@®P

CIVILIAN OFFICE OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY

INTEGRITY @ TRANSPARENCY @ INDEPENDENCE ® TIMELINESS

Log # 2024-0008302

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT!
I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On November 10, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received a
web complaint from ||| cporting alleged misconduct by a member of the Chicago
Police Department (CPD). | llla!lcged that on November 9, 2024, Officer Grace Omachi
and Officer Christopher Gonzalez detained and searched [ v ithout justification,
handcuffed him too tightly, and failed to call for a supervisor when || lihad requested one.?
Upon review of the evidence, COPA served additional allegations that Officer Omachi conducted
a protective pat down of |V hen a male officer was available, searched | llvhen a
male officer was available, and stated words to the effect of, “What the fuck are you doing?”
and/or, “I’'m gonna fucking Tase you,” and/or, “Stop fucking around,” and/or, “Stop fucking
moving,” to [ O ficer Gonzalez was also served with an additional allegation of allegedly
striking and/or slapping [ B ithout justification. Following its investigation, COPA
sustained the allegation against Officer Omachi for her use of profanity and exonerated and not
sustained the other allegations against Officer Omachi and Officer Gonzalez.

II. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE?

On November 9, 2024, at approximately 5:45pm, at or near 598 N. Central Park Avenue,
Officers Omachi and Gonzalez responded to a person with a gun call from the Office of Emergency
Management and Communications (OEMC).* The description provided was a Black male wearing
a white hoodie, who had threatened to return to the unknown victim’s home with his friends.’
Officers Omachi and Gonzalez observed |l alking in the vicinity of the person with a gun
call wearing a light-colored hoodie, with his phone in his hand.® Officer Omachi exited the marked
CPD vehicle, approached | lllland immediately asked him for his name and if he had
anything on him.” Officer Omachi attempted to conduct a protective pat down by lifting |

! Appendix A includes case identifiers such as the date, time, and location of the incident, the involved parties and
their demographics, and the applicable rules and policies.

2 One or more of these allegations fall within COPA’s jurisdiction pursuant to Chicago Municipal Code § 2-78-120.
Therefore, COPA determined it would be the primary investigative agency in this matter.

3 The following is a summary of what COPA finds most likely occurred during this incident. This summary utilized
information from several different sources, including BWC footage, third party video, police reports, civilian
interviews, and officer interviews.

4 Atts. 9 & 10.

S Att. 9.

® Att. 41, pg. 18, Ins. 21-24,

7 Att. 3 at 2:00-2:04.
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sweater and exposing his waistband. Officer Omachi informed || llithat he matched the
description of a person with a gun and asked if he had a gun.®

I csponded that he did not have a gun and continued to ask why he was being
stopped. Officer Omachi reached into |Jjjjllhoodie pocket and retrieved two red baggies.
I csisted by pulling away as Officer Omachi attempted to complete a protective pat down.
Officer Gonzalez informed || llllagain that he is being detained for a person with a gun call
and further explained that he matched the description. || illcontinued to resist and remain
uncooperative as he yelled and pulled away from the officers.” Officers Omachi and Gonzalez
attempted to detain and place handcuffs on |l ho continued to resist. Officer Gonzalez
gave verbal commands to | lllto place his hands behind his back. | lllcontinued to
resist being detained and flailed his arms. Officer Gonzalez then conducted an emergency
takedown. !°

While on the ground, Officers Omachi and Gonzalez continued to give verbal commands
to | hich IIcontinued to ignore, and asked the officers to call their Sergeant.'!
Officer Gonzalez’s Tactical Response Report (TRR) stated that he used a hand strike to ||
face to gain compliance, to which officers were able to place handcuffs on [ ll'> Officers
Omachi and Gonzalez informed | lllthat he was under arrest for resisting. Once handcuffs
were placed on [ lhc cxpressed to the officers that the handcuffs were too tight. Before
I 2s placed in the back of the squad car, Officer Gonzalez readjusted the handcuffs.!* No
firearm was recovered from |Jiilland he was not the individual involved in the OEMC call.
I c{uscd medical treatment while in custody. After being released from custody, |
sought treatment at Jesse Brown Veterans Affairs Medical Center and was diagnosed with a right
wrist sprain/bruising and a left wrist contusion.'*

III. ALLEGATION

Officer Grace Omachi:
1. Detaining | I ithout justification.
- Exonerated
2. Searching | ithout justification.
- Exonerated

3. Handcufting | oo tightly.

— Not sustained

4. Failing to call for a supervisor, after one was requested by | EEGzNG<TNzNzNzgEG
- Not Sustained

8 Att. 3 at 2:07-2:16.
O Att. 4 2:22-2:52.

10 Att. 16.

T Att. 4 at 3:21-3:30.
12 Atts. 16 and 17.

13 Att. 4, at 6:30-7:12.
14 Atts. 24 and 25.
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5. Stating words to the effect of, “What the fuck are you doing?”, and/or “I’m gonna fucking
tase you,” and/or “Stop fucking around,” and/or “Stop fucking moving,” to ||l
|

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

6. Searching | I hcn a male officer was available.
- Not Sustained

7. Conducting a protective pat down of || | Il hcn a male officer was available.
- Not Sustained

Officer Christopher Gonzalez:

1. Detaining | I ithout justification.

- Exonerated

2. Searching | ithout justification.

- Exonerated
3. Handcufting | oo tightly.
- Not Sustained
4. Failing to call for a supervisor, after one was requested by | EEGzNGT<NGEG
- Not Sustained
5. Striking | ithout justification and or slapping without justification.
- Exonerated

IV.  CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

The credibility of an individual relies primarily on two factors: 1) the individual’s
truthfulness and 2) the reliability of the individual’s account. The first factor addresses the honesty
of the individual making the statement, while the second factor speaks to the individual’s ability
to accurately perceive the event at the time of the incident and then to accurately recall the event
from memory.

This investigation did not reveal any evidence that caused COPA to question the credibility
of O fficer Omachi, and Officer Gonzalez. COPA found all involved parties to be
credible and consistent with their respective accounts and had no difficulty recalling the details of
the incident, which were consistent with the body-worn camera (BWC) footage.

V. ANALYSIS?
a. Detaining [ vithout justification
COPA finds that Allegation #1 against Officers Omachi and Gonzalez, that they detained

I ithout justification, is Exonerated. A police officer may temporarily detain an
individual for an investigatory stop when “the officer’s decision is based on specific, articulable

15 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B.
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facts which warrant the investigative stop intrusion.”'® “The police officer must have an
‘articulable suspicion’ that the person has committed or is about to commit a crime.”!” Officers
must possess “specific and articulable facts which, combined with rational inferences from those
facts, reasonably warrant” their belief.'® Reasonable suspicion is less than probable cause, but more
than a hunch.! Courts generally consider the following circumstances in determining whether an
officer had reasonable suspicion to conduct an investigatory stop: a recent report of crime (“tips”™),
reputation, high crime area, time of day, behavior of person toward law enforcement, flight,
investigative alerts, and anonymous tips.?’ None of these factors are necessarily sufficient on their
own.?! Reasonable suspicion is based on the totality of the circumstances.??

Officers who perform investigatory stops must be able to explain their reasonable
articulable suspicion and justify why they believed a person was committing criminal activity. The
purpose of an investigatory stop is for officers to confirm or dispel their reasonable articulable
suspicion that a person is engaged in criminal activity.? If officers do not develop probable cause
to support an arrest, they must release the person. Alternatively, if the officers develop probable
cause during an Investigatory Stop, they may arrest the person and perform a thorough search of
the individual.

Here, Officer Omachi stated that | llllmatched the description provided in the person
with a gun call and was located in close proximity to where the incident was reported to have
occurred, prompting further investigation to determine whether | lllwas the individual in
question. Officer Gonzalez similarly stated that, although he was not shown any photographs of
the reported offender, he was provided with a description. Based on ||} llproximity to the

16 Pegple v. Moore, 286 111. App. 3d 649, 653 (3d Dist. 1997) (citing Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 21, (1968)); People
v. Stewart, 242 I1l. App. 3d 599, 605 (1993)).

17 People v. Moore, 286 111. App. 3d 649, 653 (3d Dist. 1997) (internal citations omitted).

18 People v. Hackett, 2012 IL 111781, 4 20 (citing People v. Close, 238 Ill. 2d 497, 505 (2010)).

19 United States v. Jones, No. 22-3218, 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 27841, at *3 (7th Cir. Oct. 19, 2023) (citing United
States v. Richmond, 924 F.3d 404, 411 (7th Cir. 2019)).

20 See Navarette v. California, 572 U.S. 393, 397-398 (2014); see also Florida v. J.L., 529 U.S. 266 (2000) (holding
officers lacked reasonable articulable suspicion to perform a Terry stop when they acted on an anonymous tip matching
the defendant’s description, but lacked predictive information they could corroborate); See also Alabama v. White,
496 U.S. 325 (holding an anonymous tip by itself did not give officers reasonable articulable suspicion to perform a
Terry stop, but that officers developed reasonable articulable suspicion by corroborating details); But see Adams v.
Williams, 407 U.S. 72 (1972) (holding an officer had reasonable articulable suspicion for a Terry stop when he acted
based on a tip from an informant he knew, who had previously provided him with information); Il/linois v. Wardlow,
528 U.S. 119, 124-125 (2000) (holding officers had reasonable articulable suspicion to perform a Terry stop based on
the defendant’s unproved flight from officers in an area known for drug trafficking, and noting that “nervous, evasive
behavior is a pertinent factor in determining reasonable suspicion.”).

2L See People v. Timmsen, 2016 1L 118181, 4 12, 9§ 14 (rejecting a bright line rule that a person’s flight from police
provided reasonable suspicion, instead stating that determination of reasonable suspicion depends on a review of the
totality of the circumstances).

22 United States v. Arvizu, 534 U.S. 266, 273 (2002) (citing United States v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 411, 417 (1981)); People
v. Timmsen, 2016 IL 118181, 9 18 (citing United States v. Arvizu, 534 U.S. 266, 277 (2002); United States v. Sokolow,
490 U.S. 1, 8 (1989)).

23 Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S., 1, 28 (1968); See also Wayne R. LaFave, Search and Seizure § 9.3(g), at 559 to 563 (6th
ed. 2020); See also People v. Cummings, 2016 IL 115769, 9 18.
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reported incident, the description provided, and the suspicious bulge in his pocket, Officers
Omachi and Gonzalez had specific and articulable facts supporting a reasonable belief that
I s the reported offender described in the call. Therefore, Allegation #1 against Officers
Omachi and Gonzalez is Exonerated.

b. Searching | vithout justification

COPA finds that Allegation #2 against Officers Omachi and Gonzalez, that they searched
I ithout justification, is Exonerated. CPD policy defines a “Protective Pat Down™ as “a
limited search during an Investigatory Stop in which the sworn member conducts a pat down of
the outer clothing of a person for weapons for the protection of the sworn member or others in the
area.”” To conduct a pat down, “a sworn member must possess specific and articulable facts,
combined with rational inferences from these facts, that the suspect is armed and dangerous or
reasonably suspects that the person presents a danger of attack to the sworn member or others in
the area.”? In other words, “the fact that an officer has reason to stop a citizen does not necessarily
justify the further intrusion of a search for weapons; the officer may conduct a pat down search
only if he has reason to believe that he is dealing with an armed and dangerous individual.”?¢

Here, Officers Omachi and Gonzalez observed | lvwho appeared to match the
description of the reported offender and was located in the area of the call. In addition, the officers
observed a noticeable bulge in || llllpants, which, in the context of a person with a gun
report, reasonably heightened officer safety concerns. When officers attempted to conduct a
protective pat down, Ml as uncooperative and pulled away,?’ further contributing to their
suspicion and concern that he may have been the individual described in the call and potentially
armed. Officer Gonzalez stated that | lllnon-compliant actions gave reason for officers to
believe that he could potentially be the person they were searching for.?® Officer Omachi reached
into | (ront hoodie pocket, where the bulge was observed, and felt what she described
as cannabis, prompting her to continue to do a full pat down.?’ Under the totality of the
circumstances, including [ lllsimilarity to the reported offender, his proximity to the
incident, the suspicious bulge, and his noncompliance, the officers’ actions were supported by
specific and articulable facts for conducting a protective pat down and/or search of || R
I 2s subsequently arrested and charged with two counts of Resisting/Obstructing.
Therefore, Allegation #2 against Officers Omachi and Gonzalez is Exonerated.

c¢. Handcuffing |too tightly

COPA finds that Allegation #3 against Officers Omachi and Gonzalez, that they
handcuffed | ltoo tightly, is Not Sustained. | lstated that he told the officers that

24 Att. 35, S04-13-09(11)(B), Investigatory Stop System (effective July 10, 2017, to February 2, 2026).
25 Att. 35, S04-13-09(I1)(C)(2).

26 People v. Watson, 145 I1l. App. 3d 492, 497 (1st Dist. 1986).

27 Att. 3 at 2:07-2:16.

BALt. 41, pg. 19, Ins. 1-19.

PAtt. 40, pg. 29, Ins. 1-5.
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he was handcuffed too tightly, which caused damage to his arm. Officer Gonzalez stated that
I 2de him aware that the handcuffs were on too tightly, and he adjusted them when it
was safe and feasible.>® Officer Omachi also stated that the handcuffs were adjusted after | R
complained.>! Medical Records documented that [l as diagnosed with a right wrist
sprain/bruising and a left wrist contusion.*? However, Officers Omachi and Gonzalez struggled
with |l hile attempting to handcuff him. Given the totality of the circumstances, including
I ctivc resistance, the officers’ statements that the handcuffs were adjusted, and the
medical records, the evidence does not establish whether the manner of handcuffing was
intentional or merely incidental to the physical struggle. Accordingly, Allegation #3 against
Officers Omachi and Gonzalez is Not Sustained.

d. Failing to call for a supervisor.

COPA finds that Allegation #4 against Officers Omachi and Gonzalez, that they failed to
call a supervisor after one was requested by ||} } @B s Not Sustained. CPD General
Order G08-01-02 states that when an officer in a non-supervisory role becomes aware that a
civilian wants to make a complaint, they will immediately notify a supervisory CPD member and
request a supervisor to respond to the scene.*> However, |JJEBMllldid not explain why he was
requesting a sergeant, nor did he articulate that he wanted to make a complaint. Given the context
of I cquest, it is unclear whether he requested a sergeant because he did not want to
comply or because he wanted to file a complaint against the officers.

BWC footage of Officer Gonzalez shows that |jjjlllasked for a sergeant during the
takedown.>* In her statement with COPA, Officer Omachi stated that she did not hear || R
ask for a supervisor.®> Officer Gonzalez stated that at the time [ jlilillllrequested a supervisor, it
was not feasible to do so because he was struggling with |JIJNEEC Therefore, based on the
available evidence, there is insufficient evidence to substantiate or refute the allegation.
Accordingly, Allegation #4 against Officers Omachi and Gonzalez is Not Sustained.

e. Officer Omachi's use of profanity.

COPA finds that Allegation #5 against Officer Omachi, that she stated words to the effect
of, “What the fuck are you doing,” and/or “I’m gonna fucking tase you,” and/or “Stop fucking
around,” and/or “Stop fucking moving,” to || lllis Sustained. CPD General Order GO1-01
lists CPD’s core values as professionalism, integrity, courage, dedication, and respect.®® In addition,
General Order G02-01 requires Department members to ... “interact with all members of the public

30 Att. 41, pg. 13, Ins. 2-9.

31Att. 40, pg. 19, Ins 11-13.

32 Att. 24.

3 Att. 39, G08-01-02(TIT)(B)(1)(a), Complaint Initiation and Log Number Investigation Assignment (effective
December 31, 2022, to present).

34 Att. 4 at 3:13-3:28.

3Att. 40, pg. 17, Ins. 17-24 and pg. 18, Ins. 1-15.

36 Att. 41, pg. 22, Ins. 19-24,
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in an unbiased, fair, and respectful manner,”% “treat all persons with the courtesy and dignity which
is inherently due to every person as a human being,”®” and “act, speak, and conduct themselves in a
courteous, respectful, and professional manner.”®® In addition this order also mandates that officers
will “not exhibit a condescending attitude or direct any derogatory terms towards any person in any
manner and will not use language or take action intended to taunt or denigrate an individual, including
racist or derogatory language.”® General Order G02-04 also prohibits officers from using “language
or [taking] action intended to taunt or denigrate an individual, including using racist or derogatory
language,””® and also requires officers to treat the public with respect and courtesy.”!

Here, Officer Omachi’s BWC showed that she directed profanity at || ilijin violation
of CPD policy.’’ In her statement with COPA, Officer Omachi expressed that she used the
language because she was in the heat of the moment and was not thinking about her vocabulary.*®
She further expressed that she used the language because she felt that |l as not taking her
seriously as a female, and due to the threat of a weapon.?® Such language is inconsistent with CPD
policy, which requires members to conduct themselves in a professional manner and to refrain
from using profane or derogatory language. Therefore, COPA finds Allegation #5 against Officer
Omachi is Sustained, in violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8.

f. Officer Omachi searching and conducting a protective pat down on || N
when a male officer was available.

COPA finds that Allegations #6 & 7 against Officer Omachi, that she searched ||
when a male officer was available and conducted a protective pat down of || lfwhen a male
officer was available, are Not Sustained. CPD Policy S04-13-09, Investigatory Stop System states
that “a Protective Pat Down will be conducted by a member who is the same gender as the person
that is the subject of the Investigatory Stop.”*’ However, there is an exception to this, which states
that “if a member of the same gender is not immediately available, officer safety is compromised,
and it is imperative that the immediate search be conducted, members will not endanger themselves
or the public to comply with this requirement.”*!

Here, Officer Omachi was the driver of the marked CPD vehicle and exited the vehicle
closest to [ hich made her the first officer to make contact with | llllll*> In her
statement to COPA, Officer Omachi explained that she was closest to || jjiilland, due to the
nature of the call, she had to neutralize the threat and attempted to secure him, so he did not pull
out a weapon.** Although a male officer was present on scene, the circumstances unfolded rapidly,
and the evidence indicates that Officer Omachi initiated the protective pat down based on
immediate safety concerns.

37 Att. 3 at 3:04-4:55.

38 Att. 40, pg. 17, Ins. 12-16
39 Att. 40, pg. 17, Ins. 4-11.
40 $04-13-09(VT).

41 $04-13-09(V1).

42 Att. 4 at 2:02-2:09.

4 Att. 40, pg. 15, Ins. 8-23.
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While CPD policy generally requires that a protective pat down be conducted by an officer
of the same gender, it provides an exception where a same-gender officer is not immediately
available and delaying the search could compromise officer safety. Based on the totality of the
circumstances, the evidence does not conclusively establish that Officer Omachi’s actions fell
outside of this exception or otherwise violated policy. Accordingly, Allegations #6 & 7 against
Officer Omachi is Not Sustained.

g. Officer Gonzalez striking and/or slapping | llvithout justification

COPA finds that Allegation #5 against Officer Gonzalez, that he struck and/or slapped
I ithout justification, is Exonerated. CPD policy, Response to Resistance and Force
Options, describes an assailant as a person who is using or threatening the use of force against
another person or himself/herself, which is likely to cause physical injury.** Department members’
use of force must be objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional under the totality of the
circumstances, including using the minimum amount of force needed under the circumstances.
The policy also requires officers to “use de-escalation techniques to prevent or reduce the need for
force, unless doing so would place a person or a department member in immediate risk of harm,
or de-escalation techniques would be clearly ineffective under the circumstances at the time.”*

In his interview with COPA, Officer Gonzalez stated that he used an open hand strike to
gain compliance of [l hom he described as an assailant and an active resister.*® Officer
Gonzalez noted that they had not yet verified if || j il as the individual they were looking
for, and they had not conducted a full protective pat down; therefore, they were unsure if he had a
gun.*’ BWC footage depicted that |l as not compliant and resisted being detained by the
officers. |l as not seriously injured and refused immediate medical treatment. Officer
Gonzalez completed a Tactical Response Report (TRR) documenting his use of force with
B Based on clear and convincing evidence, Officer Gonzalez’s use of force was
reasonable given || active resistance and the uncertainty regarding whether he was
armed. Therefore, Allegation #5 against Officer Gonzalez is Exonerated.

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION
a. Police Officer Grace Omachi

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History*’

4 Att. 36, G03-02-01(IV)(C) Response to Resistance and Force Options.
4 Att. 36, G03-02-01 (IT)(D).

ALt 41, pg. 11, Ins. 1-24, pg. 14, Ins. 15-24 and pg. 15, Ins. 1-18.
YAt 41, pg. 14, Ins. 15-24 and pg. 15, Ins. 1-7.

48 Att. 16.

9 Att.45.
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Officer Omachi has been with CPD since December 19, 2019. In that time, she received
39 various awards, including one Life Saving Award, one Crime Reduction Award, and thirty-five
Honorable Mention Certificates. Officer Omachi's disciplinary history revealed one Summary
Punishment Action Report (SPAR) for failure to timely activate BWC, and she received a
Reprimand.

ii. Recommended Discipline

COPA has found that Officer Omachi violated Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8 when she stated words
to the effect of, “What the fuck are you doing,” and/or “I’m gonna fucking tase you,” and/or “Stop
fucking around,” and/or “Stop fucking moving,” to | lln mitigation, Officer Omachi
expressed that she used the language because she was in the heat of the moment and was not
thinking about her vocabulary.® In aggravation, Officer Omachi’s language risks damaging public
confidence and weakening the relationship between law enforcement and the community.
Therefore, COPA recommends that Officer Omachi receive a Reprimand and Retraining on the
Protection of Human Rights when Interacting with Members of the Public.

Approved:

5/6/26

LaKenya White Date
Chief Administrator

30 Att. 40, pg. 17, Ins. 12-16
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Appendix A

Case Details

Date/Time/Location of Incident: November 9, 2024/5:45pm/598 N. Central Park Ave.,

Chicago, IL 60624

Date/Time of COPA Notification: | November 10, 2024/6:41pm

Involved Member #1: Grace Omachi, Star #10629, Employee ID# |l Date

of Appointment: December 19, 2019, Unit of Assignment:
004, Female, Asian Pacific Islander

Involved Member #2: Christopher Gonzalez, Star #18195, Employee ID#

B Datc of Appointment: July 16, 2019, Unit of
Assignment: 015, Male, White Hispanic

Involved Individual #1: I\ (2 lc, Black

Applicable Rules

OO0 OXXO X X

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

Rule 3: Any failure to promote the Department's efforts to implement its policy or
accomplish its goals.

Rule 5: Failure to perform any duty.

Rule 6: Disobedience of an order or directive, whether written or oral.

Rule 8: Disrespect to or maltreatment of any person, while on or off duty.

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

Rule 10: Inattention to duty.

Rule 14: Making a false report, written or oral.

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

Applicable Policies and Laws

G03-02-02, De-escalation Response to Resistance and Use of Force (June 28, 2023, to present).
G02-01: Protection of Human Rights (June 30, 2022, to present).

S04-13-09: Investigatory Stop System (July 10, 2017, to February 2, 2026).

G03-02-02: Incidents requiring the completion of a Tactical Response Report (June 28, 2023,
to present).

G08-01-02: Complaint Initiation and Log Number Investigation Assignment (December 31,
2022, to present).
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Appendix B

Definition of COPA’s Findings and Standards of Proof
For each Allegation, COPA must make one of the following findings:

1. Sustained — where it is determined the allegation is supported by a preponderance of the
evidence;

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

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

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

A preponderance of evidence can be described as evidence indicating that it is more
likely than not that a proposition is proved.’! For example, if the evidence gathered in an
investigation establishes that it is more likely that the conduct complied with CPD policy than that
it did not, even if by a narrow margin, then the preponderance of the evidence standard is met.

Clear and convincing evidence is a higher standard than a preponderance of the evidence
but lower than the “beyond-a-reasonable doubt” standard required to convict a person of a criminal
offense. Clear and convincing can be defined as a “degree of proof, which, considering all the
evidence in the case, produces the firm and abiding belief that it is highly probable that the
proposition . . . is true.”>?

31 See Avery v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., 216 111. 2d 100, 191 (2005) (a proposition is proved by
a preponderance of the evidence when it is found to be more probably true than not).

52 People v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036, § 28 (quoting Illinois Pattern Jury Instructions, Criminal, No. 4.19 (4%
ed. 2000)).
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Transparency and Publication Categories

Check all that apply:

OXODODOOoODoODOdoOX Do Xx 0o odd

Abuse of Authority

Body Worn Camera Violation
Coercion

Death or Serious Bodily Injury in Custody
Domestic Violence

Excessive Force

Failure to Report Misconduct

False Statement

Firearm Discharge

Firearm Discharge — Animal

Firearm Discharge — Suicide

Firearm Discharge — Unintentional
First Amendment

Improper Search and Seizure — Fourth Amendment Violation
Incidents in Lockup

Motor Vehicle Incidents

OC Spray Discharge

Search Warrants

Sexual Misconduct

Taser Discharge

Unlawful Denial of Access to Counsel
Unnecessary Display of a Weapon
Use of Deadly Force — other

Verbal Abuse

Other Investigation
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