CIVILIAN OFFICE OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY LOG# 2019-5229

SUMMARY REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Date of Incident: December 24, 2019

Time of Incident: 7:30 p.m.

Location of Incident: I <. Chicago, Illinois
Date of COPA Notification: December 24, 2019

Time of COPA Notification: 9:11 pm

On December 24, 2019, I anager of the Morgan at Loyola Apartments (the
Morgan) and the parking garage located at 1210 W. Arthur Ave, called for police assistance after
witnessing a group of people trespassing in the garage. When officers arrived at the location, the
group fled, and a foot pursuit ensued. Officers apprehended and arrested two individuals, |l
- Bt the scene. Officer Gregory Stranski pursued two individuals,

I B o the rear of the nearby Morgan apartment complex located at

I <. After seeing [0 I ter the building, Officer Stranski informed
a dispatcher that |llland IO roke into a door to gain entry into the building, and he asked

for additional officer assistance.

At approximately 7:45 pm, Officers Guadalupe Aguirre and Jesada Laksanaprom arrived
at the rear of | NN~ "< to assist Officer Stranski. Officer Stranski informed them that
- v <1< inside of the building and that they “picked in”.> When additional officers
arrived, they were instructed by Officers Stranski, Aguirre, and Laksanaprom to go to the front of
the building. Officers Stranski, Aguirre, and Laksanaprom remained at the rear of the building.
Officer Stranski then used a tool to enter through the rear door of | EIEEEEEA ¢ then he,
along with Officers Aguirre and Laksanaprom, walked to the third floor and waited outside of unit
Il Officer Stranski informed the dispatcher that they (Illllad Ivere in apartment il
At 7:47 pm, Officer Stranski informed Officers Laksanaprom and Aguirre that “they got ‘em”.?

Simultaneously, at approximately 7:47 pm, officers in the front of | A"
apprehended and IR While begin detained by officers, ilillstated that his name
was D v ing [llldctention, he provided his real name. Officers Kevin
McCormick removed [lKeys from his pants pocket.* Officers asked |JlliT he lived in the
building and if he had an ID. |Jlllexplained that he did not have an ID but that he lived in the
building. When Sgt. Syed Quadri asked [JJlllif he had keys, Officer McCormick informed the
sergeant that he had the keys, then he passed the keys to Officer Mohammad Ahmed. Officer

Ahmed used [Jllllllkeys to open the front entry door of || |  }IEEEEEEA e, and he, along with

1 Att. 118 min 11:30 -11:34 and Att. 148 min 4:53 - 4:58, the dispatcher stated that [beat] 2461C (Officer Stranski)
said they (referring to lllland IIEEforced entry into the apartment and that 2461C is not sure that they are
residents at that location.

2 Att. 118. min 13:28,

3 Att. 93 min 1:39 - 1:54.

4 Att. 109 min 2:31.




CIVILIAN OFFICE OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY LOG# 2019-5229

Sgt. Quadri, entered the building and went to apartment JJiOfficer Ahmed inserted a key into the
top lock of the door and determined that the key could unlock the door, then removed it. Then Sgt.
Quadri pushed the door open and announced his office.> After Sgt. Quadri announced his office,
I o ngcr brother, walked to the opened door. Sgt. Quadri informed [N
that random people were running around the building, so they (the police officers) wanted to make
sure that everyone was OK. Sgt. Quadri then asked |JJllif his brother had just left the apartment;
in response, [Jlisaid he did. Further, Sgt. Quadri provided | llllic!othing description and
asked if he was at the apartment. |Jjillexplained that he did not know if | lihad been in the
apartment.® At the conclusion of the field investigation, Sgt. Quadri and Officer Ahmed exited the
apartment building. At approximately 7:55 pm, Sgt. Quadri instructed officers to remove the

handcuffs from [llllanc I’

After JIllland I vere released, Sgt. Quadri relocated to the rear of the apartment
building, where he met with Officer Stranski outside. Officer Stranski informed Sgt. Quadri that
he saw 2N d Irun from the parking garage to A V<. Officer Stranski
also informed Sgt. Quadri that |l and Ilused a pair of nail clippers to gain access to the
building.® Sgt. Quadri informed Officer Stranski that [ llllland IEEhad keys to the building,
and that they lived there.® Officer Stranski and Sgt. Quadri returned to the apartment building after
they were informed that an open door had been discovered.'® A group of officers, including Sgt.
Quadri, entered and searched unit [Jli** Once the officers determined that the apartment was clear,
they closed the door and left. However, Officers Gajewski and Lopez re-entered the apartment and
used it as a passthrough to the front of the apartment building. They entered a third time to exit
through the rear of the building. While exiting the rear of the apartment, Officers Gajewski and
Lopez saw e xit a rear, second floor door. Officer Gajewski ordered Jjjiliito come down the
stairs.'? Jlicomplied, then explained that he had recently spoken with other officers. After
conducting the investigatory stop and confirming [Jjjillistatement, |Jlvas released.

At approximately 7:55 pm, Officers Elkin Jimenez and Ryan Estudillo returned to the
Morgan Apartments to speak with the manager, Mr. | I EEEEEN . I 25 asked if he was
going to sign a complain, and he said yes.™

At approximately 8:00 pm, | lllland JIlere walking near the Loyola Redline train
station when Officer Jeffrey Riordan approached them. During an investigatory stop, | Efled,
but was later apprehended by Sgt. Quadri.!* Officer Riordan and Officer Ahmed returned to the
Loyola train station to search for |JJilifout decided to end their pursuit when they could not find
him.®> At approximately 8:05 pm, Officer Samer Ihmoud and Andrian Arsenyan stopped a bus

5 Att. 114 min. 6:44.

6 Att. 114 min 6:48 - 7:40.

T Att. 57 min 7:37 — 7:47.

8 Att. 118 min 25:30 — 25:45.

9 Att. 118 min 26:06 -26:20.

10 Att. 104 min 16:32 — 16:35.

11 Sgt. Quadri, Officers Aguirre, Ahmed, Gajewski, Lopez, Laksanaprom, Stranski, and Zaib.
12 Att. 104 min 22:04-22:08 and Att. 108 min 14:22 — 14:26.

13 Att. 99 min 19:57- 20:13.

14 Att. 70 min 0:19 - 2:16.

15 Att. 70 min 2:49 — 4:49 (at min 3:35-4:23 Riordan said “If he’s gone, he’s gone. We have the information on him").
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near Damen and Devon and removed | I A fter conducting an investigatory stop,
I 5 allowed to leave. !

At approximately 8:08 pm, Officers Laksanaprom and Aguirre went back inside of [l
A < through the front entrance and knocked on the door for apartment [JJifWhen the
occupants failed to open the door, Officer Aguirre threatened to break it open and drag the
occupant(s). Y/

When Jllllopened the door, he was met by Officer Aguirre, whose firearm was drawn
and pointed at him. Officer Laksanaprom’s Taser was drawn and pointed. Officer Laksanaprom
instructed |Jlfito get on the ground, then he handcuffed |JA fter JIlVvas detained, Officer
Aguirre entered the apartment. With his firearm drawn and pointed, Officer Aguirre entered and
searched apartment [Jjifincluding a cursory search of a bedroom. While in the apartment, Officer
Aguirre encountered, detained, and handcuffed | O ficer Laksanaprom left [N
on a hallway floor in a common area, in handcuffs, and entered the apartment. After conducting a
brief search of the apartment, Officer Laksanaprom returned to the hallway and Officer Aguirre
lead a handcuffed | the common hallway. |Jllllexplained that this was the third
time he had been detained and he pled with Officers Aguirre and Laksanaprom to speak with the
officer in the rear of the building. When Sgt. Quadri and Officer Stranski arrived, Sgt. Quadri
confirmed that 2N I csided in apartment JllOnce the confirmation was

made, all officers left | A <
. INVOLVED PARTIES

Involved Sergeant #1: Christoph Stachula, Star #1668, Employee #JlllDate of
Appointment: 06-Sep-1994, Sergeant, Unit 024, DOB: -
1970, Male, White

Involved Sergeant #2 Syed Quadri, Star #2406, Employee #Jilll Date of Appointment:
27-Nov-2006, Sergeant, Unit of 024, DOB: . 1°81.
Male, White

Involved Officer #1: Gregory Stranski, Star #7907, Employee #j ]l Date of
Appointment: 19-Feb-2013, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: -
1985, Male, White

Involved Officer #2: Guadalupe Aguirre, Star #12810, Employee #J ] Date of
Appointment: 01-Sep-2010, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: |-
1973, Male, White

Involved Officer #3: Jesada Laksanaprom, Star #7480, Employee #J ] Date of
Appointment: 09-Mar-2009, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: |-
1982, Male, Asian Pacific Islander

16 Att. 101.
17 Att. 103 min 24:10 — 28:56 and Att. 110 min 23:46 - 28:52.
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Involved Officer #4:

Involved Officer #5:

Involved Officer #6:

Involved Officer #7:

Involved Officer #8

Involved Officer #9:

Involved Officer #10:

Involved Officer #11:

Involved Officer #12:

Involved Officer #13

Involved Officer #14:

Involved Officer #15:

Witness Officer #1

LOG# 2019-5229

Kevin McCormick, Star #16845, Employee #J ]l Date of
Appointment: 28-Apr-2014, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: -
1983, Male, White

Alex Lopez, Star #12666, Employee #JJilll Date of Appointment:
16-Mar-2017, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: IE-1993, Male,
White

Daniel Gajewski, Star #5146, Employee #Jlll Date of
Appointment: 28-Oct-2018, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: I
1994, Male, White

Elkin Jimenez, Star #17702, Employee #J ]l Date of
Appointment: 14-Dec-2012, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: I}
1982, Male, White

Mohammed Ahmed, Star #16497, Employee #j ]l Date of
Appointment: 14-Dec-2015, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: I
L0989, Male, Asian Pacific Islander

Andrian Arsenyan, Star #5830, Employee #Jlll Date of
Appointment: 16-Apr-2018, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: |-
1985, Male, White

Zohaib Zaib, Star #10988, Employee #Jlll Date of
Appointment: 05-Mar-2013, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: I}
1984, Male, Asian Pacific Islander

Sean Hitz, Star #21824, Employee #Jlll Date of Appointment:
18-Feb-2014, Detective, Unit 630, DOB: 1989, Male, White

Samer Ihmoud, Star #17044, Employee #Jlll Date of
Appointment: 29-Oct-2018, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: IR
1994, Male, White

Jeffrey Riordan, Star #7712, Employee #J ] Date of
Appointment: 18-Feb-2014, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: I}
1088, Male, White

Amin Elmesquine, Star #17593, Employee #j ]l Date of
Appointment: 16-Feb-2017, Police Officer, Unit 024, Male, White

Kenvar Pujoe, Star #15042, Employee #j ] Date of
Appointment: 31-Jul-2006, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: Il
1979, Male, Black

Joseph Morrissey, Star #8697, Employee #Jlll Date of
Appointment: 29-Aug-2016, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: Il
1989, Male, White
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Witness Officer #2 Christopher Paredes, Star #18109, Employee #J ] Date of

1979, Male, White

Appointment: 16-Apr-2019, Police Officer, Unit 017, DOB: | IR

Oscar Corral, Star #16371, Employee #Jjjiilf Date of Appointment:

Witness Officer #3 29-Sep-2003, Police Officer, Unit 024, DOB: L1980, Male,

Hispanic

I11.  ALLEGATIONS

Allegations

Finding

Sergeant Syed Quadri

It is alleged by I Minor) that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <, Chicago, Illinois
that Sergeant Quadri Star No. 2406 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

1. Entered NN ve, Unit [lby vsing [N cy

without justification.

2. Detained | vithout justification.

3. Detained | 'ithout justification.

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | ElEEEEEA ¢, Chicago, lllinois
that Sergeant Quadri Star No. 2406 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:
4. Forcefully took |t the ground without justification.

5. Inattention to duty in that he failed to inform other responding officers

I i vcd ot v, Unit Il
6. Searched NI~ <. Unit [ll(first floor) without justification.

7. Failed to activate body worn camera when searching | I
Ave, Unit J(first floor).

8. Failed to supervise by allowing police officer to search | EEEEEEEGE
Ave, Unit Il

9. Failed to supervise by allowed police officer to search | G
Ave, Unit I

Not Sustained

Sustained

Not Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained
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10. Failed to arrange a show-up of | .0

LOG# 2019-5229

Sustained

Officer Gregory Stranski

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Stranski Star No. 7907 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

1. Pointed your weapon at or in the direction of | ithout
justification.

2. Pointed your weapon at or in the direction of an unknown male subject
without justification.

3. Provided inaccurate, misleading and/or false information to responding

officers advising that | " I 0rced entry into
I, - v

4. Searched |- V<. Unit Jl(first floor) without justification.

5. Failed to activate body worn camera when responding to |
Ave to assist officers.

6. Directed profanities at || j stating words to the effect of, “don’t
bitch”, without justification.

Sustained

Not sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Officer Guadalupe G. Aguirre

Itis alleged by EEEEEE(mMinor) and | inor) that on or
about December 24, 2019, at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near |

A e, Chicago, lllinois that Officer Aguirre Star No. 12810
committed misconduct through the following acts or omissions:

1. Searched |- V<. Unit llwithout justification.
2. Detained | vithout justification.

3. Detained | " ithout justification.

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Aguirre Star No. 12810 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:
4. Searched A <. Unit Jl(first floor) without justification.
5. Threatened |t kick the door in without justification.

Sustained
Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained
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6. Pointed your weapon at or in the direction of |l ithout
justification.

7. Failed to notify OEMC that he pointed his firearm at | NN

8. Pointed your weapon at or in the direction of | " ithout
justification.

9. Failed to notify OEMC that he pointed his firearm at || R

LOG# 2019-5229

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained.

Officer Jesada Laksanaprom

It is alleged by | (minor) that on or about December 24, 2019,
at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | EEEEECHicago, Illinois that
Officer Jesada Laksanaprom Star No. 7480 committed misconduct through
the following acts or omissions:

1. Detained | ithout justification.

2. Searched I 'ithout justification.

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,
at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | EEEEEEChicago, Illinois that
Officer Jesada Laksanaprom Star No. 7480 committed misconduct through
the following acts or omissions:

3. Searched IR it Jl(first floor) without justification.

4. Wore a non-approved uniform item in violation of U04-01(XV1II).

Sustained

Unfounded

Sustained

Sustained

Officer Alex E Lopez?8

It is alleged by EEEEEE(Minor) that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Lopez Star No. 12666 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

1. Detained | the rear stairwell of | A < ithout

justification.

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Lopez Star No. 12666 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

Close Hold

18 Officer Lopez resigned from CPD effective as of April 19, 2023. Att. 195. This case is placed in Close/Hold status

with respect the allegations against him.
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2. Searched A <. Unit Jl(first floor) without

justification.

LOG# 2019-5229

Close Hold

Officer Kevin McCormick

It is alleged by I (inor) that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | A <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Kevin McCormick Star No. 16845 committed misconduct

through the following acts or omissions:

1. Searched | ithout justification (went into his pockets and
removed house keys).

2. Detained | vithout justification.

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <, Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Kevin McCormick Star No. 16845 committed misconduct
through the following acts or omissions:

3. Detained | ' ithout justification.

Sustained

Sustained

Sustained

Officer Daniel Gajewski

It is alleged by EEEEE(Minor) that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <, Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Daniel Gajewski Star No. 5146 committed misconduct through

the following acts or omissions:
1. Detained | " the rear stairwell without justification.

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Gajewski Star No. 5146 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

2. Searched A V<., Unit l(first floor) without justification.

Sustained

Sustained

Officer Elkin Jimenez

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,
at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near 1210 W Arthur, Chicago, Illinois that
Officer Jimenez Star No. 17702 committed misconduct through the
following acts or omissions:

1. Stated words to the effect of “you’re gonna get fucking tased,” twice
without justification.

Sustained
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Officer Mohammad Ahmed

It is alleged by the above that on or about December 24, 2019, at

approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | EEEEEEEEA vc. Chicago, lllinois
that Officer Ahmed Star No. 16497 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

1. Deactivated body worn camera prior to end of an event. Sustained.

2. Detained | vithout justification. Sustained

3. Detained | ithout justification. Sustained.
Officer Zohaib Zaib®

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <, Chicago, Illinois

that Officer Zaib Star No. 10988 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

1. Failed to timely activate body worn camera. Close Hold

2. Detained | vithout justification. Close Hold

3. Searched I " ithout justification. Close Hold

4. Detained | " ithout justification. Close Hold

Officer Sean Hitz?°

It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,

at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near 1210 W Arthur, Chicago, Illinois that

Officer Jimenez Star No. 17702 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

1. Forcefully took |0 the ground without justification. Close Hold

Officer Samer IThmoud

It is alleged by the above that on or about December 24, 2019, at

approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | SlEEEEEEA vc. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Thmoud Star No. 17044 committed misconduct through the

following acts or omissions:

19 Officer Zaib resigned from CPD effective July 2, 2022. Att. 194. This case is placed in Close/Hold status with

respect the allegations against him.

20 Officer Hitz resigned from CPD effective February 24, 2022. Att. 196. This case is placed in Close/Hold status with

respect the allegations against him.
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1. Failed to timely activate body worn camera. Sustained
2. Detained | " ithout justification. Sustained
Officer Andrian Arsenyan
It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,
at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Arsenyan Star No. 5830 committed misconduct through the
following acts or omissions:
1. Failed to timely activate body worn camera. Sustained
2. Detained | " ithout justification. Sustained
Officer Kenvar Pujoe
It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,
at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | EEEEEEEEA <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Pujoe Star No. 15042 committed misconduct through the
following acts or omissions:
1. Failed to timely activate body worn camera in a timely manner, as | Sustained
required by S03-14.
Officer Amin Elmesquine
It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,
at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | I~ <, Chicago, Illinois
that Officer ElImesquine Star No. 119887 committed misconduct through
the following acts or omissions:
1. Failed to timely active body worn camera. Unfounded
2. Detaining I ithout justification. Unfounded
Officer Jeffery Riordan
It is alleged by Angela Hearts-Glass that on or about December 24, 2019,
at approximately 7:30 p.m. at or near | S~ <. Chicago, Illinois
that Officer Jeffrey Riordan Star No. 7712 committed misconduct through
the following acts or omissions:
1. Detained |- thc Loyola Red Line “L” station located at 1200 | Sustained
W. Loyola, without justification.
2. Detained |-t thc Loyola Red Line “L” station located at | Sustained

1200 W. Loyola, without justification.

10
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3. Detained | 'ithout justification. Sustained
4. Searched " ithout justification. Sustained

5. Stated words to the effect of |Jjjilifucking stop” without justification. | Sustained

IV.  APPLICABLE RULE AND LAWS

1. Rule 1: Violation of any law or ordinance.

2. Rule 2: Any action or conduct which impedes the Department’s efforts to achieve its
policy and goals or brings discredit upon the Department.

3. 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.

N o g &

Rule 9: Engaging in any unjustified verbal or physical altercation with any person, while on
or off duty.

8. Rule 10: Inattention to duty.

9. Rule 11: Incompetency or inefficiency in the performance of duty.
10. Rule 12: Failure to wear the uniform as prescribed.

11. Rule 38: Unlawful or unnecessary use or display of a weapon.

General Orders

1. GO01-01 Vision, Mission Statement, and Core Values (effective March 1, 2011 — May 21,
2019)

2. G03-02-04 Taser use Incidents (effective October 16, 2017 — February 29, 2020)
3. G03-02-01 Force Options (effective October 16, 2017 — February 29, 2020)

Special Orders

1. S04-13-09 Investigatory Stop System (effective July 10, 2017 — present)
2. S03-14 Body Worn Cameras (effective April 30, 2018 — present)
Other Department Directives

1. U04-01 Personal Appearance, Uniform/Citizen’s Dress and Equipment
2. D19-01 Firearms Pointing Incidents (effective November 1, 2019 — present)

Federal Laws

11
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1. United States Constitution, Amendment 1V

V. INCIDENT LOCATION

This is a multi-location incident. The initial call for assistance came from a manager at the
Morgan apartment complex, located at 1209 A ve. The manager reported that three male
teens were trespassing in a parking garage located at 1210 W. Arthur Ave. When officers arrived
at the parking garage, the teens fled, and a foot pursuit ensued. | N> I
were apprehended at the parking garage. Officers followed the remaining male teens from the
garage to the rear of a five-building apartment complex at | A <; other officers
positioned themselves at the front of the apartment complex. | " I <c
detained in front of A ¢, then released. |- '

stopped for a second time near the entrance of the Loyola Redline train station located at or about
1200 W. Loyola Ave. lfled the scene but was quickly apprehended. |25
detained for a third time in the rear of || A < and again, while inside of his apartment,

located at [NEEEEA vc.. apartment | '2s detained after officers
stopped a CTA bus near Devon & Magnolia.

VI.  SUMMARY INVESTIGATION

COPA conducted a thorough investigation into the December 24, 2019, detention and
search of |- d the entry and search of the apartment he shares with his mother,

- and his brother, A dditionally, COPA investigated the search of
IR <, apartment [illand the detention of |- d I

a. Interviews

L I

In his statement to COPA on January 10, 2020, | (stated that he and a
friend (NKA IR << walking to |Jlllihome, when he noticed a police car in the
parking lot of his residence. |Jillwent into his residence and | llarrived a few moments
later. Shortly thereafter, [jjilland N <t I partment. When they got outside of
- patment, Officers grabbed him and [ lllhandcuffed them, then set them on the
ground in front of a tree.

2L COPA did not interview | IEEbccause she did not witness the officers’ interaction with either of her sons
on December 24, 2019. | o\vever, was deposed in et al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750.
Att. 179, In relevant part, |- xp'ained that on the night of the incident, she received two phone calls
from I cc2rding the officers’ presence at their residence. | BB <turned to her home and
briefly spoke with two officers who were parked outside her building. She requested to speak with a supervisor and
went inside her home. Once there, she spoke with | I 0!d her that he had gone to the mall and that
his first encounter with the police occurred when he was getting off the train. JJJilldid not tell her about his presence
in the garage but did tell her that he had changed his coat. |Jjjillalso told her that the officers handcuffed him, put a
gun to his head, and said that if he did not “quit bitching” he would get coal in his stocking.

22 Att. 81.

12
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An officer asked if they lived there, and [Jjjiliiconfirmed that he did. When asked if he had
ID, Ilsaid he did not have it. lllwas asked by an officer if he had keys to the apartment.
Ilsaid he did have keys, but the officer who arrested him removed the keys from his pocket.
That officer passed the keys to another officer, whom [Jjjilifbelieved was a sergeant, then they
went to [ llapartment building. When the sergeant returned, he instructed the officers to
remove the handcuffs.

Once the handcuffs were removed, |Jllliwalked [t the Loyola Redline train
station then walked home. When he returned home, [Jjiillstated he was stopped again, by different
officers. e xplained to the officers that he had recently spoken with officers who were in
front of his home. |JJllwas allowed to leave after the officers asked him a series of questions.

While inside his home, JJlland his brother were discussing the night’s events, when they
heard a knock at the door. When |Jllinquired about the presence of the person at the door,
someone from the other side said, “Open the door or we will come in.” When |Jjllopened the
door, two different officers, one Asian-American and the other White, were there. [Jjjilistated
that these two officers had their guns out and were extremely aggressive. They made him get on
the floor. JJlitried to explain that he had just spoken with officers who were still in the back of
the apartment complex. The officers ignored him, then walked into the apartment. JJlllexplained
that he was handcuffed then asked if anyone else was in the apartment. |Jlllexplained to the
officers that his younger brother was in the apartment, and he pleaded with the officers to put their
guns away because his brother is a little kid. The officers went inside of the apartment, then threw
his brother to the ground. Afterwards, an officer went downstairs and returned with a sergeant.
When the sergeant saw that |Jiilland his brother were in handcuffs, he instructed the officers to
remove the handcuffs, and he said leave the |lllAve house alone. lllstated that he heard
an officer state that they were on two different missions: one mission was looking for kids who
were trespassing in the neighborhood and the other mission was for break-ins and robberies in the
area.

Once the handcuffs were removed, officers asked if | illand his brother lived at the
apartment. As the handcuffs were being removed, [Jllstated this was his third encounter with
officers. In response, an officer told him, “Don’t bitch about it; go into the house before we take
you to the station.” The incident concluded when the officers apologized for the mix-up and told
him to have a nice day. %

2. I

In his statement to COPA on January 10, 2020, I (s ated while sitting
in his mom’s (|| b cdroom, he heard police cars outside and police officers in the

2 Iprovided a statement in the civil case related to this incident. Atts. 178 and 193. |lllllstatement differed
in certain respects from his statement to COPA. For example, |Jllladmitted he withheld information from COPA
and from officers on scene during the incident. Att. 178 at pp. 282-84. That included, among other things, the fact that
he was in the garage when officers initially arrived and that he changed clothes after entering his apartment. Id. at pp.
13-16, 84-86.

24 Att. 79
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hallway (the common area of the apartment building).?® He called his mother to tell her about the
police activity, then they disconnected from the call. After ending the phone call with his mom,
Il cported that one police officer knocked on the door and he opened it. The officer asked
I (v 2s his brother. Jllsaid yes. The officer then stated that he saw |l
in the building and wanted to make sure that he lived there. After speaking with |Jjjiilithe officer
told him to lock the door and be safe.

Moments later, |Jllreturned home, entering through the back door. After |Jilland
Iltalked for a while, the police knocked on the back door. |Jjillopened the door, while [N
remained in his mom’s bedroom. [Jjjjilifhcard the officers tell Jjlifito put his hands behind his
back. Then officers walked through the hallway (inside of the apartment) with flashlights out and
guns drawn. An officer ordered [Jilifto put his hands up and to get on the ground. |Jlifurther
stated that one of the officers pushed him into a wall, placed one handcuff on him as he used the
other to pull him to where [Jllwas. While in the hallway, officers asked if they lived there. In
response, EaNd Isaid yes. Then Jllisaid this was the third time they did this.?® I
and e xplained that an officer had already confirmed that they lived in the apartment. One of
the officers called for the officer who confirmed |Jillland IIresidential status. The officer
who previously confirmed |Jllllland residential status returned to the apartment,
confirmed that the brothers lived there, and asked officers to remove the handcuffs.

- <plained that the officers never explained why they came to the apartment. Before
leaving, an officer opened a furnace room door and the laundry room door. There were
approximately three or four officers who entered the apartment. |Jilfwas not injured, and he
does not know the officers.

Il <plained that after the incident concluded, he called his mom to inform her of the
incident. When his mom returned home, she told |Jilithat she spoke with some of the officers
who were outside, then she called a chief, who came to their residence.

3. Department Member Interviews

COPA took statements from 20 CPD members. COPA served allegations of misconduct
against 16 members and obtained statements from three witness officer and the initiating sergeant,
Sgt. Stachula.?” Officers’ descriptions of the initial incident were duplicative of one another.

Officers explained that they responded to a call of suspicious persons trespassing in a
garage near the Loyola Red Line station. When officers approached the group, they fled. Two of
the subjects were arrested at the parking garage, and two other subjects ran to, and forced entry
into an apartment complex at | A c. Multiple officers relocated to the apartment

complex, where they detained two subjects: | INNEEEEENE-"° I

% I s deposed in <t al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att. 180. His statement was
materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.

25 Idid not clarify what “this” meant.

27 COPA interviewed the witness officers Oscar Corral # 16371, Joseph Morrissey #8697, and Christopher Parades
#18109. These officers related that due to the passage time, they were unable to independently recall this incident.
Officer Kenvar Pujoe and Andrian Arsenyan were originally listed as witness officers, but their status was later
adjusted to accused.
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Aside from the trespassing complaint, no officer or sergeant was aware of additional
criminal offenses.

All accused officers responded to allegations related to their actions after they arrived at
the parking garage, the apartment complex at | A <. and their contact with Il

I N - nd. complainants, EEEEEAnd

On January 19, 2022, Officer Gregory Stranski provided a statement to COPA.%
Officer Stranski explained that he did not recall the fine details of this incident, but he did recall
the foot pursuit and waiting in the apartment stairwell.?® Officer Stranski then explained that he
and his partners arrived at the parking garage after receiving a call of suspicious persons
trespassing in a garage.3 When he entered the parking garage, he witnessed 4-5 subjects fleeing
in different directions. Two of the subjects were apprehended by his partners, and he pursued two
others to a nearby apartment complex.3* Officer Stranski described the two subjects he followed
as a heavy-set person wearing a blue jacket and a tall thinner subject wearing a yellow jacket.*?

Officer Stranski explained that although the subjects had a lead on him, when he reached
the complex parking lot, the subjects were still at the door. Officer Stranski reported that he did
not hear keys jingling and it took a while for the subjects to enter the building.>®* When he got
closer to the door, he saw a pair of nail clippers on the ground,3* which explained why it took the
subjects so long to enter the building.%® Officer Stranski said he did not see any signs of forced
entry on the door or other damage to the door.3¢ Officer Stranski learned after the incident that the
subjects had keys to the apartment complex.®’

Officer Stranski stated that he looked through a window and saw one of the subjects,
wearing a yellow sweater, on the second-floor landing, standing near apartment [JiiOfficer
Stranski used a multi-tool to pry the door open, then he and assisting officers positioned themselves
at unit JJillVWhile waiting at the rear door, Officer Stranski heard a radio transmission reporting

28 Atts. 69 and 80. Officer Stranski gave a deposition in |Jlillet al. v. City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750, a civil
lawsuit pertaining to this incident. Officer Stranski’s deposed statement was materially consistent with his statement
to COPA. See Att. 187. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.

29 Att. 80 p. 11, lines 2-10.

30 The parking garage is located at 1210 W. Arthur.

31 Officer Stranksi referenced a series of robberies in the area involving young males. Att. 80 p. 30, lines 9-15. During
his deposition, he admitted he had no information connecting the individuals he chased to those robberies on the date
of this incident. Att. 187 p. 183, lines 14-18.

32 Att. 80 p. 28, lines 8-14.

33 In his deposition, Officer Stranski estimated it took them approximately thirty seconds to a minute to enter. Att.
187, p. 166, lines 10-11. According to his BWC video, it appears to take Officer Stranski approximately 50 seconds
to cross the parking lot where he viewed them entering the building. Att. 118 at 7:30-8:23. The individuals entering
the building cannot be seen on the video.

34 Officer Stranski stated that he did not tell other officers about the nail clippers before entering the building. Att. 187
pp. 204-05, lines 20-24, 1-5. He also did not radio dispatch about the nail clippers. Id. at p. 205, lines 6-9. He could
not recall if he later told other officers. Att. 187, p. 205, lines 10-13.

%5 Att. 80 p. 12, lines 18- 21; p. 13, lines 5-10, p. 21 lines 21-24, and p. 22, lines 1-2.

3 Att. 80 p. 45, lines 17-23; see generally Att. 187 pp.190, pp. 214-15.

T Att. 69 at 37:12 - 37:18.
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that the subjects had been detained. Officer Stranski later learned from Sgt. Quadri that he detained,
then released the subjects. Officer Stranski also stated that while he was speaking with Sgt. Quadri,
he heard a radio transmission reporting that a door was open on the first floor.3® Officer Stranski
stated that he entered the apartment because it was a possible hiding place for the subjects. Once
the apartment was cleared, he exited. After exiting the apartment, Officer Stranski heard another
radio transmission describing a foot pursuit of a black male in the same area. The subject was
detained by Officer Zohaib Zaib, and Officer Stranski handcuffed him then left the scene to meet
with his partners.

Officer Stranski returned to |~ < after hearing a call for assistance at that
location, and to retrieve his handcuffs from Sgt. Quadri. While there, he heard a kid saying the
police had been chasing him for no reason. Officer Stranski stated that after Sgt. Quadri decided
not to arrest the kid, he may have told the kid, “Don’t bitch.” Officer Stranski acknowledged that
the voice of the person who made the remark did sound like him; however, he did not recall making
the remark.3® Officer Stranski explained that if he said it, he said it; it was in the heat of the
moment. He stated that he usually does not speak to people in this manner, but it frustrates him
when someone complains about being arrested.

When addressing the allegation related to pointing his firearm at | S "ithout
justification, Officer Stranski stated that he believed he was completely justified in having his
firearm out.

When addressing the allegation related to pointing his firearm at an unknown male subject
wearing a blue jacket, Officer Stranski explained that he did not remember pointing his gun at
anyone wearing a blue jacket, he never took a shooting stance toward anyone, and his firearm was
pointed in a low ready position.*® When addressing the allegation related to providing false
information to assisting officers, Stranski explained that he never confirmed that | Eand

I i cked in a door or used force.*!

When addressing the allegation related to entering unit [JiiOfficer Stranski explained that
he believed he was justified in entering apartment Jjjijoecause he only saw one subject enter unit
I Either subject could have entered the first-floor apartment (unit [Jjilifoecause the door was
unlocked.

When addressing the allegation related to failing to activate his BWC, Officer Stranski
explained that he deactivated his BWC because he was done with this incident, and he did not
recall taking any law enforcement action. Additionally, he heard a sergeant say that they were
done.*3

38 Officer Stranski was referring to an unsecured door at | EEEEEEEEEEA ¢, Unit Il

39 Att. 80 p. 48, line 2-17 and 80 p. 52, lines 22 — 24.

40 Att. 80 p. 54, lines 4 - 5.

41 Att. 80 p. 55, lines 11-24; p. 56, lines 1-7. Officer Stranski admitted in his deposition that communication could
have been better during the incident. Att. 187, p. 55, lines 9-11.

42 Officer Stranski was referring to Unit il

43 Att. 80 p. 57, lines 4-12.
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Officer Stranski learned after the incident that the subjects had keys to the apartment
complex.** Officer Stranski expressed that he would have liked to have been invited to a show-up
to identify the detained subjects prior to their release. Officer Stranski further stated that he would
have been able to recognize the subjects by their clothing, but not their facial features; he later
stated that he would have recognized the subjects.*®

Sgt. Syed Quadri provided a statement to COPA on December 6, 2021.%6 During his
statement, Officer Syed Quadri explained that he has vague memories of this incident, then he
essentially provided the same account of the incident as other officers, adding that Sgt. Stachula
was also on the scene. Sgt. Quadri stated that aside from him and Sgt. Stachula trying to figure out
what was going on, he could not recall the details of their conversations.*’

Sgt. Quadri further stated that while at | N S lEEEIEA < he encountered two subjects
as they exited the front of the building.*® Sgt. Quadri explained that he performed an emergency
takedown on and detained | EE"° Sot. Quadri explained that the takedown was performed
to deter JJlifrom fleeing.>® However, Sgt. Quadri later clarified that by “fleeing”, he meant that
I vas in the process of running.®! Sgt. Quadri stated that after [Jjjiilflwas detained, he was
asked a series of questions, including where he lived. |Jlllexplained that he lived in the building.
Sgt. Quadri further explained that JJilldid not have any identification, but he did have a set of
keys with him.>? Sgt. Quadri explained that Officer McCormick handed over the keys, then he
(Sgt. Quadri) and Officer Ahmed entered the building with the purpose of confirming | N
residency.

Sgt. Quadri explained that once the door to the apartment was unlocked, he did not enter.>
Instead, he announced his office, and a person came to the door.>* Sgt. Quadri added that the person
who came to the door identified himself as |Jjjjjiforother and he confirmed that |Jjjjjlived
there. Sgt. Quadri explained that once | illresidency was confirmed, he did not see a reason to
further detain him, so he went downstairs and ordered [llllanc [ cleased.®

Sgt. Quadri explained that after | llilland I vcre detained, he did not conduct a
show-up with the officer who initially observed them enter the building because he did not believe

4 Att. 69 at 37:12 - 37:18.

4 Att. 69 at 37:59 — 38:35.

46 Atts. 63, 64, and 125. Sgt. Quadri gave a deposition in JJjilillet al. v. City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750, a civil
lawsuit pertaining to this incident. Sgt. Quadri’s deposed statement was materially consistent with his statement to
COPA. See Att. 184. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.

47 Att. 125 p. 29 lines 21-24 and p. 30 lines 1-3.

48 Att.125 p. 8, lines 4-6.

49 Att. 125 p. 11, lines 6-8. Sgt. Quadri stated in his deposition that he could not recall if he gave commands. Att. 184,
p.41, lines 1-3. He also stated that JJillwas compliant throughout the interaction. Id. at p. 41, lines 4-14; p. 62, lines
5-18.

0 Att. 125 p. 10, lines 17-24; p. 11, lines 1-14.

5L Att. 125 p.23, line 14-23.

52 Att. 125 p. 12 lines 3-5.

53 Att. 125 p. 33, lines 3-7.

54 The person who came to the door was later identified as || NS o ¢! brother.
55 Att. 125 p. 12 lines 3 — 23; p. 13 lines 1-13; 125 p. 14 line 11.
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them to be offenders.®® Further, Sgt. Quadri explained that he was more concerned with releasing
the subjects once he confirmed that they lived at the apartment complex. Sgt. Quadri added that
officers were going in multiple directions, and they had other offenders in custody.

Sgt. Quadri explained that he entered apartment [Jjjijoecause he learned that a door was
found opened. That was concerning to him because people were fleeing into the apartment and
they wanted to make sure that no one was hiding in someone else’s apartment.®’ Sgt. Quadri stated
that aftegsconducting the search, he did not notice anything missing and he did not see evidence of
a crime.

Sgt. Quadri acknowledged that he entered apartment [JjijHowever, he could not recall if
he activated his BWC. Sgt. Quadri further explained that BWCs were new to him, and he hadn’t
built up the memory to start activating them.>®

Sgt. Quadri acknowledged that there had been a string of robberies in the area around the
time of this incident. However, there was nothing to suggest that any criminal offense, aside from
trespassing, had occurred during this incident.®® Sgt. Quadri also stated that he was not sure if any
complaints were signed.®!

Officer Guadalupe Aguirre provided a statement to COPA on January 26, 2022.5
Officer Aguirre stated that he arrived on scene due to hearing a call of suspicious persons
trespassing at a location near the Loyola Red Line station. Officer Aguirre stated that he and his
partner, Officer Jesada Laksanaprom, arrived at the rear of an apartment complex at [N
A Ve, where they met with a tactical officer. While standing in the rear parking lot of the
apartment complex, Officer Laksanaprom saw two suspects inside of the complex walk towards
apartment JiiOfficers Aguirre, Laksanaprom and the tactical officer entered the building and
went to apartment JJilfwhere they waited for about 5-10 minutes, but no one came out of the
apartment. Officer Aguirre further stated that for the safety of other occupants, he began to check
doors to make sure that everything was clear. Officer Aguirre stated that while on the first floor,
he twisted a doorknob, and it opened, so he yelled to the other officers in the hallway that he had
an open door, and they came down to assist.®

Officer Aguirre explained that once they cleared apartment [Jjilithey exited through the
front door. He stated that his intention in entering the apartment was to see if there were any

%6 Att. 125 p. 48, lines 13-16.

ST Att. 125 p. 19 lines 13 — 24; p. 20 lines 1 — 6.

%8 Att. 125 p. 38, lines, 18-24.

59 Att. 159. Note: the rollout date for BWCs for the 24" District was on or about October 16, 2017.

80 Att. 125 p. 34, lines 5-11.

61 Att. 125 p. 17 lines 7-11.

62 Atts. 73 and 160. Officer Aguirre was deposed in JJjillct al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att. 188. His
statement was materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.

63 Att. 73 at 10:53 - 11:40.
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occupants and if they were okay or saw anything.®* He also indicated officer safety was a
concern.% Officer Aguirre stated he was not sure which unit the individuals entered, if any.%®

While outside, in the front of the apartment building, they looked to see if there was
movement in unit JilfWhen his partner detected movement, they re-entered the building, went to
apartment JJjiland Officer Aguirre threatened to kick the door in if the occupant did not come out.
Officer Aguirre explained that he made that statement to convince the occupant to come out.®’

Officer Aguirre explained that he drew his weapon when the occupant opened the door,
and he told the person to get down on the ground, where he was handcuffed.%® Officer Aguirre
explained that after the person was handcuffed, he went inside the apartment.®® Officer Aguirre
described hearing someone down a hallway, then he noticed it was a minor. Officer Aguirre stated
that he asked the minor if he lived there, and the minor said he did. Officer Aguirre further stated
that for officer safety, he handcuffed the minor and lead him to the front entrance of the apartment.
Officer Aguirre explained he removed the handcuffs once additional officers arrived and
confirmed the minor’s residency.

Officer Aguirre denied pointing his weapon at | 2" IO ficer
Aguirre also denied that he failed to notify OEMC that he pointed his weapon at | IEand

I Officer Aguirre explained that he notified his sergeant.”® Officer Aguirre
explained that at the time of this incident there was not a policy requiring officers to notify OEMC
of firearms pointing incidents.”

Officer Jesada Laksanaprom provided a statement to COPA on January 26, 2022.72
Officer Laksanaprom stated that without the benefit of viewing his BWC, he could only recall bits
and pieces of this incident.”® Officer Laksanaprom stated that when he and his partner, Officer
Guadalupe Aguirre, arrived at | NN~ <. a tactical officer was already present at the
rear of the building.” They entered the building and went to apartment [Jjillan apartment that the
tactical officer saw suspects run into. Officer Laksanaprom stated that he did not see the suspects
enter the apartment,”™ nor would he have been able to describe the subjects who entered the
apartment.’® Additionally, Officer Laksanaprom stated that he did not know how the subjects

64 Att. 160 p. 12, lines. 9-13.

8 Att. 160 p. 12, line 14.

8 Att. 160 p. 13, lines 14-19. Officer Aguirre did not see anyone enter Unit JJiljld. pp. 25-25, lines 24, 1-7.

57 Att. 90 p. 30, lines 11 — 20.

68 Att.73 at 15:30, 17:40 — 18:13, and 19:05 — 19:30.

8 Att. 160 p. 16, lines 13 — 20.

0 Att. 90 p. 31, lines 18-23.

L Att. 160 p.31, lines 23-24 and p. 32, lines 1-3. Note: Department Notice D19-01, the CPD policy requiring officers
to notify OEMC of firearm pointing incidents, went into effect on November 1, 2019.

72 Officer Laksanaprom was deposed in [Jlillet al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att. 188. His statement was
materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.

3 Att. 90 p. 10 lines 20-23.

74 Officer Gregory Stranski was the tactical officer at the rear of the building.

S Att. 90 p. 9, lines 17-19.

6 Att. 90 p. 14, lines 1-3.
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gained access into the building. However, he recalled the tactical officer mentioning that the
subjects forced entry into the building by using a pair of nail clippers.”

Officer Laksanaprom stated that once in the building, the officers waited by apartment il
While they were waiting, Officer Aguirre knocked on each apartment door to see if anyone was
home. When Officer Aguirre got to the first floor, he discovered an opened, unlocked door.”™
Officer Laksanaprom explained that after the open door was discovered, officers relocated to the
first floor and due to exigent circumstance, they searched the apartment to make sure that no one
was hiding or attempting to steal anything. After clearing the apartment, they left.

Officer Laksanaprom reviewed and discussed with COPA the footage on his BWC. Officer
Laksanaprom stated while at unit |Jilitbat | (c!d him that he had been detained
previously. Officer Laksanaprom walked away to open a door for Sgt. Quadri, who confirmed that
I ad been detained and released previously.”

Officer Laksanaprom acknowledged wearing an unauthorized patch on his vest and
explained that the patch was something that his daughter picked up for him.&

During his November 24, 2021, statement at COPA, Officer Mohammed Ahmed &
stated that when he arrived at | S}EEEEEEA 'vc. he was in the rear but relocated to the front of
the complex. While in the front of the complex, he checked doors because he did not know which
building the subjects entered. While canvassing the area, he saw two people who fit the description
of the subjects exiting a building.®? Officer Ahmed further stated that he detained and handcuffed
the person wearing the green jacket after he attempted to flee. Officer Ahmed further explained
that someone else detained and handcuffed the subject in the black jacket.®

Officer Ahmed stated that he learned that the person in the black jacket said he lived in the
apartment complex, but the subject did not have any identification. Instead, the subject had a set
of keys. Officer Ahmed stated that he received the keys from FTO McCormick. Officer Ahmed
stated that he used the keys to open a door, then he and Sgt. Quadri entered the building. After
entering the building, he used a key to open an apartment door. Officer Ahmed explained that once
he opened the apartment door, that confirmed the residency of the subject wearing black. Officer
Ahmed further stated that he did not enter the apartment.

Officer Ahmed explained that aside from asking the person in black jacket if he lived at
apartment complex, he did not have contact with him. Officer Ahmed confirmed that he detained
the subject in the green jacket, because he matched the description of the subjects and because of
his proximity to the location of a crime.®* Officer Ahmed explained that during this incident, he

7 Att. 90 p. 14, lines 12 — 19.

8 Att. 90 p. 11, lines 13-14 and lines 18 -23.

8 Att. 90 p 23 lines 19-22.

80 Att. 90, p. 31, lines 10 — 11.

81 Atts. 60, 61 and 87. Officer Ahmed was deposed in [Jilillet al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att. 181. His
statement was materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.

5 I V2s wearing a black jacket. | 2s Wearing a green jacket.

8 Att. 11 p. 10 lines 22 -24.

84 Att. 87 p. 10 lines 19-24; p. 11, lines 3-6; and p. 30 lines 17-24.
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deactivated his BWC because once the subjects were detained, and the scene was secured, he did
not feel like he was investigating the incident beyond that point.®®

On November 24, 2021, Officer Zohaib Zaib provided a statement to COPA..® Officer
Zaib stated that his recollection of the incident is based on viewing his BWC.8" Officer Zaib
explained that on the night of incident, there were radio transmissions instructing officers to go to
various addresses and streets, resulting in confusion.®® One of the messages he heard was that
males were going in and out of a building on A ve. Officer Zaib was told to secure the front
of the street because officers were looking for multiple subjects.®® The subjects were described as
males, wearing a black and a green jacket. Officer Zaib stated that he saw a male wearing a black
jacket exit the building and he was detained. That person was later identified as | N’
Officer Zaib stated that |Jjjilitold the officers that he lived in the building. Someone found keys,
the keys worked, then [Jillwas released with an apology from the sergeant.®* There was a second
person, but Officer Zaib stated he did not have contact with that person.

Officer Zaib addressed the failure to activate his BWC by stating that after hearing a fellow
officer in duress and calling for assistance, the last thing on his mind was to turn on his BWC.%
Officer Zaib also explained that he detained |Jjjilfoecause he matched the description at that
time.®* Officer Zaib addressed searching [Jllwithout justification, by stating that [lllwas
wearing a winter jacket with puffy pockets and the pockets had a bulge. Based on his experience,
weapons are recovered in puffy pockets.%

On November 30, 2021, Officer Kevin McCormick provided a statement to COPA.%
During his statement, Officer McCormick stated that his recollection of this incident is limited to
reviewing BWC footage and reviewing a case report.®” Officer McCormick stated that he
responded to a call for trespassing.®® When he arrived at the rear of | A ¢, he
quickly relocated to the front of the building. While in the front of the building, he observed a
person wearing a dark jacket (Xt the building. Officer McCormick stated that [l
was taken to the ground by an officer, then he (Officer McCormick) handcuffed him.%® Officer
McCormick also stated that he did not detain Jjiilfoecause he did not physically stop him.%

8 Att. 87 p. 29 lines 2-9.

8 Atts. 58 and 121. Officer Zaib was deposed in [Jlillet al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att. 190. His
statement was materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.

87 Att. 121 p. 9 lines 2-7.

8 Att. 121 p. 7 lines 17-20.

8 Att. 121 p. 11 lines 13-17.

0 Att. 121 p. 9 lines 19-23.

9L Att. 121 p. 13 lines 23-24; p. 14, lines 1-7.

92 Att. 121 p. 10 lines 1-4 and p. 21, lines 16 — 21.

% Att. 121 p. 20 lines 5-18.

% Att. 121 p. 20 lines 19-21.

% Att. 121 p. 16 lines 2-8 and p. 21, lines 2-5.

% Atts. 61 and 91. Officer McCormick was deposed in [Jllllet al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att. 185.
His statement was materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.
9 Att. 91 p. 9 lines 13-20.

% Att. 91 p. 8 lines 6 - 10 and p. 9, lines 13 — 24.

9 Att. 91 p. 10 line 24; p 11, lines 1-2.

100 Att. 91 p. 23 lines 11-13.
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Officer McCormick denied searching [Jllllstating that he conducted a pat down.'°* While
conducting the pat down, he discovered and removed a hard object which turned out to be keys.%2

Officer McCormick acknowledged that there was a second person with [ liHowever,
Officer McCormick stated that he did not know who detained that person.®

During his December 7, 2021, statement at COPA, Officer Sean Hitz%* provided
essentially the same account of the incident as other officers, adding that he gave verbal orders to
the subjects, but they failed to comply.% Instead, the subjects, including [ N NI an. While
running, |0eoan to fall after he attempted to leap over another person. At that point,
Officer Hitz grabbed the bottom of || jjjjilllcoat. Due to momentum going forward, || R
fell. Officer Hitz further explained that he tripped and fell after | llfe!!, landing on the ground
next to him. While [l was on the ground, Officer Hitz placed him in handcuffs.'% Officer
Hitz explained that he was not executing an emergency takedown when he apprehended [l
™ and he denied forcefully taking llllito the ground, without justification.

During his December 14, 2021, statement at COPA, Officer Daniel Gajewski'% stated
that without the benefit of viewing his BWC, he had no independent recollection of this incident.1%°
Officer Gajewski stated that when he arrived at | NI~ <, there were officers in the
stairwell holding the scene, so he assisted them.*'% Officer Gajewski further stated that while he
was in the stairwell, he heard someone say there was an open door, so he assisted with clearing a
first-floor apartment. Officer Gajewski explained that once the apartment was cleared, he used it
as a passthrough; first to go to the front of the apartment complex, then to return to the rear of the
complex.

Officer Gajewski explained that while in the rear of the complex, he saw a subject standing
at the door that he had previously been guarding. Officer Gajewski stated that he ordered the
subject to come downstairs, and the subject complied.!!* Officer Gajewski stated that the subject
told him that police had already stopped him. Officer Gajewski stated that after he confirmed the
subject’s claim, he walked away.

Officer Gajewski stated that he did not believe that he detained |Jjjilfoecause Jlilivwould
have been free to walk away.'*2

101 Att. 91 p. 11 lines 1-6, p. 26 lines 2-4, and p. 26 lines 12-15.

102 Att. 91 p. 23 lines 10-13, lines 18-24, and p. 26 lines 12-15

103 Att. 91 p. 12 lines 15 — 19.

104 Atts. 67 and 78.

105 Att. 78 p. 10 line 10, p. 11 lines 1 — 3.

106 Att. 78 p. 11 lines 5 -22.

107 Att. 78 p. 20 lines 17 — 23.

108 Atts. 65 and 157.

109 Att. 157 p. 11, lines 3-8. Officer Gajewski was deposed in |Jiillet al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att.
183. His statement was materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.
110 Att, 157 p. 99 lines 6-9.

11 Att, 157 p. 16 lines 22 — 24 and p. 17, lines 1-5.

112 Att, 157 p. 38 lines 9 — 21.
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During his December 2, 2021, statement at COPA, Officer Elkin Jimenez!!3 explained
that aside from what he viewed on BWC, he has very little recollection of this incident.!'* Officer
Jimenez stated that he saw a male who fit the description of a suspect, so he gave that person verbal
directions to stop, stating, “Stop, motherfucker, or I’'m going to tase your ass.”**® Officer Jimenez
explained that he never pointed his Taser, and he only used those words out of concern for his
safety and the safety of the subject, who was running down a ramp designed for vehicle use.!®

Officer Jimenez further stated that after he left the garage, he relocated to |
Ave, where he remained. Once he left [ lJA Ve, he returned to the Morgan, to speak with the
original caller of the trespass complaint to determine if that person wanted to sign complainants.*!’
The caller stated that he wanted to sign a complaint. Officer Jimenez explained that after the caller
stated he wanted to sign a complaint, his BWC went off, so Officer Jimenez was not sure who
provided the complaint documents to the caller.*®

Officer Alex Lopez provided a statement to COPA on January 5, 2022.**° During his
statement, Officer Lopez explained that without the benefit of viewing his BWC and related
reports, he has no independent recollection of this incident, aside from dropping, then retrieving
his baton. After viewing the BWC, Officer Lopez stated that he and his partner, Officer Daniel
Gajewski, arrived at | IINNEEEEEA < as assisting officers. Officer Lopez could not recall the
nature of the call, and he did not know who the call was originally assigned to.

When he arrived at the JJllA Ve location, he was in a rear parking lot. Upon exiting his
vehicle, he entered a door that was propped open with a hook and assisted officers who were
already inside of the building.*?° Officer Lopez stated that while standing on the second floor near
a door in the building, someone said there was an open door; so, for officer safety, he assisted with
searching the apartment.'?! There was no one inside of the apartment.

Officer Lopez further stated that as he and Officer Gajewski were leaving the building,
they saw | ho fit the description of a subject that OEMC had previously described,
standing by the door that officers were previously knocking on. Officers Lopez told |Jlto
“come here” and the officer had a conversation with him. Lopez explained that based on the
conversation with [Jllithey confirmed that other officers had previously stopped him. Because
there was no reason to further hold him, they allowed him to leave.

Based on information provided by OEMC, |Jlllwwho was wearing a black puffy jacket,
fit the description of an offender. Officers Lopez and Gajewski asked |Jjjilito come down the
stairs and they had a conversation with him. Officer Lopez denied detaining [ lllstating that

113 Atts. 62 and 75.

114 Aft. 75 p. 9 lines 3-7.

115 Att. 75 p. 8 lines 17-22, p. 10 lines 5 -6.

116 Att, 75 p. 15 line 24 and p. 16 lines 1 -3.

17 Att. 75 p .12 lines 9-13; 19-24.

118 Att. 75 p.13 lines 1 -4.

119 Atts. 68 and 76. Officer Lopez was deposed in [Jilillet al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att. 192. His
statement was materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.

120 Officer Lopez recalled Officers Laksanaprom and Aguirre being in the building.

121 Apartment il
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I as free to leave at any time, even though he was twice ordered to walk down the stairs to
speak with Officer Lopez and Gajewski. Additionally, Officer Lopez denied entering and
searching apartment i

On January 26, 2022, Officer Jeffrey Riordan provided a statement to COPA.1?
During his statement, Officer Riordan provided essentially the same account of the incident as the
other officers, adding that after a foot pursuit in the parking lot, he relocated to the rear of i}
I vc. \When he arrived, other units present in the rear directed him to go to the front of
the complex. Officer Riordan also stated that while he was running around trying to gain access to
one of the complex units, he heard an officer say, “Put your hands up” and he saw multiple officers
at a door. Officer Riordan explained that when the door opened, a subject he recognized from the
parking garage was in handcuffs. Officer Riordan stated that the subject was passed to him, then
he conducted a pat down. While conducting the pat down, he found some hard objects on the
person, so he removed them. He then asked the subject if he had an ID. The subject said no, and
he told Officer Riordan that his name was | NN

Officer Riordan explained that after collecting | lllllinformation, he relocated from
I < to the Morgan, to obtain the original caller’s signed complaints. However,
when he saw other officers documenting the complaint, he left and returned to | S
Ave. As he was returning to the JlllAve location, he saw 2N d Ivalking near the
Loyola Red Line station. Officer Riordan stated that he engaged in a conversation with | N
who then fled. Officer Riordan explained that while pursing | llEEhe said, I ucking
stop.”2% Officer Riordan explained that he was focused on |Jlllbecause he was observed
committing the act of criminal trespass.'?* Officer Riordan further explained that stopping [l
was an ancillary stop, and that it was not his intention to stop him.'?® Officer Riordan explained
that he did not learn that [ llllllrea! name was | EEunti! he was processed.!?®

Officer Riordan later acknowledged that he detained and searched (I
because there was a complaining witness willing to sign a complaint and because he believed

I as under arrest. 127

Officer Kenvar Pujoe provided a witness statement to COPA on November 2, 2021.1%8
Officer Pujoe provided essentially the same account of the incident as the other officers, adding
that he received the initial call of suspicious persons at a parking lot.*2° Officer Pujoe further stated
that once the subjects ran from the garage he followed for a half block, but terminated his pursuit
due to the subjects outpacing him. Officer Pujoe explained that aside from trespassing, he was

122 Atts. 72 and 89. On October 28, 2022, Officer Riordan was deposed in [Jjillet al. v. City of Chicago et al.,
21CV06750, a civil lawsuit pertaining to this incident. Att. 189. Officer Riordan’s deposed statement was materially
consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be discussed.

123 Att. 89 p. 22 lines 2-9 and p. 32 lines 2-7.

124 Att. 89 p. 24 lines 16-24 and p. 25 lines 1-3.

125 Att. 89 p. 26 lines 3-12 and p. 32 lines 15-24.

126 Att, 89 p. 18 lines 21-24.

127 Att. 89 p. 31 lines 2 - 20.

128 Atts. 44 and 119.

129 Att, 44 at 4:02 — 4:12 and 7:07 — 7:15.
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unaware of any other criminal offense.!3® Officer Pujoe stated that he knew two of the subjects
because they were students at [l High School. However, he could only recall the name of

one person, [N

Officer Pujoe stated that he heard radio transmissions about [l A thur, so he
relocated to that location.'®? Officer Pujoe explained that when he arrived at [Jjiiilifhe went to the
rear entrance, where he observed other officers lining the stairs. Officer Pujoe stated that he
believed the officers had completed whatever they were doing and then they all left the complex.

During his May 12, 2022, statement to COPA, Officer Kenvar Pujoe confirmed that he
received the initial service call related to this incident.3® Officer Pujoe explained that he was one
of the first units to arrive at the parking garage.** When he arrived at the parking garage, he spoke
with another unit, then he entered the garage. Upon entering the garage, a minor ran past him and
into an alley. Officer Pujoe explained that he pursued the minor, but the minor outpaced him, so
he terminated his pursuit. After terminating his pursuit, Officer Pujoe activated his BWC.*®
Officer Pujoe acknowledged that his BWC should be activated when responding to a call.**
However, Officer Pujoe also stated that no service was given when the minor ran past him and
during the foot pursuit the only thing on his mind was apprehending the minor.t3’

Officer Pujoe denied that he failed to activate his BWC in a timely manner, because the
general order does not clearly define what timely manner means.*3

During his March 31, 2022, statement to COPA, Officer Amin Elmesquine®®
explained that he arrived at || S~ ¢ to assist officers on the scene. His assistance was
limited to member presence. Officer EImesquine also stated that he did not recall going to Damen
and Devon, nor did he recall having contact with | " hen Officer EImesquine was
shown video footage of officers near Damen and Devon, he explained that neither officer shown
in the video footage was him. Officer EImesquine stated that because he was not at or near Damen
and Devon, it was not necessary for him to activate his BWC for the incident that occurred there.'4°

During his December 7, 2021, statement at COPA, Officer Samer Ihmoud!*! stated
that without the benefit of viewing his BWC he had no independent recollection of this incident.142
However, Officer Ihmoud explained that he and his partner, Officer Arsenyan, stopped a CTA bus

130 Att. 119 p. 12 lines 10 — 13.

131 Att. 44 at 6:25 - 6:46.

132 The correct address is | A '<-

133 Att. 139 p. 8 lines 11 — 15.

134 Att. 139 p. 8 lines 16 — 18.

135 Att. 139 p. 9 lines 7-24; p 10 lines 1-2.

136 Att. 139 p. 7 lines 21 — 24.

137 Att. 139 p. 10 lines 15-23.

138 Att. 139 p. 13 lines 8 — 19.

139 Atts. 130 and 158.

140 Att. 158 p. 20 lines 23-24 and p. 21 lines 1-6. Officer ElImesquine was deposed in [Jiilillet al. v City of Chicago et
al., 21CVv06750. Att. 182. His statement was materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if
any, will be addressed.

141 Atts. 92 and 124.

142 Att. 124 p. 20 lines 8-11.
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at Devon and Damen after witnessing a person who fit the description of a subject suspected of
unlawfully entering an apartment at || Sl ¢, board a bus near Devon and Magnolia.
Once the subject, |- itcd the bus, Officers Inmoud and Arsenyan observed a large
bulge on his back which was concealed by a jacket. The officers explained to | lthe reason
for the stop, and he was asked a series of questions to determine his possible involvement in the
incident at [~ vc. After the officers determined the bulge on [ back was
a backpack, they asked for consent to search it. | ililllrefused, and his detention ended. Officer
Ihmoud explained that he did not fail to activate his BWC while at or near | A ¢
because the address of his incident was totally separate from the | lJAve incident.

Officer Andrian Arsenyan provided a witness statement to COPA on October 13,
2021.1*3 During his statement, Officer Arsenyan explained that without the benefit of his BWC he
had no independent recollection of this incident.}** After reviewing his BWC, Officer Arsenyan
explained that he and his partner, Officer Samer Ihmoud, arrived at || N }}IEEEEEA V¢ to provide
assistance after learning of a foot pursuit. Upon his arrival, Officer Arsenyan observed one person
in custody and officers were looking for other subjects.’4> Officer Arsenyan could not recall what
supervisor was present.*46

On March 21, 2022, Andrian Arsenyan provided a second statement to COPA 1%’
Officer Arsenyan stated that he and his partner, Officer Samer Ihmoud, went to |
Ave in response to hearing a CPD radio broadcast description of a suspicious person and a foot
pursuit in the area. Upon their arrival at | EEEEEEA ¢, the scene was secured so they
decided to leave. Before leaving, the Officers learned that a subject (possibly two) was still on the
run.}*® The subject was described as a Black male wearing a black hooded sweater, black pants,
and a black hat.*® After leaving | NI~ ¢, Officer Arsenyan and his partner toured the
area in search of the subject who remained at large. Officer Arsenyan explained that while touring
the area near Devon and Magnolia, he saw | ning then boarding a bus.** Officer
Arsenyan described s wearing a jacket with a bulge on the back of his clothing which
looked suspicious, and his face looked sweaty on a cold day.*®* Once |lliboarded the bus,
Officer Arsenyan and Ihmoud followed, while contacting OEMC to confirm the description of the
subject. Once the description was verified, they detained | llland performed a name check.
The results of the name check were clear, and | vas allowed to leave.

Officer Arsenyan stated that BWCs must be activated before arriving at a scene. Officer
Arsenyan stated that he recalled activating his BWC, then he acknowledged that he may have
forgotten to activate the BWC in timely manner during this incident.*>?

143 Atts. 41 and 82.

144 Att. 82 p. 7 lines 1 — 16.

145 Att. 82 p. 8 lines 18-24, p. 9 lines 23-24, and p. 10 lines 1-5.
146 At 8.

147 Atts. 126, 127 and 129.

148 Att. 129 p. 9 lines 1-13.

149 Att. 129 p.12 lines 4-10.

150 Att. 129 p.13 lines 7-9

151 Att. 129 p. 15 lines 2-8.

152 Att. 129 p. 16 lines 22-24 and p. 17 lines 1-15.
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On September 28, 2021, Sgt. Christopher Stachula provided a statement to COPA. 153
During his statement, Sgt. Stachula stated that while monitoring the radio, he learned that a foot
pursuit was in progress, but he did not know the substance of it.*>* However, after reviewing an
Event Query report, Sgt. Stachula stated that officers were involved in a pursuit due to a suspicious
person call.'®® Sgt. Stachula could not recall who did the bulk of the radio transmissions, adding
that it could have been any number of officers and he did not know who was directing.**® Sgt.
Stachula further stated that he went to the 1200 block of |JllAve in response to the foot pursuit
and to provide assistance.r®” Sgt. Stachula stated that Sgt. Quadri was also on the scene, and he
took charge of the situation.®

When he arrived, there were subjects in custody and officers were completing their tasks.
Sgt. Stachula explained that officers in uniform reported to him. However, the only direction he
provided was to perform ISRs (Investigatory Stop Reports).*>°

b. Digital Evidence
1. Body Worn Camera Evidence

All officers who responded to this incident were equipped with body-worn cameras
(BWC). COPA obtained and reviewed all available BWC footage, which captured officers’ first
encounter with the suspected trespassers in the parking garage to when Sgt. Stachula returned to

I <. ot the request of Ms. I

Below is a brief index of events related to the officer’s interactions with the suspects that were
captured on BWC video.

« First recorded event begins as officers approach the parking garage, enter an elevator, then
exit,160

« Six males, including one in a yellow sweatshirt, who flee when officers exit the elevator.*6!

. Officers Campos and Nieta-Scott apprehend [N %

. Officer Hitz pursues | (\vearing white coat with blue lettering).16®

. Officer Jimenez orders a suspect to stop; warns that the suspect is “gonna get fuckin tased”.*%*

153 Atts. 37 and 77. Sgt. Stachula was deposed in [l al. v City of Chicago et al., 21CV06750. Att. 186. His
statement was materially consistent with his statement to COPA. Inconsistencies, if any, will be addressed.
154 Att. 77 p. 6 lines 6-7.

155 Att. 77 p. 10 lines 7-10.

156 Att. 77 p. 13 lines 19 -24 and p. 14 lines 1-2.

157 Att. 77 p. 12 lines 14-17.

18 Att. 77 p. 7 lines 18 -24.

159 Att. 77 p. 8 lines 20-23.

160 Att. 132 at 1:50 and Att. 133 at 1:04.

161 Att, 132 at 1:50 - 2:05.

162 Att, 132 at 1:50 - 2:00 and Att. 133 at 1:04 -3:00.

163 Att. 106 at 1:36 - 2:20.

164 Att. 105 at 4:03 - 4:12.
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. Officer Stranski walks towards the rear of [ REA ve.*%°
« Officer Stranski informs Officer Aguirre and Laksanaprom that “they picked in”.1%

« Officer Aguirre knocks on, then twists the doorknob of Unit Jjjjijhollers that he has an “open

door” 167

Officer Aguirre enters Unit [Jililadditional officers assist Aguirre search and clear Unit [Jii*%

- I its the front entry door of | A Ve and is tackled by Sgt. Quadri.1®°
. Officer Riordan conducts a pat down on ' °

« Officers Ihmoud and Arsenyan stop a CTA bus and remove |- d conduct an
investigatory stop.*’*

« Officer Riordan detains |- IR the entrance of the Loyola train
station.'’2

. Officers Aguirre entered Unit JJjiihis firearm was pointed, and he searched the entire
apartment. | 2s handcuffed and removed from the interior of the apartment to
a common area, where he stood next to [ RN

« With his Taser displayed, Officer Laksanaprom detained and handcuffed | IO ficer
Laksanaprom then entered Unit JiiOfficer Laksanaprom exited Unit Jjjij*"

2. Third Party Video

COPA obtained and reviewed video footage from the |JlllAve at Loyola Station
apartment complex.'”® The A ve at Loyola Station apartment complex is an attached row
of five apartment buildings that stretch a city block. There is a front and rear entryway for each

individual building (IEEEEG— N c). "

The video footage captured views of the front and rear of the apartment complex. COPA
reviewed and documented the incident related video footage captured from each camera recording.
Below is an index of relating to this incident:

165 Att. 118 at 8:00 — 8:50.

166 Att, 118 at 11:30.

167 Att. 103 at 15:09 -15:30.

168 Att. 103 at 15:25 — 17:08, Att. 104 at 16:40 — 18:00, and Att.108 at 8:45 — 9:22.

169 Att. 114 at 1:00 - 1:11.

170 Att. 10:05 -10:49 Officer Riordan removed a | S 2sscs and phone from his pockets.

171 Att. 95 at 0:30 — 4:28 and Att. 101 at 0:30 to 4:30.

172 Att. 70 at 0:20 -1:23.

173 Att. 103 at 25:05 -27:12.

174 Att. 110 at 24:29 - 27:11.

175 COPA obtained a total of 16 surveillance videos. One of the videos was corrupt, 10 had no evidentiary value, and
five of the videos captured footage related to this incident.

176 Due to the angle of the surveillance cameras and limited lighting, the exact address of the entry doors could not be
distinguished.
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A person in a yellow sweater, black pants, and black hat and a person in a blue jacket ran
through the parking lot.}"’

A Black male wearing a yellow Tommy Hilfiger sweater and a Black male wearing a blue
jacket enter a rear door.'’

A man, possibly Officer Stranski, arrives at the rear entry door, followed by additional
officers. Officer Stranski opens and enters the rear entry door, followed by assisting
officers.1’

A Black male, wearing a black coat with a fur collar, exits a building and is grabbed and
released by a White male. The White male runs into a building and the Black male is grabbed
and forced to the ground by a group of people in dark clothing.&

A White male exits the building holding a Black male.*8!

A White male in dark clothing opened the entry door, using what appears to be a set of keys.
The White male and two others walk into the building.!8?

Officers remove handcuffs from the Black male in the black coat. He and the other Black male
leave the area.'®

A Black male wearing dark clothing appears and walks towards a rear entry door. The male
then entered a door that appears to be propped open.8

Officers Aguirre and Laksanaprom enter the apartment building via the front entrance.*®

Sgt. Quadri and other officers return to the front of the apartment. A male attempts to open
the entry door from the outside; someone from inside opens the door and the officers enter.
Moments later all officers exit the building®

A man that appears to be a sergeant or above arrived at the building and entered.*®’

VIl. Documentary Evidence

1. Initiation Report

On December 24, 2019, Sgt. Stachula was dispatched to | I~ "< #JChicago,

Illinois, where he met with Ms. | I s Il cported that her son, |G

17 Atts. 153 and 154 at 7:38:41 pm-7:38:54 pm.

178 Att.
179 Att.
180 Aft.
181 Aftt.
182 Aftt.
183 Att.
184 Att.
185 Aftt.
186 Aftt.
187 Att.

148 at 7:38:55 pm - 7:39:05 pm.
148 at 7:40:13 pm - 7:45:05 pm.
142 at 7:44:30 pm.

142 at 7:44:53 pm.

142 at 7:49:23 pm

142 at 7:52 pm — 7:55 pm

148 at 8:02:46 pm

142 at 8:05:47 pm

142 at 8:05:49 pm — 8:11:08 pm
142 at 8:24:31 pm
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was stopped by police officers as he returned home from the Loyola Red Line station. He was then
brought to his residence and produced his house keys. Ms. |Jlllllexplained that the officers should
have checked to see if the keys worked with her son. Ms. |Jlffurther reported that Officers
entered her residence without the legal right to do so. Once in the apartment, the officers walked
to the rear of the apartment where her son |l '2s located and handcuffed him.

Sgt. Stachula reviewed the PCAD system for Event Number 1935811811 and discovered
that Beat 2424 related to dispatch that they were on the scene at 1207 A ve. Further,
beat 2424 completed two Investigatory Stop Reports for the incident.

The Officers’ BWC footage was flagged and labeled with log number 2019-0005229 and
the event was reported under RD # JC559305.

2. Event Queries'®®

The Event Queries documented three male teens were in a 4" floor parking lot stairwell at
1209 W. Arthur. The caller stated that the individuals did not live on the premises. The caller
further stated that he was concerned that the individuals were up to no good. The caller described
the individuals as Black males, one was dressed in red hoodie (hooded sweatshirt), a second
wearing a blue jacket, and the third was wearing a black hat and black jacket.

Event Query 1935811811 documented that at least five individuals were running near a
garage. One of the individuals, wearing a blue jacket, was seen running northbound on Sheridan.
Two possible suspects were possibly at | . apartment JliBeat 2413 reported two
subjects in custody at | I~ V¢, one person in a black jacket and one in a green jacket.

Event Query 1935812320 documented a foot pursuit at 1209 W. Arthur. Event Query
1935813935 documented a weapon pointing incident at 1209 W. Arthur. Event Query
1935812479 documented that “Ms. |l requested a police supervisor at | A <
“Ms. I reported that she was upset with police department service. The call alleged that the
Police Department made her son use keys to open a door.

3. Investigatory Stop Reports!®

Officers documented the investigatory stops of | - Uknown

Black male subject, and | BT he Investigatory Stop Report (ISR) for | N
documented that officers assisted on a call of a suspicious person on the 4™ floor of a parking

structure located at 1210 W. Arthur. When officers attempted to detain [Jiiilijhe fled but was
eventually placed in custody. [Jlilllwas transported to the 24™ District for processing.

The ISR for | ocumented that officers were near Magnolia and Clark when
they observed a person with a lump under his hooded sweater, matching the description of a Black
male who fled from [ HEEEA ve.'*° After officers witnessed the person board a bus, they

188Atts, 2, 3, 10 and 156.
189Atts. 6, 7, 45, 85, and 86.
190A¢t. 45,
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curbed the bus and conducted an investigatory stop of BB Ouring the search, Officers
Ihmoud and Arsenyan observed a lump under || acket, which was determined to be a
backpack. Officers conducted a name check and it was clear. No ISR receipt was given to

The ISR for an unknown Black male documented that officers responded to a foot pursuit
involving two Black males, that led them to [ A ve.°* Officers saw one Black male
enter the building through a rear entry door, then the subject entered apartment JJlfWhile
attempting to warn other complex residents, the responding officers discovered an unlocked, rear
entry door at a main floor apartment. After searching and clearing the apartment, the officers exited
the apartment, through the front door. While in the front of the apartment complex, responding
officers noticed a Black male looking out of a window. The responding officers went to apartment
[lthe individual opened the door and came into the hallway, where he was temporarily detained
and handcuffed. During their field interview, officers determined that the subject lived in
apartment [Jililand he was released.

An ISR for ECocumented that Sgt. Quadri was monitoring CPD radio
transmissions when he learned that two Black males wanted for trespassing at a parking garage
entered the rear of | A vc.*°> Sot. Quadri observed two individuals who matched the
descriptions of the subjects exiting the from the front of | S~ . Relying on the
description he heard earlier, Sgt. Quadri performed a takedown on one of the subjects, I

I d detained him. Once Sgt. Quadri confirmed that [Jiiliwas a resident of | EEEEEEGEGEGE
Ave, and Jlllwas allowed to leave.

A second ISR for |EECocumented that officers responded to a foot pursuit
involving two Black males, that led them to [ EEEEEEA ve.*° Officers saw one Black male
enter the building through a rear entry door, then he entered apartment JifVhile attempting to
warn complex residents, the responding officers discovered that a door to a main floor apartment
door was unlocked. After entering, searching, and clearing the apartment, the responding officers
exited through the front entry door. While in the front of the apartment complex, responding
officers noticed a Black male looking out of a window. The officers went to apartment Jjjijand
asked the individual to open the door. The officer had his firearm pointed in a low-ready position.
However, when the subject opened the door, the officer pointed his firearm. When the individual
opened the door, he was instructed to come into the hallway, where he was placed in handcuffs.
Officers then conducted a field investigation. Once it was determined that the subject lived in
apartment [Jjijhe was released.

4. Arrest Report!®

On December 24, 2019, I - | I e arrested
on signed complaints for trespassing at 1210 W. Arthur. |2 d I cre charged with

resisting or obstructing a peace officer. In addition to the trespassing charge, [ llvvas charged

191 Att. 6.

192 Att, 85.

193 At 7.

194A¢ts. 4, 5, and 135.
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with unlawful use of a blackjack/knife and obstructing identification. In addition, | RN
was the subject of warrant # W19M3796.

5. Original Incident Case Report*

On December 24, 2019, IIEEEc:a!led for police assistance after observing three
males in the stairwell of a parking garage that he managed. When officers reported to 1209 W.
Arthur, they observed the suspicious persons in the parking garage, prompting the officers to
relocate to the parking garage. When the officers entered the garage, the suspicious persons fled.

Two of the suspects, |G I << apprehended and arrested. Two other
suspects, |IIIIGEGE:"C B << apprehended and detained at |

Ave. During his detention, | EEEtc!d officers his name was | U aware that
other officers returned to 1209 W. Arthur to have Mr. | llsion a complaint, the officers who

detained 2N d I cleased them. Once the detaining officers were made aware of the
signed complaint, they followed | llllond o the Loyola train station. When officers
stopped IO IR <d, but was later apprehended and arrested. |
and were transported to the 24™ District, where officers later determined | <2l
identity and that he was the subject of an active warrant.

VIIl. LEGAL STANDARD
For each Allegation COPA must make one of the following findings:
Sustained — where it is determined the allegation is supported by a preponderance of the evidence;

Not Sustained — where it is determined there is insufficient evidence to prove the allegations by a
preponderance of the evidence;

Unfounded — where it is determined by clear and convincing evidence that an allegation is false or
not factual; or

Exonerated — where it is determined by clear and convincing evidence that the conduct described
in the allegation occurred, but it is lawful and proper.

A preponderance of evidence can be described as evidence indicating that it is more
likely than not that a proposition is proved.'®® For example, if the evidence gathered in an
investigation establishes that it is more likely that the misconduct occurred, 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

19A1t. 8

196 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 has found to be more probably true than not).

197 people v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036 (2016).
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evidence in the case, produces the firm and abiding belief that it is highly probable that the
proposition . . . is true.”1%

IX.  ANALYSIS
A. Stop, search, and seizure allegations.

1. Sgt. Quadri and Officers Ahmed and McCormick detained N> I
I vithout justification (exterior of [EEENEGEGGA <).

With respect to the issue of whether Sgt. Quadri and Officers Ahmed and McCormick
detained Jllwithout justification, the pertinent question is whether the officers had reasonable
suspicion for the detention.!®® The basis for the stop must be objectively reasonable and not based
on inarticulable hunches or unparticularized suspicions.?® To justify a brief investigatory stop of
a person, an officer must be able to articulate specific facts which, considered with rational
inferences from those facts, would lead a reasonable person to believe the action taken was
proper.?’! Here, Sgt. Quadri, Officer Ahmed, and Officer McCormick detained Jiiilfbased on a
hunch that he was one of the alleged trespassers from the parking garage.

Sgt. Quadri and Officers Ahmed and McCormick were responding to radio transmissions
regarding two subjects from the parking garage fleeing toward an apartment complex.?%> When
Sgt. Quadri and Officers Ahmed and McCormick arrived at the rear of the complex, they were
informed that the subjects entered the back door.?® The officers went to the front and saw |l
and @ cxiting through a front door.2** lwas wearing a black coat and [ Ewas
wearing a green jacket.2% Upon seeing the officers, [Jiilloaused briefly and |lturned back
and went up a flight of the stairs.2%® Sgt. Quadri detained JJilwith an emergency takedown and
Officer McCormick handcuffed [Jlllwhile he was on the ground.?®” Officer Ahmed detained
I the stairwell, escorted him outside, and passed him to Officer Riordan.?® After Sgt.
Quadri verified that illllived in that building, Sgt. Quadri apologized and released them.?%®

COPA finds that Sgt. Quadri and Officers Ahmed and McCormick lacked specific,
articulable facts to warrant a reasonable belief that |Jjllilland lhad committed, or were
about to commit, a crime. None of these officers were present in the parking garage nor personally
observed the subjects flee to that location. Nor did they personally see the subjects enter the
building. Apparently, Sgt. Quadri and Officers Ahmed and McCormick knew only a general

198 1d. at ] 28.

199.504-13-09(11)(C), Investigatory Stop System (effective July 10, 2017 to present).
200 504-13-09(11)C); In re Ellijah W., 2017 IL App (1st) 162648, PP 35-36.
201 §04-13-09(11)C).

202 Att. 125 pp. 8 - 10; Att. 87 pp. 8 - 9; Att. 91 p. 8, lines 9 - 17.

203 Att. 87, p. 10; Att. 91, p. 9, lines 1 - 9.

204 Att. 114 at 00:00 to 01:05.

205 Att, 93 at 01:35 to 02:45.

206 Att, 93 at 01:35 to 02:05.

207 Att. 114 at 01:00 to 01:12; Att. 109 at 01:28 to 02:00.

208 Att. 93 at 01:35 to 02:45.

209 Att. 125, p. 13, lines 3 - 18.
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description of the subjects and that the subjects had entered an apartment building, which was not
enough to justify an investigatory stop.

Further, Officer Ahmed contended that they had reasonable suspicion because |Jjiilijland
Ifit the description.?!? But, this contention is unpersuasive in light the OEMC Event Query
Report that mentions a black and green jacket only after [Jiiilillanc I ere detained.?!
Additionally, in their respective depositions, the officers admitted the description was two Black
males wearing yellow and blue.?'> When the officers detained |lllilland ey were
wearing black and green and did not fit the description. Even though |jjilllater admitted that he
and llllichanged their clothing in the apartment, this did not negate that the detaining officers
never saw [Jlliand I do anything illegal and lacked facts to support a reasonable inference
that they had.?3

Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Sgt. Quadri, Officer
Ahmed, and Officer McCormick lacked reasonable suspicion to detain |Jjililjand loutside
the apartment complex at | I~ c. Accordingly, COPA finds Allegation #2 against
Sgt. Quadri, Officer Ahmed, and Officer McCormick and Allegation #3 against Officer
McCormick and Officer Ahmed are SUSTAINED.

2. Officer McCormick searched | ithout justification.

During Officer McCormick’s interview, he acknowledged patting down |Jjilffor “any
type of hard objects that could be construed as weapons” and removing keys from his pocket.?!*
Officer McCormick believed that Department policy allowed pat-downs “when [subjects] are
detained and whether they could possibly have a weapon or some type of a contraband on them.”?%®
Officer McCormick apparently had a misunderstanding of Department policy regarding pat-
downs.?16

In some instances, officers are permitted to conduct limited searches for weapons.
However, officers are not permitted to conduct a limited search for weapons during every valid
investigatory stop.?!” “The officer may subject the person to a limited search for weapons . . . only
if the officer reasonably believes that the person is armed and dangerous.”?*® An officer’s
subjective belief is not determinative but is probative in determining the validity of the frisk.?%°
“When a peace officer has stopped a person for temporary questioning pursuant to Section 107-14
of this Code and reasonably suspects that he or another is in danger of attack, he may search the
person for weapons. If the officer discovers a weapon, he may take it until the completion of the
questioning, at which time he shall either return the weapon, if lawfully possessed, or arrest the

210 Att. 87, p. 9 lines 11 - 18; p. 11 lines 2 - 6.

211 Att. 10; Att. 71 at 04:00 to 08:55; Att. 118 at 06:06 to 10:10.

212 Att. 181 pp. 97 to 98; Att. 184 p. 86; Att. 185 p. 206.

213 Att. 193 pp. 13 to 16.

214 Att. 91, p. 11 lines 4 - 6.

215 Aft. 91, p. 24 lines 11 - 13.

216 §04-13-09(V1).

217 people v. Sorenson, 196 111.2d 425, 433 (2001).

218 people v. Sorenson, 196 111.2d 425, 433 (2001)(citation omitted)(emphasis added).
219 people v. Sorenson, 196 111.2d 425, 433 (2001).
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person so questioned.”??® Alternatively, if an officer obtains express consent, they may conduct a
search of individuals during investigatory stops.??

Notably, Officer McCormick failed to realize that a reasonable belief that a person is armed
and dangerous is required to conduct a pat-down. Officer McCormick never offered any facts to
warrant a reasonable suspicion that [Jjjilfwas armed. Even if Officer McCormick had offered
facts of lllbeing armed, he would have had to offer facts to show that [Jjjilfwas also
dangerous. Because there was nothing to indicate that |Jjjiilifwvas armed and dangerous, Officer
McCormick searched Jlllwithout justification. Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance of
the evidence that Allegation #1 against McCormick is SUSTAINED.

COPA also brought an allegation against Officer Laksanaprom for searching [N
However, BWC showed that he was at the rear of the apartment building when dispatch relayed
that [lllland I ere detained in the front.??? Because the evidence shows that he did not
search JllICOPA finds that Allegation #2 against Officer Laksanaprom is UNFOUNDED.

3. Officer Riordan detained and searched | 'ithout justification
exterior of ve).

COPA also brought an allegation against Officer Riordan for detaining and searching
IO utside of the apartment building. During Officer Riordan’s interview with COPA, he
claimed he recognized Jllllas one of the subjects from the parking garage.??® Yet, Officer
Riordan said he saw “silhouettes” of people from across the street and the silhouettes quickly
“ducked out of view.”??* He also said the subjects “scattered” in different directions when the
officers approached them.?2> Under these circumstances, it is more likely than not that Officer
Riordan did not get a chance to see any of the subject’s faces clearly. As such, his claim to have

recognized [t the garage is incredible.

Officer Riordan also claimed during his interview with COPA that he had reasonable
suspicion because there was a complainant willing to sign a complaint for criminal trespass.??
However, a signed complaint does not substitute reasonable suspicion.??” As noted above, to justify
an investigatory stop, an officer must be able to articulate specific facts which, considered with
rational inferences from those facts, would lead a reasonable person to believe the action taken
was proper.?28 Officer Riordan failed to explain why the complaint provided a reasonable suspicion
that [Illcommitted a trespass. As such, Officer Riordan failed to articulate specific facts that
led him to reasonably believe that | lllwwvas committing or about to commit a crime. Thus,
Officer Riordan lacked reasonable suspicion to detain him.

220 §04-13-09(IV)(B).

221 people v. Anthony, 198 I11.2d 194, 202 (2001).
222 Aft. 110 at 04:31-04:40

223 Att. 89 pp. 9 to 10, 13 to 14.

224 Att. 89 p. 9, lines 2 - 6.

225 Aft. 89 p. 10, lines 1 - 11.

226 Aft. 89 p. 31, lines 1 - 10.

227 504-13-09(11).

228 504-13-09(11)(C).
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Consequently, Officer Riordan also lacked reasonable suspicion to search | ll|In some
instances, officers are permitted to conduct limited searches for weapons.?2® However, officers are
not permitted to conduct a limited search for weapons during every valid investigatory stop.?°
“The officer may subject the person to a limited search for weapons . . . only if the officer
reasonably believes that the person is armed and dangerous.”?*! Alternatively, if an officer obtains
express consent, they may conduct a search of individuals during investigatory stops.?%2

Here, Riordan searched | llpockets without consent or a warrant.?®3 Under these
circumstances, he could conduct a protective frisk only if he had reasonable suspicion of criminal
activity and independent reasonable suspicion that | lllwas armed and dangerous. Officer
Riordan did not have reasonable suspicion for the stop and failed to offer any explanation that
would lead to a reasonable belief llllwas armed and dangerous.”** |llldid not appear on
BWC to be armed or dangerous.?®® Therefore, Officer Riordan stopped and searched [N
without justification. For these reasons, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that
Allegations #3 and #4 against Officer Riordan are SUSTAINED.

4. Officer Riordan detained - I ithout justification
(Loyola Train Station).

Generally, a police officer may approach a person to ask questions without necessarily
triggering the Fourth Amendment.?*® So long as a reasonable person would feel free to disregard
the police and go about their business, the encounter is consensual and does not involve any
detention.?®” A seizure occurs when an officer, by means of physical force or show of authority,
restrains the person’s liberty.?*® This test requires an objective evaluation of the circumstances and
does not depend on the subjective perception of the subject.?*® As applied here, COPA finds by a
preponderance of the evidence that Officer Riordan detained both |llland IEEEEhen he
approached them at the train station.

It is undisputed that Officer Riordan detained | lllDuring Officer Riordan’s interview
with COPA, he explained that he was surprised to see |Jlillno longer in custody.? Officer
Riordan said he was trying to “talk [ llinto cuffs.”?** Considering this statement, it is more
likely than not that Officer Riordan used a commanding tone, which constitutes a show of
authority.?*? On the other hand, Officer Riordan contended he did not intend to detain [IN**

229 504-13-09(V1).

230 people v. Sorenson, 196 111. 2d 425, 433 (2001).

231 people v. Sorenson, 196 1l1. 2d 425, 433 (2001)(citation omitted)(emphasis added).
232 people v. Anthony, 198 111.2d 194, 202 (2001).

233 Att. 71 at 09:56 - 11:05.

234 Aftt. 89 p. 31, lines 11 - 17.

235 Att. 71 at 09:56 to 11:05.

236 §04-13-09(11)(A); In re Ellijah W., 2017 IL App (1st) 162648, PP 20-22.
27 504-13-09(11)(A).

238 §04-13-09(11)(A).

239 |n re Ellijah W., 2017 IL App (1st) 162648, PP 21-22.

240 Att. 89 p. 23 lines 20 - 22.

241 Att. 89 p. 21 lines 3 - 9.

242 504-13-09(11)(A)(3).

243 Att. 89 p. 2 lines 17 - 23; p. 26 lines 1 - 13.
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- J I <re together, and police had already detained them minutes before. BWC
showed Officer Riordan stopped both | llllland et the door of the train station.?** BWC
also showed that he interacted with both when he attempted to “talk [[jjllilllinto cuffs.”?*
Additionally, Officer Riordan’s attempt to look for |jjjililafterwards negates his claim that he did
not intend to detain JlIZ*® These facts, in addition to [Jlllage.?*’ support the conclusion that

Officer Riordan stopped both | EEaNd I

Moreover, Officer Riordan lacked reasonable suspicion to detain | lllland It the
train station. This is especially so since he detained them after they were released. Even though
Officer Riordan was not present when they were released, seeing them walking freely afterwards
would not give rise to reasonable suspicion of criminal conduct. A reasonable officer would
believe that they were cleared and released by the other officers. Under these circumstances, the
appropriate action would have been to communicate with Sgt. Quadri, rather than detain them
again. Accordingly, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Allegations # 1 and 2
against Officer Riordan are SUSTAINED.

5. Officer Gajewski detained I ithout justification (IENIENEEEEEEEA" <
Apt. Jillrear entry).

The first question in determining whether Officer Gajewski detained |Jllis whether a
reasonable person would feel free to leave.?*® Here, Officer Gajewski and Officer Lopez found
Ioutside the rear door of Apartment [JilI?*° The BWC showed that Jiillappeared to have a
set of keys in his hand.?® Both officers said, “Hey!”?°* Then, the officers ordered JJjiiiliito come
down the stairs to them.?> Jjiillcomplied and informed them that the police had already stopped
him.?®3 Officer Gajewski contended that they needed to verify [ lililllc]aims since they were not
present when [Jlllspoke to those other officers.?®* Officer Gajewski released [Jiillafter another
officer corroborated [Jillstatement.?>

In Officer Gajewski’s interview with COPA, he contended that he did not stop |
because [Jllwas free to leave.?®® Despite the officer’s claims to COPA, a reasonable person
under [ llllcircumstances would not have felt free to leave or disengage from the officers.
Ias a minor and the police had already stopped him twice before this encounter with
Officers Lopez and Gajewski.?>” Further, there were multiple officers surrounding his apartment;

244 504-13-09(11)(A)(4).

245 Att. 70 at 00:15 to 01:36.

246 Att. 70 at 02:32 to 04:48.

247 |n re Ellijah W., 2017 IL App (1st) 162648, PP 22-32.

248 .504-13-09(11)(A).

249 Att. 104 at 22:00 to 24:35.

250 Att. 104 at 22:00 to 22:20.

21 Att. 104 at 22:00 to 24:35.

252 Att. 104 at 22:00 to 24:35.

253 Att. 104 at 22:00 to 24:35.

254 Aftt. 104 at 22:00 to 24:35.

25 Aftt. 104 at 22:00 to 24:35.

256 Att. 15 p. 38 lines 2 to 21.

257 See In re Ellijah W., 2017 IL App (1st) 162648, PP 22-32 (holding that the defendant’s age as a juvenile must be
considered in deciding whether a reasonable person would believe he was free to leave).
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some even drew tasers outside his apartment door.?>® When [Jjjiillexited his apartment, he was
confronted with two uniformed officers who ordered him to come speak to them. And, when |l
hesitated, they ordered him again.?>® Therefore, [Jilflwas detained.

Finally, Officers Lopez and Gajewski did not have reasonable suspicion to detain [l
Neither officer claimed to have reasonable suspicion during their respective interviews with
COPA. In fact, at the time, Officer Gajewski was not fully aware of the incident in the garage and
was merely following the lead of other officers at the scene.?®® Accordingly, COPA finds by a
preponderance of the evidence that Allegation #1 against Officer Gajewski is SUSTAINED.

6. Officers Aquirre and Laksanaprom detained | ithout justification
(¢ ADt. W

Officers Aguirre and Laksanaprom detained | lllfor the fourth and final time in
his apartment. As discussed above, officers lacked reasonable suspicion to detain [Jllat the
outset. In fact, Officer Aguirre admitted that he did not learn why the tactical officers were
pursuing the subjects until the date of his COPA interview.?®* During Officer Laksanaprom’s
interview, he claimed they had “probable cause” to detain [Jjjjifbecause there was a foot pursuit
and the subjects were seen entering the building.?? But, this explanation is too vague to establish
a reasonable articulable suspicion — much less probable cause — that |Jilfwvas committing or
about to commit a crime.?®®* As such, the officers detained Jjilifoased on a mere hunch, which
was not enough to give rise to reasonable suspicion. Accordingly, COPA finds by a preponderance
of the evidence that Allegation # 1 against Officer Laksanaprom and Allegation # 2 against Officer
Aguirre are SUSTAINED.

7. Officer Aquirre detained I ithout justification (GG
Ave, Unit Il

When officers attempted to detain | IO ficer Aguirre also detained his younger
brother, o Was 13 years old.?%* In doing so, Officer Aguirre pointed his firearm
in the direction of JJjilland ordered him to come out of the bedroom.?%° |jilicomplied with his
hands in the air.2% Officer Aguirre then handcuffed |Jlli*°" Clearly, JIllwas not free to leave.
In Officer Aguirre’s interview with COPA, he stated that the tactical team was looking for subjects

258 Att. 104 at 05:00 to 06:18; S04-13-09(11)(A)(1); See In re Ellijah W., 2017 IL App (1st) 162648, P 22-32
(“Factors that might indicate an unlawful detention has taken place include: (the threatening presence of several
police officers[.]”).

259 Att. 104 at 22:00 to 22:20.

260 Att, 157 p. 9 lines 8 - 14; p. 23 lines 11 - 22; p. 24 lines 1 - 17.

261 Att. 160 p. 22 lines 4 - 10.

262 Att. 90 p. 28 lines 12 - 24.

263 See S04-13-09(11)(C)(1)(“For Investigatory Stops, a sworn member must possess specific and articulable facts
which, combined with rational inferences from these facts, reasonably warrant a belief that the suspect is
committing, is about to commit, or has committed a criminal offense”)(emphasis added).

24 Aft. 6.

265 Att. 103 at 24:24 to 26:40.

266 Att. 103 at 24:24 to 26:40.

267 Att. 103 at 24:24 to 26:40.
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who had entered the apartment building with a nail clipper.?®® However, he admitted that he did
not learn why the tactical officers were pursuing those subjects until the date of the COPA
interview.?%® He also never saw [Jjiilllcommit any crime and could discern that Jjiilfiwas a young
minor.?’* Jllmere presence in the apartment alone was not enough to give rise to reasonable
suspicion to detain him.?’* As such, Officer Aguirre detained [Jillwithout justification.
Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Allegation #3 is SUSTAINED.

COPA also alleged that Sgt. Quadri detained [Jllwithout justification. However, the
evidence establishes that he was not present when Officer Aguirre detained [ lJAccordingly,
COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Allegation #3 against Sgt. Quadri is NOT
SUSTAINED.

8. Officers Ihmoud and Arsenyan detained | ithout justification (at
Devon & Damen).

In response to the incident at | EEEEA <, Officers Ihmoud and Arsenyan went to
the area of Devon and Magnolia, where they observed | o<t on a bus.?’? Around
the intersection of Devon and Damen, the officers drove in front of the bus and blocked it.2”3 Then,
the officers pointed at | llllland directed him to step off the bus.2’* When the officers blocked
the bus and compelled him to exit, he was seized as a reasonable person would assume they were
not free to leave.?’

During their respective COPA interviews, the officers explained that they were looking for
a black male wearing black clothing fleeing southbound towards Damen Avenue.?’® However, this
vague description was not sufficient to establish reasonable suspicion that | as
committing or about to commit any crime.?’” Additionally, BWC showed that | llllllcid not
match the vague description of a person wearing black; |lllllvas wearing a black jacket, blue
jeans with a white stripe, black hat, and a backpack.?’® Further, according to Officer Arsenyan,
=S running to the bus and appeared sweaty.?”° | llllldid not appear sweaty on the
BWC.28% But even if he were, it would not be unusual since he was running to catch the bus. Most
importantly, neither officer articulated the specific crime | lllwas being investigated for.%8!

268 Att. 160 p. 14 lines 7 - 17.

269 Att. 160 p. 22 lines 4 - 10.

210 Att. 160 p. 17 lines 1 - 11.

271 See People v. Shipp, 2015 IL App (2d) 130587, P 35 (“An individual’s location is among the relevant contextual
considerations, but it is not enough, by itself, to support a valid stop”).

272 Att. 124, pp. 8 to 10; Att. 129, pp. 11 to 15.

213 Att. 124 p. 9 lines 4 - 12; Att. 95 at 00:29 to 00:33; Att. 101 at 00:22 to 00:31.

274 Att. 101 at 00:22 to 00:50.

275 504-13-09(11)(A).

216 Aft. 124 p. 8-9; Att. 129 p. 12 lines 2 - 23.

277 See S04-13-09(11)(C)(“The physical characteristics of a suspect are never, by themselves, sufficient. Instead,
those characteristics must be combined with other factors, including a specific, non-general description matching the
suspect or the observed behaviors of the suspect”).

278 Aft. 101 at 02:00 to 04:15.

219 Att. 129 p. 15 lines 2 to 14.

280 Att. 101 at 02:00 to 04:15.

281 504-13-09(11)(A).
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Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officers Ihmoud and Arsenyan
detained | ithout justification. Accordingly, Allegation #2 against Officer Ihmoud and
Officer Arsenyan are SUSTAINED.

COPA also served an allegation on Officer EImesquine for detaining | llllvithout
justification. During Officer Elmesquine’s interview with COPA, he denied being present and
assisting with detaining [ES? While BWC showed an unknown officer who looked like
Officer Elmesquine, he denied being the officer in the video.?8® Neither Officer lhmoud nor
Arsenyan mentioned Officer EImesquine during their interviews at COPA. There is no conclusive
evidence available indicating that Officer EImesquine was the unknown officer in the BWC
footage. Accordingly, COPA finds Allegation #1 against Officer EImesquine is not supported by
the evidence and is UNFOUNDED.

B. Entry and search of property allegations.

The Fourth Amendment provides that “[t]he right of the people to be secure in their
persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be
violated.” As that text makes clear, “the ultimate touchstone of the Fourth Amendment is
‘reasonableness.”” 284 That standard “generally requires the obtaining of a judicial warrant” before
a law enforcement officer can enter a home without permission.?®® The warrant requirement,
however, is subject to certain exceptions.?®

One exception is for exigent circumstances. It applies when “the exigencies of the situation
make the needs of law enforcement so compelling that [a] warrantless search is objectively
reasonable.”?®” The exception enables police officers to deal with “emergenc[ies]”—situations
presenting a “compelling need for official action and no time to secure a warrant.”?% Courts
recognize several exigencies. An officer, for example, may “enter a home without a warrant to
render emergency assistance to an injured occupant[,] to protect an occupant from imminent
injury,” or to ensure his own safety.?®® The police may make a warrantless entry to “prevent the
imminent destruction of evidence” or to “prevent a suspect’s escape.”?° In those circumstances,
the delay required to obtain a warrant would bring about “some real immediate and serious
consequences”—and so the absence of a warrant is excused.?%*

The guiding principle is reasonableness, and each case is evaluated based upon the totality
of the circumstances known to the officers at the time of the warrantless entry.?%2

282 Att. 158 p. 9 lines 12 to 24; pp. 14-16.

283 Att. 158 p. 9 lines 12 to 24; pp. 14-16.

284 Brigham City v. Stuart, 547 U. S. 398, 403 (2006).

285 Riley v. California, 573 U. S. 373, 382 (2014) (internal quotation marks omitted).

286 Brigham City, 547 U. S., at 403.

287 Kentucky v. King, 563 U. S., 452, 460 (2011) (internal quotation marks omitted).

28 Riley, 573 U. S., at 402, 134 S. Ct. 2473, 189 L. Ed. 2d 430; Missouri v. McNeely, 569 U. S. 141, 149, 133 S. Ct.
1552, 185 L. Ed. 2d 696 (2013).

289 Brigham City, 547 U. S., at 403; Riley, 573 U. S., at 388.

2% Brigham City, 547 U. S., at 403; Minnesota v. Olson, 495 U. S. 91, 100 (internal quotation marks omitted).
291 Welsh v. Wisconsin, 466 U. S. 740, 751 (1984) (quoting McDonald v. United States, 335 U. S. 451, 460

(1948) (I . concurring)).
292 People v. Yates, 456 N.E.2d 1369 (1983).
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1. Several officers searched [N A vc. Unit Jillwithout justification.

There is no evidence showing an exigency to support the warrantless entry into Unit i
Officers stood in the stairwell for approximately twelve minutes before Officer Aguirre began to
try to open door handles to each apartment.?®® Officers only entered the unit after discovering the
door was unlocked. The officers claimed they entered and searched the unit for officer safety. But
there is no evidence that there was a threat to officer safety. Arguably, the officers placed
themselves in greater danger by entering a dark apartment they were unfamiliar with. In addition,
there is no evidence any other exception applies, the officers were not in hot pursuit nor is there
evidence of a need to protect anyone from an imminent injury or prevent the destruction of
evidence. For these reasons, COPA finds Allegation #6 against Sgt. Quadri, Allegation #4 against
Officer Stranski, Allegation #4 against Officer Aguirre, Allegation # 3 against Officer
Laksanaprom, and Allegation # 2 against Officer Gajewski are each SUSTAINED.

2. Officer Aguirre searched NG~ <. Unit Jllwithout justification.

As with Unit Jiliithere is no evidence of an exigency authorizing a warrantless entry into
Unit liOfficer Aguirre entered the unit simply on the basis that he heard movement within. That
is not a sufficient basis to enter the unit under applicable law. For these reasons, Allegation # 1
against Officer Aguirre is SUSTAINED.

3. Sat. Quadri unlocked IEEGEGEGEGEGEA <. Unit llllby using Ky but

did not violate the 4t amendment.

Sgt. Quadri used | lllllkeys to open the door to Unit [Jjijbut apparently did not cross the
threshold. The weight of legal authority holds that merely using a key to open a door, without
entering, does not infringe 4™ amendment interests.?%* For that reason, COPA finds Allegation # 1
against Sgt. Quadri NOT SUSTAINED.?%

C. Firearm pointing allegations.

1. Officer Agquirre pointed a weapon at or_in the direction of |IEEEEithout
Justification.

Rule 38 prohibits the unlawful or unnecessary use or display of a weapon. Whenever a
Department member points a firearm at a person while in the performance of his or her duties, the
member is to notify OEMC promptly after the incident has concluded of his/her Radio
Identification/Beat Number.?®® Department members are not required to make a notification for
any unholstering or display of a firearm or having the firearm in a “ready” position or any other

293 Aft. 103 at approx. 3:00 — 15:27.

2% See, e.g., U.S. v. Concepcion, 942 F2d 1170, 1172-73 (7™ Cir. 1991); U.S. v. Moses, 540 F.3d 2637, 271 (4%" Cir.
2008) (citing cases).

2% The evidence is not clear and convincing because BWC video is not clear with respect to how far Sgt. Quadri
entered into the unit.

2% Department Notice D19-01 (effective November 1, 2019).
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position during an incident, unless the firearm is pointed at a person.?®” Department members may
only point a firearm at a person when it is objectively reasonable to do so under the totality of the
circumstances faced by the member on the scene.?®® Some factors to consider are the nature of the
incident, the risk of harm to the member or others, and the level of threat or resistance presented
or maintained by the person.?%

Here, Officer Aguirre admitted that he pointed his firearm directly at [ lililiwhen IR
opened his apartment door.2® Officer Aguirre claimed that he drew his weapon because there was
“a lot of uncertainty” and he was surprised that [Jjjiillopened the door.3®® However, neither of
those reasons justify drawing a weapon at a compliant minor. In fact, the fact that Officer Aguirre
was uncertain should have weighed against drawing his firearm. Officer Aguirre further claimed
that he believed his life was in danger but failed to explain why.3%? Since it was objectively
unreasonable to point his firearm at a minor who was merely complying with officer commands,
COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Allegation #6 against Officer Aguirre is
SUSTAINED.

2. Officer Agquirre failed to notify OEMC that he pointed his firearm at |

Whenever a Department member points a firearm at a person while in the performance of
his or her duties, the member is to notify OEMC promptly after the incident has concluded of
his/her Radio Identification/Beat Number.3®® Department members are not required to make a
notification for any unholstering or display of a firearm or having the firearm in a “ready” position
or any other position during an incident, unless the firearm is pointed at a person.®%*

Here, Officer Aguirre admitted that he pointed his firearm directly at | lliliwhen I
opened his apartment door.3% Additionally, although Officer Aguirre stated that he informed his
sergeant of the pointing incident, he admitted that he never notified OEMC and claimed there was
no policy to report it to OEMC at the time.3%® Contrary to his belief, Officer Aguirre was required
to notify OEMC of the pointing incident. Since the evidence clearly shows that he did not, COPA
finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Allegation #7 against Officer Aguirre is
SUSTAINED.

3. Officer Aquirre pointed a weapon at or in the direction of | ithout
justification and failed to notify OEMC of a firearm pointing incident.

297 D19-01 (I1)(B).

298 D19-01 (I1)(E).

299 D19-01 (I1)(E).

300 Att. 160 p. 18 lines 1 - 9.

301 Att. 160 p. 17 lines 12 - 21.

302 Att. 160 p. 17 lines 12 - 21.

303 D19-01, Firearm Pointing Incidents (effective November 1, 2019).
304 D19-01 (I1)(B).

305 Att. 160 p. 18 lines 1 - 9.

306 Att. 160 p. 31 lines 14 - 24; p. 32 lines 1 - 3.
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Rule 38 prohibits the unlawful or unnecessary use or display of a weapon. Whenever a
Department member points a firearm at a person while in the performance of his or her duties, the
member is to notify OEMC promptly after the incident has concluded of his/her Radio
Identification/Beat Number.®*” Department members are not required to make a notification for
any unholstering or display of a firearm or having the firearm in a “ready” position or any other
position during an incident, unless the firearm is pointed at a person.*® Department members may
only point a firearm at a person when it is objectively reasonable to do so under the totality of the
circumstances faced by the member on the scene.3*® Some factors to consider are the nature of the
incident, the risk of harm to the member or others, and the level of threat or resistance presented
or maintained by the person.3°

Here, Officer Aguirre adamantly denied pointing his firearm at | EEEEEEC" He
stated that he was using his firearm as a light and had his firearm at eye level as he moved down
the hallway.3'2 BWC showed the light from his firearm shining on JJiiilillas he stood in the
doorway with both hands raised.3'® Officer Aguirre then moved his firearm into the low ready
position and holstered it.3* COPA finds that the preponderance of the evidence shows that he did
point his firearm at | N

Further, Officer Aguirre noticed |Jjjjilfwas a “young kid” wearing sweatpants and
admitted that Jlllwas compliant.3!® A reasonable person would not point their firearm at a minor
who was not posing any threat. Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that
Officer Aguirre pointed his firearm at || N I ithout justification. Further, since Officer
Aguirre pointed his firearm at |JJjilifhe was also required to notify OEMC of the pointing incident.
Officer Aguirre failed to do so. Accordingly, Allegations #8 and #9 are SUSTAINED.

4. There is sufficient evidence to show Officer Stranski pointed a weapon at or in the
direction of I 'ithout justification, but not the individual in the blue
jacket.

Rule 38 prohibits the unlawful or unnecessary use or display of a weapon. Whenever a
Department member points a firearm at a person while in the performance of his or her duties, the
member is to notify OEMC promptly after the incident has concluded of his/her Radio
Identification/Beat Number.3!® Department members are not required to make a notification for
any unholstering or display of a firearm or having the firearm in a “ready” position or any other
position during an incident, unless the firearm is pointed at a person.3'’ Department members may
only point a firearm at a person when it is objectively reasonable to do so under the totality of the

307 D19-01.

308 D19-01 (I1)(B).

309 D19-01 (I1)(E).

310 D19-01 (I1)(E).

311 Att. 160 p. 32 lines 7 - 13.
312 Att. 160 p. 19 lines 2 - 17.
313 Att. 103 at 25:45.

314 Att. 103 at 25:45 to 26:40; Att. 160 p. 19 lines 10 - 17.
315 Att. 160 pp. 16-20.

316 D19-01.

317 D19-01 (I1)(B).
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circumstances faced by the member on the scene.®!® Some factors to consider are the nature of the
incident, the risk of harm to the member or others, and the level of threat or resistance presented
or maintained by the person.3°

As applied here, BWC showed Officer Stranski drew his firearm when he went into the
parking garage and approached the subjects there.®?° One of those subjects was
BWC showed that he was immediately detained at the parking garage after he stumbled and fell.3?
Officer Stranski contended that he was justified in drawing his firearm, but denied pointing it at
anyone in the garage.3?? COPA finds that it was unreasonable and unnecessary to draw his firearm
in the first place, since the nature of the complaint was minor and there was no indication that the
subjects were a threat.3>® Considering that he drew his weapon, it is more likely than not that he
briefly pointed his firearm in the direction of || Sl vhen they first encountered him in
the stairwell.®?* This conclusion is consistent with BWC, which showed Officer Stranski lift his
firearm.32° Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Allegation #1 against
Officer Stranski is SUSTAINED.

Despite the likelihood of his pointing at | lllB\VC does not show whether
Officer Stranski pointed his firearm at the person in blue jacket (later identified as | N>
Accordingly, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence Allegation #2 against Officer
Stranski is NOT SUSTAINED.

D. Verbal Abuse Allegations

COPA finds Allegation #5, that Officer Riordan stated words to the effect of |
fucking stop,” while in pursuit of | ithout justification, is SUSTAINED. The
preponderance of the evidence shows that Officer Riordan's use of disrespectful and
unprofessional language towards a minor was not an effective verbal control technique and
violated CPD policy.

COPA finds Allegation #1, that Officer Jimenez stated “you’re gonna get fucking tased”,
twice, SUSTAINED. While in a foot pursuit with persons suspected of trespassing in a garage, a
property related offense, Officer Jimenez unholstered his taser and threatened to tase the suspect.?’
At the time of Officer Jimenez’s threat, the suspect was only known to have trespassed in a garage,
a property related offense. The suspect(s) were not involved in a criminal offense that would
subject a person to such a use of force which even an active resister cannot be tased for, according
to General order 03-02-04.

318 D19-01 (I1)(E).

319 D19-01 (I1)(E).

320 Att. 118 at 05:50 to 06:25.

321 Att. 118 at 05:50 to 06:25; Att. 8.
322 Att. 80 pp. 53 - 54.

323 D19-01 (I1)(E).

324 Att. 118 at 05:50 to 06:00.

825 Att. 118 at 05:50 to 06:00.

826 Att. 118 at 05:50 to 06:00.

327 Att. 105 at 4:04 to 4:12.
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COPA finds Allegation #6 against Officer Stranski, that he directed profanities at | llloy
stating words to the effect of “don’t bitch” without justification, SUSTAINED. When Officer
Stranski returned to | A e and walked up to Unit [Jjiiihe heard Jlllsaying the
police had been chasing him for no reason. Officer Stranski admitted that he may have told |l
“don’t bitch,” when [Jjjillstated that the police had been chasing him for no reason, although he
did not recall making the remark.*?® Officer Stranski’s retort to |Jillwas unprofessional,
disrespectful, and violated CPD policy.

E. Body-worn camera allegations.

1. Officers Pujoe, Ihmoud, and Arsenyan failed to timely activate their BWCs.3%°

To increase transparency and improve the quality and reliability of investigations, CPD
policy mandates all law-enforcement-related encounters to be electronically recorded on the
officers’ body worn camera (BWC).33 The recording of law-enforcement-related encounters is
mandatory.33! If there are circumstances preventing the activation of the BWC at the beginning of
the incident, the officer “will activate the BWC as soon as practical.”*%?

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officers Pujoe, Ihmoud, and
Arsenyan failed to activate their BWCs in a timely manner while involved in law enforcement
activities. Specifically, Officer Arsenyan and Officer Ihmoud, who were partners, failed to activate
their BWCs while they stopped a CTA bus, pulled a male dressed in a black jacket and jeans off
the bus, and spoke with him.®3 Therefore, Allegation #1 against Officer Arsenyan, and Allegation
#1 against Officer Ihmoud, are SUSTAINED. COPA also finds by a preponderance of the
evidence that Officer Pujoe failed to timely activate his BWC. Officer Pujoe admitted that he
activated his BWC after having already pursued a fleeing suspect, which is considered a law-
enforcement-related activity and should have been captured by his BWC. Consequently,
Allegation #1 against Officer Pujoe is SUSTAINED.

COPA also brought an allegation against Officer EImesquine for failure to timely activate
his BWC. But, as described above, he was not on scene. Therefore, Allegation # 1 against Officer
Elmequine is UNFOUNDED.

2. Officer Ahmed deactivated his BWC prematurely.

328 Att. 80 p. 48 line 2-17 and 80 p. 52 lines 22 — 24.

329 Officer Zaib resigned from CPD. See Att. 54.

330 Att. 48; S03-14.111.A.2. The policy requires officers to activate their camera at the beginning of an incident and to
record the entire incident for all “law enforcement related activities,” including, but not limited to calls for service;
investigatory stops; traffic stops; traffic control; foot and vehicle pursuits; arrests; use of force incidents; seizure of
evidence; interrogations; high-risk situations; statements made by individuals during the course of an investigation;
searches, including searches of people, items, vehicles, buildings, and places; requests for consent to search;
emergency driving situations; arrestee transports; any encounter with the public that becomes adversarial after the
initial contact; and any other instance when enforcing the law.

31.503-14.111.1

332.503.14.111.2

333 See Atts. 95 and 101.
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COPA finds Allegation #1, that Officer Ahmed deactivated his BWC prior to the end of
the law enforcement event, is SUSTAINED. Officer Ahmed deactivated his BWC after obtaining
a key from | d entering A vc. Officer Ahmed deactivated his BWC
prior to reaching Unit D and unlocking the door. Officer Ahmed explained that he deemed his
participation in this law enforcement activity completed when he deactivated his BWC, as the
suspects had been detained, the scene was secure, and he was not engaging with the suspects at
the time that his camera was deactivated. However, BWC footage from other officers present
indicates otherwise. Specifically, other officers” BWCs captured Officer Ahmed inserting a key
into the door at Unit iljwith the purpose of confirming whether | Bllll!ived in the unit.
The BWCs also captured the moment when Sgt. Quadri conducted an investigatory stop on
I < person behind the door that Officer Ahmed unlocked. Lastly, Officer Zaib’s
BWC captured Officer Ahmed engaged in conversation with | EEEEho was detained
and sitting on the ground after Officer Ahmed’s BWC was deactivated. Because Officer Ahmed
was engaged in law enforcement activities after his BWC was deactivated, this allegation is
SUSTAINED.

3. Officer Stranski failed to activate his BWC when responding to [
Ave to assist officers.

Officer Stranski failed to activate his BWC while responding to assist other officers at

I <2 Officer Stranski returned to | A Ve to assist Officers Aguirre

and Laksanaprom, but Officer Stranski did not activate his BWC during this portion of the incident.
Consequently, Allegation #5 against Officer Stranski is SUSTAINED.

4. Sgt. Quadri failed to activate his BWC while searching Unit [l

COPA finds Allegation #7, that Sgt. Quadri failed to activate his BWC when searching
A /-, Unit Jl(first floor) SUSTAINED. Sgt. Quadri explained that BWCs were
new to him, and he hadn’t built up the memory to start activating them. However, the rollout for
BWCs for District 24 began on October 16, 2017, more than two years before this incident
occurred. Thus, COPA finds there were no circumstances preventing the activation of the BWC at
the beginning of the incident, and Sgt. Quadri’s failure to activate his BWC violated CPD policy.

F. Other Allegations

1. Sgt. Quadri failed to inform other responding officers that [ ived at

I <. Unit Jillland failed to arrange a show-up of I d
I

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Sgt. Quadri was inattentive to duty in
failing to inform other responding officers that |Jllllived at A <. Unit Il
COPA also finds that Sgt. Quadri’s failure to arrange a show-up of [ lllland Violated
CPD policy. CPD policy requires officers engaged in preliminary investigations to “conduct a
thorough and accurate preliminary investigation,”**® including by determining whether there is

334 Att. 110 at 23:46 - 28:52
335 G04-01.111.B (Eff. Dec. 20, 2020).
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reasonable belief that a crime has been or is being committed, and by locating, identifying and
interviewing any witnesses, and obtaining pertinent information on wanted persons.3®
Furthermore, Illinois courts have noted that prompt show-ups are acceptable procedures “designed
to aid police in determining whether to continue or end the search for culprits.”*

Here, Sgt. Quadri failed to fulfill his duty to conduct a thorough and accurate investigation
by sharing the information he had learned about |JJllwith other responding officers and by

conducting a show-up of [N d I vith the officers that observed llad N

enter A <. Upon learning that [lived at A <. Unit JlSot.
Quadri allowed N d It o leave the scene without informing other responding officers

of this information and without conducting a show-up.33® This information would have been
crucial in helping to confirm or dispel the responding officers’ suspicion that ||jjiilland N
had trespassed in the garage and at || N SEEEEEEEA V<. Specifically, this information would have
dispelled Officer Stranski’s suspicion that [Jllland Ihad “picked in”** to the building
and Unit lSgt. Quadri’s failure to perform a show-up increased the confusion on scene, resulting
in officers continuing to search for the individuals who had trespassed at the garage. COPA
therefore concludes that Allegation #5 and Allegation #10 against Sgt. Quadri are SUSTAINED.

2. Sgt. Quadri failed to supervise by allowing police officers to search | EEEEEEGEGE
Ave, Unit Jlilland Il

As a supervisor, Sgt. Quadri had a duty to ensure subordinate officers followed CPD policy
and applicable law. CPD rules state that supervisors have the “responsibility for the performance
of all subordinates placed under them. . .. Supervisors remain answerable and accountable for the
failures and inadequacies on the part of their subordinates.””3*® Sgt. Quadri’s failure to lead resulted
in several officers engaging in unlawful entry and searches of two apartments. Rather than stopping
officers from entering Unit JJlISgt. Quadri joined officers, at least tacitly approving the improper
entry and search. He also failed to prevent officers from searching Unit [Jjjijafter he had already
confirmed that JJlllived there. Sgt. Quadri denied the allegation for the search of Unit il
stating that he wasn’t present. However, this ignores his duty to take responsibility for
subordinates. Furthermore, entry into that unit may have been prevented had Sgt. Quadri
adequately controlled the scene and eliminated suspects. For these reasons, Allegations #8 and 9
against Sgt. Quadri are SUSTAINED.

3. Officer Aguirre threatened DY saving he would Kick the door in, or
words to that effect, without justification

33 G04-01.1V.A.

337 See, e.g., People v. Lippert, 432 N.E.ed 605 (11l. 1982); People v. Jones, 81 N.E.3d 48 (lll. App. 2017).

338 Sgt. Quadri stated in his deposition that he wished he had arranged a show-up. Att. 185, p. 145, lines 4-6. In his
deposition, Officer Stranksi wished he had been invited to a show-up. Att. 187, p. 56, lines 22-24.

339 Att. 118 min 11:30 -11:34 and Att. 148 min 4:53 - 4:58, the dispatcher stated that [beat] 2461C (Officer Stranski)
said they (referring to |lllland IEEEforced entry into the apartment and that 2461C is not sure that they are
residents at that location.

340 Rules and Regulations of the Chicago Police Department, Art. IV.B.
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COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officer Aguirre threatened to kick
down the door to Unit [jiljwithout justification. Specifically, the evidence shows that Officer
Aguirre threatened to kick the door of Unit [Jjijin and indicated that he would “drag” the occupant
“out.”®*! Officer Aguirre explained that he made that statement to convince the occupant to come
out.* Officer Aguirre, however, had no legal justification to kick the door in. There were no
exigent circumstances, and he had no warrant to enter the private residence. His threat to kick in
the door thus violated CPD policy. Allegation #5 against Officer Aguirre is therefore
SUSTAINED.

4. Officer Stranski provided inaccurate, misleading, and/or false information to

responding officers advising that | N2 I o1 ced entry into
B

I B tered the apartment complex at approximately 7:38 pm.
Officer Stranski did not reach the parking lot of the apartment complex until approximately 7:39

pm. By the time Officer Stranski made it to the rear entry door, |llllland I vere already
inside of the building. Stranski told three different CPD members (Aguirre, Laksanaprom and
Quadri) that the suspects picked a lock with a pair of nail clippers, to gain entry into the apartment
complex. In his statement to COPA, Officer Stranski based his theory that | lllland I
forced entry into | A <. on the totality of the circumstances (the amount of time it
took for and o enter the complex, seeing a pair of nail clippers on the ground, not
hearing the jingle of keys, and seeing the pair struggle with the lock). But Stranksi was on the
other side of a parking lot, so it is not clear how he expected to hear the jingling of keys or see
their hands.3* Further, Officer Stranski admitted he did not see any signs of forced entry when he
did reach the door.3** Officer Stranski’s belief that there had been a forced entry was not
objectively reasonable under these facts but rather was based on supposition. Officer Stranksi’s
stated mistaken belief escalated the incident, leading to several unlawful detentions and property
searches. For these reasons, Allegation # 3 against Officer Stranski is SUSTAINED.

5. Officer Laksanaprom wore a non-approved uniform item in violation of U04-01.

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officer Laksanaprom wore a
“Punisher” patch on his vest, near his star and star number in violation of CPD policy. The
“Punisher” is said to represent ideals ranging from a one-man war on crime, to a symbol used by
militia groups like the Three Percenters. Officer Laksanaprom acknowledged wearing the
unauthorized patch on his vest.3*® Consequently, Allegation #2 against Officer Laksanaprom is
SUSTAINED.

6. Sgt. Quadri forcefully took It o the ground without justification.

341 Att. 110 at 24:15 — 24:25.

342 Att. 90 p. 30 lines 11 — 20.

343 During his deposition, Officer Stranski admitted he could not see his hands from his location. Att. 187 p. 219 lines
13-19.

344 Att. 187, see generally pp. 214-15. During his deposition, he admitted he never saw them break open the door. Att.
187 pp. 292-93.

345 Att. 90 p. 31 lines 10 - 11
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COPA finds Allegation #4, that Sgt. Quadri took [Jjiilito the ground without justification,
sustained. The evidence shows that Sgt. Quadri ran towards |Jjjiiliishortly after e xited I
A vc. The relevant BWC footage indicates that [Jjjjilfitook a couple of steps while Sgt.
Quadri ran towards him but was standing still at the time Sgt. Quadri took him to the ground. Sgt.
Quadri admitted that he performed a takedown on [JJlICPD policy provides that a takedown
can only be performed against an active resister or an assailant.3*® The preponderance of the
evidence shows that JJlfwas neither.

Specifically, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that |Jjjilifwas not an
assailant. He was neither armed nor posed any type of threat to the officers or to anyone else in his
vicinity. COPA further finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Jjjilifwas not an active
resister. CPD policy defines an active resister as “a person who attempts to create distance between
himself or herself and the member’s reach with the intent to avoid physical control and/or defeat
the arrest.” 34’ On Sgt. Quadri’s BWC, [Jlllvalked out of | A vc. and did not
run.®¥ In fact, by the time Sgt. Quadri reached JJiiilland performed the takedown, [Jillllappeared
to be stopped.3*® During his COPA interview, Sgt. Quadri reported that he performed a takedown
on [Ito deter him from fleeing.®*® Sgt. Quadri’s statement corroborates the video footage of
the incident and confirms that |Jjjjilfwas not fleeing when Sgt. Quadri tackled him. Sgt. Quadri’s
later claim that [Jlllwas in the process of running when he performed the takedown®®! is
contradicted by the available evidence. Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence
that Sgt. Quadri took |Jilfto the ground without justification, and Allegation #4 is SUSTAINED.

X. RECOMMENDED DISCIPLINE FOR SUSTAINED ALLEGATIONS

a. Sergeant Syed Quadri
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History352

Sgt. Quadri’s complimentary history consists of 236 achievements, highlights of which
include one Arnold Mireless Special Partner Award, one Life Saving Award, one Superintendent’s
Award of Tactical Excellence, three Superintendent’s Honorable Mention Awards, one Special
Commendation, and three Unit Meritorious Performance awards. He has no recent disciplinary
history.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Sgt. |lllllcomplimentary history, his lack of disciplinary action
and his over 16 years of service to the Department in mitigation. However, it is undeniable that
Sgt. Quadri is the most culpable for the harm suffered by Jailyn | - d the
other civilians involved in this case. His lack of leadership and failure to properly supervise the

346 G03-02-01.1V.B (Eff. Feb. 29, 2020)

347 G03-02-01.1V.B.2.

348 Att. 114 at 01:00 — 01:10.

349 Att. 114 at 01:00 - 01:10.

350 Att. 125 p. 10 lines 17-24; p. 11 lines 1-14.
351 Att. 125 p. 23 lines 14-23.

%2 Att. 198.
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officers on scene lead to unnecessary searches and prolonged detentions. He also engaged in
numerous civil rights violations, used unnecessary force against a minor, and failed to activate his
body-worn camera while searching a residence. Accordingly, COPA recommends discipline up to
and including SEPARATION from the Department.

b. Officer Gregory Stranski
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History3s3

Officer Stranski’s complimentary history consists of 91 achievements, highlights of which
include two Special Commendations, one Superintendent’s Award of Valor, five Department
Commendations, and one Unit Meritorious Performance Award. His disciplinary history includes
one Reprimand in November 2022 for Inattention to Duty.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Stranski’s complimentary history, his minor disciplinary
history, and his 10 years of service to the Department in mitigation. COPA notes that, amongst
the officers on scene, Officer Stranski did more to aggravate the situation than any other. By
providing inaccurate information to the other officers regarding |Jllllland Iforcing entry
into the apartment building, Officer Stranski led the other officers to conduct unnecessary
detentions and searches. He also unnecessarily searched a residence. In addition, his failure to
timely activate his body-worn camera and his use of profanity directed at a minor further
aggravated his misconduct. Accordingly, COPA recommends a 60 to 90-day SUSPENSION.

c. Officer Guadalupe Aguirre
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History3>

Officer Aguirre’s complimentary history consists of 36 achievements, including 19
Honorable Mentions. He has no recent disciplinary history.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Aguirre’s complimentary history, his lack of recent
disciplinary action, and his 13 years of service to the Department in mitigation. Officer Aguirre
had numerous sustained allegations, including searching multiple residences without justification,
detaining minors without justification, threatening to kick in a door, pointing his weapon at minors
without justification, and failing to notify OEMC that he displayed his firearm — twice.
Considering his extensive misconduct, COPA recommends a penalty of a 60-day SUSPENSION.

d. Officer Jesada Laksanaprom

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History3°

353 Att. 199.
354 Att. 200.
355 Att. 201.
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Officer Laksanaprom’s complimentary history consists of 44 achievements, including 31
Honorable Mentions and one Problem Solving Award. He has no recent disciplinary history.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Laksanaprom’s complimentary history, his lack of recent
disciplinary action, and his 14 years of service to the Department in mitigation. Officer
Laksanaprom detained and searched |Jjlfwithout justification and searched a residence without
justification. In addition, he wore a non-approved uniform item, a “Punisher” logo, that is
associated with vigilantism and hate groups. Although he acknowledged that he wore the Punisher
patch, he attributed it as a gift from his daughter, and failed to take responsibility for his actions.
Accordingly, COPA recommends a penalty of a 20-day SUSPENSION.

e. Officer Kevin McCormick
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History3s

Officer McCormick’s complimentary history consists of 36 achievements, including 33
Honorable Mentions. His disciplinary history includes a November 2022 SPAR for Preventable
Accident, resulting in no disciplinary action.

Ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer McCormick’s complimentary history, his minor recent
disciplinary action, and his 7 years of service to the Department in mitigation. Officer McCormick
searched and detained JJllwithout justification, and detained | llwithout justification.
During his statement to COPA, Officer McCormick misstated Department policy regarding
searches.  Accordingly, COPA recommends a penalty of an 8-day SUPSENSION and
RETRAINING.

f. Officer Daniel Gajewski
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History3s’

Officer Gajewski’s complimentary history includes 18 achievements, including one Life
Saving Award and one Department Commendation. He has no recent disciplinary history.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Gajewski’s complimentary history, his lack of recent
disciplinary action, and his 5 years of service to the Department in mitigation. Officer Gajewski
detained JJllwithout justification and searched a residence without justification. COPA notes
that Officer Gajewski was relatively inexperienced at the time this incident occurred. Accordingly,
COPA recommends a 6-day SUSPENSION.

356 Att. 202.
357 Att. 203.
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g. Officer Elkin Jimenez
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History3s8

Officer Jimenez’s complimentary history consists of 44 achievements, including one Field
Training Service Award, one Life Saving Award and one Superintendent’s Award of Tactical
Excellence.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Jimenez’s complimentary history, his lack of recent
disciplinary action, and his almost 11 years of service to the Department in mitigation. Officer
Jimenez directed profanity and a threat of force at an unknown subject who was suspected of
committing a property crime and was fleeing from the police. COPA finds that his threats of
“you’re going to get fucking tased” were both unprofessional and unnecessary. Accordingly,
COPA recommends a 2-day SUSPENSION.

h. Officer Mohammed Ahmed
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History3°

Officer Ahmed’s complimentary history consists of 150 achievements, including one
Annual Bureau Award of Recognition, one Honorable Mention Ribbon Award, one Life Saving
Award, one Superintendent’s Award of Tactical Excellence, four Superintendent’s Honorable
Mentions, and two Unit Meritorious Performance Awards. He has no recent disciplinary history.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Ahmed’s complimentary history, his lack of recent
disciplinary action, and his 8 years of service to the Department in mitigation. Officer Ahmed
detained llond I ithout justification. He also deactivated his BWC early, which
demonstrates a lack of commitment to transparency. Accordingly, COPA recommends a 4-day
SUSPENSION.

i. Officer Samer Ihmoud
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History36°

Officer Thmoud’s complimentary history consists of 80 achievements, including one Life
Saving Award, one Recognition / Outside Governmental Agency Award, and one Superintendent’s
Honorable Mention. His recent disciplinary history includes a January 2021 sustained finding for
Operations Violations involving improperly engaging in a traffic pursuit and failing to properly
initiate in-car camera and body-worn camera, resulting in a 7-day suspension.

358 Att. 204.
359 Att. 205.
360 Att. 206.
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ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Thmoud’s complimentary history, his relative lack of
experience at the time this incident occurred, and his 5 years of service to the Department in
mitigation. COPA also considered his recent disciplinary history in aggravation. Officer lhmoud’s
role was limited in this incident, compared to the other involved officers. He detained | N
without justification and failed to timely activate his body-worn camera. COPA finds it concerning
that Officer Ihmoud has recent sustained findings where he failed to properly utilize in-car and
body-worn camera. Accordingly, COPA recommends a penalty of a 3-day SUSPENION.

J. Officer Andrian Arsenyan
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History36!

Officer Arsenyan’s complimentary history consists of 66 achievements, including two
Joint Operations Award, one Police Officer of the Month Award, and three Problem Solving
Awards. He has no recent disciplinary history.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Arsenyan’s complimentary history, his relative lack of
experience at the time this incident occurred, his 5 years of service to the Department and his lack
of recent disciplinary action in mitigation. Officer Arsenyan, much like his partner Officer
Ihmoud, had a limited role in this incident, compared to the other involved officers. He detained
I ithout justification and failed to timely activate his body-worn camera. Accordingly,
COPA recommends a 1-day SUSPENSION.

k. Officer Kenvar Pujoe
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History36?

Officer Pujoe’s complimentary history consists of 48 achievements, including 25
Honorable Mentions. His recent disciplinary history includes a January 2023 SPAR for a Court
Appearance Violation, resulting in a reprimand. It also includes an August 2023 SPAR for
Preventable Accident, resulting in a reprimand.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Pujoe’s complimentary history, his 17 years of service to the
Department and his lack of serious disciplinary action in mitigation. Officer Pujoe failed to timely
activate his body-worn camera during this incident. Accordingly, COPA recommends a penalty of
VIOLATION NOTED.

I. Officer Jeffrey Riordan

361 Att. 207.
362 Att. 208.
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i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History3%3

Officer Riordan’s complimentary history consists of 100 achievements, including five
Department Commendations, two Life Saving Awards and two Special Commendations. He has
no recent disciplinary history.

ii. Recommended Penalty

COPA has considered Officer Riordan’s complimentary history, his 9 years of service to
the Department and his lack of recent disciplinary action in mitigation. Officer Riordan detained
I vithout justification, detained and searched |Jlvithout justification, and directed
profanity at a civilian without justification. Accordingly, COPA recommends a 10-day
SUSPENSION.

Approved:

1-26-202
Angela Hearts-Glass Date
Deputy Chief Administrator-Chief Investigator

1-26-2024
Andrea Kersten Date

Chief Adminstrator

363 Att. 2009.



