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INTEGRITY @ TRANSPARENCY @ INDEPENDENCE ® TIMELINESS

Log # 2023-5493

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT!
I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On November 21, 2023, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received an
Initiation Report from the Chicago Police Department (CPD) reporting alleged misconduct by a
member of the Chicago Police Department. Sgt. Jennifer Saladino (Sgt. Saladino) alleged that on
November 21, 2023, Police Officer Francisco Galvan engaged in a verbal argument in front of
minor child and engaged in a physical altercation in front of a minor child by slapping and or
pushing and or shoving | Following its investigation, COPA reached
sustained findings on both allegations.

IL. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE?

On November 21, 2023, police responded to the residence of Officer Galvan and |l
after she reported concerns regarding Officer Galvan leaving with their child and not returning.*
COPA learned that there were two relevant incidents that day; one occurring before Officer
Galvan went to work and the other later that evening after he returned. Both [Jjjilifand Officer
Galvan described the first incident as both verbal and physical. |jjjilijalleged that she accused
Officer Galvan of not spending any time with their child and not fulfilling his parental
responsibilities.> Officer Galvan stated the argument was about [Jjjillstaying out too late with
their |2t I 2s not taking proper care of their || lllland that [Jllihad been
intoxicated around their [ lll® Both parties described a similar physical incident that led to
Officer Galvan slapping [Jililfhands down due to [Jllfhands by her face.’

According to both parties, the argument continued throughout the day through text
messages and phone calls while Officer Galvan was at work. Officer Galvan later returned to the
residence where his | llland v ere located. JJilland Officer Galvan agreed that the

! 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 body worn camera footage, civilian interviews, police reports
and officer interviews.

4 Att. 15, 16, 17, 18. Jlllldid not provide a statement to COPA. COPA took all information from her account
according the listed BWC’s.

S Att. 17, 3:00 to 4:21

6 Att. 8, Pg. 12, Ins. 16-24

T Att. 8, Pg. 27, 14-23

Page 1 of 8

Final Summary Report | Version 1.0 | 02012023



Log # 2023-5493

argument in the evening involved Officer Galvan spending time with his || lllAthough,
Il d Officer Galvan had different understandings on ||jjjllirequest. v anted Officer
Galvan to spend more time with their |jjjjjjiifout did not intend he would take the child
overnight.® Officer Galvan stated that [Jjjilirequested that he take the child for the weekend.’
Officer Galvan stated that this was out of the ordinary due to [Jjjilistill breast feeding their child.'°
Officer Galvan had also stated that this was the first time that he took their child overnight.!!

Both Officer Galvan and |jjjjillstated that the argument continued as Officer Galvan
prepared to leave the residence, JJildid not believe that Officer Galvan was prepared to have
their | llllovernight. While Officer Galvan was attempting to pack an overnight backpack,
I -ttempted to inspect the backpack. Officer Galvan stated that [Jjjjifbegan to pull on the
backpack and check the contents of the bag containing essentials for their child.'? Officer Galvan
further stated that he became concerned because his service weapon was inside the backpack, as
he was wearing sweatpants and placed the service weapon there.!* Officer Galvan stated that he
then turned and told [Jillnot to touch him or the backpack.'* |jjillstated that Officer Galvan
pushed her when she attempted to open the bag.'®

Officer Galvan stated that he left the residence, entered his vehicle and rolled up a window
of his vehicle.!¢ He further stated that the verbal argument continued with [Jjjjiilfas he prepared to
depart.!” According to Officer Galvan, [Jjjiliimoved in front of his vehicle blocking him from
leaving.'® Officer Galvan stated that he went over to his aunt’s residence and Home Depot."’
Officer Galvan stated that he eventually went over to his girlfriend’s residence, who was identified
as Police Officer Amber Romero, and spent the night there.?’ Officer Galvan stated that he
arranged for pickup of his child with |Jjjilland there was no further incident.

2 lcged that was the first time any incident like this had occurred.?! Officer Galvan
stated that he did not return to the shared residence with [Jjjillafter that incident and moved out
shortly after.

8 According to both parties, JJilfvas still breast feeding their |

9 Att. 8, Pg. 13, 2-11

10 Att. 8, Pg. 13, Ins 13-19

U Att. 8, Pg. 16, Ins. 15-17

12 Att. 8, Pg. 18, Ins 5-12, PO Galvan stated that [JJjilfwas upset that he was taking clothes that she bought
overnight.

13 Att. 8, Pg. 19, Ins 19-24

14 Att. 8, Pg. 20, Ins. 1-5

15 Att. 16, 4:15 to 4:21

' Il did not provide a statement to COPA and this part was not addressed during the interview on BWC
17 Att. 8, Pg. 21, Ins 21-24

18 Att. 8, Pg. 21, Ins 11-15

19 Att. 8, Pg. 24, Ins 1-16

20 Att. 9, COPA interviewed PO Romero pertaining to the incident.

21 Att. 16, 4:55 to 500
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III. ALLEGATIONS

Fransico Galvan, Star #4235:
1. Engaging in a verbal altercation in front of a minor child.
- Sustained, in violation of Rules 2, 3, 8 and 9

2. Engaging in a physical altercation, in front of a minor child, with | >y
pushing and or slapping and or shoving Christine [Jjjjjjijhands and or body.
- Sustained, in violation of Rules 2, 3, 8 and 9

IV.  CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

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

COPA found Officer Galvan’s account less credible in material respects. | v as
reasonably concerned about Officer Galvan taking their child overnight without being properly
prepared or discussing the actions that needed to be taken in order to properly care for their child
overnight. Officer Galvan admitted that the baby was still breast feeding and that the request was
out of the ordinary.?? Officer Galvan remained adamant that [Jjjilifwanted him to take the baby
overnight, but he also stated that she was in front of his vehicle and did not want him to leave.?’
Officer Galvan’s statement failed to address the gravity of the situation. Officer Galvan had never
taken their [Jiillovernight, and it was unknown if Officer Galvan was properly prepared.

COPA found |lllllllaccount more credible and provided a more reasonable account of
events. [JJllldescription of events was consistent with her statements to responding officer and
with the overall circumstances surrounding the incident. |Jjjjifladdressed her own duplicity while
providing her statement. She wanted Officer Galvan to spend more time with their ||| |  llllas he
does his |l ith another woman, but she did not mean Officer Galvan to take their |||
overnight let alone an entire weekend. By calling for police officer assistance, she wanted to
document the two physical incidents but ultimately to get help in finding out the location of her
I i d not deny that she confronted Officer Galvan with his responsibilities as a father
and requested that he spend more time with his | llllt is also not unreasonable that she did
not mean that she wanted Officer Galvan to take their ||jjjllllovernight. |Jllland Officer

2 Att. 8, Pg. 13, Ins 13-19
23 Att. 8, Pg. 21, Ins 11-15
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Galvan described her actions while Officer Galvan was attempting to leave, and it is reasonable to
want to make sure Officer Galvan was properly prepared to spend time with their ||| jjlllaway
from the house and away from [Jjjjjillcspecially since this was the first time.

V. ANALYSIS*

COPA found the allegation that Officer Galvan engaged in a verbal altercation in front of
a minor child sustained. Both Officer Galvan and [Jjjjilildescribed ongoing verbal disputes
throughout the day, including arguments before Officer Galvan went to work, during the day by
telephone and text message, and again after he returned home. Officer Galvan and [Jjjjjijwere the
only individuals at the residence after Officer Galvan returned to work, so their child was also
located with them during the argument. Both parties failed to deescalate the situation, which
eventually led to an altercation in front of Officer Galvan’s vehicle with the minor child inside.?®
COPA finds with the preponderance of the evidence that Officer Galvan violated CPD policy and
Rules 2, 3, 8 and 9.

COPA found the allegation that Officer Galvan engaged in a physical altercation in front
of a minor child with Christine |JJjjilifby pushing and or slapping and or shoving |
hands or body, sustained. COPA interviewed Officer Galvan who stated that there was a physical
altercation in the morning.?® Officer Galvan stated that |Jjjilfput her hands in front of his face,
and Officer Galvan pushed them away making physical contact with her and admitted to being
aggravated. Later, Officer Galvan stated that Jjjjifattempted to grab the diaper bag where his
weapon was located while the minor was in their presence. 2’ Officer Galvan failed to have clear
communication with [JJjlilifwho had good reasons to find out more information as to Officer
Galvan’s intentions and where he was taking their || llllBoth incidents occurred in the context
of disputes involving the child, and the evidence supports that the child was present during the
relevant events. Even accepting Officer Galvan’s account in part, he admitted to physical contact
during the dispute. COPA finds with the preponderance of the evidence that Officer Galvan
violated CPD policy and Rules 2, 3, 8 and 9.

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION

a. Police Officer Francisco Galvan

24 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B.
2 Att. 8, Pg. 22, Ins 11-15

26 Att. 8, Pg. 28, Ins 1-17

27 Att. 8, Pg. 19, Ins 19-24 & Pg. 20, Ins 1-15
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i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History?®

Officer Galvan’s date of appointment with the Chicago Police Department is November
27, 2018. During this time, Officer Galvan has received a total of 23 awards, including 12
Honorable Mentions, 4 Special Commendation Awards, and 1 Unit Meritorious Performance
Award. Officer Galvan received a 5-day suspension for an Operations/Personnel Violations
Insubordination and has no SPAR history in the past five years.

ii. Recommended Discipline

Officer Galvan engaged in misconduct involving both a verbal and a physical altercation
in the presence of a minor child. The sustained finding establish that Officer Galvan failed to
deescalate a prolonged domestic dispute and instead contributed to its escalation through verbal
conflict and the use of physical force. In aggravation, misconduct occurred in the presence of a
minor child and easy access to a weapon. Balancing the seriousness of the sustained violations and
the fact that there was no bodily injury, COPA recommends a suspension of 11-29 days.

Approved:

4.17.26

Kimberly Edstrom Schiller Date
Director of Investigations — Chief Investigator

8 Att. 21
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Appendix A

Case Details

Date/Time/Location of Incident: November 21, 2023, multiple times throughout the day, 1634

W. 38" Street, Unit 1, Chicago IL 60609

Date/Time of COPA Notification: | November 21, 2023

Involved Member #1: Police Officer Francisco Galvan, #|j}}j} I Malc
Involved Individual #1: I 1089, Female
Involved Individual #2:

Applicable Rules

OO0 XXOE KX

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.

Rule _: [Insert text of any additional rule(s) violated]

Applicable Policies and Laws

[Directive #]: [Directive Name] (effective [date] to [date (or 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.”°

2 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).

30 People v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036, 9 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:

Do dodonoobobdognogodXxXdood

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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