 

any abuse of law enforcement authority by its members”74 and is committed to ensuring that the 

actions of CPD members serve a proper law enforcement purpose.75 The actions of a single CPD 

member may impair public trust in the police or cast suspicion or disrespect upon the entire 

department.76 

 

 Based on the above, COPA concludes that Officer Mead’s actions in the parking lot did 

not serve a proper law enforcement purpose and were therefore misconduct, violating Rules 2, 3, 

6, 8, and 9.  

 

Officer Mead’s display of his weapon (Allegation 4) was unjustified, as there no reason to 

believe that the use or threat of use of lethal force would be necessary in the circumstances. While 

Officer Mead may indeed have had the bare legal authority to initiate an investigatory stop of Mead 

and to arrest Mead for a traffic violation, there was no reasonable justification for him to do so in 

the circumstances; given that he was off duty, that he had his young child with him in his personal 

vehicle, and that he could have just have easily noted Mead’s license plate and reported the 

infraction to on-duty officers, his attempt to effect Mead’s arrest77 (Allegation 5) was 

unreasonable, and therefore unjustified. Officer Mead failed to de-escalate the situation 

(Allegation 6) by pursuing Mead as he did and then cornering him with an implicit threat of lethal 

force. As a result of the foregoing, the physical altercation Officer Mead had with  

(Allegation 7) as well as detention (Allegation 8), resulted almost completely from 

Officer Mead’s own ill-advised choices, and lacked justification. Moreover, Officer Mead appears 

to have conflated his duty as a law enforcement officer with his personal interaction with a member 

of the public while off duty, inappropriately exercising his law enforcement authority in a 

disproportional and retaliatory manner (Allegation 9).  

 

C. Failure to Testify 

 

COPA finds Allegation 10, related to Officer Mead’s post-incident actions regarding 

traffic citation, is Not Sustained. Although Officer Mead demanded that his on-duty 

 
73 G03-02, at para. II.C. 
74 GO8-05, at para. III.B. 
75 GO8-05, at para. III.C. 
76 GO8-05, at para. III.C. 
77 Although the language used by Officer Mead with the responding supervisor suggested that Officer sought to simply 

detain at the time of the incident, Officer Mead indicated he was undertaking a “citizen’s arrest”.  
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colleagues arrest for aggravated battery and reckless driving, was only issued a 

traffic citation for negligent driving. Officer Mead denied any knowledge that other Department 

members had issued the traffic citation to Mead or that he had been notified to attend a court 

hearing regarding the traffic citation issued to Mead. There is insufficient evidence to allow COPA 

to conclude that Officer Mead had been properly called upon to give evidence before a court of 

law and had failed to do so.  

 

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION 

 

a. Officer Anothny Mead Jr. 
 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History78 

 

Officer Mead was appointed to CPD on July 29, 2022. In the intervening period, the officer 

received 14 awards, including one complimentary letter, a military service award, a department 

commendation, and 11 honorable mentions. Officer Mead has no instances of sustained discipline; 

however, he has received six summary “SPAR” infractions in the period from 2023 to 2025: 

 

• Reprimand for a court violation appearance (578757, from March 2025) 

• Reprimand for a court violation appearance (576947, from June 2024) 

• Reprimand with respect to his failure to affix license plates to his personal vehicle 

in connection with this incident (575535, from September 2024)79 

• Reprimand for wearing his CPD vest and star while working at another job 

(573891, from April 2024) 

• One-day suspension for failing to notify OEMC of a vehicle pursuit (573425, from 

May 2024) 

• Reprimand for a striking a parked vehicle while responding to a traffic stop being 

conducted by another unit (569055, from June 2023) 

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

Officer Mead, while off duty and driving in his personal vehicle with his young son inside, 

decided to follow and confront a member of the public who the officer determined to be engaged 

in reckless driving. In his misguided attempt to detain the complainant for this potential traffic 

violation, Officer Mead inappropriately brandished his pistol (implicitly threatening the use of 

deadly force and needlessly escalating the situation), and had an unnecessary physical and verbal 

altercation with a member of the public. The entire episode involved a significant and 

comprehensive lapse in judgement on Officer Mead’s part, discrediting the Department and 

eroding public trust.   

 
78 Att. 58. 
79 This is related to this incident. 
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Aggravating factors in this case include Officer Mead’s retributive or retaliatory conduct, 

the fact that the victim is a member of the public, as well as the fact that this happened in public 

view in front of witnesses, which brought discredit upon the department. In addition to this, the 

officer failed to take responsibility for any of his misconduct in his statement to COPA. In 

mitigation, Officer Mead was relatively new to CPD at the time the misconduct occurred. It is for 

these reasons, combined with the officer’s (exceedingly modest) complimentary history and the 

officer’s disciplinary history (which includes some prior instances of both poor judgment and of 

reckless driving), that COPA recommends the officer be suspended for 11 to 29 days. 

 

Approved: 

     March 16, 2026 

___________________ __________________________________ 

Shannon Hayes 

Acting Deputy Chief Administrator – Chief 

Investigator 

 

Date 
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: September 20, 2024 / 1:30 pm / 440 N. Orleans Street  

Date/Time of COPA Notification: September 20, 2024 / 4:47 pm  

Involved Member #1: MEAD Jr., Anthony; star # 7592; employee ID#  

Date of Appointment: July 29, 2022; Unit 015;80 Male; 

Black.   

 

Involved Individual #1: 

 

Date of Birth: , 1968; 

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 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          

• General Order G03-02: De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (June 28, 

2023, to present)  

• General Order G08-05: Prohibition of Retaliation (August 22, 2023 to present) 

• Special Order S04-13-09: Investigatory Stop System (July 10, 2017, to present) 

• Department Notice D19-01: Firearm Pointing Incidents (November 1, 2019, to present) 

 

  

 
80 Currently detailed to Unit 007. 
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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.81 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.”82 

 

  

 
81 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). 
82 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  


