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DEFENDANT CITY OF CHICAGO’S LOCAL RULE 56.1(a)(2) STATEMENT OF 
UNDISPUTED MATERIAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION FOR SUMMARY 

JUDGMENT 

 Defendant, City of Chicago, by its attorneys, submits the following statement of undisputed 

material facts, pursuant to L.R. 56.1(a)(2), in support of its Motion for Summary Judgment: 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff William Carter resided in the Northern District of Illinois. (Dkt. 1, Complaint 

¶12). 

2. Plaintiff alleges Sgt. Ronald Watts and Officers Alvin Jones, Kallatt Mohammed, John 

Rodriguez, Kenneth Young, Elsworth Smith, Darryl Edwards, Gerome Summers, and Calvin Ridgell 

(“Defendant Police Officers”) were members of the Chicago Police Department (“CPD”) and acting 

under color of law as police officers. (Dkt. 83, City’s Answer to Plaintiff’s Complaint, ¶ 14).  

3. Defendant City of Chicago is an Illinois municipal corporation. (Dkt. 1, Compl. ¶13).  

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
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4. Plaintiff has brought this action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and this Court has 

jurisdiction over plaintiff’s claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1343 and 1367. (Dkt. 1, Compl. ¶ 11). 

Venue is proper in the United States District Court, Northern District of Illinois pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1391(b).  

PLAINTIFF’S ARRESTS AND CONVICTIONS 

5. During the years 2004 and 2006, Plaintiff William “Yayo” Carter was a daily drug user 

(marijuana) when he lived in the Ida B. Wells housing complex. (Ex. 14, Plaintiff’s deposition, at 7:22-

8:6, 24:16-25:18, 32:22-33:4, 87:8-131). On occasion, he would consume ecstasy. (Id. at 87:14-19).  

6. According to Plaintiff, the only drug sales he ever saw when he lived at the Ida B. 

Wells housing complex was when he purchased marijuana. (Id. at 33:16-19).  

7. In the 2003 – 2007 time frame, the Ida B. Wells housing complex was located within 

the CPD’s Second District. (Ex. 58, 2/25/22 Watts Dep. at 61:6-24). Ronald Watts was one of the 

sergeants assigned to supervise teams of officers who patrolled areas that included the Ida B. Wells 

housing complex. (Id. at 102:13-24; Dkt. 1, Compl. ¶ 1; Dkt. 83, City Answer ¶ 14).  

8. Plaintiff was arrested on March 3, 2004 and June 18, 2004 inside buildings of the Ida 

B. Wells housing complex and charged with drug crimes. (Dkt. 83, City Answer ¶¶ 17; 27; 33; 43). On 

December 16, 2004, Plaintiff pleaded guilty to and was convicted of drug crimes in Case Nos. 04 CR 

9579 and 04 CR 17677, following a court hearing in which Circuit Court of Cook County Judge 

Nicholas Ford found that a factual basis existed for the pleas, and that Plaintiff’s pleas were freely and 

voluntarily made. (Ex. 15, 12/16/04 Plea Transcript, at 3-5).   

9. On May 19, 2006, Plaintiff was again arrested on the grounds of the Ida B. Wells 

housing complex and charged with a drug crime. (Dkt. 83, City Answer ¶¶ 49-50; 62; 69). Plaintiff was 

 
1 In the interest of economy, the City has attached as exhibits the cited excerpts of deposition testimony. 
Should the Court prefer the complete transcripts, the City will provide them upon request. 
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found guilty by a jury of possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver in Case No. 06 

CR 13571 and was sentenced to nine years’ imprisonment. (Id. at ¶72; Ex. 59, Corrected Mittimus at 

DO-JOINT 016311).  

THE JOINT FBI/IAD CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION  

10. On or about September 17, 2004, Calvin Holliday of the CPD’s Internal Affairs 

Division (“IAD”), Confidential Investigations Section (“CIS”), initiated Complaint Register #300778 

and Confidential Number 259476. (Ex. 1, BAKER GLENN 18627; Ex. 2, Holliday deposition at 64). 

According to a September 17, 2004 memorandum sent to the Commanding Officer of CIS, Lt. Juan 

Rivera, Holliday was made aware by CPD Sgt. Henry Harris (who at that time was assigned to 

Chicago’s HIDTA - High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas), of allegations that unknown Public 

Housing Unit officers were taking money from drug dealers to allow the drug dealers to sell their 

product. (Ex. 1, BAKER GLENN 18627; Ex. 2, Holliday deposition at 65-67).   

11. Holliday, Lt. Rivera, and IAD Sgt. Kenneth Bigg met with a confidential informant 

(“CI”), who alleged police officers had approached him and requested payment to allow him to 

continue selling drugs in the area. Id. The CI said this conduct was ongoing and many larger drug 

dealers were paying “tax” money to the officers. Id. Subsequent memos indicate this CI was Willie 

Gaddy. (Ex. 3, BAKER GLENN 10947-48). 

12. IAD brought Gaddy’s accusation to the United States Attorney’s Office (“USAO”), 

Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”), and other federal agencies during a meeting on September 

20, 2004. (Ex. 4, FBI 331; Ex. 5, ATF Management Log at ATF-Baker 38.2; Ex. 6, BAKER GLENN 

18628; Ex. 2, Holliday deposition at 68-70).  

13. According to ATF’s Management Log, the following individuals were present at the 

September 20, 2024 meeting: Holliday, Lt. Rivera, Sgt. Bigg, Sgt. Harris, AUSA Mark Prosperi, AUSA 

Gayle Littleton, AUSA David Hoffman, FBI Agent Daria Ringo, FBI Agent Jim McNally, DEA Agent 



4 

Scott Masumoto, ATF Agent Susan Bray, and ATF Agent Billy Warren. (Ex. 5 at ATF-Baker 38.2). 

Per Holliday’s September 21, 2004 memo, “It was determined this would be a federally prosecuted 

investigation.  The Cooperating Individual is to be prosecuted in federal court and the United States 

Attorney’s office believe they should be in control of everything that results from his cooperation.”2 

(Ex. 6).  

14. Lt. Rivera testified that the federal authorities at the September 20, 2004 meeting stated 

this would be a federal investigation prosecuted in federal Court and that they would be in control of 

the information. (Ex. 7, Rivera Confidential dep at 60). Specifically, Rivera testified “it was the AUSA 

who made [that] decision.” (Ex. 8, Rivera dep at 83).  

15. An FBI report states that “On 09/21/2004, FBI Chicago received information of an 

ongoing joint investigation conducted by [IAD, DEA and ATF]. The investigation involved alleged 

criminal activity of … Watts.” (Ex. 4, FBI 331). FBI 331 states that:  

An ATF source alleged that, in the past, Watts attempted to extort him for bribe 
payments. Making these bribe payments to Watts would permit source to continue his 
drug trafficking activity in the Ida B. Wells housing project. ATF source also stated 
that Watts was currently receiving payments from other individuals involved in drug 
trafficking in the Ida B. Wells housing project. Id.  

16. The “Investigative Strategy” reflected by FBI 331 states that:  

FBI Chicago will supervise ATF source in conducting consensually monitored 
telephone recordings. Information gathered during these conversations will be used to 
corroborate Watt’s (sic) involvement in receiving payments in exchange for allowing 
drug trafficking activity in the Ida B. Wells housing project. Id. 

17. FBI Special Agent Matthew Kern interviewed the CI (Gaddy) at 219 S. Dearborn on 

September 21, 2004 and wrote an FBI 302 report regarding his interview of Gaddy. (Ex. 9, FBI 325-

26).  

 
2  This investigation will be referred to herein as the “Joint FBI/IAD Investigation.” 
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18. Among other things, FBI 325-26 states that the informant “is a member of the 

Gangster Disciples,” has never been employed, and has relied upon selling drugs as his only means of 

financial support. Id. SA Kern’s report states that the informant was “operating as a cooperating 

witness of the ATF in an on-going collaborative investigation along with [IAD and DEA].” SA Kern’s 

302 report further states that:  

Watts gets IBW drug dealers to pay him to ‘work’ (sell drugs) in the housing project. 
If the payments are made to Watts, he will in turn allow the drug dealers to continue 
to sell drugs.  The amount that each drug dealer pays Watts is determined by Watts. 
Id.  

The CI identified Wilbert Moore and other drug dealers who paid Watts to allow them to sell drugs. 

Id.   

19. SA Kern drafted a report dated September 27, 2004, wherein he requested approval 

to open an investigation of Watts following a meeting with an AUSA.  (Group Ex. 10, consisting of 

two versions of the 9/27/04 report with different redactions, at FBI 323). SA Kern’s September 27, 

2004 report refers to an “ongoing” joint investigation involving IAD, DEA and ATF involving alleged 

criminal activity of Watts, and that “information regarding this allegation was offered and continues 

to be provided by an ATF source.” Id. This report states that:  

Information collected that relates to drug violations will be investigated by DEA. 
Information collected that relates to gun violations will be investigated by ATF. 
Information collected that relates to police corruption will be investigated by CPD-
IAD and FBI. Id.   

20. Among other things, SA Kern’s September 27, 2004 report also states that AUSA 

Littleton “has related that the above described matter has prosecutorial potential if further evidence 

of criminal activity is uncovered.” Id. at BAKER GLENN 2107. According to the report, AUSA 

Littleton would seek prosecution under 18 U.S.C. Sec. 872. Id.  

21. An “Investigative Strategy” is also detailed in SA Kern’s September 27, 2004 report as 

follows:  
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Initial course of investigative action will include a thorough review of CPD-IAD, DEA 
and ATF investigative files related to Watts. Additionally, agents will conduct financial 
and property record searches of the captioned officer and associates, as well as review 
telephone records of Watts. Furthermore, agents will supervise source in conducting 
consensual telephone recordings. Information gathered during these conversations 
will be used to corroborate Watt’s (sic) involvement in receiving payments in exchange 
for the allowance of continued drug trafficking activity in the Ida B. Wells housing 
project. Id. at FBI 324. 

22. SA Kern wrote a report concerning the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation on October 18, 

2004. (Ex. 11, FBI 328-29). SA Kern’s October 18, 2004 report states in part that:  

CPD officers working on the above captioned case escorted [redacted source] to a 
meeting with Wilbur Moore (aka “Big Shorty”) at the Ida B. Wells housing project. 
[Source] told CPD officers that he and Moore were supposed to meet to talk about 
drug dealing. Moore did not show up for the meeting. It was later learned that Moore 
was not in town. Id.  

23. Agent Kern’s October 18, 2004 report also states that AUSA Littleton:  

notified reporting agent that CPD officers involved in the [Watts case] were going to 
attempt another meeting between [Source] and Moore during the week of October 18, 
2004. The intention of this meeting will be to deal drugs. If this drug deal takes place, 
CPD plans to arrest [Source] and Moore, separate them, then proposition Moore to 
cooperate with the government. This cooperation will include Moore’s assistance in 
the investigation of CPD Sergeant Ronald Watts. Id. 

24. According to a later FBI memo, SA Kern determined the original 2004 source (Gaddy) 

provided inconsistent statements “regarding the manner of the extortion which prevented using” him. 

(Ex. 12, FBI 450-55, at 451).  

25. Holliday also testified that the CIs who had come forward while he was working on 

the investigation “didn’t want to give it up. They said they would cooperate and they – at later times, 

they still did not cooperate with me.” (Ex. 2 at 68). 

26. In addition to Gaddy, a second drug dealer named Wilbert “Big Shorty” Moore 

cooperated relative to the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation, among other things. (Ex. 13, BAKER 

GLENN 004151-59).  
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27. On April 7, 2005, ATF Special Agent Susan Bray conducted an interview of Moore at 

the CPD’s Homan Square facility, which interview included members of the DEA and CPD.  (Id.) 

According to Moore, he was a member of the Gangster Disciples and had been selling heroin and 

cocaine on a daily basis at Ida B. Wells for 15 to 20 years. (Id. at BAKER GLENN 004152).  

28. Moore provided information to SA Bray about his own drug dealing as well as the 

drug dealing of others, including Ben Baker and Willie Gaddy. (Id. at BAKER GLENN 4156).  

29. Paragraphs 53-58 of SA Bray’s report refer to Moore’s statements as to Watts and his 

alleged conduct in taking payments from drug dealers, including himself. (Ex. 13). According to 

Moore, Officer Al Jones was said to work on Watts’s team, and also allegedly took payments. (Id.) 

Also according to Moore, Watts, Jones, and Kenny Young “never let the white officers know what 

was going on.” (Id. at ¶53).  Moore said he would pay Watts when Watts caught him or one of his 

workers with a firearm or narcotics. (Id. at ¶54). 

30. On May 3, 2005, FBI SA Kern met with Moore, along with IAD Agent Holliday, and 

DEA/HIDTA Agent Justin Williams. (Ex. 5 at ATF-Baker 41.2). A later FBI memorandum stated in 

part as follows:  

During his debriefing, Moore implicated Sergeant Ronald Watts in an extortion 
scheme in Ida B. Wells. Moore was released back into the Wells under a cooperation 
agreement with ATF. (Ex. 16, FBI 405). 

31. Moore was murdered on January 19, 2006 by members of the Hobos street gang. U.S. 

v. Brown, 973 F.3d 667 (7th Cir. 2020). Following a trial in the United States District Court for the 

Northern District of Illinois, several Hobos street gang members, including Arnold Council and Paris 

Poe, were convicted for their role in Moore’s death. Id. According to the Seventh Circuit:   

Moore dealt drugs in the Ida B. Wells housing projects. In 2004, he started cooperating 
with the Chicago Police Department (CPD). Information he provided led to the search 
of an apartment from which Council supplied crack cocaine. During the search, CPD 
officers seized cocaine, crack cocaine, heroin, cannabis, and firearms from the 
apartment. Council figured out that Moore was the informant. In January 2006 
Council and Poe, with Bush’s assistance, killed Moore. Bush spotted Moore’s car 
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parked outside of a barbershop and made a phone call. Council and Poe quickly arrived 
on the scene. As Moore left the barbershop, Poe fired at him from Council’s car. 
Moore attempted to flee, but he tripped in a nearby vacant lot, allowing Council and 
Poe to catch up to him. Poe immediately shot him in the face. Id. at 679-80. 
  
32. In addition to Gaddy and Moore, Baker alleged that Watts and members of his team 

committed acts of misconduct. (Ex. 3, BAKER GLENN 010947-48). Baker made these allegations 

to law enforcement after he was arrested on March 23, 2005. (Ex. 17, 3/23/05 arrest report).  

33. Ben Baker was interviewed in May 2005 by former ASA David Navarro of the Public 

Integrity Unit of the Cook County State’s Attorney’s Office (“CCSAO”), IAD Agent Holliday, and 

others, in the presence of Baker’s criminal defense attorney, Matthew Mahoney, and Baker’s wife, 

Clarissa Glenn. (Ex. 3, Holliday 6/28/05 Report). According to ASA Navarro, Baker told him that he 

was a drug dealer at the May 2005 meeting. (Ex. 18, Navarro dep at 286).  

34. Baker “informed IAD and Assistant State’s Attorney David Navarro that (1) Sgt. Watts 

had requested money from him in exchange for allowing him to stay in business; (2) Baker had refused; 

and (3) Sgt. Watts had then fabricated a case against him as a result of the refusal.” (Ex. 19, Amended 

First Successive Petition for Post-Conviction Relief of Ben Baker, at ¶17).  

35. IAD Agent Holliday reported that while Baker indicated he would cooperate in the 

investigation of Watts, as of the date of Holliday’s June 28, 2005 memo, Holliday had not heard 

anything back from Baker or Baker’s attorney regarding any cooperation. (Ex. 3, Holliday 6/28/05 

Report).  

36.   On July 27, 2005, the Illinois State Police responded to IAD Agent Holliday’s request 

for a Suspicious Activity Report (a FinCEN report), from Empress Casino. (Ex. 20, BAKER GLENN 

010911-35). A December 6, 2005 FinCEN report run by the FBI reflected that Watts had purchased 

$10,100 in chips from Empress Casino in 1999. (Ex. 21, FBI 337).  

37. On or about September 28, 2005, Baker’s attorney (Mahoney) informed Judge Michael 

Toomin, the judge in Baker’s criminal case (People v. Baker, 05 CR 8982), that he wanted to subpoena 
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IAD, which “ASA Navarro knows of.” (Ex. 22, BAKER GLENN 010666-74 at 10668, Judge 

Toomin’s 9/28/05 half sheet). Judge Toomin entered an order directing IAD to deliver to Judge 

Toomin for an in-camera inspection its files and information on Police Officers Watts, Jones, Gonzalez, 

and Nichols. (Ex. 23, Judge Toomin’s order).  

38. IAD provided responsive documents to Judge Toomin for in camera inspection, and 

Judge Toomin released documents to the CCSAO and Attorney Mahoney after ASA Navarro told 

Judge Toomin it was okay to release the records to the parties. (Ex. 22, at BAKER GLENN 010672, 

Judge Toomin’s April 24, 2006 half sheet entry).  

39. Among other things, the information provided to Judge Toomin, the CCSAO, and 

Attorney Mahoney included: Moore’s allegations as summarized in SA Bray’s April 7, 2005 report (Ex. 

13, BAKER GLENN 004151-59); the allegations contained in IAD Agent Holliday’s September 17, 

2004 (Ex. 1, BAKER GLENN 18627) and September 21, 2004 memoranda (Ex. 6, BAKER GLENN 

18628); the allegations contained in  a March 9, 2005 IAD report that Watts had been accused of 

taking money from drug dealers in exchange for allowing them to remain in business and of arresting 

those drug dealers who refused to pay (Ex. 24, BAKER GLENN 000187-189); and the allegations 

made by Baker, Gaddy, and Moore contained in IAD Agent Holliday’s June 28, 2005 memorandum 

(Ex. 3, Holliday 6/28/05 Memorandum). (Ex. 25 at ¶5-15 Mahoney affidavit with attachments).  

40. The CCSAO chose to continue with its prosecution of Baker instead of filing any 

charges against Watts or members of his team. (Ex. 18, Navarro dep at 311-12). 

41. An FBI memorandum dated February 10, 2006 states, in part, that an investigation 

was initiated in September 2004 when the FBI received information of an ongoing joint investigation 

conducted by IAD, DEA and ATF involving alleged criminal activity by Watts. (Ex. 26, FBI 339-40). 

The February 10, 2006 FBI memo states that “During the course of the investigation, allegations 

against Watts were never able to be substantiated or collaborated (sic).”  (Id.) The memo states that 
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on January 20, 2006, ASA Navarro of the CCSAO related that “his office had been investigating 

[Watts].” (Id.)  

42. According to the February 10, 2006 FBI memo, on January 20, 2006, the investigative 

status was presented to AUSA Gayle Littleton, who “advised that she would decline prosecution 

because of parallel State prosecution and because the case lacked federal prosecutive merit.” (Id.)   

43. IAD Agent Holliday testified that the CIs who had come forward during his 

involvement on the investigation (which ended in late 2005 or early 2006 when he received a new 

assignment),  

. . . were all drug dealers, they were all current drug dealers, and they – they had 
something to say, and they probably did have knowledge, but they didn’t want to give 
it up. They said they would cooperate and they – at later times, they still did not 
cooperate with me. (Ex. 2, Holliday dep at 68).  

44. In October 2005, Clarissa Glenn initiated CR #309282 regarding an incident on 

August 20, 2005, in which she alleged two male black casually dressed officers entered and searched 

her residence without a warrant or permission. (Ex. 27, at CITY-BG-012905). Glenn also alleged that 

on October 23, 2005 an officer gave her a threatening message of bodily harm or arrest for no reason. 

(Id.) Lt. Kenneth Mann, having been assigned to investigate these complaints, requested the CRs be 

classified as unfounded due to lack of cooperation when Glenn failed to contact him in November 

2005. (Id., at CITY-BG-012904).  

45. Glenn later wrote to IAD in or about August 2006 and acknowledged her previous 

lack of cooperation with investigators because, she asserted, her fear of officers Watts and Jones. (Id., 

CITY-BG-012918-19). In a memo dated September 5, 2006, the Assistant Deputy Superintendent 

(“ADS”) of IAD, Debra Kirby, directed that CR #309282 be reopened and assigned to CIS to be 

investigated with the ongoing criminal investigation. (Id., CITY-BG-012917). IAD CIS Sgt. Joseph 

Barnes was assigned to the case. (Id., at CITY-BG-012927). 

46. According to an FBI memo:  
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In November of 2006, new allegations against Watts were brought to the Chicago FBI 
by CPD IAD Sergeant Joe Barnes. Sergeant Barnes had been contacted by a 
complainant that detailed specific information regarding drug-related law enforcement 
corruption involving Watts. Specifically, the complainant made an introduction to a 
second complainant that had recently been extorted by Watts. On two occasions 
within the last two months, the second complainant had been robbed of $830.00 and 
$4,255.00, respectively, by Watts. (Ex. 28, at FBI 347-48).  

47. In November 2006, FBI SA Kern and Sgt. Barnes interviewed Glenn. Among other 

things, Glenn stated that her husband Ben Baker, although on probation, was selling heroin and 

cocaine at the Ida B. Wells. (Ex. 29, FBI 263-65). Glenn said the first time she came into contact with 

Watts was in the Summer 2004, when Watts came to her apartment and asked for Baker. (Id. at 263). 

Watts allegedly said: “I heard that you were the only ones over here eating,” which meant making a 

profit from the drug trade. Id. Glenn made other allegations of misconduct, including that Watts 

wanted a payment from Baker to allow him to continue to sell drugs. (Id. at 264). 

48. SA Kern authored an FBI memorandum dated January 18, 2007. (Ex. 30, FBI 343-

45). SA Kern’s memorandum requested that the FBI investigation into Watts and others be reopened 

based on the information provided by IAD. (Id.) The memo requested “SAC authority to re-open a 

public corruption investigation that was closed in February, 2006.” (Id. at 343). 

49. SA Kern’s January 18, 2007, memo also stated that on December 20, 2006 an AUSA 

was advised of the new information recently developed and the AUSA “advised that this case was 

prosecutable if additional evidence could be developed.” (Id.) Thus, the federal investigation was 

reopened by the FBI and AUSA Littleton. (Id.)  

50. As for the Initial Investigative Strategy, the January 18, 2007, memo stated it will “be 

to use available resources to identify all Police Officers involved in the alleged corrupt activities.” (Id.) 

The memo also notes that the CPD “has access to an apartment unit on the 23rd floor of an apartment 

building directly adjacent to Ida B. Wells. This unit will be utilized to facilitate and coordinate 

surveillance activities at Ida B. Wells.” (Id.)  
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51. The Joint FBI/IAD Investigation continued in 2007, developing and utilizing 

confidential informants Jamar “Tweek” Lewis, Art Kirksey, and others. (Ex. 31, FBI 250-52).  

52. Glenn also continued to provide information. (Id.) On or about September 27, 2007, 

Glenn stated she was in contact with Lewis and Kirksey. (Id.) Lewis and Kirksey had taken over 

management of the drug trade at 527 E. Browning from Ben Baker. Id. Per Glenn, both Lewis and 

Kirksey had been approached by Mohammed who was seeking a bribe payment. (Id.)  

53. On or about November 1, 2007, SA Smith interviewed Glenn, who had once again 

contacted Lewis. (Id. at FBI 250). Lewis told Glenn he had learned that Kirksey had been paying 

Mohammed approximately $1,000 every two weeks without Lewis’s knowledge. (Id.)  

54. The Joint FBI/IAD Investigation conducted operations that led to Mohammed 

accepting money from drug dealers to allow them to continue selling drugs on several occasions during 

the period of December 2007 to June 2008. (Ex. 32, City’s Second Amended Answer to Clarissa 

Glenn’s Interrogatories at 26-32). The Joint FBI/IAD Investigation continued with other 

sophisticated investigative techniques until 2011 to develop evidence against Watts or others, including 

a scenario set up at a “stash house” where thousands of dollars of FBI money was placed to find out 

if Watts or others would steal the money, Title IIIs and consensual overhears, pen registers, use of 

confidential human sources, covert surveillance, a “money rip” scenario in March 2010, and other 

operations. (Id. at 28-44). 

55. On or about July 13, 2011, FBI SA Michael Ponicki, who had been assigned to the 

case in 2010, wrote a memo stating, in part, that the USAO supports an extortion charge against 

Mohammed, but “elected to delay filing the complaint until further evidence could be obtained 

implicating Watts.” (Ex. 33, FBI 909-11).  

56. As for the March 31, 2010 money rip scenario, SA Ponicki’s July 13, 2011 memo states 

that:  
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A successful consensual recording of the events was gathered by the CHS, but due to 
unforeseen circumstances, the surveillance team lost sight of the CHS and Watts. The 
surveillance team was then unable to corroborate that the payment to Watts had 
actually taken place. (Id.)  

SA Ponicki stated that he initially wanted to attempt another scenario, but due to the difficulty 

surveilling the CHS, and controlling the scenario, he and AUSA Shakeshaft decided “to file extortion 

charges on Mohammed and attempt to obtain his cooperation, against Watts.” (Id.)  

57. The July 13, 2011 SA Ponicki memo further states that on April 14, 2011, SA Ponicki 

and Sgt. Boehmer met with the DEA to attempt to develop new information on Watts and his team’s 

alleged illegal activities. (Id.) The new FBI case agent assigned after SA Ponicki was Special Agent 

Craig Henderson. (Id.)  

58. On November 21, 2011, the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation attempted another scenario 

to develop sufficient evidence for the USAO to approve charges against Watts and any other involved 

members. (Ex. 34, BAKER GLENN 002245-54; see also Ex. 35, FBI 14-16). This scenario was 

successful and led to criminal charges against Watts and Mohammed for theft of Government funds 

from an individual they believed to be a drug courier. (Ex. 36, BAKER GLENN 001295-1319). 

59. The Joint FBI/IAD Investigation attempted additional operational scenarios in 

January and February 2012 targeting Watts, Mohammed, and any other involved police officers. (See 

e.g. Group Ex. 37, FBI 964-66, 984-85, 1000-09, 1010-12, 1158-61, 1035-36, 1038-41, 1030-32, 1075-

84,1085-89). A report by FBI SA Raymond Hart discussed a scenario to take place the week of January 

5, 2012. (Id., at FBI 984-85).  

60. Additional FBI documents reflect further operational scenarios in January 2012: “This 

will be a covert operation in which an UCE, with money provided by the FBI, will be detained by 

CPD officers Ronald Watts, Kallatt Mohammed, and others yet unknown, and it is anticipated that 

the CHS’s money will be stolen by the officers” (Id., at FBI 1000); “On 1/18/2012, Squad WC-2 will 

conduct another investigative operation … targeting CPD officers Watts, Mohammed, Jones and 
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others yet unknown….” (Id., at FBI 1010-12); “On 2/2/12, a third investigative operation will be 

attempted which will be similar to the 1/18/2012 scenario.” (Id., at FBI 1078).  

61. On February 6, 2012, Watts and Mohammed were charged in federal court with theft 

of Government funds. (Ex. 36, BAKER GLENN 001295-1319). On February 8, 2012, Mohammed 

was relieved of his police powers. (Ex. 38, CITY-BG-000213). On February 12, 2012, Watts and 

Mohammed were arrested. (Ex. 39, CITY-BG-000216-220, 276-280). On February 13, 2012, Watts 

was relieved of his police powers. (Ex. 40, CITY-BG-000273-274). Watts and Mohammed resigned 

from CPD as a result of the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation. (Ex. 41, CITY-BG-000259, 299).  

62. On February 13, 2012, the USAO issued a press release regarding the arrests of Watts 

and Mohammed stating, in part, that “the police department’s Internal Affairs Division participated 

in the investigation.”  (Ex. 42, BAKER GLENN 002259-61, at 2259). The arrests and charges against 

Watts and Mohammed were announced by U.S. Attorney Patrick Fitzgerald, FBI Special Agent in 

Charge Robert Grant, and Superintendent Garry McCarthy.  (Id.) 

63. After the arrests of Watts and Mohammed, the FBI interviewed multiple officers and 

other individuals in early 2012, including but not limited to Mohammed, Alvin Jones, Brian Bolton, 

and Lamonica Lewis. (Group Ex. 43, FBI 290-91, 295-313).  

64. On or about May 3, 2012, during Mohammed’s proffer with the USAO, Mohammed 

stated that other than himself, he did not know of any other officers who were engaging in criminal 

activity with Watts.  (Ex. 44, FBI 267-76, at 275-76). 

65. At or near the conclusion of the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation, former IAD Chief Juan 

Rivera inquired of the FBI if there was evidence that any other officers on Watts’s tactical team were 

involved in improper conduct that would warrant an indictment or disciplinary charges, and he was 

told there was not. (Ex. 7, Rivera Confidential dep at 57-60; Ex. 8, Rivera dep at 51-54, 69-70).  
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66. At or near the conclusion of the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation, former Police 

Superintendent Garry McCarthy inquired of the USAO and the FBI if there was evidence that any 

other officers on Watts’s tactical team were involved in improper conduct that would warrant an 

indictment or disciplinary charges, and he was told there was not. (Ex. 45, McCarthy deposition at 82-

83).  

67. Several years after the conclusion of the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation, former 

Superintendent Eddie Johnson inquired of the USAO and the FBI if there was evidence that any other 

officers on Watts’s tactical team were involved in improper conduct that would warrant an indictment 

or disciplinary charges, and he was told there was not. (Ex. 46, Johnson deposition at 38-43). 

68. The FBI’s September 25, 2014 memorandum closing the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation 

confirmed that Watts and Mohammed were the only two officers that the evidence established had 

committed crimes. (Ex. 47, FBI 1279-81). SA Henderson’s 2014 closing report stated in part: 

This investigation was opened based upon witness information that ... Watts and 
members of his tactical team had been stealing both drugs and drug proceeds from 
drug dealers and couriers around the former Ida B. Wells public housing project. 
Through investigation and CHS information, it was learned that Watts and CPD police 
officer Kallatt Mohammed were the officers stealing drugs and drug proceeds from 
drug dealers and drug couriers . . . In summary, sufficient personnel and financial 
resources were expended on the investigation. All investigative methods/techniques 
that were initiated during the investigation have been completed. Furthermore, all 
leads that have been set have been completed. All logical and reasonable investigation 
was completed, and all evidence obtained during the investigation has been returned 
or destroyed in accordance with evidence policy. (Id.) 
  
69. SA Henderson submitted a Declaration averring that “During my review of the items 

of electronic material collected by the FBI in its investigation of Mr. Watts and Mr. Mohammed, I did 

not perceive anything that indicated that the subjects of the investigation were engaged in falsification 

of criminal charges against any individual.” (Ex. 48, Henderson Declaration at ¶14).  

70. Plaintiff contends the City should have moved to discipline Watts, Mohammed, or 

other members of the team before his arrests and prosecutions. (AC ¶¶113-17). Former IAD Chief 
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Barbara West testified that the CPD should not have moved administratively against the targets of the 

investigation during the pendency of the criminal case. (Ex. 49, West dep at 113-116).  

71. Chief West testified that during the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation, Title III wiretaps 

were applied for and approved by the federal courts, grand jury subpoenas were issued, FBI 

confidential sources were utilized, surveillance was conducted, and other confidential investigatory 

techniques were utilized, the fruits of which would not have been available in any administrative 

proceeding until the completion of the criminal investigation, if at all. (Id.)  

72. Chief West testified the CPD would have compromised the criminal investigation and 

potentially violated federal law had the CPD moved administratively against Watts, Mohammed, or 

other members of the tactical team because doing so would have necessarily disclosed the existence 

of the Joint FBI/IAD Investigation to the subjects. (Id.) According to Chief West, moving 

administratively or relieving Watts or members of his team’s police powers “would have compromised 

the investigation and obstructed the furtherance of the investigation.” (Id. at 117). 

73. Plaintiff disclosed two experts, Dr. Jon Shane and Jeffrey Danik, who provided reports 

and deposition testimony regarding, inter alia, CPD’s supervision and discipline.  Shane’s report 

included the following: 

 A discussion of the “Metcalfe report,” which arose from congressional hearings in 1972; 
 A discussion of a 1997 report from the Commission on Police Integrity (“CPI”); 
 A discussion of the 2017 Department of Justice (“DOJ”) report; 
 A block quotation taken from two pages of the 2016 Police Accountability Task Force 

(“PATF”) report that mentions allegations against miscellaneous officers who were indicted 
over the years, including Jerome Finnigan and Corey Flagg; 

 A discussion regarding the rate at which complaints of police officer misconduct are 
sustained;  

 A reference to testimony from Daniel Echeverria and Shannon Spalding in which they 
claimed they were retaliated against and threatened as a result of their participation in the 
investigation of Watts; 

 An opinion that CPD failed to supervise officers through the internal affairs process and 
suggested that CPD’s failure to properly conduct investigations “would be expected to cause 
officers involved in narcotics enforcement, like the Defendants in this case, to engage in 
corruption and extortion and to fabricate and suppress evidence”;  
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 An opinion that CPD should have taken supervisory measures to stop the criminal 
misconduct at issue here, including moving administratively against Watts, Mohammed, or 
other officers on the tactical team. (Group Ex. 50, Shane Report excerpt, at 11, 28-52, 72-77, 
85, 88-89, 97).   
 
74. Danik’s report criticized the joint FBI/IAD investigation while suggesting additional 

investigatory steps that could have been taken or should have been done sooner. (Group Ex. 50, 

Danik Report excerpt, at 2-3).  

75. Shane admitted at deposition he does not know anything about Finnigan’s or Flagg’s 

cases and did not review the reasonableness of the IAD investigation of Finnigan or Flagg that led to 

their indictments and convictions. (Ex. 51, Shane Dep., at 260-61).  

76. Shane and Danik admitted at deposition that had the CPD moved administratively 

against Watts, Mohammed, or other officers on the tactical team before 2011 that it would have 

hindered or compromised the criminal investigation, and Watts possibly may never have been arrested. 

(Ex. 52, Shane dep (Waddy v. City of Chicago) at 104-05, 117-18; Ex. 53, Danik dep at 30-31, 45, 256-57; 

278-79).  

77. During the relevant time frame, it was the policy of the City of Chicago that all 

members of the Chicago Police Department adhere to the Rules and Regulations of the Chicago Police 

Department. (Ex. 54, Rules and Regulations at CITY-BG-059172). The Chicago Police Department 

Rules and Regulations adopted the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics “as a general standard of 

conduct for all sworn members of the Department.” (Id.)  

78. The Law Enforcement Code of Ethics requires police officers to comport themselves 

in relevant part as follows: 

As a law enforcement officer, my fundamental duty is to serve mankind; to 
safeguard lives and property, to protect the innocent against deception, the 
weak against oppression or intimidation, and the peaceful against violence or 
disorder and to respect the Constitutional rights of all men to liberty, equality 
and justice. 

*** 



18 

Honest in thought and deed in both my personal and official life. I will be 
exemplary in obeying the laws of the land and the regulations of my 
department. 

*** 

I will never act officiously or permit personal feelings, prejudices, animosities, 
or friendships to influence my decisions….I will enforce the law courteously 
and appropriately without fear or favor, malice or ill will, never employing 
unnecessary force or violence and never accepting gratuities. 

I recognize the badge of my office as a symbol of public faith, and accept it as 
a public trust to be held so long as I am true to the ethics of the police service. 
I will constantly strive to achieve these objectives and ideals, dedicating myself 
before God to my chosen profession ... law enforcement. (Id.) 

79. The Rules of Conduct contained in the Rules and Regulations set forth the following 

prohibited acts, among others: 

Rule 1: Violation of any law or ordinance. 

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

Rule 14: Mandates officer truthfulness by prohibiting members from making 
a false report, either written or oral.  

Rule 21: Failure to report promptly to the Department any information 
concerning any crime or other unlawful action.  

Rule 22: Failure to report to the Department any violation of Rule and 
Regulations or any other improper conduct which is contrary to the policy, 
orders, or directives of the Department. (Id. at CITY-BG-059179-82). 

80. As of January 15, 1993, General Order 93-3 went into effect. (Ex. 55, G.O. 93-3: 

Complaint at Disciplinary Procedures at CITY-BG-059013). 

81. G.O. 93-3 provides that the “Superintendent is charged with the responsibility and has 

the authority to maintain discipline within the Department.” (Id.). In addition,  

[t]he Superintendent of Police will review recommendations for disciplinary action 
including those of a Complaint Review Panel and will take such action as he deems 
appropriate. Nothing in this order diminishes the authority of the Superintendent of 
Police to order suspensions, to separate provisional employees or probationary 
employees, or to file charges with the Police Board at his own discretion without regard 
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to recommendations made by a Complaint Review Panel or subordinates. (Id. at CITY-
BG-059021). 

82. G.O. 93-3 also “defines the responsibilities of Department members when allegations 

of misconduct come to their attention,” and mandates that “Members who have knowledge of 

circumstances relating to a complaint will submit an individual written report to a supervisor before 

reporting off duty on the day the member becomes aware of the investigation.” (Id. at CITY-BG-

059017). 

83. G.O. 93-3 further provides that “When misconduct is observed or a complaint relative 

to misconduct is received by a non-supervisory member, such member will immediately notify a 

supervisory member and prepare a written report to the commanding officer containing the 

information received, observations made, and any action taken.” (Id. at CITY-BG-059017-18).  

84. G.O. 93-3 states that investigations undertaken into all alleged or suspected violations 

of Department Rules and Regulations or directives by members (sworn and civilian) of the Chicago 

Department are processed in accordance with the provisions of G.O. 93-3. (Id. at CITY-BG-059013). 

85. Following the investigation of a complaint alleging police officer misconduct, an 

allegation will be classified as either (1) “Unfounded” (allegation is false or not factual), (2) 

“Exonerated” (incident occurred but was lawful and proper), (3) “Not Sustained” (insufficient 

evidence either to prove or disprove the allegation), or (4) “Sustained” (allegation is supported by 

sufficient evidence to justify disciplinary action). (Id. at CITY-BG-059024).  

86. CRs go through the Command Channel Review process. (Id. at CITY-BG-059035-36). 

Among other things, Command Channel Review is a means by which supervisors are informed of the 

nature of allegations against their subordinates. (Id.). 

87. During fact discovery in the Coordinated Proceedings (Case No. 19 cv 1717), Plaintiff’s 

counsel issued a Rule 30(b)(6) notice of deposition on a variety of topics regarding the City’s policies 
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and practices. (Ex. 56, Rule 30(b)(6) Notice at 3). Relevant to this motion, paragraph 13 of the Rule 

30(b)(6) notice stated, in part, as follows: 

The City’s (a) written and unwritten policies, practices, and customs and (b) training 

in effect from 1999-2011, relating to each of the following:  

a. Preparation and approval of arrest reports and related reports 
(such as vice case reports and inventory sheets), including but not limited to the 
role of each officer who is listed on such a report, as well as who is supposed 
to sign such reports, and the use of quotation marks on reports. 

 
b. The use in official reports of abbreviations such as R/O and 

A/O instead of listing participating officers by name. 
 
c. Completion of the “Complaint for Preliminary Examination,” 

including but not limited to the role of each officer whose signature appears on 
the Complaint. * * * 

 
f. Responsibilities of tactical teams operating in the Second 

District and/or the Ida B. Wells housing development.  
 
g. Responsibilities of sergeants overseeing tactical teams operating 

in the Second District and/or the Ida B. Wells housing development.  * * * 
 
j. The collection, inventory, and testing of suspected narcotics.  
 
k. The collection and inventory of money from individuals who 

are arrested or detained. (Id.) 
 

88. The City produced Lt. Michael Fitzgerald as its representative to discuss these topics 

(subject to a few exceptions) at a deposition in compliance with Rule 30(b)(6). Lt. Fitzgerald’s 

deposition was taken on March 6, 2024 and he answered all questions as reflected in his 223 page 

transcript. (See Ex. 57, Lt. Fitzgerald’s deposition transcript).  

89. Among other things, Lt. Fitzgerald testified that CPD training and policy of all police 

officers was that police reports are to be accurate (Id. at 123-25; 130-31). Lt. Fitzgerald testified that 

police officers were trained that if they created a false report or lied that led to a false arrest, that they 

are likely going to be caught and may go to prison themselves. (Id. at 162). Lt. Fitzgerald testified that 

CPD officers are trained not to frame people, and if they do, they may go to prison (Id. at 161).  
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90. Lt. Fitzgerald testified that when officers in the department were disciplined or 

stripped of their police powers, supervisors would notify their team members that discipline had been 

imposed and remind their subordinates to obey the rules and the law or that would happen to you. 

(Id. at 162). 

91.  Lt. Fitzgerald further testified that tactical team supervisors at the CPD would “guide” 

and “instruct” officers under their command to follow the rules and the law and to help them not 

make “dumb mistakes.” (Id. at 163). And tactical team supervisors would make sure that nobody was 

being framed by their teams. (Id.) 

92. One of the manners in which the CPD supervises and disciplines its police officers is 

through Summary Punishment Action Requests, or SPARs. (Ex. 55, Addendum 7 to G.O. 93-3: 

Summary Punishment at CITY-BG-059063-70). SPARs are disciplinary actions that do not require a 

CR and do not involve a citizen complaint. Id. SPARs are violations of CPD policies that are identified 

by supervisors, and it is the supervisors who determine disciplinary actions resulting from sustained 

SPARs up to a three-day suspension. Id. Supervisors issued on average over 3,800 SPARs every year 

at the CPD from 2001 through 2007. (Group Ex. 60, Excerpts of CPD’s annual reports, at CITY-

BG-059402, 59452, 59505, 59557, 59611, 59683, 59759).  

CPD ANNUAL REPORTS 

93. The CPD received the following numbers of calls for service in the following years: 

2001 – 5,144,617; 2002 – 4,937,360; 2003 – 5,054,817; 2004 -5,271,469; 2005 – 4,979,621; 2006 – 

5,040,887; 2007 – 5,076,219. (Group Ex. 60, Excerpts of CPD Annual Reports, at CITY-BG-059756). 

The CPD made the following numbers of arrests in the following years: 2001 - 233,455; 2002 - 

237,706; 2003 - 238,961; 2004 - 244,193; 2005 - 238,636; 2006 - 227,727; and 2007 - 221,915. (Id. at 

CITY-BG-059383, 59436, 59488, 59540, 59592, 59660, 59734). The CPD made the following 
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numbers of narcotics arrests in the following years: 2001 - 57,958; 2002 - 54,205; 2003 - 55,795; 2004 

- 59,051; 2005 - 58,098; 2006 - 56,393; and 2007 - 54,053. Id. 

94. The Chicago Police Department has imposed disciplinary actions to correct employee 

behavior, including sustaining cases between 2001 and 2007, by issuing 1,742 reprimands; 3,680 

suspensions; and conducting investigations that resulted in over 691 employees being separated or 

resigning. (Id. at CITY-BG-059402, 59452, 59505, 59557, 59611, 59683, 59759).  
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4 ̀ a. 

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 17 SEPTEMBER 2004 

Internal Affairs Division 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commanding Officer 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Police Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY, Star 10865 

Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

SUBJECT: Case Initiation 

Complaint Register Number: 300778 

Confidential Number: 259476 

On 16 September 2004, the undersigned agent was made aware of 

unknown Public Housing Unit officers taking (tax) money from drug dealers, allowing them to 

sell their product. The information was obtained from Sergeant Henry HARRIS, Star 2602, of 

HIDTA. In the debriefing of a Cooperating Individual, this information was obtained. 

The C.I. told Lieutenant Juan RIVERA, Star 734, Sergeant 

Kenneth BIGG, Star 1135 and Police Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY, Star 10865 the officers had 

approached him and requested payment for his doing business, selling drugs, in their area. 

Allegedly, one of the officers had shot at him in the year 2003 because he ran away from the 

officer. They later returned to speaking terms. The C.I. said this is an on going incident and many 

of the larger drug dealers in the area are paying tax (money) to these officers. Given this 

information, a Confidential Complaint Register Number is requested. 

Calvin HOLLIDAY 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

APPROVED: 

73Y 
Lieutenant Juan RIVERA 

Commanding Officer 

PL JOINT 018627 BAKER GLENN 018627
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          IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

              FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

                ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVISION

              JUDGE FRANKLIN U. VALDERRAMA

          MAGISTRATE JUDGE SHEILA M. FINNEGAN

           MASTER DOCKET CASE NO. 19-CV-01717

                IN RE: WATTS COORDINATED

                  PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS

DEPONENT:  CALVIN HOLLIDAY

DATE:      NOVEMBER 14, 2022

REPORTER:  VICTORIA JADICK
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1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANTS, OFFICERS BRIAN BOLTON,

4 DARRYL EDWARDS, ROBERT GONZALEZ, ALVIN JONES, CALVIN

5 RIDGELL, JOHN RODRIGUEZ, KENNETH YOUNG, JR., MANUEL

6 LEANO, DOUGLAS NICHOLS, ELSWORTH SMITH, LAMONICA LEWIS,

7 GEROME SUMMERS, MIGUEL CABRALES, AND FRANKIE LANE:

8 Brian Stefanich, Esquire

9 Hale & Monico LLC

10 53 West Jackson Boulevard

11 Suite 330

12 Chicago, Illinois 60604

13 Telephone No.: (312) 341-9646

14 E-mail: bstefanich@halemonico.com

15 (Appeared via videoconference)

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1                       APPEARANCES

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFFS IN THE COORDINATED

4 PROCEEDINGS REPRESENTED BY LOEVY & LOEVY:

5 Wallace Hike, Esquire

6 Loevy & Loevy

7 311 North Aberdeen Street

8 Third Floor

9 Chicago, Illinois 60607

10 Telephone No.: (312) 243-5900

11 E-mail: hilke@loevy.com

12 (Appeared via videoconference)

13

14 ON BEHALF OF THE FLAXMAN PLAINTIFFS:

15 Kenneth Flaxman, Esquire

16 Law Offices of Kenneth N. Flaxman P.C.

17 200 South Michigan Avenue

18 Suite 201

19 Chicago, Illinois 60604

20 Telephone No.: (312) 427-3200

21 E-mail: knf@kenlaw.com

22 (Appeared via videoconference)

23

24

25
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1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, RONALD WATTS:

4 Ahmed Kosoko, Esquire

5 Genevieve LeFevour, Esquire

6 Johnson & Bell, LTD

7 33 West Monroe Street

8 Suite 2700

9 Chicago, Illinois 60603

10 Telephone No.: (312) 372-0770

11 E-mail: kosoko@jbltd.com

12 (Appeared via videoconference)

13 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, KALLAT MOHAMMED:

14 Gary Ravitz, Esquire

15 Daley Mohan Groble, PC

16 55 West Monroe

17 Suite 1600

18 Chicago, Illinois 60603

19 Telephone No.: (312) 422-9999

20 E-mail: gravitz@daleymohan.com

21 (Appeared via videoconference)

22

23

24

25
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1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANTS, OFFICERS CARDMAN AND

4 SPAARGAREN:

5 Megan McGrath, Esquire

6 Leinenweber Baroni and Daffada, LLC

7 120 North LaSalle Street

8 Suite 2000

9 Chicago, Illinois 60602

10 Telephone No.: (312) 217-8357

11 E-mail: mkm@ilesq.com

12 (Appeared via videoconference)

13

14 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, CITY OF CHICAGO, SOME

15 SUPERVISORY OFFICIALS, AND THE WITNESS, CALVIN

16 HOLLIDAY:

17 Daniel Noland, Esquire

18 Reiter Burns LLP

19 311 South Wacker Drive

20 Suite 5200

21 Chicago, Illinois 60602

22 Telephone No.: (312) 982-0090

23 E-mail: dnoland@reiterburns.com

24 (Appeared via videoconference)

25
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1                   EXHIBITS (CONTINUED)

2 Exhibit                                             Page

3 10 - Report dated June 2005 PLA10947                 98

4 11 - Report of Investigation PLA 018618             100

5 12 - Illinois State Police Report PLA 010911        131

6 13 - Report dated PLA206                            133

7 14 - Case Supplementary Report  EG23980             134

8 15 - Summary Report dated June 1, 2006  CITY-BG

9      12432                                          137

10 16 - CL Report PLA9959                              137

11 17 - Time Line  BG23849                             138

12 18 - Summary Report dated November 3, 2005

13      CITY-BG 012903                                 143

14 19 - Application for Pen register and Caller ID

15      Trap and Trace Device  BG23842                 144

16 20 - Complaint Register March 12, 2004 CITY-BG

17      10303                                          150

18

19 WATTS EXHIBITS

20 *1 - FBI Report                                     210

21

22 CITY EXHIBITS

23 *1 - BAKER GLEN 10942                               222

24

25            *Will forward upon receipt.

Page 6

1                           INDEX

2                                                     Page

3 PROCEEDINGS                                           9

4 DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. HILKE                      11

5 EXAMINATION BY MR. FLAXMAN                          154

6 CROSS EXAMINATION BY MR. RAVITZ                     177

7 EXAMINATION BY MR. KOSOKO                           197

8 EXAMINATION BY MR. STEFANICH                        212

9 EXAMINATION BY MR. NOLAND                           213

10 REDIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. HILKE                   226

11

12                         EXHIBITS

13 Exhibit                                             Page

14 1 - Report dated September 17, 2004  PLA JOINT

15      018627                                          63
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1                       STIPULATION

2

3 The VIDEO deposition of CALVIN HOLLIDAY was taken at

4 CHURCHILL COURT REPORTING, 110 NORTH WACKER DRIVE,

5 CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606, via videoconference in which

6 all participants attended remotely, on MONDAY the 14th

7 day of NOVEMBER 2022 at 9:15 a.m. (CT); said deposition

8 was taken pursuant to the Rules of Civil Procedure for

9 the United States District Court for the Northern

10 District of Illinois, Eastern Division.  The oath in

11 this matter was sworn remotely pursuant to FRCP 30.

12

13 It is agreed that VICTORIA JADICK, being a Notary Public

14 and Court Reporter for the State of ILLINOIS, may swear

15 the witness.

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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Page 61

1      Q    Same complaint.  Yep.  What was the next thing

2 you do -- did on the file after you read it?

3          MR. NOLAND:  Objection to foundation.  Form.

4     You can answer.

5      A    I don't remember.

6      Q    Okay.  And do you recall the FBI becoming

7 involved in the Watts investigation?

8      A    Yes.

9      Q    And do you recall what the division -- was

10 there a division of responsibility between the CPD and

11 the FBI in that investigation?

12      A    This is how I'm going to answer your question.

13 It was a just investigation.  There was no division. The

14 FBI was the lead -- the lead in the case.  It was

15 theirs.  Everything that anybody else did in the case,

16 it probably -- if -- if you've ever worked a case with

17 the FBI, or if you've ever prosecuted one against them,

18 you already know that they were the lead agency.

19 Anything else that they had, people may have been

20 working with them, they weren't privy to what the FBI

21 had.  What the FBI had was privy to everything everybody

22 else had.  They were the lead, and they were working the

23 case with the U.S. attorney.

24      Q    Were there multiple CPD employees from the IAD

25 who helped investigate the allegations against Sergeant

Page 63

1 Let me ask about Sergeant Broderdorf (phonetic).  Do you

2 recall Sergeant Broderdorf being involved?

3      A    Ray Broderdorf, he was my supervising sergeant

4 for a while.

5      Q    Okay.  And do you recall -- do you recall what

6 his involvement was in the Watts investigation?

7      A    Other than supervising me, I don't -- I don't

8 remember.  I'm not going to say he didn't have any

9 direct business, I just don't remember.

10      Q    Okay.  And so was there a Sergeant Joe Barnes

11 who you recall being involved in the investigation?

12      A    Joe Barnes?  I don't remember.  I'm not saying

13 it wasn't, I just don't remember right off.

14      Q    Okay.  Was anyone at -- was there anyone at

15 your level in confidential investigations who also

16 worked on the Watts investigation with you?

17      A    No, not -- not while I was there in that --

18 not on -- not on anything that I wrote.  The people that

19 were -- that went with me when I did certain interviews

20 or meetings, they're documented.  But for the private

21 investigations that I was a -- that I was accountable

22 for, no.  I was working by myself.

23      Q    Okay.  I'm going to share an exhibit with you

24 now.  Let's mark this Exhibit number 1.  All right. This

25 is at Plaintiff's 018627.  Sir, do you recognize this a

Page 62

1 Watts?

2      A    There may have been.  I don't remember.

3      Q    Okay.  Do you recall a Keith Calloway

4 (phonetic)?

5      A    Yes.

6      Q    And did he work on the Watts investigation?

7      A    Keith was super -- he was the head of the

8 confidential section.  He was a lieutenant, though. And

9 when you say, "worked on it," did he -- did he know what

10 was going on?  Yes.  Was he somewhat supervising? Yes.

11 Did he have occasion to either make meetings or talk

12 about something? Probably so.

13      Q    And what about Sergeant Bigg (phonetic)?  Do

14 you recall Sergeant Bigg being involved in the

15 investigation?

16      A    Yes.  Kenny went with me to one or two of the

17 meetings.  Yes, he did.

18      Q    And what was his role at those meetings?

19      A    He was just -- he was -- I took Kenny with me

20 to -- I took Kenny with me just to keep him appraised

21 just to what was going on, and also, if there was

22 anything that he could do to help me.  You know,

23 anything that -- any thoughts or ideas that he had that

24 I might be overlooking.

25      Q    Sure.  And was this -- was that -- never mind.

Page 64

1 report that you wrote -- well, strike that.  I - - do

2 you see the date at the upper right, September 17,

3 2004?

4            (EXHIBIT 1 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

5      A    Yes.

6      Q    And this is a report from you to the

7 commanding officer of the confidential investigating

8 section?

9      A    Yes.

10      Q    And does that mean this is a report to Keith

11 Calloway?

12      A    Whoever -- this -- okay.  Commanding officer,

13 it was -- this was just the format for it, so commanding

14 officer, whoever it was, you know --

15          MR. NOLAND:  Wally, if you don't mind.  You're

16     only showing him -- you're stating on the record

17     that you're showing him the whole page, but you're

18     not. You're showing him the first three lines.  If

19     you showed him the bottom of it, you'll see who --

20          MR. HILKE:  Sure.  I'll scroll down.  I --

21 BY MR. HILKE:

22      Q    It says at the bottom, "Approved, Lieutenant

23 Juan Rivera, Commanding Officer."  Would -- was Juan

24 Rivera the commanding officer of confidential

25 investigations section at this time?
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Page 65

1      A    Yes, sir.  He was.

2      Q    Okay.  Is this a report you reviewed in

3 preparation for the deposition today?

4      A    I -- did I see it?  Yes.

5      Q    Okay.  And for the record, I find I have to

6 zoom in to make this readable, but anytime you want to

7 scroll up or down, just ask me.  I had wanted you to

8 have access to the full document as I'm asking you

9 questions about it.  Do you see in the first full

10 paragraph, where it says -- the first line is, "On

11 September 16, 2004, the undersigned agent was made aware

12 of unknown public housing officers taking tax money from

13 drug dealers, allowing them to sell their product"?

14      A    Yes.

15          MR. NOLAND:  You -- you just misread that, that

16     -- I'm sorry.  No, you didn't.  Sorry about that.

17          MR. HILKE:  It's okay.

18 BY MR. HILKE:

19      Q    And do you see the next line describing a

20 Sergeant Henry Harris, who the information was obtained

21 from?

22      A    Yes.

23      Q    Did you speak with Sergeant Harris in your

24 investigation?

25      A    Yes.

Page 67

1      A    Okay.

2      Q    And do you see below that he also alleged that

3 one of the officers had shot at him because he ran away?

4      A    Yes.

5      Q    And near the bottom, that the CI reported that

6 many of the larger drug dealers paid tax money to these

7 officers?

8      A    Yes.

9      Q    Okay.  And do you have any memory of where you

10 met with the confidential informant to get this

11 information?

12      A    No.  I met with one, I don't even know who he

13 was, probably documented.  Well, it is documented.  I

14 met with one person in the -- at 26th and California, in

15 the ASA's office.  The ASA was present, his attorney was

16 present, myself.  I don't know who was with me, but

17 yeah.

18      Q    Yeah.  And --

19          MR. NOLAND:  I think he -- no, I'm -- go ahead.

20          MR. HILKE:  No, that's okay.

21 BY MR. HILKE:

22      Q    Did you or anyone at this meeting ask the

23 confidential informant who were the other larger drug

24 dealers paying money to these officers?

25      A    There were many questions asked, to which we

Page 66

1      Q    Okay.  And do you recall having that

2 conversation with Ms. -- with Sergeant Harris?

3      A    Honestly, no.

4      Q    And do you see that it describes a debriefing

5 of a cooperating individual?  And specifically looking

6 at the last line of that first paragraph, do you see

7 where it says, "In the debriefing of a cooperating

8 individual, this information was obtained"?

9      A    Yes.

10      Q    And did -- on the next paragraph, it describes

11 a meeting with Rivera, Bigg, you and the CI.  Do you see

12 that?

13      A    Yes.

14      Q    Do you recall having that meeting?

15      A    Not really.

16      Q    And does he -- does the name Willie Gaddy

17 (phonetic) ring a bell to you in terms of your

18 investigation?

19      A    It rings a bell, but it's -- as far as

20 somebody that either I was interested in or spoken with,

21 yes.

22      Q    Yeah.  And do you see below it, looking at the

23 second paragraph, it says that "The CI reported that the

24 officers had approached him and requesting paying for

25 his doing business selling drugs in their area"?

Page 68

1 got no answers.

2      Q    So what do you -- what do you remember about -

3 - what do you remember about that interaction in terms

4 of asking about other larger drug dealers and not

5 getting any answers?

6      A    What I remember about speaking to all of them,

7 all the so-called witnesses, they were all drug dealers,

8 they were all current drug dealers, and they - - they

9 had something to say, and they probably did have

10 knowledge, but they didn't want to give it up.  They

11 said they would cooperate and they -- at later times,

12 they still did not cooperate with me.

13      Q    And when you say they didn't cooperate, what

14 do you mean?

15      A    They did not provide any information for me.

16      Q    All right.  Was there a reason you didn't

17 write in this report that this confidential informant

18 had not given you information that had been asked for?

19          MR. NOLAND:  Object to the form.  You can

20     answer.

21      A    No.

22      Q    I'm going to stop sharing this document.  I'll

23 mark this Exhibit 2, Plaintiff's 18628.  So at the top

24 of this document, do you see this is dated

25 September 21, 2004 and that it's a report from you?
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Page 69

1            (EXHIBIT 2 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

2      A    Yes, sir.

3      Q    And at the bottom of your report, is that your

4 signature?

5      A    Yes, sir.

6      Q    And this again is approved by Lieutenant

7 Rivera; is that right?

8      A    Yes, sir.

9      Q    And in the bottom, do you see there's a

10 confidential number connected with this report?

11      A    Yes.

12      Q    What is a -- what is a confidential number?

13      A    It's the number assigned to the case for the

14 confidential section.  I mean, just -- it's a -- it's an

15 identification number.

16      Q    Okay.  And I'm looking at the body of the

17 report now.  Is it correct that this describes -- this

18 report describes a meeting on September 20, 2004?

19      A    Okay.

20      Q    Is it -- and was this -- did you write this

21 report about a meeting that occurred on September 20,

22 2004?

23      A    Yes.

24      Q    And do you see that this report describes a

25 meeting with representatives from the United States

Page 71

1 what, if anything, you would do to support the

2 information after this meeting?

3      A    So I assume when you say -- and I -- I want

4 you to answer.  I assume when you say me, you mean the

5 Chicago Police Department, or are you just talking about

6 me personally?

7      Q    Thank you for clarifying.  I mean you

8 personally.  What did you understand about what you

9 would be doing?

10      A    If I did anything, it would be in support of

11 the case that was being handled by the United States

12 government.

13      Q    Okay.  Does that mean that you would need to

14 inform the FBI of the -- what steps you planned to take,

15 before you took them?

16      A    That means anything that I see it -- that I

17 put on paper, that they had.

18      Q    Okay.  So it -- you mean that they would

19 receive a copy of any report you wrote during your

20 investigation?

21      A    Yes.

22      Q    Were you free still to take whatever steps you

23 thought appropriate to investigate this allegation?

24      A    No, I --

25          MR. NOLAND:  (Inaudible).  Go ahead.  That's

Page 70

1 Attorney's Office, Federal Bureau of Investigations,

2 Drug Enforcement Administration, Alcohol, Tobacco, and

3 Firearms, and the Chicago Police Department?

4      A    Yes.

5      Q    Did you attend this meeting?

6      A    I'm not sure.

7      Q    Do you know if any --

8      A    I don't know that -- I don't know whether I

9 attended it or I was made aware.

10      Q    And do -- sitting here today, do you know who

11 attended this meeting?

12      A    No, sir.

13      Q    And below it, do you see, starting in the

14 second sentence, where it's -- in the middle of it,

15 where it says, "It was determined this would be a

16 federally prosecuted investigation.  The cooperating

17 individual is to be prosecuted in federal court, and the

18 United States Attorney's Office believe they should be

19 in control of everything that results from his

20 cooperation"?

21      A    Yes.

22      Q    Was it -- am I correct that it was the FBI

23 specifically that led this investigation?

24      A    Yes.

25      Q    Okay.  And what was your understanding of

Page 72

1     fine.

2      Q    I'm sorry, I didn't hear your answer.

3      A    No.

4      Q    Okay.  Why not?

5      A    Again, as I stated earlier, once the FBI takes

6 a case, they're working with the U.S. attorney, and they

7 go according to what they want to do.  Anything that you

8 do is in line with what they're doing, in line with what

9 they say.  And furthermore, most of the things that

10 you're doing, as a matter of fact, all of them that

11 you're doing after they take control of the case, is

12 what they say.

13      Q    Did you receive instructions originating from

14 the FBI, about how to investigate this case?

15      A    No, I did not.

16      Q    Did you receive any specific instructions

17 about steps you should take to investigate this case?

18      A    No.

19      Q    Did you make your own plan for what you could

20 do to support the investigation of this case?

21      A    I followed where the information that I was

22 getting at the time took me.

23      Q    And as you followed the information you got,

24 did you have to run your next steps by anyone else

25 before you continued to investigate?
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INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION 28 JUNE 2005 

Confidential Investigation Section 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commanding Officer 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Police Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY, Star 10865 

Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigations Section 

SUBJECT: Case Information 

REFERENCE: Complaint Register Number 300778 

Confidential Number 259476 

ACCUSED: Sergeant Ronald WATTS, Star 2640 

It is alleged Sergeant Ronald WATTS is taking drugs and money 

from high ranking drug dealers and allowing them to remain in business. It is also alleged that 

Sergeant WATTS takes drugs and then tells that person they owe him the total street value of the 

seized drugs or they will go to jail for possession. 

The undersigned, in May 2005, met with Assistant States Attorney 

David NAVARRO (773 869 2897), private attorney Matthew MAHONEY, his client, gang 

member and drug dealer, Ben BAKER (ER. # 901905), his wife, and Sergeants Ray 

BRODERDORF and Kenneth BIGG at 2650 South California. BAKER spoke of WATTS 

wanting BAKER to pay WATTS to stay in business and of BAKER'S resisting to do so. 

BAKER alleged his present case in court was placed on him by Sergeant WATTS. BAKER 

pledged his co-operation in our investigation and to work as a CI. BAKER stated he would 

immediately contact the undersigned if he had any contact with Sergeant WATTS. BAKER also 

spoke of Sergeant WATTS having shot at Willie GADDY for not paying him protection money. 

BAKER spoke of others selling drugs in the Ida B Wells Housing Projects and that these 

individuals paid Sergeant WATTS in order to continue to deal drugs: BAKER'S allegations 

against Sergeant WATTS are essentially the same as those told by two other known drug dealers 

at the Ida B Wells Housing Projects, Willie GADDY and Wilbert MOORE. These three men 

had no knowledge the other was talking to a Law Enforcement Agents. 

To date, the undersigned has heard nothing from Ben BAKER or 

his attorney. Another method of investigation, possibly an integrity check, will be sought. 

Previously, the undersigned had interviewed drug dealer Willie 

GADDY, IR # 974447. GADDY was brought in by HIDTA and made available to other 

Chicago Police Department sections. He was working off a case. He spoke of having been shot at 

by Sergeant WATTS for not paying protection money while GADDY was selling drugs. He 

P
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Lachment 
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spoke of other drug dealers in the Ida B Wells Housing Projects who are selling drugs and paying 
WATTS to remain in business. GADDY was never able to assist the undersigned as he was 
being worked by the Narcotic and Gang Investigation Section. 

On 07 April 2005, Wilbert MOORE, a.k.a. Big Shorty, was 
interviewed by BIDTA and NAGIS personnel. The undersigned also had a conversation with 
MOORE. In his statement to HilDTA and NAGIS personnel and in his statement to the 
undersigned, MOORE told of Sergeant WATTS taking money from the drug dealers in the Ida B 
Wells Housing Projects to allow them to remain in business. He also told of Sergeant WATTS 
having shot at GADDY for not paying him. MOORE told of other drug dealers who had a 
financial relationships with Sergeant WATTS and Officer Alvin JONES, Star 19462. MOORE 
said both took money from drug dealers. He mentioned Officer Kallatt MOHAMMED, Star 
14122 but did not accused him of taking money. MOORE was unable to assist the undersigned. 
He was identified by an officer who worked for Sergeant WATTS on his tactical team, who was 
detailed to NAGIS. This officer told Sergeant WATTS of MOORE's co-operation. MOORE 
said that when he was in Ida B Wells, Sergeant WATTS would see him and not speak. MOORE 
stated if he were with other persons, Sergeant WATTS would make the others get out of the car 
and go through them, but MOORE had to remain in the vehicle. MOORE would not be 
searched. 

It should be noted, that Sergeant WATTS, Officer Alvin JONES, 
and Officer Kallatt MOHAMMED were previously assigned to Public Housing South, which has 
since been deactivated. Sergeant WATTS, Officers JONES and MOHAMMED, all went to the 
2' District. The agent spoke with Commander Walter GREEN of the r d District. He told the 
agent that due to Sergeant WATTS having come from the Public Housing Section, he was under 
the impression it would be prudent to assign Sergeant WATTS to work with a tactical unit as he 
was knowledgeable of the area. Commander GREEN said there was no negative information 
received when he contacted the Internal Affairs Division as to the history of Sergeant WATTS. 

The investigation continues... 

APPROVED: 

Ac_4--sc k,Commanding Officer 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Poll Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY 
Internal Affairs Division
Confidential Investigations Section 

Complaint Register #-5° 0718 

Confidential # 2 S q 4 - 1 (0 

Attachment # 

PL JOINT 010948 BAKER GLENN 010948
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F 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

In Reply, Please Refer to 
File No. 

Chicago, Illinois 
October 15, 2004 

RONALD WATTS, 
POLICE SERGEANT, 

CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT; 
CSLPO - LAW ENFORCEMENT - DRUG RELATED; 

00: CHICAGO 

On 09/21/2004, FBI Chicago received information of an 
ongoing joint investigation conducted by the Chicago Police 
Department Internal Affairs Division (CPD-IAD), Drug Enforcement 
Agency (DEA) and Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 
Explosives (ATF). The investigation involved alleged criminal 
activity of Chicago Police Department Sergeant Ronald Watts. 

An ATF source alleged that, in the past, Watts 
attempted to extort him for bribe payments. Making these bribe 
payments to Watts would permit source to continue his drug 
trafficking activity in the Ida B. Wells housing project. ATF 
source also stated that Watts was currently receiving payments 
from other individuals involved in drug trafficking in the Ida B. 
Wells housing development. (E) 

(E) 

INVESTIGATIVE STRATEGY 

FBI Chicago will supervise ATF source in conducting 
consensually monitored telephone recordings. Information 
gathered during these conversations will be used to corroborate 
Watt's involvement in receiving payments in exchange for allowing 
drug trafficking activity in the Ida B. Wells housing project. 

AUSA OPINION 

AUSA Gavle Littleton has related (K), (L) 
(K), (L) 

This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the 
FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 

P4-\ \ b ".efteVT\ IfZe02\ 1%° Vie.. t 14( FB1000331 0-k igivi,4,,-12,-,1410(c) SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000331
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D EPA RTIYIEblattc16E4Witliiii AS URY 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS 

MANAGEMENT LOG 

Case Number: 772015-04-0086 

DATE DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY AGENT 
9/9/04 ES approved by AUSA Gayle Littleton and submitted; CI 

772000-0462 made electronically recorded telephone calls to 
various individuals (ROI I) 

Bray 

9/10/04 Cl 772000-0462 submitted and approved; meeting with AUSA 
Andrew Porter, Gayle Littleton, DEA SA William Warren, 
TFO Richard Brown, and SA Bray; CI 772000-0462 made 
electronically recorded telephone calls to various individuals 
(R01 2) 

Bray 

9/17/04 CI 772000-0462 ran into Bray 
had firearms to sell to the CI (ROI 2) 

9114/04 Meeting with AUSA Andrew Porter, Gayle Littleton, Sarin),
Pasqual, Mark Prosperi, Dave Hoffman, DEA/LIIDTA GS Scott 
Masumoto, DEA SA William Warren, TFO Richard Brown, and 
SA Bray 

Bray 

9115/04 DEA case number: 11-03-0322; ATF workin conjunction 
with HIDTA Group 23; CI spoke with regarding 
fi rearms sources; CI 772000-0462 made a phone call 1o

regarding fi rearms he could obtain for CI (ROI 3) 

Bray 

9/16/04 CI 772000-0462 made electronically recorded telephone calls to 
(ROI5), CI purchased four firearms from Ltarvey 

WILLIAMS, a.k.a. "Chubby", through , a.k a_ 
'. (ROI 6) 

Bray 

9/17/04 called CI 772000-0462 to sec if CI needed 
ammunition 

9/18iO4 Shooting in Ida B. Wells Housing Project between Wilbert 
MOORE, a.k.a. "Big Shorty", and Roderick SMITH, a.k.a. 
"ChaChi". 

Bray 

9120/04 Meeting at AUSA's office with Dada Ringo, FBI, Jim McNally, 
FBI, AUSA Mark Prosperi, AUSA Gayle Littleton, AUSA 
David Hoffman, DEA S/A Scott Masumoto, ATF S/A Susan 
Bray, DEA S/A Billy Warren, Calvin Holliday CPD, Henry 
Harris HIDTA TFO, Ken Bigg-CPD, Juan Rivera-CPD 

Bray 

9122104 CI 772000-0462 made electronically recorded telephone calls to 
ROGERS regarding firearms sources (R01 8); CI went through 
Ida B. Wells Housing Projects; CI identified various individuals 
trafficking narcotics and firearms in the Ida B. Wells Housing 
Projects (R01 9); CI had an unrecorded telephone call with 
Roderick SMITH regarding the shooting at Ida B. Wells on 
9/18/04 (ROI 10) 

Bray 

9/28/04 Exhibits 001 through 004 sent to ATF Lab; State COH-175 
obtained by CPD; CI 772000-0462 made electronically recorded 
telephone calls to ROGERS (R01 11) 

Bray 

10/1/04 CI 772000-0462 had conversation with SMITI I, a.k.a. 
"ChaChi", regarding war between him and MOORE, a.k.a. "Big 
Shorty"; CPD recorded under their COH; ES taken into CPD 
custody; CPD will generate reports 

Bray 

10/4104 CI spoke with "ChaChi" about Cl purchasing two Mac's from 
him; ES taken into CPD custody; CPU will generate reports 

Bray 

10/5/04 CI 772000-0462 met with "ChaChi" regarding purchasing from Bray 

08/15/12 12.24 PM 

Subject to Privacy Act Order 
ATF-Baker000038.2 

Pagc 1 of 4 

Subject to Privacy Act Order

Subject to Privacy Act Order 
ATF-Baker000038.2

DATE 
9/9/04 

9/10/04 

9/ 12/04 

9/ 14/04 

9/15/04 

9/ 16/04 

9/ 17/04 

9/18/04 

9/20/04 

9/22/04 

9/28/04 

10/ 1/04 

10/4/04 

10/5/04 

08/IS/12 12.24 PM 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS 

MANAGEMENT LOG 

Case Number: 772015-04-0086 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY 
ES approved by AUSA Gayle Littleton and submitted; Cl 
772000-0462 made electronically recorded telephone calls to 
various individuals 01 I 
CI 772000-0462 submitted and approved; meeting with AUSA 
Andrew Porter, Gayle Littleton, , DEA SA William Warren, 
TFO Richard Brown, and SA Bray; Cl 772000-0462 made 
electronically recorded telephone calls to various individuals 
ROl2 

Bray 

Bray 

CI 772000-0462 ran into Bray 
had firearms to sell to the Cl 
Meeting with AUSA Andrew Porter, Gayle Littleton, Sonny Bray 
Pasqual, Mark Prosperi, Dave Hoffman, DEA/HlDT A GS Scott 
Masumoto, DEA SA William Warren, TFO Richard Brown, and 
SA Bra 

called Cl 772000-0462 to see if Cl needed 
ammunition 

Bray 

Bray 

Shooting in [da B. Wells Housing Project between Wilbert Bray 
MOORE, a.k.a. "Big Shorty", and Roderick SMITH, a.k.a. 
"ChaChi". 
Meeting at AUSA's office with Daria Ringo, FBI, Jim McNally, Bray 
FBI, AUSA Mark Prosperi, AUSA Gayle Littleton, AUSA 
David Hoffman, DEA SIA Scott Masumoto, ATF S/A Susan 
Bray, DEAS/A Billy Warren, Calvin Holliday CPD, Henry 
Harris HIDTA TFO Ken Bi -CPD, Juan Rivera-CPD 
CI 772000-0462 made electronically recorded telephone calls to Bray 
ROGERS regarding firearms sources (ROI 8); Cl went through 
Ida B. Wells Housing Projects; CI identified various individuals 
trafficking narcotics and firearms in the Ida B. Wells Housing 
Projects (ROI 9); Cl had an unrecorded telephone call with 
Roderick SMITH regarding the shooting at Ida B. Wells on 
9/ 18/04 01 10) 
Exhibits 001 through 004 sent to ATF Lab; State COH-175 Bray 
obtained by CPD; Cl 772000-0462 made electronically recorded 
tele hone calls to ROGERS ROI 11 
Cl 772000-0462 had conversation with SMITH, a.k.a. Bray 
"ChaChi", regarding war between him and MOORE, a.k.a. "Big 
Shorty"; CPD recorded under their COH; ES taken into CPD 
custod ; CPD will enerate re orts 
CI spoke with "ChaChi" about Cl purchasing two Mac's from Bray 
him; ES taken into CPD custod ; CPD will enerate re orts 

AGENT 
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DE PARTIMIMAtOCACWittlitEA SURY 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS 

MANAGEMENT LOG 

DATE DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY ACF.NIT 
him; SMITH was arrest by CPD for Aggravated Battery to a 
Police Officer, UUW, Possession of a Silencer; Ordered 
Certified Convictions; copy of arrest reports obtained & filed; 
ES taken into CPD custody; CPD will generate reports 

10.06 04 S'A Bray obtained Illinois license plate info for vehicles driven 
by brown Chevrolet Trailblazer & 

, dark green Toyota Camry; Op's Plan submitted for 

Bray 

l& ' , ve guy go to Indiana to purchase firearms with CI 
and firearm recovered from SMITH on 10/5/04 
traced 

10:13 04 CI 772000-0462 had phone calls with regarding Bray 
firear ousin had for sale from MS source (ROI 156 

-tatecillad AKIlwould trade for small handguns 
ROI 12): Op's Plan submitted to purchase 4 or 5 firearms from 

and his cousin for $2,400.00 submitted and approved; 
cousin was a no show (ROI 13) 

10/15;04 CI 772000-0462 had phone calls with regarding AK Bray 
he would sell CI for SKIO (10 (ROI 14); attempted meet with 

but he was a no show; CI attempted to meet with 
"La e to urchase one kilogram of cocaine. 

10/1604 CI 772000-0462 had phone calls with egardine AK 
(ROI 15), Op's Plan submitted for urchase of AK and 
approved ith and aidllionsin moved 
firearm told CI t at the trip to go to Indiana on 
Monday still good (ROI 17) 

Bray 

10/17.04 CI 772000-0462 had phone calls with regarding AK Bray 
and trying to get a hold of cousin to get AK 

11/11)4 ATF F 4473 requested for firearm recovered from "Chachi"; 
FT d for purchaser; received subpoena from AUSA 
for lone records 

Bray 

I 1/2/04 IA F 4473 received fro meeting with AUSA 
Littleton, DEA S/A Warren, HIDTA TFO Wi! Svilar & FBI 
S/A Matt Kern; Subpoena faxed to MCI for phone 
records 

Bray 

1113iO4 Certified Convictions obtain for defendants Bray 
11/5;04 Re nested subpoena for "Lupe's" phone records =II 

I from AUSA 
Bray 

1 I /9/04 CI 772000-0462 attempted to call tout phone not Bray 
working; CItrying to obtain hone number to contact

1 1 /12/04 C1 met wit and discussed CI purchasing Firearms 
from an cousin ROI IR) 

Bray 

11/15/04 CI attem ted ca Is t reoardin purchasing firearms 
from nd cousin had no minutes on■ 

phone. 0 's Plan submitted for 1 1 /17/04 to purchase firearms 
Fron d cousin 

Bray 

1 1/16104 CI attemptedcalls t purchasing firearms 
an cousin, bad no minutes on 

phone; S/A Bray met with CPD Gang Specialist Alfonzo Harris 
to obtain CPD reports for "Chachi" arrest and transcri is of 
telephone calls and meets; CI ave S/A Bra new 
cellular hone number an home number, 

(ROI 19) 

Bray 

08/15/12 12:24 PM 

Subject to Privacy Act Order 
ATF-Baker000039.2 
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Subject to Privacy Act Order

Subject to Privacy Act Order 
ATF-Baker000039.2

DATE 

10106/04 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS 

MANAGEMENT LOG 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVlTY 
him; SMITH was arrest by CPD for Aggravated Battery to a 
Police Officer, UUW, Possession of a Silencer; Ordered 
Certified Convictions; copy of arrest reports obtained & filed; 
ES taken into CPD custod ; CPD will enerate re orts 
S' ~ tained Illinois license plate info for vehicles driven 
by---, brown Chevrolet Trailblazer&. 
- dark green Toyota Camry; Op's Plan submitted for 

and firearm recovered from SMITH on I 0/5/04 

Bray 

AGENT 

10/llllve guy go to Indiana to purchase firearms with Cl 

trace -------+--------! Cl 772000-0462 had phone calls with regarding 10/13/04 

10/ 15/04 

10/ 16/04 

10/ 17/04 

fire ousin had for sale from MS source (ROI 156; 
tate~ ad AKlllwould trade for small handguns 

: Op's Plan submitted to purchase 4 or 5 firearms from 
nd his cousin for $2,400.00 submitted and approved; 

cousin was a no show ROI 13 
CI 772000-0462 had phone calls with regarding AK 
he would sell CI for $800.00 (ROI 14); attempted meet with 
- but he was a no show; CI attempted to meet with 
"Lu e" to urchase one kilo am of cocaine. 
CI 772000-0462 had phone calls with egarding AK 
(ROI 15); Op's Plan submi. ed for urc ase of AK and 
approve~ ith and aid a ousin moved 
firearm~ told Cl at e trip to go to Indiana on 
Monda still ood ROI 17 
CI 772000-0462 had phone calls with regarding AK 
and in to et a hold of cousin to et AK 1---------
A T FF 4473 requested for firearm recovered from "Chachi"; 11/1/04 
FT d for purchaser; received subpoena from AUSA 
for hone records 

1-------.+-..--
11/2/04 

11/3/04 
11 /5/04 

I 1/9/04 

11/ 12/04 

11/ 15/04 

11/16/04 

08/15/12 12:24 PM 

A T F 4473 received fro meeting with AUSA 
Littleton, DEA SIA Warren, HIDTA TFO W- il Svilar & FBI 
SIA Matt Kem; Subpoena faxed to MCI for phone 
records 
Certified Convictions obtain for defendants 
Re uested subpoena for "Lupe's" phone records 

from AUSA 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 
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BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS 

MANAGEMENT LOG 

DATE DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY AGENT 
11/17104 CI attem.ted calls t e•ardinci purchasing firearms 

from an 4 cousin had no minutes on his 
hone; subpoenas for cellular telephones 

Bray 

$ received from AUSA Littleton and faxed 
to phone companies; 0 's Plan submitted for 11/23/04 to 
purchase firearms fro and his cousin; received 
subpoena from AUSA o home number 

1 1 123/04 Faxed subpoena to MCI for home numbe Bray 
CI attempted calls t reiarchasin2 

firearms from and cousin; had no 
minutes on his phone 

1 7/21/2004 Reviewed NFORCE GS Ellis 
1/3/05 CI contacted S/A Bray stating had contacted CI Bray 

regaiiiiirearms he had for sale for 5400.00 each (ROI 
21)- new cellular (ROI 20) 

1/4/05 0 's Ian submitted and approved: CI had contact with 
egarding firearms and saidliwould 

contact the guy and call CI hack; no call hack (ROI 23) 

Bray 

1/10/05 Received copies of DEA reports for PEREZ arrest/seizure of 
cocaine on 10/19/04 and filed them 

Bray 

1/24/05 Discovery request to AUSA Littleton for PEREZ Bray 
I ./27105 SA Bray met with CI 772000-0462 regarding the arrest of 

Tulorn FUMBANKS, aka "Taupe-  , by CPD (ROI 22) 
Bray 

2/4/05 Roderick SMITH case opened under UI 772020-05-0027 Bray 
3/2105 Guadalupe PEREZ case opened under U1 7720204)5-0042 !---
3/25/05 S/A Bray, DEA S/A William Warren and CPD Officer John 

Rytina, , met with CI 772000-0462 regarding "Big 
Shorty" (Wilbert MOORE); CI debriefed; CPD narcotics group, 
Sgt Tony Discritofano, will assist ATF and DEA in this 
investigation; Cl made calls and "Big Shorty" went to Atlanta 
for the weekend (R01 24) 

Bray 

3/30105 S/A Bray spoke with CPD Sgt. Tony Dicristofano Bray 
, regarding "Big Shorty" and CI's court date being moved 

to mid-April 
4/1/05 Case Report submitted for Glenn ROGERS and William 

HARVEY; Interstate Nexus request for firearms purchased on 
9/16104 (ROI 25); CI contacted S/A Bray with MOORE's 
license plate and possession of firearm (R0126); CPD Sgt. 
Tony Dicristofano, 312-446-8759, was contacted regarding 
information provided by CI 

Bray 

4/4/05 CI contacted S/A Bray regarding threat made to him by 
MOORE (ROI 27); Three-way call with Cl, DEA/HITDA G/S 
Scott Masumoto and DEA S/A Warren and S/A Bray regarding 
threat; CI advised to relocate and CI comelied 

Bray 

4/7/05 S/A Bray, CPD Sgt. Gorman, CPD Sgt. Di Cristofano, G/S 
Harris, and DEA S/A Warren interviewed Wilbert MOORE at 
Homan S I uare ROI 28) 

Bray 

4/8/05 CI packet submitted to G/S; received CPD arrest report for 
Romell LAWRENCE 

Bray 

4/11/05 Rec'd arrest report for Romell LAWRENCE for PCS-heroin; 
DEA S/A Warren contacted S/A Bray regarding two officers on 
S. Di Cristofano's team are from Si. Watts team; CI 

Bray 

08/15/12 12:24 PM 

Subject to Privacy Act Order 
ATF-Baker000040.2 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND Frn.EARMS 

MANAGEMENT LOG 

DATE DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY 
l---'::.....;..c~---+--- --,--....,.,....---1 

11/ 17/04 CI att .. m te lls t e ardin purchasing firearms 
from an i · had no minutes on his 

[ hone; subpoenas for cellular telephones-

11/23/04 

$- , received from AUSA Littleton and faxed 
to phone companies; 0 's Plan submitted for 11/23/04 to 
purchase firearms fro and his cousin; received 
sub oena from AUSA o home number 
Faxed subpoena to MCI fo 
III C!atte~ t 
firearms from~ and 
minutes on his hone 

Bray 

Bray 

AGENT 

12/2 1/2004 Reviewed NFORCE GS Ellis 
1/3/05 CI contacted SIA Bray stating had contacted CI Bray 

regardin 6 fireanns he had for sale for $400.00 each (ROI 

1-------+-..:;;.2;;..,.;l) new cellular ..._R_O_t_2_0-'-----+-----------1 
~ submitted and approve~ ontact with 
~ egarding firearms and-.said. would 

Bray 1/4/05 

l/10/05 

1/24/05 
1/27/05 

214/05 
3122105 
3125105 

3130105 

4/ 1105 

414105 

4/7/05 

4/8105 

4/11105 

08/ IS/12 12:24 PM 

contact the u and call CI back; no call back ROI 23 
Received copies of DEA reports for PEREZ arrest/seizure of 
cocaine on 10/ 19/04 and filed them 
Discove re uest to AUSA Littleton for PEREZ 
SA Bray met with Cl 772000-0462 regarding the arrest of 
Tulom FUMBANKS, aka "Tau e" , b CPD (ROI 22 
Roderick SMITH case o ened under UI 772020-05-0027 
Guadalu e PEREZ case o ened under UI 772020-05-0042 
SIA Bray, DEA SIA William Warren and CPD Officer John 
Rytina,- . met with CI 772000-0462 regarding "Big 
Shorty" (Wilbert MOORE); Cl debriefed; CPD narcotics group, 
Sgt Tony Discritofano, will assist A TF and DEA in this 
investigation; Cl made calls and "Big Shorty" went to Atlanta 
for the weekend (ROI 24) 
SIA Bray spoke with CPD Sgt. Tony Dicristofano 
- · regarding "Big Shorty" and Cl's court date being moved 
to mid-A ril 
Case Report submitted for Glenn ROGERS and William 
HARVEY; Interstate Nexus request for firearms purchased on 
9116104 (ROI 25); Cl contacted SIA Bray with MOORE's 
license plate and possession of firearm (ROI 26); CPD Sgt. 
Tony Dicristofano, 312-446-8759, was contacted regarding 
infonnation rovided b CI 
CI contacted SI A Bray regarding threat made to him by 
MOORE (ROI 27); Three-way ca11 with Cl, DEA/HJTDA G/S 
Scott Masumoto and DEA SI A Warren and S/ A Bray regarding 
threat; CI advised to relocate and Cl com lied 
SIA Bray, CPD Sgt. Gonnan, CPD Sgt. Di Cristofano, GIS 
Harris, and DEA SIA Warren interviewed Wilbert MOORE at 
Homan S uare 01 28 
CI packet submitted to GIS; received CPD arrest report for 
Romcll LAWRENCE 
Rec'd arrest report for Romell LAWRENCE for PCS-heroin; 
DEA SIA Warren contacted SIA Bray regarding two officers on 
S . Di Cristofano's team are from S . Watts team; Cl 

Bray 

Bra 
Bray 

Bra 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 

Bray 
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BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AM) FIREARMS 

MANAGEMENT LOG 

DATE DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY AGENT 
contacted S/A Warren and stated that Patrick NOONER came u to him and said "I hear you have problems"; 

ERPS hold put on heroin from Rome11 LAWRENCE's 
arrest 

4/12/05 SAC authorization to release ROI's approved Bray 
04/13/2005 Reviewed NFORCE and signed criminal case report that 

charges-and William Harvey with felon in 
possession. Test F.I.R.E. report will be submitted to AUSA 
upon receipt from iab. 

GS Ellis 

3/3103 Meeting with Wilbert MOORE, Calvin Holliday, CPD Internal 
Affairs, Matt Kern, FBI, Justin Williams, DEA/HIDTA, 
regarding targets relating to Williams case and Sgt. Watts and 
P.O. Al Jones 

Bray 

08/15/12 12 24 PM Page 4 (114 
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Subject to Privacy Act Order

Subject to Privacy Act Order 
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DATE 

4/12/05 
04/13/2005 

5/3/05 

08/JS/12 12 24 PM 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS 

MANAGEMENT LOG 

DESCRfPTION OF ACTIVITY 
contacted SIA Warren and stated that Patrick~ .... IIII him and said "I hear you have problems"; 

ERPS hold put on heroin from Romell LA WRENCE's 
arrest 
SAC authorization to release ROI's aooroved Brav 

AGENT 

Reviewed NFORCE and signed criminal case report that GS Ellis 
charges- and William Harvey with felon in 
possession. Test F.l.R.E. report will be submitted to AUSA 
upon receipt from lab. 
Meeting with Wilbert MOORE, Calvin Holliday, CPD Internal Bray 
Affairs, Matt Kem, FBI, Justin Williams, DEA/HIDTA, 
regarding targets relating to Williams case and Sgt. Watts and 
P.O. Al Jones 
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 21 SEPTEMBER 2004 
Internal Affairs Division 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commanding Officer 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Police Agent Calvin Holliday, Star 10865 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

SUBJECT: Status Report 

ALLEGATION: It is alleged officers in the Public Housing Unit are accepting 
money from drug dealers, allowing them to continue to sell 
narcotics. 

On 20 September 2004, a meeting occurred with the purpose of 
implementing some type of strategy for the investigation of this case. After meeting with 
representatives from the United States Attorneys. Office, Federal Bureau of Investigations, Drug 
Enforcement Administration, Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms and the Chicago Police 
Department, it was determined this would be a federally prosecuted investigation. The Co-
operating Individual is to be prosecuted in federal court and the United States Attorneys office 
believe they should be in control of everything thing that results from his cooperation. 

APPROVED: 

7 3 r 

Commanding Officer 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Calvin HOLLIDAY 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Complaint Register ii:2(-011 

Confidential *  2_5 cj 41 
Attachment  

PL JOINT 018628 BAKER GLENN 018628
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Confidential
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Page 1

          IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

              FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

                ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVISION

                    JUDGE VALDERRAMA

          MAGISTRATE JUDGE SHEILA M. FINNEGAN

           MASTER DOCKET CASE NO. 19-CV-01717

      IN RE: WATTS COORDINATED PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS

                  CONFIDENTIAL PORTIONS

DEPONENT:  JUAN RIVERA

DATE:      SEPTEMBER 6, 2023

REPORTER:  SYDNEY LITTLE

Page 3

1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, KALLATT MOHAMMED:

4 Eric Palles, Esquire

5 Daley Mohan Groble

6 55 West Monroe Street

7 Suite 1600

8 Chicago, Illinois 60603

9 Telephone No.: (312) 422-9999

10 E-mail: epalles@daleymohan.com

11 (Appeared via videoconference)

12

13 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT CITY OF CHICAGO:

14 Daniel Noland, Esquire

15 Reiter Burns

16 311 South Wacker Drive

17 Suite 5200

18 Chicago, Illinois 60606

19 Telephone No.: (312) 982-0090

20 E-mail: dnoland@reiterburns.com

21

22

23

24

25

Page 2

1                       APPEARANCES

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFFS, RICKEY HENDERSON, SHAUN

4 JAMES, JAMAR LEWIS, TAURUS SMITH:

5 Scott Rauscher, Esquire

6 Gianna Gizzi, Esquire

7 Loevy & Loevy

8 311 North Aberdeen Street

9 Third Floor

10 Chicago, Illinois 60607

11 Telephone No.: (312) 243-5900

12 E-mail: scott@loevy.com

13 gizzi@loevy.com

14

15 ON BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFFS, FLAXMAN PLAINTIFFS:

16 Kenneth Flaxman, Esquire

17 Kenneth N. Flaxman, P.C.

18 200 South Michigan Avenue

19 Suite 201

20 Chicago Illinois 60604

21 Telephone No.: (312) 427-3200

22 E-mail: knf@kenlaw.com

23 (Appeared via videoconference)

24

25
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1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANTS, MATTHEW CADMAN, MICHAEL

4 SPAARGARN:

5 Michael Schalka, Esquire

6 Leinenweber Baroni & Daffada LLC

7 120 North LaSalle Street

8 Suite 2000

9 Chicago, Illinois 60602

10 Telephone No.: (866) 786-3705

11 E-mail: mjs@ilesq.com

12 (Appeared via videoconference)

13

14 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, RONALD WATTS:

15 Lisa McElroy, Esquire

16 Johnson & Bell

17 33 West Monroe Street

18 Suite 2700

19 Chicago, Illinois 60603

20 Telephone No.: (630) 765-7766

21 E-mail: mcelroyl@jbltd.com

22 (Appeared via videoconference)

23

24

25
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Page 53

1           MR. RAUSCHER:  Object to form.
2 BY MR. BAZAREK:
3      Q.   Do you recall something like that?
4      A.   Yes.  I -- I recall that in the -- one of the
5 bargaining unit agreements.
6      Q.   Okay.  So there could -- there would be
7 occasions where if something is, you know, more than
8 five years old, you have to go to the superintendent to
9 get authorization for him to investigate a complaint of

10 wrong -- against police officers, correct?
11      A.   Correct.
12      Q.   Would you agree that information that is
13 false, and specifically allegations considered -- strike
14 that.  Would you agree that false information and false
15 allegations against the -- members should not be
16 furnished to the superintendent of police of -- in order
17 to go forward with an investigation more than five years
18 old?
19           MR. RAUSCHER:  Object to form.
20      A.   I agree.  It -- it should be sustained
21 history.
22 BY MR. BAZAREK:
23      Q.   Right.  But what I'm saying is: Would it be
24 wrong for an investigating agency to provide false
25 information to the superintendent of police in order to

Page 55

1 investigation, and I'm paraphrasing it.  I'm not trying
2 to put words in your mouth.  I'm just trying to orient
3 you to where I'm going to ask my next question.  Is that
4 -- are you oriented, sir?
5      A.   Yes.
6      Q.   Thank you.  Did you ever discuss with anyone
7 at the Chicago Police Department, the fact that there
8 were CPD officers on the street who were breaking the
9 law, who you had identified, but you could not do

10 anything about that because of the FBI?
11           MR. BAZAREK:  Object to the form of the
12      question.  Incomplete hypothetical.
13           MR. NOLAND:  Object to the form.  Go ahead.
14           THE WITNESS:  The supervisors above me,
15      initially, they -- they were aware of it, and they
16      understood that it was an FBI investigation and we
17      weren't going to compromise it or end up
18      obstructing their investigation.  We wanted it to
19      move forward.  We wanted it to result in the
20      arrests and convictions of these officers.
21 BY MR. FLAXMAN:
22      Q.   Could you tell us the names of those
23 supervisors above you?
24      A.   Well, we -- I briefed Kirby.  I mean, yes,
25 Kirby when I was there initially, when this came about.

Page 54

1 get authorization to conduct an investigation?

2      A.   Yes.

3      Q.   Do you know who, from the FBI, it was that did

4 not want Shannon Spalding and Daniel Echeverria allowed

5 into the FBI building?

6      A.   I -- I don't know specifically who.  I -- I

7 just know the officer that reported the issue of the

8 missing equipment.

9      Q.   That's all I have.

10           MR. FLAXMAN:  I have a few questions if I may?

11           MR. NOLAND:  Who's this?

12                EXAMINATION

13  BY MR. FLAXMAN:

14      Q.   Good afternoon, sir.  I want to take you

15 back --

16           MR. NOLAND:  Just one second.  Mr. Rivera,

17      this is Mr. Flaxman.  He's one of the plaintiff's

18      counsel.

19           THE WITNESS:  Okay.

20 BY MR. FLAXMAN:

21      Q.   All right.  I'm Kenneth Flaxman, and I

22 represent the Flaxman plaintiff's.  I want to take you

23 back in your questioning to where you were explaining

24 that you could not do anything to police officers who

25 are on the street breaking the law because of the FBI

Page 56

1 She was notified that these officers were being alleged

2 to be extorting or doing -- you know, asking for street

3 tax, and I'm assuming it went up the chain.  Every --

4 everyone was briefed up to the superintendent.  When I

5 was chief, it went up through my chain of command, which

6 would've been, at the time, Pete Brust, who was a deputy

7 superintendent of -- what is it called?  Of my bureau of

8 -- you know, over my bureau, which was Professional

9 Standards at the time.  It changed quite a bit, and I

10 would assume he briefed the superintendent at the time.

11      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever discuss with anybody at

12 the CPD the possibility that someone could approach the

13 U.S. Department of Justice to complain about the FBI

14 insisting that Chicago keep police officers on the

15 street who are engaging in criminal activity?

16           MR. NOLAN:  Object to form, argumentative, but

17      go ahead.

18      A.   I'm sorry.  Can you repeat that again, so I

19 get the --

20           MR. FLAXMAN:  Could you read it back, ma'am?

21           THE REPORTER:  I can.  One moment, please.

22                 (REPORTER PLAYS BACK REQUESTED QUESTION)

23 BY MR. FLAXMAN:

24      Q.   Do you understand that?

25      A.   Yes.
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Page 57

1      Q.   Okay.

2      A.   There was a -- a conversation, when I returned

3 back as chief, with the superintendent and the chief of

4 staff at the time, which would've been McCarthy as a

5 superintendent, and the conversation was, that this was

6 an ongoing investigation, and he was told the length of

7 the investigation, and he wanted it to come to -- to

8 fruition, and not sure if he followed through, but he

9 made a -- a remark that he was looking possibly to call

10 and find out more about the investigation.

11      Q.   And you said the superintendent and the chief

12 of staff, who was the chief of staff at that time?

13      A.   I'm trying to think back if it was -- I can't

14 recall his name, but his first name was Gus.

15      Q.   Okay.

16      A.   He was chief of staff.

17      Q.   Did you ever hear back from anyone about

18 anything that Mr. McCarthy did in -- after that

19 conversation?

20      A.   I don't recall.  I -- I know that he told me

21 to pursue the matter and get -- get to -- get this

22 investigation to fruition as soon as we could.  In other

23 words, encourage the agents and the U.S. -- AUSA to move

24 forward with the investigation.

25      Q.   Did he tell you to confer with supervisors of

Page 59

1 at CPD ever communicated that problem or that issue to

2 the United States Attorney for the Northern District of

3 Illinois?

4           MR. NOLAND:  Object to the form of the

5      question.  Foundation.  Compound.  Vague and

6      ambiguous.

7      A.   I don't -- I don't know of any conversation,

8 no.

9 BY MR. FLAXMAN:

10      Q.   Okay.  I have nothing further.  Thank you,

11 sir.

12           MR. RAUSCHER:  I may have one brief.  Do you

13      have a question?

14           MR. NOLAND:  Yeah, I have a couple.  Yeah.

15           MR. RAUSCHER:  Does anybody else on the Zoom

16      have any questions?

17           MS. MCELROY:  This is Lisa McElroy.  I do not

18      have any questions.  Thank you.

19           MR. BAZAREK:  Nothing for me.

20           MR. PALLES:  Eric Palles, I have no questions

21      either.  Thanks, Chief.

22           MR. RAUSCHER:  Thank you.

23                EXAMINATION

24  BY MR. NOLAND:

25      Q.   Just briefly, Chief Rivera, at the conclusion

Page 58

1 the AUSAs about this event?
2      A.   No.
3      Q.   Okay.  And you know that there were
4 supervisors for the AUSAs; is that right?
5      A.   I -- I don't recall.
6      Q.   Well, do you know that there was someone
7 called the United States Attorney who was the boss of
8 all the AUSAs?
9      A.   Yes.

10      Q.   Do you know if anyone at CPD ever conferred
11 with the United States attorney for the Northern
12 District of Illinois about the fact that there were
13 Chicago police officers on the street who were breaking
14 the law who were known to CPD, but you could not do
15 anything because of the FBI investigation?
16           MR. NOLAND:  Objection.
17           MR. BAZAREK:  Object to the form of the
18      question.  Foundation.  Incomplete hypothetical.
19      A.   Well, I -- again, you -- you -- your statement
20 is that we couldn't do anything.  We were doing -- we
21 were working with the FBI.
22 BY MR. FLAXMAN:
23      Q.   What I meant by not do anything, I meant not
24 do anything to take these police officers, who were
25 breaking the law, off the street.  Do you know if anyone

Page 60

1 of the investigation, after Watts and Mohammad were

2 arrested, were you informed of information from the FBI

3 that the involved officers in the illegal misconduct

4 were Watts and Mohammad and not the remainder -- not the

5 other officers on the team?

6           MR. RAUSCHER:  Object to form.

7      A.   Yes.

8 BY MR. NOLAND:

9      Q.   Referring you to Exhibit 1.  Exhibit 1 was --

10 is the case initiation for CR number 300778; is that

11 right?

12      A.   That's correct.

13      Q.   And then Exhibit 2, relating to -- it also

14 relates to 300778, and that's the meeting where you were

15 involved with the federal authorities where they

16 explicitly stated this would be a federal investigation

17 prosecuted in federal Court and that they would be in

18 control of the information; is that right?

19      A.   That's correct.

20      Q.   And those -- that number, that 300778 number,

21 that CR is the -- essentially, the main Watts corruption

22 allegation, the CR allegation; is that right?

23      A.   Yes.

24      Q.   And that -- the -- then, additionally, folded

25 into that main corruption allegation, I'm showing you
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          IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

              FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

                ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVISION

                    JUDGE VALDERRAMA

          MAGISTRATE JUDGE SHEILA M. FINNEGAN

           MASTER DOCKET CASE NO. 19-CV-01717

      IN RE: WATTS COORDINATED PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS

DEPONENT:  JUAN RIVERA

DATE:      SEPTEMBER 6, 2023

REPORTER:  SYDNEY LITTLE

Page 3

1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, KALLATT MOHAMMED:

4 Eric Palles, Esquire

5 Daley Mohan Groble

6 55 West Monroe Street

7 Suite 1600

8 Chicago, Illinois 60603

9 Telephone No.: (312) 422-9999

10 E-mail: epalles@daleymohan.com

11 (Appeared via videoconference)

12

13 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT CITY OF CHICAGO:

14 Daniel Noland, Esquire

15 Reiter Burns

16 311 South Wacker Drive

17 Suite 5200

18 Chicago, Illinois 60606

19 Telephone No.: (312) 982-0090

20 E-mail: dnoland@reiterburns.com

21
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1                       APPEARANCES

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFFS, RICKEY HENDERSON, SHAUN

4 JAMES, JAMAR LEWIS, TAURUS SMITH:

5 Scott Rauscher, Esquire

6 Gianna Gizzi, Esquire

7 Loevy & Loevy

8 311 North Aberdeen Street

9 Third Floor

10 Chicago, Illinois 60607

11 Telephone No.: (312) 243-5900

12 E-mail: scott@loevy.com

13 gizzi@loevy.com

14
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16 Kenneth Flaxman, Esquire

17 Kenneth N. Flaxman, P.C.

18 200 South Michigan Avenue

19 Suite 201
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21 Telephone No.: (312) 427-3200

22 E-mail: knf@kenlaw.com

23 (Appeared via videoconference)

24

25
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1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANTS, MATTHEW CADMAN, MICHAEL

4 SPAARGARN:

5 Michael Schalka, Esquire

6 Leinenweber Baroni & Daffada LLC

7 120 North LaSalle Street

8 Suite 2000

9 Chicago, Illinois 60602

10 Telephone No.: (866) 786-3705

11 E-mail: mjs@ilesq.com

12 (Appeared via videoconference)

13

14 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, RONALD WATTS:

15 Lisa McElroy, Esquire

16 Johnson & Bell
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18 Suite 2700

19 Chicago, Illinois 60603
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21 E-mail: mcelroyl@jbltd.com

22 (Appeared via videoconference)

23

24

25
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1 or for a prior setting?

2      A.   Yes.

3      Q.   What documents did you look at?

4      A.   I looked at some 302s from the FBI that was

5 generated based on this investigation.

6      Q.   This meaning the Watts investigation?

7      A.   Yes.

8      Q.   Okay.

9      A.   Some reports that were generated by officers

10 that were involved in the Watts case.  I may have looked

11 at -- I -- I -- I just don't recall all of them, but

12 that was the majority.

13      Q.   When you say "reports generated by officers

14 involved in the Watts case," you mean the investigation

15 of Watts?

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   You mean C -- are you talking about CPD

18 reports?

19      A.   Majority, yes.

20      Q.   And then what -- so I know you said 302s,

21 which are -- those are created by the FBI, right?

22      A.   Correct.

23      Q.   And then of the second category, reports

24 generated by officers involved in the Watts

25 investigation, were there reports by anyone other than
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1 recollection about any of the events?

2      A.   Yes, of course.

3      Q.   What in particular were you -- was your

4 recollection refreshed about from reviewing your

5 deposition?

6           MR. NOLAND:  Objection.  Form.  Over broad. Go

7      ahead.

8      A.   I -- I -- mainly time frame, more or less, the

9 time frame as to how the investigation progressed.

10 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

11      Q.   The investigation into Watts and Mohammed?

12      A.   Yes.

13      Q.   Do you know if the investigation ever looked

14 at other officers on the tactical team?

15      A.   I -- I -- I believe we asked, and I don't

16 recall any other names.  Again, that's my recollection,

17 but I know that the two main officers were Watts and

18 Mohammed.

19      Q.   You -- who do you think you asked?

20      A.   Well, we were in quarterly meetings, so we

21 would probably have asked the case agent, the FBI case

22 agents, and again, I wouldn't recall who they were, but

23 AUSAs that were involved.

24      Q.   Okay.  What's the time period when -- do you

25 think you asked that question personally or do you think
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1 CPD officers you looked at?

2      A.   No.

3      Q.   Do you remember which officers from CPD

4 prepared reports that you reviewed?

5      A.   Agent Holliday.

6      Q.   Calvin Holliday?

7      A.   Calvin, yes.

8      Q.   Okay.  Anyone else?

9      A.   Also Echeverria, Officer Echeverria.

10      Q.   Were the Echeverria reports you're talking

11 about To-Froms?

12      A.   Yes, I believe so.

13      Q.   Any other reports other than the To-Froms from

14 Echeverria?

15      A.   No.

16      Q.   Did you review any deposition transcripts?

17      A.   Yes.  The Spalding and Echeverria one, I

18 believe.  Yes.

19      Q.   You reviewed their depositions from this case

20 or you reviewed some depositions from their case?

21      A.   No.  From the one I was involved with them.

22      Q.   Was it your deposition in that case you

23 reviewed?

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   Okay.  Did that deposition refresh your
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1 someone on your team did or both?

2      A.   It could have been both.  Again, we had

3 quarterly meetings at times and then there are -- there

4 are times I -- I recall we were asked to go there and

5 meet on a separate date or -- or -- so it wasn't just

6 quarterly meetings, but there were other meetings that

7 we were required or requested to go.

8      Q.   Do you have a specific memory of either asking

9 that question or hearing someone else ask it, or are you

10 making an assumption that it would have been asked?

11           MR. NOLAND:  Object to the form.  Go ahead.

12      A.   I recall it being asked by -- I don't know if

13 it was -- I think it was a task force -- one of the task

14 force officers, if I remember correctly.

15 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

16      Q.   Do you remember about when during the

17 investigation that was asked?

18      A.   No, I would -- I would be speculating.

19      Q.   And do you recall what -- the answer you got?

20      A.   I'm sorry.  I -- I lost track.  What was the

21 question again?

22      Q.   If you recall the answer to the question?

23      A.   What was the question?  I'm sorry.

24      Q.   Oh, the question was -- well, there's a

25 question and then my question was about a question, so.
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1 But I had asked you if either you or someone on your

2 team asked the FBI, if anyone else was implicated in the

3 investigation.  And I believe you said, I think, a task

4 force member asked at a meeting you were present at.

5      A.   Right.

6      Q.   Is that right?

7      A.   Yes, that's correct.

8      Q.   Do you know how they -- well, so then it says,

9 how did they ask the question?  What did they say?

10      A.   I believe the question was whether any of the

11 human sources had mentioned other officers on the team

12 at that point in time.  And the answer, I believe, was

13 no.

14      Q.   And you don't remember when during the

15 investigation this happened?

16      A.   No, I -- I would have to -- I would be

17 speculating.

18      Q.   And you think the answer was no; is that

19 right?

20      A.   Correct.

21      Q.   Do you know who -- you don't know which

22 officer asked the question?

23      A.   No, there were a few of them, but.

24      Q.   Which ones do you think it could have been?

25      A.   Again, I'd be speculating, but I know the task
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1      A.   That he was possibly present?  I'm -- I'm not,

2 again, 100 percent sure.

3      Q.   And you haven't seen other 302s talking about

4 another officers potentially being involved?

5      A.   No, I don't recall any.

6      Q.   Do you have an independent recollection of

7 receiving "To-Froms" that Echeverria created relating to

8 the Watts investigation?

9      A.   Do I recall all the content?  Not all.

10      Q.   No, just --

11      A.   -- no, I --

12      Q.   -- do you recall that he did that and gave

13 them to you?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   And do you know why he did that and -- why he

16 created those memos and gave them to you?

17      A.   We -- I should say the supervisors in Internal

18 Affairs, myself and Klimas wanted him to document what

19 their daily activity was, more or less what they were

20 involved in.

21      Q.   Why did you want him to do that?

22      A.   Because at that point in time, they really

23 didn't have anywhere to report.  They were no longer

24 allowed into the FBI facility.

25      Q.   Why were they not involved -- why were they
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1 force officers that might've been there would've been

2 Boehmer, Chester.  Who else?  I forgot the officer's

3 name.  Daria -- I forgot her last name.  She was a

4 liaison, but she was CPD.

5      Q.   Anyone else?

6      A.   Not off the top of my head.  I think those

7 were --

8      Q.   Did you see any of the 302 -- so you looked at

9 some 302s to prepare for your deposition?

10      A.   Yes.

11      Q.   Had you seen any of those three oh twos

12 before?

13      A.   No.

14      Q.   Did you see any 302s during the investigation?

15      A.   No.

16      Q.   Did any of the 302s you looked at to prepare

17 for your deposition mention other officers besides Watts

18 and Mohammed?

19      A.   I -- yes, I did notice that one did mention

20 Jones, I believe.

21      Q.   Was that about the theft of about $5,000, if

22 you remember?

23      A.   I -- yeah, I don't recall.

24      Q.   What do you know -- what do you remember, if

25 anything, about what that 302 said about Jones?
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1 not allowed into the FBI facility?

2      A.   There was some issue with equipment that was

3 misplaced or lost or --

4      Q.   Recording equipment or something else?

5      A.   It may have been the recorded equipment or

6 something.  Yeah.

7      Q.   Who lost it?

8      A.   Not sure who lost it.  All I know is that they

9 couldn't locate it.

10      Q.   So they had been given the responsibility for

11 hanging on to this equipment and they couldn't locate it

12 and the FBI said, "You can't come back here anymore"?

13      A.   And -- and, you know -- that's the gist of it,

14 yes.

15      Q.   But did you still want them working on the

16 investigation?

17      A.   Oh, yes, of course.

18      Q.   Did the FBI still want them working on the

19 investigation?

20      A.   Yes, because they were handling the informant.

21      Q.   Which informant were they handling?

22      A.   I don't recall the name.

23      Q.   Do you know how many informants they handled

24 for the Watts investigation?

25      A.   I only know of the one.
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1 factors that can affect the length of these

2 investigations.

3 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

4      Q.   Do you think that Ronald Watts was wrongfully

5 convicted?

6      A.   I'm sorry?  Do -- do I think that Ronald Watts

7 was wrong -- no.

8      Q.   No?  Why do you think he was not wrongfully

9 convicted?

10      A.   All the evidence, you know, shows that he was

11 willing to extort drug dealers.

12      Q.   What about Mohammed?  Was he wrongfully

13 convicted?

14      A.   No.

15      Q.   Why was -- why -- what's your position -- what

16 is your basis to say that Mohammed was not wrongfully

17 convicted?

18      A.   Same thing.  Again, when I was there, he -- he

19 was part of the sting operation, the successful sting

20 operation.

21      Q.   Are you aware of any steps that the -- either

22 the Chicago Police Department or the FBI took to

23 determine whether other officers were involved in the

24 alleged illegal activity?

25      A.   Again, going back to what I recall, I believe
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1 they arrested Watts and Mohammed.  Again, that's from

2 what I recall.

3      Q.   Do you know why they -- well, did CPD have any

4 say in whether Watts and Mohammed were going to be

5 arrested?

6           MR. NOLAND:  Object to the form.  You mean the

7      timing of it?

8           MR. RAUSCHER:  Generally.  Timing, substance.

9           MR. NOLAND:  Object to the form.  Go ahead.

10      A.   Well, I mean, we knew that they were still

11 looking at the conspiracy and we had continued to ask

12 them if we had to be concerned about other officers. So

13 they informed us that they were going to eventually

14 arrest them, but they wanted to attempt these other

15 sting operations.

16 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

17      Q.   And did CPD have any say in whether and when

18 Mohammed and Watts were going to be arrested?

19      A.   No.

20      Q.   Did CPD conduct its own investigation to see

21 whether it needed to be concerned with other officers?

22           MR. NOLAND:  Object to the form.  Go ahead.

23      A.   No, we relied on the extensive investigation

24 and information that the FBI and our task force officers

25 gathered during the Watts and Mohammed investigation.
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1 they were all -- from what I recall -- again, they were

2 all part of a either pen register or a wiretap.  And

3 towards the end of the investigation, we were adamant

4 that the -- that we knew exactly whether these officers

5 -- these other officers were involved or not.  And, so

6 there were several more.  I don't know if it was two

7 other sting operations that were either set up or

8 attempted after the successful sting of Watts and

9 Mohammed.  And -- and that resulted in negative results.

10      Q.   Who were -- who were the targets of those

11 other stings?

12      A.   I -- I just -- I think it was just -- I -- I

13 don't recall.  Again, I don't recall the seeing the

14 operational plan, so I don't know if they were named on

15 there or not.

16      Q.   Do you know if those stings actually took

17 place?

18      A.   I -- I know that was -- I know they were

19 attempted.  I believe, on the second sting, like Watts

20 and Mohammed were arrested.

21      Q.   Second sting against other officers?

22      A.   Against the same group.  Obviously, they --

23 Watts and Mohammed weren't arrested in the first sting.

24 The goal was to determine if other officers were also

25 involved and I believe the last -- the last attempt,
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1 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

2      Q.   Were you involved in investigating any CRs

3 when Watts or Mohammed or anyone on their team was

4 accused of framing anyone?

5      A.   No.

6      Q.   Do you recall seeing any of those when you

7 were at Internal Affairs?

8      A.   No, I don't recall seeing anything.

9      Q.   Would you have been given CRs against Watts,

10 Mohammed, and team members as a matter of course when

11 you were at IA?

12      A.   If it was deemed confidential investigation,

13 it would've made its way to my section, but I don't

14 recall that.

15      Q.   You don't recall any of those -- any such CRs?

16      A.   I don't recall, no.

17      Q.   Do you recall being involved in any decisions

18 as to whether CRs against Watts, Mohammed, or others on

19 the team should be deemed confidential?

20      A.   I don't recall.  I recall when I was there,

21 other investigations involving them were absorbed into

22 this one.

23      Q.   Okay.

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   What do you mean "absorbed into this one"?
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1 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

2      Q.   Have you seen it before?

3      A.   Yes.

4      Q.   Okay.  Can you tell me what it is?

5      A.   It's the CR initiation for this investigation

6 regarding Watts and Mohammed.

7      Q.   Is this the -- to your knowledge, is this the

8 first thing that kicked the -- kicked off the

9 investigation?

10      A.   I -- again, I'm going back years, but I

11 believe it was.

12      Q.   And it refers to a CI in here; you see that?

13      A.   Yes.

14      Q.   And it looks like you met with that CI?

15      A.   Yes.

16      Q.   Yeah.  Who was that CI?

17      A.   I -- I don't recall his name, but what I do

18 recall was he was a -- a person who was part of a

19 combined, like, DEA, ATF, FBI operation and he was

20 willing to come forward with information.  And we were

21 asked if we could go meet at this location and speak to

22 this individual.

23      Q.   Did you find him credible?

24      A.   Yes.

25           MR. NOLAND:  Object to form.
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1           MR. NOLAND:  Object to the form, foundation.

2      Go ahead.

3      A.   Again, they're look -- if you read up there,

4 it says "federally prosecuted," so that would be --

5 they're taking the lead.

6 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

7      Q.   And when it says in here, "It was determined

8 that this would be a federally prosecuted investigation

9 at a meeting that CPD attended, among others," does that

10 mean there was a joint decision that it would be

11 federally prosecuted?

12      A.   It was the AUSA who made the decision.  Again,

13 this was not our informant.  It was theirs, so there's

14 no way we would've made any decision here.

15      Q.   Is that because you couldn't have developed

16 evidence without them or for some other reason?

17      A.   Because anything they --

18           MR. NOLAND:  Objection form.  Go ahead.

19      A.   Anything they generate would be their

20 property.

21 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

22      Q.   Let me rephrase.  So does that mean you

23 couldn't develop evidence from this CI without the feds

24 giving it to you; is that fair?

25      A.   The way we understood, yes.
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1      A.   Yes.

2 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

3      Q.   What was the next step after this memo was

4 written?

5      A.   We -- I know we asked the FBI, I think, who's

6 their agent.  They were working along with one of our

7 Highland teams, who's CPD, if they needed our

8 assistance, or obviously they -- at that time, they told

9 us they were -- they were the lead.  It was their CI, so

10 we deferred, but we -- we basically offered any

11 assistance with regards to the case.

12      Q.   And then I'm just going to show you what we'll

13 mark as Exhibit 2, which is PL Joint 010844.  Does this

14 memo describe the meeting conversation you just

15 testified about?

16                 (EXHIBIT 2 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

17      A.   Yes.  In essence, it's what we were told, they

18 were going to take the lead.

19 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

20      Q.   It says the lesson says that US Attorney's

21 Office believe they should be in control of everything

22 that results from his cooperation; do you see that?

23      A.   Yes.

24      Q.   How come it doesn't say what CPD's position on

25 that belief is?
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1      Q.   All right.  I'm going to mark Exhibit 3, which

2 is PL Joint 010861.  Have you had a chance to look at

3 this?

4                 (EXHIBIT 3 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

5      A.   Yes.

6 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

7      Q.   Do you recognize this letter?

8      A.   I reviewed this, but I -- I honestly don't

9 recall the letter itself.

10      Q.   When you say -- I'm sorry, go ahead.

11      A.   No, I'm just saying I -- I -- I -- well, this

12 is one of the items I reviewed, but I really didn't

13 recall this report.

14      Q.   That was going to be -- so my question was,

15 when you say you reviewed it, you mean in preparation

16 for your deposition?

17      A.   Correct.

18      Q.   This is -- this relates to that car accident

19 you were talking about earlier, right?

20      A.   I -- not -- not 100 percent sure.  Yeah.

21      Q.   Well, did you see anything else involving a

22 car accident where Watts was trying to pay for or have

23 someone pay for getting a car fixed from September of

24 2004?

25      A.   Oh, I see now, car fixed.  I -- I -- I would
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-1-

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Date of transcription 09/24/2004 

(E) born (E  social security 
administration account number (P- , was interviewed at the 
Dirksen Federal Building, 219 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, 
Illinois. After being notified of the interviewing agent's 
identity and purpose, (E) provided the following information: 

(E) is currently in the custody of the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) and is being held 
at the Village of Oak Lawn Police Department, 9446 South Raymond 
Avenue, Oak Lawn, Illinois, telephone number 708-422-8292-7830. 
(E) is currently operating as a cooperating witness of the ATF in 

an on-going collaborative investigation along with the Chicago 
Police Department (CPD) Internal Affairs Division (IAD) and the 
Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA). 

(E) is a member 
never been employed and has 
means of financial support. 
drugs. (E) began selling 
rison in 2UZ() at the Ida B. 

of the Gangster Disciples.  (E) has 
relied upon "hustling" as his only 

(E) defined "hustling" as selling 
cocaine after he was released from 
Wells IBW hou in (E) 

work for selling drugs at IBW. 

(E)j met CPD SERGEANT RONALD WATTS in the w (E) 
WATTS's police assignment is IBW. WATTS has approximately 

eight other CPD police officers that report to him on this 
assignment. (E) identified FNU MUHAMMAD, FNU MACKINTOSH 
(phonetic) and FNU SANEZ (phonetic) as three of the officers 
working with WATTS at IBW. 

(E) described that WATTS gets IBW drug dealers to pay 
him to "work" (sell drugs) in the housing project. If the payments 
are made to WATTS, he will in turn allow the drug dealers to 
continue to sell drugs. The amount that each drug dealer pays 
WATTS is determined by WATTS. (E) 

(E) 

Investigation on 09/21/2004 at Chicago, Illinois 

File # 194D-CG-122761 -SZ 

by  SA MATTHEW J. KERN 

Date dictated 09/24/2004 

This document contains neither recommendations nor 81rAIEtwrs110 FIRPFACY1114TORIDIERrty of the FBI and is loaned to yo4F1311)00525 
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000325



FD-302a (Rev. 10-6-95) 

194D-CG-122761 

Continuation of FD-302 of (E)   ,On  0 9 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  ,Page  _2

(E) 

(E) stated that MOORE and another drug dealer named PAT 
MOONEY both have WATTS's cellular telephone number. MOONEY and 
MOORE use this number to contact WATTS to make arrangements for 
bribe payments. WATTS receives weekly payments from drug dealers. 
These payments are typically in the amount of $5,000. Another drug 
dealer, ANDRE SIMMONS, also made payments to WATTS. SIMMONS is 
currently finishing his parole in Atlanta, Georgia. 
described SIMMONS as his "play cousin", meaning they have been 
close friends (not related) since childhood. 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBID00326 SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000326
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 09/27/2004 

To: Chicago AttA: SAC Thomas J. Kneir 

From: Chicago 
WC-2 
Contact: SA Matthew J. Kern, 312-786-2698 

Approved By: Kneir Thomas 34-/
Ways Joseph C Sr .!61
McNally James RO-PAI'k 

Drafted By: Kern Matthew j:mjktk-- 

)211
k 

i 
Case ID #: 194D-CG-.NEW- Pending) 

Title: RONALD WAT 
SERGEANT 
UNSUBS, 
CHI GO POLICE DEPARTMENT; 
C PO-LAW ENFORCEMENT-DRUG RELATED 

Synopsis:. To request SAC approval to open a preliminary 
investigation on the above captioned Sergeant with the Chicago 
Police Department. 

Details: On 09/21/2004, Special Agent (SA) Matthew J. Kern met 
with Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA) Gayle E. Littleton 
regarding the ongoing joint investigation by the Chicago Police 
Department Internal Affairs Division (CPD-IAD), Drug Enforcement 
Agency (DEA) and Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 
Explosives (ATF) of the above captioned CPD Sergeant. The CPD-
IAD, DEA, ATF investigation involves the alleged criminal 
activity of Ronald Watts. Information regarding this allegation 
was offered and continues to be provided by an ATF source named 

(E) (protect identity). Information colleCted that 
relates to drug violations will be investigated by DEA. 
Information collected that relates to gun violations will be 
investigated by ATF. Information collected that relates to 
police corruption will be investigated by CPD-IAD and FBI. To 
date, information provided by the ATF source has resulted in the 
successful recovery of firearms. 

(E) 

(E) The Ida B. Wells 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FB1000323 SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000323



- To: Chicago Fro" Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-NEW, 09/27/2004 

• 

housing project is in the vicinity of Rhodes and 35th Street on 
Chicago's south side. Source also stated that Watts was 
currently receiving payments from other individuals involved in 
drug trafficking in the Ida B. Wells housing development. (E) 

(E) 
er intelligence, (E) 

(E) 

AUSA OPINION: AUSA Littleton has related 
(11),(L) 

(K), (L) 

INVESTIGATIVE STRATEGY: Initial course of investigative action 
will include a thorough review of CPD-IAD, DEA and ATF 
investigative files related to Watts. Additionally, agents will 
conduct financial and property record searches for the captioned 
officer and associates, as well as review telephone records of 
Wells. Furthermore, agents will supervise source in conducting 
consensual telephone recordings. Information gathered during 
these conversations will be used to corroborate Watt's 
involvement in receiving payments in exchange for the allowance 
of continued drug trafficking activity in the Ida B. Wells 
housing project. 

Descriptive Data: 

• + 

Main Subject 
Name 
Last: Watts 
First: Ronald 

Sex: Male 
Date of Birth: 
Drivers License Number: 
City of Chicago Employee ID: 
City of Chicago Employee Number: 
Social Security Number: 
Title: Sergeant 
Star Number: 
Salary: 7,874.00/month 
Address 

Street Address: 
Street Suffix: 
City: 
State: 

Phone Number: 

2 

(S) 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000324 SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000324
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE 

To: Chicago 

From: Chicago 
WC-2 
Contact: SA 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 194D-CG-1214- 

Title: RONALD WAT 
SERGEANT 
UNSUB 
CHI GO POLICE DEPARTMENT; 
C PO-LAW ENFORCEMENT-DRUG RELATED 

Attd: SAC 

rf 
Pending) 

Date: 09/27/2004 

Synopsis: To request SAC approval to open a preliminary 

investigation on the above captioned Sergeant with the Chicago 

Police Department. 

Details: On 09/21/2004, Special Agent (SA) met 

with Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA 

regarding the ongoing joint investigation by  e icago o ice 

b6 
b7C 

 o e wove cap ione ergean e b6 

I 'investigation involves the alleged criminal b7C 

activity of gbnald Watts. Information regardin• this alle•ation b7D 

was offered and continues to be provided by b7E 

n orma ion co ec e. a re a es o 

ice ion wi 1 be investigated by CPD-IAD and FBI. To 

date, information provided by has resulted in the 

successful recovery of firearms. 

met laith 
elated that' 'been solicited by Watts in 

the past for bribe payments. Making these bribe payments to 

Watts would permit' Ito continue his drug trafficking 

activity in the Ida B. Wells housing project. The Ida B. Wells 

b6 
b7C 
b7D 
b7E 
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- To: Chicago From. Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-NEW, 09/27/2004 

• 

housing project is in the vicinity of Rhodes and 35th Street on 
Chicago's south side.  Watts was 
currently receiving payments from other individuals involve in

drug trafficking in the Ida B. Wells housing development. 

AUSA OPINION: AUSAI  has related that the above described 
matter has prosecutorial potential if  further evidence of 
criminal activity is uncovered. AUSAI !would likely seek 

prosecution under Title 18 USC Section 872. 

INVESTIGATIVE STRATEGY: 

will be used to corroborate Watt's 

involvement in receiving payments in exchange for the allowance 

of continued drug trafficking activity in the Ida B Wells 

housing project. 

Descriptive Data: 

Main Subject 
Name 
Last: 
First: 

Sex: 
Date of Birth: 
Drivers License Number: 
City of Chicago Employee ID: 
City of Chicago Employee Number: 
Social Security Number: 
Title: 
Star Number: 
Salary: 
Address 

Street Address: 
Street Suffix: 
City: 
State: 

Phone Number: 
• • 

2 

Watts 
Ronald 
Male 

Sergeant

$5,874.00/month 

Chicago 
Illinois, 60620 

b6 

b7C 

b7D 
b7E 

b6 

b7C 

b6 

b7C 

b7E 

b6 
b7C 
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1 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 10/18/2004 

To: Chicago 

From: Chicago 
WC-2 
Contact: SA Matthew J. Kern, 312-786-2698 

Approved By: McNally James R 

Drafted By: Kern Matthew J:mjk 

Case ID #: 194D-CG-122761 (Pending) 

Title: RONALD WATTS; 
SERGEANT; 
UNSUBS; 
CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT; 
CSLPO- LAW ENFORCEMENT- DRUG RELATED 

Synopsis: To provide an update of case developments. 

Details: On October 5, 2004, ATF source (E) participated 
in a consensual recorded telephone conversation with Chicago 
Police Department (CPD) Officer John P. Dolan. (E) 

(E) 

Over the weekend of October 9-10, 2004, CPD officers 
working on the above captioned case escorted (E) to a meeting 
with Wilbur Moore (aka "Big Shorty") at the Ida B. Wells housing 
project. (E) told CPD officers that he and Moore were supposed 
to meet to talk about drug dealing. Moore did not show up for 
the meeting. It was later learned that Moore was not in town. 

iN111111 
stqvitt--rs\ to0C:2-\tAKsai rateicia EC t ks4:) FBID00328 SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000328



..t• • • To: Chicago From: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 10/18/2004 

On October 14, 2004, ATF Special Agents involved in the 
above captioned case planned to utilize (E) to facilitate a 
purchase of firearms. On October 15, 2004, reporting agent 
learned that this gun purchase did not occur as planned, but was 
going to be attempted again in the near future. 

Assistant United States Attorney Gayle Littleton 
notified reporting agent that CPD officers involved in the above 
captioned case were going to attempt another meeting between 
(E) and Moore during the week of October 18, 2004. The 

intention of this meeting will be to deal drugs. If this drug 
deal takes place, CPD plans to arrest (E) and Moore, separate 
them, then proposition Moore to cooperate with the government. 
This cooperation will include Moore's assistance in the 
investigation of CPD Sergeant Ronald Watts. 

• • 

2 
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(Rev. 06-04-2007) 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE 

To: Chicago 

From: Chicago 
WC3 
Contact: Patrick L. Smith (312) 829-8819 

Approved By: Cullen Peter B 

Drafted By: Smith PatrickL:plse7

Case ID #: 194D-CG-122761 (Pending) 

Title: OPERATION BRASS TAX; 
CSLPO-LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Synopsis: To provide a case update. 

Details: 

Date: 03/18/2008 

BACKGROUND SUMMARY 

The above titled case is targeting Sergeant Ronald 
Watts, a Chicago Police Department Sergeant responsible for the 
supervision of nine police officers in the Ida B. Wells housing 
complex. Watts is accused of extorting payments from drug 
dealers in the Ida B. Wells complex in exchange for police 
protection. Watts is considered a high level target due to his 
position as a ranking officer in the Chicago Police Department 
and the suspected influence he has had on developing a atmosphere 
of corruption within the ranks he is charged with supervising. 

In addition to Watts, the following police officer 
under Watts' supervision have been accused of participating in 
the extortion scheme: 

Kallatt Mohammed 
LaMonica Lewis 
Alvin Jones 
Brian Bolton 

The investigation has developed through the efforts of 
Case Agents SA Matthew Kern, 2004-2006, SA Kenneth Samuel, 2007, 
and SA Patrick L. Smith, 2008 - present, as well as the efforts . 

CONFIDENTIAL SOURCES 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000450 

rito-c&- 12-2-11, 1. - 1 t 
SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000450



411 
To: Chicago From:411 Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 03/18/2008 

SA Matthew Kern initiated the aboveinvestictation 
through information provided by... 

. Subsequent to a debriefing by SA Kern, 
(E prove e in ormation implicating Watts and Jones in the 

extortion of payments from drug dealers in the Wells complex. SA 
Kern determined that (E) provided inconsistent statements 
regarding the manner of the extortion which prevented using (E) 
for future attempts. SA Kern secured two (2) recordings from 
(E) dated October 5, 2004 and September 16, 2004. 

In addition to attempting to use olimp, SA Kern 
attempted to secure the cooperation of, Wilbur Moore, a/k/a "Big 
Shorty," a high level drug dealer in the Ida B. Wells housing 
complex ("Wells complex"). Moore was arrested in a joint DEA/ATF 
sting targeting drug dealers in the Wells complex. Prior to SA 
Kern's attempt to debrief Moore, Moore was shot and killed. SA 
Kern later discovered that a task force officer assigned to ATF 
revealed the cooperation of Moore to an individual later believed 
to be associated with Watts. 

In 2006, L (E) approached SA Kern regarding 
the corrupt activities of Sergeant Ronald Watts. (E) 

) 
claimed that Watts manufactured a case against 

and herself because TIllwould not pay Watts an 
extortion payment. offered to act as a liaison between 
SA Kern and Jamar Lewis, a drug dealer in the Wells complex. 

SA Kern interviewed Lewis with the assistance of CPD 
IAD officer Joseph Barnes. SA Kern determined that Watts 
directly extorted payments from Lewis. In addition, Watts used 
Kallatt Mohammed to extort payments from Lewis and his associate 

(E) SA Kern attempted to secure the cooperation of 
Lewis prior to SA Kern's transfer in 2006. 

SA Samuel was assigned the Watts case following the 
transfer of SA Kern. SA Samuel coordinated an attempt to work 
with DEA in a parallel drug investigation targeting the same drug 
dealers allegedly paying extortion payments to Watts. During 
this period of time, Lewis failed to contact the FBI. 

Following the transfer of SA Samuel, SA Smith was 
assigned the Watts matter. SA Smith contactedliMEIMin an 
attempt to determine the likelihood of securing the cooperation 
of  Lewis as previously pursued by SA Kern. 

(E) 

2 
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111 
To: Chicago From:111 Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 03/18/2008 

(E) 

DEA (J-2) 

In 2007, SA Kenneth Samuel was informed that DEA (OA) 
imam developed a case against drug dealer Teiwan Broughton. 
Broughton was a high level drug dealer in the Wells complex. 
Broughton was alleged to be a dealer who utilized Watts' 
protection in the Wells housing complex. 

DEA developed their investigation to a point where they 
determined a (J-2) 

SA Samuel requested information which 
related to the Watts case be relayed to the FBI. Prior to the 
development IllppF (J-2) , SA Samuel was transferred. 

SA Smith met with DEA following the transfer of SA 
Samuel and reiterated the FBI's interest in any information which 

3 
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411 
To: Chicago From: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 03/18/2008 

• 

related to the corruption of Watts and other officers. DEA 
agreed to provide this information as it developed. 

In January 2008, SA Smith was informed that the DEA 

J-2) In February 2008, DEA in orme t e FBI t at they were 
no longer interested in Broughton, but were targeting Allen 
Jackson, a separate drug dealer in the Wells complex. Jackson 
was also implicated in the payment of bribes to Watts. 

DEA SOURCE 

In February 2008, DEA informed the FBI through the USAO 

IIIMIE 
that a DEA Source had 1,1111 

Mr(E) DEA offered to initiate a recorded conversation 
with the Source in an attempt to secure a bribe with Watts. 
During this period of time, the FBI was attempting to secure 
probable cause to (J-2) 111 

In an attempt to secure probable cause, the FBI 
agreed to pursue the bribe attempt. 

(J-2) 

(J-2) 

11111116- Subsequent attempts to use the DEA Source were not 
supported by the FBI based on the negative effect the discovery 
of the Source's cooperation could have on the 

4 
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41,  To: Chicago From: Chicago 
110

Re: 194D-CG-122761, 03/18/2008 

FBI (J-2) 

(J-2) 

(E) identified Jelly Roll as an individual 
formally known as Big Ant. Big Ant was identified in an 
interview with SA Kern as someone who paid Watts $3,000 per week 
to continue his heroin trafficking. Further investigation into 
Jelly Roll has revealed no identifying information. 

CPD (H) 

In addition to the use of the 
FBI requested the use of 

1. 

(H) 

(J-2) 
(H) 

INVESTIGATIVE STRATEGY 

(J-2) 

5 
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lik To: Chicago Frlom: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 03/18/2008 

2. Agents will task 
to place their source within the Wells complex 

to trac Watts' movements. 

(H) to target ill italers withiTiThThcond 
3. Agents will task 011111111 

District believed to be involved in the payment of 
bribes to Watts. (H 

• 

(H) 

to determine if the individuals 
wi reveal their re ationship with Watts. The 
subjects who identify payments to Watts will be pursued 
for possible flip attempts. 

4. Further information will be developed on "Jelly Roll" 
to determine his relationship with Watts. 

5. Agents will continue to press the USAC, to secure the 
release of 1 1-(E) mop for his use in the 
investigation against Watts. 

6. Agents will continue to provide financial information 
to IRS to develop a financial case against Watts and 
other officers. 

7. Agents will continue to provide drug information to 
DEA. 

• • 
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DEPI TENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU OF ALC0110L,`,....4ACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 
Page I of9 

AD 'SSE '0; 
Special Agent In Charge 
Chicago Field Division 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION INF 
Chicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

A 'ION' 

TITLE OF INVESTIGATION: 
Gangster Disciples-Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 

CASE NUM. ER: 
772015-04-0086 

REPORT NUMBER: 
28 

TYPE OF REPORT: (Check Applicable rims) 

X REPORT OF INVESTIGATION COLLATERAL REPLY 

REPORT OF INTELLIGENCE 

SUBMITTED BY (Name SUBMITTED BY (Title and Office) SUBMITTED BY (Date) 

Susan M. Bray Special Agent, Chicago III Field Office 04/14/2005 

REVIEWED BY (Name) 'REVIEWED BY (Tide and Office) REVIEWED BY (Date) 

Resident Agent in Charge, Chicago Ill Field Eric A. Ells Office ' C41.141205d
APPROVED BY Name) 

-r-aver 

APPROVED BY (Tide and Office) APPROVED BY (Date} 

Andrew l.,4 . . i 4640 Special Agent in Charge, Chicago Field Division 
0411412oe 

DEsca PTION OF ACTIVITY: I lterview of Wilbert MOORE. 

SYNOP IS; On April 7, 2005, ATF Special Agent (S/A) Strait Bray, DEA S/A William Warren, Jr. and Chicago 
Police S rgearrt (Sgt,) Joseph Gorman, Chicago Sergeant Tony Di Cristofano, and Chicago Gang Specialist Alonzo 
Harris in erviewed Wilbert MOORE regarding his knowledge of and association with the individuals trafficking 
firearms nd narcotics in the Ida B. A ell Housing Project in Chicago, Illinois (IL). 

NARRATIVE; 

( ) On April 7, 2005, A Ili S/A Susan Bray, DEA S/A William Warren, Jr. and Chicago Police Sergeant 
(Sgt.) Joseph Gorman, Chicago Sergeant Tony Di Cristofano, and Chicago Gang Specialist Alonzo 
Harris interviewed Wilbert MOORE regarding his knowledge of and association with the individuals 
trafficking firearms and narcotics in the Ida B. Wells Housing Project in Chicago, IL at the Chicago 
Police Department Homan Square facility located at 3340 West Filmore, Chicago, IL 

( ) S/A Bray read MOORE his Constitutional rights via ATF Form 3200.4 and MOORE signed an Advice 
of Rights and Waiver. MOORE verbally waived his rights and S/A Warren began the interview by 
stating to MOORE that n.o promises could or would be made to MOORE. S/A Warren related that any 

United States Attorney's office, 

(3) The following is MOORE's statement, in summary, regarding his knowledge of and association with the 
individuals trafficking firearms and narcotics in the Ida B. Wells Housing Project in Chicago, IL. 

\ I
Ø5/04/~Ø05 16: 24~.,-- 312 353 8420 ~ 97464174 NO. 987 (;02

m:¡:i fENT OF ,JUSTICE
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL,'-JACCO, IcmEARMS ANn EXPWS1VlCS

REPORT OF INESTIGA nON

'-i
Page I (1(9

, AuinlElìSElJ 1'0:
Special Agent In Charge
Chicago Field Division

.

MONl'.ORlm INVRS'l1CATION INFORMATION:
Chicago Field Division
FY.05
Report 026

nTLE OF fNVESTfGATfON:

Gangster Disciples-Ida 8. Wells Housing Projects

CASE NUMeER:
772015'°1.0086

REPORT NUMBER:
28

x ¡REPORT Of'lNVESTtGATlON COLLATERAIJ AtPLV

REPORT OF OOELLlGt~CE

SUBMITTED DY (TIlle and Offce)

Speciai Agent, Chicago ILL Field Office

SUBM1TTD BY (Date)

04/1412005

~
n.lWfiWED BY (llle (Jiid OJfe)

Residen,t Agent in Charge. Chicago III Field
Offce \
APPROVED BY (liile lld OIfICf!)

Special Agent in Charge, Chicago Field Division

Jæ\l(£W£D BV (Dtlt~)

APPROVEP BY (Dai!!)

DESCRlPTION OF ACTIVITY: 1 terview of Wilbert MOORE.

SYNOl is: On April 7,2005, A TF Special Agent (S/A) Sipall Bray, DEA S/A Wmiam Waren, Jr. and Chicago
Police S rgeant (Sgt.) Joseph Gonna , Clucago Sergeant Tony Di Clistofano, al1d Chicago Gang Specialist Alonzo
Haris ini~rviewed Wilbert MOORE egarding his knowledge of and association with the individuals trafficking
firears rd narcotics in the Ida a. ell HotlSìng Project in Ch.icago, 1Uinois elL).

NARRArIV:

0) I On April 7, 2005, ATF S1A Susal1Bray, DEA S/A WilHam Warren, Jr and Chicago Police Sergeant

(Sgt.) Joseph Gorman, t:hicago Sergeant Tony Pi Cristofano, and Chicago Gang Specialist Alonzo
I-Iarris interviewed Wilbert MOORE regai'ding his knowledge of and association with the individuals
trafficking firearms ~nd nL1rcotìi:~ in the Ida ß, Wells HOìlSing Project in Chicago, IL at the Chicago
Police Departent Homan Square facílty located at 3340 West Filmore, Chicago. fL.

(2) S/A Bray read MOORE his Constitutional rights via ATF Form 3200.4 and MOORS signed an Advice
I of Rights and Waiver. MOORE verbally waived his rights and S/A Waren began the intervìew hy

I statingto MOORE that no promises could or would be made to MOORE. S/A Waren related that a,ny
cooperation and information provided by MOORE would be brought to the attention of me Assistant

. i United State, Attorney', offce.

\

The following is MOORE's statement, in summary, regarding his knowledge of and association with the
indivìduals traffcking firea:tl1.s and 1'1a:rotics in the Ida B, Wells I-lousing Project in Chicago, IL., iPL JOINT 004151 BAKER GLENN 004151
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DEP/ IENT OF .111ST CE 
DUPEAV OF ALCOI-IOL,'...ACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 
Page 2 of 

ADDRESSED TO; 
SpeFiai A ent in Charge 
Chi7ago ield Division 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION INFOIIMATIO 
Chicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

MIA' OF I 
Gangster 

VESTIGATION: 
isciples--Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 

CASE NUM ER: 
779154 -0085 

REPORT KINDER: 
28 

4) 

(6) 

MOORE related he is a m 
extension buildings. MO 
selling heroin and cocaine 
Wells for 15-20 years. 

MOORE related that he co 
daily basis from the buildi ,
ceased trafficking heroin o 
between him and Cha-Chi 
Housing Projects. MOO 
buildings and the police w 
working at Harold's Chick 
Harold's Chicken and he 
Cedric Benjamin, Dre's ne 

a 

SIMMONS, Andre, black 
SID: IL30925100, FIJI: 5 
Clearbrook Drive, Mariett 

MOORE related that he c 
back to Chicago to show 
MOORE related that 'PT 

caber of the Gangster Disciple street gang in the 
RE related that he is currently unemployed and th 
n a daily basis MOORE related that he has beer 

trols the "574" 
g. He related 
t of this buikli 

oderick SM1 
related that of 

re doing a lot o 
n. MOORE re 
vested $15,000 
•hew, at 2866 

e back to Chi 
how to mix 

paid for his airl 

da 131 .411s Housing Project 
at he supports himself by 
selling' narcotics in Ida B. 

building and up until three month 
t things became "too hot" at the 

g. MOORE stated that it became 
H) that occurred in September of 
er the shooting, the police were v 
raids. MOORE related that he 

aced this friend Andre S1MMON 
00 in. the business. MOORE rela 
orfair. Loop, Lithonia, Georgia ( 

s ago he i sold heroin on a 
building so he temporarily 
"too ho " after the shooting 
2004 at the Ida B. Wells 
ry present at the extension 
oved to Atlanta and began 

a.k.a. 'Dre", owns the 
ed that he is living with 
A). 

ale, 6'2, 165 his, brown eyes, black hair, DOB: /200968, IR: 980228, 
9163NA4, ID C; 1374775, convicted felon, cu ently on parole, 2911 
GA. 

ago when Patrick NOONER, a,k, , "PT", ask him to come 
he heroin and help run the heroin bu. on operation. 
ne ticket. 

MOORE related that "Ty ann" (Tywann 
SEALS), "Harold" (Harold OWENS) and 
"574" building. MOORE related the coca 
approximately $10.000.00 of heroin a day 
of them. MOORE stated he made approxi 
and "Dog" mixed the heroin, "Shock" disc 

MOORE related that "Dog" lives at 67'11
related that "Dog" drives a gray Aurora. 

MOORE related that "Tywann" lives at 5511, and Woods with his girlfriend "Tina". MOORE related 

MOORE related "Big Folk" in his cellular telephone is "Twyann", MOORE related that he contacts 
"Tywann" drives a White Chevrolet Impel,. IvlOOM related "Tvvyann" goes with NOONER's sister. 

"Twyann" on his cellular telephone number (773) 217-8203 and on his home telephone number (773) 
476-5044. 

ROUGHTON), "Shock" (Roy B NNETT), "Dog" (Harry 
himself run the heroin line known as "Renegade" out of the 
ne line is known as "7-11". MOORE related that he sold 
out of this building and the profit is divided amongst the five 

tely $400.00 per day selling heroin. MOORE stated that he 
ibutes the product out and "Tywann" collects the money. 

d Seeley and his aunt lives at 38th and Ve on. MOORE 

(11) MOORE related that no heroin is currentl being sold opt of the "574" building. MOORE stated that 
, ick 
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Gangster Disciples--lda B. Wells Housing Projects\. I IiCASE NUl\ ER: ¡ I REPOllT l''8R: I!772915-°' -0066 28 I i

il.4) MOORE reiat.ed he is a ln¡ inber of 

the Ga~gs.ie Disciple street gang in thelia Bf W,lis H.. ousing Project

extension buildings. MOe RE related that ¡he is currently unemployed and tt at h1 supports himselfby
. selling heroin and cocaine 011 a daily basis MOORE related that he has beei SeIHng\1 narcotics in Ida B.i Wells for 15-20 years. I! I i i

MOORE related that he controls the "574' I building and up until thee moutls ag6 h~ sold heroin on a
daily basis from the buildi' g, He related ~at things became "too hot" at the ~Uilain1 so he temporarily
céased t.affiC.king heroin out ofthi, buildi g. MOORE stated that it became ''19 ho "afer the shootig
between him and Cha~Chi (Roderi.ck SMT H) that occUled in September of 2001 at the Ida B. Wells
H~us~ng Projects. M,OORE rela~ed that afer ~e shooting, the police were v ry ~res,nt atthe extension
buildings and the pohce w :re doing a lot or raids, MOORE related that he n oved toi Atlanta and began
working at Harold's Chick~n. MOORE r~ated tlùs friend Andre SIMMON , a.~.a. tDre", owns the
Harold's Chicken and. he ii vested $15,00000 in. the busÌl1ess, MOORErela ed that he is living with
Cedric Benjamin, Or', nephew, at 2866 orfair Loop, Lithnia, Georgia (G A). 

I I
(6) SIMONS, Andre, black raale, 6'2, 165 l~s, brown eyes, black hair, DOB: k20119~S, lR: 980228,

SID: IL30925100, FeI:579163NA4, IDOC: B74775, convicted feloii, curi ent1r on parole, 29'1
Clearbrook Dnve, Marlett , GA. i \ :\

I it
MOORE related that he C~ me back to Chi\ ago when Patrick NOONER, a,k, . "prr",lask him to èome
back to Chicago to show l im how to mix 'le heroin and help run the heroin iiSì'bU.\'on operation.
MOORE related that "PT' paid for his a.ir! ne ticket.1 i . !
MOORE related that ¡¡Ty~ ann" (Tywaim 3ROUGHTON), "Shock" (Roy B SNNTT), "Dog" (lIar
SEALS), "Harold" (Harold OWENS) and llimself nin the heroin line known as "'Renegad,e" out of the
"574" b\iilding. MOORE related the coca ne line is known as "7-11". MOORE telated that he sold
approxim.ately $10.000.00 of heroin a day but ofthis building and the profit isdi~id~d amongst the five
oftheni. MOORE stated he made appioxiuiately $400.00 per day sellng hetoin.\ MPORE stated that he
and liDog" mixed the heroin, "Sbock" disbbu.tes the product out and ¡'Tywann" foiirts the money.

MOORE related that "Dog" lives at 67tl1 aid Seeley and his aunt lives at 38th andl...ver. on, MOORE
related that "Dog" drives a gray Aurora. I !

(10) MOORE related that "TywannH lives at 5 ¡tl' and Woods with his girlfrien.d. "hnal~. MOORE related
"Tywam" drives a white Chevrol.et Impalt, MOORE related "Tv.ryaimdl goes wìth NOONERls sister.
MOORE relate~ HBig Folk" in his cellularitelephone is "Twyann". ~OORE related~the contacts
"Twyari" on 1m cellular telephone Dum bqr (773) 2 i 7-8203 and on lI home telephqne number (773)476.5044. I ! )

(11) MOORE related that no heroin is cUITentl~ being sold out of the "574" building. :MOORE stated that
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DEPJ ;LENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU OF ALCOBOL,,......44ACCO, FIREARMS AND FXPLOSIVES 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 
Page3 of9 

ADDRESSED TO! 
Special Agent in Charge 
ChlOago Field Division 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION 
Chicago Field Division 
FY.05 
Report 028 

NFORMATION: 

TIT PE OF INV ES ['CATION: , 
Gatigster Disciples--Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 

CASE NUMDER; 
772015-04-0086 

REPORTNVMDCW 
28 

(12) 

1 

04) 
r 

65) 

(17) 

(18) 

MOORE related that one source of supply for heroin is Antoinette ROJAS. MOORE related that he was 
previously supplied heroin from Patty ROJAS, Antoinette's sister. MOORE related that Patty is now 
deceased, MOORE related Patty and Antoinette ROJAS are Columbian. MOORE stated that he 
purchased 500 grams to one kilogram of heroin from Patty ROJAS on approXimately thirty (30) to forty 
(40) occasions. MOORE related that he has been purchasing heroin from Patty ROJAS since 1999. 
MOORE related that he would purchase o. .e kilogram of heroin from ROJAS for $82,000.00. MOORE 
related that he began dealing with Antoine ROJAS when Patty became too ill and confined to a 
wheelchair, MOORE described. Antoinett ROJAS as black female, 28-30 years' ld, S'5", heavy set. 

MOORE related that he met Antoinette ROJAS at the Fortino's restaurant on Ontario in Chicago, IL a 
few weeks prior to RomellLAWRENCE's arrest on. March 8, 2005. MOORE related that ROJAS 
showed up with one kilogram of heroin, 0012E related that ROJAS fronted him the kilogram of 
heroin. MOORE related that he agreed to ay ROJAS the $82,000.00 in installments. MOORE related 
that he gave the kilogram of heroin to Ras. atm LAWRENCE, a.k.a. "Jigger". MOO related that a 
week later LAWRENCE gave him $30,000.00 to pay ROJAS and he stated he paid OJAS the money. 
MOORE related that he would make $5,090.00 on the heroin transaction. MOORE stated that he 
contacts ROJAS on her cellular telephone number (773) 443-2207. MOORE stated that ROJAS drives a 
white Porsche truck and a blue minivan. .OGRE stated that he also contacts ROJAS at her friend's 
cellular telephone number ;773) 443-6205 

MOORE related that he usually meets RO AS at "Suzies" a hot dog stand at the intersection of Interstate 
90 and Montrose to purchase the heroin. MOORE related ROJAS lives nearby this area. 

LAWRENCE, Rashaun, a.k.a. "Jigger", black male, DOB: 4/4/1975, 6'1, 235 lbs, brown eyes, black 
hair, IR: 992596, SID: 31 08150, FBI: 271.188PA9, a convicted felon, 525 East 37th Street, Chicago, 
IL. 

Rashaun LAWRENCE has a 2004 Pontiac  4-door, Illinois license plate 7784642,+ YIN: 
2G2WP542841168224, registered to him at 575 East Browning, Chicago, IL, 6053, LAWRENCE has 
Illinois driver's license L652-7207-5097 issued to him at 525 East 37th Street, Chicago, IL, 60653. 

MOORE related that Rom 11 LAWRENCE was arrested with 500-600 grams of heroin anti it was 
Rash.aun's heroin (C. , N 16112562, R.p. No, HL-223206, dated March 8, 2005). MOORE related 
that Rashaun LAWRENCE posted $30,000.00 for Romell's bond. 

MOORE related that LAWRENCE still ors ROJAS $44,000.00. MOORE related that LAWRENCE is 
trying to sell his van and jewelry to make money to pay back ROJAS. MOORE related that a week ago 
LAWRENCE gave hini $8,000.00 to pay ROJAS and he stated he paid ROJAS the money. 

05/04/2005 16:24
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MOORE related that one source of su~pJy for heroin is Antoinette ROJAS. MOORE related that he was
previously supplied heroin f:rom Patt ROJAS, Antoinette's sister. MOORE related that Patty is now
deceased. MOORE rel~ted Patt and Antoinette ROJAS are Columbian. MOORE stated that he
purchased 500 grams toloiie kilogram of heroin from Patty ROJAS on approximately thiy (30) to fort

(40) occasions. MOORE related that he has been purchasing heroin from Patt ROJAS since 1999.
MOORE reI at.. ed that hel.w. OU1.d PUYChas. e o~.e ki.ogram of heroin from ROJAS for'$82,OOO.OO. MOORE
i'elated that he began dealing with Antoine ROJAS when Patt became too il and confned to a
wheelchair. MOORE d~sc.ribed Antoinett ROJAS as black female) 28.30 years bId, S'S'" heavy set.i . . .
MOORE l'eJaied that helmet Antoinene RbJAS at the Portilo's restatirant all Ontaio in Chicago, IL a
few weeks prior to Ro~eU LAWRENCE'éarest on March 8,2005. MOORE related that ROJAS
showed up with one kilqgram of heroin. æi OORE related that ROJAS fronted him the kilogram of
heroin. MOORE related that he agreed to ,ay ROJAS the $82,000.00 in installments. MOORE related
that he gave tre kilograi of heroin to RaS'"au.n LAWRENCE, a.k.a, ~¡Jigger". MO~~. related that a
week later LAWRENCE gave him $30,000.00 to pay ROJAS and he stated he paid ~P!AS the money.
MOORE related that he would make $5,O~O.OO on the heroin transaction, MOORE ~tated that he
contacts ROJAS on her cellular telephone riuinb~r (773) 443-2207. MOORE stated that ROJAS drives a
white lorsche truck and a blue minivan. i.DORE stated that he also contacts ROJAS at her frend's
cellular telephone nlllUber (773) 443-6205 , I
MOORE related that he us\lally meets ROI AS at "Suziesll a hot dog stad at the intersection ofInterstate
90 and Montrose to piirchase the heroin. rOORE related ROJAS lives nearby t!js ara.

LAWRENCE, Rashaun, a.k.a. ¡¡Jigger", b1rck male, DOB: 4/4/1975,6'1) 235 lb~, brown eyes, black
hair, IR: 992596, SID: 31p081S0, FBI: 271188PA9, a convicted felon, 52i Eat.\ 37.th Street, Chicago,11. I i j I
Rashaii LAWRENCE ti a 2004 PDntia~ 4-door, lUioois license plate 778J642! ViN:
2G2WP542841 168224, registered to him ft 575 East Browning, Chicago, IU, 60~53J LAWRENCE he.!
Ilinois driver's license L652-7207.5097 issued to him at 525 East 37th Street, Clücago, IL, 60653.~ ~ I
MOORE related that Rom 11 LA WRENCH was arrested with 500-600 grams ofhcroin and it was
Rashaun's heroin (C.! . N . 16112562, R.b. No. HL-223206, dated March 8, 2005). MOORE related

i

that Rnshaun LAWRENCE posted $)O~OOp.OO for Romells bond.

I

MOORE related tha.t LAWRENCE stil ores ROJAS $44,000.00. MOORl related that LAWRENCE is
trying to sell his van an~ jewelry to niake rnoney to pay back ROJAS. MOORE related tha.i a week ago
LA WRENCE gave him\$8,OOO.OO to pay ROJA~ and he siated he paid ROJl\S the money.

I

6)

7)

8)
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(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

(211 

MOORE related 
LAWRENCE bags 
MOORE related 
that LAWRENCE 
get the debt to ROJAS 

IVIOORE related 
$15,000.00. MOORE 
windows. MOORE 
4703. 

MOORE related 
Patrick NOONER, 
heroin everyday 
purchased 200 gams 
a kilog am of heroin 

MOORE related 
had received a shipment 
MOORE stated 
kilograms of heroin. 
kilograms of cocaine. 
going to pick up 
"540" building. 

ivinm P. related 

that 

LAWRENCE 
told 

that 

that 

from 

that 

le saw 

a load 
MOORE 

that 

LAWRENCE 
up his heroin and 

pays 
him, "I needs 
paid so he 

LAWRENCE 
related LAWRENCE 

related that he 

after Patty ROJAS 
a.k.a. "PT". MOORE 

NOONER for 
of heroin from 

for $851,000110 

on one occasion 
of narcotics. 

NOONER 
MOORE rel 
MOORE r 
of narcati 

related 

NOONER would 

does not have 
sells it under 

the workers 
to make money". 

can purchase more 

is trying to sell 
also 

contacts LAWRENCE 

passed 
related 

$8,500.00. 
NOONER 
every ten (10) 

he met with 
MOORE 

in possession 
ted that NOONER 
lated that NOONER 
s. MOORE related 

at NOONER 

bring him 

a line in any of the buildin 
other people's lines in th 

on the other lines to sell his 
MOORE stated LAWRENC 

heroin from her. 

his 1998 black and gray conversi 
drives a 2000 or 2002 black 

on his cellular telephone 

away six months prior, he startedLto 
that for the first two weeks 
MOORE stated that for the 

for $17,000.00. MOORE related 
days to two weeks from 

NOONER off the express 
related that NOONER was drivirig 
of fifty (50) kilograms of cocaine 

gave him a kilogram of 
has a long white van 

that NOONER usually 
also drives a blue minivan 

a sample of heroin to show 

s. 
extensi' 
heroin. 

Grand 

he purchased 
next 

NOONE 

y 

heroin 
that 
parks 

and 

him 

MOORE 

,n 

number 

purchase 

'foil 
tha 

righ 
h1 

and 

he utilizes 
the 

black 

and 

related that 
a buildings. 
MOORE related 
said he needs to 

van for 
Prix with tinted 

(773) 297-

heroin from 
100 grains 

wing week he
he then purchased 
. 

after NOONER 
white van. 
three (3) 

and ten (10) 
when he is 

van in front of 
Dodge truck.

to ask him what 

of 

the 

1 
he 

could do with it. MOORE related that it is known that he knows "dope". 

(24) Patrick NOOKhas al2001 Chevrolet carryall, Illinois license plate number 6039488, registered to irril 
at 16781 Toren e Avenue, Apartment 207, Lansing, IL, 60438. NOONER has 2005 Dodge carryall, 
Illinois license p ate number 6968672 registered to him at the Lansing addreSs. SOONER has Illinois 
drivers license n ber N56 -665 -1099 issued to him at the Lansing address. 

(25) MOORE related that he gaVe the en (10) .Kilograms of cocaine to Arnold CO.UNIL, MOORE related 
that COUNCIL ran the crack line known as "Pink Panther" out of the 4429 Federal building. MOORE 
related that NOONER would giv him one kilogram of heroin and five (5) kilograms of cocaine at a 
time. MOORE related that he ga e the "C", referring to cocaine, to COUNCIL. MOORE stated that he 
did not deal cocaine but sells coc Tie in weight. MOORE stated that he would fient COUNCIL the live 
(5) kilograms of cocaine. MOO stated that NOONER would sell the five kilograms of cocaine to him 
fax $100,000.00. MOORE related. that COUNCIL drives a blue Concorde or a beige Bonneville. 

I
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(19) MOORE related th¡ t LA WRNCE does not have fi line in any of the buildinLs. MdpRE related that. i
LA WRENCE bags' up l~s heroin and sells it under other peopl~ 's lines in t~íexte~siPn buildings. ¡
MOORE related LA WRNCE pays the workers on the other hnes to sell his heroin. MOORE related
that LAWRENCE told him, "I needs to make money". MOORE stated LA WRENC said he needs to
get the debt to ROJAS paid so he can purchase more heroin from her, I

i

0~/04/2Ø05

~20)

/21)

(23)

(24)

(25)
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MOORE related tha~ LA WRNCE is rrng to sell his i 998 black and gray conversi(, n van for :

$15)000.00. MOOæE related T..AWRENCE also drives a 2000 or 2002 black Grand Prix with tited i
widows. MOORE relnted that he contacts LAWRNCE on his cellular telephone number (773) 29~-4703. I.... ~ !. ii I r r i I
MOORE related that after Patty R!OJAS passed away six month prior, he stared/to ~urchase heroin fro~
Patnck NOONER. a.k.a. '"PT". MOORE related that for the first two weeks he p~rcn.sed 100 gras of .
heroin everydaylfrom NOONER for $8,500.00. MOORE stated tht for the next 'follpwing week he
p~cliased 200 ~~s of heroin from NOONER for $17,000.00. MOORE related/tht he then purchased
" kiio~ of miin for $851,OOO'lO every ten (10) days to two weeks frm NDDF\' !

MOORE relatedl that on one occasion he met with NOONER off the expressly righ¡ after NOONER
had received a snipmeii.t ofiiarcotics, MOORE related that NOONER was driving h~ white van.
MOORE stated ~e saw NOONER in possession of fift (50) kilogrms of cocaín~ and three (3)

I kilograms of herpin. MOORE re~.ted that NOONER gave him a kilogram of herpin and ten (l0) ,

kilograms of codaine. MOORE r lated that NOPNER has a long white van that rie utilzes when he i$
goìng to i:ic~ upla load ofnarcoti s. MOqRE r~lated th~t NOONER .u~ually parks the van in front o~the
a540~7 butlding. fMOORE related at NOONER¡ also dnves a blue lDlnIVan and black Dodge truck. ¡'! .
MOORE related that NOONER wotùd bring him a sample of heroin to show him and to ask him what he
cOl.ild do with it.. MOORE related that it is known that he knows "dope". ( II

Patrick NOONE.;~ bas a(2001 Chevrolet canall, !lJllOis license plate number 6039488, regiirred to~. 00.
at 16781/Torrençe Avenue, Aparment 207. Lansing, IL, 60438. NOONER has 2005 Dodge carryall,:
Ilinois license p~te numb.e~. 6968..672 regis.tered to Jiln at the Lansing addre~...s. ~.. DONER has llinOi~.... i

drivers license n bel' N561.665 -1099 issued to him at the Lansing address. i 'i . I ¡ !
MOORE related that he gavp the en (10) .kilograms of cocaine to Arnold COUNÇIL. MOORE related
that COUNCIL ~an the crac¥ line known a~ .'Pink Pl:1met" Qut ûfthe 4429 Fede~ai building. MOORt
reL.a.ted tha,t NOqNER woui~ gìv . hiJn one kilogram of heroin and five (5) kilogr~ms of cocaine at a
time. MOORE r¡elated that le ga e the "C', referring to cocaine, to COUNCIL. rvOORE stated that he !
did not deal cocaíne but sells coc 'ne in weight. MOORE stated that he would front COUNCIL the five
(5) kilograms of 

leo 

caine. MOO, stated tbat NOO~R woiild sell the five kilo~rams of cocaine to him
for $100,000,00.1 MOORE related thattCOUNCIL dnves a blue Concorde or a b~ige Bonnevile. !PL JOINT 004154 BAKER GLENN 004154
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(26) 

(27) 

C UNCIL, Arnold, black male, DOB: 8/14/1976, 510", 160 Ibs, brown eyes, b acklhair, IR: 1027565, 
S N-. 353.64-6539, STD: 'L34024590, 577940RA7. COUNCIL has Alin° s d 'vers license 
n tuber C524-01276231 issued to him. at 371.4 South Indiana, Chicago, IL, 6065 

OORE related that he believes that COUNCIL had someone break into his ap: nt in the "574" 
bt ilding and steal 585,000.00, MOORE related that he was out of town and "Dog (Harry SEALS) was 
st eying at his place. MOORE related that COUNCIL called "Dog" and asked hi to meet him. 

OORE related that while "Dog" went to meet with COUNCIL the break-in occ ed. MOORE related 
t a search warrant was executed at COUNCIL's residence in May of 2004 and since this time he and 

C UNCIL have had their differences. MOORE related that COUNCIL is associ ted with Torrence 
C i OKS 

(28) Mm ORE related that NOONER is supplying "L" (Lamoot. WATSON) with cocci e and heroin to sell out!
of le "540" building. MOORE related that NOONER supplies WATSON with ne itilogram of heroin 
an five (5) kilograms of cocaine at a time. MOORE related that his heroin line i own as "red line" or 
"P swerball". MOORE related that "Mac", WATSON's brother, is selling out of a '540" building. 
M ORE related that WATSON does his operation all himself. MOORE related =t WATSON drives a 
bl e Chevrolet Lumina with tinted windows and a maroon Impala, which is a ren I car. MOORE related 
W TSON lives in Lake Meadows near 35ths Street and Rhodes, Chicago, IL. 

(29) M •ORE related that he contacts WATSON on his cellular telephone number (77') 908-9615. 

(30) M TORE stated that Jovan TOWERS, aka. "Vonnie or V-La" is selling narcotic out of the "540" 
bu lding. MOORE stated that TOWERS works for Lamont WATSON. 

(31) M ORE related tha "Little 3-1", a.k.a. "Killer", 1(FNU LNG. , has a line in the "5 
rel ted that "Little I-1" is a known "shooter". MOORE related that "Little 3-i" w 
sh oting with GADDY (shooting occurred on March 23, 2005). MOORE stated 
fol owed GADDY, who was with "Gabe" and "Fuzz" (Leonard GIPSON) and 0 
J" nd "Little J-J" shot back at them. MOORE described "Little 3-3" as a black 
ol4 

(32) M s ORE stated that Valentino WILBOURN, a.k.a. "Tina", just got out of jail. MORE related that 
W BOURN did five (5) years in prison. MOORE related that WILBOURN too over the "559" 
bu, Wing. 

(33) M SORE stated that "Gabe" (Gabriel BUSH) still has a heroin line in the "559" b ild ng. MOOR.E 
related that "Gabe" works for Willie GADDY. MOORE related that "Gabe" has een involved in 
nu erous shootings lately. MOORE related that about a month ago "TA" shirt "C ab " 

0" building. MOORE 
s involved in a 
hat "Little 34" 
DDY shot at "Little 3-
ale, 5'0, 15 or16 years 

05/04/tØI25
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(26) , eft nLCIL1 Arnold, black ~ale. DOB: 811411976,5"10'" 160 lbs, brown eyes, b ac hair. IR: io275~5i

S N:1353-64.6539, SID: 1134024590, FBI: 577940RA7. COUNCIL has IiHno s d 'vers license I
n mberC524-01276231 issued to him at 3714 South Indiana, Chicago, IL, 6065 ,

iiOORE related that he believes that COUNCIL had someone break into his ap nt in the 11574" I

bl. ilding and steal $85,000.00, MOORE related that he was out of town and "Dof (tarr SEALS) ~as
st ying at his place. MOORE related that COUNCIL called "Dog" and asked hi to!meet him. ¡

DORE related that while "Dog" went to meet with COUNCIL the break. in oce ed. MOORE related
th t a search warant was executed at COUNCIL 's residence in May of 2004 and since this time he add
C UNelL have had their differences. MOORE related that COUNCIL is associ ted with Torrence IC OKS. i i

(28) M ORE reJate~ tl~at NOONER is supplying "L" (Lamont W ~ TSON) with c~ciù e an~ heroin to sell 
lout!of ie '"540" budding. MOORE related that NOONER supplies WATSON with ne1filogram ofhera~ i

an . five (5) kilogram, of COCaíi.ic at a time. MOORE related th...a t his heroin line i ~o. wn as "red liner' or..
"P werball". MOORE related that "Mac", WATSON1s brother, is sellng out of he '540" building. !
M ORE related that WATSON does his operation all himself. MOORE related t WATSON drives a i
bl e Chevrolet Lumina \vith tinted windows aiid a maroon Impala, which is a ren 1 ciir. MOORE reiiitedl
W TSON lives in Lake Meadows near 35ths Street and Rhod.es, Chicago, IL.~' i i

ORE related that he contacts WATSON on his cellular telephone number (77 ) 908.9615. I
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(27)

(30) M ORE stated that Jovan TOWERS, aka. "Vonn.ie or V-Lo" is sellng narcotic out of the "540" I
bu Iding. MOORE stated that TOWERS works for Lamont WATSON. !i I I
M ORE related tha~ 'íLittle J-J"i a.k.a. "KHJern, '(FN LNU, has a line in the liS 0" building. MOORE
reI ted that "Little J.J'l is a knowii \'shooter". MOORE related that "Little J-J" w s involved in a i
sh oting with GADDY (shooting occurred on March 23, 2005). MOORE stated bat "Lìttle J.r !

fol owed GADDY, who was with "Gabe" and IIF,uzz" (Leonard OIPSON) and G DDY shot at "Little! J.
J" nd '¡Little 1.J" shot back at them,. MOORE d~scribed "Lìtilel J.J" as a black ale, 5'0, 15 or16 ye~rs01 . I( I
M ORE stated ttat Valentino WILBOURN, a.k~a, ~'Tino"ijust got out of jaiL. MPORE related that !
W BOURN did five (5) years in prison. MOORE l'elated 1l1at WILBOURN, too over the 11559')
b u, tdiiig. ,i , l
MORE stated that HOabel' (Gabriel BUSH) stil has a heroin line in the HS5~)) b ildtng. MOORE
reI ted that "Gab6'1 works for Wilie GADDY. MOORE related that "Oabe" hllS eeri involved in
nu emus 'hootii¡' lately. MOORE related that ahout a month ago "TN' 'hft 'iabt".

(29)

(31)

(32)

(33)
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(34) 

35) 

(36) 

MOORE stated thatI"Taupe" (Tulorn FUMBANKS) was arrested with "Gable's" fire 
was arrested on December 30, 2004 for Aggravated Unlawful Use of a Wee on, C.13 

MOORE related that Bobby COLEMAN and Willie GADDY caught a state case tog 
COLEMAN were arrested on February 6, 2004 for Possession of a Control] d Sus 
15721799/15721825). MOORE related that COLEMAN works for GADD . 

MOORE related that "Stank' U LNU) controls the "575 building. MOORE stet 
JACKSON, a.k.a. "Allen)", and Brian FORD, a.k.a. "B-Lo", work for "Stank" in the 
MOORE related that "B-Lo" goes to NOONER when "Stank" does not have any nar 

(37) MOORE, related "Big Cuz" in his cellular telephone is Brian FORD. MOORE relate 
FORD on his cellular telephone number (312) 208-9514. 

MOORE related that "Little Reggie" (FNt1 LNU) works in the "527" building and he 
Torrence COOKS. 

(FUMBANKS 
No. '16047306): 

ther (GADDY and 
ce, C.B. No.

• that Allen 
"575" building. 
otics. 

COOKS, Torrence, black male, DOB: 3/5/1973, 6'1", 260 lbs, brown eyes, black ha 
IL29272030, FBI: 809183NA6, SSN:i 340-62-1312, 118110 Orleans Drive, Hazel C 

MOORE related "Fat Mac" in his cellular telephone is COOKS, MOORE related the 
with COOKS in approximately four months. MOORE related that he contacts COO 
telephone number (773) 787.9799 or on COOKS girlfriend's cellular telephone num 
MOORE related that he has attempted to meet with COOKS to settle the conflict wit 
COUNCIL. 

that he contacts 

s working o I 

IR: 930227, SID 
st, IL. 

t he has not spoken 
S on his cellular 
er (773) 339-1239. 
Arnold 

(41) MOORE related that "lien" is selling. in the "527" building and his selling work for ird", a Black 
Disciple. MOORE related that'he contacts "Bird" on his cellular telephone number 08) 653-7854. 

(42) MOORE related that N9ONE supplies cocaine to "Mike" (Mike WILSON) fro'  t e Ickes Housing 
Project. MOORE related "Mike" caught a state case for a kilogram of cocaine and S 0,000.00 about two' 
or three years ago and has served his time and is back "hustling". 

(43) MOORE related that there are two firearms in the "574" building and different pOope take them horrie 
every night. MOORE related that he has had a Glock 9mm semi-automatic pistol with a sixteen (16) 
round clip for approximately thr e (3) years and "Allenr has a S & W .40 caliber semi-automatic pistol. 

(44) MOORE related that "Youn.gin." (Glenn ROGERS) is known as a "stick up" guy and breaks into houses.
MOORE related that he never purchased any firearms from ROGERS. MOORE sta. ' d that he tried to 
purchase firearms from ROGERS but ROGERS told him that he would get more MO ey for the firearros l 

NI-NPVC. T:. a 4.1- r11 7.,i) 1-." „ —1.1 1..Y l'ArCrr

i 05/04/~0051 16: 24i I

I

~DPRESSEP TO:
¡Special Agent in Charge
¡Chicago iie1d Division

,

TITLE OffN£STICATlON,
Gangster biscìples..lda 8. Wells Hoiising Fíroje sI I¡CAst NUMl.ltR: 'REPORt NUMBER:772015.04+1.0066 28, iI i
~;4) MOORE stated ththeupe" (Tiilom FUMANKS) we, arested with"Ga~'S" ¡-ire.. (FUMBANL

was arested on Decem.ber 3D, 2004 for Aigravated Unlawf Use ofa wea~oni C.B No. ,\16047306);

bs)! MOORE relate ihai Bobby COLEMAN iid W. HUe GAD~Y caught a state c.iiJ..tog ther (GADDY !P.' di COLEMAN were arrested pn February 6, 2004 for Possession of a Cantrall d su~s ee, C,B. No. i

1572 1799/15721825). MOORE related that COLEMAN works for GADD, i \ !) I.
(36) MOORE related that "Stank" (FU LNU controls the "575 building. MOaRE stt that Allen

JACKSON, a.k.a. ¡¡Allen!", an.d Brian FORD, a.k.a. "B.Lo", work for uSta'' ín the ~'57511 building.
MOORE related that ":a.Lo,i goes to NOONER ¡when "Stan" does not haV¡ any nar otics.

MOORE related "Bìg c'l.Z" in his cellular telephone is Brian FORD, MOORE relate that he contacts
FORD on his cellular telephone nu,mber (312) 208-9514. 1 ¡

(JS) MOORE related that '~Uittle Reggie" (FNÚ LNU) works in the "527" buildi g and he is working for:i Torrence COOKS. I . iI I .
(39) COOKS, Torrence, bla9k inaJe, DOB:. 3/5/1973,6' 1 '~, 2eO Jbs, brown eyes, black h , IR: 930227, SID:

IL29272030, FBI: 809l83NA6, SSN:( 340-62-\312, 18110 Orleans Drive, Haul C st, IL. I I

(40) MOORE related "Fat l\ac" in his cellular telepHone is COOKS. MOORE related tht he has not spoken Ii with COOKS in approximately four months. MOORE related that he contacts COO S on his ceiiuiar i

telephone number (773)! 787.9799 or on COOKS, gìrlfre~d's cellular teiephon~ nt~er (773) 339-i~39,1

MOORE related that he has attempted to meet wiih COOKS 10 seile the conflict, wi Ar Id i /'COUNC~. i
(41) MOORE related that "Ben" is selling i.n. the "527'" building and his sellng work for ¡ ird", a Black I I

Disciple. MOORE reiald thïli conia.cis "Bird" on. his cellii!a, telephone numi..er 08) 653-7&54. I

(42) MOORE related that NOONE~ supplies cocaine to "Mike" (Mike WILSON) from t e Ickes Housing :
Project. MOORE relat~d "Mike" caught a state case for a kilogram of cocaine aId $ OtOOO,OO about twd

or thee years ago and Has served his time and is back ¡'hustling". ì'. .¡ I . i
MOORE related tha,t th.he are two fireanns in the "574') building and different peop~e take them ha~e
every night. MOORE related that he has had a (Hock 9mm semi-automatic pistol with a sixteen (16)1
round elip foi approximately thr,e (3.) years and "AllenJ" has as & W .40 Celihei. selni.automatic piS1Ioi.

MOORE related that IlY01.inginnlCGlenn ROGERS) is known as a "stick Up" gi.iy andbreaks into houses.
MOORE related that he never purchased any firearms from ROGERS, MOORE sta' d that he tred to
purchase fireanns from ROGERS but ROGERS told him that he would get more rno ey for the firearms
c:~_~ ...ff"....mn ~KJlADr. _010;'=" ".1_0" .__,.~. ~,(.,..."' ,r.._==~", 'Df"r~DDC' l,... ".~_~ __I.. ..r("(....m,o

!
i

(37)

312 353 8420 ~ 97464174 NO. 987
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ADDRESSED TO: 
Special Agent in Charge 
Chicago Fled Division 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION INFORMATIO 
iChicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

TITLE QF I 
Gangster 

/ESTIGATION: ) 
isciples—Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 

CASE: NUMBER: 
772015..0,-0086 

R Emu NUMBER: 
28 

(45) 

because NOONER paid the most for the firearms. MOORE related that ROGERS s• 
GADDY. IvIOORE related that on one occasion he had asked ROGERS about some 
ROGERS told him that the firearms were for GADDY. 

MOORE related that most of the firearms acquired by individuals in the Ida Well 
purchased from "hypes". MOORE related that Billy WASHINGTON was known to 
connection from Mississippi and firearms have been purchased from WASH GTO 
that WASHINGTON is currently incarcerated on a state firearms charge. 

(46) MOORE related that "Gabe" (Gabriel BUSH) has recently been shooting at 
fi st he thought it was Willie GADDY shooting at him and he called GADD 
s oting at him. MOORE related that he later found out that it was "Gabe" 
hi 

(47) a 0 
I
E related that GADDY is a known "shooter" and nobody messes witl 

G D Y ran heroin and crack cocaine out of the "559" building. MOORE r 
sta e case he quit selling out of the "559" building. 

un. M 
an ac 

atOAl 

Id firearms to 
!rearms and 

Housing Project are 
ave a firearm 

MOORE stated 

ORE stated that al 
used. GADDY of 

DY shooting at 

GADD . .MOORS related 
lated w en GADDY caught 

(48) 0 related that "Big Ant" (FNU LNU) sells weed and hydro out of the Ida Ti. 
If 0 related that "Big Ant" sell a pound of hydro for $5,000.00. MOORE relate 

dr yes an older blue Monte Carlo. MOORE related he contacts "Big Ant" on his cell 
ber (773) 936-6970. MOO E related "Big Ant" is a black male approximately 

(49) i a ORE related. that he was in olved in a shooting on April 6, 2005 atjapproximatel 
Federal. MOORE related at he was in a gray Grand Prix with "Dog" and they 

C UNCIL, who was driving a hite Lumina, with "Dre". MOORE related that 9 
dr ving a red Toyota Corolla, th "Gabe" drove up to all of them. MOORE related 
e hange amongst them and hi'- Grand Prix was so shot up him and "Dog" l ft the v 

ORE related that they came cross a man, who works for Illinois Departmen6f 
OT) on the Dan Ryan Expire :sway and paid him $100.00 to drop him off. 

(50) I ORE related that later on April 6, 2005, me met GADDY at Portillo's on Ontari• 
ORE related. that GADDY was with "Gabe" and "Fuzz" and GADDY, "Gabe" a 
arms on their person. MOORE related that he was with "AllenJ" and he had a 9 
IlenJ" had a .40 caliber pistol on their person. MOORE related. that COUNCIL ca 

a his person. MOORE related that he and "Allen)." left immediately. 'MOORE slat 
th "574" building and dropped off the 9mm pistol at the building. 

• 

ells buildings. 
that "Big Ant" 
tar telephone

0 years old. 

5:00 p.m. at 43rd 
ame up on Arnold 
DY, who was 
at shots were 

hicle and ran. 
ransportation 

in Chicago, IL. 
d "Fuzz" ha.d 
m pistol and 

e in with firearm 
d that he went to 

(51) 

1 

GORE related that "Dre", "Gabe" and GADDY were all incarcerated together in sate prison. 

.:~
i

Ø5/04/~ØQl5
I
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MONITOllED INSTIGATION INFORJlATJO :

;Chicago Field Division iFY-05 '
Report 028 I
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Gangster riSiC¡pleS-lda B. Wells Housing Projects

CASE NUM~iR:
772015.0t~OOae

(49)

because NOONER paid the niost for the firearms. MOORE related that ROGERS s ld fireanns to
GADDY. MOORE related that 011 one occasion he had asked ROGERS about sdme ¡rearms and
ROGERS told him that the firearriis were for GADDY. I¡ I
MOORE related that most of the 'freanns acquired by individuals in the Ida 13. '\ell Housing Project are
pmchased from "hypes", MOO~ related that Bily WASHINGTON was kpown to ave a fireann
connection from Mississippi fln~ firearms have been purchased from WASH OrO . MOORE stated
tht W ASHINPTON is curently incarcerated on a state firears charge. l'\ \
MOORE related that "Gabe" (Gabri.el BUSH) has recently been shooting at im. M ORE stated that at
fi st h9 thought it was WiJle GADDY shooting at him arid he called GADD an ac used GADDY of
sl oting at him. MOORE related that he later found out that it was "Gabe" ot iA DY shooting athi i '

,

O~IE related tht GADDY is a known "shooter" an nobody messes will G~DD ,MOORE related
D ..Y ran heroin an crak cocaine out of the "559" bU..., ílding, M.OORE r¡iateri,. w en GADDY caught
sta,e case he quit sellng out of the "559" buifdíl1g. I ~

oil related that .'Bìg Ant" (FNU LNU) sells weed ánd hydro out of the Ida~. ells buildings.
ORE related that l'BIg Ant"i. sell a pound of hydro for $5,000.00. MOORE re~ate that "Big Ant"

dr yes an older blue Monte Carlo. MOORE related he contacts "Big Ant" on his ¡cell lar telephone
n ber (773) 936-6970, MOO E i¡elated "Big Ant" is a black niale approximately 0 years old.

'i

Rt;l)OR'l NUMBER.:

28

(45)

(46)

(47.) I

(48)

(50)

(51)

I
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ADDRESSED TO: 
Special Agent 
Chicago :ield 

Charge 
ivision 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION INFORMATIO 
Chicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

TITLE OF, NVE.S CATION: 
GangstakDisci les—Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 

CASENUNDER: 
772015.C4-00 6 

REPORT NUMBER: 
28 

(52) M 
$1 
pc 

(53) M 
Pr 
us 

rn
•

M 

1(54) M 
re

Or 

(55) M 
Li 

(56') 

(57) M 
" 

(58) 
ii
"S 

(59) M 
an 
da 
R 

Wi 

ORE related that he heard that Cha-Chi (Roderick SMITH) and COUNCIL paid "Robert Lee" 
,000.00 each to kill him. MOORE related that it is known. that "Robert Lee" Las been paid to kill 
ple. 

ORE related that Sergeant WATTS worked for Housing South and worked the I a B. Wells Housing 
►jects. MOORE related that he paid WATTS a total of $7,000,00. MOORE relate that "Shack" 
)ally paid WATTS. MOORE related that onetime after "Shock" paid WATTS'', he told someone and 

TTS was upset and he would only deal with"Shock" after that. MOORE related = t when the 
ney came up short, then ihe knew that "Shock" had paid off WATTS. MOORE re ted that Chicago 
lice Officer Al JONES worked on WATTS's team and he also took the payments t orn "Shock". 

ORE related that WATTS, Al JONES and Kenny never let the white officers kno what is going on. 
ORE related that Mohammed was on the WATTS's team but is not there now. 

►ORE related that on one occasion, he and "Shock" meet WATTS at 59th and Wes ern.l MOORE 
ted that he gave WATTS tw rifles and "Shock" paid WATTS $10,000.00. MO • RE related that he 

uld pay WATTS when he hac caught him or one of his workers with something, r ferring to a firearm 
a c tics. 

O related that on one occasion he was with NOONER after NOONER had pur 
col Navigator. MOORE related that WATTS pulled over NOONER and hire in 
en ATTS came'up an saw NOONER, WATTS said "oh it's you Pat" and let the 
O related that NOONER Ind WATTS grew up together. 

O related that he had heard that GADDY was paying WATTS money. MOO 
DD decided that he was not going to pay WATTS and WATTS shot at GAD 
running away. l'VfOORE related that this incident occurred approximately twa ye 

ORE related that it is known that WATTS has a gambling problem. MOORE rel 
TTS at the Horseshoe Casino on numerous occasions. 

ORE related that about week ago W TTS t ok forty (40) bags of weed from th 
t floor of the "559" building and turne around and sold the weed to "Shock". M 
ock" told him this w 'en he purchased ome weed from "Shock". 

ORE related tha he 
he has $10,000. O. 
ghter together. 0 
OWN, his girlfri nd 
stmont, IL. MO R. 
h "Vicky", 

has about $30,00 .00 in savings. MOORE related that "Trac 
MOORE related t at "Tr cy" lives on 71.' and Californiaan 
RE related that $6,000.0 is in an apartment in the "574" b 
has $4,000.00. MOO. related that BROWN lives at 64 W 
related he had a chain rth $16,000,00 in the "$74" buildi 

hased a new black 
e Navigator and 
go immediately. 

elated that 
when GADDY 
s ago. 

ted that he has seen 

"Chingey" on the 
ORE stated that 

" has $20,000.00 
they have a 
lding and Kim 
st Fountain Head, 
g in apartment 401 
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(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

i

(58)

(59).

R trORT NUMBER:
28

M ORE ielated that he heard that Cha,.Chì (Roderick SMITH and COUNCIL p1d "Robert Leell
$1 ,OOO.OÓ each to kil him. MOORE related that it is known that "Robert Lee" ~as been paid to killpc pie. ,
M ORE related that Sergeant WATTS worked for Housing South and worked thr I a B. Wells Housing
Pr ~ects. ~OORB related that he paid WATTS a.to,alofS7,000,00. !'00RErelate that "Shock"
us ially pai.d WAITS. MOORE related that oneJtime aftr "Shock" paid WAITS', he told someone and
W ITS was upset and he would only deal with' "Shockl" after that. MOORE reiated 1 when the
m ne.y came up Shaft,. then1he ~new that "Shock" had paid off WATTS. MOOR. re ted that Chicago
P lice Offcer AI JONES \o0rked on WATTS's team and he also took the payments om ;'Shock".
M ORB related that WATTS, Al JONES and Kenny never let the white offcers lea w~at is going on,
M ORE related that Mohamme1d was on the WATTS's team but is not there now. i! Ii '. III I,
M ORE related that on one occ1ssiou, he and 'IShock" meet WATTS at 59 and o/es em.! MOORE
re ted that he gave WA TIS tw? rifles and ':Shock" paid WAITS $10,000.00. MO RE related that he
w uld pay WATTS when he hw¡ cau.ght him or one of his workers with somethg, r ferring to a firearor arc tics. I

:

rellted that on one occasiofl he was with NOONER afer NOONER hadlpm has,ed a new black
Navigator. MOORE retated that WATTS pulled over NOONER and him in e Navigator and
A ITS came\iip an saw ~'OONER, WA TIS said "oh it's you Pat" and let the go immediately,
relate t1al NOONERr4 WAITS grew up togeter. -+

M 0 related thatihe had heard that GADDY was paying WATTS money. MOO related that
G DD decided tha~ he was not going to pay W A TIS and WArTS shot at GAOD when GADDY

running away. ~OORE reirted. that this incident occurred approx.imately tw6 ye s ;go... i
ORE related that it is known that WATTS has a gambling problem. MOORE rel ted that, he has seen
ITS at the HO"ishoe Casino on oumerous occasions. i I I

ORE related thatahout alweei ago W ITSiOk fort (40) hags of weed from th "CNngey" on the
fi tt100r of the ¡¡S59" building and turne arounr and sold the weed to "Shock". I M ORE stated that
liS Dckll told him this w len he purchased orne weed from "Shock". i, 'I I :
M ORE related thlhC has about $30,00 ',00 in ~a.Vings. M.. aORE related that UT.... rae ., has $20,000,00
an he has $101000. O. MOORE reL.ated t at "Tr cy" lives on 7151 and Californa1an they have a
cia ghter together. 0 RE related that $6,000,0 is in an apartment in the "574'( bIding and Kim

B OWN, his girlfd nd has $4,000.00. MOO, related that BROWN lives at 64 W st FountainHead,
W stmont,lL. MOOR relatecl he had ~I chain rth $16,000.00 in the "S74'~ buildi g in apartent 401
wi h '.Vicky". I PL JOINT 004158 BAKER GLENN 004158
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(60) 14OORE related that he has a 2001 silver C.L55 Mercedes in. Atlanta. MOORE related it is' parked in 
front of 2866 Norfair Loop, Lithonia, GA. MOORE related he paid $60,000.00 for it. MOORE related 
that 's friend Tommy JONES purchased it on his behalf at an auction about a year and a half ago, 
MO RE stated that he paid $3,000.00 at a time to pay off the loan. MOORE related that he also has a 
blue issan Maxima in Atlanta. MOORE related that he purchased the Nissan at the car dealership at 
7lst and Western, Chicago, . MOORE related that when he purchased the vehicle last year he put 

) $7,000,00 as a down paym t MOORE stated that he also traded in a Nissan Maxima an a Dodge 
Dur go. MOORE related at he still owes $11,000,00. MOORE related that he put the ar in Kimerly 
BR WN's name. 

(60 Kimberly BROWN has an Illinois state drilvers license number B650-5007-9889 issued to her at 64 West 
Fountainhead Drive, Apartment 203, Westmont, IL, 60559. BROWN has a 2004 blue Nissan, Illinois 
license plate number 5942507, VIN: 1N4BA41E54C875009, registered to her at the Westmont address. 
BROWN has a 2003 KIA Sort, Illinois license plate number Kymmie2, VIN: KNOJE)733135146289, 
registered to her at the West iont address. 

(62) MOORE related that he just pure asecl a red station wagon yesterday and he paid $900,,00 for the vehicle. 
MOORE related that he has a co ect with Alamo Rental Cars and he usually utilizes rental. vehicles. 
MOORE related that he has not id a legitimate job since 1990 or 1992. MOORE related that his rent in 
Georgia is $900.00 per month an the utilities are $150.00 per month. 

'I
I
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(60)

:(61)

(62)
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MOORE related tht he has a 2001 ~)J)ver CL55 Mercedes m Atlanta. MOORE related It IS parked in

I' fron~ of2866 Nor, fair Loop, Lithonia, GA. MOORE related he pal,dd $60)000.00 for it. MOORE related

thtts friend Tommy JONES purchased it on his behalf at an auction about a year and a half ago.
MO RE stated tht he paid $3,000.00 at a time to pay off the loan. MOORE related that he also has a
blue issan Maxima, in Atlanta. MOORE related that he purchased the Nissan at the car ~ealership at

. 71 SI an, d Western, ChiCagO'~' MOORE related that when he,purCh, ased the vehicle last Yf.ar he put
l $7,000.00 as ~ down naym t. MOORE stated that he a.lso traded in a Nissan Maxa an¡. a Dodge

DUJt\. go. MOORE rë\ated, at he still oW,e. s $11,000.00. MOORE related that he put the, ar in Kimerly

I BRqWN's name. ¡
Kimberly BROWN has an Ilinois state drivers licens~ number B650.5007-9889 issued to her at 64 West
Fountaead Drive, Aparuient 203, Westmont, IL, 60559. BROWN has a 2004 blue Nissan, Ilinois
license plate number 5942507, VIN: IN4BA41E54C875009, registered to her at the Westmont address.
BROWN has a 2003 KIA Sort) Ilinois license plate number Kymie2, VIN: KNDJD733135146289,
registered to ~~r at the Wesipontraddress.

MO~RErehited that he just pure ased a red station wagon yesterday and he paid $900;,00 for the vehicle.
MOORE telated that he has a co ect with Alamo Rental Cars and he usually I.itilzes rental vehicles.
MOORE raiate~ that he has not Id a legitimate job! since 1990 or 1992. MOORE related that his renl in
Georgia is $900.00 per month an the utìltíes are $150.00 per month.
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In Re: Watts Coordinated Pretrial Proceedings
Deposition of William Carter - Taken 8/23/2022

312.361.8851
Royal Reporting Services, Inc.

Page 1

           IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT            
          FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS               
                     EASTERN DIVISION                     

                                                          
                                 )                        
                                 )                        
                                 )                        
IN RE:  WATTS COORDINATED        )                        
PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS             )  No. 19 CV 01717       
                                 )                        
                                 )                        
                                 )                        
                                 )                        
                                                          

          The video-recorded deposition of WILLIAM        

CARTER, taken via videoconference and recorded via        

videoconference, called by the Defendants for             

examination, pursuant to notice and pursuant to the       

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure for the United States    

District Courts pertaining to the taking of depositions,  

taken before Tina M. Hickey, Certified Shorthand          

Reporter, on August 23rd, 2022, at 10:08 a.m.             

                                                          

                                                          

                                                          



In Re: Watts Coordinated Pretrial Proceedings
Deposition of William Carter - Taken 8/23/2022

312.361.8851
Royal Reporting Services, Inc.

Page 2

1 APPEARANCES (via videoconference):                        
2      LOEVY & LOEVY                                        

     MS. ELIZABETH M. PAUKSTIS                            
3      311 North Aberdeen Street                            

     3rd Floor                                          
4      Chicago, Illinois 60607                              

     Phone:  312.243.5900                                 
5      E-mail:  paukstis@loevy.com                          
6           On behalf of Plaintiffs Ben Baker; Marcus       

          Gibbs; Leonard Gipson; Allen Jackson; Shaun     
7           James; Thomas Jefferson; Anthony McDaniels;     

          Andre McNairy; Lee Rainey; Jamell Sanders;      
8           Frank Sanders; Christopher Scott; Taurus Smith; 

          Henry Thomas; Phillip Thomas; Lionel            
9           White, Jr.; and Lionel White, Sr.;              
10      LAW OFFICES OF KENNETH N. FLAXMAN, P.C.                      

     MR. JOEL A. FLAXMAN                                  
11      200 South Michigan Avenue                            

     Suite 201                                            
12      Chicago, Illinois 60604                              

     Phone:  312.427.3200                                 
13      E-mail:  jaf@kenlaw.com                              
14           On behalf of Plaintiffs Ben Baker; Harvey       

          Blair; William Carter; Joshua Curtis; Robert    
15           Forney; Rickey Henderson; Goleather Jefferson;  

          Nephus Thomas; George Ollie; Bruce Powell;      
16           Angelo Shenault, Sr.; Angelo Shenault, Jr.;     

          and Vondell Wilburn;                            
17                                                           

     HALE & MONICO, LLC                                   
18      MR. BRIAN J. STEFANICH                               

     53 West Jackson Boulevard                            
19      Suite 337                                            

     Chicago, Illinois 60604                              
20      Phone:  312.341.9646                                 

     E-mail:  bstefanich@halemonico.com                   
21                                                           

          On behalf of Defendants Alvin Jones,            
22           Kathleen Moss Hughes, Lamonica Lewis, and       

          Officer Kenneth Young;                          
23                                                           
24                                                           



In Re: Watts Coordinated Pretrial Proceedings
Deposition of William Carter - Taken 8/23/2022

312.361.8851
Royal Reporting Services, Inc.
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1 APPEARANCES:  (continued - via videoconference):           
2      REITER BURNS                                    

     MS. DHAVIELLA N. HARRIS                              
3      311 South Wacker Drive                               

     Suite 5200                                           
4      Chicago, Illinois 60606                              

     Phone:  312.982.0090                                 
5      E-mail:  dharris@reiterburns.com                     
6           On behalf of Defendants City of Chicago,        

          Philip Cline, Debra Kirby, Karen Rowan,         
7           and J. Bosak;                                   
8      LEINENWEBER BARONI & DAFFADA, LLC                         

     MR. MICHAEL J. SCHALKA                               
9      120 North LaSalle Street                             

     Suite 2000                                           
10      Chicago, Illinois 60602                              

     Phone:  866.786.3705                                 
11      E-mail:  mjs@ilesq.com                               
12           On behalf of Defendants Matthew Cadman          

          and Michael Spaargaren;                         
13                                                           

     JOHNSON & BELL, LTD.                                 
14      MR. AHMED A. KOSOKO                                  

     33 West Monroe Street                                
15      Suite 2700                                           

     Chicago, Illinois 60603                              
16      Phone:  312.372.0770                                 

     E-mail:  kosokoa@jbltd.com                           
17                                                           

          On behalf of Defendant Ronald Watts;            
18                                                           

     DALEY MOHAN GROBLE, P.C.                             
19      MR. GARY J. RAVITZ                                   

     55 West Monroe Street                                
20      Suite 1600                                           

     Chicago, Illinois 60603                              
21      Phone:  312.422.9999                                 

     E-mail:  gravitz@daleymohan.com                      
22                                                           

          On behalf of Defendant Kallatt Mohammed.        
23                                                           

ALSO PRESENT:  Matt Sandelin (videographer)               
24                                                           
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1 WHEREUPON:                                                

2                      WILLIAM CARTER,                      

3 called as a witness herein, having been first duly sworn, 

4 was examined and testified via videoconference as         

5 follows:                                                  

6                        EXAMINATION                        

7 BY MR. STEFANICH:                                         

8      Q.    Mr. Carter, my name is Brian Stefanich.  I     

9 represent some of the defendant officers in this case.    

10 I'm going to be asking you some questions, and then my    

11 guess is some of the other attorneys will do some         

12 follow-up questions.  If you ever need to take a break,   

13 just let me know.  We can take a break; the only caveat   

14 being, if you're in the middle of an answer; I'm in the   

15 middle of a question, we'll just wait until that question 

16 and answer is finished, and then we can take a break.  Do 

17 you understand that?                                      

18      A.    Yes.                                           

19      Q.    Okay.  I'm going to ask you already to speak   

20 up because I'm having a tough time hearing you.           

21      A.    Yes.                                           

22      Q.    Mr. Carter, can you please state your name for 

23 the record?                                               

24      A.    William Carter.                                
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1      Q.    Do you go by any nicknames?                    

2      A.    Yes.                                           

3      Q.    What are the nicknames?                        

4      A.    Stormy, Yayo, King.                            

5      Q.    Stormy, Yayo.  How do you spell Yayo?          

6      A.    Y-A-Y-O.                                       

7      Q.    And what was the third one?                    

8      A.    King.                                          

9      Q.    Have you ever been associated with any street  

10 gang?                                                     

11      A.    No.                                            

12      Q.    You were never a member of the Gangster        

13 Disciples?                                                

14      A.    No.  Ronald Watts and them put that on the     

15 record.  The location that I was arrested in, that's the  

16 gang that was in that neighborhood, and that was one of   

17 the things that the system did to keep me from getting a  

18 certain type of treatment when I got in there to make     

19 things extra hard.                                        

20      Q.    So the Gangster Disciples were in the area of  

21 the Wells; is that correct?                               

22      A.    Correct.                                       

23      Q.    And you testified that Ronald Watts said that  

24 you were a member of the Gangster Disciples; is that      
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1      A.    Yes.                                           

2      Q.    Is that -- her last name Carter too?           

3      A.    No.                                            

4      Q.    What's her last --                             

5      A.    Maxwell.                                       

6      Q.    You went a little too fast, so what's the      

7 third sibling?                                            

8      A.    Anita.                                         

9      Q.    And is her last name Maxwell?                  

10      A.    Right.                                         

11      Q.    What were the other siblings?                  

12      A.    Karen Johnson, Darnella Johnson, Cory Johnson, 

13 and Cornell Johnson.  I believe they last name Johnson.   

14 Those -- the last two, they my brother's on my father's   

15 side.                                                     

16      Q.    Okay.  Got you.  You have an aunt, Paulette    

17 Dixon; is that correct?                                   

18      A.    Correct.                                       

19      Q.    She had an apartment in the Ida B. Wells; is   

20 that correct?                                             

21      A.    Yes.                                           

22      Q.    Okay.  And you lived with her in the Ida B.    

23 Wells for some time; is that correct?                     

24      A.    Yes.                                           
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1      Q.    When did you live with her?                    

2      A.    I was definitely living with her in 2004,      

3 2006, as well -- as well as like I be living at           

4 Paulette -- between Paulette and my grandmother's house,  

5 which is at 575, right down the street from her.          

6      Q.    Okay.  So Ms. Dixon had an apartment in the    

7 527 building; is that right?                              

8      A.    Yes, Apartment 506, I believe.                 

9      Q.    And your grandmother had an apartment in the   

10 575 building; is that right?                              

11      A.    Apartment 308, I believe.                      

12      Q.    What was your grandmother's name?  What was    

13 your grandmother's name?                                  

14      A.    Elizabeth Dixon and Cornelia Lucas.            

15      Q.    When you were living with Paulette Dixon in    

16 the 527 building, who else lived in that apartment with   

17 you?                                                      

18      A.    Her kids.                                      

19      Q.    What were her kids' names?                     

20      A.    Brian, Stephanie, Valencia, and --             

21 (inaudible).                                              

22      THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  What were those last two  

23 names again?                                              

24      THE WITNESS:  I don't know which two you -- I        
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1      Q.    Okay.  What did you think the term "clean up"  

2 meant?                                                    

3      A.    Clean up to me, it means the same thing my     

4 whole life.  That mean that the bad guys in blue was      

5 coming and they might put something on you.  You don't    

6 want to be around to get trespassing or nothing.  That's  

7 what that means to me.                                    

8      Q.    Okay.  And to you, it doesn't mean that you    

9 need to hide narcotics?                                   

10      A.    No, sir.                                       

11      Q.    Okay.  When you bought marijuana from the      

12 540 building, how would you -- who did you buy it from?   

13      A.    Whoever on that day that was selling it.  I    

14 ain't have no personal relationship with nobody.  I would 

15 smoke weed.  I went to the building.  I ain't buy nothing 

16 from nobody that day, actually, because I -- whatever.  I 

17 ain't never make a purchase at all that day at 540.       

18      Q.    I'm sorry.  I didn't understand that answer.   

19 You --                                                    

20      A.    I never got to make a purchase when I went to  

21 540 for my marijuana.                                     

22      Q.    Okay.  So I understood some of the questions I 

23 asked you before in your interrogatories that you smoke   

24 marijuana pretty much every day; is that correct?         
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1      A.    Correct.                                       

2      Q.    Okay.  And that one of the places you would    

3 buy marijuana from is the 540 building; is that correct?  

4      A.    Correct, correct.                              

5      Q.    Okay.  I'm asking, do you recall anybody that  

6 you bought marijuana from at the 540 building ever?       

7      A.    I think a guy named Reck, but he deceased.     

8      Q.    Okay.                                          

9      THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  What was his name again?  

10      THE WITNESS:  They called him "Reck" or something to 

11 that name.  I don't know his name.                        

12 BY MR. STEFANICH:                                         

13      Q.    Okay.  Besides Reck, do you recall anybody     

14 else?                                                     

15      A.    Not by name.                                   

16      Q.    So the only drug sales that you ever saw when  

17 you were living at the Ida B. Wells was when you would    

18 purchase marijuana at the 540 building?                   

19      A.    Correct.                                       

20      Q.    Okay.  You mentioned that you knew who Ben     

21 Baker was; is that right?                                 

22      A.    Yes.                                           

23      Q.    What do you recall about Mr. Baker?            

24      A.    He was a resident of the building.  He has     
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1 them was looking for their payment.  I know that Big      

2 Shorty was paying them because Harold Owens told me, and  

3 he was associated with him.  But like I said, otherwise,  

4 I know that they was coming around telling people that    

5 they better pay them, shaking people down.  They tried to 

6 take some money from me before.                           

7      Q.    Okay.  We'll get to that.                      

8            Mr. Carter, you testified previously that you  

9 smoked marijuana on a daily basis; is that correct?       

10      A.    Correct.                                       

11      Q.    Did you use any other illegal drugs while you  

12 were living at the Ida B. Wells?                          

13      A.    No.                                            

14      Q.    Did you ever use ecstasy?                      

15      A.    Not that I recall.  Maybe.  I might have tried 

16 it, but it wasn't no thing like marijuana.  It wasn't no  

17 everyday drug or, you know, nothing that I knew, to this  

18 day, something I experienced -- yes, I experienced        

19 ecstasy while I was living at Ida B. Wells.               

20      Q.    Okay.  So, Mr. Carter, I want to now turn to   

21 some of your arrests, including the three arrests by the  

22 Watts team.  But first, I want to ask you about -- and I  

23 know you said you weren't great with dates.  But a        

24 May 2003 arrest at the 527 building that you had an       
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vs. ) No. 04CR09579 01 
8 ) 04CR17677 01 

WILLIAM CARTER, ) 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS

COUNTY OF C O O K 

    IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COUNTY DEPARTMENT - CRIMINAL DIVISION 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE     ) 
OF ILLINOIS                 )

     )
          Plaintiff,        )

                       )
       vs.                  )   No. 04CR09579 01 

     )       04CR17677 01
WILLIAM CARTER,             )
                            )

    Defendant.         )

REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS had at the 
hearing in the above entitled cause before the 
Honorable Nicholas Ford, Judge of said Court, 
on the  16th day of December, 2004. 

PRESENT:

RICHARD A. DEVINE, 
STATE'S ATTORNEY OF COOK COUNTY, by:
NOT IDENTIFIED, 
ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY

appeared on behalf of the People; 

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
NOT IDENTIFIED.
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License No. 084-001963 
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1 THE CLERK: William Carter. 

2 THE COURT: Counsel he has the matter of 

3 04CR095799-01 . 

4 So on this case it is one year consecutive 

5 to one year. You are amending 17677 to 402C,is that 

6 right, counsel 

7 ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY: That is correct. 

8 THE COURT: What about the one below? 

9 ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY: I believe we are 

10 amending that one as well. 

11 THE COURT: 402C --

12 ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY: Counsel, actually 

13 let me see. That is fine, yes. 

14 THE COURT: So as to a total of two, one plus 

15 one on probation? 

16 ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY: Yes. 

17 THE COURT: I will just give him two years 

18 probation. So it is not a 402C, counsel on 

19 04CR17677-01, that is at to Count 2 as charged? 

20 ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY: As charged. 

21 THE COURT: What is the class, Counsel, one? 

22 THE ATTORNEY: And the other matter 9579 

23 THE COURT: Is a Class 2. So you are aware, 

24 you are going to plead guilty to a Class 1 and a 
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THE CLERK:  William Carter.

THE COURT:  Counsel he has the matter of 

04CR095799-01 .

So on this case it is one year consecutive 

to one year.  You are amending 17677 to 402C,is that 

right, counsel

ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY: That is correct.

THE COURT:  What about the one below? 

ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY:  I believe we are 

amending that one as well. 

THE COURT:  402C --

     ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY:  Counsel, actually 

let me see.   That is fine, yes. 

THE COURT:  So as to a total of two, one plus 

one on probation?

ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY:  Yes.

THE COURT:  I will just give him two years 

probation.  So it is not a 402C, counsel on 

04CR17677-01, that is at to Count 2 as charged?

ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY:  As charged.  

THE COURT:  What is the  class, Counsel, one?

THE ATTORNEY:  And the other matter 9579  

THE COURT:  Is a Class 2.  So you are aware, 

you are going to plead guilty to a Class 1 and a 

DO-JOINT 054604



1 Class 2 both felonies. 

2 Class 1 carries a sentence between 4 and 15 

3 years in the Illinois Department of Corrections, a 

4 fine up to $25,000 or a period of probation. 

5 We will go on Count 402 and the other one 

6 is Class 1, actually, nolle one, two and three? 

7 ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY: Correct. 

8 THE COURT: So you are pleading to two cases, 

9 do you know that? 

10 THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

11 THE COURT: Both of them are Class 1 felonies. 

12 I am going to give you probation on each one you can 

13 get between four and fifteen years mandatory 

14 supervisory release. 

15 On either of them you can get up to a 

16 $25,000 fine, do you know that? 

17 THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

18 THE COURT: Do you want to plead guilty in 

19 exchange for two years probation concurrent with 

20 one. 

21 THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

22 THE COURT: Do you know that when you plead 

23 guilty you are giving up your right to what is 

24 called a jury trial. A jury trial is where 12 of 
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Class 2 both felonies.  

Class 1 carries a sentence between 4 and 15 

years in the Illinois Department of Corrections, a 

fine up to $25,000 or a period of probation.  

We will go on Count 402 and the other one 

is Class 1, actually, nolle one, two and three?

ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY:  Correct.

THE COURT:  So you are pleading to two cases, 

do you know that?

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes.

THE COURT:  Both of them are Class 1 felonies.  

I am going to give you probation on each one you can 

get between four and fifteen years mandatory 

supervisory release.   

On either of them you can get up to a 

$25,000 fine, do you know that? 

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes.

THE COURT:  Do you want to plead guilty in 

exchange for two years probation concurrent with 

one. 

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes.

THE COURT:  Do you know that when you plead 

guilty you are giving up your right to what is 

called a jury trial.  A jury trial is where 12 of 

DO-JOINT 054605



1 your peers decide you guilt or innocence based on 

2 their review of the evidence beyond a reasonable 

3 doubt. And any decision that they make must be 

4 unanimous, they have to all agree. 

5 So not only are you giving up your right to 

6 a jury trial, but also a bench where I would decide 

7 your guilt or innocence. 

8 Do you understand that? 

9 THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

10 THE COURT: You are giving up your right to 

11 confront and cross examine the witnesses,present 

12 evidence on your own behalf, remain silent and have 

13 the State prove your guilt. 

14 Do you understand that? 

15 THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

16 THE COURT: Did anyone threaten or promise you 

17 anything in this case to make you plead guilty? 

18 THE DEFENDANT: No. 

19 THE COURT: You are pleading guilty to both 

20 cases? 

21 THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

22 THE COURT: Is there a stipulation to the facts 

23 in the arrest report as being sufficient to prove 

24 his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt? 
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your peers decide you guilt or innocence based on 

their review of the evidence beyond a reasonable 

doubt.  And any decision that they make must be 

unanimous, they have to all agree.  

So not only are you giving up your right to 

a jury trial, but also a bench where I would decide 

your guilt or innocence.

Do you understand that?

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes. 

     THE COURT:  You are giving up your right to 

confront and cross examine the witnesses,present 

evidence on your own behalf, remain silent and have 

the State prove your guilt.

Do you understand that?

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  Did anyone threaten or promise you 

anything in this case to make you plead guilty?

THE DEFENDANT:  No.

THE COURT: You are pleading guilty to both 

cases?

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  Is there a stipulation to the facts 

in the arrest report as being sufficient to prove  

his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt? 

DO-JOINT 054606



1 THE ATTORNEY: So stipulated. 

2 THE COURT: I find that sufficient for the 

3 offenses as charged. 

4 I also find that he understands the nature 

5 of the charges against him. 

6 And in both cases he understands the 

7 possible sentences and his rights under the law. 

8 The plea is being made freely and 

9 voluntarily as it exists. 

10 Is there anything further by way of 

11 aggravation? 

12 ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY: No. 

13 THE ATTORNEY: No. 

14 THE COURT: Is there anything you want to add, 

15 Mr. Carter? 

16 THE DEFENDANT: No, sir, I just wanted to let 

17 you know that I am in the Daily Reporting Program 

18 since August 20th. 

19 THE COURT: And you didn't have any problems? 

20 THE DEFENDANT: Yes, I have no problems. 

21 THE COURT: Any way from now on you are going 

22 to go on your own, you are not going to be on a Daily 

23 Reporting Program. It is bad news, I mean not 

24 really bad news, but you cannot pick up any new 
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THE ATTORNEY:  So stipulated.  

THE COURT:  I find that sufficient for the 

offenses as charged.    

I also find that he understands the nature 

of the charges against him.  

And in both cases he understands the 

possible sentences and his rights under the law. 

The plea is being made freely and 

voluntarily as it exists. 

Is there anything further by way of 

aggravation?

ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY:  No.

THE ATTORNEY:  No. 

THE COURT:  Is there anything you want to add, 

Mr. Carter? 

THE DEFENDANT:  No, sir, I just wanted to let 

you know that I am in the Daily Reporting Program 

since August 20th. 

THE COURT:  And you didn't have any problems?

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes, I have no problems.

THE COURT:  Any way from now on you are going 

to go on your own,you are not going to be on a Daily 

Reporting Program.  It is bad news, I mean not 

really bad news, but you cannot pick up any new 

DO-JOINT 054607



1 cases. If you pick up one case the least I can give 

2 you is four years, do you understand that? 

3 THE DEFENDANT: Yes, I do. 

4 THE COURT: I am going to give you two years 

5 probation concurrent to these two cases with fees, 

6 fines and costs. 

7 It is important that you know that you have 

8 the right to appeal and you must do so within 30 

9 days in a motion asking me to reconsider the 

10 sentence, for leave to withdraw your motion. If you 

11 don't file that you are waiving your right for the 

12 purposes of the other case too. 

13 Do you understand that? 

14 THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

15 THE COURT: That is it, good luck. 

16 (WHICH WERE ALL THE PROCEEDINGS HAD IN 

17 THE ABOVE ENTITLED CAUSE.) 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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cases.  If you pick up one case the least I can give 

you is four years, do you understand that?

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes, I do.

THE COURT:  I am going to give you two years 

probation concurrent to these two cases with fees, 

fines and costs.  

It is important that you know that you have 

the right to appeal and you must do so within 30 

days in a motion asking me to reconsider the 

sentence, for leave to withdraw your motion.  If you 

don't file that you are waiving your right for the 

purposes of the other case too.

Do you understand that?

THE DEFENDANT:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  That is it, good luck. 

(WHICH WERE ALL THE PROCEEDINGS HAD IN

THE ABOVE ENTITLED CAUSE.)
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1 STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS. 

2 COUNTY OF C O O K ) 

3 IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, 
COUNTY DEPARTMENT - CRIMINAL DIVISION 

4 

5 I, Michelle M. Pizzoferrato, Official Court 

6 Reporter and note reader for the Circuit Court of 

7 Cook County, Criminal Division- Third Municipal 

8 District, do hereby certify that I transcribed the 

9 foregoing Report of Proceedings from the notes of 

10 V. Ondriska,a Certified Shorthand Reporter, and that 

11 the foregoing is a true and correct transcript of 

12 said Report of Proceedings to the best of my ability 

13 as appears from the stenotype notes had before the 

14 Honorable Nicholas Ford, Judge of said court. 

15 

16 

17 

18 Dated this 15th day of April, 2024. 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
    ) SS.

COUNTY OF C O O K )

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY,
COUNTY DEPARTMENT - CRIMINAL DIVISION

I, Michelle M. Pizzoferrato, Official Court 

Reporter and note reader for the Circuit Court of 

Cook County, Criminal Division- Third Municipal 

District, do hereby certify that I transcribed the 

foregoing Report of Proceedings from the notes of 

V. Ondriska,a Certified Shorthand Reporter, and that 

the foregoing is a true and correct transcript of 

said Report of Proceedings to the best of my ability 

as appears from the stenotype notes had before the 

Honorable Nicholas Ford, Judge of said court.

                   __________________________  

Dated this 15th day of April, 2024.  

DO-JOINT 054609
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(2e17.06-04-2007) 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE Date:. 03/03/2008 

To: Chicago 

From: Chicago 
WC3 
Contact: Patrick L. Smith (312) 829-8819 

Approved By: Cullen Peter B 

Drafted By: Smith Patrick L:pls P4)

Case ID #: 194D-CG-122761 (Pending) ---31 

Title: OPERATION BRASS TAX; 
CSLPO-LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Synopsis: To provide documents received from CPD. 

Enclosure(s): February 22, 2008, report on the arrest of 
Arnold Council; 

Original Case Incident Report on the murder 
of Wilbur Moore, a.k.a. "Big Shorty." 

Details: On February 22, 2008, Arnold Council was arrested for 
the murder of Wilbur Moore. Council was subsequently released 
pending continuing investigation into the witnesses. Council was 
identified as a member of the HOBO street gang. The HOBO gang is 
reputed to offer their services to other gangs to rob, injure or 
kill rival gang members. 

Wilbur Moore was killed on January 19, 2006. Moore had 
been arrested in a joint DEA/ATF sting targeting drug dealers in 
the Ida B. Wells housing complex. During his debriefing, Moore 
implicated Sergeant Ronald Watts in an extortion scheme in Ida B. 
Wells. Moore was released back into the Wells under a 
cooperation agreement with ATF. After Moore's murder, ATF began 
investigating a possible leak in their task force officers. 

Interviews of witnesses at the Ida B. Wells housing 
complex place Ronald Watts at the scene of the murder shortly 
after Moore's body was discovered. A review of the CPD documents 
does not Teveal Watts as a responding or reporting officer on the 
scene. 

• • 

6 lOs 
SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBID00405 SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000405
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CITY-BG-003807

CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

ARREST REPORT 
3510 S. Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60653 
(For use by Chicago Police Department Personnel Only) 
CPD-11. 420C(REV 6/30) 

, en 
Res: 527 E Browning Ave, #206 

Chicago, IL 60653 
773-924-2809 

DOB: 24 June 1972 
AGE: 32 years 

POB: Illinois 

ARMED WITH 

Beat: 212 

rrest Date: 23 arch 2005 15:49 
Location: 527 E Browning Ave 

TRR Completed? No 
Beat: 212 

I- Chicago, IL 60653 
z 122 - Cha Hallway/Stairwell/Elevator 
W Holding Facility: District 002 Male Lockup 

~ Resisted Arrest? No 

~ 

Offense As Cited 720 ILCS 570.0/402-A-1-A 

FINAL APPROVAL 

Male 
Black 
5' 09" 
2001bs 
Brown Eyes 
Black Hair 
Short Hair Style 
Medium Brown 
Complexion 

CB#:j 16126768 
IR#: 901905 

YD#: 
RD#: HL251205 

EVENT #: 0508212469 
SID#: 28420360 

-----,..,sr,:··,755T2oroi.'4~---~ 

Marks: Scar Scar Under His Left Ear on Neck 

Total No Arrested:1 Co-Arrests Assoc Cases 

DCFS Ward ? No 

Dependent Children? No 

Victim 

A/O'S State Of Illinois 

PCS - POSSESS 15<100 GRAMS HEROIN 

Class 1 - Type r 
Offense As Cited 720 ILCS 570.0/402-A-2-A 

PCS - POSSESS 15<100 GRAMS COCAINE 

Class 1 - Type F 

Q ml Type Approx. Weight/Quantity 
Woi a:: -}-:Suspect Controlled Substance 70 
W I 
~ 8isuspect Controlled Substance 22 

o a:::I 
W~I 

i a:: ! 
\ I 

1-

Units 

GRAMS 

GRAMS 

A/O'S State Of Illinois 

Estimated Street Value 

$12,600.00 

$1,650.00 

z 0 

~ : 
Cl:'! NO WARRANT IDENTIFIED :.;. 

I~ ~ 
I ~ ,_.,,_,_ ____________________________________________ ......,m 



CITY-BG-003808

Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report CB#:[ 1612616~ 
... .... .......... ······-· .... J~AKeR.,J;len .. . 

ARREST REPOR'flr,.I(:; 

KIICTIM AND COMPLAINANT 
~ ='••-'•'"'"'"~-"''-'>"'' • ,,-,-,~••••••••••,m••,••,•,m~mn••;• • 

(f) Name:A/O'S STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ffi 
C z 
w 
I.L 
I.L q 
z 
0 z 

WW 

~ (3 NO ARRESTEE VEHICLE INFORMATION ENTERED 
(f)_ 
WJ.:: 
fl:':!w 
~> 

~onfiscated Properties : 

Injured? No Deceased?No 

DOB: Hospitalized? No 

Age: 
Treated and Released?No 

Comments: 

0 f°.-11 confiscated properties are recorded in the a-Track System. This system can be queried by the inventory number to retrieve all official court 

!:Y documents related to evidence and/or recovered properties. 

b: 
W PROPERTIES INFORMATION FOR BAKER, Ben, NOT AVAILABLE IN THE AUTOMATED ARREST SYSTEM. 
a. 
0 
fl':! 
Q. 

!(The facts for probable cause to arrest AND to substantiate the charges include, but are not limited to, the following) II 
i 

H 

!EVENT #12469 IN SUMMARY A/O'S WHERE DIRECTED BY SGT.WATTS #2640 TO GO TO ABOVE BUILDING FOR HIGHJ 

!NARCOTICS ACTIVITY. AS A/O'S REACHED THE THIRD FLOOR OF ABOVE BUILDING, THEY OBSERVED ABOVE /j 

w ;SUBJECT HOLDING A CLEAR PLASTIC BAG CONTAINING SUSPECT NARCOTICS. AS A/O'S ANNOUNCED THEIR ii 
;a: OFFICE ABOVE SUBJECT FLED ON FOOT DOWN THE STAIRS. A/O'S GAVE CHASE WITHOUT LOSING SIGHT OF ij 
~ ~BOVE SUBJECT AND BT 2648 APPREHENDED AND DETAINED ABOVE SUBJECT IN THE LOBBY. P.O. NICHOLS i! 

~ r12415 RECOVERED SAID 0AG rROM HIS RIGI IT I IAND AND rOUND IT TO DC A CLEAR ZIPLOCK BAG CONTAINING i 
< 1110 CLEAR PLASTIC BAGGIES CONTAINING WHITE POWDER SUBSTANCE SUSPECT HEROIN. THE SUBJECT WAS j, 

! ;: fHEN PLACED IN CUSTODY. P.O. NICHOLS #12415 THEN PERFORMED A CUSTODIAL SEARCH OF ABOVE SUBJECT1/ 

z f.ND FOUND 1 ZIPLOC PLASTIC BAG CONTAINING 68 YELLOW TINTED BAGGIES CONTAINING WHITE LIKE ROCK i 
w SUBSTANCE SUSPECT CRACK/COCAINE IN HIS RIGHT FRONT PANTS POCKET. A/O'S FOUND $819.00 USC IN HIS I 

9 ;LEFT FRONT PANTS POCKET SUSPECT NARCOTICS PROCEEDS. POST MIRANDA IN 002 ABOVE SUBJECT STATEDi 

~ jTO A/O'S "THEM BLOWS WERE MINE, BUT THEM ROCKS AINT." ALL THIS OCCURED ON C.H.A. PROPERTY AND l 
- M/ITHIN 1,000 FEET OF DOOLITTLE GRAMMAR SCHOOL. I 

JINVENTORIES WERE DONE BY P.O. LEANO #4303 :J 

e~~-~~~iN~ci~~;?~~: i~:~~356 
..... . ·

1 

pesired Court Date: 13 April 2005 

;aranch: 48-2 155 W 51ST ST - Room 

Court Sgt Handle? No 

Initial Court Date: 24 March 2005 BOND INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE 

Branch: 1 2600 S CALIFORNIA- Room100 

Docket#: 

Page 2 of 5 



CITY-BG-003809

ca #:Qsrnrrns 
Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 

ARREST REPORTING 
....... BAKER. Ben __ _ 

.J !.t\TTESTING OFFICER: ----············-···-········ ··--·······-···-
W I hereby declare and affirm, under penalty of perjury, that the facts stated herein are accurate to tho best of my 
:Z knowledge, Information and/or belief. 

~ 
~ !Attesting Officer: w' • • •-sw•""'""'"',. •,,~~Wh==" , ____ ,,,,_,,,=n=,m==>s,~~,.,.» ____ , _______ ---

0.. 1.R~r.:~Tt~.~.QEfJ9§IW~): 
#12415 NICHOLS JR, D E (PC0W773) 23 MAR 2005 17:52 

C) 
3!: 1st Arresting Officer: #12415 NICHOLS JR, DE (PC0W773) 

~ 2nd Arresting Officer: #4303 LEANO, M S (PC0V448) 

0 PPROVING SUPERVfSOR: ···-· ---
11. ,··········· ................................ , ...... ······················ .......................... , ............. . 

~ I Approval of Probable Cause : #609 STEVENS, M J (PC0M071) 23 MAR 2005 18:06 

Page 3 of 5 

Beat 
0264C 

0264C 

j 



CITY-BG-003810

Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 
CB #:f 16126768 

ARREST PROCESSING REPORT 
,BAKER, B=en'"'---------, 

Holding Facility; District 002 Ma!e Lockup 
Received in Lockup: 23 March 2005 18:43 

Prints Taken: 23 March 2005 19:45 

Palmprints Taken: 

Photograph Taken: 23 March 2005 19:42 

Released from Lockup: 24 March 2005 09:34 

fvtsLIAL CHECK OF AR Ff ESTEE, 
Is there obvious pain or injury? 
Is there obvious signs of infection? 
Under the influence of alcohol/drugs? 
Signs of alcohol/drug withdrawal? 
Appears to be despondent? 
Appears to be irrational? 
Carrying medication? 

Res: 

NO INTERVIEWS LOGGED 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Beat: 

Time Last Fed: 23 March 2005 18:44 

Time Called: 

Cell#: 3/4 

Phone#: 

Transport Details : 2PO 0264C 23-MAR-2005 16: 15 

ARRESTEE QUESTIONNARIE 
Presently taking medication? 
(if female)are you pregnant? 
First time ever been arrested? 
Attempted suicide/serious harm? 
Serious medical or mental problems? 
Are you receiving treatment? 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 



CITY-BG-003811

Chicago Police Department -ARREST Report CB #:.._[,..1a.12 .... 6 ..... 76 .... e ___ l 
___ _____,B=AKER Ben 

L. ... . ___ . ... ....... --·-······ .... ~RRE§J PROCESSING REPORT .. ''-"'-=-'----

le, 
0 
-I 

NO VISITORS LOGGED 

1-z 
w 
:E 
w 
> 
0 

MOVEMENT LOG INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE 

:I: 

Cl) 
1-z 

I~ 
! :I: 

0 lo :~ 
l> 

;Watch Commander Comments: 

RRESTEE PROCESSING PER.SO NEL: 
,__ '"'-••-',ew• 

Searched By: 

-I Lockup Keeper: 

~ Assisting Arresting Officer: 

~ , Assisting Arresting Officer: 

rn Assisting Arresting Officer: 

ffi Assisting Arresting Officer: 

Ill. Assisting Arresting Officer: 

i Fingerprinted By: 

in PPR.OVAL PERSONNEL: 
fl) ,, 

w 
0 
O Final Approval of Charges : 
0::: 
Ill. 

#9182 

#9684 

#10719 

#11737 

#12152 

#15903 

#19462 

#9182 
,-, -w,m,, =~ ,«~"' ='"""'"', 

#499 

DUMAS, P D (PC0F935) 

TUCKER, B R (PC0M382) 

CABRALES, MC (PC0T148) 

SMITH JR, E J (PC0U037) 

GONZALEZ, RR (PC0T093) 

BOLTON, BJ (PC0S472) 

JONES, A (PC0l503) 

DUMAS, P D (PC0F935) 

GLATZ, E L(PC0P523) 

DOES NOT APPLY TO THIS ARREST 

Beat 

23 MAR 2005 21:52 

Beat 

0264D 

0264D 

02648 

02648 

0264A 

J 
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·1· · · · · · ·IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

·2· · · · · · · · ·FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

·3· · · · · · · · · ·ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVISION

·4· · · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE VALDERRAMA

·5· · · · · · ·MAGISTRATE JUDGE SHEILA M. FINNEGAN

·6· · · · · · · MASTER DOCKET CASE NO. 19-CV-01717

·7

·8

·9

10

11

12

13

14· · · · ·IN RE: WATTS COORDINATED PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23· ·DEPONENT:· DAVID NAVARRO

24· ·DATE:· · · JULY 18, 2023

25· ·REPORTER:· SYDNEY LITTLE



Page 286

·1· ·role that Arthur Kirksey may have played in the

·2· ·investigation into Sergeant Watts?

·3· · · · A.· ·It did not.

·4· · · · Q.· ·Prior to interviewing Mr. Baker and Ms. Glenn,

·5· ·was there any sort of formal proffer agreement that you

·6· ·had with Mr. Baker?

·7· · · · A.· ·I don't recall any formal or informal proffer

·8· ·agreement.

·9· · · · Q.· ·Mr. Baker -- strike that.· Mr. Mahoney

10· ·approached you about Mr. Baker's allegations after

11· ·Mr. Baker had a pending criminal case, right?

12· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Is this Matt or John?

13· ·BY MR. STEFANICH:

14· · · · Q.· ·Sorry, Matt.

15· · · · A.· ·Attorney Matt Mahoney approached John Mahoney

16· ·about it after his -- after the -- after the arrest,

17· ·yes.

18· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· And during your interview with

19· ·Mr. Baker, he admitted -- Mr. Baker admitted to being a

20· ·drug dealer at the Ida B. Wells; is that correct?

21· · · · A.· ·That's correct.

22· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Object to form, foundation.

23· ·BY MR. STEFANICH:

24· · · · Q.· ·And he admitted that he ran the Wells Housing

25· ·projects; is that correct?

Page 287

·1· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Form.· Foundation.

·2· · · · A.· ·I think in some fashion, yes.

·3· ·BY MR. STEFANICH:

·4· · · · Q.· ·One of the reasons you told COPA that you

·5· ·found Mr. Baker credible was because he made those

·6· ·admissions; is that correct?

·7· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Form.· Foundation.

·8· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Yeah, but I'm going to object to

·9· · · ·him providing his beliefs and/or impression and/or

10· · · ·reasoning as work product and ask him not to answer

11· · · ·unless he could answer otherwise without providing

12· · · ·such.

13· · · · · · MR. STEFANICH:· Well, I think he already waived

14· · · ·any work product by answering the question to

15· ·COPA.

16· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Well, he could answer whether he

17· · · ·stated it, but now you're asking his -- like whether

18· · · ·or not that seems accurate that he might have said

19· · · ·that to COPA.· That's one thing that from reading a

20· · · ·report, but you're asking him his beliefs of this,

21· · · ·that, or the other thing, and that I contest -- I

22· · · ·submit it as work product because you're asking him

23· · · ·his personal mental impressions or beliefs.· So I

24· · · ·would object to him answering with regards to that

25· · · ·because it is his work product.

Page 288

·1· · · · MR. STEFANICH:· And I guess my position is by

·2· ·him -- by Judge Navarro telling COPA that he found

·3· ·Baker credible because of Baker's admissions about

·4· ·drug dealing, he has waived the work product

·5· ·privilege.

·6· · · · MR. OBERTS:· Understand your position.  I

·7· ·disagree.· I'm going to assert that Judge Navarro

·8· ·didn't have Bill Oberts at COPA meeting.

·9· · · · MR. STEFANICH:· But I just -- I -- I'm

10· ·submitting that you're asking him this question at

11· ·this deposition, and I'm asserting it as work

12· ·product objection and asking him not to answer if

13· ·he's going to disclose his beliefs, mental

14· ·impressions.

15· · · · MR. PALLES:· If I may, if I may, I believe that

16· ·if the court reporter read back the pending

17· ·question, it seemed to me that Brian asked the

18· ·question you -- that you admitted was okay, that is

19· ·whether or not Judge Navarro told COPA that the

20· ·Bakers were credible for one reason or another.  I

21· ·think the -- I think that's what the answer, I mean,

22· ·the question would reflect.

23· · · · MR. GAINER:· Yeah, I agree.· This is Brian

24· ·Gainer.· That's exactly what the question was.

25· · · · THE WITNESS:· And so --

Page 289

·1· · · · · · MR. STEFANICH:· Let me ask that question and

·2· · · ·make sure it's clean transcript.

·3· ·BY MR. STEFANICH:

·4· · · · Q.· ·Did you tell COPA that one of the reasons you

·5· ·found Ben Baker credible was because he made admissions

·6· ·about his drug dealing to you?

·7· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Form.· Foundation.

·8· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Foundation.· But go ahead.

·9· · · · A.· ·Yes, I -- yes, I believe I made that statement

10· ·to COPA.

11· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Okay.· And I'm sorry if I missed

12· · · ·it, I thought you said, did you believe?· I didn't

13· · · ·hear the part that did you state that --

14· · · · · · MR. STEFANICH:· Sure.

15· ·BY MR. STEFANICH:

16· · · · Q.· ·You would agree that you didn't use those

17· ·admissions in any way against Mr. Baker in his criminal

18· ·case; is that correct?· Strike that.· You would agree

19· ·that you didn't tell the line ASAs assigned to Judge

20· ·Toomin about those admissions; is that correct?

21· · · · A.· ·I -- I did not.

22· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· You also told COPA and the FBI that you

23· ·found Clarissa Glenn credible; is that correct?

24· · · · A.· ·Yes.· I believe that's -- that's what's in

25· ·that report.· That's what I told them.



Page 302

·1· · · ·Conversations with whom?· Vague and ambiguous.

·2· · · · A.· ·Is it -- is it -- your question, like, whether

·3· ·that was on the state police side, or whether that was

·4· ·on the Matt Mahoney/Baker side?· Is that the question?

·5· ·BY MR. PALLES:

·6· · · · Q.· ·Matt Mahoney, right.· The Matt Mahoney -- was

·7· ·it -- well, was it Matt Mahoney who first suggested that

·8· ·his people might be willing to record conversations?

·9· · · · A.· ·Well, I don't -- that seems unusual, that an

10· ·attorney would have made that offer.· That seems

11· ·unusual.· I don't -- I don't remember, but I don't

12· ·remember who brought it up.

13· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· Do you recall whether or not Ben Baker

14· ·ever suggested to you that he would be willing to wear a

15· ·wire?

16· · · · A.· ·That -- no, I don't recall him saying that

17· ·ever.

18· · · · Q.· ·And how about Clarissa Glenn?

19· · · · A.· ·No, I don't recall that.

20· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· All right.· The -- when you met at the

21· ·FBI building -- let me ask you.· We talked about the

22· ·federal agents.· Do you have any recollection as to

23· ·whether or not those officials included representatives

24· ·of the Department of Justice's Civil Rights Division?

25· · · · A.· ·I don't -- I don't know.

Page 303

·1· · · · Q.· ·Okay.

·2· · · · A.· ·It's -- it's possible, but I don't know.

·3· · · · Q.· ·All right.· Going back to the COPA statement

·4· ·and your comments about the credibility of the Bakers,

·5· ·what you told them.· According to the report, this is a

·6· ·-- one of the reasons that, you know, they were

·7· ·credible, is that Clarissa, you know, was a -- had stuck

·8· ·by this guy, and she herself seemed very credible.· Was

·9· ·that accurate about what you told them? Is that accurate

10· ·and reflect --

11· · · · A.· ·I don't -- I don't remember, or I don't -- I

12· ·don't understand the question.· She had stuff by this

13· ·guy?

14· · · · Q.· ·Stuck.· Stuck by him.

15· · · · A.· ·Oh, stuck, stuck by the guy.· Stuck by the

16· ·guy.

17· · · · Q.· ·Yeah.· Yeah.

18· · · · A.· ·If -- if that's what -- if that's what the

19· ·report said.

20· · · · Q.· ·Okay.

21· · · · A.· ·Yes.

22· · · · Q.· ·All right.· Well, you know, I mean when this -

23· ·- when this subject matter -- well, I start with that.

24· ·Matt Mahoney's described Clarissa Glenn as a force of

25· ·nature.· Would you agree with that?

Page 304

·1· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Objection.· Form and foundation.

·2· · · ·Calls for speculation.

·3· ·BY MR. PALLES:

·4· · · · Q.· ·Based on your encounters with her.

·5· · · · A.· ·I -- I don't remember.· I don't know if I

·6· ·would -- I don't remember my impression enough to give

·7· ·that characterization.

·8· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· When you first met the Bakers and

·9· ·interviewed them, did you interview them separately or

10· ·together?

11· · · · A.· ·Together.

12· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· And also in the presence of Matt

13· ·Mahoney?

14· · · · A.· ·Yes.

15· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Objection.· Form.

16· ·BY MR. PALLES:

17· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· And Ben Baker called you at that time,

18· ·"Look, I -- I'm a drug dealer, but I wasn't carrying

19· ·drugs this particular time."· Is that true?

20· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Objection.· Form and foundation.

21· · · · A.· ·I -- I don't know if he used those specific

22· ·words, but in -- in sum, yes.

23· ·BY MR. PALLES:

24· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· Have you ever heard any criminal

25· ·defendants make similar claims?

Page 305

·1· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Objection.· Form.· Foundation.

·2· · · ·Similar -- strike that.

·3· · · · A.· ·Yes.

·4· ·BY MR. PALLES:

·5· · · · Q.· ·Similar claims to, "The police set me up this

·6· ·time, sure.· I have a record."· You've heard that

·7· ·before, right?

·8· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Form and foundation.

·9· · · · A.· ·Well, I -- I guess it -- it --

10· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Objection.· Vague.· But go ahead.

11· · · · A.· ·In my role as a -- in Special Prosecutions,

12· ·yes.

13· ·BY MR. PALLES:

14· · · · Q.· ·In addition to looking into the disciplinary -

15· ·- Watts' disciplinary history, et cetera, you also --

16· ·did you also review Ben Baker's criminal history back in

17· ·2005?

18· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Form.· Foundation.

19· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Objection.· Compound.· Objection,

20· · · ·to the extent it mischaracterizes testimony, and

21· · · ·foundation.

22· · · · · · MR. STARR:· I'll join that.

23· · · · A.· ·Did I --

24· ·BY MR. PALLES:

25· · · · Q.· ·Did you -- I'm sorry.· You could answer my



Page 310

·1· ·Mahoney approaching John Mahoney, and then you getting

·2· ·assigned to this investigation; is that correct?

·3· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Objection to form.· Foundation.

·4· · · ·Mischaracterizes prior testimony.

·5· · · · A.· ·Well, I don't know if it -- I -- I can't speak

·6· ·to what was Matt Mahoney's impetus, but yes, the timing

·7· ·was after -- after an arrest.

·8· ·BY MR. GAINER:

·9· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· Fair enough.· And the allegations of

10· ·misconduct by Ron Watts, that were aired to you and that

11· ·were the topics of all of these meetings, they were also

12· ·shared with Judge Toomin during the course of the

13· ·criminal cases that Ben Baker had pending before him; is

14· ·that correct?

15· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Form and foundation.

16· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Foundation and speculation.· But

17· · · ·go ahead.

18· · · · A.· ·I don't know the extent of what was Matt

19· ·Mahoney's defense of Baker in the trial before Judge

20· ·Toomin, but I believe that the -- the defense was along

21· ·the lines of the -- that this was a staged or -- or put

22· ·on case, whatever -- however Matt characterized it to

23· ·Judge Toomin.· Yes, similar to what had been reported --

24· ·detailed to me.

25· ·BY MR. GAINER:
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·1· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· And we saw some transcripts of you

·2· ·appearing before Judge Toomin at various times, while

·3· ·Ben Baker's criminal trial or criminal case was pending,

·4· ·right?

·5· · · · A.· ·Correct.

·6· · · · Q.· ·And in those transcripts, do you remember -- I

·7· ·seem to remember that there were discussions between

·8· ·you, and Mahoney, and Judge Toomin, about the need for

·9· ·IAD documents, and the need for continuances so that

10· ·Matt Mahoney could look into these allegations.· Do you

11· ·remember reading that?

12· · · · A.· ·Yes.

13· · · · Q.· ·Okay.· So at least Judge Toomin was made

14· ·aware, prior to maybe the trial that you weren't

15· ·involved in, he was made aware of, by you and Matt

16· ·Mahoney, that there were these issues outstanding, with

17· ·regard to IAD documents and allegations of misconduct by

18· ·the police, right?

19· · · · A.· ·Correct.

20· · · · Q.· ·And as you just said, your belief is that Matt

21· ·Mahoney's defense, ultimately when the case went to

22· ·trial, was that, for lack of a better word or better

23· ·phrase, the officers put this case on him, right?

24· · · · A.· ·Correct.

25· · · · Q.· ·And so the trier of fact heard Ben Baker's
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·1· ·version of, or Matt Mahoney's version of, Ben Baker's

·2· ·allegations relating to misconduct by the police

·3· ·officers, specifically Watts, who arrested him, right?

·4· · · · · · MR. STARR:· Form and foundation.· Speculation.

·5· · · · A.· ·Yes.

·6· ·BY MR. GAINER:

·7· · · · Q.· ·And Ben Baker was found guilty anyway, right?

·8· · · · A.· ·Yes.

·9· · · · Q.· ·And your investigation then closed without any

10· ·charges being brought against Ronald Watts based on

11· ·these allegations, correct?

12· · · · A.· ·Subsequently, yes.

13· · · · · · MR. GAINER:· All right.· That's it.· Thanks for

14· · · ·your time.

15· · · · · · MS. MORRISON:· I don't have any questions for

16· · · ·you, Judge.· Thank you for your time today.

17· · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Thank you.

18· · · · · · MS. MCGRATH:· I don't have any questions for

19· · · ·you, Judge.· Thanks for your time.

20· · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Thank you.

21· · · · · · · · · REDIRECT EXAMINATION

22· ·BY MR. STARR:

23· · · · Q.· ·Yeah, I just -- I have one follow-up, I know

24· ·it's going to get objected to, but I'm just going to

25· ·throw it out there.· Regarding your determination of

Page 313

·1· ·credibility on behalf of Clarissa Glenn, were there

·2· ·multiple reasons why you found Ms. Glenn credible?

·3· · · · · · MR. GAINER:· I'll object to form.· But I was

·4· · · ·waiting for the other ones too, Sean.

·5· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Yeah.· I'm going to object to the

·6· · · ·extent it calls for his work product, mental

·7· · · ·impressions, or beliefs.· The actual beliefs,

·8· · · ·whether a number of beliefs would be work product.

·9· · · ·I don't know if the actual beliefs and impressions

10· · · ·would be work product, so I'm going to object to the

11· · · ·extent it would call for disclosure of his mental

12· · · ·impressions, beliefs, and/or work product, but if

13· · · ·you can answer factually --

14· · · · A.· ·I don't -- I don't know that there was -- that

15· ·I can say that there was one thing that -- that I --

16· ·that I said, oh, there's -- there's one thing, or

17· ·there's two things, or three things.· I don't know what

18· ·was -- at that point, what -- what -- how many things it

19· ·was that formed the basis of that -- that note or my

20· ·determining she was credible.

21· ·BY MR. STARR:

22· · · · Q.· ·Right.· But nonetheless, you found Clarissa

23· ·Glenn to be credible, correct?

24· · · · · · MR. OBERTS:· Objection.· Work product.· I'd ask

25· · · ·him not to answer, based on his work product.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY 
CRIMINAL DIVISION 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, 

Respondent 

v. 

BEN BAKER, 

Petitioner. 

05 CR 8982-01 

Judge Nicholas Ford, Presiding 

NOTICE OF FILING AND MOTION 

TO: Cook County State's Attorney's Office 
Post-Conviction Unit 
2650 S. California Ave., 12th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60608 

You are hereby notified that: On September 18, 2014, I caused to be filed 
with the Clerk's Office at 2650 S. California Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60608; the 
foregoing Petitioner Ben Baker's Motion for Leave to File Successive Amended Post-
Conviction Petition and Motion to Recharacterize Pro Se Motion for Relief from 
Judgment as Post-Conviction Petition. Counsel for petitioner will present the 
motion before Judge Ford in his courtroom at 2650 S. California Ave., Chicago 
Illinois, 60608 on September 19, 2014 at 1000am or as soon as the motion may be 
heard. 

One of Petitioi r's Attorneys 

Jon Loevy 
Tara Thompson 
Elizabeth Wang 

eimixa David Owens 
•c• 

THE EXONERATION PROJECT cio!c.:c 
at the University of Chicago Law School 
6020 S. University Avenue 
Chicago, IL 60637 cav—,r 

$1.7° 4.0 (312) 789-4955 - ID: 44407 
Counsel for Petitioner-Defendant Ben Baker 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Elizabeth Wang, an attorney, hereby certify that on September 18, 2014, I 
caused to be served via U.S. Mail the foregoing Petitioner Ben Baker's Notice of 
Filing on counsel of record for the People of the State of Illinois, as listed below. 

One of Petition js Attorneys 
Persons served: 

Cook County State's Attorney's Office 
Post-Conviction Unit 
2650 S. California Ave., 12th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60608 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY 
CRIMINAL DIVISION 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, 

Respondent 

v. 

BEN BAKER, 

Petitioner. 

05 CR 8982-01 

Judge Nicholas Ford, Presiding 

PETITIONER'S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FELE FIRST SUCCESSIVE 
AMENDED PETITION FOR POST-CONVICTION RELIEF 

AND 

MOTION TO RECHARACTERIZE PRO SEMOTION FOR RELIEF FROM 
JUDGMENT FILED FEBRUARY 26, 2014 AS PETITION FOR 

POST-CONVICTION RELIEF 

Jon Loevy 
Tara Thompson 
Elizabeth Wang 
David Owens 
THE EXONERATION PROJECT 
at the University of Chicago Law School 
6020 S. University Avenue 
Chicago, IL 60637 
(312) 789-4955 
ID: 44407 
Counsel for Petitioner-Defendant Ben Baker 
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Now comes Petitioner, BEN BAKER, by and through his attorneys, The 

Exoneration Project at the University of Chicago Law School, and hereby 

respectfully submits this Motion for Leave to File First Successive Amended 

Petition for Post-Conviction Relief and Motion to Recharacterize his Pi19 Se Motion 

for Relief from Judgment filed February 26, 2014 as Petition for Post-Conviction 

Relief. In support of these motions, Petitioner states as follows: 

1. Petitioner Ben Baker was convicted of possession of a controlled 

substance with intent to deliver in June 2006. He is innocent of the charges. At his 

trial, the only evidence presented against hilt Was the testimony of four police 

officers. The leader of those officers Sgt. Ronald Watts—was convicted last year on 

federal corruption charges very similar to the corruption that Baker testified about 

at his trial. See United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1 (see documents attached to 

Baker's proposed petition, Exhibit 1). This newly discovered evidence shows Baker's 

innocence. 

2. On February 26, 2014, Petitioner filed a pro se motion for relief from 

judgment pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-1401. In that motion, Petitioner alleged newly 

discovered evidence showing his actual innocence relating to Sgt. Watts' recent 

federal conviction on corruption charges and an ineffective assistance of counsel 

claim. This pro se 2,1401 motion is currently pending. Petitioner seeks in this 

motion to have his February 26, 2014 pro se 2-1401 motion construed as a petition 

for post-conviction relief and for leave to file his amended first successive petition 
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for post-conviction relief (attached as Exhibit 1, drafted with assistance of counsel) 

in its place. 

3. On July 31, 2014, undersigned counsel for Petitioner, The Exoneration 

Project at the University of Chicago Law School, filed an appearance on Petitioner's 

behalf. See Exhibit 2 (Appearance for Defendant Ben Baker). During the status 

hearing on that date, the court set another status hearing for August 27, 2014. 

4. On August 27, 2014, the court indicated for the first time since 

undersigned counsel's appearance in the case that the court intended to rule on Mr. 

Baker's pro se 2-1401 motion filed in February 2014. The court set September 19, 

2014 as a ruling date. Counsel did not have an opportunity to state on the record 

that counsel would be seeking leave to file an amended pleading on Mr. Baker's 

behalf. 

5. "Generally, when a party asks to amend a [postconviction pleading], 

leave to do so is freely given." People v. Cleveland 2012 IL App (1st) 101631, ¶ 57 

(internal quotation marks omitted). In his pro se 2-1401 motion; Baker did not 

attach the guilty plea and sentencing transcripts from United States v. Watts (or 

United States v. Mohammed, because he was and is incarcerated and did not have 

access to them. Baker was not represented by counsel at that time. It was not until 

he became represented by the undersigned counsel and counsel filed an appearance 

on his behalf, that Baker was able to obtain the guilty plea and sentencing 

transcripts wherein Ronald Watts, a key officer who testified against Baker at his 
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trial, pled guilty to stealing U.S. government funds and was sentenced to 22 

months' imprisonment. 

6. Attached as Exhibit 1 is Petitioner Ben Baker's Amended First 

Successive Petition for Post-Conviction Relief. Attached as Exhibits A-N to that 

petition is documentary evidence supporting Petitioner's claims. 

Grounds for Permitting the Proposed Amended Successive Petition 

7. The proposed amended petition, attached as Exhibit 1., alleges that 

newly discovered evidence in the form of Sgt. Watts' conviction on federal corruption 

charges, shows that Ben Baker is actually innocent of the charges, 

8. As alleged in Baker's petition, the evidence presented against him at 

his trial consisted exclusively of the testimony of three police officers who claimed 

that they caught him with controlled substances in at Ida B. Wells housing project. 

Baker has claimed all along, and he testified at trial, that the officers who arrested 

him, including Ronald Watts, were corrupt and that they placed a false case on him 

because he refused to pay Watts $1,000. 

9. In rejecting Baker's motion for a new trial, Judge Toomin indicated 

that the result may have been different if there had been evidence to corroborate 

Baker's testimony. 

10. Baker now has that evidence, which he could not have discovered any 

earlier with due diligence, and which would probably change the result on retrial. 
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11. Baker previously filed one pro se post-conviCtion petition on March 16, 

2009. In that pro se petition, he raised only issues concerning his sentence. On May 

1, 2009, this court dismissed Baker's pro se petition. 

12. Petitioner's claims as set forth in his proposed petition here (see 

Exhibit 1) merit consideration under the cause and prejudice test. A successive post-

conviction petition is permissible "if a petitioner demonstrates cause for his or her 

failure to bring the claim in his or her initial post conviction proceedings and [that] 

prejudice results from that failure." 725 ILCS 5/122-10. Cause is defined as an 

objective factor, external to the defense, that impeded the defendant's effort to raise 

the claim in an earlier proceeding. People v. Pitsonbarger, 205 II1.2d 444, 460 

(2002). Prejudice is defined as an error so serious that it affected the entire trial to 

the extent that the resulting conviction violates due process. Id. at 464. Both 

requirements must be satisfied in order for the defendant to prevail under this test. 

Id. 

13. There is manifest cause for Baker's failure to bring his claim in his 

initial post-conviction petition filed in 2009. At the time of his first, pro se petition, 

Ronald Watts had not yet been indicted (much less convicted) on federal charges 

stemming from corrupt conduct. This is an objective factor, external to Baker's 

defense, that prevented Baker from raising this claim earlier. Accordingly, Baker 

has good cause for not bringing this claim in his first petition for post-conviction 

relief. 
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14. Prejudice is likewise readily apparent because Baker's claim is that his 

conviction relied exclusively on the testimony of the officers, including Sgt. Watts, 

who was the leader and supervisor of the officers involved in arresting Baker. The 

newly discovered evidence presented in Baker's amended petition demonstrates 

that he is actually innocent: Baker's story was that Watts put a false drug case on 

him because he refused to pay Watts a bribe. In July 2013, Watts pleaded guilty to 

stealing money from a person lie thought was a courier for drug dealers but who 

was actually a confidential source for the FBI. The government alleged that Watts' 

misconduct went back to at least 2007 and that he had likely done this on other 

occasions. It also specifically alleged that he had threatened to falsely arrest people 

who did not cooperate with him and pay him bribes. If Watts' pattern and practice 

of misconduct had been known at the time of Baker's trial, the result may have been 

different. In finding Baker guilty, Judge Toomin noted that there was no evidence 

corroborating Baker's testimony and that it might have been different if there had 

been. 

15. Separately, the bar against multiple petitions may be relaxed "when 

fundamental fairness so requires." Pitsonbarger, 205 Il1.2d at 458. "In order to 

demonstrate a miscarriage of justice to excuse the application of the procedural bar, 

a petitioner must show actual innocence." People v. Edwards, 2012 IL 111711, ¶ 23 

(citing Pitsonbarger, 205 I11.2d at 459). When a defendant claims actual innocence, 

the question is whether his motion for leave to file a successive petition and 
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supporting documentation set forth a colorable claim of actual innocence. People v. 

Adams, 2013 IL App (1st) 111081, ¶ 30. 

16. Newly discovered evidence requires a new trial when: (1) it has been 

discovered since the trial; (2) it is of such a character that it could not have been 

discovered prior to the trial by the exercise of due diligence; (3) it is material to the 

issue but not merely cumulative; and (4) it is of such a conclusive character that it 

will probably change the result on retrial. People v. Molstact 101 I]l2d 128, 134 

(1984); People v. Coleman, 2013 IL 113307, ¶ 96 (2013); People v. Orti4 235 111.2d 

319, 333 (2009). When defendant raises a claim of actual innocence, he is excused 

from satisfying cause and prejudice in order to obtain leave to file his successive 

post-conviction petition. Edwards, 2012 IL 111711, ¶ 24. 

17. Baker has satisfied these requirements here. New "means the evidence 

was discovered after trial and could not have been discovered earlier through the 

exercise of due diligence." Coleman, 2013 IL 113307, ¶ 96. Material evidence is 

anything "relevant and probative of the petitioner's innocence" and noncumulative 

means that the evidence "adds to what the jury heard." Id. To be conclusive, 

"evidence need not be completely dispositive of an issue to be likely to change the 

result upon retrial." Id. ¶¶ 96-97. Instead, the appropriate measure is whether the 

new evidence, when considered together with the trial evidence, "would probably 

lead to a different result." Id. 

18. The evidence of Watts' (and his partner Mohammed's) conviction in 

federal court on corruption charges is new: Watts was convicted on July 19, 2013 
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and sentenced in October 2013. Clearly, Petitioner did not have this evidence 

available to him at the time of his trial in 2006. Nor did he have this evidence 

available to him at the time of his pro se post-conviction petition filed in 2009. 

19. This evidence is also material: it is relevant and probative of Baker's 

innocence. It tends to support his version of events that he testified to at his trial—

that the officers—led by Watts—planted drugs on him because he refused to pay 

Watts a bribe. The only evidence presented against Baker at his trial was the 

testimony of Officers Nichols, Gonzalez, Jones, and Watts. The only evidence that 

Judge Toomin had to weigh was the credibility of the officers versus the credibility 

of Baker. The evidence that Watts had committed this kind of misconduct on other 

occasions tends to corroborate Baker's testimony. Even though the conduct that 

Watts pleaded guilty to in 2013 stemmed from an FBI sting that occurred in 2011, 

the government noted in a pleading that Watts' misconduct went back to "at least" 

2007, which is very close in time to Baker's conviction in 2006. 

20. In addition, this evidence is noncumulative: there was no evidence of 

Watts' corruption presented at Baker's trial, and this evidence of Watts' federal 

conviction is noncumulative. 

21. And finally, this evidence would probably lead to a different result on 

retrial: as Judge Toomin indicated, if there had been any evidence to corroborate 

Baker's testimony that Watts and the other cops involved in arresting him were 

corrupt, there might have been a different result. Petitioner alleges that this 

evidence would probably lead to a different result on retrial. See People v. 
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Patterson, 192 Ill .2d 93, 139-45 (2000) (finding evidence of a pattern and practice of 

police conduct new, material and noncumulative evidence that would probably 

change the result on retrial, where that evidence did not exist until after 

defendant's trial). A jury could reasonably infer that Watts' misconduct took place 

over many years and did not simply begin in 2007. 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner Ben Baker respectfully requests that this Court: 

(1) recharacterize his pro se motion for relief from judgment pursuant to 2-

1401 filed on February 26, 2014 as a petition for post-conviction relief, and 

(2) grant leave to file his first successive amended petition for post-conviction 

relief, attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

Respectfully submitted, 

One of Petitioner Attorneys 
Jon Loevy 
Tara Thompson 
Elizabeth Wang 
David Owens 
THE EXONERATION PROJECT 
at the University of Chicago Law School 
6020 S. University Avenue 
Chicago, IL 60637 
(312) 789-4955 
ID: 44407 

Counsel for Petitioner-Defendant Ben Baker 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Elizabeth Wang, an attorney, hereby certify that on September 18, 2014, I 
caused to be served via U.S. Mail the foregoing Petitioner Ben Baker's Motion for 
Leave to File Successive Amended Post-Conviction Petition and Motion to 
Recharacterite Pro So. Motion for Relief from Judgment as Post-Conviction Petition, 
on counsel of record for the People of the State of Illinois, as listed below. 

02—k_) 
One of Petitioner's attorneys 

Persons served: 

Cook County State's Attorney's Office 
Post-Conviction Unit 
2650 S. California Ave., 12th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60608 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY 
CRIMINAL DIVISION 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, 

Respondent 

v. 

BEN BAKER, 

Petitioner. 

05 CR 8982-01 

Judge Nicholas Ford, Presiding

AMENDED FIRST SUCCESSIVE PETITION. FOR 
POST-CONVICTION RELIEF OF BEN BAKER 

Jon Loevy 
Tara Thompson 
Elizabeth Wang 
David Owens 
THE EXONERATION PROJECT 
at the University of Chicago Law School 
6020 S. University Avenue 
Chicago, IL 60637 
(312) 789-4955 
ID: 44407 
Counsel for Petitioner Defendant Ben Baker 
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Now comes Petitioner, BEN BAKER, by and through his attorneys, The 

Exoneration Project at the University of Chicago Law School, and respectfully 

submits this amended first successive petition for post-conviction relief pursuant to 

the Post Conviction Hearing Act, 725 ILCS § 5/122-1 et seq. Petitioner alleges and 

states the following: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Petitioner Ben Baker was convicted of possession of a controlled 

substance with intent to deliver in June 2006. He is innocent of the charges. At his 

trial, the only evidence presented against him was the testimony of four police 

officers. The leader of those officers—Sgt. Ronald Watts—was convicted last year on 

federal corruption charges very similar to the corruption that Baker testified about 

at his trial. This newly discovered evidence shows Baker's innocence, 

2. On March 23, 2005, Ben Baker was arrested at the Ida B. Wells public 

housing complex by a team of Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) police officers 

working wider the direction of Sergeant Ronald Watts. ROP U9-U10, U20-21.1

Following his arrest, Baker was charged by indictment on April 13, 2005, with one 

count of possession of heroin with intent to deliver and three counts of possession of 

cocaine with intent to deliver. S.C. 1-5. 

1 For purposes of this petition, the record (from the record on Baker's direct appeal, No. 06-
3352) is referenced as follows: C. : the one-volume common law record; S.C.I _; the one-
volume supplemental common law record containing the indictment; S.C.II the one-
volume supplemental common law record containing, inter alia, the documents inspected in 
camera by Judge Toomin; ROP the two-volume report of proceedings; S.R.I. : the 8-
page supplemental report of proceedings of July 7, 2005; and S.R.II. the 33-page 
supplemental report of proceedings of June 5, 2006. The ROP and S.R.II are attached for 
the court's convenience as Exhibits A-1 (ROP vol. 1), A-2 (ROP voL 2), and B, respectively. 
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3. The case was assigned to Judge Michael Toomin. C. 3; ROP B3. Baker 

took a bench trial, and his defense at trial was that he was falsely accused of the 

offenses after he refused to pay a bribe solicited by Sgt. Watts and that Watts and 

officers working with him routinely demanded bribes from persons he thought to be 

drug dealers at Ida B. Wells. See ROP U6-7. The evidence at trial consisted of 

Baker's testimony versus the testimony of Watts and three other police officers. In 

finding Baker guilty, Judge Toomin found the officers to be credible, and in denying 

a motion for new trial, he stated that if there had been corroboration of Baker's 

testimony, the result may have been different. ROP Y8: 

4. There now exists newly discovered evidence corroborates Baker's 

testimony of being framed by corrupt police officers. In May 2012; Sgt. Watts Was 

charged in federal court with stealing money belonging to the United States 

government. Exhibit C (Information filed in United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1); 

Exhibit D (Criminal Complaint filed in United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1). On 

July 19, 2013, Watts pleaded guilty to that charge. See Exhibit E (Plea Hearing 

Transcript in United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87'1). Specifically, Watts pleaded guilty 

to taking money from an individual he believed was a courier for drug dealers and 

giving that courier a kickback in exchange for allowing him to steal the money he 

thought belonged to drug dealers. Id. at 16-19. The courier turned out to be a 

confidential informant for the FBI: Id. at 16-18. Sgt. Watts pleaded guilty as 

charged. Id. at 19. Judge Sharon Johnson Coleman sentenced Watts to 22 months in 

federal prison, one year mandatory supervised release after completion of that 
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sentence, $5,200 in restitution and a $100 special assessment. Exhibit F 

(Sentencing Hearing Transcript in United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1) at 26. 

Pretrial Proceedings 

5. On September 28, 2005, at defense counsel's request, the court signed 

an order directing the Chicago Police Department's Internal Affairs Division (IAD) 

to deliver its "entire files, notes, complaints and any and all other information" on 

Chicago police sergeant Ronald Watts and officers Alvin Jones, Robert Gonzalez, 

and Douglas Nichols to Judge Toomin for an in camera inspection_ C. 38. 

6. On the next court date three weeks later, defense counsel represented 

that, after requesting IAD's files on these officers, Baker, who was on bond, had 

been arrested again at the direction of the same officers. ROP I3-4, see also C. 59. 

Counsel stated that the circumstances of the arrest were "highly unusual" and that 

a police lieutenant had asked Baker to prepare and sign a statement regarding the 

officers' conduct. ROP I4. Assistant State's Attorney David Navarro, who appeared 

for the prosecution, had no objection to Baker remaining free on an I-bond, and 

Judge Toomin agreed. ROP L4. 

7. When Baker was arrested again in December 2005 by one of the 

officers whose LAD files Baker had requested (Alvin Jones), Navarro, who Was "very 

involved" in Baker's situation, again had no objection to another I-bond, and again 

Judge Toomin agreed. ROP N3-N6, P4-5; C. 58. For some reason not apparent from 

the record, the amount of Baker's bond was increased, and the State began 

objecting to I-bonds. ROP P5. At defense counsel's request, Judge Toomin reduced 
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Baker's bail to $30,000 with the expectation that Baker would be able to make bond_ 

ROP P6. 

8. At a status hearing in April 2006, after representations by the 

prosecutor that Navarro was no longer involved in the case, defense counsel 

requested that the material previously sent to the court from IAD be released to the 

defense. ROP S3-S4. Judge Toomin indicated that he had not released. the IAD files 

earlier because there was an ongoing investigation. ROP S4. The prosecutor then 

represented that she would contact Navarro to ascertain his position on Baker's 

case. Id The court informed defense counsel that, if it turned out that the 

investigation was over, it would provide defense counsel with the subpoenaed IAD 

documents. Id. A short status date was set. 

9. A week later, on April 28, 2006, defense counsel informed the court 

that he had been in contact with ASA Navarro, that they were at an "impasse" with 

respect to negotiations, and that the case should be set for trial. ROP T3. When 

defense counsel again brought up the subject of the material from IAD, Judge 

Toomin indicated he wanted to discuss the matter in chambers with ASA Navarro, 

who was not present, before distributing them. Id. 

10. The documents to which Judge Toomin referred included a nine page 

report generated by the United States Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 

Explosives ("ATF"), dated April 14, 2005, as well as several IAD reports. S.C.II, 27-

35. The ATF report concerned a federal investigation of the Gangster Disciples 

street gang at the Ida B: Wells housing project and described an interview with an 

individual named Wilbert Moore, a drug dealer at the project. 27. 
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11. Moore was interviewed by federal agents on April 7, 2005, at a Chicago 

Police Department facility. S.C.II, 27, ¶ 1. Moore was informed that his cooperation 

would be brought to the attention of the United States Attorney's Office. S.C.II, 27, 

¶ 2. 

12. Moore stated that he and his associates sold heroin and cocaine in the 

Wells project. S.C.II, 27, ¶ 1. In paragraphs 53 through 58, the report summarized 

Moore's dealings with Sgt. Ronald Watts and members of Watts' team including 

Officer Alvin Jones. S.C.II, 34. According to Moore, he had personally paid Watts 

$7,000, had given him firearms, and had been present when his associate, Roy 

Bennett (aka "Shock"), paid Watts $10,000. S.C.II, 34, ¶¶ 53-54. Moore explained 

that he would pay Watts when Watts had caught Moore or one of his workers in 

possession of either firearms or narcotics. S.C.II, 34, ¶ 54. 

13. Moore reported that a rival drug dealer, Willie Gaddy, was also paying 

Watts money. S.C.II, 34, ¶ 56. According to Moore, approximately two years 

previously, Gaddy decided that he was not going to continue to pay Watts, at which 

point Watts shot at Gaddy. Id. 

14. At the same time he released the ATF report, Judge Toomin turned 

over several Chicago Police IAD reports. In one dated September 17, 2004 

(approximately six months prior to Mr. Baker's arrest), IAD reported that a 

"Cooperating Individual" had informed IAD that officers assigned to the Public 

Housing Unit were demanding and receiving payment from drug dealers in 

exchange for allowing them to sell drugs. S.C.II, 41. The "cooperating indiVidual" 

reported that one of the officers had shot at him in 2003. Id. 
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15. In a report dated three days later, IAD reported that members of the 

Chicago Police Department had met with members of the United States Attorney's 

Office; the Federal Bureau of Investigation; the Drug Enforcement Administration; 

and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives. S.C.H, 45. At the 

meeting, it was determined that there would be a federal investigation and that the 

"cooperating individual" would be prosecuted in federal court. Id. 

16. In a report dated March 9, 2005 (two weeks prior to Mr. Baker's 

arrest), IAD repotted that Sgt. Watts had been accused of taking money from drug 

dealers in exchange for allowing them to remain in business. S_CII, 67. Watts was 

also accused of arresting those drug dealers who refused to pay. Id. 

17. A report dated June 28, 2005, detailed IAD's meeting with Ben Baker 

the previous month, during which Baker informed TAD and Assistant State's 

Attorney David Navarro that (1) Sgt. Watts had requested money from him in 

exchange for allowing him to stay in business; (2) Baker had refused; and (3) Sgt. 

Watts had then fabricated a case against him as a result of the refusal. S C.II, 70. 

Baker also alleged that Sgt. Watts had shot at Willie Gaddy when he refused to pay 

the drug "tax." Id Further, the report stated., "Baker's allegations against Sergeant 

Watts are essentially the same as those told by two other known drug dealers at the 

Ida B. Wells Housing Projects, Willie Gaddy and Wilbert Moore. These three men 

had no knowledge the other was talking to a [sick Law Enforcement Agents." Id. 

Finally, the report indicated that Willie Gaddy, who was then in federal custody 

and "working off a case," was brought to IAD by a federal drug enforcement 
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program ("HIDTA” or High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas) and was made 

available to other sections of the Chicago police. Id. 

Trial and Sentencing 

18. Baker's bench trial began on May 23, 2006. ROP T3-4. Following 

Baker's jury waiver, the State presented, as its case-in-chief, the live testimony of a 

single witness and a stipulation. ROP U4-U5. 

19. Chicago police officer Douglas Nichols testified that on March 23, 2005, 

he was working as a CHA police officer and was assigned to the Ida B. Wells 

complex. ROP U9. At 3:45 p.m., he and his partner, Manuel Leano, under the 

direction of their supervisor Sgt. Ronald Watts, went to the Wells project to check 

for narcotics activity. ROP U10-11, U21. The building they were searching, 527 E. 

Browning, had two stairwells. ROP U10, U12. According to Nichols, he and Leano 

began their search by ascending the rear stairway. ROP U12. He claimed that when 

the two officers arrived on the third floor, they observed Ben Baker standing in the 

hallway approximately five feet away with two other individuals. ROP U12.14. 

Baker was reportedly holding a clear plastic Ziploc sandwich bag, containing 

numerous smaller baggies of a white powder, which Nichols suspected to be 

narcotics. ROP U14. 

20. Nichols further testified that, when the officers announced they were 

police, Baker fled down the stairs. ROP U11-14. According to Nichols, both he and 

Leano pursued Baker and, as they did so, Nichols radioed other officers that they 

were engaged in a foot chase. ROP U15. Nichols followed approximately three feet 

behind Baker and lost sight of him only momentarily as he rounded the bend in the 
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stairway. Id. When Nichols arrived in the lobby, Baker was being detained by 

another police unit. Id. Nichols acknowledged that Baker stopped for the officers in 

the lobby without resisting or trying to flee. ROP U24-25. Baker was still holding 

the clear plastic bag which contained 110 clear plastic bags of suspected heroin. 

ROP U15-16. Nichols then performed a custodial search and reportedly recovered 

another clear plastic bag containing 68 smaller bags of suspected crack cocaine and 

$819 in cash from Baker's pants pockets. ROP U16. Nichols did not specify the 

denominations of the cash_ 

21. Baker was transported to the Second District police headquarters. 

ROP U16-17. According to Nichols, Baker was then Mirandited and, in response to 

questioning stated, "Them blows are mine but those rocks ain't." ROP U17. "Blows" 

is a street term for heroin while "rocks" refers to crack cocaine. ROP U18-19. 

Nichols turned over the suspected narcotics to his partner, Officer Leano. ROP U19. 

The parties later stipulated that Leano would testify that he received and 

inventoried two Ziploc bags matching the description of those reportedly recovered 

by NiChols from Baker. ROP U28. The parties further stipulated that a forensic 

chemist analyzed the contents of the bags and determined that one of the bags 

contained at least 15.3 grams of heroin and that the other contained at least 5.:3 

grams of cocaine. ROP U29-30. 

22. On cross-examination, Nichols stated that, although directed to the 

building at 527 Browning by Sgt. Watts, Watts had not told the officers to look for 

anyone in particular. ROP U20. Nichols stated that he worked for Sgt. Watts since 

November 2004, ROP U20, U26, and that as his supervisor, Watts wrote his 
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performance reviews, ROP U21. Nichols denied ever seeing Watts engage in 

criminal activities. ROP U26. 

23. Baker's trial counsel called Baker to testify as the only witness for the 

defense. Baker recounted the interactions he had had with Sgt. Watts and his team 

in the months and years preceding his arrest on the present charges. Baker stated 

that he had lived at the Wells housing complex with his wife and three sons since 

1997. ROP U33. Baker had known Watts as a Chicago police sergeant for 

approximately three or four years and had had conversations with Watts about 

narcotics activity in his apartment building on 20 or more occasions. ROP U33, U35. 

24. In mid-June 2004, Baker received a call from a friend, who informed 

Baker that Watts and his officers were at Baker's building, had recovered heroin 

from a mailbox, and were threatening to "put it on" Baker when they saw him to 

ensure that he went to jail. ROP I37-38. 

25. Shortly thereafter, on June 20, 2004, Baker had a conversation with a 

fellow resident of the Wells housing project named Charles Lawrence. ROP U38. 

Lawrence informed Baker that Sgt. Watts wanted to talk to him (Baker). ROP U39: 

Baker drove Lawrence to a pay phone approximately one and one-half miles from 

the project. ROP U39-40. There Lawrence placed a call and told the party on the 

other end that he was with "Little Benny" (Ben Baker), who was "ready to work it 

out." ROP U41. Lawrence informed Baker that Sgt. Watts said it would cost $1,000. 

ROP U42. Baker understood this to mean that, if he (Baker) paid Watts $1,000, he 

would not be arrested or charged in connection with the narcotics recovered from 

the mailbox earlier that month. ROP U42-43. Baker then spoke personally to Watts 
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on the phone to ascertain whether he and Watts would be "cool" if Baker gave 

Lawrence the $1,000 requested by Watts. ROP U44. Watts told Baker that Baker 

would still have to fight the mailbox case but that Baker would prevail_ Id. Baker 

hadn't even been arrested for the mailbox case yet. ROP U44-45. Baker responded 

that he felt he should not have to fight the case at all if he paid Watts $1,000. ROP 

U45. Baker then told Watts he wouldn't pay him a bribe, hung up the phone, and 

left. ROP U45-46. 

26. Three weeks later, in mid-July 2004, Watts and three of his men 

knocked at the door of the Bakers' apartment. ROP U46, U93. Baker's wife 

answered the door and the police officers entered the apartment with their guns 

drawn. ROP U46. Watts and the officers began searching the apartment. ROP 1J47. 

When Baker asked why, Watts stated it was because Baker had just been in the 

hallway "serving" (selling drugs), which was untrue. Id. Watts further stated that, if 

the officers found any contraband in the apartment, everyone there would be 

arrested; if they did not find anything illegal, Baker would be arrested and charged 

with possessing the narcotics from the mailbox. ROP U48. When the officers did not 

find anything illicit in the Baker apartment, Watts arrested and charged Baker 

with possessing the mailbox drugs. Id. 

27. Baker was incarcerated for over four months in connection with that 

case, but eventually the State dismissed the charges following a hearing on a 

motion. ROP U49, U94-95. One week after Baker's release from custody, he 

encountered one of Watts's men, Officer Alvin Jones, whom Baker had known for 

three or four years. ROP U49-50. Sgt. Watts and Officer Jones frequently rode 
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together in the same car, and Baker had seen them together over 50 times. ROP 

U51-52. When Baker told Jones that the previously dismissed mailbox case had 

been "BS," Jones replied that it was "part of the game[;] you win some, you lose 

some." ROP U52. Jones explained that Baker had successfully defended against the 

mailbox case because Jones's partner, Kenneth Young, had "fucked up on his 

testimony" against Baker. Id. Jones assured Baker that, the next time they gave 

Baker a case, the officers would make it stick. ROP U53. Baker understood Jones to 

mean that the officers were planning to "put a case" on him. ROP U54. 

28. Baker then testified regarding the circumstances of his arrest for the 

case for which he was on trial_ On March 23, 2005, Baker was walking down the 

stairwell of his apartment building when he encountered two individuals, Gregory 

Young ("BayBay") and someone known to him only as Twanie, engaged in a drug 

transaction on the third floor landing. ROP U54-56, U77. Twanie was holding bags 

of cocaine. ROP U57. At this point, Officer Nichols came from the hallway into the 

stairwell with his gun drawn. ROP U56. Nichols was alone and not with his 

partner. Id Nichols ordered the three men into the hallway and directed them to 

put their hands against the wall. ROP U57. The three men initially complied, but 

then Young fled down the closest stairwell. Id. Baker also fled, following Young 

down the stairs, because Officer Jones had previously indicated the officers were 

planning to give Baker another case and Baker knew that Nichols was a member of 

Watts' team. ROP U57-58, U81. Nichols did not follow the two men down the stairs. 

ROP U81. 
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29. When Young and Baker reached the first floor, Young turned toward 

the rear of the building while Baker went toward the front. ROP U90-91. As Baker 

arrived at the front door, he was stopped by Nichols' partner, Manny Leano, who 

put his hands on Baker's chest. ROP U58. Leano placed Baker in handcuffs, 

searched his pockets, and placed him in the back seat of a police car.. ROP U59. 

Baker was searched by Leano, not Nichols, and he did not have narcotics or plastic 

bags in his hands or pockets prior to his arrest. ROP U58-60. Baker next saw 

Nichols when Nichols exited the apartment building, holding two bags. ROP U59-

60. Nichols gave the bags to Leano who was still standing outside his vehicle. ROP 

U60. 

30. Once Nichols and Leano were in the car with Baker, Nichols placed a 

call on his cell phone. ROP U61-62. Within 90 seconds, Baker saw Watts and Jones 

pull up in their car. ROP U63. Nichols exited his car and had a conversation with 

Watts. Id. Jones exited his vehicle, approached Baker, and stated "I told you we 

were going to get you" to which Baker responded that, if the officers were going to 

arrest him, they should do so fairly. ROP U63-64. 

31. Once at the station, Baker had a conversation with Watts. At some 

point, Watts learned that Baker had a familial connection with another police 

officer known as "Bat." ROP U64. Watts explained to Baker that, if he had known 

that Baker was kin to Bat, he (Watts) would not have charged Baker with the case. 

ROP U65. Later Watts informed Baker that, while it was too late for him not to 

charge Baker with the case, Watts could arrange for some of the money that the 

officers had recovered from Baker to be placed in Baker's commissary account at the 
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jail. ROP U66-67, U85-87. Baker refused the money. ROP U67. Baker also denied 

making any admissions to the possession of narcotics. ROP U67-68. 

32. On cross-examination, Baker admitted that, prior to May 2004, he had 

supported himself by selling narcotics but stated that he had stopped when Watts 

threatened him that month. ROP U72. Baker also acknowledged that he had seen 

Watts and members of his team on several occasions during the months preceding 

his arrest on the current charges but agreed that they had not arrested him on 

those occasions. ROP U72-77, U82. 

33. In rebuttal, the State called as witnesses, Chicago police officers 

Robert Gonzalez, Alvin Jones, and Sgt. Watts. The State did not call Officer Manny 

Leano who Nichols claimed was with him when he observed Baker selling narcotics 

in the hallway of the housing project and who Baker stated detained him in the 

lobby. ROP U12-15, U58. 

34. Alvin Jones stated that he had worked with Sgt. Watts for four and 

one-half years, and they had ridden together. ROP U100-01, U106. Jones 

acknowledged that he and Watts had had conversations with Baker prior to his 

arrest but was unsure how many and did not remember how long he had known 

Baker. ROP U103-04, U106. Jones denied the July 19, 2004, conversation to which 

Baker testified and in which Jones had reportedly said, "The next time I put a case 

on you it will stick; Kenny wouldn't fuck up his testimony." ROP U99-100. 

35. Officer Jones testified that on the day of Baker's arrest, he went to 527 

E. Browning of the Ida B. Wells project in response to a radio transmission 

regarding a chase. ROP U97-98. When he arrived 60 to 90 seconds later, he 
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observed Ben Baker in the pblice car under arrest. ROP U99, U109. Jones denied 

telling Baker at the time of his arrest, "I told you we would get you." ROP U100. 

Jones was not present when Baker was Ilfirandised and did not recall hearing him 

say anything or making the admissions ascribed to him. ROP U107. 

36. On cross-examination, Jones admitted knowing an individual named 

"Shock" but denied knowing where he lived, denied taking drug payments from him, 

and denied ever witnessing Watts taking payments from drug dealers. ROP U104-

106: 

37. Officer Gonzalez testified that Sgt. Watts had been his supervisor for 

five years. ROP U118. On March 23, 2005, he and his partner, Officer Bolton, went 

to the Wells project to conduct a premises check. ROP U111-12. While they were in 

the lobby, Gonzalez heard a radio call from another officer regarding a foot chase. 

ROP U112. Gonzalez then observed Ben Baker exit a stairwell. Id. Baker stopped 

when he saw that the officers were in front of him. ROP U115-16. Baker made no 

effort to flee. ROP U116. Officer Nichols then arrived, and, along with Officer 

.Lean, took Baker into custody. ROP U115. Gonzalez initially did not see anything 

in Baker's hands, but then saw Nichols recover a plastic sandwich bag from Baker's 

hand. ROP U113, U119. Gonzalez saw Watts and Jones arrive at the scene of the 

arrest but could not recall the timing of their arrival. ROP U116-17, U118-19. 

Gonzalez denied seeing Officer Jones engage in a conversation With Baker at the 

scene. ROP U116-18. 
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38. In response to questioning by the court, Gonzalez further testified that, 

following Baker's arrest, a custodial search was performed at the scene and crack 

cocaine was recovered from Baker's pants pocket. ROP U119-20. 

39. Over defense objection, the case was continued for approximately two 

weeks to allow the State to bring in Sgt. Watts. ROP U121-22. On the next court 

date, June 5, 2006, Sgt. Watts testified in rebuttal. 

40. Ronald Watts testified that, in his capacity as a police officer, he had 

known Ben Baker since 2003. Exhibit B, S.R.II, A10. On March 23, 2005, Watts was 

responsible for an eight-member tactical team, including Nichols, Leano, Bolton, 

Gonzalez, and Jones, and he had deployed them to the Ida B. Wells housing project 

to suppress gang and narcotics activity. S.R.II, A7-8. Watts denied telling any 

member of his team to look for anyone in particular that day. S.R.II, A8. Watts 

arrived at the scene with Officer Jones following Baker's arrest but denied that 

anyone called him on his cell phone to say they had Baker in custody. S.R.II, A8-9. 

Watts did not recall seeing Jones have a conversation with Baker. S.R.II, A14-15. 

Watts denied telling Baker either that he would not be charged because he was 

related to "Bat" or that Watts would give him money for his commissary account in 

jail. S.R.II, A9. 

41. On cross-examination, Watts denied keeping large sums of cash 

around his house but then admitted that, in August 2004, he kept $12,400 in cash 

at his home. A13. 

42. Watts denied knowing anyone named Charles Lawrence and denied 

ever having had a telephone conversation with Ben Baker. S.R.II, A15-16. Watts 
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denied ever asking Baker for money. S.R.II, A16. Watts denied accepting any money 

from an individual named Patrick Nooner. S.R.II, A17. Defense counsel then asked 

Watts whether he knew an individual named Willie Gatt.1 A18. When the 

prosecution's objection to this question as "beyond the scope" was sustained, defense 

counsel asked no further questions and both sides rested. Id, 

43. During closing arguments, defense counsel pointed out that the case 

involved the credibility of the officers and the defendant. A20-21. Defense 

counsel maintained that the officers' testimony regarding the circumstances of 

Baker's arrest and his alleged admissions was not believable. S.R.II, A24-26. 

44. Defense counsel contended that Baker's testimony was credible 

because it was against his penal interest in that he admitted to selling drugs in the 

past. S.R,II A21, A26. Defense counsel also pointed out that a portion of Baker's 

testimony was corroborated. Specifically, Baker testified that Jones had threatened 

to put another case on him after the mailbox case had been dismissed because of 

Officer Kenny Young's testimony. S.R.II, A27-28. Defense counsel reminded Judge 

Toomin that he had been the judge who tried the mailbox case and that Judge 

Toomin had dismissed that case mid7trial following Young's testimony, just as 

Baker had said. Id. Finally, defense counsel argued that the defense had no 

obligation to prove that Officer Jones and Sgt. Watts were corrupt, although it was 

Defendant's contention that these officers were. S.R.II, A28. 

1 The transcript phonetically spells the name as "Gatt," but the reports from the Internal 
Affairs Division and from ATF indicate the correct spelling is Gaddy. S.C.II, 34-35, 70, 110. 
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45. In response, the State argued that Watts was not on trial and. that, 

while taker had made numerous allegations against him, not one of those 

allegations had been proven. S.R. A29. Following arguments, the court took the 

matter under advisement. S.R. A31-32. 

46. On June 9, 2006, Judge Toomin found Ben Baker guilty. In 

announcing its decision, the court noted that the State had presented. a number of 

officers who gave credible testimony while Ben Baker's case was "based solely upon 

his testimony, his self-serving testimony, which is not corroborated in any manner." 

ROP W7. The judge found that Baker's testimony was "contradicted by credible 

evidence presented by a number of police officers—Officers Nichols, Officer 

Gonzalez, Officer Jones, Sergeant. Watts." Id. Judge Toomin entered findings of 

guilty to Counts 1 (PCS with intent to deliver 15-100 grams of heroin), 2 (PCS with 

intent to deliver 1-15 grams of cocaine at CHA-managed housing), and 4 (PCS), and 

not guilty on Count 3 (PCS with intent to deliver 1-15 grains within 1,000 feet of a 

school). 

47. On July 7, 2006, Baker's defense counsel filed a motion for a new trial, 

arguing that Baker's version of events was credible and that the State did not prove 

him guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. ROP X4. In response, the State argued that 

the officers who testified, including Sgt. Watts, were credible. ROP.X4-5. Judge 

Toomin denied the motion, stating: 

Mr. Baker told his side of the story, going back into a period of time 
many months of dealing with these officers, making accusations against 
them. They were involved in shaking him down, putting cases on him, things 
of that nature, which was totally uncorroborated. There was nothing to 
buttress that claim at all. And I believe that the police officers told a kid 
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credible testimony here as to the initial observations in the CHA building, in 
the chase involving defendant, in the recovery of the controlled substance 
that followed in the lobby of the building, and additional substance recovered 
from his pockets as well. 

I think certainly those findings are within the purview of the judges 
and jurors day in and day out—they weigh credibility and they assess 
credibility they make decisions_ I wasn't there, you weren't there, you don't 
know what the truth is. All I can go by is what I hear in the way of evidence 
and how I evaluate that evidence. 

ROP X6. 

48. The case proceeded immediately to sentencing. In allocution, Baker 

stated that he had had three weeks and one day left on his probation (presumably 

in case number 02 CR 5992) when he was charged with this case. ROP X11. He 

stated that he had done everything that had been asked of him while on probation 

and that he had stopped dealing drugs and refused to pay the officers. Id. Baker 

stated that every case he had been charged with since 2004 had been initiated by 

the same team of police officers. Id.; C. 58-60 (04 CR 19000; 05 CR 8982; 05 CR 

25580; 06 CR 810). In addition, Baker's counsel argued that these police officers 

were corrupt and that corrupt police officers: 

facilitate drug dealing because those drug dealers who do pay the police can 
now rest assured that the stick the case put on them is not going to happen 
and the care and protection is still out there for them. I believe that carrot is 
unwittingly provided. That carrot stick is unwittingly provided by the court 
system, and this is just one more example of that. 

ROP X9. Judge Toomin sentenced Baker to two concurrent terms of 18 years' 

imprisonment. ROP X13. 

49. The defense filed a motion to reconsider sentence. In ruling on the 

motion, Judge Toomin stated: 
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The defense simply had no merit to it. All this business about a frame, 
accusations made against police officers which fell on its face. Held no water 
at all. If there had been some corroboration, there might have been a 
different story. 

ROP Y8 (emphasis added). The judge, however, did reduce the sentence from 18 to 

14 years' imprisonment. Id.; see also C. 85 (Corrected Mittimus). 

Post-Trial Proceedings 

50. Baker appealed. The appellate court affirmed Baker's conviction on 

direct appeal. People v. Ben Baker, No. 1-06-3352, unpublished Rule 23 order dated 

December 31, 2008 (1st District, Third Division). 

51. On March 16, 2009, Baker filed a pro se petition for post-conviction 

relief. In that pro se petition, he raised issues concerning his sentence. On May 1, 

2009, this court dismissed Baker's pro se petition. 

52. On February 26, 2014, Baker filed a pro se motion for relief from 

judgment under 735 ILCS 5/2-1401. In this motion, he argued that based upon 

newly discovered evidence of Sgt. Watts' corruption, he is actually innocent, and 

that he had received ineffective assistance of counsel. This motion is pending. 

Petitioner has contemporaneously filed a motion to recharacterize his pending 2-

1401 motion as a petition for post-conviCtiOn relief and a motion for leave to amend 

it with this petition. 

Newly Discovered Evidence of Sgt. Ronald Watts' Corruption 

53. On July 19, 2013, Ronald Watts pleaded guilty in federal court to 

taking money from an individual he believed was a courier for drug dealers and 

giving that courier a kickback in exchange for allowing him to steal the money he 
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thought belonged to drug dealers. See Exhibit C (Plea Hearing Transcript in United 

States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1) at 16-19. The courier turned out to be a confidential 

informant for the FBI. Id. at 16-18. Sgt. Watts pleaded guilty as charged. Id. at 19. 

Specifically, the factual basis for the plea as agreed to by Watts was that: 

o On or about November 21, 2011, Sgt. Watts and his co-defendant 
Kallatt Mohammed stole for their own use approximately $5,200 
belonging to the United States which they were not entitled to receive, 
in violation of 18 U.S.C. Sections 641 and 2. 

o In early September 2011, a cooperating witness ("CS") told Watts that 
he would be transporting money for drug dealers. Watts told the CS 
that he wanted to know when he would be transporting money so that 
Watts could steal the money from the CS in exchange for a payment to 
the CS. 

o On November 18, 2011, Watts was contacted by the CS to let him know 
that the CS would be transporting money for drug dealers in the near 
future. Watts told the CS to be sure to call him when he had more 
details. On November 21, 2011, the CS called Watts and told him that 
he would be transporting money for drug dealers that day, and he also 
gave Watts the details of when and where. Watts told the CS that he 
would be there. 

o Watts contacted Mohammed and asked him to help with taking the 
money from the CS. Watts told Mohammed to meet the CS and take 
the bag, and. Mohammed agreed to do so. Mohammed approached the 
CS and took the bag containing $5,200 from the CS. A short time later, 
Watts and Mohammed met in the area of 5700 South Princeton 
Avenue in Chicago, where Watts took a portion of the money from the 
bag. 

o After Mohammed took the bag from the CS, the CS called Watts to 
arrange to meet so that CS could be paid a portion of the money that 
had been taken. Watts later met with the CS in the parking lot of a 
Walgreens near 22nd Street and Canal Street in Chicago, and he gave 
the CS $400 in case, which was a portion of the $5,200 taken from the 
CS earlier that day. 

Id. at 16-18; see also Exhibit G (Government's Proposed Statement of the Case in 

United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1). 
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54. Watts filed a sentencing memorandum, and the government filed a 

response. See Exhibit H (Government's Response to Defendant Ronald Watts' 

Sentencing Memorandum dated October 2, 2013). As the government explained, 

when Watts gave the CS money from the funds he had stolen, the CS said to Watts, 

"About time ... Man, I thought you was fittin' to mess over me, man," Id, at 5. Watts 

said, "No, never doubt, brother a'ight? Who always takes care of you?" id_ The CS 

replied, "You do, Watts." Id. Then Watts said "There's five large, brother," and 

handed the CS $400. Id. at 5-6. 

55. The government argued that "[f]or years," "the defendant used his 

badge and his position as a sergeant with the Chicago Police Department to shield 

his own criminal activity from law enforcement scrutiny. He recruited another CPD 

officer into his crimes, stealing drug money and extorting protection payments from 

the drug dealers who terrorized the community that he, the defendant, had sworn to 

protect." Id, at 1. Furthermore, the government stated that, "As set forth in the 

government's version of the offense and admitted by co-defendant Kallatt 

Mohammed, beginning no later than December 11, 2007 through at least May 22, 

2008, the defendant and Watts [sid covered the Ida B. Wells public housing 

complex as part of the duties with the Chicago Police Department." Id at 2. Instead 

of protecting the residents, however, "they protected the heroin and crack cocaine 

dealers, extorting protection payments from them in exchange for agreeing not to 

arrest them. Mohammed estimated that he picked up between $20,000 and $25,000 

in these protection payments for the defendant and at the defendant's direction." 

Id.; see also Exhibit F at 10-11. 
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56. According to the government's cooperating source (CS), the CS first 

met Watts in 2007 or 2008, when Watts and Mohammed approached him in a 

building at Ida B. Wells and tried to get the CS to give them information about 

drug-dealing activities in the complex. Exhibit H at 2-3. Watts "wanted to seize 

drugs in the complex to either sell or use to pay off other individuals who were • 

giving him information about drug activities in the complex." Id. at 3. "At times, the 

defendant [Watts] threatened to plant drugs on the CS and then arrest him for 

them. At one point, the defendant had other officers falsely arrest the CS on drug 

charges." Id.; Exhibit F at 11 (government stating that Watts "did other things such 

as putting a false case on the confidential source that was involved in our 

investigation. Had him arrested on drug charges."). 

57. The government also detailed an undercover operation that occurred in 

March 2010 similar to the one that occurred. in November 2011. In March 2010, the 

CS and Watts discussed when and where CS would carry purported drug proceeds 

for drug dealers. EXhibit H at 3-4. On March 31, 2010, the FBI equipped the CS 

with a bag containing $11,650 in federal law enforcement funds (the purported drug 

proceeds). Id. at Lt Watts later pretended to arrest the CS, took the bag containing 

the money, and then handed the CS a stack of cash from the bag ($770) and let him 

go. Id. 

58. As the goverment argued at Watts' sentencing hearing, "When he 

[Watts] was approached by someone that he believed to be a courier for drug 

dealers, he jumped right on the idea of stealing what he believed to be drug 

proceeds from the courier and then kicking back a portion to the courier.. He did this 
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twice with apparently no second thoughts from what we see on the recordings, and 

which leads you to wonder how many times he might have done something similar 

when the government was not involved." Exhibit F at 10. 

59. On October 9, 2013, Judge Sharon Johnson Coleman sentenced Ronald 

Watts to 22 months' imprisonment. Id. at 26; see also Exhibit I (Judgment Order in 

United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87'1, entered October 18, 2013). The judge stated to 

Watts, "Your actions, sir, were a betrayal to your oath as a police officer. You 

betrayed your community, both your law enforcement community, the African-

American community, that south side community. Your actions were a betrayal. It 

is a serious offense." Exhibit F at 24'25. 

60. Officer Kallatt Mohammed earlier pleaded guilty and been sentenced 

to 18 months' imprisonment. See Exhibit J (Plea Hearing Transcript in United 

States v. Mohammed, 12 CR 87-2, dated August 17, 2012) at 13-15; Exhibit K 

(Sentencing Hearing Transcript in United States v. Mohammed, 12 CR 87-2, dated 

October 26, 2012) at 20; Exhibit L (Plea Agreement in United States v. Mohammed, 

12 CR 87-2, filed August 17, 2012); Exhibit M (Judgment Order in United States v. 

Mohammed, 12 CR 87-2, entered October 26, 2012). 

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

CLAIM I: ACTUAL INNOCENCE 

BEN BAKER'S CONVICTION AND CONTINUED DETENTION VIOLATE HIS 
RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS OF LAW BECAUSE NEWLY DISCOVERED 
EVIDENCE PROVES HIS INNOCENCE 

61. Petitioner re-alleges every paragraph of this petition and expressly 

incorporates them as if they were fully set forth herein. 
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62. Ben Baker is innocent of the crime for which he was convicted. The 

documents attached to this petition make Baker's innocence demonstrably clear. 

63. As Judge Toomiii stated when he denied Petitioner's motion for a new 

trial, if there had been evidence corroborating his testimony that the officers who 

testified against him were lying, then the result (at the bench trial) may have been 

different. 

64. There is now such evidence= Sgt. Ronald Watts pleaded guilty in 

federal court to a charge of stealing money from someone he thought was a drug 

courier and then paying that courier (who turned out to be a CS for the government) 

a kickback in exchange. As explained in the pleadings filed in federal court 

discussed above, Watts had a pattern and practice of extorting protection payments 

from drug dealers and persons he thought to be thing dealers at Ida B. Wells. Watts 

also had a pattern and practice of putting and threatening to put false cases on 

people who did not cooperate with him. 

65. It is well-established that Illinois has no interest in wrongfully 

incarcerating innocent persons. Indeed, to do so would be "fundamentally unfair" as 

a matter of procedure and, as a matter of substance, would be "so conscience 

shocking as to trigger the operation of substantive due process." People v. 

Washington, 171 475, 487-88 (1996); see also U.S. CONST. AMEND. V, XIV. 

66. Accordingly, an actually innocent defendant may bring a free=standing 

claim of actual innocence, seeking reversal of his conviction. To prevail, the 

petitioner "must present new, material, noncumulative evidence that is so 
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conclusive it would probably change the result on retrial." People v Coleman, .2013 

IL 113307, ¶ 96 (2013) (citing Washington, 171 Ill.2d at 489). 

67. New "means the evidence was discovered after trial and could not have 

been discovered earlier through the exercise of due diligence." Id Material evidence 

is anything "relevant and probative of the petitioner's innocence" and 

noncumulative means that the evidence "adds to what the jury heard." Id. To be 

conclusive, "evidence need not be completely dispositive of an issue to be likely to 

change the result upon retrial." Id. ¶¶ 96-97. Instead, the appropriate measure is 

whether the new evidence, when considered together with the trial evidence, "would 

probably lead to a different result." Id Baker has satisfied each of these 

requirements. 

68. The evidence of Watts' (and his partner Mohammed's) conviction in 

federal court on corruption charges is new: Watts was convicted on July 19, 2013 

and sentenced in October 2013. Clearly, Petitioner did not have this evidence 

available to him at the time of his trial in 2006. Nor did he have this evidence 

available to him at the time of his pro se post conviction petition filed in 2009. 

69. This evidence is also material: it is relevant and probative of Baker's 

innocence. It tends to support his version of events that he testified to at his trial—

that the officers—led by Watts—planted drugs on him because he refused to pay 

Watts a bribe. The only evidence presented against Baker at his trial was the 

testimony of Officers Nichols; Gonzalez, Jones, and Watts. The only evidence that 

Judge Toomin had to weigh was the credibility of the officers versus the credibility 

of Baker. The evidence that Watts had committed this kind of misconduct on other 
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occasions tends to corroborate Baker's testimony. Even though the conduct that 

Watts pleaded guilty to in 2013 stemmed from an FBI sting that occurred in 2011, 

the gov6rnment noted in a pleading that Watts' misconduct went back to "at least" 

2007, which is very close in time to Baker's conviction in 2006. 

70. In addition, this evidence is noncumulative: there was no evidence of 

Watts' corruption presented at Baker's trial, and this evidence of Watts' federal 

conviction is noncumulative. 

71. And finally, this evidence would probably lead to a different result on 

retrial: as Judge Toomin indicated, if there had been any evidence to corroborate 

Baker's testimony that Watts and the other cops involved in arresting him were 

corrupt, there might have been a different result. Petitioner alleges that this 

evidence would probably lead to a different result on retrial. See People v. 

Patterson, 192 Ill.2d 93, 139-45 (2000) (finding evidence of a pattern and practice of 

police conduct new, material and noncumulative evidence that would probably 

change the result on retrial, where that evidence did not exist until after 

defendant's trial). A jury could reasonably infer that Watts' misconduct took place 

over many years and did not simply begin in 2007. 

CLAIM II: INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF TRIAL COUNSEL 

BAKER WAS DENIED HIS CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE 
ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL 

72. Petitioner re-alleges every paragraph of this petition and expressly 

incorporates them as if they were fully set forth herein. 
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73. The Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S. Constitution 

guarantee a person accused of a crime the right to counsel, as does Article I, Section 

8 of the Illinois Constitution of 1970. U.S_ CONST. AMEND. VI & XIV; Ill. C0nst. 1970, 

art. I, sec. 8. This right to counsel is a fundamental right aimed at protecting the 

right to a fair trial, and it includes the right to effective representation. Strickland 

V. Washington, 466 U.S. 688 (1984); People v. Perez; 148 Ill.2d 168 (1992). 

74. To show ineffective assistance of counsel, a defendant must 

demonstrate that the result of the proceedings would have been different absent 

counsel's errors. Strickland 466 U.S. at 687. "A reasonable probability is a 

probability sufficient to undermine confidence in the outcome? Id. at 694. 

75. Here, counsel's performance fell far below the constitutional standard 

outlined in Strickland. Specifically, Petitioner believes that trial counsel was 

ineffective for his failure to investigate, interview, and present witnesses who would 

have testified at Baker's trial to corroborate his version of events and/or that Watts 

was corrupt, including Gregory Young, Twanie, Roy Bennett, Charles Lawrence, 

Wilbert Moore, and Willie Gaddy.2 The Illinois Supreme Court has repeatedly made 

clear that "[t]he failure to interview witnesses may indicate actual incompetence, 

particularly when the witnesses are known to trial counsel and their testimony may 

be exonerating." People v. Steidi 177 Ill.2d 239, 256 (1997); see also Hinton v. 

2 Given that undersigned counsel for Petitioner first entered their appearance for Petitioner 
on July 31, 2014, and that the court first indicated on August 27, 2014 that it would rule on 
Petitioner's pro se 2-1401 motion on September 19, 2014, the undersigned counsel has not 
had sufficient time to gather affidavits from these individuals that would likely support 
Petitioner's ineffective assistance of counsel claim. If the court would allow additional time 
for Petitioner's counsel to investigate prior to ruling, counsel could attempt to gather 
relevant affidavits in support of this claim and supplement this petition accordingly. 
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Alabama, 134 S. Ct. 1081 (2014). The failure to conduct such investigation and 

present such witnesses could not be attributed to trial strategy, and Petitioner was 

prejudiced at trial as a result. 

CLAIM III: INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF APPELLATE COUNSEL 

TO THE EXTENT THAT ANY OF THE CLAIMS ASSERTED HEREIN OR IN 
BAKER'S PRIOR PRO SE POST-CONVICTION PETITION ARE DEEMED 
WAIVED FOR FAILURE TO PRESENT THEM PREVIOUSLY, BAKER 
RECEIVED INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF APPELLATE COUNSEL AND 
FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS REQUIRES THEIR REVIEW 

76. Petitioner re-alleges every paragraph of this petition and expressly 

incorporates them as if they were fully set forth herein. 

77. To the extent that any of the claims asserted herein are deemed 

waived for failure to present them on direct appeal, Baker received ineffective 

assistance of appellate counsel. The Strickland standard for ineffectiveness of trial 

counsel applies equally to claims of ineffective assistance of appellate counsel. See, 

e.g., People v. Makie4 358 Ill. App. 3d 102, 112 (1st Dist. 2005). 

78. Additionally, fundamental fairness requires that this court review any 

claims that counsel may have, ineffectively failed to raise previously_ See People v. 

Pitsonbarger, 205 Ill.2d 444, 458 (2002). 

CLAIM IV: CUMULATIVE ERROR 

CONCERNS OF FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS AND CUMULATIVE ERROR 
DEMAND THAT BAKER BE GRANTED A NEW TRIAL 

79. Petitioner re-alleges every paragraph of this petition and expressly 

incorporates them as if they were fully set forth herein. 
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80. Even if individually the errors and other matters alleged here are not 

found to be sufficiently prejudicial to grant Baker post-conviction relief, the 

cumulative effect of all the matters alleged in this petition deprived Baker of his 

fundamental due process right to a fair trial. See. People V. Jackson, 205 IlL2d 247, 

283 (2001) ("individual errors may have the cumulative effect of denying a 

defendant a fair hearing."). Accordingly, where, as here, cumulative error is present, 

the Illinois Supreme Court "has reversed convictions and sentences when it was 

clear that the cumulative effect of the errors deprived the defendant of due process." 

Id. 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner Ben Baker, by and through his attorneys, move 

this court to consider the prejudicial impact of each of the above-stated deprivations 

of his constitutional rights singly, or in combination with one another. Accordingly, 

Petitioner respectfully requests the following: 

(1) An evidentiary hearing in which proof may be presented concerning the 

allegations contained in his petition; and 

(2) Vacation of his conviction followed by the grant of a new trial; or 

(3) Reversal of his conviction. 

Respectfully submitte 

One of Petitioner'h-Attorneys 
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Jon Loevy 
Tara Thompson 
Elizabeth Wang 
David Owens 
THE EXONERATION PROJECT 
at the University of Chicago Law School 
6020 S. University Avenue 
Chicago; IL 60637 
(312) 789-4955 
ID: 44407 

Counsel for Petitioner Defendant Ben Baker 
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List of Exhibits to 

Petitioner's First Successive Amended  Petition for Post-Conviction Relief 

Exhibit A-1: Report of Proceedings, volume 1, People v. Baker, Appeal No. 06-3352 

Exhibit A-2: Report of Proceedings, volume 2, People V. Baker, Appeal No. 06-3352 

Exhibit B: Supplemental Report of Proceedings (hearing dated June 5, 2006), 
People v. Baker, Appeal No. 06-3352 

Exhibit C: Information filed in United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1 

Exhibit D: Criminal complaint filed in United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1 

Exhibit E: Plea hearing transcript in United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1 

Exhibit F: Sentencing hearing transcript in United States v Watts, 12 CR 87-1 

Exhibit G: Government's Proposed Statement of the Case in United States v. 
Watts, 12 CR 87-1 

Exhibit 1-1: Government's Response to Defendant Ronald Watts' Sentencing 
Memorandum United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1 

Exhibit I: Judgment Order in United States v. Watts, 12 CR 87-1 

Exhibit J: Plea Hearing Transcript in United States v. Mohammed; 12 CR 87-2 

Exhibit K: Sentencing Hearing Transcript in United States v. Mohammed, 12 CR 
87-2 

Exhibit L: Plea Agreement in United States v. Mohamzue4 12 CR 87-2 

Exhibit M: Judgment Order in United States v. Mohammed 12 CR 87-2 

Exhibit N: Affidavit of Ben Baker 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Page 1 

Topic: FINCEN File 
Report Title: WATTS, Ronald 
Purpose: FinCEN request related to an internal affairs investigation. 
Source: HOLLIDAY, Calvin Police Agent 
Reporting Agt: HOLLIDAY, Calvin Agent 
Report Date: July 27,2005 
VITAL Control #: 432680 

Illinois State Police 

Data Evaluation Scale 
Source Reliability: B. Usually Reliable 
Validity Assessment: 2. Possibly True 

Data Sensitivity. Level 
Internal Access: Full Access 
External Access: Notification 

Related Case Numbers: Chicago P.D. ---> 300778 Dism ---> 62238 Gateway ---> 05113 

Reported on Control #: 432680 Narrative 
FinCEN/Gateway Request: On July 13, 2005, Police Agent Calvin Holiday, Chicago Police Department, 3510 South 
Michigan, Chicago, Illinois 60653, Telephone 312-746-4170, requested a Gateway inquiry regarding an active criminal 
investigation of a suspect of a narcotics or drug related investigation (C.P.D. Case #300778). The request was also signed 
by Sergeant Ray Broderdorf, Chicago Police Department. The primary suspect of the case was listed as Ronald Watts, 
SSN/353-64-2157, MB, DOB: 07/02/1963 of 8019 South Sangamon, Chicago, IL, Phone (773) 874-5889. Overview of 
Criminal Activity: This is an active criminal investigation involving an internal affairs investigation and a suspected 
narcotics or drug-related investigation. 

Response: 

-Inquiry to LEADS/NCIC located FBI/515837DA4 and SID/CO253354 assigned to Ronald Watts, SSN/353-64-2157, MB, 
DOB: 07/02/1963. The criminal history information can be obtained through the Interstate Identification Index by using the 
appropriate LEADS or NCIC transaction. 

An inquiry to ISP FOID records located Valid FOID Card 51880145, assigned to Ronald Watts, Male, DOB: 07/02/1963 of 
8019 South Sangamon, Chiago, IL. 

Experian inquiry located the following previous addresses associated with Ronald Watts, SSN/353-64-2157: 8827 
Southeast End Avenue, Chicago, Illinois; 7953 South Muskegon Avenue Apt # 2D, Chicago, Illinois, and 8234 South Ellis 
Avenue Apt # 3, Chicago, Illinois. 

Inquiry to the FinCEN/Gateway CBRS system located one (1) Currency Transaction Report by Casino - Form 8362 for 
SSN/353-64-2157, Ronald Watts, Male, DOB: 07/02/1963 . The subject was entered into the system for reference and 
inquiry matches. The report is provided below: 

CBRS CURRENCY TRANSACTION REPORT BY CASINO - 8362 
DCN: 19991230134840 UPD: / / 
PATRON: WATTS/RONALD SSN: 353642157 
ORG: EIN: 

Continued on next page... 

1 OF 1 

Entered by: LINGLER District/Office: Chicago Police Department Workgroup: INTEL 
Approved by: HARNEYT Approved Date: July 27, 2005 Printed on: July 28, 2005 by LINGLER 

For official use only. This information must be handled in accordance with Federal guidelines (28CFR Part 23) and may not be further disseminated without the 
permission of the contributor. This product is for informational purposes only. Do not take enforcement action based upon the content of this document alone. 

PL JOINT 010911 BAKER GLENN 010911



Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Page 2 

Reported on Control*: 432680 Narrative 
ADDR: 8019 SANGAMON ST CHICAGO IL 60620 US 
ID METHOD: EXAMINED ID CRED/DOCMNT OCC/BUS: 
ID: DRIVERS LICENSE ISSR: IL NUM: W32072063188 
ACCT: 142876701 DOB: 07/02/1963 
AGENT: SSN: OF 
ADDR: 
ID METHOD: OCC/BUS: 
ID: ISSR: NUM: DOB: / / 

MULT TRNS: TRNS TYPE: PURCH OF CHIPS TOKENS GAMING INSTR AMT: 10100 
TOTAL CASH IN: 10100 LRG BILLS IN: DOT: 04/20/1999 
TOTAL CASH OUT: LRG BILLS OUT: 
FOREIGN CURRENCY COUNTRY AMT: OF 
CK PAYEE: AMT: DTE: / / OF 
MAKER: BK: CTY: 
CASINO: EMPRESS CASINO HAMMOND CORPORATION EIN: 363865868 
LEGAL NAME: 
ADDR: 825 EMPRESS DRIVE HAMMOND IN 46320 US 
GO TO CASINO SIGNATURE INFO SCREEN: 
NEXT RESPONSE: OF INTEREST: _ <ENTER> TO RETURN OR INPUT NEXT RESPONSE 

Illinois State Police 

VITAL 

The above information was forwarded to Police Agent Calvin Holliday, Chicago Police Department by CIA II Richard 
Lingle, Illinois State Police. Refer to ISP Vital Dism #62238, FinCEN/Gateway Case #05113. 

Note: The enclosed Financial Database information was collected and disseminated under provisions of the Bank Secrecy 
Act (the BSA) and U.S. Department of Treasury regulations implementing the BSA. See U.S.C., et a seq.; 31 CFR Part 
103. The information is sensitive in nature, and is to be treated accordingly. The information may be used only for a 
purpose related to a criminal, tax, or regulatory investigation or proceeding, or in the conduct of intelligence or 
counterintelligence activities to protect against international terrorism. See 31 U.S.C. 5311. The information cannot be 
further released, disseminated, disclosed, or transmitted without prior approval of the Secretary of the Treasury or his 
authorized delegate. Suspicious activity reports filed under the BSA must be treated with particular care given that they 

contain unsubstantiated allegations of possible criminal activity, akin to confidential informant tips. Such reports, or 
the fact they have been filed, may not be disclosed by a government employee to any person involved in the transaction, 
"other than as necessary to fulfill the official duties of such officer or employee." 31 U.S.C. 5318 (g) (2) (ii). 
Unauthorized release of information collected under the BSA may result in criminal or civil sanctions. 

Suspicious Activity Reports (SARs) filed by financial institutions may be used in the conduct of investigations, 
prosecutions, and related law enforcement activities. As a general rule, SARs should be treated and used in a manner 
similar to the utilization of confidential informant or source information. The SARs should be used as lead information 
that, when further investigated, may produce evidence of criminal activity. 

Law enforcement personnel may use the information reported on a SAR in connection with any official investigation or 

Continued on next page... 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Page 3 

Illinois State Police 

Reported on Control #: 432680 Narrative 
other law enforcement functions; however, there may be no disclosure of the fact that a SAR exists, or that a SAR has been 

filed, to any person outside of the law enforcement agency (except as noted below). 

For example, disclosures to the subject of the SAR, to third-party agencies (i.e., non-law enforcement), or to persons who 

seek information as part of discovery requests or subpoenas, are generally prohibited. Therefore, law enforcement 

personnel that use SAR information as part of their investigative efforts may not: 

confront a customer of a financial institution with a SAR or include a SAR as an attachment to an affidavit or other legal 

document 

If it is anticipated that there may be a need to disclose the actual SAR filing as part of a judicial proceeding, law 

enforcement personnel must coordinate that potential disclosure with the appropriate Federal bank supervisory agency and 

FinCEN. 

The prohibition regarding SAR disclosure does not preclude law enforcement personnel from discussing a SAR, or the 

contents of a SAR, with Federal bank supervisory personnel. The Federal bank supervisory agencies, along with FinCEN, 

promulgated the regulations that require financial institutions to report suspicious activity by filing SARs. Therefore, 

the Federal bank supervisory agency personnel have access to SARs and have the authority to provide direction with regard 

to the handling and disclosure of SARs. Additionally, law enforcement personnel may without authorization, disclose a 

SAR to other law enforcement personnel or prosecutors working on the same or related investigations, or who may be able 

to provide assistance in the matter under investigation, provided the disclosing agency document such disclosures in 

accordance with law. 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Page 4 

Illinois State Police 

VIRAL 

S Air* 3 

" .tlon 111'4-

Reported on Control #: 432680 

Person 
Ronald Watts M B DOB: 07/02/1963 

Address 
8019 South Sangamon Chiago IL 
8827 Southeast End Avenue CHICAGO IL 
7953 South Muskegon Avenue Apt # 2D CHICAGO IL 
8234 South Ellis Avenue Apt # 3 CHICAGO IL 

Phone 
(773) 874-5889 

Event 
04/20/1999 Currency Transaction Report 
07/13/2005 Criminal Incident 

Subject List 
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Reported on Control #: 

Name: Watts, Ronald 

Sex: Male 
Race: Black 

Title: 
Birthplace: ILLINOIS 

SSN: 353-64-2157 
SID: CO253354 
Miscellaneous Numbers: 

51880145 ---> FOID 

Notes: 

Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Page 5 

432680 Person Information 

DOB: 07/02/1963 

Height: 5' I I" Hair: Black 
Weight: 240 Eyes: Brown 
Skin: Dark Build: 
Suffix: Degree: 

DLN: W320-7206-3188 DLN State: ILLINOIS 
FBI: 515837D,44 IR: 

Scars, Marks, Tattoos: 
Glasses (prescription) ---> Corrective Lenses 
Scar(s) on abdomen ---> 

Alias Names / Nicknames: 

Alias DOBs: 

IDOC Information: 

LEADS Information: 

Criminal Group Affiliations: 

Employment Information: 

Flags: 

Marital Status: 

Reason of Interest: Suspect 

Criminal Activity Information: 
Drugs - Unknown ---> Any unknown drugs or non-specific drug violations 

Entered by: LINGLER 

Approved by: HARNEYT 
District/Office: Chicago Police Department Workgroup: INTEL 
Approved Date: July 27, 2005 

Illinois State Poll. 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Reported on Control #: 432680 

Address: 8019 South Sangamon 

City, St ZIP: Chiago, IL 60620-

County: 

Apt. Number: 
Name on Mailbox: 
Building: 

Highway: 
Milemarker: 
County Mile Markers: 

Country: 
International Zip: 

Infrastructure Category: 
Infrastructure SubCategory: 

Page 6 

Address Information 

Description: 
FinCEN request list this address for Ronald Watts 

Reason of Interest: Suspect Address 

Criminal Activity Information: 
Drugs - Unknown ---> Any unknown drugs or non-specific drug violations 

Entered by: LINGLER 

Approved by: HARNEYT 

Illinois State Police 

VITAL 

AV* 
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Approved Date: July 27, 2005 Printed on: July 28, 2005 by LINGLER 

For official use only. This information must be handled in accordance with Federal guidelines (28CFR Part 23) and may not be further disseminated without the 

permission of the contributor. This product is for informational purposes only. Do not take enforcement action based upon the content of this document alone. 

PL JOINT 010916 BAKER GLENN 010916



Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Page 7 

IIIInols State Poll. 

Reported on Control #: 432680 

Address: 8827 Southeast End Avenue 
City, St ZIP: CHICAGO, IL 60617-
County: COOK 

Apt. Number: 
Name on Mailbox: 
Building: 

Highway: 
Milemarker: 
County Mile Markers: 

Country: United States of America 
International Zip: 

Infrastructure Category: 
Infrastructure SubCategory: 

Description: 
Experian list this address for Ronald Watts 

Reason of Interest: Previous Address 

Address Information 

Criminal Activity Information: 
Drugs - Unknown ---> Any unknown drugs or non-specific drug violations 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Reported on Control #: 432680 

Address: 7953 South Muskegon Avenue 
City, St ZIP: CHICAGO, IL 60617-
County: COOK 

Apt. Number: 2D 
Name on Mailbox: 
Building: 

Highway: 
Milemarker: 
County Mile Markers: 

Country: United States of America 
International Zip: 

Infrastructure Category: 
Infrastructure SubCategory: 

Description: 
Experian list this address for Ronald Watts 

Reason of Interest: Previous Address 

Page 8 

Address Information 

Criminal Activity Information: 
Drugs - Unknown ---> Any unknown drugs or non-specific drug violations 

Entered by: LINGLER District/Office: Chicago Police Department Workgroup: INTEL 

Approved by: HARNEYT 

Illinois State Police 

VITAL 
.41140404, 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Reported on Control #: 432680 

Address: 8234 South Ellis Avenue 
City, St ZIP: CHICAGO, IL 60619-
County: COOK 

Apt. Number: 3 
Name on Mailbox: 
Building: 

Highway: 
Milemarker: 
County Mile Markers: 

Country: United States of America 
International Zip: 

Infrastructure Category: 
Infrastructure SubCategory: 

Description: 
Experian list this address for Ronald Watts 

Reason of Interest: Previous Address 

Page 9 

Address Information 

Criminal Activity Information: 
Drugs - Unknown ---> Any unknown drugs or non-specific drug violations 

Illinois State Police 

VITAL 

R. 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Page 10 

Illinois State Pollee 

Reported on Control #: 432680 Telephone Information 

Phone Number: (773)874-5889 

Owner Type: Residential 
Phone Type: Land Line 

International Phone Number: 

Notes: 
FinCEN request list this phone number for Ronald Watts 

Reason of Interest: Suspect Phone Number 

Criminal Activity Information: 
Drugs - Unknown ---> Any unknown drugs or non-specific drug violations 
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For official use only. This information must be handled in accordance with Federal guidelines (28CFR Part 23) and may not be further disseminated without the 
permission of the contributor. This product is for informational purposes only. Do not take enforcement action based upon the content of this document alone. 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Page 11 

Illinois State Police 

5 

3 

'hat 

Reported on Control #: 432680 

Type: Currency Transaction Report 

Start Date/Time: 04/20/1999 
End Date/Time: 04/20/1999 
Reported: 04/20/1999 

Prosecuting Court: 

Description: 
CBRS CTR BY CASINO - 8362 
DCN: 19991230134840 
PATRON: WATTS/RONALD 
SSN: PURCH OF CHIPS TOKENS GAMING 
TOTAL CASH IN: $10100 
DOT: 04/20/1999 

Reason of Interest: Involves Suspect 

Event Information 

Criminal Activity Information: 
Drugs - Unknown ---> Any unknown drugs or non-specific drug violations 

Entered by: LINGLER District/Office: Chicago Police Department Workgroup: INTEL 
Approved by: HARNEYT Approved Date: July 27, 2005 Printed on: July 28, 2005 by LINGLER 

For official use only. This information must be handled in accordance with Federal guidelines (28CFR Part 23) and may not be further disseminated without the 
permission of the contributor. This product is for informational purposes only. Do not take enforcement action based upon the content of this document alone. 
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Illinois State Police 
Statewide Terrorism & Intelligence Center 

Intelligence Contribution Report 

Reported on Control #: 432680 

Type: Criminal Incident 

Start Date/Time: 07/13/2005 
End Date/Time: 
Reported: 07/13/2005 

Page 12 

Event Information 

Prosecuting Court: 

Description: 
Police Agent Calvin Holliday, C.P.D. requested a FinCEN/Gateway inquiry regarding an investigation of a drug or 

narcotic investigation and internal investigation (Case #300778) 

Reason of Interest: Criminal Act 

Criminal Activity Information: 
Drugs - Unknown ---> Any unknown drugs or non-specific drug violations 

Entered by: LINGLER 
Approved by: HARNEYT 

Illinois State Police 

V I TA L

›, 
"n7 ationl'" 

District/Office: Chicago Police Department Workgroup: INTEL 
Approved Date: July 27, 2005 Printed on: July 28, 2005 by LINGLER 

For official use only. This information must be handled in accordance with Federal guidelines (28CFR Part 23) and may not be further disseminated without the 

permission of the contributor. This product is for informational purposes only. Do not take enforcement action based upon the content of this document alone. 
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FinCEN 

ILLINOIS STATE POLICE 

FinCEN Coordinator: Dora Tyrrell 
2300 

Telephone: 217/558-2306 
FAX: 217/557-2557 

Vci 4,-A (1+4.; 432 ez,,Cc-, 

bGII3 

Illinois State Police 
Intelligence Bureau 
400 Iles Park Place, Suite 300 
Springfield, IL 62718-1002 

FinCEN/GATEWAY REQUEST FORM 
(Please print or type all information) 

Case Information - Primary Subject of Investigation (individual or business): 

Name: WA i T3 I d 

Address: 

Last First 

aOf 9 

Middle 

Number 
Q..)--1 (....m.c.) 

City 

Street.
L.L-3 rid k5 Co 0 C., 7-C7 

Apt. or Ste. # 

State Zip Country 

DOB:1 1 z-1 63 POB: City  State:  Country 

SSN or EIN#  3ss-6,,z1-  FBI#  S 1583-11)44 SID#  e0.263351-1 
Phone # —1713 fl4- S 8 S9 Other-IL Vyti O 3  (rt" 

Spe ify 

Race/Ethnicity  Sex M   Height I/  Weight 2 LIO  Eyes  Dry  Hair  I 

Check which one type of case is represented by this request: 
N./ Active criminal investigation 

Civil action from criminal case (e.g., asset forfeiture) 
Other - Describe: 

Check all that apply: 
./ This is a narcotics or drug-related investigation 

A major focus is to establish the existence of a financial Violation 

Do you require manual review before release of case data? Yes   No  
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irtypctinatinn is a priority tor your anendv and it any imormation crotectea bV aranci lUrV 

secrecy_ (Attach additional sheets if necessary.) 

Requestor Information 

Requestor Case No.:  3c- p —i--)8 

Name:  , opy t    Title:  ) Ac) 

Agency:  Ck cc, -70 Telephone: -1̀ i-G - 4-'`) o  Fax: nz-4-4, 4 4-

Address:  33) cc   b --)J , 9 (Do S- 3 

Requestor's Signature: Date:  13 JuG--/  

Supervisor Information 

Namer3 RnDERnORF A y   Title:  S -C.0.--o) ,-4-- 
-5 jz.. • 3,Z.. 

Agency: (_•=1 , --RT I , L, --- c-_.),-4-  Telephone: --741-4‹, - u -' --lo  Fax: "14-6 4411-

Address:  35 1 0 —471-, i'>-) • c-4'-7 . (,),--- Ci -no . I LI_ 6 o (053 

Supervisor's Signature:   e L".1, Date: /. -J'AL 
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 

INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION 

CONFIDENTIAL INVESTIGATIONS SECTION 

FAX MESSAGE 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

PAGES: 

I 1 

t9 ,I A 7...c.xp 

ca 

G=4 -1-6 I I ct A 

•••••••''' I ei G' --1 

 3 (including this cover) 

r>--7 e- S "r ..‘ yU r -e._.-e.. J 

r -Ca 

3510 S. Michigan 
Chicago, Ill. 60653 
Bell: 312 746-8130 
Fax: 312 746-4174 
Pax: 4057 
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Tnm. VN7Tr,11 . 6, t,10VDTr". V nlio -ilonn nAt-v. 1 

'R: MONTH: THRU: OWNR: TRNSCTR: FILR: COUNT: 

;AR: SARM: SARS: SARC: RMSB: 

:TR: HCTR: CASINO: CMIR: FBAR: 8300: EXMPT: EXC: FCF: 

DCN ASSOCIATED NAME ST NO AMOUNT DOT 

**** 353642157 **** 

19991230134840 WATTS/RONALD IL 2 10,100 04/20/1999 

NEXT RESPONSE: OBJECT: 353642157 
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CBRS CURRENCY TRANRACTMN REPCPT RY rAqTNn - n7/97/9nn 

DCN: 19991230134840 UPD: / / 

PATRON: WATTS/RONALD SSN: 353642157 1 OF 1 

ORG: EIN: 

ADDR: 8019 SANGAMON ST CHICAGO IL 60620 US 

ID METHOD: EXAMINED ID CRED/DOCMNT OCC/BUS: 

ID: DRIVERS LICENSE ISSR: IL NUM: W32072063188 

ACCT: 142876701 DOB: 07/02/1963 

AGENT: SSN: OF 

ADDR: 

ID METHOD: OCC/BUS: 

ID: ISSR: NUM: DOB: / / 

MULT TRNS: TRNS TYPE: PURCH OF CHIPS TOKENS GAMING INSTR AMT: 10100 

TOTAL CASH IN: 10100 LRG BILLS IN: DOT: 04/20/1999 

TOTAL CASH OUT: LRG BILLS OUT: 

FOREIGN CURRENCY COUNTRY AMT: OF 

CK PAYEE: AMT: DTE: OF 

MAKER: BK: CTY: 

CASINO: EMPRESS CASINO HAMMOND CORPORATION EIN: 363865868 

LEGAL NAME: 

ADDR: 825 EMPRESS DRIVE HAMMOND IN 46320 US 

GO TO CASINO SIGNATURE INFO SCREEN: 

NEXT RESPONSE: OF INTEREST: <ENTER> TO RETURN OR INPUT NEXT RESPONSE 
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experiarf 

Your Results 

Subscriber Services 
Amok 

How y I FAQ. C011tar 

GOUT 

newinquiryy 

Social Search Printer-Friendly Format I PDF version 

Inquiry : 

9-353642157;CHECK;H-N;Q-ECICDS02005072602302600CICSCSTGICDS0000000 

PAGE 1 DATE 7-26-2005 TIME 14:30:25 V601 TIL1 

RONALD WATTS 
8019 S SANGAMON ST 
CHICAGO IL 606202534 
RPTD: 8-98 TO 7-05 15X 

8827 S EAST END AVE 
CHICAGO IL 606172806 
RPTD: 3-93 TO 10-99 

7953 S MUSKEGON AVE APT 2D 
CHICAGO IL 606171428 
RPTD: 3-95 TO 4-99 

8018 S SANGAMON ST 
CHICAGO IL 606202533 
RPTD: 10-98 

8234 S ELLIS AVE APT 3 
CHICAGO IL 606195557 
RPTD: 1-92 

BORROWER S SANGAMON ST 
CHICAGO IL 60620 
RPTD: 4-03 

WATTS UP 8019 S SANGAMON 

CHICAGO IL 60620 
RPTD: 9-98 

RONALD WATTS SR, RONALD WALTS 

INPUT SSN ISSUED 1976-1979 

END -- EXPERIAN SOCIAL SEARCH 

SS: 353-64-2157 
DOB: 07/02/63 
SP: D 

FRAUD SHIELD SUMMARY 

Experian worldwide Privacy Legal terms j Logout 
Experian 2005. All rights reserved. 

Experian and the Experian marks herein are service marks or registered trademarks of Experian 
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)5.207 11.06.21 
' trUlD KESPONSE 

PID 780356 
nr/VITT VALID FO CARD 

TAME WOO ERT L 
STREET AD SS 931 W VANDEVEER 
:ITY TAYL VILLE COUNTY HRI ZIP 62568 
IEIGHT 507 EIGHT 160 HAIR BRN YES HAZ 
JO FoRKER N 

-\\EXPIRES Oy -61/2007 

)5.207 11.06.21 
FOID RESPONSE 

PID. 51880145 
;TATUS VALID FOID CARD 

TAME WATTS,RONALD 

SEX MALE DOB 07/02/1963 

EXPIRES 07/01/2009 

SEX MALE DOB 07/02/1963 
;TREET ADDRESS 8019 S SANGAMON ST 
:ITY CHICAGO COUNTY COOK ZIP 60620 
IEIGHT 511 WEIGHT 235 HAIR BLK EYES BRN 
TO FORMER NAME 
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M/ .NO TIPS WATTS,RONALD 

SQO. 
SALOON - NO REC NAME WATTS,RONALD 

DCI 072605 1024 
NO RECORD IN FILE FOR: 
LNAME/WAITS FNAME/RONALD 
SEX/M ORIGIN/BLK 
DOB/070263 

RESPONSE MAY INCLUDE JUVENILE (SUSPECTS/ 
DEFENDANTS/VICTIMS/WITNESSES) INFORMATION AND 
SHOULD NOT BE DISSEMINATED OUTSIDE OF LAW 
ENFORCEMENT. RESPONSE DOES NOT INCLUDE CHECK 
OF GENERAL(CARD FILES), CS, OR PRE-2000 
JUVENILE FILES WHICH MUST BE DONE MANUALLY 

CHF 072605 1024 

CAB NO REC LEADS NAM/WATTS,RONALD SEX/M 
DOB/070263 

CHF 072605 1024 

CAB NO REC LEADS NAM/WATTS,RONALD SEX/M 
DOB/070263 

SOS 07262005 1024 

DL/IP STA/VALID 
TDL/TIP STA/SEE ILOLNHELP 
CDL/CIP STA/SEE ILOLNHELP 
SCHLBUS STA/NOT A SCHOOL BUS DRIVER (SEE ILOLNHELP) 

WATTS RONALD 
8019 S SANGAMON CHICAGO 60620 
SEX/M DOB/07021963 HGT/5'11" WGT/240 HAI/BLK EYE/BRO 
OLN/W320-7206-3188 OLC/D* OLT/ORIG EXP/07022006 ISS/07152002 
RES-PID CLASS/CORRECTIVE LENSES 
NO STOPS IN EFFECT 
NO CONV LAST 12 MO 
DIGITAL ISSUE 
END 
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1L01 NCIC RESPONSE 
IL08443C1 

NO NCIC PROTECTION ORDER FILE RECORD NAM/WATTS,RONALD DOB/19630702 

SEX/M 

1L01 NCIC RESPONSE 
IL08443C1 

NO NCIC WANT NAM/WATTS,RONALD DOB/19630702 SEX/M 

CAB NO REC LEADS NAM/WATTS,RONALD SEX/M 

DOB/070263 

M/ REQ/LINGLER 
3L01CAB80 
IL0849700 
THIS NCIC INTERSTATE IDENTIFICATION INDEX MULTIPLE RESPONSE IS THE 

RESULT OF YOUR INQUIRY ON NAM/WATTS,RONALD SEX/M RAC/B DOB/19630702 

PUR/C 
NAME FBI NO. INQUIRY DATE 

WATTS,RONALD 515837DA4 2005/07/26 

SEX RACE BIRTH DATE HEIGHT WEIGHT EYES HAIR BIRTH PLACE PHOTO 

M B 1963/07/02 509 176 BRO BLK ILLINOIS 

FINGERPRINT CLASS PATTERN CLASS 

20 13 16 17 15 RS RS RS RS RS LS WU LS WU LS 

13 PI 13 CI 13 WU WU LS WU 

SCARS-MARKS-
TATTOOS SOCIAL SECURITY 

SC ABDOM 353-64-2157 

IDENTIFICATION DATA UPDATED 2002/01/07 

THE CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD IS MAINTAINED AND AVAILABLE FROM THE 

FOLLOWING: 
COLORADO - STATE ID/CO253354 

END-

PL JOINT 010932 BAKER GLENN 010932



1L01 NCIC RESPONSE 
IL08443C1 

NO NCIC WANT NAM/WATTS,RONALD DOB/19630702 SEX/M 
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A/LINGLER REQ/LINGLER 
ELO'C=M:'..LINCL-a 
IL08443C1 
THIS INTERSTATE IDENTIFICATION INDEX RESPONSE IS THE RESULT OF YOUR 
RECORD REQUEST FOR FBI/515837DA4. THE FOLLOWING WILL RESPOND TO YOUR 
AGENCY: 
COLORADO - STATE ID/CO253354 
END 
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/LINGLER 

LU:3 u// 6/u5 COII10000 

L08443C1 

DR/2L01CABMALINGLER 

TN/LINGLER 

TTENTION: LINGLER 

COLORADO BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION - CRIME INFORMATION CENTER 

690 KIPLING STREET, #3000, DENVER, COLORAD
O 80215 303/239-4208 

HIS IDENTIFICATION RECORD, FOR LAWFUL USE
 ONLY, SUMMARIZES INFORMATION SENT 

TO 

HE CBI BY FINGERPRINT CONTRIBUTORS IN 
COLORADO. WHERE THE DISPOSITION IS NOT 

HOWN OR FURTHER EXPLANATION OF A CHARGE
 OR DISPOSITION IS DESIRED, CONTACT

 THE 

GENCY THAT FURNISHED THE FINGERPRINTS. 
ONLY THE COURT OR DISTRICT ATTORNEY IN

 

HOSE OFFICE A FINAL DISPOSITION OCCURRE
D CAN PROVIDE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THAT

 

IISPOSITION. STATE LAW GOVERNS ACCESS TO SEALED RECO
RDS. UNLESS FINGERPRINTS 

,CCOMPANIED YOUR INQUIRY, WE CANNOT GUA
RANTEE THIS RECORD RELATES TO THE PERS

ON 

N WHOM YOU HAVE AN INTEREST. BECAUSE ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS MAY BE M
ADE AT 

ANY TIME, A NEW COPY SHOULD BE REQUEST
ED WHEN NEEDED FOR SUBSEQUENT USE. 

SINGLE STATE OFFENDER 
COLORADO STATE ID #: 

NAME(S) USED: 

PHYSICAL: 

DATE(S) OF BIRTH: 

PLACE(S) OF BIRTH: 

SCARS/MARKS: 

253354 FBI#: 515837DA4 

WATTS, RONALD 

B M 509 176 BLK/BRO SKIN:DRK 

070263 

IL 

SC ABDOM / 

SOCIAL SECURITY NO(S): 353642157 

ORI / CONTRIBUTOR NAME / DATE 

ARREST# / CASE# / MNU 

CHARGE / 

DISPOSITION 

CO0210100 WATTS, 

COLORADO SPRINGS PO RONALD 

LICE DEPARTMENT DATE - 11/18/84 

ARREST # SPD110716 

ADDRESSES: 111884 

* * * 

OBSTRUCT POLICE 

INTERFERENCE 

OFFENSE DATE: 11/18/84 

DISPO: HELD 

ITEM #001/001 

ADDITIONAL 

HHC 1/10TH INF 

FT CARSON 

---- END OF RECORD ----

07/26/05   0938MT 

THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS PROVIDED S
TRICTLY FOR AND IS LIMITED 

*** TO THE OFFICIAL USE OF CRIMINAL JU
STICE AGENCIES *** 

FALSIFYING OR ALTERING THIS RECORD WI
TH THE INTENT TO MISREPRESENT THE * 

CONTENTS OF THE RECORD IS PROHIBITE
D BY LAW, AND MAY BE PUNISHABLE AS 

*** A FELONY WHEN DONE WITH THE I
NTENT TO INJURE OR DEFRAUD ANY PERSON.**

* 

--- THERE MAY BE ADDITIONAL CHA
RGES NOT INCLUDED ON THIS RECORD. NOTIFY--

THE CBI VIA CCIC MESSAGE (ON-LINE R
AP) IF YOU NEED ALL CHARGES AUTOMATED.

 - 

* * * 
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• • 
FD-302 (Rev. 10-6-95) 

-1-

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Date of transcription 12/06/2005

The following information was obtained through research 
conducted by Investigative Analyst (IA) MICHAEL PACH on October 4, 
2005. The source of this information was the Financial Crimes 
Enforcement Network (FinCEN). 

The following subject was queried for financial activity: 

NAME: 
Sex: 
Address: 

DOB: 
SSN: 
Drivers License Number: 

RONALD WATTS 
Male 

(P-1), (S) 

The review of a Currency Transaction Report for EMPRESS 
CASINO HAMMOND CORPORATION revealed that WATTS purchased $10,100.00 
of chips/tokens on April 20, 1999. FinCEN generated no other 
transaction activity for RONALD WATTS. 

The FinCEN output associated with this analysis was 
placed into an FD-340 1A envelope and will be maintained as part of 
this file. 

Investigation on  12/06/2005  at  Chicago, Illinois 

mien 194D-CG-122761--, 

by  SA Matthew J. Kern pAL 
Date dictated 

This document contains neither recommendations nor svaiLsierys-pd prputgbytkertimpispf rty of the FBI and is loaned to yoyseiszew 
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000337
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Order CCG 2-75M-10/8/04 (43350124) 

IN THE CIRCU COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

No, CA- C S)• 8982_ 

ORDER 

Adk•AA-4) 2&AAAP- case"-My ko a ti-Jo....4 ay. *1.4_ ist.„Az. cr 

(:, L 1 \-4"-k tertm-t bc"-;-€3 a e.e.L4442c( AsAm..14411 a 44 k

--(Lett iv.e. ciAttscio RAJ.; ser i KAwfr, 4-S.4,0-2 

. 04A; "t;" ) tialasak Lahait4 -kb 'tat aemtnay4... 
uvueelte41 P. Toz)- , -2_61s )- c(MaLut:A.. :?\crcetAA t400 1 . 1.1

Ave, -0...okitii 404- 1--vaA341 ctivige..4:6 d..., 0k. 64.4-4 0-041 au 
e)-tt1/41A ar.704A., crv, o tgA4, 4 . Luca * 2_ '4‘0 1

P C. StrIkn-4- Vsk \ ct 4162. , . 9 O. (40-,,a4-43/412152- ont 
c). 0,, Q. -vv.a.c,14, 1-2.14 is- 01, 0 c, ' Ker.& oc--7- /3 ei--)/ 

Atty. No.:  1.1 '82 7 

Name:  MX)* thAffettatt 

Atty. for:  A. ta..,,_ -- c.-QitazA 

ENTERED: 

Dated:  jr7 .--15 21 ,  74),7
Address:  t2() IA), "SetAisent St.u.ii Scro

City/State/Zip:  0 •Et Co 0 L.07 

Telephone:  312 (oGiti — 000  Judge 
al l) ) 

Judge's 

DOROTHY BROWN, CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS . 
38 

ORIGINAL - COURT FILE 
BAKER GLENN 000057PL JOINT 000057 BAKER GLENN 000057
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INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION 09 MARCH 2005 
Confidential Investigation Section CR# 300778 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commanding Officer 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Police Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY, Star 10865 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigations Section 

SUBJECT: Integrity Check 

ALLEGATION: It is alleged, while assigned to Unit 715, Sergeant Ronald WATTS, 
Star 2640 and Police Officer Kallatt MOHAMMED, Star 14122, 
were taxing drug dealers (taking money); allowing them to remain 
in business. 

The before mentioned officers, formerly assigned to Unit 715, 

presently assigned to the 2'  District, are to be the subject(s) of an Integrity Check. The goal of 

the now unnamed operation is to give the accused members an opportunity to prove or disprove 

the allegation against them. 

The information given suggests the officers know or make it a 

point to get to know, all drug dealers in the area of their assigned duties. It is said the officers 

take money from those drug dealers who wish to work in their area. Those who do not cooperate 

are arrested. 

The objective of this exercise is to provide an undercover officer 

with a large sum of currency, placing him in an undercover vehicle, in the area of the accused 

officers work assignment. He will have the appearance of a working drug dealer and be prepared 

to have an evasive conversation, to arouse suspicion, upon being approached. 

The undercover officer will be in full view of a surveillance team 

assigned to him as well as the group of Internal Affairs Division personnel working the 

operation. The operation will be conducted with set guidelines, under the direction of one named, 

on the scene supervisor. Information has been gathered regarding the accused. Before 

implementing the plan, every necessary piece of information will have been gone over by the 

participating members and approving supervisory personnel up to and including the deputy of the 

Internal Affairs Division. 

Operational considerations are as follows 
1 Duty hours 
2. Daily mission assignments 
3. Geographic locations 

Complaint Reg stet #3 '30-11  f)) 

Confidential # 2--S9 41 (0 

Attachment #___ 
05 CR 08982:00067 BAKER GLENN 000187PL JOINT 000187 BAKER GLENN 000187



OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT CR# 300778 

Confidential Investigation Section 

4. Uniform of the day 
5. Possible inventory 
6. Surveillance responsibilities and assignments 
7. Officer Safety 

These considerations and any others that come into play, will be addressed. The plan will allow 

for a certain degree of flexibility but will never compromise the safety of any person involved. 

The plan of attack is to have the undercover officer appear to be a 

drug dealer, looking for one of his customers, while in the given work area of the accused. He 

will never be out of view of his personal surveillance officer(s). In his possession will be a sum 

of pre recorded currency. The undercover officer will be directed, by the supervisor on the scene, 

to the location that will place him in the view of the accused. If all goes according to plan, the 

accused officer will make contact. The undercover officer will be advised and reminded to not 

say anything that would be considered entrapment. The plan is such that if the undercover officer 

is taken into custody, he will be allowed to be transported to the 2'  District. If an attempt is 

made to transport him any place other than the 2" District, a tactical unit from Internal Affairs 

Division will make the stop on the transporting unit. 

There will be approximately ten (10) persons involved in addition 

to the undercover officer. They will have one common goal, the safety of the Undercover Officer. 

Equipment necessary for the execution of this plan will be 

furnished by the Confidential Investigation Section of the Internal Affairs Division. 

Styx and Zone radios 
Covert and Tactical vehicles 
Photographic equipment 
United States Currency (amount as yet undetermined) 

Drug paraphernalia 

Complaint Register #  78 

Confidential #  2 S941 

Attachment # 
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(Continued for signature only) 

Police Agent Calvin I OLLIDAY 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigations Section 

APPROVED: 

Commanding Officer 
Confidential Investigation Section 

/ 2-"J 

Complaint Register +fr I 

Confidential #  2594 2-1(.0 

Attaonmeni 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

AFFIDAVIT 

I, Matthew L. Mahoney, being first duly sworn on oath, depose and state the following: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of Illinois. On March 23, 2005, 

Ben Baker was arrested and charged with four counts of possession of a controlled substance 

with intent to deliver (05 CR 8982(01)). In April 2005, I was retained by Ben Baker to represent 

him on these charges. The case was assigned to Judge Michael Toomin. 

2. In the course of my representation, Mr. Baker informed me that the pending charges 

were the result of his refusal to pay a bribe to a Chicago police sergeant. Specifically, Mr. Baker 

told me that one of the officers involved in his arrest, Sergeant Ronald Watts, had previously 

solicited money from him in June 2005, and, when he refused to pay it, Sgt. Watts falsely 

arrested Mr. Baker for possession of narcotics. 

3. Based on Mr. Baker's information, I requested and obtained a court order from Judge 

Toomin for the files, notes, complaints, and any other information in the possession of the 

Chicago Police Department, Internal Affairs Division (IAD), regarding the officers involved in 

Mr. Baker's arrest, namely, Sergeant Watts, Officer Alvin Jones, Officer Bob Gonzales, and 

Officer Douglas Nichols. The order was dated September 28, 2005, and required that Internal 

Affairs deliver the documents to Judge Toomin for an in camera inspection. 

4. In April 2006, I requested that Judge Toomin release the documents he had received 

from the Internal Affairs Division. Judge Toomin indicated that he had not released them to me 

-1-

PL JOINT 005027 BAKER GLENN 005027



Affidavit of Matthew L. Mahoney (cont.) 

because there was an ongoing investigation. However, after an in camera inspection, Judge 

Toomin turned over to me the documents received from the Internal Affairs Division. Based on 

a review of the relevant transcripts, I believe that the documents were turned over to me 

immediately before the bench trial commenced on May 23, 2008. 

5. The documents included a nine-page "Report of Investigation" from the United States 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives ("ATFE"), dated April 14, 2005. The 

report concerned an investigation of the Gangster Disciple street gang at the Ida B. Wells 

Housing Projects and described an interview with an individual named Wilbert Moore, a drug 

dealer at the Wells project. 

6. Moore was interviewed on April 7, 2005, while in the custody of the Chicago Police 

Department. Moore was informed that his cooperation and the information he provided would 

be brought to the attention of the United States Attorney's Office. 

7. Moore stated that he and his associates sold heroin and cocaine in the Wells project. 

In paragraphs 53 through 58, the report summarizes Moore's allegations concerning Sgt. Watts 

and members of Watts' team including Officer Alvin Jones. According to Moore, he had 

personally paid Watts a total of $7,000. Moore alleged that on one occasion he and his associate 

Roy Bennett ("Shock") met Watts at 59th and Western. Moore gave Watts two rifles and Bennett 

paid Watts $10,000. According to Moore, he would pay Watts when Watts had caught Moore or 

one of his workers in possession of either firearms or narcotics. 
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Affidavit of Matthew L. Mahoney (cont.) 

8. According to Moore, his associate Roy Bennett usually paid off Sgt. Watts. Moore 

stated that whenever the money came up short, he knew that Bennett had paid off Watts. Moore 

reported that Bennett also gave payments to a member of Watts' team named Alvin Jones. 

Bennett informed Moore that Sgt. Watts confiscated marijuana from other drug dealers and then 

sold it himself. 

9. Moore alleged that he had heard that a rival drug dealer, Willie Gaddy, was also 

paying Watts money. According to Moore, approximately two years previously, Gaddy decided 

that he was not going to continue to pay Watts, at which point Watts shot at him. Gaddy was 

arrested on February 6, 2004, for possession of a controlled substance, C.B. No. 

15721799/15721825. 

10. Moore stated that Watts was known to have a gambling problem and that Moore had 

personally seen Watts at the Horseshoe Casino on numerous occasions. 

11. At the same time he released the ATFE report, Judge Toomin turned over to me 

several reports from the Internal Affairs Division of the Chicago Police Department. In one 

dated September 17, 2004 (approximately six months prior to Mr. Baker's arrest), IAD reported 

that a "Cooperating Individual" had informed IAD that officers assigned to the Public Housing 

Unit were demanding and receiving payment from drug dealers in exchange for allowing them to 

sell drugs. The informant reported that one of the officers had shot at him in 2003. 

12. In a report dated September 21, 2004, IAD reported that members of the Chicago 
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Affidavit of Matthew L. Mahoney (cont.) 

Police Department had met with members of the United State's Attorney's Office; Federal 

Bureau of Investigation; Drug Enforcement Administration; and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 

and Firearms. At the meeting, it was determined that there would be a federal investigation and 

that the informant would be prosecuted in federal court. 

13. In a report dated March 9, 2005 (two weeks prior to Mr. Baker's arrest), IAD 

reported that Sgt. Watts had been accused of taking money from drugs dealers in exchange for 

allowing them to remain in business. Watts was also accused of arresting those drug dealers who 

refused to pay. 

14. A report dated June 28, 2005, detailed IAD's meeting with Mr. Baker the previous 

month, during which Mr. Baker informed IAD and Assistant State's Attorney David Navarro that 

(1) Sgt. Watts had requested money from him in exchange for allowing him to stay in business, 

(2) Mr. Baker had refused; and (3) Sgt. Watts had then fabricated a case against him as a result of 

the refusal. Mr. Baker also alleged that Sgt. Watts had shot at Willie Gaddy when he refused to 

pay the drug "tax." Further, the report stated, "Baker's allegations against Sergeant Watts are 

essentially the same as those told by two other known drug dealers at the Ida B. Wells Housing 

Projects, Willie Gaddy and Wilbert Moore. These three men had no knowledge the other was 

talking to a [sic] Law Enforcement Agents." Finally, the report indicated that Willie Gaddy was 

then "working off a case" and was brought in by HIDTA ("High Intensity Drug Trafficking 

Areas", a federal drug enforcement program) and made available to other sections of the Chicago 

police. 
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Affidavit of Matthew L. Mahoney (cont.) 

15 Attached to this affidavit are copies of the ATFE and IAD reports submitted by 

IAD to Judge Toomin, who in turn released them to me following his in camera inspection. 

16. I did not have copies of the above reports until Judge Toomin released them to me. I 

did not present the information contained in these reports as evidence at trial because I concluded 

that the reports were inadmissible. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAITH NOT. 

MATTHEW L. MAHONEY 
Attorney at Law 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME 
on April  15  , 2008. 

NOTARY PUBLIC 
TRACEY A. DAVIS 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 
MARCH 12, 2011 
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DEP/ fENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU OF ALCORDL:.-4ACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 

NU.'itr( 1.002 

Page I of 9 

)DRESSED TO: 

pedal Agent In Charge 
hicago Field Division 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION INFORMATION: 

Chicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

.11, E OF INVESTIGATION: 

,angsler Disciples—Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 

ASE NUMBER:, 
72015-04-0086 

REPORT NUMBER; 

28 

YPE OF REPORT: (Cheek Applicable Dares) 

X REPORTOFINVESTIGATION COLLATERAL REPLY 

REPORT OF INTELLIGEINCE

UBMITTED 

;usan M. 

BY Name 

Bray ittidiglidi

SUBMITTED BY (Title and Office) 

Special Agent, Chicago III Field Office 

SUBMITTED BY (Date) 

04/14/2005 

.EVIEWE t 

Eric A. Ell's 

BY (Name) V 

t 
• -40 

REVIEWED BY (Title and Office) 

Resident Agent in Charge, Chicago III Field 
Office \ 

REVIEWED BY (Date) 

(14114/20 95 
APPROVED BY (Date) 

04/14frae 

Jr. and Chicago 
Specialist Alonzo 

trafficking 

Police Sergeant 
Alonzo 

the individuals 
at the Chicago 

signed an Advice 
interview by 
related that any 

of the Assistant 

,PPROVE 

mdrew L. 

BY (Name) 

raver 

APPROVED BY (Tide and Office) 

Special Agent in Charge, Chicago Field Division 

)ESCRIPTION 

iliNOPFS: 
olice Sdrgeant 
Iarris in 
irearms 

iARRATIVE; 

(1) 
1 

- 

(2) 

OF ACTIVITY: Interview 

On April 7, 2005, ATF 
(Sgt.) Joseph Gormar, 

erviewed Wilbert MOORE tegarding 
d narcotics in the Ida B. 14 

On April 7, 2005, ATF S/A 
(Sgt.) Joseph Gorman, Chicago 
Harris interviewed Wilbert 
trafficking firearms and narcotics 
Police Department Homan 

S/A Bray read MOORE his 
of Rights and Waiver. MOORE 
stating to MOORE that no 
cooperation and information 
United States Attorney's office. 

of Wilbert MOORE. 

Special Agent (S/A) &pan Bray, DEA S/A William Warren, 

, Chicago Sergeant Tony Di Cristofano, and Chicago Gang 
his knowledge of and association with the individuals 

ell Housing Project in Chicago, Illinois (IL). 

Susan Bray, DEA S/A William Warren, Jr. and Chicago 

Sergeant Tony Di Cristofano, and Chicago Gang Specialist 

MOORE regarding his knowledge of and association with 

in the Ida 13. Wells Housing Project in Chicago, IL 

Square facility located at 3340 West Filmore, Chicago, IL. 

Constitutional rights via ATF Form 3200.4 and MOORE 

verbally waived his rights and S/A Warren began the 

promises could or would be made to MOORE. S/A Warren 
provided by MOORE would be brought to the attention 

(3) The following is MOORE' s statement, in summary, regarding his knowledge of and association with the 

individuals trafficking firearms and narcotics in the Ida B. Wells Housing Project in Chicago, IL. 
9 ' f,1:7002-7 
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DEP? LENT OF JUSTICE 
DUItEAU ?F ALCOHOL,'...4ACCO, FIII/iARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

REPORT OF INVESTIG. ION 

TO; 
ent in Charge 
aid Division 

IV It OF 
'3anpster 

VESTIGATION: 

isciples--Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 

:ASE NUM ER: 
'7915-0 -0056 

Pagc3 of 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION INFORMA110 

Chicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

REPORT NUMEER: 
28 

(4) 

(6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

(10) 

MOORE related he is a member of the Gangster Disciple street gang in the Ithi BI W lls Housing Project 

extension buildings. MOORE related that he is currently unemployed and that hi supports himself by 

selling heroin and cocaine on a daily basis. MOORE related that he has been selling narcotics in Ida B. 

Wells for 15-20 years. 

MOORE related that he controls the "574' 
daily basis from the building. He related 
ceased trafficking heroin out of this buildi 
between him and Cha-Chi (Roderick SMI 
Housing Projects. MOORS related that 
buildings and the police were doing a lot o 
working at Harold's Chicken. MOORE re 
Harold's Chicken and he invested $15,000 
Cedric Benjamin, Dre's nephew, at 2866 

SIMMONS, Andre, Mack -nate, 6'2, 1651 
SID: IL30925100, 579163NA4, ID 
Clearbrook Drive, Marietta, GA. 

MOORE related that he came back to Chi 
back to Chicago to show him how to mix 
MOORE related that "PT" paid for his airl 

MOORE related that "Tywann" (Tywann 
SEALS), "Harold" (Harold OWENS) and 
"574" building. MOORE related the coca 
approximately $10.000.00 of heroin a day 
of them. MOORE stated he made approx 
and "Dog" mixed the heroin, "Shock" dis 

MOORE related that "Dog" lives at 67'11
related that "Dog" drives a gray Aurora. 

MOORE related that "Tywann" lives at 5 and Woods with his girlfriend "Tina'. MOORE related 

plat he contacts 
"Tywann" drives a white Chevrolet Impali. MOORE related "Twyann" goes with IlOONER's sister. 

MOORE related "Big Folk" in his cellulartelephone is "Twyann". MOORE related 

"Twyann" on his cellular telephone number (773) 217-8203 and on his home telephone number (773) 

476-5044. 

I 
building and up until three months ago he sold heroin on a 
at things became "too hot" at the builain 1 so he temporarily 
g. MOORE stated that it became "too ho " 

 1a
fter the shooting 

H) that occurred in September of 2001 at the Ida B. Wells 
er the shooting, the police were very presrt at the extension 
raids. MOORE related that he moved to Atlanta and began 

ated this friend Andre SIMMONS, a.k.a. I'Dre", owns the 
00 in the business. MOORE related that he is living with 
orfair Loop, Lithonia, Georgia (GA). 

s, brown eyes, black hair, DOB: 6/20(1968, IR: 980228, 
C: B74775, convicted felon., c ently on parole, 295(1 

ago when Patrick NOONER, a.k. • "Pr', ask him to come 
e heroin and help run the heroin istribution operation. 
e ticket. 

ROUGHTON), "Shock" (Roy B NNETT), "Dog" (Harry 
=self run the heroin line known as "Renegade" out of the 

ne line is known as "7-11". MOORE related that he sold 
ut of this building and the profit is divided amongst the five 

ately $400.00 per day selling heroin. MORE stated that he 

ibutes the product out and "Tywann" coil ets the money. 1 

d Seeley and his aunt lives at 38th and Vernon. MOORE 

(I 1) MOORE related that no heroin is currently being sold out of the  "574" building. MOORE;  stated that 
,171 :-, • C ,es .,-t-7,9 '-7.) GI piriP e3! 
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DEP' lorrommet 
OUREADOFALCOROL0-41ACCO,FIREARMSANDEXPLOSIVES 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 
Pogo 3 of 9 

,DDRESSED TO: 
;pedal Agent in Chatige 
',hiCaeo Field Division 

1 

MONITORED INVESTIGAT1ON INFORMATION: 

Chicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

'ITO; OI INVESTIGATION: , 

angster Disciples—Ida B. Welis Housing Projects 
I i 

ASF NtimpER: 
'721015-04-0085 

I • I 

REPORT MAUER: 

28 

(12) 

kl3 

(14) 

(17) 

'(18)

MOORE related that one source of suitply for heroin is Antoinette ROJAS. moon related that he was 

previously supplied heroin from Patty ROJAS, Antoinette's sister. MOORE related that Patty is now 

deceased. MOORE related Patty and Antoinette ROJAS are Columbian. MOORE stated that he 

purchased 500 grams tolone kilogram of heroin from Patty ROJAS on apprcOmately thirty (30) to forty 

(40) occasions. MOO related that he has been purchasing heroin from Patty ROJAS since 1999. 

MOORE related that he would purchase o e kilogram of heroin from ROJAS for $82,000.00. MOORE 

related that he began de ling with Antoin ROJAS when Patty became too ill and confined to a 

wheelchair. MOORE described Antoinett ROJAS as black female, 28-30 years Old, S'5", heavy set. 

MOORE related that he met Antoinette ROJAS at the Portillo's restaurant on Ontario in Chicago, IL a 

few weeks prior to Romell LAWRENCE' I arrest on March 8, 2005. MOORE related that ROJAS 

showed up with one Icilggram of heroin. GORE related that ROJAS fronted him the kilogram of 

heroin. MOORE related that he agreed to ay ROJAS the $82,000.00 in installments. MOORE related 

that he gave the kilogram of heroin to Ras aun LAWRENCE, a.k.a. "Jigger". MOO. related that a 

week later LAWRENCE gave him $30,000.00 to pay ROJAS and he stated he paid OJAS the money. 

MOORE related that he would make $5,090.00 on the heroin transaction. MOORE tated that he 

contacts ROJAS on her cellular telephone number (773) 443-2207. MOORE stated that ROJAS drives a 

white Porsche truck and a. blue minivan. IYIOORE stated that he also contacts ROJAS at her friend's 

cellular telephone number 773) 443-6205 

MOORE related that he usually meets RO AS at "Suzies" a hot dog stand at the intersection of Interstate 

90 and Montrose to purchase the heroin. GORE related ROJAS lives nearby this area. 

LAWRENCE, Rashaun, a.k.a. "Jigger", bl ek male, DOB: 414/1975, 6'1, 235 lbS, brown eyes, black 

hair, 1R: 992596, SID: 31008150, FBI: 271188PA9, a convicted felon, 525! East 37th Street, Chicago, 

IL. 

Rashaun LAWRENCE hal a 2004 Pontiac 4-door, Illinois license plate 772142,1 VIN: 

2G2WP542841168224, registered to him t 575 East Browning, Chicago, IL, 606531 LAWRENCE has 

Illinois driver's license L652-7207-5097 Isued to him at 525 East 376 Street, Chicaio, IL, 60653. 

MOORE related that orn 11 LAWRENCE was arrested with 500-600 grams of heroin and it was 

Rashaun's heroin (C. No. 16112562, R.D. No. HL 223206, dated March 8, 2005). MOORE related 

that Rashaun LAWRENCE posted $30,000.00 for Romell's bond. 

MOORE related that LAWRENCE still ors ROJAS $44,000.00. MOORF related that LAWRENCE is 

trying to sell his van ancil jewelry to make Toney to pay back ROJAS. MOORE related that a week ago 

LAWRENCE gave him!$8,000.00 to pay ROJAS and he stated he paid ROJAS the money. PL JOINT 005034 BAKER GLENN 005034
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DO `ENT OF JUSTICE k
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, "):-..D.ACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES Pop 4 o19 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 
i ) 

ADDRESSED 10: MONITORED INVESTIGATION INFORMATION: 
SPeCial Agent in Charge I Chicago Field Division I ) 
Chicago Field Division FY-05 

Report 028 

TITLE OF UM IGATION: 
Gargster Disci les—Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 

CASk: NUMBER: REPORT NUMBER; 
772)15-04-0086 j 28 

1 
(19) • MOORE related th, t LAWRENCE does not have a line in any of the buildings. MOORE related that 

LAWRENCE bags up his heroin and sells it under other people's lines in the extent n buildings. 
MOORE related LAWRENCE pays the workers on the other lines to sell his' heroin. MOORE related 
that LAWRENCE told him, "I needs to make money". MOORE stated LAWRENC said he needs tci 
get the debt to ROJAS paid so he can purchase more heroin from her,

(20) MOORE related that LAWRENCE is trying to sell his 1998 black and gray conversion van for 
$15,000.00. MOORE related LAWRENCE also drives a 2000 or 2002 black Grand Prix with tinted i 
windows. MOORE related that he contacts LAWRENCE on his cellular telephone number (773) 297
4703. I 

1(2l) MOORE related that after Patty ROTAS passed away six months prior, he startedto purchase heroin from 
Patrick NOONE a.k.a. "PT". MOORE related that for the first two weeks he purchased 100 grams Of 
heroin everyday from NOONER for $8,500.00. MOORE stated that for the next 'folr week he 
P

wing 

' 
chased 200 grams of heroin from NOONER for $17,000.00. MOORE related, tha he then purchased 

aufkilog\-am of heroin for $851,00010 every ten (10) days to two weeks from NOONE 

L , 
(22) MOORE related that on one occasion he met with NOONER off the express y !VI after NOONER 

had received a shipment of narcotics. MOORE related that NOONER was driviiig his white van. 
MOORE stated NOONER in possession of fifty (50) kilograms of cocaine and three (3) liesaw
kilograms of heroin. MOORE re ted that NOONER gave him a kilogram of het:4n and ten (10)
kilograms of codaine. MOORE fated that NOONER has a long white van that he utilizes when he IS 
going to pick up a load of narcoti s. MOgRE rOated that NOONER usually parks the van in front of; the 
"540" building. OORE related at NOONER also drives a blue minivan and black Dodge truck.

1 (23) MOORE related that NOONER would bring him a sample of heroin to show him and to ask him what hel 
could do with it. MOORE related that it is known that he knows "dope". 

(24) Patrick NOONE has at.2001.Chevrolet carryall, Illinois license plate number 6039488, registered to 
at 16781ITorren e Avenue, Apartment 207, Lansing, IL, 60438. NOONER has 2005 Dodge carryall,
Illinois license plate numbe . 6968672 registered to him at the Lansing-address. NOONER has Illinois • 

• drivers license number N56 -665 -1099 issued to him at the Lansing address. 

(25) MOORE related that he gave the en (1-0) Iilograms of cocaine to Arnold COUNpL. MOORE related 
that COUNCIL ran the crack line known as "Pink Panther".out of the 4429 Federal building. MOORE
related that NOONER woul idgiv him one kilogram of heroin and five (5) kilograms of cocaine at a 
time. MOORE related that he ga e the "C", referring-to cocaine, to COUNCIL. MOORE stated that he 
did not deal cocaine but sells coe ne in weight. MOORE stated that he would frOnt COUNCIL the fiVe 
(5) kilograms of cocaine. MOO stated that NOONER would sell the five kilograms of cocaine to him 
for ¶100,000.00. MOORE related that COUNCIL drives a blue Concorde or a bdige Bonneville. 

OF; 
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DEPi. 
IIIJIMAU 43F ALCOHOL,' 

REPORT 0 

'ENT OP JUSTICE 
ACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

INyESTIGATION 
5 or 

DORESSE) TO: 

pedal Agent in Charge 
.hicago Field Division 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION INFOR TION: 

Chicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

ITLE OF INVESTIGATION: 

iangster Disciples—Ida B. Wells HoOsing Projects 

ASE NUM ER: 
72015-0 0086 

(26) 

(27) 

(28) 

REPORT NUMBER: 
28 

CIL, Arnold, black male, DOB: 8/14/1976, 510", 160 lbs, brown eyes, b ac 

N. 353-64-6539, SID: IL34024590, FBI: 577940RA7. COUNCIL has Illinois d 

tuber C524-01276231 issued to him at 3714 South Indiana, Chicago,'IL, 60652. 

OGRE related that he believes that COUNCIL had someone break into his apartment in the "574" 

bt ilding and steal $85,000.00. MOORE related that he was out of town and "Dog"()Harry SEALS) was 

ying at his place. MOORE related that COUNCIL called "Dog" and asked hi to, meet him. 

OGRE related that while "Dog" went to meet with COUNCIL the break-in occ ed. MOORE related 

th t a search warrant was executed at COUNCIL's residence in May of 2004 and since this time he and 

C i1 UNCIL have had their differences. MOORE related that COUNCIL is associ ted with Torrence 

C u OKS. 

of 
an 
ccp 

M 

w 
bl 

ORE related that NOONER is supplying "L" (Lamont WATSON) with cocai 

e "540" building. MOORE related that NOONER supplies WATSON with 

five (5) kilograms of cocaine at a time. MOORE related that his heroin line 

werball". MOORE related that "Mac", WATSON's brother, is selling out of 

ORE related that WATSON does his operation all himself. MOORE related 

e Chevrolet Lumina with tinted windows and a maroon Impala, which is a ren 

TSON lives in Lake Meadows near 35ths Street and Rhodes, Chicago, IL. 

hair, IR: 1027565, 
fivers license 

e and heroin to sell out, 
ne lkilogram of hercTi 

'own as "red line" or 
'540" building. 
WATSON drive's a , 

1 car. MOORE related 

(29) M l ORE related that he contacts WATSON on his cellular telephone number (77 ) 908-9615. 

(30.) M ORE stated that Jovan TOWERS, a.k.a. "Vortnie or V-Lo" is selling narcotic out of the "540" 

bu ]ding. MOORE stated. that TOWERS works for Lamont WATSON. 

(31) M 
rel 
S 

fol 
J" 
o1 

(32) M 

bu 

(33) M 
rel 
nu 

ORE related tha. "Little J-J", a.k.a. "Killer", l(FNU LNU), has a line in the "5 

ted that "Little J-J" is a known "shooter". MOORE related that "Little J-J" w 

oting with GADDY (shooting occurred on March 23, 2005). MOORE stated 

owed GADDY, who was with "Gabe" and "Fuzz" (Leonard GIPSON) and G 

nd "Little J-J" shot back at them.. MOORE described "Little J-J" as a black 

0" building. MOORE 
s involved in a 
at "Little J-J" 

DDY shot at "Little1J-
ale, 5'0, 15 or16 years 

ORE stated that Valentino WILBOURN, a.k.a. "Tino", just got out of jail. WORE related that 

BOURN did five (5) years in prison. moon related that WILBOURN toot over the "559" 

]ding. 

ORE stated that "Gabe" (Gabriel BUSH) still has' a heroin line in the "559" b l*g. MOORE 

ted that "Gabe" works for Willie GADDY. MOORE related that "Gabe" has een involved in 

erous shootings lately. MOORE related that about a month ago "TA" sh y t " ab " 

LIN pl EA3 ti
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ADDRESSEp 
Special Ag 
Chicago li 

DES. 1ENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, 1.04.1ACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 

TO: 
MI in Charge 
aid Division 

TITLE OF INVESTIGATION: 
Gangster Disciples--Ida B. Walls Housing Projeks 

Page 6 of 

MONITORED INVESTIGATION INFORMATIO 
Chicago Field Division 
FY-05 
Report 028 

CASE NUMfiER: 

772015-01t-0086 
I 

(34) 

35) 

(36) 

'REPORT NUMBER: 
28 

MOORE stated that"Taupe" (Tulorn FUMBANKS) was arrested with "Ga e's" fire 
was arrested on December 30, 2004 for. Aggravated Unlawful Use of a Weapon, C.B 

MOORE related that Bobby COLEMAN and Willie GADDY caught a state case tog 
COLEMAN were arrested ppn February 6, 2004 for Possession of a Controlled Subs 
15721799/15721825). MOORE related that COLEMAN works for GADDY. i 

MOORE related that "Stank" LNU) controls the "575 building. MOORE scat 
JACKSON, a.k.a. "Alicia", and Brian FORD, a.k.a. "B-Lo", work for "Stank" in the 

MOORE related that "B-Lo" goes to NOONER when "Stank" does not hay 1 any nar 

(37) ; MOORE related "Big Cruz" in his cellular telephone is Brian FORD. MOORE relate 
FORD on his cellular telephone number (312) 208-9514. 

MOORE related that "Little Reggie" (FN6 LNU) works in the "527" buildi 
Torrence COOKS. 

(39) 

(40) 

(41) 

(42) 

(43) 

COOKS, Torrence, blaek male, DOB: 3/511973, 6'1"1, 260 lbs, brown eyes, black ha 

IL29272030, FBI: 809183NA6, SSN1 340-62-1312, 18110 Orleans Drive, Hazel Ci 

MOORE related "Fat Mac" in his cellular telephone is COOKS. MOORE related th 

with COOKS in approximately four months. MOORE related that he contacts COO 
telephone number (773, 787-9799 or on COOKS girlfriend's cellular telephone num 

MOORE related that he' has attempted to meet with COOKS to settle the conflict wit 

COUNCIL. 

(FUMBANKS 
No.16047306): 

ther (GADDY an 
ce, C.B. No. 

that Allen 
"575" building.' 
otics, 

that he contacts 

g arid he is working for 

, IR: 930227, SID 
st, IL. 

MOORE related that N supplies cocaine to "Mike" (Mike WILSON) from t e Ickes Housing 

Project. MOORE relatdd "Mike" caught a state case for a kilogram of cocaine arid $ 0,000.00 about two 

or three years ago and hasI served his time and is back "hustling". 

MOORE related that th.ere are two firearms in the "574" building and different peop)f take them ho 

every night. MOORE related tht he has had a Glock 9mm semi-automatic pistol wilth a sixteen (16) 

round clip for approximately throe (3) years and "Allen!" has a S & W .40 caliber semi-automatic pistol. 

t he has not spoken 
S on his cellullr 
er (773) 339-1239. 
Arnold 

MOORE related that "Ben" is selling in the "527" building and his selling work for ' ird", a Black 
‘Disciple. MOORE related that he contacts "Bird" on his cellular telephone number 08) 653-7854. 

OONE 

(44) MOORE related that "Youngin" (Glenn ROGERS) is known as a "stick up" guy and) breaks into houses.
MOORE related that he never pi chased any firearms from ROGERS. MOORE sta • d that he tried to
purchase firearms from ROGERS but ROGERS told him that he would get more moi y for the firearnas

T lI i-vwn-_,N3 h,rc1,-3 1 n 44. 
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(45) 

(46) 

(47.) 

(48) 

(49) 

(50) 

because NOONER paid the most for the firearms. MOORE related that ROGERS s• d firearms to 

GADDY. MOORE related that on one occasion he had asked ROGERS about some 'rearms and 

ROGERS told him that the firearms were for GADDY. 

MOORE related that most of the firearms acquired by individuals in the Ida ft. Well 

purchased from "hypes". MOORE related that Billy WASHINGTON was known to 

connection from Mississippi anid. firearms have been purchased from WASH GTO 

that WASHINGTON is currently incarcerated on a state firearms charge. 

MOORE related that "Gabe" (Gabriel BUSH) has recently been shooting at 

f st he thought it was Willie GADDY shooting at him and he called GADD 

otircg at him. MOORE related that he later found out that it was "Gabe" 

0 E related that GADDY is a known "shooter" and nobody messes witl

G D Y ran heroin and crack cocaine out of the "559" building. MOORE r 

hi• sti e case he quit selling out of the "559" building. 1 

0 related that "Big Ant" (FNU LNU) sells weed and hydro out of the Ida B. 

0 related that "Big Ant"i sell a pound of hydro for $5,000.00. MOORE re ate 

ves an older blue Monte Carlo. MOORE related he contacts "Big Ant" on his cell 
r

11 ber (773)936-6970. MOO related "Big Ant" is a black male approximately 

ORE related that he was in 
Federal. MOORE related 

C UNCIL, who was driving a 
dr ving a red Toyota Corolla, 
e hange amongst them and hi 

ORE related that they came 
(I II OT) on the Dan Ryan pre 

olved in a shooting on April 6, 2005 atiapproximatel 

at he was in a gray Grand Prix 'with "Dog" and they 

hite Lumina, with "Dre". MOORE related that 
th "Gabe" drove up to all of them. MOORE related 
Grand Prix was so shot up him and "Dog" 1 II thb v 

cross a man, who works for Illinois Departmentkof 
sway and paid him $100.00 to drop him off.

la ORE related that later on April 6, 2005, me met GADDY at Portillo's on Ontari 

IS ORE related that GADDY was with "Gabe" and "Fuzz" and GADDY, Tabe" a 

ti arms on their person. MOORE related that he was with "Allen.1" and he had a 9 

Dee' had a .40 caliber pistol on their person. MOORE related that COUNCIL c 

o his person. MOORE related that he and "AllenJ" left immediately. MOORE stat 

th "574" building and dropped off the 9min pistol at the building. I ' 

Iffl. M 

and ac 
of 

Housing Project are 
ye a firearm 
MOORE stated 

ORE stated that at 
used GADDY of 

DY shooting at 

GADD . MOORE related 
late  w en GADDY caught :1 

ells buildings. 
that "Big Ant" 
lar telephone 

0 years old. 

5:00 p.m. at 43rd 
ame up on Arnold 
DY, who was i 
at shots were 
icle and ran. 
ransportation 

in Chicago, 
d "Fun" had I 
in pistol and 

e in with firearm 
d that he went to 

GORE related that "Dre", "Gabe" and GADDY were all incarcerated Together in sate prison. 

• c1-1' 2I 
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'72015- 00 

(52) 

(53) 

(54) 

M 
$1 
pc 

M 
Pr 
us 

m 
P 
M 
M 

M 
re 
w 
Or 

(55) M 
Li 
w 

(56) M 

w 

(57) M 
" 

(58) 

"S 

(59) 

5 
REPORT NUMBER: 

28 

1 
ORE related that he heard that Cha-Chi (Roderick SMITH) and COUNCIL paid "Robert Lee" 

,000.00 each to kill him. MOORE related that it is known that "Robert Lee" has been paid to kill 

pie, 1 

ORE related that Sergeant WATTS worked for Housing South and worked dip 1 

lects. MOORE related that he paid WATTS a t+1 of $7,000.00. MOORE relate 

ally paid WATTS. MOORE related that onetime after "Shock" paid WATT I, he 

rrs was upset and he would only deal with'"Shock" after that. MOORE related 

ney came up short, then he knew that "Shock" had paid off WATTS. MOORE re 

ice Officer Al JONES orked on WATTS's team and he also took the payments 
,. ii

ORE related that WA S, Al JONES and Kenny never let the white officers kno 

ORE related that Mohammed was on the WATTS's team but is not there now. 

B. Wells Housing 
that "Shock" 

told someone and 
t when the 

ted that Chicago 
em "Shock". 

what is going on. 

ORE relatdd that on one occasion, he and "Shock" meet WATTS at 59th and Wes em.; MOORE 

.:ted that he gave WATTS rifles and "Shock" paid WATTS $10,000.00. MOORE related that he 

uld pay WATTS when he ha4 caught him or one of his workers with something, =ferring to a firearm 

arc tics. 

O related that on one occasion he was with NOONER after NOONER had p 

col Navigator. MOORE related that WATTS pulled over NOONER and him in 

en ATTS came* an saw OONER, WATTS said "oh it's you Pat" and let the 

related that NOONER 1WATTS grew up together. 0 

hased a new black 
e I4avigator and 
go immediately. 

related that ihe had heard that GADDY was paying WATTS money. MOO related that 

decided that he was not going to pay WATTS and WATTS shot at GAD when GADDY 

running away. 1Vf0ORE reltred that this incident occurred approximately two y ago. 

ORE related that it is known that WATTS has a gambling problem. MOORE rel 

17S at the Horseshoe Casino on numerous occasions. 

I 
ORE related that about al week ago W 

t floor of the "559" building and turner 
ock" told him this w1 en he purchased 

1 
ted that he has seen 

TTS ok forty (40) bags of weed from th "Chingey" on the 

aroun and sold the weed to "Shock". M ORE stated that 

ome weed from "Shock". 

M 1 ORE related tha he has about $30,00 .00 in savings. MOORE related that "Trac " has $20,000.00 

an he has $10,000. 0. MOORE related at "Tr cy" lives on 7l' and Californiakin. they have a 

da ghter together. 0 RE related that $6,000_0 is in an apartment in the "S74' b lding and Kim 

13 OWN, his girlfri nd has $4,000.00. Is.400 related that BROWN lives at 64 W st Fountain Ilead, 

W stmont, IL. MOOR related he had a chain rth $16,000.00 in the "574" buildi g in apartment 401 

wi ii "Vicky". 
If: 1-71 3 
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(60) MOORE related that he has a 2001 silver CI,55 Mercedes in Atlanta. MOORE related it 1)parked in 

front of 2866 Norfair Loop, Lithonia, GA. MOORE related he paid $60,000.00 for it. MOORE related 

that s friend Tommy JONES purchased it on his behalf at an auction about a year and a half ago. 

MO RE stated that he paid $3,000.00 at a time to pay off the loan. MOORE related that he also has a 

blue issan Maxima in Atlanta. MOORE related that he purchased the Nissan at the ear dealership at 

71R and Western, Chicago, MOORE related that when he purchased the vehicle last y ar he put 

) $7,000,00 as fi down piaym t. MOORE stated that he also traded in a Nissan Maxima an a Dodge 

Durango. MOORE related at he still owes $11,000.00. MOORE related that he put the ar in Kimerly 

1 BR WN's name. I.

`(61) Kimberly BROWN has an Illinois state driivers license number B650-5007-9889 issued to her at 64 West 

Fountainhead Drive, Apartment 203, Westmont, IL, 60559. BROWN has a 2004 blue Nissan, Illinois 

license plate number 5942507, VIN: 1N4BA41E54C875009, registered to her at the Westmont address. 

BROWN has a 2003 KIA Sort, Illinois license plate number Kymmie2, VIN: KNDJD733135146289, 

registered to her at the Westinont address. 

(62) MOORE' related that he just pure aced a red station wagon yesterday and he paid $900,00 for the vehicle. 

MOORE ielated that he has a co ect with Alamo Rental Cars and he usually utilizes rental vehicles. 

MOORE relate fl that he has not Id a legitimate job' since 1990 or 1992. MOORE related that his rent in 

Georgia is $900.00 per month an the utilities are $150.00 per month. 

4 
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 17 SEPTEMBER 2004 

Internal Affairs Division 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commanding Officer 

Internal Affairs Division 

Confidential Investigation Section 

Police Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY, Star 10865 

Internal Affairs Division 

Confidential Investigation Section 

SUBJECT: Case Initiation 

Complaint Register Number: 300778 

Confidential Number: 259476 

On 16 September 2004, the undersigned agent was made aware of 

unknown Public Housing Unit officers taking (tax) money from drug dealers, allowing them to 

sell their product. The information was obtained from Sergeant Henry HARRIS, Star 2602, of 

HIDTA. In the debriefing of a Cooperating Individual, this information was obtained. 

The C.I. told Lieutenant Juan RIVERA, Star 734, Sergeant 

Kenneth BIGG, Star 1135 and Police Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY, Star 10865 the officers had 

approached him and requested payment for his doing business, selling drugs, in their area. 

Allegedly, one of the officers had shot at him in the year 2003 because he ran away from the 

officer. They later returned to speaking terms. The C.I. said this is an on going incident and many 

of the larger drug dealers in the area are paying tax (money) to these officers. Given this 

information, a Confidential Complaint Register Number is requested. 

Calvin HOLLIDAY 

Internal Affairs Division 

Confidential Investigation Section 

APPROVED: 

14,t;„,, 73 r 

Lieutenant Juan RIVERA 

Commanding Officer 

PL JOINT 005041 BAKER GLENN 005041



OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 21 SEPTEMBER 2004 

Internal Affairs Division 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commanding Officer 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Police Agent Calvin Holliday, Star 10865 

Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

SUBJECT: Status Report 

ALLEGATION: It is alleged officers in the Public Housing Unit are accepting 

money from drug dealers, allowing them to continue to sell 

narcotics. 

On 20 September 2004, a meeting occurred with the purpose of 

implementing some type of strategy for the investigation of this case. After meeting with 

representatives from the United States Attorneys Office, Federal Bureau of Investigations, Drug 

Enforcement Administration, Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms and the Chicago Police 

Department, it was determined this would be a federally prosecuted investigation. The Co-

operating Individual is to be prosecuted in federal court and the United States Attorneys office 

believe they should be in control of everything thing that results from his cooperation. 

APPROVED: 

Commanding Officer 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Calvin HOLLIDAY 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Complaint Register #  D1  1 To 

Confidential #  V --) 9 4-) 

Attachment # 
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INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION 09 MARCH 2005 

Confidential Investigation Section CR# 300778 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commanding Officer 
Internal Affairs Division 

Confidential Investigation Section 

Police Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY, Star 10865 

Internal Affairs Division 

Confidential Investigations Section 

SUBJECT: Integrity Check 

ALLEGATION: It is alleged, while assigned to Unit 715, Sergeant Ronald WATTS, 

Star 2640 and Police Officer Kallatt MOHAMMED, Star 14122, 

were taxing drug dealers (taking money); allowing them to remain 

in business. 

The before mentioned officers, formerly assigned to Unit 715, 

presently assigned to the 2' District, are to be the subject(s) of an Integrity Check. The goal of 

the now unnamed operation is to give the accused members an opportunity to prove or disprove 

the allegation against them. 

The information given suggests the officers know or make it a 

point to get to know, all drug dealers in the area of their assigned duties. It is said the officers 

take money from those drug dealers who wish to work in their area. Those who do not cooperate 

are arrested. 

The objective of this exercise is to provide an undercover officer 

with a large sum of currency, placing him in an undercover vehicle, in the area of the accused 

officers work assignment. He will have the appearance of a working drug dealer and be prepared 

to have an evasive conversation, to arouse suspicion, upon being approached. 

The undercover officer will be in full view of a surveillance team 

assigned to him as well as the group of Internal Affairs Division personnel working the 

operation. The operation will be conducted with set guidelines, under the direction of one named, 

on the scene supervisor. Information has been gathered regarding the accused. Before 

implementing the plan, every necessary piece of information will have been gone over by the 

participating members and approving supervisory personnel up to and including the deputy of the 

Internal Affairs Division. 

Operational considerations are as follows 

1 Duty hours 
2. Daily mission assignments 

3. Geographic locations Complant Aery1S1.6; #3()0.1 1f) 

Confidential g  

Attachn-ient 
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT CR# 300778 

Confidential Investigation Section 

4. Uniform of the day 
5. Possible inventory 
6. Surveillance responsibilities and assignments 
7. Officer Safety 

These considerations and any others that come into play, will be addressed. The plan will allow 

for a certain degree of flexibility but will never compromise the safety of any person involved. 

The plan of attack is to have the undercover officer appear to be a 

drug dealer, looking for one of his customers, while in the given work area of the accused. He 

will never be out of view of his personal surveillance officer(s). In his possession will be a sum 

of pre recorded currency. The undercover officer will be directed, by the supervisor on the scene, 

to the location that will place him in the view of the accused. If all goes according to plan, the 

accused officer will make contact. The undercover officer will be advised and reminded to not 

say anything that would be considered entrapment. The plan is such that if the undercover officer 

is taken into custody, he will be allowed to be transported to the 2" District. If an attempt is 

made to transport him any place other than the 2 nd District, a tactical unit from Internal Affairs 

Division will make the stop on the transporting unit. 

There will be approximately ten (10) persons involved in addition 

to the undercover officer. They will have one common goal, the safety of the Undercover Officer. 

Equipment necessary for the execution of this plan will be 

furnished by the Confidential Investigation Section of the Internal Affairs Division. 

Styx and Zone radios 
Covert and Tactical vehicles 
Photographic equipment 
United States Currency (amount as yet undetermined) 

Drug paraphernalia 

Complaint Register #  (.-a-D-1/ 8 
Confidential #  z-s.94-1 6 

Attachment # 
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(Continued for signature only) 

Police Agent Calvin IOLLIDAY 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigations Section 

APPROVED: 

73 

Commanding Officer 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Complaint Regime! 3., 

Confidential 9  2-594 1 1,-, 
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INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION 28 JUNE 2005 

Confidential Investigation Section 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commanding Officer 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigation Section 

Police Agent Calvin HOLLIDAY, Star 10865 
Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigations Section 

SUBJECT: Case Information 

REFERENCE: Complaint Register Number 300778 
Confidential Number 259476 

ACCUSED: Sergeant Ronald WATTS, Star 2640 

It is alleged Sergeant Ronald WATTS is taking drugs and money 

from high ranking drug dealers and allowing them to remain in business. It is also alleged that 

Sergeant WATTS takes drugs and then tells that person they owe him the total street value of the 

seized drugs or they will go to jail for possession. 

The undersigned, met with Assistant States Attorney 

David NAVARRO (773 869 2897), private attorney Mannew MAHONEY, his client, gang 

member and drug dealer, Ben BAKER (IR # 901905), his wife, and Sergeants Ray 

BRODERDORF and Kenneth BIGG at 2650 South California. ,BAKER woke of WATTS, 

wanting BAKER to a WATTS to stay in business and of BAKER'S resisting to do so. 

B R alleged his present case in court wasp ace on him 5-3/Sergeant WATTS. BAKER 

pledged his co-operation in our investigation and to work as a CI. BAKER stated he would 

immediately contact the undersigned if he had any contact with Sergeant WATTS. BAKER also 

spoke of Sergeant WATTS having shot at Willie GADDY for not paying him protection money. 

BAKER spoke of others selling drugs in the Ida B Wells Housing Projects and that these 

individuals paid Sergeant WATTS in order to continue to deal drugs. BAKER'S allegations 

against Sergeant WATTS are essentially the same as those told by two other known drug dealers 

at the Ida B Wells Housing Projects, Willie GADDY and Wilbert MOORE. These three men 

had no knowledge the other was talking to a Law Enforcement Agents. 

May 2005 

To date, the undersigned has heard nothing from Ben BAKER or 

his attorney. Another method of investigation, possibly an integrity check, will be sought. 

Previously, the undersigned had interviewed drug dealer Willie 
GADDY, IR # 974447. GADDY was brought in by HIDTA and made available to other 

Chicago Police Department sections. He was working off a case. He spoke of having been shot at 
by Sergeant WATTS for not paying protection money while GADDY was selling drugs. He 

RE9c)i -etw _300 1$ 

L:onfidentiai .9 Olio 
hrf)--.011 
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No. 1-06-3352 

IN THE 
APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS 

FIRST DISTRICT 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, 

Plaintiff-Appellee, 

-vs-

BEN BAKER, 

Defendant-Appellant. 

Appeal from the Circuit Court 
of Cook County, Illinois. 

No. 05 CR 8982. 

Honorable 
Michael P. Toomin, 
Judge Presiding. 

ORDER 

This matter coming to be heard on Appellant's motion, all parties having been duly 
notified, and the Court being advised in the premises, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 

That the motion to supplement the record with 2 volumes of record instanter, 
consisting of: 

(1) a 195-page volume containing, inter alia, documents produced by the Chicago Police 
Department's Internal Affairs Division, and 

(2) an 8-page volume of the report of proceedings from July 7, 2005 

is hereby ALLOWED/DENIED. 

PRESIDING JUSTICE 

JUSTICE 

DATE: 
JUSTICE 

ANNE E. CARLSON 
Deputy Defender 
Office of the State Appellate Defender 
20 North Clark Street - Suite 2800 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
(312) 814-5100 

COUNSEL FOR DEPENDANT-APPELLANT 
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• • 
U.S. Department of Justice 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

In Reply, Please Refer to 
File No. 

194D—CG-122761 

219 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
February 10, 2006 

RONALD WATTS, 
POLICE SERGEANT, 

CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT; 
CSLPO - LAW ENFORCEMENT - DRUG RELATED; 

00: CHICAGO 

Captioned investigation was initiated in September of 
2004. FBI Chicago received information of an ongoing joint 
investigation conducted by the Chicago Police Department Internal 
Affairs Division (CPD-IAD), Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) and 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF). The 
investigation involved allged criminal activity of Chicago 
Police Department Sergeant Ronald Watts. 

' An ATF source alleged that, in the past, Watts 
attempted to extort him for bribe payments to permit him to 
continue his drug trafficking activity. The ATF source also 
stated that Watts was currently receiving bribe payments from 
another individual involved in drug trafficking in the Ida B. 
Wells housing development, Wilbur Moore. 

Shortly after the investigation was initiated, the unit 
that Watts was assigned to, which covered the Ida B. Wells 
housing project, was disbanded and Watts was transferred to 
another area. During the course of the investigation, 
allegations against Watts were never able to be substantiated or 
collaborated. 

In December of 2005, a query of the Financial Crimes 
Enforcement Network was conducted for Watts. The results of this 
query were negative. 

On January 20, 2006, Cook County State's Attorney Dave 
Navarro contacted the reporting Agent to advise that Moore had 
been murdered. Navarro related that his office had been 
investigating Chicago Police Department Sergeant Ronald Watts and 
that Moore's name surfaced during the course of the Watts 
investigation. 

This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the 
FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 

;.\ 12,4prt.-,\ z\TV.er:r;.17rayt-qeoi.Zgx-( '11" SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000339



• 

On January 20, 2006, the investigative status of this 
case was presented to Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA) 
Gayle E. Littleton. AUSA Littleton advised that she would 
decline prosecution because of parallel State prosecution and 
because the case lacked federal prosecutive merit. 

2 
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SUMMARY REPORT DIG EST-

COMPLAINT REGISTER INVESTIGATION NO.: 
CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

309282 
DATE liE REPORT (DAY-MO.-YEAR) 

03 November 2005 

To be used in all cases that are to be classified as either EXONERATED, UNFOUNDED, NOT SUSTAINED or 
in SUSTAINED cases where the Disciplinary Recommendation does not exceed FIVE (5) DAYS SUSPENSION. 

SUBMIT ORIGINAL AND 3 COPIES IF ASSIGNED TO SAME UNIT AS ACCUSED. 
SUBMIT ORIGINAL AND 4 COPIES IF NOT ASSIGNED TO SAME UNI r AS ACCUSED. 

TO: SUPERINTENDENT OF POLICE 
ATTENTION 0 ADMINISTRATOR IN CHARGE, OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS 

ASSISTANT DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT, INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION 

FROM-INVESTIGATOR'S NAME 

• Mann Kenneth E. 

RANK 

Lt. 

STAR NO. 

476 

SOCIAL SEC. NO. EMPLOYEE NO. UNIT ASSIGN. 

002 
ADDRESS OF INCIDENT 

52,7 E. Browning 206 

DATE OF INCIDENT -TIME 

20 August 2005/1400 hrs 

BEAM/kW 

212 

LOCATION CODE' 

19 
NAME 

1- Watts, Ronald 

RAN K 

Sgt 

STAR NO. 

2640 

SOCIAL SEC. NO. EMPLOYEE NO. UNIT ASSIGN. 

002 

2. 
SEX/RACE 

1. M/B 

D.O.B. DATE OF APPOINTMENT 

18 Jan 94 

DUTY STATUS (TIME OF INCIDENT) 

lig ON DUTY 0 OFF DUTY 
®SWORN 
0 CIVILIAN 

PHYS 
OND. 

COOEt 01 

2. 
IMD-CicAtiLE 
I. 

0 ON DUTY 0 OFF DUlY 
0 SWORN 
0 CIVILIAN 

- OA tE ARRESTED/INDICTED CHARGES COURT BRANCH DISPOSITION & DATE 

2. 
NAME 

Glenn, Clarissa 

AOD ESS" CITY STATE 

527 E. Browning #204, Chicago, 1160653 

TELETK 

773 410 7557 

t FJURACE 

F/B 

• . • .; AGE 

30 Aug 71/34 

PH Y57--.
. ' t 01 

E.......---
ADDRESS" CITY STATE TEL * • .4 -, a . • .: JAGE PIM; 

• . at 

NAME 

"Sambo" 

ADDRESS •` CITY STATE 

527 B. Browning 20a 

- • 

773 440 5561 

S r 7

M/B 

D.O.BJAGE 

unk 

'Ws. 

•("I' unk 

0 SEE ATTACHED SHEET FOR ADDITIONAL ACCUSED, COMPLAINANTS. VICTIMS. WITNESSES, 

0 

Allegation #1, Accused searched her residence without a warrant or her permission on 20 August 2005. 

Allegation #2, That the accused had the witness tell the victim that the accused would cause her bodily, and that he would arrest her for 

no reason. This allegation was to have happened on 23 October 2005. 

I.A.D. LOCATION CODES* 
01 Food Sales/Restaurant 
02 Tavern/Liquor Store 
03 Other Business Establishment 
04 Police Building 
05 Lockup Facility 
06 Police Maintenance FOcilily 
07 CPD Automotive Pound Facility 
08 Other Police Property 
09 Ponce Communications System 
10 Court Room 

11 Public Transportation Veh./Facillty 
12 Park District Property 
13 Airport 
14 Public Property Outer 
15 Other Private Premise 
16 EXpreSsway/Intersiate System 
17 Public Way Omer 
18 Waterway, Incl. Park District 
19 Private Residence 

PHYSICAL CONDITION CODESt 
01 No Visible Injury - Apparently Normal 
02 No Visible Injury - Under Influence 
03 Injured. Not Hospitalized 
04 injured, Not Hospitalized - Under Influence 
05 Injured, Hospitalized 
06 Injured, Hospilaltzed - Under trifluence 
07 Injured. Refesed Medical Aid 
08 Injured, Refused Medical Aid - Under influence 
09 Deceased 
10 Deceased - 'Miter influence 

• IF CPD MEMBER, UST RANK, STAR, SOCIAL SECURITY, EMPLOYEE NOS. IN ADDRESS BOX. PAX/CELL IN TELEPHONE BOX. 

CPO-44.112A (1/84) C.R. NO. 309282 
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Briefly summarize the investigation describing your efforts to prove nr disprove the allegation(s). Indicate whether witnesses or evidence 
support or do not support the allegation(s). 
In sustained cases ONLY, copies of the accused member's Summary of Previous Disciplinary Actions and Record of Previous Compliment-
ary History will be included as attachments. 

Reporting received for investigation the above listed complainant register number and after a review of reports the following is 
being submitted for review and approval. 

Reporting called the listed number number and left a detailed message on the complainants voice mail. On 05 November 2005 „ 
reporting mailed the complainant a certified letter detailing how to get in contact with the reporting and expressing the need for her to 
contact the reporting so that this investigation could be completed. Reference article number 7003 3110 0006 3190 6224. 

As of this writing the complainant has failed to contact the reporting, nor has she left any information as to how to get in contact 
with her. Reporting requests that this investigation be classified as unfounded due to the lick of cooperation from the complainant. 

F
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S
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E
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O
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N
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INVESTIGATIVE REPORTS-
SUPPORTING 

REPORTS-
SUPPORTING ALLEGATION 
LIST ATTACHMENT NUMBERS: 

INVESTIGATIVE REPORTS-
SUPPORTING ACCUSED MEMBER(S) 
LIST ATTACHMENT NUMBERS: 

PHYSICAL EVIDENCE 

LIST ATTACHMENT NUMBERS: 

TOTAL. NUMBER OF ATTACHMENTS 
SUBMITTED WITH THIS FILE: 

7 

Summarize the findings and recommendations. Rule violations will be cited by number only. One overall recommendation for Disciplinary 
Action will be made by the inves igator. The recommendation will be for ALL sustained findings: recommendations will NOT be made 
for each sustained allegation. 
Example: 1. Violation noted, no disciplinary action warranted. 2. That the accused member be reprimanded. 3. That the accused member 
be suspended for ..... days (not to exceed 5 days). 

1 

Findings: Unfounded 

Recommendation: No disciplinary action 

0 

DA INI TIA I k A 
(DATE COMPLAIN t WAS (DATE OF THIS 
RECEIVED FOR INVESTIGATION) 02 Nov 05 REPORT) 03 November 2005 

TOTAL TIME, 
XPRESSED IN DAYS) 32 

invekigator will initiate the Command Channel Review INV STAGATOR'S NATI 

form by completing the Investigator's Section. • 

IF NECESSARY. USE AN BY= x 11" SHEET OF WHITE PAPER TO CONTINUE ANY ITE 

0 
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COMPLAINT. AGAINST DEPARTMENT MEMBER 
CHICAN O POUCH DEPARTMENT 

"" 

INITIAL COMPLAINT CATEGORY ff C.R.NO. 

03C 309282 
(1 C 

r °4rr
---'"-- 

District

70 COMMA

1 1 

dA r" UNIT 

002 

MANNCR- 66a-F3LAINT RECEIVED 
0 BELL. PAX III LETTER al IN PERSON 

RECEIVED FROM COMPLAINANT BY-NAME 

WILSON, Grace L. 

RANK 

Inv. 
STAR/EMPL. NO UNIT NO. 

113 
°N.,  ocwic 

Mon. 

DATE 

24 Oct 05 
TIME 

14:08 
RtGISTEREO WITH O.P.S. BY-NAME 

— 
WILSON Grace L. 

RAN 

Inv. 
STAR/EMPL. NO UNIT NO. 

113 
°A"FwK DATE 

SAME 
TIME 

0
us _,,,,, 
co 

0 
0 
4( 

1. AM STAR NO. UNIT NO. SOCIAL SECURITY NO. Ti-I.I.?.'ils 

06410110FF 

ON OFF 
0 2. • 

. 
111 i!r F 

4. • 
ON OFF 
N IM 

5. " 

ON OFF 
0 • 

1.0CA f ION 01- INCIDENT 

527 B. Browning Apt. 206 002 
DAY op- 

Sat. 
DATE 

20 Aug. 05 
TIME 

14:00 
TOTAL Accusco TOTAL OOMPL TOTAL WIT. 

• _ 

A 

8 

NAME 

Clarissa Glenn F/B DOB: 8-30-71 
'ADDRESS (STREET. APT. NO., CITY, STATE) 

527 East Brownin #206 

ZIP CODE

60653 
HO E PHONE NO. 

773/410-7557 
CONTACT AT TIME PHONE NO. 

94'c' 
C 

ONE 
 V w 

ADDITIONAL COMPLAINANTNICTIM/WITNESS 
NAME ' ADDRESS (STREET, APT. NO., CITY, STATE) PHONE NO. 

x Witness to 2nd incident: "Sainbo" M/B 527 East Brownin: #204 773/440-5561 

. - 

FOR ADDITIONAL ACCUSED. COMPLAINANTS (C), VICTIMS (V), WITNESSES (W). USE ANOTHER FORMSET. 
IF CPID MEMBER, LIST HANK, STAR/EMPLOYEE, SOCIAL SECURITY NOS. IN ADDRESS, PAX/BELL IN PHONE NO. BOX. 

0 

w 
-I
-I
4 
LL

0 

tc 

z 

The complainant alleges that on the above date, two male/black casually-dressed officers entered and 

searched-her residence witout a warrant or her permission. It is further alleges that on 23 October 2005, at 

approximately 1330 hours, one of the accused officers gave the witness a threatening message for the 

complainant. According to the complainant, the accused officer (whose name is possibly Ronald Watts) 

threatened her with bodily harm and arrest for no reason. 

No Arrest 

1NT/ ..)I IUATOrrAn 04E15 

JOAN 

2. 

'DATE AB 1 N U NE 

I, 4e70 A/A/ 0 g '.

GPD-44.2023Rey, 1ifl4) 

writ- STr, 

ia":0.
infrarlATC—

WePr-; 

UA I: AMORE 

2. 

- I ME DAY OF WK. 

INVESTIGATOR S COPY 
C.R. NO. 

I ATTACHMENT 1 
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002" District 03 November 2005 

To: 

From: 

Walther A. Green 
Commander 
002nd District 

Kenneth E. Mann 
Lieutenant 
002" District 

Subject: Complaint Register Number 309282 

Reporting Lieutenant received for investigation the above listed complaint 
and after a review of reports the following is being submitted. 

Reporting called the listed number for the complainant on several 
occasions and left a message on her voice mail. Reporting mailed a certified letter on 05 
November 2005, article number 7003 3110 006 3190 6224, and as of this writing no 
contact has been made with the complainant. 

Kenneth E. Mann 
Lieutenant . „ 
002" District 

At tachmen t# 2 
CR# 309282 ' 
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USPS - Track & Confirm 

UNITE457:4TE$ 
POSTAL SERVICE9 

Page 1 of 1 

Home I Help 

'IatrxrantsallalMittie=t0=1:=Mazr= luttr,mtvAtmmttmig 2t!5ftv w.ra;.•••=masmexcat= 

Track & Confirm 

Search Results 
LabeUReceipt Number: 7003 3110 0006 3190 6224 
Status: Notice Left 

We attempted to deliver your item at 1:13 pm on November 15, 2005 in 
CHICAGO, IL 60653 and a notice was left. It can be redelivered or picked 
up at the Post Office. If the item is unclaimed, it will be returned to the 
sender. Information, if available, is updated every evening. Please check 
again later. 

(Additfonal Demily >) (R'dtthil tQ USPS.coas Home a.) 

Track & Confirm ‘ 1410.Y. 

Enter Label/Receipt Number. 

Notification Options  

Track & Confirm by email 

Get current event information or updates for your item sent to you or others by email. 

POSTAL INSPECTORS site map contact us government services jobs National & Premier Accounts 
Copyright 0 1999-2004 USPS. All Rights Reserved. Terms of Use Privacy Policy Preserving the Trust 

Attachment#3 
CR# 309282 

4 ,, 1;i! 

htto://trkcarml.smi.usps.com/PTSIntemetWeb/InterLabellnquiry.do 11/17/2005 
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USPS - Track & Confirm Page 1 of 1 

UN/MOST/3MS 
posrALSERVIC.E4 Homo I Help

-ns-zegsAtz .4.pitoszoisalp.n.44WAra ltisMMV:22*122MtiliZaVMOMIXIMIan ZifiaiTifff-DIX:=Cliniti:. 

loc.IL&..C.anfirra 

Track & Confirm 

ti

Search Results 
Label/Receipt Number. 7003 3110 0006 3190 6224 
Detailed Results: 

* Noticic Left, November 15, 2005,1:13 pm, CHICAGO, IL 60653 
Arrival at Unit, November 14, 2005, 9:41 am, CHICAGO, IL 60653 

Beak( (Row:aro LISPS. corn Home L) 

Track & Continn Nff??0,1 
Enter Label/Receipt Number. 

Notification Orions 

Track & Confirm by email 

Get current event information or updates for your item sent to you or others by email. (04 

POSTAL INSPECTORS 
Preserving the Trust 

site map contact us government services jobs National & Premier Accounts
Copyright SD 1999-2004 USPS. All Rights Reserved. Terms of Use Privacy Policy 

_iq tactonent#4 
MO 36282 

http://trkcn.frml.smi.usps.corn/PTSIntemetWebAnterLabelDetail.do 11/21/2005 
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LISPS - Trgck & Confirm 

UNITED ST4M. 
Miff POSVICSERVIC.E0 

Track & Confirm 

Search Results 
Label/Receipt Number: 7003 3110 0006 3190 6224 
Detailed Results: 

• Forwarded, November 22, 2005, 2:58 pm, CHICAGO, IL 
" Notice Left, November 15, 2005, 1:13 pm, CHICAGO, IL 60653 
a Arrival at Unit, November 14, 2005, 9:41 am, CHICAGO, IL 60653 

(4 Back) IP?euttraviktISPS-carn flame 

Page 1 of 1 

Home I kite 

Track & Conffrin 

'Frank& Confirm °I,Nat4
Enter Label/Receipt Number. 

Notification Options 

Track & Confirm by email 

Get current event information or updates for your item sent to you or others by email. cry.-7,7) 

POSTAL iNSPECTORS 
Preserving the Trust 

site map contact us government services jobs National & Premier Accounts 
Copyright g) 1999.2004 USPS. All Rights Reserved. Terms of Use Privacy Policy 

i's;*

A t tachment# 5 
CR# 309282 

http://trkenfruil.smi.usps.com/PTSInternetWeb/interLabelbetail.do 11 0.50.605 
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VS. Postal Service,. 
CERTIFIED MAIL,,, RECEIPT 1* 
(Domestic Mall Only; No Insurance Coverage Provided) 
For delivery intormetIon visit our wohslte at www.usps.corno 

%nine 

Coated Fee 

Return Redept Fee 
(Endorsbnrete Ranutren) 

Resticted Delivery Feu 
(Endorsement Required) 

Total Postage & Pees 

Postmark 
Here 

Sox ̀ a 
o Ms . Claris,a Ginn . 

orpoaoxiim 527 E.  Bret:wait*  Apt 206  
City, sore, IA 

0 C 60653 
es F 3000,./une2002 for Inslruclions 

Attachment 6 
CR# 309282 
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REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION -
COMPLAINT REGISTER INVESTIGATION NO.: 
CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT 309282 

DATE OF REQUEST 

03 November 2005 

TO: SUPERINTENDENT OF POLICE 
ATTENTION: ADMINISTRATOR IN CHARGE, OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS 

ASSISTANT DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT, INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION 

STAR NO. UNIT 
Mann, Kenneth E. Lieutenant 476 002 

RANKFROM - INVESTIGATOR'S NAME 

AN EXTENSION OF 30 DAYS IS REQUESTED TO COMPLETE THIS COMPLAINT REGISTER INVESTIGATION FOR REASON(S) INDICATED BELOW 

0 ACCUSED UNAVAILABLE FOR INTERVIEW (GIVE REASON AND EXPECTED DATE OF RETURN) 

Certified letter was re directed by the 
tEl COMFLAINANTANITNESS UNAVAILABLE FOR INTERVIEW (GIVE NAME AND REASON) USPS . 

7003 3110 0006 3190 6224 
El REPORTS, RECORDS, STATEMENTS. LABORATORY TESTS UNAVAILABLE (SPECIFY) DATE CERTIFIED LETTER SENT: 

OTHER (DESCRIBE)  -

i". 

DATE CASE ASSIGNED 
02 November 2005 

ELAPSED TIME OF INVESTIGATION NO. OP PRIOR REQUESTS 
3 2 DAYS 0 

INVES7 ' g TORS q ,ltAllq 

• 
APPROVED - UNIT COMMANDING OFFICER 

} ADDITIONAL REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION 
DATE. OF REQUEST 

FROM - INVESTIGATORS NAME RANK STAR NO. UNIT 

AN EXTENSION OF 30 DAYS IS REQUESTED TO COMPLETE THIS COMPLAINT REGISTER INVESTIGATION FOR REASON(S) INDICATED BELOW: 

❑ ACCUSED UNAVAILABLE FOR INTERVIEW (GIVE REASON AND EXPECTED DATE OF RETURN) 

O COMPLAINANT/WITNESS UNAVAILABLE FOR INTERVIEW (GIVE NAME AND REASON) 

1:1 REPORTS, RECORDS, STATEMENTS, LABORATORY TESTS UNAVAILABLE (SPECIFY) 

El OTHER (DESCRIBE) 

DATE CERTIFIED LETTER SENT: 

DATE CASE ASSIGNED ELAPSED TIME OF INVESTIGATION NO. OF PRIOR REQUESTS 

DAYS 
INVESTIGATOR'S SIGNATURE APPROVED - UNIT COMMANDING OFFICER 

ADDITIONAL REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION 
(DATE OF REQUEST 

FROM - INVZSTIOATOR'S NAME RANK STAR NO. UN I 

AN EXTENSION OF 30 DAYS IS REQUESTED TO COMPLETE THIS COMPLAINT REGISTER INVESTIGATION FOR REASON(S) INDICATED BELOW: 

ID ACCUSED UNAVAILABLE FOR INTERVIEW(GIVE REASON AND EXPECTED DATE OF RETURN) 

❑ COMPI AINANTANITNESS UNAVAILABLE FOR INTERVIEW (GIVE NAME AND REASON) 

El REPORTS, RECORDS, STATEMENTS. LABORATORY TESTS UNAVAILABLE (SPECIFY) 

ID OTHER (DESCRIBE) 

DATE CERTIFIED LETTER SENT: 

!DATE CASE ASSIGNED ELAPSED TIME OF INVESTIGATION 

DAYS 

NO. OF PRIOR REQUESTS 

INVESTIGATOR'S SIGNATURE APPROVED - UNIT COMMANDING OFFICER 

ATTACHMENT NO. 

7 

C.R. NO 

309282 
CPD-44 .114 (REV. 2104) 
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Internal Affairs Division 15 June 2010 
Confidential Investigations Section 

TO: Juan Rivera 
Chief 
Internal Affairs Division 

Attention: Sergeant Phyllis Muzupappa 
Commanding Officer 
Records Section 

FROM: Sergeant Paul Farrell 
Administrative Sergeant 
Confidential Investigations Section 

SUBJECT: CR # 3 0 9 2 8 2 
Administrative Processing 

A detailed report authored by Sergeant Thomas Chester 11 1282 of 
this Command dated 21 January 2010 requested the administrative closure of CR# 
309282. This same report indicated the contents of CR# 309282 would be incorporated 
within CL# 1015941 and addressed as an allegation within CL# 1015941. 

This report was ultimately signed and approved by Lieutenant 
Samuel Ramirez, Commander Robert Klimas, and Chief Juan Rivera. The report of 
Sergeant Chester however contained detailed information regarding an on-going 
confidential and criminal investigation. This report, if forwarded to process this 
administrative closing request, could compromise the on-going investigation as it would 
be included within the files of CR# 309282. 

In an effort to effectively process this request, the undersigned has 
redacted sensitive portions of a copy of Sergeant Chester's report. The original un-
redacted report was placed within the original investigative file relevant to CU/ 1015941 
for proper and secure retention as this investigation proceeds. 

It is respectfully requested this report with its attachment be 
reviewed and forwarded to the Records Section so that the previously approved request to 
Administratively Close CR# 309282 and incorporate said within CL# 1015941 can be 
processed without compromising any current investigation. 

Signature Page Attached 
Redacted Copy of Report Dated 21 January 2010 Attached 
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Internal Affairs Division 
Confidential Investigations Section 

Page 2 of 2 

Signature Page Only 

SUBJECT: CR # 309282 
Administrative Processing 

Approved: 

1340 
Lieutena am) el Ramirez 
Commanding Officer 
Confidential Investigations Section 

Co mander Ito e t Kli a 
Director of Inve ations 
Intr • al Affairs Divisio 

Juan Rivera 
Chief 
Internal Affairs Division 

15 June 2010 

Sergeant Paul Farrell 
Confidential Investigations Section 
Internal Affairs Division 
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Bureau of Professional Standards 
Internal Affairs Division 
Page lof 2 

TO: Juan Rivera 
Chief 
Internal Affairs Division 

FROM: Sergeant Thomas A. Chester #1282 
Confidential Investigations Section 
Internal Affairs Division 

SUBJECT: CR# 300778 

ACCUSED: 

21 January 2010 

The Reporting Sergeant (R/S) was re-assigned the above 
investigation due to the nature of the case and the involvement of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI). 

The incident in •uestion is in re ards to the alle ation that 

'This investigation was being worked in conjunction with the FBI and the 
Internal Affairs Division. 

The investigation intolIMIDs still ongoing and the FBI is still 
involved in the investigating into this allegation along with other alle ations. There are a 
total of three open Complaint Registered Numbers on all 
alleging misconduct and illegal acts. 

The RJS is requesting that the three numbers be combined and maintained 
into one number, Complain Register #1015941 as the allegations within each case are 
similar in nature and involve similar complainants. The files of CR# 300778 and 309282 
will be kept with the file and addressed as separate allegations in CR #1015941. 

Sergeant Thomas A. Chester #1282 
Confidential Investigations Section 
Internal Affairs Division 

CONFIDENTIAL - Subject to Protective Order Entered in Case No. 16 C 8940
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Page 2of 2 

SIGNATURE PAGE ONLY 

, Approved by: 

Commandin ffic r 
C fidentiakknvestigatio 
Internal Af Ifs 

Cb ander 
Internal Affair r ivision 

Internal Affairs Division 

CONFIDENTIAL - Subject to Protective Order Entered in Case No. 16 C 8940

CITY-BG-012915



COMPLAINT AGAINST DEPARTMENT MEMBER 
CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

INITIAL COMPLAINT CATEGORY C.R.NO. 

03C I 309282 

Ta CdartAVOIWOFFItER INM ernAMcwir 4
Internal Affairs Division - CIS 

UNIT 

121 - CIS 
MANNER C PLAT ED 
0 BELLO PAX 0 LETTER 0 IN PERSON 

RECEIVED FROM COMPLAINANT BY-NAME 

WILSON, Grace L. 

RANK 

Inv. 
STAR/EMPL. NO UNIT NO. 

113 
Dar or we( 

Mon. 
DATE 

24 Oct 05 

TIME 

14:08 

REGISTERED WITH O.P.S. BY-NAB —

ace

RANK 

Inv. 
STAR/EMPL. NO UNIT NO. 

113 
DAY °ff WIC DATE 

SAME 
TIME 

A
C

C
U

S
E

D
 

SAM E 

1

ANK STAR NO. UNIT NO. SOCIAL SECURITY NO. DUTY 
?(JS,,

N OFF 

2. 

ON OFF . 
3. 

cr L.  F
. 

ON OFF 
0 • 

6. 

ON OFF 

0 D 
LO ATION OF INCIDENT 

527 E. Browning Apt. 206 002 
DAY OF - 

Sat. 
DATE 

20 Aug. 05 
TIME 

14:00 
TOTAL ACCUSiO TOTAL COWL TOTAL WIT. 

co
mP

um
mu

 

NAME 

Clarissa 
HOME 

773/410-7557 

Glenn F/B DOB: 8-30-71 

*ADDRESS (STREET, APT. NO., CITY, STATE) 

527 East Browning #206 

ZIP CODE 

60653 
PHONE NO. CONTACT AT TIME PHONE NO. 

CHECK 

c 

ONE= 

v w 

ADDITIONAL COMPLAINANTNICTIMIWITNESS 

NAME
• ADDRESS (STREET, APT. NO., CITY. STATE) PHONE NO. 

 x Witness to 2nd incident: "S bo" MB 527 East Browning #204 773/440-5561 

FOR ADDITIONAL ACCUSPD, COMPLAINANTS (C), VICTIMS (V), WITNESSE.3 (W), USE ANOTHER FORMSET. 

• IF CPID MEMBER, LIST RANK. STAR/EMPLOYEE, SOCIAL SECURITY NOS. IN ADDRESS, PAX/BELL IN PHONE NO. BOX. 

The complainant alleges that on the above date, two male/black casually-dressed officers entered and 

o searched her residence witout a warrant or her permission. It is further alleges that on 23 October 2005, at 
0 approximately 1330 hours, one of the accused officers gave the witness a threatening message for the 

complainant. According to the complainant, the accused officer (whose name is possibly Ronald Watts) 

threatened her with bodily harm and arrest for no reason. 

0u. No Arrest 

F
a
-

1. 

2. 
DATE. ASSIGNED—L TIME 

1. 

ARK S I ARTLIVIPL. NU, -uAlr 6R).  SOOM-SECURITYIKI---

FAY OF WK.. DA A5al3NEU - I !Mt 

2. 
DAY OF WK. 

MASTER FILE COPY ATTACHMENT 1 
C.R. NO. 
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 05 September 2006 

Internal Affairs Division 

TO: Commanding Officer 
Unit 121 

FROM: Debra Kirby 
Assistant Deputy Superintendent 
Internal Affairs Division 

SUBJECT: Reassignment of Complaint Register Number 309282 

Complaint Register Number 309282 will be reopened and assigned to 

Confidential Investigations Section, Unit 121, effective 05 September 2006. 

Immediately upon receipt of this reassignment, kindly provide the 

information listed below and return the 2"d copy, to the Internal Affairs Division, Records Section. 

INVESTIGATOR ASSIGNED: 

STAR/EMPLOYEE: 

UNIT: 

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER: 

DATE and TIME ASSIGNED: 

DK/indr 

'9 ebra 
Assist A ;0 eputy Superintendent 
Internal Affairs Division 

/ 
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Page 1 of 1 

CLEAR Data Warehouse Arrestee Name Check For Year(s) ALL 
Date From= 08-DEC-2005 - 08-FEB-2006 

Name Like GLENN 
For Districts, CityWide All Beats 

Report Date= 8/30/2006 Requested By= pc01634 

NARRATIVE IRNO CB_NO CHARGES ARR_DATE ARRESTEE_ADUR CITY ST BEAT LNAME FNAME NICKNAME SI 

14205553 1757074 16389870 PCS - 
MFG/DEL- 
15 + 
GRMS - 
HEROIN 

11-DEC- 
2005 

527 E BROWNING 
AVE 

CHICAGO IL 0212 GLENN CLARISSA FIBL 

This results table currently has 1 records in it. 

For Official Police Use Only! Not For Dissemination! 

http://167.165.43.108/scripts_test/arrests nc. ASP 8/30/2006 
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Page 1 of l 

CLEAR Data Warehouse 
Arrest Narrative For Arrest ID 14205553 

Report Date= 8/30/2006 

The narrative contained herein has been transcribed from the original arrest report and is therefore 
not official! 

NARRATIVE 

EVENT#08459 THIS IS AN ARREST BY 002 TACT UNITS BTS. 264D & 264C. DURING A NARCOTICS 
SURVEILLANCE, THE ABOVE SUBJECT WAS OBSERVED IN A VEHICLE FAILING TO STOP AT A STOP SIGN. THE 
VEHICLE WAS CURBED BY BT.211 AT THE ABOVE LOCATION AS A/O'S ARRIVED IN A COVERT VEHICLE. A/O'S 
AT THIS TIME OBSERVED THE ABOVE SUBJECT HAND A CLEAR PLASTIC BAG WITH SUSPECT NARCOTICS TO 
SUBJECT KNOWN AS BAKER,BEN M/1/33. THE SUBJECT BAKER PLACED THE SUSPECT NARCOTICS INSIDE THE 
DRIVER'S SIDE ARM REST CONSOLE. A/O'S HAD BOTH SUBJECTS TO EXIT THE VEHICLE AND THEN 
RECOVERED THE SUSPECT NARCOTICS. FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF THE NARCOTICS REVEALED IT TO BE A 
CLEAR PLASTIC BAG WITH 50 ZIPLOCK BAGGIES WITH WHITE POWDER SUSPECT HEROIN. THE SUBJECT WAS 
PLACED IN CUSTODY AND TRANSPORTED TO THE 002 DISTRICT. THE SUBJECT SEARCHED BY P.O. 
G.HURT#18673. ALL THESE EVENTS OCCURRED WTTIHIN THE CHA COMPLEX IDA B. WELLS AND WITHIN 1000 
FT. OF DOOLITTLE ELEMENTRY SCHOOL, INVENTORY #10659055, 

http://167.165.43.108/scripts_test/Arrests_nan-.asp?ARRESTID=14205553 8/30/2006 
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CLEAR Data Warehouse 
GLENN, CLARISSA 
CB# 16389870 

Charge(s) = PCS - MFG/DEL- 15„+ GRMS - 
HEROIN 

IR# = 1757074 

F/BLK/34 - Height 504 / 128 lbs, 

DOB = 30-AUG-1971 

Arrest Date = 11-DEC-2005 

Address of Arrest= 511 E BROWNING AVE 

Beat of Arrest 0212 

LKA = 527 E BROWNING AVE 

City = CHICAGO, IL 

Beat of Residence = 0212 

REQUESTED BY= PC01634 on 30-August-2006 @ 2:55:17 PM 
FOR OFFICIAL POLICE USE ONLY! NOT FOR DISSEMINATION! 

littp://167.165.43.108/seripts_test/image_mug.asp 8/30/2006 
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Okletvklptiate Ya!rt loco: Winc10.4, CI 

1)4. /T 1002=.W. rOnil Ro 61, 

- • • 

Welcome-- KENNEDY MAUREEN 

Star No: 

Last Name; [WAITS 

PC Tio: 

Afitolarhaeld Date: !It- IA."94 

Address: 

Watch: 1+ 

Fl: 10613 

Day Olf 
Jai-Jtuu 20-02 

Jai-Den 20.02 

Gas Mask /I k8t)61 

Nature of Aestornerrt 

1 ocation 

Query Watch Information Information Services Rh' 

Employee No:IMF S.S.N Position: F Race: Sex: WI—
First Mine : IKONALD  r Unit Assigned: riiir 
Title Code: 9171 Title Description:15E142MT OFPOLICII 

Seniority Date:124-MAY "" Date of Birth: 

District of Residence: Hone Phattelf 

Unit of Detail: I 

11: 

Locker No:

tantuationt 

Evatuattom f 
Mal Est meat a ranT 42—

iTACIICAL TEAM SERGEANT 

Detail Date:1 Unit Telephone No: 3121477366 

FULL:— si., I: Fir ru& Tear: 
Start Time 2: F—

Vedder Hex 131I1 

Lunch: 12130 Type Car: 11 MAN1UNMARIC 

BidAVanagemanNOlat-Watch-Old-Poultion) 1 FCC 

PUB r PRI 1— PAROCHIAL r IdadlitaiDatet 125-AUC-2004 

Court-Key P—

ease 264 

F7= Clear Screen Retrieve Record..
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Watch Info: Window ti 
...ASlicrkio PoIce Decal .o,or,l 

f'14 CILEAIR 
Welcome-- KENNEDY MAUREEN 

Star No: Employee No: 

Last Nance: NCB 

PC No: 

Appoiebnoni Dale: f 18 mAR-19" 
A.ddreso: 

Exit 

uery Watch Information . . _ information Services Dlv 

S.S II: POSI110111 F nano F -- Sex: Fr—

Hrst Name: ALVIN Mb: Unit kordved: Sari 

Title Cede:I/161 Title Description: IPOLICIS OfneIR 

Senierity Date: In MAR- )996 Date of Dirih: 

Herne Phoney District of Residence: 122
---_. ......-__ --- . — -. - 

Watch: 1; _ Unit ofDelail: I Detail Dalt: r---
Fl: ra-6m F2: r317)  FULL: I 

Day Off Group: 12 
Locker No: 1 Court-Key lii—

Jan•Juel 20.02---  Rvaluations 191.4 nest: F473 Vehicle no: 14020 

J..1-Acs I20-02 Evaluation: I Lunelv 12200 Type Car: 12 MN UNMARIO 

Goo Mask b <1.4r739  Rini Equipment ti 1----  ElidManapenteni(flistAlAttcladRid-Posilion) FI IT r — r FE: 
Nature of Alist0lunen1 Itacncm. TEAM mom PUer PRI r PAROCHIAL r Modified Datet 1215-Allatte6 

Locution I 

Unit Telephone No: 312717113444 

Fmk Year: 2004 
Siert Time 1: if t00 Stott Tkne 2: r ---

F7. Clear Screen Is =•Ftntrieve Record 
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Corm. Taint Register 

Complaint 

COMPLAINT

Override? 

I Accusid Complainant I Allegation Investigation I Association 

, - Hold No. -1 CR Nu_ 309282 Complaint Date' 24-OCT-2005 Complaint Finding UN UNFOUNDED 

Unit Assigned] 121 BUREAU  OF INTE Incident Date R0-AUG-2005 14:00 Date Sent to Records 28-JUN-2010 

Initial Complaint CoderikiSEARCH OF PREF.' Received TAD Date 25-OCT-2005 Date Closed 28-JUN-2010
Final Complaint Code OF03C 'SEARCH 'FIEM-  Confidential No. Purge Hold r Date' 20-AUG-2010 
Complaint Received IP IN PERSON/WALK Number of Accused ti Police ShootingT 

Complaint Initiated'. CZN 'CITIZEN Civil Suit':— I 
Complaint Assignment' CIS 

INCIDENT LOCATION

Loc Description Street 

CONFIDENTIAL IN Narratives BEING INVESTIGATED IN CL 1015941 

it Dir. Street Name Apt. City St_ Zip Beat District 
F19 [PRIVATE RESIDENC 1 527 lEast ...::11 BROWNING AVE I 206 I CHICAGO [IL [ ro2,2 [002 

COMPLAINT STATUS 

Status Descri tion Date Last Name First Name M Unit Sent/Rec Comments 
[ACT ACTIVE 1 25-OCT-2005 08:32 I 1 ..1

1 ADV ADVOCATE i 19-DEC-2005 08:47 I I 
I-C1.0 [CLOSED I 21-APR-2006 12:02 I I 

Add Complainant 

NO AFF __1 
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Compiaint Register 

CR No.1 309202 

COMPLAINANT 

' CP[ r
r-

Allegation J Investigation Association 

First Name M Sex Race Date of Birth Street II Dir Street Name Apt City 

1'3 CLARISSA GLENN rpric 30-AUG-1971 527 East .2, PROWNING 206 CHGO IL 60653 

TWIT UNKNOWN SAMBO rti BLK 527 East zi BROWNING 204 CHICAGO IL 

1 1 J
. 

T I r a— D- • P Ai 
1— .:_,11 I 
1--- JI 
7 _ 1 1 

. _ 
AT TIME OF INCIDENT 

Last Name First Name M Employee' Star Assigned Detail Rank Description

, View Complainant I Add Complainant I 
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. _ 
Col ,-, plaint Register 

, 
Complaint I Accused Complainant Allegation Investigation I Association 1 

COMPLAINT 

- CR No. 309282 

INVESTIGATIVE ASSIGNMENTS 
Ailis:,i nekdaln ti SSN Last Name First Name M Unit End Date Ext. Date Advct. Dati 

• hi • 14i 1CHIST ER [THOMAS fit 1192 128-JUN-2010 r 
14-SEP-2006 let42 RiNES JR ROE FE10031 

02-NOV-2005 13:50 'MANN KENNETH FET0i12 [03-NOV-2005 19-DEC-20 _ 

Narrative 

INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS 

Rule Category Last'Name First Name M Initial Finding Initial Recommendation 

---I r r I 1 1 1- 1-- r-----
ET-

-1- I '1----
4 i 

F
I 

Advocate Processing 
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:AO 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

In Reply, Please Refer to 
File No. 

194D-CG-122761 

2111 West Roosevelt Road 
Chicago, Illinois 60608 
February 8, 2007 

RONALD WATTS, 
POLICE SERGEANT, 

CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT; 
CSLPO - LAW ENFORCEMENT - DRUG RELATED; 

00: CHICAGO 

Captioned investigation was initiated in September of 
2004. FBI Chicago received information of an ongoing joint 
investigation conducted by the Chicago Police Department Internal 
Affairs Division (CPD IAD), Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) and 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF). The 
investigation eventually lead to the alleged criminal activity of 
Chicago Police Department Sergeant Ronald Watts. 

Shortly after FBI Chicago initiated the investigation, 
the unit that Watts was assigned to, which covered the Ida B. 
Wells housing project, was disbanded and Watts was transferred to 
another area. During the course of the investigation, 
allegations against Watts were never able to be substantiated or 
collaborated. The case was closed in February of 2006. 

In November of 2006, new allegations against Watts were 
brought to the Chicago FBI by CPD IAD Sergeant Joe Barnes. 
Sergeant Barnes had been contacted by a complainant that detailed 
specific information regarding drug-related law enforcement 
corruption involving Watts. Specifically, the complainant made 
an introduction to a second complainant that had recently been 
extorted by Watts. On two occasions within the last two months, 
the second complainant had been robbed of $830.00 and $4,255.00, 
respectively, by Watts. 

The second complainant also stated that it was common 
for Watts to keep narcotics on his person while on duty. The 
second complainant knew that Watts maintained possession of 
narcotics so that Watts could use the narcotics as leverage to 
extort people. 

) st) LeP%-(4--- 11%2:74' 

This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the 
FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 

-11 bgokrrAlideZ M e gra. 1/41 6412- ' g --< °  - 
SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000347



• 
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INITIAL INVESTIGATIVE STRATEGY 

The initial investigative strategy will be to use 
available resources to identify all Police Officers involved in 
the alleged corrupt activities with Watts. A comprehensive 
financial review of Watts will also be conducted to determine any 
unusual earning/spending patterns. 

Additional investigative scenarios may include the 
development of one of the complainants into a Cooperating Witness 
to interact and potentially record conversations with Watts. 
Also, the Chicago Police Department has access to an apartment 
unit on the 23rd floor of an apartment building directly adjacent 
to Ida B. Wells. This unit will be utilized to facilitate and 
coordinate surveillance activities at the public housing project. 

AUSA OPINION 

On December 20, 2006, Assistant United States Attorney 
(AUSA) Gayle E. Littleton was advised of the new information 
recently developed regarding this matter. AUSA Littleton advised 
that this case was prosecutable if additional evidence could be 
developed. 

2 
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FD-302 (Rev. 10-6-95) 

• 
-1-

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Date of transcription Il/ 0/2006 
. I 

rotect identit nee ho e 
address E) date of 
birth Social Security Account Number (P-11  a 
cellula-r-telephone number  (E) was interviewed at tihe 
Chicago Field Office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation} (FBI), 
2111 West Roosevelt Road, Chicago, Illinois, 60608 by Special Agent 
(SA) Matthew J. Kern and Chicago Police Department, Inteinl 
Affairs DiVision (CPD IAD) Sergeant (SGT) Joe Barnes. After being 
advised of :the identity of the interviewing Agent and Ofci er and 
the nature 'of the interview, (E) provided the following 
informati* 1 

(E) has lived at the above address since June 
Previouslyo (E) and

of the B. WE u is ous' 
(E) 

(E)1  stated that (E)Jwas currentl employed 

V4 
(E) 

telephone number 
ated 

(E 
...........- I   /e 

Plibegan hearing rumors about CPD SGT RONALD  _AZ7,8 in 
2004. The rumors (E) heard alleged that WATTS was corrupt and 
that he routinely used his position as a Police Officer to extort 

(E) 

2006. 
were 

e opm- lying at 
advised th t (E) 

individuals at the IDA B. WELLS public housing development. 
added that it was also in 2004 that her husband. MEW 
although on probation, began selling narcotics, namely hero'n and 
cocaine, at the IDA B. WELLS public housing development. ; 

Tle first time All actually came into contact with 
WATTS was Oring the sum 2 04. WATTS came to (E) 
apartment and asked for 4111111ktold WATTS that (E) 

was not at home, then asked WATTS why he was looking for 
WATTS told "I heard that you were the Only 

ones over ere eating."  clarified that understood WATTS' 
statement to mean that he (WATTS) w w f 
narcotics activities and knew that was making monLy 
dealing narcotics. 

E) 
tE) 

Investigation on  11/16/2006  at  Chicago, Illinois 

File f# 194D-CG-122761-302 

by SA Matthew J. Kern 

Date dictated 

This document contains neither recommendations pfirysojElesiorisofpitatiAcit kat" egeitfee the FBI and is loaned to your agency; 
it and its contents are not to be distributed outsicieTour agency. 

FBI000263 
SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER

FBI000263



FD-302a (Rev. 10-6-95) 

194D-NEW 

Continuation of FD-302 of M —(E) ,On  11/16/ 2 006  ,Page 

In March of 2005,  (E) [ was in the stairwell of his 
residence at IDA B. WELLS when he was arrested by two CPD Cfficers. 

knew one of the arresting Officers only as 
RODRIGUEZ. but did not know the name of the second Officer. 
11111[(E111111 described both arresting Officers as member of 
fATTS

(
T
E)
"c:rew." Although WATTS was not originally at the scene of 

arrest in the stairwell, RODRIGUEZ called WATTS to the 
scene. i P - ladvised that although"  111E)  wals not in 
possession 'of narcotics at the time of his arrest. he was ln 
possession lof a large amount  of money. stated that 
he report ;associated with   (E) stated that (E)
P was in possession of narcotics. The report also stated that 
(E, alcknowledged that the narcotics that were in his hand at 

the time of his arrest belonged to him, but that the narcotics that 
were in his pocket at the time of his arrest did not belongi to him. 

(E) stated that the unreasonableness of the police 
report (i.et. that IN(E,AII claimed the drugs in his hand were his 
but that the drugs in his pocket were not his) supported the fact 
that (E) was not in possession of narcotics at the ime of 
his al-rest !an  that WATTS and the other Police Officers planted 
narcotics on (E) . 

On another occasion in 2005, WATTS was at IDA B. WELLS 
and recovered heroin from a mailbox at one of the buildings. After 
finding the heroin, WATTS told mill to tell WE) , "I got 
something for him." understood this statement to mean that 
WATTS intended to use the narcotics he recovered to extort (E) 

stated that this understanding. was supported by the 
fact that, followina the incident, several of her neig borAl And 
several of friends called to inform the that 
WATTS was 100 ina or P11. These neighbors and friends also 
suggested to lik and (E) that they not return to TDA A. 
WELLS for a. few days, until WATTS' interest in locating 
passed. To avoid WATTS, (E) and maim stayed in a otel 
for several, days following this incident. 

Several days after the mailbox incident, and after I (E) 
and had retu r dto their residence at IDA B. WELLS, an 
indivi ua named CHARLI  HAYNES came to the ILJEF-1 apartment. 

7 
advi4d thangrES was a drug user and an informant for 

WATTS. During this visit, HAYNES told 7711,77 that WAT7Swanted 
IIII66d1 to call him (WATTS).  11.0) later contacted  WATTS to 
find out what it was that WATTS wanted. WATTS told 1 (E) that 
the narcotics recovered from  the mailbox belonged to him (E) 
r(E)  . WATTS also told  (E)  that he (WATTS) wanted "lunch", 

I 

(E) 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 
FBI000264 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER
FBI000264
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FD-302a (Rev. 10-6-95) 

194D -NEW 

Continuation of FD-302 of ,On 11/16/2006 , Page 

meaning $1,000.00, from WATTS informed 11.01111Ithat 
the police report associated with the mailbox narcotics redovery 
had already, been completed, therefore, even after 11,(E)111 gave 
WATTS the $1,000.00, (E) would have to fight the case in 
court. : (E) refused to give WATTS the $1,000.00. 

Approximately one month after the mailbox incide t, WATTS 
came to the (E) a rtment again. Accompanying WATTS!w re four 
other CPD officers,i  OHAMED (known to be KALLAT MO MED), AJ 
(known to be ALV 

(E) 
JO.NE . one "fat" black—V.170f cer and one 

White male Pric r.  advised that the white Officer entered 
her residence and handcuffed OE) Allwas arested for 
the heroin that WATTS recovered from the mailbox, ended 
uo in the Cook County Jail following the arrest. Although 
(E) eventually beat the case, he spent four months in the Cook 

County Jail! before the case was resolved. 

In the fall of 2005, and after the mailbox incidet, (E) 
(E) was arrested by what (E) described as Agents from the 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF)i. This 
arrest (knor to have actually been performed by the CPD Special 
Operations Section) took place in front of :Alai. apartment at IDA 
B. WELLS. (E) stated that although the arresting party did not 
include WATTS, WATTS suddenly appeared at the scene and attempted 
to intervene with 1=(E)  arrest. Initially, WATTS did not 
identify himSelf as law enforcement and attempted to prevent (E) 
(E) from 'getting arrested. As a result of this interference, 

WATTS became involved in a pushing altercation with one of the 
arresting iw enforcement officials. WATTS eventually identified 
himself as aw enforcement and the pushing altercation ended. 
Although (E) eventually beat the case, he spent one week in 
the Cook CoUnty Jail before the case was resolved. 

In December of 2005, WATTS and AJ (ALVIN JONES) conducted 
a vehicle stop of : (E) in the vicinity of the IDA B. WELLS public 
housing development. WATTS claimed that following a search of 
Wail vehicle, one bundle of heroin was recovered from th 
driver's side door. stated that (E) was not in possession of 
narcotics a the time of this vehicle stop and added that, if 
narcotics were actually recovered from (E) vehicle, they were 
planted in (E) vehicle by WATTS. (E) was eventually charged with 
this offense and received one year probation. 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 
FBI000265 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER
FBI000265
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Olev.01-31-2003) • 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 01/18/2001 

To: Chicago 

From: Chicago 
WC-3 
Contact: SA Matthew J. Kern, 312-829-8837 

Approved By: Grant Robert 
Monroe William 
Cullen Peter B 

Drafted By: Kern Matthew J:mjk 

Case ID #: 194D-CG-122761 (Closed) 

Title: RONALD WATTS, 
POLICE SERGEANT, 
CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT; 
CSLPO - LAW ENFORCEMENT - DRUG RELATED; 
00: CHICAGO 

Synopsis: To request SAC authority to re-open a public 
corruption investigation that was closed in February, 2006. 

Details: On November 16, 2006, SA Kern and Chicago Police 
Department, Internal Affairs Division Sergeant Joe Barnes 
interviewed a complainant regarding drug-related law enforcement 
corruption in Chicago, Illinois. 

In 2004, the complainant and the complainant's spouse 
were residents of the Ida B. Wells public housing development in 
Chicago, Illinois. During 2004, complainant began hearing rumors 
circulating throughout Ida B. Wells that Chicago Police 
Department Sergeant Ronald Watts was a corrupt Police Officer and 
that Watts, along with other members of his team, routinely used 
their positions as Police Officers to extort individuals at Ida 
B. Wells. Although the complainant's E) 

IMr 1=11 (E)
selling narcotics, namely heroin and cocaine at Ida B. Wells. 

Later in 2004, complainant was approached directly by 
Watts. Watts told the complainant that he was looking for (E) 

and stated, "I heard that you were the only 
ones over here eating." Complainant understood Watts' statement 
to mean that Watts was aware of the (E 

(E) 

egan 

■ 
1101'' 

4-1)6 
J'H 

10,w1P40109 

Complainant believed that Watts 

S7-4/aA-  fJ 
j*414Ace. X55  AitAtidAfiLeet-

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT 0 
fivitaitAV00:3--43 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000343



liP 
To: Chicago From Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 01/18/2006 

intended to extort (E) 
(E) 

In 2005, Watts recovered heroin from an Ida B. Wells 
mailbox. After recovering the heroin, Watts told the complainant 

(E) 

Soon after the above described encounter, the 

told the 
(E) Watts

(E) 
(E) 

In December of 2005, Watts conducted a vehicle stop of 
the complainant in the vicinity of Ida B. Wells. Watts claimed 
that following a search of the complainant's vehicle, .11F(E) 

(E)   Mmplainant 
stated that there were no narcotics in the vehicle at the time of 
this vehicle stop and added that if narcotics were actually 
recovered from the vehicle, they were planted in the vehicle by 
Watts. (E) 

The complainant believed that 
Watts fabricated this case in retaliation for the (E) 

On November 21, 2006, SA Kern and Chicago Police 
Department, Internal Affairs Division Sergeant Joe Barnes 
interviewed a second complainant regarding Watts. 

The second complainant stated that he (E) 
Since his release, Watts had taken 

money from the second complainant on two occasions. On the first 
occasion, Watts confronted the second complainant at Ida B. Wells 
and took $830.00 from him. During the confrontation, Watts asked 
the second complainant if he was currently on parole. The second 
complainant told Watts that he was on parole and reminded Watts 
that he had locked him up on several occasions in the past. 
After the second complainant told Watts that he had just been 
released on parole, Watts pulled a bundle of heroin out of his 
pocket (Watts' pocket) and told the second complainant, "You 

2 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBID00344 SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000344



To: 
Re: 

410 
Chicago From: Chicago 
194D-CG-122761, 01/18/2006 

going back." It was at this point that the second complainant 
gave Watts the $830.00. Watts did not arrest the second 
complainant after Watts was given the $830.00. 

On the second occasion, Watts took $4,255.00 from the 
second complainant. On this occasion, Watts was accompanied by 
several other Chicago Police Department Police Officers at Ida B. 
Wells. The second complainant recognized that some of the Police 
Officers on the scene were not part of Watts' usual team. The 
second complainant noticed that when the $4,255.00 was given to 
Watts, several CPD Officers saw the second complainant remove the 
money from his pocket and give it to Watts. The second 
complainant believed that since so many Police Officers witnessed 
the exchange, rather than keep the money for himself, Watts 
inventoried the money. On this second occasion, Watts provided 
the second complainant with a receipt for the $4,255.00. 

The second complainant also stated that it was common 
for Watts to keep narcotics on his person while on duty. The 
second complainant knew that Watts maintained possession of 
narcotics so that Watts could use the narcotics as leverage to 
extort people. 

AUSA Opinion: On December 20, 2006, Assistant United States 
Attorney (AUSA) Gayle E. Littleton was advised of the new 
information recently developed regarding this matter. AUSA 
Littleton advised that this case was prosecutable if additional 
evidence could be developed. 

Initial Investigative Strategy: The initial investigative 
strategy will be to use available resources to identify all 
Police Officers involved in the alleged corrupt activities. A 
comprehensive financial review of Watts will also be conducted to 
determine any unusual earning/spending patterns. Additional 
scenarios may include the development of one of the complainants 
into a Cooperating Witness to interact and potentially record 
conversations with Watts. 

Additionally, the Chicago Police Department has access 
to an apartment unit on the 23rd floor of an apartment building 
directly adjacent to Ida B. Wells. This unit will be utilized to 
facilitate and coordinate surveillance activities at Ida B. 
Wells. 

Administrative: It is requested that this case be opened and 
assigned to SA Kern. 

• • 

3 
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FD-302 (Rev. 10-6-95) 

-1-

'FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Date of transcription 

(E) (protecriL leigatil-fArl - date of birit L J ue) 
(E)- M ecurity Number "-" 1  residing at 

gE) tephone number 
(E)-171-orrie hone number work telephone number 

(E) was interviewed from her place of employment. 
After being advised of the identity of the interviewing Agent and 
the nature of the interview,  (E)  voluntarily provided the: 
following information: 

I (E) spoke with TWEEK (known to be JAMAR LEWIS) Ion 
October 31, 2007, at her home. TWEEK claimed he was closer to 
arranging a payment to Chicago Police Department (CPD) Police 
Officer (PO) KALLAT MOHAMMAD. TWEEK spoke with his associate "ART" 
(believed to be ARTHUR CURTSEY [phonetic]), several days ago and 
discovered that ART was paying MOHAMMAD approximately $1,000 every 
two weeks without TWEEK's knowledge. TWEEK told 1_ (E) IthaS. ART has 
been territorial since he discovered that BENJAMIN BAKER was the 
individual requesting ART and TWEEK's help. TWEEK believed ART was 
concerned BENJAMIN BAKER would use his cooperation to get but of 
jail early. L_(T)  explained that BENJAMIN BAKER ran the 4ug line 
that TWEEK' and ART run prior to his incarceration. (E) believed 
that ART was concerned BENJAMIN BAKER would take over ART'Is "line" 
if he was released from jail. 

!ART continued to pay MOHAMMAD and his Sergeant, [RONALD 
WATTS, because of a dispute with drug dealers in the building ART 
was running a drug line from. TWEEK and ART went to the building 
on Octobei! 31, 2007, expecting a gun fight but left afterI 
confronting the competing drug dealers. ART returned to the 
building without TWEEK later that afternoon an confronted'the drug 
dealers again. ART was severely beaten in this confrontation. ART 
told TWEEK that WATTS was on the scene and failed to do anything 
but watch. TWEEK believed WATTS' failure to protect ART upset ART. 

TWEEK told F(E) he would like to stay on the drug site 
himself but he was told by some CPD officers that he was On a 
"list" of people to be indicted. F-(E)  was asked about ah earlier 
explanation  that TWEEK was avoiding the building due to a gang 
fight. !  (E)  claimed that was her misunderstanding about who TWEEK 
was avoiding at the IDA B. WELLS housing project. 

! I 
11/01/2002.. 
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CLARISSA BAKER, date of birth, (P-I) Social 
Security Number  (PA) residing at (P-I) 
Chicago, Illinois, cellular telephone number (PA)  home 
telephone number / (P-1-)  was interviewed at the FBI offices 
located at 2111 West Roosevelt, Chicago, Illinois 60608. Present 
for the interview was Chicago Police Department Internal Aiffairs 
Sergeant Joe Barnes. After being advised of the identity of the 
interviewing Agent and the nature of the interview, BAKER 1 
voluntarily provided the following information: 

BAKER was in contact with "TWEEK" (known to be JAMAR 
LEWIS) and "ART," narcotics dealers in the IDA B. WELLS hdusing 
project. TWEEK and ART both worked out of the 527 buildir6 and 
have several low level dealers working for them. BAKER bdlieved 
they were "doing well for themselves money-wise." 

Both TWEEK and ART have been approached by Chic4go Police 
Department (CPD) Police Officers (POs) RONALD WATTS and KALLAT 
MOHAMMED for money. WATTS and MOHAMMAD were both aware, that TWEEK 
and ART were narcotics dealers. TWEEK and ART provided. WFTS and 
MOHAMMED with money from their drug sales with the understanding 
that WATTS and MOHAMMED would continue to allow TWEEK and ART to 
sell druq in the IDA B. WELLS projects. 

/Over the Labor Day weekend, MOHAMMAD approached ART for a 
$5,000 payment. MOHAMMAD contacted ART on ART's cell phone. ART 
met with MOHAMMAD in a van near the 527 building at the. IDA B. 
WELLS projects. ART told BAKER that MOHAMMAD seemed suspicious 
when he was sitting in ART's van and asked ART to "take a walk." 
BAKER believed ART was worried MOHAMMAD felt ART's car was wired. 
ART provided MOHAMMAD with $2,500 at this meeting and theh paid 
MOHAMMAD $2,500 a few days later. ART tried to record th6 
transactions on his cell phone unsuccessfully. 

Prior to this meeting MOHAMMAD met with TWEEK on the 
fourth floor of the 527 building. MOHAMMAD told TWEEK he: was 
"broke" and asked TWEEK what he had in his pocket. TWEEK told 
MOHAMMAD that he only had $500 to $1,000. MOHAMMAD told :TWEEK to 
give him 'half. TWEEK told MOHAMMAD he could only give him a 
quarter. ; MOHAMMAD responded that TWEEK needed to give.MCIHAMMAD 
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Continuation of FD-302 of CLARISSA BAKER ,on  09/27/2007 

half with a quarter going to MOHAMMAD and a quarter going 
TWEEK told BAKER that he provided the money to MOHAMMAD. 

,Page  2 

o WATTS. 

BAKER believed TWEEK and ART were approached by MOHAMMAD 
on a consistent basis to pay for their ability to sell drugs at IDA 
B. WELLS without being arrested. BAKER has been in contact with 
both TWEEK and ART and believes that they were willing to provide 
additional information regarding the activities of WATTS and 
MOHAMMAD. 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

BEN BAKER and CLARISSA GLENN,  
 
   Plaintiffs, 
 
  v. 
 
CITY OF CHICAGO, et al.,   
 
   Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
Case No.  16 CV 8940 
 
Judge Franklin U. Valderrama 
 
Magistrate Judge Sheila M. Finnegan 
 
(This case is part of In re: Watts 
Coordinated Pretrial Proceedings. Master 
Docket Case No. 19 C 1717) 

CITY’S SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO PLAINTIFF CLARISSA GLENN’S JUNE 
7, 2017 INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT CITY OF CHICAGO 

Defendant, the City of Chicago, (“City”), by its attorney, Terrence M. Burns of Reiter 

Burns LLP, for its second amended answer to Plaintiff Clarissa Glenn’s June 7, 2017 

Interrogatories to Defendant City of Chicago, states as follows:   

1. Did the Chicago Police Department participate in, direct, and/or support a federal 
investigation of criminal activity by Ronald Watts in any way? If so, (a) describe all steps that any 
agent of Chicago Police Department took to participate in, direct, and/or support the federal 
investigation, (b) provide approximate dates for each such step, and (c) identify the individuals 
involved in each step. 

ANSWER: The City objects to this interrogatory as vague, ambiguous, overly broad, 
unduly burdensome, and premature.  To fully and completely respond, the interrogatory as drafted 
would require the City’s attorneys to depose and/or interview dozens of law enforcement officials 
from the U.S. Attorney’s Office (“USAO”), the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”), the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (“ATF”), the Drug Enforcement Administration 
(“DEA”), the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas program (“HIDTA), the Cook County State’s 
Attorney’s Office (“CCSAO”), retired and current personnel from the Chicago Police Department 
(“CPD”), confidential informants, and potentially others.  In essence, the interrogatory (improperly 
and impossibly) asks the City to describe the contents of the information that might be learned in 
discovery from dozens of people who have been disclosed by the parties prior to their depositions 
proceeding and/or individuals referenced in documents produced in this case, some of whose 
names have been redacted.  The City further objects as there is information responsive to this 
interrogatory which the federal government (the “Government”) has declined to disclose at this 
time, which the Government has instructed the City not to disclose, and/or which information the 
Government has redacted in response to prior production of documents made to plaintiff’s 
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attorneys and subpoena in this case.  The information the Government redacted and/or declined as 
of this time to produce, if available, may be included in this interrogatory response.  In addition, 
the City objects to the extent the interrogatory seeks attorney client privileged information and/or 
work product.  Subject to and without waiving these objections, and with the express 
understanding that this interrogatory is premature and is impossible to respond to as drafted, the 
answer is yes, and the City provides the following preliminary information.  The City also 
references any additional documents in the Government’s possession which contain information 
responsive to this inquiry, the documents cited below, certain documents (including handwritten 
notes) produced by Shannon Spalding in a prior lawsuit to the extent related to investigative 
activities taken during the subject investigation, and depositions expected to proceed in this case, 
as well as any trial testimony.  As drafted, however, the interrogatory is improper, and the City 
reserves the right to object to the use of this interrogatory at later stages of this proceeding.     

DATE DESCRIPTION 

1/19/94 Ronald Watts joins the Chicago Police Department (“CPD”).   

4/20/99 Ronald Watts purchases $10,100 in chips from Empress Casino as learned later 
after the investigation began in September 2004.  (See FBI 337, which is a 
12/6/05 report memorializing the result of a FinCEN search by FBI 
Investigative Analyst Michael Pach).  

7/11/04 Plaintiff Ben Baker was arrested, allegedly by Defendants Jones, Mohammed, 
and Watts.  The arrest report indicates arresting officers were Alvin Jones and 
K. Young.  The listed address is 527 E. Browning (at the Ida B. Wells housing 
complex).  According to plaintiff in his complaint, he accuses the arresting 
officers of planting drugs in a mailbox.  The complaint alleges Baker’s motion 
to suppress was granted mid-trial, and the State dismissed the case following 
the Court’s ruling barring the drugs recovered that were attributed to Baker.   

7/21/04 Letter from Ron Hensley to the CPD, complaining about Watts’s handling of an 
incident in which a police car struck and damaged his van.  Watts purportedly 
came to the scene to investigate the incident, and referred Mr. Hensley to a 
Patrick Nooner who would take care of the damage. According to Hensley, he 
filed a complaint with OPS or IAD regarding the incident. (See BAKER 
GLENN 010863). 

Nooner was an area drug dealer who, according to the CPD’s Organized Crime 
Division Narcotic and Gang Investigation Section’s investigation of drug 
dealing at the Ida B. Wells buildings (known as “Sin City”) supplied illegal 
drugs to a drug operation operated by Wilbert “Big Shorty” Moore at Ida B. 
Wells.  The Sin City operation was initiated in January 2005 in response to an 
increase in gang violence in the Ida B. Wells Housing Development extension 
buildings, as well as a continuous flow of narcotic sales complaints received 
from the residents of the area.  These complaints stated that members of the 
Gangster Disciples Street Gang had taken over most of the lobbies of the Ida B. 
Wells extension buildings in order to conduct the sale of narcotics. It was an 



CONFIDENTIAL – Subject to Protective Orders Entered in Case Nos. 16 C 8940 and 19 C 1717 

 3 

area that was encompassed by schools, parks, and churches.  Residents 
complained that gang members would sell and use narcotics in their presence 
and the presence of their children.  The residents no longer felt safe entering or 
exiting their buildings, in that they were fearful their families could fall victim 
to the gang violence that was normally present each day.  During the initial 
stages of Sin City, it was learned that Moore and his organization were 
planning a major takeover of all five of the active extension buildings.  This 
takeover stemmed from the arrests of a major competitor, Willie Gaddy, and an 
adversary named Roderick Smith (aka Cha Chi).  With Gaddy and Smith out of 
the way, Moore created a well-managed and organized structure, with two 
lieutenants responsible for collecting the money and delivering the narcotics to 
the buildings, and each building was controlled by at least two building 
managers who would keep each building running smooth and profitable.  Each 
building usually had the same pack workers and security personnel working 
every day.  In order to keep all the locations profitable, each building had 
different “Line” names and packaging for the heroin and crack cocaine being 
sold there.  Although the narcotics were the same, this strategy created an 
illusion to customers that each building sold a different quality of narcotics, 
resulting in the capture of a large portion of the open-air drug market in the area 
and control over the competition in the extension buildings.  As a result, 
Operation Sin City I-V was pursued at the buildings: (I) 574 E. 36th; (II) 575 E. 
Browning; (III) 559 E. Browning; (IV) 540 E. 36th; and (V) 527 E. Browning.  

According to a Chicago HIDTA Investigative Support Center chart, Roy 
“Shock” Bennett was a Lieutenant working under Moore who controlled 
money, and Harry Seals controlled narcotics.   Harold Owens was the Building 
Manager at 574 E. 36th, Allan Jackson and Brian Ford were the Building 
Managers at 575 E. Browning, Valentino Welbourn was the Building Manager 
at 559 E. Browning, Jovan Towers was the Building Manager at 540 E. 36th, 
and Tolorn Fumbanks, Ben Baker, and Elgin Moore were the Building 
Managers at 527 E. Browning.  In addition to many CPD personnel identified 
in Sin City related documents produced in discovery, ASA Kevin Hughes, 
Kelly A. Freeman of HIDTA, and Eric Phillipson of DEA/HIDTA are 
identified as involved.  (CITY-BG-028596-98, 028602). 

9/16/04 An FBI report dated October 18, 2004 reflects a 9/16/04 conversation between 
two individuals whose names are redacted, and states that “This conversation 
was recorded as a consensually monitored conversation by Chicago Police 
Department (CPD). A copy of this recording is entered into evidence on 
11/03/2004 as exhibit 1D-2.”  

9/17/04 Memorandum by Calvin Holliday of the Internal Affairs Division, Confidential 
Investigations Section (“CIS”), initiating Complaint Register #300778, to the 
Commanding Officer of CIS, Lt. Juan Rivera.  The memo also references a 
confidential number (259476).  According to the memo, Holliday was made 
aware of unknown Public Housing Unit officers taking money from drug 
dealers to allow them to sell their product.  The information was obtained from 
Sgt. Henry Harris of HIDTA.  Holliday, Lt. Juan Rivera, and Sgt. Kenneth Bigg 



CONFIDENTIAL – Subject to Protective Orders Entered in Case Nos. 16 C 8940 and 19 C 1717 

 4 

met with a confidential informant who indicated officers approached him and 
requested payment for him to continue selling drugs in the area.  The CI 
claimed one of the officers had shot at him in 2003 because he ran away from 
the officer (subsequent memos suggest this CI was Willie Gaddy: CITY-BG-
023849-51).  The CI also said this conduct was ongoing and many larger drug 
dealers were paying tax money to the officers.  (See BAKER GLENN 010946). 

There is a CLEAR Data Warehouse printout from September 20, 2004 of an 
arrest of Gaddy dated February 6, 2004 indicating Gaddy’s address as 5020 S. 
Spaulding.   

9/20/04 ATF six-page memo submitted by Special Agent, Chicago II (Firearms 
Trafficking) Field Office to the Special Agent in Charge of the Chicago Field 
Division regarding a post-arrest interview of a CI who supplied information 
that the 574 E. 36th building was run by Watts, and that dealers had to pay 
Watts to sell their narcotics out of the building.  The majority of this 
memorandum is redacted; this response will be supplemented if and when this 
ATF memo is produced unredacted. (See BAKER GLENN 002086-92). 

See also description of meeting on this date in the entry below.   

9/21/04 Holliday memo in CR #300778 to Lt. Rivera.  (See BAKER GLENN 010844; 
ATF-Baker38.2)). The memo details a meeting on September 20, 2004, 
between IAD (Calvin Holiday, Lt. Juan Rivera, Sgt. Ken Bigg), the United 
States Attorney’s Office (AUSA Mark Prosperi, Gayle Littleton, David 
Hoffman), the FBI Daria Ringo, Jim McNally), the DEA (Scott Masumoto),  
ATF (Susan Bray, Billy Warren) and Sgt. Henry Harris of the HIDTA .  Per the 
memo, “It was determined this would be a federally prosecuted investigation.  
The Cooperating Individual is to be prosecuted in federal court and the United 
States Attorney’s office believe they should be in control of everything that 
results from his cooperation.”   

See also Complaint Against Department Member form regarding the 
confidential investigation referred to above, received from Officer M. Skipper 
and registered with Agent Diane Wolfe.  (See BAKER GLENN 010941). 

An FBI report also reflects that “On 09/21/2004, FBI Chicago received 
information of an ongoing joint investigation conducted by [IAD, DEA and 
ATF]. The investigation involved alleged criminal activity of … Watts.” (FBI 
331). This FBI report states that “An ATF source alleged that, in the past, Watts 
attempted to extort him for bribe payments.” Making these bribe payments to 
Watts would permit source to continue his drug trafficking activity in the Ida B. 
Wells housing project. ATF source also stated that Watts was currently 
receiving payments from other individuals involved in drug trafficking in the 
Ida B. Wells housing project.” Id. The “Investigative Strategy” reflected by this 
report states that “FBI Chicago will supervise ATF source in conducting 
consensually monitored telephone recordings. Information gathered during 
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these conversations will be used to corroborate Watts’s involvement in 
receiving payments in exchange for allowing drug trafficking activity in the Ida 
B. Wells housing project.” Id. As stated above, later documents indicate the 
source was Mr. Gaddy.  

9/22/04 Ron Hensley letter to Calvin Holliday, in which Hensley indicates his nephew, 
Quincy Campbell, told him that Watts was forcing Patrick Nooner, a drug 
dealer, to pay him off to continue to sell drugs at Ida B. Wells.  Hensley states 
that he was aware of others at Wells who could vouch for Watts’s behavior.  
(See BAKER GLENN 010861). 

9/24/04 FBI 302 Report reflecting information from an informant (believed to be 
William Gaddy) during an interview at the Dirksen Building on September 21, 
2004 that drug dealers at the Ida B. Wells housing complex were paying off 
Watts to continue to sell drugs there. The informant (a GD who has hustled, or 
sold drugs, as his only means of support) was being held at the Oak Lawn 
police department and was as of that time “operating as a cooperating witness 
of the ATF in an on-going collaborative investigation along with [IAD and 
DEA].” The report states that Watts has eight CPD officers who report to him, 
and also  mentions Mohammed, Mackintosh (phonetic) and Sanez (phonetic) 
by name.  It states that Watts received weekly payments from drug dealers, 
typically in the amount of $5,000.  (See FBI 326; BAKER GLENN 002103-
04).  The report also states: “Watts gets IBW drug dealers to pay him to work 
(sell drugs) in the housing project.  If the payments are made to Watts, he will 
in turn allow the drug dealers to continue to sell drugs.  The amount that each 
drug dealer pays Watts is determined by Watts.” The informant stated that 
Moore and Patrick Mooney (believed to be Patrick Nooner) use Watts’ cell 
phone to contact him to make arrangements for “bribe payments.” Andre 
Simmons, another drug dealer who is completing his parole in Atlanta, also 
made payments to Watts.  Id.   

9/27/04 Memorandum from Holliday to Lt. Rivera (signed by R.B.; Sgt. Ray 
Broderdorf worked at IAD at the time) regarding Quincy Campbell as a 
possible informant.  This memo reflects the information provided to Holliday 
by Ron Hensley. (See BAKER GLENN 010877; see also 010860-10911 
regarding investigation of Hensley’s claim).   

9/27/04 FBI Report drafted by Agent Matthew J. Kern and approved by Thomas Kneir, 
Joseph Ways, and James McNally, reflecting a request for approval to open an 
investigation of Watts following a meeting with an AUSA.  The report refers to 
an “ongoing” joint investigation” involving IAD, DEA and ATF involving 
alleged criminal activity of Watts, and that “information regarding this 
allegation was offered and continues to be provided by an ATF source” whose 
name was redacted (believed to be Gaddy).. The report states that “information 
collected that relates to drug violations will be investigated by DEA. 
Information collected that relates to gun violations will be investigated by ATF. 
Information collected that relates to police corruption will be investigated by 
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CPD-IAD and FBI. To date, information provided by the ATF source has 
resulted in the successful recovery of firearms.” According to the report, the 
source “stated that Watts was currently receiving payments from other 
individuals involved in drug trafficking in the Ida B. Wels housing 
development.”     The report also states that AUSA Littleton “has related that 
the above described matter has prosecutorial potential if further evidence of 
criminal activity is uncovered.”  The AUSA would seek prosecution under 18 
U.S.C. Sec. 872.  An “Investigative Strategy” is also detailed stating as follows: 

"Initial course of investigative action will include a thorough review of CPD-
IAD, DEA and ATF investigative files related to Watts. Additionally, agents 
will conduct financial and property record searches of the captioned officer and 
associates, as well as review telephone records of Wells. Furthermore, agents 
will supervise source in conducting consensual telephone recordings. 
Information gathered during these conversations will be used to corroborate 
Watts’ involvement in receiving payments in exchange for the allowance of 
continued drug trafficking activity in the Ida B. Wells housing project.” (See 
FBI 326; BAKER GLENN 002106-07).  

10/05/04 An October 14, 2004 FBI report reflects that a redacted source “participated in 
a consensual recorded telephone conversation with” CPD “Officer John P. 
Dolan.” The content of the call is redacted. (FBI 327).  

10/09-10/04 Agent Kern report relating to the Watts investigation dated October 18, 2002 
reflecting that “CPD officers working on the above captioned case escorted 
[redacted source] to a meeting with Wilbur Moore (aka “Big Shorty”) at the Ida 
B. Wells housing project. [Source] told CPD officers that he and Moore were 
supposed to meet to talk about drug dealing. Moore did not show up for the 
meeting. It was later learned that Moore was not in town.” (FBI 328). Agent 
Kern’s report reflected that ATF agents intended to use the source to facilitate a 
purchase of firearms on October 14, 2004, but it did not occur as planned and 
would be attempted again. Agent Kern’s report also states that AUSA Littleton 
“notified reporting agent that CPD officers involved in the [Watts case] were 
going to attempt another meeting between [Source] and Moore during the week 
of October 18, 2004. If this drug deal takes place, CPD plans to arrest [Source] 
and Moore, separate them, then proposition Moore to cooperate with the 
government. This cooperation will include Moore’s assistance in the 
investigation of CPD Sergeant Ronald Watts.” Id.  

10/15/04 FBI Report concerning the strategy to attempt to corroborate Watts’s 
involvement in receiving payoffs from drug dealers.  The proposed strategy is 
redacted from the report.  An AUSA was monitoring the investigation.  (See 
BAKER GLENN 002108). The federal file number is 194D-CG-122761. 

10/28/04 FBI report refencing the submission of “opening LHM.” (See BAKER GLENN 
002841-42). The report states “CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE AT 
WASHINGTON, DC Read and clear.”   
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11/01/04 FBI report on the topic of submission of opening LHM. (See BAKER GLENN 
002839).  

12/06/04 FBI report to update case assignment from WC-2 to WC-3.  “As writer was 
transferred from WC-2 to WC-3 effective 11/29/2004, it is requested that case 
assignment for the above referenced case be updated accordingly.” (See 
BAKER GLENN 002843).  

3/09/05 Memorandum from Calvin Holliday regarding a proposed integrity check under 
CR #300778.  The allegation was that Watts and Mohammed were taxing drug 
dealers (taking money) to allow them to remain in business.  The goal of the 
integrity check operation was to give the accused members an opportunity to 
prove or disprove the allegations against them.  It was alleged the officers took 
money from drug dealers who wished to work in their area.  Those who did not 
cooperate were arrested.  The memo reflects an undercover operation to be 
conducted in full view of a surveillance team.   

The objective of the operation was to provide an undercover officer with a large 
sum of money, placing him in an undercover vehicle, in the area of the accused 
officers work assignment.  He would have the appearance of a working drug 
dealer and was prepared to have an evasive conversation to arouse suspicion 
upon being approached.  The proposed operation would involve approximately 
10 persons in addition to the undercover officer.  The memo was approved by 
Lt. Rivera (with the initials of Sgt. R.B.).  (See BAKER GLENN 010856-59).   

3/23/05 Plaintiff Baker was arrested at 527 E. Browning by Officers Nichols and 
Leano.  According to police reports, the arresting officers were instructed to go 
to the location by Sgt. Watts.  Baker was charged with possession of 15.3 
grams of heroin and 13.9 grams of cocaine.  According to the plaintiff’s 
complaint in this lawsuit, Officers Nichols, Gonzalez, Jones, and Watts testified 
against Baker at the 2006 criminal trial resulting from these charges before 
Judge Toomin, which resulted in Baker’s conviction.   

4/06/05 Armed standoff at Portillo’s Restaurant on Ontario Street involving armed drug 
dealers from Ida B. Wells, including William “Big Shorty” Moore, William 
Gaddy, Leonard “Fuzz” Gipson, Allen Jackson, Gabe, and Arnold Council 
described in ATF Agent Bray’s memo below.  (See BAKER GLENN 004151-
59). 

4/07/05 ATF Special Agent Susan Bray conducted an interview of Wilbert “Big 
Shorty” Moore regarding his knowledge of drug dealing and gun trafficking at 
the IBW.  Present during Bray’s interview were DEA Special Agent William 
Warren, CPD Sgt. Joseph Gorman, CPD Sgt. Tony Di Cristofano, and CPD 
Gang Specialist Alonso Harris.  It was conducted at Homan Square.  The 
extensive report contains 62 separate paragraphs.  Moore was read his Miranda 
rights and was told that any cooperation and information provided by Moore 
would be brought to the attention of the AUSA’s office.  Among other things, 
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according to Moore, he was a member of the GDs, and had been selling heroin 
and cocaine on a daily basis at IBW for 15-20 years.  Moore admitted that he 
controlled the “574” building, that he sold heroin there, but that things had 
become “too hot” at the building so he temporarily ceased trafficking heroin 
out of “574.”  Moore said it became too hot after the shooting between him and 
Roderic Smith (aka Cha-Chi) that occurred in September 2004.  Moore moved 
to Atlanta as a result and began working at a Harold’s Chicken owned by his 
friend Andre Simmons (aka “Dre.”)  Moore said he invested $15,000 in the 
restaurant.   

Moore returned to Chicago when Patrick Nooner (aka “PT”) asked him to come 
back to Chicago to show him how to mix the heroin and help run the heroin 
distribution operation.  Nooner paid for Moore’s airline ticket.  Moore said that 
Tywann Broughton, Roy Bennett, Harry “Dog” Seals, Harold Owens, and 
himself run the heroin line known as “Renegade” out of the 574 building.  
Moore said the cocaine line was known as “7-11.”  Moore said he sold about 
$10,000 of heroin per day out of 574 and the profit was divided among the five 
of them.  Moore said he and Dog mixed the heroin, Shock distributed the 
heroin, and Tywann collected the money.  Moore said one source of supply for 
the heroin was Antoinette Rojas; Patty Rojas, Antoinette’s sister, previously 
supplied him heroin since 1999.  The Rojas sisters were Columbian.   

Moore went on to provide additional information about the drug trade and those 
involved at IBW. Among other things, Moore also said one of his heroin 
suppliers was Patrick Nooner.  Moore also said that Little J-J (aka Killer) had a 
line in the 540 building.  Moore said Little J-J was involved in a shooting with 
Gaddy on March 23, 2005.  Moore said Little J-J followed Gaddy who was 
with “Gabe” (Gabriel Bush who had a line at the 559 building) and “Fuzz” 
(Leonard Gipson), Gaddy shot at Little J-J, and Little J-J shot back.  Gabe 
worked for Gaddy and had been involved in numerous shootings, and had 
recently been shot by “Ta.”  Bobby Coleman also worked for Gaddy, and both 
of them caught a case on February 6, 2004 for PCS.  (¶31).  Moore said Gabriel 
Bush had recently been shooting at him.  (¶46).   

Moore said that on April 6, 2005 he met Gaddy at Portillo’s on Ontario Street.  
Moore said Gaddy was with Gabe and Leonard Gipson (“Fuzz”). Moore said he 
was with Allen Jackson, and both had guns.  Arnold Council also was present 
and had a gun. (¶50).   

Moore said Allen Jackson (aka “Allen”) and Brian Ford (aka “B-Lo”) work for 
“Stank” controlling the 575 building.  Brian Ford went to Patrick Nooner 
sometimes to get narcotics.  (¶40).  Moore said there are two firearms at the 574 
building, and different people take them home each night.  He had a Glock 
9mm semi-automatic pistol.  Allen Jackson had a Smith & Wesson .40 caliber 
semi-automatic pistol. (¶43).  Moore said most of the firearms are purchased 
from “hypes.”   
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In paragraph 41, Moore says “Ben” was selling in the “527 building.”  It is 
believed Ben is plaintiff Baker, who was arrested twice for selling drugs at the 
527 E. Browning building, and who was a building manager of the 527 E. 
Browning building per the Sin City operation.  Ben purportedly worked for an 
individual known as “Bird,” a Black Gangster Disciple.  Moore contacted Bird 
on his cell phone.  

Paragraphs 53-58 of the report refer to Watts and his conduct in taking 
payments from drug dealers.  Moore said he paid Watts $7,000.  Moore said 
Roy “Shock” Bennett also paid Watts.  Moore said that Watts became upset 
with him after Moore told someone that Shock had paid Watts.  According to 
Moore, Police Officer Al Jones was said to work on Watts’s team, and also 
allegedly took payments.  According to Moore, Watts, Jones, and “Kenny” 
never let the white officers on the team know what was going on.  Moore also 
mentioned that Mohammed was on Watts’s team, but was no longer a member.   

Moore heard that Willie Gaddy also was paying Watts, and that Watts once 
shot at Gaddy who was running away from him after he refused to pay.  Moore 
indicated that Watts had a gambling problem, and frequented the Horseshoe 
Casino.  Moore claimed to have paid Watts $7,000 on one occasion, and 
referenced another payment of two rifles and $10,000 on another occasion 
through Shock.   

Moore said that he would pay Watts when Watts caught him or one of his 
workers with something, referring to a firearm or narcotics.  Moore also told of 
an incident in which Watts took 40 bags of weed from “Chingey” and then sold 
it to Shock.  In addition, Moore said once he was with Patrick Nooner after 
Nooner had bought a new black Lincoln Navigator.  Moore said Watts pulled 
over Nooner and Moore in the Navigator and when Watts saw Nooner, Watts 
said “oh it’s you Pat” and let them go immediately.  Moore said Nooner and 
Watts grew up together.  

Moore also mentioned the name Kimberly Brown, including that he put a car in 
her name.  (See BAKER GLENN 004151-59). 

5/03/05 Meeting with Wilbert Moore, Calvin Holliday, CPD Internal Affairs, Matt 
Kern, FBI, Justin Williams, DEA/HIDTA regarding targets relating to Williams 
case and Sgt. Watts and P.O. Al Jones. (ATF-Baker 41.2).  

5/04/05 Sissy from ATF faxed Agent Bray’s memo to IAD Agent Holliday.  Shock’s 
CLEAR Data Warehouse photo from an arrest on 8/14/02 was pulled on May 4, 
2005 as well, and includes handwritten notes as follows: “Per Big Shorty,” 
among other things.   

5/05/05 Attorney Matthew Mahoney sent a letter to ASA John Mahoney, in which he 
identified Watts as a “dirty” officer who needed to be caught.  Attorney 
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Mahoney referenced individuals in the area of 527 E. Browning who claimed to 
be victims of Watts.  (See BAKER GLENN 010074).  

5/11/05 Memorandum from Sgt. Maureen Kennedy of IAD to Debra Kirby, Assistant 
Deputy Superintendent of IAD.  The memo indicates David Navarro of the 
SAO called to inform IAD that he was approached by a complainant who 
alleged Sgt. Watts had been shaking down drug dealers for money.  (See 
BAKER GLENN 010850).  

5/24/05 Memos indicating that Calvin Holliday, in CR #300778, was requesting 
photographs of Watts, Kenneth Young, Alvin Jones, Brian Bolton, Robert 
Gonzalez, Doug Nichols, Manuel Leano, Elsworth Smith, and Miguel Cabrales 
for a photo lineup.  The photo lineup was to be viewed by an informant who 
was unable to enter the police facility.  (See BAKER GLENN 010833). 

5/05 Meeting of IAD Agent Calvin Holliday, ASA David Navarro, Sgt. Ray 
Broderdorf, Sgt. Kenneth Bigg, Ben Baker, Baker’s wife, and Baker’s lawyer 
Matthew Mahoney at 2650 S. California.  The meeting is summarized in the 
June 28, 2005 memo of Agent Holliday, discussed below.   

5/24/05 Agent Holliday requested photographs of 002nd District Tactical Team “D.” 
(PL JOINT 000163-64).   

6/28/05 Memorandum from Calvin Holliday in CR #300778; signed by Sgt. Keith 
Calloway, Acting Commanding Officer of CIS.  In the two-page memorandum, 
Holliday referenced a meeting in May 2005 at 26th and California with ASA 
Navarro, Attorney Matt Mahoney, “gang member and drug dealer” Ben Baker, 
Baker’s wife, and Sergeants Ray Broderdorf and Kenneth Bigg.  During the 
interview, Baker claimed Watts wanted a payoff for Baker to stay in business 
and Baker resisted.  As a result, Watts put a case on Baker.  Baker indicated 
during the meeting that he agreed to work as a CI.  Baker also told of Watts’s 
shooting at Gaddy.   

As of the date of the memo, Holliday had not heard anything back from Baker 
or his attorney regarding their cooperation. 

Holliday noted that Baker’s allegations against Watts were essentially the same 
as told by two other known drug dealers, Gaddy and Wilbert Moore.  
According to Holliday, the three men had no knowledge that the others were 
talking to law enforcement.  Gaddy had been brought in by HIDTA and made 
available to other CPD units.  Holliday wrote that Gaddy was never able to 
assist Holliday because he was being worked by the Narcotic and Gang 
Investigations Section of CPD.   

Holliday’s memo referenced the prior interview with Gaddy, and also described 
the interview on April 7, 2005, of Wilbert Moore by ATF Agent Susan Bray.  
Moore told the agents of Watts taking money from drug dealers at the Ida B. 
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Wells housing project to allow them to remain in business.  Moore also 
mentioned that Watts shot at Gaddy for not paying him.  Moore mentioned 
Officer Mohammed, but did not accuse him of taking money.  However, Moore 
was unable to assist Holliday in his investigation.  Moore was identified by an 
officer who worked for Sgt. Watts on his tactical team, who was detailed to 
NAGIS.  This officer told Watts of Moore’s cooperation.  Moore said that when 
he was at Ida B. Wells, Watts would see him and not speak.  Moore said that if 
he were with other people, Watts would make the others get out of the car and 
go through them, but Moore had to remain in the car and wouldn’t be searched.  
Holliday indicated he spoke with Moore separate from the interview Moore 
gave to ATF Agent Wray and others. 

In the final paragraph, Holliday notes that Watts, Alvin Jones, and Mohammed 
were previously assigned to Public Housing South, which had since been 
deactivated.  The three then went to the 2nd District.  When Holliday spoke with 
Cmdr. Walter Green of the 2nd District, Green said he was under the impression 
it would be prudent to assign Watts to work with a tactical team as he was 
knowledgeable of the area.  (See BAKER GLENN 010947-48). 

7/26/05 Watts’s CR history is printed.  (See BAKER GLENN 010945-46). 

In addition, on an unidentified date, Sgt. Louis Velez of IAD viewed in 
CLEAR background information on Watts, including that he was appointed to 
CPD on January 19, 1994, with a handwritten note he was in “Beat 264” and an 
identification of Watts’s day off group.  (See BAKER GLENN 010942-43). 

7/27/05 Illinois State Police report (Suspicious Activity Report) from Empress Casino 
in Hammond regarding Watts provided to IAD Agent Holliday by CIA II 
Richard Lingley of the ISP and referencing CR#300778.  (See BAKER 
GLENN 010912-35).  Per the Description, “Police Agent Calvin Holliday … 
requested a Fin/CEN/Gateway inquiry regarding an investigation of a drug or 
narcotic investigation and internal investigation (Case #300778).  “Reason of 
Interest: Criminal Act.”  BAKER GLENN 010923 is a diagram referencing a 
July 13, 2005 criminal incident, with Watts identified in the middle of the page, 
and personal information of Watts identified.  Sgt. Ray Broderdorf of IAD is 
identified as the approving supervisor of Holliday’s FinCEN request. BAKER 
GLENN 010925.  (BAKER GLENN 010935 references an arrest of Ronald 
Watts for “obstruct police interference on 11/18/84.   

8/11/05 Memo from Calvin Holliday in CR #300778.  It was brought to Holliday’s 
attention by Sgt. Keith Calloway that Watts was reporting a theft from his 
residence of cash and other items in a total amount of over $17,000.  The 
alleged offender was Lelissa Jackson, the alleged girlfriend of Sgt. Watts.  
Because the loss was peculiar, Holliday attempted to find Ms. Jackson, and Sgt. 
Bigg requested her photo.  (See BAKER GLENN 023974-81, consisting of 
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Holliday’s memo and the police reports relating to the incident).  The memo 
appears to be signed by Sgt. Ray Broderdorf.   

9/12/05 Det. Kathleen Chigaros exceptionally cleared closed the theft investigation 
listing Watts as the victim because Watts refused to prosecute the alleged 
offender.  (See RD#HL538608). 

9/28/05 In a half sheet entry by Judge Toomin in Case 05 CR 8982, he indicated 
Defendant Ben Baker’s attorney wanted to subpoena IAD.  According to the 
entry, “ASA Navarro knows of this.”  Judge Toomin then entered an order 
directing IAD to deliver to Judge Toomin for an in-camera inspection its files 
and information on Police Officers Watts, Jones, Gonzalez, and Nichols.   

10/04/05 Attorney Matt Mahoney issued a subpoena to Debra Kirby, Assistant Deputy 
Superintendent, Internal Affairs Division, for records, notes, and all other 
information pertaining to Officers Watts, Jones, Gonzalez, and Nichols “per the 
attached court order.”   

10/14/05 Sgt. Kenneth Bigg of IAD pulled information from CLEAR regarding Baker, 
including his CLEAR Data Warehouse arrest printout from October 12, 2005, 
his arrest report, and name check.   

10/17/05 A “CL Report” (CL #050448) referencing ASA Dave Navarro and source 
Matthew Mahoney.  (BAKER GLENN 009959).  According to the report, 
Mahoney contacted the SAO stating that over the past one and a half years, he 
represented several clients in narcotics cases, all of whom independently stated 
they had been victimized by Sgt. Watts in a similar fashion.  Watts is a 2nd 
District sergeant with the CPD who regularly patrols the 527 E. Browning 
building.  Victim One (identified as Ben Baker) claims that as a result of his 
failure to pay Watts, he was arrested three times and charged with felonies.  
“Witness One” was deemed credible and corroborated Baker’s claims “to a 
large extent.”  According to Baker, several other victims had lodged complaints 
with OPS about Watts.   

Baker’s 10/12/05 arrest report is also printed by Sgt. Kenneth Bigg.  (BAKER 
GLENN 010973-78).  Wilbert “Big Shorty” Moore’s criminal history report is 
also printed by Sgt. Kenneth Bigg.  (BAKER GLENN 010958-64). 

10/21/05 Agent Holliday attempted to reinterview William Gaddy at the MCC in 
Chicago where Gaddy was awaiting sentencing.  Gaddy refused to be 
interviewed.  (CITY-BG-023850).  Holliday previously interviewed Gaddy on 
9/17/04 as referenced above.  

10/24/05 Clarissa Glenn initiates CR #309282 regarding an incident on August 20, 2005, 
in which she alleged two male black casually dressed officers entered and 
searched her residence without a warrant or permission.  Glenn also alleged that 
on October 23, 2005 an officer gave her a threatening message of bodily harm 
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or arrest for no reason.  Assigned to Lt. Kenneth Mann in the second district.  
Lt. Mann unsuccessfully attempted to have Glenn contact him, and he 
requested the CR be classified as unfounded due to lack of cooperation as of 
November 3, 2005.   

The file also contains a handwritten letter from Glenn (CITY-BG-012918-19) 
in which she re-contacts IAD, likely in or around August 2006, acknowledges 
her previous lack of cooperation with investigators because of her fear of 
Officers Watts and Alvin Jones, references her subsequent arrest after her 
previous complaint was made, says she moved as of June 6, and asked that her 
case be re-opened.  In a memo dated September 5, 2006, Debra Kirby directed 
that CR #309282 be reopened and assigned to CIS. 

(See entries of 1/21/10 and 6/15/10, infra, regarding incorporation of this 
investigation into CL # 1015941).   

10/28/05 Clarissa Glenn initiates CR #309359.  Also assigned to Lt. Kenneth Mann.  (It 
appears he jointly investigated this CR along with CR #309282.)  Glenn 
accused Watts of searching her apartment without a warrant or her permission 
on a previous date, and then continuing to harass her and on 10/28, threaten to 
take her to jail.  The investigator attempted to have Glenn contact him, but to 
no avail, and he eventually requested the CR be classified as unfounded due to 
lack of cooperation.   

10/31/05 Judge Toomin’s court sends a fax to Lt. Clark of the CPD attaching Attorney 
Mahoney’s subpoena and Judge Toomin’s court order of September 28, 2005, 
requesting IAD records for Watts, Jones, Gonzalez, and Nichols.  According to 
a half sheet entry of the same date, ASA Navarro spoke on the record regarding 
the IAD subpoena, and the IAD file would be delivered on October 31.   

Also on this date, Holliday took a statement from Ben Baker in courtroom #400 
at 2650 S. California.  Baker said he was constantly being framed by Watts for 
PCS, that he has known Watts as the police for four years, that Watts offered to 
help Baker with a 2003 case if Baker paid Watts $1,000 during a telephone 
conversation, and that Baker had seen Watts and other police officers running a 
narcotics sales operation.  (CITY-BG-023849-51).   

12/06/05 See FBI 337, which is a 12/6/05 report memorializing the result of a FinCEN 
search by FBI Investigative Analyst Michael Pach. The report details that Watts 
purchased $10,100 of chips on April 20, 1999 at Empress Casino in Hammond. 
It also states that “FinCEN generated no other transaction activity for” Watts.  

FBI 302 report, redacted, indicating information was obtained through research 
conducted by an FBI Investigative Analyst on 10/4/05 regarding Watts.    
(BAKER GLENN 002844). 
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12/11/05 Plaintiff Baker and Plaintiff Glenn are arrested by Officers Jones and 
Mohammed.  They claim Sgt. Watts planted drugs in their car.  They were 
charged with felony possession of heroin.  (Both Baker and Glenn entered 
guilty pleas on September 18, 2006 in 06 CR 810).   

1/19/06 Wilbert “Big Shorty” Moore is killed.  Hobos gang members Arnold Council 
and Paris Poe were subsequently indicted for Moore’s murder. 

1/20/06 FBI Report “to provide an update of case developments” relative to the Watts 
investigation.  The reporting agent was contacted by the CCSAO regarding an 
investigation of Sgt. Watts and that Moore’s name surfaced during that 
investigation.  The memo references a rumor on the street that when Wilbur 
Moore’s body was discovered, “he was wearing a wire (recording device) and 
that Moore had been cooperating with federal law enforcement. Reporting 
Agent [Kern] advised Navarro that Moore was not a Cooperating Witness 
(CW) for the [FBI] and that Moore had not made any recordings for the 
FBI.”(FBI 338). 

2/10/06 FBI redacted report regarding status of Watts investigation.  The report 
indicates that the investigation was initiated in September 2004, and states that 
the FBI received information of an ongoing joint investigation conducted by 
IAD, DEA and ATF involving alleged criminal activity by Watts.  “An ATF 
source alleged that, in the past, Watts attempted to extort him for bribe 
payments to permit him to continue his drug trafficking activity. The ATF 
source also stated that Watts was currently receiving bribe payments from 
another individual involved in drug trafficking in the Ida B. Wells housing 
development, Wilbur Moore.”  

Shortly after the investigation was initiated in 2004, the unit that Watts was 
assigned to, which covered the Ida B. Wells housing project, was disbanded 
and Watts was transferred to another area.  “During the course of the 
investigation, allegations against Watts were never able to be substantiated or 
collaborated (sic).”  The redacted memo states that “In December of 2005, a 
query of [FinCen] was conducted for Watts. The results of this query were 
negative.”   

The report also states that on January 20, 2006, the CCSAO related that it had 
been investigating Watts and that Moore’s name surfaced during the course of 
the Watts investigation.  The investigative status was presented to AUSA Gayle 
Littleton, who advised that she would decline prosecution because of the 
parallel state prosecution and because the case lacked federal prosecutive merit.  
(FBI 339; BAKER GLENN 002110-11). 

Another FBI report from this date references the “submission of closing LHM.” 
(BAKER GLENN 002848). 
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4/21/06 A half sheet entry by Judge Toomin (05 CR 8982) states, “Contact Dave 
Navarro – is there an IAD investigation still?”   

4/24/06 Half sheet entry by Judge Toomin.  Per Navarro, it was okay for the judge to 
distribute the IAD records to the parties.  “No surprises.” (BAKER GLENN 
010672)  

5/23/06 Baker’s bench trial begins in 05 CR 8982.  In a subsequent affidavit, Attorney 
Mahoney acknowledged that Judge Toomin had released the IAD materials to 
criminal defense counsel prior to the trial beginning.   

5/24/06 ADS Lee Epplen prepared a report under RD#HM369142 for a bribery 
investigation, involving Watts.  The indictment was initially witnessed by 
Officer Alvin Jones and eventually by Sgt. Tony Brown, #916.  In essence the 
allegation was that Roy “Shock” Bennett (a drug dealer operating at IBW 
referenced above), offered $800 as a bribe to Watts through a third party named 
Charlene Campbell of 575 E. Browning.  The witnesses to the incident were 
Charlene Campbell, Watts, and Officer Jones.  Per the reports, upon recognition 
of an attempted bribe, Watts summoned 002nd District Tactical Sgt. Tony 
Brown to the scene to serve as a witness.  The incident was reported, the 
suspect money was inventoried, and proper notifications were made. (CITY-
BG-023849-51)(See also To/From Report from ADS Lee Epplen to First 
Deputy Supt. Dana Starks which indicates further that ADS Epplen was 
contacted by Captain Edward Griffin of the 2nd District regarding the possible 
bribery investigation.  ADS Epplen’s report indicates he contacted Area One 
Detective Division for a bribery investigation (assigned to Det. James 
Dowling), as well as Lt. Keith Calloway of IAD, who responded to the 2nd 
District where he was briefed on the circumstances of the incident and 
investigation.  (CITY-BG-023992-024000) 

6/09/06 Baker is found guilty in a bench trial of two counts of possession of a 
controlled substance.  He is sentenced on July 7, 2006, to two 18-year terms.  
(Judge Toomin reportedly cut Baker’s sentence to 14 years a few weeks later.)   

8/30/06 After IAD received Clarissa Glenn’s letter (CITY-BG-012918-19), it looks for 
the prior complaint and pulls other materials. (CITY-BG-012920-26).  

9/05/06 In a memo dated September 5, 2006, Debra Kirby directed that CR #309282 be 
reopened and assigned to CIS to be investigated with the ongoing criminal 
investigation. (CITY-BG-012917).  

09/14/06 Sgt. Joe Barnes of CIS is assigned the reopened Clarissa Glenn CR#309282. 
(CITY-BG-012927). Among other things, Sgt. Barnes pulls background 
materials pertaining to Glenn, Arthur Kirksey, Ben Baker, Roy “Shock” 
Bennett, and photos of Watts, Mohammed, Jones and Young. (CITY-BG-
023940-63, 023982-91). 

10/11/06 Roy “Shock” Bennett’s criminal history report reviewed and printed.  (BAKER 
GLENN 023959-63). 
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Also, photos of Watts, Mohammed, Alvin Jones, and Kenneth Young printed.  
(CITY-BG-023936-39) 

11/16/06  According to an FBI report dated February 8, 2007, “In November of 2006, 
new allegations against Watts were brought to the Chicago FBI by CPD IAD 
Sergeant Joe Barnes. Sergeant Barnes had been contacted by a complainant that 
detailed specific information regarding drug-related law enforcement 
corruption involving Watts. Specifically, the complainant made an introduction 
to a second complainant that had recently been extorted by Watts. On two 
occasions within the last two months, the second complainant had been robbed 
of $830.00 and $4,255.00, respectively, by Watts.” (FBI 347-48).  

 FBI special agent Matthew Kern and and IAD Sgt. Joe Barnes interviewed, 
upon information and belief,  Clarissa Glenn.   Glenn stated she has lived at her 
current address since June 9, 2006, and had previously lived with Ben Baker at 
IBW.  Glenn stated she began hearing rumors that Watts was corrupt in 2004.  

Glenn stated that her husband Ben Baker, although on probation, began selling 
heroin and cocaine at IBW in 2004.  Glenn said the first time she came into 
contact with Watts was in the Summer 2004, when Watts came to her 
apartment and asked for Baker.  Watts allegedly said: “I heard that you were 
the only ones over here eating,” which meant making a profit from the drug 
trade.  Glenn said Baker was arrested in March 2005 in a stairwell at IBW, 
claimed he didn’t possess the drugs, but admitted he had a large quantity of 
money.   

Glenn also discussed a “mailbox” case, which she said occurred in 2005.  
Glenn said Watts’s informant Charlie Haynes, a drug user, came to the 
apartment after the “mailbox case” and said Watts wanted Baker to call Watts, 
and that Watts wanted “lunch,” meaning $1,000.     

Glenn also discussed an incident where Baker was arrested by ATF in the Fall 
2005, although the report indicates the actual arresting officers were from CPD 
Special Operations.  Glenn said Watts came on the scene and attempted to 
intervene, which resulted in a pushing altercation between Watts and another 
officer.   

Glenn also described her arrest along with Baker in December 2005 by Alvin 
Jones (who she called AJ) and Watts.  Glenn claimed the heroin the officers 
claimed they found was planted.  (FBI000263-65). 

11/21/06 FBI Agent Matthew Kern and Sgt. Joe Barnes interviewed an individual (name 
redacted)  who asserted that Watts extorted money from him on two occasions, 
once in the amount of $830 and once in the amount of $4,255.  Watts allegedly 
threatened to plant heroin on this person.  With respect to the alleged theft of 
$4,255, the interviewee stated the money was inventoried because Watts was 
with officers he didn’t usually work with.  The individual also stated that Watts 
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had arrested him three times before.  He also said Watts had some type of 
relationship with a woman named Osborne, one of the building managers at 
IBW.  The report further states: “Watts maintained possession of narcotics so 
that he could use the narcotics as leverage to extort people,” and  that “Watts 
displayed the same personality characteristics and mannerisms as someone that 
used narcotics.”  ((FBI000261-2).   

12/20/06 The U.S. Attorney’s Office was advised of new information regarding Watts 
and “advised that this case was prosecutable if additional evidence could be 
developed.”  (See BAKER GLENN 002112-14).   

2006 (unk 
date)  

Sgt. Joe E. Barnes prepared an Application for a pen register to be presented to 
a Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County on telephone number 
773/848/4761, as well as gathering other information on that phone number, 
relative to Watts.  (CITY-BG-023841-48) 

1/18/07 FBI report authored by Agent Kern, reporting the interview of November 16, 
2006, and further requesting that an investigation be reopened of Sgt. Watts 
based on the new allegations.  The memo requests “SAC authority to re-open a 
public corruption investigation that was closed in February 2006.”  (BAKER 
GLENN 002112-14; FBI 343-45).  The report states that in 2004, the 
complainant began hearing rumors circulating throughout IBW that Watts was 
corrupt and that he, along with other members of his team, used their positions 
as police officers to extort individuals at IBW.  The redacted memo further 
states that Watts was aware of narcotics activities and knew a person (whose 
name is redacted) was making money dealing narcotics.  At the end of the three 
page memo, it states that on December 20, 2006 an AUSA was advised of the 
new information recently developed and the AUSA “advised that this case was 
prosecutable if additional evidence could be developed.”  Id. The initial 
investigative strategy is redacted as is the assigned FBI agent.   

The investigation was reopened by the FBI on January 18, 2007 “based on 
information received from several witnesses and confidential sources (CSs) 
regarding drug-related law enforcement corruption in Chicago.”  (BAKER 
GLENN 002120-21).  An FBI report reflects that the “captioned investigation 
is the priority police corruption case on squad WC-3.  The Chicago Division is 
committed to fully support this Title III investigation to its logical conclusion.”  
Id.   

Agent Kern’s report also discusses an interview with a second complainant who 
he and IAD Sgt. Barnes interviewed on November 21, 2006. This person said 
he paid Watts to allow him to continue selling drugs and at one point Watts 
pulled a bundle of heroin out of his pocket and said, “You going back” to jail. 
(FBI 345). Watts did not arrest him when he paid $830.  On another occasion, 
the second complainant stated Watts inventoried $4,225 he recovered from the 
second complainant discussed in the report, when Watts was patrolling with 
team members he did not recognize. “The second complainant also stated that it 
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was common for Watts to keep narcotics on his person while on duty. The 
second complainant knew that Watts maintained possession of narcotics so that 
Watts could use the narcotics as leverage to extort people.” Id.  

AUSA Littleton reopened the investigation. As for the Initial Investigative 
Strategy, it will “be to use available resources to identify all Police Officers 
involved in the alleged corrupt activities.” The report also discusses checking 
FinCEN and also using a Source to “potentially record conversations with 
Watts.”  The report also notes that the CPD “has access to an apartment unit on 
the 23rd floor of an apartment building directly adjacent to Ida B. Wells. This 
unit will be utilized to facilitate and coordinate surveillance activities at Ida B. 
Wells.” Id.  

Johnnie (aka Blood) Tolliver was interviewed by Agent Kern and IAD Sgt. 
Kenneth Bigg.  Tolliver said he sold the drug line called “Pay Back” at IBW for 
“Big Ant.”  Big Ant paid Tolliver $500 per day, and the Pay Back drug line 
made about $17,000 per day.  Tolliver learned that Big Ant paid Watts $3,000 
twice a week to sell drugs.  

Tolliver said he was beaten in January 2007 by four men in an abandoned 
building at East 38th Street and S. Vernon for snitching.  Tolliver said he had 
been arrested by unidentified members of Watts’s team for a small amount of 
heroin, and he supplied information on where the money and drugs were 
located.  Tolliver learned Watts recovered the $15,000 and 18 bundles of 
heroin. Tolliver said he went to Provident Hospital due to the beating, at which 
time two CPD detectives told him not to press charges as Watts would take care 
of him.  Tolliver added that Watts used drugs himself, and would meet drug 
dealers at the Sunrise convenient store on 39th Street.  (FBI000257-260). 

2/07/07 FBI memo “to advise FBIHQ of anticipated Title III coverage in captioned 
investigation.” The memo states that the AUSA assigned “concurs with the 
proposed utilization of a Title III wiretap.”  (BAKER GLENN 002120-21). 

An FBI memo also requests the opening of sub-files regarding the Watts 
investigation, including as a repository for 302 reports, Grand Jury Subpoenas, 
and Grand Jury materials.  (BAKER GLENN 002853). 

2/08/07 FBI report reflecting the investigative strategy to investigate Watts.  .  An 
AUSA signed off on the plan, advising that the case was prosecutable if 
additional evidence could be developed.  The memo provides some history of 
the investigation as well.  It states that “new allegations against Watts were 
brought to the Chicago FBI by CPD IAD…”  (FBI 347-48; BAKER GLENN 
002115-16). 
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Another FBI report from this date references the submission of an opening 
Letterhead Memorandum (LHM) in the above captioned case.”  (BAKER 
GLENN 002856). 

5/29/07 DEA memo referencing DEA Group 43 currently working a high-profile gang 
investigation involving members of the GDs that is distributing large amounts 
of heroin and cocaine on a daily basis from IBW.  The remainder of the memo 
is redacted.  (BAKER GLENN 002082). 

5/30/07 FBI memo regarding Watts stating that due to the transfer of an Agent Kern, 
that it is requested that the case be reassigned to an agent currently assigned to 
WC-3.  (FBI 350; BAKER GLENN 002857). 

6/01/07 DEA memo to the Deputy Chief Inspector Office of Professional 
Responsibility from the Special Agent in Charge of the Chicago Field Office 
referencing the May 29, 2007 memo by the Group Supervisor, which reflects 
that the FBI Public Corruption Unit has been notified as well as an AUSA and 
IAD.  (BAKER GLENN 002081). 

6/07/07 FBI memo documenting meeting with five members of the U.S. Attorney’s 
Office and two Sergeants from IAD at 219 S. Dearborn and the FBI, and the 
DEA.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss information the DEA 
developed regarding Watts. The following people were present: Agent Ken 
Samuel; SSA Peter Cullen; AUSAs Sonny Pasquale, Tom Shakeshaft, Joe 
Alesia, John Lausch, and Brion Netols; two DEA personnel; IAD Sgt. Tom 
Chester.   (FBI 351-52; BAKER GLENN 002080). The memo references the 
DEA’s investigation, with the assistance of a CW, of the sale of heroin and 
crack at IBW. The report states that “the CW has observed and overheard CPD 
officer KALLATT MOHAMMED make telephone calls to drug dealers in 
order to warn them that they should clean up because the police are coming 
down. The CW has also seen captioned subject with CPD officers 
MOHAMMED and MONICA LOUIS, who is known on the street as “COCO”, 
telling drug dealers the area is clear (of legitimate police) and that they can set 
up security. Shortly after security is set up, captioned subject and 
MOHAMMED proceed to search guys and steal their money. The CW advised 
that it is common knowledge that captioned subject protects “SCOTT’s” heroin 
line and that captioned subject allows anyone to sell drugs in return for weekly 
cash payments.  

“SA Warren advised that on the days captioned subject shakes down and 
extorts drug dealers, captioned subject wears Starter jerseys in order to blend 
in. On days he’s working with legitimate police officers conducting legitimate 
police business, captioned subject wears mainstream clothing.”  

The report discusses using Patrick Nooner to get to Watts, as Watts is paying 
Nooner, and they are childhood friends.  
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Sgt. Barnes’ idea of putting secret cameras in the emergency exit sign at the 
527 building, and Agent Warren’s concurrence to put cameras in all five 
buildings,  was disagreed with by ASA Netols who “questioned the value of the 
cameras insofar as captioned subject and other corrupt officers probably collect 
money in places other than the lobbies.” (FBI 351-52).  

6/25/07  Automated Arrest data for Activity Records Program printed for the following 
officers: Bolton; Gonzalez; Jones; Leano; Lewis; Mohammed; Nichols Jr., 
Smith Jr., Watts, Young Jr.  (CITY-BG-023905-06).  At some unidentified date 
the complaint history of Mohammed and Watts was also checked and printed.  
(CITY-BG-023909-19). 

6/26/07 Handwritten Notes of Debra Kirby regarding the investigation of Watts, etc. 
dated June 26, 2007, reflecting meeting with Cullen, Samuel, Shakeshaft, 
Brown, Barnes, Chester, Maher, Todd, Lausch, and others.  (CITY-BG-
023902-04).  Kirby’s notes reference several different matters being told to her 
regarding the investigation, including the following: the murder of “Big 
Shorty” Moore discussed above (which the notes indicate ASA Dave Navarro 
is investigating); Bernard Brown (who is the subject of an FBI 302 report in 
2009 described below); Owens, whose mother is Vera Owens, and who is “sick 
of shake down” and is talking to CPD; Allen Jackson; Matt Camden, who the 
notes indicate got transferred from the team because he didn’t want to get 
arrested; Dwayne Holmes is referenced; Roy “Shock” Bennett is referenced; 
possible investigation strategies are referenced (such as GPS, I-Pass relative to 
the casinos; Tax Returns, surveillance.  The notes also state that “GD/BG war is 
a barrier.”  Id.  (See also CITY-BG-023839-40). 

6/29/07 FBI Investigative Analyst Pat Chambers query of Watts, Mohammed, Jones, 
Smith, Bolton, Gonzales, Lamonica Lewis, reported on 7/11/07 as reflected 
below.  (FBI000255-56).  Lewis cashed or deposited three large amounts of 
money of $12,000, $14,000, and $23,000 in 2003 and 2004.   

7/11/07 FBI 302 report regarding a June 29, 2007 Investigative Analyst query of any 
financial activity identifiable with Watts and Mohammed.  (BAKER GLENN 
002810-11). 

7/23/07 FBI printout relative to 7/11/07 Investigative Analyst query.  (BAKER GLENN 
002858). 

8/14/07 Grand Jury subpoenas issued by U.S. Attorney’s Office. (BAKER GLENN 
002753-62).  

9/05/07 Meeting of Agent Smith, AUSAs Joseph Alesia, Thomas Shakeshaft, Jon 
Lausch, DEA agent, Sgt. Chester and Sgt. Barnes. Agent Smith provided that 
the FBI interviewed two Chicago police officers, believed to be Shannon 
Spalding and Daniel Echeverria, who offered to utilize a cooperating witness 
familiar with the area Watts patrols to identify the pattern of drug deals and 
shakedowns conducted by Watts. The police officers requested that they 
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receive a transfer to another district prior to assisting the FBI. “IAD was 
informed of this matter and was in the process of assessing the appropriate 
method of transferring the CPOs without indicating their cooperation with IAD 
or the FBI.” (FBI 357-58).  
 
DEA stated they have made several buys of crack into Gerald Scott, aka Cool, 
who they are targeting  as well as his close associate Roy Bennett, aka Shock. 
The DEA’s cooperating witness saw Scott buy 1KG of powder cocaine from 
Marvin (lnu). Bennett is a drug dealer who paid Watts for protection. DEA and 
FBI sources have provided information that Watts sold drugs to Bennett and 
others in Bennett’s “tower.” Id. 
 
AUSA Shakeshaft informed the FBI that ATF provided an additional 
cooperating witness familiar with the drug trade at the IBW, who had witnessed 
Watts demand $1,000 of a drug dealer to continue to deal. “AUSA Shakeshaft 
provided the information to DEA prior to informing the FBI. Asa a result the 
DEA has opened the cooperating witness  for purpose of their target in the IDA 
B. Wells project. DEA has agreed to allow the FBI access to the cooperating  
witness to debrief him on his encounters with Watts.” Id.  
 
IAD Sgt. Barnes received a call regarding the potential cooperation of Johnnie 
Tolliver and Jamar Lewis. Watts recently approached them and demanded a 
$3,000 payment for them to sell drugs, which they intended to pay. Barnes 
asked to talk to Tolliver and Lewis before they met with Watts, but hadn’t 
heard from them. Agent “Smith was not informed of the potential meeting until 
September 5, 2007. Sergeant Barnes agreed to provide SA Patrick Smith with 
any future updates prior to any scheduled meetings.” Id.  
 
It was requested that Agent Smith be reassigned the case agent with Agent 
Samuel as co-case agent. Id.  

9/10/07 FBI memo providing case update, referencing a reassignment of the case agent.   

9/13/07 FBI memo dated 2/22/08 references that an anonymous correspondence was 
forwarded from the AUSA’s office on 9/13/07 regarding drug dealing being 
done by Chicago Police officers.  (BAKER GLENN 002139).  The memo 
referenced previously received anonymous communications.  Id.   

9/27/07 FBI Agent Patrick Smith and Sgt. Joe Barnes interviewed Clarissa Glenn (aka 
Clarissa Baker).  Glenn stated she was in contact with Jamar “Tweek” Lewis 
and Art Kirksey, who later reports indicate had taken over management of the 
drug trade at 527 E. Browning from Ben Baker.  (FBI000250-52).  Per Glenn, 
both Tweek and Art had been approached by Mohammed who was seeking a 
bribe payment.  Glenn stated that over Labor Day weekend 2007 Art paid 
Mohammed $2,500.  Id.    

10/02/07 FBI Agent Patrick Smith and Sgt. Joe Barnes interviewed Jamar “Tweek” 
Lewis.  Tweek stated that Watts and Mohammed had approached him and his 
boys for payments related to their drug trade, and he would sometimes pay 
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Mohammed.  (FBI000253-54).  Tweek agreed to assist the investigation for one 
or two “pops” (by which he meant undercover operations), but did not want to 
work with the FBI on a long term basis because of gang repercussions.  Id.  

10/24/07 FBI Agent Patrick Smith interviewed, upon information and belief, Clarissa 
Glenn.  Glenn said she had contacted Tweek on October 23, 2007.  Tweek said 
he was not present at IBW due to a gang war, and also that Art Kirksey told 
Tweek he was no longer paying Mohammed (which Tweek doubted).  Per 
Glenn, Tweek claimed Art was distracted because his brother was recently 
arrested for a drug charge after serving 10 years on a gun charge.   
 
Tweek also told Glenn that he was concerned Watts was connected to the 
shooting of Patrick Nooner in the head.  Glenn knew Nooner from the drug 
trade at IBW.  Per Glenn, Nooner survived the shooting but remained 
hospitalized.  (FBI000247-48). 

10/26/07 FBI memo regarding the status of the investigation of Watts, Mohammed, and 
“others yet unknown.”  According to the memo, “several leads have developed 
which target Watts and Mohammed’s crimes” in the course of the investigation.  
The memo also notes that the Ida B. Wells projects became the subject of a 
gang war between the Black Gangster Disciples and the Vice Lords. (BAKER 
GLENN 002859).  

Agent Smith memo of this date states in part as follows: Jamar Lewis “claimed 
that when he began making more money from his drug trade, Watts and 
Mohammed consistently attempted to secure $5,000 from him. Mohammed 
made the requests approximately once a week. Based on the above information, 
Lewis agreed to engage in an undercover scenario targeting Mohammed.” (FBI 
359-60). Subsequently, the IBW became the subject of a gang war between the 
GDs and the Vice Lords. Patrick Nooner was shot. “Lewis informed Baker that 
he believed he was a target in this gang war.” … “Lewis attempted to continue 
to pursue the undercover operation by enlisting the assistance of Jamie Tolliver, 
a.k.a. “Art.” Tolliver has been “approached by Mohammed in the same 
capacity as Lewis and is considered Lewis’ second-in-command.” Agent Smith 
is requesting an extension to pay the bribe to November 14, 2007. Id. The 
memo also indicates the funds authorized for “FY 2004” was $100,000 and 
$95,000 was remaining after this $5,000 request. Id.  

10/30/07 FBI memo to provide a case update.  The memo indicates that on October 24, 
2007 an AUSA provided the agent a September 9, 2004 Report of Investigation 
ATF, and a September 9, 2004 Report of Investigation DEA, in response to an 
interview with a person whose name is redacted.  The two 9/9/04 reports 
indicate that Watts “runs” the 574 building at IBW, and takes a percentage of 
drug money from the people selling drugs in the building. (BAKER GLENN 
002084-88; see also FBI 361-62).  

FBI Agent Patrick Smith interviewed, upon information and belief,  Clarissa 
Glenn, who had again contacted Tweek to determine if bribe payments had 
been made to Watts and Mohammed.  Tweek said the drug line he was running 
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had been disrupted since the Chicago Housing Authority closed several of the 
IBW buildings. Art was trying to sell for Tweek out of another building, but 
was running into problems from other drug dealers.  Tweek did not think Art 
had paid Mohammed since September 2007.   

Upon information and belief since it is redacted, Glenn added that Ben Baker, 
who was incarcerated on a drug charge, was requesting that Tweek cooperate 
with the FBI. Glenn believed that Tweek, and Art, respected Baker’s request.  
(FBI000249). 

11/01/07 FBI Agent Patrick Smith interviewed, upon information and belief,  Clarissa 
Glenn, who had once again contacted Tweek.  Tweek told Glenn he had learned 
that Art Kirksey had been paying Mohammed approximately $1,000 every two 
weeks without Tweek’s knowledge.  Glenn said that Tweek told her that Art 
had been “territorial since he discovered that Benjamin Baker was the 
individual requesting Art and Tweek’s help. Tweek believe Art was concerned 
Benjamin Baker would use his cooperation to get out of jail early.  [Glenn] 
explained that Benjamin Baker ran the drug line that Tweek and Art run prior 
to his incarceration  [Glenn] believes that Art was concerned Benjamin Baker 
would take over Art’s “line” if he was released from jail.”  (FBI000250).  
 
Art continued to pay Mohammed and Watts because of a dispute with other 
drug dealers in the building where Art was running a drug line.  On October 31, 
2007, Art was severely beaten during a confrontation with other drug dealers, 
and was upset that Watts, who was present, failed to protect him.  Tweek 
wanted to stay on the drug site himself but had been told by a CPD officer he 
was on a list to be indicted.  Glenn explained that her earlier statement that 
Tweek was avoiding IBW due to a gang war was a “misunderstanding.”  Id.   

11/02/07 FBI memo reflecting contact made with a DEA case agent by an FBI agent 
regarding the Watts investigation, and referencing an investigation of the DEA.  
Much of the memo is redacted, but the memo indicates that the FBI agent 
informed the DEA that the FBI was pursuing an individual known to pay Watts 
for a possible undercover scenario, and that this individual was told to keep 
away from the IBW projects because he was on a “list” of people targeted to be 
indicted.  Bennett is named. (BAKER GLENN 002093-94; see also 
FBI000250). Agent Smith also informed DEA of the use of Jamar Lewis. (FBI 
379-80). After the discussion, AUSA Shakeshaft called Agent Smith to advise 
that DEA was concerned regarding the FBI “use of a drug dealer in the Ida B. 
Wells project.” Agent Smith informed Sgt. Barnes and informed him of the 
meeting. “Barnes informed the FBI that DEA scheduled a meeting on Friday, 
November 2, 2007 to discuss the Title III wire. The FBI received no 
notification of this meeting.” Id.  

FBI Agent Patrick Smith interview of, upon information and belief, Clarissa 
Glenn, who met with Tweek on November 1, 2007.  Tweek told Glenn his last 
meeting with Watts was several weeks ago, when he and Art Kirksey were 
arrested by Alvin Jones and brought to the police station.  Tweek said he spoke 
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to Watts at the station, and was released on a misdemeanor drug charge later 
that day.  Tweek told Glenn that Watts was part of a motorcycle club involving 
many of his co-workers.  Tweek identified Coco as a CPD female police 
officers who was engaging in the same “pay for protection” as Watts.  Tweek 
told Glenn Watts believed a white female police officer assigned to his team 
had been put there by Internal Affairs.  (FBI000246). 

11/05/07 Grand Jury subpoena issued by U.S. Attorney’s Office. (BAKER GLENN 
002763). 

11/06/07 FBI memo to provide synopsis of USAO, IAD, DEA, ATF and FBI status 
meeting regarding Watts investigation and reflecting a meeting with said 
agencies on the same date (including AUSAs Lausch, Alesia, Shakeshaft, ATF 
Agent Susan Bray, DEA (redacted), Deputy Chief Kirby, Sgts. Chester, Barnes, 
and Richard Maher.  The unredacted portion of the memo states that within one 
to two weeks, DEA expects to begin monitoring under a Title III order on a 
drug dealer at IBW.  (FBI 381-82; BAKER GLENN 002095). The memo also 
mentions that “M. Smith works of Teiwan Broughton, an upper echelon drug 
dealer. Broughton was mentioned in previous interviews with ATF and DEA as 
a close associate of Watts.” Id.  

“Surveillance of any activity in the Ida B. Wells projects will be handled by a  
task force of CPD officers identified by CPD IAD. The administrative duties 
for the initial line will be maintained by DEA.”  

“The FBI is pursuing a potential bribe payment through Jamar Lewis, aka 
“Tweek,” a known drug dealer in the Ida B. Wells projects. DEA expressed 
some concern that Lewis presented a potential to leak information to Watts or 
an individual associated with Watts. USAO explained that the risk of affecting 
the drug case was minimal and the potential evidence derived from using Lewis 
outweighed the risk.” 

“The FBI assured the DEA that Lewis was compartmentalized and received 
only minimal information related to Watts. Lewis will only be used for a 
payment that would be made in his normal course of business. Following that 
payment, the FBI expects to hold this evidence until the completion of the drug 
and corruption case in whole.” Id.  

11/06/07 Debra Kirby notes of meeting regarding Watts investigation identifying Barnes, 
Alesia, Lausch, Maher, Calloway, Pat Collins, Chester, 5 others, and that ATF, 
DEA, FBI, and AUSA all present.  (CITY-BG-023833-36).  Among other 
things, the notes reference Baker, Clarissa, Tweek and Art and discusses 
potential strategy (including wires, etc.).  The notes also indicate that Gaddy 
was the initial link to Watts three years before.   The notes also state “$ to 
Mohammed (do we have this)”. Id.  
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11/07/07 FBI memo regarding providing photos of subjects Watts and Mohammed.  
(BAKER GLENN 002874-78). 

11/13/07 FBI Agents Patrick Smith and Timothy Keese interview of Art Kirksey in the 
presence of Clarissa Baker (aka Clarissa Glenn) in the agent’s car while parked 
at a CITGO gas station on Martin Luther King, Jr. drive off of 56th Street. 
Tweek was present for the first 10 minutes of the interview.  Art described 
making payments to Mohammed, and one payment of $1,000 to Watts.  Art 
signed forms authoring the use of a recording device on his person and phone.  
Art gave Mohammed cell phone as 773-220-7889.  (FBI000244-45). 

11/14/07 FBI memo intended to document something relative to the investigation; the 
entire narrative is redacted.  (BAKER GLENN 002860). 

11/16/07 FBI Agent Patrick Smith report indicating Art Kirksey was arrested that day or 
the night before, per, upon information and belief, Clarissa Glenn  
(FBI000243). 

11/19/07 Upon information and belief, Clarissa Glenn told Agent Patrick Smith that Art 
Kirksey called her to advise that Mohammed had contacted him to set up a 
meeting.  (FBI000242). 

11/30/07 FBI Agents Patrick Smith and Julie Anderson interviewed Art Kirksey in the 
presence of his attorney Matthew Mahoney.  Art had recently been arrested for 
possession of two firearms and 73 grams of crack and/or cocaine, subsequent to 
his agreement to work with the investigation of Watts and Mohammed.  Art 
explained how he sometimes tried to delay payments to Mohammed, that he 
would contact Mohammed on his cell phone, and the last few times they met it 
was near 76th Street and Wentworth Drive, outside of IBW.  Art claimed that in 
addition to Mohammed, Coco (later identified as Officer Lamonica Lewis) 
extorted payments from him and other drug dealers.  (FBI000240-41). 

12/03/07 Letter from U.S. Attorney’s Office indicating to an unidentified entity that your 
names have been disclosed to Judge Holderman as a person who has been and 
will be given access to materials obtained through the powers of a Federal 
Grand Jury inquiring into possible Federal crimes, that the Grand Jury 
investigation is criminal and that Grand Jury proceedings are secret, and that 
the unauthorized disclosure of Grand Jury matters is punishable by contempt 
proceedings.  The letter also states that “Grand Jury matters include the 
identities of witnesses, their testimony and the nature and content of documents 
and physical evidence obtained through the Grand Jury investigation,” and that 
“No Grand Jury material may be disclosed or used for any civil or 
administrative purpose or for any purpose other than for the Grand Jury 
investigation, except by order of the Court.”  Grand Jury subpoenas issued by 
U.S. Attorney’s Office. (BAKER GLENN 002767). 

12/09/07 FBI Agent Patrick Smith interview of Richard Hale in the presence of his 
attorney Michael Schmiege.  Hale said he has seen Watts in the Harold Ickes 
housing development before and that Watts was rumored to run a drug line 
there.  Hale heard Watts took money and drugs off of various dealers to allow 
them to sell drugs.  Hale was shown a photo array: he identified Watts, 
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Mohammed, and Elsworth Smith, Jr. as officers who would plant drugs on 
individuals to support an arrest.  Hale asserted that Mohammed would beat 
people too.  Hale did not recognize Jones, Bolton, or Leano; Hale recognized 
Lamonica Lewis and Nichols but did not accuse them of misconduct, and Hale 
said he knew Gonzalez and that he did not believe Gonzalez engaged in illegal 
activity.  (FBI000077-88).  

12/11/07 Mohammed was paid $1,000 by a CI working for the FBI. (CITY-BG-023858). 
FBI Agent Patrick Smith reported of the specifics of this event, including that 
the CI, believed to be Art Kirksey, wore a wire, and that Coco was patrolling 
with Mohammed at the time the money was tendered, but stayed in the police 
car when Mohammed entered the car with Art.  (FBI000218-227). 

12/18/07 Mohammed was paid $700 by a CI working for the FBI at a Popeye’s 
Restaurant off of 75th Street. (CITY-BG-023858).  See also FBI Agent Patrick 
Smith’s report of this event at FBI000231-237. 

12/19/07 FBI memo regarding request for assignment of co-case agent to Agent Julie 
Anderson.  The memo states in part:  “The above titled case is investigating 
allegations of corruption by Chicago Police sergeant Ronald Watts and his 
partner Kallatt Mohammed.  Sources have alleged that Watts and Mohammed 
are extorting payments from drug dealers in the Ida B. Wells Housing Projects 
in exchange for allowing the drug trade to continue.”  (FBI 386; BAKER 
GLENN 002862). 

1/04/08 Mohammed was paid $1,000 by a CI working for the FBI. (CITY-BG-023858). 

1/21/08 Mohammed was paid $1,000 by a CI working for the FBI. (CITY-BG-023858).  
See also FBI Agents Patrick Smith and Julie Anderson’s report regarding this 
event.  Although redacted, the CI is believed to be Art Kirksey (FBI000228-
29). 
 
An FBI memo dated 1/21/08 states:  “Several bribe payments have been made 
to Mohammed on a biweekly basis in exchange for Mohammed and Watts’ 
protection.”  (BAKER GLENN 002865). 

1/22/08 Agent Julie Anderson memo regarding planned surveillance on movements of 
Watts as well as coverage of a possible controlled bribe payment. (FBI 387-90). 

1/26/08 FBI Agents Patrick Smith and Julie Anderson interviewed Jamar “Tweek” 
Lewis, who advised that his girlfriend told him that Mohammed was attempting 
to speak with him.  Tweek thought he was contacted because Watts learned 
Tweek was involved in some recent criminal activity, which he refused to 
disclose to the agents.  Tweek was provided with a recording device to attach to 
his phone, although he refused to tell the agents his phone number. Tweek 
called Mohammed, and then Watts at 773-848-4761.  Watts informed Tweek 
that a police officer was looking for him and told Tweek to meet with the 
officer.  Tweek asked Watts if some “paper” could make it go away, and Watts 
said that was between him and the other officer. (FBI000230). 
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2/04/08 FBI memo stating that the “investigation is expected to expand to Title III 

monitoring in the near future which would require analytical assistance.”  
(BAKER GLENN 002863-64).  The memo therefore requests that a lead 
(Patricia Chambers) be assigned to IA to provide analytical assistance in the 
matter.  (FBI 391-92). 

2/05/08 FBI memo requesting a pre-Title III search of ELSUR (electronic surveillance) 
indices. (BAKER GLENN 002451).  

2/07/08 FBI Agent Smith memo describing the synopsis of the overall investigation, 
that the investigation is a priority within the Chicago Field Office, and 
including a proposal for wire taps (approved by an AUSA). Among other 
things, the synopsis recaps the background of the case and mentions drug 
dealers CS1 And CS2 getting extorted by Watts and that “Failure to pay the 
extortion was met with threats to “place a case” on the dealers.   The memo 
states that “Based on the information from CS1 and CS2 as well as Pen Data 
analysis and witness interviews, it is believed that RONALD WATTS  and 
KALLATT MOHAMMEDD have conspired to extort payments from drug 
dealers.” The memo also has a section titled “CHARACTERIZATION OF 
THE INTERCEPTEES/VIOLATORS and lists Mohammed, Watts, Lamonica 
Lewis, and Brian Bolton. (FBI 394-97; BAKER GLENN 002866-69). 

Agent Smith wrote another memo this date to request “SAC concurrence” …” 
Among other things, this memo references IAD’s involvement and that DEA is 
“working a parallel investigation targeting narcotics dealers” at IBW. (FBI 398-
401) 

2/11/08 FBI memo requesting search of the FBI’s ELSUR Records System in the 
“Details” for all records.  (BAKER GLENN 002152-53). 

2/13/08 FBI memo to provide the results of the Pre-Title III ELSUR checks of the FBI.  
(BAKER GLENN 002154-57). 

2/14/08 FBI memo to provide copies of documentation authorizing the use of a Title III 
wiretap in the Watts investigation.  (BAKER GLENN 002164). 

2/15/08 FBI memo from the ELSUR Operations Unit.  (BAKER GLENN 002135). 

2/20/08 FBI memo to provide the results of the Pre-Title III ELSUR checks of the FBI.  
(BAKER GLENN 002159-62). 

2/22/08 FBI memo indicating that “the above phone was intercepted in pen register 
coverage….”  (BAKER GLENN 002139).  The results of the pen register were 
analyzed.  (BAKER GLENN 002187). 
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2/26/08 FBI memo requesting an additional search of the FBI’s ELSUR Records 
System in the “Details” for all records, including a request of outside agencies.  
(BAKER GLENN 002165-67). 

2/27/08 FBI memo to provide the results of the Pre-Title III ELSUR checks of the FBI.  
(BAKER GLENN 002175-77). 

3/03/08 FBI memo to provide the results of additional Pre-Title III ELSUR checks of 
the FBI.  (BAKER GLENN 002179-83). 

Another memo from Agent Smith refers to Arnold Council’s arrest for the 
murder of Wilbur Big Shorty Moore. Arnold Council was a member of the 
Hobos street gang. (FBI 405). “Interviews of witnesses at the Ida B. Wells 
housing complex place Ronald Watts at the scene of the murder shortly after 
Moore’s body was discovered.” Id.  

3/04/08 FBI memo referencing that the Northern District of Illinois authorized a Title 
III wiretap.  (BAKER GLENN 002170). 

3/06/08 FBI memo to provide the results of additional Pre-Title III ELSUR checks of 
the FBI.  (BAKER GLENN 002171-73). 

3/17/08 IAD memo from Sgt. Thomas Chester to Chief Tina Skahill  regarding Updates 
on Federal Cases referencing, among other cases, the investigation of Watts and 
Mohammed, and stating that “The FBI has made three controlled payments into 
Mohammed and are attempting to get payments into Watts. At present the FBI 
along with IAD are working on two wires, one on Watts and one on 
Mohammed.”  (CITY-BG-024099). 

3/18/08 FBI Agent Smith memo approved by Peter Cullen providing a summary of the 
investigation.  (FBI 450-55; BAKER GLENN 002221-26).  Among other 
things, the memo indicates that Watts is the target of the investigation along 
with Mohammed who was also accused of participating in the extortion 
scheme.  The memo states that Mohammed, Lewis, Alvin Jones, and Brian 
Bolton “have been accused of participating in the extortion scheme.” The 
memo states that Watts was considered a “high level target due to his position 
as a ranking officer in the Chicago Police Department and the suspected 
influence he has had on developing an atmosphere of corruption within the 
ranks he is charged with supervising.”  Id.  The memo discusses a source in 
2004 who Agent Kern determined provided inconsistent statements “regarding 
the manner of the extortion which prevented using” the source in future 
attempts. Relative to the cooperation of Big Shorty, the memo indicates that 
Agent Kern “discovered that a task force officer assigned to ATF revealed the 
cooperation of Moore to an individual later believed to be associated with 
Watts.” The memo references an interview with an individual in 2006 who 
claimed that Watts manufactured a case against him when he would not pay 
Watts an extortion payment.  The memo also states that the FBI agent 
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interviewed another individual with the assistance of an IAD officer.  The 
memo also indicates two FBI case agent transfers while the case was pending, 
and that the FBI agent coordinated an attempt to work with DEA in a parallel 
drug investigation targeting the same drug dealers allegedly paying extortion 
payments to Watts.  The memo goes on to reference the recording of certain 
payments, and that “An examination of the recordings revealed [redacted in 
FBI memo] Watts as an active and knowing participant in the extortion of the 
drug payments.”  Id. at 2223.  The memo states: “In February 2008, DEA 
informed the FBI that they were no longer interested in Broughton, but were 
targeting Allen Jackson, a separate drug dealer in the Wells complex. Jackson 
was also implicated in the payment of bribes to Watts.” In addition, the memo 
references contacts with the CCSAO.  Id.  Other topics of the memo included 
the participation of “CPD Undercover Police Officers” in the investigation, and 
states that “the CPD IAD agreed to use their influence to effect the transfer” of 
CPD personnel.  Id. at 1225.  The memo concludes with a section discussing 
Investigative Strategy, including tasking CPD officers to assist.  Id. at 2226. 
(See FBI 450-55). 
 
Another FBI memo indicates that the discs for the designated period of Title III 
wiretaps was sealed in the presence of Judge Holderman.  (BAKER GLENN 
002185).   

3/24/08 FBI Agent Patrick Smith interview of an unidentified female.  It was reported 
that Art Kirksey remains in Cook County Jail on a hold by the CCSAO, but that 
Kirksey believes he could still approach Watts if he were released.  Per the 
report, Tweek has stayed away from IBW since Art was arrested. A street level 
dealer working with Art by the name of Eldridge was identified as a person 
who was no longer working at IBW.  A street level dealer named Jelly Roll was 
also mentioned.  Jelly Roll is believed to be Eric Brown, per reports.  
(FBI000216, 268). 

04/02/08 FBI memo to request another search of the FBI’s ELSUR database.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002192). 

FBI memo memorializing the request to continue the Title III, which was 
authorized by the AUSA.  (BAKER GLENN 002880-81). 

4/03/08 FBI Agents Julie Anderson and Patrick Smith interviewed Ben Baker at the 
Western Illinois Correctional Center.  (FBI000206-209).  Baker claimed he was 
falsely arrested by Watts and his team members on the three occasions he raises 
in his current civil complaint.  Baker stated that Watts puts many “trespass” 
cases on people who are paying him.  Baker provided the name Charles 
Lawrence as a source for Watts. He also identified “Gatt” who he knew to pay 
Watts, and he named Ant (aka Jelly Roll) as a drug dealer whose sister was 
“hooked up with Gatt.”  Baker said Lamonica “Coco” Lewis was not around 
when Watts extorted him.  Baker named the following officers as involved in 
criminal activity: Watts, Jones, Nichols, Young, Gonzalez, Bolton, and a Latino 
or Filipino officer.  Baker said another police officer known as “Bob Marley” 
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was Watts’s competition, and that Bob Marley had recently arrested Stacy. Id. 
Per FBI000191, Bob Marley is Officer Robert Stegmiller.   

4/04/08 FBI Agent Smith interviewed an unidentified female, who referenced the 
Stateway Boys gang of drug dealers active at IBW and the Harold Ickes 
development.  The female also said K-Dog of the Stateway Boys had an illegal 
relationship with Watts.  She also reported that Stacy, Art’s girlfriend, was 
recently arrested.  (FBI000212). 

4/07/08 FBI Agent Smith interviewed an unidentified female, who again discussed the 
arrest of Stacy Graham, Art Kirksey’s girlfriend.  (FBI000213-14).  The female 
said Stacy Graham was a drug dealer and was arrested with 200 grams of drugs, 
that Graham paid off Watts in the past, that Graham was present for 
Mohammed’s December 11, 2008 payment to Mohammed, that Watts and/or 
Mohammed had talked to Graham since her arrest and indicated they would not 
show up for her arraignment. The female also reported that Jamar “Tweek” 
Lewis was arrested by Officer “Bob Marley” on April 4, 2008 for shooting a 
person at IBW.  Id.  

4/08/08 FBI memo stating that the Court authorized the Title III wiretaps.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002192). 

4/09/08 FBI memo to provide the results of Pre-Title III ELSUR checks.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002196). 

Judge Sporkin of the District Court of Columbia is reported to have authorized 
Title III wiretaps.  (BAKER GLENN 002198). 

4/14/08 FBI memo regarding interview with a source with three FBI agents and an IAD 
Sergeant.  (BAKER GLENN 00002812). 

FBI Agent Patrick Smith interviewed an unidentified female, who discussed 
speaking with Jamar “Tweek” Lewis, who told her Watts also protected a drug 
line at the Harold Ickes development.  (FBI000215).  An unidentified subject 
known as “B-Low” (possibly Brian Ford) was selling the “line” of drugs.   

Also on this date, IAD Sgt. Joe Barnes contacted OPS and determined that on 
April 12, 2008 a complaint register was opened against Watts for illegally 
searching apartment 301 at 575 E. Browning and physically abusing a minor.  
(FBI000210). The alleged victims of the CR were Lee Rainey and Deangelo 
Campbell.  (CITY-BG-017609-752). 

FBI Agent Patrick Smith and IAD Sgt. Barnes interview of a CI.  The CI 
identifies drug dealers he thinks are paying off Watts, but the names of those 
drug dealers are redacted.  (FBI000201-205 

4/16/08 FBI memo regarding an interview with an individual who provided 
information.  (BAKER GLENN 002817-18). 
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4/21/08 FBI Agents Chris Straub and James Roache interview of a CI, who stated that 
Watts and his crew locked up a “worker” (meaning drug dealer) of Zach behind 
a Catholic school at 41st Street, but then let the drug dealer go because Zach 
paid Watts $1,500.  (FBI000211). 

3/08-4/08 60 Day Title III conducted.  “Information obtained not sufficient to bring 
charges against Watts/Mohammed or any other individuals.”   

4/28/08 Proffer of Stacy Graham to AUSA Tom Shakeshaft, FBI Agents Julie 
Anderson and Patrick Smith, in the presence of attorney Matt Mahoney. (See 
reference to Stacy Graham’s recent arrest above). Graham stated she was 
present for two payments Mohammed made to her boyfriend Art Kirksey. She 
said Watts and Coco were in a police vehicle next to the vehicle where the 
money was exchanged, and she believes Watts and Coco knew of the illegal 
activity.  Graham stated Alvin Jones has never been present for a payment, but 
that Jones knows what is going on because she heard him say “don’t put his 
name on that shit,” on prior occasions.  Graham said Watts harassed Brian Ford 
(aka B-Low) to make payments.  She also said Officer Robert Stegmiller (aka 
Officer Bob Marley) was engaged in illegal activity separate from Watts. 
(FBI000189-95).  

4/29/08 FBI memo of interview with an individual who provided information relative to 
Watts’s alleged misconduct.  (BAKER GLENN 002813-16). 

The source identified Anthony Mays as a drug dealer at IBW affiliated with the 
Stateway gang.  (FBI000197-99). 

5/2/08 Agent Smith report to inform squad of the loss/destruction of unidentified 
equipment. (FBI 460-63). 

5/07/08 Memo referencing a spreadsheet relating to the disk that is to be sealed.  
(BAKER GLENN 002675). 

5/08/08 FBI Agent Smith memo providing a synopsis of overall investigation.  Among 
other things, the memo states that several drug dealers hold money for the 
subjects of the investigation and that “Agents have determined that the criminal 
activity the subjects are involved in occurs while the subjects are on a ‘day’ 
shift. The subjects have recently been transferred to a scheduled ‘night’ shift 
and are expected to be on this shift for the next 15 to 20 days.” (FBI464-66; 
BAKER GLENN 002885-86). 

5/16/08 FBI Agents Patrick Smith and Karen Kelly interviewed a CI, who described a 
conversation with Mohammed in the presence of Watts, concerning Art 
Kirksey.  Mohammed reportedly said the IBW was closing in a few weeks.  
The CI said the majority of the drug dealers at IBW were going to the Harold 
Ickes development or to 178th Street to sell drugs.  (FBI000180-81). 

5/20/08 Agent Anderson reports summarizing CHS calls, and an authorization form to 
listen to calls of Mohammed, Watts, and Officer Bob Stegmiller. (FBI 473-77). 
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5/22/08 Mohammed was paid $500 by a CI working for the FBI. (CITY-BG-023858). 
See FBI Agents Julie Anderson and Patrick Smith report of interview regarding 
same.  (FBI000129-30). 

5/20/08 FBI Agent Julie Anderson and Patrick Smith interviewed, upon information 
and belief, Clarissa Glenn regarding her conversation with Lynette Ewing.  
Ewing reportedly said that Watts put a case on her son and tried to extort 
money from him.  The female reportedly said that Watts put a case on her 
husband, and that if Watts went to jail, her husband’s case would go away.  
Ewing said she was working with “Todd,” not “Pat.”  (FBI000182-83). 

6/02/08 FBI memo requesting additional ELSUR search.  (BAKER GLENN 002690-
92). 

6/03/08 FBI Agents Patrick Smith and Karen Kelly interviewed, upon information and 
belief, Stacy Graham, who stated that Jamar “Tweak” Lewis is angry with Art 
Kirksey because Tweak believed Kirksey identified Tweak as a drug dealer to 
the CPD.  Graham was provided a recording device and spoke to Mohammed. 
(FBI000131). 
 
Report of FBI Agent Patrick Smith indicating a source met with “Johnny Earl.”  
(FBI000196). 

6/05/08 Mohammed was paid $500 by a CI working for the FBI. (CITY-BG-023858). 
See FBI000184 regarding this payment which was paid, upon information and 
belief, by Stacy Graham. Id.  

FBI Agent Patrick Smith report indicating one of his CIs called to discuss she 
was attacked by a woman and her mother (whose names are redacted).  Smith 
declined to pick-up the CI from IBW because it would potentially compromise 
her role as a CI.  (FBI000185). 

6/09/08 FBI memo pertaining to the Watts investigation.  According to the memo, 
Watts supervised 9 to 10 officers at any given time at the Ida B. Wells complex, 
including Officer Mohammed, a tactical officer “regularly paired with Watts 
during patrols.”  This memo provides the following: “Mohammed identified 
Watts as the individual directing the requests for payment;” agents previously 
attempted to target Watts’ extortion activities, but “agents were unable to 
provide a direct link to Watts;” “agents believe Watts is wary of internal and 
external investigations into his activity and will not deal directly with an 
individual he does not have a history of discussing illegal activities with.”  
(BAKER GLENN 002890-92). 

6/12/08 FBI memo to provide the results of pre-Title III ELSUR checks.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002693-97). 

6/26/08 FBI memo to provide the results of pre-Title III ELSUR checks.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002702-04). 
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7/09/08 FBI memo regarding the beginning of another Title III wiretap relative to the 
Watts investigation.  (BAKER GLENN 002701). 

7/16/08 FBI Agents Patrick Smith and Julie Anderson met with a confidential human 
source (“CHS”) who was equipped with a body recorder and directed to contact 
Charlie LNU.  The body of this report is redacted  FBI000176-77). 

7/17/08 On this date, Watts and members of his team, as well as other police officers, 
executed a search warrant at 10125 S. Van Vlissingen Road where in excess of 
$31,000 had been located pursuant to an undercover operation.  (FBI000139).  
Items inventoried included 2 gift cards, a scale, 65 phone cards, baggies, rubber 
bands, a black bag, and $25,000, but several thousand dollars was not 
inventoried. The video of the search was interrupted by a search into the area 
containing the covert recording devices.  The audio remained active for several 
minutes further until the recording was deactivated by the officers.   Id.  Later, 
the agents confirmed with Chase Bank, where CPD makes certain deposits, that 
the inventoried money was the money from the stash house.  (FBI000166-67; 
see also FBI 491, 545). 

7/22/08 Sealing of Title III audio and visual recordings.  (BAKER GLENN 002713). 

7/25/08 FBI Agents Julie Anderson and Patrick Smith interviewed a CI who came with 
his attorney.  The CI made multiple statements regarding drug dealers paying 
Watts, and mentioned the names Moye (a heroin dealer at IBW who sold the 
“Obama line”), Kamane “Insane” Fears (a heroin dealer at IBW who worked 
with Moye), K-Dog (a heroin dealer at IBW who worked with Moye, and Lemo 
(heroin dealer at IBW). B-Low (Brian Ford who was involved in managing the 
575 building) was also mentioned.  Among other things, the CI stated that 
Watts “attacked” a clean-up man on July 18, 2008.  When the police approach a 
building, it is the job of the clean-up man to yell “clean-up,” which notifies the 
drug dealers to conceal their drugs in a soda bottle or in an incinerator chute.  
The CI mentioned Donny LNU as a clean-up man as well.  The CI claimed 
Watts on one occasion had taken drugs from clean-up man Donny and planted 
them on Moye.  The CI also stated that Moye had Anthony Mays and John 
LNU watching the building where he sold drugs.   
 
The CI also stated that Watts received an extortion payment from Kamane 
Fears in exchange for pressuring a witness from filing assault charges against 
Fears.  Specifically, Fears had assaulted Wayne LNU by hitting him in the face 
after Wayne drove his car into Fears’ car.  Per the CI, Wayne needed surgery to 
insert a plate into his head due to Fears’ assault.  Watts arranged a meeting with 
Fears, Wayne, and Moye, at which time Fears paid Wayne about $3,000 to 
resolve the dispute as well as about $1,200-$1,500 to Watts.   
 
Another person mentioned by the CI as paying Mohammed and/or Watts was 
“Shock.” Also, the CI said Watts used various drug dealers as sources to find 
out who the other drug dealers at IBW were. One such person was Charlie 
Miller.  (FBI000168-171). 
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7/08 IAD memo from Sgt. Thomas Chester to Chief Tina Skahill of IAD relative to 
CL#309820/300778 referring to FBI Agent Patrick Smith, AUSA Tom 
Shakeshaft, and IAD Sgt. Joe Barnes in connection with an investigation of 
department members Watts and Mohammed.  The allegation in the memo is 
that the accused are alleged to be running a drug operation in the IBW, and that 
Watts and members of his team are shaking down drug dealers in the IBW 
demanding a street tax and they are also selling dope that they steal from the 
dealers.  An update provided in the memo was that the FBI set up an apartment 
with money and fake drugs, and that Watts did a John Doe warrant on a house. 
“Drugs and five thousand dollars not inventoried.”  (CITY-BG-024101).    

7/25/08 FBI Agents Julie Anderson and Patrick Smith interviewed a CI, who they 
equipped with electronic equipment.  The CI spoke with Mohammed about 
Watts, as well as Charlie Miller, identified in the report as Watts’s “right hand 
man.”  (FBI000178-79). 

8/06/08 FBI Agents Julie Anderson and Patrick Smith interviewed a CI at Cook County 
Jail in the presence of his attorney, who claimed he had paid Watts and 
Mohammed extortion payments to sell drugs. The CI identified Watts, 
Mohammed, Nichols, Jones, Elsworth Smith (who he claimed planted drugs on 
him), Bolton, Lamonica Lewis, Leano, and Gonzalez. The CI said Big Shorty 
and Shock paid Watts.  The CI said he had offered Watts $400-$500, but Watts 
arrested him anyway. The CI claimed that the drugs Watts planted on him were 
not from his “Obama line” of drugs, which is contained in purple packaging; 
Watts was planting drugs from the “USDA line,” which are packaged in black.  
The CI provided other information contained in the report.  The CI said Watts 
put a “rape case” on Mister Lucky Pearson.  (FBI000150-165). 

8/12/08 FBI memo to provide the late submission of valuable evidence.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002895). 

8/21/08 FBI memo to provide an EC documenting the late submission of evidence 
(disks) on this date.  (BAKER GLENN 002708). 

9/09/08 FBI memo to document the receipt of a transcript of testimony from Michael 
Schmiege.  (FBI [bates stamp not legible]; BAKER GLENN 002898). 

9/10/08 FBI memo to document the receipt of a transcript and arrest history from a 
person/entity whose name is redacted.  (BAKER GLENN 002899) 

10/02/08 FBI memo referencing a review of the file and monitoring by case agents of 
Title III wire.  (BAKER GLENN 002717) 

10/06/08 FBI memos referencing a review of the file revealing certain redacted 
information and a review of the Title III wire.  (BAKER GLENN 002718, 
2720) 
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10/16/08 FBI memo referencing the documentation of certain information that is 
redacted.  (BAKER GLENN 002721). 

12/04/08 FBI Agent Patrick Smith interviewed a CI, who stated he was aware that Big 
Shorty, Art Kirksey, Ben Baker, Tweet (aka Tweak) paid Watts or were 
approached by Watts to pay. (FBI000051-62).  Other unidentified individuals 
were present for the interview.  Id.  

12/05/08 FBI 302 report regarding interview of a source by FBI agents along with 
Chicago Police Officers supplying information on Watts, which states, among 
other redacted information, that Watts was a “gangster who grew up in the 
Wells complex” and that “it was well known that drug dealers paid Watts to 
continue to work in the Wells complex.”  (BAKER GLENN 002819-20).  

12/29/08 FBI memo to document the late submission of evidence and further referencing 
intercepts of calls.  (BAKER GLENN 002716) 

Undated Per a memo that does not identify when this determination was made, there 
were “potential administrative issues with the previous evidence.” (CITY-BG-
023858). 

1/09 IAD memo from Sgt. Thomas Chester to Chief Tina Skahill of IAD referencing 
FBI Agent Patrick Smith, AUSA Tom Shakeshaft, and IAD Sgt. Joe Barnes in 
connection with CL#309820/300778 and indicating that “the case has been on 
hold due to Watts being on the Medical for his IOD.”  (CITY-BG-024103). 

1/08/09 FBI memo changing the title of the investigation from Watts to “Operation 
Brass Tax” to reflect that the investigation has implicated subjects beyond the 
named individual  and to reflect “the expanding nature of the investigation.” 
(FBI 678; BAKER GLENN 002900). 

1/23/09 FBI memo regarding review of Title III wire.  (BAKER GLENN 002722).   

An additional memo this date references the notification of “HQ of anticipated 
Title III.”  (BAKER GLENN 002722). 

1/26/09 FBI memo documenting the submission of FD-699 reports, including a 
reference that the submitted checklists are “absent several 10 day reports which 
were completed by AUSAs.”  (BAKER GLENN 002901). 

2/11/09 FBI memo to document aspect of investigating and referencing a Title III 
wiretap.  (BAKER GLENN 002680). 

2/23/09 FBI memo requesting an extension on an aspect of the matter on February 10, 
2009.  (BAKER GLENN 002902).   

2/29/09 FBI memo advising FBIHQ of anticipated Title III.  (BAKER GLENN 002724-
25). 
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3/24/09 FBI 302 indicating that drug dealers were using the Amber Inn Hotel at 3901 S. 
Michigan Avenue as a spot to meet and exchange drugs.  David Holmes was a 
drug dealer using the Amber Inn.  (FBI000063) 
 
FBI Agents Patrick Smith and Julie Anderson, with Officers Shannon Spalding 
and Daniel Echeverria, interviewed Daniel Hopkins (aka Chewy).  Hopkins 
said he is homeless, and spent time living in the corridors of the IBW.  Hopkins 
described the role of the clean-up people at IBW.  In April 2008 he recalled 
being approached by Mohammed with a baseball bat, who was with Tanisha 
(aka Little-T), a drug dealer who provided Watts and Mohammed with 
information on who was selling drugs.  Mohammed asked for the key to the 
incinerator, which Hopkins did not provide as he said it was not on his person.  
Tanisha told Mohammed that Hopkins clothes were on the 7th floor, so they 
went to the 7th floor and recovered the key to the incinerator in Hopkins’ 
clothing.  Hopkins knew Mohammed wanted the key because criminals hid 
guns and drugs in the incinerator area when the clean-up people warned them 
the police were present.  Drugs were found, but not guns.  In May 2008, 
Hopkins said he was “cleaning” the hallways with his girlfriend, Donetta Watts 
(who is not a relation to Ronald Watts).  Hopkins claimed that he was 
approached by four police officers (three white and one black), at which point 
he denied seeing several males run away.  Hopkins was arrested and brought to 
the police station, at which point the black officer asked Watts “How much?”  
Hopkins claimed that other offices were in the vicinity during this conversation.  
Hopkins also stated he was arrested with Felicia LNU, a homeless female.   
 
Hopkins said he saw Watts accept extortion payments from drug dealers at 
IBW. He said Watts would take drugs from the “workers” (who sold the drugs 
to customers) and take them to the “head man” or “drug line manager.”  Watts 
would then extort the head line manager to pay a bribe (i.e., “bond out now”) or 
go to jail.  Hopkins also said Watts sold drugs through a drug dealer known as 
“Ra-Ra.”   
 
Hopkins said Kamane Fears (aka “Shorty”) paid Watts until the Winter 2008. 
When he refused at that time to pay because, according to Hopkins, Watts was 
“greedy,” Fears was murdered, and Hopkins suspected Watts.  Hopkins claimed 
he spoke to a witness to the shooting (“Linda”) who identified Watts as the 
shooter.  Hopkins claimed Fears’ brother hit Watts with an automobile.   
 
Hopkins identified “T-Dog” as the head runner for the Obama drug line. 
Hopkins said Watts extorted T-Dog.  (FBI000044-49). 

4/16/09 FBI 302 regarding an interview of an individual stating, among other redacted 
things, that “Watts has been seen in the Second District extorting payments 
from drug dealers and drug users,” and that “Watts will take sums as low as 
$40 to allow a drug dealer or drug user avoid arrest.”  (BAKER GLENN 
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002822).  Per the report, Watts lost contact with several of the drug dealers who 
paid him when IBW closed.  (FBI0000042).   

4/22/09 Agent Smith report stating, though mainly redacted, “Richard Hale is a drug 
dealer who was recently arrested on drug possession.” (FBI 682).  

4/24/09 FBI Agent Patrick Smith interview of a CI mentioning, among other things, K-
Dog.   

6/01/09 and 
6/03/09 

IAD received and provided documentation/information to the FBI regarding 
allegations of police corruption regarding the investigation. (BAKER GLENN 
002911, 2129).   

6/04/09 FBI memo reflecting that IAD provided a criminal history report of a 
complainant to the FBI.  It appears the complainant provided information to 
IAD regarding allegations of corruption on June 1, 2009, and IAD provided the 
criminal history of the complainant to the FBI on June 3, 2009.  (See BAKER 
GLENN 002911). 

8/07/09 FBI Special Agent Patrick Smith interviewed Bernard Brown; Chicago police 
officers Spalding and Echeverria were present for the interview, which 
occurred at 2111 W. Roosevelt Road.  According to Brown, Watts was a 
former street gang member and part of the Goon Squad before becoming a 
police officer.  Based on information provided to Brown by other dealers, 
Watts extorted and robbed drug dealers.  In 2000, Watts was running a drug 
line in the Ida B. Wells buildings using Big Shorty (Wilbert Moore).  
According to Brown, the Hobos street gang stole money from Watts’s drug line 
in or around 2000, and Big Shorty told Watts about the robbery.  As a result, 
Watts targeted the Hobos for arrests.  Because the Hobos believed Big Shorty 
had told Watts of the Hobos’ involvement in the robbery, the Hobos murdered 
Big Shorty.  Watts continued to target drug dealers, directing them to pay him 
off or go to jail.  Watts purportedly worked for a white sergeant with a “box” 
haircut.  Watts also used dealers and drug users to support his requests for 
search warrants.   

Brown provided the names “Jim Dog,” “Piggy,” “Little Johnny,” “Don Don,” 
Jamal Smith (aka “MB”), and Jarvis Perkins as drug dealers who, directly or 
indirectly, provided Brown with information about Watts.   

Per Brown, “Watts continued to extort and/or steal money from drug dealers 
after Big Shorty’s death.  Watts used his sources to find out who was making 
money off of drug sales.  Watts then targeted the drug dealers his sources 
identified for arrests.  Watts offered the drug dealers the option to pay Watts a 
portion of their drug profits or to go to jail. Brown knew that “Ghost Face,” 
“Gambino,” and “Zeke” paid Watts to remain out of jail.   

Brown was shown a series of photographs of police officers; Brown was 
reported of either not knowing several of the officers and/or was not reported as 
accusing the following officers of misconduct that he may have recognized:  1-
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4, and 6-9.  Brown identified the officer in photo 5 who arrested an associate of 
Brown’s, and also knew the officer from his involvement in accepting guns 
from targets to allow them to leave without being arrested.  Brown explained 
that Watts and his team would arrest certain targets and offer to let them leave 
if they could provide a gun.  The target would direct a friend or worker to put 
the gun in a trash can or other location.  The officer in photo 5 would go to this 
location and pick up the gun.  The target would be allowed to leave or would 
receive a lesser charge after the gun was retrieved.  Brown said he was involved 
in providing a gun for the arrest of Kadmil Barney.  Barney was arrested with 
60 bags of drugs while in the IBW; Barney called Brown and told Brown that 
Officer Rodriguez, on Watts’s team, arrested Barney and wanted Barney to 
provide an AK47 to reduce Barney’s charges to a misdemeanor.  Brown did not 
have an AK47 but did provide an SAS.  Barney was allowed to leave the 
station on a misdemeanor after the SAS was recovered.   

(BAKER GLENN 001092-1106)(the document is also bates-stamped 
SPALDING 000008-22).  

8/14/09 Date of FBI 302 report of interview of Bernard Brown.  Id.   

9/15/09 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9/16/09 

FBI 302 summarizing surveillance on September 1, 2009 by TFOs of drug 
transactions, which they brought to the attention of Watts at the Second 
District, who called over Jones and Smith and instructed them to follow up on 
the information. The TFOs later observed Mohammed and Watts detain a 
subject in the area of 55th and Wabash, then place a subject in the vehicle and 
drive south out of their view. The TFOs called Officer Jones to inform him the 
subject was standing at 55th and State, and Jones and Smith went to the 
location, made contact with the individual, and arrested him. At the station the 
TFOs asked Jones and Smith what they recovered from the person, and Jones 
replied “only weed.” The report states that “TFO’s noticed that the demeanor of 
Jones changed, he appeared to be reluctant to interact with TFO’s at this point.” 
(FBI 727-28). 
 
TFO and Sgt. Tom Chester assigned CR#309282. (CITY-BG-12927). 

11/16/09 FBI 302 reporting on an interview of more than one person on November 13, 
2009, though the report is redacted. (FBI 734). 

1/21/10 Sgt. Thomas Chester of IAD/CIS memo to Chief Juan Rivera regarding CR 
#300778.  According to the memo, Chester was reassigned the investigation 
due to the nature of the case and the involvement of FBI.  The investigation 
was being worked in conjunction with the FBI and IAD.  The investigation was 
still ongoing and the FBI was still involved in investigating the allegation along 
with other allegations.  There was a total of 3 open complaint register numbers, 
all alleging misconduct and illegal acts.  Accordingly, Chester requested that 
the three numbers be combined and maintained into one number, Complaint 
Register #1015941, as the allegations were similar in nature and involved 
similar complainants.  Chester requested that the files of CR #300778 and CR 
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#309282 be kept with the file and addressed as separate allegations in CR 
#1015941.  (CITY-BG-011616). 

2/12/10 FBI memo requesting the assignment of a co-case agent.  (BAKER GLENN 
002800). 

2/22/10 Agent Bryan Butler report requesting a covert vehicle for use in a planned 
covert operation to catch Watts stealing drug money to proceed between March 
1-4, 2010.  

3/18/10 FBI 302 report that on March 17, 2010 a memorandum was provided by others 
involved in the investigation documenting their observations of drug activities 
in the Second District. The memo also states that the two officers “have 
significant experience conducting surveillance on illegal narcotics activity and 
are familiar with many of the drug dealers in the Second District.”  (BAKER 
GLENN 002917-19).  The memo indicates that TFO’s observed the level of 
narcotics activity was minimal while the Targets were off duty, but the 
narcotics activity was much higher when the Targets were on duty.  Id.; see 
also FBI 743-44. Photos of Watts and Mohammed are attached to the report.   

3/24/10 FBI 302 of Agent Smith reflecting an interaction between a source and Watts 
while the source was equipped with a recording device. (FBI 755). The report 
states among other things that Watts had used homeless individuals and drug 
addicts to provide him information on drug dealers in IBW. Watts also used 
drug dealers to sell drugs he had in his possession. Id.  

3/26/10 Agent Smith FBI 302 summarizing surveillance on March 25, 2010. (FBI 757).  
3/31/10 “Money rip” scenario conducted with Watts and Mohammed.  A CI, carrying 

$11,050 of “drug proceeds,” was stopped by Watts at which time Watts took 
the $11,050 from the CI.  “This scenario was audio taped however surveillance 
never observed Watts take the money from the CI. USAO unwilling to 
prosecute this case without further evidence.”  (CITY-BG-023858).  See also 
FBI 000037-39 for a chronological summary of the event, including mentioning 
Dannie Hopkins and David Holmes as CIs involved in the operation.  The 
agents involved in surveillance included: Julie Anderson, Patrick Smith, Jeremy 
Ashcroft, Joan Hyde, Timothy Keese, Dana Depooter, Bryan Butler, Keith 
Hennins, Jeffrey Moore, and Eugene Jackson.    See also FBI 745-49 entitled 
Operations Plan Form which states, among other things, that “Subject is a 
Sergeant for a team of eight tactical officers.” Subject has worked closely with 
PO Kallatt Mohammed and PO Alvin Jones in the commission of corrupt 
activity.”  

5/04/10 Memo referencing the acquiring of certain drugs.  (BAKER GLENN 002439). 

5/05/10 FBI 302 dated May 7, 2010 reflecting a phone call on May 5, 2010 wherein 
information was learned that a BM2 who was armed ordered a BM1 into his car 
while on the street, and a second individual may have seen BM2 drive BM1 
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from the scene.  (BAKER GLENN 002920).Hardy Cheatham, an employee of 
Best Neon at 6025 S. New England provided the information. (FBI 766).  

6/15/10 Memo from Sgt. Paul Farrell, administrative sergeant of CIS, to Chief Juan 
Rivera, regarding the administrative processing of CR #300778.  The memo 
references Sgt. Chester’s request for the administrative closure of CR #300778, 
and that it would be incorporated within CL #1015941.  The memo states in 
part that the memo of Sgt. Chester “contained detailed information regarding an 
on-going confidential and criminal investigation. This report, if forwarded to 
process this administrative closing request, could compromise the on-going 
investigation as it would be included within the files of CR#309282. In an 
effort to effectively process this request, the undersigned has redacted sensitive 
portions of a copy of Sergeant Chester’s report.” The report was signed and 
approved by Lt. Samuel Ramirez, Cmdr. Robert Klimas, and Chief Juan 
Rivera.  The memo requests that the report and its attachment be reviewed and 
forwarded to the Records Section and incorporated within CL #1015941.  
(CITY-BG-011614-15).  An identical memo exists regarding the administrative 
closure of CR #309282.  (CITY-BG-012912-13).  

6/22/10 FBI memo to provide an EC documenting the late submission of certain disks.  
(BAKER GLENN 002922). 

6/28/10 Computer printouts reflect that CR #300778 and CR #309282 were closed, 
effective this date. (CITY-BG-011620; CITY-BG-012925). 

7/22/10 Agent Smith memo to document the loss of equipment used in undercover 
recordings. (FBI 763-64). 

9/08/10 FBI memo to document the removal of a Co-Case Agent from the investigation. 
(BAKER GLENN 002933).  

9/21/10 Agent Smith FBI 302 reporting surveillance of 8019 S. Sangamon. (FBI 799).  
9/27/10 Form authorizing consensual overhears with Watts, Mohammed and Jones. 

(FBI 805).  
10/4/10 FBI 302 of Agent Smith and Anderson reporting interview of source 

documenting that young boys who traffic drugs will pay Watts to allow them to 
sell. (FBI 801). Either Watts or another person will collect the money. Id.  

10/7/10 Agent Smith report to document the identification of drug dealers and 
informants involved with the Second District Tactical Team. (FBI 807-09). The 
14 drug dealers/informants names are redacted.  

11/19/10 FBI Agent Smith memo regarding requested transfer of Watts investigation.  
The memo states that Watts was the “main target” of the investigation, and also 
references Mohammed was implicated in the collection of extortion money for 
Watts.  The memo indicates that based on information developed by special 
agents, it was determined that Watts’s activities included the systematic 
extortion of drug dealers, theft, the possession and distribution of drugs for 
money, planting drugs on subjects, and paying informants with drugs.  Page 3 
of the report indicates that the agent writing the report advised the AUSA of his 
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transfer as the case agent, and requested that the case be transferred to WC-2.  
The report also details the prior case agents’ transfer on the matter.  (FBI 881-
83; BAKER GLENN 002924-26).   

12/10/10 Meeting with the USAO and IAD.  (BAKER GLENN 002927).  The purpose of 
the meeting was to introduce the new case agent and formulate a strategy for 
the investigation.  (BAKER GLENN 002927). 

12/15/10 FBI Agent Michael Ponicki report to document meeting with AUSAs 
Shakeshaft, Ben Langer and Sgt. Allen Boehmer, and to introduce the writer as 
the new case agent. Per the report, AUSA Shakeshaft believes there is 
sufficient evidence to charge Mohammed for accepting bribes and he will 
review the evidence as to Watts, at which point a decision will be made 
whether to charge Watts. (FBI 884).  

1/21/11 Agent Ponicki report summarizing his efforts to move forward with a CHS, 
including his contacts with Agent Smith and Williamson regarding same. (FBI 
885). 

2/11/11 FBI Agent Patrick Smith interview of Officer Shannon Spalding regarding her 
contact with drug dealer Monk Fears (see references to Kamane Fears above). 
Monk Fears claimed that Watts continued to take money from drug dealers, 
including Fears, in the CPD’s Second District.  Per the report, “Watts would 
either take the money directly or send Officer Kallett Mohammed to collect the 
money.”   

The report also states that “Spalding met with Mohammed on a separate 
occasion.  Mohammed claimed that Watts was pursuing a position as a 
Lieutenant with the CPD.”  (FBI000036).. 

2/18/11 FBI Agent Ponicki memo regarding Watts and referencing the assigned FBI 
agent and IAD TFO Sgt.  The memo indicates the main target was Watts, and 
another target in the investigation was Mohammed, who had been implicated in 
the collection of extortion money for Watts.  (FBI 887-88).The memo states: 
the USAO “supports a charge of extortion, but has advised against arresting 
Mohamed in favor of implicating Watts or another officer on Watts’ team to 
support a RICO charge.”  

3/08/11 FBI memo dated March 14, 2011 to document a meeting with the USAO, the 
FBI, and IAD, including AUSAs Shakeshaft, Langer, and Sgt. Boehmer  (FBI 
890-91). The memo states: “The USAO is of the opinion due to the lack of 
evidence, and the fact that it has occurred only on one occasion, that it will not 
be charged at this time. Therefore, it is proposed, that the [redacted] be utilized 
in a similar scenario, to gather additional evidence and also show a pattern of 
behavior relating to Watts and Mohammed.”  The memo also states that “It was 
also discussed that a complaint be filed on Mohammed…. It was decided that 
the complaint be filed and the arrest warrant sealed for Mohammed, prior to the 
aforementioned operational scenario involving Watts. The writer is in the 
process of gathering all the supporting documentation for the bribe payments 
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made to Mohammed, and will be providing copies of all the evidence to the 
USAO.” Id.  

3/14/11 FBI memo requesting that an FBI paralegal specialist be assigned to assist with 
the investigation to conduct asset forfeiture analysis for Watts.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002932-33). 

4/14/11 Agent Ponicki and Sgt. Boehmer met with the DEA to attempt to develop new 
information on Watts and his team’s alleged illegal activities. Agent Ponicki 
noted that at one point during the investigation a [name redacted] had provided 
information to the FBI, which “abruptly ended due to a misunderstanding 
between [name redated] and the previous case agent.” (FBI 909-11). 

4/25/11 FBI memo to request financial analysist/forensic accountant assistance, which 
had been discussed on April 22, 2011.  The memo states that the main target of 
the investigation of Watts, and that another target is Mohammed.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002935-38).  The criminal histories and vehicle reports had already 
been gathered per the memo.   

5/04/11 FBI Agent Ponicki memo to document meeting with two Chicago Police 
officers and the IAD Task Force Officer.  (BAKER GLENN 002939). 
 
In addition, there is an FBI memo to establish the scope of analysis to be 
performed by the Financial Analyst.  The memo indicates Watts and 
Mohammed are the targets, and that “over the course of 2008 through 2009, 
Agents conducted several recorded bribe payments to Mohammed.  The United 
States Attorney’s Office (USAO) supports a charge of extortion….”  The 
memo also indicates, to the extent it is not redacted, that “at this time there 
were no financial records provided to” the Financial Analyst. (BAKER 
GLENN 002740-41).  

5/05/11 IAD memo from Sgt. Thomas Chester to the Commanding Officer of CIS/IAD 
regarding CR#1015941.  The memo references Officers Spalding and 
Echeverria assisting the FBI with the Watts case and that this is an ongoing 
investigation.  The memo states that the two officers were assisting the FBI 
with a source of theirs.  “The plan is that the FBI is going to try and use the 
source to make a second payment into Watts.  The source did make one 
payment into Watts.  The officers did assist the FBI with surveillance and 
information gathering as they had many sources in the area where Watts was/is 
conducting alleged misconduct.”  (CITY-BG-023852).  The memo further 
states that “The back up to this plan is that a complaint is being drafted as I 
write for the second officer involved in this case, Kallat Mohammed, who has 
all ready taken payments.  The back up plan is if the source cannot get into 
Watts they will pinch Mohmmed and try and flip him into Watts.”  Id.  “The 
SA involved in this incident believes that by the end of June we will have made 
the payment or arrested Mohammed. If Mohammed flips this may last longer.  
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Also according to the SA the source has now been signed up as a Federal 
Source.”  Id.   

5/09/11 FBI memo detailing the issuance of certain grand jury subpoenas.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002940-41). 

5/16/11 FBI memo dated May 26, 2011 documents a meeting on this date with the 
USAO and the Financial Analyst and an investigator.  The memo indicates that 
in 2004 an AUSA was initially assigned to an investigation that targeted Watts, 
that the referenced AUSA left the USAO in 2008 and supplied all documents 
relating to the investigation to a different AUSA.  The second AUSA, after 
reviewing the documents, determined that a financial investigation was started, 
but was not completed.  The memo then indicates that two AUSAs are going to 
take some action in an attempt to better understand their financial status.  In 
addition, the memo indicates that the investigator will review the financial 
documents and determine what appropriate steps need to be taken to complete 
the financial investigation, and to then coordinate with the agent and the 
Financial Analyst.  (BAKER GLENN 002942-43; see also FBI 903-06). 

7/01/11 FBI memo dated July 11, 2011 to document a telephone conversation this date 
with an AUSA and to update the case file.  The redacted memo references the 
May 16, 2011 meeting and appears to indicate that certain financial analysis 
remains to be done.  (BAKER GLENN 002944-45). 

7/11/11 Agent Ponicki report to document a phone call with AUSA Shakeshaft wherein 
Ponicki was told, among other things, that the financial review of members of 
Watts’ team “has not been able to find any substantial wealth that has been 
accumulated.” (FBI 907-08). The individuals whose financial history was 
investigated included Officers Samuel Kendrick, Jr., Joseph Avila, Douglas 
Nichols, Jr., Gina Hurt, James Martin, Cany Murray, Jr., Donald Jones, Jr., 
Anthony Brown, Elsworth Smith, Jr., Lamonica Lewis, Alvin Jones, and Brian 
Bolton. (FBI 904-06).  

7/13/11 FBI Agent Ponicki memo stating that “Due to the transfer of the writer to 
FBIHQ, it is requested the case be reassigned to another agent on squad WC-
2.”  The memo also indicates that the agent had been working on the case since 
December 2010, and also mentions that an FBI Paralegal Specialist was 
working on the case in addition to the FBI Financial Analyst.  (FBI 909-11; 
BAKER GLENN 002946-47).The memo states, in part, that the USAO 
supports an extortion charge against Mohammed, but “elected to delay filing 
the complaint until further evidence could be obtained implicating Watts.” As 
for a prior operation, the memo states that “A successful consensual recording 
of the events was gathered by the CHS, but due to unforeseen circumstances, 
the surveillance team lost sight of the CHS and Watts. The surveillance team 
was then unable to corroborate that the payment to Watts had actually taken 
place.” Agent Ponicki stated that he initially wanted to attempt another 
scenario, but due to the difficulty surveilling the CHS, and controlling the 
scenario, he and AUSA Shakeshaft decided “to file extortion charges on 
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Mohammed and attempt to obtain his cooperation, against Watts.”  The memo 
further reflects that on April 14, 2011 he and Sgt. Boehmer met with the DEA 
to attempt to develop new information on Watts and his team’s alleged illegal 
activities. Agent Ponicki noted that at one point during the investigation a 
[name redacted] had provided information to the FBI, which “abruptly ended 
due to a misunderstanding between [name redated] and the previous case 
agent.” Id.  

The new case agent assigned was Agent Craig Henderson.  

9/6/11 FBI 302 report of TFO Sgt. Allen Boehmer and FBI Agents Raymond Hart and 
Craig Henderson regarding an interview of Officer Shannon Spalding. 
(FBI000031-32). 

9/16/11 FBI Agent Henderson memo addressing the reassignment of the case to a new 
agent, and referencing the assignment of Agent Hart and  CPD TFO Sergeant 
Boehmer to be assigned to the co-case agents.  (FBI 912-14; BAKER GLENN 
002948). The report states in part that Henderson and Boehmer “refined a 
scenario that they would like to implement” against Watts and his tactical team, 
mirroring a previous money rip approximately 1/1/2 years ago, but also 
installing a tracking device in the duffel bag containing the money. Id. AUSA 
Shakeshaft concurred.  

9/20/11 FBI 302 report referencing the issuance of a grand jury subpoena, including a 
redacted copy of the subpoena.  (BAKER GLENN 002768-72). 

11/09/11 FBI memo to request the assistance of a vehicle in the investigation.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002950). 

11/15/11 FBI report reflecting information provided by a CHS, whose name and 
information were redacted. (FBI 918 

11/17/11 FBI 302 report reflecting that pen register data was emailed.  (BAKER GLENN 
002796). 

11/18/11 A cooperating witness identified in the Affidavit of Special Agent Craig 
Henderson as CS5 placed a recorded telephone call to Watts.  CS5 told Watts, 
“I got one going on.”  Watts responded: “When?” CS5 said that it was going to 
happen no later than “Monday” [November 21, 2011].  Watts said, “Make sure 
you call me.”  (BAKER GLENN 002245-54). 

11/21/11 In an undercover operation, Watts and Mohammed are caught by the FBI 
stealing money they believed to be drug proceeds, as further described in the 
Affidavit of Special Agent Craig Henderson.  (BAKER GLENN 002245-54; 
see also FBI000014-16).  The report of TFO Sgt. Allen Boehmer and FBI 
Agents Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson states that the purpose of the 
“investigative operation was to determine if CPD police officers RONALD 
WATTS, KALLATT MOHAMMED, ALVIN JONES and others yet unknown, 
would steal $5,200 from” a confidential source. (Id.)  In an unredacted portion 
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of the report, it states that “Present at this meeting were Special Agents Craig 
Henderson, Raymond B. Hart and Sean MacManus, CPD-IAD Sgts. Allen J. 
Boehmer and Luce Nieves, CPD-IAD officers Daniel Willis and Mike Carroll, 
CPD police officers Shannon Spalding and Daniel Echeverria,” and a name that 
is redacted.  (Id.)  

A report of FBI Agent Ginger Miller states that Special Agents Don Anderson, 
Phillip Andrew, Lorenzo Benedict, Ginger Miller, Brendan O’Leary, and 
Stephen O’Reilly were part of a physical surveillance during the operation.  
(FBI000021-22). 

11/28/11 FBI 302 report referencing the issuance of a grand jury subpoena, with a 
redacted copy of the grand jury subpoena.  (BAKER GLENN 002773-80). 
FBI memo to request search of the FBI’s ELSUR Records System.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002728-30).   

11/29/11 FBI email indicating that an agent is in the process of drafting a Title III, and 
also expects to initiate a consensual Title III.  The email also provides some 
historical information, including that the initial investigation was opened in 
2004 and closed in January 2006 because of insufficient corroborating 
information and a declination from the” USAO, but that the investigation was 
reopened in November 2006 based upon witness information that Watts had 
been stealing both drugs and drug proceeds from drug dealers and couriers 
around IBW, which investigation led to the belief that Watts and Mohammed 
had stolen drugs and drug proceeds from drug dealers and drug couriers.  The 
email states that in November 2010, the investigation was transferred to Squad 
WC-2/City Public Corruption Task Force,” and indicates the assignment was 
thereafter transferred from one agent to another.  (BAKER GLENN 002141-
42). 
 
Also on this date, an FBI 302 report indicates that the case agent conducted a 
check through the CPD computer system to ascertain the work status of Watts 
and Mohammed, and indicated that a copy of the CPD records obtained would 
be placed in the case file.  (BAKER GLENN 002824). 

In addition, an FBI 302 report of TFO Sgt. Allen Boehmer states that a search 
of CPD’s CLEAR database did not show that the money from the November 
21, 2011 was inventoried.  (FBI000020). 

An additional report of FBI Agents Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson states 
that “SA [name redacted] was aware that the DEA and FBI had previously 
shared information related to WATTS and MOHAMMED, but was not aware 
of any pending case specifically targeting them.”  (FBI000019).   

11/30/11 Letter from Special Agent Robert Grant to U.S. Attorney Patrick Fitzgerald.  
The redacted letter discusses the continued cooperation by an individual 
regarding the allegations of corruption in the CPD by Watts and Mohammed 
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and concurrence and support for the proposed application for court 
authorization to take certain action.  The letter states: “The investigation 
involves allegation of systemic corruption within the Chicago Police 
Department Second District.  It is believed that CPD officers, specifically 
Sergeant Ronald Watts and police officer Kallatt Mohammed, are involved in 
the theft of illegal drugs and illegal drug sale’s proceeds from drug dealers in 
an around the vicinity of” IBW.  (BAKER GLENN 002132-34). 

Also, on this date, an individual was assigned as co-case agent to the 
investigation.  (BAKER GLENN 002951). 

12/01/11 FBI 302 report referencing the issuance of a grand jury subpoena, with a 
redacted copy of the grand jury subpoena. (BAKER GLENN 002781-83). 
 
FBI memo to provide the results of Pre-Title III ELSUR checks of the FBI.  .  
(BAKER GLENN 002731-33). 

12/04/11 FBI email regarding the SAC concurring with the Title III, indicating that a 
revised draft would be sent to the AUSAs the next day (Monday morning), and 
that the document was expected to be sent to OEO the afternoon of Monday, 
December 5, 2011.  (BAKER GLENN 002737). 

12/05/11 FBI 302 report regarding contact with the DEA on November 29-30, 2011 to 
determine if the DEA had a pending case against Watts and Mohammed.  The 
redacted memo reflects that the DEA agent indicated “that the DEA does not 
have a case specifically targeting Watts, Mohammed….”  The report further 
states that the FBI would apprise the DEA of developments “on the 
Watts/Mohammed investigation so as not to interfere in the DEA case.”  
Likewise, the report indicates the reporting FBI agents were told they would be 
kept apprised of development in the DEA case.  (BAKER GLENN 002102). 

12/09/11 FBI memo to request SAC authority for an action.  This memo refers to the fact 
that “Watts and Mohammed are accused” of certain misconduct.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002956). 

12/22/11 FBI 302 reports referencing the issuance of a grand jury subpoena, with 
redacted copy of the grand jury subpoena. (BAKER GLENN 002786-92). 

1/12/12 Letter from Robert Grant, Special Agent in Charge, to U.S. Attorney Patrick 
Fitzgerald regarding the investigation, and expressing concurrence and support 
for the proposed application for court authorization for a redacted subject.  
(BAKER GLENN 002959-61). For related documents, see also FBI 961-63,  
964-66, and others.  

1/18/12 and 
2/2/12 

Additional Operational scenarios. See e.g., FBI 964-66, 984-85, 1000-09, 1010-
12, 1158-61, 1035-36,1038-41, 1030-32, 1075-84,1085-89. For instance, see 
report of FBI Agent Raymond Hart discussing another scenario to take place on 
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January 5, 2012. (FBI 984-85). Additional documents reflect further discussion 
of  scenarios in January 2012: “This will be a covert operation in which an 
UCE, with money provided by the FBI, will be detained by CPD officers 
Ronald Watts, Kallatt Mohammed, and other yet unknown and it is anticipated 
that the CHS’s money will be stolen by the officers.” (FBI 1000-09). See also 
FBI 1010-12: “On 1/18/2012, Squad WC-2 will conduct another investigative 
operation … targeting CPD officers Watts, Mohammed, Jones and others yet 
unknown….”  See also surveillance log FBI 1158-61 dated January 18, 2012. 
In addition, see FBI 1038-41, FBI 1075-84, and FBI 1085-89 discussing a 
scenario to take place on February 2, 2012: “On 2/2/12, a third investigative 
operation will be attempted which will be similar to the 1/18/2012 scenario.” 

1/31/12 FBI memo regarding the submission of 1D evidence past the 10 day deadline 
due to the case agent being involved in other case related duties.  (BAKER 
GLENN 002738). 

2/03/12 FBI 302 report of Agents Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson regarding 
interview of Kallatt Mohammed. (FBI000005-9).  

2/06/12 Watts and Mohammed are criminally charged/indicted.  (CITY-BG-000249-51; 
CITY-BG-000281-91). 

2/08/12 Mohammed is relieved of his police powers pursuant to the order of Cmdr. 
Klimas.  (CITY-BG-000213). 

2/12/12 Watts and Mohammed are arrested.  (CITY-BG-000276-80; CITY-BG-
000216-20; FBI000319-22). See FBI 1099-1101 discussing a “cascading arrest 
plan.”  

See also re FBI 302 report of Agents Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson 
regarding interview of Kallatt Mohammed in which Mohammed admits to 
certain criminal activity that he committed with Watts as further described in 
the report.  (FBI000305-13).  Among other things, in addition to the November 
21, 2011 incident, Mohammed admitted to accepting bribes from drug dealers 
Art Kirksey and Stacy Graham, as referenced above, and identified an incident 
at 9623 S. Union.  Mohammed “did not believe that Watts was running 
protection for the Gangster Disciples or any other street gang.”  Mohammed 
said he was not previously tipped off to the investigation.  Mohammed denied 
knowledge of any other police offices or persons who were involved in 
criminal activity with Watts.  Mohammed said that if the drug dealers did not 
pay bribes to Watts or Mohammed in return for protection of their drug dealing 
business, they would not do anything to them that was beyond their normal 
police duties.  

See also FBI 302 detailing surveillance of Mohammed.  (FBI000317-18). 

2/13/12 Watts is relieved of his police powers.  (CITY-BG-000273). 
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See also FBI 302 report of today’s date documenting the arrests of Watts and 
Mohammed, with the participation of IAD.  (BAKER GLENN 002589-92). 

Watts was interviewed on this date.  Watts invoked his right to remain silent 
and right to an attorney.  (FBI000314-16). 

Also on this date, the USAO issued a press release regarding the arrests of 
Watts and Mohammed which stated in part that “the police department’s 
Internal Affairs Division participated in the investigation.”  (BAKER GLENN 
002259-61).  The arrests and charges were announced by Patrick Fitzgerald, 
Robert Grant, and Superintendent Garry McCarthy.  Id.  

2/14/12 FBI 302 report regarding interview of Watts. (BAKER GLENN 002595-97). 
 

2/15/12 Agent Hart report stating in part: “In determining whether a predicate offense 
existed, the U.S. Attorney’s Office preferred to rely on the more recent 
investigative activity conducted by WC-2, as opposed to relying on previous 
investigative activity conducted by WC-3, which occurred prior to November 
2010.” FBI 1180- 

2/21/12 FBI 302 report regarding an interview by FBI Agents Raymond Hart and Craig 
Henderson with Officer Alvin Jones, who advised that he had no knowledge 
that Watts nor Mohammed ever took money or drugs from drug dealers.  
(FBI000299-304).  Jones also stated that he “knows of no other tactical team 
members who have stolen money or drugs from drug dealers.”  Id. The report 
also states that “Jones has no knowledge of any wrong doing or criminal 
activity by any of his tactical team members.”  Jones described an incident 
where Charlene Campbell called him to advise that drug dealer Roy “Shock” 
Bennett had left an envelope for Watts.  Jones said that when Campbell called 
Jones and told him about the envelope, Jones told Watts he better handle it right 
away and request a supervisor.  The report details the investigation that ensued, 
including referencing an arrest of Shock on November 3, 2006 for this incident 
(which occurred on May 23, 2006 at about 6:15p.m. at 575 E. Browning, apt. 
102 at IBW), although the CCSAO refused to charge Shock for the incident.  
Id. Jones said he recalled a court case in 2006 where the defense counsel asked 
Jones if he took drug protection payments, which Jones denied.   

As to Shock, Jones said Shock routinely gave stolen clothes and liquor to 
Watts. Once, Watts asked Jones to take some of the clothes to the cleaners, and 
Jones refused, saying it was “bull shit.”   

Jones was asked about the search warrant on Van Vlissingen Road.  Jones said 
he wrote the search warrant based on information from one of Watts’s sources, 
Charlie Miller.  Jones said he found the money in the basement, and because 
CPD directives require a supervisor be called when money in excess of $10,000 
was found, Watts was summoned to the basement.  Jones also said he found 
electronic equipment in the attic, but did not recover it.  Jones said he had a 
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feeling that the event might be a set up by federal law enforcement, and noted 
that the layout of the house was different as that described by Charlie Miller.  
Jones wrote the case report for the incident, and was provided the amount of 
money recovered by an asset forfeiture officer, who counted the money twice 
(it took her an hour to get to the station).  Jones thought there was about 
$30,000 recovered and personally delivered the money to ERPS.  Jones denied 
taking any of the money, and was unaware that only $26,000 was found in the 
inventory.  Id.  

2/22/12 FBI 302 report authored by FBI Agents Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson 
regarding an interview with Officer Lamonica “Coco” Lewis who advised that 
she had no knowledge that Watts or Mohammed ever took money or drugs 
from drug dealers, but had heard rumors that she didn’t pay attention to.  
(FBI000295-98). As for the event where Mohammed took money from Art 
Kirksey, she denied knowledge that it happened, and stated it was not unusual 
for Mohammed or Watts to go off to the side with gang members to get 
information from them.  Lewis stated she has no knowledge of criminal activity 
being conducted by Officers Jones, Gonzalez, Bolton, Leano, Nichols, Dorian 
Smith, or Elsworth Smith.  Lewis said that Kenny Young was on the tactical 
team before her. Darryl Edwards was also a former tactical team member.   

2/24/12 
(Report 
typed on 
3/1/12) 

FBI 302 report authored by FBI Agents Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson 
regarding an interview with Officer Brian Bolton, who advised that he had no 
knowledge that Watts nor Mohammed ever took money or drugs from drug 
dealers. Bolton denied participating in criminal conduct or being aware of 
misconduct of any other officer.  Bolton said no one told him to lie to the FBI. 
(FBI000290-91). 
 
FBI 302 report authored by FBI Agents Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson 
regarding an interview with Officer Dorian Smith, who advised that he had no 
knowledge that Watts or Mohammed ever took money or drugs from drug 
dealers. Dorian Smith denied participating in criminal conduct or being aware 
of misconduct of any other officer.  (FBI000292-94). 

2/28/12 FBI 302 report regarding an interview with a police officer, who advised that 
he had no knowledge that Watts or Mohammed ever took money or drugs from 
drug dealers.  (BAKER GLENN 002618-20). 

2/22/12 DISRUPTIOIN OR DISMANTLEMENT OF AN ORGANIZATION report of 
Agent Raymond Hart. This report states in part that “Members of the Chicago 
Police Department 2nd District Tactical team were extorting + stealing  money 
from drug dealers. The offending members were arrested on 2/12/12.” (FBI 
1126-29).  

3/01/12 FBI 302 report regarding an interview with a police officer, who advised that 
he had no knowledge that Watts nor Mohammed ever took money or drugs 
from drug dealers.  (BAKER GLENN 002615-17). 
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3/8/12 FBI 302 report authored by FBI Agents Raymond Hart and TFO Sgt. Al 
Boehmer regarding an interview of Troy Clark in the presence of his attorney 
Phillip Turner and ASA Dan Maloney (FBI000284-85). Troy Clark said he saw 
Mohammed’s photo on the news recently. He recognized Mohammed because 
Mohammed stole $2,500 from him sometime between 2004 and 2006.  Clark 
also claimed he was aware of other police misconduct, and also stated 
Alderman William Beavers implied to Clark that he would need to pay a bribe 
to secure a certain piece of property.  Id.   

3/19/12 FBI 302 report authored by FBI Agents Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson 
regarding an interview with IAD Officer Timothy Moragne.  (FBI000281-83). 
Officer Moragne was interviewed because of some phone calls and texts with 
Mohammed after Mohammed was stripped.  Moragne had known Mohammed 
a long time.  Mohammed called him after he was stripped and asked Moragne if 
he knew if Mohammed was under investigation at IAD.  When Moragne told 
Mohammed he didn’t know, Mohammed asked him to look into it. Moragne 
told Mohammed he would look into it, but never did.  Moragne also denied any 
prior knowledge of misconduct by Watts and Mohammed.  Id.   

4/04/12 FBI memo indicating an IAD Sgt. Provided documents related to name checks 
conducted by the CPD to place into the file.  (BAKER GLENN 002267). 
 
FBI 302 report regarding an interview with a police officer, who advised that 
he had no knowledge that Watts or Mohammed ever took money or drugs from 
drug dealers.  (BAKER GLENN 002622-24). 

4/11/12 FBI 302 report authored by FBI Agents Craig Henderson and TFO Sgt. Al 
Boehmer regarding an interview of Robert Lindsay. (FBI000277-80).  Lindsay 
claimed Watts falsely arrested him in 2009 along with Jermaine Sims.  He also 
said Watts stole $3,500 from him.  Lindsay said he was a drug dealer at IBW 
from 1998 until it closed.  Lindsay said he never paid Watts. He added he 
would drop guns in a garbage can for Watts to recover.   

5/3/12 Mohammed proffer to AUSA Benjamin Langner and Margaret Schneider, as 
well as Mohammed’s lawyer Jim Graham.  Also present were FBI Agents 
Raymond Hart and Craig Henderson.   
 
Mohammed said that his friend, IAD Agent Timothy Moragne, told him to get 
off of Watts’s team at one point.  Moragne never disclosed the investigation of 
Watts and Mohammed to Mohammed.   
 
Mohammed discussed the criminal activity he was aware of and participated in.  
He described interaction with a drug dealer named Jelly Roll, who the agents 
believed to be Eric Brown.  He admitted taking about eight extortion payments 
from Art Kirksey and Stacy, which he believed were from 2006 to 2008. He 
said he gave the money to Watts, but that Watts didn’t share any of the money.  
He said Watts would let him take personal leave instead. Mohammed admitted 
to having telephone conversations with Kirksey regarding the payments, and 
not arresting Kirksey’s associates in return.  However, Mohammed said Watts 
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would sometimes arrest them anyway.  Mohammed admitted to stealing money 
only one time, on November 21, 2011.  Mohammed denied taking any money 
in connection with the March 2010 incident, stating he had been called by 
Watts to watch out for the “dumpster guy” that day while he was at a car 
dealership.   
 
Mohammed discussed the execution of the search warrant at the Van 
Vlissingen Road stash house.  After the search, he recalls seeing someone who 
worked for IAD driving down the street and Jones thought the house was a set 
up.  According to Mohammed, Jones told him “to let Ron (Watts) take it all.”  
Mohammed said he didn’t know how much money was recovered, but that 
about one year after the search, Watts told him he got money from the search.    
 
Mohammed discussed other activities as well, including that Watts received an 
insurance settlement from getting hit by a car (though he wasn’t actually hit).  
Mohammed said the car was driven by a drug dealer who Watts knew, and the 
car was registered to the drug dealer’s girlfriend Shabooka (ph).   
 
Mohammed did not know of any other officers who were engaging in criminal 
activity with Watts.  (FBI000267-76). 

8/24/12 Mohammed resigns from the CPD.  (CITY-BG-000257-58). 

10/26/12 Mohammed pleads guilty before Judge Sharon Coleman.  It is a blind plea.  
Mohammed was sentenced to 18 months in prison.  (CITY-BG-000200) 

12/10/12, 
1/30/13 

CHS debriefing reports that are redacted. (FBI 1244-46).  

6/05/13 CR #1062684 is initiated against Watts by Sgt. Allen Boehmer of the Bureau of 
Internal Affairs, Confidential Investigations Section.  The complaint was based 
on Watts’s theft of money on November 21, 2011.  The complaint was 
sustained, and IAD recommended separation from CPD.  (CITY-BG-000262-
301). 

7/15/13 Watts resigns from CPD.  (CITY-BG-000299). 

7/19/13 Watts pleads guilty before Judge Coleman.  It is a blind plea.  Watts was 
sentenced to 22 months in prison.  (CITY-BG-000295-96). 

3/20/14 Report of Agent Henderson to provide a case update stating in part that both 
Watts and Mohammed pled guilty, and that “As all subjects have pled guilty, 
the case will be closed.” (FBI 1272-74).  

9/25/14 Report of Agent Henderson reflecting that Operation Brass Tax was being 
closed “as all investigation has been completed and the evidence has been 
properly disposed of.” The report stated in part: “This investigation was based 
on witness information that … Watts and members of his tactical team had 
been stealing both drugs and drug proceeds from drug dealers and couriers 
around the former Ida B. Wells public housing project. Through investigation 
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and CHS information, it was learned that Watts and CPD police officer Kallatt 
Mohammed were the officers stealing drugs and drug proceeds from drug 
dealers and drug couriers. …In summary, sufficient personnel and financial 
resources were expended on the investigation. All investigative 
methods/techniques that were initiated during the investigation have been 
completed. Furthermore, all leads that have been set have been completed. All 
logical and reasonable investigation was completed, and all evidence obtained 
during the investigation has been returned or destroyed in accordance with 
evidence policy.” (FBI 1279-81).  

10/20/15 CR #1077632 is initiated by Sgt. Tim Moore against Mohammed.  The CR is 
based on the theft of money on November 21, 2011.  BIA recommends a 
finding of sustained as well as separation for Mohammed.  The file contains a 
memo dated February 8, 2012, that references Log number 1015941.  CR 
#1077632 is closed October 26, 2015.  (CITY-BG-000196-261). 

 

 Respectfully submitted, 

By:  s/ Daniel Noland   
One of the Attorneys for Defendant, 
CITY OF CHICAGO 

Terrence M. Burns 
Paul A. Michalik 
Daniel M. Noland 
Elizabeth A. Ekl 
Reiter Burns LLP 
311 S. Wacker Drive, Suite 5200 
Chicago, IL  60606-7407 
(312) 982-0090 
(312) 429-0644 (fax) 
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Defendants. 

VERIFICATION 

DEFENDANT CITY OF CHICAGO’S SECOND AMENDED ANSWERS TO 

PLAINTIFF CLARISSA GLENN’S JUNE 7, 2017 INTERROGATORIES TO 

DEFENDANT CITY OF CHICAGO 

  

  

  

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C« § 1746, Sergeant Daniel O’Brien, assigned to the Office of Legal 

Affairs, Chicago Police Department, certifies that he signed the foregoing Defendant, City of 

Chicago’s Second Amended Answers to Plaintiff Clarissa Glenn’s June 7, 2017 Interrogatories 

Directed to the City, that he is duly authorized to do so; that the matters stated in the foregoing 

response are not within his personal knowledge and belief; that there is no employee of the City 

of Chicago who has personal knowledge of all such matters; and that the statements set forth in 

the foregoing response to Plaintiff Clarissa Glenn’s June 7, 2017 Interrogatories are based on 

documents and information which has been assembled by authorized employees and counsel of 

the City of Chicago, and that he is informed and believes that the statements set forth in the 

foregoing response are true and accurate to the best "Bee 

Sergeant Daniel O’Brien 
Office of Legal Affairs 

Chicago Police Department 

   

  

belief. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I caused a copy of the foregoing City of Chicago’s Second Amended 
Answers to Plaintiff Clarissa Glenn’s June 7, 2017 Interrogatories to Defendant City of Chicago 
to be upon the following counsel of record via email on  November 23, 2022:   

Jon Loevy  
Scott Rauscher  
Joshua A. Tepfer  
Theresa Kleinhaus 
Sean Starr 
Loevy & Loevy  
311 N. Aberdeen, 3rd Floor 
Chicago, IL 60607  
jon@loevy.com  
russell@loevy.com 
elizabethm@loevy.com 
josh@loevy.com 
tess@loevy.com 
 
Elizabeth C. Wang  
Loevy & Loevy  
2060 Broadway  
Suite 460  
Boulder, CO 80302  
elizabethw@loevy.com  
 
 

Andrew M. Hale 
William Bazerek 
Brian Stefanich 
Kelly Olivier 
Anthony Zecchin 
Allyson West 
Hale Law LLC 
53 W. Jackson Blvd., Suite 330 
Chicago, IL 60604 
ahale@ahalelaw.com 
ahijjawi@ahalelaw.com 
mkhan@ahalelaw.com 
bstefanich@ahalelaw.com 
 
Brian P. Gainer 
Ahmed Kosoko 
Johnson & Bell 
33 W. Monroe St., Suite 2700 
Chicago, IL 60603 
gainerb@jbltd.com 
gutowskim@jbltd.com 
pacinik@jbltd.com 
 

Eric S. Palles 
Gary Ravitz 
Ravitz & Palles 
203 N. LaSalle St., Suite 2100 
Chicago, IL 60601 
epalles@ravitzpalles.com 
gravitz@ravitzpalles.com 

 

 
 
 s/ Daniel Noland  
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(B) 

UNCLASSIFIED 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 07/13/2011 

To: Chicago 

From: Chicago 
WC-2 
Contact: SA Michael Ponicki, x4740 

Approved By: Byers Keith A/446

Drafted By: Ponicki Michae 

Case ID #: 194D-CG-122761 t (Pending) 

Title: RONALD WATTS, 
POLICE SERGEANT, 
CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT; 
CSLPO-LAW ENFORCEMENT-DRUG RELATED; 
60: CHICAGO 

Synopsis: To request the transfer of above captioned 
investigation to another agent on Squad WC-2. 

Details: Due to the transfer of the writer to FBIHQ, it is 
requested the case be reassigned to another agent on Squad WC-2. 

Since being assigned the investigation in 12/2010, SA 
Ponicki has worked with Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA) 
Thomas Shakeshaft to formulate a propecutive strategy for 
captioned investigation. Since the inception of the case, 
multiple strategies and techniques have been used to corroborate 
the allegations that Sgt. RONALD WATTS and members of his Chicago 
Police Department (CPD) tactical team, have engaged in systematic 
corruption through extortion of drug dealers in the CPD, Second 
District. WATTS and his team are also alleged to have committed 
theft, possession and distribution of drugs for money, "planting" 
drugs on individuals and paying informants with drugs. 

(B) 
(B) 

These payments were consensually 
recorded. It is believed that MOHAMMED is responsible for 
collecting extortion money on behalf of WATTS, from drug dealers, 
who receive "protection" from being arrested by WATTS and his 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

To: Chicago From: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 07/13/2011 

team. The consensually recorded evidence has been reviewed, and 
included in a complaint that has been submitted to the United 
States Attorney's Office (USAO), charging MOHAMMED with extortion 
in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951. The 
USAO supports the extortion charge, but elected to delay filing 
the complaint until further evidence could be obtained 
implicating WATTS. 

. A successful consensual recording of the event [ (B) 
was gathered by the CHS, but do to unforeseen circumstances, the 
surveillance team lost sight of the CHS and WATTS. The 
surveillance team was then unable to corroborate that the payment 
to WATTS had actually taken place. Therefore, it was the opinion 
of the USAO, that the evidence is insufficient to charge WATTS 
with extortion. 

Initially, the writer supported the idea to execute the 
above mentioned scenario on a second occasion, but due to 
difficulty surveilling.the CHS, and controlling the scenario, 
another extortion payment to WATTS was not attempted. Therefore, 
the writer and AUSA Shakeshaft have decided to file extortion 
charges on MOHAMMED and attempt to obtain his cooperation, 
against WATTS. 

On 04/14/2011, the writer and Task Force Officer, Sgt. 
Allen Boehmer, met with Druq Enforcement Agency (DEA) (0-1) 

__7 12111.1b and DEA , cellular 
telephone number: (S in aj111,1 1, 11/velop new 
information on WATTS and his team's alleged illegal activities. 
At one point during the investigation, (0-1) had already been 
providing information to the FBI, which abruptly ended due to a 
misunderstanding between W(0-1) and the previous case agent. 
The writer and TFO Boehmer opened a new line of communication 
between the DEA and the FBI, and requested to be notified of any 
new information that develops that would assist in the FBI 
investigation. 

During AUSA Shakeshaft's review of the criminal 
complaint, which was drafted by the former case agent, FBI 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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To: Chicago From: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 07/13/2011 

Special Agent Patrick Smith, AUSA Shakeshaft requested an 
additional financial background investigation of assets 
associated with WATTS, MOHAMMED and other team members associated 
with WATTS' CPD tactical team. It is believed that team members 
may have obtained a considerable amount of money over the period 
of time Watts and his tactical team have been alleged to be 
involved in the "practice" of extorting drug dealers in the CPD, 
2nd District. AUSA Shakeshaft has requested assistance of USAO 
Investigator Thomas Moriarty, who is currently reviewing the 
financial documents. In addition, Investigator Moriarty has 
recommended AUSA Shakeshaft draft an Ex Parte request for new tax 
records relating to WATTS. and MOHAMMED. The writer has obtained 
the assistance of FBI Paralegal Specialist (PS) Sheryl Marie 
Soberano, and FBI Financial Analyst (FA) JaCynthia Jemine, who 
are currently reviewing all financial documents and providing the 
results to the case file in the FF and FA subfiles, respectively. 

Once AUSA Shakeshaft receives the results of the Ex 
Parte requests for WATTS and MOHAMMED, and PS Soberano and FA 
Jemine complete their analysis, the newly assigned case agent and 
AUSA Shakeshaft should discuss the results and formulate a 
strategy to prosecute all or some of the subjects in the 
investigation. 

• • 
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• 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

) 
SS 

AFFIDAVIT 

I, CRAIG HENDERSON, being duly sworn, state as follows: 

1. I am a Special Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI") and 

have been so employed since approximately 1994. I am currently assigned to The FBI's City 

Public Corruption Squad, and my responsibilities include the investigation of public 

corruption offenses. 

2. This affidavit is submitted in support of a criminal complaint alleging that 

Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED have violated Title 18, United States Code, 

Sections 641 and 2. Because this affidavit is being submitted for the limited purpose of 

establishing probable cause in support of a criminal complaint charging WATTS and 

MOHAMMED with theft of government funds, I have not included each and every fact 

known to me concerning this investigation. I have set forth only the facts that I believe are 

necessary to establish probable cause to believe that the defendants committed the offense • 

alleged. in the complaint. 

3. The information in this Affidavitis based on interviews of witnesses, my own 

observations and actions,. information received from other law enforcement agents, my 

experience and training, and the experience of other agents. 

1 
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PROBABLE CAUSE 

4. As set forth below, the evidence collected during this investigation revealed 

that Chicago Police Officers Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED stole money that 

they believed to be drug proceeds from an individual who they believed to be associated with 

narcotics traffickers. Specifically, on November 21, 2011, after being notified by a 

Cooperating Witness ("CS5")'—who unbeknownst to WATTS and MOHAMMED was 

working with the FBI—that s/he (CS5) was tasked by narcotics traffickers with transporting 

drug proceeds from one location to another, WATTS and MOHAMMED took the money 

from CS5 and then, later, paid CS5 a portion ofthe money in exchange for allowing them to 

steal the drug proceeds. The money stolen from CS5 was government funds that had been 

given to CS5 by the FBI. 

I. November 21, 2011 Theft , 

5. According to CS5, in approximately early September 2011, CS5 spoke with 

WATTS. in an.unrecorded conversation. According to CS5, WATTS wanted to know if 

anything was going on. WATTS told CS5 that if CS5 found out something was going. to 

CS5 is homeless and lives on the streets of Chicago. The information that CS5 provided 

to law enforcement regarding his/her telephonic and in person conversations with WATTS has been 

corroborated through surveillance, recorded conversations, and telephone subscriber records. CS5 

participated in multiple FBI covert operations in which WATTS and MOHAMMED have stolen 

alleged drug proceeds from CS5. According to CS5's CPD criminal history, CS5 has been arrested 

99 times and has a total of 16 convictions, including convictions for theft, armed robbery and 

multiple drug-related offenses. CS5 is working with the FBI in exchange for monetary payments. 

To date, CS5 has been paid approximately $3,250.00 in relation to this investigation. According to 

CS5, CS5 has known WATTS for several years and has been stopped by WATTS on multiple . 

occasions and has had conversations with WATTS about CS5's role as a drug courier. 

2 
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happen, CS5 should call him or go to the station and ask for WATTS or MOHAMMED. 

Based on CS5's prior dealings with WATTS, including a prior instance where WATTS and 

CS5 engaged in a transaction similar to the one discussed herein, CS5 interpieted this to 

mean that WATTS wanted to know when CS5 would be transporting money for drug dealers 

so that WATTS could steal the money from CS5 in exchange for a payment to CS5. 

6. On November 18, 2011, at approximately 1:25 p.m., CS5 placed a recorded 

telephone call to WATTS at phone number (773) 848-4761, which is subscribed to in the 

name of RONALD WATTS ("Target Phone 2").2 During the ensuing conversation, after 

CS5 confirmed that s/he was speaking to "Sergeant Watts," CS5 told WATTS, "I got one 

going on."3 WATTS responded, "When?" CS5 said that it was going to happen no later than 

"Monday" [November 21, 2011]. WATTS then said, "Make sure you call me." 

2 At various points in the Affidavit, I will offer my interpretations of certain recorded 

conversations. My interpretations of these conversations are based on my knowledge of the 

investigation to date, the contents and context of the conversations, prior and subsequent 

conversations, the results of physical surveillance, conversations with other officers and agents and 

my training and experience. Some of these summaries do not include references to all the topics 

covered during the course of the conversations. In addition, the summaries do not necessarily 

include references to all statements made by the speakers on the topics that are mentioned. For these 

recorded conversations, I have relied on draft - not final - transcriptions ofthe conversations, as well 

as my own review of the recordings. 

3 The identification of WATTS's voice is based on the following: (a) CS5 identified the 

individual to whom s/he spoke as WATTS; (b) during a recorded phone call, the CS5 asks if s/he 

is speaking to "Watts" and WATTS confirms his identity; (c) FBI Agents who listened to the 

recording of that phone call confirmed that the same voice is speaking wherever a statement herein 

is attributed to WATTS; and (d) the phone is subscribed in WATTS's name. 

3 
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7. On November 21, 2011, at approximately 12:45 p.m., CS5 placed a recorded 

phone call to WATTS at Target Phone 2. During the call, CS5 told WATTS, "It's gonna 

go on. I got to meet.them at McDonald's on twenty-sixth." WATTS confirmed that CS5 

was talking about the McDonald's near the intersection of 26th Street and Martin Luther King 

Drive in Chicago. CS5 told WATTS that s/he was going to pick up a bag from one car and 

walk it to another car on 29th Street. CS5 said that s/he was supposed to be at McDonald's 

in one hour. WATTS then told CS5 that he was also going to be there in his car. 

8. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 12:49 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called telephone number (708) 527-7823, which is subscribed to in the 

name of KALI,ATT MOHAMMED ("Target Phone I"). The call lasted 2 minutes and 12 

seconds. Based on the timing of this phone call in relation to the calls between CS5 and 

WATTS, I believe that WATTS was calling MOHAMMED to coordinate MOHAMMED' s 

participation in stealing the drug money allegedly being delivered by CS5. 

9. At approximately 12:55 p.m., CS5 placed another recorded phone call to 

WATTS at Target Phone.2 and during the ensuing conversation, WATTS asked CS5 if s/he 

was "headed up that way now?" CS5 responded, "In a few minutes." WATTS then told 

CS5, "I'll be in the area." 

4 
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10. At about 1:13 p.m., CS5 was dropped off by law enforcement agents near the 

intersection of 26th Street and Martin Luther King Drive, Chicago, Illinois .4

11. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1:15 

p.m., Target Phone 2 received an incoming call from Target Phone 1. The duration of this 

call was 1 minute and 2 seconds. 

12. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1;32 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1, and the duration of the call was 9 seconds. A 

few seconds later, Target Phone 1 called Target Phone 2, and this call lasted approximately 

1 minute and 5 seconds. Shortly thereafter, a third call was made by Target Phone 2 to 

Target Phone 1, which lasted 52 seconds. 

13. At approximately 1:44 p.m., a law enforcement officer working with the FBI 

and acting in an undercover capacity, approached CS5 in a vehicle at the McDonald's 

'restaurant located in the vicinity of 26th Street and Martin Luther King Drive in Chicago, and 

handed CS5 a black bag containing approximately $5,200. The bag also contained a court-

authorized tracking device.* CS5 then walked south along Martin Luther King Drive, turned 

east on 29th Street, and then turned north on South Vernon Street. 

14. Based on pen register records for Target Phone 2, WATTS made two attempts 

to contact CS5 between 1:47 p.m. and 1:56 p.m., but CS5 did not answer these phone calls 

4 Prior to being dropped off, CS5 was searched by the FBI for the presence of excess paper 

currency and none was found. CS5 was provided two recording devices, which were turned on by 

an FBI Agent. 
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because during this time CS5 was "transporting the drug proceeds" and was instructed by 

FBI Agents not to answer the telephone. 

15. At approximately 1:56 p.m.,5 based on surveillance video captured by a camera 

operated by an FBI agent near the car to which CS5 was supposed to deliver the "drug 

proceeds," MOHAMMED approached CS5 near 2795 South Vernon in a black four door 

Hyundai Azera bearing Illinois license plate 918 1182,6 and took the bag containing $5,200 

from CS5. Based on recordings of the conversation between MOHAMMED and CS5, the 

following is a partial transcript:7

MOHAMMED: Where it at, where it at? In the bag? 

CSS: Grab the bag. 

MOHAMMED.: Fuck it, I'm gone. 

CSS: Sir. 

MOHAMMED: Get the fuck out of here. 

5 Based on a review of pen register information and the results of the recording devices, I 

believe that the time stamp on the recording device, which indicated that the seizure occurred at 2:01 

p.m., was running approximately 5 minutes behind the actual time. Similar time adjustments have 

been made to all events described herein where I am relying on the recording device for an 

approximation of the time: 

6 A search of the Illinois Secretary of State database shows Illinois license plate 918 1182 is 

registered to KALLATT MOHAMMED, 

The identification of MOHAMMED's voice is based on: (a) CS5's identification of the 

speaker as MOHAMMED; (b) the fact that MOHAMMED is clearly visible on the video recording 

of this conversation; and (c) CPD TAD Officers who have listened to the recording confirmed that 

MOHAMMED is speaking wherever a statement herein is attributed to MOHAMMED. 

. 6 
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CS5: 

MOHAMMED: 

CS5: 

MOHAMMED: 

CS5: 

MOHAMMED: 

CS5: 

MOHAMMED: 

CS5: 

Sir, can I get some money, sir. Hey, hey, 
I thought you was going to give me-some 

• money. 

Get the fuck out of here. 

Uh uh, c'mon. I don't get no money? 

No, you don't get shit. But meet...meet 
. me over off King Drive. 

What? 

Meet me on King Drive. 

Okay. 

30th. 

30th, okay: 

16. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1:57 

p.m., Target Phone 1 *called Target Phone 2, and the duration of the call was 7 minutes and 

23 seconds. 

17. At approxiMately 2:04 p.m., CS5 placed a phone call to WATTS at Target 

. Phone 2. The conversation was not recorded. However, CS5's portion of the conversation 

was recorded by the two recording devices that FBI agents placed on CS5. During the 

ensuing conversation, CS5 said the following: 

Hey WATTS, he told me to meet, he told me to meet him on, on 
30th, He ain't gave me no, no money yet man. (Pause) Oh, 
okay. rmean, man, c'mon on now, I did everything right man. 
(Pause) Huh. (Pause) Okay, man. (Pause) on State? (Pause) 
Okay. By, by the El. How about White Castle or something? 
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(Pause) Yeah (Pause). Man, c' mon I? ethere now Watts, alright? 

But I'm going around, I'm going around the other way, cause, 

I... (Pause) I didn't see the, I didn't see the car that I was 

supposed to went to anyway, so, okay. So, I'm, but I mean I got 

to move from the El. (Pause) So, I got me somebody snatching: 

me in the car or something. (Pause) I'm on my way right now. 

C'mon on don't do me now. (Pause) Okay, my man. I'm, I'm 

on my way, I'm on my way, I'm on my way. 

18. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 2:06 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1. This call had a duration of 1 minute and 17 

seconds. 

19. At about 2:08 p.m., law enforcement agents conducting surveillance observed 

WATTS and MOHAMMED meeting together in the area of 5700 and 5800 South Princeton 

Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. WATTS was observed driving a Cadillac bearing Illinois license 

plate G92 3987.8 Based on the court-authorized tracking device, agents were able to recover 

the bag that MOHAMMED had seized from CS5 from an alley behind 5924 South LaSalle 

Street, Chicago, Illinois, which is approximately a half mile from the location where agents 

observed WATTS and MOHAMMED meeting, about twenty minutes after the meeting.9

20. Shortly after the surveilled meeting between WATTS and MOHAMMED, 

according to pen register records for Target Phone 2, Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1. 

This call had a duration of 6 minutes and 9 seconds. 

A check of the Illinois Secretary of State database revealed that Illinois license plate G92 

3987 is registered to RONALD WAITS, 

9 Surveillance agents later observed MOHAMMED returning to his residence, located at 
, at approximately 2:42 p.m. 
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21. At approximately 2:29 p.m., CS5 again placed a phone call to WAITS at 

Target Phone 2 and only CS5's side of the conversation was captured by the recording 

devices. During this conversation, CS5 said the following: 

Hey, I'm right across the street from White Castle, What you in, 

what you in? (Pause) What, what? (Pause) You what? (Pause) 

Like, walk over there, like what? (Pause) Walgreens? This is 

White Castle. (Pause) Oh, oh okay, okay. 

22. At approximately 2:42 p.m., CS5 met with WATTS in the parking lot of a 

Walgreens store near the intersection of 22nd Street and Canal Street, Chicago, Illinois. 

Based on recordings ofthe conversation, CS5 told WATTS "abouttime. ...Man I thought you 

was going to (UI)." WATTS responded "No, never doubt brother, (UI). Who always takes 

care of you?" CS5 replied "You do, WATTS." WATTS then said "There's .five large 

brother," and, according to CS5, handed CS5 some money. 

23. At approximately 2:54 p.m., CS5 provided agents.with $400 which, according 

to CS5, CS5 received from WATTS. CS5's person was searched at that time and he was not 

in possession of any additional paper currency. During a debrief of CS5, CS5 stated that 

WATTS met him/her in the Walgreens parking lot and provided him with the money, which 

CS5 did not count and simply placed into a pocket.' 

. 24. According to pen register records, Target Phone 2 and Target Phone 1 were in 

contact on two other occasions on November 21, 2011. At approximately 2:58 p.m., Target 

1° FBI agents confirmed that the serial numbers on the money received from CS5 matched 
the serial numbers on the money that FBI agents placed in the black bag seized by MOHAMMED. 
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Phone 2 placed a phone call to Target Phone 1, which lasted for 1 minute and 54 seconds. 

At approximately 3:14 p.m., Target Phone 2 received an incoming telephone call from Target 

Phone 1, and this call had a duration of 1 minute and 7 seconds. 

CONCLUSION 

25. Based on the facts set forth above, there is probable cause to believe that 

defendants Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED stole, purloined, and knowingly 

convert to their own use money belonging to the United States, namely, approximately 

$5,200 in funds belonging to the United States, which funds defendants were not entitled to 

receive, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 641 and 2. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

• CRAIG HENDERSON 
Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me Febru. 012. 

Maria Valdez 
United States Magistrate Judge 

10 

PL JOINT 002254 BAKER GLENN 002254



 

EXHIBIT 35 

  



FD-302 (Rev. 10-6-95) 

-1-

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Date of transcription 1 1 12011 

On 11/21/2011, Special Agents of the Feder,aa Bureau of 
Investigation, and Chicago Police Department (CPD) Internal' Affairs 
Division (IAD) officers conducted an investi at o eration in the 

) 
viciniiiirfthe of the 

(B) The purpose o t is investigat e operaticm napto 
determine 4 CPD police officers . 4ALLATT_MO 
ALVI14-JONBS.'and others et unknown •uld steal $5;2"00-.0,0 rom a 

The following is a log of 
the approximate pertinent times d events associated wJth the 
investigative operation: 

9:30a.m. Special Agents o the Federal Bureau of Investligation and 
Chicago Police department (CPD) Internal AffaarstDivision 
(TAD) officer- met for the briefing of the inVes igative 
operation. PD-IAD police officer 
aggimiLlsign the respective FD-472's relating to 

and (B) 
r 

particip ion in the investigative operation. ! 

B) 
(B) Present al .his 

mee ing were Special Agents Craig Henderson, Rr ond B. 
a t and Sean MacManus, CPD-TAD Sgts. Allen J. B iehmer 
a d Luce Nieves, CPD-IAD officers Daniel Willis and Mike 
qarroll, CPD police officers Shannon Spalding and Daniel 
Echeverria, and (B) 

12:00p.m 

12:30p.m. 

12:39p.m. 

12:45p.m. 

12:51p.m. 

I ; 

221 tr, 32 suit v. '4,4,4 

(B),(S) 

Investigation on  11/  2 1 / 2011  at  Chicago, Illinois 

Fikfl 194D-CG-122761-30-D-  Date dictated N/A
TFO Sgt. Allen J. Boehmel 

by SAs Raymond B. Hart and Craig Henderson:ch 

This document contains neither recommendations sowttstryfofFitilmic itirkthr are3t Fif the FBI and is loaned t? yo 
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 

r agency; 

FB100001# 
SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER

FBI000014



FD-302a (Rev. 10-6-95) 

194D-CG-122761 

Continuation of FD-302 of   ,011  11/21/2011  ,Page  2 

12:52p.m. 

12:55p.m. 

1:03p.m. 

1:13p.m 

1:30p.m 

2:40p.m. 

4:10p.m. 

(B) 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 

FBI0000I5 
SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER

FBI000015



FD-302a (Rev. 10-6-95) 

194D—CG-122761 

Continuation of FD-302 of ,On  11/21/2011  ,Page  

A surveillance log of the investigative operation 
involving CHS and others will be the subject of a separate)
surveillance log/report. 

Photographs were taken, and photocopies were made of the 
5 200.00 used in the investigative o eration. 

g”  
The photographs and photocopies have been 

placed in the 1A Section of this file. 

It should be noted that. the times in this report are 
approximate, and that times from recording devices and surveillance 
logs may differ by a few minutes. 
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AO 91 (REV.5/85) Criminal Complaint AUSA Benjamin F. Langner (312) 353-2817 
AUSA Margaret J. Schneider (312)353-1875 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

5e 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA Co tett-lei) a /13/ 1.2. 

CRIMINAL COMPLAINT" r 
V. 1- 4_ f lob Et  IDCASE NUMBER: 

RONALD WATTS and Ja(IC 07 FEB 0 6 2012
KALLATT MOHAMMED UNDER SEAL 

macisrimn. 
UMW sitIGE AMRIA 

I, the undersigned complainant, being duly sworn on oath, state that the following is truellart/Prgallithe 

best of my knowledge and belief: On or about November 21, 2011, at Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, 

Eastern Division, RONALD WATTS and KALLATT MOHAMMED defendants herein: 

stole, purloined, and knowingly converted to their own use money belonging to the United States, 
namely, approximately $5,200 in funds belonging to the United States, which funds defendants were 
not entitled to receive; 

in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 641 and 2. I further state that I am a Special Agent with the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, and that this complaint is based on the facts contained in the Affidavit which is 

attached hereto and incorporated herein. 

Signature of Complainant 
CRAN HENDERSON 
Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence, 

February 6, 2012  at Chicago, Illinois 

Date City and State 
( 

Maria Valdez, U.S. Magistrate Judge 
Name & Title of Judicial Officer Signature of Judicial Officer 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SS 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

AFFIDAVIT 

I, CRAIG HENDERSON, being duly sworn, state as follows: 

1. I am a Special Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI") and 

have been so employed since approximately 1994. I am currently assigned to The FBI's City 

Public Corruption Squad, and my responsibilities include the investigation of public 

corruption offenses. 

2. This affidavit is submitted in support of a criminal complaint alleging that 

Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED have violated Title 18, United States Code, 

Sections 641 and 2. Because this affidavit is being submitted for the limited purpose of 

establishing probable cause in support of a criminal complaint charging WATTS and 

MOHAM1v1ED with theft of government funds, I have not included each and every fact 

known to me concerning this investigation. I have set forth only the facts that I believe are 

necessary to establish probable cause to believe that the defendants committed the offense 

alleged in the complaint. 

3. The information in this Affidavit is based on interviews of witnesses, my own 

observations and actions, information received from other law enforcement agents, my 

experience and training, and the experience of other agents. 
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PROBABLE CAUSE 

4. As set forth below, the evidence collected during this investigation revealed 

that Chicago Police Officers Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED stole money that 

they believed to be drug proceeds from an individual who they believed to be associated with 

narcotics traffickers. Specifically, on November 21, 2011, after being notified by a 

Cooperating Witness ("CS5")'—who unbeknownst to WATTS and MOHAMMED was 

working with the FBI—that s/he (CS5) was tasked by narcotics traffickers with transporting 

drug proceeds from one location to another, WATTS and MOHAMMED took the money 

from CS5 and then, later, paid CS5 a portion of the money in exchange for allowing them to 

steal the drug proceeds. The money stolen from CS5 was government funds that had been 

given to CS5 by the FBI. 

I. November 21, 2011 Theft 

5. According to CS5, in approximately early September 2011, CS5 spoke with 

WATTS in an unrecorded conversation. According to CS5, WATTS wanted to know if 

anything was going on. WATTS told CS5 that if CS5 found out something was going to 

CS5 is homeless and lives on the streets of Chicago. The information that CS5 provided 
to law enforcement regarding his/her telephonic and in person conversations with WATTS has been 
corroborated through surveillance, recorded conversations, and telephone subscriber records. CS5 
participated in multiple FBI covert operations in which WATTS and MOHAMMED have stolen 
alleged drug proceeds from CS5. According to CS5's CPD criminal history, CS5 has been arrested 
99 times and has a total of 16 convictions, including convictions for theft, armed robbery and 
multiple drug-related offenses. CS5 is working with the FBI in exchange for monetary payments. 
To date, CS5 has been paid approximately $3,250.00 in relation to this investigation. According to 
CS5, CS5 has known WATTS for several years and has been stopped by WATTS on multiple 
occasions and has had conversations with WATTS about CS5's role as a drug courier. 
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happen, CS5 should call him or go to the station and ask for WATTS or MOHAMMED. 

Based on CS5's prior dealings with WATTS, including a prior instance where WATTS and 

CS5 engaged in a transaction similar to the one discussed herein, CS5 interpreted this to 

mean that WATTS wanted to know when CS5 would be transporting money for drug dealers 

so that WATTS could steal the money from CS5 in exchange for a payment to CS5. 

6. On November 18, 2011, at approximately 1:25 p.m., CS5 placed a recorded 

telephone call to WATTS at phone number (773) 848-4761, which is subscribed to in the 

name of RONALD WATTS ("Target Phone 2").2 During the ensuing conversation, after 

CS5 confirmed that s/he was speaking to "Sergeant Watts," CS5 told WATTS, "I got one 

going on."3 WATTS responded, "When?" CS5 said that it was going to happen no later than 

"Monday" [November 21, 2011]. WATTS then said, "Make sure you call me." 

2 At various points in the Affidavit, I will offer my interpretations of certain recorded 
conversations. My interpretations of these conversations are based on my knowledge of the 
investigation to date, the contents and context of the conversations, prior and subsequent 
conversations, the results of physical surveillance, conversations with other officers and agents and 
my training and experience. Some of these summaries do not include references to all the topics 
covered during the course of the conversations. In addition, the summaries do not necessarily 
include references to all statements made by the speakers on the topics that are mentioned. For these 
recorded conversations, I have relied on draft - not final - transcriptions of the conversations, as well 
as my own review of the recordings. 

3 The identification of WATTS's voice is based on the following: (a) CS5 identified the 
individual to whom s/he spoke as WATTS; (b) during a recorded phone call, the CS5 asks if s/he 
is speaking to "Watts" and WATTS confirms his identity; (c) FBI Agents who listened to the 
recording of that phone call confirmed that the same voice is speaking wherever a statement herein 
is attributed to WATTS; and (d) the phone is subscribed in WATTS's name. 
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7. On November 21, 2011, at approximately 12:45 p.m., CS5 placed a recorded 

phone call to WATTS at Target Phone 2. During the call, CS5 told WATTS, "It's gonna 

go on. I got to meet them at McDonald's on twenty-sixth." WATTS confirmed that CS5 

was talking about the McDonald's near the intersection of 26th Street and Martin Luther King 

Drive in Chicago. CS5 told WATTS that s/he was going to pick up a bag from one car and 

walk it to another car on 29th Street. CS5 said that s/he was supposed to be at McDonald's 

in one hour. WATTS then told CS5 that he was also going to be there in his car. 

8. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 12:49 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called telephone number (708) 527-7823, which is subscribed to in the 

name of KALLATT MOHAMMED ("Target Phone 1"). The call lasted 2 minutes and 12 

seconds. Based on the timing of this phone call in relation to the calls between CS5 and 

WATTS, I believe that WATTS was calling MOHAMMED to coordinate MOHAMMED's 

participation in stealing the drug money allegedly being delivered by CS5. 

9. At approximately 12:55 p.m., CS5 placed another recorded phone call to 

WATTS at Target Phone 2 and during the ensuing conversation, WATTS asked CS5 if s/he 

was "headed up that way now?" CS5 responded, "In a few minutes." WATTS then told 

CS5, "I'll be in the area." 
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10. At about 1:13 p.m., CS5 was dropped off by law enforcement agents near the 

intersection of 26th Street and Martin Luther King Drive, Chicago, Illinois.4

11. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1:15 

p.m., Target Phone 2 received an incoming call from Target Phone 1. The duration of this 

call was 1 minute and 2 seconds. 

12. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1:32 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1, and the duration of the call was 9 seconds. A 

few seconds later, Target Phone 1 called Target Phone 2, and this call lasted approximately 

1 minute and 5 seconds. Shortly thereafter, a third call was made by Target Phone 2 to 

Target Phone 1, which lasted 52 seconds. 

13. At approximately 1:44 p.m., a law enforcement officer working with the FBI 

and acting in an undercover capacity, approached CS5 in a vehicle at the McDonald's 

restaurant located in the vicinity of 26th Street and Martin Luther King Drive in Chicago, and 

handed CS5 a black bag containing approximately $5,200. The bag also contained a court-

authorized tracking device. CS5 then walked south along Martin Luther King Drive, turned 

east on 29th Street, and then turned north on South Vernon Street. 

14. Based on pen register records for Target Phone 2, WATTS made two attempts 

to contact CS5 between 1:47 p.m. and 1:56 p.m., but CS5 did not answer these phone calls 

Prior to being dropped off, CS5 was searched by the FBI for the presence of excess paper 
currency and none was found. CS5 was provided two recording devices, which were turned on by 
an FBI Agent. 
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because during this time CS5 was "transporting the drug proceeds" and was instructed by 

FBI Agents not to answer the telephone. 

15. At approximately 1:56 p.m.,5 based on surveillance video captured by a camera 

operated by an FBI agent near the car to which CS5 was supposed to deliver the "drug 

proceeds," MOHAMMED approached CS5 near 2795 South Vernon in a black four door 

Hyundai Azera bearing Illinois license plate 918 1182,6 and took the bag containing $5,200 

from CS5. Based on recordings of the conversation between MOHAMMED and CS5, the 

following is a partial transcript:7

MOHAMMED: Where it at, where it at? In the bag? 

CS5: Grab the bag. 

MOHAMMED: Fuck it, I'm gone. 

CS5: Sir. 

MOHAMMED: Get the fuck out of here. 

'Based on a review of pen register information and the results of the recording devices, I 
believe that the time stamp on the recording device, which indicated that the seizure occurred at 2:01 
p.m., was running approximately 5 minutes behind the actual time. Similar time adjustments have 
been made to all events described herein where I am relying on the recording device for an 
approximation of the time. 

A search of the Illinois Secretary of State database shows Illinois license plate 918 1182 is 
registered to KALLATT MOHAMMED, [Redacted], Chicago, Illinois. 

The identification of MOHAMMED's voice is based on: (a) CS5's identification of the 
speaker as MOHAMMED; (b) the fact that MOHAMMED is clearly visible on the video recording 
of this conversation; and (c) CPD IAD Officers who have listened to the recording confirmed that 
MOHAMMED is speaking wherever a statement herein is attributed to MOHAMMED. 
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CS5: Sir, can I get some money, sir. Hey, hey, 
I thought you was going to give me some 
money. 

MOHAMMED: Get the fuck out of here. 

CS5: Uh uh, c'mon. I don't get no money? 

MOHAMMED: No, you don't get shit. But meet...meet 
me over off King Drive. 

CS5: What? 

MOHAMMED: Meet me on King Drive. 

CS5: Okay. 

MOHAMMED • 30th. 

C S 5: 30'h, okay. 

16. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1:57 

p.m., Target Phone 1 called Target Phone 2, and the duration of the call was 7 minutes and 

23 seconds. 

17. At approximately 2:04 p.m., CS5 placed a phone call to WATTS at Target 

Phone 2. The conversation was not recorded. However, CS5's portion of the conversation 

was recorded by the two recording devices that FBI agents placed on CS5. During the 

ensuing conversation, CS5 said the following: 

Hey WATTS, he told me to meet, he told me to meet him on, on 
30th. He ain't gave me no, no money yet man. (Pause) Oh, 
okay. I mean, man, c'mon on now, I did everything right man. 
(Pause) Huh. (Pause) Okay, man. (Pause) on State? (Pause) 
Okay. By, by the El. How about White Castle or something? 
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(Pause) Yeah (Pause). Man, c' mon be there now Watts, alright? 
But I'm going around, I'm going around the other way, cause, 
I... (Pause) I didn't see the, I didn't see the car that I was 
supposed to went to anyway, so, okay. So, I'm, but I mean I got 
to move from the El. (Pause) So, I got me somebody snatching 
me in the car or something. (Pause) I'm on my way right now. 
C'mon on don't do me now. (Pause) Okay, my man. I'm, I'm 
on my way, I'm on my way, I'm on my way. 

18. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 2:06 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1. This call had a duration of 1 minute and 17 

seconds. 

19. At about 2:08 p.m., law enforcement agents conducting surveillance observed 

WATTS and MOHAMMED meeting together in the area of 5700 and 5800 South Princeton 

Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. WATTS was observed driving a Cadillac bearing Illinois license 

plate G92 3987.8 Based on the court-authorized tracking device, agents were able to recover 

the bag that MOHAMMED had seized from CS5 from an alley behind 5924 South LaSalle 

Street, Chicago, Illinois, which is approximately a half mile from the location where agents 

observed WATTS and MOHAMMED meeting, about twenty minutes after the meeting.9

20. Shortly after the surveilled meeting between WATTS and MOHAMMED, 

according to pen register records for Target Phone 2, Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1. 

This call had a duration of 6 minutes and 9 seconds. 

8 A check of the Illinois Secretary of State database revealed that Illinois license plate G92 
3987 is registered to RONALD WATTS, [Redacted], Chicago, Illinois, 

9 Surveillance agents later observed MOHAMMED returning to his residence, located at 
[Redacted], Chicago, Illinois, at approximately 2:42 p.m. 
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21. At approximately 2:29 p.m., CS5 again placed a phone call to WATTS at 

Target Phone 2 and only CS5's side of the conversation was captured by the recording 

devices. During this conversation, CS5 said the following: 

Hey, I'm right across the street from White Castle. What you in, 
what you in? (Pause) What, what? (Pause) You what? (Pause) 
Like, walk over there, like what? (Pause) Walgreens? This is 
White Castle. (Pause) Oh, oh okay, okay. 

22. At approximately 2:42 p.m., CS5 met with WATTS in the parking lot of a 

Walgreens store near the intersection of 22' Street and Canal Street, Chicago, Illinois. 

Based on recordings of the conversation, CS5 told WATTS "about time. ...Man I thought you 

was going to (UI)." WATTS responded "No, never doubt brother, (UI). Who always takes 

care of you?" CS5 replied "You do, WATTS." WATTS then said "There's five large 

brother," and, according to CS5, handed CS5 some money. 

23. At approximately 2:54 p.m., CS5 provided agents with $400 which, according 

to CS5, CS5 received from WATTS. CS5's person was searched at that time and he was not 

in possession of any additional paper currency. During a debrief of CS5, CS5 stated that 

WATTS met him/her in the Walgreens parking lot and provided him with the money, which 

CS5 did not count and simply placed into a pocket.' 

24. According to pen register records, Target Phone 2 and Target Phone 1 were in 

contact on two other occasions on November 21, 2011. At approximately 2:58 p.m., Target 

I° FBI agents confirmed that the serial numbers on the money received from CS5 matched 
the serial numbers on the money that FBI agents placed in the black bag seized by MOHAMMED. 
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Phone 2 placed a phone call to Target Phone 1, which lasted for 1 minute and 54 seconds. 

At approximately 3:14 p.m., Target Phone 2 received an incoming telephone call from Target 

Phone 1, and this call had a duration of 1 minute and 7 seconds. 

CONCLUSION 

25. Based on the facts set forth above, there is probable cause to believe that 

defendants Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED stole, purloined, and knowingly 

convert to their own use money belonging to the United States, namely, approximately 

$5,200 in funds belonging to the United States, which funds defendants were not entitled to 

receive, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 641 and 2. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

CRAIU HENDERSON 
Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me on February 6, 2012. 

Maria Valdez 
United States Magistrate Judg 
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FILED w 

MAY 242012 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

v. 

RONALD WATTS and 
KALLATT MOHAMMED 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

COUNT ONE 

THOMAS G. BRUTON 
CLERK, U.S. DISTRICT COURT 

No. 12 CR 87 

Violation: Title 18, United States 
Code, Section 641 

INFORMATION JUDGE COLEMAN 

MAGISTRATJUDGEVALDEZ 
The UNITED STATES ATTORNEY charges: 

On or about November 21, 2011, at Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, 

Eastern Division, 

RONALD WATTS and 
KALLATT MOHAMMED, 

defendants herein, stole, purloined, and knowingly converted to their own use money 

belonging to the United States, namely, approximately $5,200 in funds belonging to the 

United States, which funds defendants were not entitled to receive; 

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 641 and 2. 
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• 

FORFEITURE ALLEGATION 

The UNITED STATES ATTORNEY further alleges: 

1. The allegations contained in Count One of this indictment are re-alleged and 

incorporated herein by reference for the purpose of alleging forfeiture pursuant to Title 18, 

United States Code, Section 981(a)(1)(C), and Title 28, United States Code, Section 2461(c). 

2. As a result of defendants' violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 

641, as alleged in Count One of this indictment, 

RONALD WATTS and 
KALLATT MOHAMMED, 

defendants herein, shall forfeit to the United States, pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, 

Section 981(a)(1)(C), and Title 28, United States Code, Section 2461(c), any and all right, 

title, and interest she may have in any property, real and personal, constituting, and derived 

from, proceeds traceable to the charged offense. 

3. The interests of the defendant subject to forfeiture pursuant to Title 18, United 

States Code, Section 981(a)(1)(C), and Title 28, United States Code, Section 2461(c), include 

but are not limited to unrecovered proceeds of the crime in the amount of approximately 

$5,200. 

4. If any of the property subject to forfeiture and described above, as a result of 

any act or omission of the defendant: 

(a) Cannot be located upon the exercise of due diligence; 

(b) Has been transferred or sold to, or deposited with, 

2 
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a third party; 

(c) Has been placed beyond the jurisdiction of the Court; 

(d) Has been substantially diminished in value; or 

(e) Has been commingled with other property which cannot 

be divided without difficulty, 

the United States of America shall be entitled to forfeiture of substitute property under the 

provisions of Title 21, United States Code, Section 853(p), as incorporated by Title 28, 

United States Code, Section 2461(c). 

All pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Section 981(a)(1)(C), and Title 28, 

United States Code, Section 2461(c). 

tate:Pe. pr, ‘441 )=Q_A_ 
UNITED STXTES AT 

101 i.,70arreilc... 
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AO 91 (REV.5/85) Criminal Complaint AUSA Benjamin F. Langner (312) 353-2817 
AUSA Margaret J. Schneider (312)353-1875 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

5e 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA Co tett-lei) a /13/ 1.2. 

CRIMINAL COMPLAINT" r 
V. 1- 4_ f lob Et  IDCASE NUMBER: 

RONALD WATTS and Ja(IC 07 FEB 0 6 2012
KALLATT MOHAMMED UNDER SEAL 

macisrimn. 
UMW sitIGE AMRIA 

I, the undersigned complainant, being duly sworn on oath, state that the following is truellart/Prgallithe 

best of my knowledge and belief: On or about November 21, 2011, at Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, 

Eastern Division, RONALD WATTS and KALLATT MOHAMMED defendants herein: 

stole, purloined, and knowingly converted to their own use money belonging to the United States, 
namely, approximately $5,200 in funds belonging to the United States, which funds defendants were 
not entitled to receive; 

in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 641 and 2. I further state that I am a Special Agent with the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, and that this complaint is based on the facts contained in the Affidavit which is 

attached hereto and incorporated herein. 

Signature of Complainant 
CRAN HENDERSON 
Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence, 

February 6, 2012  at Chicago, Illinois 

Date City and State 
( 

Maria Valdez, U.S. Magistrate Judge 
Name & Title of Judicial Officer Signature of Judicial Officer 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SS 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

AFFIDAVIT 

I, CRAIG HENDERSON, being duly sworn, state as follows: 

1. I am a Special Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI") and 

have been so employed since approximately 1994. I am currently assigned to The FBI's City 

Public Corruption Squad, and my responsibilities include the investigation of public 

corruption offenses. 

2. This affidavit is submitted in support of a criminal complaint alleging that 

Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED have violated Title 18, United States Code, 

Sections 641 and 2. Because this affidavit is being submitted for the limited purpose of 

establishing probable cause in support of a criminal complaint charging WATTS and 

MOHAM1v1ED with theft of government funds, I have not included each and every fact 

known to me concerning this investigation. I have set forth only the facts that I believe are 

necessary to establish probable cause to believe that the defendants committed the offense 

alleged in the complaint. 

3. The information in this Affidavit is based on interviews of witnesses, my own 

observations and actions, information received from other law enforcement agents, my 

experience and training, and the experience of other agents. 

1 
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PROBABLE CAUSE 

4. As set forth below, the evidence collected during this investigation revealed 

that Chicago Police Officers Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED stole money that 

they believed to be drug proceeds from an individual who they believed to be associated with 

narcotics traffickers. Specifically, on November 21, 2011, after being notified by a 

Cooperating Witness ("CS5")'—who unbeknownst to WATTS and MOHAMMED was 

working with the FBI—that s/he (CS5) was tasked by narcotics traffickers with transporting 

drug proceeds from one location to another, WATTS and MOHAMMED took the money 

from CS5 and then, later, paid CS5 a portion of the money in exchange for allowing them to 

steal the drug proceeds. The money stolen from CS5 was government funds that had been 

given to CS5 by the FBI. 

I. November 21, 2011 Theft 

5. According to CS5, in approximately early September 2011, CS5 spoke with 

WATTS in an unrecorded conversation. According to CS5, WATTS wanted to know if 

anything was going on. WATTS told CS5 that if CS5 found out something was going to 

CS5 is homeless and lives on the streets of Chicago. The information that CS5 provided 
to law enforcement regarding his/her telephonic and in person conversations with WATTS has been 
corroborated through surveillance, recorded conversations, and telephone subscriber records. CS5 
participated in multiple FBI covert operations in which WATTS and MOHAMMED have stolen 
alleged drug proceeds from CS5. According to CS5's CPD criminal history, CS5 has been arrested 
99 times and has a total of 16 convictions, including convictions for theft, armed robbery and 
multiple drug-related offenses. CS5 is working with the FBI in exchange for monetary payments. 
To date, CS5 has been paid approximately $3,250.00 in relation to this investigation. According to 
CS5, CS5 has known WATTS for several years and has been stopped by WATTS on multiple 
occasions and has had conversations with WATTS about CS5's role as a drug courier. 

2 
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happen, CS5 should call him or go to the station and ask for WATTS or MOHAMMED. 

Based on CS5's prior dealings with WATTS, including a prior instance where WATTS and 

CS5 engaged in a transaction similar to the one discussed herein, CS5 interpreted this to 

mean that WATTS wanted to know when CS5 would be transporting money for drug dealers 

so that WATTS could steal the money from CS5 in exchange for a payment to CS5. 

6. On November 18, 2011, at approximately 1:25 p.m., CS5 placed a recorded 

telephone call to WATTS at phone number (773) 848-4761, which is subscribed to in the 

name of RONALD WATTS ("Target Phone 2").2 During the ensuing conversation, after 

CS5 confirmed that s/he was speaking to "Sergeant Watts," CS5 told WATTS, "I got one 

going on."3 WATTS responded, "When?" CS5 said that it was going to happen no later than 

"Monday" [November 21, 2011]. WATTS then said, "Make sure you call me." 

2 At various points in the Affidavit, I will offer my interpretations of certain recorded 
conversations. My interpretations of these conversations are based on my knowledge of the 
investigation to date, the contents and context of the conversations, prior and subsequent 
conversations, the results of physical surveillance, conversations with other officers and agents and 
my training and experience. Some of these summaries do not include references to all the topics 
covered during the course of the conversations. In addition, the summaries do not necessarily 
include references to all statements made by the speakers on the topics that are mentioned. For these 
recorded conversations, I have relied on draft - not final - transcriptions of the conversations, as well 
as my own review of the recordings. 

3 The identification of WATTS's voice is based on the following: (a) CS5 identified the 
individual to whom s/he spoke as WATTS; (b) during a recorded phone call, the CS5 asks if s/he 
is speaking to "Watts" and WATTS confirms his identity; (c) FBI Agents who listened to the 
recording of that phone call confirmed that the same voice is speaking wherever a statement herein 
is attributed to WATTS; and (d) the phone is subscribed in WATTS's name. 
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7. On November 21, 2011, at approximately 12:45 p.m., CS5 placed a recorded 

phone call to WATTS at Target Phone 2. During the call, CS5 told WATTS, "It's gonna 

go on. I got to meet them at McDonald's on twenty-sixth." WATTS confirmed that CS5 

was talking about the McDonald's near the intersection of 26th Street and Martin Luther King 

Drive in Chicago. CS5 told WATTS that s/he was going to pick up a bag from one car and 

walk it to another car on 29th Street. CS5 said that s/he was supposed to be at McDonald's 

in one hour. WATTS then told CS5 that he was also going to be there in his car. 

8. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 12:49 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called telephone number (708) 527-7823, which is subscribed to in the 

name of KALLATT MOHAMMED ("Target Phone 1"). The call lasted 2 minutes and 12 

seconds. Based on the timing of this phone call in relation to the calls between CS5 and 

WATTS, I believe that WATTS was calling MOHAMMED to coordinate MOHAMMED's 

participation in stealing the drug money allegedly being delivered by CS5. 

9. At approximately 12:55 p.m., CS5 placed another recorded phone call to 

WATTS at Target Phone 2 and during the ensuing conversation, WATTS asked CS5 if s/he 

was "headed up that way now?" CS5 responded, "In a few minutes." WATTS then told 

CS5, "I'll be in the area." 

4 

Case: 1:12-cr-00087 Document #: 1 Filed: 02/06/12 Page 5 of 11 PageID #:5

PL JOINT 001313 BAKER GLENN 001313



10. At about 1:13 p.m., CS5 was dropped off by law enforcement agents near the 

intersection of 26th Street and Martin Luther King Drive, Chicago, Illinois.4

11. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1:15 

p.m., Target Phone 2 received an incoming call from Target Phone 1. The duration of this 

call was 1 minute and 2 seconds. 

12. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1:32 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1, and the duration of the call was 9 seconds. A 

few seconds later, Target Phone 1 called Target Phone 2, and this call lasted approximately 

1 minute and 5 seconds. Shortly thereafter, a third call was made by Target Phone 2 to 

Target Phone 1, which lasted 52 seconds. 

13. At approximately 1:44 p.m., a law enforcement officer working with the FBI 

and acting in an undercover capacity, approached CS5 in a vehicle at the McDonald's 

restaurant located in the vicinity of 26th Street and Martin Luther King Drive in Chicago, and 

handed CS5 a black bag containing approximately $5,200. The bag also contained a court-

authorized tracking device. CS5 then walked south along Martin Luther King Drive, turned 

east on 29th Street, and then turned north on South Vernon Street. 

14. Based on pen register records for Target Phone 2, WATTS made two attempts 

to contact CS5 between 1:47 p.m. and 1:56 p.m., but CS5 did not answer these phone calls 

Prior to being dropped off, CS5 was searched by the FBI for the presence of excess paper 
currency and none was found. CS5 was provided two recording devices, which were turned on by 
an FBI Agent. 
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because during this time CS5 was "transporting the drug proceeds" and was instructed by 

FBI Agents not to answer the telephone. 

15. At approximately 1:56 p.m.,5 based on surveillance video captured by a camera 

operated by an FBI agent near the car to which CS5 was supposed to deliver the "drug 

proceeds," MOHAMMED approached CS5 near 2795 South Vernon in a black four door 

Hyundai Azera bearing Illinois license plate 918 1182,6 and took the bag containing $5,200 

from CS5. Based on recordings of the conversation between MOHAMMED and CS5, the 

following is a partial transcript:7

MOHAMMED: Where it at, where it at? In the bag? 

CS5: Grab the bag. 

MOHAMMED: Fuck it, I'm gone. 

CS5: Sir. 

MOHAMMED: Get the fuck out of here. 

'Based on a review of pen register information and the results of the recording devices, I 
believe that the time stamp on the recording device, which indicated that the seizure occurred at 2:01 
p.m., was running approximately 5 minutes behind the actual time. Similar time adjustments have 
been made to all events described herein where I am relying on the recording device for an 
approximation of the time. 

A search of the Illinois Secretary of State database shows Illinois license plate 918 1182 is 
registered to KALLATT MOHAMMED, [Redacted], Chicago, Illinois. 

The identification of MOHAMMED's voice is based on: (a) CS5's identification of the 
speaker as MOHAMMED; (b) the fact that MOHAMMED is clearly visible on the video recording 
of this conversation; and (c) CPD IAD Officers who have listened to the recording confirmed that 
MOHAMMED is speaking wherever a statement herein is attributed to MOHAMMED. 
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CS5: Sir, can I get some money, sir. Hey, hey, 
I thought you was going to give me some 
money. 

MOHAMMED: Get the fuck out of here. 

CS5: Uh uh, c'mon. I don't get no money? 

MOHAMMED: No, you don't get shit. But meet...meet 
me over off King Drive. 

CS5: What? 

MOHAMMED: Meet me on King Drive. 

CS5: Okay. 

MOHAMMED • 30th. 

C S 5: 30'h, okay. 

16. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 1:57 

p.m., Target Phone 1 called Target Phone 2, and the duration of the call was 7 minutes and 

23 seconds. 

17. At approximately 2:04 p.m., CS5 placed a phone call to WATTS at Target 

Phone 2. The conversation was not recorded. However, CS5's portion of the conversation 

was recorded by the two recording devices that FBI agents placed on CS5. During the 

ensuing conversation, CS5 said the following: 

Hey WATTS, he told me to meet, he told me to meet him on, on 
30th. He ain't gave me no, no money yet man. (Pause) Oh, 
okay. I mean, man, c'mon on now, I did everything right man. 
(Pause) Huh. (Pause) Okay, man. (Pause) on State? (Pause) 
Okay. By, by the El. How about White Castle or something? 
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(Pause) Yeah (Pause). Man, c' mon be there now Watts, alright? 
But I'm going around, I'm going around the other way, cause, 
I... (Pause) I didn't see the, I didn't see the car that I was 
supposed to went to anyway, so, okay. So, I'm, but I mean I got 
to move from the El. (Pause) So, I got me somebody snatching 
me in the car or something. (Pause) I'm on my way right now. 
C'mon on don't do me now. (Pause) Okay, my man. I'm, I'm 
on my way, I'm on my way, I'm on my way. 

18. According to pen register records for Target Phone 2, at approximately 2:06 

p.m., Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1. This call had a duration of 1 minute and 17 

seconds. 

19. At about 2:08 p.m., law enforcement agents conducting surveillance observed 

WATTS and MOHAMMED meeting together in the area of 5700 and 5800 South Princeton 

Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. WATTS was observed driving a Cadillac bearing Illinois license 

plate G92 3987.8 Based on the court-authorized tracking device, agents were able to recover 

the bag that MOHAMMED had seized from CS5 from an alley behind 5924 South LaSalle 

Street, Chicago, Illinois, which is approximately a half mile from the location where agents 

observed WATTS and MOHAMMED meeting, about twenty minutes after the meeting.9

20. Shortly after the surveilled meeting between WATTS and MOHAMMED, 

according to pen register records for Target Phone 2, Target Phone 2 called Target Phone 1. 

This call had a duration of 6 minutes and 9 seconds. 

8 A check of the Illinois Secretary of State database revealed that Illinois license plate G92 
3987 is registered to RONALD WATTS, [Redacted], Chicago, Illinois, 

9 Surveillance agents later observed MOHAMMED returning to his residence, located at 
[Redacted], Chicago, Illinois, at approximately 2:42 p.m. 
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21. At approximately 2:29 p.m., CS5 again placed a phone call to WATTS at 

Target Phone 2 and only CS5's side of the conversation was captured by the recording 

devices. During this conversation, CS5 said the following: 

Hey, I'm right across the street from White Castle. What you in, 
what you in? (Pause) What, what? (Pause) You what? (Pause) 
Like, walk over there, like what? (Pause) Walgreens? This is 
White Castle. (Pause) Oh, oh okay, okay. 

22. At approximately 2:42 p.m., CS5 met with WATTS in the parking lot of a 

Walgreens store near the intersection of 22' Street and Canal Street, Chicago, Illinois. 

Based on recordings of the conversation, CS5 told WATTS "about time. ...Man I thought you 

was going to (UI)." WATTS responded "No, never doubt brother, (UI). Who always takes 

care of you?" CS5 replied "You do, WATTS." WATTS then said "There's five large 

brother," and, according to CS5, handed CS5 some money. 

23. At approximately 2:54 p.m., CS5 provided agents with $400 which, according 

to CS5, CS5 received from WATTS. CS5's person was searched at that time and he was not 

in possession of any additional paper currency. During a debrief of CS5, CS5 stated that 

WATTS met him/her in the Walgreens parking lot and provided him with the money, which 

CS5 did not count and simply placed into a pocket.' 

24. According to pen register records, Target Phone 2 and Target Phone 1 were in 

contact on two other occasions on November 21, 2011. At approximately 2:58 p.m., Target 

I° FBI agents confirmed that the serial numbers on the money received from CS5 matched 
the serial numbers on the money that FBI agents placed in the black bag seized by MOHAMMED. 
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Phone 2 placed a phone call to Target Phone 1, which lasted for 1 minute and 54 seconds. 

At approximately 3:14 p.m., Target Phone 2 received an incoming telephone call from Target 

Phone 1, and this call had a duration of 1 minute and 7 seconds. 

CONCLUSION 

25. Based on the facts set forth above, there is probable cause to believe that 

defendants Ronald WATTS and Kallatt MOHAMMED stole, purloined, and knowingly 

convert to their own use money belonging to the United States, namely, approximately 

$5,200 in funds belonging to the United States, which funds defendants were not entitled to 

receive, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 641 and 2. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

CRAIU HENDERSON 
Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me on February 6, 2012. 

Maria Valdez 
United States Magistrate Judg 
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(ay. 05-01-2008) 
• 

Approved By: Grant Robert D 

Byers Keith 
Byers Angela 

UNCLASSIFIED 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 12/09/2011 

To: Chicago Attn: Draft Unit 

From: Chicago 
Squad WC-2 
Contact: SA Raymond B. Hart, Ext. 8532 

(1kAcAlS• 12t1.312t1

Drafted By: Hart Raymond B:rbh 

Case ID #: 194D-CG-122761 1 1 (Pending) 
194D-CG-122761-CE ,iPending) 

Title: OPERATION BRASS TAX 

Synopsis: To request SAC authority to use $10,100.00 in case 
funds for use in an anticipated extortion/theft of funds by 
subjects of captioned investigation. 

Details: The above captioned case involves an investigation into 
allegations of corruption within the Chicago Police Department 
(CPD) 2nd District by CPD Sergeant Watts, Officer Kallatt 
Mohammed and others yet unknown. Watts and Mohammed are accused 
of engaging in the systematic extortion and theft of money from 
drug dealers in the City of Chicago. Watts is the supervisory 
sergeant of a 2nd District tactical team. 

(B) 

UNCLASSIFIED 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 91-faccrode4(01_0\ SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000964



UNCLASSIFIED 

To: Chicago From: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 12/09/2011 

UNCLASSIFIED 

2 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBN300965 . . SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000965



• 
UNCLASSIFIED 

To: Chicago From: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 12/09/2011 

REQUEST 

It is requested that $10,100.00 be authorized for use 
in the extortion/theft scenario. 

AUSA SCENARIO 

AUSA Brandon Fox and AUSA Maggie Schneider have 
concurred with this scenario. AUSA Fox and AUSA Schneider have 
advised that upon the successful operation of this new scenario 
that the subject(s)s involved in the extortion/theft will be 
prosecutable under the Hobbs Act if the subjects use force, the 
threat of force and/or under the color of official right. 

• • 

UNCLASSIFIED 

3 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FB1000968 SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000966



(Re* 5-01-2008) 

UNCLASSIFIED 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE 

To: Chicago 

Date: 12/19/2011 

Attn: (H) 
SA Leonardo P. Durkacz 

From: Chicago 
Squad WC-2 
Contact: SA Craig Henderson, 312-829-8541 

Approved By: Byers Keith A IAA," 

Drafted By: Hart Raymond Br 

Case ID #: 194D-CG-122761-11A-Pending) 

Title: OPERATION BRASS TAX 

Synopsis: To request the assistance of a 
(H) 

Details: It is requested that 
for use in the captioned investigation. 

Captioned investigation involves corrupt Chicago police 
Department (CPD) police officers stealing money and drugs from 
drug dealers in and around the former Ida B. Wells public housing 
complex. Based on information from a Confidential Human Source 
(CHS), as well as investigation to date, it has been determined 
that CPD Sergeant RONALD WATTS, CPD Officer KALLATT MOHAMMED and 
other members of the CPD 2nd District tactical team have 
participated in the theft of money from drug dealers. 

(H) 

(B) 

UNCLASSIFIED 

(H) 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 

6-TrA01 e texid I°140-cFci-764a-N-t? 
SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000984



UNCLASSIFIED 

To: Chicago From: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 12/19/2011 

(B) 

It is anticipated that this scenario will occur the 
week of January 5, 2012. 

UNCLASSIFIED 

2 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBID00985 SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FBI000985



• 

RD-888 (Rel. 06-09-2010) 

LAW ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS ORDER 

CASE ID NUMBER 194D-CG-122761 — / 58 
FIELD DIVISION/SQUAD Chicago Division/Squad WC-2 

Date Prepared 01/12/2012 Planned Operation Date 01/18/2012 

CASE TITLE OPERATION BRASS TAX 

I... I 

CASE AGENT/OFFICE SA Craig Hendersot Telephone Number 
(S) 

ALTERNATE CASE AGENT/OFFICE SA Raymond (Brian) B. Hart Telephone Number 

SITUATION/MISSION 

Type of Operation 

Arrest 
Search 

Activity Location 

2100-2200 S. Prairie Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 

Q Surveillance 

❑ Seizure 

i Other 

Warrant Information 

Warrant Verified 

Overall Mission Concept (Brief statement of who, what, why, when, and where) 

This will be a covert operation in which an UCE, with money provided by the FBI, will be detained by CPD officers Ronald Watts, 
Kallatt Mohammed, and others yet unknown, and it is anticipated that the CHS's money will be stolen by the officers. 

CAUTION STATEMENT 
As subjects are CPD officers, assume they are armed and dangerous. 

U) LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE:The Information marked (U//LES) in this document is the property of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and may be distributed within the Federal Government (and its contractors), U.S. intelligence, law enforcement, public safety or protection officials 
and individuals with a need to know. Distribution beyond these entitieswithout Federal Bureau of Investigation authorization is prohibited. Precautions 
should be taken to ensure this information is stored and/or destroyed in a manner that precludes unauthorized access. Information bearing the LES 
caveat may not be used in legal proceedings without first receiving authorization from the originating agency. [Recipients are prohibited from 
subsequently posting the information marked LES on a website on an unclassified network] 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 

;if , Xtti r 
SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 
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SITUATION/MISSION CONTINUED 

SUBJECT INFORMATION 

Name: RONALD WATTS Race: Black Sex: Male DOB: (S) 

Aliases: Height: Weight: 

Eyes: Hair: 

Fingerprint Code: SSAN: FBI#: 

Identifying Marks and Tattoos: 

Address: 8019 S. Sangamon, Chicago, Illinois 

Vehicle Info: 2000 Lexus Four Door (5367355); 2008 Toyota (Prius) Four Door (H999703): Cadillac, grey in color (G923987) 

Criminal History:
. . 

REASON FOR CAUTION STATEMENT (subject specific) 

Watts is a Chicago Police Department (CPD) police Sergeant and is considered armed and dangerous. 

Identify other legal process outstanding to include issuing official, district and date issued, and warrant location. 

None 

Other Information Regarding Subject (Can include items such as possible 
provided by informants and other law enforcement agencies.) Provide 

KALLATT MOHAMMED, address: 9623 S. Union, Chicago, Illinois, 
Hyundai Azera (9181182) 

locations of subject, identification of associates, and information 
Photo If Available. 

MB DOB: , CPD police officer. Vehicle is back 

M/B, DOB nfiga, CPD police officer ALVIN JONES, address: (S) , 

Photographs of Watts, Mohammed and Jones are attached. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 
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SITUATION/MISSION CONTINUED 

INTELLIGENCE - Additional pertinent information can be added as an attachment 

D Site Survey Results  

O Danger Areas  

O Aggressive Animals 

0 Surveillance Systems  MST-A will be on site as well as surveillance groups from Squad WC-2 and CPD-IAD 

O Cover and Concealment  

O Presence of Children/Minors 

❑ Other 

LAW ENFORCEMENT PARTICIPANTS IN THE OPERATION 

Identify personnel directly involved in the operation, as well as their assignment (entry/perimeter) for the operation 

NAME AGENCY ASSIGNMENT SIGNAL# I CELLULAR # 
(S) 

SA Craig Henderson FBI Team Leader 
(H), 

SA Raymond B. Hart FBI Assistant Team Leader 

TFO Sgt.Allen J. Boehmer CPD-IAD Surveillance 

SA Brian J. Etchell FBI Surveillance 

SA Brendan J. O'Leary FBI Surveillance/1 (H) 1 

SA Stephen J. O'Reilly FBI Surveillance . 

SA Ginger Miller FBI Surveillance 

SA Philip Andrew FBI Surveillance/ (H) 

SA Lorenzo Benedict FBI Surveillance/McCormick Place 

SA Sean MacManus FBI Surveillance/CHS 

SA Bradley J.Smith FBI Surveillance/McCormick Place 

SA Don Anderson III FBI Surveillance 

SA Julie Anderson FBI (H) monitor 

SA Wes Riesmeyer FBI Surveillance/CHS 

MST-A TL FBI Surveillance 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL 

Identify personnel who are not directly involved in the operation, but may support the overall mission (e.g., mass interviews, 
evidence technicians, photo specialists, intelligence analysts, Command Post personnel, traffic control etc.) 

NAME AGENCY ASSIGNMENT SIGNAL# CELLULAR # 
(S) TFO Sgt. Thomas Chester CPD-IAD Surveillance 

Sgt. Thomas Finnelly CPD-IAD Surveillance 

Sgt. Mike Barz CPD-IAD Surveillance. (H) 

P.O. Dion Boyd CPD-IAD Surveillance 

P.O. Terrence Johnson CPD-IAD Surveillance 

P.O. Mike Carroll CPD-IAD Surveillance/McCormick Place 

P.O. Shannon Spalding . CPD 
(H) 

P.O. Dan Echvarria CPD 

EXECUTION 

OVERALL PRIMARY PLAN SUMMARY 
Captioned investigation involves subjects CPD police officers Ronald Watts, Kallatt Mohammed and others stealing drugs and drug 
proceeds from drug dealers and drug couriers. Through investigation and information from at least one Confidential Human Source 
(CHS), it was learned that Watts, Mohammed, and possibly other members of their unit have been stealing drugs and proceeds used 
for drug deals from drug dealers and couriers in and around the former Ida B. Wells public housing project. (H) 

(B), (H) 

On 1/18/2012, a second investigative operation will be conducted. See attached pages for details. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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• • 
SPECIFIC DUTIES 

(Concise, detailed statements directing how each unit, squad, team, or individual accomplishes their duties.) 

SAs Henderson and Hart and TFO Boehmer will be in vehicle together monitoring radio traffic and court authorized tracking device. 

Participating in the investigative operation will be MST-A, Agents from Squad WC-2 and personnel from CPD IAD. MST-A will 
maintain the inner perimeter and do the take away on WATTS/MOHAMMED vehicles. There will also be coverage (H) 
which will assist in covering the take away. 

Specific Roles: 

MST-A TL - delegate where surveillance team will set up. (H) 

SAs Henderson Hart and TFO Sgt. Boehmer - command and control vehicle - monitor tracking device and coordinate movements of 
various surveillance teams. 

(B), (H) 

SA Smith and CPD-IAD police Officer Mike Carroll - will maintain surveillance from McCormick Place. 

SA Lorenzo Benedict - will maintain surveillance via McCormick Place cameras in concert with 

SAs Etchell, O'Reilly, Miller, Andrew and D. Anderson - surveillance team. 

(B), (H) 

EFO 

(H) 'RIM Will maintain and supplement 
outer surveillance perimeter. Assist as needed. 

CPD police officer Shannon Spalding and Dan Echevarria - will maintain presence in and around District police station at 51st and 
Wentworth in event that a UCE is arrested. 

All Agents and officers should be cognizant that the targets will likely conduct counter surveillance during the money rip. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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EXECUTION CONTINUED 

COORDINATING INSTRUCTIONS 
(Include here instructions common to all. Examples include times and dates for specific phases of the operation, coordination intra-

office or with other agencies, warrant verification, danger areas, rehearsals, debriefings, etc.) 

10:00a.m. on 1118/2012, Agents and Officers will meet for a pre-operation briefing in the command post at the FBI building. 
Undercover officer and agents will also be present so surveillance teams can identify them. A photo of the CHS will be shown to 
the surveillance teams. 

2:00p.m. on 1/18/2012, (B), (H) 
(B), (H) . Surveilling teams will be in place at this time. 

3:00p.m. on 1/18/2012, CHS and UCE-2 will be dropped off in the vicinity of 20th and Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. 

3:30p.m. on 1/18/2012, 
(B), (H) 

(B), (H) , located at (B), (H) 

POLICY STATEMENT USE OF DEADLY FORCE (7/1/2004)1

GENERAL PRINCIPLES 
4 

I. Law enforcement officers and correctional officers of the Department of Justice may use deadly force only when necessary, that 
is, when the officer has a reasonable belief that the subject of such force poses an imminent danger of death or serious physical 
injury to the officer or to another person. 

A. Deadly force may not be used solely to prevent the escape of a fleeing suspect. 

B. Firearms may not be fired solely to disable moving vehicles. 

C. If feasible and if to do so would not increase the danger to the officer or others, a verbal warning to submit to the authority of 
the officer shall be given prior to the use of deadly force. 

D. Warning shots are not permitted outside of the prison context. 

E. Officers will be trained in alternative methods and tactics for handling resisting subjects which must be used when the use of 
deadly force is not authorized by this policy. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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EXECUTION CONTINUED 

CUSTODIAL SITUATIONS 

II. Unless force other than deadly force appears to be sufficient, deadly force may be used to prevent the escape of a prisoner 
committed to the custody of the Attorney General or the Bureau of Prisons. 

A. if the prisoner is effecting his or her escape in a manner that poses an imminent danger to the safety of the officer or another 
person; or 

B. if the prisoner is escaping from a secure facility or is escaping while in transit to or from a secure facility. 

III. If the subject is in a non-secure facility deadly force may be used only when the subject poses an imminent danger of death or 
serious physical injury to the officer or another person. 

IV. If the subject is in transit to or from a non-secure facility and is not accompanied by a person who is in transit to or from a 
secure facility, deadly force may be used only when the subject poses an imminent danger of death or serious physical injury to 
the officer or to another. 

V. After an escape from a facility or vehicle and its immediate environs has been effected, officers attempting to apprehend the 
escaped prisoner may use deadly force only when the escaped prisoner poses an imminent danger of death or serious physical 
injury to the officer or another person. 

VI. Deadly force may be used to maintain or restore control of a prison or correctional facility when the officer reasonably believes 
that the intend Subject of the deadly force is participating in a disturbance in a manner that threatens the safety of the officer or 
another person. 

VII. In the prison context, warning shots may be fired within or in the immediate environs of a secure facility if there is no apparent 
danger to innocent persons: (A) If reasonably necessary to deter or prevent the subject from escaping from a secure facility or 
(B) if reasonably necessary to deter or prevent the subject's use of deadly force or force likely to cause serious physical injury. 

APPLICATION OF THE POLICY 

VIII. This Policy is not intended to, and des not, create any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in 
equity, against the United States, its departments, agencies, or other entities, its officers or employees, or any other person. 

El Non DOJ Deadly Force Policy Addressed 1/18/2012

'Part II of the Deadly Force Policy is applicable only in cases of prison unrest which would principally 
involve HRT and/or SWAT. If a prison unrest situation arises, agents should contact the CDC or OGC for further 
legal guidance. 

This Document has been prepared by the-Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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EXECUTION CONTINUED 

CONTINGENCIES 
See attached page. 

ADMINISTRATION AND EQUIPMENT 

WEAPONS AND AMMUNITION 

All Agents and officers should have their Department issued equipment and weapons available as subjects of the investigation 

are considered armed and dangerous. 

CLOTHING AND EQUIPMENT 
(Includes protective gear, identifying clothing, and special equipment, e.g., ballistic shield, body armor, pepper spray, flex cuffs, etc.) 

All Agents and Officers should have their vests availablein the event that Agents and Officers may have to intercede during the 

covert operation. As this is a covert operation, no Agent or Officer should identify themselves or their office unless it is 

necessary. (H) 

(H) 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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ADMINISTRATION AND EQUIPMENT CONTINUED 

HANDLING OF INJURED 
(Be specific. Include EMS telephone numbers, local radio channels, and addresses of medical facilities and/or EMS) 

0 On Site Medical Support Available: 

(This should include on-site medical support personnel name(s), location and contact information/call signs.) 

0 Nearest Hospital/Trauma Center: 

Name of Hospital: Cook County/John Stroger Hospital 

Address and Key Map Designation: 1900 W. Polk Street, Chicago, Illinois 

Telephone Number: 911 

Life Flight Information: 

0 Additional Emergency Medical Information: 

HANDLING OF PRISONERS 
Subject #1 
Name: N/A  Age:   Sex:  

Subject To Be Transported Directly To Incarceration : D Yes 0 No 

Transported By:  

Subject Will Be Transported To FBI Office For Processing: 0 Yes El No 

Transported By:  
Processing Handled By:  

Fingerprinted D Yes El No Handled By:  

Photographed 0 Yes El No Handled By:  

DNA Swab 0 Yes 0 No Handled By:  

Interviewed 0 Yes 0 No Handled By:  

Subject Has Medical Needs? 0 Yes 0 None Known If yes please describe: 

Please Provide Details For All Additional Subjects. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS 

Command Post (if utilized) 

Supervisor in Charge: SSA Keith Byers • Location: McCormick Place 

Phone #: (S) Radio Channel: (H) Call Sign: (H)

On-Scene Command 

Agent in Charge: SA Craig Henderson Location: On Scene 

Phone #: (S) Radio Channel: (H) Call Sign: (H)

❑ If applicable, state & local police notified 

RADIO COMMUNICATIONS include channels, frequencies, secure or clear mode) 

Secure/Clear AGENCY/OWNER ( i.e., FBI, 
Vir inia State Police, etc 

PRIMARY PURPOSE/USE (i.e., Sniper Channel, 
Administrative/Support Channel, etc.) 

Secure FBI Chicago Surveillance 

CPD-IAD Comm with TFO Sgt. Boehmer 

SOG 

CAUTION STATEMENT (Repeat of General Case related Caution Statement) 
All subjects should be considered armed and dangerous as they are police officers. 

Its believed that subjects will also be conducting counter surveillance during the money theft. 

Reviewed By: 

Approved By: 

SSA KA. I, 4,t s w

GS-14 Supervisory Special Agent 

/ 17 n Scene Comman 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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OPERATIONAL SCENARIO 

On 1/18/2012, Squad WC-2 will conduct another investigative 
operation involving (B), (H) Undercover Employee-1 (H) UCE-1), 

(1-1) targeting CPD officers WATTS, MOHAMMED, 
JONES and others yet unknown for violations of Title 18, U.S.C. 
641 and 1951. It is anticipated that prior to 1/18/2012, CHS 
will (B), (H) 

(B),(H) 

Approximately one to two days prior to 1/18/2012, CHS will 
(B),(H) 

On 1/18/2012, at approximately 2“:10p.m. CHS will 

At approximately 3:30p.m., CHS and 
the (B),(H) parking lot located at 13),(1-) 

Chicago, Illinois and wait on the south side of the building for 
CPD UCE-1 to drive by 

will proceed to 

UCE-1, will leave the MIELIM parking 
lot going south bound on Michigan Avenue, and entering 1-55 
South. gmH) will then walk with the 

1.1 (B), (H) 
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• • 
opposite side of the street. im0,4111 will walk northbound on 
Michigan Avenue on the west side of the street, crossing Cermak 
Road, and proceeding east bound on the north side of Cermak Road. 

(H 
will then go northbound on Prairie Street, where (H) 

will walk approximately one to one and a half blocks to a 
(H) . During this time, it is anticipated 

that CHS will 
P4 -1) It is also anticipated 

that WATTS or a member of his tactical team will 

In the event that by WATTS, MOHAMMED 
or other members of the tactical team by this point, (H) 

LIP 

(H) and walk away, going 
southbound on Prairie, to west bound on Cermak and then 
southbound on Michigan, arriving back at the 00,1%1111 where 

(H) will eventually be picked up by Agents. 

(H) 
(H) 

proceeding to 1-55 southbound and leaving the city limits. It 
should be noted that there will also be a video only camera in 
this vehicle in the event that WATTS, MOHAMMED or others yet 
unknown (H) 

CONTINGENCY PLANS 

will proceed to 

In the event Iliro is stopped on the street by WATTS, 
MOHAMMED or other tactical team members, (H) will (H) 

(H) 

In the unlikely event that WATTS, MOHAMMED or other tactical 
team members 

most likely the CPD 2nd 
District. Once (H) ., two CPD officers 
involved in this investigation will maintain a presence at the 
station and ascertain from WATTS, MOHAMMED and other tactical 
team members as to what they are doing, attempting to identify if 

(H) 11= 

At this point, in consultation with Assistant United 
States Attorney's Office, probable cause arrests would be made 
for those involved in the drug money theft scenario and the false 
arrest. 
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In the event that 
Is stopped by 

WATTS, MOHAMMED or other tactical team members 
(H) 

As ( -1)0 UCE-1 was the UCE used for a 
(H) 

that WATTS, MOHAMMED and other tactical team members will not 
pursue, stop or questdon 

1, it is believed 

Surveillance of this investigative operation will involve 
elements of Squad MST-A for surveillance of subjects and their 
vehicles during and after the anticipated theft of money. Squad 
WC-2 Agents and CPD-IAD officers will supplement the surveillance 
of the operation, as well as maintain fixed areas of surveillance 
at McCormick Place Convention Center. On 1/11/2012, SA Henderson 
and Hart, and TFO Sgt. Boehmer liaisoned with (H) 

(H) 

11111111 
nor the security personnel were advised of the 

substance of the investigation or operation, nor the identity of 
the named subjects-of the investigation. 
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fio UNCLASSIFIED • 188 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
PHYSICAL SURVEILLANCE LOG 

File Number: Day/Date: 
194D-CG-122761
Case Title: 

rr?(XX)0( 
Physical Surveillance Of: 

I (WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2012 

WATTS, RONALD MOHAMMAD, 
KHALLAT JONES, ALVIN 

Conducted By:  
(MST-A Red 

Sury Start  Date/Time: 
1/18/2012 10:00 AM 
Sury End Date/Time:

A1L25 1 z .2fi:99 Pm_ 
Squad: 

iWC-2 

TEAM MEMBERS 

Team Leader: 
SKIEVASKI, DEREK (CG) (FBI) 

Team Members: 
WRIGHT, ROBERT G (CG) (FBI) 
RAGUS, GEORGE A (CG) (FBI) 
BENVENUTO, PAUL M (CG) (FBI) 
SAM, KEITH A (CG) (FBI) 
WHEELER, NEIL D (CG) (FBI) 
OSBORNE, FREDERICK E (CG) (FBI) 

Aviation Assistance: 
ELLIS, KEVIN L (CG) (FBI) 
RYCZEK, SCOTT E (CG) (FBI) 
FRIES, JEREMY J (CG) (FBI) 

NARRATIVE/ANALYSIS 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
PHYSICAL SURVEILLANCE LOG 

File Number: 
?194D-CG-12276. f _ 
Case Title: . _ . . 
XXXXX 

Physical Surveillance 

'WATTS, RONALD MOHAMMAD, 
KHALLAT JONES, ALVIN 

Conducted By: 
IMST-A Red 

Day/Date: 

111VEDNESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2012 
Sury Start Date/Time: 

.19400. AM _ 
Sury End Date/Time: 

i1/25/2012 6:00 PM 
Squad: 

WC-2, 

SUMMARY 

F Subject Not Observed 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
PHYSICAL SURVEILLANCE LOG 

File Number: 
194D-CG-122761 
Case Title: 

)0000C 
Physical Surveillance Of: 

'WATTS, RONALD MOHAMMAD, 
KHALLAT JONES, ALVIN 

Conducted By: _ 
1MST-A Red 

Day/Date: _    
.WEDNESDAY, WESDAY, JANURY 18, 2012.

ViVa0ig-t§:00iftm-
Sury End Datf/Time•

Squad: 
WS:4 

OBSERVATIONS 

Time Initials Observation 

1:00 P.M. DS ° Surveillance initiated vicinity (B), (H) 

4:20 P.M. DS Ps UM#1 and UM#2 arrive at the (B), (H) and greet by shaking hands. 

4:35 P.M. I IDS ° I 
-- 

A black Chrysler Sebring arrives at the UM#1 and UM#2 each receive a 
burgundy back pack from the unknown driver. (B), (H) 

4:37 P.M. DS PS UM#1 and UM#2 depart the on foot walking north bound on Michigan Avenue. 

4:48 P.M.._ j DS 73 UM#1 and UM#2 arrive at a gray Dodge Charger parked and unoccupied on Prairie 
Street. The back packs are placed on the rear seat behind the driver's seat. 

______] 

4:49 P.M. F0-5 UM#1 and UM#2 depart the area on foot. 

4:50 P.M. DS Ps> The gray Dodge Charger departs the area. 

4:55 P.M. DS The gray Dodge Charger is last seen west bound on Roosevelt road. 

5:00 P.M. DS, ROW, ..J Surveillance terminated. 
ps....yie, 4a) / 

(9441 Ne4 r m 
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UNCLASSIFIED • 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION PHYSICAL SURVEILLANCE LOG 
File Number: 
•194D-CG2122761 _ _ 
Case 

Physical Su rveillanceofi-
!WATTS, RONALD MOHAMMAD, 
KHALLAT JONES, ALVIN 

Conducted By: 
(MST-A Red 

Day/Date: 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2012 

Sury Start Date/Time: 
!11/1812012 10:00 AM, _    • • Wk. 

Sury End Date/Time: 
1;1/25/2012  6:00  PM 
!Squad: 

WC-2' • 

SURVEILLANCE DOCUMENTED BY: 
OSBORNE, FREDERICK E (CG) (FBI) 

SURVEILLANCE LOG PREPARED BY: 
FEOSBORNE 

SIGNATURES 

RIGHT f20BERT G ( (FBI) 

RAGUS,(GEORGE A (CG) (F I) 

FG1/4,A+  (invi) 
BENVENU1 O, PAUL M (CG) (FIJI) 

SAM, KEITH A (CG) (FBI) 

WHEEL (CG) (FBI)  
Ken 

AZZ-671,4i1 
0 ORNE, FREDERICK E (CG) FBI) 
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(Rev. 05-0l-2008) 

\ UNCLASSIFIED 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 1/17/2012 

To: Criminal Investigative Attn: SSA Anthony T. Riedlinger, 
Public Corruption Unit (PCU), 
Room 3973 

Section Chief Sharon Ormsby, 
Operational Support Section 
(OSS), Room 3867 

From: Chicago 
Squad WC-2 
Contact: SA Craig Henderson, 312-829-8541 

Approved By: Grant Robert 
Byers Angela 
Byers Keith Alt 

Drafted By: Henderson Craig: 

Case ID #: 194D-CG-12276f' (Pending:) 

Title: OPERATION BRASS TAX 

Synopsis: To notify the Operational Support Section (OSS) and 
Public Corruption Unit (PCU) regardin!g case restriction of 
captioned investigation. 

Details: It is requested that access to the captioned 
investigation be restricted. Captioned investigation involves 
potential systemic corruption within the Chicago Police 
Department (CPD) 2nd District, specifically a CPD 2nd District 
tactical team. Investigation to date has shown that at least two 
members of the CPD 2nd District tactical team, Sergeant RONALD 
WATTS and police officer KALLATT MOHAMMED have participated in at 
least two thefts of money from individuals believed by them to be 
carrying drug proceeds. These two thefts were actually covert 
investigative operations conducted by the FBI. It is further 
believed, based in part on (OA) analysis and debriefings 
of Confidential Human Sources (CHS), that other members of this 
tactical team may be involved in the theft of drugs and drug 
proceeds. These two prior covert investigative operations have 
involved not only CHSs, but also undercover employees. 
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411 Ilp 
UNCLASSIFIED 

To: Criminal Investigative From: Chicago 
Re: 194D-CG-122761, 1/17/2012 

It is further anticipated that future covert 
investigative operations will involve CHSs, as well as undercover 
employees. In order to maintain the covert status of these 
individual's identity, it is necessary to restrict access in 
order to minimize the potential for identification of CHS and 
UCEs by individuals not involved in this investigation. 

Finally, as this'case does involve the investigation of 
law enforcement officers for violation of Title 18, U.S.0 1951 
(Hobbs Act - extortion), it is requested, due to the sensitive 
nature of the investigation and previous covert investigative 
operations, that this case be restricted to only Squad WC-2 
personnel and supervisory personnel assigned to the captioned 
investigation. 

The Criminal Investigative Division (CID) has 
previously delegated to each Assistant Director in Charge/Special 
Agent in Charge the authority to manually restrict case files 
whenever 58 or 194 file classifications are involved. Within ten 
working days of restricting any of the above classifications, 
however, the respective field office phall submit an EC to the 
PCU, with a copy to OSS, notifying Clip of this restriction. 
These notifications are required, but are only for record keeping 
purposes. 

Chicago will provide access to PCU Unit Chief Richard 
M. Denholm, and SSA Anthony T. RiedliInger, who have program 
management oversight for this restricted investigative matter. 
Access is also being granted to the following Chicago personnel: 

SAC Robert D. Grant 
ASAC Angela L. Byers 
SSA Keith A. Byers 
SA Craig Henderson 
SA Raymond B. Hart 
SA Don Anderson III 
TFO Sgt. Allen J. Boehmer 
SST Belinda Hidalgo 
IA Kelly Wittig 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 1/23/2012 

To: Criminal Investigative Attn: Giulio Arseni, PCU, Room 3973 
Chicago Attn: PA Theresa Beirne-O'Leary 

From: Chicago 
Squad WC-2 
Contact: SA Raymond B. Hart, (312) 829-8532 

Approved By: Grant Robert D 
Byers Angela 
Byers KeithL 
Hyde Joan 

Drafted By: Hart Raymond BYO( 

Case ID #: 63E-CG-C116987-R 
194B-CG-122761.._\0

Title: OPERATION BRASS TAX 

Synopsis: To request SAC authorization to 
and SAC authorization for Chicago Police Department 

(CPD), Internal Affairs Division (IAD) (H) 
(H) 

(H) 

Administrative: Telephone conversation between SA Raymond B. 
Hart and Financial Manager Esther Martinez on January 23, 2012. 

Details: The captioned investigation was re-opened in January 
2007 when new information was received from several witnesses and 
Confidential Human Sources (CHS) regarding drug-related law 
enforcement corruption in Chicago, Illinois. Two of the CHSs had 
been narcotics dealers in the Ida B. Wells housing complex. 
According to the CHSs, CPD Sergeant Ronald Watts and CPD Officer 
Kallatt Mohammed extorted payments from them and other narcotics 
dealers, in exchange for protection of the narcotics trade. The 
officers demanded a portion of the narcotics proceeds on a weekly 
to biweekly basis. Failure to pay the extortion was met with 
threats of arrest. 

(B) 
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Iy To: Chicago From Chicago • 

Re: 63E-CG-C116987-R, 1/23/2012 
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-*I To: Chicago From: Chicago 

Re: 63E-CG-C116987-R, 1/23/2012 

017910111111111111V has not yet 
been fully "Certi ie " as a UCE in accordance with the procedures 
set forth in referenced Director's communication. (H) 
Supervisor is CPD-IAD Sergeant Thomas Finnelly. Sergeant 
Finnelly has previously reviewed the personnel file of (H) 
(H) to ensure there are no Giglio issues. 

Based on the scenario on November 21, 2011, it is not 
anticipated that 1111mil l(HI I will have any 
interaction with the s iT'ec. ofte3h--..nv tiation. CPD-IAD will 
provide security for 

To date, no substantive undercover contacts have taken 
place between any undercover personnel and the subjects of this 
investigation. Although undercovers have made cameo a earances 
in connection with the mi. (H) they 
had no contact with the subjects. 

On January 19, 2012, SA Raymond B. Hart, SA Craig 
Henderson and TFO Sergeant Allen Boehmer met with United States 
Attorneys (AUSA) Ben Langner and Maggie Schneider. AUSAs Langner 
and Schneider supported the proposed February 2, 2012 operation 
and agreed that a successful operation would result in an 
additional criminal charge of Theft of Government Funds, 18 U.S.0 
641, for Sergeant Watts and Officer Mohammed. 
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To: Chicago From Chicago 
Re: 63E-CG-C116987-R, 1/23/2012 

LEAD(s): 

Set Lead 1: (Info) 

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE 

AT WASHINGTON, DC 

Read and clear. 

• • 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

FD-1023 

(07/24/2010) 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
CHS REPORTING DOCUMENT 

Source ID: (B) 

Date: 01/25/2012 

Case Agent Name: Henderson,Craig 

Field Office/Division: Chicago 

Squad: WC II 

Date of Contact: 

List all present 
including yourself. 

(Do not include 
the CHS.): 

Type of Contact: In Person 

Country: 

City: 

State: 

Date of Report: 

UNITED STATES 

Chicago 

Illinois 

12/05/2011 

HEADER 

(B) 

Substantive Case File Number: 194D-CG-122761 

Source Reporting: 

i s7 

A Confidential Human Source (CHS), who has agreed to testify, was interviewed 
regarding the FBI investigative operation that occurred on   To assist 
in the CHS's recollection and aid the investigating agents in asking the CHS specific 
questions about the operation, the CHS was played consensual recording 1D 178. When 
the CHS was asked about particular events taking place at different times and locations 
throughout the operation, the CHS provided the following information: 

(B) 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 
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(B), (S) 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER FB1001031 
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• • 
(B), (J=2) 

Signed by: 

Click here to sign this section 

ILI Signed by RBHART View details 
on Wednesday, January 25, 2012 1:30 PM (Central Standard Time) 

FD-1023 (07/24/2010) FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
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FDI888 (Rev. 06-09-2010) 
• • i • 

LAW ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS ORDER 

CASE ID NUMBER 194D-CG-122761 

FIELD DIVISION/SQUAD Chicago Division/Squad WC-2 

Date Prepared 01/31/2012 Planned Operation Date 02/02/2012 

CASE TITLE OPERATION BRASS TAX 

CASE AGENT/OFFICE SA Craig Henderson Telephone Numbe 

ALTERNATE CASE AGENT/OFFICE SA Raymond (Bryan) B. Hart Telephone Numbe

l 

SITUATION/MISSION 

Type of Operation 

Arrest 
Search 

Activity Location 

2100-2200 S. Prairie Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 

/ Surveillance 

❑ Seizure 

i Other 

Warrant Information 

• Warrant Verified 

Overall Mission Concept (Brief statement of who, what, why, when, and where) 

This will be a covert operation in which a CHS, with money provided by the FBI, will be detained by CPD officers Ronald Watts, 
Kallatt Mohammed, and others yet unknown. It is anticipated that the CHS' money will be stolen by the officers. 

CAUTION STATEMENT 
As subjects are CPD officers, assume they are armed and dangerous. 

U) LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE:The information marked (U//LES) in this document is the property of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and may be distributed within the Federal Government (and its contractors), U.S. intelligence, law enforcement, public safety or protection officials 
and individuals with a need to know. Distribution beyond these entities without Federal Bureau of Investigation authorization is prohibited. Precautions 
should be taken to ensure this information is stored and/or destroyed in a manner that precludes unauthorized access. Information bearing the LES 
caveat may not be used in legal proceedings without first receiving authorization from the originating agency. [Recipients are prohibited from 
subsequently posting the information marked LES on a website on an unclassified network] 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 
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SITUATION/MISSION CONTINUED 

SUBJECT INFORMATION 

Name: RONALD WATTS Race: Black Sex: Male DOB: (S) 

Aliases: Height: 5” 11" Weight: 240 

Eyes: Brown Hair: Black 

Fingerprint Code: SSAN: FBI#: 

Identifying Marks and Tattoos: 

Address: 8019 S. Sangamon, Chicago, Illinois 

Vehicle Info: 2000 Lexus Four Door (5367355); 2008 Toyota (Prius) Four Door (H999703): Cadillac, grey in color (G923987) 

Criminal History: 

REASON FOR CAUTION STATEMENT (subject specific) 

Watts is a Chicago Police Department (CPD) police Sergeant and is considered armed and dangerous. 

Identify other legal process outstanding to include issuing official, district and date issued, and warrant location. 

None 

Other Information Regarding Subject (Can include items such as possible 
provided by informants and other law enforcement agencies.) Provide 

KALLATT MOHAMMED, address: 9623 S. Union, Chicago, Illinois, 
Hyundai Azera (9181182) 

locations of subject, identification of associates, and information 
Photo If Available. 

MB DOB: (S) CPD police officer. Vehicle is black 

MB, DOB (S) CPD police officer 

team members are attached. 

ALVIN JONES, address: (S) , 

Photographs of Watts, Mohammed and Jones and other tactical 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 
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SITUATION/MISSION CONTINUED 

INTELLIGENCE - Additional pertinent information can be added as an attachment 

❑ Site Survey Results  

❑ Danger Areas  

❑ Aggressive Animals 

❑✓ Surveillance Systems  MST-A will be on site as well as surveillance groups from Squad WC-2 and CPD-IAD 

❑ Cover and Concealment 

❑ Presence of Children/Minors 

❑ Other 

LAW ENFORCEMENT PARTICIPANTS IN THE OPERATION 

Identify personnel directly involved in the operation, as well as their assignment (entry/perimeter) for the operation 

NAME AGENCY ASSIGNMENT SIGNAL# I CELLULAR # 

SA Craig Henderson FBI Team Leader  
(H), (S) 

SA Raymond B. Hart FBI Assistant Team Leader 

Surveillance TFO Sgt.Allen J. Boehmer CPD-IAD 

SA Brian J. Etchell FBI Surveillance

SA Brendan J. O'Leary FBI Surveillance/ (H) 

SA Stephen J. O'Reilly FBI Surveillance/Van 

SA Ginger Miller FBI Surveillance 

SA Philip Andrew FBI Surveillance 

SA Lorenzo Benedict FBI Surveillance/McConnick Place 

SA Sean MacManus FBI Surveillance/CRS 

SA Bradley J.Smith FBI Surveillance/McCormick Place 

SA Don Anderson In FBI Surveillance 

SA Julie Anderson FBI (H) monitor 

Surveillance/CHS SA Wes Riesmeyer FBI 

MST-A TL FBI Surveillance 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 
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OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL 

Identify personnel who are not directly involved in the operation, but may support the overall mission (e.g., mass interviews, 
evidence technicians, photo specialists, intelligence analysts, Command Post personnel, traffic control, etc.) 

NAME AGENCY ASSIGNMENT SIGNAL# I_ CELLULAR # 

TFO Sgt. Thomas Chester CPD-IAD Surveillance (S)

Sgt. Luz Nieves CPD-IAD Surveillance 

Sgt. Mike Barz CPD-IAD Surveillance, (H) 

P.O. Dion Boyd CPD-IAD Surveillance 

P.O. Terrence Johnson CPD-IAD Surveillance 

P.O. Mike Carroll CPD-IAD Surveillance/McCormick Place 

P.O. Shannon Spalding CPD (H) 

P.O. Dan Echvarria CPD 

EXECUTION 

OVERALL PRIMARY PLAN SUMMARY 
Captioned investigation involves subject CPD police officers Ronald Watts, Kellett Mohammed and others stealing drugs and drug 
proceeds from drug dealers and drug couriers. Through investigation and information from at least one Confidential Human Source 
(CHS), it was learned that Watts, Mohammed, and possibly other members of their unit have been stealing drugs and proceeds used 
for drug deals from drug dealers and couriers in and around the former Ida B. Wells public housing project. (B), (H) 

(B), (H) 

On 2/2/2012, a third investigative operation will be attempted which will be similar to the 1/18/2012 scenario. A pre-operation 
briefing will be at 10:00 a.m. on 2/2/2012 in the 1st floor command center. See attached addendum for details. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 
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• . 
• SPECIFIC DUTIES 

(Concise, detailed statements directing how each unit, squad, team, or individual accomplishes their duties.) 

SAs Henderson, Hart and TFO Boehmer will be in a vehicle together monitoring radio traffic and court authorized tracking device. 

Participating in the investigative operation will be MST-A, Agents from Squad WC-2 and personnel from CPD IAD. MST-A will 
maintain the inner perimeter and do the take away on WATTS/MOHAMMED vehicles. There will also be coverage (H) 
which will assist in covering the take away. 

Specific Roles: 

MST-A TL - delegate where surveillance team will set up. 1=IN,WM. 

SAs Henderson, Hart and TFO Sgt. Boehmer - command and control vehicle - monitor tracking device and coordinate movements of 
various surveillance teams. 

116 
SA Smith and CPD-IAD police Officer Mike Carroll - will maintain surveillance from McCormick Place. 

SA Lorenzo Benedict - will maintain surveillance via McCormick Place cameras in concert with 

SAs O'Leary, Etchell, O'Reilly, Miller, Andrew and D. Anderson - surveillance team. 

(B), (H) 

(H) 

CPD-IAD - will provide primary security for (H) Will maintain and supplement outer surveillance perimeter. Assist as 
needed. 

CPD police officer Shannon Spalding and Dan Echevarria - will maintain presence in and around District police station at 51st and 
Wentworth in event that CHS is arrested. 

All Agents and officers should be cognizant that the targets will likely conduct counter surveillance during the money rip. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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EXECUTION CONTINUED 

COORDINATING INSTRUCTIONS 
(Include here instructions common to all. Examples include times and dates for specific phases of the operation, coordination infra-

office or with other agencies, warrant verification, danger areas, rehearsals, debriefings, etc.) 

10:00a.m. on 2/2/2012, Agents and Officers will meet for a pre-operation briefing in the command post at the FBI building. 
Undercover officer and agent will also be present, so surveillance teams can identify them. A photo of the CHS will be shown to the 
surveillance teams. 

1:00p.m. on 2/2/2012, (B), (H) 
(B), (H) Surveilling teams will be in place at this time. 

2:00p.m. on 2/2/2012, CHS will be dropped off in the vicinity of State Street and Cullerton Street, Chicago, Illinois. 

2:30p.m. on 2/2/2012, 
(6), (H) 

(B), (H) , located at (B), (H) 

POLICY STATEMENT USE OF DEADLY FORCE (7/1/2004)1

GENERAL PRINCIPLES 

I. Law enforcement officers and correctional officers of the Department of Justice may use deadly force only when necessary, that 
is, when the officer has a reasonable belief that the subject of such force poses an imminent danger of death or serious physical 
injury to the officer or to another person. 

A. Deadly force may not be used solely to prevent the escape of a fleeing suspect. 

B. Firearms may not be fired solely to disable moving vehicles. 

C. If feasible and if to do so would not increase the danger to the officer or others, a verbal warning to submit to the authority of 
the officer shall be given prior to•the use of deadly force. 

D. Warning shots are not permitted outside of the prison context. 

E. Officers will be trained in alternative methods and tactics for handling resisting subjects which must be used when the use of 
deadly force is not authorized by this policy. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 
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EXECUTION CONTINUED 

CUSTODIAL SITUATIONS 

H. Unless force other than deadly force appears to be sufficient, deadly force may be used to prevent the escape of a prisoner 
committed to the custody of the Attorney General or the Bureau of Prisons. 

A. if the prisoner is effecting his or her escape in a manner that poses an imminent danger to the safety of the officer or another 
person; or 

B. if the prisoner is escaping from a secure facility or is escaping while in transit to or from a secure facility. 

III. If the subject is in a non-secure facility deadly force may be used only when the subject poses an imminent danger of death or 
serious physical injury to the officer or another person. 

IV. If the subject is in transit to or from a non-secure facility and is not accompanied by a person who is in transit to or from a 
secure facility, deadly force may be used only when the subject poses an imminent danger of death or serious physical injury to 
the officer or to another. 

V. After an escape from a facility or vehicle and its immediate environs has been effected, officers attempting to apprehend the 
escaped prisoner may use deadly force only when the escaped prisoner poses an imminent danger of death or serious physical 
injury to the officer or another person. 

VI. Deadly force may be used to maintain or restore control of a prison or correctional facility when the officer reasonably believes 
that the intend Subject of the deadly force is participating in a disturbance in a manner that threatens the safety of the officer or 
another person. 

VII. In the prison context, warning shots may be fired within or in the immediate environs of a secure facility if there is no apparent 
danger to innocent persons: (A) If reasonably necessary to deter or prevent the subject from escaping from a secure facility or 
(B) if reasonably necessary to deter or prevent the subject's use of deadly force or force likely to cause serious physical injury. 

APPLICATION OF THE POLICY 

VIII. This Policy is not intended to, and des not, create any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in 
equity, against the United States, its departments, agencies, or other entities, its officers or employees, or any other person. 

1:-.1 Non DOJ Deadly Force Policy Addressed 2/2/12; CPD Officers will abide by CPD's deadly force policy 

'Part II of the Deadly Force Policy is applicable only in cases of prison unrest which would principally 
involve HRT and/or SWAT. If a prison unrest situation arises, agents should contact the CDC or OGC for further 
legal guidance. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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EXECUTION CONTINUED 

CONTINGENCIES 
See attached page. 

ADMINISTRATION AND EQUIPMENT 

WEAPONS AND AMMUNITION 

All Agents and officers should have their Department issued equipment and weapons available as subjects of the investigation 

are considered armed and dangerous. 

CLOTHING AND EQUIPMENT 
(Includes protective gear, identifying clothing, and special equipment, e.g., ballistic shield, body armor, pepper spray, flex cuffs, etc.) 

All Agents and Officers should have their vests available in the event that Agents and Officers may have to intercede during the 

covert operation. As this is a covert operation, no Agent or Officer should identify themselves or their office unless it is 

necessary. (H) 

(H) 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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ADMINISTRATION AND EQUIPMENT CONTINUED 

HANDLING OF INJURED 
(Be specific. Include EMS telephone numbers, local radio channels, and addresses of medical facilities and/or EMS) 

D On Site Medical Support Available: 

(This should include on-site medical support personnel name(s), location and contact information/call signs.) 

El Nearest Hospital/Trauma Center: 

Name of Hospital: Cook County/John Stroger Hospital 

Address and Key Map Designation: 1900 W. Polk Street, Chicago, Illinois 

Telephone Number: 911 

Life Flight Information: 

0 Additional Emergency Medical Information: 

HANDLING OF PRISONERS 
Subject #1 
Name: N/A  Age:   Sex:  

Subject To Be Transported Directly To Incarceration : 0 Yes El No 

Transported By:  

Subject Will Be Transported To FBI Office For Processing: 0 Yes El No 

Transported By:  
Processing Handled By:  

Fingerprinted 0 Yes El No Handled By:  

Photographed El Yes 0 No Handled By: 

DNA Swab IE] Yes 0 No Handled By:  

Interviewed 0 Yes 1=1 No Handled By:  

Subject Has Medical Needs? EI Yes 0 None Known If yes please describe: 

Please Provide Details For All Additional Subjects. 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS 

Command Post (if utilized) 

Supervisor in Charge: SSA Keith Byers Location: 2111 West Roosevelt Road, Chicago, Illinois 

Phone #: (S) Radio Channel: (H) Call Sign: (H) 

On-Scene Command 

Agent in Charge: SA Craig Henderson Location: On Scene 

Phone #: (S) Radio Channel: (H) Call Sign: (H) 

❑ If applicable, state & local police notified 

RADIO COMMUNICATIONS include channels, frequencies, secure or clear mode) 

Channel ID I Secure/Clear AGENCY/OWNER ( i.e., FBI, 
Virginia State Police, etc 

PRIMARY PURPOSE/USE (i.e., Sniper Channel, 
Administrative/Support Channel, etc.) (H) 

Secure FBI Chicago Surveillance 

CPD-IAD Comm with TFO Sgt. Boehmer 

MST-A 

CAUTION STATEMENT (Repeat of General Case related Caution Statement) 
All subjects should be considered armed and dangerous as they are police officers. 

Its believed that subjects will also be conducting counter surveillance during the money theft. 

Reviewed By:  CJZ 0.5A ie.& 6 r 
S-14 Supervisory S eci Agent 

Approved By: 
ander-er AC Designe 

This Document has been prepared by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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• • 

OPERATIONAL SCENARIO 

On 2/2/2012, Squad WC-2 will conduct. another investigative 
operation involving CHS- (B), (H) Undercover Employee-1 7 -1) UCE-1), 
and   (H)   targeting CPD officers WATTS, MOHAMMED, JONES and 
others yet unknown for violations of Title 18, U.S.C. 641 and 
1951. 

Approximately one day prior to 2/2/2012, CHS will again 
(B), (H) 

On 2/2/2012, at approximately 1:00p.m. CHS will 

At approximately 2:30p.m., CHS will proceed to the (B) ' 
pv parking lot located at  , Chicago, 
Illinois and wait on the south side of the building for UCE-1 
to drive by and 

(B),(1-1) 
(B), (H) (H) will have a recording device 

and transmitter on his/her person. 
IHY1 UCE-1, will leave the (B), (H) parking lot going south 
bound on Michi•an Avenue, and enterin• 1r55 South. ' will then 
walk with the H) will 
walk northbound on Michigan Avenue on the east side of the 
street, and then proceed east bound on the south side of Cermak 
Road. (H)I will then crossover Cermak Road and go northbound on 
Prairie Street, where (Hi will  walk approximately one to one and 
a half blocks to a . During this time, 
it is anticipated that CHS will 

), (B) 
that WATTS or a member of his tactical team will 

It is also anticipated 

111111111 
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• • 
• 4 

(H)
In the event that   (H)  = by WATTS, MOHAMMED or 

other members of the tactical team by this point, 
and walk away, going southbound on 

Prairie, to west bound on Cermak and then southbound on Michigan, 
arriving back at the gUF1) where (H) will eventually be 
picked up by Agents. 

proceeding to 1-55 southbound and leaving the city limits. It 
should be noted that there will also be a video only camera in 
this vehicle in the event that WATTS, MOHAMMED or others yet 
unknown 

In the unlikel 
team members arrest (H)

(H)
CONTINGENCY PLANS 

(H)

event that WATTS, MOHAMMED or other tactical (H) 
most likely the CPD 2nd District. 

Once (H) , two CPD officers involved in 
this investigation will maintain a presence at the station and 
ascertain from WATTS, MOHAMMED and other tactical team members as 
to what the are doin•, attem•ting to identif if (H)

(H)

(H)  At this point, in 
consultation with Assistant United States Attorney's Office, 
probable cause arrests would be made for those involved in the 
drug money theft scenario and the false arrest. 

In the event that (H)
M IL   (H) nd is stopped by 
WATTS, MOHAMMED or other tactical team members, (H) 

As (H)! UCE-1 was the UCE used for a 
(H)

is believed that WATTS, MOHAMMED and other tactical 
will not pursue, stop or question CPD-IAD UCE. 

(H)
, it 

team members 

Surveillance of this investigative operation will involve 

(H)
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elements of Squad MST-A for surveillance of subjects and their 
vehicles during and after the anticipated theft of money. Squad 
WC-2 Agents and CPD-IAD officers will supplement the surveillance 
of the operation, as well as maintain fixed areas of surveillance 
at McCormick Place Convention Center. On 1/11/2012, SA Henderson 
and Hart, and TFO Sgt. Boehmer liaisoned with (H) 

nor the security personnel were advised of the 
substance of the investigation or operation, nor the identity of 
the named subjects of the investigation. 
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ert 22. 

• . 

• rb 

• v. 

)2 III. Mm. Code 1030.140. This information and 
information and irnagz,k of the individual who 
Dface tAlith the required forms of idz-ntific Zion. 
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_Ronald WATTS Kallatt MOHAMMED Alvin JONES 
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REQUEST FOR ISSUANCE OF TEMPORARY IDENTIFICATION CARD DATE CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT/INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION 
• TO: DIRECTOR 

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION 
FROM: CHIEF 

INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION RE: NAME OF MEMBER 

ryi 4,-0 en to katt 14,77 
EMPLOYEE No COMPLAINT REGISTER NO. 

/a 1-// 
Due to the nature of the allegation, the police powers of the member named above have been temporarily suspended pending further investigation, The member has been relieved of his/her Chicago Police star, shield, and identification card. Accordingly, the member will require the use of a temporary identification card. 

The member will continue to work in a Department facility, Should the duty status of the member change as a result of the investigation, you will be notified of the change and any action required: 

dame and unit) 

Chiet 
/Y-,  Internal AffaCivision 

CPD-44.302 (Rev. MO) COMPLAINT REGISTER NO. 

0 /S? Y/ 
ATTACHMENT NO, 

C. N.  ilz) .mrt.
ATTACHMENT # 

Confidential - Subject to Protective Order Entered in 16 C 8940 CITY-BG-00213
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CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

ARREST REPORT 
3510 S. Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60653 
(For use by Chicago Police Department Personnel Only) 
CPD-11. 420C(REV. 6)30) 

IDENT. CLEARED 

ARREST REPORTING

Izw 
to 

Name: MOHAMMED, Kallatt 
Res Beat: 2223 

Empl: Chicago Police Department 
Police Officer 

DOB 
AGE 

POB: Illinois 

DLN 
ARMED WITH Unarmed 

Male 
Black 
5' 09" 
190 lbs 
Brown Eyes 
Black Hair 
Short Hair Style 
Dark Brown 
Complexion 

Arrest Date: 12 February 2012 22:47 
Location: 1718 S Michigan Ave 

Chicago, IL 60616 
330 - Other 

Holding Facility: Central Male Lockup 
Resisted Arrest? No 

TRR Completed? No 
Beat: 131 

Total No Arrested:1 

Dependent Children? No 

CB #: 
IR tt: 2149538 

YD #: 

1 18340179

Co-Arrests Assoc Cases 

DCFS Ward ? No 

 1 

Victim 

Offense As Cited 725 ILCS 5.0/110-3 
ISSUANCE OF WARRANT 
Class Z - 

NO NARCOTICS RECOVERED 

Lji
!Warrant No Issue Date Type NCIC/ Hold Bond Case County 

'1— I Leads No Amount Docket No 

DN FILE 12-FEB-12 Original Arrest Warrant 
tr Remarks: SUBJECT HAS FEDERAL WARRANT AND WILL BE PICKED UP FOR SUCH ON 

13 FEBRUARY 2012 BY MEMEBSR OF THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF 

I INVESTIGATION. 

Print Generated By: MOORE, Timothy Page 1 of 5 

f .powsw.24/ b!,: CA.  31 -40ichnirolcrigy 

C. R.  /0 .??6,77._
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61
60

b£
8l

=
# 

S
O

 

•42 

Confidential - Subject to Protective Order Entered in 16 C 8940 CITY-BG-00216



CB #: 
Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 

ARREST REPORTING 

18340119 

MOHAMMED, Kellett 

o.•• 

(i) 

IX 

Ili - 

0 

Z 

ILI 

IL 

u_ 
c z 
0. z 

w w u4 
6- 0, 
UJ =• 
IX uj 
IX > 
< 

NO ARRESTEE VEHICLE INFORMATION ENTERED 

Confiscated Properties
All confiscated properties are recorded in the e-Track System. This system can be queried by the inventory number to retrieve all official court 
documents related to evidence and/or recovered properties. 

• PROPERTIES INFORMATION FOR MOHAMMED, Kellett, NOT AVAILABLE IN THE AUTOMATED ARREST SYSTEM. 
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Cl) 
ILI 
17
IX 
W 
a_ 
0 
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ItThe facts for probable cause to arrest AND to substantiate the charges include, but are not limited to, the following) 

Thie subject has a Federal Warrant for theft. The subject will be picked up by members of the Federal Bureau of investigation 
13 February 2012. 

Special Agent Craig Henderson 312-907-8040 
rSpecial Agent Don Anderson 312 339-0333 
Special Agent Brian Hart 312-907-8855 

Subject has no 1D. 
SEE WC COMMENTS SECTION FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

)esired Court Date: ' 
ranch:

Faun Sgt Handle? No ; 

Initial Court Date: :0 
1 :z Branch: - Room 
:Docket #: ILO 
i 

I

BOND INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE 

0 
li. 
Z 
F 
CZ = O 
0 

1

Zu_ 

0 

Print Generated By: MOORE, Timothy Page 2 of 5 
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Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 

ARREST REPORTING 

CB #: 18340 79 

MOHAMMED, Ka114 . 

z 
2 
0 fn 
IX 
Lu 

IL 

ATTESTING OFFICER:
I hereby declare and affirm, under penalty of perjury, that the facts stated herein are accurate to the best of my 

knowledge, information andlor belief. 

Attesting Officer 

ARRgST1NG  OFFICER(S): 

1st Arresting Officer: 

2nd Arresting Officer: #2825 BARZ, M J

APPROVING SUPERVISOR:. 

#1282 CHESTER, T A 12 FEB 2012 23:02 

#1282 CHESTER, T A 

Approval of Probable Cause : #1694 BOYLE, D J (NM 12 FEB 2012 23:05 

IYr,4, _ 
ATTACHMENT # 

P3 3 
Print Generated By: MOORE, Timothy Page 3 of 5 22 OCT 2015 08:42 
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Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report MOHAMMED,_ 
CB #: 8340179 

Ka I latt  _ 
ARREST PROCESSING REPORT 

Holding Facility: Central Male Lockup Time Last Fed: 12 February 2012 23:45 

Received in Lockup: 12 February 2012 23:25 Time Called: 12 February 2012 23:45 Phone#: 7734509485 

Prints Taken: 12 February 2012 23:35 Cell #: 33 
Paimprints Taken: Yes 

Photograph Taken; 12 February 2012 23:33 Transport Details : 1 PO 

Released from Lockup: 13 February 2012 10:34 

VISUAL CHECK OF ARRESTEE ARRESTEE QUESTIONNARIE 

Is there obvious pain or injury? No Presently taking medication? No 

Is there obvious signs of infection? No female)are you pregnant? 
2 Under the influence of alcohol/drugs? No First time ever been arrested? No 
U) Signs of alcohol/drug withdrawal? No Attempted suicide/serious harm? No 

Appears to be despondent? No Serious medical or mental problems? No 

Appears to be irrational? 
ce Carrying medication? 
ck. 

No 
No 

Are you receiving treatment? No 

ARRESTEE PRESCRIPTION MEDICATION INFORMATION: 
0-
ru RETURN TO HOLDING FACILITY COMMENTS: 

QUESTIONNAIRE REMARKS:

0  LOCKUP KEEPER COMMENTS: 

° EMERGENCY CONTACT 
Name: REFUSED 

Res: Beat: 

NO INTERVIEWS LOGGED 

ri.  /D2)( 
ATTACHMENT  it

Print Generated By: MOORE, Timothy Page 4 of 5 22 OCT 2015 08:42 
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Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 
CB #: 18340179 

MOHAMMEDLKallatt 
ARREST PROCESSING REPORT 

0 
0 
—1 

0 NO VISITORS LOGGED 
I—

> 

0 
_1 
I-. 
Z 
U.1 MOVEMENT LOG INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE 
2 
W 
> 

, O 
i 
I 

ci •; 
I--
',7 
1_,

'=-- 

(...., 

1 

Watch Commander Comments: 

#428 Guerrero, Richard J 

13 FEB 2012 10:22 

Subjeect was picked up by Sgt. Boehmer of CPD and FBI agents 
at 1030 hrs. 

(a 
z 
0 
re 
•tt 

r_> 
o 

_i 
LU 
Ce 

tIRRESTEE PROCESSING PERSONNEL: 
—J 

______ 

e.i Beat 

z  . Searched By: WARDEN, R A 

0 Lockup Keeper: RODGERS, D E 
CO 
ce Fingerprinted By: RAMEY, P S I 
[LI ix APPROVAL PERSONNEL: 

Z — 
0 
Cl) 
LE/ 
C..) 
a ce 
a. 

 ____ 
Beat 

Release wlo Charging Appvl : #428 GUERRERO, R Ji i 13 FEB 2012 10:22 
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CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

ARREST REPORT 
3510 S. Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60653 
(For use by Chicago Police Department Personnel Only) 
CPD-11. 420C(REV. 6/30) 

!DENT. CLEARED CB #: 
IR #: 2149564 

YD #: 

ARREST REPORTING 
Name: WATTS, Ronald 

Res 

Empl: City Of Chicago 
Police Officer 

DOB 
AGE 

P013: Illinois 

ARMED WITH Unarmed 

Beat: 621 

Male 
Black 
5' 10" 
280 lbs 
Brown Eyes 
Black Hair 
Short Hair Style 
Medium Complexion 

Arrest Date: 13 February 2012 02:13 TRR Completed? No 
Location: 1718 S State St Beat: 131 

Chicago, IL 60616 
280 - Police FacilityNeh Parking Lot 

Holding Facility: Central Male Lockup 
5 Resisted Arrest? No 
Z: 

i 

Total No Arrested:1 

Dependent Children?No 

1 16340273 

Co-Arrests Assoc Cases 

DCFS Ward ? No 

U) 
LIJ 

<C.
r 
U. 

Offense As Cited 725 ILCS 5.0/110-3 
ISSUANCE OF WARRANT 

Victim 

0 CI) 
ILI (.3 
CC
ILI 1—
a 0
00 

rt
LLI < 
lY Z 

P:1 

NO NARCOTICS RECOVERED 

NO WARRANT IDENTIFIED 

Print Generated By: DEL RIVERO, Minerva ( Page 1 of 5 
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Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 
CB #: 

ATTS. Roi 
18340273 

ARREST REPORTING 

N
O

N
-O

F
F

E
N

D
E

R
(S

) VICTIM AND COMPLAINANT 

Name: HENDERSON (FBI), Craig 
Res: 2111 W Roosevelt Rd Beat:1233 

Chicago, IL 60608 

Male Injured? No Deceased?No 

DOB: Hospitalized?No 

Age: 45 years 
Treated and Released?No 

Comments: 

A
R

R
E

S
T

E
E

 
V

E
H

IC
LE

 

NO ARRESTEE VEHICLE INFORMATION ENTERED 

.P
R

O
P„

E
R

T
IE

S 
I 

Confiscated Properties : 
All confiscated properties are recorded in the e-Track System. This system can be queried by the inventory number to retrieve all official court 
6ocuments related to evidence and/or recovered properties. 

PROPERTIES INFORMATION FOR WATTS, Ronald, NOT AVAILABLE IN THE AUTOMATED ARREST SYSTEM. 

UJI > 
F. 
g 
CC 
41 
Z, 
I—= 
Z' 
LIJ 
Ct 
F.) 
Z ,

,(The facts for probable cause to arrest AND to substantiate the charges include, but are not limited to, the following) 

Above arrested for Federal Warrant. To be held until approximately 10:00 hrs. Contact SA Henderson at 312-907-8040 or 
SA Hart at 312-907-8855. 

SEE WC COMMENTS SECTION FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

oi 
Lw.
4 ... 
i ,
Ir D i 

0 
0! 

Desired Court Date: 

Branch: 

Court Sgt Handle? No 

Initial Court Date: 

Branch: - Room 

Docket #: 

0 
u_ 
Z 
0 
 0z
m 

BOND INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE 
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Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 
CB #: 

WATTS. Ronald 
'18340273 

ARREST REPORTING 

W 
Z 

'0 
0)

0
RRESTING lif 

Z 
P cg 

° o-
LLI CC 

ATTESTING OFFICER: 
1 hereby declare and affirm, under penalty of perjury, that the facts stated herein are accurate to the best of my 
knowledge, information and/or belief. 

Attesting Officer: #1066 BOEHMER, A J 13 FEB 2012 02:25 

OFFICER(S): h 

1st Arresting Officer: HENDERSON, C (FBI) 

2nd Arresting Officer: HART, R (FBI) 

Beat 

APPROVING SUPERVISOR: 

Approval of Probable Cause : #1694 BOYLE, D J 13 FEB 2012 02:33 

,-‘ Ti• i 
,...y.ci,.. 

Print Generated By: DEL RIVERO, Minerva ( ) Page 3 of 5 06 JUN 2013 07:41,:c, ,..1.1.... #--- powered by: cg. .  Itachnollogy 
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Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 
CB #: 

WATTS, Ronald 
18340273 

ARREST PROCESSING REPORT 

Z 
E 

2,

0 
0 

cc 
a- 
Ce 
LLE 
ii 
Lit W

X 
O. 

0 
0 

—i 

Holding Facility: Central Male Lockup 
Received in Lockup: 13 February 2012 02:40 
Prints Taken: 13 February 2012 02:45 

Palmprints Taken: Yes 

Photograph Taken: 13 February 2012 02:45 
Released from Lockup: 13 February 2012 10:34 

Time Last Fed: 13 February 2012 02:35 
Time Called: 13 February 2012 02:55 Phone#: 3127195570 

Cell #: 90 

Transport Details : OTHER 

I VISUAL. CHECK OF ARRESTEE ARRESTEE QUESTIONNARIE 

Is there obvious pain or injury? No 
Is there obvious signs of infection? No 
Under the influence of alcohol/drugs? No 
Signs of alcohol/drug withdrawal? No 
Appears to be despondent? • No 
Appears to be irrational? No 
Carrying medication? No 

Presently taking medication? No 
(if female)are you pregnant? 
First time ever been arrested? No 
Attempted suicide/serious harm? No 
Serious medical or mental problems? No 
Are you receiving treatment? No 

RETURN TO HOLDING FACILITY COMMENTS: 

QUESTIONNAIRE REMARKS: 

LOCKUP KEEPER COMMENTS: 

EMERGENCY CONTACT 

Name: REFUSED 

Res: Beat: 

0 
0 
_i 

LI 
7 
IX 
W 
I" 
Z 

NO INTERVIEWS LOGGED 

0 
0 
—1 
CC 
0 NO VISITORS LOGGED 
I—
U), 
7: 

Yr 
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CB #: 118340273
Chicago Police Department - ARREST Report 

WATTS Ronald 
ARREST PROCESSING REPORT 

0-
0 
—j 
I--
Z' a MOVEMENT LOG INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE 
2 
w 

0 
5 

P
R

O
C

E
S

S
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E
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N
N

E
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T
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Watch Commander Comments: 

#428 Guerrero, Richard J UM= 

13 FEB 2012 09:54 

Subject agreed to visit by his attorney Robert Kuzas, 0910-0930 
hrs. 
#428 Guerrero, Richard J 

13 FEB 2012 10:26 

Subject was picked up by CPD Sgt Boehmer and FBI agents at 
approx 1030 hrs. 
#428 Guerrero, Richard J 

13 FEB 2012 10:24 

Subject was picked up by CPD Sgt. Boehmer and FBI agents at 
approx 1030 hrs. 

• 

a 
g 
re

0 
0 

• -
.j 

I IllX . 

ARRESTEE PROCESSING PERSONNEL: 

Searched By: #19660 MC CALL JR, J S 

Lockup Keeper: RODGERS, D E 

Fingerprinted By: WARDEN, R Ai 

Beat 

APPROVAL PERSONNEL: 

Release w/o Charging Appvl : #428 GUERRERO, R J 13 FEB 2012 10:27 

Beat 
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BUREAU of INTERNAL AFFAIRS 13FEB2012 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

District of Occurrence: 

Date, Time, Location of 
Incident: 

Accused: 

Allegation: 

Complainant: 

Personnel assigned: 

Notifications: 

Disposition: 

Narrative: 

Juan RIVERA 
Chief 
Bureau of Internal Affairs 

Allen J. BOEHMER #1066 
Sergeant 
Detached Services 

Synoptic Report CR # 1015941 

016 

12FEB2012 / 2350 hrs hrs O'Hare Airport 

Name: WATTS, Ronald Star # 2640 
Emp: DOA: 18JAN1994 
Status: Relieved of police powers 
Unit assigned: 002 Detailed: Unknown 

FBI Confidential investigation 

Sgt Allen J. BOEHMER # 1066 Unit 543 

Sgt Allen J. BOEHMER # 1066 
Sgt Thomas CHESTER # 

Chief RIVERA 1910 hrs 

Sgt WATTS relieved of police powers, arrested and 
appeared in federal court on 13FEB2012. 

On 12FEB2012, WATTS was arrested by members of the 
FBI and CPD IAD without incident. WATTS was 
transported to 2111 W. Roosevelt (FBI) for processing. 
After FBI processing, WATTS was detained at the Central 
Detention lockup until 13SEP2012. WATTS was then 
brought to 219 S. Dearborn for an initial appearance before 
Federal Magistrate Judge VALDEZ on charges related to 
theft of government funds. WATTS was released on an 
unsecured $10,000.00 bond and was given a weapon 
restriction as part of his release from federal custody. 

WATTS relieved of his police powers by Sgt BOEHMER 
at approximately 01:04 hrs on 13FEB23012. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, Sgt BOEHMER, in the presence 
of WATTS'S attorney (Robert KUZAS), instructed, , 4 106 68 WATTS to proceed to IAD at 3510 S. Michigan at` I0:00 - --------
hrs on 14FEB2012, with a copy of his bond papers,pdanym,INT # ,S 
restrictions imposed by the court. WATTS was advised to 
contact the Employee Assistance Program. WATAIV' arl''s4. t  OF 
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given a 24 hour time period by the Judge to have his 
weapons removed from his residence. WATTS and his 
attorney acknowledged the information provided by the 
R/Sgt. A status hearing will be conducted on 21FEB2012 
at 13:30 hrs. 

a g( Ce 
Sergeant Ahen J BOEHMER # 1066 
Detached Services 

0 6 W6111 .
AITAC';.MENT 

PAGE -4 0 
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PERSONNEL ACTION REQUEST CHICAGO POLICE DEPROTIVIENI 
MEMBER TO ITT AFFECTED [LAS T NAME' . FIRST • 

1111 r n e.i1 tic R 
A,3 Pup :Apia 3).h.1   Fr r:- 
EFFECTIVE DATE JON TIII 

t .S fAEI i UAW NO 

/ cg  

TODAY'S DATE 

3 PLI-2CI   dolma  
EMPLOYEE NO I Air ASSIGNED 

coEcN TYPE Of ACTION METE 'DO NOT CRECIS MORE THAN DNET INFORMATION EI EQUITIED (ENTER INFORMATION IN 'REMARKS SECTION' REIM WI SIGNATURES 
REOUIRED 

EXCUSED WITHOUT PAY - DISCIPLINARY GIVE EN EC r NE DATE, GIOCUMSrANCF.S K CM, NO. 
111111 C.D. Er,CUSED WITHOUT PAY • NON-OISCIPLINARY GIVE EFFECTIVE DATE K CIRCUMSTANCES. 
UNIT C.D. AUSENU: WI riinur PAY -AWOP GIVE EFFECTIVE DATER CIRCUMSTANCES. STATE WHETHER 0 fi NOT MEPATIER NOTIFIED SORBAN:TOD 
UNIT C.O. TERMINATION - JOEI ABANDONMENT GIVE F.f /Et:TrVf DATE: TOP. - ACTION TAKEN ATTER a CoNSE CU I IVE. WORKDAYS AMP,&TWA li C UNIT II -ACTION TAKEN N IEn 5 CONS E C II I NE WORKDAYS AWOP  UNIT C.O. ,AREA CI Hu LIN DIVISION C.O. :AVE. DISABILITY PENSION • SWORN ONLY ATTACH MEDICAL 11EPTHITS :COMM ETE REVERSE SIDE 
MEMOIR, MEDICAL DIRECTOR LEAVE, MILITARY (PAID ENCAMPM T.• 14 OATS MAX.) GIVE DAT ES, AT TACIT COPY UT OFFICIAL ORDER . COMET E REVERSE SIDE. MEMBER UNIT C-0..A REA CHIEF Oil DIVISION C.O. 

LEAVE, MILITARY - WITHOUT PAY GIVE DAlES, ATTACH COPY OF OFFICIAL ORDERS, rtortELE REVE11SE SIDE .IF DVER 2D DAYS. it s(' ArlNai rEn-n ; oily RENNES F FON LE AliE) AND PE11-7 8 I [III iNiEFIvIr.W nEINuto. MEMBER, IFNI! C.O.,AITEA CHIEF [11T DIVISION C,0. 
UNPAID CE MISENCE (2D DAYS AND 01101.111 - NO INSURAN RENEE; Es GIVE REASON K RETURN DATE ,CDMPLETE AND SIGN REVERSE SIDE, MEMBER, UNIT C.0 AREA CHIEF LIT DIVISION .040. 
LEAVE:. OT111:11 00 Din AND ovErt) 

...._____ 
GIVE REASON & LENGTH OE LEAVE RiOUESTED, COMPLETE REVERSE SIDE . ATTACIF PE 73, /MY WRIEST FOR LEAVE) AND reo•TO ( ilIF INTERVIEW REPORT). MEMBER, UNIT C D.,A REA CHIEF DR DIVISION 4 a. DEP, SUPT.,D A.S V 

LEAVE. EXTENSION DE GIVE DATES K REASON, COMPLETE REVERSE SIDE. ATTACH PER 7 1 ( CITY REQUEST FOR LEAVE) 
j --- 

MEMBER ER:LAW.' 
GIVE DATES MOUES TEO f DR LEAVE, DATE OF CEREMONY A SPOUSE'S NAME 

MEMIIER, UN/I C.O. ,',':!: r.!1,11.1a: GIVE NEW NAME. IF V I I lEll THAN DV MARRIAGE, AETALTI vErimi ION / EXPLANATION MEATTIER, UNIT C.O. 1.-,11111',1EGT 
GIVE EFFECTIVE DATE ATTACH PEITINFEXIT INTERVIEW WONT). AS SOON AS itES/GNATMN iS ACTED Dil NY IITE COMMANDING ;grim DIE COMMANDING OFFICER WILE_ NOTIFY THE NO ERN R AL A /RS DIVISION AN0 DIE POROli / FINANCE DIVISION ON PAX FELEPiTIME 

MEMBER, UNIT C.O.,AFTEA CHIEF OR DIVISION C.O. 
: ;NWN ...1 i NON 

---/- 
GUI 'MECO% DAFE A RE S AON 

MEMBER, UNII C.D.,AREA CIIIF.F OR DIVISION C.O. 
:i!..P8 tar um if; e.,;ter Omni CITY POSIi ION / TITLE 1 • , GIVE EFFECTIVE DATE, NEWAT1 TITLE & TiAME,DREEiW LBW DEPARTMENT A, MEMITEN, UNIT C O_AREA CIIIEF WI DIVISION C.O. 
W.:- ',I IN FAMILY 

• •- GIVE DATES & RELATIONSHIP TO DECEASED 
UNE ,.0. 

. 
.-•' , ;:':1 F.II RETRIES.' 

WTI FEE PERSONNEL TRANSFER K ASSIGNMENT SECTION BELOW MT. DER, UNIT C IT ,AREA CHIEF OR DIVISION CO., f c ', SUPT. 
i1. 0;;F: 0,O orEown 'No (FOP) 

- COMPLETE PERSONNEL 1 RANSFE n & ASSIGNMEN T SECTION BELOW -I MUMDEIT 
. 

1:-:,JENI?.11) VACANCY DOI (FOP) COMPLETE PERSONNEL TRANSFER & ASSIGFIMENT SECTION IlF.LOW MEMBER 
V.4.=•••4 ,..M...... 

,,,..... ........,,, 

r'EITSON_N_ELITIANGFtB_& ASSIGNMENT SECTION 
'.^. Of ASSIGNMENI REQUESTED 1105W ADDRESS 

HOME TELEPHONE NO. 

i 

SENIORITY DATE TITLE CODE EiroDE 
ATE. ASSIGNED TO PRE.SENT UNIT DATE OF WADI 0 Will N 0 I ICE or RECOGNIZE') OPENING NO.: C] Elf COGNItED VACANCY L IS11116 AOMINtStibi I IVE MESSAGE inCSIMILE NETWORK NR.: 

POSITION REQUESTEG 
AIT SUBMIT rto 

ta••••=1.10•1 

'no* SUBMIITED COMMANDING OFFICER /WATCH COMMAtiOffi'S SIGNATURE 
STAR NO. 

REMARKS SECTION 

:c1GfiATIJIVES T :NOE TA:ME:MOO PEITINFE91 
_74_,!- 2_,Z‘cd t-  iff 

oryDratroD nifiN RAE S MLE A''211(IYAk 
' ISAPPPoVAL 

••••••••-••• ••••••16,WW•IWI.nlii••••••=•.1•10 •••••••• 

'SIGTAFUILE
APPROVAL 
.DISAP;,NNO‘i1V, 

FITEI flIT$OXITEL DIVISION CIPT.rel 

v,11E1411.:, 

Ic 

O Pr C,OMMLIIR 
APPROVAL 

O DISAPPIIDV&I, 

SIGNATURE & TITLE 

1:1 RECOMMEND SIGNATDRE A Tot E 
APPROVAL 
DISAPPROVAL. 

MirreaririC7

DID 9, 
' 

NA I UNE 

TIMED 

i A P 1 cutil. nil' 
AS v 

11 F.1 Y I14:-V/ .'Rout: •••41...1 
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PERSONNEL ORDER NO. 2013-084 01 August 2013 

"B" SERIES EMPLOYMENT 

Resignations for the following Department members have been processed as follows: 

Empl. # Name Title Unit Effective Date 

Barnhill, Rosalind R. Crossing Guard 005 30 July 2013 

Geisbush, John E. Police Officer 017 07 July 2013* 

Govea, Jaime M. Police Officer 044 23 July 2013* 

Johnson, Diane M. Police Officer 010 15 July 2013* 

Martinez, Linda M. Police Officer 121 15 July 2013* 

McArdle, Michael J. Police Officer 006 02 July 2013 

Mendoza, Francis Detention Aide 019 14 July 2013* 

Noonan, Mary Ellen Police Officer 005/376 29 June 2013 

Rodriguez, Harold Police Officer 010 08 July 2013* 

Tafoya, Francisco Police Officer 044 23 July 2013* 

Unroe, Mary K. Crossing Guard 024 15 July 2013* 

Walker, Mary A. Police Officer 001 15 July 2013* 

Watts, Ronald Sergeant 002 15 July 2013* 

The following member has resigned per a leave of absence agreement 

Name Title Unit Effective Date 

Borja, Michael A. Police Officer 004/010 18 June 2013 

* = close of business 

Garry F. McCarthy 
Superintendent of Police 

PERSONNEL ORDER NO. 2013-084 
"B" SERIES EMPLOYMENT 

loC 2 6ye/ 
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ti • • 
U.S. Department of Justice 

United States Attorney 
Northern District of Illinois 

Patrick J. Fitzgerald 
United States Attorney 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
MONDAY FEBRUARY 13, 2012 
www.justice.gov/usao/iln 

Dirksen Federal Courthouse 
219 South Dearborn Street, 5th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
(312) 353-5300 

PRESS CONTACTS: 
AUSA Benjamin Langner 312-353-2817 
AUSA Margaret Schneider 312-353-1875 
Randall Samborn 312-353-5318 

CHICAGO POLICE SERGEANT AND OFFICER CHARGED WITH STEALING $5,200 
FROM INDIVIDUAL THEY BELIEVED WAS TRANSPORTING DRUG PROCEEDS 

CHICAGO — A Chicago police sergeant and a patrol officer were arrested last night on 

federal charges alleging that they stole $5,200 in government undercover funds from a cooperating 

individual who they believed was transporting the cash for drug dealers. The sergeant, Ronald 

Watts, and the officer, Kallatt Mohammed, both assigned to a 211d District tactical team, were each 

charged with one count of theft of government funds in a criminal complaint that was unsealed today 

in U.S. District Court. The arrests and charges were announced by Patrick J. Fitzgerald, United 

States Attorney for the Northern District of Illinois; Robert D. Grant, Special Agent-in-Charge of the 

Chicago Office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation; and Superintendent Garry F. McCarthy of the 

Chicago Police Department. The police department's Internal Affairs Division participated in the 

investigation. 

Watts, 48, an 18-year police veteran, and Mohammed, 47, who joined the department 14 years 

ago, both of Chicago, were released on $10,000 unsecured bonds after appearing before U.S. 

Magistrate Judge Maria Valdez in Federal Court. A status hearing was scheduled for 1:30 p.m. on 

Feb.21. 

1 - SAC 1 - Night Supervisor 

- ASAC 1 - Media Rep 

- Case Fil 1 - 66-4853 

WC V - 191-0 - CC - 122aa i 

b6 

b7C 
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• • 

On Nov. 21, 2011, after a Cooperating Witness (CS5) — who unbeknownst to Watts and 

Mohammed was working with the FBI — told them that he/she was tasked by narcotics traffickers 

to transport drug proceeds from one location to another, the two officers took the money from CS5, 

according to the complaint affidavit. Agents conducting surveillance video-recorded the alleged 

theft, which occurred when Mohammed, driving his personal auto, approached CS5 in the 2700 block 

of South Vernon and took a bag containing $5,200 from CS5. Later, the officers paid CS5 $400 for 

allowing them to steal the drug proceeds, the charges allege. 

Based on CS5's prior dealings with Watts, including an instance when Watts and CS5 

allegedly engaged in a similar transaction, the affidavit states that Watts had told CS5 in September 

2011 that CS5 should call him or go to the station and ask for Watts or Mohammed to alert them 

whenever CS5 would be transporting money for drug dealers. 

On Nov. 18, 2011, CS5 called Watts and told him in a recorded conversation that he/she had 

"one going on," which would happen no later than Nov. 21. On that day, CS5 called Watts and said 

that CS5 was going to pick up a bag from a car near the intersection of 26th Street and Martin Luther 

King Drive and walk it to another car on 29th Street. Watts told CS5 that he would be in the area. 

Four minutes after receiving the call from CS5, phone records showed that Watts called a number 

belonging to Mohammed, allegedly to coordinate Mohammed's participation in stealing the drug 

money purportedly being delivered by CS5, the affidavit states. Phone records also showed 

subsequent calls between Watts and Mohammed, it adds. 

After Mohammed allegedly took the bag containing the money from CS5, did not give CS5 

any money in return, and told CS5 to meet him near 30th and King Drive, CS5 then called Watts and 

discussed meeting Mohammed to obtain a portion of the money. Minutes after that conversation, 

agents watched as Watts and Mohammed met in the area of 5700 and 5800 South Princeton. About 

20 minutes later, agents recovered the bag that Mohammed had taken from CS5 in an alley behind 

2 
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the 5900 block of South LaSalle Street, approximately a half-mile from the location where agents 

observed Watts and Mohammed meeting. The bag was empty. 

CS5 called Watts again a short time later and met him near 22nd and Canal streets, where, in 

a recorded conversation, Watts handed CS5 $400. "Who always takes care of you?" Watts allegedly 

said to CS5. Phone records showed two additional calls between Watts and Mohammed within the 

next 15 minutes, according to the affidavit. 

Theft of government funds carries a maximum penalty of 10 years in prison and a $250,000 

fine. If convicted, the Court must impose an reasonable sentence under federal sentencing statutes 

and the advisory United States Sentencing Guidelines. 

The Government is being represented in court by Assistant U.S. Attorneys Benjamin F. 

Langner and Margaret J. Schneider. 

The public is reminded that a complaint contains only charges and is not evidence of guilt. 

The defendants are presumed innocent and are entitled to a fair trial at which the government has the 

burden of proving guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

# # # # 
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On February 24, 2 a 2, BRIAN J„.-,BaLIca,..a_pollse--o.....ficer_ 
with the Chica o Police De _artment (CPD), date of birth (s)MMO 
(S) (S)  

telephone number[ (S) _was interviewed at his attorney's 
offs 7-  STRADER, 53 West Jackson, Suite 615, 
Chicago, Illinois 606,04, telephone number (847) 577-5297. 
BRANDSTRADER was pre ent for the duration of the interview. After 
being advised as to the identities of the interviewing agents and 
the nature of the interview, BOLTON provided the following 
information: 

• BOLTON became a police officer with CPD in 1998. BOLTON 
has been a police officer assigned to CPD's 2nd District tactical 
team since approximately 2001. Prior to being assigned to the 2nd 
District, BOLTON worked in several districts and units to include 
the 15th District, 16th District, CPD Traffic Unit, 12th District, 
25th District and Public Housing South Unit. The Public Housing 

'L.1.24District. ICPD Sergeant RONALD WATTS has been BOLTON's sup rvisor i 
South Unit vas disbanded, and BOLTON was then assigned to the 2nd /) /11 

on the 2nd 'District tactical team since approximately 2003 or 2004. 

When BOLTON began working on the 2nd District tactical 
team, CPD Officer KALLATT MOHAMMED was not working in the 2nd 
District. JAPproximately six months after BOLTON was assigned to 
the 2nd Di trict tactical team, MOHAMMED was assigned to the 2nd 

1 

District t ctical team. 

BOLTON did not know a /had not heard rumors of ATTS, 
MOHAMMED or any other CPD police officer stealing or receiving 
money from drug dealers in ex• ange for protection, to include 
BOLTON's p.4rtner, 21113B13,1_0 EZ, star number 12152. BOLTON was 
unaware oflany criminal acti sties on t e part of any CPD police. 
officer. BOLTON noted that ATTS was well known within th$ Ida B. 
Wells housing projects (Ida B. Wells), which were closed down in 
approximately 2008. The 2nd District tactical team was responsible 
for policing Ida B. Wells. BOLTON believed that WATTS gre47 up in 
that area and that is why so many people knew him there. 

BOLTON was unfamiliar with the execution of a seirch 
warrant that was executed on a house in 2008, in which members of 
the 2nd District tactical team found approximately $31,00000. 
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BOLTON vaguely recalled an individual who lived in Ida B. 
Wells named ROY BENNETT who had the nickname of "SHOCK". HOwever, 
BOLTON could not recall anything specific about BENNETT. BOLTON 
arrests "hundreds" of people each year, and he cannot specifically 
recall most of the individuals. BOLTON did not recall any specific 
instances in which WATTS or MOHAMMED interacted with BENNETT. 

BOLTON was not familiar with the name CHARLENE C PBELL. 

BOLTON last spoke to MOHAMMED the night MOHAMMED was 
stripped of his police powers (known to be February 8, 2012). 
BOLTON called MOHAMMED on the telepohone and asked how he 
(MOHAMMED) was doing. MOHAMMED said that he did not know what he 
had done to get stripped. BOLTON has not had contact with MOHAMMED 
since he (MOHAMMED) was arrested on February 12, 2012. 

BOLTON last spoke with WATTS prior to WATTS going on 
vacation in the beginning of February 2012. BOLTON told WA'JTS, 
"have a godd trip". BOLTON has not spoken to WATTS since his 
arrest on February 13, 2102. 

BOLTON has never been offered money from drug dealers or 
anyone in 1xchange for protection of their drug dealing operations. 

2.pproximately two days ago (Wednesday, February 22, 
2012), BOLTON received a Hallmark card through CPD's interoffice 
mail. The card had no writing on it but contained a MonopOly board 
game "get out of jail free" game card. BOLTON does not know who 
sent him the card, and it was the first time anything like that had 
happened. BOLTON reported the incident to his supervisor, NATE 
SILAS. 

BOLTON stated that no one had threatened him to Lie or 
mislead investigators if he (BOLTON) was interviewed by the FBI 
regarding WATTS, MOHAMMED or members of the 2nd District tactical 
team. SA Hart advised BOLTON that it was a federal offense to lie 
or mislead federal agents about material facts of an investigation. 
BOLTON acknowledged that he understood this and that he did not 
wish to change any answers to the questions that were asked to him. 
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LAMONICA LEWIS, interviewed at her place of residence, 
(S)  was advised of the identities 

of the interviewing Agents and the purpose of the interview. LEWIS 
invited interviewing Agents into her residence. LEWIS thekeafter 
voluntarily provided he following information: 

LEWIS stated that she is no longer assigned to the 
Chicago Police Department (CPD) 2nd District Tactical teas She is 
presently assigned to the CPD Alternate Response Secti• (ARS) 
commonly referred to as Callback. LEWIS has been a D police 
officer approximately eight years, since 2003. S e started as a 
CPD officer in the CPD 7th District for two ye s, then mo ed to 
the CPD 2nd District Tactical team, then to d District p trol and 
then to Callback. Prior to working at CPD LEWIS worked for the 
Illinois Secretary of State office unde ESSE_WHITE. as an 
executive assistant between the years f 1997 to 2000. She went t 
high school in Little Rock, Arkansas and attended Wiley (p`1) 
College in Texas. 

LEWIS left the CPD 2 District tactical team 
approximately three to four years ago. The Ida B. Wells pliblic 
housing project had not bee torn down when she left the team. 
Sergeant,RgNAIID,„WATTS. was e Sergeant supervising the tactical 
team that LEWIS worked o 

LEWIS...state•that she never knew WATTS, nor CPD police 
officerciaLLATT NO ED' to take or steal money from drug dealers. 
LEWIS had—heard rum s about it, but never witnessed it. LEWIS 
would hear the rum s from people in the neighborhood who would 
make comments abo t WATTS and MOHAMMED taking money frord them. 
However, as she erceived the comments as rumors, she never paid 
attention .o it 

LEWISexplained that they would do investigative 
operations in which they would buy drugs from drug dealers and then 
arrest the dealers. The dealers would then complain that rATTS 
took their money, however she never saw WATTS take their money and 
she just assumed since it was a drug operation, the arrest pd 
dealers were just complaining about their arrests. LEWIS had been 
partnered with both WATTS and MOHAMMED, however MOHAMMED 1A.s 
consideredlher primary partner. 

6 5_?4.4 ), z- • .in-d 
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LEWIS stated that MOHAMMED was helped out a lot by WATTS. 
MOHAMMED and LEWIS did not get a long toward the end of hei time on 
the tactical team, and this was the catalyst for her leaving the 
team. Lewis described MOHAMMED as incorrigible and that he would 
look toward WATTS for guidance. LEWIS described MOHAMMED as okay 
as a tactical officer. 

LEWISi  learned of WATTS and MOHAMMED's arrest via the 
television: She was not shocked that they were arrested as she had 
heard the rumors about them stealing money. LEWIS did not know 
MOHAMMED to accept bribe paym s from drug dealers. She ?lid not 
recognize the name of ARTHU KIRKSEY. LEWIS stated that she can 
identify a person by face, but not by name. LEWIS had heard of an 
individual'called _''JELLY ROLL", but could not recall anything 
specifically about the individual. 

LEWIS was asked about an incident that occurred in 
December 2007, in which the FBI had information that MOHAMMED 
accepted albribe payment. Lewis was advised that during this 
incident, in which MOHAMMED entered KIRKSEY's vehicle and received 
a bribe payment from KIRKSEY, she was partnered with MOHAM ED 
during this time. LEWIS stated that she could not recall he 
incident, nor did she recall MOHAMMED entering KIRKSEY's v hicle or 
having knoWledge that MOHAMMED had received money from KIRKSEY. 
LEWIS stated that it was not uncommon for MOHAMMED or other
tactical team members to meet with gang members or drug de lers who 
were inforMants for them in this manner. LEWIS stated tha she 
could recall that gang members or drug dealers would call OHAMMED 
and want to meet with him. LEWIS stated that she had witnessed 
both MOHAMMED and WATTS go off to the side with gang membe 
drug dealers to get information from them. She considered 
normal course of business as a CPD tactical team member.
not recall WATTS ever asking her to bring a drug dealer or 
banger to him so he could speak to them. 

LEWIS recognized the nick name of "SHOCK", and s ated 
that he was one of the drug dealers at the Ida B. Wells pu lic 
housing prOject. LEWIS never saw SHOCK in the presence of a 
"booster" (someone who steals mercha dise). She never saw SHOCK 
provide clothes or liquor to any of he tactical team members, to 
include WATTS. LEWIS knew CHARLENE AMPBELL and that CAMPBELL was 
a drug user and an informant for the tactical team. LEWIS did not 
know where CAMPBELL presently reside . 

s and 
this a 
EWIS did 
gang 
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LEWIS stated that the last time she spoke to MOHAMMED or 
WATTS was over a year ago. Around this same time, LEWIS had a 
disagreement with both WATTS and MOHAMMED regarding a part time 
employment job in which LEWIS was in charge. MOHAMMED and WATTS 
were mad at'LEWIS as she did not put them on the list to get 
employment at the job site. The job site was the OAKWOOD SHORES 
apartment complex, which was built when the Ida B. Wells complex 
was torn down. 

LEWIS had no knowledge, except what she saw on 
television, of the money theft that occurred on 11/21/2011 for 
which WATTS and MOHAMMED were arrested. LEWIS has no know edge of 
any other corrupt activity occurring at the CPD. 

LEWIS was advised that it was a federal crime to 
intentionally lie to or mislead a federal agent about a material 
fact of an investigation. LEWIS affirmatively acknowledged that 
she understood this. LEWIS stated that everything she told the 
Agents was the truth. 

LEWIS stated that she ha not known MOHAMMED or WATTS to 
have financial difficulties. Sh was not present when a search was 
executed at a house on Van Vli ingen, Chicago, Illinois. LEWIS 
stated that she never believ that WATTS, MOHAMMED or anyone else 
on the tactical team took ney from drug dealers. LEWIS stated 
that she had no knowledg of criminal activity being conducted by 
ALVIN JONES ROBERT GON LEZ, BRIAN BOLTON,- MANNT_LEAN07-DOUG 
NICHOLS7=i5ToRIAN.SMITH7r-EtSWoRTH_BMITH. LEWIS stated th t DORIAN 
SMITH was on another icticcartgam when she was on WATTS' team. 
She described DORI SMITH a not too sharp. LEWIS stated that 
ELSWORTH SMITH was JONES' partner, but left the team as i j was too 
stressful. 

LEWIS again stated that she did not know of any tactical team membdrs taking money, drugs or guns from drug dealer . She 
had heard rumors of money thefts but never witnessed any thefts. 
LEWIS stated that JONES never accepted b e payments, money or 
drugs to the best of her knowledge. L IS stated that KENNNYYOUNG, 
was on the tactical team prior to he eing on it, and he may be 
assigned to CPD headquarters now. ;IJ WIS think YOUNG may have had 
an issue with WATTS, however she dsd not know what it was. She 
never heard of any other team me ers having problems with WATTS. 
YOUNG was JONES' partner. DAR EDWARDS was also a tactical team 
member who now works patrolI end district. During the time 
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LEWIS was on the 2nd District tactical team, she had two black 
female commanders, for which she could not recall their nales. 

LEWIS never loaned money to WATTS nor MOHAMMED. LEWIS 
was aware that MOHAMMED had dated a female named SHAWONDA at one 
time. SHAWONDA had a boyfriend who was a drug dealer, hat may 
have been killed prior to MOHAMMED dating her. LEWIS's ' 
relationship with both MOHAMMED and WATTS was purely plutolic. 

Through investigation and interview, the followin 
information was obtained for LEWIS: 

Name: 
Address: 

Cellular telephone number: 
Date of Birth: 
Height: 
weight: 
Eyes: 
hair: 
Social Security Account Number: 
Vehicles: 

LAMON.1 --tEWIS 
(S) 

L 
5'5" 
170 pounds 
Brown 
Brown 

(P-1) 
BMW 4 Door (9850807 IL) 
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  ALVIN JONES, residing at 
(S) was advised of the identities of the'

interviewing Agents and the purpose of the interview. JONES 
invited the interviewing Agents into his home. JONES thereafter
voluntariki provided the following information: ! 

1
looms is presently on medical leave from the Chicago 

Police Department(CPD) as he recently had hernia surgery. JONES 
started as a CPD police officer in 1996. He began his career in 
the CPD 2n14 District, transferred to the Special Operations 
Section, then to public housing for six months and then ,b Ick to the 
CPD 2nd district where he joined the tactical team. JONESI grew up 
in Chicago and lived at 6604 S. Evans, Chicago, rilinois a a 
youth. He graduated Lindblom High School an attended Northern 
Illinois University. JONES spent 8 years the Air Force 
reserves. (After leaving the Air Force, ONES worked atg.EL'S 
LIQUORS, t6 Chicago Board of Trade, e Chicago Transit Abthorit 
as a trainldriver, and at the Cook ounty Jail. JONES i's marrie 
to CPD Sergeant NEDRA NELSON-JO 

I ' - 
JONES was asked if -e recalled a six minute phone call 

between heland CPD Sergeant%.SFALD-WATTS-on 11/21/2011. JONES 
recalled tOt he was gett' g ready to take a trip to California on 
that day, blit he could recall the telephone conversation. 
JONES...was-Advised that 11/21/2011 WATTS and CPD police Officer 
KALLALT MOHAMMED part cipated in the theft of money fromlalperson 
they.belieVed to be drug courier.' JONES stated that he had no 
knowledge that WAT S and MOHAMMED were participating in the theft 
of money from a • g courier on that day. 

01

(S) 

ONE has known WATTS for approximately ten yeard and 
also has wdr -d with MOHAMMED for about the same amount of 
JONES knows ATTS and MOHAMMED not only on a• professional level, 
but also o a personnel level. JONES has no knowledge thati WATTS 
nor MOHAMMEplever took money or drugs from drug dealers. ' JpNES was 
working on he same tactical team as WATTS and MOHAMMED Wheh the 
IDA B. Wellblpublic housing project closed sometime betweenl 2005 
and 2006. JONES knows of no other tactical team members .1.41/10 have 
stolen money!or drugs from drug dealers. 

I 1 -1 ut,cf-1/ 
4 
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JONES has no knowledge of any wrong doing or criminal 
activity by any of his tactical team members. He has heard rumors 
of allegations about police officers taking money and drugs from 
drug dealers but has no direct knowledge of it. He stated that 
people would joke about it. JONES stated that everyone they 
arrested wanted to speak to WATTS. 

(JONES was advised that it was a federal crime to 
intentionally lie to or mislead a federal agent about a material 
fact of an investigation. JONES affirmatively acknowledged that 
hee understood this. 

JONES stated that he had been accused of being involved 
in theft of money and drugs from drug dealers in t e past.) JONES 
stated that on one occasion a female named CHARLEN CAMPBELL called 
'JONES and fold JONES that she had an envelope fof TTS: CAMPBELL 
had tried calling WATTS, who had been partnered up ith JONES that 
night, buticould not get a hold of him. She then c lied JONES. 
This occurred a couple of years ago when CAMPBELL 1 ved in1the 575 
building of the Ida B. Wells complex. JONES believe CAMPBELL 
presently lives near the intersection of 40th and Pr irie, Chicago, 
Illinois. 

During this incident, CAMPBELL told JONES that !'„SHOCK" 
had left the envelope with her that was for WATTS. When CAMPBELL 
called JONES and told him about the envelope, JONES told WATTS that 
he better handle this the right way and to get on the radio and 
request a supervisor. JONES stated that there was an inve9tigation 
initia ed, lin which detectives came to CAMPBELL's residence to 
invest'gate the envelope. JONES stated that SHOCK's true name was 
ROY BE ET11, and BENNETT was known to be a drug dealer. JONES is 
unaware of how the investigation turned out. It should be oted 
that RO BENNETT, Date of Birth 4/18/1977, was arrested on 
11/3/200 fOr an investigative alert (#299939471) related to the 
envelope . i ncdent. Cook County States Attorney's office, Felony 
reviewed efused to charge BENNETT with Bribery of a Public( 
Officer, and BENNETT was released. The original envelope incident 
occurred on15/23/2006, CPD incident number RD HM369142. The 
investigation revealed that $800.00 in U.S.C. was recoveredlin the 
envelope. JONES denied knowing what had been in the envelope. 
JONES stated that WATTS' reaction to the envelope being held for 
him was that of surprise. 

1 1 
JONES recalled a court case in 2006 in which he was 

testifying about a drug arrest. The defense counsel asked JONES if 

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER 

FBI000300 

   

 

       
 

          
            

          
            

          
       

           
           

        
     

          
              

           
           

            
             

              
          
           
  

        
            

               
              

          
           

          
   

              
           

          
         
        
          
         
        

          
          

           
      

  
           

           

SUBJECT TO PRIVACY ACT ORDER
FBI000300



FD-102a (Rev. 10-6-95) 

194D-CG-122761 

Continuation of FD-302 of ALVIN JONES ,On  2/21/2012 ,Pag  3 

he took drug protection payments. JONES denied that he had ever 
taken drug protection payments. 

JONES stated that WATTS did not have a lot of friends in 
the CPD because of his arrogance. JONES recalled WATTS hiving a 
confrontation with a police officer from the Special Operations 
section in the past due to his arrogance. JONES did not elaborate 
on what the disagreement was about. 

JONES did not recall WATTS or MOHAMMED speaking or acting 
in any type of secretive manner while working on the tactical team. 
WATTS nor MOHAMMED has reached out for JONES since their *rest. 
JONES stated that no one has threaten him to lie or mislead federal 
Agents if they were to ask him about WATTS or MOHAMMED. 

JONES did not recall WATTS or MOHAMMED ever playing 
favorites with certain drug dealers. JONES never heard a drug 
dealer allege that WATTS or MOHAMMED were taking protecting their 
drug operations. JONES stated that MOHAMMED rarely arrested 
people, mostly due to lack of effort. 

JONES stated neither WATTS nor MOHAMMED ever asked for 
monetary loans. JONES considered WATTS a hard worker as WATTS was 
known to hold a second job. JONES had no knowledge of MOHAMMED 
ever accepting a bribe payment or money in return for protecting 
drug dealer's drug operations. However, JONES stated that it would 
not surprise him if he did. JONES thought MOHAMMED was too 
friendly with the people they dealt with in the housing prdjects. 

JONES stated that he had heard MOHAMMED had been arrested 
as he received a call from a CPD employee that was working in the 
CPD 2nd DisitTict lock up. This employee told JONES that MO ED 
had been arrested and wanted to know if JONES knew what was going 
on. JONES told the employee he did not know what was going on. 
JONES stated that after the MOHAMMED and WATTS arrests he did not 
request of anyone to run his name to see if there was a warrant for 
him. JONES stated that he never took a bribe or money from anyone. 

JONES recalled that WATTS routinely received clothes and 
liquor fromISHOCK. SHOCK was known to get the clothes and liquor 
from a "booster" (someone who steals merchandise). JONES recalled 
that on onelFriday he was taking his clothes to the dry cleaners, 
and WATTS told JONES that SHOCK had some clothes for him (WATTS). 
When JONES returned from the cleaners, WATTS had a bag of clothes 
and wanted JONES to take them to the cleaners. JONES refused and 
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told WATTS that it was "bull shit" and not to ever ask him to do 
that again. JONES stated that WATTS and SHOCK would speak and 
exchange Clothes openly. JONES stated that he never spoke to WATTS 
about his dealings with SHOCK after the bag of clothes incident. 
JONES never received clothes or anything else of value frOm SHOCK. 

'JONES 
openly about it. 
someone that he 
WATTS was a big 

stated that WATTS would bet on anything a. d. talk 
JONES gave the example that WATTS would pet 

could out run them. JONES found this funny as 
guy. 

ONES did not have any knowledge about WATTS nor' MOHAMMED 
stealing money from a drug courier on 3/31/2010. JONES was awar 
of a search warrant that was executed on a house in which there as 
a large amount of money found. JONES stated that he wrote t 
search warrant for the residence. JONES stated that WATTS ad an 
individual(who was a crack head that had seen money, dru and guns 
in this house. WATTS told JONES to speak to this indiv'dual, whose 
name was CHARLIE (true name known by Agents as CHARLI MILLER). 

JONES stated that his tactical team, alon rIa with  CPD 4th 
District tactical team, executed the warrant at the house. 1 JONES 
stated that as he entered the house, the house was dark and JONES 
had a feeling something was not right and that it might b4a set up 
by federal law enforcement. Money was found in the ceiling of the 
basement. JONES recalled a CPD general order in which a Sergeant 
was supposed to recover and count the money recovered if id 
appeared to be over ten thousand dollars. WATTS, who was on the 
search warrant, was summoned to where the money was located, and 
JONES left the basement area and searched the rest of the house. 
While searching the attic, JONES found some electrical equipment 
but did not recover it. JONES knew of nothing else that.was taken 
or recovered,from the house. 

Once the money was recovered, it was then taken tp the 
CPD 2nd district and placed on a table in front of JONES, who was 
typing the case report for the search. A female CPD employee from 
asset forfeiture came to the CPD 2nd District station to count the 
money. It took the asset forfeiture employee about an hourlto get 
to the station. The asset forfeiture employee counted the money 
twice. After the money was counted, and she provided the amount to 
JONES, thelmoney was later sealed and transported to the CPD 
evidence unit (ERPS) by JONES and another police officer. 
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JONES stated that the information CHARLIE MILLER had 
provided him about the layout of the house was different from what 
the basement area actually looked like. JONES saw the bag of money 
in the ceiling and either JONES or MOHAMMED took the bag down. 
JONES agai]n stated that WATTS was summoned to recover the bag of 
money, and JONES went about searching the rest of the residence. A 
CPD Lieutenant was also at the residence during the search warrant. 
JONES was unaware if an official CPD investigation was ever opened 
regarding the recovery of the money. 

ONES couldn't recall the exact amount of money that was 
recovered but believed the asset forfeiture employee said there was 
approximately thirty thousand dollars in the bag. JONES was 
advised bylinterviewing Agents that only twenty six thousand 
dollars was recovered when it was placed into the bank. JONES was 
not aware of how there could be five thousand dollars missing from 
the recovery. JONES stated that he did not inventory the money 
personally JONES again stated that he transported the money to 
ERPS and that it was sealed at the time of his transport. JONES 
stated that the money was not sealed in front of him. JONES stated 
that whomever had sealed the money in the evidence bag would have 
been listed on the inventory sheet. However, a Sergeant has to be 
present when money was sealed, which would have been WATTS) There 
was no guariantee that the bag was sealed after it was inventory by 
the asset forfeiture employee. JONES stated that he had worked on 
the money recovery case all night and that he transported the money 
to ERPS the same night. He believed the revery occurred on a 
Saturday night. 

JONES stated that neither WATTS nor MOHAMMED has reached 
out for him, since their arrest. On 2/9/12, MOHAMMED did call JONES 
to tell JONES that he (MOHAMMED) had been stripped of his police 
powers (this occurred on 2/8/12). When MOHAMMED told JONES he had 
been stripped of his police powers, JONES responded "What t e fuck 
did you do?,' JONES then told MOHAMMED he had to take another call 
and terminated the phone call. JONES stated that he was unaware of 
any other criminal activity or corruption occurring at the CPD. 

On 2/21/2011, SAs Henderson and Hart returned a telephone 
call to JONES. JONES was calling from his cellular telephone. 
JONES stated that after having an opportunity to think about the 
substance of telephone call on 11/21/2011 between him and WATTS, he 
recalled wh4t the call had been about. He and WATTS had talked 
about the Illinois lottery Pick Four number that they did not play 
that day. JONES' partner's badge number was the Pick Four number 
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that day. JONES' partner at the time was CAROLYN SMITH. WATTS did 
not play the number that day either. JONES stated that he was in 
front of his son's school when he spoke to WATTS on the telephone. 
JONES stated that this was all that was discussed during the 
telephonelcall. 

liThrough investigation and 
information was obtained for JONES: 

Name: 
Address: i 

Cellular telephone number: 
Date of Biith: 
Height: 
Weight: 
Eyes: 
Hair: 
Social Security Account Number: 
Vehicles: 

Spouse: 

interview, the following 

ALVIN -JONES 
(S) 

5 I 7 II 

21 pounds 
own 
lack 

(P-1) 

BMW 4-Door (JMT327 IL) 
Honda 4-Door (7838801' IL) 
NEDRA NELSON JONES 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Date of transcription 02/14/2012

KALLATT MOHAMMED, a police officer with the Chicago 
Police Department (CPD), was arrested pursuant to a complaint 
issued byithe United States District Court, Northern District of 
Illinois,Ifor violation of Title 18, U.S.C. 641, Theft of 
Government Funds, without incident on 2/12/2012. After being 
arrested,1MOHAMMED was transported to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) Chicago Division field office, located at 211 
W. Roose9lt Road, Chicago, Illinois. During transport, MOHAMMED 
was not asked any questions related to the above charge. ISA Hart 
asked MOHAMMED not to say anything about his arrest until lthe 
charge against him was explained and he was shown the evidence 
against him. He acknowledged affirmatively that he understood 
this. i I 

I

upon arrival at the FBI Chicago Division field office, 
MOHAMMED declined an offer to use the bathroom, but accepted an 
offer for 6. bottle of water. At approximately 7:28p.m., TFO Sgt. 
Boehmer was introduced to MOHAMMED. SA Henderson advised (DHAMMED 
that the FBI and the CPD were working the case jointly. T 0 Sgt. 
did not stay for the interview of MOHAMMED. At approximately 
7:34p.m., SA Hart asked MOHAMMED not to say anything untillhe heard 
and saw the evidence against him. SA Hart also told MOHAMMED after 
he heard and saw the evidence, he would have his Miranda rights 
read to hith, and if he chose to make any statements, he could waive 
his Miranda rights. MOHAMMED acknowledged affirmatively tJat he 
understoodIthis. SA Hart then advised MOHAMMED of the siDe.ific 
charge against him. I 

I I I 
SA Hart advised MOHAMMED that there was $5,200.00 in the 

black bag ,laa.t a Confidential Human Source (CHS) was carrO.ng. SA 
Hart showed MOHAMMED a photocopy of the money that had been placed 
in the bag and directed his attention to the highlighted serial 

i 
numbers on sbme of the bills. SA Hart advised MOHAMMED th4 the 
highlighte : serial numbers indicated the bills that were recovered 
fro CHS after the bag had been taken from CHS. SA Hart then 
det iled the 11/21/2011 Theft of Government Funds scenario Ito 
MO ED, explaining in detail the evidence against him to-Om lude 
sq _:,eillance observations that showed he and CPD Sergeant- RON D 
FAT S)together at 57th Street and Princeton Avenue, recoi=aliTT7-ind 
th 'recovered evidence, to include WATTS providing the money to 
CH . Specifically, SA Hart told MOHAMMED the black bag wasi 

6 tt ra 0 z . 3,1z. ON4 k4.AA.6.00 ,...4 ....14uP 
Investigation on 2/12 1/2012  at  Chicago, Illinois 

File # 194D-CG-122461 ( ✓ ta Date dictated N/A 
SA Raymond B. Hart 

4 SA Craig Henderson:eh 

it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 
stsigeipilrefigRivAcy ma ORDERe the FBI and is loaned to your agency; lir , 

r °''
i , A.

This document contains neither recommendations 
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recovered in the alle behind 5924 S. LaSalle Street. Furthermore, 
surveillance had followed MOHAMMED back to his residence after he 
threw the 'bag into an alley. SA Hart also told MOHAMMED that he 
had lied do SAs Henderson and Hart when he told the Agents there 
was no money in the bag when being interviewed by them on 2/3/2012. 

After SA Hart was done detailing the 11/21/2011 incident, 
SA Henderson then advised MOHAMMED that there had been other FBI 
operations targeting WATTS and him, to include another Theft of 
Government Funds incident that occurred on 3/31/2010 involhring 
$11,000.00 of FBI provided funds, a house in which there was 
$31,000.00 secreted in the ceiling by the FBI, extortion payments 
accepted by MOHAMMED, as well as a number of consensual recordings 
between MOHAMMED and a number of sources in which there wa 
criminal conversations. MOHAMMED was advised that the FBIrhad been 
investigating allegations of corruption against MOHAMMED since 
2006. 

SA Henderson then played two consensually conversation 
between MOHAMMED and a CHS. One of thee conversations was a bribe 
payment. The consensually recorded bribe payments were identified 
as evidence numbers 1D4 and 1D7. 1D4 occurred on 12/11/20Q7, and 
1D7 occurred on 12/18/2007. 

At approximately 7:48p.m., SA Hart asked for MO ED's 
cooperation in the matter for which he was arrested. SA,H-rt 
advised MOHAMMED that before Agents could take a statement from 
him, they needed to read him his Miranda Rights via an Advice of 
Rights form, FBI form FD-395. They further advised him th 4t he 
would have to waive his rights if he chose to speak to the Agents 
and give a statement. MOHAMMED acknowledged that he could read, 
write and understand the English language and that he had hree 
years of college. MOHAMMED was further advised that no promises 
would be or could be made to him as to whether he would keep his 
job, or stay out of jail. MOHAMMED, unsolicited by interviewing 

L 
Agents, staed that he knew he was in trouble when SAs Hart and 
Henderson interviewed him and SA Henderson advised him abou lying 
to federal gents. He asked if everything he said to the 
interviewing Agents could be used against him, to which the 
interviewing Agents replied yes. MOHAMMED stated that he knew 
everything he would say would be documented and placed in a report. 
MOHAMMED stated that he had "been broke, still broke, it's not like 
it was a million dollars." MOHAMMED stated that the day het was 
stripped o his police powers (2/8/2012) things did not feet right 
to him and that he knew he was in trouble. MOHAMMED also stated 
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that he had been followed throughout the day on 2/12/12 and 
wondered why he was not arrested earlier in the day. SA Henderson 
advised MOHAMMED that there were reasons for not arresting him 
earlier iu the day that SA Henderson would not go into. Agents 
continued to advise MOHAMMED not to make any statements prior to 
waiving his Miranda rights. MOHAMMED believed the charge against 
would get him thirty years in jail. 

At approximately 7:56p.m., SA Hart read the Advice of 
Rights forM to MOHAMMED, who after reviewing the form, signed the 
form, wishing to waive his rights and speak to the interviewing 
Agents. MOHAMMED signed the form at approximately 8:00p.m.

MOHAMMED stated that he did participate in the theft of 
the money that was in the black bag that was carried by CHS. 
MOHAMMED still could not recall the name of CHS, but instead 
referred tO him as the "dumpster guy." MOHAMMED stated that on the 
day the theft occurred, he had just had a haircut and was getting 
ready to drive to Cleveland, Ohio to visit his children. MOHAMMED 
received telephone call from WATTS who told MOHAMMED that the 
dumpster g y (hereinafter referred to as CHS) had a bag and that 
they were oing to take the bag. WATTS told MOHAMMED "come on, 
come on." MOHAMMED stated that he usually didn't mess with CHS, 
but he wen along anyway. MOHAMMED then proceeded to the 
McDonald's restaurant located near 26th Street and Martin Luther 
King Drive, Chicago, Illinois, where WATTS had told him CHS would 
be. MO ED was inside the restaurant and he saw someone who had 
recognized him. He told the person that he was just getti g some 
food as his daughter was at the hospital. MOHAMMED watche CHS 
walk from the McDonald's restaurant. MOHAMMED stated that when CRS 
turned the porner at 29th and Vernon Streets, going northbound, he 
lost sight Of CHS. MOHAMMED had thought about going home, put he 
received a call from WATTS who told MOHAMMED to "get him; get him." 

MOHAMMED stated that he drove by CHS, turned arouL d and 
then he saw CHS who told him (MOHAMMED) to take the bag. MOHAMMED 
then got ou of his car and took the bag. MOHAMMED was in his 
personal c4 and WATTS was in his personal car, which was a 
Cadillac. MOHAMMED stated that he was armed during the theft of 
the bag. MOHAMMED believed WATTS was also armed because he knew 
WATTS to alWays carry a gun. 

1 
MOHAMMED stated, after taking the bag from CHS, he met 

with WATTS iri the vicinity of 57th Street and Princeton Avenue and 
gave the bag to WATTS. MOHAMMED stated that when he initially 
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looked in the bag, he did not see any money. However, when he gave 
the bag to WATTS, WATTS found the money. MOHAMMED stated that he 
was never aware of how much money was in the bag. He believed that 
WATTS gave him two hundred dollars from the bag. MOHAMMED stated 
that after throwing the bag in the alley, he got on the expressway 
and went do his house at 9623 S. Union, Chicago, Illinois. 
MOHAMMED stated that he later left to go see his children in 
Cleveland, Ohio. MOHAMMED did not believe that he received anymore 
than two hundred dollars because he had taken $500.00 with him to 
Ohio and returned with $150.00. However, MOHAMMED could not 
explain how he figured that this indicated that he only gdt two 
hundred dollars from WATTS. 

MOHAMMED thought the bag that he took from CHS would only 
contain drugs as he knew CHS to have carried drugs, not moey, in 
the past. LMOHAMMED stated that it was WATTS that called hinm to 
tell him t at CHS had a bag. MOHAMMED stated that after taking the 
bag from CrS, WATTS called him and told him to meet at 5711. and 
Princeton. MOHAMMED did not recall telling CHS where to meet with 
WATTS after taking the bag from CHS. After WATTS took the bag and 
gave the tr hundred dollars to MOHAMMED, WATTS told MO ED he 
had to go see CHS. WATTS never told MOHAMMED how much was in the 
bag. WATTS later told MOHAMMED that he had paid CHS, but did not 
tell him hOw much. MOHAMMED stated that this conversation about 
paying CHS occurred when he returned from Ohio. 

MOHAMMED had been led to believe that CHS was in on the 
theft with WATTS. MOHAMMED stated that WATTS always said that CHS 
was transporting. MOHAMMED stated that he did not like riding with 
WATTS as he felt uncomfortable with him. However, MOHAMMED did not 
give specific details as to what made him uncomfortable with WATTS. 
MOHAMMED u ually rode with DORIAN SMITH, whom he referred to as his 
partner. 

MOHAMMED stated that he had been involved in money thefts 
twice with WATTS, once on 11/21/2011 and another time when WATTS 
called him and asked MOHAMMED to meet him by the fence. MOHAMMED 
stated that) he recalled when WATTS called him and told him he had 
been involved with CHS and that MOHAMMED should meet him (4TTS) at 

L the fence. MOHAMMED stated that the fence was the fence l  his 
(MOHAMMED) house at 9623 S. Union, Chicago, Illinois. MOHAMMED 
recalled thkt WATTS told him that CHS was dropping off a bag. 
MOHAMMED to.d WATTS that he (WATTS) should make sure he was at work 
when the CHS'had the bag and arrest CHS, so it would make the theft 
look legitimate. MOHAMMED stated that this money theft occurred 
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possibly in the Spring of 2011 as it had been warm outside. 
MOHAMMED stated that although WATTS came by his residence, WATTS 
never shoed him the bag taken from CHS during the Spring of 2011 
theft, and that no one else, to his knowledge, was involved in this 
theft. When WATTS came by MOHAMMED's residence after thejSpring of 
2011 theft, he was driving his Cadillac. MOHAMED stated that he 
did not profit from, or participate in, this money theft. 

MOHAMMED stated that WATTS was the contact for the money 
thefts. MOHAMMED does not know if WATTS is still involved in money 
thefts, but he (MOHAMMED) does not participate in them anymore. 
MOHAMMED does not know of anyone else who has participated with 
WATTS in the money thefts. MOHAMMED admitted that he lied to SAs 
Henderson knd Hart during the 2/3/2012 interview regarding the 
money theft that occurred on 11/21/2011. MOHAMMED stated that he 
did go home and not to work after the money theft. MOHAMMED 
further admitted that when he told interviewing Agents that he did 
not know that there was money in the bag, he had lied to them. In 
fact, he did know there was money in the bag. 

MOHAMMED stated that after SAs Henderson and Hart left 
his residence on 2/3/2012, WATTS called him and asked whatwas up. 
MOHAMMED lat met with WATTS as they'sometimes would, as ATTS 
occasionally w' I stop by MOHAMMED's residence on his way to his 
second job at th gas company. MOHAMMED did not know if his 
girlfriend MICHEL  E CALDWELL, had called WATTS after interviewing 
Agents had left his esiaZriee. MOHAMMED stated that he did not 
call WATTS after inte iewing Agents had left his residence. He 
also stated that he di not use her phone to call WATTS. ' When 
MOHAMMED met with WATTS, he did not tell WATTS that the FBI had 
interviewed him about th 11/21/2011 money theft as interviewing 
Agents had told him not to say anything to anyone about their 
investigation. MOHAMMED was aware that WATTS had gone on a cruise 
the week on 2/6/2012. 

MOHAMMED did not believe that WATTS was running 
protection for the Gangster Disciples or any other street gang. 
MOHAMMED stated that this was the first time he had heard this 
accusation. 

OHAMMED was asked about accepting bribe payments in 
return for roviding protection of drug dealers and their illegal 
drug dealin MOHAMMED stated that WATTS would call him and tell 
him to pick money up from certain people. MOHAMMED would then pick 
the money u and provide it to WATTS. MOHAMMED would ask WKTTS the 
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purpose of the money. WATTS would say he was "just bullshitting 
people" into thinking they were getting protection for their drug 
dealing. MOHAMMED stated that even if someone had paid abribe to 
him for protection of their drug operations, he would still take 
them to jail. He stated that he would usually be with a partner 
when he saw these people and he and his partner could not just 
ignore someone committing a crime. 

MOHAMMED stated that he was not tipped off to the fedefal 
investigation of WATTS and him. MOHAMMED stated that upon eing 
stripped of his police powers he called his friend TIM GNE, who 
worked in the CPD Internal Affairs Diliision. MOHAMME has known 
MORAGNE since they were kids. MOHAMMED asked MORAL if MORAGNE 
had heard anything about him being stripped of hi police powers. 
MORAGNE told MOHAMMED that if he heard anything e would tell him; 
however, MORAGNE had not heard anything about why MOHAMMED had been 
stripped. MOHAMMED told MORAGNE not to worry about it and that 
MOHAMMED would try to find out himself. MOHAMMED believed he had 
been stripped of his police powers for either the theft of the bag 
on 11/21/2011, or that his ex-wife had filed a complaint against 
him. 

MOHAMMED stated that WATTS, would take money from drug 
dealers in return for providing protection of their drug 
operations However, MOHAMMED stated that he was the one that 
accepted the bribe money from drug dealers on behalf of WATTS. 
MOHAMMED n4ver saw WATTS take money or drugs directly from drug 
dealers. MOHAMMED had no direct knowledge of any other police 
officers om tsirsons who were involved4n criminal activity with 
WATTS. MO ED stated that of the two previous videos that e 
viewed, evidence numbers 1D4 and 1D7, .he had accepted a brib 
payment in return for protection • a drug dealer (MOHAMMED /later 
identified this drug dealer as ^THUR KIRKSEY) . 

MOHAMMED was asked f he had heard the name 1.1!"47E .,_SIPE". 
MOHAMMED di'd recognize the me WESTSIDE and stated that 1("Iihype" 
(an individual who is a he •in user) named CHARLIE (true na e known 
to Agents as CHARLIE MILL:— ) had told'WESTSIDE to tell Dr HAMMED 
that there Was a house i' the "100 streets and somethin/" that was 
a drug deal6rs stash hose. MOHAMMED recalled that his tactical 
team, to include WATTS, executed a warrant on the house, in which 
they recovered money. MOHAMMED stated that the recovered money was 
inventoried as found property. MOHAMMED was asked if he ha 
profited fr m the r covered money and he stated that he had not. 
MOHAMMED stated that when the money was being inventoried, there 
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were a lot of people in the room and he stayed away. MOHAMMED was 
not aware of anyone who profited from the money recovered in the 
house. He was not aware of how much money was recovered or 
inventorisd. MOHAMMED did not remember who had found the money, 
nor who had inventoried the money. 

MOHAMMED stated that WESTSIDE had attempted to pay him on 
one occas on, but MOHAMMED did not accept the money. Thid incident 
occurred s WESTSIDE wanted MOHAMMED to rip off a JAMAICAN
individual that WESTSIDE knew. WESTSIDE wanted MOHAMMED and WATTS 
to rob the Jamaican. MOHAMMED stated that he did not participate 
in a robbe y of the Jamaican, and did not know if WATTS eVer robbed 
the Jamaican. MOHAMMED did not recall WESTSIDE ever showikig him 
stacks of (money, nor discussing stacks of money with WESTS E. 

MOHAMMED identified a CPD booking photograph of RTHUR 
KIRKSEY as "ART". MOHAMMED admitted that KIRKSEY paid a bribe to 
him two or three times, in return for the promise of protertion for 
his (KIRKSEY) drug dealing business. MOHAMMED stated that after 
reviewing evidence number 1D7, he recalled that the bribe occurred 
in the area of 75th and Perry, ChicagO, Illinois. MOHAMMED 
identified his voice on the audio/vidOo recording. (Agent note: 
This recor ing was made on 12/18/07 a d involved both KIRKSEY and 
MOHAMMED. KIRKSEY entered MOHAMMED'slpersonal vehicle and paid 
MOHAMMED). MOHAMMED stated that he did not know what happened to 
the bribe dney after he gave it to WATTS. MOHAMMED stated that 
the last time he took money from a drg dealer in return for the 
promise of Protection of a drug operation, was a couple of years 
ago. MO ED he could not remember who it was that he too the

1money from. MOHAMMED clarified his statement that the lash time he 
HAM 

accepted a bribe payment in return for the protection of'a drug 
dealing operation was in 2008. 

MOHAMMED was then played evidence number 1D12. This 
recording occurred on 1/21/08. MOHAMMED identified himself as 
sitting in the passenger seat of KIRKSEY's vehicle. MOHAMMED 
admitted that he was paid a bribe by KIRKSEY in return for 
protecting KIRKSEY's drug dealing operation. MOHAMMED could not 
recall the amount of the bribe payment he had been paid by KIRKSEY. 
MOHAMMED stated that he gave all of the money he received from 
KIRKSEY to WATTS. MOHAMMED stated that after this bribe payment, 
he met WATTS at the CPD 2nd District police station in the back of 
the lot. MOHAMMED believed he received $200.00 from WATTS for 
delivering the money to him. 
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MOHAMMED stated that KIRKSEY would call him to Meet up, 
so he could receive the bribe payment from him (KIRKSEY). MOHAMMED 
was not aware of how WATTS would get in touch with KIRKSEY to tell 
him to meet with MOHAMMED. However, WATTS would tell MOHAMMED that 
he needed to pick up the money from KIRKSEY. 

MOHAMED was played evidence number 1D23 (Session 6). 
This audio/visual recording occurred on 5/22/2008 in the vicinity 
of 91st and C mmercial Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. MOHAMMED 
identified mself in the video and stated that he remembered 
incident. MOHAMMED believed he was paid $1,000 bribe by ST 
GRAHAMy r protection of KIRKSEY's drug dealing operation 
MO ED stated that he did in fact accept the money from GRAHAM. 
MO ED was advised that the actual payment was $500.00. MOHAMMED 
s ted that after being paid, he met with WATTS, location 

recalled, and gave half of the money to WATTS. MOHAMMED stated 
'that this payment was part of the same protection deal that 
MOHAMMED and WATTS had with KIRKSEY. 

MOHAMMED was played evidence number 1D27. This 
audio/visual recording occurred on 6/5/2008 in the vicinity of 91st 
and Commercial Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. MOHAMMED identified his 
voice in the recoding, as well as he identified his vehicle in the 
recording. He did not recall the incident specifically, nor 
whether he had been paid during this incident. However, MOHAMMED 
stated that he recalled being paid by GRAHAM on more than one 
occasion. 

MOHAMMED stated that if the drug dealers did not pay 
bribes to WATTS or MOHAMMED in return for protection of their drug 
dealing business, they would not do anything to them that was 
beyond their normal police duties. MOHAMMED was asked about a 
statement he made in evidence number 1D27 in which he advised 
GRAHAM about not saying anything to anyone, and staying offj the 
phone. MOHAMMED stated that he was always very conscientious about 
his phone being tapped. Someone a long time ago had mentioned to 
him about phones being tapped and he always had a concerned1 about 
that. 

L.A approximately 9:45p.m., MOHAMMED was processed for 
fingerprints, photographs and buccal swabs. SA Henderson asked 
MOHAMMED general intake questions for the United States Marhal 
Service (USMS) prisoner intake form. '

1 
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KALLATT MOHAMMED 

Through investigation, 
obtained for WATTS: 

Name: 
Address: 

SSAN: 
DOB: 
Height: 
Weight: 
Eyes: 
Hair: 
Girlfrien : 

Vehicle: 

,On  2/13/2012 ,Page  _a_

the following information was 

rrkALLATT 
(P-1 

MOHN)I n 
), (S 

5r
19q pou 

r 

Bra 
wn 

MICHELLE cALDRLL. 
9.633 S Union—Street : 

sago.I111no.Is„.„-A 
c-HYOaai Azera (9181182)j 

.! 

II 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Date of transcription  5/017/2012

LATT MOHAMMED) having previously 
the identify of the interviewing Agents, was 
United States Attorney's Office, Northern Di 
located at 219 S. Dearborn Street, Chicago 
during the interview were Assistant Unit 
Benjamin Langner and AUSA Margaret Sc 
attorney, JIM GRAHAM. After being 
proffer agreement, AUSA Langner a 
tell the truth and to be as accu 
Thereafter, MOHAMMED voluntari 
information: 

MOHAMMED stated 
Chicago Pollice Departme 
CPD Sergeant _______RONALDW 
tactical teanb —the 
on a housibg team i 
Sergeant at the t 
was later promot 
partner, DARYL 
tactical team 
team. MO 
relationshi 
was on a 

be made aware of 
i. erviewed atithe 
rict of Illinois, 

Illinois. Also present 
States Attorney (AUSA) 

eider, as well as MOHAMMED's 
esented with and signing a 

ised MOHAMMED that he needed to 
ate as possible in his statements. 
provided the following 

/ 
( 

hat he has always been assigned to the C,/
(CPD) 2nd district. MOHAMMED fi st met 9, 

S—when he (MOHAMMED) transferred't a 
PD 2nd District. MOHAMMED had beeb orking 
the CPD 2nd District. His housing to m 

e was BRAD LNU (Last Name Unknown). B LNU 
to the Detective Division, and MOHAMMED and his 

DWARDS, transferred to the CPD 2nd Distric 
n 2000-2001. WATTS was the Sergeant of the tactical 
D and WATTS always maintained an employee-supervisor 
Prior to being on BRAD LNU's housing team', MOHAMMED 

ctical team run by Sergeant NATE SILAS. 

When MOHAMMED first met WATTS, MOHAMMED was partnered 
with ED ARDS; MOHAMMED stated that WATTS would work late .nd long 
hours. MO  ED began hearing people in the housing prOjebts say rAMM 
that WATTS was a dirty police officer. MOHAMMED heard that WATTS 
once lived in the DARRYL HOMES before becoming a police !officer. 
MOHAMMED also heard other police officers say that WATTS "wasn't 
right", butiMOHAMMED could not recall who specifically 3.' this. 
MOHAMMED stated that CPD - Internal Affairs Division (IAD) police 
-officer TIM MORAGNE told MOHAMMED to get off of WATTS tactical team 
as MORAGNE had heard that things "were not right" with WATTS. 
MORAGNE ha!d- mentioned this to MOHAMMED on one occasion.' NONAMMED 
knows MORAGNE as they grew up together. MORAGNE never didclosed 
the investigation of WATTS and MOHAMMED to MOHAMMED. ' 

MOHAMMED stated that people in the housing prOjects said 
WATTS wasItaking their money, but MOHAMMED never saw it. MOHAMMED 

Investigation on 5/3/2012 at Chicago, Illinois 

File # 194D-CG-122761 -3 b 14ce Date dictated N/A 
SA Raymond B. Hart 

by SA Craig Henderson:ch 

This document contains neither recommendations nstmotberter tiaptfflikciir 'Atter twin* the FBI and is loaned tq your agency; 
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 
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then began to pay attenti 
projects. MOHAMMED saw W 
drug dealers/holders. 0 
"JELLY ROLL" (true name 
JELLY ROLL was from the 
would hold drugs. JELL 
drugs at housing proje 
MOHAMMED and his partn 
in the police car wit 
drug dealers that JEL 

When MO 
drugs were never on 
different places suc 
and his tactical to 
found, WATTS would 
cocaine. MOHAMMED 
by CPD officer ALV 
MOHAMMED described 
heavy set, Imedium 
looked older than 
area of 39th and 
corner. (Agents 
of Birth 8/3/197 

MOHAMM 
would usually r 
it when WATTS w 
MOHAMMED's poli 
officer and had 
to be told how 

MO 
collected for 
that he cone 
2008. MOHAMM 
Ida B. Wens 
first met.' Du 
KIRKSEY what 
out for KIRK 
that sometim 
bag from KIR 
recalled the 
describedla 
that there 

,On  5/3/2012 ,Page  2 

n to who WATTS was speaking to at the 
TTS meet with people whom he knewiwere 
e of these individuals was a person named 
nknown to MOHAMMED). MOHAMMED staked that 

IDA B. WELLS housing project. JELLY ROLL 
ROLL would tell WATTS who was sel*ng 

is and corners. WATTS would relay this 
r, DORIAN SMITH. WATTS would sometimes 
MOHAMMED and SMITH, and they would stop 
Y ROLL had identified. 

ED and SMITH would stop drug dealers, the 
heir person. The drugs would be secreted in 
as a potato chip bag on the ground. JMOHAMMED 

m would search for the drugs and once 
or 

were 
ay JELLY ROLL with two bags of heroin or crack 
stated that excess drugs were either inventoried 
N JONES, or WATTS would throw the drugslaway. 
JELLY ROLL as a black male, approximate ly 5'7", 
rown complexion, in his late 30s, wore a hat and 
his actual age. JELLY ROLL can be found in the 
artin Luther King Drive near the 7_717, the 
elieve JELLY ROLL's true name is ERIC BROWN, Date 
, FBI# 386344PA0). 

to 
ride 
the 

D stated that when WATTS would go on the street he 
e with MOHAMMED and SMITH. MOHAMMED did hot like 
uld ride with them because WATTS would criticize 
e work, telling MOHAMMED that he was not al police 
not been trained properly. MOHAMMED did not like 
to do his job. 

MED admitted that the first extortion paliment he 
ATTS was from ARTHUR KIRKSEY. MOHAMMED believed 

gited extortion paymentsftbm KIRKSEY between 2006 and 
D recalled that KIRKSEY ran the 511 buildin at the 
omplex. MOHAMMED did not know how WATTS and KIRKSEY 
ing the first meeting with KIRKSEY, MOHAMMED asked 
as going on. KIRKSEY replied that WATTS wad looking 
EY and his drug dealing business. MOHAMMED recalled 
s he would receive a potato chip bag or brown paper 
SEY that would contain money for WATTS. MOHAMMED 
first payment he received from KIRKSEY was 1/7 a bag 
being "light" in weight, giving MOHAMMED indication 

as not a lot of money in it. MOHAMMED received this 
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bag from KIRKSEY at the Ida B. Wells Public Housing Project 
MOHAMMED estimated that he made approximately eight 
extortion/protection collections from KIRKSEY. 

MOHAMMED stated that WATTS never gave any money to 
MOHAMMED for making the collections. After providing the money to 
WATTS, WATTS would tell MOHAMMED that he "would get back with him", 
but never did. MOHAMMED could only recall making 
extortion/protection payment collections from KIRKSEY and STACY 
LNU, KIRKSEY's girlfriend. MOHAMMED confirmed that he pictd up 
twenty to twenty-five thousand dollars over the eight times he 
colleted money from KIRKSEY and STACY LNU. MOHAMMED recalled STACY 
LNU actually handing him money instead of it being given to him in 
a bag. MOHAMMED stated that he only made the collections as WATTS 
was his supervisor and would pressure him to do these things for 
him. 

MOHAMMED stated that he never received any money from the 
extortion/protection payments. MOHAMMED stated that WATTS would 
let him take personal leave whenever he needed it and woul t not 
make MOHAMMED fill out a leave slip. MOHAMMED recalled thet during 
this period his mother was ill, and WATTS allowed him to take 
unreported leave to help his ailing mother. MOHAMMED stat ed that 
he knew it:was wrong for him to get money from KIRKSEY and STACY 

'LNU on behp.f of WATTS. MOHAMMED knew it was wrong because the 
drug dealers were giving money to a police officer in return for a 
promise of protection. 

However, MOHAMMED stated that he initially did n t view 
collecting the money as protection payments as people associated 
with KIRKSEY's drug dealing business were still being arrested. 
MOHAMMED stated that he knew accepting the money was wrong as the 
money was ',from drug dealers. MOHAMMED stated that the money 
probably was for protection payments, but he did not know for sure. 
MOHAMMED stated that during this time frame, 2006 through 2008, he 
was going 'through a divorce and his mother and father both passed 
away. MOHAMMED admitted to having telephone conversation with 
KIRKSEY regarding the payments, and not arresting KIRKSEY's 
associates in return. 

'MOHAMMED stated that WATTS would say "fuck them' 
(referencing those who were making the protection payments) as 
WATTS would arrest the drug dealers anyway. MOHAMMED considered 
the money, to be only for partial protection/extortion payments. 
WATTS never spoke openly about getting money from drug dealers, nor 
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why he was getting the money from them. MOHAMMED did not kpow of 
any other officers being used by WATTS to pick up 
extortion/pi-otection payments or money from drug dealers. 

MOHAMMED recalled that people being arrested by h's 
tactical team would always ask if they could speak to WATTS'. WATTS 
would often speak to the arrestees after they arrived at the police 
station. After speaking to the arrestees, WATTS would ask the 
arresting officers for leniency on the arrestee as "he (the 
arrestee) was helping me (WATTS) out." 

MOHAMMED admitted to participating in a money th eft only 
one time, on 11/21/2011. MOHAMMED recalled another occasion, 
sometime in 2010 (hereinafter referred to as the 2010 incident), 
where MOHAMMED received a call from WATTS who inquired as 10 
MOHAMMED'sIwhereabouts. At the time, MOHAMMED was at a Hy4ndai car 
dealership located near 26th Street and Michigan Avenue,iCicago, 
Illinois. WATTS asked MOHAMMED if he would watch out for WATTS as 
the "dumpster guyT was picking up money in the area that' MOHAMMED 
was ro-Fat4d: MOHAMMED described the dumpster guy as an linOividual 
MOHAMMED and WATTS knew from one of the public housing piroects. 
The dumpstet guy would dive into dumpsters to recover drrugls dumped 
by drug dealers when the police would raid the housing complex. 

,On 5/ 3 /2 012 

MOHAMMED stated that he did not stay at the Hun 
dealership as it was busy, and the wait was too long for t 
he needed to have done on his car. MOHAMMED has no wayito 
was at the; dealership the day of the 2010 incident. MO 
agreed thalt it was an odd coincidence that he was in thF 
the 2010 incident that day, helping WATTS locate the dump 

,Page  4 

ai 
e work 
prove he 
ED 

rea of 
ter guy. 

j 
During the 2010 ine-dgclt MOHAMMED stated that h was , 

sitting i the vicinity of th Street and Michigan Avehu looking 
out for tile dumpster guy. MOHAMMED recalled he was on the 
telephone with ADELE Y, who resided in Washington Sate when 
MOHAMMED noticed the mpster guy and called WATTS, as WA TS had 
requested! After c ling WATTS and telling him the dumpster guy 
was in th4 area, ED left the area and went home. 'MOHAMMED 
was driving his ack colored Hyundai at the time. 

MOHAMMED stated that WATTS came to his house of er the 
2010 incident, but MOHAMMED was not home. Later in the' d4y, WATTS 
stopped by MOHAMMED's house, as MOHAMMED was now home. :MOHAMMED 
asked WATTS what had happened during the 2010 incident, and WATTS 
told MOHAMMED they would talk about it later. MOHAMMED recalled 
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that WATTS had grabbed a beer out of MOHAMMED's fridge at t 
time. 

,Page  5 

is 

MOHAMMED stated that he did not recall a telephone call 
from WATTS the day of the 2010 incident in which WATTS told him to 
meet him at' the fence. MOHAMMED knew of no one else who was out 
there during the 2010 incident besides WATTS. MOHAMMED did recall 
that he had been walking around the park near 26th Street a!nd 
Michigan AVienue just prior to seeing the dumpster guy. 

MOHAMMED stated that the day he was at the deale ship and 
looking out for the dumpster guy, WATTS told MOHAMMED to " atch the 
dumpster guy for me. He is picking up something." MOHAMMED told 
WATTS that !they should be at work to cover themselves watching the 
dumpster guy. WATTS replied, "don't worry about it, I got lit." 
MOHAMMED thought it would look more legitimate if they were 
actually working. MOHAMMED stated that the day of the 2010 
incident, he believed WATTS was in a CPD Ford Crown Victioria. 
MOHAMMED recalled WATTS telling him on the phone that he. (WATTS) 
was at work and getting a car. MOHAMMED recalled that WATTS was at 
the police station when he first called MOHAMMED. 

The day after the 2010 incident WATTS went to MOHAMMED's 
house and they spoke in the alley. WATTS told MOHAMMED that the 
dumpster guy was acting as a courier and that there was $5,000 in 
the bag. WATTS told MOHAMMED that he paid the dumpster guy after 
getting the bag with the money. However, WATTS did notitep. 
MOHAMMED hOw much he paid the dumpster guy. MOHAMMED seated that 
he did not1 receive any money from the 2010 incident. MOHtMED 
asked WATTS how the dumpster guy got in touch with WATTS. ATTs 
responded !that the dumpster guy had been calling him. When WATTS 
stopped by MOHAMMED's house, WATTS was in his work truck. WATTS 
often rode around in his work truck. 

During the money theft that occurred on 11/21/2011, 
MOHAMMED stated that he was getting a haircut and deciding whether 
he shouldlgo visit his kids in North Ridgeville, Ohio, a Suburb of 
Cleveland, Ohio. WATTS called MOHAMMED and told MOHAMMEDithat the 
dumpster guy had a black bag and that WATTS needed MOHAMMED to get 
him (dumpSter guy). At the time MOHAMMED was at 100th Street and 
Jeffrey getting his, hair cut. MOHAMMED then drove to the 
McDonald's Restaurant located on Martin Luther King Drive( near 
26th Street, Chicago, Illinois. Prior to getting to the McDonald's 
Restaurant, WATTS called MOHAMMED and said he saw the dumpster guy. 
MOHAMMED followed the dumpster guy from th McDonald's Restaurant 
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and observed the dumpster guy pulling on car door handles o;11 the 
street just east of Martin Luther King Drive. MOHAMMED pulled up 
to the dumpster guy, who told MOHAMMED to get the bag. MOHAMMED 
got out of his car and took the bag from the dumpster guy. 
MOHAMMED recalled after taking the bag the dumpster guy was asking 
him about something, but MOHAMMED could not recall what it as the 
dumpster guy was asking him.-

MpHAMMED got back in his car and drove away. MOHAMMED 
did not look in the bag, however, he felt the bag and could not 
feel a lump' in it, which would have indicated money to MO ED. 
WATTS called MOHAMMED and told him where to meet, which wash 57th 
Street and 'Princeton, Chicago, Illinois. At 57th and Prineton, 
WATTS got Out of his car and got into MOHAMMED's car. They then 
drove down 'the street. MOHAMMED gave the bag to WATTS who found 
the money inside of the bag and took the money. MOHAMMED nd WATTS 
drove downlan alley where WATTS told MOHAMMED to throw the bag out. 
MOHAMMED recalled WATTS saying that "he (dumpster guy) cams through 
again." MOHAMMED stated that he thought to himself "here ie go 
again." MOHAMMED stated that he thought this as it appeared to be 
the same st of circumstances as the previously described 2010 
incident. I 

(While in MOHAMMED's car, MOHAMMED told WATTS tha he was 
thinking of going to Ohio and needed $200.00. WATTS reached into 
his left pant's pocket and gave MOHAMMED $200.00. MOHAMMED stated 
that this was a different pocket than the pocket WATTS Out the 
money in that was from the black bag. The money from the ag was 
placed in WATTS right pant's pocket. MOHAMMED believedlhe would 
have to pay, the $200.00 back to WATTS. After getting the oney 
from WATTS(,, MOHAMMED dropped WATTS off at his car and MO ED went 
home. 1 

'After returning from Ohio, MOHAMMED spoke to WATTS. 
WATTS told MOHAMMED that it was a good one and that WATTS was 
waiting fdr the dumpster guy to call again. MOHAMMED recalled that 
on or abotit 11/26/2012 and 11/29/2012, WATTS told MOHAMMED that 
"old boy":called him again. MOHAMMED believed old boy was the 
dumpster guy. MOHAMMED told WATTS that it was between WATTS an 
the dumpster guy in a reference to the two money theft inside 

1, 

'MOHAMMED stated that he never hangs out at the," 
5gaa. MOHAMMED stated that he has never spoken to the z pster guy 
outside of.the money thefts. MOHAMMED stated that du' nglthe 
11/21/2011'money theft, both he and WATTS were in th it personal 
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cars. MOHAMMED's gun was in his vehicle. MOHAMMED knew WATTS was 
armed during the 11/21/2011 money theft as MOHAMMED saw WATTS' gun 
when WATTS got into MOHAMMED's vehicle. MOHAMMED recalled that 
when WATTS Searched the bag he searched with one hand and *led 
out a wad of money. MOHAMMED stated that he still has not paid 
back the $200.00 that WATTS loaned him the day of the 11/21(2011 
money theftl. MOHAMMED stated that he asked WATTS to "loan me 
$200.00." WATTS never told MOHAMMED that day that the mont was a 
loan that n/eeded to be paid back. MOHAMMED believed he lefi for 
the Clevelalbd, Ohio area the night of 11/21/2011 at approxikately 
8:00p.m or 19:00p.m. and arrived there around 1:30a.m. MOHAMMED 
stayed at his former wife's house. MOHAMMED estimated tfiatl it cost 
him $300.0011 to get to the Cleveland, Ohio area and back. This 
included money for taking his kids out to dinner, gas and tolls. 

MOHAMMED stated that he never received any money from the 
11/21/2011 money theft. MOHAMMED has not had contact of:any kind 
with WATTS since they both were 
MOHAMMED recalled the da 
appearance WATTS said 

ested on 2/12 - 2/13/201 . 
he arrests that during theirlinitial 

MOHAMMED "you told on me." 

NO D stated that immediately after SAs Henae s n and 
Hart interri ed him on 2/2/2012, his girlfriend, MICHE 
CALDWELL, galled WATTS and gave the phone to MOHAMMED. MOHAMMED 

157.111 W Sithat the FBI had been by his house and i erVlieWed him 
abou he 11/21/2011 incident. MOHAMMED told WATT "he 190L them in 
th shit."1 WATTS asked MOHAMMED if the FBI had written a.nrthing 

wn and MOHAMMED responded yes. WATTS then stopped by IMOHAMMED's 
residence. 

t MOHAMMED's residence, MOHAMMED told WATTS th t the 
interview l as about the dumpster guy. MOHAMMED told WATT 
everything that MOHAMMED had told the FBI during the interview. 
MOHAMMED old WATTS "they got me taking the bag." WATTS dIsked 
MOHAMMED MOHAMMED put him (WATTS) in it and MOHAMMEDIrdsponded 
yes. WATTS then left the house in a hurried manner. MOHAMMED 
stated thit he never reported any of the money thefts, ' 
extortion/protection payments or illegal acts/wrongdoing to any law 
enforcement agency to include CPD. 

*HAMMED stated that sometime in January, 2012, MOHAMMED 
received 1..telephone call from WATTS. WATTS told MOHAMMED that 
the dumpster guy would be at a Burger King restaurant with another 
guy and would be acting as a courier. WATTS told MOHAMME that he 
was goingl o go down to the Burger King. WATTS then told! MOHAMMED 

~ 
1111111
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that he (WATTS) told the dumpster guy that he was going to be out 
of town. WATTS told MOHAMMED that the dumpster guy asked for 
MOHAMMED to go to the Burger King when WATTS said he was out of 
town. MOHAMMED told WATTS to keep him (MOHAMMED) out of itl. WATTS 
told MOHAMMED that the dumpster guy was carrying money. MOHAMMED 
stated that. after this call he never discussed the incident! again 
with WATTS.' MOHAMMED stated that WATTS often called MOHAMMED when 
WATTS was working his part time job at People's Gas. WATTS would 
often call dust to shoot the breeze. 

MOHAMMED recalled another time after January, 2012 in 
which WATTS called him about the dumpster guy. MOHAMMED was 
pulling into the lot at the police station, as he was stai±ing his 
shift. WATTS told MOHAMMED that "old boy" called and MOHAMMED 
responded to WATTS, "so what?" This conversation with WATTS was 
brief. MOHAMMED told WATTS to go get the dumpster guy. W1TTS 
called MOHAMMED again about the dumpster guy, and MOHAMMED again 
responded, Illso what?" This was also a very brief conversation. 
WATTS was already in the police station at the time, getting ready 
to start his shift. MOHAMMED was unaware as to whether WATTS did 
anything with the dumpster guy during this incident. 

MOHAMMED was asked about a stash house in which a large 
amount of money was recovered from it. The house was located on 
Van Vlisssingen in Chicago, Illinois. MOHAMMED stated that CHARLIE 
LNU and WESTSIDE came to the station and asked for WATTS. LWATTS 
spoke to them. They told WATTS that WESTSIDE knew a Jamai an drug 
dealer on the north side that had a stash house with money! and 
drugs in it. WATTS then told CPD officer ALVIN JONES to write the 
search warrant for the house. WESTSIDE had previously tried to 
give money to MOHAMMED, but MOHAMMED did not accept the:mo ey. 

MOHAMMED recalled that a search warrant was executed at 
this house the same night. MOHAMMED stated that his tactical team 
along with police officers from the CPD 4th district searched the 
house. MOHAMMED estimated that there were fifteen to twenty police 
officers at the residence. WATTS was leading the search. ) MOHAMMED 
stated that they entered the house as it was vacant. MOHAMMED 
stated that he was the last person to enter the house. Tqe 
basement and upstairs were searched for drugs. MOHAMMED was in the 
basement by the furnace when someone said it (money) was in the 
ceiling. MOHAMMED recalled someone pulling gift cards an4 a box of 
money out of the ceiling area. MOHAMMED recalled that there was 
approximately ten people in the basement to include him, WATTS and 
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1 

JONES. Others came down to look at the money. MOHAMMED 4i not 
know where the gift cards came from or went after the search. 

1 
Later, JONES said he saw someone who worked for CpD-IAD 

driving dowp the street and JONES thought the house was a set up. 
JONES told MOHAMMED, "let Ron (WATTS) take it all." MOHAMMED 
recalled seeing the recovered money on the table in the tacitical 
office at the police station. MOHAMMED stated that everyone was 
looking at 'the money. JONES did the recovery paperwork for the 
money. MOHAMMED recalled having to wait for the Asset Forfeiture 
people to arrive to count the money. 

MOHAMMED did not know how much money was recovered from 
the house. 1 MOHAMMED did recall that approximately one year after 
the search of the house occurred, WATTS told MOHAMMED that he got 
money from the search. MOHAMMED stated that he and WATTS ere in 
the middle of another search when WATTS blurted out that! he got 
money from the Van Vlissingen search. MOHAMMED believed! WATTS got 
money from the search at the Van Vlissingen residence as1 WATTS was 
the last person in contact with the money before it was pept to 
Homan Squaie. MOHAMMED recalled that he, WATTS and DOUG NICHOLS 
were in th4 car that transported the money back to the police 
station. WATTS took the money by himself into the tactiica office. 
MOHAMMED did not recall WATTS being alone in the tactical office 
with the mOney. 

I 
MOHAMMED stated that WATTS spends $400.00 per 

Illinois L1ottery Pick 3 game. He gets his tickets at a 
43rd Stre t and Cottage Grove. WATTS also paid for his 
college tMition. WATTS' daughter went to college in Iovra. WATTS 
owns a two flat and a house. MOHAMMED believed the mortgage on the 

ecalled 
e. 
HAMMED 

two flat is, more than the rent WATTS collects. MOHAMMED 
that WATTS had $16,000,00 stolen from the safe in his ham 
MOHAMMED believed WATTS made a police report about it. IM 
stated that he had no knowledge of any other police officers doing 
drug or money thefts. 

1MOHAMMED identified a CPD photograph of RO ENIVETT,who 
is a drugldealer. MOHAMMED was aware that BENNETT upplied 
clothing and liquor to WATTS. MOHAMMED heard this from VIN 
JONES. 

daffy on the 
store near 
d 'Lighter's 

1MOHAMMED stated that no one threatened or told im to lie 
or mislead federal Agents if they were to ask him about1 his and 
others involvement in money and drug thefts or other illlegal 
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activity. MOHAMMED has not had any contact with any of his CPD 
associates and no one has tried to contact him since his arrest by 
the FBI. MOHAMMED did not know of any other corruption or illegal 
activities jrnvolving WATTS. MOHAMMED has no knowledge of WATTS 
having a gang affiliation nor being a drug user. MOHAMMED knows 
WATTS to drink alcohol. 

MOHAMMED stated that WATTS claimed he was hit by a car 
while on duty. However, MOHAMMED was present during the accident 
and knew that WATTS was not struck by the car. WATTS received an 
insurance settlement from his alleged injury of $60,000.00 in 2009. 
The car wasIbeing driven by a drug dealer whom WATTS knew. The car 
was owned by SHABOOKA (PH) LNU, the drug dealer's girlfriend. 
WATTS claimed-t-5-1%V-6-sustained a knee injury. 

MOHAMMED stated that. he had a part time security job at a 
housing complex called SHOREWOODS, located at 39th Street and 
Langley, Chicago, Illinois. CPD police officer LAMONICA LEWIS was 
the supervisor at the site. WATTS wanted LEWIS to put him down as 
working there, so he could get paid. WATTS and LEWIS had an 
argument about this request, and MOHAMMED ended up losing his job 
over the argument. 

MOHAMMED stated at the end of the interview thA 
everything tie told interviewing Agents and the AUSAs during 
interview was the truth. MOHAMMED admitted to lying to and 
misleading Agents in previous interviews. 

this 
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·1· · · · · · ·IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

·2· · · · · · · · ·FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

·3· · · · · · · · · ·ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVISION

·4· · · · · · · · ·JUDGE FRANKLIN U. VALDERRAMA

·5· · · · · · ·MAGISTRATE JUDGE SHEILA M. FINNEGAN

·6· · · · · · · MASTER DOCKET CASE NO. 19-CV-01717

·7

·8

·9

10

11· · · · ·IN RE: WATTS COORDINATED PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS
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13

14

15
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23· ·DEPONENT:· GARRY MCCARTHY

24· ·DATE:· · · JUNE 14, 2023

25· ·REPORTER:· SYDNEY LITTLE



·1· · · · · · · · · · · · ·APPEARANCES

·2

·3· ·ON BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFFS, RICKEY HENDERSON, SHAUN

·4· ·JAMES, JAMAR LEWIS, TAURUS SMITH:

·5· ·Joshua Tepfer, Esquire

·6· ·Loevy & Loevy

·7· ·311 North Aberdeen Street,

·8· ·Third Floor

·9· ·Chicago, Illinois 60607

10· ·Telephone No.: (312) 243-5900

11· ·E-mail: josh@loevy.com
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13· ·ON BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFFS, FLAXMAN PLAINTIFFS:

14· ·Joel Flaxman, Esquire

15· ·Collin Gill, Esquire

16· ·Kenneth N. Flaxman, P.C.

17· ·200 South Michigan Avenue

18· ·Suite 201

19· ·Chicago, Illinois 60604

20· ·Telephone No.: (312) 427-3200

21· ·E-mail: jaf@kenlaw.com

22· ·cjg@kenlaw.com

23

24

25



·1· · · · Q.· ·And why was that?· Why was there nothing

·2· ·written?

·3· · · · · · ·MR. BURNS:· Objection.· Form.

·4· · · · A.· ·I -- I'm not a big paper person.· I want to

·5· ·hear it if I have questions about it.· And then if

·6· ·there's any paper, like a picture or something like

·7· ·that, it all went back.

·8· ·BY MR. FLAXMAN:

·9· · · · Q.· ·And did you ever take notes about the

10· ·meetings?

11· · · · A.· ·No.

12· · · · Q.· ·You also talked about this issue where your

13· ·department was trying to get boxes from the federal

14· ·investigation every so often.· You remember that?

15· · · · A.· ·Yes.

16· · · · Q.· ·Did you ever communicate with federal

17· ·authorities about the boxes?

18· · · · A.· ·I may have said something to Bob Grant.  I

19· ·don't recall.· But I -- I do know this very

20· ·specifically.· I asked Bob Grant, is there anything else

21· ·to this?· And he said, absolutely not.· It's just these

22· ·two officers.· And when we tried to obtain more

23· ·information, we couldn't obtain it because federal

24· ·protections for the documents prevented that from

25· ·happening.



·1· · · · Q.· ·And did you try to obtain that information

·2· ·after Bob Grant told you that it was just these two

·3· ·officers?

·4· · · · A.· ·I believe we tried for a while to -- to Bob

·5· ·Klimas because there was some sort of a vetting that

·6· ·they -- the feds were talking about.· And, eventually, I

·7· ·don't think we got anything.

·8· · · · Q.· ·Well, when you say there was some sort of

·9· ·vetting, what do you mean?

10· · · · A.· ·In other words, they would -- you know, they

11· ·would take them and redact things and things like that.

12· ·But they never did any of it for us.· To my

13· ·recollection, we got absolutely nothing.

14· · · · Q.· ·And given that Bob Grant had told you that

15· ·there's nothing else, it's just these two officers, why

16· ·did you want that other information?

17· · · · A.· ·To ensure that there was nothing else.· And,

18· ·like I said, you know, the -- the FBI was looking at

19· ·criminal charges.· That doesn't mean that we weren't

20· ·going to pursue administrative charges if there was

21· ·something there for that.

22· · · · Q.· ·And was it -- did you say that it was Klimas

23· ·who was the one who was mostly responsible for trying to

24· ·get that information?

25· · · · A.· ·I wouldn't say responsible.· He was the guy
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·1· ·CPD and the federal government into a CP officer doesn't

·2· ·lead to charges, does CPD ever still do anything?

·3· ·Do they still ever act?

·4· · · · · · MR. BATTLE:· Going to object to the fact that

·5· · · ·incomplete hypothetical.· Go ahead and answer,

·6· · · ·if you can.

·7· · · · A· · So if it didn't lead to criminal charges, then

·8· ·sometimes CPD would do internal investigation.· Because

·9· ·it might not lead to any criminal charges, but it could

10· ·be something that was a violation of policy, or things

11· ·of that nature.· So we would still look at the

12· ·investigation at the conclusion of the criminal portion.

13· · · · Q· · Were you ever given any specifics about any of

14· ·the evidence that the federal government with CPD

15· ·developed against Watts and other members of this team?

16· · · · A· · No.

17· · · · Q· · Did you ever ask for that information?

18· · · · A· · So with Watts and Mohammad, they were -- prior

19· ·to me becoming superintendent, as far as I knew, they

20· ·had been indicted, went to prison.· I don't know if they

21· ·were out of prison at the time that I became

22· ·superintendent.· So, there would've been no need for me

23· ·to inquire about them.· As far as the other members of

24· ·the team goes, when we got notification from the state's

25· ·attorney's office concerning their credibility issues,

Case: 1:19-cv-01717 Document #: 689-3 Filed: 02/16/24 Page 3 of 16 PageID #:11488



·1· ·I knew that I personally reached out to the

·2· ·US Attorney's office and the FBI to ask them, did they

·3· ·have anything at that point that would suggest that I

·4· ·should take further action against those officers?

·5· ·If they could share it with me, fine.

·6· ·If not, I understood.· But if I were to take a job

·7· ·action against them, was -- did they have any reason to

·8· ·think that they had evidence that would suggest that?

·9· ·And they said, no.

10· · · · Q· · Who did you talk to at the US Attorney's

11· ·office?

12· · · · A· · It would've been -- I can't remember if Zach

13· ·Fardon was the US Attorney at the time or John Lausch,

14· ·but whichever one of them was in charge, I would've

15· ·reached out to that person.

16· · · · Q· · Did you talk directly to· the US Attorney at

17· ·the time?

18· · · · A· · Yes.

19· · · · Q· · When did you make that -- was it a call or a

20· ·letter or --

21· · · · A· · No, it was a phone call.

22· · · · Q· · And about what time period did you make that

23· ·call?

24· · · · A· · It would've been around the time we received

25· ·those documents.
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·1· · · · Q· · November 2017?

·2· · · · A· · Yes.

·3· · · · Q· · Is it a call that had been set up by, like, a

·4· ·staff member or did you just pick up the phone and call?

·5· · · · A· · No, we had personal relationships, so I

·6· ·would've just picked up the phone and called.

·7· · · · Q· · About how long was the conversation or

·8· ·conversations?

·9· · · · A· · My best recollection, maybe 10 minutes or so.

10· · · · Q· · Was it just one phone call?

11· · · · A· · Phone call for me asking if there was anything

12· ·I should be concerned with, and then the phone -- the

13· ·return call saying no.

14· · · · Q· · So it wasn't like you called, they said

15· ·immediately no.· They looked into it.

16· · · · A· · No, they looked --· they -- I'm going to

17· ·assume they looked into it because they -- it was a few

18· ·days before both of them got back to me.

19· · · · Q· · Who did you talk to at the FBI?

20· · · · A· · It would've been the SAC.· Jeff Sallette.

21· · · · Q· · I'm sorry.· Could you spell that last name?

22· · · · A· · S-A-L-L-E-T-T-E, I believe.· He might get me

23· ·if I misspell his name.

24· · · · Q· · Jeff Sallette, though?

25· · · · A· · Yes.
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·1· · · · Q· · Okay.

·2· · · · A· · To the best of my knowledge.

·3· · · · Q· · He's the special agent in charge of the

·4· ·Chicago office at the time?

·5· · · · A· · Correct.

·6· · · · Q· · Was it the same process?· You just picked up

·7· ·the phone, called and he called you back later?

·8· · · · A· · Correct.

·9· · · · Q· · And what specifically did you ask either

10· ·Fardon or Lausch, and then Sallette?

11· · · · A· · I don't remember specifically how the

12· ·conversation went, but I would have said, "Listen,

13· ·I have these officers that can no longer testify at

14· ·court that were involved in the Watts case.· If there's

15· ·any reason I should have a concern about any criminal

16· ·activity or any evidence that might come forward later,

17· ·that would suggest they shouldn't be on the street.

18· ·You don't have to share it with me if you can't, but at

19· ·the very least, I need to know so that I can relieve

20· ·them of their police powers if that's appropriate."

21· · · · Q· · Did you just ask them about criminal activity?

22· · · · A· · Any activity that would suggest relieving them

23· ·of their police powers.

24· · · · Q· · Did you give them any guidelines about what

25· ·activity would warrant relieving them of police powers?
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·1· · · · A· · No.

·2· · · · Q· · In your mind, what types of activity would you

·3· ·have been looking for that would've justified relieving

·4· ·those officers of their police powers?

·5· · · · · · MR. BURNS:· Objection to form of question.

·6· · · · · · MS. WEST:· Join.

·7· · · · A· · It wouldn't have been anything specifically,

·8· ·but if there's a criminal investigation, it would be

·9· ·criminal allegations, I would imagine.· So, I -- there

10· ·was nothing that specifically, because I didn't want to

11· ·taint that response from them.· I just wanted to know if

12· ·there was something that I should be concerned about.

13· · · · Q· · Did you go back and ask anyone in Internal

14· ·Affairs the same question?

15· · · · A· · So when you say same question, was there

16· ·anything that CPD should be concerned with?

17· · · · Q· · Yeah.· So, did you go back to -- it was a

18· ·joint investigation, right?· So, I -- let me back up a

19· ·sec.· I was making an assumption but tell me if I'm

20· ·right about this.· You called the FBI and the US

21· ·Attorney's office because you knew they did a joint

22· ·investigation into, at least Watts and Mohammad, right?

23· · · · A· · Correct.

24· · · · Q· · And you are aware that, and would've, at a

25· ·minimum included looking at other officers' activities?
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·1· · · · A· · Correct.

·2· · · · Q· · That's the reason you called them to ask if

·3· ·there was anything they knew about the other officers

·4· ·that would warrant relieving them of police powers,

·5· ·right?

·6· · · · A· · Correct.

·7· · · · Q· · And the joint investigation included the

·8· ·Chicago Police Department?

·9· · · · A· · Correct.

10· · · · Q· · So did you go back and talk to the division or

11· ·divisions at CPD that were involved in the joint

12· ·investigation?

13· · · · A· · Yeah.· I spoke to them prior to reaching out

14· ·to the US Attorney and the FBI.

15· · · · Q· · Okay.· Who did you speak to at the CPD before

16· ·you reached out to the FBI and the US Attorney?

17· · · · A· · I would have asked the General Counsel if she

18· ·had any information.· And I don't recall if Eddie Welch

19· ·or Keith Callaway were the chiefs, both of them at

20· ·different times were Chiefs of Internal Affairs, but

21· ·whoever the Chief was at the time, I would have inquired

22· ·to that person if there was something there that we had

23· ·internally that would suggest relieving them of their

24· ·police powers.

25· · · · Q· · And· were those -- did you get no answer for

Case: 1:19-cv-01717 Document #: 689-3 Filed: 02/16/24 Page 8 of 16 PageID #:11493



 

EXHIBIT 47 

  



FD-1057 (Rev. 5-8-10) 
UNCLASSIFIED 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
Electronic Communication 

Title: (U) Case closing. 

CC: D6 -PCU 

From: CHICAGO 

CG-WC-2 

Contact: SA Craig Henderson, 312-829-8541 

Approved By: SSA Brendan J. O'Leary 

ASAC Michael T. Kosanovich 

SAC R J Holley 

OFF1CIALBECORD nuc„„,.;,:aaaa
a ..raal a., amat 
aa..1 rn ..asta aan 

Date: 09/25/2014 

Drafted By: SA Craig Henderson 

Case ID #: 194D-CG-122761"' (U) OPERATION BRASS TAX - CLSPO - LAW 

ENFORCEMENT 

SENSITIVE INVESTIGATIVE MATTER 

Synopsis: (U) Captioned investigation is being closed as all 

investigation has been completed and the evidence has been properly 

disposed of. 

Full Investigation Initiated: 10/01/2004 

Administrative Notes: (U) Enclosed for FBIHQ, Criminal Investigative 

Division, Public Corruption Unit is a LHM regarding the closing of 

captioned investigation. 

Enclosure(s): Enclosed are the following items: 

1. (U) Closing LHM. 

Details: 

This investigation was opened based upon witness information that 

Chicago Police Department (CPD) Sergeant Ronald Watts and members of 

his tactical team had been stealing both drugs and drug proceeds from 

drug dealers and couriers around the former Ida B. Wells public housing 

project. Through investigation and CHS information, it was learned that 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

Title: (U) Case closing. 

Re: 194D-CG--122761, 09/25/2014 

Watts and CPD police officer Kellett Mohammed were the officers 

stealing drugs and drug proceeds from drug dealers and drug couriers. 
(B), (H) 

(B), (H) Watts and 

Mohammed were arrested. Watts and Mohammed subsequently pled guilty and 

were sentenced to 22 months and 18 months respectively for violation of 

Title 18 U.S.0 641, Theft of Government Funds. 

In summary, sufficient personnel and financial resources were 

expended on the investigation. All investigative methods/techniques 

that were initiated during the investigation have been completed. 

Furthermore, all leads that have been set have been completed. All 

logical and reasonable investigation was completed, and all evidence 

obtained during the investigation has been returned or destroyed in 

accordance with evidence policy. 

SUMMARY STATEMENT 

The reason the Full Investigation is being closed is C-6: Final 

prosecution has been completed. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION

In re: WATTS COORDINATED
PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS

) No. 19 C 1717
)
) Judge Valderrama
)
) Magistrate Judge Finnegan

DECLARA TION OF CRAIG HENDERSON

I, Craig Henderson, hereby state and declare as follows, pursuant to 28 U.S.c. § 1746:

1. I am a Special Agent assigned to the Chicago Division of the Federal Bureau of

Investigation ("FBI"). I entered on duty with the FBI on or about May 7, 1989, and was

appointed a Special Agent of the FBI on or about July 10, 1994. During my tenure as a Special

Agent, I have worked on numerous investigative matters in the FBI Headquarters Laboratory

Division and in the FBI's Chicago Division, including within the areas of organized crime and

public corruption. I am currently assigned to the Public Corruption Squad in the Chicago

Division.

2. This Declaration is based upon my personal knowledge, upon information provided to me

in my official capacity, and upon conclusions and determinations reached and made in

accordance therewith.

3. The purpose of this Declaration is to provide the Court with information concerning

material maintained as electronic evidence by the FBI Chicago Division.

4. Specifically, on or about September 26,2004, an investigation concerning Chicago Police

Department Sergeant Ronald Watts was initiated by the Public Corruption Squad in the FBI

Chicago Division. The investigation was predicated on information shared with the FBI by an

Assistant U.S. Attorney concerning a pending joint investigation by the Chicago Police

1
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Department Internal Affairs Division ("CPD-IAD"), the Drug Enforcement Agency ("DEA"),

and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives ("ATF") concerning alleged

criminal activity ofMr. Watts.

5. At that time, it was agreed that information relating to possible drug violations was to be

investigated by DEA; information concerning possible firearms violations was to be investigated

by ATF; and information relating to possible police corruption was to be investigated by CPD-

lAD and the FBI. Specific to the latter category of criminal activity, Mr. Watts was alleged to be

receiving bribe payments from individuals involved in drug trafficking in exchange for

protection from police interference with the dealers' continued criminal activity.

6. Subsequent to the FBI case opening, Chicago Police Officer Kallatt Mohammed also

became a subject of the same investigation, based on information that he too was receiving bribe

payments from drug dealers.

7. From the inception of the case, it was anticipated that the FBI would seek to obtain

evidence through, among other investigative techniques, the cooperation of individuals who

might be willing to assist the FBI by recording their communications with the subjects of the

investigation.

8. I was not assigned to the investigation when it was opened. I became assigned to the

investigation on or about September 2, 2011, as a participating Agent, and on or about

September 16, 2011, as one of two FBI co-Case Agents with primarily responsibility for the

investigation. I was assigned to this investigation based on my experience in working police

corruption investigations.
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9. As of September 15,2011, approximately 180 items! of electronic material had been

collected as evidence by Agents assigned to the case prior to me, to include recordings of

telephone communications monitored by the FBI pursuant to Court Orders issued under authority

of Title III; audio recordings of telephone communications that were made by Confidential

Human Sources or other individuals who cooperated with the FBI based on an assurance of

confidentiality (collectively, "sources"); video or audio recordings captured by sources using

body-worn equipment; video recordings captured by FBI surveillance cameras in various

locations; and surveillance photographs.

10. Upon my assignment to the case as co-Case Agent, I reviewed all of the electronic

recordings which had previously been entered into evidence in the investigation.

11. Subsequent to my assignment to the case as co-Case Agent, approximately 26 additional

items of electronic material were collected by the FBI as evidence, to include audio recordings

made by sources and video recordings captured by FBI surveillance cameras and privately

operated security cameras. I have reviewed those recordings, as well.

12. In total, as described above, the FBI collected a total of approximately 206 items of

electronic material in the Public Corruption investigation ofMr. Watts and Mr. Mohammed, and

those items are currently still in the possession of the FBI Chicago Division.

13. In total, the voices, identities, and/or physical appearances of eight (8) sources and two

(2) FBI Undercover Employees ("UCEs") are recorded in these 206 items of electronic material.

! Some of these items, as well as the items referenced in paragraph 12, below, contain more than
one and up to 15 individual recording "sessions." Some of the sessions contain no content or no
substantive content, e.g., where a call was placed but not received or where the only recorded
communication is a voice mail.
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14. During my review of the items of electronic material collected by the FBI in its

investigation of Mr. Watts and Mr. Mohammed, I did not perceive anything that indicated that

the subjects of the investigation were engaged in falsification of criminal charges against any

individual.

15. Per FBI protocol and my standard practice, if! had perceived anything that indicated that

a subject of the investigation was engaged in falsification of criminal charges against an

individual, I would have documented that information into the existing investigative file and

either incorporated that information into the existing investigation or referred the information to

the appropriate investigative squad in the FBI Chicago Division for initiation of a separate

investigation. As stated, I did not perceive such information in my review of the electronic

material collected by the FBI in the Public Corruption investigation ofMr. Watts and Mr.

Mohammed, and I did not make any such record or referral.

16. The electronic material collected by the FBI in the Public Corruption investigation of Mr.

Watts and Mr. Mohammed did, however, evidence that Mr. Watts and Mr. Mohammed were

engaged in the bribe taking which was the subject of the investigation, as well as theft of

government funds that they believed to be drug courier proceeds.

17. Based upon evidence collected by the FBI during the course of its investigation,

including some of the above-referenced electronic evidence, in 2012, Mr. Watts and Mr.

Mohammed were federally charged with theft of government property in violation of 18 U.S.C.

§§ 641 and 642 in the Northern District of Illinois, and both subsequently entered guilty pleas.
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

~
Executed on this ~ day of March 2023.

5

11------
Special Agent

ederal Bureau of Investigation
Chicago, Illinois
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potentially utilized in the criminal investigation
conducted by the FBI and the IAD in this matter;
is that true?
       MR. FLAXMAN:  Objection; foundation,
misstates testimony.
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.
       You can answer.
BY MR. NOLAND:
    Q  Is that true?
    A  This is true.
    Q  Chief, I'm going to ask you to -- I'm
going to read a statement to you and ask if you
agree with this, and this is with respect to
whether or not the internal affairs division can
move administratively against a police officer
during the pendency of a confidential criminal
investigation that internal affairs is working on
with the FBI.
       Would you agree, first of all, that
internal affairs cannot do that without
compromising the criminal investigation?
    A  Absolutely.  If we move to do something
administratively, we tamper with the investigation
totally, and we pretty much just throw it out the
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investigation, and the cooperating individual was
to be prosecuted in federal court, and the U.S.
attorney's office would have control of everything
that results from the investigation.
    A  Yes.
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection; foundation.
BY MR. NOLAND:
    Q  When you worked on the Watts investigation
as the lieutenant, the commanding officer of
confidential, was that your understanding of the
way that the investigation was being conducted by
the FBI?
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to foundation.
    A  Yes.
    Q  And so would you agree with the following
statement:  It was determined by the federal
government at the onset of the investigation that
the case would be criminally prosecuted in federal
court; the evidence developed during the
investigation was to be controlled by the federal
government; and that as a result, the FBI should
not otherwise proceed -- as a result, the CPD
should not otherwise proceed administratively
against the targets of the investigation during
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window because once that happens, officers
activities -- it changes their ability to move
around.  It just ends the investigation.
    Q  And so if you move administratively, first
of all, that's going to notify the officers that
they're accused of this particular allegation and
that their conduct is being investigated?
    A  Yes.
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.
    Q  And, of course, telling the targets of the
investigation or the confidential investigation
for which you're trying to catch them and
criminally prosecute them would fundamentally
undermine and potentially close the investigation
unsuccessfully; is that right?
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.
    A  Yes, it would close the investigation, and
it would not be successful.
    Q  And one of the documents I -- we discussed
or I showed you in preparation for the deposition
was that memo of Cal Holliday in which the federal
government had informed the internal affairs in a
meeting that it was determined that the Watts
investigation would be a federally prosecuted
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the pendency of the criminal case.
       Would you agree with that statement when
you were working on the case?
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection; form,
foundation.
       You can answer.
    A  Yes.
    Q  And that during the investigation,
Title III wiretaps were applied for and approved
by federal courts, grand jury subpoenas were
issued, FBI confidential sources were utilized,
surveillance was conducted, and other confidential
investigatory techniques were utilized, the fruits
of which would not have been available in any
administrative proceeding until the completion of
the criminal investigation, if at all.
       Would you agree with that statement?
    A  I agree with that statement.
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection; foundation.
    Q  And would you agree that if Watts and
Mohammed's police powers had been relieved or that
IAD had proceeded administratively against them to
seek discipline during the pendency of the joint
FBI/IAD investigation, that that would compromise
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the criminal investigation and potentially
obstruct the criminal investigation; correct?
    A  Yes.
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection; form,
foundation.
    A  It would have compromised the
investigation and obstructed the furtherance of
the investigation.
BY MR. NOLAND:
    Q  In your communications with the federal
authorities on the Watts matter, did they
reiterate to you that this investigation needed to
be kept confidential and kept with the utmost
secrecy and on a need-to-know basis?
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection; foundation.
    A  Yes.
    Q  And, again, moving administratively or
relieving Watts and Mohammed of their police
powers would undermine that goal and the
directions of the federal government; is that
true?
    A  That is correct.
       MR. NOLAND:  I have no further questions.
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hypothetical.
       You can answer.
    A  If an individual, knowing that they are
involved in illegal activities, is all of a sudden
just moved from one location to another, that
would signify to that individual that someone is
watching them and something is going on as far as
their activities.
BY MS. KLEINHAUS:
    Q  Okay.  Let's look at Exhibit 6 again,
please.
       This is the one where the report comes in
in April of 2008, and it gets sent to Sergeant
Barnes; right?
    A  Yes, ma'am.
    Q  And nothing is done about it until 2013;
right?
       MR. NOLAND:  Objection; form, foundation.
       You may answer.
    A  It's not closed out until 2013.
    Q  Right.
    A  That's correct.
    Q  That's after Watts and Mohammed have
already been indicted; right?
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   EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR CERTAIN PLAINTIFFS
BY MS. KLEINHAUS:
    Q  Okay.  Following up on that, putting aside
moving administratively, is there any reason that
you couldn't transfer Watts out of the Ida B.
Wells housing complex or request that he be moved?
    A  Contractually --
    Q  No.  I didn't ask contractually.
       Just is there any reason that you couldn't
ask for Watts to be moved out of Ida B. Wells?
       MR. NOLAND:  Object to form.
       Go ahead.
    A  If an officer or sergeant has vetted to a
particular district, they're assigned there, first
off, you're probably going to violate their
contractual rights in moving them because they're
assigned there.
       What would be the rationale,
justification?  That there was some investigation
going on, which would probably tip them off and
also obstruct the completion of this investigation
if the activities were in Ida B. Wells.
    Q  Why would it tip someone off to get moved?
       MR. NOLAND:  Objection; incomplete
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    A  Yes, ma'am.  I'm assuming so.  The
indictment date is what?
    Q  2012.
    A  Okay.  Yes.
    Q  Did you ever have any concerns that CRs
that you were routing to Sergeant Barnes were not
being investigated?
    A  All of Sergeant Barnes' cases were being
investigated with -- in partnership with the
Federal Bureau of Investigations.  So I'm not
concerned that they were not being investigated.
    Q  Okay.  Are you concerned that this one
wasn't investigated?
       MR. NOLAND:  Object to form.
    A  I'm concerned that there's no summary
saying what happened in this investigation.
    Q  Okay.  Counsel showed you Exhibit 7, which
are the typewritten notes from FBI documents.
    A  Yes.
    Q  You never received any FBI reports like
this when you were the lieutenant over
confidential; right?
    A  No.
       MS. KLEINHAUS:  Nothing further.
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I. CONCLUSIONS AND OPINION 

Based on the available evidence and data, within a reasonable degree of professional 

certainty in the policing industry, I conclude that the Chicago Police Department failed to properly 

conduct investigations of police misconduct in accordance with nationally accepted standards, and 

that their failure would be expected to cause officers involved in narcotics enforcement, like the 

Defendants in this case, to engage in corruption and extortion and to fabricate and suppress 

evidence. I also conclude that the arrests and the documentation of the arrests of Ben Baker, 

Clarissa Glenn, Leonard Gipson, and Lionel White Sr. fell below nationally accepted standards for 

policing. My opinion follows. 

1. Did the Chicago Police Department follow accepted practices for conducting 

investigations into complaints of police misconduct? No. The content and overall 

quality of internal affairs investigations is substandard. The investigations do not comport 

with national standards for conducting internal affairs investigations. 

2. Did the Chicago Police Department fail to supervise officers through the internal 

affairs process consistent with accepted industry practices when complaints against 

the officers were generated? Yes. The Chicago Police Department supervisory staff knew 

or should have known that complaints against officers were accruing in a manner that 

signaled a need for intervention. The Chicago Police Department also should have taken 

supervisory measures to stop the adverse behavior and correct the deficiencies consistent 

with their agency policies. The actions of supervisory staff are not consistent with the 

nationally accepted standards for police supervision. The failure to supervise the defendants 

in the instant case would lead a reasonable officer to conclude that the Chicago Police 

     

3. Did a pattern of allegations emerge against CPD officers between 1999 and 2011? Yes. 

Clear patterns2 of allegations emerged across various years of several types of offenses. The 

Chicago Police Department supervisory staff knew or should have known that clear patterns 

of personnel complaints were emerging across various years and several types of offenses, 

and should have taken measures to stop the adverse behavior and correct the deficiencies. 

 
2 A pattern is defined as given to a regular or repeated form; forming a consistent or characteristic arrangement. The 
patterns observed in the instant case come from the frequency and type of allegations shown in the data among a 
relatively small group of officers. 
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v. Demonstrated commitment to holding supervisory personnel accountable 

for the timely and effective execution of organizational policy by individuals 

under their command.37 

The duties reflected in the job characteristics promulgated by the Chicago Police 

Department are intrinsic to supervision and have been ever since the ranks were established. 

This is not limited to Chicago but is a general proposition that applies to all police 

departments. The responsibilities exist to provide direction and control over personnel and 

to ensure personnel meet their legal and ethical obligations as they carry out their assigned 

duties. Although the means to achieve these ends may change over time (e.g., the advent of 

technology), the standards remain constant. Identifying problematic employees is necessary 

to protect citizens from police misconduct. 

 

III. PATTERN OF ALLEGATIONS AGAINST CHICAGO POLICE OFFICERS 1999-2011 
 

The study period is between 1999 and 2011. One set of analyses includes the full data set 

(1999-2011). I also analyzed three specific time periods: 1) 1999-2003; 2) 2004-2007; and 3) 2008-

2011. I wanted to analyze shorter time periods, each consisting of about a third of the study period, 

because doing so allows me to test whether my conclusions hold across specific time periods as well 

as the entire study period. If I had only analyzed the data from 1999-2011, then it would be hard to 

determine whether the conclusions I reached regarding misconduct investigations were the same in 

the early part of the period (e.g., around 1999 or 2000) and the final part of the period (e.g., around 

2010 or 2011). I identified study periods that would allow me to maintain a sufficient sample size, as 

discussed below, while also being of a short enough time period each (4-5 years) to allow me to be 

confident that the trends I identified held for the entire time period. In the full data set there are 

1,226 unique CR numbers (i.e., internal affairs investigations) that resulted in 4,346 allegations. Five 

(5) CR numbers were not included in the analysis because the date the CR was initiated fell outside 

 
37 City of Superintendent of Police Class Title, Code 9957, Police Job Specifications (retrieved on June 24, 2023 from 
https://www.chicago.gov/city/en/depts/dhr/supp_info/police_job_specifications.html). 
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of the 1999-2011 time period (CRs) and 34 CR numbers were not included  because the CRs 

contained no allegations of misconduct.38   

1. Summary of Allegations Against Personnel. The personnel allegation data is described as 

follows: The data range is 13 years, from 1999 to 2011, consisting of 4,346 allegations (table 

7), 1,227 unique investigations, and 12 unique allegation categories (table 8).  

Table 7 
Allegations by Year 1999-2011 
Year n % 

1999 209 4.8% 
2000 309 7.1% 
2001 318 7.3% 
2002 389 9.0% 
2003 357 8.2% 
2004 299 6.9% 
2005 303 7.0% 
2006 291 6.7% 
2007 376 8.7% 
2008 309 7.1% 
2009 414 9.5% 
2010 421 9.7% 
2011 351 8.1% 
Total 4346 100.0% 

 
 

Table 8 
Allegations by Category 1999-2011 
Allegation n % 

Excessive Force 969 22.3% 
Operation or Personnel Violations 926 21.3% 
Demeanor 823 18.9% 
Unlawful Search, Entry, or Arrest 771 17.7% 
Theft / Improper Inventory Procedure 317 7.3% 
Property Damage 215 4.9% 
Fabricated Evidence and Integrity Violations (inculpatory) 122 2.8% 
Domestic Violence 75 1.7% 
Integrity Violations - Non-Inculpatory 58 1.3% 
Other 33 0.8% 
Coercive Interrogation / Coerced Confession 25 0.6% 
Juvenile Policy Violations 12 0.3% 
Total 4346 100.0% 

 

2. Pareto Analysis. The Pareto Principle (also known as the 80-20 Rule) is a principle of 

analysis that indicates certain types of events are highly concentrated among particular 

 
38 The five CRs that were not included because the CR initiated date was outside the 1999-2011 timeframe are: 1050651; 
1050976; 1042276; 251448; 1032062. Not included because the CR contained no allegations of misconduct: 1010879; 
1010926; 1012973; 1018970; 1019588; 1033299; 1029256; 1030859; 1032988; 1034928; 1035667; 1036846; 1036898; 
1037528; 1038742; 1038882; 1039211; 1041093; 1041102; 1041236; 1043618; 1045219; 1045604; 1045975; 1047620; 
1047692; 1048559; 1048617; 1049054; 1049513; 1050415; 1050859; 1050937; 1029772. 
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people, places, and things (in the instant case, allegations against Chicago police officers). 

This kind of concentration is not peculiar to allegations against police officers but is almost a 

universal law. For example, a small portion of the population holds most of the wealth. As 

applied to police personnel allegations, the principle is useful to determine where allegations 

are concentrated so police supervisors and managers can focus resources and attention to 

those allegations that will that yield the greatest preventive benefits.  

Table 9 shows the allegation categories based on frequency. Eighty percent of the 

allegations emanate from 33% of the categories. Excessive force is the leading allegation, 

which is criminal, and should be treated with the utmost preventive action by CPD. There 

was a clear pattern of allegations arising over the study period, most of which dealt with a 

physical confrontation (e.g., excessive force), actions that affect legitimacy and community 

perception (demeanor), and Fourth Amendment violations (unlawful entry, search, or 

arrest).39 The allegations that affect legitimacy are contrary to the duties listed in the job 

specifications for every rank in the Chicago Police Department, which is to promote positive 

community relations. Had the Superintendent of Police and the command staff prioritized 

the effort to address the most common allegationsconsistent with their job 

specifications           

adverse behavior through a personnel improvement plan and/or other adverse employment 

action. This is why supervisors at every level in the CPD are tasked with the responsibility to 

monitor personnel for compliance with industry standards.  

 
39                   
other most-frequently used allegation types. 
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Table 35 
Allegations by Disposition 2008-2011 

Allegations Exonerated 
None (not 

investigated) 
Not 

Sustained Other Sustained Unfounded Total 

Operation or Personnel Violations 6 86 53 3 29 150 327 
Demeanor 4 112 62 3 2 101 284 
Excessive Force 15 64 88 1 4 108 280 
Unlawful Search, Entry, or Arrest 12 104 48 4 3 101 272 
Theft / Improper Inventory 
Procedure 2 25 28 2  60 117 
Property Damage 12 19 12 2  46 91 
Fabricated Evidence and Integrity 
Violations (inculpatory)  23 5  4 8 40 
Other  1 1 4 1 16 23 
Integrity Violations - Non-
Inculpatory  8   9 3 20 
Domestic Violence  2 10  3 2 17 
Coercive Interrogation / Coerced 
Confession 2 4 1   8 15 
Juvenile Policy Violations 4 1    4 9 
Total 57 449 308 19 55 607 1495 

 
Table 36 shows of those allegations that were potentially criminal (indicated by the 

shaded cells), the sustained rate was as follows: 

 
Table 36 
Sustained Rate by Allegation 2008-2011 

Allegations Exonerated 
None (not 

investigated) 
Not 

Sustained Other Sustained Unfounded Total 
% 

Sustained 

Integrity Violations - Non-
Inculpatory 0 8 0 0 9 3 20 45.0% 
Domestic Violence  2 10 0 3 2 17 17.6% 
Fabricated Evidence and 
Integrity Violations 
(inculpatory) 0 23 5 0 4 8 40 10.0% 
Operation or Personnel 
Violations 6 86 53 3 29 150 327 8.9% 
Other  1 1 4 1 16 23 4.3% 
Excessive Force 15 64 88 1 4 108 280 1.4% 
Unlawful Search, Entry, or 
Arrest 12 104 48 4 3 101 272 1.1% 
Demeanor 4 112 62 3 2 101 284 0.7% 
Coercive Interrogation / 
Coerced Confession 2 4 1 0 0 8 15 0.0% 
Juvenile Policy Violations 4 1 0 0 0 4 9 0.0% 
Property Damage 12 19 12 2 0 46 91 0.0% 
Theft / Improper Inventory 
Procedure 2 25 28 2 0 60 117 0.0% 
Total 57 449 308 19 55 607 1495 3.7% 
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Table 37 shows the likelihood of sustaining an allegation based on the source (internal or 

external), and tests for relationship between these variables using the chi-square test of 

independence. If an allegation was generated from an internal source, then the CPD 

investigators recommended sustaining the allegation 44% of the time (33 recommended 

sustained/75 total internal allegations = 44%), which is higher than expected (indicated by 

the positive residual in the shaded cell). 

However, if the allegation was generated from an external source, then the CPD 

investigators recommended sustaining the allegation 1.5% of the time (22 recommended 

sustained/1420 total external allegations = 1.5%), which is lower than expected (indicated by 

the negative residual in the shaded cells). This wide disparity results in a statistically 

significant relationship (p<.000) with a very strong positive association (V=.492), where 

internal allegations are more likely to be sustained than external allegation (as indicated by 

the positive standard residuals in the shaded cells +18.2, compared to -4.2).  

Said differently, external allegations (those generated by sources outside CPD) are less 

likely to be sustained than those generated by sources inside the CPD. This means the 

outcome of an investigation (sustained or not sustained) depends, at least partly, on the 

source of the allegation (internal or external). 

Table 37 
Disposition by Source 2008-2011 

Allegations 
Source  

Internal External Total 

Disposition 

All Other 
Dispositions 

n 42 1398 1440
Expected n 72.2 1367.8 1440.0
% of Total 2.8% 93.5% 96.3%
Std. Residual -3.6 .8 

Sustained 

n 33 22 55
Actual sustain rate 44% (33/75) 1.5% (22/1420) 

Expected n 2.8 52.2 55.0
% of Total 2.2% 1.5% 3.7%
Std. Residual 18.2 -4.2 

Total 
n 75 1420 1495
Expected n 75.0 1420.0 1495.0
% of Total 5.0% 95.0% 100.0%

2 (1) = 362.273, p<.000, V=.492            

 
As was observed for the entire 1999-2011 dataset, external allegations  especially the 

most serious allegations  were rarely sustained against CPD officers during this time period. 
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Table 38 
Sustained Rates for Internal and External Allegations 2008-2011 

 Internal Allegations External Allegations 

Allegation 

# of   internal 
allegations 
investigator 

recommended 
sustained 

# of   
internal 

allegations 

% of   internal 
allegations 
investigator 

recommended 
sustained 

# of   external 
allegations 
investigator 

recommended 
sustained 

# of   
external 

allegations 

% of   external 
allegations 
investigator 

recommended 
sustained 

Coercive Interrogation/Coerced 
Confession --- --- --- 0 15 0.0% 
Demeanor 0 3 0.0% 2 281 0.7% 
Domestic Violence --- --- --- 3 17 17.6% 
Excessive Force  2 0.0% 4 278 1.4% 
Fabricated Evidence and Integrity 
Violations (inculpatory) 0 2 0.0% 4 38 10.5% 
Integrity Violations - Non-
Inculpatory 9 13 69.2% 0 7 0.0% 
Juvenile Policy violations --- --- --- 0 9 0.0% 
Operation or Personnel Violations 23 43 53.5% 6 284 2.1% 
Other 1 8 12.5% 0 15 0.0% 
Property Damage --- --- --- 0 91 0.0% 
Theft / Improper Inventory 
Procedure 0 2 0.0% 0 115 0.0% 
Unlawful Search, Entry, or Arrest 0 2 0.0% 3 270 1.1% 

 Total 33 75 44.0% 22 1420 1.5% 

 

 

VII. TRENDS ACROSS ALL TIME PERIODS AND CONCLUSIONS REGARDING QUALITY 

OF INVESTIGATIONS 
 

1. Investigations during different time periods. In the three time periods analyzed1999-

2003, 2004-2007, and 2008-2011striking and consistent allegation trends emerged. First, 

throughout all of those time periods, the CPD focused almost all of its attention on 

operation and personnel violations. In other words, CPD was more concerned with 

allegations like failing to provide city business license information (CR # 262949), 

improperly giving parking tickets (CR # 251791), and failing to display a vehicle registration 

sticker (CR #259248) than with allegations by citizen that they had been abused or 

mistreated by police officers. In fact, during all time periods, most sustained allegations were 

for operation or personnel violations (table 39). 
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ahead of time for the officers to answer, sometimes delivered via requests for to/from 

reports           

and enables officers to confer about a common story.54    

ability to test the veracity of the witness; preformatted questions for the target or the witness 

to answer is not the same as reviewing notes or documents prior to answering any questions. 

Invariably, when the officer submits their report they deny the allegations, or deny 

witnessing anything that would confirm the allegation. This impugns the propriety of the 

questioning since an internal investigation must be objective. 

VIII. CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT’S LONG-TERM NOTICE OF POOR 

MANAGEMENT AND INSUFFICIENT INVESTIGATIONS OF ALLEGED MISCONDUCT.  

 

The Chicago Police Department has history of corruption, and both the City and Police 

Department have been aware of these problems for decades.55 The personnel complaint function 

was originally administered by CPD internal affairs. However, the 1972 Metcalfe Report found that 

            

rejected by the   -   56 By 1974, the City developed 

the Office of Professional Standards (OPS). This body was intended as an independent police 

 
54 For example, Moore confirmed at deposition that the CPD does issue a set of predefined questions to officers to 
answer instead of requiring them to sit for formal statements. There is no integrity over this practice since the 
                 
to solicit immediate feedback from contemporaneous answers (Moore deposition, 56: 20-25; 57: 1-25). Moore explained 
that this method was a matter of efficiency, which indicates the CPD may not have invested sufficient resources to 
conduct proper internal investigations and used this shortcut method to prioritize time over uncovering the truth. 
 
55 See: 1) Commission on Police Integrity. (November 1997). Report of the Commission on Police Integrity. Chicago, 
IL, p. 9, for a chronology of significant cases between 1960 and 1997; 2) Police Accountability Task Force Report. (April 
2016). Recommendations for Reform: Restoring Trust between the Chicago Police and the Communities they Serve, pp. 
23-24, for a discussion of previous corruption task forces (Bates BAKER GLENN 6794-6983); 3) Futterman, C. B., 
Mather, H. M., & Miles, M. (2007). The Use of Statistical Evidence to Address Police Supervisory and Disciplinary 
       DePaul Journal for Social Justice, 1, 251 329 (documenting a 
              a substandard accountability 
system). 
 
56 A Report and Recommendations Based on Hearings Before the Blue Ribbon Panel convened by the Honorable Ralph 
H. Metcalfe. (1972). Misuse of Police Authority in Chicago. The findings from the Metcalfe Report in 1972 that CPD 
       -   consistent with the data in the 
instant case on the same issue. The data in the instant case reveal that 91.3% of external allegations against CPD officers 
         (see table 13). 
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oversight agency tasked with investigating citizen complaints. However, it was soon evident that 

OPS had direct ties to CPD, the Chief Administrator was appointed by the Mayor and worked 

under the Police Superintendent. The OPS     they were 

      .57  

The OPS continued until 2007 when it was dissolved and replaced by the Independent 

Police Review Authority (IPRA). Other than changing its name, the discovery materials that I 

reviewed do not suggest that IPRA was substantively different from OPS. For example, 

Chief Administrator was also appointed by the Mayor and inherited the exact same staff (from 

OPS) that was inadequate,        58   

representative testified that the only two major changes from OPS to IPRA were 1) a transition to 

all civilian investigators and 2)         

the investigations they conducted (Moore deposition, p. 128). The City, through its representative, 

disclaimed knowledge of any operational change in terms of how it conducted its investigations or 

new powers or authority to conduct investigations (Moore deposition, p. 129).  

  publicly manifested around 2015 following the police-involved shooting death 

of Laquan McDonald. At that time, Mayor Rahm Emanuel assembled the Police Accountability 

             evident. The 

      -       

            59 and its 

 
57 Shielded from Justice: Police Brutality and Accountability in the United States. Chicago: Office of Professional 
Standards. Retrieved on July 7, 2023 from https://www.hrw.org/legacy/reports98/police/uspo55.htm. The report also 
found a disciplinary system fraught with long investigative delays, credibility issues with OPS staff, and rude staff, all of 
which contribute to a system that did not prioritize the complainant. The notion that OPS conducted 
 is similar to what the data in the instant case reveal. Many investigations were incomplete and missing 
essential elements that rendered them unreliable (see tables 45 to 48).  
 
58 Cabaniss, W. (October 13, 2015). The Origins of IPRA. South Side Weekly. Retrieved on July 7, 2023, from 
https://southsideweekly.com/the-origins-of-ipra/.  
 
59 The data in the instant case bear some similarity to            
disposition (CR numbers 300778, 1004698, 1008321, 1013134, 1014553, 1055288, 1056042, 1058489, 1058852, 1059446, 
1060620, 1082599, 1091128, 1091138). 
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        60 The conclusion I 

reach is that IPRA was biased in favor of the police.61 

Whether OPS, and IPRA, the institutional responses have been lackluster, nothing more 

than current practices repackaged under a new name, with reform recommendations going 

unanswered.62 For example, the 2016 Police Accountability Task Force Report noted:  

The fact of the matter is that there is a general absence of a culture of accountability 

within CPD, largely because no one in top leadership has taken ownership of the 

issue. Although so-called problem officers are either well known to their 

            

          

providing greater oversight and supervision to officers are well known and widely 

used in other jurisdictions. There appears to be no urgency within CPD around 

accountability. Something must change, and that change must come from the highest 

levels of CPD. 

 

             

             

wayward officers whose bad behavior or propensity for bad behavior could have 

been identified much earlier if anyone had viewed managing this risk as a business 

imperative (p. 96, Bates BAKER GLENN 6895).  

 

          

up long before 2006. Between 2000 and the time he was indicted in 2006 and 

ultimately resigned in 2008, Finnigan racked up 89 CRs. Over the entire course of his 

career, he had 161 total CRsa shocking number by any standard. These CRs were 

 
60 Police Accountability Task Force Report. (April 2016). Recommendations for Reform: Restoring Trust between the 
Chicago Police and the Communities they Serve, pp. 11-12. 
 
61 The data in the instant case bear some similarity to this finding. Tables 13, 21, 29, and 37 reveal bias in favor of the 
police, where the overwhelming majority of external allegations against the officers were not sustained.  
 
62 Concerning recommendations for reform from the Commission on Police Integrity, (November 1997), the Police 
             
          
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for a range of serious complaints, including numerous lawsuits; numerous 

warrantless, non-consensual searches; theft; and other felony crimes. And yet, 

according to CPD records provided by the City, no effort was ever taken to enroll 

Finnigan in the depart       

           

efforts to          

programsdiscussed in more detail belowbut, by that point, Finnigan had already 

been indicted.) (p. 97, Bates BAKER GLENN 6896). 

 

In 2005, another CPD officer, Corey Flagg, was arrested for his part in a ring of five 

Englewood officers who used traffic stops and home invasions to rob drug dealers. 

Flagg pled guilty to conspiracy to distribute cocaine and marijuana, as well as 

possession of a firearm in a drug trafficking crime, and was sentenced to nearly 10 

            

Flagg incurred large numbers of CRs during his tenure at CPD88 in totaland 

received a number of lengthy suspensions (Unlike Finnigan, Flagg was enrolled in 

          

GLENN 6896). 

 

            

not. Police corruption cases in Chicago may not be commonplace, but neither are 

they rare occurrences. Former CPD Gang Crimes Officer Joseph Miedzianowski 

(sentenced to life imprisonment for racketeering, drug conspiracy and robbery), 

former CPD Chief of Detectives William Harnhardt (pled guilty to racketeering and 

conspiracy) and former CPD Narcotics Officer Glenn Lewellen (guilty of narcotics 

conspiracy) are but three of the most notorious instances of police corruption in 

recent memory. But there have been others, and it is clear that some portion of the 

Chicago police force still is not meeting their professional and legal obligations (p. 

97, Bates BAKER GLENN 6896). 
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1. Early intervention systems. Early intervention systems63 are intended as incident-driven 

systems, not outcome-driven systems. This means despite the outcome of any internal 

investigation, or whether someone files a complaint, the incident is the driving factor, not 

the outcome, for taking personnel action before negative discipline becomes necessary. 

When personnel allegations arise, it is incumbent upon supervisors and managers to initiate 

and ensure action is taken to address the allegations, especially when a pattern accrues, 

notwithstanding the outcome of any investigation. Although the officers involved in 

 arrests accrued several allegations during the relevant period of the discovery that I 

reviewed, there is nothing to indicate that the Chicago Police Department acted on the data 

to disrupt the pattern. 

              

City did not have an early warning system during this      

    (Noble expert disclosure in Waddy at 25). However, 

there is no evidence in discovery that any information from these systems was provided to 

supervisors in a regular, rigorous, or consistent manner. In fact, the evidence available to me 

 
63 An early warning system, either electronic or paper-based is intended to assist supervisors and managers in identifying 
employees whose performance warrants review and, where appropriate, outlining intervention procedures in 
circumstances where the employ           
and/or the public. Early warning systems serve to improve employee health, promote community-police relations, 
encourage positive behavior, and reduce public complaints. These systems also assist the employee in reaching their full 
potential by using data to identify performance trends worthy of review and enhance supervision. 
 
63 Identifying and addressing patterns of complaints against police officers has been an element of police personnel 
management and academic research since the early 1970s (see for example: A.E. Wagner. 1972   
Misconduct -           correlational 
techniques were used to compare the relationships between the individuals and their milieu. Findings indicate that police 
officers accused of misconduct are seldom disciplined since few cases are substantiated and rarely differ from any other 
officer; Toch, H. J., Grant, D., & Galvin, R. T. (1975). Agents of change. New York: John Wileydeveloped a program in 
which Oakland, California, police officers with records of use-of-force incidents were counseled by peer officers;  Milton, 
Catherine. H., Jeanne W. Halleck, James Lardner, and Gary L. Albrecht. (1977     
Washington, DC: National Police Foundationexamined use of force complaints; Porter, B. (1984). The Miami riot of 
1980. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books and U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. (1984). Confronting racial isolation in Miami. 
Washington, DC: Government Printing Office        
behavior that generated citizen complaints in 1979 in response to a major police-community relations crisis (the study 
period was 1976 to 1978). The IACP defined the industry standard for EWS in their 1990 Concepts and Issues Paper on 
Investigation of Employee Misconduct early warning systems, By March 2002, the IACP issued its EWS model policy. 
The IACP EWS policy was an outgrowth of research conducted by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights in 1981 that 
noted all police departments should develop an early warning system intended to identify problem officers, or those 
               U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights. (1981). Who Is Guarding the Guardians? Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office: 
81). In 2001, CALEA also promulgated the industry standard for police agencies pursuing accreditation to promulgate 
an EWS policy. 
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is the opposite. In 2017, the Department of Justice wrote in its investigation of the Chicago 

Police Department: 

          

intervention system (EIS) to effectively assist supervisors in identifying and 

       

are underused and inadeq         

BAKER GLENN 005147). 

 

Their assessment was extremely critical and reflected some of the most common faults 

            

EIS, CPD does not have a functioning system. Instead, there are several semi-connected 

data-collection, intervention, and counseling programs, each of which suffers from 

          

failures identified in this report overlap with the timeframe of the DOJ report:  

             

programs, especially for a department of its size. Between January 2010 and July 2016, CPD 

enrolled only 38 officers in BIS [behavioral Intervention System]. An additional 60 members 

            

the Department abandoned past efforts at reform and improvement. Although its software 

   was adopted in 1994, and would have enabled the 

Department to identify trends and intervene with problem officers, the City stopped using it 

              

005253). The City also failed to expand or improve its EWS programs after the 1997 Report 

              

police union and abandoning efforts to expand or improve the program (BAKER GLENN 

005253). 

My review of the early intervention policies and the lack of evidence in discovery that 

early intervention was conducted in any effective or systematic manner is consistent with this 

later assessment.          

officers who had sustained disciplinary complaints against them would not learn whether the 

complaints against them were sustained or not (Moore deposition, pp. 124-125). Supervisors 
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The City did not provide investigators with any guidance on weighing credibility and 

allowed them     at deposition was the practiceto 

            

           

conducting internal investigations. The City should have instructed its investigators to 

interview accused officers in person, and to collect objective evidence to confirm or dispel 

the allegations, especially when multiple officers witnessed a complaint of misconduct so 

their independent accounts could be tested against one another. 

5. Summary Punishment Action Request System (SPAR) is not a substitute for 

thorough disciplinary investigations. I am aware that police supervisors could issue 

SPARs  Summary Punishment Action Requests        

  (Special Order S08-01-05  Effective 1/15/1993). However, 

supervisors were provided no reference point to determine whether misconduct should be 

punished via a SPAR or a request for a complaint register number and full disciplinary 

investigation; that was left to their discretion (Moore deposition, pp. 133-134). Further, the 

guidance on SPARs was so vague that, according to the City through its representative, any 

category of misconduct could be classified as a SPAR, even though the policy on its face was 

limited to 26 specific categories of misconduct (Moore deposition, pp. 135-136) (Moore did 

clarify that allegations involving criminal misconduct were not supposed to be the basis of a 

SPAR, Moore deposition, p. 215.) SPARs were limited to minor punishments and could not 

be considered in further disciplinary actions after a year,     

     (Moore deposition, pp. 137-138). Further, the officers of 

the CPD knew that SPARs would not remain on their record after a year and thus would not 

impact them in further disciplinary actions (Moore deposition, p. 141). There is no reason to 

believe that this alternative form of discipline, which was limited in punishment, would be 

quickly expunged, and lacked any clear criteria for application, was an effective substitute for 

the thorough investigation and resolution of disciplinary complaints.  

6. Other failures to conduct sufficient investigations. The Department of Justice, in a 2017 

          The City failed 

              

testimony in this case. For example, the City did not track how often witnesses were 
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(Rivera deposition, 9/6/23, 120: 12; 121: 7). He further testified that everyone up the chain of 

command, including the Superintendent, was briefed about Operation Brass Tax starting in 2009 

(Rivera deposition, pp. 121: 8-18; Rivera confidential deposition, pp. 55: 22; 56: 10). As 

Superintendent, Phillip Cline (who was superintendent from November 2003 to April 2007) had at 

least ten conversations related to the Watts investigation, including IAD personnel assigned to the 

FBI Task Force (Cline deposition, 12/08/23, 25: 16-25). Cline has “no doubt” he would have 

learned the allegations against Sergeant Watts (Cline deposition, 36: 19-24). Cline was 

Superintendent from November 2003 to April 2007 (see 

https://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/03/us/03chicago.html retrieved on July 24, 2023).  

Debra Kirby testified that as the head of the CPD’s Internal Affairs Division, she 

monitored the progress of the investigation into Watts and updated the Superintendent on its 

progress (Kirby deposition, 10/13/22,  83:1; 84: 8). She testified that she would have told him that 

Mohammed was caught taking bribes in or around December 2007 (Kirby confidential deposition,  

72: 4-10). Ms. Kirby was Assistant Deputy Superintendent of the Internal Affairs Division from July 

2004 to March 2008 (Kirby deposition, 10/13/22, 34: 4-20, 39:14-19). 

Garry McCarthy testified at deposition that he received updates on the Watts investigation 

during the time period he was Superintendent, including from May 2011 to February 2012 

(McCarthy deposition, 6/14/23, 38:17; 39:3; 43: 10; 45: 16). 

According to Peter Koconis, a CPD officer who had worked in internal affairs, Sergeant 

Watts’s name surfaced in 1999 as a “corrupt cop” who “was ripping off drug dealers and selling 

drugs” (Koconis deposition (Spalding), 22: 6-20). 

The testimony cited here, if true, demonstrates that CPD leaders had consistent notice of 

allegations of misconduct against Watts and Mohammed, including that Mohammed had been 

caught taking bribes as early as 2007. But instead of acting to limit the damage caused by Watts and 

Mohammed, CPD’s leaders allowed retaliation against the officers who had exposed the misconduct. 

There is evidence in discovery that CPD tolerated not only retaliation against residents who 

complained against Ronald Watts, but also retaliation against the CPD officers who investigated 

Watts’s misconduct. Effective anti-retaliation measures are required by nationally accepted standards 

to protect whistleblowers and ensure that nobody is discouraged from making complaints against 

police officers. For example, there is testimony from Daniel Echeverria and Shannon Spalding’s 

lawsuit against the Chicago Police Department that after they had sought CR investigations of other 

https://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/03/us/03chicago.html
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officers and supervisors on their own behalf after they were retaliated against and threatened for 

their participation in the Watts investigation, Mr. Rivera refused to initiate any such investigation 

(Koconis (Spalding) deposition, 88:3; 90:18). Instead, according to Koconis, Rivera exposed 

Spalding and Echeverria for their role in investigating CPD officers (Koconis (Spalding) deposition, 

91:18; 92:19). Janet Hanna, the administrative assistant to Lieutenant Cesario at the Fugitive 

Apprehension Unit (where Spalding and Echeverria were assigned after the Watts investigation was 

completed) also testified to the retaliation. Specifically, Cesario ordered her to throw away and 

ignore Spalding and Echeverria’s overtime requests; Cesario also told her that Spalding and 

Echeverria were Internal Affairs Department “rats” who she should be “very leery” of (Hanna 

(Spalding) deposition, 47: 4-14). Lieutenant Cesario then told Hanna that Spalding and Echeverria 

should be given “dead-end cases” (Hanna (Spalding) deposition, 51:19; 52: 22). Hanna was required 

to screen for such cases to assign Shannon and Echeverria and to copy the sergeant, lieutenant, and 

commander on those assignments (Hanna (Spalding) deposition, 55:4-14). 

Lieutenant Cesario personally handpicked the assignments for Spalding and Echeverria, 

which he did not do for any other officers (Hanna (Spalding) deposition, 59:22; 60: 22). Ms. Hanna 

also testified that in June 2012, Lieutenant Cesario ordered several sergeants “to not provide any 

backup for Shannon [Spalding] or Danny [Echeverria] and to not work with them at all”(Hanna 

(Spalding) deposition 70: 3-11). Ms. Hanna’s coworker, Coleen Dougan, testified that she did not 

remember being warned in this way by Lieutenant Cesario and that she had not heard Spalding or 

Echeverria being referred to as rats (Coleen Dougan (Spalding) deposition).  

I did not make any credibility determinations as to these witnesses; however, Ms. Hanna’s 

sworn deposition testimony should have been reason enough to investigate whether Lt. Cesario and 

others retaliated against Spalding or Echeverria for their work investigating Sgt. Watts, but I have 

received no evidence in discovery that any such due diligence was performed by the Chicago Police 

Department. This lack of rigor is consistent with Department’s overall pattern of ignoring the 

misconduct of Sgt. Watts and his team and instead allowing it to perpetuate. Retaliation for raising 

complaints and trying to expose corruption falls below nationally accepted standards for internal 

investigation. Such behavior naturally discourages others from complaining in the future. There is 

no evidence in discovery that CPD took appropriate measures to prevent or address such retaliation. 

Furthermore, Ms. Hanna testified at deposition that she had entered the Chicago Police 

Department police academy in May 1994, and that while she was there, she was taught “we do not 
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Doing so is consistent with the accepted industry practice for supervision, early warning systems 

and internal affairs investigations. Given that the allegations were criminal, stronger supervisory 

measures such as targeted integrity testing78 was warranted.79 The Department should have 

quickly executed a series of integrity tests to identify whether any officers associated with 

Sergeant Watts engaged in corruption, bribe-taking, or fabrication of evidence. Instead  

although a few such tests were conducted over time  the CPD allowed the investigation to drag 

on for 8 years (see           

Interrogatories to Defendant City of Chicago, describing investigation beginning in 2004 and 

concluding in 2012 with arrests of Watts and Mohammed). 

             

performance and honesty. As an aspect of supervision, the intent behind integrity testing is to 

           ance or expected response 

against the actual observed response. Integrity testing is: 1) used as an anti-corruption tool to 

identify and catch corrupt police officers; 2) to create a more comprehensive corruption 

barometer by providing a limited measure of corruption within the Department; 3) used to 

create an environment of supervisory omnipresence; and 4) used to identify training needs and 

communicate these needs for appropriate follow up. Although the instant case was ripe for an 

integrity test,80 the discovery materials indicate that any integrity testing effort was insufficient. 

 
investigations were underway (Holiday deposition, 51: 6-25; 52-53: 4). This reflects a management failure that implicates 
duplication of effort, consistency, and fairness, and strengthening the investigative process. Situational awareness allows 
for a more comprehensive analysis of the evidence, and a more robust investigation overall. The input and feedback 
from multiple investigators can help strengthen the case, identify any potential weaknesses or biases, and increase the 
chances of arriving at a just and accurate conclusion. 
 
78                   
avoid tempting counterproductive behavior and comply with the requirements of the position.  Calvin Holiday testified 
at deposition that integrity testing was discussed in the instant case, but the frequency and intensity of that testing was 
far below what was required (Holiday deposition, 91: 23-25; 92-94: 1). 
 
79 Although the FBI eventually investigated the defendant officers, the CPD did not act swiftly enough when they had 
information that the defendant officers were committing crimes. The CPD allowed the defendant officers to continue in 
their role for several years, harming individuals at the Ida B. Wells housing development (see affidavit of Pete Koconis; 
also see interview of Wilbert Moore, April 7, 2005, where Moore conveyed to Special Agent Susan Bray of the ATF 
Chicago Field Office that Sergeant Watts had been receiving illegal payments to allow drug sales to continue, Watts 
                 
 
80 For example, the FBI investigation (Bates PL Joint 50235) indicates in 2004 the CPD internal affairs division was 
              
Sergeant Ronald Watts was a corrupt Police Officer and that Watts, along with other members of his team, routinely 
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City Of Chicago, Ronald Watts, Phillip Cline, Debra 
Kirby, Alvin Jones, Elsworth Smith, Jr., Kallatt 
Mohammed, Manuel Leano, Brian Bolton, Robert Gonzalez, 
And Douglas Nichols, Defendants 
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 Leonard Gipson, Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

City Of Chicago, Former Chicago Police Sergeant Ronald 
Watts, Former Officer Kallatt Mohammed, Sergeant Alvin 
Jones, Officer Elsworth Smith Jr., Officer Douglas 
Nichols Jr., Officer Brian Bolton, Officer Manuel 
Leano, Officer Kenneth Young, Officer Darrel Edwards, 
Officer Matthew Cadman, Michael Spaargaren, Officer 
George Summers, Officer Calvin Ridgell, Officer Robert 
Gonzalez, Officer Lamonica Lewis, Philip Cline, Debra 
Kirby, Karen Rowan, And Any Other Yet-Unidentified 
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Case No.  1:18-Cv-05120 
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Ben Baker and Clarissa Glenn 

v. 

City Of Chicago, Former Chicago Police Sergeant Ronald 
Watts, Officer Kallatt Mohammed, Sergeant Alvin Jones, 
Officer Robert Gonzalez, Officer Cabrales, Officer 
Douglas Nichols, Jr., Officer Manuel S. Leano, Officer 
Brian Bolton, Officer Kenneth Young, Jr.,   

Officer Elsworth J. Smith, Jr., Philip J. Cline, Karen 
Rowan, Debra Kirby, and Other as Yet-Unidentified 
Officers of The Chicago Police Department, Defendants 

Case No: 1:16-Cv-08940 

 

Introduction 

I was asked to review a record of materials and provide an opinion on 
two issues related to a 2011 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
the Chicago Division of the FBI and the Chicago Police Department (CPD).  
The opinion was to be based on my training and experience and my 
observations regarding details from the provided record which might 
support my opinions. 

After a brief statement of research prompts and findings, I will present 
perspective and information I believe is crucial to understanding and 
orienting oneself to the broad issues at controversy (the purpose of 
MOUs, public corruption investigations in general, how the FBI public 
corruption program operates and followed by a lengthy analysis of how 
the facts in the record impact my opinion.  

I would be remiss if I did not begin by stating I was shocked and saddened 
by what I read in the record.  The extreme recklessness of leaving 
demonstrably corrupt officers loose in a particularly vulnerable segment 
of the community is so far removed from anything I’ve ever experienced 
in my law enforcement career; its negative impact cannot be overstated.  
The worst possible allegations that can be made against police officers 
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were being corroborated in part for several years. The CPD received 
accusations of selling drugs into the community and dealing in firearms 
by multiple separate people telling near identical stories and who do 
not appear to have known the others were cooperating. An officer was 
accused of shooting at persons as part of their bribe and extortion 
payment racket and suspicion even arose about one officer’s involvement 
in a homicide of a drug dealer who might cooperate against him.  The 
officers received cash bribes or stole funds and falsified police 
evidence records eight times over the course of years, much of it 
documented via audio or video recordings. Instead of removing them 
administratively, the CPD command staff claims to have instead outsourced 
the entire matter for several years to an often-bungling group of 
officials outside their department. Inexplicably, CPD took no ownership 
of the matter and allowed the targets to remain as officers in the very 
community they were known to be victimizing.  Perhaps the most egregious 
thing is CPD then did nothing to identify and attempt to correct possible 
false arrests of the people the target officers had victimized during 
those previous years. 

 

My qualifications 

 I was a Special Agent (SA) and Supervisory Special Agent (SSA) at 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation for twenty-eight years, retiring 
in 2015.  I was the lead investigator (case agent) in numerous 
successful public corruption investigations resulting in convictions 
by plea or jury trial.  As a case agent I used the FBI Group II 
undercover technique in multiple successful public corruption matters 
and was the affiant and administrator for seven intercepted telephone 
lines (Title III applications) as well as operated confidential human 
sources targeting public corruption.   I was promoted and served as a 
public corruption task force Supervisory Special Agent where I 
identified numerous police, judicial and public official matters for 
investigative priority and instituted sophisticated techniques in 
those cases as well.  In one law enforcement corruption matter, 
Operation Blind Justice, I successfully planned and executed a large-
scale FBI undercover investigation resulting in the indictment, 
arrest, and conviction of nineteen defendants.  As an FBI public 
corruption Supervisor, I oversaw a federal task force that also 
obtained numerous convictions for public corruption, and which won 
numerous awards from the DOJ, FBI and state and local agencies.  I had 
an extensive assignment in the FBI’s Counterterrorism Division as a 
Supervisor and in the FBI’s Legal Attache program with two-year 
assignments at Saudi Arabia and Kuwait and a temporary assignment at 
U.S. Embassy, Addis Abba, Ethiopia. One of my career-long specialties 
was vetting, evaluating, investigating, and assisting the FBI, the 
Department of Justice (DOJ) and state and local agencies in the 
investigation of multiple dozens of public corruption allegations in 
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Page 257

1     THE WITNESS:  Can you say that again?  They
2 were developed because of reports, did you say?
3 BY MS. EKL:
4     Q.   I'm saying -- sorry.
5          My question is:  Would you agree that
6 these different systems were developed to try to
7 address any potential shortcomings in the prior
8 system?
9     MR. HILKE:  Object to form, foundation.

10          You can answer.
11     THE WITNESS:  Yes, I think the iterations of
12 that independent body were to address the
13 shortcomings that were identified in those
14 bodies, yes.
15 BY MS. EKL:
16     Q.   And it reflects actions by CPD to
17 improve or at least attempt to improve the
18 quality of the investigations, correct?
19     MR. HILKE:  Object to form, foundation.
20     THE WITNESS:  I don't know if I would say
21 that it was CPD who created it.  I think it was
22 the city itself that created them.
23 BY MS. EKL:
24     Q.   You also reference farther down on this

Page 258

1 page the 2015 incident involved Laquan McDonald,
2 correct?
3     A.   Yes, that's correct.
4     Q.   You would agree that you have not
5 reviewed any investigative file related to that
6 particular case, correct?
7     A.   That's correct.
8     Q.   And you -- do you also agree that you
9 don't have any basis to opine about the

10 particular incident or the officers involved in
11 that case?
12     A.   As it relates to this report, you mean?
13     Q.   In relation to your report or any
14 opinions you're rendering in this case.
15     A.   Nothing more than what I've written
16 here.  I mean, I did not -- I did not review
17 that investigation.  I know that there was one
18 officer that was sent to prison as a result of
19 it.  I mean, it's a national -- it's a national
20 incident.
21          For anybody in my position, you know,
22 being a researcher, a scholar, a former police
23 administrator, and a professor at a major urban
24 university in New York City, you'd have to be

Page 259

1 living in a cave not to -- not to have known
2 about what happened here.
3          I do agree with you, the intimate
4 details of who, when, what, where, how, and why
5 I'm not clear on.  But, as a general theme, you
6 know IPRA certainly came with some
7 self-inflicted wounds that became publicly known
8 at around this time.
9     Q.   Would you agree that as a result of

10 this incident, there were criticisms to the
11 Chicago Police Department and its handling of
12 police discipline, at least in a general sense?
13 That was your understanding generally, correct?
14     A.   Yes, I would agree with that.
15     Q.   And did you learn that as a result of
16 this incident, the city then took steps to form
17 the Police Accountability Task Force to look
18 into any potential shortfalls that were -- that
19 were present at that time?
20     A.   Yes, they did, yes.  I think I
21 reference that in here.
22     Q.   You quote on Page 74, and I think
23 actually into 75, you quote some of the findings
24 or language in the Police Accountability Task

Page 260

1 Force Report, correct?
2     A.   Yes, I did.
3     Q.   And you -- in particular, you also
4 reference in here Jerome Finnigan who was
5 involved in the incidents back leading up to
6 2006, correct?
7     A.   Wait.  Say that again.
8     Q.   Let me rephrase that.
9          At the bottom of Page 74, you reference

10 Officer Jerome Finnigan in relation to that
11 Police Accountability Task Force Report,
12 correct?
13     A.   Okay.  Yes.
14     Q.   And you have not personally conducted
15 any analysis of the complaints against Officer
16 Finnigan, correct?
17     A.   No.  So -- well, I don't know -- I'm
18 not sure if any of Finnigan's complaints or CR
19 files came up in my -- in my selection.
20     Q.   Do you know the nature of any of the
21 complaints against him?
22     A.   No, I don't recall.
23     Q.   As you sit here right now, can you
24 speak to the quality of any particular
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Page 261

1 investigation of any complaint?
2     A.   Related to Finnigan?
3     Q.   Correct.
4     A.   Not off the top of my head, no.  I
5 would need more detail.  No.
6     Q.   On the next page, on Page 75, you
7 reference -- you cite to Corey Flagg's arrest.
8 It says, "In 2005, another CPD officer, Corey
9 Flagg," F-l-a-g-g, "was arrested for his part in

10 a ring of five Englewood officers."
11          What is the basis for your knowledge of
12 Corey Flagg?
13     A.   Having been referenced in the report.
14     Q.   So that also came from that Police
15 Accountability Task Force Report?
16     A.   Yes.
17     Q.   You state that Flagg received a number
18 of lengthy suspensions during his career and was
19 enrolled in the behavioral intervention program
20 in 2003, correct?
21     A.   Where are you -- where are you reading
22 from?
23     Q.   I'm looking at this paragraph --
24     A.   At the bottom.  I'm sorry.  Yeah, yes.

Page 262

1 I mean, yes, I wrote that, yes.
2     Q.   And, again, this information just comes
3 straight out of the Police Accountability Task
4 Force Report, correct?
5     A.   It does.  It supports my position that
6 there were -- there's a long history of these
7 sorts of things that we're encountering.
8     Q.   Well, you also acknowledge in the
9 following paragraph that police corruption cases

10 in Chicago are not commonplace, correct?
11     MR. HILKE:  Object to form, foundation.
12          You can answer.
13     THE WITNESS:  That's not my language.
14 That's from the report.
15 BY MS. EKL:
16     Q.   Oh, that language is from the report,
17 okay.  So the report itself acknowledges that
18 police corruption cases in Chicago are not
19 common?
20     A.   Yes.
21     Q.   Okay.
22     A.   So what I want to do is take -- you put
23 it down already.
24     MR. HILKE:  I'm not sure there's a question

Page 263

1 pending.  Sorry, Jon, but just wait for a
2 question.
3 BY MS. EKL:
4     Q.   I have a couple questions regarding
5 your opinions related to the early intervention
6 systems, and then I want to take a quick break
7 and find out where we are with time because I
8 want to make sure I'm giving time to the
9 co-defendants in this case.

10          Let me just pull this up again real
11 quick.
12          At the bottom of Page 77, you say, "My
13 review of the early intervention policies and
14 the lack of evidence in discovery that early
15 intervention was conducted in any effective or
16 systematic manner is consistent with this later
17 assessment."
18          Did you review the city's early
19 intervention policies in this case?
20     A.   I don't remember what those -- I don't
21 remember what those policy numbers might be.
22 And I might be conflating this case with Waddy
23 and Maysonet that I've seen before.  But I have
24 seen the city's policies in the past, yes.

Page 264

1     Q.   Well, I'll represent to you that the
2 policies that you may have seen, if they were in
3 Waddy, would be the same policies that would
4 apply in this case in relation to the early
5 intervention systems.
6          Would you agree that the city did, in
7 fact, have policies that dealt with or that
8 included early intervention systems?
9     A.   They did have policies in place, yes.

10     Q.   And you are not making findings here
11 today in your report that any of those written
12 policies were inconsistent with any national
13 standards, correct?
14     A.   Not the policy itself, no.
15     Q.   Your criticism is with the application
16 of those policies, is that fair to say?
17     A.   Yes, that's fair.
18     Q.   What do you rely upon in order to
19 formulate your criticism with the application of
20 those policies?
21     A.   The discovery record in the case here.
22                   (Simultaneous speaking.)
23     A.   Just what it says right here in this
24 paragraph, that I didn't see any evidence how
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STATE OF ILLINOIS  )
                   )  SS.
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A.D., 2023.



Alvin Waddy v. City of Chicago; et al.
Deposition of Jon Shane, Ph.D. - Taken 8/29/2023

312.361.8851
Royal Reporting Services, Inc.

29 (Pages 101 to 104)

Page 101

1 in order to move to separate Mohammed from the Chicago

2 Police Department?

3      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.

4           You can answer.

5 BY THE WITNESS:

6      A.   Well, I think -- I think it depends on how

7 much inf- -- how much evidence they gather.  It

8 certainly could have been, sure, if they had sufficient

9 evidence.

10      Q.   So could -- while the FBI and the U.S.

11 Attorney's Office continued to attempt to develop

12 information against Watts or others, would it been --

13 would it have been appropriate -- or strike that.

14           Let me ask it this way:  Would you agree that

15 had the police department moved to separate Mohammed

16 before 2011 in an administrative proceeding that that

17 would have revealed to Mohammed, Watts, and all the

18 other officers on the team that there was an ongoing

19 investigation of -- of corruption?

20      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete

21 hypothetical.

22           You can answer.

23 BY THE WITNESS:

24      A.   Well -- Well, although it would signal that
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1 something -- that the department was in -- in receipt of

2 some kind of information, you wouldn't do something like

3 that to one officer and not to the others.  You would

4 have to have sufficient evidence so you can take the

5 team down at one time.

6      MR. NOLAND:  So, Dan, can you pull up the

7 July 13th, 2011 memo.

8                     (A document was viewed.)

9      MS. KLEINHAUS:  What exhibit is this?

10 BY MR. NOLAND:

11      Q.   Showing you a --

12      MR. NOLAND:  And, Dan, can you make it a little

13 smaller so we can identify -- see what it is.

14      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Sorry.  Is this Exhibit 8?

15      MR. NOLAND:  Yes.

16 BY MR. NOLAND:

17      Q.   So, Dr. Shane, I'm showing you a memo that I

18 believe is in the materials provided to you, and it's

19 dated July 13th, 2011.  It's a memo from Agent Michael

20 Ponicki of the FBI.  And I will ask you to review the --

21 just silently to yourself.

22      MR. NOLAND:  Dan, if you can blow that up so he can

23 see the -- the content of this memo.

24
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1 BY MR. NOLAND:

2      Q.   And, Dr. Shane, please just let Dan know when

3 you're -- when you need to scroll down.

4      THE WITNESS:  Okay.  Scroll down, please.

5 BY THE WITNESS:

6      A.   Okay.  I got to the last word where it says,

7 his.  Do you want me to read further?

8      Q.   Yes.

9      MR. NOLAND:  Can you scroll to the next page, Dan.

10      THE WITNESS:  You can scroll down now.  Okay.  You

11 can continue.  Scroll down.

12 BY THE WITNESS:

13      A.   Okay.  Is there more?

14      Q.   That -- That -- That's what they gave us.

15 That's what the FBI gave us.

16      A.   Okay.

17      MR. NOLAND:  Dan, can you go up to the second page,

18 a little bit up, a little bit up.  I'm just going to --

19 Right there.

20 BY MR. NOLAND:

21      Q.   So I'm going to read into the record the

22 sentence right before the -- the redaction and then a

23 little bit after.

24      A.   Okay.
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1      Q.   And I'm on the second page, which is FBI910.

2 It says the USAO, which is the U.S. Attorney's Office,

3 supports the extortion charge but elected to de- --

4 delay filing the complaint until further evidence could

5 be obtained implicating Watts.  A successful -- There's

6 some redaction.  A successful consensual recording of

7 the event was gathered by the CHS -- which is believed

8 to be confidential human source -- but due to unforeseen

9 circumstances, the surveillance team lost sight of the

10 CHS and Watts.  The surveillance team was then unable to

11 corroborate that the payment to Watts was actually --

12 had actually taken place.  Therefore, it was the opinion

13 of the USAO that the evidence is insufficient to charge

14 Watts with extortion.

15           So, Dr. Shane, and this memo is July 13th,

16 2011.  Would you agree with me that the CPD could not

17 have moved forward as of that time, July 13th, 2011,

18 administratively against Mohammed or the other members

19 of the team because the U.S. Attorney's Office and the

20 FBI's investigation was ongoing, and if the CPD moved

21 administratively, that it would have revealed the

22 investigation to Watts and the other members of the

23 team?

24      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete
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1 hypothetical.

2           You can answer.

3 BY THE WITNESS:

4      A.   It's possible that it may have revealed that

5 the FBI was conducting an investigation, but it wouldn't

6 preclude them from taking administrative action.

7      Q.   But when -- if the CPD had taken

8 administrative action as of July 2011, wouldn't it have

9 compromised the integrity of the federal investigation

10 because now Watts, who the U.S. Attorney's Office has

11 said it doesn't have enough information to indict, knows

12 about the federal investigation?

13      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete

14 hypothetical.

15 BY THE WITNESS:

16      A.   The answer is possibly, yes.  However, the

17 value judgment is -- from a police management

18 perspective is what's at play.  And -- And leaving --

19 leaving these officers out there to harm the community

20 instead of stopping them, if this investigation is going

21 to be too slowly conducted or they don't have the

22 resources or they run into unforeseen circumstances, the

23 police department has to act to preserve fu- -- or to

24 reduce future harm to the community from -- from the
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1 officers.

2      Q.   And the harm to community you're talking about

3 is -- is that the -- these drug dealers who Watts and

4 Mohammed were shaking down were allowed to continue to

5 sell drugs?

6      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form,

7 mischaracterizes, vague, ambiguous, incomplete

8 hypothetical, argumentative.

9           You can answer.

10 BY THE WITNESS:

11      A.   The harm -- The harm to the community come --

12 can come in any number of different ways, like planting

13 drugs on someone, unlawful entries, stealing money.

14 Just because someone is selling narcotics doesn't mean

15 that they are no longer afforded Constitutional

16 protections.

17      Q.   Sure.  There was no evidence -- hard evidence

18 developed as of July 13th, 2011 that the -- these police

19 officers, Watts or members of his team, were planting

20 narcotics on innocent people; isn't that true?

21      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete

22 hypothetical, assumes ac- -- facts not in evidence.

23           You can answer.

24
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1 BY MR. NOLAND:

2      Q.   And by innocent people, I mean non-drug

3 dealers.

4      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to that characterization

5 and form.

6           You can answer.

7 BY THE WITNESS:

8      A.   The question was what evidence did they have

9 prior to 2011?

10      Q.   Yeah.  I'll ask it again.  Isn't it true that

11 as of July 13th, 2011 that there wasn't any evidence

12 sufficient to sustain an allegation or a prosecution

13 that the me- -- Watts or members of his team were

14 planting evidence on non-drug dealers?

15      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, foundation,

16 vague, ambiguous, calls for speculation, incomplete

17 hypothetical.

18 BY THE WITNESS:

19      A.   My answer is I'm -- I'm not sure at this point

20 because there's -- there's a lot of information in this

21 record, and I would have to see what that -- what that

22 evidence reveals.

23      Q.   So going back to your answer about moving

24 administratively as of July 2011 against Mohammed, could
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1 the CPD have relied on -- that time if they moved

2 against Mohammed on the evidence of the prior exhibit we

3 looked at of Mohammed taking bribes on several

4 occasions?

5      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form as to moving

6 administratively.

7           You can answer.

8 BY THE WITNESS:

9      A.   Could they -- Could they have used the

10 previous evidence, is that what you're saying, by the

11 time they got to 2011?

12      Q.   Could they have used it admi- -- Could the CPD

13 have used the evidence developed by the FBI to fire

14 Mohammed administratively?

15      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete --

16 BY MR. NOLAND:

17      Q.   Or would that have been violated grand jury

18 secrecy rules and obstructed the federal investigation

19 because the feds had decided not to indict as of that

20 time and not to reveal that information?

21      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete

22 hypothetical.

23           You can answer.

24
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1 BY THE WITNESS:
2      A.   So they could have used that -- that evidence
3 to at least subject him to disciplinary action or move
4 him -- move him out of an assignment, yes.
5      Q.   So if they used it to subject him to
6 disciplinary action, wouldn't they be violating the
7 secrecy of the FBI's investigation by disclosing that
8 information?
9      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete

10 hypothetical as to what information would be disclosed.
11           But you can answer if you understand it.
12      MR. NOLAND:  There's a lot of speaking objections,
13 Tess.  And so when I review this transcript, we're going
14 to have to decide what remedy there's going to be.  But
15 I'd ask you to stop.
16      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Duly noted that that's your
17 objection to my objections.
18 BY THE WITNESS:
19      A.   I don't know what rules were in place
20 concerning the grand jury secrecy, but it doesn't
21 alleviate the department's responsibility to -- to stop
22 the harm that the officers are committing.
23      Q.   Dr. Shane, so you -- you were never in a -- in
24 a joint task force investigating police officers in a
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1 case like this; isn't that true?

2      A.   Not in a case like this, you're right.

3      Q.   So you don't know what the protocols are or

4 practices when you have an arrangement between a local

5 municipality and the FBI and U.S. Attorney's Office on

6 when information developed by FBI sources can be

7 util- -- utilized administratively; isn't that true?

8      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, foundation,

9 assumes facts not in evidence.

10           You can answer.

11 BY THE WITNESS:

12      A.   Well, I can tell you I did see an agreement in

13 this particular case, which is the one that's at issue.

14 Excuse me.

15      Q.   Separate and apart from that agreement --

16      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Can you let him finish his answer,

17 please, Counsel.

18      MR. NOLAND:  I thought he was -- I thought he was

19 finished.

20 BY MR. NOLAND:

21      Q.   Go ahead.

22      A.   I did see an -- I did see an agreement here

23 where the FBI recognized that the -- that the CPD could

24 at some point take administrative action.  And that --
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1 that paragraph in that document is silent as to all of

2 these grand jury rules of secrecy that you're -- that

3 you're referencing.

4      Q.   So should we --

5      A.   So --

6      Q.   Aren't you leaving something out -- Aren't you

7 leaving something out about that paragraph, Dr. Shane?

8      A.   Let me -- Let me finish.

9      Q.   Okay.

10      A.   It's apparent that the FBI was well aware that

11 the -- that the Chicago Police Department could and

12 would likely take administrative action against the

13 officers.

14      Q.   You left something out of that paragraph,

15 didn't you, Dr. Shane?

16      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.  It's

17 argumentative.

18 BY THE WITNESS:

19      A.   Why don't we pull up it so we can -- we can go

20 over it.

21      Q.   Didn't you leave out that -- that paragraph

22 requires that whenever possible that the CPD would need

23 to ask for permission from the FBI to move

24 administratively under these circumstances?
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1      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, mischaracterizes

2 the document that you also have not shown the witness.

3 BY THE WITNESS:

4      A.   I -- I couldn't tell you what it says

5 verbatim.  But I'd like -- I remember seeing something

6 regarding that, where the FBI knew that the CPD could

7 have taken administrative action.

8      Q.   And you don't remember the part that they need

9 to ask the FBI to move forward?

10      A.   No, I don't --

11      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection.

12           I'm sorry.  I'm sorry.  If you can just wait,

13 Dr. Shane.

14           Just objection to that characterization of the

15 document, which you also have not shown to the witness.

16 BY MR. NOLAND:

17      Q.   So I'll read it into the record.  And by the

18 way, that -- that document also indicates that all the

19 reports generated from the joint task force were to be

20 maintained at the FBI; isn't that true?

21      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection.  I'm going to have a

22 standing objection to asking the witness about a

23 document that counsel apparently has in front of him

24 that you won't show the witness.  I think it's unfair.
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1           So you can answer if you know, Dr. Shane.

2      MR. NOLAND:  Will you give me an extra half hour to

3 ask about this document?

4      MS. KLEINHAUS:  No, I will not give you an extra

5 half hour to ask about this document that everyone in

6 this case is aware of, no.

7 BY MR. NOLAND:

8      Q.   Pleases -- Please answer the question,

9 Dr. Shane.

10      A.   The answer is no, I'm not -- I don't recall

11 where the -- the documents were going to be stored.

12      Q.   So separate and apart from reading this

13 memorandum of understanding, which was in 2011, would

14 you agree with me that you're -- because you never

15 worked on a task force like this, that you don't know

16 the policies and practices and protocols when a -- when

17 the FBI is working with a local municipality

18 investigating a police officer for corruption?

19      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete

20 hypothetical.

21           You can answer.

22 BY THE WITNESS:

23      A.   Well -- Well, even -- even if someone had

24 worked on the task force, it doesn't mean they would
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1 necessarily be part of -- of the planning sessions

2 outlining all the details.

3      Q.   So my question is, isn't it true that separate

4 and apart from this memorandum of understanding that you

5 alluded to, that you don't have any experience,

6 background, or information with respect to the protocols

7 and practices of when a municipality works with the FBI

8 investigating allegations of corruption against a police

9 officer because you never --

10      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection --

11 BY MR. NOLAND:

12      Q.   -- because you never did it?

13      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, compound,

14 mischaracterizes his testimony.

15           You can answer.

16 BY THE WITNESS:

17      A.   Yeah, so I think there were -- there were --

18 there were sort of two things there.  The -- The answer

19 is I have worked with the FBI in -- in bank robbery task

20 force operations.  And during that time, the operators

21 like myself were not -- were not in the -- the planning

22 sessions.  And the answer to as to whether or not I have

23 done any with drug-related corruption, the answer is no,

24 I have not.

Page 115

1      Q.   So you don't know the practices or protocols

2 of the FBI working with a local municipality

3 investigation on a investigation like the Watts

4 investigation, correct?

5      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form as to --

6           Is your question whether he knows it from his

7 experience or from some other source.

8      MR. NOLAND:  Tess, you have crossed the line.

9 BY MR. NOLAND:

10      Q.   Please answer the question, Doctor.

11      A.   Can you rephrase it again, please?

12      Q.   Isn't it true that other than reading this

13 memorandum of understanding, because you never worked on

14 an investi- -- a corruption investigation like the Watts

15 case, that you don't know the protocols and practices

16 that the FBI would engage in with the local municipality

17 in conducting such an investigation?

18      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete

19 hypothetical, mischaracterizes.

20           You can answer.

21 BY THE WITNESS:

22      A.   I know what they would do, meaning I know that

23 they would come to the local municipality.  There would

24 be meetings.  There would be planning sessions.  There
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1 would be documents that would be written.  There would

2 be jurisdictional issues that would be discussed.  But

3 if you're -- when it gets down to the individual fine

4 details, they would differ between all types of

5 investigations.

6      Q.   But you do -- you would agree that as of

7 July 2011, that the -- Well, strike that.

8           If -- If hypothetically the CPD had used the

9 information that Mohamme- -- Mohammed had accepted

10 bribes and moved to fire him administratively in 2011,

11 wouldn't that have precluded the ultimate successful

12 conclusion of the FBI's criminal investigation to secure

13 an indictment and conviction against Watts?

14      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, compound,

15 incomplete hypothetical, asked and answered.

16           Go ahead.

17 BY THE WITNESS:

18      A.   Not necessarily because they may have been

19 able to get other testimony from coconspirators.

20      Q.   But -- And, of course, you've read -- you've

21 read the FBI 302 reports of the interviews of the police

22 officers after the indictments, correct?

23      A.   I -- I believe so.  I mean, I don't remember

24 them specifically, but yeah, they sound familiar.
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1      Q.   And there was no information developed in

2 those -- in those interviews which supported any further

3 charges against Watts or Mohammed; isn't that right?

4      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form and calls for a

5 legal conclusion.

6           You can answer.

7 BY THE WITNESS:

8      A.   Yeah, I -- I -- I -- I don't know that I would

9 go that far.

10      Q.   All right.  So I'm going to add to the

11 hypothetical then.  Your -- Your caveat, which is that

12 if -- if the CPD had moved administratively against

13 Mohammed for taking bribes in July of '11 and if after

14 that the FBI or IED were unable to get coconspirators

15 from the police admitting to any further wrongdoing,

16 that that would have precluded the successful operation

17 in November of 2011 that was used to indict and convict

18 Watts?  In other words, Watts wouldn't have been

19 criminally convicted if they did that?

20      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, compound,

21 incomplete hypothetical.  I have a standing objection to

22 the incomplete hypotheticals that are counterfactual.

23           You can go ahead and answer if you understand

24 it.
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1 BY THE WITNESS:
2      A.   It's -- It's possible.  But again, I think the
3 value judgment lies in -- in stopping harm to the
4 community.  And I think that's more important than
5 necessarily prosecuting Watts.  If I were the -- If I
6 were command rank officer in the Chicago Police
7 Department, if I were the superintendent of the Chicago
8 Police Department, my obligation lies to the people of
9 the City of Chicago.  And stopping Watts, irrespective

10 of any future prosecution, is more important to me
11 than -- than seeing him prosecuted.
12      Q.   And is there some type of a
13 nationally-accepted police practice that you're relying
14 upon to offer that statement?
15      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.
16           You can answer.
17 BY THE WITNESS:
18      A.   When you say a national standard, that the --
19 what exactly, a standard for -- for what?
20      Q.   Is there anything in writing, any type of
21 police practice in writing that's nationally acce- --
22 accepted that I can go read to corroborate your -- the
23 statement that you just made in that respect?
24      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.
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1           You can answer.

2 BY THE WITNESS:

3      A.   That the -- That the obligation of the head of

4 the agency, the superintendent or whoever is head of --

5 you know, chief of police or something, has an

6 obligation to the people?

7      Q.   No, no.  No, so again you're not answering my

8 question.  I think you're running out the clock.  So

9 I'll try one more time.  I'd ask you to question the

10 question.

11           You just said that the -- the police

12 department should have made a value judgment and moved

13 administratively against Mohammed as of July of '11 to

14 fire him when they knew that he had accepted bribes,

15 regardless that the FBI did not want to move forward or

16 the U.S. Attorney's Office, and that that's because of a

17 value judgment that the police department should have

18 made.  What's -- Is there any nationally-accepted

19 standard that you're relying upon to offer that value

20 judgment?

21      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.

22           You can answer.

23 BY THE WITNESS:

24      A.   The -- Yeah, the -- what's the -- what is it
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1 called?  I have to think about it for a second.  The --

2 The job description of superintendent of police dictates

3 that they will direct the organization.  And directing

4 the organization means that they are operating in the

5 best interests of the people of the City of Chicago.

6 And if they are aware that a police officer is involved

7 in criminal behavior and they don't have enough evidence

8 to prosecute that person, they at least have an

9 obligation to stop them.

10      Q.   So is it your opinion that the U.S. -- United

11 States Attorney's Office for the Northern District of

12 Illinois and the Federal Bureau of Investigation also

13 did not exercise the responsibility to protect the

14 citizens of the City of Chicago by not moving to --

15 moving criminally earlier against Mohammed?

16      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, calls for

17 speculation.

18           You can answer if you know.

19 BY THE WITNESS:

20      A.   Well, assuming they had sufficient evidence to

21 prosecute.  If they didn't, then move administratively.

22      Q.   So they had Watts ta- -- or they had Mohammed

23 taking money on about five occasions.  So with that

24 information, do you think the U.S. Attorney's Office is
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1 responsible for allowing this investigation to -- to go
2 on too long?
3      A.   Well --
4      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form and calls for
5 speculation.
6           You can answer.
7 BY THE WITNESS:
8      A.   The answer is it depends.  If they had -- If
9 they had sufficient evidence to prosecute at that time,

10 then the answer is yes, they should have prosecuted at
11 that time.
12      Q.   And so --
13      A.   And stop --
14      Q.   I'm sorry.  Go ahead.
15      A.   And -- And stop the harm, the continuing harm
16 that the officers were perpetrating.  If they didn't --
17      Q.   So --
18      A.   Hold on.  If they didn't have sufficient
19 information at that time, there is no harm in allowing
20 it go further for a shorter period of time to see if
21 they could get that information, or evidence rather.
22 But if they don't, you have to stop it and you have to
23 stop the harm that's being perpetrated.
24      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Dan, when you get to the end of
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1 this line of questioning or a good breaking point, can

2 we take a five-minute break?

3      MR. NOLAND:  Yes, I'm almost done with this.

4 BY MR. NOLAND:

5      Q.   Would you agree with me that it would have

6 been obstruction of justice for the Chicago Police

7 Department to unilaterally disclose the information

8 developed in the FBI IED investigation through the FBI

9 CI that there were bribe payments in to Watts and

10 consensual overhears documenting that --that criminal --

11      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form, incomplete

12 hypothetical, compound, and calls for a legal

13 conclusion.

14           You can answer.

15 BY THE WITNESS:

16      A.   I'm not sure.  It's possible.  Maybe.  I don't

17 know.

18      MR. NOLAND:  Okay.  It's a good time to take a

19 break.

20      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  The time is 12:29 p.m.  We're

21 now going off the record.

22                    (A short recess was had.)

23      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  The time is 12:37 p.m.  We're

24 now back on the record.
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1      MR. NOLAND:  Dr. Shane, I just have a few more

2 topics, and then I'm going to turn it over to the other

3 lawyers.

4 BY MR. NOLAND:

5      Q.   Did you write your entire report in this case?

6      A.   Are you asking me if anybody else wrote it?  I

7 wrote the whole thing.

8      Q.   Yes, thank you.  Did you copy and paste any

9 portions of that report from any other document and put

10 it into your report?

11      A.   Most likely, yes.

12      Q.   I'm -- We had asked in our sub- -- The

13 defendants had asked in their subpoena for any and all

14 of those documents.  So we would renew or request that

15 you produce any and all source documents from which you

16 copied and pasted material and supply it to us.  Will

17 you do that?

18      A.   O- -- Okay.

19      Q.   You had a number of Zoom calls with the --

20 Mr. Waddy's lawyers; is that right?

21      A.   I did, yes.

22      Q.   During those calls, did you do a share screen

23 where they saw the drafts of your report?

24      MS. KLEINHAUS:  Objection to form.
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1           You can answer.
2 BY THE WITNESS:
3      A.   No.
4      Q.   Did Mr. Waddy's lawyers suggest edits or
5 revisions to any portion of your report?
6      A.   I think they may have -- they may have picked
7 out some grammatical errors, but no.  Are you talking
8 about the substantive issues?
9      Q.   Anything.

10      A.   No.
11      Q.   So if they were able to pick out grammatical
12 errors, what -- how were they reading a document in
13 order to pick out those grammatical errors?
14      A.   When I submitted the report.
15      Q.   So you -- did you send Mr. Waddy's lawyers
16 draft reports that they identified grammatical errors,
17 then you -- then you sent other revised reports?
18      A.   No, maybe I misunderstood you.  I'm referring
19 to at -- when I submitted the report to them, I think
20 there was one or more grammatical errors in there that
21 they pointed out to me.
22      Q.   And that they remain in the report?
23      A.   They're in there, yes.
24      Q.   Are there any substantive errors that they
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       IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
      FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
                 EASTERN DIVISION

BEN BAKER and CLARISSA GLENN,     )
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1 going to result in termination of your job.
2                So you're sworn in.  And because of
3 that override of your right to self-incrimination,
4 what's in that statement is protected.  And that
5 protected information now is something I, as a
6 criminal investigator, don't want to get, because
7 it's tainted and obtained against the person's
8 civil rights.
9                That's my best explanation in the

10 short term.
11      Q.   And when you say it's protected, is it
12 fair to say that if an officer gives a statement
13 pursuant to Garrity, it cannot be used in your
14 criminal case, correct?  Is that why you're saying
15 it would be against their civil rights if you
16 used -- if you used a Garrity statement as a basis
17 for a criminal charge, that would violate Garrity,
18 correct?
19           MR. HILKE:  I'll just object to form and
20 foundation.
21                But you can answer.
22           THE WITNESS:  Well, I'm familiar with
23 how to enforce laws and what laws are and some
24 interpretations.  And I understand Garrity.
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1                You said you can never use a
2 Garrity statement in a criminal case.  I'm not
3 sure about that.  It sounds right.  But the idea
4 is, is put the statement aside, any information
5 from the statement or anybody who read the
6 statement and might talk to you could be a
7 problem.  That's -- that's the -- that's why I
8 would eliminate most people from a department from
9 participating in the cases I had as a normal

10 course of business.
11 BY MS. EKL:
12      Q.   And is it fair to say that if
13 administratively in that type of a circumstance an
14 individual is questioned about allegations
15 administratively, it's then going to put them on
16 notice of the same conduct that you're attempting
17 to investigate, correct?
18           MR. HILKE:  Same objection.
19                You can answer.
20           THE WITNESS:  Yes, it could -- it could
21 put them on notice.  It could put them on notice
22 that -- that the activity is being looked at, by
23 somebody at least.
24
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1 BY MS. EKL:
2      Q.   And would that, do you think -- was it
3 your belief at the time when you were
4 investigating public corruption cases that
5 interference by taking a Garrity statement could
6 compromise your investigation on the criminal
7 side?
8      A.   I would never -- personally, ma'am, I
9 would -- my opinion is, I would never characterize

10 that as interference.
11      Q.   Okay.  If an individual becomes aware of
12 the fact that they are the target of misconduct,
13 was it your belief at that time when you were
14 investigating public corruption cases that that
15 could hinder your ability to investigate them?
16           MR. HILKE:  Object to form.
17                Go ahead.
18           THE WITNESS:  It -- yes.
19 BY MS. EKL:
20      Q.   You mentioned that you were schooled in
21 some ways by the U.S. Attorney's Office -- and I'm
22 paraphrasing.  Is it fair to say that the United
23 State's Attorney's Office provided guidance to FBI
24 agents in terms of how to conduct certain
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1 investigations?
2      A.   100 percent.
3      Q.   Okay.  And did you follow, when the
4 United State's Attorney's Office said that they
5 provided you with guidance, did you follow that
6 guidance?
7      A.   Well, they provided guidance.  I would
8 say we didn't always follow it, or it's not like
9 we ignored it.  We addressed any differences, and

10 they were resolved.  So it's not like we were
11 being told what to do and we just executed it.
12 But they did provide a lot of guidance.  Guidance
13 is not an order.
14      Q.   Is it fair to say that guidance by the
15 United State's Attorney's Office, it was expected
16 that you wouldn't ignore it, correct?
17      A.   Correct.
18      Q.   Did they provide you training on how to
19 conduct public corruption investigations?
20      A.   I would call it -- I would say, yes, and
21 it was on-the-job training.
22      Q.   And how did -- if you could explain what
23 you mean by that?
24      A.   They would have you read things, the



Ben Baker, et al.  v. City of Chicago, et al.
Deposition of Jeffrey A. Danik - Taken 4/18/2024 

312.361.8851
Royal Reporting Services, Inc.

15 (Pages 45 to 48)

Page 45

1      Q.   And separate from that, there also could
2 be an internal investigation that could lead to
3 there being some kind of administrative action,
4 correct?
5      A.   Yes.
6      Q.   And you indicated that if there's an
7 administrative action, generally, that will derail
8 the criminal action, correct?
9      A.   It may.

10           MR. HILKE:  Object to form.
11           THE WITNESS:  Oh, sorry, Wally.
12           MR. HILKE:  That's okay.  You're fine.
13 BY MS. EKL:
14      Q.   I'm sorry.  I didn't hear your answer.
15      A.   It may derail your criminal
16 investigation.  That's part of the police
17 corruption or public corruption investigative
18 environment.  It's very easy to -- to get
19 discovered.
20      Q.   And even if an allegation of police
21 corruption is only investigated administratively,
22 would you agree with me that there has to be
23 evidence to support the allegation before any
24 action can be taken, whether it's by a police
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1 department or in the case of an FBI agent being
2 investigated, administratively, there still has to
3 be evidence to support the allegation, correct?
4      A.   Yes.
5      Q.   And if the goal is to protect the
6 public, you need to have a finding, even if it's
7 just administratively, that the person actually
8 engaged in the conduct in which they were accused,
9 correct?

10           MR. HILKE:  I'll object to form and
11 foundation.
12                You can answer.
13           THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I mean, generally,
14 it might be, yes, there are administrative process
15 in realities and like that.  But generally, you --
16 you need to sustain that they did something wrong.
17 BY MS. EKL:
18      Q.   Using the example you gave about an
19 officer requiring women, for instance, to flash
20 when they are pulled over for a traffic stop,
21 would you agree that if that gets sent -- if the
22 FBI is unable to investigate that to the level of
23 criminal charges and it gets sent back
24 administratively, there would still need to be
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1 evidence that that was occurring, correct, in
2 order for the action to be taken administratively?
3      A.   No.
4           MR. HILKE:  Same objection -- wait.
5 Same objection.
6                You can answer.
7           THE WITNESS:  No.  They wouldn't have to
8 prove that he was doing that.
9 BY MS. EKL:

10      Q.   So you don't agree -- would you agree
11 that officers have rights?
12      A.   They have rights.
13      Q.   And that in order for administrative
14 action to take place, they have a right for there
15 to be evidence to support of an agent the
16 allegation is, correct?
17           MR. HILKE:  Same objection.
18           THE WITNESS:  Yes.
19 BY MS. EKL:
20      Q.   Okay.  So would you agree with me, there
21 has to be evidence to support it in order for
22 the --
23      A.   Well --
24      Q.   -- for subsequent action to be taken?
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1           MR. HILKE:  Sorry, Jeff.  I'm just going
2 to remind you to let her finish the question and
3 give me a chance to object too, and we'll go one
4 at a time.
5                Same objection.
6                And you can answer.
7           THE WITNESS:  The reason I say "no" is
8 because, let's say in this hypothetical of
9 flashing, that the police department itself can't

10 prove that -- that the officer did it.  They can't
11 prove demonstrably that it happened.  But they
12 can -- they can easily say, we believe these two
13 people who don't know each other, one who's a
14 medical doctor, let's say, and the other one who's
15 a -- you know, a restaurant manager.  We believe
16 them.  Why would they make that up?  And in that
17 case, you're going to have other evidence, which
18 the officer could be held liable over.  During the
19 investigation, you find out these things.  Like
20 their -- a police department has a tremendous
21 amount of rules, a lot of rules.  So basically, if
22 you got out of bed this morning, you broke one of
23 them.  And that's, kind of, what an Internal
24 Affairs assessment often looks like.
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1 could blunder into.
2                So there's a whole host of reasons
3 to use very solid operational, meaning
4 communication security, on any public corruption
5 case -- I'm sorry -- well, on a public corruption
6 case in general, but definitely a police
7 corruption case.
8      Q.   If, for instance, CPD had gone ahead and
9 taken administrative actions earlier on in the

10 investigation and not waited for, as they did
11 here, the FBI investigation to conclude and result
12 in the arrest, then would you agree that all of
13 those -- all of those things that you talked about
14 would be concerns, that information would be
15 provided to the target, information -- evidence
16 would be provided to the targets, and essentially,
17 the investigation might then become meaningless,
18 because the target would already know that they
19 were being looked at?
20      A.   Well, like either you said or I said,
21 each case is different.  So what you're saying is
22 a possibility on a commonsense occurrence.  But --
23 well, the administrative process in a police
24 case -- in a police corruption case is always just
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1 sitting there waiting to disrupt the -- the police
2 criminal case.  And you recognize that going in,
3 and that's one of the reasons you do these cases
4 as quickly as possible, so that you can allow the
5 administrative process, if it's not known to the
6 police department, to take over.  But you would --
7 well, I guess that's -- I guess that's the answer
8 to your question.
9      Q.   So you would agree that it was common

10 for the law enforcement agency that employs the
11 target of the investigation to wait until the FBI
12 concludes their investigation before taking their
13 administrative actions and interviewing that
14 target, correct?
15      A.   No.
16           MR. HILKE:  Objection.  Form.
17           THE WITNESS:  That's not what I said.
18 And that would be the opposite.  The
19 administrative process, at any point -- well, I
20 can just give you my experience.
21                You tell a chief or a sheriff he's
22 got a bad apple maybe that you're investigating,
23 you don't know, they're going to give you a very
24 short leash to resolve it, and then they're going

Page 183

1 to move.  That's what happens --
2 BY MS. EKL:
3      Q.   That's two different -- that's two
4 different things.
5                My question is -- so whether it's a
6 short leash or a long leash, so we're talking --
7 we use your example and say CPD gave the FBI a
8 short leash, assuming that they were able to do
9 that, in either scenario, they're waiting until

10 the FBI concludes their investigation before they
11 take the action, correct?
12      A.   It's the period of time that I don't
13 want to agree to.
14                There could be a conversation where
15 you say, I need three days, or I need three weeks.
16 That's a different story.  You know, it could
17 be -- and it's a balance.  It's a balance of what
18 the allegations are and how close you are to
19 proving them, or at least having probable cause.
20 An officer doing very violent things on the street
21 is not going to be there very long, whether you
22 can put the case on them or not, a criminal case
23 on them.  That's just a fact.  That's how the
24 program operates, and that's how it should
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1 operate.
2      Q.   Let's go -- let's go back to my
3 question --
4           MR. HILKE:  Wait.  Sorry.  I just --
5 Jeff, were you done with your answer?
6           THE WITNESS:  Yeah, basically.  I'm
7 sorry.
8 BY MS. EKL:
9      Q.   So, again, I'm trying to strip this

10 down.  So we're taking aside the length of time.
11 So it's not -- it's something you're comfortable
12 with, say the length of time is 48 hours, where
13 the law enforcement agency brings in the FBI and
14 says, we have -- we think we may have -- we have
15 an allegation of a bad apple.  For all of the
16 reasons that we've talked about during this
17 deposition, it's important to have an outside
18 agency come in with their resources to investigate
19 and try to gather evidence to determine whether or
20 not there's merit to that allegation.
21                Would you agree that under that
22 scenario -- under any scenario, that the law
23 enforcement agency should wait until the
24 conclusion of that investigation by the FBI before
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1 thing you could do in parallel, instead of leaving
2 those guns on the street, if it's true.  I'm not
3 saying it's true.  I'm just saying if it's true,
4 then -- you've got two rifles now.  You don't know
5 where they're at.  That's a problem.  That's a big
6 problem.
7      Q.   And ATF was investigating at this point
8 in time, correct, because ATF was the one
9 interviewing Moore, correct?

10      A.   Maybe -- maybe that's the answer.  Maybe
11 ATF did all that.  I saw nothing in the record
12 about that.  I was -- honestly, ma'am, I kept
13 hoping there was something in the record, at least
14 about the rifles or the guns.  But I saw nothing
15 in there.  If there is, I would rewrite portions
16 of the opinion.  It's based just on what I saw.
17      Q.   Do you think there was enough to charge
18 Watts criminally based on Moore's statement alone?
19      A.   Based just on Moore's statement?
20      Q.   Right.
21      A.   No.
22      Q.   And if Watts had come in and been
23 confronted with these allegations made by Moore
24 and he denied it, then you would have a situation
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1 where it would be an unsustained finding, correct?
2 Because you would have Watts denying it and Moore
3 saying it happened, and IA would not have been
4 able to determine either way, correct?
5           MR. HILKE:  Objection to form and
6 foundation.
7                You can answer.
8           THE WITNESS:  No, that's not the way it
9 would be.  It's not just, what do you say?  What

10 do you say?  Okay.  They actually look into --
11 they make the -- the officer produce records.
12 Give me your phone, Watts.  Give me your -- what's
13 the password?  They take the -- you know, whatever
14 the contract allows in the FBI, they already have
15 your phone.  They don't even need to ask you for
16 it.
17 BY MS. EKL:
18      Q.   What's your basis for saying that CPD,
19 as a contract or would otherwise would have the
20 ability to take Watts' phone?
21      A.   It's just -- I think I did see some kind
22 of contract in the records there.  But most
23 police -- the reason I say that, ma'am, is because
24 most police departments operate under some
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1 collective bargaining unit and agreement, and it
2 involves how Internal Affairs will be adjudicated.
3      Q.   Do you think that if CPD had moved to do
4 all of these investigative steps that you're
5 talking about in an administrative capacity, it
6 would have in any way compromised the
7 investigation that was being run by the FBI and/or
8 the ATF?
9           MR. HILKE:  Just objection to form.

10                You can answer.
11           THE WITNESS:  If they had moved on it?
12 BY MS. EKL:
13      Q.   Correct.
14      A.   If CPD had moved on it -- well, it's --
15 yeah.  Basically, if you're going to notify the
16 guy he's under investigation by IAD, you don't
17 necessarily tell him that the FBI has a case on
18 him.  So they may, though.  So that may compromise
19 it.
20                We got this from the FBI.  Maybe
21 the contract requires them to show.  I don't know.
22 But I didn't see any of that in the record.
23                I do know that -- and some of this,
24 too, is I do try to be careful and be -- so I can
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1 be fair about it, really.  The technology today is
2 so much different than the technology in 2004.
3 Even if you move into 2008, you start moving into
4 more and more technology, and the police
5 departments are leveraging all of that in their
6 Internal Affairs investigations and normal
7 investigations.
8                So, you know, asking for his phone,
9 at points, people didn't even have a phone; they

10 had a pager.  So I think he had a phone at this
11 point, but -- and that's just an example.
12      Q.   Okay.  But you're speculating at this
13 point in terms of what information would have been
14 available, even if they were able to access Watts'
15 phone, correct?
16           MR. HILKE:  Objection to form.
17           THE WITNESS:  Yes.
18 BY MS. EKL:
19      Q.   And if they had asked -- and if they had
20 advised Watts that they were investigating him,
21 would you agree that it would compromise the
22 ability of the FBI to conduct further surveillance
23 and all of the other investigative steps that they
24 took later on?
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1      A.   It could have.  It's not conclusive in
2 any way, but it could have.
3      Q.   Let's look at Exhibit No. -- I'm
4 sorry -- the June 28th Holliday memo, which is
5 Bates-stamped Baker Glenn 10947 and 10948.
6           MR. HILKE:  Give me just one second on
7 that.
8                I've got it.  Thank you.
9           MS. EKL:  We'll mark this as Exhibit

10 No. 11.
11                     (Deposition Exhibit No. 11 was
12                      marked for identification.)
13 BY MS. EKL:
14      Q.   Do you recognize this document that
15 purports to be a memo, dated June 28, 2005,
16 between Police Agent Calvin Holliday and the
17 Internal Affairs Division, regarding Ronald Watts
18 and the same complaint number and confidential
19 number?
20      A.   Yes, ma'am.
21                And can I ask permission to look at
22 my report just briefly to make sure that's the
23 date?
24      Q.   Yes, of course.
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1      A.   Okay.  I'm sorry.  I believe -- just to
2 make sure I don't give an answer for some other
3 thing.
4      Q.   No, that's okay.  And I'm actually going
5 to flip for a second to your report.  Page 16, do
6 you see where it says, "June 18, 2005, To/From
7 Holliday, Baker?"
8                And it actually has the Bates stamp
9 in here, Baker Glenn 10947 to 10948, correct?

10      A.   Yes, ma'am.
11      Q.   Okay.  The second sentence of that
12 paragraph, you write, "Gaddy was interviewed
13 without notice to or participation by the FBI
14 public corruption squad, correct?
15      A.   According to that To/From report, yes.
16      Q.   That was my question.  And that's
17 speculation on your part that the FBI Public
18 Corruption Squad was not notified, correct?
19                And I'll go back to the memo, if
20 you need me to.
21      A.   Well, they weren't there, is what I'm
22 saying, on this -- you know, somewhat -- this
23 pretty important interview, I guess, is the idea.
24      Q.   Okay.  Well, the report doesn't indicate
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1 that they were there.  But your report, you state
2 that he was interviewed without notice to or
3 participation by the FBI Public Corruption Squad.
4                So would you agree with me that the
5 statement that you wrote in your report is
6 speculation?
7           MR. HILKE:  Object to form.
8                You can answer.
9           THE WITNESS:  What's that?

10           MR. HILKE:  Just object to form.
11                You can answer.
12           THE WITNESS:  I don't see anything in
13 the FBI record during that time to show that they
14 were told about this particular meeting or
15 information or invited.  Is it possible they were
16 told and said, we don't want to come?  It's
17 possible.
18 BY MS. EKL:
19      Q.   This memo details a meeting that
20 included the Cook County State's Attorney or
21 Assistant State's Attorney, David Navarro, and
22 Matthew Mahoney, who was then Baker's attorney,
23 correct?
24      A.   Yes.  Yes, ma'am.
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1      Q.   And Ben Baker, it was his criminal
2 defense attorney; is that correct?
3      A.   I think so, yes.
4      Q.   I'm going to go back to your report.
5 Page 17, where you're referencing this To/From
6 memo.  In this bold section, where I'm indicating
7 here, it reads, "Normal law enforcement processes
8 would have been to make a written request for use
9 of the source and then agree on a cooperation plan

10 related to both cases."
11                And actually, let me just -- so we
12 get that context.  The To/From memo talks about --
13 it says, "Baker spoke of Watts wanting Baker to
14 pay Watts to stay in business and of Baker's
15 resisting to do so."
16                It says, "Baker alleged his present
17 case in court was placed on him by Sergeant Watts.
18 Baker pledged his cooperation in our investigation
19 and to work as a CI.  Baker stated he would
20 immediately contact the undersigned if he had any
21 contact with Sergeant Watts."
22                And in relation to that, you say,
23 "Normal law enforcement processes would have been
24 to make a written request for use of the source
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1 make sure I'm not eating up too much.
2                     (A short recess was taken.)
3 BY MS. EKL:
4      Q.   Mr. Danik, I have a few more questions,
5 and then I'll pass it along to the other counsel.
6                I want to ask you about your report
7 on page 22, in reference to the time period
8 between December of 2007 -- 2007 and June 2008.
9                Are you able to see on the screen

10 what I'm showing?
11      A.   Can I look at may report too, real
12 quick?
13      Q.   Yeah.
14      A.   What page?
15      Q.   This is page 22.
16      A.   Okay.  I have it now.  Do you want me to
17 read something on it?
18      Q.   No.  I'm just -- I'm directing you to
19 that section first off.
20      A.   Oh, okay.  Go ahead.
21      Q.   On page 22, in relation to the time
22 period between December 2007 and June 2008, you
23 note a number of controlled buys that were -- or a
24 number of cash bribes, as you called it -- or as
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1 you reference them in your report, were made to
2 Mohammed by the FBI, correct?
3      A.   Yes.
4      Q.   And at that point in time between
5 December of 2007 and June 2008, would you agree
6 that the FBI had not developed any direct evidence
7 against Ronald Watts?
8      A.   I have no idea.
9      Q.   You reference in the bolded section

10 that, "Nothing precludes the use of that evidence
11 to be used in a proceeding against Watts or
12 Mohammed with a lower or no bar for its use, such
13 as in an IAD administrative action against the
14 officers."
15                Do you see that?
16      A.   Yes.
17      Q.   Okay.  Would you agree first off, that
18 the FBI's ability to basically catch Mohammed in
19 cash bribes is not going to be able to provide a
20 basis alone to move administratively against
21 Watts?
22           MR. HILKE:  Object to form.
23                You can answer.
24           THE WITNESS:  If the bribes are only to
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1 Mohammed and you don't have any other evidence,
2 then it would be just Mohammed.  But I don't know
3 what other evidence was out there.  Or I might
4 know, but I didn't summarize it for this time
5 frame.
6 BY MS. EKL:
7      Q.   If the department had moved
8 administratively against Mohammed at this time
9 period after he was caught in these controlled

10 buys, do you think that the chances of gathering
11 additional evidence against Watts would have
12 decreased?
13      A.   I don't know.  And it comes down to time
14 frames too.  I guess I could have put a time frame
15 in my report.  It's, like, you pay it, and you
16 confront them, no.  But it's June of 2008.  You
17 have all of these payments.  Take -- you know, you
18 could take action at some point down the road.
19      Q.   But at this time period, would you --
20 well, let me ask you this:  The evidence that's
21 collected during that time period, that was
22 collected by the FBI, correct?
23      A.   Yeah, I think so.
24      Q.   What do you think --
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1      A.   These bribes are definitely paid by the
2 FBI.  That's what the document said.
3      Q.   Right.  And what do you think the
4 chances are that the FBI, at this point in time
5 when they're still investigating Watts, that they
6 would have turned over the tapes to CPD to allow
7 them to use them administratively against
8 Mohammed?
9      A.   You're asking my opinion about that?

10      Q.   I'm asking your opinion about that.
11      A.   My opinion is that we made six
12 payments -- six -- in to Mohammed.  We got nothing
13 on Watts at this point.  If that's -- if that's
14 what you're saying, let's -- let's go on Mohammed.
15 This is enough.
16                These guys don't have to rip off
17 drug dealers; the FBI is paying them.  And this
18 isn't the only money.  They ripped off two other
19 big heists --
20      Q.   You're not answering my question.  My
21 question was really simple.  My question was, what
22 do you think the chances are that the FBI would
23 say at this point in time, they just now got these
24 tapes on Mohammed.  We're going to give them over
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DEFINITIONS 
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V APPLICATION OF RULES OF PROCEDURE 

I. REGULATIONS FOR THE GOVERNANCE OF THE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

A. General 

The motto "We Serve and Protect" states the essential purpose of the Chicago 

Police Department. The Department serves the citizens of the City of Chicago by 

performing the law enforcement function in a professional manner, and it is to these 

citizens that it its ultimately responsible. The Department protects the right of all persons 

within its jurisdiction to be free from criminal attack, to be secure in their possessions and 

to live in peace. 

A large urban society free from crime and disorder remains an unachieved ideal, 

nevertheless, consistent with the values of a free society, it is the primary objective of the 

Chicago Police department to as closely as possible approach that ideal, In doing so, the 

Department's role is to enforce the law in a fair and impartial manner, recognizing both the 

statutory and judicial limitations of police authority and the constitutional rights of all 

persons. 

B. Standards of Conduct 

Police officers are frequently required to make decisions affecting human life and 

liberty in difficult situations where there is little or no opportunity to seek advice and little 

time for reflection. Law enforcement, therefore, requires an officer to have the stamina, 

intelligence, moral courage and emotional stability necessary to fairly and impartially deal 

with the human beings in the many complicated and potentially explosive situations which 

he encounters. It is incumbent that the department utilize the best recruitment and 
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psychological testing techniques available and to thereafter provide training for all 

personnel in order to ensure that the highest level of professional conduct is achieved. 

Due to the constant stress which is inherent in police service, the psychological and 

emotional stability of all members must be assured. Therefore, testing techniques must 

be available and utilized on a continuing basis for the good of the Department and the 

community. It must be designed to identify and isolate behavior characteristics of 

members who have become unsuitable during their tenure in the Department. 

It is in the best interests of law enforcement that the Department attract and promote 

the most qualified individuals available without regard to race, religion, ethnic background 

or any other such consideration. However, all such policy must be designed to promote 

and encourage qualified representation from all segments of the community. 

The Law Enforcement Code of Ethics is adopted as a general standard of conduct 

for all sworn members of the Department. It states: 

"As a law enforcement officer, my fundamental duty is to serve 

mankind; to safeguard lives and property, to protect the innocent against 

deception, the weak against oppression or intimidation, and the peaceful 

against violence or disorder and to respect the Constitutional rights of all 

men to liberty, equality and justice." 

"I will keep my private life unsullied as an example to all; maintain 

courageous calm in the face of danger, scorn, or ridicule; develop self-

restraint; and be constantly mindful of the welfare of others. Honest in 

thought and deed in both my personal and official life. I will be exemplary 

in obeying the laws of the land and the regulations of my department. 

Whatever I see or hear of a confidential nature or that is confided to me in 

my official capacity will be kept ever secret unless revelation is necessary 

in the performance of my duty." 

"I will never act officiously or permit personal feelings, prejudices, 

animosities, or friendships to influence my decisions. With no compromise 

for crime and with relentless prosecution of criminals, I will enforce the law 

courteously and appropriately without fear or favor, malice or ill will, never 

employing unnecessary force or violence and never accepting gratuities." 

"I recognize the badge of my office as a symbol of public faith, and 

accept it as a public trust to be held so long as I am true to the ethics of the 

police service. I will constantly strive to achieve these objectives and ideals, 

dedicating myself before God to my chosen profession . . . law enforcement." 

The public demands that the integrity of its law enforcement officers be above 
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reproach, and the dishonesty of a single officer may impair public confidence and cast 

suspicion and disrespect upon the entire Department. Succumbing to even minor 

temptation can be the genesis which will ultimately destroy an individual's effectiveness 

and contribute to the corruption of countless others. A member must scrupulously avoid 

any conduct which might compromise the integrity of himself, his fellow members or the 

Department. 

A police officer is the most conspicuous representative of government, and to the 

majority of the people he is a symbol of stability and authority upon whom they can rely. 

An officer's conduct is closely scrutinized, and when his actions are found to be excessive, 

unwarranted or unjustified he, and the Department, are criticized for more severely than 

comparable conduct of persons in other walks of life. Since the conduct of a member, on 

or off duty, does reflect directly upon the Department, a member must at all times conduct 

himself in a manner which does not bring discredit to himself, the Department or the city. 

Effective law enforcement depends upon a high degree of cooperation between the 

Department and the public it serves. The, practice of courtesy in all public contacts 

encourages understanding and appreciation; discourtesy breeds contempt and resistance. 

The majority of the public are law abiding citizens who rightfully expect fair and courteous 

treatment by members of the Department. While the urgency of a given situation would 

demand firm action, discourtesy or disrespect shown toward and citizen is indefensible. 

The practice of courteous and respectful conduct by a member is not a manifestation of 

weakness; it is, on the contrary, entirely consistent with the firmness and impartiality that 

characterizes a professional police officer. 

Members of the Chicago Police Department are confronted daily with situations 

where firm control must be exercised to effect arrests and protect the public safety. 

Control is achieved through advice, persuasion, warnings or the use of physical force. 

While the use of reasonable physical force may be necessary in situations which cannot 

be otherwise controlled, force may not be resorted to unless other reasonable alternatives 

have been exhausted or would clearly be ineffective under the particular circumstances 

involved. Officers are permitted to use whatever force is reasonable and necessary to 

protect others or themselves from bodily harm. The use of excessive and unwarranted 

force or brutality will not be tolerated under any circumstances. 

As one of the world's largest cities, Chicago is composed of many different 

communities, each with its own lifestyle and customs and each with its own crime 

problems. The cosmopolitan nature of the City is manifested by the diverse ethnic and 

sociological background of its people. However, all persons in each area of the city share 

the common need of protection and service which is afforded by fair and impartial law 

enforcement. In addition, as a person moves throughout the City, he must be able to 

expect a similar police response to his behavior wherever it occurs. When the law is not 

evenly and fairly enforced, there follows a reduction in respect for the law and resistance 

to its enforcement. 
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In order to respond to varying law enforcement needs in different parts of the City, 

the Department must have flexibility in deployment and methods of enforcement; however, 

enforcement policies should be formulated on a city wide basis and uniformly in all areas 

of the city and for all groups and individuals. To ensure equal treatment in similar 

circumstances, a member must be alert and sensitive to situations where, because of a 

language barrier or for some other reason, he must display patience and understanding 

with what might other wise appear to be a lack of response. 

A recognition of individual dignity is vital in a free system of law. Just as all persons 

are subject to the law, all persons have a right to dignified treatment under the law, and 

the protection of this right is a duty which is as binding on the Department and each of its 

members, as any other. Every member must treat each person with respect and he must 

be constantly mindful that the people with whom he is dealing are individuals with human 

emotions and needs. Such recognition and conduct is not an additional duty imposed to 

a member's primary responsibilities, it is inherent in them. 

The Department must be responsive to the needs and problems of the various 

communities which it serves. While its task is governed by the law the policies formulated 

to guide and implement its enforcement must include consideration of the public will. This 

responsive must be manifested at all levels of the Department by a willingness to listen 

and by a genuine concern for the problems of individuals and groups. The total needs of 

the community must become an integral part of the programs designed to carry out the 

mission of the Department. 

Law enforcement operations in a free society must not be shrouded in secrecy. It 

is necessary that there be public disclosure of policies and programs and an openness in 

matter of public interest. Consistent with the protection of legal rights of the individuals 

under investigation or arrest, and with a consideration of the necessity for maintaining the 

confidentiality of Department records and of other primary Departmental responsibilities, 

the Department must communicate accurate and factual accounts of occurrences of public 

interest and make known its objective to serve. 

Daily contact with citizens is the level that bears the greatest burden for 

strengthening community relations. In dealing with people each member must strive to 

make his contact one which inspires respect for himself as an individual and as a 

professional. No member can allow his individual feelings and/or prejudices to enter into 

his public contacts. Every member must constantly be aware of and eliminate any 

attitudes which might impair his effectiveness and impartiality. 

Community relations and citizen contact is based upon the principle that in a 

democratiC society and police are an integral and indivisible element of th6 public they 

serve. A System of law and its enforcement is not superimposed upon a unwilling public; 

the law is created by the people themselves to control the behavior of those who would 

seek to interfere with the community welfare and existence. 
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While the primary responsibility for enforcement of the law lies with the individual 

citizen, the complexities of society have required the creation of police service to assist in 

maintaining social order. The police represent only a portion of the total resources 

expended by the public to this end. However, this effort frequently being restrictive of 

individual freedom brings the police into contact with citizens under circumstances which 

have a far reaching impact upon the lives of the affected individuals. A citizen's encounter 

with the police can be a very frightening experience, and under such circumstances, the 

risk of misunderstanding is great. The minimization of this risk is a challenge intrinsic in 

every public contact by the members of this Department. Each member of the Department 

must strive to establish a climate where he may perform his sworn duties with the 

acceptance, understanding and approval of the public. 

To promote such acceptance, understanding and approval there must be 

communication between individual citizens and groups and members of the Department 

at all levels. The Department must encourage productive dialogue with the public to 

ensure that the unity of the police and the community is preserved. 

To this end the professional and private lives of all members must be beyond 

reproach. There is an immediate lowering of esteem and suspicion of ineffectiveness 

when there is public contact by a member evidencing the use of intoxicants. Additionally, 

the stresses of law enforcement require an employee to be mentally alert and physically 

responsive. The consumption of intoxicants, therefore, cannot be tolerated while a 

member is on duty, except to the minimum requirements of a specific police assignment. 

Every member must also be constantly aware that while technically off duty he is subject 

to respond to any emergency requiring his service. The off duty use of intoxicants must 

therefore, be moderate in order to allow the mental and physical requirements for 

immediate response. An off duty member under the influence of any intoxicant represents 

a danger to himself and to others and cannot, therefore, be permitted. 

As most police work is necessarily performed without close individual supervision, 

the responsibility for the proper performance of a member's duty, whether he be on or off 

duty, lies primarily with the member himself. A member carries with him, as all times, the 

responsibility for the safety of the community. He discharges that responsibility by the 

faithful and dedicated performance of his assigned duty and an immediate and intelligent 

response to emergency. Anything less violates the trust place in him by the community, 

and nothing less qualifies as professional conduct. 

It is essential that public confidence be maintained in the ability of the Department 

to investigate and properly dispose of complaints against its members. Additionally, the 

Department has the responsibility to seek out and discipline those whose conduct 

discredits the Department or impairs it's effective operation. The rights of the member, as 

well as those of the public, must be preserved and any investigation arising from a 

complaint must be conducted fairly, impartially and efficiently, with the truth as its primary 

objective. 
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II. REGULATIONS ESTABLISHING THE GOALS OF THE DEPARTMENT 

To implement the foregoing regulations of the Chicago Police Department the 

following goals are hereby established: 

A. Protection of life, limb and property in the City of Chicago. 

B. Prevention of crime. 

C. Preservation of the public peace. 

D. Enforcement of all laws and ordinances. 

E. Arrest of law violators, and assembling competent evidence of the 

alleged violation. 

F. Promotion of respect and cooperation of all citizens for the law and 

for those sworn to enforce it. 

III. REGULATIONS ESTABLISHING THE GOALS OF DEPARTMENT 

MEMBERS 

The goals of Department members which embody and implement the policy of the 

Department are: 

A. Maintenance of the highest standards of integrity and ethics. 

B. Excellent in the performance of duty. 

C. Maintenance of private lives which inspire respect and admiration and 

provide an example for the entire community. 

IV. REGULATIONS ESTABLISHING THE DUTIES OF MEMBERS 

To attain the Department's goals, the members' goals and to implement the 

regulations of the Department the following duties are established for the Department: 

A. Superintendent 

The Superintendent of Police will plan, organize, staff, direct and control the 

personnel and resources of the Department to attain the goals and implement the 
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regulations set forth herein. 

B. Supervisory Members 

Supervisory members will be responsible for adherence to the Department's Rules, 

Regulations, Policies, Orders and Procedures. They are responsible and accountable for 

the • maintenance of discipline and will provide leadership, supervision and continuing 

training and example to ensure the efficiency of unit operations. They have the 

responsibility to influence subordinate members and to motivate them to perform at a high 

level of efficiency. They have the responsibility for the performance of all subordinates 

placed under them and while they can delegate authority and functions to subordinates, 

they cannot delegate responsibility. They remain answerable and accountable for failures 

or inadequacies on the part of their subordinates. 

They will: 

1. Lead, direct, train, supervise, and evaluate members in their assigned 

duties. 

2. Provide leadership and guidance in developing loyalty and dedication to the 

police profession. 

3. Perform specific duties and functions as assigned by the Superintendent or 

a superior officer. 

4. Uphold a member who is properly performing his duty, deal fairly and 

equitably with all members and, when necessary, correct a subordinate in a 

dignified manner. 

5. Cooperate with other units of the Department, other city agencies and other 

police agencies. 

6. Recommend remedial or disciplinary action for inefficient, incompetent or 

unsuitable members. 

7. Ensure that all Policy, Rules, Regulations, Orders and Directives of the 

Department are enforced and implemented by their subordinates. 

8. Remain accountable for the failure, misconduct or omission by their 

subordinates. 

C. Sworn Members 
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Sworn members will devote themselves fully to the attainment of the letter and spirit 

of the Department policy and goals, and will conduct themselves at all times in such a 

manner as will reflect credit upon the Department with emphasis on personal integrity and 

professional devotion to law enforcement. 

They will: 

1. Render the highest order of police service to all citizens, whether or not 

during specifically assigned hours. 

2. Obey all laws and promptly execute all lawful orders. 

3. Know and conform to the Department's Policy, rules, Regulations, Orders, 

Procedures and Directives. 

4. Receive, record and service immediately all complaints and requests for 

service in accordance with Department Orders. 

5. Provide security and care for all persons and property coming into their 

custody. 

6. Maintain a military bearing and render military courtesy when in uniform. 

7. Maintain a courteous and respectful attitude toward all persons. 

D. Civilian Members 

Civilian members will perform their assigned duties promptly and efficiently; 

They will: 

1. Obey all laws and execute all lawful orders. 

2. Be bound by the Policy, Rules, Regulations, Orders, Procedures and 

Directives of the Department. 
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RULES & REGULATIONS 

NOTE: FILE TWO OF TWO 

CITY OF CHICAGO / DEPARTMENT OF POLICE 

RULES AND REGULATIONS 

OF THE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

CITY OF CHICAGO 

V. RULES OF CONDUCT 

In addition to the positive requirements of all the foregoing sections, the following 

rules of conduct set forth expressly prohibited acts. 

Prohibited acts include: 

Rule 1 

Rule 2 

Violation of any law or ordinance. 

Any action or conduct which impedes the Department's efforts to achieve its 

policy and goals or brings discredit upon the Department. 

COMMENT: This Rule applies to both the professional and private conduct 

of all members. It prohibits any and all conduct which is contrary to the letter 

and spirit of Departmental policy or goals or which would reflect adversely 

upon the Department or its members. It includes not only all unlawful acts 

by members but also all acts, which although not unlawful in themselves, 

would degrade or bring disrespect upon the member or the Department, 

including public and open association with persons of known bad or criminal 

reputation in the community unless such association is in the performance 

of police duties. It also includes any action contrary to the stated policy, 
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goals, rules, regulations, orders or directives of the Department. 

Rule 3 

Any failure to promote the Department's efforts to implement its policy or 

accomplish its goals. 

COMMENT: This Rule prohibits any omission or failure to act by any 

member of the Department, whether on or off duty, which act would be 

required by the stated policy, goals, rules, regulations, orders and directives 

of the Department. It applies to supervisory and other members who, 

through carelessness, inefficiency or design fail to implement all policy 

goals, rules, regulations, orders and directives of the Department or fail to 

report to the Department any and all known violations of same, or who 

through carelessness, inefficiency or design fail to become aware of any 

such violation, when their assigned duty or supervisory responsibility would 

require them to become so aware. 

Rule 4 

Rule 5 

Rule 6 

Rule 7 

Rule 8 

Rule 9 

Any conduct or action taken to use the official position for personal gain or 

influence. 

Failure to perform any duty. 

Disobedience of an order or directive, whether written or oral. 

COMMENT: This Rule prohibits disobedience by a member of any lawful 

written or oral order or directive of a superior officer or another member of 

any rank who is relaying the order of a superior. 

Insubordination or disrespect toward a supervisory member on or off duty. 

Disrespect to or maltreatment of any person, while on or off duty. 
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Engaging in any unjustified verbal or physical altercation with any person, 

while on or off duty. 

COMMENT: Rules 8 and 9 prohibit the use of any excessive force by any 

member. These rules prohibit all brutality, and physical or verbal 

maltreatment of any citizen while on or off duty, including any unjustified 

altercation of any kind. 

Rule 10 

Inattention to duty. 

Rule 11 

Incompetency or inefficiency in the performance of duty. 

Rule 12 

Failure to wear the uniform as prescribed. 

Rule 13 

Failure adequately to secure and care for Department property. 

Rule 14 

Making a false report, written or oral. 

Rule 15 

Intoxication on or off duty. 

Rule 16 

Entering any tavern or bar while on duty or in uniform, except in the 

performance of a police duty. 

Rule 17 

Drinking alcoholic beverages while on duty or in uniform, or transporting 

alcoholic beverages on or in Department property, except in the performance 

of police duty. 

Rule 18 
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a. Engaging directly or indirectly in the ownership, maintenance, or 

operation of a tavern or retail liquor establishment. 

b. Engaging directly or indirectly in the ownership or leasing of a 

taxicab. 

(Adopted by the Police Board on 8 November 1979) 

Rule 19 

(Repealed 8 May 1975 by the Police Board) 

Rule 20 

Failure to submit immediately a written report that any member, including 

self, is under investigation by any law enforcement agency other than the 

Chicago Police Department. 

Rule 21 

Failure to report promptly to the Department any information concerning any 

crime or other unlawful action. 

Rule 22 

Failure to report to the Department any violation of Rules and Regulations 

or any other improper conduct which is contrary to the policy, orders or 

directives of the Department. 

Rule 23 

Failure to obey Department orders concerning other employment, 

occupation, or profession. 

Rule 24 

Failure to follow medical roll procedures. 

Rule 25 

Failure to actually reside within the corporate boundaries of the City of 

Chicago. 
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Rule 26 

Failure to provide the Department with a current address and telephone 

number. 

Rule 27 

Failure to report promptly any anticipated absence from duty. 

Rule 28 

Being absent from duty without proper authorization. 

Rule 29 

Failure to be prompt for duty assignment, including roll call and court 

appearance. 

Rule 30 

Leaving duty assignment without being properly relived or without proper 

authorization 

Rule 31 

Publicly criticizing the official actions of another Department member, when 

the result of such criticism can reasonably be foreseen to undermine the 

effectiveness of the official working relationship of the member within his 

assigned unit. All such criticism should be made and reported to the 

Department. 

COMMENT: The nature of the mission of the Police Department requires a 

close and confidential relationship between members and their superiors 

and between fellow members. Public criticism of the official actions of other 

Department members could seriously impair that relationship, which would 

be detrimental to the Department's ability to achieve its goals and implement 

its policies. All public criticism of other members is not prohibited; however, 

when the effect of the public criticism can reasonably be foreseen to have 

a detrimental effect on the member's effectiveness within his unit, the 

member must refrain from such conduct or the good of the Department and 

the public welfare and safety. 

Rule 32 
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Engaging in any public statements, interviews, activity, deliberation or 

discussion pertaining to the Police Department which reasonably can be 

foreseen to impair the discipline, efficiency, public service, or public 

confidence in the Department or its personnel by: 

(a) false statements, or reckless, unsupported accusations. 

(b) the use of defamatory language, abusive language, invective 

or epithets. 

Rule 33 

Sitting in a public conveyance while in uniform or as a non-paying passenger 

when paying passengers are standing. 

Rule 34 

Failure to keep vehicle in public view while assigned to general patrol duty 

except when authorized by a supervisory member. 

Rule 35 

Concealing a Department vehicle for the sole purpose of apprehending 

traffic violators. 

Rule 36 

Permitting any person not on official police business to ride in a Department 

vehicle unless specifically authorized. 

Rule 37 

Failure of a member, whether on or off duty, to correctly identify himself by 

giving his name, rank and star number when so requested by other members 

of the Department or by a private citizen. 

Rule 38 

Unlawful or unnecessary use or display of a weapon. 

Rule 39 

Failure to immediately make an oral report to the desk sergeant at the 
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District of occurrence and to follow such oral report with a written report on 

the prescribed form, whenever a firearm is discharged by a member. 

Rule 40 

Failure to inventory and process recovered property in conformance with 

Department orders. 

Rule 41 

Disseminating, releasing, altering, defacing or removing any Department 

record or information concerning police matters except as provided by 

Department orders. 

Rule 42 

Participating in any partisan political campaign or activity. 

Rule 43 

Discussing bail with a person who is in custody except by those specifically 

authorized to let to bond. 

Rule 44 

Giving an opinion as to fine or penalty. 

Rule 45 

Recommending any professional or commercial service. 

Rule 46 

Advising any person engaged in a professional or commercial service that 

such professional or commercial services may be needed. 

Rule 47 

Associating or fraternizing with any person known to have been convicted 

of any felony or misdemeanor, either State or Federal, excluding traffic and 

municipal ordinance violations. 

Rule 48 
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Soliciting or accepting any gratuity, or soliciting or accepting a gift, present, 

reward, or other thing of value for any service rendered as a Department 

member, or as a condition for the rendering of such service, or as a condition 

for not performing sworn duties. 

Rule 49 

Giving to or receiving from any other member any gift, present, or gratuity 

excluding gifts accepted from relatives or close friends upon appropriate 

occasions. No supervisory member will receive a present from subordinate 

members. 

Rule 50 

Giving any gift, present, or gratuity to another member or a person not in his 

family without the specific approval of the Police Board, excluding donations 

not exceeding three dollars given in honor of retirements, or to hospitalized 

or deceased members, provided a member above the rank of captain has 

approved of the donation. Party, dinner, and entertainment expenses will be 

paid for individually by persons attending without prior collection through 

Department channels. 

Rule 51 

A. Failure to testify or give evidence before any grand jury, coroner's 

inquest or court of law or before any governmental, administrative, or 

investigative agency (city, state or federal) when properly called upon 

to do so, and when there is no properly asserted constitutional 

privilege, or when immunity from prosecution has been granted. 

B. Failure to cooperate when called to give evidence or statements by 

any investigative branch or superior officer of the Chicago Police 

Department or the Police board when the evidence or statements 

sought relate specifically, directly and narrowly to the performance of 

his official duties. If the member properly asserts a constitutional 

privilege, he will be required to cooperate if advised that by law any 

evidence or statements given by him cannot be used against him in 

a subsequent criminal prosecution. 

(Effective 1 January 1975) 

Rule 52 

Seeking or soliciting contributions of any kind from anyone, by any means, 
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for any purpose, under any circumstances, including collections for 

charitable purposes by any member or his agent, group of members or their 

agents, and including any sale or solicitation by any member of his agent, 

group of members or their agents, of advertising for any police journal, 

magazine or other publication identified with the Chicago Police Department 

or any association of its members, except as specifically authorized by 

resolution of the Police board. 

The member shall be subject to disciplinary action for any violation of this 

provision by his agent. The officers, directors, or trustees of any association 

identified with members of the Chicago Police Department shall be subject 

to disciplinary action for any violation of this provision make on behalf of the 

associations by any member thereof or agents. 

These provisions do not apply to the solicitation of police personnel by 

police associations for memberships or dues. 

Rule 53 

Participating in, encouraging the participation of others in, or otherwise 

supporting any strike, demonstration, slowdown, or other such concerted 

action against the Department. 

Rule 54 

A. Joining or retaining membership in, or soliciting other members to join 

any labor organization whose membership is not exclusively limited 

to full time law enforcement officers. It is provided that this Rule will 

not apply to civilian members nor to membership in any labor 

organization in connection with, and relating solely to, approved 

secondary employment of sworn members. 

B. Joining or retention of membership by supervisory personnel in any 

labor organization, whose membership is composed of rank and file 

members of the Department, and whose purpose is to represent its 

members concerning wages, hours, and working conditions. It is 

provided that this Rule will not apply to the joining or retention of 

membership with rank and file members of the Department in 

organizations whose primary purpose is social, religious, ethnic or 

racial. 

COMMENT: 

A. Labor-management disputes frequently develop into situations 
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requiring the presence and/or action of law enforcement officers to 

ensure that the rights of both labor and management are not violated 

by criminal acts. Law enforcement's posture is these disputes must 

be one of strict and absolute neutrality and impartiality. This policy 

of absolute neutrality and impartiality is seriously threatened and 

potentially undermined if the labor organization or union involved in 

the dispute is in any way associated with the representation of law 

enforcement of the law enforcement profession. Membership in a 

labor union as defined above creates a potential conflict of interest 

which conflict is specifically prohibited by the Law Enforcement code 

of Ethics to which we all adhere and which could lead to acts or 

failures to act contrary to law. 

B. Supervisory personnel means any sworn member of the rank of 

sergeant and above. Due to the growing activities of police labor 

organizations in regard to wages, hours, and working conditions, the 

membership of supervisory personnel who are charged with 

supervising rank and file members in regard to wages, hours, and 

working conditions would present a conflict of interest. 

(Effective 19 January 1976) 

Rule 55 

Holding cigarette, cigar, or pipe in mouth while in uniform and in official 

contact with the public. 

VI. PENALTIES 

The Department may take any of the following disciplinary actions against a 

member found guilty of violating the Rules and Regulations of the Department. 

A. Reprimand. 

B. The assignment of extra duty without compensation. 

C. Suspension without pay for a period not to exceed thirty days. 

D. . Institution of charges before the Police Board. 

VII. MEDICAL SEPARATIONS 
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It is incumbent that all members of the Department have the physical stamina and 

psychological/emotional stability to properly perform all required police duties. If in the 

opinion of the Superintendent, upon recommendation of the Police Surgeon after 

examination, any member does not have the physical condition or psychological/emotional 

stability required to perform police duties competently and efficiently, he may file charges 

with the Police Board seeking the separation of any such member. The Police Board will 

then conduct a hearing which will follow the same procedures as a disciplinary hearing. 

This section shall in no way limit or interfere with any accrued medical leave rights or 

retirement benefits of any member. 

(Effective 1 January 1975) 

VIII. SUSPENSION FOR LEGAL INABILITY TO CARRY A FIREARM 

As a condition of remaining entitled to the salary and benefits of a police officer who 

is fit for duty, all sworn members of the Department must be legally able to fully exercise 

the police powers of a police officer, which of necessity includes being able to lawfully 

carry a firearm. Any time a member is precluded from lawfully carrying a firearm, whether 

by judicial order, including as a condition of bond, or by applicable law or ordinance, such 

member is legally unable to perform as a police officer and shall be administratively placed 

on suspension without pay during the entire period of such legal disability. Placement in 

a no pay status shall be effective immediately upon a member's receipt of charges under 

this Article. The Police Board shall conduct a hearing within 30 days after the suspension, 

unless the hearing is continued with the agreement of the member, which hearing will 

follow the same procedures as a hearing for a suspension in excess of 30 days. The 

substance of that hearing by the Police board or its hearing officer shall be limited to the 

issue of whether the member has been precluded from lawfully carrying a firearm —

whether by judicial order, including as a condition of bond, or by applicable law or 

ordinance —and shall not include any findings or review regarding the underlying felony 

or misdemeanor or other legal infraction giving rise to the legal prohibition on theat 

member's carrying a firearm. A suspension under this Article is non-disciplinary and shall 

not preclude the filing of charges and imposition of disciplinary actions against a member 

found guilty of violating any other Department rule or regulation. The Superintendent may 

allow the member to use compensatory time earned and/or accumulated vacation/furlough 

time prior to placement of the member into a no pay status. At such time as the legal 

prohibition on a member's carrying a firearm ends, the member may apply to the Police 

Board for reinstatement, subject to the Superintendent's determination that the member 

is otherwise fit for duty. 

(Adopted by the Police Board on 7 May 1998) 

IX. DEFINITIONS * 
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The following definitions govern the use of these terms in the rules and Regulations 

of the Department. 

DEPARTMENT: 

The Chicago Police Department. 

SUPERVISORY MEMBER: 

A member responsible for the performance of duty and the conduct of other 

members. 

SWORN MEMBER OR OFFICER: 

A member who is dedicated by oath to the law enforcement profession and 

who possessed the power of arrest. 

CIVILIAN MEMBER: 

Any employee of the Department who is not a sworn member. 

MEMBER: 

Any employee of the Department. 

ON DUTY: 

Engaging in any activity during specifically assigned hours or rendering any 

police service during an emergency situation. 

OFF DUTY: 

Not on duty. 

PRONOUNS: 

All pronouns include the masculine and feminine gender unless otherwise 

specified. 

*NOTE: Article IX, DEFINITIONS 

was formerly Article VIII. 

POLICE BOARD - CITY OF CHICAGO 
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RULES OF PROCEDURES 

PRE-HEARING PROCEDURE 

A. Proceedings against an employee shall be commenced by the filing of 

written charges with the Police Board by the Superintendent of Police. 

B. The charges shall set forth the Rule or Rules of conduct which the employee 

is alleged to have violated and shall include specifications for each such 

alleged violation. 

C. The charges and specifications shall be set forth in simple, non-technical 

language, and shall include the date, place and time the initial hearing will 

be held. 

D_ A copy of the charges filed shall be served on the respondent not less than 

five (5) days before the date of the initial hearing. Return of service will be 

made by a receipt from the respondent on the retained copy of the charges, 

or by an affidavit of the officer serving same. It is the duty of the officer 

serving the charges to secure service and make a return thereof without 

delay. 

E. The initial hearing for each case will be at the regularly scheduled monthly 

calendar call of the Police Board, which in no event shall occur less than five 

(5) days nor more than 30 days after the respondent is personally served 

with the charges. If no regularly scheduled monthly calendar call occurs 

within the aforesaid time period, the initial hearing will be held at a specially 

set calendar call to be ordered by the President of the Police Board, which 

calendar call shall be within the aforesaid time period. 

F. At the initial hearing of each case, the respondent shall appear in person, 

and be accompanied by an attorney of his own choosing if he so desires. 

Every respondent shall be entitled to one continuance, which continuance 

shall be granted at the time of the initial hearing or each case. 

G. If the respondent chooses to be represented by an attorney of his own 

choosing, the attorney shall file his written appearance with the Police Board 

on appearance forms to be provided by the Board. Once an appearance is 

on file with the Board all future notices sent by the Board to the attorney of 

record shall be deemed to be notice to the respondent. No attorney may 

appear before the Board on behalf of any respondent until his written 

appearance is on file. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS 
Page 13 

CITY18810 

CITY-BG-059191 CITY-BG-059191



H. At the time of the initial hearing each case shall be assigned for hearing to 

a member of the Board or to a hearing Officer designated by the Board for 

that purpose. 

I. At the time the case is assigned for hearing to a member of the Board or to 

a Hearing Officer, the date, time and place of the hearing shall also be set. 

J. After an initial continuance is granted, to further continuance shall be 

granted, except upon written request filed with the Secretary of the Board 

setting forth the reason for such request at least five (5) days prior to the 

date set for hearing. However, the filing of a written request for continuance 

shall not excuse the respondent and his attorney, id one has been retained, 

form appearing in person at the designated time and place for the hearing 

of the charges and the request for such continuance shall be within the 

discretion of the member of the Board or the Hearing Officer so designated 

by the Board, to grant or deny. 

II. PRE-HEARING MOTIONS AND DISCOVERY 

A. Prior to the hearing on charges filed with the Board, the respondent upon 

written request made prior to the hearing and filed with the Secretary of the 

Board and the Office of the Corporation Counsel, shall be entitled to: 

1.) any and all written statements made by the respondent concerning 

the charges filed, which are within the custody and control of the 

Department of Police; 

2.) any and all oral statements made by the respondent concerning the 

charges filed with have been reduced to writing or summaries of 

which have been reduced to writing which are within the custody and 

control of the Department of Police; 

3.) any and all oral statements of the respondent concerning the charges 

filed which have been in any way mechanically recorded and which 

are within the custody and control of the Department of Police; 

4.) any and all written statement or written summaries of oral statements 

of any witness to be produced by the Superintendent in the 

Department's case-in-chief at the hearing of said charges; 

5.) results or reports of physical or mental examinations, and of scientific 

tests or experiments made in connection with the particular case 

which are within the custody and control of the Department of Police; 
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and 

6.) any evidence within the custody or control of the Department of 

Police which is favorable to the respondent in terms of his guilt or 

innocence to the charges filed against him. 

B. Any and all other motions which•the respondent desires to make shall be 

filed in writing with the Secretary of the Board prior to the hear on said 

charges. The member of the Board or Hearing Officer, designated by the 

Board to conduct the hearing shall rule on all motions filed prior to the 

hearing, which ruling shall be subject to review by the Board at the time the 

case is taken under advisement by the Board. However, it is within the 

discretion of the member of the Board or Hearing Officer designated by the 

Board to conduct the hearing to defer ruling on any motion filed prior to the 

hearing, and to refer said motion to the Board for determination. 

C. Any motion filed less than five (5) days prior to the date set for hearing on 

the charges or the receipt of any documents or information in response to 

any motion filed less than five (5) days prior to the date set for hearing shall 

not constitute grounds for a requested continuance of the hearing on said 

charges, unless specific justification for such late filing is presented. The 

member of the Board or Hearing Officer designated by the Board to conduct 

the hearing shall then consider such justification in ruling on such requested 

continuance. It shall otherwise be the duty of the respondent or the 

respondent's attorney to file any and all motions under subsections (A) and 

(B) hereof at least five (5) days in advance of the date set for hearing. 

III. HEARING PROCEDURE 

A. Any party shall obtain the presence of witness and the production of books 

and records for any hearing by the service of a subpoena for same issued 

by the Board. Subpoenas may be obtained by request made to the 

Secretary of the Board. No continuance shall be granted to any party for the 

failure of a witness to appear at any hearing unless such witness shall have 

been previously served with a subpoena, or unless such party demonstrates 

a good faith attempt to have served a subpoena on any such witness. 

B. The Board shall designate any member or Hearing Officer to administer 

oaths for the purpose of receiving sworn testimony at any hearing or 

proceeding conducted by the Board. In any event any officer authorized by 

law to administer oaths shall be authorized to administer oaths for the 

purpose of receiving sworn testimony at any hearing of charges before the 

Board. 
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C. The Superintendent shall be represented at all proceedings before the 

Board by the Corporation Counsel of the City of Chicago. 

D. The Superintendent shall present evidence in support of the charges filed, 

and the respondent may then offer evidence in defense or mitigation. If the 

respondent offers evidence in defense or mitigation, the Superintendent may 

then follow with evidence in rebuttal. 

E. The testimony of all witnesses, whether offered by the Superintendent or 

respondent, shall be subject to cross-examination. The member of the 

Board or Hearing Officer designated to conduct the hearing shall not be 

bound by the formal or technical rules of evidence; however, hearsay 

evidence shall not be admissible during the hearing. 

F. The member of the Board or Hearing Officer designated to conduct the 

hearing shall allow time at the close of the evidence for closing arguments, 

Counsel for the Superintendent will give the opening argument, which will be 

followed by the respondent. Following the respondent's closing argument, 

the Counsel for the Superintendent shall be given time for rebuttal argument. 

If counsel for the Superintendent waives argument but the respondent does 

not, counsel for the Superintendent will be given opportunity for a rebuttal 

argument. If however, the respondent waives closing argument, the Counsel 

for the Superintendent shall not be given opportunity to make a rebuttal 

argument. 

G. If the respondent does not appear or absents himself from any proceedings 

conducted by the Board, the member of the Board or Hearing Officer 

designated to conduct the hearing may proceed with the hearing in the 

absence of the respondent. 

H. At the close of all the evidence and arguments, the case will be taken under 

advisement by the Police Board, which in due course will render its findings 

and decision as provided by law. The Board may, in its discretion, after 

finding a respondent guilty of one or more rule violations, set the matter for 

additional proceedings for the purpose of determining administrative action. 

The Superintendent and the respondent, or through counsel, may submit any 

information concerning the respondent's past work performance or other 

relevant information in mitigation or aggravation which would assist the 

Police board in determining administrative action required. Witnesses may 

appear on behalf of the Superintendent or the respondent to give sworn 

testimony. 

Pursuant thereto, the Police Board shall issue its written finding including 
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penalty if any. 

(Effective 16 December 1976) 

I. The findings and decision of the Police Board shall be preserved by the 

Secretary of the Board, who shall notify the Superintendent and the 

respondent of the Board's action. 

J. The Secretary of the Board shall forward the finding and decision of the 

Board to the Superintendent for enforcement of the Board's action. If the 

findings and decision is such that the respondent is guilty of the charges 

filed and removal, discharge or suspension is ordered, such order shall 

become effective forthwith. 

IV. REVIEW PROCEDURES 

A. Notice 

1. In all cases in which the superintendent of Police has ordered a member to 

be suspended for a period of time, no less than 6 days nor more than 30 

days, the member of the Department to be suspended will be served with a 

notice stating the length of suspension and the reason therefor. The notice 

will also state that the Department member has a right to have the 

suspension reviewed by the Police Board. 

B. Procedures 

1. Withing 48 hours, or the next business day if a Saturday, Sunday or holiday 

occurs during the 48-hour period, the member to be suspended must file, in 

person, a request to have the proposed suspension reviewed by the Police 

Board. Failure to file within the period allotted constitutes a waiver of the 

member's right to review. Requests for review to be filed in person are to be 

filed in the Office of the Police Board, Room 603, 1121 South State Street, 

Chicago, Illinois, between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

2. Upon the filing of the request for review the member will receive a time-

stamped copy of his request indicating that the request was filed within the 

period allotted. A time-stamped copy will also be forwarded to the 

Superintendent of Police. 

3. At the time of the filing the member may also submit a written memorandum 

delineating specific reasons for wich the review was requested. Upon 

receiving the copy of the request for review, the Superintendent may also file 
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a written memorandum concerning the matter. 

4. Upon receipt of the investigative file, the Secretary of the Police board will 

assign the review of he file to a hearing officer of the Police Board or a 

member of the Police Board within one calendar week. 

5. The hearing officer or member of the Police Board must complete his review 

within one calendar week and upon completion of the review of the 

investigative file, will submit a written report to each member of the Police 

Board indicating the specific allegations against the member, the evidence 

contained in the file supporting the allegations as well as information in the 

file indicating evidence not supporting the allegations. 

6. The Police Board in executive session will consider the report of the hearing 

officer or member of the Police Board who has reviewed the file and will vote 

either to sustain or reverse the order of the Superintendent. A majority vote 

by the Police board will be required to reverse the order of the 

Superintendent. However, the Police Board may in its discretion order a 

hearing before a member of the Board or a hearing officer prior to making a 

determination to sustain or reverse the order of the Superintendent. 

7. Any member of the Police Board may personally examine the investigative 

file on his own initiative before a finding is rendered by the Police Board. 

8. Upon completion of deliberation, the Police Board will cause the Secretary 

of the Police Board to prepare the written findings and forward copies to the 

Superintendent of Police and to the member who has requested the review. 

9. Upon receipt of the findings of the Police Board affirming the 

Superintendent's order, the Superintendent of Police may then immediately 

implement the suspension. 

C. Emergency Procedures 

1. The member shall be served with a notice of suspension including an 

express finding by the Superintendent of Police that the public safety, or the 

good of the Department or both require the immediate suspension of the 

member. 

2. No later than seven days after service of the notice of emergency 

suspension a member of the Police Board or its hearing officer shall review 

the order of the Superintendent together with the reasons therefore and shall 

at that time preliminarily affirm or reverse such order. If the order is 

reversed, the member shall be reinstated and paid for any period under 
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suspension as a result of the order. If the order is preliminarily affirmed, the 

Police Board shall within 30 days of such affirmation review such order and 

may in its discretion, afford the member an opportunity to receive a hearing 

pursuant to the Rules of the Police Board. 

3. If the Police Board, upon hearing, determines that he emergency suspension 

was unwarranted, the Police Board shall order the member reinstated and 

paid for any period under suspension as a result of the order. 

D. Suspension For Over 30 Days 

The procedures contained in Article IV do not apply to any suspension implemented 

by the Superintendent of Police which is accompanied by the filing of charges with 

the Police Board seeking a member's separation or suspension in excess of 30 

days except that no later than seven days after service of the notice of suspension 

a member of the Police Board or its hearing officer shall review the order of the 

Superintendent together with the reasons therefor and shall at that time determine 

whether suspension pending the disposition of charges is warranted. Review of the 

suspension implemented by the Superintendent of Police in such instances will be 

considered in connection with the hearing before the Police Board. 

(Effective 1 November 1975) 

V. APPLICATION OF RULES OF PROCEDURE* 

A. At the time the respondent is personally served with charges filed against 

him by the Superintendent as provided herein, he shall also be given a copy 

of these Rules of Procedure. 

B. All time limitation contained in these rules regarding continuances and 

motions shall be subject to exception in cases of extreme hardship, unusual 

circumstances or other justification. Any deviation therefrom shall be within 

the discretion of the Board Member or Hearing Officer designated to conduct 

the Hearing, and whose ruling shall be subject to review by the Board at the 

time the case is taken under advisement. 

*NOTE: Article V, APPLICATION OF RULES OF PROCEDURES WAS 

FORMERLY ARTICLE IV. 
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GENERAL ORDER 
13 January 1993 15 January 1993 

cXJ.cpLA I N'l' AND DISC I PLlNARY PRC>C'XDURES C 

"(I.. Al(O O'It(CTIV(, 

~1Ll Ortlaral o.p.n:..ant Qr'9&111ut..1cm tor c:-Adl 
TTatric A=.14.,t. tnVOMt.19at.1.oQ/ ~t TTattlc .a.tatT 'J:"09X'IIIIj 
.-dla OUlldll"..; lllUlrX"09A UOIUII , iald &Qd Cwa t.od.1aJ. • 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Supe:.:-int.ndent i. charqed with the r.aponaibility and ha. the Authority t,( 
m&intain di.cipline within the Oep.art.ment. AccordinCj11y, he lIlU.t enaure that 
internal inve.tigation. are conducted in accordance with the, proviaion. outlined it 
thin directiv., in order to provide Department: ~r. with tho fund~nt"~ 
pr1ncipl ... of fairn ••• and to en.ure that ~era are afforded all th.ir ri9h't •. 
The.e riCj1hta' will .1.0 be under.toad to mean the proviaion. ot the applicLblf 
aqreemitnt (contract) bet~n the City ot Chicago/Oepartment ot Police and tf'li 
p.rticular orCj1ani.zation (union) repre •• nting the IMmber.. -

Allmem.ber. will cOCIlply with Department Rule. And ~lationa, directive. anc 
order.. MecD.bera who tail to comply hinder the et t.ective performance ot the 
Department' a function.. Thi. failure will be conaidared juat cau.e tor diilcipllnar:' 
action. Sworn lDIIIUbera will be held atrictly accountLble tor properly exerciail}g the 
authority. they haVe tl4Mn qiven to protect the righta, livea and property of &1': 
individual 8. At the .&.IDe time, Dep&.rtment membera lX1uat be prot.cted &r;';;)'1.oat taiel: 
aIIaqation. of mi.conduct. Thia can only be accompli.hed through a con.i .. tantl~t 
thorough inv •• t;igativtl procea.. PrOGlpt, thorouqh inve.tigation. will be conduct..-c. 
into all89ation. of mi.aconduct. to eat&bliah tact. which can &.baol va the innoc.nt &ru.! 
id.ntify the guilty. 

Certain riQht. atforded all Department member. relative to the conduC1;. ot .:. 
di.ciplinary inveatiQation are •• t torth. in Add.ndum 1 of thi. directive. However, 
I1M1lJl.b~U·. ar. ~1.nc1a<1 that th.y can be diaciplined, evan aeparatad from th~ 
Dep&rt.lDant tor retuainq to an.",.r queationa, narrCNly directed, r.latin9 to thei: 
ot t. ic ial action. or obligation.' which ..,..re a •• wned upon appointment to th.) 
Depa.rt.ment. 

II. DISCIPLlKARY PROCESS 

All . alleqed or .u.pected violation. ot O.partment Rulea and Requiation. 0::;­
directiv •• by any member with the exc.ption of taarporary o.~nt amploy... (i. •.. 
•••• on.l temporary and int.rn.hip program employ ... , .tc.) .worn'and civilian, o~ 
the Chicaqo Police Depa.rtlDent will be proce.aed. in accordance w.ith the proviaion.J 
ot thi. order. 

Th. addenda which coarpri .. thi. order .et forth riqht., r •• pcnaibiliti •• an'; 
proceduree for conductinq inveatigationa r.lative. to di.ciplin&ry matt.r •• 

A. Addendum 1: 
B. Addendum 2: 
c. Addendum 31 
O. Addendum 41 
E. Addendum 5 : 
T. Addendum 6. 
C. Addendum 7. 

Indicate. new or revia.d item. 

Department K-=ber'. Bill ot Right. 
Specific Reaponaibilitiea 
conduct of the Inv.atlqation 
Reporting and Review Procedure. 
spacial Situation. 
Su.penaion/Option. 

SWlmArY Puni.hment-~I /G--)~ 

superintandent 0; ~~i;e~~ ~ 
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DA'N: O~' ISSUE t:l'l ~:c..:'t't Vf~ PA'J't.:: 

REVISION TO: J
Nll' 

11 MAY 2010 1.1. "'LAY :lOLO A 
General Order 93-03-01 

'------------'---------.---;J)::c:Jc::'"-:::'['~I\'::-" _-:1-----------·------ ,------
~... fI ~.:SCl'1\Jl)9 

UU'J.'XON 

DEPAR',t'MEN'l? MEMBER'S BILL OF RIGHTS __ , ___ ' _____ ,, ___ . ___ , _______ . __________________ ,'--__ ._-'-' ,L-..-... __ ._, __ ._,, __ "' ______________ _ 

:[ . PUHI?OSl<:: 

Tbis direc~ive revises Department merr~er's bill of rigbts relative to wrj,ttell 
or fo:nna,l statements given by mernbe:cs under investigat.ion fOT nd,~scon,duct:,. 

IX. HEVIS:(ONS 

A. It.ern I-His rev:i.sed and reads: 

1-1" A Department member under invesU.gat::i.on will bep:t;'ov id,~"d, wi t,bout 
unnecessa:r:y delay, with a copy of any wci.t,cen O,l;" ,{o:cUlr.:d ~;tal:,etllenl:_ 

the member has made. 

NO'I'E: W:cicten or forma.1 sta£:ements LncJwJe any eJect:C'(),n:i,ca:U.y 
recorded statements made I)Y De,pCl.l:'/:Jllent mC-!lnbE.'T!;;, 

1'3, Item I-M-Il is revised and reads: 

10-01.],2 MAV 

'1'11e member wi.ll be provided, Wit;i10L[I: 

copy or: any wJ:'itl:en or .formal statement 
\_lrU:leCI2S~'o.:cy ci.e.i.cry, w),th Ct, 

tl1e me,mb6'.c l'Ia.::; H/i;l,ch-:. 

NOTE: Wri. t t:;en or fo,nnal statemen I:s if.lc.l.W.1e any eJeccro((,icaJ.Iy 
reco.rded statements made by Depax'£':.ment membE,',cS, 

Superinl:endenl: of Polic'e 

e Ch~cago police Deparcmenc, April 2010 

New or revised mat.el~ial is indicat:ed by .i t.a.Lies. 
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ADDENDUM TO: "",UOCNOl.a." N 

General Order 93-3 13 January 1993 15 January 1993 1 
SUIlJ«'CT ol.nu~ fIIII~.CI"O • 

• U TlOtt 

DEPARTMENT MEMBER'S BILL OF RIGHTS 

PURPOSE 

This addendum reiterates certain rights afforded Department members relative to 
complaint and disciplinary procedures. 

A. The interrogation of a Department member other than in the initial stage of the 
investigation shall be scheduled at a reasonable time, preferably while the meffiber 
is on duty, or if feasible, during daylight hours. 

B. The interrogation, depending upon the allegation, will normally take place at either 
the member's unit of assignment, the Office of Professional Standards, the Internal 
Affairs Division, or other appropriate location. 

C. Prior to an interrogation, the Department member under investigation will be 
informed of the identity of the person in charge of the investigation, the 
interrogating officer and the identity of all persons present during the 
interrogation. When a formal atatement is being taken, all questions directed to 
the member under interrogation shall be asked by and through one interrogator. 

D. No anonymous complaint made against a Department member ahall be made the subject 
of a Complaint Register investigation unless the allegation is of a criminal nature. 

E. Immediately prior to the interrogation of a Department memPer under investigation, 
the member will be informed in writing of the nature of the complaint and the names 
of all complainants. 

F. The length of the interrogation will be reasonable, with interruptions permitted for 
personal necessities, meals, telephone calls and rest. 

G. A Department member will not be threatened with transfer, disciplinary ac'tion, 
dismissal or promised a reward as inducement to provide information relating to an 
incident under investigation or for exercising any rights contained herein. 

H. A Department member under investigation will be provided, without unnecessary delay, 
with a copy of any written statement he has made. 

I. If the allegation under inveatigation indicates that a recommendation for separation 
ia probable against the member, the member will be given the statutory 
administrative proceedinga rights, or if the allegation indicates that criminal 
prosecution is probable against the member, the member will be given the 
constitutional rights concerning self-incrimination prior to the commencement of 
interrogation. 

J. A Department member under interrogation will have the right to be represented by 
counsel of his oWn choice and to have that counsel present at all times during the 
interrogation. The interrogation will be suspended for a reasonable time until 
representation can be obtained. 

K. If the police officer under interrogation ia a bargaining unit member represented 
by the Fraternal Order of Police, he will have the right to be represented by a 
representative of the Fraternal Order of Police, who will be either a police officer 
on leave to work for the Fraternal Order of Police or a retired police officer 
working for the Fraternal Order of Police. The interrogation will be suspended for 
a reasonable t~e until representation can be obtained. 

L. A civilian Department member under 
represented by a union representative 
contracts. The interrogation will 
representation can be obtained. 

interrogation will have the right to be 
in accordance with applicable existing union 
be suspended for a reasonable time until 
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H. When a Department member is required to give a written statement or oral Btatemen~ 
in the presence of an observer, as a witness in a disciplinary investigation othe 
than summary punishment, or as a witness in a police related shooting investigation, 
at the request of the member the interview shall be conducted in the following 
manner: 

1. The interview of the member will be scheduled at a reasonable time, preferably 
while the member is on duty or, if feasible, during daylight hours. 

2. The interview, depending on the nature of the investigation, will normally.take 
place at either the member's unit of assignment, the Office of Professional 
Standards, the Internal Affairs Division, or other appropriate location. 

3. Prior to an interview, the member being interviewed shall be informed of the 
identity of the person in charge of the investigation, the interviewing member, 
the identity of all persons present during the interview, and the nature of the 
complaint including the date, time, location and relevant RD number, if known. 
When a formal statement is being taken, all questions directed to the member 
being interviewed shall be asked by and through one interviewer. 

4. The member will be provided, without unnecessary delay, with a copy of any 
written statement he has made. 

5. A member being interviewed will, upon his request, have the right to be 
represented by counsel of his own choice and to have that counsel present at all 
times during the interview, or at the request of the member being interviewed, 
i( the member ia a bargaining unit. member represented by the Fraternal prder of 
Police, he will have the right to be represented by a representative of the 
Fraternal Order of Police who shall be either a police officer on leave to work 
·for the Fraternal Order of Police. or a. retired police officer working for the 
Fraternal Order of Police. The member's counsel and/or representative, it any, 
will only advise the member but will not in any other way interfere with the 
interview. The interview shall be postponed for a reasonable time, but in nr 
case more than forty-eight hours from the time the member is informed of th~ 
interview and the general subject matter thereof, until his counselor his 
representative can be obtained; provided that, in any event, interviews in 
shooting cases may be postponed for no more than two hours., 

NOTE: Items M-l,2,3,4 and 5 of this addendum do not, apply to questions from 
a supervisor, in the course of performing" his normal day-to-day 
supervisory duties or to requests to prepare, detailed reports or To­
From-Subject reports, except To-From-Subject reports that relate to a 
police-related shooting. 

6. The length of interviews will be reasonable, with reasonable, interruptions 
permitted for personal necessities, meals, telephone calls and rest. 

N. The Departm~nt shall not compel a member under investigation to speak or testify 
before, or to be questioned by any nongovernmental agency relating to any ~atter 
or issue under investigation. 

Indicates new or revised item. 
87-028 BW 
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ADDENDUM TO: 
General Order 93-3 

SUBJECT 

D./\TE OP ISSUE 

23 May 2001 

DISTRI­
aUTION 

EPPECTIVE DATil NO. 

24 May 2001 2B 

RESCINDS 

SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES C Addendum 2A 

I. PURPOSE 

This addendum: 

A. defines the responsibilities of Department members when allegations of 
misconduct come to their attention. 

B. sets forth procedures relative to certain investigatory and review functions. 

II. RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. Individual Responsibilities 

1. All Department members will perform the duties and assume the 
obligations of their rank and/or position in the investigation of 
complaints or allegations of misconduct against any Department member. 

2. Each member will cooperate with personnel from the Office of 
Professional Standards, the Internal Affairs Division, or any other 
member conducting such investigation. 

3. Department members who are not directly assigned to a Complaint 
Register (CR) investigation, including members in command channel 
review, will not contact complainants or witnesses for the purpose of 
reinvestigating, obtaining additional information, or clarifying 
information regarding the case. 

NOTE: This prohibition does not apply to Department members directed by 
the Superintendent to contact complainants or wi tnesses to ensure 
compliance with this directive or to verify the information 
obtained during the investigation as part of an audit or quality 
control check. 

4. A Department member within the command channel review process with 
concerns regarding missing, erroneous, or vague information relative to 
a CR investigation will address those concerns in a nonconcurrence 
report. 

5. Members who have knowledge of circumstances relating to a complaint 
will submit an individual written report to a supervisor before 
reporting off duty on the day the member becomes aware of the 
investigation. The report will include the CR number and all facts 
r-elating to the incident known or reported to the member. The 
supervisor will forward one copy of any such report or document, 
without unnecessary delay, directly to either the Office of 
Professional Standards or the Internal Affairs Division. A letter of 
transmittal or cover report is not required when such reports or 
documents are forwarded. 

B. Initiation Responsibilities and Procedures 

1. When misconduct is observed or a complaint relative to misconduct is 
received by a non-supervisory member, such member will immediat~ly 

notify a supervisory member and prepare a written report to the 
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commanding officer containing the information received, observations , 
made, and any action taken. 

2. When misconduct is observed or a complaint relative to misconduct is 
received by supervisory or command personnel, they will initiate a 
complete and comprehensive investigation in accordance with this and 
other directives without looking to higher authority for such action. 

3. When reports of alleged or suspected violations 
supervisor or command officer who first receives 
alleged violation will: 

are received, 
information of 

the 
the 

a, report the information to the Office of Professional Standards by 
telephone within one hour after the information is received. 
This does not apply to violations for which summary punishment 
may be administered. 

b, record all information available at the time the complaint was 
received in statement or report form and ,forward the report to 
the Office of Professional Standards without unnecessary delay. 

4, When reports of alleged or suspected violations are taken at the Office 
of Emergency Communications, the individual receiving the complaint 
will forward the phone call to the Office of Professional Standards. 

5. Telephone notifications and reports to the Office of Professional 
Standards will not be made when a complaint involves only differences 
of opinion between a Department member and a citizen as to whether a 
Personal Service Citation should have been issued. If' there is an 
accompanying allegation of misconduct, the investigation will be 
directed toward that specifi~ allegation. 

6, Telephone notifications and reports to the Office of Professiona 
Standards will not be made when the complaint involves only differences 
of opinion between Department members concerning the provisions of a 
Collective Bargaining Agreement. If there is an accompanying 
allegation of misconduct, the investigation will be directed toward 
that specific allegation. 

C. Office of Professional Standards 

The Office of Professional Standards investigates complaints of excessive 
force and other matters as directed by the Superintendent. 'The Office of 
Professional Standards will: 

1. upon receipt of a complaint of alleged misconduct against a member of 
the Department, 

a. register the complaint except when: 

(1) the complaint involves only differences of opinion between 
a Department member and a citizen as to whether a Personal 
Service Citation should have been issued. 

(2) the complaint involves only differences 
Department members concerning the 
Collective Bargaining Agreement. 

Complaint and Disciplinary Procedures, 
Addendum 2B 2 
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NOTE: In Items II-C-l-a-(l) and (2) above, if there is an 
accompanying allegation of misconduct, the complaint 
will be registered and the investigation will be 
directed tow~rd that specific allegation. 

b. prepare a Complaint Against Department Member (CPD-44.202) form­
set, including as many details and circumstances of the 
allegation as feasible. 

c. advise the person making the complaint of the Complaint Register 
number assigned. 

d. inform the complainant by mail of the Complaint Register number. 

e. notify the administrator and other members of the Office of 
Professional Standards, as appropriate. 

f. forward one copy of the Complaint Against Department Member 
formset to the Internal Affairs Division .. 

g. after an initial review regarding the nature of the allegations 
of misconduct, either: 

(1) investigate the complaint in a fair and impartial manner, 
or; 

(2) notify the Internal Affairs Division that the complaint 
involves allegations of misconduct that are not 
investigated by the Office of Professional Standards 

h. inform the complainant and the accused member by mail of the 
final classification of the complaint. 

2. review instances of injury or death of a person involving alleged 
action of a Department member (excluding automobile accidents unless 
assigned by the Superintendent) and conduct an independent 
investigation, when warranted. 

3. . establish and maintain a liaison with the Cook County State's 
Attorney's Office, the United States Attorney's Office, the City 
Department of Law, the courts, bar associations, other law enforcement 
agencies, community groups, and represent the Superintendent in other 
matters as directed. 

4. review all assigned cases wherein a member is recommended for 
separation and assist the Office of Legal Affairs in the preparation of 
cases for presentation to the Chicago Police Board as determined to be 
appropriate by the Commanding Officer of the Office of Legal Affairs. 

5. safeguard the Complaint Register and allow access only to: 

a. the Superintendent; 

b. the Deputy Superintendents; 

c. the General Counsel to the Superintendent; 

d. the Assistant Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affairs Divisioni 

Complaint and Disciplinary Procedures, 
Addendum 2B 3 

CITY-BG-059019



e. the Assistant Deputy Superintendents, Operations Command; 

f. the Commander, Auditing and Internal Control Division; 

g. Commanding Officer, Office of Legal Affairs, and; 

h. any other member of the Department designated by written order of 
the Superintendent. 

D. Internal Affairs Division 

1. The Internal Affairs Division investigates all complaints of misconduct 
against Department members not conducted by the Office of Professional 
Standards. 

2. The Internal Affairs Division may assist investigators engaged in 
complaint register investigations when requested to do so, and may 
provide such assistance without request if the seriousness of the 
alleged violation appears to warrant involvement.of the Division in the 
investigation. 

3. Members of the Department who feel that they have been the subject of 
a false accusation or a contrived situation may request an 
investigation by the Internal Affairs Division by submitting a written 
report of the situation directly to the Superintendent of Police or the 
Assistant Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affairs Division. Members 
may submit this request without prior report to their superiors. 

1. Upon receipt of a complaint for investigation from the Office of 
Professional. Standards, the Internal Affairs Division will: 

a. investigate the complaint or refer it .to the appropriate command 
for investigation with photocopies of any related reports. 

b. inform the complainant and the accused member by mail of the 
final classification of the investigation at its conclusion. 

5. It is the responsibility of the Internal Affairs Division to: 

a. establish and maintain a liaison with the Cook County State's 
Attorney's Office, the United States Attorney's Office, the 
courts, bar associations, other law enforcement agencies, 
community groups, and represent the Superintendent in matters .as 
directed. 

b. review all assigned cases in which a member is recommended for 
separation. 

c. assist the Office of the Corporation Counsel in the preparation 
of cases for presentation to the Chicago Police Board as 
determined to be appropriate by the General Counsel to the 
Superintendent of Police and the Superintendent of Police. 

E. Command Consultation and Guidance 

Members assigned to the Internal Affairs Division, Office of Professional 
Standards, the Office of Legal Affairs, the General Counsel to the 
Superintendent, and the Assistant Deputy Superintendents assigned to 
Operations Command will be available for conSUltation and guidance relative 
to complaint register investigations. 

Compliilint and Disciplinary Procedures. 
Addendum 2B 4 
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F. Superintendent of Police 

The Superintendent of Police will review recommendations for disciplinary 
action including those of a Complaint Review Panel and will take such action 
as he deems appropriate. Nothing in this order diminishes the authoFity of 
the Superintendent of Police to order suspensions, to separate provisional 
employees or probationary employees, or to file charges with the Police Board 
at his own discretion without regard to recommendations made by a Complaint 
Review Panel or subordinates. 

\ 

Indicates new'or revised material. 
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ADDENDUM TO: 

Generel Order 93-3 13 January 1993 15 January 1993 3 
0 •• ,.,. .. •• c ..... ..... ,-

CONDUCT OJ!' THE INV1!!S'UGATIOH c 

I. PURPOSE 

Thie addendum sete forth certain procedur.. r.lati v. to the manner in which 
complaint against a Department member will be inve.tigated., 

II. CONDUCT OF THE INVESTIGATION 

A. The rAnking on-duty member at the unit which ha. initiated an inve.tigation or ' 
which an investigation has been a •• igned will immediat.ly d •• ignate a command 4 
supervi.ory member of the unit to conduct the inve.tigAtion. Every effort wi, 
be made to en.ure that the inve.tigation i. conduct.d by an impartial member. 

B. When copies of the Complaint Against O.partment Member report (CPD-44.20: 
relating to a .pacific complaint are received by the unit which will conduct tJ 
inve.tigation, the name, rank or position" .tar/employ .. number, unit nWllber &l 

.OCiAl .ecurity number at the member d •• ignated, to conduct the investigation &l 
the date and time ot the assignment will be entered on, the reports which will 1 
di.tributed a. follow.J 

C. 

L 

2. 

3. 

The 

1. 

Original copy to th., inve.tigator. 

On. copy to the inv •• tigator'. commanding officer., 

On. copy r.turned to the lnt.rnal Affair. Divi.ion' •. , 

member as.igned to inv •• tigat. a complaintagain.t, a Department ~r wil: 

contact all complainante and witn ••••• :, a •• oon a. possible, ensuring th. 
.uch complainant. and witn ••••• are not unduly inconvenienc.d. If r.peat. 
effort. to contact: a complainant or witn... ar., unsucce •• ful after thrl 
days, the inv •• tigator will pr.par. anct •• nd a form letter (CPD-44. 223 ( 
CPD-44.224 a. appropriate) by c.rtified mail to, the per.on requ •• ting thl 
the inv.stigator be contacted, iDl:Dec:tiat.ly. Form. l.tter. and epecl • 
• nv.lope. for this purpo.. (CCIIIlIDOdity" Number 23-3489-5312 certified) ill 
available from th., Equipaent and Suppli •• , Section., Xn all in.tanc •• , tl 
inve.tiqator will r.cord each date AJld tu.. h. or any oth.r member d •• ignat. 
to a •• i.t h~ in the inv •• tiqation Attempted to contAct the per.on and tl 
means of coanunication used (t.lephon., corr •• pond.nc., pereonal vi.it) : 
the tinal r.port of the inv.stigation. 

2. t&k.e wri.tten .tat_nt. from compl.i.nant., and witne •••• when .uch at.tamen' 
will a •• iat hUt in reaching a .ound' conclu.ion in the ca... It tl 
allegation i.· .uch . that a recaa.nendation fOJ: •• paration is unlikely" t! 
.tatament(.) need not be formal question-and-anewer or narrative torm. 
th., allegation i. .uch that the ca.. i., likely to r •• ult in a recommendati4 
tor •• paration, the atatement (.) will be in qu •• tion-and-an.wer form. 

3. it' the accu.ed i., a member of AFSCKl! h. will be afforded the prediacipl.i,na; 
proviaion. outlined in th.ir collectiv., barqaining agreement. In C~.I 
'wherein criminal pro.ecution i. not probabl., this will be understood to IDe, 
making available a copy of all in~.tiqatory r.port./.tatement. concern~ 
the inv •• tiqation, iQcluding the name of the complainant and any witn •••• 

4., intorm the memb.r against whom an allegation, M8 been mad., in Writing, , 
the nature ot the allegation., betor. any int.rroqation begin •• 

a. It the allegation indicate. that criminal prosecution i. not prol>aD 
againat the Department member, th., investigator will have the .ccua, 
member read and 8ign both a Notification of Charge./Allegation. fa, 
(CPD-44.115) and an Administrative Proceedings Rights form (CP 
44.10S,Rev.10A/92) to acknowledge that he has received a wri.tten copy , 
the specific allegations made against him and that he hall besn advised ' 
h~s statutory rights. These forma will be prepared i.n duplicate: th 
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original of each form will be placed in the inveat.igative fila, and ~ha 
duplicate copy of each form will be given the accused member. 5'1.gnil';JJ of 
the forms io not a waiver of righta, it ia an acknowledgement that the 
accused haa received a writt.en copy of the apacific al.leqationa made 
against him and that he has been given hia right •• 

b. It criminal prosecution ia probable again at. a Department. member, ..... ,.., 
inveatigat.or will racita t.o the accuaed member hi. conat.itutional ri 
(Miranda warningo) contained within the Criminal Righta form (CPD-44.1u4, 
in clear and unequivocal words. The accuaed member will than read and 
sign both & Notification of Chargea/Alleqationa form and a Criminal 
Righta form. Theae forma will be prepared in duplicate: the original 
copy of each form will be placed in the inveatigative file, and the 
duplicate copy of each form will be given to the accuaad member. Signing 
of the forma ia not a waiver of righta, it ia an acknowledgement. that the 
accused haa racei.ved a written copy of tha apacific allegationa made 
against him and that he haa bean given his right. •• 

c. Aftsr the appropriate criminal and/or adminiatrative righta forma have 
been read and aigned by theaccuaad member, he will be requested to aign 
either a Waiver of Counael aection or the aaqueat to Secure Legal Counael 
section of the Waiver of Counsel/Request. to Sacure Counael form (CPO-
44.106,Rav.l0A!92). Thia form will be prepared in duplicate: The 
original copy will b. placed in t.he inveatigative fila, and the duplicate 
copy will be given to the accuaedmamber. 

d. In the event an accuaed member refuses to execute any of the forms, such 
forma will be marked "Refused." The forma will be dated and aigned by 
any witneu8(e.) to tha refuaal; the exact location (including room 
number, if applicable) of refuaal will be noted, and the forma will be 
retained in the inveatigative file. A duplicate copy of the forma will 
be given to the accused member. 

o. The advice of counael to decline to answer queationa will not excu.. an 
accuaed member from reaponding when he hag been properly and lawfully 
ordered to do ao by a member of higher rank. 

f. If the accuaed member haa waivad coun.el, the inv.atigator will renew'· 
offer of the right to counael each time an interrogation ia roeumad 
writtan record will be mada of the. waiver of counael or demand 40r 
counael at each interrogation. A requeat for a continuance to secure 
legal couna.l will not be permitted to become a tactic to delay or 
otherwise obatruct the orderly proce •• of the inveatigation. Bach tLma 
an interrogation i •. resumed, the investigator will advi •• the accuaad 
member of the applicable criminal or atatutory righta prior to the 
interrogation. 

q. If the alleged act ia a crime and the evidence i. auch that had the crime 
been committed by a privata citizen it would have reaulted in hi. arr •• t, 
the inve.tigator will explain thacircumat.ancea to hia comma.nding officer 
of exempt rank or, in hie Ab.enca, the on-dutywatch/unit command.rwho 
will contact t.h. Aaaistant Deputy superintendent, Internal Affaira 
Diviaion, and Administrator of the Office of Profea.ional Standard., or 
the on duty a.siatant deputy superintendent, Bureau of Operational 
Sarvic... Th. A •• iatant Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affaira 
Diviaion, Adminiatrator of the Office of Profe.aional Standarda, or tha 
a.ai.tant dsputy auperintendant, aa appropriate, will determine the 
further action to be taken, conaultinq t.he Office of the State-. Attorney 
and appropriate Detective Oiviaion paracnnel for guidance when neceaaary. 

h. Upon the completion of the criminal portion of the inveatigation, the 
investigator will exprasaly inform the accu .. ad member:' that the criminal 
segment of the inve.tigation haa been concluded. If an adminiatrative 
investigation ia then to be initiated, the inve.tigator will expresaly 
inform the accused member that any action takan during this aegment 
cannot be used in the criminal investigation. The accused member will 
also be informed that he must comply/cooperate with the administrativ' 
investigation which specifically relatea to the alleged misconduct or 
the performance of his official dutiea and that failure 
comply/cooperate may result in further disciplinary action. 
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6. 

7. 

B. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

.----... -.., --":f •• --~""'" """ .... ~ .... "'" ~..L. .' J,.:..L':j" 
a.e d.fined in Addendum 1 of this ord-.r,. tha applicable provi.ion. of ~ 
a.greement (contract) pertaining to the accuaed member and the c.ne~al Or< 
anti. tled ":x:nta~rogatione f P'iald a.nd Cu.todi.l" - and other IMIDb4tre wno b. 
knowledge of alleged misconduct, taking writtan statements wh.n nec •••• t 
If the allegation is .uch that a recommendation tor •• paration i. unlikal 
the statement (a) may be in the form of report. from tha member(.). If t 
allegation 1a such that the ca •• is lik.ly to result in a recomm.ndation t 
a.paration, the atatament ot the accused member will be in que.tion-ar. 
an.war form.. Joint or duplicate copi •• at statements or report. will not 
submitted. 

require an accuaed member to aubmit a r.port and a.nawer queation. whi 
specifically, directly, and narrowly relate to the alleged mi.conduct or 
tha performance of hi. otficial duti ••• 

enaure that hi. commanding officar i. informed of continuing development a 
tha inv.atigation. In .ddition, the inveatigator will prepare and .ubmit t 
Notification RB~ C.R. Inve.tigation form (CPD-44.217) to biB unit commandi 
ofticer whan additional information r.lative to correctiona, deletiona, .tc 
concarning tha accu.ed, complainant, witn ••• or victtmis obtained. 

when the inveutigation of an allegation, aupported by evidenca, .tron9 
indicata. unfitnas. for duty, notify hi. commanding otficer of exempt ran 

not unduly ext.nd the inve.tigation to includ. minor infraction. which a 
violation. of Rules and Requlation. or dir.ctive. unlese the infraction 
re.aonably ralated to the original allegation.. Infraction. which invol· 
violation. of the law and oth.r irreqularitie. which are willful, d.viou: 
.eriou. in nature, or which involve tha intaqrity of the Department wi. 
r •• ult in turth.r inveatigation and recommendation. for disciplinary actio: 
it warranted, no matter what the inv.atiqation diacloa.e regarding t: 
original complaint. 

t.rminata tha inva.tigation when it i. datermined at any time that tl 
complaint ie unfounded or the I1181Dber claarly axonarated. Report. &l 
.tat .... nt. containing information to ju.tify. tha untounding or exoneration I 

.tha accuaed will be forwarded. ~ accordanca with the. proviaions oL Addend, 
.. of this order. 

complete the investigation as soon a. po •• ibl., but no later than thirty da: 
attar tha data the complaint waa recaived or on t.he date ot any authorizi 
.xten.ion. If the inva.tigation, due to ita natur1l or complexity wi.: 
require mora than thirty day. to completa',. th •... inve.tigator wil~ .ul:Ia:lit 
Requa.t for Ti.me Ext.n.ion form. (CPD-44 •. 114.) for. aach .xten.ion of tilDe ' 
hi. commanding otticer for approval andforwardinq-tO tha Internal Attai: 
Divi.ion/Otfice at Prot.asional Standarda.. Bach time a. requ •• t for ; 
ext.naion of time i. aul:lalitted by an inv •• tigator., the rea.on for the r.qu., 
muat be claarly justified. 

12. whan tha inva.tigation. ia completa, cla •• ity tha. caaplaint aa one at tl 
followingr ... 

'. •.• "Unfounded" 

b. "Exonerated" 

c. "Not Suatained" 

d. "Sustained" 

when the allegation i. tal.e or not factual. 

when the incidant occurred but the action. of tJ 
.ccu.ad were lawful and proper. 

when there ia inaufficient evidance either to pro' 
or disprove allegation., 

when the .llegation i. supported by aubatantil 
evidence to juatify diaciplinary Action. 

13. before sustaining a complaint, ensure that "just cau.a" existe to support tl 
allegation. The investigator will conaider the following criteria in makil 
this determination: 

a. The member must have received forewarning or have foreknowledge I 

pos8ible or probable consequences of hi. conduct. (This ia aatiafied I 
A published rule, regulation, or order llUIde known to Department members. 
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V.l.UJ.al:8 or U.l.Elooey a rUJ.B or oruer 01: t.:.1.1H uepa..r'(;.IIIIJnl:.. 

c. The accused was afforded an opportunity to reapond to the allegation •• 

d. The investigation uncovered aUDstantial evidence or proof of the 
allegation against the accused. 

e. The rules, regulations, orders and penaltie. have been applied witho.· .... 
discrimination. 

14. if the complaint i. sustalned: 

a. request a copy of the accused member'. "Sumnut.ry of Previous Disciplinary 
Actions" from the Internal Affairs Diviaion via PAX 0-603. 

b. request a copy of the accu.ed member's "Record of Previous Complimentary 
Hiatory" from the Personnel Division via PAX 0'-342. 

c. sn.ure the disciplinary action 
eer iousness of the member' a 
consideration to the member'. 
history. 

recommended i. rea.onably related to the 
proven offenee, and qive. appropriate 
previoull!l disciplinary and complimentary 

d. ensure that the investigative file includes all relevant information and 
sstabliahes the basis for recommending ona of the following actions: 

(1) Violation noted, no disciplinary action. 

( 2) Repr imand. 

(3) Suspension for a specific number of day., not to exceed 30. 

(4) Separation. 

e. apecifically state that he ha. taken into' con.ideration the accu.ad 
member's previou. complimentary hiatory and di.ciplinary hinory when 
preparing the recommendation for di.ciplinary action portion on either 
the Summary Report ( CPD-44 .112 ) or the SUIlIlIUIlrY Report 0 ige.t (CPD-
44.112A). However, the inve.tigator will not entar the accused member­
complimentary history or diaciplinary hiatory into the narrative of 
raport. The.e histories will be utilized a. attachment. only. 

15. forward reports and IItatements which justify the findinq in accordance with 
tha provisions of Addendum 4 of thi. order. 

D. The commanding officer of the investigating unit i. r •• pon.ible for en.uring a 
complete and expeditiou. inve.tigation of the complaint, and he may a •• i9O other 
members of the unit to a.siat in the inv •• tiqation when the inveatiqatinq member 
is off duty or otherwi •• unavailable. The commanding offic.r will periodically 
check the progrea. of the investigation and will record the dat.. of th ••• 
prograss check. on the rev.rse side of the Inv.atigator'. COpy of the Complaint 
Against Department Member report which ia retained in unit filee. Th. cOll'lJUlnding 
officer of the investigative unit may recOll1D8nd whether the accused member .hould 
be: 

1. retAined in his present Asaignment; 

2. assigQed to other duty where he ia under cloa. auperviaion and hA. limited 
contact with the public or other members, 

3. excused from duty; or 

4. immediately auspended. 

E. An accused member may be excused from duty without pay by hia commanding officer 
for a period not to exceed two toura of duty. In unueual aituationa when an 
accused member should be excused for more than two tours of duty, such aa over a 
holiday weekend, or when a change of Asaignment is recommended, permission wil' 
first be obtained either from the Assistant Deputy Superintendent, Inter"'" 
Affairs Division, an Administrator of the Office of Profes.ional Standards, or 
on duty assistant deputy superintendent for Operations COlmland. (In the event .. n 
accused member is excused from duty without pay, and the complaint is classified 
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ae unfounded, exonerated or not .auetained aa. a re.ult ot the inve.tigation, 
member will receive pa.y for the period of time he wa. excused.) Whenever IU\; 
accused member ia excuaed from duty I hi. COl'lIIWUlding oft icar will i.JaDediatt 
notify (by telephone and in writing) the Internal Affair. Diviaion or the Off~ 
of Profeaaional Standarda, aa appropriate and the coamanding of f icer of. i 
division or bureau to which the accuaed ~r i. as.igned.. The cOClllDAlld: 
officer will alao notify (by telephone and via a Peraonnel Action Requeat £01 
CPD-ll.612) the Director of the Finance Divi.ion (for payroll purposes) a •• , 
ae po •• ible. . 

Indicate. new or revised item 
67-02.,9 BW 
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~1./C-1~ . 
SUp.lrintendent gt;oli¥ ~ 
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,,~ REVISION TO: 

~ General Order 93-3, Add. 3. 

DAn Of 1~~Ut HHCTIVf DArE "EVISION NO. 

12 July 1994 

nru DISTRI· 
BUTiON 

13 July 1994 93-3-3A 
HtICIHD\ 

CONDUCT OF THE INVESTIGATION C 

I. PURPOSE 

This revision directs the assignment of a complaint investigation to the inunediate 
supervisor of an accused member when the member is assigned to the unit that has 
been designated to conduct the investigation. 

II. Item II-A is amended and will read as follows: 

A. The ranking on-duty member of the unit which has initiated an investigation 
or to which an investigation has been assigned will immediately designate a 
command or supervisory member of the unit to conduct the investigation. If 
the accused is a member of the unit assigned to conduct the investigation, 
the immediate supervisor of the accused will be assigned the investigation 
unless that supervisor initiated the investigation, and is the complainant, 
or witnessed the incident which resulted in the complaint being filed, or is 
on extended medical, or is on furlough. Every effort will be made to ensure 
that the investigation is conducted in an impartial manner. 

superintendent of Pol e ~ 

94-064 JJH 
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PATE OF ~SSUE EFFECTIVE: DA'rE NO. 

REVISION TO: 
General Order 93-03, Addendum 3 26 February 2003 27 February 2003 3C 

RESCINDS 

~ONl)UCT OF THE INVESTIGATION I 
DISTRI" 
aU'fION 

C 
General Order 93-03. 
/\':lrl_"",.1,1111 ~1F\ 

I. PURPOSE 

This revision informs Department members of the change in disciplinary procedures 
for captains. Captains are no longer exempt from the Fair Labor Standards Act and 
may therefore be suspended for time periods other than one week increments. 

II. REVISION 

Item II-C-14-d- (3)is revised and reads: 

(3) Suspension for a specific number at days, not to exceed 30. 

NOTE: Exempt command members and ci vilian members exempt: f:eol'll coverage 
under the overtime provisions of the Fair Labo.r. Standards Act way 
ordy be suspended in incremen ts of the des.i.yona Ced work weeJc ('1 
calendar days). For example, suspensions can only be for '7, 1. L1, 
21, and 28 calendar days. A disciplinary suspens:Lon can never be 
less than 7 days. 

c:::::--------------"''"" ... 

~~.\'LOO.Q 

New or re~ised material is indicated by italics. 

sup~ent of Police 

"'2-131 SMK 
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ADDEN DUM TO: r'OOCNf.dJM NO. 

General .Order 93-3 
13 January 1993 15 January 1993 

4 

O'.f"l~ 'U;3CIHO.:s 
~UTIQ" 

REPORTING AND REVIEW PROCEDURES C 

I. PURPOSE 

This addendum sets forth reporting procedures and provides for command review of 
recommended disciplinary action. 

II. REPORTING AND REVIEW PROCEDURES 

A. In cases wherein the recommendation exceeds 5 days suspension, a final report 
of a complaint register investigation, utilizing a Summary Report (CPD-44.112) 
as the first page and following the instructions shown on the reverse side of 
the form for the balance of the report, will be submitted regardless of the 
status of any court action relating to the accused member. 

B. The investigator will ensure that the final report contains the employee number 
and social security number of the accused member, the classification of the 
complaint and, in sustained cases, the number(s) of the Department Rules and 
Regulations which were violated, the content of the rule (s), a statement 
indicating how the rule was violated by the accused member, and the recommended 
disciplinary action. 

C. In cases wherein the investigation is to be classified as either unfounded, 
exonerated, not sustained, . or sustained and the disciplinary recommendation does 
not exceed 5 days suspension, the investigator will prepare the Summary Report 
Digest (CPD-44.112A) as the first page and follow the instructions shown on the 
form. 

D. All pages of reports or documents relating to a complaint register investigation 
will be identified by the Complaint Register number entered on the lower right 
hand corner. In addition, each report or document will be numbered 
consecutively by the investigator. This number will be the "Attachment" number 
and will also be entered on the lower right hand corner. The Complaint Against 
Department Member report (CPD-'44.202) will always be "Attachment 1," and will 
be the original copy of the final investigation report. 

E. Sustained Cases 

1. If the accused member is assigned to the unit which has conducted the 
complaint register investigation, the investigator will submit the original 
and three copies of the final investigation report to his unit commanding 
officer who will: 

a. review the report to ascertain the adequacy and timeliness of the 
investigation. 

b. determine whether the evidence indicates any culpability by supervisory 
personnel for the violation. (The failure of supervisory personnel at 
any level of command to hold subordinates accountable requires 
disciplinary action.) If culpability is apparent, a Complaint Register 
number will be obtained and a separate investigation will be conducted. 

c. judge the soundness of the conclusions and the findings, returning the 
report for further investigation, when necessary. 

d. ensure that the original copy (Investigator's copy), of the Complaint 
Against Department Member report (CPD-44.202), with all required 
entries completed, is attached to the original copy of the final 
investigation report as "Attachment 1." 

e. retain one copy of the final investigation report for unit files. 
(This copy will be destroyed upon notification by the Internal Affairs 
Division that there has been a final disposition of the case.) 
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f. forward two copies of the final investigation report directly to the 
Internal Affairs Division. 

g. forward the original copy of the final investigation report to the 
Internal Affairs Division through command channels. 

2. If the accused member is not assigned to the unit Which has conducted the 
complaint register investigation, and the investigation has not been 
conducted by the Internal Affairs Division or the Office of Professional 
Standards, the investigator will submit the original and four copies of the 
final investigation report to his unit commanding officer who will follow 
the procedures outlined in Items II-E-l-a through II-E-l-f of this 
addendum, and forward the original and one copy of the report to the unit 
commanding officer of the accused member. The unit commanding officer of 
the accused member will follow the procedures outlined in Item II-E-l-a 
through II-E-l-e and II-E-l-g of this addendum. In the event the unit 
commanding officer of the accused member does not concur with the findings 
and/or recommendation of the investigating unit, a cover report containing 
detailed justification for proposing alternate findings and/or an alternate 
recommendation will be prepared which will be forwarded with the original 
copy of the final investigation report through command channels. 

3. The member's commanding officer or any superior .officer in the chain of 
command w~ll recommend whether or not options to suspension should be 
granted by the SUperintendent. 

F. Unfounded, Exonerated or Not Sustained Cases 

1. I f the accused member is assigned to the unit which ~as conducted the 
complaint register investigation, the investigator will submit the original 
and two copies of the final investigation report to his unit commanding 
officer who will: 

a. review the report to ascertain the adequacy and timeliness of the 
investigation. 

b. judge the soundness of the conclusions and the findings, and eithe. 
indicate concurrence with the findings or return the report for further 
action, when necessary. 

c. ensure that the original copy of the Complaint Against Department 
Member report (Investigator's copy), with all required entries 
completed, is attached to the original copy of the final investigation 
report as "Attachment 1." 

d. retain one copy of the final investigation report for unit files, 
(This copy will be destroyed upon notification by the Internal Affairs 
Division that there has been a final disposition of the case.) 

e. forward one copy of the final investigation report directly to the 
Internal Affairs Division. 

f. forward the original copy of the final investigation report to the 
Internal Affairs Division through command channels. 

2. In unfounded, exonerated or not sustained cases, if the accused member is 
not assigned to the unit which has conducted the complaint register 
investigation, and the investigation has not been conducted by the Internal 
Affairs Division or the Office of Professional Standards, the investigator 
will submit the original and three copies of the final investigation report 
to his unit commanding officer. The commanding officer will follow the 
procedures outlined in Items II-F-l-a through 11-F-l-e, and forward the 
original and one copy of the report to the unit commanding officer of the 
accused member. The unit commanding off icer of the accused member will 
follow the procedures outlined in Items II-F-l-a through II-F-l-d and 11-
F-l-f of this addendum. In the event the unit commanding officer of the 
accused member does not concur with the findings and/or recommendation c 
the investigating unit, a cover report containing detailed justificatiol. 
for proposing alternate findings and/or an alternate recommend tion will be 
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prepared and forwarded with the original copy of the final investigation 
report through command channels. 

G. Command Channel Review 

The first exempt member in the accused member's chain of command, upon receipt 
of the original copy of a final report of a complaint register investigation, 
will: 

1. review the report for completeness and thoroughness of the investigation 
also considering the factors outlined in Addendum 3, Item II-C-12. 

2. either approve or disapprove of the findings and the r.ecommendation 
utilizing the Command Channel Review form (CPD-44.113). If disapproved, he 
will prepare a cover report containing detailed justifications for 
proposing alternate findings and/or an alternate recommendation which will 
be attached to the original copy of the final investigation report. If the 
exempt member determines that further investigation is necessary, he will 
prepare a report outlining the area of concern and return the report with 
the investigative file to the investigator. 

3. forward the original copy of the final investigation report to the deputy 
superintendent through his chain of command who will review the report, 
approve the findings and/or recommendation or propose alternate findings 
and/or an alternate recommendation, and forward the report to the Int,ernal 
Affairs Division. Following approval by the deputy superintendent, no new 
charges will be added by anyone, except the Superintendent, without 
consultation with the deputy superintendent who approved the report. 

H. Complaint Review Procedures 

Department Review of Disciplinary Recommendation 

1. The Assistant Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affairs Division, or an 
Administrator of the Office of Professional Standards, upon receipt of a 
final report of a complaint Register investigation, will review the report, 
concur with the finding or propose an alternate finding/recommendation, in 
a report containing detailed justification for proposing the alternate 
finding/recommendation making the final recommendation for disciplinary 
action which an accused member may accept or reject. If the final 
recommendation is a reprimand or a suspension of 30 days or less, the 
Internal Affairs Division/Office of Professional standards will notify the 
unit commanding officer of the member facing disciplinary action, by 
telephone, that a Request For Complaint Review Panel Hearing/Waiver of 
Complaint Review Panel Hearing and Waiver of Police Board Review (CPD-
44.210), in duplicate, is being forwarded to the unit and that the member 
will have 72 hours after receiving the form to request a Complaint Review 
Panel hearing or waive the right to both such hearing and a Police Board 
Review of the diSCiplinary action. However, AFSCME members will not be 
afforded the Complaint Review Panel process as the predisciplinary 
provisions outlined in their collective bargaining agreement serves in 
place of the Complaint Review Panel Hearing process. 

2. Upon receipt of the forms at the unit of assignment of the member facing 
disciplinary action, the unit commanding officer Or the unit watch 
commander will: 

a. schedule a meeting with the member as soon as possible, at which time 
the member will be given the original copy of the Request For Complaint 
Review Panel Hearing/Waiver of Complaint Review Panel Hearing and 
Waiver of police Board Review form. 

b. record the date and time that the member was given the original copy of 
the form on both copies of the form. 

c. immediately forward the duplicate copy of the form to the Internal 
Affairs Division/Office of Professional standards. 

3 

CITY-BG-059031



d. advise the member: 

(1) of the rule{s) violated and the corresponding specifications of 
misconduct, to include date, time, location and manner in which the 
rule was violated. 

(2) that the form must be executed and returned to the Internal Affaire 
Division/Office of Professional Standards within 72 hours after the 
date and time of notification recorded on the form. 

3. When a signed Request For Complaint Review Panel Hearing/Waiver of 
Complaint Review Panel Hearing and Waiver of Police Board Review form is 
received at the Internal Affairs Division/Office of Professional Standards 
within the 72 hour time period from a member facing disciplinary action 
and: 

a. a Complaint Review Panel hearing is requested, the Department Advocate 
will schedule the hearing as soon as practicable. 

b. both a Complaint Review Panel hearing and a Police Board hearing are 
waived, the final investigation report will ,be forwarded to the 
Superintendent for review and decision. 

4. In the event a signed Request for Complaint Review Panel Hearing/waiver of 
Complaint Review Panel Hearing and waiver of Police Board Review form is 
not received by the Internal Affairs Division/Office of Professional 
Standards within 72 hours after a member facing disciplinary action was 
given the form, the right to both the hearing and the review has been 
waived by the member. 

I. Complaint Review panel 

1. A Complaint Review Panel will hear cases: 

a. when an accused member requests a hearing relative to a suspension of 
30 days or any lesser degree of disciplinary action. 

b. upon direction of the Superintendent. 

2. Complaint Review Panels for the hearing of individual cases will be 
selected as follows: 

a. Sworn members 

(1) When one of the accused is a member of the rank of sergeant or 
above, the panel will consist of at least one member of exempt rank 
and one member of the eame rank as the accused and one member as 
determined by the Assistant Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affairs 
Division. 

(2) In all other cases, the panel will consist of one lieutenant of 
police, one sergeant of police, and one member of the same rank as 
the accused. 

(3) Whenever possible, the member of the panel who is the same rank as 
the accused will be selected from the ranks performing duties 
similar to those of the accused. 

b. Civilian members 

(1) When an accused is a civilian member serving in a position 
classif led by the Department of Personnel at a salary which is 
equal to Grade 14 or above, the panel will consist of two members 
of exempt rank and one civilian member of the same pay grade or 
higher as the accused. 

(2) In all other cases, the panel will consist of one lieutenant c 
police, one sergeant of police, and one civilian member of the Ban 
pay grade as the accused. 
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c. A member will not serve on a Complaint Review Panel which reviews the 
case of any accused member who was under his supervision or command, is 
presently assigned to the same unit, or was assigned to the same unit 
at the' time the alleged incident occurred or when the Complaint 
Register number was obtained. 

3. The Department Advocate will prepare cases for presentation to a Complaint 
Review Panel, requesting additional investigation when necessary. He will 
schedule cases and will designate a presiding officer from within the panel 
selected to hear the case. ' 

4. Accused Department members will be allowed reasonable access to the 
Complaint Register investigation file that is the subject of a Complaint 
Review Panel hearing. An accused member requesting access will submit a 
TO-From-Subject report to the Department Advocate, Office of the 
superintendent, at least 24 hours prior to inspecting the file. An accused 
member may not remove or make copies of any documents in the file. 

5. The Department may remove confidential documents or information from the 
Complaint Register investigation file prior to allowing access by the 
accused member. Documents or information excluded will not be used against 
the member in the Complaint Review Panel Hearing. 

6. All Department members appearing before a complaint Review Panel will:' 

a. attend in the uniform prescribed for the member's regular assigned 
duty. 

b. be provided with a copy of a synopsis of the investigation of the 
Complaint Register file. An accused member may obtain a copy of the 
synopsis at least 48 hours prior to the Complaint Review Panel hearing 
at the Department Advocate's Office, Office of the Superintendent. 

7. The Complaint Review panel will conaider investigative reports, statements, 
other documents, previous disciplinary history, previous complimentary 
history, and such other evidence it deems appropriate to the issue. The 
panel will hear the plea of any accused member who wishes to be heard, and 
at its discretion may order an accused member or any other member of the 
Department to appear. The highest ranking member of the panel, as 
chairman, will retain control of the proceedings at all times in 
accordance with established rules of procedure. 

8. An accused member .will be permitted to select one person of his choosing 
who agrees to assist him. The assisting member must be of the sarne rank 
and/or position or below the rank and/or position of the highest ranking 
member of the complaint Review Panel if the accused member desires that he 
accompany him into the hearing room. 

9. At the complaint Review Panel hearing the assisting member will: 

a. assist the accused member in the presentation of his defense by 
reminding the accused member of pertinent pOints or circumstances he 
may have omitted which could affect his case. 

b. be allowed to make an inquiry concerning relevant and material issues 
on behalf of the accused member and may present argument and a summary 
of evidence in support of the accused member's position. 

c. be allowed to address the panel on behalf of the accused member but 
will not be permitted to cross-examine members of the panel or the 
Department Advocate. 

10. If the Complaint Review Panel concludes that further investigation is 
necessary before its findings can be determined, the case will be returned 
to the Department Advocate indicating the specific action desired or 
information sought. 

11. The Complaint Review Panel will recommend whether the charges should result 
in a finding of unfounded, exonerated, not sustained or sustained. 
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12. In those cases where the Complaint Review Panel has concurred with the 
Buatained finding, it will then review the recommended penalty and eitber. 
concur or recommend a greater or lesser penalty. When an alternate penalty 
i.a recommended, it muat be based upon additional specific facts which were 
discovered during the hearing and be set forth in writing in a clear, 
concise and complete manner. 

13. After the Complaint Review Panel hearing haa been conducted, the Aaaista. 
Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affairs Division, or the Chief 
Administrator, Office of Professional Standards, as appropriate, will 
forward the case file and 'the recommendations of the panel to the 
superintendent of Police for review and decision. 

J. Police Board Review of Suspension 

1. The Police Board review of suspension is a review of the written 
investigative case file only, and an accused member is not afforded the 
opportunity of personally appearing and testifying before the Board in such 
instances. 

2. When the Superintendent has reviewed a case which has been heard by a 
Complaint Review Panel and orders a suspension of not less than 6 days nor 
more than 30 days, the case file will be returned to the Internal Affairs 
Division/Off ice of Professional Standards which will notify the unit 
commanding officer of the member facing suspension, by telephone, that a 
Request For/Waiver of Police Board Review of Suspension (CPD-44.222), in 
duplicate, is being forwarded to the unit and that the member facing 
suspension will have 3 business days after receiving the form to exercise 
or waive the right to such review. The Office of the police Board is open 
from 0800 to 1600 hours, Monday through Friday, except holidays. 

3. Members of AFSCME ordered suspended for more than 10 days will be afforded 
the Police Board review of suspension. 

4. Upon receipt of the forms at the unit of assignment of the member facing 
suspension, the unit commanding officer or unit watch commander will: 

a. schedule a meeting with the member as soon as possible, at which ti­
the member will be given the original copy of the Request For/Waiver 
Police Board Review of suspension form. 

b. record the date and time that the member was given the original copy of 
the form on both copies of the form. 

e. immediately forward the dupl icate copy of the form to the Internal 
Affairs Division/Office of Professional Standards. 

d. advise the member that within 3 business days after the date and time 
of notification recorded on the form that the: 

(1) signed form indicating acceptance of the suspension and waiver of 
the Police Board review must be returned to the Internal Affairs 
Division/Office of Professional Standards if the Buspension is 
accepted. 

(2) member must personally file a request for a Police Board review or 
file the request by certified mail, postage prepaid, with the 
Office of the Police Board, Room 603, James R. Riordan Headquarters 
Building, 1121 S. state Street, if the suspension is rejected. The 
date and time of the certified mailing, will be the date and tLme 
of the filing. A failure to file the request within the 3 business 
day time period waives the member's right to such review. AT THE 
TIME OF THE FILING, OR WITHIN 5 DAYS THEREAFTER, THE MEMBER MAY 
ALSO SUBMIT A WRITTEN STATEMENT, AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE IF ANY, 
OUTLINING THE REASONS THE MEMBER REQUESTS THE REVIEW. 

~~t~C~ 
Indicates new or revised item. 
87-028 BW 
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'n'I'Ll! 

REVISION TO: 

General Order 93-3, 
Addendum 4 

REPORTING AND REVIEW PROCEDURES 

DATI! OP ISSUE 

25 March 1999 

DISTRI­
IlUTION 

C 

EPPJl:CTIVll OA'l'B NO. 

26 March 1999 4A 

RBSCINPS 

General Order 93-3, Addendum 4 is revised as follows: 

Items I - A through C are added and will read: 

I. PURPOSE 

This addendum: 

A. sets forth reporting procedures and provides for command review of 
recommended disciplinary action. 

B. discontinues the use of the Command Channel Review 
Investigation No. form (CPD-44.113, Rev. 2/84). 

Complaint Register 

C. introduces the use of the Command Channel Review Complaint Register 
Investigation No. form (CPD-44.113, Rev. 1/99) and Command Channel Review 
Sustained Case Complaint Register No. form (CPD-44.113-A, Rev. 1/99). 

1. In all sustained cases, form (CPD 44.113-A), which is pink, will be 
used. 

2. In all cases without a sustained finding (not-sustained, unfounded, 
exonerated), form (CPD 44.113), which is white, will be used. 

Item II - G is revised and will read: 

G. Command Channel Review 

1. A time limit is imposed on each level of Command Channel Review for all 
complaint register investigations. The time allotted for each level of 
exempt review will be ten days from receipt by the unit. 

a. The date that a unit receives the investigation for review will 
be entered in the "Date Received By Unit" box on the appropr.iate 
Command Channel Review form. . 

b. Upon completion of the exempt member's review, the date the 
investigation was forwarded to the next exempt member in the 
chain of command will be entered in the "Date Forwarded By Unit" 
box on the appropriate Command Channel Review form. 

2. The first exempt member in the accused member's chain of command, upon 
receipt of the original copy of a final report of a complaint register 
investigation, will review the investigation. This review should 
determine if the investigation was thorough and complete, that the 
finding was correctly classified, and that any recommendation made is 
appropriate. 

a. If the exempt member determines that additional investigation is 
necessary, he will prepare a report outlining the area of concern 
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and forward that report along with the original file to the 
investigator for further action. 

b. If the exempt member disapproves the findings or recommendation, 
this member will prepare a cover report containing detailed 
justifications supporting the alternate conclusion(s). This 
report will be attached to the original copy of the investigation 
report and will be forwarded to the next level exempt member with 
the proper indication made on the appropriate Command Channel 
Review form. 

c. If the exempt member approv,.es the final report of a complaint 
register investigation, he will indicate his concurrence on the 
appropriate Command Channel Review form and submit it with the 
original investigation to the next level exempt member for 
review. 

3. Investigations with a finding other than sustained (i.e., not-sustained 
unfounded, exonerated) will normally require only two levels of exempt 
review. Upon a finding of concurrence by the second level exempt 
member, the original investigative report and the (white) Command 
Channel Review form will be routed to Internal Affairs Division or the 
Office Df Professional Standards, as appropriate. The exceptions to 
the two levels of review, which require full Command Channel Review to 
the bureau deputy superintendent, are as follows: 

a. Investigations in which the accused member is alleged to have 
committed a crime, including domestic battery. 

b. Investigations in which a complaint was or could be made to the 
Equal Employment Opportunity officer (includes allegations of 
cultural bias, sexual harassment, or other violations prohibited 
by prevailing labor laws) . 

c. Investigations in which an exempt member is the accused. 

d. Investigations in which the accused member is assigned to a 
division under the Office of the Superintendent, the Command 
Channel Review form and original investigation will be routed 
from the division's exempt member to the Administrative'Assistant 
to the Superintendent. 

e. Investigations that are resubmitted through Command Channel 
Review after an initial non-concurrence. 

4. In those cases with a sustained finding, the original investigation, 
the (pink) Command Channel Review form, and any exempt member's cover 
report(s) supporting alternate conclusions will be submitted for review 
through the chain of command to the bureau deputy superintendent. 

a. Upon review and approval by the bureau deputy superintendent, the 
entire packet will be routed to the Internal Affairs Division or 
the Office of Professional Standards, as appropriate. 
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99-018 BSU 

b. Following the approval of the bureau deputy superintendent, no 
new charges will be added by anyone, except the Superintendent, 
without consulting the deputy superintendent who approved the 
final complaint register investigation report. 

\~~~ 
superi~ent of Police 
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SUBJECT 

REVISION TO: 
General Order 93-3, Addendum 4 

DATE OF ISSU2 

6 April 1999 

EI'FECTlVE DATE NO . 

7 April 1999 4B 

RESCINDS 

REPORTING AND REVIEW PROCEDURES 
DlSTRI­
BUTION 

C 

Item 11-1 has been revised and reads: 

I. Complaint Review Panel 

1. A Complaint Review Panel will hear cases: 

a. when an accused member requests a hearing relative to a suspension 
of 30 days or any lesser degree of disc~plinary action. 

b. upon direction of the Superintendent. 

2. Complaint Review Panels for the hearing of individual cases will be 
selected as follows: 

a. Sworn members 

(1) When one of the accused is a member of the rank of sergeant or 
above, the panel will consist of at least one member of exempt 
rank and one member of the same rank as the accused and one 
member as determined by the Assistant Deputy Superintendent, 
Internal Affairs Division. 

(2) In all other cases, the panel will consist of one lieutenant 
of police, one sergeant of police, and one member of the same 
rank as the accused. 

(3) Whenever possible, the member of the panel who is the same 
rank as the accused will be selected from the ranks performing 
duties similar to those of the accused. 

b. Civilian members 

(1) When an accused is a civilian member serving in a position 
classified by the Department of Personnel at a salary which is 
equal to Grade 14 or above, the panel will consist of two 
members or exempt rank and one civilian member .of the same pay 
grade or higher as the accused. 

(2) In all other cases, the panel will consist of one lieutenant 
of police, one sergeant of police, and one civilian member of 
the same pay. grade as the accused. 

c. A member will not serve on a Complaint Review Panel which reviews 
the case of any accused member who was under his supervision or 
command, is presently assigned to the same unit, Or was assigned to 
the same unit at the time the alleged incident occurred or when the 
CR number was obtained. 

3. The Department Advocate will prepare cases for presentation to a Complaint 
Review Panel, requesting additional investigation when necessary. The 
Advocate will schedule cases according to the provisions of this 
directive. The highest ranking member of the Complaint Review Panel will 
serve as the presiding Chairperson. 
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4 .. Accused Department members will be allowed reasonable access to the' CR 
investigation file that is the sUbject of a Complaint Review Panel 
hearing. The review must take place. in the Office of the Department 
Advocate or Office of Professional Standards (depending upon which 
investigative body conducted the CR investigation) during normal business 
hours. An accused member requesting to review the complaint register 
investigation file: 

a. has the right to review the investigative file, from the date the 
notice of the hearing date is received, until 48 hours prior to the 
scheduled hearing date. 

b. will submit a To-From-Subject report to the Department Advocate, at 
least twenty-four hours prior to inspecting the file. 

c. who wishes to present new evidence to the Complaint Review Panel, 
will submit such evidence to the Department Advocate at least five 
days prior to the hearing date. 

d. may use an audio tape recorder during the file review. However, the 
member may not remove or make copies of any documents in the file. 

5. Complaint Review Panel hearings will: 

a. whenever possible, be held on the member's regularly scheduled 
working days. 

b. be scheduled giving the member a minimum of ten days' notice as to 
the date and time of the hearing. 

c. be scheduled, whenever possible, with: 

(1) 1st watch officers scheduled for the first hearings of the 
day. 

(2) 3rd watch officers scheduled for the last hearings of the day. 

NOTE: Members will not be scheduled to attend CRP hearings at 
the same time they are scheduled to appear in court; 
however, members will be required to attend the CRP 
hearing on days they are scheduled to appear in court if 
there is no time conflict. If unable to attend the CRP 
hearing because of a required court appearance, members 
will notify the Department Advocate section providing 
the court location and time, and fax to the Department 
Advocate Section a copy of the subpoena/notification (if 
any) . 

d. be continued only upon good cause. A written request for a 
continuance must be made at least five days prior to the date 
scheduled for hearing. Normally, a case set for hearing will only be 
continued once. 

e. not normally be scheduled or rescheduled to a date during the 
officer's scheduled furlough segment. Officers who are scheduled to 
attend a Complaint Review Panel while on furlough will have their 
furlough segment extended equal to the number of days required for 
the Complaint Review Panel. 

6. The Department may remove confidential documents or information from the 
CR investigation file prior to allowing access by the accused member. 
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Documents or information excluded will not be used against the member in 
the complaint Review Panel Hearing. 

All Department members appearing before a Complaint Review Panel will: 

a. attend in the uniform prescribed for the member's regular assigned 
duty. 

b. be provided with a copy of a synopsis of the investigation of the 
Complaint Register file. An accused member may obtain a copy of the' 
synopsis at least. forty;"eight hours prior to the Complaint Review 
Panel hearing at the Department Advocate's Office. 

8. The Complaint Review Panel will: 

a. consider investigative reports, statements, other documents, and 
such other evidence it deems appropriate to the issue. 

b. hear the plea qf any accused member who wishes to be heard. 

c. order an accused member or any other member of the Department to 
appear before it, at the Panel's discretion. 

d. not discuss the case pending before it with either the Advocate or 
the assisting member without the other being present. 

NOT8, The Chairperson will retain control of the proceedings at all 
times in accordance with established rules of procedure. 

9. An accused member will be permitted to select one person of his choosing 
who agrees to assist him. The assisting member must be of the same rank 
and/or position or below the rank and/or position of the highest ranking 
member of the Complaint Review Panel if the accused member desires that he 
accompany him into the hearing room. 

10. At the Complaint Review Panel hearing, the assisting member will: 

a. assist the accused member in the presentation of his defense by 
reminding the accused member of pertinent points or circumstances he 
may have omitted which could affect his case. 

b. be allowed to make an inquiry concerning relevant and material 
issues on behalf of the accused member and may present argument and 
a summary of evidence in support of the accused member's position. 

c. be allowed to address the panel on behalf of the accused member, but 
will not be permitted to cross-examine members of the Panel or the 
Department Advocate. 

11. If the Complaint Review Panel concludes that further investigation is 
necessary before its findings can be determined, the Case will be returned 
to the Department Advocate indicating the specific action desired or' 
information sought. Further investigation will be conducted as directed by 

the panel. 

12.. The Complaint Review Panel will recommend whether the charges should 
result in a finding of unfounded, exonerated, not sustained, or sustained. 

13. . For those cases in which the Complaint Review Panel has concurred with the 
sustained finding, it will review the recommended penalty, previous 
complimentary and disciplinary history, and either concur or recommend a 
greater or lesser penalty. When an alternate finding is recommended, it 
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must be based upon specific facts entered into the record during the 
hearing and be set forth in writing. 

14. After the Complaint Review Panel hearing has been conducted, the Assistant 
Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affairs Division, or the Administrator in 
Charge, Office of Professional Standards, as appropriate, will forward the 
case file and the recommendations of the panel to the. Superintendent of 
Police for review and decision. 

'Indicates new or revised item. 

\ """ ~JLa2Q 
supe~ent of Police 

97-05B MLS 

4 

CITY-BG-059041



.,

-0 . . 
>m 

ADDENDUM TO: 

General Order 93-3 

Sun.)'BC"J' 

DATR OF :rSSUR 

27 September 2002 

DISTRI­
BD'l'IO« 

c 

HPPHCT:rVll OATH NO • 

1 October 2002 5B 

RBscnros 

SPECIAL SITUATIONS 

Addendum 5, Addendum SA, AM 
NOB. 95-011753, 96-004801, 9 
004977, and 02-002133 

I. PURPOSE 

This addendum identifies certain special situations and sets forth procedures for 
their investigation and processing. 

II. SPECIAL SITUATIONS 

A. Indebtedness 

1. Members who incur just debts are expected to liquidate such debts 
within a reasonable period of time. 

2. Wages ot' public employees are not immune from garnishment. 

3 . Any member receiving a complaint of indebtedness, other than a 
complaint of indebtedness to the City of Chicago, wi 11 inform the 
creditor reporting such indebtedness that an adequate remedy for a 
creditor is now provided by law. 

4. Complaints of indebtedness to the City will be processed pursuant to 
the provisions of the Department directive entitled "Indebtedness to 
the City of Chicago." 

B. Arrest Warrants and Judicial Non-Traffic Summons for Department Members 

1. A warrant clerk will, when preparing an application for a warrant 
against a Department member: 

a. follow the procedures outlined in the Department directive 
entitled "Judicial Non-Traffic Summons." 

b. ascertain if a Complaint Register number has been obtained. 

c. immediately notify a supervisory member in instances where a 
Complaint Register number has not previously been obtained. 

d. accompany the complainant to court and inform the judge that the 
person against whom the complaint is being filed is a member of 
the Chicago Police Department and that the matter is being 
investigated by the Department. 

e. submit a brief report of the circumstances to 
Professional Standards or Internal Affairs 
appropriate. 

the Office of 
Division, as 

2. When a member assigned to serve a warrant determines that the person 
named in the warrant is a member of the Department, the member will 
notify his or her supervisor who, in turn, will notify the Office of 
Professional Standards: The Complaint Register number assigned by the 
Office of Professional Standards will be recorded on the Arrest Report 
(CPD-ll.420) . 

3. Whenever a member of the Department is subjected to a physical arrest 
by the Chicago Police Department for other than a traffic or 
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conservation offense, the case will be set for a court hearing within 
five days after the date of arrest. 

4. Whenever a member of the Department is sUbjected to a physical arrest 
for a traffic or conservation offense, the case will be set for a court 
hearing in accordance with ex~sting Department direccives. 

C. The Polygraph 

1. When a polygraph examination is deemed necessary, tte complainant will 
be requested to take a polygraph examination first. 

2. If the complainant does not take the polygraph exam, the accused police 
officer will not be requested to take a polygraph ex~m. 

3. If the complainant takes the polygraph exam and th,::' results indicate 
deception, the accused officer may be requested to take a polygraph 
exam covering those issues wherein the examiner d(·::~:,ermines that the 
complainant is truthful. 

4. When the polygraph is used, the accused member w:, .• 1 be advised, 
writing 24 hours prior to the administering of "::,e tests, of 
questions to which the Department will request an c:.' lswer. 

in 
any 

5. If the officer under investigation requests to tab: ",; polygraph exam, 
the officer may do so. However, an officer shall :,t be disciplined 
for refusal to take a polygraph exam, and the resu1" ;:, of the polygraph 
exam shall not be admissible as evidence in proc:~jings before the 
Police Board or in any proceedings where the office:, ;;'lay appeal to the 
Police Board, unless by Illinois or Federal Court dr,: :::".sion or Illinois 
Statute such evidence becomes admissible before th, ~olice Board. 

D. Arrestees Who Resist, Obstruct, Assault or Commit Batte:': of a Department 
Member 

When a person is arrested for resisting, obstructing, ass' ·,.::It and/or battery 
of a Department member, members will additionally refer t.O the Department 
directive entitled "Use of Force Guidelines" and follow t1' investigative and 
reporting procedures established in that directive. 

E. Allegations of Impairment, Involving the Operation of a "':hicle - On or Off 
Duty 

1. Allegations of impairment 
driving while under the 
alcohol and drugs. 

involving the operation (' 
influence of alcohol OJ: 

a vehicle include 
a combination of 

2. The meaning of the term "drugs" will include but not be limited to 
cannabis as defined in 720 ILCS 550/3 and controlled substances as 
defined in Chapter 720, Article II of the Illinois Compiled Statutes, 
or as amended. 

3. In every instance when a complainant or a sworn member makes an 
allegation against a Department member relating to impairment while 
operating a motor vehicle, in addition to complying with the provisions 
of the addendum to this directive entitled "Specific Responsibilities," 
the procedures outlined below will be followed. 

a. The responsible command or supervisory member will: 

(1) obtain a Complaint Register number. 

Complaint and Disciplinary Procedures, 
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(2) ensure that a To-From-Subject report is obtained from each 
member having knowledge of the circumstances surrounding 
the complaint. 

(3 ) prepare a To-From-Subject 
preliminary investigation. 

report summarizing the 

b. Accused members will be requested to read and sign a Notification 
of Charges/Allegations (CPD-44.llS) to acknowledge that they have 
received a written copy of the specific allegations made against 
them. 

c. The incident will be investigated in accordance with the 
provisions of the Department directive entitled "Driving While 
under The Influence-Implied Consent" and any other related 
directives (e.g., "Traffic Crash Investigations"). 

d. When the accused member has complied wi th all the provisions 
(e.g., Alcohol/Drug Influence Report (CPD-22.118) I breath test) 
of the Department directive entitled "Driving While tinder The 
Influence - Implied Consent," it will not be necessary to repeat 
these procedures in the administrative phase of the 
investigation. In these cases, the investigating member will 
photocopy the completed form. The words "Administrative Phase" 
will be inserted in the DUI Citation Number section of the 
Alcohol/Drug Influence Report photocopy and noted as an 
attachment to the administrative phase of the CR file. 

4. The responsible command or supervisory member will advise the accused 
member when the criminal segment of the preliminary investigation has 
been terminated, regardless of whether or not the accused member is 
subsequently charged with a violation of 625 ILCS 5/11-501. When the 
accused member has not completed or has refused to comply with any of 
the tests required in the investigation of allegations of Driving While 
Under the Influence of Alcohol, Drugs or a Combination Thereof~Implied 
Consent (625 lLCS 5/11-501), as applicable, the following mandatory 
procedures will be required under Administrative Proceedings. 

a. The accused member will be: 

(1) presented with the Administrative Proceedings Rights form 
(CPD-44 .105) before being asked the questions in the 
"Interview" section of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report or 
any other questions which would tend to prove or disprove 
the allegation. 

(2) ordered to submit to a visual examination, the results of 
which will be recorded in the "Observations" section of the 
Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(3) ordered to complete the "Standardized Field Sobriety 
Tests," the results of which will be recorded on the 
Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(a) The investigating member will: 

i) 

H) 

use a separate Alcohol/Drug Influence Report 
for this administrative phase. 

insert the words "Administrative Phase" in the 
DUl Citation Number section (top center) of 
the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

Complaint and Disciplinary Procedures, 
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(b) 

iii) write "DNA" (Does Not Apply) over the Court 
Information section in the top right hand 
corner of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

iv) write the CR number in the Traffic 
Court/Records Unit Control Number section in 
the lower right hand corner of the 
Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

Standardized Field Sobriety Tests will be 
administered by a sworn member at least one rank 
above the rank of the member being examined. In 
those instances when the accused member is a 
supervisory member, the Standardized Field Sobriety 
Tests will be conducted by the watch commander' of 
t.he district. of occurrence. If the circumstances 
require the presence of an exempt member, this 
member will be responsible for signing the report. to 
indicate that his or her assessment. of the accused 
member's condition is basically consistent. wit.h that 
of the examiner. 

(4) ordered to answer ,the questions in t.he "Interview" section 
of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(5) ordered to submit to a breat.h test, the results of which 
will be entered into the "Breath Test" section of the 
Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(6) ordered to submit a urine specimen if physically incapable 
of taking a breath test and not hospitalized, if the 
results of the breath test are inconclusive, or if the 
results of the breath test are inconsistent with the degree 
of impairment or the allegation focuses upon drugs. Once 
a decision is 'made by the responsible command or 
supervisory member to have the accused member submi t a 
urine specimen, no action pertaining to the collection of 
the urine specimen will be initiated until after the 
Internal Affairs Division has been notified. Urine 
specimen containers can be obtained from the Internal 
Affairs Division on the 2~ and 3~ watches by calling Pax 
0610 and on the 1st watch by calling Pax 0301. 

b. The urine specimen will be: 

(1) collected in a manner that will preserve the dignity of the 
accused member and ensure the integrity of the sample. 

(2) collected in the presence of the investigating supervisor 
only if the supervisor is of the same sex as the accused 
member. When the supervisor is not of the same sex as the 
accused member, arrangements will be made to have a sworn 
member of the same sex as the accused member wit.ness the 
collection of the urine specimen. The responsible command 
or supervisory member will submit a To-From-Subject report 
which ident.ifies. the sample collection sit.e, the date and 
time of the collection, the identity of the wit.ness to the 
collection, and any other circumstances pertaining to th 
investigation. 
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(3) turned over to a member of the Internal Affairs Division 
who will assume the responsibility for ensuring that the 
urine specimen is properly secured in accordance with 
established division-level standard operating procedures, 
pending laboratory processing. 

c. If the accused member refuses to provide a urine specimen or has 
refused to complete or comply with any tests required in 
conjunction with the administrative segment of the investigation, 
a violation of the Department Rules and Regulations I 
"Disobedience of an Order or Directive Whether Written or Oral," 
will be added to the administrative charges against the accused 
member. 

d. All completed reports and forms relating to the incident will be 
distributed in accordance with the Department directive entitled 
"Driving While Under the Influence-Implied Consent" and/or the 
addendum to this order entitled "Reporting and Review 
Procedures," as applicable. 

F. Allegations of Impairment, Not Involving the Operation of a Vehicle- On or 
Off Duty 

1. Allegations of impairment, not involving the operation of a vehicle 
include: 

a. Alcohol Intoxication. 

Alcohol intoxication means that a person's mental or physical 
functioning is substantially impaired as a result of the use ·of 
alcohol. 

b. Being under the Influence of Drugs. 

Drugs include but are not limited to the following - cannabis as 
defined in 720 ILCS 550/3 and controlled substances as defined in 
Chapter 720, Article II of the Illinois Compiled Statutes, or as 
amended. 

c. Being under the Influences of a Combination of Alcohol and Drugs. 

2. Whenever a sworn member or complainant makes an allegation against a 
Department member relating to impairment not involving the operation of 
a vehicle, the procedures ou.tlined below will be followed. 

a. The responsible command or supervisory member will: 

(1) obtain a Complaint Register number. 

(2) ensure that a To-From-Subject report is obtained from each 
member having knowledge of the circumstances surrounding 
the complaint. 

( 3) prepare a To-From-Subject 
investigation. 

report summarizing the 

b. The accused member will be requested to read and sign a 
Notification of ChargeS/Allegations (CPD-44.115) to acknowledge 
that he or she has received a written copy of the specific 
allegations made against him or her and will be: 

Complaint and Disciplinary Procedures, 
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(1) presented with the Administrative P~oceedings Rights form 
(CPD-44.l05) before being asked the questions in the 
"Interview\\ section of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report or 
any other questions which would tend to prove or disprove 
the allegation. 

(2) ordered to submit to a visual examination, the results of 
which will be recorded in the "Observations" section of the 
Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(3) ordered to complete the Standardized Field Sobriety Tests, 
the results of which will be recorded on the Alcohol/Drug 
Influence Report. 

ta} The investigating member will: 

i) use a separate Alcohol/Drug Influence Report 
for this administrative phase. 

ii) insert the words "Administrative Phase" in the 
DUI Citation Number section (top center) of 
the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

iii) write "DNA" (Does Not Apply) over the Court 
Information section in the top· right hand 
corner of the Alcohol/Drug Influence report. 

iv) write the CR Number in the Traffic 
Court/Records unit Control Number section in 
the lower right hand corner of the 
Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(b) The Standardized Field sobriety Tests will be 
administered by a sworn member at least one rank 
above the rank of the member being examined. In 
those instances when the accused member is a 
supervisory member, the Standardized Field Sobriety 
Tests will be conducted by .the wat.ch commander of 
the district of occurrence. If the circumstances 
require the presence of an exempt member, this 
member will be responsible for signing the report to 
indicate that his or her assessment of the accused 
member's condition is basically consistent with that 
of the examiner. 

(4) ordered to answer the questions in the "Interview" section 
of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(5) ordered to submit to a breath test, except when the 
allegation focuses exclusively on drugs, the results of 
which will be recorded in the "Breath Test" section of the 
Alcohol/Drug influence Report. 

(6) ordered to submit a urine specimen if physically incapable 
of taking a breath test and not hospitalized, or if the 
results of the breath test are inconclusive, or if the 
results of the breath test are inconsistent with the degree 
of impairment or the allegation focuses upon drugs. One'''' 
a decision is made by the responsible command 
supervisory member to have the accused member submit cI. 

urine specimen., no action pertaining to the collection of 
the urine specimen will be initiated until after the 
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Internal Affairs Division has been notified. Urine 
specimen containers can be obtained from the Internal 
Affairs Division on the 2~ and 3~ watches by calling Pax 
0610 and on the lot watch by calling Pax 0301. 

c. The urine specimen will be: 

(1) collected in a manner that will preserve the dignity of the 
accused member and ensure the integrity of the sample. 

(2) collected in the presence of the investigating supervisor 
only if the supervisor is of the same sex as the member. 
When the supervisor is not of the same sex as the accused 
member, arrangements will be made to have a sworn member of 
the same sex as the accused member witness the collection 
of the urine specimen. The responsible command or 
supervisory member will submit a TO-From-Subject report 
which identifies the sample collection site, the date and 
time of the collection, the identity of the witness to the 
collection, ~nd any other circumstances pertaining to the 
investigation. 

(3) turned over to a member of the Internal Affairs Division 
who will assume the responsibility for ensuring that the 
urine specimen is properly secured in accordance with 
established division-level standard operating procedures, 
pending processing by a medical laboratory. 

d. If the accused member refuses to provide a urine specimen or has 
refused to complete or comply with any tests required in 
conjunction with the administrative segment of the investigation, 
a violation of the Department Rules and Regulations (e. g. , 
disobedience of an order or directive whether written or oral) 
will be added to the administrative charges against the accused 
member. 

e. All completed reports and forms relating to the incident will be 
distributed in accordance with the procedures established in the 
addendum to this order entitled "Reporting and Review 
Procedures." 

G. Allegations of Miscellaneous Drug Related Activity - On or Off Duty 

1. Allegations of miscellaneous drug related activity include but are not 
limited to a member's: 

a. unauthorized involvement 
the illegal use, sale, 
possession of drugs. 

with a person or enterprise engaged in 
delivery, manufacture, purchase, or 

NOTE: For the purpose of this order, the meaning of the words 
"person" and "enterprise ll will be understood to be that of 
the definitions provided in Chapter 725, Act 175. Section 
3. of the Illinois Compiled Statutes. 

b. illegal sale, delivery, manufacture. purchase, possession, or use 
of drugs. 

2. Whenever an allegation against a Department member concerning any of 
the above categories of conduct is received, the responsible command or 
supervisory member will obtain a Complaint Register number. 

Complaint and Disciplinary procedures, 
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3. The Complaint Register investigation and the preliminary 
of all criminal charges, where applicable, will be 
conformance with existing Department procedures. 

investigation 
conducted in 

4. Whenever the results of the preliminary criminal investigation indicate 
reasonable grounds to believe that the accused member is involved in 
illegal drug related activity, or upon completion of the initial stages 
of an administrative investigation which indicates reasonable grounds 
to believe that the accused member is personally using illicit drugs or 
is personally misusing legally prescribed or dispensed medications, the 
accused member will be required to submit a urine specimen in 
accordance with the procedures established in Item II-E-4-b of this 
addendum. 

H. Allegation of Misconduct for a Member Striking a Citizen with an Object 

Whenever an allegation of misconduct for a member striking a citizen with an 
object is made, the watch commander will ensure that: 

1. an evidence technician is requested to inventory the item(s) allegedly 
used. 

2. the assigned evidence technician hand-carries the inventoried item(s) 
to the Forensic Services Section. 

3. OPS is notified and provided with the applicable inventory numbers. 

4. the member reports to Operations Command, 
temporary replacement of the affected item 
handgun) . 

I. Repeated Minor Infractions 

if necessary, to obtain 
(e.g., flashlight, baton, 

Department members who have repeated minor infractions will, in addition to 
any disciplinary action, be processed in accordance with the Department 
directive entitled "personnel Concerns." 

J. Civil Suits Against Department Members 

Allegations against Department members contained in a civil complaint will be 
handled in accordance with the Department directive ent~tled "Disseminating 
Information in Civil and/or Criminal Legal Actions and in Civil Suits Against 
Department Members." However, if the complaint alleges conduct which would 
be a violation of Department rules, regulations, or directives and has not 
been the subject of a previous Complaint Register investigation, a Complaint 
Register number will be obtained. 

K. Verbal Abuse 

1. A complaint of verbal abuse against a Department member, which includes 
the use of profane, insolent, or disrespectful language, will require 
the obtaining of a Complaint Register number to record the incident and 
facilitate an inquiry as to its validity. 

2. The manner of speaking as well as the choice of words must be 
considered in determining whether or not a member has verbally abused 
a citizen. 

3. Whenever an allegation of verbal abuse is the only allegation made, in 
addition to complying with the applicable provisions of this order, the 
procedures outlined below will be followed. 

Complaint and Disciplinary Procedures, 
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a. The supervispr assigned to the Complaint Register investigation 
will record his findings on a Summary Report Digest form (CPD-
44 .112A) . 

b. The unit commanding officer will review the Summary Report Digest 
form and forward the report through channels to the Internal 
Affairs Division. 

L. Orders of Protection Against Sworn Members 

Orders of Protection are court issued by a judge directing a "respondent" 
(the accused) to perform certain acts or to refrain from committing certain 
acts. Effective 1 January 1996, a member who is a respondent in an order of 
protection, issued on or after that date, may be ordered by the court to 
surrender the member' sduty firearm(s) and the member's non-duty related 
firearms as one of the remedies listed on a "plenary" (permanent) order [725. 
ILCS 5/112A-14 (b) (14.5); effective January 1, 1996]. A plenary order of 
protection is for a stated period not to e~ceed two years. Usually, before 
a plenary order can be issued, an emergency order of protection must be 
entered and a hearing date set to examine the "petitioner" (the accuser) 
under oath to ascertain whether there is any "danger of the illegal use of 
firearms" by the respondent. The following procedures are appiicable to any 
order of protection issued by either the criminal or civil courts. 

1. When a member is served with a Notice to Appear or is otherwise 
notified or made aware of an order of protection (regardless of the 
source), where the member is the "respondent," or if the member 
receives notice that the petitioner has sought modification and 
reopening of a "current" order of protection, the men~er will: 

a. immediately prepare a TO-From-Subject report indicating the date 
and time the member was served or became aware of the existence 
of or modification to the order of protection, and also indicate 
the date and time of any future court appearance as listed on any 
document received or of which the member is aware. In addition, 
the member will list the CR number and date ·of incident of any 
pending CR investigation, if known by the member. 

b. submit the report, with copies of all documents, to the member's 
watch commander/ watch operation lieutenant for review and 
forwarding. 

2. The watch commander/watch operation lieutenant will review and sign the 
report and immediately forward the original report, with copies of all 
documents, to the General Counsel, Office of the Superintendent, and 
forward additional copies to the Assistant Deputy Superintendent, lAD, 
the Chief Administrator of OPS, and to the member's unit commanding 
officer of exempt rank to be retained in unit files. 

3. OPS will, upon receipt of the report, review its records to determine 
if a CR number has been issued against the member for the incident that 
precipitated the issuance of the order of protection. If a CR number 
has not been initiated, OPS will review the order of protection and all 
documents and issue a CR number. Both lAD and OPS will maintain a file 
of all current orders of protection (including expiration date) issued 
against Department members for access by supervisory personnel. 

4. Designated members from lAD and OPS will appear in court for the 
hearing on the indicated date and time. 

COloplaint and Disciplinary Procedures, 
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a. Should a plenary order of protection be issued by the judge at 
that hearing which includes as a remedy, "the prohibition of 
firearm possession", the lAD representative will: 

(1) if the hearing is held in criminal court, request the 
assistant state's attorney to provide the Department with 
a copy of the plenary order of protection. If the hearing 
is held in civil court, the lAD representative will request 
the petitioner's attorney to provide a copy of the plenary 
order of protection. 

(2) deliver to the member a copy of a Noti'f ication of Duty 
Restrictions (CPD-44.301) instructing the member to 
surrender the member's duty and non-duty firearms as 
directed by the court. Unless some other timetable is 
provided for in a court order, the member will be ordered 
to immediately surrender their firearms to the lAD 
representative at the Evidence and Recovered Property 
Section. 

(3) contact the Field Inquiry Section of the Records Division 
to obtain a listing of all firearms registered to the 
member. 

(4) inventory the firearms in accordance with the Department 
directive entitled'''Firearms Taken Into Custody or Turned 
In." The notation "Police Officer's Weapon - Do Not Mark 
or Destroy" will be entered in the "Comments" field on the 
Recovery screen of the eTrack application. On the 
Classifidation screen, the action "Hold for Investigation" 
will be checked and the star number of the person assigned 
to the investigation entered in the appropriate box. 
Multiple firearms may be entered on a single property 
inventory. The lAD representative will provide the member 
with the owner's/citizen copy of the inventory. 

(5) provide the member with written notification directing the 
member to report to the Personnel Division to surrender his 
or her star, shield and I.D. card and to receive 
information concerning the disposition of duty status. 

b. Immediately following the hearing, the designated member from OPS 
will prepare a To-From-Subject report to the Superintendent of 
Police summarizing all available information from the case file 
and the hearing. 

c. If a "prohibition of firearm possession" remedy is not included 
in the plenary order of protection, the lAD representative will 
still request a copy of the order from the court to be included 
in the member's case file. 

d. Nothing in this order precludes the Superintendent from 
exercising his or her prerogative to immediately suspend or 
reassign a member, based on the circumstances of each individual 
case. 

5. If a member is subject to an order of protection issued in another 
state, the member will submit a TO-From-Subject report outlining the 
circumstances as prescribed in Item II-L-l of this addendum. OPS wil­
investigate the circumstances and will obtain a CR number I L. 
appropriate. 

Complaint and Disciplinary Procedures, 
Addendum SB 10 

CITY-BG-059051



6. If at some future date, a member receives a written court order, issue' 
by a judge, that allows the member to possess firearms, the memberwilJ 
prepare a To-From-Subject report to the member's commanding officer, 
attaching a copy of that order. The watch commander/watch operation£ 
lieutenant will forward the report as directed in Item II-L-20f this 
addendum. 

7. The Evidence and Recovered Property Section will not release an 
officer's firearms inventoried pursuant to Item II-L of this addendum 
without the express written authorization of lAD. 

III. ADMONISHMENTS 

A supervisor or command officer, or any member acting in such capacity, may exercise 
the prerogative of immediate correction or admonishment of a subordinate whenever 
the nature or circumstances of. an incident do not warrant a reprimand or 
disciplinary action. If the application of immediate correction or admonishment is 
not effective, i.e., the conduct of the member indicates a repetitive pattern of 
irregularities, the procedures contained in the addendum to this dierctive entitled 
"Summary Punishment" will be followed. 

IV. DEPARTMENT MEMBERS UNDER INVESTIGATION BY ANY OUTSIDE LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY 

A. A Department member who is under investigation by any outside law enforcement 
agency, or having knowledge that another member is under investigation by any 
law enforcement agency, whether or not that member has been contacted by that 
agency, ~ill immediately submit a To-From-Subject report of the information, 
in triplicate, to his ,or her unit commanding officer. 

B. The unit commanding officer will immediately forward the original copy of the 
report to the Chief Administrator, Office of Professional Standards, and a 
copy to the Assistant Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affairs Division. A 
copy will also be retained in unit files, 

Indicates new or revised material. 
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DATE OF ISSUE EFFECTIVE DATE NO. 

REVISION TO: 
Department General Order 93-03 03 July 2008 04 July 2008 OSC 

SUBJEC'!' ru::SCINOS 

SPECIAL SITUATIONS 
DISTfU­
SVTION 

C 

I. PURPOSE 

This directive revises procedures relative to allegatjons of impairment, involving 
the operation of a vehicle - on or off duty. 

II. REVISIONS 

A. Item 1I-E-3 is revised to read: 

3. In every instance when a complainant or a Sworn member makes an 
allegation against a Department membe~ relating to impairment while 
operating a motor vehicle, the incident will be investigated in 
accordance with the provisions of the Department directive entitled 
"Driving While Under 'I'he Influence-Implied Consent" and "Specific 
Responsibili ties," and any other rela ted direct! ves (e. g" "Traffic 
Crash Investigations"). The procedures outlined below will be 
followed. 

a. The assigned supervisory member will: 

(1) obtain a Complaint Register Log number. 

(2) make immediate notifications to the watch commander .in the 
district of occurrence and then the on-duty Assistant 
Deputy Superintendent assigned to Operations Command. 

NOTE: Operations Command will notify the JAI) call-out 
supervisor. 

(3) ensure that a To-From-Subject report is obtained from each 
member having knowledge of the circumstances surrounding 
the complaint, prior to the end of that tour of duty. 

b. 2'he watch commander will immediately respond to the scene of the 
inciden t and ensure adherence to I)l2partmen t pol icies and 
procedures. 

c. If the accused member has complied with all. the prOvisions of the 
Department directive entitled "Driving While Under 'l'he Influence­
Implied Consent," it will not be necessary to repeat these 
procedures in the administrative phase of the investi'Jation. The 
lAD call-out supervisor will: 

(1) photocopy the completed form; 

(2) insert the words "Administrative Phase" in the DUI Citation 
Number section of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report 
photocopy. 

NOTE: The photocopy will be included as an attachment to 
the adrninistrative phase of the CH fj.le. 

8. Item 11-£-4 is revised to read: 

4. The assigned supervisory member will advise the accused member when the 
criminal segment of the preliminary investigation has been terminated, 
regardless of whether or not the aCcused member is subsequently charged 
with a violation of 625 ILCS 5/11-501. When the accused member has not 
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completed or has refused to comply with any of the tests required in 
the investigation of allegations of Driving While Under the Influence 
of Alcohol, Drugs or a Combination Thereof-Implied Consent (625 ILCS 
5/11-501), as applicable, the following mandatory procedures .will be 
required uhder Administrative Proceedings. 

a. The JAD ca1.1.-out supervisor will; 

(1) prepare a Notification of ChargesIAl1egat.ions(CPD-44 .. 105) 
form, present it to the accused member, and request the 
accused member to read and si.gn the notification wh.ich will 
acknowledge that they have received a written copy of the 
specific allegations made against them. 

(2) order the accused member to submit to a visual examination, 
the results of which will be recorded in the "Observations" 
section of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(3) order the accused member to complete the "Standardized 
field Sobriety Tests," the results of which will be 
recorded on the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(a) The ca.L~-out supervisor will; 

i) use a separate Alcohol/Drug Influence Report 
for this administrative phase than the report 
prepared for the criminal phase. 

ii) insert the words "Administrative Phase" in the 
001 Citation Number section (top center) of 
the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

iii) write "DNA" (Does Not Apply) over the Court 
Information section in the top right-hand 
corner of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

iv) write the CR number in the Traffic Court/ 
Records Unit Control Number section in the 
lower. right-hand corner of the;! lUcohol/D.Cllg 
Influence Report. 

(b) Jf the accused is a supervisory member of the rank 
of lieutenant or above, the Standardized Field 
Sobriety Tests will be conducted by the watch 
commander assigned to the district of occurrence. 
I f the circumstances require the presencE:~ of an 
exempt member, the exempt member will sign the 
report to indicate that their assessment of the 
accused member'S condition is basically consistent 
with that of the examiner. 

(4) order the accused member to answer the questions in the 
"Interview" section of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

(S) order the accused member to submit to a .breath test I thr:~ 
results of which will be entered into the "Breath Test U 

settion of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

{61 order the accused member to submit a urine specimen if: 

(a) physically incapable of taking a breath test and not 
hospitalized; 

(b) .the results of the breath test are inconclusive; 

CompJa.int and Disc,i,p.l:i.I1,'r.y /?,t'ocedur.es, Addendum 58 2 
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(c) the results of the breath test are inconsisteryt with 
the degree of impairment; or 

(d) the allegation focuses upon drugs. 

b. If it is necessary to collect a urine specimen, the urine 
specimen will be: 

(I) collected in a manner that will preserve the dignity of the 
accused member and ensure the integrity of the sample. 

(2) collected in the presence of the call-out supervisor only 
if the call-out supervisor is of the same sex as the 
accused member. If the call-out supervisor is not of the 
same sex as the accused member,arrangements will be made 
to have a sworn member of the same sex as the accused 
member witness the collection of the urine specimen. The 
assigned supervisory member will submit a TO~from-Subject 
report identifying the sample collection site, the date and 
time of the collection, the identity of the witness to the 
collection, and any other circumstances pertaining to the 
investigat~on, prior to the end of that tour of duty. 

(3) turned over to the call-out supervisor who is responsible 
for ensuring that the urine specimen is properly secured in 
accordance wi th establ i shed di v ision-level standard 
operating procedures, p.ending laboratory processing. 

c. If the accused member refuses to complete or comply with any 
tests required in conjunction with the administrative segment of 
the investigation, a violation of the Department Rules and 
Regulations, "Disobedience of an Order or Directive Whether 
Written or Oral,u will be added to the administrative charges 
against the accused member. 

d. All completed reports and forms relating to the incident will be 
distributed in accordance with the Department directive entitled 
"Driving While Under the Influence-Implied Consent" and/or the 
addendum to this order entitled "Reporting and Heview 
Procedures," as applicable. The administrative phase reports 
will NOT be included in the court file/transmittal. 

C. Item II-M is added to read: 

M. Personal Injury Traffic Crashes Involving Off-Duty Department Members 

1. When a field unit responding to a personal injll1:Y traFf.i.c cI;'ash 
investigation becomes aware that the crash involves an off-duty 
Departmen t member I the responding uni t w.Ul .immedia tely notify 
the watch commander assigned to the disl:rict of occu.crence and 
request a field lieutenant respond to the scene. 

NOTE: If a field lieutenant is not avai-lable, the watch commander 
will respond and assume the responsibi.liCies of the fieJd 
lieutenant. 

2. A field lieutenant assigned to the district of occurrence, will 
respond to the scene and determine if impairment from alcohol or 
other substances is evident. 

a. If impairment from alcohol or other substances is not 
evident, the traffic crash investigation will be processed 
consistent with the Department directive entitled "Traffic 
Crash Investigations. H 
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b. If impairment is suspected, in addition to ensuring 
compliance with the provisions outlined .in Item II-E: of 
this directive, the field lieutenant will j.mmediateJ.y 
notify the wa tch commander. 

1) The watch commander will. not.tfy the on-duty 
Assistant Deputy Superintendent, Operations Command. 

2) 

3) 

The on-duty Assistant 
Opera tions Command, wi 11 
supervisor is notified. 

Deputy Superintendent, 
ensure the lAD caLL-out 

The lAD call-out supervJ.sor will 
scene and conduct an investigation 
Item II-E of this directive. 

respond to the 
consistent wj.th 

Superintendent of Police 

New or revised items indicated by italics. 
08~022 AMg 
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REVISION TO: 

General Order 93-0J-OSB 

SUBJEC'r 

DAl'E OF ISSUE 

16 cJuly 2010 

DISl'RX­
BU'I'ION 

EFFECTXV£ 01\','£ tilo. 

16 J'uly 20J.0 5D 

RESCINDS 

PECIAL SI'l'UATIONS 

I. PURPOSE 

This revision introduces the prohibition for command sta.ff: members and SWO;CD 

Department members, in compliance with any applicable collective ba)~gaining 
ag-reement, from consuming alcohol within the four-hour period preceding the 
start of a p:t"eviously scheduled shift or after receiving- notice to report for 
duty. 

II. REVISION 

Item II-N is added and reads: 

N. p:t"ohibition on the Consumption of Alcohol Prior to Heporting for Duty 

:L. Command staff and sworn Department members are p:r:ohibi ted from 
consuming alcohol wi thin the four-hour ped.od preceding t.he start 
of a previously scheduled shift or after receiving notice (:0 

report for duty, in compliance with any applicable collective 
bargaining agreement. 

2. Whenever a reporting party, upon signed affidavit, or sworn 
member makes an allegation agains t a Department member relating 
to the prohibition on the consumption of a.lcohol prior to 
reporting for duty, the responsible command s tafE or supervisory 
member will: 

a. obtain a Complaint Number. 

b. ensure that a To-From-Subject report i.s obtained from each 
member having knowledge of the circumstances surrounding 
the incident prior to the end of their tour of duty. 

c. prepare a To - From- Subj ect report summarizing t.he 
investigation. 

d. prepare a Notification of Charges/Allega.tions (CPD-44 .11!») 
:Corm, present it to the accused member, and :r.:equest the 
accused member read and sign the notification whicb. will 
acknowledge that they have received a written copy of the 
specific allegations made against them. 

e. prepare an Alcohol/Drug Influence Report t.o document t.he 
observation of the accused member.' and the a.dministrat:i.on of 
the breath test. 

(1) insert the words "Administrative" in the DUI Cital:ion 
Number section{ 

(2 ) wri te "DNA" (Does Not Apply) over the Court 
Information section{ and 

(3 ) write the Complaint Number in the 'rr:affic 
Court/Records Oni t Control Number sect.ion. 
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f. order the accused member to submit to a. visual examination, 
the results of which will be recorded in the "Observations· 
section of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

g. order the accused member to submi t to a breath tes t, L. •. ,~ 

results of which will be entered into the "Breath Test· 
section of the Alcohol/Drug Influence Report. 

h. forward all completed reports and forms rela,ting to the 
incident, including a copy of the breath cest results. in 
accordance with the procedures established in the addendum 
entitled "Reporting and Review Procedures." 

3. If the accused member refuses to comply with any test pursuant to 
this process. it is a violation of the Department Rules and 
Regulations. (e.g .. disobedience of an order or directive whether 
written or oral), and will result in additional administrative 
charges against the member. which may include discipline up to 
and including separation. 

Superintendent of Police 

© Chicago Police Department, June 2010 
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OJ\'!'£ OF :ISSUE 

SPECIAL SITUATIONS 
----------------~--------------------------------~----~~----.----------.------~----

I. PURPOSE 

This directive is revised to include contractual changes following the 2009 
ratification of the collective bargaining agreements between the City of 
Chicago and the Police Benevolent and Protective Association bargaining 
uni l:S . 

II. Item V is added as follows: 

V. RESIGN1\'J'ION WHILE UNDER INVESTIGATION 

09-19'.') 513 

A. In accOJ~dance wi th the appJ.':i.ca.ble c:onx.:ca.ctucl.l agn~ernE-~.ox, t.11€ 
Superintendent has t.he disc:cetion to c\ecide wll(;~tl:Je:r.' <:1. c:cl.ptaio's, 
1 :Leue.enant.' s or sergeant:' S pe:csonnc",l 'f: 1.1e ~>.h()uld. Sl':a.te t:b.c.1.1;: l::11.e 
member resigned or retired "wh:Lle undt7::r' invesl'::i.g<::I.t:.:i.o.(I." bs.~;ed on. 
the t:otality or the circumstances su:r.:cound:i.n~) l:l1e j .. r:J.'ve~;t.igat:ion, 

including, but not limited to: 

1. tbe likelihood t.hat the invesl:..i.gat.:i.on w.i .. I.:t :cesu.lt. in i':\ 

sustained finding accompani(-;d by a rl~c::()n\lJle:lJ.di:1.tion :t:o:c a 
substantial disciplinary penalt.y; 

2. the possibilit.y that the invest.:i.qar.ion may J:·e,;tJ.lt in the 
decert. i·f ication at tl1eme.IlI:r)e)~ o.s a. peace ot :f:i.r::e:( ... ,;u:J.d./o:c 

3. the ext;ent. 
inves tigal".i.on 
employment:. 

l:o wh,ich l:h.e 
bot.h betore 

mel1lbe.r. .has c::oope:J;';'l.tecl. io. 
and (;;1.:f:t.e:(' the:i.:c S<:!Pf.l:C'<::1.t::i.on 

thE:\ 
f:rom 

NO'l'E: '1'11.12 sa.me standa·.t·d also g'oveJ:ns WhE"':.he:c \';1'le caJ?t.~a.:i.n, 
lieutenant. or se:cgeant. w:i.ll :I~ecej.ve· l:u.11 :cel:i:c<::~lUent 

credentials or a:rl'y ()l·.b.e)~ po!::;tel.nployrneut. hono:r.ary 
benefit:s and emolument~;. 

B. In, the event. that the bargain:i.ng units OJ:' the indj,,~·id.ui:l.l ca.pt.a:i.'n., 
1. ieu tenant, OJ: sergeant. disagrees wi t.h t:.he ~ilrr;H:.~d.nu:~ndent' s 
decision, ei·t.her party may f:i.1·e a grievCl .. rJ.ce pUXF;uant: \:0 Section 
9.2 of t.he Agr.eement or subl1lit tbe g.l:'i.evan.ce 1:.0 medii;\t:i.on, bttt: 

the grievance shall not be SUb)Jfji;";:-
. ~upe:c:i.nl:end.ent Or: Pol ice 

© Chicago police Department, September 2010 
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ADDENDUM TO: 

General Order 93-3 13 January 1993 15 January 1993 6 

D •• ' ... • ,,'.CIMO. 
_&I l' ICHe 

~USPENSION/OPTIONS C 

I. PURPOSE 

Thiu addendum: 

- A. delineatee procedure a relative to suspensions. 

B. identifies the responaibilities and options of the accused member. 

C. deaignates responsibility for destruction of disciplinary records. 

II. SUSPENSION/OPTIONS 

A. When a member is to be ordered suspended, a suspension Notification (CPO..., 
44.102), in duplicate, will be forwarded to the member's unit of assignment-by 

-the Office of' Profesaional Standarda or the Internal Affairs Division, aD 
appropriate. 

B. The unit commanding officer will ensure that the Suspension Notification i8 
hand-delivered to the member being suspended, or to an adult member of 'the 
member'a household. If two peraonal attempta to aerve the member or an adult 
member of his household reuultin no response, the Suspension Notification may 
be left at the residence address the member has reported to the Department. 

C. When the unit commanding officer or his designee has served the Suapension 
Notification on the member being suspended, one copy of the notification will 
be given to the member, the remaining copy will be signed by the person who 
served the notification, who will indicate the date and time of service, and 
return it to the issuing unit within 24 hours. 

D. When the unit commanding officer or his designee has made two peraonlll attempts 
at service without a responss and a copy of the Suspension Notification is left 
at the residence address of the member, the remaining copy will be signed by the 
person attempting service, containing a certification attesting to ,the attempts 
at service, and be returned to the issuing unit within 24 houra. 

E. Options to suspension may be granted by the Superintendent to a member who has 
been ordered suspended for a opecified number of days. 

F. The Superintendent may permit the member to satisfy all or part of the 
suspension by forfeiture of compensatory time earned, by forfeiture of days of 
accumulated vAcation/furlough time up to one...,half of the member's authorized 
vacation/furlough, by forfeiture of any combination of compensatory time earned 
and accumulated vacation/furlough daya not to exceed one-half of the member's 
authorized vacation/furlough, or by forfeiture of one or more of the mernber'a 
perBonal days or authorized baby furlough days. 

c. The Superintendent may also permit the member to satiafy all or part of the 
Buspension by working regular scheduled days off without compensation if the 
affected member is exempt from the overtime compensation provisions of the 
Federal Fair Labor Standards act (i.e., not subject to mandAtory time and one­
half pay rate compensation for overtime hours worked according to provision of 
the Act). These members will not be allowed to satisfy a suspension by working 
regular scheduled days off without compensation on paid holidays established by 
City Ordinance and may not exceed the limit of working one regular scheduled day 
off without compensation per calendar week unless a three day weekend is 
involved, in which case the member may work two regular scheduled days off. 

CITY-BG-059060



H. The suspended member' a unit commanding officer, any super1.cr Ol:rl.cer .loU l..UU 

chain of command, the Assiotant Deputy Superintendent, Interna1 Affaira " 
Division, or Administrators of the Office of Professional Standards m.lly. 
recommend that.the Superintendent NOT grant options to suspension. 

I. When the Superintendent has signed a suspension order and has granted options 
to suspension, the case file will be forwarded to the Finance Division. 

J. The Finance Division will prepare an Election/Rejection of Options to suspensi 
(CPD-6l.416), in triplicate, and will forward the original and one copy to the 
unit of aosignment of the member facing suspension. 

K. Upon receipt of the forma at the member's unit of ASSignment, the watch 
commander or unit commanding officer will: 

1. inform the member that options to suspension have been granted by the 
Superintendent. 

2. record the date and time the member was notified on each copy of the form, 
and affix his signature. ' 

3. advise the member that he must complete and return the original copy of the 
form to the unit within 72 houro after the date and time of notification 
recorded on the form if he elects to exercise options to suspension. 

4. give the original copy to the member and retain the duplicate copy in unit 
files. ' 

L. When ,a member facing suspenaion returns a completed Election/Rejection of 
Options to Suspension within the 72 hour time period and the form indicates that 
the member elects to exercise optiona, the unit timekeeper will complete the 
certification of compensatory time earned, vacation/furlough time, personal days 
and authorized baby furlough days accredited to the member, sign the form, and 
forward it to the Finance Division without 4nnecessary delay. 

M. Members facing suspension who do not return a comple'ted Election/Rejection of 
Options to Suspension within the 72 hour time period will be considered as 
having rejected options. In such cases, after the 72 hour period of time has 
elapeed without rssponse from the member, the unit commanding officer Wi 

ensure the completion of the unit copy of the form indicating "Opti-. 
Rejected," and forward the form to the Finance Division in order that a 
suspension order may bs issued. 

N. If a member of the Department is ordered suspended for more than 30 days, the 
City of Chicago will not make the premium payment for the member's 
hospitalization insurance. In Buchinstances the Personnel Division will notify 
the suspended member, by certified mail, of the a9tion the member must take to 
ensure the continuation of any insurance coverage during the period of 
suspension. 

o. When a sworn member is ordered suspended, he will turn in his star, his shield, 
and his identification card to his commanding officer. When a civilian member 
is ordered suspended, he will turn in his identification card to his commanding 
officer. These articles will be returned to the member when he is returned to 
duty. Failure to turn in this Department equipment will result in further 
disciplinary action against the member. 

P. A 'sworn member of the Department is bound by the Rules, Regulations, directives 
and orders of the Chicago Police Department while on Buspension, leave of 
absence or disability penaion, except those rules, regulations, directives and 
orders which require the exercise of direct police action by a member or which 
by their very nature do not apply. A sworn member of the Department while on 
suspenSion, leave of absence or disability pension will NOT: 

1. exercise the police powers of a Chicago Police Officer. 

2. carry a weapon. 

2 
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3. be required to appear at court hearings in casea in which he was the 
arresting officer when such hearings are scheduled dur~ng the period of 
t.Lme the member will be on suspension, leave of Aboence or disability 
pension, unless subpoenaed. 

Q. A sworn member who is scheduled to appear at a court hearing while on 
suspension, leave of absence or disability penoion, unleas subpoenaed will 
notify a oupervisor of his unit of assignment at leaat one hour before the' 
scheduled court call. (In the event a unit receives notification of court cases 
requiring the appearance of a member during such member' 0 period of absence, and 
there is no other arresting officer available, the unit of assignment of the 
member will request continuances of the cases to a date SUbBOquent to the 
member's ocheduled return to duty.) 

.' 
R. Expungement of Records of Complaints 

1. Disciplinary investigation files, other than Polica Board casea, will be 
destroyed by the Internal Affairs Division five years aftar the date of the 
incident or the date upon which the violation iu discovered, whichever is 
longer, unleus the investigation relates to a matter which has been subject 
to either civil or criminal court litigation or arbitration prior to. the 
expiration of the five year period. In such instances, the Complaint 
Register case files normally will be destroyed five years after the date of 
the final arbitration award or the final court adjudication, unleuu a 
pattern of sustained infractions exists. 

2. Any information of an adverse employment natura which may be contained in 
any unfounded, exonerated or otherwise not sustained file, ahall not be 
used against the member in any future proceedings. 

~-/,£-1~, 
Superintendent :;::l~~ ~ 

Indicatee new or revised item. 

87-028 BW 
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ADDENDUM TO: 
General Order 93-3 

",.CCY,vl; DATa ~DO(NOU"" "".; 

13 January 1993 15 January 1993 7 

O,.T'" ~ "cae '"P. 
aUllOM 

SUMMARY PUNISHMENT C 

I. PURPOSE 

This addendum: 

A. defines the scope of summary punishment. 

B. identifies acts and omissions which are considered less serious transgressi.ons. 

c. outlines procedures to be followed in administering summary punishment to sworn 
and civilian members of the Department. 

D. provides penalty guidelines for supervisory and command members to ensuJ;e 
uniformity in administering summary punishment. 

E. outlines requirements and procedures to be followed for sUllllllary punishment 
action, penaltl' appeal and challenges to summary punishment for sworn and 
civilian members of the Department. 

F. introduces the Summary Punishment Action Request form, CPO-ll.635, Revised 3/92 
(SPAR) • 

G. discontinues the summary Punishment Action Request form, CPD-l1.635, Revised 
9/79. 

II. DEFINITIONS 

A. SUMMARY PUNISHMENT: an alternative to Complaint Register disciplinary 
procedures for conduct defined as a less serious transgression which is observed 
by or comes to the attention of a Department supervisor or command memb'er. 

8. LESS SERIOUS TRANSGRESSION: an act or omission li.sted in Item IV of this 
addendum which warrants prompt and appropriate action but does not require a 
complaint Register number. 

C. HEARING OFFICER: command personnel of exempt rank who conduct hearings with the 
affected member (see Item VI-C-l of this addendum). 

D. SUMMARY PUNISHMENT ACTION/PENALTY APPEAL: a request mads by an affected member 
to have a hearing officer review the particular facts of a summary punishment 
application and render a decision regarding the action and/or penalty. 

III. GENERAL INFORMATION 

A. All members who have the right to have volunteer bargaining unit representati.on 
can exercise that right at hearings, if such representation is available at the 
time of the hearing. Members not covered by a bargaining unit agreement can 
also have a voluntary assisting member present at hearings. The Department will 
not unreasonably defer or postpone its intended disciplinary action because of 
the unavailability of a member's representative. 

8. A Department member initiating summary punishment procedures will also be 
cognizant of the affected members individual contract agreement (e.g., AFSCME 
pre-disciplinary provisions, etc.) relative to disciplinary action. 

C. Nothing in this addendum precludes obtaining a complaint Register number when 
it is deemed appropriate. 

D. If a member develOps a history of repeated less serious transgressions, a 
Complaint Register number may be obtained and the provisions set forth in 
addenda 1 through 6 of this directive will be followed. 

E. summary punishment will NOT be used to process a citizen's complaint. 
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F. Supervisors will exercise discretion in the application of summary punishment. 
The supervisor will prior to initiating summary punishment be cognizant of tlie 
applicable provisions of any agreement (contract) pertaining to the member to 
be disciplined. Supervisory counseling and discretion will be administered 
prior to the application of summary punishment when the transgression allows for 
auch action. Care will be taken to ensure that critical assignments are not 
left uncovered as a result of the application of summary punishment. 

G. Each level of review has the authority to recommend an alternate penalty within 
the applicable schedule. 

H. Action recommended under summary punishment procedure will not bar a 
recommendation for a more severe penalty by a higher level of authority. 

I.. When the hearing officer determines, in light of the totality of the 
circumstances, that the scheduled penalty is too severe, he may recommend a 
summary punishment disciplinary action which is less than the minimal scheduled 
penalty. 

J. The Asoistant Deputy Superintendent, Internal Affairs Division, has the 
authority to implement the approved penalty following final waiver or exhaustion 
of the appeal process. 

K. In all cases where the member has marked the "Request Hearing" square on the 
Summary Punishment Action Request, a To-From-Subject report requesting a hearing 
will be required within 24 hours (excluding days off). Failure to submit a 
report within the preocribed time limits constitutes a waiver of any future 
hearing. 

IV. LESS SERIOUS TRANSGRESSIONS 

A. The list of less serious transgressions is as follows: 

1. Being unfit for duty for reasons other than those which justify action 
under a Complaint Register investigation. 

2. Absence without permission under conditions which do not necessitate 
Complaint Register investigation. 

3. Violation of medical roll procedure under conditions which do not 
necessitate a Complaint Register investigation. 

4. Tardiness in reporting for duty or for required court appearance. 

S. Failure to appear in court or to notify superiors of an inability to 
appear. 

6. Failure to: 

a. comply with the provisions of the General Order entitled 
"Uniforms/Citizen's Dress and Personal Equipment." 

b. appear in the prescribed uniform in court, at disciplinary hearings, 
and at other official hearings, except when assigned to citizens 
dress duty. 

7. Failure to wear/carry personal radio properly, maintain authorized 
equipment, and/or wear a properly adjusted and fastened seat belt when 
operating a Department vehicle or riding as a front seat passenger in such 
vehicle. 

8. Failure of a aworn member to comply with the requirementa outlined in 
Department directivea concerning Department and personal weapons or 
ammunition. 

9. Failure to report back in service immediately upon completion of an 
assignment or to notify the dispatcher when leaving the location 
assignment for any reason. 

10. Taking excessive time for lunch or personal reasons. 

11. Failure to provide prompt, correct and courteous police aervice. 

? 
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12. Failure, while on patrol duty, to give full attention to the prevention 
of crime as a result of: 

a. lounging on or about the location of a primary or secondary 
assignment. 

b. unnecessary visiting with members of the general public. 

c. visiting with other officers or non-eworn members except for the 
exchange of information relating to their dutiea. 

d. parking Department vehicles in locations and in such a manner as to 
serve no uaeful police purpose. 

13. Transporting persona in a Department vehicle except for a proper police 
purpose or on Department business. 

14. Congregating in an eating establishment with two or more officers while 
on duty without the prior approval of an immediate supervia,or. 

15. Being absent from or leaving a duty assignment without being properly 
relieved or without proper authorization before the prescribed time or at 
the end of the tour of duty. 

16. Failure to perform assigned tasks. 

17. Possessing a commercial type radio or television while on duty. The 
possession of a personal camera, tape recorder/player or field glasses, 
while on duty and without the authorization of a Bupervisor, is also 
prohibited. 

18. Reading commercial publications in public view while on duty_ 

19. Inattention to duty. 

20. Misuse of Department equipment and supplies. 

21. Failure to acknowledge or respond promptly to a radio dispatched call, or 
to investigate a silent radio for possible failure when an unusual period 
of time has elapsed without radio transmission. 

22. Failure to perform any duty. 

23. Failure to indicate promptly on Recovered property Disposition Tracers 
(CPD-34.500) that inventoried property can be returned to owners, or that 
seized or recovered property can be disposed of legally in instances when 
a case has been adjudicated in court. 

24. smoking in any Department facility, in any Department vehicle when 
occupied by any non-smoker and/or holding a cigarette, cigar, or pipe in 
mouth while in uniform and in official contact with the public. 

25. Driving a Department vehicle involved in a traffic accident classified as 
"preventable." 

26. Failure of a supervisory officer to ,take appropriate action upon observing 
a Ieee serious transgression. 

B. A lees serious transgression will be identified on the appropriate Summary 
punishment Action Request by both number and explanatory statement of the 
transgression. 

v. SUMMARY pUNISHMENT LIMITATIONS 

A. The penalty recommended for a less serious transgression will be based on the 
affected member's summary punishment history and complimentary history for the 
twelve months preceding the date of the current transgression. A copy of the 
affected member's summary punishment (obtained from lAD) and complimentary 
history (obtained from Personnel Division) will be attached to the SPAR. 

B. Department policy requires implementation of a summary punishment penalty 
immediately following the decision of the final review authority. 
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C. A member may be permitted to elect an option of day(s) off without pay, ,to 
satiefy a summary punishment penalty. 

1. Sworn members below the rank of sergeant may be permitted to substitute 
accrued compensatory time; the loss of furlough day(s), baby furloug~ 
day (t;l), or personal day (s) as an alternative to being excused without pal. ' 
discl.plinary. 

2. Sworn members of the rank of sergeant or above or Department members whose 
job classification exempts them from the provisions of the Federal Fair 
Labor Standards Act may be permitted to work regular day(s) off in lieu 
of day(s) off without pay, subject to the following restrictions: 

a. The affected member must be exempted from the overtime compenBation 
proviBiona of the Federal Fair Labor standardB Act (Le., not subject 
to mandatory time and one-half pay rate compensation for overtime 
worked according to the provisions of the Act). 

b. The member may not exceed the limit of working one regular day off 
per calendar week unless a period of three or more consecutive 
regular days off is, involved, in which case the member may work two 
regular days off. Members will not be allowed to work a recognized 
paid holiday to satisfy summary punishment penalties. 

o. Timekeepers will note the appropriate code on the Attendance and Assignment 
Record (CPO-II. 60S) whenever a member, pursuant to summary punishment penalty 
implementation, works his regular day off or is day off without pay. 

E. Loss of wages as a result of being absent without permission will ~ be 
considered summary punishment served. 

VI. PROCEDURES 

A. Initiation 

1. When the application of, summary punishment is deemed appropriate, th .... 
supervisor initiating the action will: 

a. review the affected member's personnel files to determine summary 
punishment action taken and complimentary history within one year of 
the current transgression. 

b. prepare a Summary Punishment Action Request ensuring that: 

( 1) , both the "Number" and "Nature of the Less Serious 
Transgression" recorded on the SPAR coincide with the number 
and nature of the transgression as set forth .in Item IV of 
this order. 

(2) the "Detailed Description of Incident" portion of the SPAR 
accurately describes the pertinent circumstances of the 
incident. 

(3) a member of AFSCME is afforded the predieciplinary provisions 
outlined in their collective bargaining agreement. This will 
be understood to mean making available a copy of all 
investigatory reports/statements concerning the investigation, 
including the name of the complainant and any witness. 

(4) the recommended penalty is within the applicable penalty 
schedule enumerated in Item VIII of this addendum. 

(5) in the case of a civilian member, the collective bargaining 
unit to which the member belonge and his Job Title description 
(example AFSCME-Caahier, Hearing Tester, etc.; PSEBU-Crossing 
Guard, Detention Aide, etc.) are specified in the portion of 
the SPAR entitled "Job Title." 

c. when an incident giving rise to a summary punishment action involves 
multiple less serious transgressions, record only one transgression 
in the "Number" and "Nature of the Less Serious Transgression" boxes 
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on the SPAR, other transgression(s) will be noted in the "Detailed 
Description of the Incident" portion of the SPAR. 

d. confer with the watch commander/unit commanding officer of non-exempt 
rank regarding the particulars of the incident and determine the most 
appropriate course of corrective action. 

e. sign the SPAR with the approval of the watch commander/unit 
commanding officer and present it to the affected member for his 
response choice and signature. 

f. forward the SPAR to his watch commander/unit commanding officer for 
review and further processing. 

g. whenever the affected member is immediately excused without payor 
is absent without . permission, prepare a Personal Action Request 
(CPD-11.6l2) with the approval of the watch commander/unit commanding 
officer of non-exempt rank, and forward it through channels to the 
Finance Division for payroll purposes. 

2. Upon receipt of a SPAR from the initiating supervisor, the affected member 
will: 

a. indicate on the SPAR either acceptance of ths recommended penalty or 
if the member is requesting a hearing. 

b. in all cases where the "Request Hearing" square is marked, prepare 
a To-From-Subject report by the end of the next tour of duty. The 
report will also detail the affected member's reason(s) for appealing 
the recommended summary punishment action and will be attached to the 
SPAR. Failure to submit a To-From-Subject report requesting a 
hearing within 24 hours (excluding days off) constitutes a waiver of 
any future hearings. 

c. be requested to sign the SPAR indicating his response and return it 
with attachment(s) if any, to the initiating supervioor. 

3. Upon return of a SPAR from an affected member, the initiating supervisor 
will review it to determine what further action ia necessary. 

4. If the member has refused to sign the SPAR or indicates a request for an 
appeal hearing, the initiating supervisor will: 

a. enter "Refused," the date and time in the "Affected Member Signature" 
box on the SPAR. 

b. check and initial the "Requests Hearing" square. 

5. When an affected member has submitted a To-From-Subject report requesting 
a hearing, the initiating supervisor will prepare a To-P'rom-Subject report 
reoponding to the information supplied in the member's report and, when 
necessary, include relevant information not previously incorporated on the 
SPAR or other related reports. 

6. When a member's prescribed time limit for requesting an appeal hearing has 
elapoed, the initiating supervioor will forward the SPAR, the related To­
From-Subject reporto, if any, and all other relevant documents to the 
affected member's commanding officer of exempt rank. 

B. Exempt Rank Command Member Review 

1. Upon receipt of a SPAR, the affected member' 0 commanding officer of exempt 
rank will review Part I and any attachments. 

2. If the affected member has accepted the initiating supervisor's 
disciplinary recommendation and such recommendation is approved, the 
commanding officer will: 

a. check the "Action Approved" oquare in Part 2 of the SPAR. 

b. sign, date and record the time on the SPAR in the "C.O. /Exempt Rank" 
signature box in Part 2 of the SPAR. 
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c. forward the SPAR and all related documents through the affected 
member's chain of command to the Internal Affairs Division for finAl 
review and implementation. 

3. If the member has requested a hearing in the allotted time and followed 
the prescribed method, the responsible commanding officer, after 
conducting the hearing, will: 

a. inform the affected member of his decision. 

b. indicate in the "Remarks" section of the SPAR the reaoon for 
supporting or altering the initial recommendation and check the 
appropriate square in the "C.O./ Exempt Rank Review" box. 

c. present the SPAR to the affected member who will be requested to 
indicate his response choice in the "Affected Member - Response" box 
and sign the form. 

d. inform the affected member of his right to request a hearing with the 
next member in his chain of command. The To-From-Subject report will 
be submitted before the end of his next tour of duty. 

e. if the member has refused to sign the SPAR Or indicates a request for 
an additional appeal hearing, the commanding officer will: 

(1) enter "Refused," the date and time in the "Affected Member 
Signature" box on the SPAR. 

(2) cheCk and initial the "Request Hearing" square. 

(3) inform the member that he can appeal the secondary finding by 
submitting a To-From-Subject report requesting a hearing 
before the end of his next tour of duty. 

f. sign, date and record the time in the "C.O./Exempt Rank Signature" 
box. 

g. retain the SPAR and attachments until the member'o presc~ibed t~e 
limit for requesting an appeal hearing has elapoed. 

4. If an affected member haa accepted the commanding officer'o diociplina. 
recommendation after the appeal hearing. the SPAR and attachments, if any, 
will be forwarded to the next higher exempt rank command member in the 
affected member's chain of command fOr review and then to the Internal 
Affairs Division. When the member has requested a fUrther hearing at this 
step, the SPAR and all related documents will be sent DIRECTLY to the 
Internal Affairs Division (i.e., not forwarded through channels). 

5. The Internal Affairs Division will review the SPAR and any related 
documents. The completed package of reports will be directed to the 
appropriate exempt rank command member who will schedule a hearing as 
requested by the affected member. 

6. The Exempt Rank Command Member Review will not be afforded members of 
AFSCME. 

C. Hearing Officer Review 

1. The appropriate deputy superintendent, assistant deputy superintendent/ 
deputy chief Or exempt rank designee, will conduct a hearing with the 
affected member. The Superintendent's exempt rank designee will serve as 
the hearing officer for affected members assigned to units which are staff 
to the Superintendent. The Commander of the Training Division will con­
hearings for Probationary Police Officers. 

2. Upon receipt of a SPAR requesting a hearing, the hearing officer will: 

a. review Parts I and 2 of the SPAR and all related documents. 

b. ,schedule, notify and conduct a hearing with the affected member. 

3. At the hearing, the hearing officer will complete Part 3 of the SPAR b' 

a. reviewing all relevant facts relating to the SPAR with the affected 
member. 
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b. rendering a disciplinary action/penalty decision and recording it Od 
the SPAR. 

c. informing the affected member of the decision before concluding the 
hearing. 

d. signing the SPAR in the "Hearing Officer-Signature" box. 

e. recording the date and time of the hearing in the space provided on 
the SPAR. 

f. informing the member that he has the option to requeat a Complaint 
Review Panel (CRP) hearing if he disagrees with the hearing officer's 
decision. This request will be made prior to the end of the member's 
next tour of duty. However, AFSCME members will not be afforded the 
Complaint Review Panel process as the predisciplinary provisions 
outlined in their collective bargaining agreement serves in place of 
the Complaint Review Panel Hearing process. 

4. Following the hearing, the completed SPAR and all attachments will be 
promptly forwarded to the Internal Affairs Division. 

D. Complaint Review Panel 

1. The recommendation of the.hearing officer is subject to review by a CRP 
at the option of the accused member. 

2. In order to obtain a CRP hearing, the accused member must Bubmit a To­
From-Subject report to the Department Advocate, Internal Affairs Division, 
requesting a hearing by the CRP. The Department Advocate must receive 
thia report within three calendar days (exclusive of Saturdays, Sundays 
and holidays) following the date on which the recommendation of the 
hearing officer was made. Failure to submit this report within the 
prescribed period constitutes a waiver of a further hearing or appeal. 

3. The recommendation of the CRP will be forwarded to the Assistant Deputy 
superintendent, Internal Affairs Division for final review and 
implementation. 

E. Records control 

1. upon receipt of the final summary punishment recommendation, the Internal 
Affairs Division will: 

a. retain the SPAR and attachment(s), if any. 

b. forward one copy of the SPAR to the affected member' s unit of 
assignment for immediate implementation and retention in the member's 
personnel file. 

c. forward a copy of the completed SPAR to the Finance Division in all 
cases in which imposition of the penalty requires a day(s) off 
without pay. 

2. All records relating to summary punishment will be retained in accordance 
with the existing records retention requirements and/or applicable laws. 

VII. CHALLENGE OF SUMMARY PUNISHMENT 

A. After summary punishment has been administered three (3) tUnes within a twelve 
(12) month period, a member who wishes to contest the application of eummary 
punishment on a fourth occasion within the last twelve (12) months may contest 
the fourth and/or succeeding applicati,on of summary puniShment by timely 
challenge through the Complaint Register process or the grievance procedure. 

B. A member who elects to proceed through the complaint Register process will 
notify his immediate supervisor who will obtain a Complaint Register number and 
follow the procedures outlined within addenda 1 through 6 of this directive. 

C. A member who elects to proceed through the grievance procedure will submit his 
written grievance in accordance with the provisions of the Department directive 
entitled "Processing Grievances and Discrimination Complaints of Department 
Members." 
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VIII. SCHEDULE OF PENALTIES 

The schedule of penalties will apply generally for all Department members being' 
discipl ined under the provisions of Summary Punishment. However, the Department may 
elect to investigate conduct and invoke discipline under provisions contained in 
addenda 1 through 6 of this order. In the case of a probationary employee 
(inc1uding Ii P.P.o.), the Department may invoke a greater penalty than thost 
indicated in the schedule, including separation. 

A. The following schedule governs those less serious transgressions wherein a 
member has been found unfit for duty, has been absent without permission, has 
violated medical roll procedures, or wherE'in a supervisor has failed to take 
action: 

1. Pirst Transgression - One to two days off. 

2. Second Transgression - One to three days off. 

3. Third and Subge~ent Transgressions - Two to three days off. 

B. The following schedule governs the transgression wherein a member was the driver 
of a Department vehicle involved in a traffic accident c'lassified as 
"preventable." 

1. 

2. 

C. The 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

First Transgression - Reprimand to two days off. 

Second and Subge~ent Transgressions - Complaint Register investigation. 

following schedule governs all other less serious transgressions: 

First Transgression - Reprimand to one day off. 

Second Transgression - Reprimand to two days off. 

Third Transgression - One to two days off. 

Fourth and Subse~ent Transgressions -Two to three days off. 

~/!IG-1~ , 
Superintendent ~~o~:~ ~ 

Indicates new or revised item. 

84-138 BW 
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0lIIIIlI: or :rssux lIIQ. 

~ REVISION TO: 

~General Order 93-3, Add. 7. 31 December 1997 1 January 1998 7 

TI'I'I& IUtSCDiOS. 

SU'MMARY PUNI SHMEN'r 

Item II-A i~ revised and will read as follows: 

A. SUMMARY PUNISHMENT: an alternative to Complaint Register disciplinary procedur 
for conduct defined as a less serious transgression which is observed by or com 
to the attention of a Department supervisor or command member. 

NOTE: Captains and exempt members may only be discip~ined by reprimand for condu 
defined as a less serious transgression. This provision does not preclu· 
the initiation of a complaint register investigation or a finding a 
recommendation of "violation noted, no disciplinary action" for same. 

Item V-A is revised and will read as follows: 

A. The penalty recommended for a less serious transgression (other than preventab: 
Department vehicle traffic crashes) will be based upon the affected member's SUffiroaJ 

punishment history and complimentary history for the twelve months preceding tl 
date of the current transgression. A copy of the affected member's sununaJ 
punishment (obtained from the Internal Affairs Division) and complimentary histoJ 
(obtained from the Personnel Division) will be attached to the SPAR. 

NOTE: The Fraternal Order of Police Lodge 7 Agreement specifies that a Departmer. 
member's Department vehicle traffic crash history may be considered j 

determining future discipline for a period of time not to exceed two year 
from the date of the current incident provided th.ere is no intervenin 
preventable Department vehicle· traffic crash. If such intervening traffi 
crash exists, the two year period shall continue to run from the date of th 
most recent traffic crash and any prior preventable incidents may b 
considered for disciplinary purposes. In no event shall any prior inciden 
fiVe or more years old be considered. 

Example 1: CUrren t crash: October 1997 
Moat recent crash:' September 1995 (2 yrs. & 1 mo.) 

September 1995 crash cannot be considered (no intervening crashe 
within two years of current crash). 

Example 2: CUrren t crash: 
Most recent crash: 

Prior crash: 

Prior crash: 

Pri.or crash: 

October 1997 
October 1996 

July 1995 

August 1993 

September 1992 

( 1 yr. from curren 
crash) 
(2. yrs. 3 mos. frol 
october 1997 cras) 
and 1 yr. 3 mos. frol 
October 1996 crash) 
(1 yr. and 11 mos. 
from July 1995 crash, 
4 yrs. and 2 mos. 
from current crash) 
(5 yrs. and 1 mo. 
from current' crash) 
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The October 1996, July 1995 and August 1993 crashes may all be 
considered (The most recent intervening crash was the October 
1996 crash. Traffic crashes two years prior to that date may be 
considered. Also, since there was an intervening crash (Ju 1 v 
1995) wi thin the second two year period,. the Department Itli. 

back a subsequent two years to include the August 1993 crc.., 
The September 1992 crash cannot be considere~; it occurred more 
than 5 years prior to the current crash. 

Item V-C is revised and will read as follows: 

C. A member may be permitted to elect an option of day(s) off without pay to satisfy 
a summary punishment penalty. SWorn members may be permitted to substitute accrued 
compensatory time; or forfeit a furlough day (s) , .baby furlough day (s), or personal 
day(s) as an alternative to being excused without pay, disciplinary. 

Item V-D is revised and will read as follows: 

D. Timekeepers will note the appropriate code on the Attendance and ASSignment Record 
(CPD-Il.60S) whenever a member, pursuant to summary punishment penalty 
implementation, is day off without pay. 

Item VI~A-l-a is revised and will read as follows: 

a. review the affected member's personnel files to determine summary punishment action 
taken and complimentary history within one year of the current transgression (see 
"Note" in Item V-A for Department vehicle traffic crashes) . 

Item VIII-B is revised and will read as follows: 

B. The following schedule governs the transgression wherein a member was the driver of 
a Department vehicle involved in a traffic crash classified as "preventable." 

1. First TransgreSSion - Reprimand to two days off. 

2. Second and Subsequent Transgre~sions - One to three days off. 

Indicates new or revised item. 

97-038 GHY 
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REVISION TO: 
General Order 93-3, Addendum 7 

SUBJECT 

DATB OF ISSUB 

17 December 2001 

DISTRI­
BUTION 

EFFECTIVB OATB NO. 

18 December 2001 7B 

RBSCINDS 

SUMMARY PUNISHMENT C 

I. PURPOSE 

This revision clarifies the amount of time after the receipt of a Summary Punishment 
Action Request (SPAR) that a member who is entitled to a post-SPAR hearing has to 
request such a hearing. 

II. REVISIONS 

A. Item III-K is revised to read: 

K. In all cases where a member who is enti tled to a hearing has 
marked the "Request Hearing" square on the Summary Punishment 
Action Request, a To-From-Subj ect Report requesting a hearing 
will be required by the end of the member's next tour of duty or 
within ninety-six hours, whichever period is shorter. Failure to 
submit a report within the prescribed time limits constitutes a 
waiver of any future hearing. 

B. Item VI-A-2 has been revised to read: 

2. Upon receipt of a SPAR from the initiating supervisor, the 
affected member will: 

a. indicate on the SPAR either 
penalty or that the member, 
hearing. 

acceptance of the recommended 
if entitled, is requesting a 

b. in all cases where the "Request Hearing" square is marked, 
prepare a To-From-Subject Report by the end of the next 
tour of duty or within ninety-six hours, whichever period 
is shorter. The report will also detail the affected 
member's reason(s) for appealing the recommended summary 
punishment action. Failure to submit a To-From-Subject 
Report requesting a hearing within the prescribed time 
limits const~tutes a waiver of any future hearings. 

c. be requested to sign the SPAR indicating the member's 
response and return it with attachments(s), if any, to the 
initiating supervisor. 

C. Item VI-B-3-d is revised to read: 

d. inform the affected member, if entitled, of the right to request 
a hearing with the next member in the member's chain of command. 
The To-From-Subject Report will be submitted by the end of the 
member's next tour of duty or within ninety-six hours, whichever 
period is shorter. 

D. Item VI-B-3-e-(3) is revised to read: 

(3) inform the member, if entitled, of the right to appeal the 
secondary finding by submitting a To-From-Subject Report 
requesting a hearing by the end of the member's next tour of duty 
or within ninety-six hours, whichever period is shorter. 
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E. Item VI-C-3-f is revised to read: 

f. informing the member of the option to request a Complaint Review 
Panel (CRP) hearing if the member disagrees with the hearing 
officer's decision. This request will be made by the end of the 
member's next tour of duty or within ninety-six hours, whichever 
period is shorter. However, AFSCME members will not be afforded 
the Complaint Review Panel process as the predisciplinary 
provisions outlined in their collective bargaining agreement 
serves in place of the Complaint Review Panel Hearing process. 

New or revised material is indicated by italics. 

01-097 LMT 

Complaint and Discip1.inary Procedures, 
Addendum 7B 2 
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DATE Oli' ISSUB 

REVISION TO: 
Order 93-3, Addendum 7 28 July 2004 29 July 2004 7C • General 

EFFECTIVE DATE NO • 

SUBJBCT 

SUMMARY PUNISHMENT 

DISTRI­
BUTION 

C 

RESCINDS 

I. PURPOSE 

This revision updates the list of less serious transgressions to permit the issuance 
of summary punishment for Department members who engage in pursui ts not in 
compliance with Department policy, but do not necessitate the initiation of a 
complaint register investigation. 

II. REVISION 

Item IV-A-27 is added to read: 

27. Failure of a sworn member to comply with the requirements outlined in 
Department directives concerning mot~r vehicle pursuits when the Chairman of 
the Traffic Review Board determines that a summary punishment, rather than a 
complaint register investigation, would best achieve the goals of the 
Department. 

~~fPOlice 
04 -064 DK 
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EXHIBIT 56 

  



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 

) 
) Master Docket Case No. 19-cv-01717 

In re: WATTS COORDINATED ) 
PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS ) Judge Franklin U. Valderrama 

) 
) Magistrate Judge Sheila M. Finnegan 
) 
 

THIS DOCUMENT RELATES TO ALL CASES 
 

NOTICE OF RULE 30(b)(6) DEPOSITION 
 
 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT the depositions of the following individuals will be 

taken using stenography and video on agreed dates and times, all at Loevy & Loevy, 311 N. 

Aberdeen St., Chicago, Illinois 60607, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 30(b)(6). The 

Instructions and Definitions set forth in Plaintiff’s prior discovery requests to Defendant City of 

Chicago are hereby incorporated into this Notice as though fully set forth herein. 

 As to counsel of record for the City of Chicago, this is a demand upon you to designate 

and produce the person(s) who can provide binding testimony on behalf of the City of Chicago 

pursuant to FRCP 30(b)(6) on the following subjects:  

1. Any investigation(s) into any of the Defendants in the Coordinated Proceedings, 

including but not limited to the joint investigations that the City conducted with the Cook County 

State’s Attorney and/or federal authorities.  

2. Any restrictions on the City’s ability to discipline any of the Defendants or otherwise 

change their assignments or responsibilities. 

3. The reason or reasons that neither Watts nor Mohammed was stripped of police 

powers before November 2011. 
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4. The reason or reasons that any of the Defendants were placed on desk duty and/or 

stripped of police powers, and the reason or reasons that any of those decisions were reversed. 

5. Any promotions of Alvin Jones, Douglas Nichols, and Ronald Watts, including but 

not limited to the reasons they received promotions and the efforts to locate documents relating 

to those promotions. 

6. Any requests by Ronald Watts to receive new or different assignments with the 

Chicago Police Department. 

7. The supervision of Ronald Watts from 1999-2011, including the identity of 

individuals who were responsible for supervising Watts. 

8. The data held by the Chicago Police Department for CRs initiated between 1999 and 

2011, including the reports and data access tools available to CPD to query information 

associated with CRs. 

9. The City’s communications with the Cook County State’s Attorney’s Office 

regarding efforts to vacate convictions stemming from arrests made by Ronald Watts or 

members of tactical teams that he supervised (including but not limited to the 264 tactical team). 

10. COPA’s investigation of the Log Nos. listed in COPA-WATTS_057299-COPA-

WATTS_05731, including policies and procedures such as the CPD Command Channel and 

Chicago Police Board Review Process (attached hereto as Exhibit A) relating to the decision to 

make information about those investigations public.  

11. The disciplinary system(s) within the Chicago Police Department available to address 

CRs initiated between 1999-2011. 
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12. The Chicago Police Department’s practices and policies for conducting confidential 

CR investigations and CR investigations associated with allegations of criminal conduct between 

1999 and 2011. 

13. The City’s (a) written and unwritten policies, practices, and customs and (b) training 

in effect from 1999-2011, relating to each of the following: 

a. Preparation and approval of arrest reports and related reports (such as vice 

case reports and inventory sheets), including but not limited to the role of each officer who is 

listed on such a report, as well as who is supposed to sign such reports, and the use of quotation 

marks on reports. 

b. The use in official reports of abbreviations such as R/O and A/O instead of 

listing participating officers by name. 

c. Completion of the “Complaint for Preliminary Examination,” including but 

not limited to the role of each officer whose signature appears on the Complaint. 

d. Internal investigations of allegations that police officers engaged in potentially 

criminal conduct. 

e. Qualifications required to become a member of a tactical team operating in or 

around the Ida B. Wells housing development. 

f. Responsibilities of tactical teams operating in the Second District and/or the 

Ida B. Wells housing development. 

g. Responsibilities of sergeants overseeing tactical teams operating in the Second 

District and/or the Ida B. Wells housing development. 

h. The provision of CR files to the CCSAO or defense attorneys in drug and gun 

cases. 
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i. The meaning and significance of the term “lead allegation” as it relates to 

CRs. 

j. The collection, inventory, and testing of suspected narcotics. 

k. The collection and inventory of money from individuals who are arrested or 

detained. 

l. Reverse sting operations, including any materials used in reverse stings, such 

as reverse sting kits. 

m. Premises checks in the Second District. 

n. Merit promotions. 

o. The use of confidential sources, confidential informants, and concerned 

citizens in connection with drug arrests. 

p. The code of silence, including the City’s position as to whether a code of 

silence existed during any part of the years 1999-2011, and any efforts to address the code of 

silence. 

q. The supervision of tactical teams and tactical team officers. 

r. Systems such as early warning systems in place to monitor officers for 

potentially wrongful behavior. 

s. Joint investigations with outside entities such as the Cook County State’s 

Attorney’s Office and/or federal government agencies. 

14. The person(s) with final policymaking authority for the City of Chicago on each of 

the subjects set forth in Topics 10-13 above.  To the extent that anyone or any entity with final 

policymaking authority has delegated such authority, please identify that delegee or those 

delegees and produce those individual(s) pursuant to this Notice.  
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15. The City’s efforts to locate and produce files responsive to Plaintiff’s document 

requests in the Coordinated Proceedings. 

The person(s) designated pursuant to this Notice should produce, at least seven (7) days 

prior to the deposition, any and all documents related to the above topics within their possession, 

custody, or control, or, if the documents have already been produced in this litigation, identify 

those documents by bates number. 

Dated:  February 8, 2023   Respectfully Submitted, 
 
/s/ Scott Rauscher  
One of the Attorneys for the Plaintiffs Represented by Loevy & Loevy in the Coordinated 
Proceedings 
 
Arthur Loevy  
Jon Loevy  
Scott Rauscher  
Josh Tepfer 
Theresa Kleinhaus  
Sean Starr  
Wallace Hilke  
Gianna Gizzi 
LOEVY & LOEVY 
311 N. Aberdeen St., Third Floor  
Chicago, IL 60607 
 
/s/ Joel A. Flaxman  
One of the Attorneys for Plaintiffs Represented by Kenneth N. Flaxman, P.C. in the Coordinated 
Proceedings 
 
Joel A. Flaxman  
Kenneth N. Flaxman 
200 S Michigan Ave, Ste 201 
Chicago, IL 60604 
(312) 427-3200  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I, Scott Rauscher, an attorney, certify that on February 8, 2023, I caused the foregoing 
Notice of Rule 30(b)(6) Deposition to be served on counsel of record for all parties via electronic 
mail. 

 
      /s/ Scott Rauscher    
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1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANTS, CITY OF CHICAGO AND

4 MICHAEL FITZGERALD:

5 Paul Michalik, Esquire

6 Reiter Burns
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8 Suite 5200

9 Chicago, Illinois 60606

10 Telephone No.: (312) 878-1294

11 E-mail: pmichalik@reiterburns.com

12

13 ON BEHALF OF THE INDIVIDUAL DEFENDANTS AS REPRESENTED

14 BY HALE & MONICO:

15 William E. Bazarek, Esquire

16 Hale & Monico

17 53 West Jackson Boulevard

18 Suite 330

19 Chicago, Illinois 60604

20 Telephone No.: (312) 341-9646

21 E-mail: web@halemonico.com

22 (Appeared via videoconference)

23

24

25
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1                       APPEARANCES
2
3 ON BEHALF OF THE LOEVY PLAINTIFFS:
4 Scott Rauscher, Esquire
5 Loevy & Loevy
6 311 North Aberdeen Street
7 Third Floor
8 Chicago, Illinois 60607
9 Telephone No.: (312) 243-5900

10 E-mail: scott@loevy.com
11
12 ON BEHALF OF THE FLAXMAN PLAINTIFFS:
13 Joel Flaxman, Esquire
14 Kenneth N. Flaxman P.C.
15 200 South Michigan Avenue
16 Suite 201
17 Chicago, Illinois 60604
18 Telephone No.: (312) 427-3200
19 E-mail: jaf@kenlaw.com
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, RONALD WATTS:

4 Brian Gainer, Esquire

5 Johnson & Bell, LTD.

6 33 West Monroe Street

7 Suite 2700

8 Chicago, Illinois 60603

9 Telephone No.: (312) 984-0236

10 E-mail: gainerb@jbltd.com

11 (Appeared via videoconference)

12

13 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, CALVIN RIDGELL:

14 Steve Borkan, Esquire

15 Borkan & Scahill, Ltd.

16 Two First National Plaza

17 20 South Clark Street

18 Suite 1700

19 Chicago, Illinois 60603

20 Telephone No.: (312) 580-1030

21 E-mail: sborkanscahill.com

22 (Appeared via videoconference)

23

24

25
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1                 APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

2

3 ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT, KALLATT MOHAMMED:

4 Eric S. Palles, Esquire

5 Mohan Groble Scolaro, P.C.

6 55 West Monroe

7 Suite 1600

8 Chicago, Illinois 60603

9 Telephone No.: (312) 422-9999

10 E-mail: epalles@mohangroble.com

11 (Appeared via videoconference)

12

13 Also Present:  Krystal Barnes, Videographer

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1                       STIPULATION

2

3 The VIDEO 30(b)(6) deposition of MICHAEL FITZGERALD,

4 CITY OF CHICAGO was taken at LOEVY & LOEVY, 311 NORTH

5 ABERDEEN STREET, 3RD FLOOR, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60607 on

6 WEDNESDAY, the 6TH day of MARCH, 2024 at 10:03 a.m.

7 (CT); said VIDEO 30(b)(6) deposition was taken pursuant

8 to the FEDERAL Rules of Civil Procedure.

9

10 It is agreed that TALIA JACKSON, being a Notary Public

11 and Digital Reporter for the State of Illinois, may

12 swear the witness and that the reading and signing of

13 the completed transcript by the witness is not waived.

14

15

16

17
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21

22
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1                   PROCEEDINGS

2

3      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  My name is Krystal Barnes,

4 I'm the videographer today, and Talia Jackson is the

5 court reporter.  Today is the 6th day of March,

6 2024, and the time is 10:03 a.m. Central Time.  We

7 are at the offices of Loevy & Loevy to take the

8 30(b)(6) City of Chicago representative, Michael

9 Fitzgerald, deposition in the matter of the Watts

10 Coordinated Pretrial Proceedings, pending in the

11 United States District Court for the Northern

12 District of Illinois, Eastern Division, Master

13 Docket Case number 19-cv-01717.  Will counsel please

14 identify themselves for the record?

15      MR. RAUSCHER:  Scott Rauscher for the Loevy &

16 Loevy plaintiffs.

17      MR. FLAXMAN:  Joel Flaxman for the Flaxman

18 plaintiffs.

19      MR. MICHALIK:  Paul Michalik for City of

20 Chicago and the witness, Lieutenant Fitzgerald.

21      MR. BAZAREK:  William Bazarek for the law

22 enforcement officers represented by Hale & Monico.

23      MR. GAINER:  Brian Gainer for Ron Watts.

24      MR. BORKAN:  Steve Borkan for Ridgell.

25      MR. PALLES:  Eric Palles for Kallatt Mohammed.
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1      Q.   And not just in your personal capacity?

2      A.   That's correct.  Yes.

3      Q.   And you're here to testify on behalf of the

4 City of Chicago as to certain specific topics?

5      A.   Yes, sir.

6      Q.   All right.  What did you do to prepare for

7 today's deposition?

8      A.   I met with the city attorneys on two occasions

9 for approximately two hours, two and a half hours.

10 Generally reviewed a handful of general and special

11 orders and bureau patrol orders.  Reviewed summarily a -

12 - a complaint form set and an excerpt from a general

13 offense case report.

14      Q.   Do you know which city attorneys you met with?

15      A.   Yes.  Mr. Michalik and then Dan Noland.

16      Q.   Did you meet with them for two and -- to two

17 and a half hours each time or total?

18      A.   Total.

19      Q.   What -- when did you meet with those

20 attorneys?

21      A.   Last week on the 28th, I believe.  And then

22 two weeks prior to that.  I don't know the exact date.

23      Q.   Did you do any prep outside of meeting with

24 those lawyers?

25      A.   Yes.

Page 10

1          THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  All right.  Sir, will you

2     please raise your right hand so that the court

3     reporter can swear you in?

4          THE REPORTER:  Do you solemnly swear or affirm

5     that the testimony you're about to give will be the

6     truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

7          THE WITNESS:  I do, ma'am.

8          THE REPORTER:  Thank you.  Counsel, you may

9     begin.

10                DIRECT EXAMINATION

11 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

12      Q.   Can you say it and spell your name, please?

13      A.   Sure.  My name's Michael, M-I-C-H-A-E-L.  My

14 last name is Fitzgerald, and it's F-I-T-Z-G-E-R-A-L-D.

15      Q.   You're currently a police officer?

16      A.   That's correct, sir.  I am.

17      Q.   And what's your rank?

18      A.   I'm currently a lieutenant.

19      Q.   And how long have you been with the Chicago

20 Police Department?

21      A.   It'll be 25 years in October.

22      Q.   Can you -- well, before we get into that, you

23 understand you're here today as a representative of the

24 City of Chicago?

25      A.   Yes, sir.

Page 12

1      Q.   And what was that?
2      A.   So I -- I reviewed -- in -- in terms of, like,
3 looking for some of the department orders, just to
4 refresh my recollection on some things.  The orders that
5 we reviewed were things that I produced to them. And
6 then I also looked at user guides that are online on our
7 CLEAR system for both arrests and eTrack.
8      Q.   Are those user guides publicly available when
9 you say online?

10      A.   So they're -- they're posted on our department
11 internal CLEAR website.  On our wire, I should say.
12      Q.   What's your -- what's the wire?
13      A.   The wire is, like, our internal webpage that
14 we have all of our -- our applications are housed on. In
15 this particular instance, there's training user guides
16 that are available that you can -- you can reference.
17      Q.   And what -- which -- what specific documents
18 do you remember reviewing?
19      A.   The current tact team order, which
20 encompasses, like, the responsibilities of lieutenants,
21 sergeants, and patrol officers.  We reviewed an order --
22 I don't know -- I don't remember the exact order number,
23 but one that discussed the ability to sign on behalf of
24 another department member.  We looked at their -- like,
25 the tactical scheduling that we have, like the matrix,
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1 and I believe that was it.
2      Q.   Those are the only specific ones you remember?
3      A.   That I remember for -- with specificity, yes.
4      Q.   But is it fair to say there were additional
5 documents you reviewed, but you don't specifically
6 remember right now which --
7      A.   That's correct --
8      Q.   -- those were?
9      A.   -- yes.

10      Q.   Tactical scheduling matrix --
11      A.   Yes.
12      Q.   -- what's that?
13      A.   So it's just a -- it's essentially, like, the
14 -- the matrix that the department puts out where it'll
15 tell you which tact teams are working on which days. So
16 there's a uniform system throughout the department so
17 that everyone that's assigned to a particular tactical
18 team number, so they have designators.  Like, the 61
19 team, citywide, will be assigned to a particular day off
20 group.
21      Q.   How long has that matrix been in place?
22      A.   That, I don't know.
23      Q.   Do you know if it was in place any time
24 between 1999 and 2012?
25      A.   That, I don't know.

Page 15

1 either be, like, an area mission team.  So the tactical

2 team, they're assigned specifically to a district,

3 right?  And so by having the uniform day off groups, it

4 gives them balance, right?  So that we don't have -- all

5 the teams are working on different or staggered day off

6 groups to provide coverage for all the watches, so that

7 there's always going to be someone from a tact team

8 that's working in a district on any given day. And then

9 citywide, the reason why they're all on the same day off

10 group is so that, this way, when they're pulling, if

11 they need to pull those resources, they know where they

12 can pull those resources from and they know which teams

13 they're getting.  So it's -- it's more like -- so it's -

14 - it makes the paperwork a little bit easier so that

15 they know everyone that's supposed to be responding to

16 this offense will be from a 16 -- or a 61 tactical team.

17      Q.   And so this case involves the tactical team

18 led by Ronald Watts.  You're familiar with that, at

19 least generally?

20      A.   Generally, yes.

21      Q.   Under the system you're describing, would that

22 whole tactical team have the same day off?

23      A.   Yes.  And that would've been in place then. So

24 every team was assigned to a supervisor and given a

25 specific day off group.  And then within those day off

Page 14

1      Q.   Is there a way to get the answer to that?

2      A.   I'm sure that there's -- probably in our

3 archives, with our records section or with our Research

4 & Development group.  They might have the archived

5 orders for that.

6      Q.   What does it mean to have a uniform day off

7 schedule?  Is that what you said?

8      A.   Yes.  So in other words, all the tact teams --

9 we'll use again, like, the 1561 team.  We have rotating

10 day off groups within the department.  So to allow the

11 department to have, I guess, a better idea of how much

12 personnel they have working on a given day, they'll know

13 that every 1561 team throughout the entire city will all

14 be in the same day off group.  So if there's an event

15 that's coming up that we need to plan for, they'll have

16 an idea of how much manpower is available if they need

17 to pull from those tact teams.

18      Q.   So what would it mean -- maybe you can give

19 me, like, a practical example.

20      A.   Sure.

21      Q.   If there's a tactical team that's not

22 citywide, but it's, you know, set to a specific area,

23 what would it mean for them all to have the same day off

24 schedule?

25      A.   So they wouldn't be a tactical team.  They'd

Page 16

1 groups, each period you rotated, so...  And that -- that

2 system was in place back then.  So there would be one

3 team that was working days, one team that was working

4 nights, and another team that they would consider their

5 relief team.  And so the relief team would fill in the

6 gaps.  When the day team was off, they would be working

7 days.  And when the night team was off, they would be

8 working nights.  So you would spend one -- one period of

9 28 days moving between a day and a night shift.

10      Q.   Okay.  And it -- so the relief -- the members

11 of the relief team are part of the tactical team?

12      A.   Yes.

13      Q.   It's not as though the tactical -- the whole

14 264 tactical team, led by Ronald Watts, would all have

15 Tuesday off?

16      A.   Yes, they would.

17      Q.   They would?  Every single one --

18      A.   Yes.  So I -- so what it is, is there would

19 be, like, a 61 team, a 62 team, and a 63 team, right? So

20 everyone that was in the 61 team would be assigned to a

21 dedicated day off group with a dedicated sergeant. And

22 then the 62 team, dedicated day off group with a

23 dedicated sergeant.  63 team, and so on, right?  And

24 then they would be staggered so that they would ensure

25 that there was coverage for -- for the watches.
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1      Q.   So from the 1999- to 2012-time period, the

2 whole Watts team would have the same day off?

3      A.   They should have.  Yes.

4      Q.   That is the -- that -- if they were following

5 the policy --

6      A.   Yes.

7      Q.   -- that's how typically it would work?

8      A.   Yes, sir.

9      Q.   Meaning that on any particular day, there

10 would be no one from the Watts team working?

11      A.   Correct.

12      Q.   Okay.  And you think -- what records would you

13 look at to track that?

14      A.   To track the -- back then?

15      Q.   ANAs or...?

16      A.   So the ANAs would be able to tell you.  Also,

17 like, if you were looking to see if the -- what the

18 matrix was, if that existed, that would probably be

19 something through our Research & Development group that

20 would probably be able to look back and see what

21 actually existed in writing then.

22      Q.   And would that -- would they be able to do

23 that electronically, or would they have to go, like,

24 to --

25      A.   I'm not familiar with how they do their

Page 19

1      Q.   Okay.  And we'll go through that, probably in
2 a lot more detail --
3      A.   Sure.
4      Q.   -- a little bit later.  And do you -- what
5 about the document or documents that talk about the
6 ability to sign on behalf of someone else?
7      A.   So I don't remember the exact document title,
8 but it -- it walks through, like, presenting a -- a case
9 report for review and indicating the circumstances under

10 which you could sign on behalf of another member.
11      Q.   Is the gist of it that you can do that as long
12 as you write your initials and star number next to the
13 other signature?
14      A.   There's a handful of circumstances under which
15 it can happen.  That identifies the circumstances under
16 which that's a possibility.  And then typically, that
17 would've been the policy, yes, would be to sign your
18 name and then initial above it.
19      Q.   All right.  Any other specific documents you
20 can remember?
21      A.   No.
22      Q.   All right.  So I think you've already answered
23 this, but how long have been with the department?
24      A.   It's going to be 25 years in October.
25      Q.   Can you just kind of walk through an overview

Page 18

1 system.  I don't know, like, if it would go beyond --

2 you know, if it was, like, original paper documents that

3 predated our computer systems or if they have archived

4 that stuff and they have it available that way as well.

5 I wouldn't be aware.

6      Q.   All right.  You mentioned a couple other

7 specific policies or documents you remember reviewing.

8 One was the current tactical team order.  Another was

9 about the ability to sign on behalf of another member?

10      A.   Yes, sir.

11      Q.   Do you remember which specific general or

12 special orders those were?

13      A.   So the -- I believe the tactical team order

14 was referenced as the tactical team order.  And I -- I

15 was the one that produced that document, and it was more

16 or less just to establish my understanding of what the

17 tact teams were and then show them what was in writing,

18 at least currently, in policy and how it sort of

19 mirrored what was going on in the time frame that we're

20 discussing.

21      Q.   And do you think it did mirror what was going

22 on in the time period we're discussing?

23      A.   For the most part, yes.  There's been little

24 nuances that have changed over time, but overall, like,

25 it's essentially the same structure.
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1 of the roles you've had over the years?

2      A.   Sure.  When I first got on the job, I was

3 hired in October of 1999 as a probationary police

4 officer.  I spent approximately six months in the

5 training academy until I was sent off for my -- my

6 probationary field status, which I did in the 14th

7 District.  While I was there, I did three cycles of

8 training with field training officers.  Approximately a

9 couple weeks passed, I was sent down to Loop traffic.

10 They were doing the Michigan Avenue rehabilitation back

11 then, so they took probationary police officers and used

12 us as traffic aides to supplement the -- the traffic

13 staff downtown.  I did that until, I believe it was,

14 September of that year, and then I went on -- I came

15 back to the 14th District.  I went on furlough.  I came

16 back.  I was then redeployed downtown for the window

17 detail where, essentially, we were just supplemental

18 force for -- or manpower for, like, the Christmas season

19 for traffic support again and also just to be a -- a

20 visual presence for people that law enforcement was

21 there with the number of people that were downtown.  I

22 stayed in the 14th District, I believe, until April of

23 2000 -- or 2001.  Then I transferred into the 15th

24 District.  While I was in the 15th District, I worked

25 patrol for a short period of time.  I was on a tactical
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1 team there for a short period of time.  I left the

2 tactical team and went back to the watch.  I believe it

3 was either '03 or '04, I transferred to the Targeted

4 Response Unit, which was a citywide unit that was sent

5 all over the various high crime districts.  I stayed

6 there from -- until 2007.  I transferred to the 19th

7 District in 2007.  I was in 19 as a patrol officer from

8 2007 to 2008 when I got promoted to sergeant.  When I

9 was promoted to sergeant, after spending our preservice

10 training in the academy, I was assigned to the 15th

11 District.  As a sergeant in the 15th District, I was a

12 watch sergeant, I was a CAPS sergeant, I was a tact

13 sergeant, I was a mission team sergeant.  I spent from -

14 - I believe it was 20 -- 2013, I believe, to 2014

15 detailed to the deputy chief's office where we did what

16 was considered operation impact, where we were assigned

17 a group of probationary police officers whose job it was

18 to -- to walk in certain areas.  So that was my -- I

19 supervised them. And then after that, I went to Area

20 South as a detective division sergeant.  I spent

21 approximately two years there.  And then about 2016, I

22 transferred to Area Central where I stayed for

23 approximately almost two and a half, almost three years.

24 And in 2019, I transferred to the Bureau of Internal

25 Affairs where I was a sergeant that was assigned to the

Page 23

1      A.   So I've been -- since I've taken over as the

2 commanding officer of the Evidence and Recovered

3 Property Section, I will go and do preservice training

4 for our eTrack system for newly-sworn or newly-promoted

5 sergeants.  And then we did -- while I was in Special

6 Investigations Section, we did a -- a brief presentation

7 of what our -- our unit overview was for newly-promoted

8 detectives.

9      Q.   Did you become familiar with the policies and

10 procedures on tactical teams when you worked on a

11 tactical team and then when you were a sergeant on the

12 tactical team?

13      A.   Yes.

14      Q.   About how long were you -- did you work on a

15 tactical team?

16      A.   I think I was on the tact team for maybe a

17 year and a half, two years, in '15 as a patrol officer.

18 And then as a sergeant, I had a tact team for a year and

19 a mission team, which essentially mirrored that in the

20 district, for approximately two and a half years.

21      Q.   So about three and a half years, you were

22 essentially in charge of a tactical team or similar to a

23 tactical team?

24      A.   Or similar, yes.  Uh-huh.

25      Q.   What -- can you put a time period -- I know it
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1 confidential section for investigations and then also

2 general investigations.  I stayed there until roughly

3 November of 2019 and returned to Area 1, which would

4 have been Area Central at the time.  Shortly thereafter,

5 they restructured the Bureau of Detectives, and they

6 reopened Area 5 and Area 4.  And I was selected to help

7 then-Commander Winstrom reopen Area 5.  And I became

8 assigned as the administrative sergeant for Area 5,

9 where I stayed until I was promoted to lieutenant in

10 2021.  After I was promoted to lieutenant in 2021, I was

11 assigned to the 18th District.  I was there for

12 approximately -- I think it was less than a month, month

13 and a half.  I was reassigned to the Special

14 Investigations Unit, which handles child sex crimes.  I

15 stayed there until April of 2022, and then I was

16 reassigned to the Evidence and Recovered Property

17 Section, where I am currently assigned.

18      Q.   Is it ERPS?  Is that what --

19      A.   Yes, that's correct.  Yes.

20      Q.   -- the acronym is?

21      A.   Uh-huh.

22      Q.   Have you conducted any training over the

23 years?

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   What training have you conducted?
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1 kind of got blended in there, but can you put a time

2 period on when you were a member of a tactical team as a

3 patrol officer?

4      A.   I want to say it was 2001 through maybe '03.

5 So it was either '02 -- '01 or '02 when I got on the

6 tact team as a patrol officer and then '02, '03 when I

7 transferred off and went back to the watch.

8      Q.   Which tactical team were you a member of?

9      A.   I -- I believe we were the 1563 team in the

10 15th District.

11      Q.   And why did you transfer off?

12      A.   My partner at the time had had -- I believe it

13 was his third child, and so he needed to get a more

14 steady schedule.  We had been partners for, at that

15 point in time, like, two or three years, and I'd rather

16 stay with him.  So I -- I shifted and went back to the

17 watch and worked with him.

18      Q.   Okay.  What were the general responsibilities

19 of your tactical team?

20      A.   So our general responsibilities were to work,

21 pretty much, as -- like, our orders are defined at the

22 direction of the district commander.  So on a daily

23 basis, that would depend on what was going on in the

24 district.  If there was a shooting or some other high-

25 profile type of incident, they may reassign our team to
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1 go work in a particular area to see if we could develop

2 any information as to what was going on, or even just

3 provide, like, high visibility to, sort of, you know, I

4 guess, quell the violence a little bit by showing people

5 that there is, you know, law enforcement in the area.

6 Aside from that, when there weren't specific things

7 going on at -- on a daily basis, we would -- we would

8 drive in the areas and -- and just kind of see what was

9 going on.  If we observed possible criminal activity, if

10 it was narcotics-related, we might establish a

11 surveillance.  Either my partner and I, or with members

12 of our team, we might set up collectively and -- and do

13 the enforcement together.  Sometimes we would be sent to

14 details where we would be -- like I was saying before,

15 they would select a certain number of people if there's,

16 like, a Cubs game or -- you know, or something like

17 that, or a parade where they needed additional support

18 units.  We would get pulled and go there.  Sometimes we

19 would be given CAPS mission problems where we would go

20 to the CAPS mission board. And they would say if there

21 was a particular problem, this is your assignment for

22 today.  Other times we might even get citizen complaints

23 that came in directly to one of our superiors and they

24 would say, hey, a civilian's calling from this

25 particular area, they're noticing that this or this is
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1 know, we just drove the district.  And there were some
2 areas that we were more familiar with.  Because, you
3 know, either from our interactions in patrol, we were
4 aware because we were assigned to certain beats or
5 sectors, we were -- some people were a little more
6 familiar with certain areas than they were others.  And
7 so then that would become the areas where they would
8 kind of concentrate their efforts because that's where
9 they were most aware of the criminal activity that was

10 going on there.
11      Q.   What -- which tactical team were you a
12 sergeant for?
13      A.   The 1561 team.
14      Q.   Was that in the -- also the same area?
15      A.   So we -- yeah, it would have been the same
16 boundaries for the district, yes.
17      Q.   Did you -- did -- was the 1561 team different
18 than the 1563 team, like, as far as responsibilities go?
19      A.   No.  I mean, it would have been the same
20 concept.  It's just now, instead of being on the team as
21 a patrol officer, I was now in charge of a team as a
22 supervisor.
23      Q.   What was your role as the supervisor of a
24 tactical team?
25      A.   So as a supervisor of a tactical team,
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1 going on, we need you guys to investigate it and come
2 back to us with a report and let us know what -- what's
3 going on.
4      Q.   Were you familiar with Ronald Watts or the
5 Watts team while you were -- while they were a team?
6      A.   So I don't know when I became aware of them,
7 per se.  I don't -- I don't know that I would have been
8 aware of them while we were working in the 15th
9 District.  Obviously because of the situation that

10 evolved, that's where my -- my knowledge of them
11 specifically comes from.
12      Q.   What area did the 15th District cover when you
13 were on the tactical team?
14      A.   So the -- the borders of the 15th District are
15 from Division to Roosevelt and then from Cicero to
16 Austin.
17      Q.   And was your tactical team -- did they
18 concentrate in any particular area, or was it -- I guess
19 you've sort of described it dependent on what was going
20 on?
21      A.   Yeah.  And so -- and, again, like, on a daily
22 basis, it would be dictated as to what our mission was
23 given to us for that day.  If there was something in
24 particular we needed to focus on, then that's where we
25 would lend our resources.  Other than that, it was, you
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1 obviously you're given -- each team consists of ten

2 officers.  Each of which is, in theory, a two-man car.

3 On days when someone's off, those cars can get expanded

4 to a three-person car because they don't ever let a tact

5 car go out by themselves.  But same thing.  Like, you

6 would communicate with your tactical lieutenant, find

7 out what was going on in the district.  If there was a

8 specific mission that the tactical lieutenant assigned

9 to you or your team, then that would be the information

10 that you would send out.  Sometimes it would come

11 directly from the district commander.  As a sergeant,

12 though, you were also supposed to be in tune to what was

13 going on in the district and being aware yourself of,

14 you know, different kinds of criminal activity that was

15 taking place, if there were spikes in violence, what was

16 going on, and kind of direct your resources to -- you

17 know, to those areas to sort of prevent that crime from

18 -- from continuing.

19      Q.   Were you -- when you were the sergeant of the

20 1561 team -- that was the one you were a sergeant of,

21 right?

22      A.   Yes, sir.

23      Q.   15 -- when you were a sergeant of the 1561

24 team, were you out patrolling with your officers?

25      A.   I was.
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1      Q.   Would you ride with another member of the

2 team?

3      A.   Most generally, yes.

4      Q.   And how would that be reflected, generally, on

5 reports?

6      A.   On reports, like, if I was on an arrest, then

7 I would be on the paperwork as having been there.  We

8 would do a daily supervisor's log, but I would be

9 separated from that on the log.  Like, I wouldn't be

10 listed in the car riding with them because I would be

11 the one checking their -- their status.  You know, we

12 have to do a status check on all of our officers every

13 45 minutes.  And so it's like as that would go, you

14 know, I would still be having my role as the 1561 car,

15 but I would be with them.

16      Q.   And can you break down the years of when you

17 were supervising the 1561 team versus the other similar

18 team?

19      A.   So I believe -- I believe I had the 1561 team

20 from 2010 to 2011, and then I was with the 67 team from

21 2011 until 2013, I think.  Yeah.

22      Q.   The -- tell me more about the daily

23 supervisor's log.

24      A.   So every supervisor will do a supervisor's

25 log.  Whether they're on patrol or on the tact team, you

Page 31

1 day, or once, or something else?
2      A.   That, I'm not aware of.
3      Q.   Do you know when daily supervisor logs started
4 being required?
5      A.   That, I don't know.  I do know that when I was
6 promoted to sergeant, there was one.  So in 2008, there
7 was one.
8      Q.   Had you seen a daily supervisor's log before
9 2008?

10      A.   That, I don't -- I don't ever recall.
11      Q.   And do you know if you were familiar with the
12 concept before you became a supervisor?
13      A.   I think when we went to our preservice
14 training is when they introduced us to it and, like,
15 what the concepts were behind it.  I mean, it's a pretty
16 self-explanatory form, but, you know, that -- it was
17 only explained to us what it was and how we were
18 supposed to fill it out in preservice training.
19      Q.   And when did you do that preservice training?
20      A.   So that would've been 2008.
21      Q.   Did someone have to review your daily logs?
22      A.   Yes.
23      Q.   Who reviewed the daily logs?
24      A.   We -- we would submit them for review by our
25 lieutenant either on the watch, or if you're on the tact
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1 have a log that you have to fill out that indicates when

2 you checked in with your -- your officers.  In patrol,

3 it's every 45 minutes you have to log the car. So as,

4 like, a -- as a beat sergeant, that could be you saw

5 them passing in traffic, to you saw them on a traffic

6 stop, to you responded to a domestic with them. You

7 assisted with some of the paperwork.  But there's got to

8 be, on your log, 45 -- something must be occurring every

9 45 minutes in terms of some sort of supervisory role.

10 The tact team sometimes a little bit different, just

11 because of the circumstances under which you operate.

12 If you're conducting a surveillance, per se, you know,

13 and your team is all there, you know, you might only

14 have a log for that hour, and then it turns into an

15 arrest.  Or, you know, there -- there might be larger

16 gaps in the time frame for those things.

17      Q.   But there should be a log of -- every day that

18 you work as the supervisor of a tact team, you should

19 fill out a log at the end of the day?

20      A.   That's correct.

21      Q.   Do you fill it out as you're going, or do you

22 fill it out at the end of the day?

23      A.   I filled it out as I was going.

24      Q.   Do you know if there was a policy or a

25 procedure as to whether it should be done throughout the
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1 team, it would've been the tactical lieutenant.
2      Q.   And then how did they get -- were they
3 electronic forms?
4      A.   So they're -- they're PDF forms, but we print
5 them out and obviously turn them in, so there's a
6 physical paper copy of it.
7      Q.   And then --
8      A.   And I believe they were then transferred to
9 our admin section.

10      Q.   And then are they scanned?
11      A.   What's that?
12      Q.   Do you know if they're scanned and stored
13 electronically?
14      A.   That, I don't know.
15      Q.   Do they reflect arrests if there are arrests
16 made?
17      A.   In terms of, like, the -- the information
18 about the specific arrest or
19      Q.   Well, let's -- maybe just -- you can -- let's
20 just -- maybe you can give me an example.  Say you're
21 out and you assist with, you know, an arrest of four or
22 five people.  Would that, in some way, be reflected on
23 the daily log?
24      A.   It might be in the sense that if you put
25 yourself down on -- there was a -- the front section
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1 just had all the cars listed and then, like, a time and
2 a location where you logged them at.  And then the back
3 side had, like, involvement in terms of, like, stops and
4 other activity.  So then you could put in those time
5 frames.  Whether it would reflect the individual who was
6 arrested?  No.  I think there was a section for -- for
7 coding on there where you could put down that it was,
8 like, either 19 Paul or whatever it was, a 1 Frank, if
9 it was a domestic, I believe there's a box for that on

10 there.  But aside from that, like, it wouldn't -- it
11 wouldn't specifically reflect, like, the name of the
12 individual who was involved, but it would give you,
13 like, the location and the timestamp of when you were
14 there.
15      Q.   Would it say -- would it say something like
16 participated in or assisted in arrest but not
17 necessarily who was arrested?
18      A.   I -- I believe it would have just the address
19 of occurrence and the type of job, potentially, I think
20 is what the two boxes were.  It's been a while since
21 I've seen one.  But like I said, it's all -- it's all
22 self-explanatory as you're going through it.  There's a
23 timestamp that's on there that says it was between this
24 time and this time, so that they can monitor the hours
25 and make sure that you're actually filling the -- the
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1      Q.   I went ahead and highlighted the topics that I

2 think you're here to testify about.  If you could take a

3 look and let me know if you agree.  It goes onto the 3

4 and -- Page 3 and Page 4.  Did I highlight the correct

5 topics?

6      A.   Yes, sir.

7      Q.   Okay.  So I have -- well, I guess we didn't

8 say it yet.  I have 13A, B and C, E, F and G, and J

9 and K.

10      A.   That's correct.

11      Q.   All right.  And those cover the time period --

12 so those are about the city's written and unwritten

13 policies, practices, and customs, and training in effect

14 from 1999 to 2011.  And I'm not going to read each

15 topic --

16      A.   Right.

17      Q.   -- but on those topics.  And you're prepared

18 to testify about those today?

19      A.   To the best of my knowledge, yes, sir.

20      Q.   And to the best of the city's knowledge?

21      A.   Well, I mean, it would be to the -- the best

22 of my knowledge.  I mean, I don't know if there is

23 someone who's more knowledgeable about these topics than

24 I am, but I'm -- I'm going to let you know what I know

25 about these things.
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1 log out within that 45-minute time frame.

2      Q.   Is the purpose of the log to show what you,

3 the supervisor, is doing or what the team is doing, or

4 something else?

5      A.   I think it's a combination.  Like, my -- my

6 personal opinion is to show that you're actually

7 supervising your personnel as opposed to just saying, oh

8 yeah, I watched them.  You know, it's like, well, where

9 were you at with them?  I was here at these locations.

10      Q.   So when it's, like, interaction with a -- one

11 of the beat cars or patrol cars, it's not just saying

12 the patrol car was over here.  It's saying I was there

13 with them?

14      A.   Correct.

15      Q.   Okay.  And the same idea where if there was an

16 arrest or if you list an occurrence, it's you were at

17 the spot of the occurrence?

18      A.   Correct.

19      Q.   Okay.  Thanks.

20          MR. RAUSCHER:  We're going to mark Exhibit 1.

21     This is a notice of Rule 30(b)(6) deposition.  It's

22     the version that was circulated last week, but

23     attached was the old version.

24            (EXHIBIT 1 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

25 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
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1      Q.   Okay.  Did you talk to anybody at the
2 department other than -- well, did you talk to anybody
3 at the department about any of the topics that we're
4 going to talk about today?
5      A.   No, I did not.
6      Q.   Are there any -- do you believe you have any
7 gaps in knowledge on any of these topics?
8      A.   I'm not sure I understand what you mean by
9 "gaps in knowledge."

10      Q.   So do you think you know -- you've said you're
11 not sure if there's someone at the city who knows more
12 than you about this.  And it's a big department, so I
13 understand, I think, why you're saying that, but you're
14 here to testify on behalf of the city.  So what I'm
15 trying to understand is, do you believe that you are
16 competent and prepared to testify on behalf of the city
17 on these topics, or are there some where you think I'm
18 not sure actually if I have full knowledge of this for
19 the city?
20      A.   No, I -- I think I'd be all right.
21      Q.   Okay.
22          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah.  And, Scott, just for the
23     record, I think, in terms of the tactical team, it's
24     my understanding that you spoke with Dan and that
25     he's going to be talking about tact teams in general
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1     as opposed to specific 2nd District tactical teams.

2          MR. RAUSCHER:  So my understanding was that

3     there probably isn't anything specific to the 2nd

4     District, which is why we had that conversation, but

5     you will tell me if you think I'm wrong as we go.

6          MR. MICHALIK:  I just wanted to clarify.

7          MR. RAUSCHER:  So the topic -- as far as, you

8     know, from my perspective, the topic is still the

9     same, but I think the answer is probably going to be

10     we have general policies.

11          MR. MICHALIK:  Right.

12          MR. RAUSCHER:  But I'm not testifying, so I

13     will stop giving my expected answers now.

14 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

15      Q.   Did you bring any documents with you today?

16      A.   No, I did not.

17      Q.   Did you print out the documents -- so when --

18 you said you had looked a bunch of documents.  Some of

19 them -- were some of them done online and some of them

20 printed?

21      A.   So everything that I researched was offline.

22 So it would've been from our department director's

23 database and then from the -- the CLEAR system off the

24 wire, the user guides.

25      Q.   Offline, meaning you had a --
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1      A.   Unwritten policies, no.

2      Q.   And what about unwritten practices or customs?

3      A.   No.

4      Q.   And did you do any research into the training

5 about these policies the training officers receive?

6      A.   No.

7      Q.   Do you -- are -- but are you familiar with the

8 training that they receive?

9      A.   Based on the training I've received.

10      Q.   And it's your understanding the training

11 you've received is consistent with the training every

12 other officer receives?

13      A.   I would imagine, yes.

14      Q.   And why do you imagine that?

15      A.   It's -- when I went through the training

16 academy -- so in 1999, that's when I first started my

17 training.  A lot of the things that you're asking about

18 in that time frame, I would have knowledge of how they

19 trained us to write reports from when I was in the

20 academy then.  Follow-up to that would be when they

21 created eTrack and the CLEAR system for arrest reports,

22 there was training that came out that was

23 department-wide user guides.  Everyone had access to the

24 same resources.

25      Q.   So maybe you can -- we can start with just
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1      A.   Well, online, I'm sorry.
2      Q.   On -- everything was online?
3      A.   Online, yes.  Off of our wire, yes.
4      Q.   So you did not print out any copies of
5 anything?
6      A.   To bring today?
7      Q.   Either way?
8      A.   Yes, I did.
9      Q.   Okay.  Do you still have a copy of the things

10 you've printed?  Did you keep a set?
11      A.   I did not keep a full set of everything.  I --
12 most of what I had, I tendered.
13      Q.   To Counsel?
14      A.   To Counsel, yes.
15      Q.   Okay.  If -- we're going to go through some
16 documents today.  If there is a document that you looked
17 at or that you think bears on these topics that we
18 haven't -- that we -- you know, that we don't talk about
19 today, I'm going to ask you to just let me know that,
20 okay?
21      A.   Yes, sir.
22      Q.   And then before we get into specific topics,
23 are you aware of any unwritten policies, practices, or
24 customs relating to any of these topics that you're here
25 to testify about?
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1 give me an overview of the training on arrest reports
2 during the 1999 to 2011 time frame.
3      A.   So obviously, when we're in the academy, one
4 of the -- the courses that we were given was instruction
5 on how to complete arrest reports.  At the time in 1999,
6 arrest reports were -- were paper.  So they were not the
7 digital copies that we have now or the digital versions,
8 I should say.  And so there was instruction on how to
9 fill them out and essentially what the boxes on there

10 stood for and then in addition to that, like, what the
11 narrative of that report should contain predominantly.
12      Q.   And there are some, you know, separate
13 categories that are probably fairly be said to be
14 subcategories in this topic.
15      A.   Yes, sir.
16      Q.   For example, B is the use of official reports
17 of abbreviations, such as RO and AO instead of listing
18 participating officers by name.
19      A.   Yes, sir.
20      Q.   Did you receive training on the use of any
21 abbreviations?
22      A.   Yes.
23      Q.   What training do you remember about using
24 abbreviations?
25      A.   I mean, specifically that ROs were -- were
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1 typically abbreviations that were used for general
2 offense case reports, vice case reports, anything that
3 was not an arrest report, because the RO stood for the
4 responding officer or the reporting officer.  AO was
5 something that was more or less specifically dictated
6 towards the arrest report, so that an AO would appear in
7 an arrest report, but not necessarily in a case report
8 for abbreviation.  Sometimes people will get the two
9 confused or, you know, by, I guess, force of habit, an

10 RO might show up in an -- in an arrest report and -- and
11 AO might show up in a case report.
12      Q.   What does AO stand for?
13      A.   Arresting officer.
14      Q.   And then RO, you said, could be responding or
15 reporting officer?
16      A.   That's correct.
17      Q.   Is there a -- any training on when it stands
18 for what -- for which of those?
19      A.   I mean, I think it's like -- they're -- in my
20 opinion, they're interchangeable, right?  In terms of,
21 like, you -- usually, the person who's reporting it is
22 the one who responded to the scene.  You know, in some
23 instances, you didn't respond, you were taking the
24 report at the desk, so I think those would be probably
25 the differences and just more or less semantics.
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1 signature of the arresting officer would appear. Again,

2 it's been a long time since I filled out a paper one.  I

3 don't believe there's -- there's a signature line for

4 the second arresting officer.  I believe it's just a

5 printed name that goes in that box, if I remember

6 correctly.  Today's reports, there aren't any actual

7 physical signatures that are applied. Everything's done

8 electronically.

9      Q.   How do you sign an electronic report, if at

10 all?

11      A.   So what'll ultimately happen is whoever's

12 logged in for the application for the arrest report,

13 when you prepare to submit that report, there'll be a

14 notifier that will come up that'll explain to you that

15 you understand, under the penalty of perjury, that

16 you're submitting this report.  To the best of your

17 knowledge, it's true and accurate.  And there is your PC

18 number that's embedded in there that's linked to the

19 person who logged in, and then you put in your password

20 underneath, and then it affixes your name as the

21 attesting officer to the report.

22      Q.   Is that -- the thing you just described, does

23 that apply to vice case reports as well?

24      A.   So case reports, presently, are all done

25 electronically, and so the reports are slightly
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1      Q.   So if it's talking about someone who is coming
2 to the scene, like ROs did something, that means the
3 person who's going there?
4      A.   Well, like, there were -- right.  So the
5 responding officer would've been, like, in terms of,
6 like, you're writing the report because you're there,
7 right?  A reporting officer might be somebody at the
8 desk.  In the same regard, like, reporting law officer
9 could also be in reference to the person who's on the

10 scene, you know, who also did respond.  It -- like I
11 said, it's more or less an interchangeable use of the
12 two words.
13      Q.   But the only -- I guess the -- is it fair to
14 say that the only time the reporting officer wouldn't be
15 the responding officer is if that person was just doing
16 it at the desk and hadn't been at the scene?
17      A.   I'd say that's fair to say.
18      Q.   Okay.  And did you receive training on who is
19 supposed to sign arrest reports and vice case reports?
20      A.   Yes.
21      Q.   What was the training you received on who is
22 supposed to sign reports and who -- sorry, and who is
23 supposed to sign arrest reports or vice case reports?
24      A.   So on the paper versions of them, I believe
25 our -- our instruction sheets were that the original
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1 different.  And as we've continued to evolve and write
2 reports differently, there is numbers of, like,
3 different people that are put in there, but it's the
4 same thing where it's like, at the end, whoever's typing
5 the report is going to put their PC number in, and it'll
6 be marked as them as submitting the report.
7      Q.   In this case, as you probably know from your
8 experience, a lot of the vice case reports are paper?
9      A.   Paper.

10      Q.   Who was supposed to sign paper vice case
11 reports?
12      A.   So that could -- that could vary.  So, like,
13 the individual who authored the report could sign for
14 himself and his partner under certain circumstances that
15 are delineated in some of our orders.
16      Q.   And then -- so let me -- I think there's --
17 that's maybe, like, a two-part question.  And so, one --
18 there's one issue of whether you can sign for someone
19 else.
20      A.   Uh-huh.
21      Q.   And then there's a different issue of who is
22 supposed to be the person signing the report in the
23 first place.
24      A.   Okay.
25      Q.   So set the issue aside of if you can sign for
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1 someone else.
2      A.   Okay.
3      Q.   Was there training on who is supposed to be
4 the person signing the vice case report?
5      A.   I don't recall if there was specific training
6 that would've come in a class or anything like that, but
7 I mean, it's just -- it -- it was, again, you would
8 complete the report on a probationary level.  You would
9 give it to your field training officer for them to

10 review.  They would -- they would then sign the report
11 to say, yes, I reviewed it, right?  When you're working
12 with partners, after a certain period of time, yeah, you
13 would give them the report.  If they weren't available
14 to sign, then you would sign on their behalf.
15      Q.   So if there's a team involved in an arrest --
16      A.   Uh-huh.
17      Q.   -- who -- is there a policy about who is
18 supposed to sign the vice case report?
19      A.   Who's supposed to sign it?  Again, like, the
20 author of the -- of that report should be the one who's
21 signing it.
22      Q.   Is there a policy on who the author is
23 supposed to be?
24      A.   No.  In terms of -- I guess it's kind of
25 difficult to explain in -- in -- in the sense that the
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1     report.  We're talking about vice case now.

2 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

3      Q.   So if there's an arrest, two people were the

4 prime -- you know, two officers were the primary people

5 involved and seeing the illegal activity, putting the

6 handcuffs on, someone else came later and helped move

7 the person who was arrested to a police car, and someone

8 else on the team transported them, and then someone else

9 helped them, you know, get to the bathroom at the police

10 station.

11      A.   Right.

12      Q.   Who should be signing the vice case report?

13      A.   It'd be the two officers that were involved in

14 -- in the incident, making the arrest.

15      Q.   Like, the first two?

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   What if there was only one involved in the

18 arrest?

19      A.   In terms of

20      Q.   Do you put two names on there or just one?

21      A.   I mean, you could put other individuals on

22 there as assisting, and -- and that's how it works in a

23 lot of the -- the case reports we have now.  And they'll

24 just add as many people as were involved on whatever

25 level into the -- into the -- into that report.  In
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1 old paper case reports, there's different sections of
2 them, right?  And so as you were kind of going through
3 it, someone might be doing the header for you, and then
4 you as the author, who -- who is box 1 arresting
5 officer, they would fill out the top portion of that for
6 you because you were either filling out the arrest
7 report or doing something else, just to kind of expedite
8 the process.  But the person who crafted that narrative
9 would generally be the person signing it.

10      Q.   And when you're saying fill out the top part,
11 you're not saying the narrative.  You're talking about,
12 like, the --
13      A.   Just all the boxes, right?  So it's like, you
14 know, who the -- what the address of occurrence was,
15 what UCR code we had, the RD number, the offender's
16 information, what was recovered, if there was a car that
17 was involved.  Just, like I said, it was more or less to
18 kind of expedite the process sometimes.
19      Q.   Should the person signing be someone who was
20 involved in the arrest?
21      A.   Yes.
22      Q.   So let -- maybe we can --
23          MR. MICHALIK:  And just to be clear, you're
24     talking about the vice case report?
25          MR. RAUSCHER:  The vice -- yes, the vice case
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1 terms of case reporting for the tact teams, like, I
2 don't know that there would've ever been a time that it
3 would've just been someone individually making an
4 arrest.  Because as a team, like, you can't have -- that
5 99 car usually wasn't going out.  There had to be, like,
6 extenuating circumstances to do that.
7      Q.   So it would be -- there would have to be
8 extenuating circumstances for a partner to leave -- you
9 know, if there's two part -- two people in the car,

10 there'd have to be really extenuating circumstances for
11 one of those two people to go leave and leave the other
12 person alone?
13      A.   In terms of you were working by yourself to
14 make an arrest, I would say there would have to be
15 something that would be explainable, because, again, the
16 teams went out in pairs or in more than pairs. Like, it
17 was -- like I said before, if my partner was off that
18 day, I had to find another car to ride in, and then we
19 rode what we would consider what would they call 3D,
20 right?  There'd be three of us in the car. And then our
21 car that day would be somewhat of a down car.  Like, on
22 the sheets, I would still carry my -- my unit
23 designator.  Each team was given an alphanumeric code.
24 So it's like -- it's 1561 Adam, Boy, David, Charlie, and
25 Eddie.  So I would still carry, if I was the Boy car, I
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1 would still carry that Boy moniker when I would -- when

2 I would come up on there.  That'd be my designator.

3      Q.   If -- does a signature of a second person on

4 vice case report -- so there's two -- up to two --

5      A.   Uh-huh.

6      Q.   -- we'll look at a specific one later.  We can

7 then walk through it.  But does the signature of a

8 second person on the vice case report indicate that that

9 person was at the scene and involved in the arrest?

10      A.   It should, yes.

11      Q.   Is there anything else it could indicate and

12 still be in compliance with CPD policy?

13      A.   That their sig -- like, their signature showed

14 on the report?

15      Q.   Yes.

16      A.   I mean, in terms of being physically present

17 when the arrest was made, if you had a surveillance

18 situation, like, you might have had someone that was on

19 surveillance that was not in the immediate vicinity when

20 an individual was arrested or there could be some other

21 extenuating circumstances, like, you get somebody

22 detained a block over, and then, you know, your team

23 came and got this other individual.

24      Q.   But it would at least indicate that that

25 person who signed it has personal knowledge of the
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1 circumstances that we're giving here, I think that there
2 are different circumstances where someone who wasn't
3 immediately present could be listed on the case report.
4      Q.   Would it comply with CPD policy if you showed
5 up at the scene after someone was in handcuffs and you
6 were the first officer listed and that you signed the
7 report?
8      A.   So you're saying you showed up second, he's
9 already been detained, and you're going to be the first

10 to report it?  Again, if it was a narcotic surveillance
11 and then you were coming out to verify that that's the
12 individual that I did the surveillance on, then, yes,
13 you could be in box 1.  There are other circumstances
14 where if it was your call and maybe it wasn't
15 narcotics-related, you just responded to a call and it
16 was a domestic battery, and someone got there before
17 you, detained him, had him in, you know, in handcuffs,
18 and then you conducted that investigation, then, yes,
19 you could flip roles, and then you could go into box 1
20 because you're the one that's then going to author the
21 report.  But you would indicate in the narrative or
22 explain out or flesh out, like, hey, I responded to the
23 scene.  When I got there, this is what had happened and
24 then I subsequently learned the following.
25      Q.   So in those examples, you still have personal
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1 alleged illegal activity?
2      A.   I would say yes.
3      Q.   That they saw it or saw --
4      A.   In some -- yes.  On some level, they were
5 involved, yes.
6      Q.   Not just that they showed up after and, you
7 know, saw the person that had handcuffs or something
8 like that?
9      A.   I would imagine no.

10      Q.   In your experience, would the policy allow you
11 to sign for, as the one of the two officers, if all you
12 did was show up after they were arrested?
13      A.   I mean, it would depend on what your role was,
14 I would imagine.  I think that, you know, it wouldn't be
15 necessarily out of the policy if you then came in and
16 then helped process the rest of the way through.
17      Q.   That could be one of the first two people who
18 signed?
19      A.   I would say yes.
20      Q.   Okay.  Are there any rules that you're aware
21 of as to who can be the two signers on a vice case
22 report?
23      A.   No.  Not directly, no.
24      Q.   What about indirectly?
25      A.   I mean, like I said, based on the
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1 knowledge of what has happened, or you're -- in the

2 second example, you're kind of deeply involved in the

3 investigation, right?

4      A.   Correct.

5      Q.   What if the situation is the narrative on the

6 report says something like ROs observed offender 1 hand

7 drugs to offender 2 who handed currency to offender 1,

8 would it be appropriate -- there's no surveillance

9 listed in the report.  Would it be appropriate for an

10 officer who didn't see that to be one of the two

11 signers?

12      A.   I would say that report should be limited to

13 the two individuals who are involved in the actual ROs

14 observed.  So who those ROs were would be box 1.

15      Q.   And would you -- would CPD policy have you

16 list who the ROs were in that narrative?

17      A.   I think in -- in prior reports, like, the

18 paper reports, I don't know that we ever went that

19 detailed.  Presently, like, our -- our reporting

20 procedures now are a little more detailed than what they

21 were back then with the capabilities of, you know,

22 specifically clicking a button and then adding an

23 individual's name into some of the reports, so they're -

24 - they're slightly different in that regard.

25      Q.   And when did it change so that you could more
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1 easily list specific officers who are involved?
2      A.   I think it was with the creation of the AIRA
3 reports, and I don't know when we first started using
4 AIRA, to be honest with you.
5      Q.   When creating reports, if there are officers
6 who witnessed the alleged offense who are not the two
7 reporting signing officers, should the narrative
8 indicate who those people are?
9      A.   In -- in term -- so if you could provide me

10 with an example --
11      Q.   So let's say there's two spots on a vice case
12 report to sign, but there were three reporting or
13 responding -- if they were three responding officers who
14 all worked together in the car that day and they all
15 witnessed the offense, should the narrative indicate
16 that all three of them witnessed the offense?
17      A.   If they all did, yes.
18      Q.   Right.  If -- of course.  It shouldn't say
19 falsely that someone witnessed the offense.
20      A.   Right.
21      Q.   But it -- even though you might not, as a
22 practice, always say ROs 1 and 2 witnessed the offense,
23 if there were more then who were signing, you'd want
24 that to indicate that to be in compliance with the
25 policy?
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1      A.   It was not.
2      Q.   Are you familiar with this special order?
3      A.   I mean, having read general -- yeah, at some
4 point, I would come across it, certainly.
5      Q.   Do you remember -- do you remember ever
6 reading it?
7      A.   I'm sure I read it in terms of preparing for
8 promotional exams, but aside from that, no, I have no
9 direct recollection of ever reading it.

10      Q.   Are you familiar with the policies written in
11 here now that you've had a chance to look at it today?
12      A.   Yes.
13      Q.   If you see up here, it says this rescinds
14 January 1, 1996 version?
15      A.   Yes.
16      Q.   Do you know if anything had -- what, if
17 anything, changed between the two versions?
18      A.   Based on my understanding of how our Research
19 & Development Section puts out new policy, anything
20 that's new in department special and general orders is
21 underlined.  So if you look on Page 2, under Item 3, it
22 says logging into the -- the CLEAR homepage, click on
23 the Bureau Sites link, and then Organized Crime, and
24 then finally click on ESV Conversion link.  I would
25 imagine that was an addition or an amendment to the
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1      A.   So I mean, the thing is, like, if there was --

2 in a situation like you were saying before, like, with a

3 three-man car, if we compare it to the arrest report,

4 there was only room for a certain number of boxes.  So I

5 believe 1 and 2, more often than not, sometimes we would

6 put a slash for that other individual, but I don't know

7 that it was a required policy for all three of them to

8 be there.  I think, typically, if we were doing a

9 narcotics surveillance, we would explain who was there

10 and who did what, you know, like, whether it was by --

11 by beat number or, like, 1563 team lended their

12 assistance and they detained them, you know. Just to

13 kind of explain out who did what, but, again, I don't

14 know that there was a hard and fast rule for, you know,

15 specifically explaining who -- who did what.

16          MR. RAUSCHER:  We're going to mark Exhibit 2 as

17     -- it's just -- it was sent out this morning.  It's

18     PL Joint 087423 through 425.

19            (EXHIBIT 2 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

20 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

21      Q.   Have you had a chance to look at this

22 document?

23      A.   I have.  Yes, sir.

24      Q.   Was this one of the documents you reviewed

25 before the deposition?
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1 original order, along with what you see in Item G that's
2 also underlined, where it starts with, "Unlawful conduct
3 and disturbances."  And then, similarly, on Page 3,
4 where they have under Section B for the letters of
5 abatement, the information about the License
6 Investigation Unit and then finally in Item 3, again,
7 the License Investigation Unit and Asset Forfeiture.
8      Q.   And then it says "authenticated by JKH" on the
9 last page.

10      A.   Yes.
11      Q.   Do you know what that means?
12      A.   I'm going to assume that this is who authored
13 it from or was involved in the process from the Research
14 & Development Section, but without certainty, I don't --
15 and it's just their initials.  It's the initials of
16 whatever reporting officer or department member was
17 involved in this.  So, like, when we do department
18 memos, someone -- if they're going to craft it on my
19 behalf, their initials will go on the bottom, and it may
20 just be something that I then review, but it's, like, it
21 was put together by them.
22      Q.   Is this crafted on behalf of Garry McCarthy as
23 the superintendent?
24      A.   I -- I would say yes.
25      Q.   And is that how policies work, the
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1 superintendent ultimately issues them?
2      A.   Yes.
3      Q.   Let's look back at the first thing you
4 identified as likely having changed.  And that is what
5 it says in here also.  If you see at the end, that's
6 consistent with what -- with your testimony.  In the
7 "Processing Vice Complaints" section, E3 is the first
8 thing that has a change, and it looks like it's changing
9 how you obtain the estimated street value of controlled

10 substances that are recovered.  And this is saying you
11 do it by logging into CLEAR and then clicking on some
12 links.
13      A.   Right.
14      Q.   Do you see that?
15      A.   Yes.
16      Q.   How was that done prior -- how did you obtain
17 estimated street value of controlled substance to place
18 on a vice case report before this process was put into
19 place?
20      A.   I'm trying to remember.  I think -- you know,
21 we -- we had a similar system where you logged in and
22 they had street values for everything.  Like, you would
23 give them the weight of whatever it was that you had
24 recovered, and then it would spit out a dollar value.
25 Some people would just break it down if they were -- if
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1 would've sufficed.

2      Q.   Do you need to have at least a reason -- you

3 know, some basis for believing the estimated value to

4 comply with the policy?

5      A.   In terms of do you have to print something out

6 or --

7      Q.   Do you have to have any knowledge?  I mean,

8 you -- presumably, you can't just make it up.

9      A.   Correct.  Right.  I mean, so it's -- it's

10 based on an understanding -- like, if you worked in an

11 open-air drug market, I mean, it was like, you weren't

12 going to say that, you know, 0.1 grams of crack cocaine

13 was worth $3,000.  You know, there was a common sense

14 factor that was applied to it.

15      Q.   Does the estimated value have any impact on

16 the charging decisions?

17      A.   No.  It's all based off of weight.

18          MR. RAUSCHER:  All right.  We're going to mark

19     Exhibit 3 as CITY-BG-062148 through 062165.

20            (EXHIBIT 3 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

21 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

22      Q.   Yeah.  So this has multiple different special

23 orders in it.  And take a look at all of them, but I

24 only have some specific questions about -- toward the

25 end.
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1 that wasn't available, they would just use it, like, you

2 know, it was $10 for every -- every gram.  But it was

3 all based off of, like, whatever the FBI value was, or,

4 you know, there was a -- there was a set standard for

5 how much, you know, a gram of cocaine went for, and then

6 you entered it into the system and it gave you a value.

7      Q.   And I think as part of your answer -- was part

8 of your answer in there -- you might just know because

9 you do it so often --

10      A.   Yeah.

11      Q.   -- so you're not actually going to go look

12 it up.

13      A.   Correct.

14      Q.   Would doing it that way still comply with

15 CPD's policy?

16      A.   And -- and, again, I mean, it's an estimated

17 street value.  So by the time it goes to court, it might

18 change.  And ultimately, in terms of the value of what

19 you have, the value doesn't really impact the charging.

20 It's the weight of what you have, so

21      Q.   Sure.  But the question, really, is just, if

22 you -- does it comply with CPD's policy if you provide

23 an estimated amount on a vice case report without going

24 to a secondary source?

25      A.   I would say it -- it would've, yes, it
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1      A.   Okay.
2      Q.   Have you had a chance to flip through that?
3      A.   I did.
4      Q.   Did you review any of these policies to
5 prepare for today?
6      A.   No.
7      Q.   Can you take a look at special order
8 S04-18-03, which is almost toward the end?  It starts at
9 CITY-BG-062162.  It's titled "Pre-Planned Narcotics

10 Enforcement Operations."  Do you see that?
11      A.   Yes, sir.
12      Q.   Are you familiar with this special order?
13      A.   In terms of knowing that it existed, yeah, at
14 the time.  Yeah.
15      Q.   And you believe you would've read it?
16      A.   From my involvement when I was on the tact
17 team, yeah.
18      Q.   And have you had a chance to look it over
19 today?
20      A.   Briefly, yes.
21      Q.   Are you familiar with the contents?
22      A.   Yes.
23      Q.   Does it reflect the policies of the CPD for
24 pre-planned narcotics enforcement operations, including
25 for preparation of reports for those investigations?
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1      A.   Yes.

2      Q.   This is dated February 15th, 2006.  That's the

3 issue date and the effective date.  Do you see that?

4      A.   Yes, sir.

5      Q.   And it doesn't -- it says it rescinds

6 S05-02-03.

7      A    Uh-huh.

8      Q.   Do you know what that policy is?

9      A.   No.  That, I don't.

10      Q.   I don't see on here, really, any italics or

11 anything that indicates what changed.  Do you know what

12 changed?

13      A.   From the original, from the --

14      Q.   Yeah.

15      A.   -- S05-02-03?  No.  And, again, I don't know

16 when Research & Development started utilizing the

17 italics to identify changes in an order, so I don't know

18 if that wasn't a policy then by Research & Development

19 at the time.

20      Q.   So now that you've had a chance to look at it,

21 can you identify anything that's different about this

22 policy than about the previous policy for pre-planned

23 narcotics enforcement operations?

24      A.   If I had to venture a guess, the only thing I

25 could point to, and it's just based on the language in
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1      A.   That I wouldn't know for certain, but I would
2 imagine yes.  Because if it's saying it's rescinding
3 this S05-02-03, I'd imagine whatever that was was
4 contained inside that policy.
5      Q.   And this document describes multiple different
6 roles that people have in processing individuals in
7 these types of operations, including, you know, how to
8 document it, right?
9      A.   Yes, sir.

10      Q.   Are these policies consistent with how you did
11 things when you were on a tactical team?
12      A.   For
13      Q.   For the pre-planned narcotics enforcement
14 operations?
15      A.   They look reasonably similar, yes.
16      Q.   Is there anything you can identify that's
17 different?
18      A.   Not in this general overview, no.
19      Q.   I'm sorry, not in what?
20      A.   Not in this general overview, no.  I'm not
21 seeing anything.
22      Q.   Did you participate in -- I should have asked
23 this.  Did you participate in any pre-planned narcotics
24 enforcement operations as a tactical team member?
25      A.   Yes, I did.
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1 it, would be underneath the purpose for Item B, the fact

2 that the order "introduces the Arrestee Control Sheet,"

3 but that would be just from the language, not from

4 anything specifically.

5      Q.   Prior to 2006, were there special procedures

6 for processing multiple arrest situations related to

7 pre-planned narcotic enforcement operations?

8          MR. MICHALIK:  I'm just going to object to the

9     extent I think this probably is not really within

10     any of the designated topics for this particular

11     witness.

12          MR. RAUSCHER:  I think it is because it has

13     pretty specific things about how to document those

14     investigations, including reports.

15          MR. MICHALIK:  Well, if you're going to talk

16     about the documentation, it's one thing, but that's

17     not what you're asking him.

18          MR. RAUSCHER:  Well, I'm getting there.  I

19     mean, I'm establishing that, if it even existed.

20          THE WITNESS:  Could you ask the question again,

21     please?

22 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

23      Q.   Yeah.  Prior to February 2006, did the Chicago

24 Police Department have a written policy about

25 pre-planned narcotics enforcement operations?
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1      Q.   And what about as a sergeant in a tactical
2 team?
3      A.   A sergeant, I don't believe I did, no.
4      Q.   Were they referred to as reverse stings, or is
5 that an example of a pre-planned narcotics operation?
6      A.   It -- that's -- like, in a general term, yes.
7      Q.   Are the vice case or arrest reports stemming
8 from pre-planned narcotics enforcement operations
9 supposed to document which officers had which roles?

10      A.   In terms of the -- the processing of the
11 individual?
12      Q.   At all.  So they've got -- this refers to
13 on-scene documenting team, arresting processing --
14 arresting processing team, things like that.  Should the
15 reports show which officers were on which teams?
16      A.   I would say they did not, and the reason being
17 is because they were processing on behalf of a report
18 that was forwarded to them that was based on the
19 observations that were made by other officers.  So the
20 processing team, more often than not, the ones that were
21 actually preparing the reports, were housed, at least in
22 -- in our situations, in the station.  There was a team
23 that was obviously working in the field as the
24 undercover officers, and then there was another
25 processing team that was involved in either the
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1 transportation or the securing of those who were
2 identified or arrested during the course of the
3 pre-planned narcotics operation.
4      Q.   Did your team ever conduct those operations
5 and have it with the processing team on-site?
6      A.   So in terms of the actual arresting -- like
7 the teams that are typing out the arrest reports?
8      Q.   Yeah.
9      A.   We could not, no.  And it is -- you couldn't

10 type the reports that way.  So we had one group that was
11 sitting inside waiting for the arrestees to come, one
12 group that was responsible for the apprehension, another
13 group that was somewhat responsible for keeping them
14 until we were able to transport them, and -- and so on
15 and so forth.
16      Q.   And then the people who write -- wrote the
17 reports were none of those groups; is that right?
18      A.   Correct.  So there would be an officer.  And,
19 again, like with this, where it's the arrestee control
20 sheet, I don't believe the arrestee control sheet
21 existed when I was on the tact team.  It seems to just
22 be -- what we used to do is just document the name of
23 the individual, their demographics, what the general
24 probable cause was for that person to be arrested, and
25 then it would go off with that individual, either in a
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1 was and then what transpired between them.  And then how

2 that would be done, is the officers who were involved in

3 the undercover portion would inform the team that was

4 taking possession of that individual, he did X, Y, and

5 Z, and then they would document that based on the

6 observations from the undercover.

7      Q.   Would it comply with CPD policy to fill out

8 the narrative section for a reverse sting before the

9 operation was conducted?

10      A.   Before it was conducted?  I mean, it wouldn't

11 necessarily be out of the realm of possibilities in the

12 sense that if it was a pre-designated offense where they

13 knew a specific location that they were going to was

14 only going to result in individuals coming to purchase

15 heroin, right, or crack cocaine, right, there wasn't

16 anyone that was going to be coming to that location for

17 anything other than that, they might have pre-printed

18 form sets already done with a location, RD number

19 absent, the date and time absent obviously because those

20 would be the things that would change within that, and

21 then what was specifically asked for in terms of he

22 asked for six or he asked for two, and then the dollar

23 amount that might have been exchanged in -- in terms for

24 that -- that alleged purchase, things like that would be

25 different.  Obviously, the arrestee demographics would
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1 property bag.  And then the -- the felt tip pen was the
2 mark and identifier this was arrestee number 1.  And
3 then this is his card that goes with him.  So that
4 whoever was processing him would receive both the
5 individual and the card, confirm the information about
6 at least their demographics to make sure that they had
7 the right individual, and then that was the narrative
8 that they were they were -- they were supplied.
9      Q.   So if this introduced the arrestee control

10 sheets in 2006, what was used in place of that?
11      A.   There might not have been anything.  And,
12 again, from my recollection, I don't recall if there
13 was, other than we just kept like -- of -- what would be
14 considered a miscell ex card, which was blank on the
15 backside and had information that was placed on -- on
16 that, and then that would accompany the individual. But
17 to be honest, I don't know for sure.
18      Q.   If it was one of those two things or maybe it
19 was --
20      A.   If the arrestee control sheet existed at that
21 time.
22      Q.   It was either the arrestee control sheet or,
23 like, this kind of card you're describing?
24      A.   Right.  But there -- but there was there was
25 somewhere for us to -- to document who this individual
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1 be -- would be empty as well.

2      Q.   Could you get the RD number before you went

3 out?

4      A.   You would not, no.

5      Q.   Could you get it, though?

6      A.   I mean, you can get an RD number for anything.

7 All you have to do is -- the dispatcher won't know, but

8 the dispatcher will ask you what you're working on. You

9 can't just tell the dispatcher, I'd like, you know, an

10 RD number for this UCR.  They'd be like, okay, where are

11 you at and what are you working on?  You know, so to get

12 it ahead of time, I would say no.

13      Q.   Are you able to get an RD number on your own

14 as an officer?

15      A.   Yes.

16      Q.   So you could do that before you went out,

17 right?

18      A.   No.  I mean, in terms of, like, getting --

19 getting an RD number, like, if I responded to a job or I

20 made an arrest, whether it was for a domestic battery or

21 I on-viewed a PCS, I would then identify myself on the

22 radio, tell them that I had an arrest situation, I'm at

23 this location, and I need an RD number for UCR code, and

24 I would provide them with the UCR code.

25      Q.   And is the only way -- was it -- from the 1999
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1 to 2011 time period, is the only way to get an RD number

2 to go through dispatch?

3      A.   Yes.  And that could happen in one of two

4 ways.  So you could either do it, you know, over the air

5 with your radio, or you could call the ED desk itself

6 and provide the ED desk with your beat, your

7 information, and then they would enter that information

8 into our PCAD system to put you down on -- and generate

9 the records division number for you.

10      Q.   So back to a vice case report and a

11 pre-planned narcotics offense, would it be appropriate

12 to put quotation marks in there saying Offender 1 said

13 "blows, blows, blows" before you went out and did the

14 operation?

15      A.   Before you went out and did it?  I mean, it

16 would depend on -- like, if you put it multiple times, I

17 would say that would say that that individual made that

18 statement that many times, right?  To use that, my under

19 -- well, my experience is, if you're like, he was

20 yelling "blows, blows, blows," that's more or less like

21 someone who's out there soliciting the unlawful business

22 for the sale of that narcotic, right?  As opposed to

23 there isn't necessarily going to be an individual, in my

24 experience, who's ever come up and told someone that

25 they were looking to buy narcotics from, "I need blows,
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1 a heroin guy.  He's a -- he's -- he's for cannabis, and

2 then we would have to do a cannabis report for him.

3      Q.   What about -- is the use of the quotation

4 marks appropriate before the offense happens?

5      A.   Before it happens?  And, again, like the

6 conversation that's going to be had, is that that's what

7 the individual is going to ask him for, right? He's not

8 going to come up and ask him for anything other than

9 that particular substance, right?  He wouldn't refer to

10 the heroin as something different, you know.  It

11 wouldn't be like -- I don't know.  There -- there's so

12 many different names that they have now for some of the

13 stuff that's out there, and different spots call things

14 different things, so But back then, I mean, if you were

15 looking to buy crack cocaine, it was you were looking to

16 buy rocks.  If you were buying heroin, you were looking

17 to purchase blow.

18      Q.   In -- from 1999 to 2011, was it your

19 experience that everyone looking to buy heroin would

20 just say blows?

21      A.   In terms of the -- the buyers --

22      Q.   Yeah.

23      A.   -- and the sellers?  I mean, again, it would

24 all depend.  As time evolved, things became different

25 from different spots.  But when I was on tact in, you
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1 blows, blows," you know.  It would be more or less like,

2 hey, what are you looking to buy? I'm looking to get

3 some blows.  So then that would be in -- you could put

4 that in quotation marks because that's specifically what

5 they came and asked you for.

6      Q.   And you could do that before you met the

7 person?

8      A.   And, again, like, in regards to the locations

9 that some of these things were set up at, because they

10 were known spots, like, in open-air drug markets,

11 different corners only sold certain things.  So if you

12 had, like, a particular person that was, I guess, in the

13 15th District, like Iowa and -- trying to remember --

14 Lemont, I believe, was strictly, like, the heroin spot,

15 right?  No one was going there to buy crack cocaine

16 because no one sold crack cocaine at that spot. So in

17 those instances, you could, yes, in theory, say, yeah,

18 the only thing that's going to transact here is for

19 someone to purchase heroin.  Now, were there times where

20 other things did happen?  If that happened, then those

21 anomalies would be indicated in a different case report.

22 So, like, if -- let's just say, for example, it's a

23 heroin spot, but someone did happen to come by and ask

24 for weed, right?  All right, well, he's still soliciting

25 me for -- for weed.  They'd let everyone know, he's not
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1 know, the early 2001, '02, '03, I mean, it was -- that's

2 all you heard, was rocks and blows.

3      Q.   And then at some point, were there, like,

4 different lines of drugs?

5      A.   In terms of

6      Q.   Like ---

7      A.   Right -- right now, they -- I mean, now

8 ecstasy became, you know, something different, where,

9 you know, that would be solicited in a whole bunch of

10 different ways.  Guys would cross their arms over each

11 other and make an X and bang them back and forth as cars

12 went by indicating that they were selling ecstasy.

13 Cannabis, guys would start doing, like, the smoking

14 gestures to cars as they went by, you know, indicating

15 that they were selling cannabis, and everyone would know

16 that, you know, making that smoking gesture, you weren't

17 selling heroin, and you weren't selling crack cocaine.

18 You were selling cannabis.

19      Q.   What about different, like, brands of drugs?

20 Is that something you're familiar with?

21      A.   In terms of

22      Q.   Like, people have referred to lines of drugs

23 as Obama or other names throughout the years in these

24 cases.  Have you heard of that in your experience?

25      A.   No.  I mean, predominantly everyone that we
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1 were dealing with would refer to it as either rocks or

2 blows.

3      Q.   If you were in an area where people did refer

4 to drugs by different names, different lines at

5 different buildings, things like that, would you still

6 say it could comply with CPD policy to put, you know,

7 Offender 1 came for -- or asked for "blows" before you

8 did that operation?

9      A.   I would --

10          MR. MICHALIK:  Object to the form.

11          THE WITNESS:  I would say essentially that the

12     report, if it was -- if it was a pre-completed form,

13     that it was specific to those people who asked for

14     that.  And if there was an individual who came and

15     asked for something different, then that -- an

16     additional report would be generated, right, to

17     document that difference in what they were asking

18     for.

19 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

20      Q.   So you could fill out a form -- you could fill

21 out the narrative before you completed the offense,

22 including a quotation, but you would not be complying

23 with CPD policy if you used that report for someone who

24 didn't actually say the quoted words; is that fair?

25      A.   I would say yes, but you also wouldn't sub --

Page 75

1 the -- it would not comply with CPD policy to use that
2 same arrest report that said Mike Fitzgerald asked for
3 blows; is that fair?
4      A.   That's correct, yes.
5      Q.   C1 on here, on Page 62163, it says -- it
6 starts, "Department members designated to the arrestee
7 processing teams will."
8      A.   Okay.
9      Q.   And then it says, "Utilize the Arrestee

10 Control Sheet to identify each arrestee and complete an
11 Arrest Report, listing the arresting/decoy officer as
12 first arresting officer."  Who is the arresting/decoy
13 officer in that scenario?
14      A.   So it would be whoever was approached by the
15 individual.  So if I -- I'll use myself as an example.
16 If I went to a particular location and I was the buyer
17 looking to purchase heroin and I approached you, and I
18 said, hey, I want to buy some blows, and then you would
19 then escort me to the processing team, you know, to --
20 like, hey, we're going to go back here and -- and
21 transact.  You lead us to the arresting officer.  He's
22 there to place him into custody.  You would be the box
23 1, and that would be the officer who would -- then the
24 processing team would identify you as the individual he
25 interacted with.
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1 you wouldn't submit that report either, you know.  So

2 the thing is, is that just because you had the

3 pre-printed report didn't mean that you were submitting

4 that report for approval.  The report -- because, again,

5 everything that was on that report, from the

6 demographics of the individual to the time to what was

7 asked for, was all blank, right?  And so then it would

8 just be like a fill-in-the-blank-type instance where

9 it's like, okay, you know, Mike Fitzgerald came down and

10 he asked for blows, and he asked for three, and he gave

11 me $30.  And all of that would be documented so that the

12 officer who was receiving it would say, okay, this all

13 complies with what they said.  We're using this report.

14 And it was just in order to sort of, like, expedite the

15 process, because in some of these instances, like, I

16 don't know how they did them in other districts, but

17 there would be sometimes in excess of maybe 30 to 40

18 people that were all being processed. So that was a way

19 to kind of expedite the process. But, again, if there

20 was something that was different or there was an anomaly

21 to that particular arrest, then it -- it got entered the

22 way it happened.

23      Q.   Right.  You wouldn't say -- if 30 people came,

24 in your example, and 29 of them did ask for blows, but

25 Mike Fitzgerald just asked for heroin, it wouldn't use
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1      Q.   So at least in this scenario, there is a

2 policy about who should be the first arresting officer

3 in the report, right?

4      A.   Yes.

5      Q.   And do you know the reason for that policy?

6      A.   In terms -- oh, it's just because that's who

7 you interacted with.  I mean -- so it's, like, you're

8 the one that's going to make the observations so that

9 when you go to court, you would be the one to say that,

10 yes, you know, I interacted with you, and then you would

11 be able to testify and say, yes, I interacted with this

12 -- this individual here, and this is what he asked me

13 for.

14      Q.   And then number 2 is that the processing team

15 will "attest to the information contained within the

16 arrest report"?

17      A.   Yes.

18      Q.   And what is the -- what are they attesting

19 based on?

20      A.   They're -- they're attesting based on the

21 information that's been supplied to them by all the

22 teams that are -- that are participating in this.  So

23 whether -- starting from the very beginning in terms of

24 if the process is working the way it's supposed to, it's

25 the decoy officer brings the individual back to the
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1 processing team or the -- the team that's going to
2 detain him.  He's going to tell them what transpired.
3 They're going to document all that information. They're
4 going to hand him off to the team that's either going to
5 transport him or hold him until a transport vehicle
6 comes.  All that paperwork then goes into the station
7 with him.  They're taking that -- that card -- almost
8 like a -- a mass arrest card.  You weren't necessarily
9 on-scene.  You're attesting to what's been supplied to

10 you to be factual.
11      Q.   And if you were on-scene, does the attestation
12 include all of your knowledge, including what you
13 observed?
14      A.   The arrest report?  The arrest report would
15 just be the probable cause to effect the arrest and to
16 support that charge.  So in terms of, you know, that he
17 -- he approached and requested to -- to purchase, you
18 know, blows, you know, a street terminology for heroin,
19 placed into custody, you know, just to support the
20 probable cause because that's what the arrest report is
21 there for.
22      Q.   And so that -- you're doing that based on --
23 if you were not at the scene, you're attesting based on
24 what you were -- the information you have received,
25 right?
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1      A.   Correct.
2      Q.   What does the on-duty watch commander do to
3 approve an arrest report?
4      A.   So currently, the officers will come into the
5 office.  They'll indicate that they have an arrest
6 report in the queue.  They will review that arrest
7 report for probable cause, ensure that the charges that
8 are on there are applicable, and then they'll review it,
9 and then apply their approval to it.  There's now

10 additional remedies that we have with the Pretrial
11 Fairness Act that they have to -- you know, as -- as it
12 progresses, you know, whether or not this person can be
13 held for bond or not.  There's additional aspects that -
14 - none of that, obviously, existed when these reports
15 were done.  If it were a paper report, which would've
16 been in 2002, 2003, they would come in with the arrest
17 report, present it to the watch commander.  Again, he
18 would review it for completeness, accuracy, and the fact
19 that the charge that's on the arrest report is
20 substantiated by what's in the -- what's in the actual
21 body of the narrative.
22      Q.   Did anything -- other than the new
23 bond-related information, is there anything that changed
24 from 1999 to 2011?
25      A.   I just -- everything became electronic in
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1      A.   Yes.
2      Q.   If you were on the scene, you are attesting to
3 whatever information you may have received plus what
4 other personal knowledge you would have; is that right?
5      A.   Well, not necessarily, no.  I mean -- and
6 again, like, when it comes to the arrest report, the
7 arrest report is just there to support that probable
8 cause.  So whatever we decided to charge that individual
9 with, that's what the arrest report is there for.

10      Q.   You're attesting that you believe that there's
11 probable cause?
12      A.   Based on the information that's been supplied
13 to you, yes.
14      Q.   But also -- would it also be based on whatever
15 information you have?
16      A.   In terms of, like, if I saw him --
17      Q.   Yeah.
18      A.   -- engage in it?  Again, the person who would
19 be going in that first box would be the individual he
20 directly interacted with who then would say we need to
21 arrest this individual because the transaction that --
22 that happened.
23      Q.   It wouldn't -- it would not comply with CPD
24 policy to attest to a report that you knew was not
25 accurate?
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1 terms of, you know, watch commander comments now are

2 entered electronically.  If someone's released without

3 charging, I believe in the old arrest report form sets,

4 that was done on the back or the reverse side of the

5 paper form set.  On this, it's all embedded into the --

6 the document itself.

7      Q.   Substantively, did the review change at all

8 during the 1999 to 2011 time frame?

9      A.   I would say no.

10          MR. RAUSCHER:  All right.  We're going to mark

11     Exhibit 4, which is special order 9-5-01,

12     CITY-BG-62837 to 41.  I may not have enough.  I may

13     be one short on that one.  Do you want me to go and

14     get another copy?

15            (EXHIBIT 4 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

16          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah, if you wouldn't mind.

17          MR. RAUSCHER:  Yeah.  Sure.

18          MR. MICHALIK:  Unless you're only going to be,

19     like, a couple of minutes.

20          MR. RAUSCHER:  Well, actually, do you have one?

21     I'll just go print another one.

22          MR. MICHALIK:  09-05-01?

23          MR. RAUSCHER:  Yeah.

24          MR. MICHALIK:  I got it.

25          MR. RAUSCHER:  Oh, you got it?  Okay.
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1          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah.
2 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
3      Q.   So this is Exhibit 4.  Was this one of the
4 documents you reviewed to prepare for your deposition?
5      A.   Yes, this is one of the ones I produced.
6      Q.   Okay.  To 41.  Can you just give me the
7 general overview of what this document is?
8      A.   Yeah, it -- it just walks through, you know,
9 in terms of -- if you look at the -- the first portion,

10 the -- the reporting standards, this reference to the
11 field reporting manual, that used to be the -- like, the
12 reporting guide.  So this was something that we were
13 given when we were in -- in Training and Education
14 Division, which kind of just explained out how you were
15 supposed to write a report and -- and the facts of which
16 -- how it was supposed to be contained.  Kind of walk
17 you through different -- different aspects of it, like,
18 the hotel rule, that kind of thing.  It sort of, like,
19 was a more in-depth guide for -- for how you were
20 supposed to generally write reports.  This is the one
21 where -- this is the report I was referencing where it
22 explains the circumstances under which you can sign on
23 behalf of someone else that you're going to find on Page
24 3, and then just kind of generally went over, like,
25 court complaints, what are supposed to be in there, and
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1      Q.   So no substantive changes about how to create

2 reports or not -- sorry, I shouldn't say it like that.

3 No substantive changes about how to fill out reports or

4 the information that needed to be in the reports?

5      A.   No, I don't believe so.

6      Q.   Just more about the process of doing it on a

7 more computerized basis?

8      A.   That's what it appears to me, yes.

9      Q.   There are -- the requirements for signing --

10 or the rules about signing for other people, were those

11 new in 2003?

12      A.   I don't believe so, no.

13      Q.   Those were the same in 1999?

14      A.   I believe they were, yes.

15      Q.   Did you receive any training on whether you

16 could sign for someone else and under what circumstance?

17      A.   I don't specifically recall, like, attending a

18 class or, you know, other than anything that would've

19 been in writing, potentially.  But no, I don't -- don't

20 recall anything specifically.

21      Q.   But you would've received the written

22 policies?

23      A.   Yes.

24      Q.   And how were -- how was a -- when a policy

25 like this comes out, how was that communicated to
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1 -- and how to fill out certain portions of the arrest
2 reports.
3      Q.   And are there any substantive changes from
4 S03-13-1, which this policy rescinded?
5      A.   Again, that, I wouldn't know with certainty. I
6 mean, this -- this order was published in -- looks like
7 14 August of '03.  So, how old the order was that it
8 rescinded, I don't know.
9      Q.   So was there anything different in this order

10 starting in '03 that you weren't doing in '99?
11      A.   I would say -- again, it looks like the
12 changes that were made in this are related to the advent
13 of the CLEAR system.  So if you look at -- what page is
14 it -- Page 4 under Section -- or Item number 2, the
15 "Automated Application for Arrests, where it's
16 indicating that the signature and affirmation
17 requirements listed in III -- will be satisfied by a
18 [sic] member entering their own PC login," and then,
19 "The application at the beginning of the reporting
20 process or such other digital or electronic process of
21 authentication and approval as established in the
22 related computer application."  Like, we didn't have,
23 obviously, automated reports back then.  So that's kind
24 of what I'm seeing, is that it's perhaps that's what the
25 changes in this were.
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1 officers?

2      A.   So presently, we have our -- we get notified

3 that there's amendments that have come out to -- to new

4 orders.  Every month, we're required by the department

5 to -- to log into our learning system and find the new -

6 - they have the new orders already pulled.  And so with

7 all the amendments in them, then you're supposed to

8 review them, and then you affirm that you read it and

9 reviewed them by clicking a button that you mark as

10 completed.  Prior to that, the reports used to be

11 forwarded to the department in stacks back when we were

12 -- you know, everything was still paper-based.  We would

13 get the orders.  There would be a pile of them. They

14 would tell you at roll call, hey, there's a new order

15 that came out.  You guys have got to go get them.

16 They're downstairs.

17      Q.   In 2003, what was the process for alerting

18 officers to rule changes?

19      A.   I'm sorry?

20      Q.   In 2003, what was the process for alerting

21 officers to new special orders or general orders?

22      A.   I would say it was predominantly through --

23 through roll call and, you know, a notification from,

24 you know, like, department memos that came out that

25 would say there's been an amendment to this particular
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1 order, and then the order would be released.  Whether or

2 not they would put out, like, a -- a department notice

3 saying, hey, there's a new order that came out, you need

4 to send someone from the district down to graphic arts

5 to pick up, you know, all the new printed- out orders

6 and bring them to the district, I don't know if that was

7 something that was in place then, but I think that

8 became something that was adopted at some point.

9      Q.   If you could take a look at the Section C on

10 the second page, specifically C4.  This talks about

11 getting an RD number, which is something we've talked a

12 little bit about already.

13      A.   Uh-huh.

14      Q.   What the -- what is an RD?

15      A.   It's a records division number.

16      Q.   What's the purpose of an RD number?

17      A.   The RD number identifies a particular incident

18 that you're then going to write a report off of, so that

19 going back in time, they can reference and linking

20 things together.  Typically, every records division

21 number is associated with an offense number.  So that

22 offense number is also tied to those two things.  So,

23 like, if there's a phone call that came in for a

24 domestic battery, it would have come in under, you know,

25 offense number 123456.  And then you get there and
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1 number for them.

2      Q.   So that's a way you could just directly get an

3 RD number without going through dispatch, right?

4      A.   So you're still kind of going through

5 dispatch, but electronically, yes.

6      Q.   In what way are you going through dispatch?

7      A.   So the -- it's -- it's -- everything's still

8 linked into the dispatch terminal.  So it's, like, that

9 information's still going -- it's -- there's still a

10 record of it.  There's not, like -- you're not doing it

11 under the cover of darkness.

12      Q.   It flows through dispatch, but there's no one

13 in dispatch who's asking you questions about it?

14      A.   Correct, but usually in -- in asking for an RD

15 number, a lot of times dispatch won't ask you any

16 questions.  So if you want to view something, you'd be

17 like, hey, I -- I viewed a traffic accident at, you

18 know, Central and -- and -- and Madison.  I need a 99

19 Boy.  They put you down at Central and Madison, 99 Boy.

20 That's the extent of it.  And then everything else that

21 comes from it is, you know, the information that you've

22 then entered into the report that's then subsequently

23 reviewed by your supervisor.

24      Q.   Is there anything in the PCAD or PDT that

25 would prevent someone from getting an RD number on their
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1 you're like, okay, I need, you know, an RD number for --

2 an 0486 for a domestic battery.  And then those two

3 would be then linked because it would go into the PCAD

4 as associated with that ticket.

5      Q.   So if you look at b -- so C4b, it looks like

6 that gives a few ways that you get an RD number; is that

7 right?

8      A.   Yes.

9      Q.   What is -- can you explain b(2)?

10      A.   b(2)?  "Entering the required information in

11 the appropriate computer menu on either a (PCAD) or a

12 [sic] terminal located in a unit or a PDT."  So the

13 PCADs were terminals that were inside each station.

14 Those PCADs allowed you the opportunity to do, like,

15 offense searches, to enter daily ANAs before the

16 automation portion came in.  So there was a screen that

17 was in there where you would indicate that for -- in the

18 station, more often than not, it was used when people

19 came in to make -- make out a police report. Like, you

20 would then get on the air and be like, 1502, which is

21 our -- our desk, we needed an RD number for this.  They

22 would just go to the PCAD terminal, enter in the fact

23 that they had a walk-in report, that it occurred at the

24 15th District, type in the RD number -- or the UCR code

25 that they were looking for, and it would generate an RD
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1 own before going out and making an arrest?

2      A.   That would prevent -- I mean, you would have

3 to put yourself down on an offense.  Like, you couldn't

4 just say I need, you know, an RD number and just say --

5 and just generate it without being assigned to an

6 offense.  So by doing that, you're identifying the fact

7 that you're assigned to a particular offense and that

8 this is what it is.

9      Q.   And that offense could be an arrest for

10 someone purchasing heroin, right?

11      A.   It -- right.

12      Q.   And there is no -- there's nothing to stop --

13 like, preventing you from doing that before you go out

14 and make the arrest?

15      A.   Ethics, but yeah.

16      Q.   Why would it be unethical to get an RD number

17 before you make an arrest?

18      A.   I mean, in the sense that, like, if -- if

19 you're going to sit there and you're going to say I'm

20 going to -- I need an RD number for arresting someone

21 for the possession of a controlled substance, that would

22 raise questions as to where that controlled substance

23 came from.  You know, why are you drawing an RD number

24 for, you know, a 2027 or a 2014 when you don't have any

25 narcotics or a person you have arrested for them?  You
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1 know, we don't get our RD numbers because that's what we

2 intend to go arrest that day and get numbers ahead of

3 time to establish the fact, oh, I finally got one.  Now

4 I'm going to use my number.  You know, it's something

5 that you're doing during the course of it.  In terms of,

6 like, these missions, they might have drawn it at the

7 very beginning of the mission, right, knowing that we're

8 going to arrest at least one individual.  Because we're

9 tied to this offense, we already pulled the offense

10 number for we're at this location and -- you know.  So

11 in that regard, yes, but, like, to just randomly go in

12 and say I need it for something else, I would say no.

13      Q.   But you could -- you might do it -- would you

14 be able to do it and still be complying with CPD policy

15 for a pre-planned offense?

16      A.   For a pre-planned offense?  I would say you --

17 under the circumstances under which I -- I just

18 explained, once the offense started, you could, in

19 theory, yes, because you know you're going to arrest at

20 least one person, but it wouldn't be like, hey, we're

21 going to draw the RD number the night before.

22      Q.   You'd have to do it once you actually go to

23 the location?

24      A.   Right.  And you start the mission.

25      Q.   And let's go to Section D on the next page,
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1 he injured himself and he can't sign anymore.

2 Unavailable, left for -- left the tour before the report

3 was completed, or is tied up doing processing somewhere

4 else, but the report's completed and we need -- and

5 we're going to submit it. Typically, in -- in

6 interactions with my partner, we would always discuss

7 the report.  So he would always be aware of what -- what

8 the content was.  More often than not, we would probably

9 read each other's reports, too, so that we would know

10 what the content was in there, and then we would give

11 the affirmation verbally, that, yeah, I'm -- I'm in

12 agreement with what's on here.

13      Q.   And then you would do -- you would show on

14 there that you signed for the other person?

15      A.   Yeah.

16      Q.   And that's in your personal experience? That's

17 how you did it?

18      A.   Yes.

19      Q.   It says -- this thing starts off by

20 referencing "members working a two-person beat car"?

21      A.   Yes, sir.

22      Q.   Is it limited to people working a two-person

23 beat car?

24      A.   I mean, under the -- the guise of this report,

25 that's what they -- they reference it as.  I mean, it
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1 "Case Report Signatures."

2      A.   Uh-huh.

3      Q.   Is this the section you were -- or one of the

4 sections you were talking about that gives the rules

5 about signing for other officers?

6      A.   Yes.  This is what I referenced earlier.

7      Q.   And just can you explain it?

8      A.   Yes.  So I mean, essentially, it says that,

9 you know -- I'll -- I'll read it and then I'll explain.

10 It says, "Members working a two-person beat car and

11 completing a case report will personally sign the report

12 in the appropriate spaces.  However, one member may sign

13 for a second member by signing the second member's name

14 and placing the member's initials and star number

15 immediately following the second member's signature only

16 if the following circumstances are met. The second

17 member is unavailable" -- or, I'm sorry, "unable or

18 unavailable to sign; and if the member actually

19 completing the report advised the second member of the

20 content of the report; and the second member gave the

21 first member permission to sign the report on behalf of

22 the second member."  So, I mean, essentially what it's

23 saying is that you do have the -- the permission to sign

24 someone's name on a report if these three parameters are

25 met.  Being unable to, could be anything from, you know,
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1 could just be the fact that there isn't -- that every

2 single set of circumstances under the sun aren't going

3 to be incorporated into every -- every report.  There's

4 just going to be different things for everything.

5 Because then if you take it to the next level, it's, you

6 know, members working a two-person tactical car and then

7 there is times when you have three guys inside the

8 tactical car, that I don't know that they would have

9 necessarily broken it down to that level.

10      Q.   But this -- the same policy applies to three

11 people working in a tactical car?

12      A.   I would say yes.

13      Q.   It is not the case that whether it's two,

14 three, or six people working on a tactical team together

15 can just sign someone else's name without saying

16 anything about it?

17      A.   Correct.  You would have a conversation with

18 your partners, and they would be aware, you know, and

19 they would give you permission to do it.

20      Q.   And then you'd have to show your initials and

21 star number?

22      A.   You should, yes.

23      Q.   Well, you should if want to comply with the

24 policy?

25      A.   Correct.
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1      Q.   And if you don't do that, you are not

2 complying with the policy?

3      A.   Correct.

4      Q.   And this applies to vice case reports,

5 correct --

6      A.   I --

7      Q.   -- in addition to other reports?

8      A.   I would say it applies to all reports.

9      Q.   Okay.  There's a Section F, "Completion of

10 Arrest Reports and Related Documents."

11      A.   Uh-huh.

12      Q.   And there's some highlighting.

13      A.   Yes.

14      Q.   Did you do that highlighting?

15      A.   I did.

16      Q.   All right.  Why -- what -- how'd you pick what

17 to highlight?

18      A.   Well, I was just highlighting because it was

19 -- one of the questions that was brought up in the -- in

20 the 30(b)(6) was preparation of arrest reports.  It was

21 just me annotating and highlighting for myself that this

22 might be something that we would have to reference

23 during our conversation.

24          MR. RAUSCHER:  Can we take a five-minute break?

25          THE WITNESS:  Sure.
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1 Was there anything like that?
2      A.   No.  I mean, essentially, when I was going
3 through everything, it -- it was all based off, like I
4 said, the -- receiving the 30(b)(6) and then looking for
5 the information, you know, just to refresh my
6 recollection or even look for department orders that
7 might substantiate some of the things that we needed to
8 present today.  And, again, I know one of the -- the
9 conversations that we did have was about, you know,

10 signing on behalf of another member, which is part of
11 the reason why I highlighted that, because I wasn't,
12 prior to that, you know, familiar with remembering
13 exactly where I would have seen that before.  So I made
14 a note of that and made sure I printed this and shared
15 it with them.  The same thing with just some of the --
16 the form sets that, you know, it was brought up about
17 preparing arrest reports and discussion about complaints
18 that was also included in the 30(b)(6).
19      Q.   When you say "complaints," are you talking
20 about court complaints?
21      A.   Yes, sir.
22      Q.   Like, the preliminary complaint?
23      A.   Correct.
24      Q.   Okay.
25      A.   Yes.
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1          MR. RAUSCHER:  Thanks.

2          THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We are off the record.  The

3     time is 11:47 a.m.

4            (OFF THE RECORD)

5          THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We are back on the record.

6     The time is 11:57 a.m.

7          MR. SCHALKA:  And just -- I was a few minutes

8     late joining the deposition.  My name is Michael

9     Schalka.  I represent Defendants Spaargaren and

10     Cadman in the coordinated proceedings.

11 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

12      Q.   All right,  We were talking about -- I think

13 you had said right before the break, you highlighted the

14 sections that -- for topics that had come up.  Was that

15 essentially right?

16      A.   I highlighted them based off of what -- what I

17 received from the 30(b)(6), just so when I went in to

18 have meetings with Counsel, that the things that I was

19 referencing, I could point to them and say where I was

20 getting my information from.

21      Q.   For any of the highlighted sections on this

22 document, did you have information beyond the -- what's

23 in this report?  Like, did you have personal knowledge

24 where you said, well, the policy, you know, says this

25 specific thing, but I know there's a little more to it?
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1      Q.   And was there anything that you looked at when

2 you were preparing for this, anything in the written

3 policies, where you thought that's not exactly how I

4 remembered it from my time as an officer?

5      A.   No.

6      Q.   Page 4 of this document --

7      A.   Yes, sir.

8      Q.   -- which would be F1.  And then specifically

9 F1b refers to an arresting member signing an affirmation

10 statement.  Do you see that?

11      A.   Yes, sir.

12      Q.   Who is the arresting member?  What does that

13 mean?

14      A.   My understanding of this would be whoever's in

15 what we would consider box 1, so the arresting officer.

16 I'd have to see the old paper form set to know for

17 certain.

18      Q.   And then we looked at an example of, like,

19 that pre-planned narcotics offense where it said who's

20 the arresting -- you know, who should be in box 1.  Are

21 there other contexts where there is a policy for who

22 should be in box 1?

23      A.   Box 1 is essentially the individual who's

24 going to be able to go forward to provide an account for

25 all probable cause at -- at a court hearing, so that we
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1 wouldn't have seven officers going to go testify.  It's

2 the individual who has the most amount of knowledge

3 about the case to answer up for any questions at a

4 preliminary hearing.

5      Q.   And then do you know if that is reflected in a

6 written policy?

7      A.   It might be in our hard card for arrest report

8 procedures, which would have been -- I don't know if

9 it's referenced in here.  Like, the arrest report

10 instructions.

11      Q.   What's hard card?

12      A.   So we used to have, like, hard cards back when

13 -- like, I -- it was almost like a cardboard instruction

14 sheet that we were given when we were going through the

15 academy that explained vice case reports, arrest

16 reports, listed all the different boxes that were on

17 each of those reports, and then it kind of was, like, a

18 quick reference guide for, hey, what's box 7? I don't

19 remember what that is.  So you go to it, and it will

20 tell you box 7 is specifically this.  And I think it's

21 off of one of those hard cards.

22          MR. RAUSCHER:  So what I think I'm going to do

23     now is mark another exhibit.  So Exhibit 5 is going

24     to be the vice case report document, and this is

25     Bates stamp CITY-BG-062853 to 854.  Do you happen to
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1      A.   Right.  So this --

2      Q.   -- and star number?

3      A.   You know, and the -- and the purpose behind

4 that is so that they understand who it was that signed

5 on your behalf.

6      Q.   Who's the "they" in your --

7      A.   Like, whoever's reviewing the report.  So if

8 I'm bringing it to, you know, my commander or I'm

9 bringing it to my lieutenant and I'm like, all right,

10 well, we'll know that that signature belongs to someone

11 else.  So in other words, there's been times in my role

12 as a lieutenant where I will have a conversation with my

13 -- well, he's now deceased.  My -- my commanding officer

14 at the time was Joe Murphy.  He died in December.  But,

15 like, I would have conversations with him.  He wouldn't

16 necessarily be in the office.  We would have to have a

17 report that needed to be forwarded.  I would ask him if

18 I had permission to sign his name.  After I forwarded

19 him the document, he would review it and say it's good.

20 I'd sign his signature with my name, and then put my

21 name with my initials and my star next to it.  I usually

22 put a circle around it so that people would identify

23 that it was -- it was my signature of his name.

24      Q.   Okay.  Got it.

25          MR. RAUSCHER:  So I've marked Exhibit 5.  And
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1     have one of those, Paul?  Looks like I've got only

2     two of those, too, or do you have it -- this?

3            (EXHIBIT 5 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

4          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah, I think I might have that

5     one.

6          MR. RAUSCHER:  You might have it in your stack.

7 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

8      Q.   You know, before you get too far into that,

9 let me ask you one more question on --

10      A.   Sure.

11      Q.   -- the previous exhibit.

12      A.   Uh-huh.

13      Q.   You had testified, I think, that your

14 understanding was the written -- the policy about

15 signing someone else's name applies to all documents,

16 not just the specific case report?

17      A.   Well, for case reporting purposes, right.  In

18 various case reports that we have.

19      Q.   If you look at Section 6, which is the last

20 page of that document, does that essentially say you can

21 also sign other documents under the same circum -- or

22 similar circumstances?

23      A.   Yes.

24      Q.   You always have to show that you've done it by

25 the initials --
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1     now I'm going to also mark Exhibit 6, which is a

2     vice case report Bates stamped CITY-BG-29 to 30.

3            (EXHIBIT 6 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

4 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

5      Q.   Did you -- was Exhibit 5 one of the documents

6 reviewed to prepare for the deposition?

7      A.   No, it was not.

8      Q.   That's the vice case report instructions.

9      A.   Oh, I'm sorry.  5, yes.  6, no.

10      Q.   Okay.  Right.

11      A.   Sorry.

12      Q.   6 is a little more specific.

13      A.   Sorry.  Yeah.

14      Q    That's okay.

15      A.   And, again, 5 was the document that I

16 produced.

17      Q.   And I see some highlighting on here again. Was

18 that, again, highlighting that you made?

19      A.   Yeah, it is highlighting that I made in,

20 again, response to what was contained in the 30(b)(6).

21      Q.   If you could first read the narrative section

22 on Exhibit 6, it goes onto both pages, and then tell me

23 when you're done with that.

24      A.   (Witness complies.)

25      Q.   You had a chance to review the narrative
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1 section?

2      A.   I did.

3      Q.   If you look back at Exhibit 5, there is a

4 number 40 on Page 2.  Does that give the policy for what

5 should be in the narrative section of a vice case

6 report?

7      A.   Yes.

8      Q.   And does this vice case report narrative

9 section comply with the CPD policy?

10          MR. MICHALIK:  I'm going to object to that

11     question.  He's here to answer questions about the

12     policies and practices of the CPD.  He's not going

13     to be offering opinions as to whether certain things

14     comply with those policies.

15 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

16      Q.   And you can still answer the question.

17      A.   I mean, on the basis of the fact that I wasn't

18 there, I couldn't answer that question in its entirety.

19 By reading the report, it seems to summarize the

20 information that they receive and the enforcement action

21 that they took.  So I would say in terms of giving a

22 concise statement of the facts, I would say yes.  But,

23 again, not being involved in the incident, I -- I don't

24 know all the particulars of it.

25      Q.   Can you tell looking at this who the ROs are?
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1     describe what everyone did.
2 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
3      Q.   And -- right.  And I understand you weren't
4 involved in this arrest, so maybe a different way to ask
5 it is, is there -- to comply with CPD policy on writing
6 narratives, do those ROs have to be any particular
7 people listed anywhere else on this report?
8      A.   So, again, like, when he says that the ROs
9 pulled alongside the passenger side of the vehicle, I

10 mean -- and they were in a covert car, again, not being
11 there, I don't know if all the officers that were listed
12 inside were in that covert vehicle.  So it's, like -- in
13 terms of that, like, I wouldn't be able to respond to
14 that, but I would say, based on reporting, that it does
15 provide a concise explanation of what happened.  I terms
16 of identifying everyone's involvement, that then falls
17 back on the officers that are listed on the report to
18 then explain whose role was what if they get -- if they
19 get asked.
20      Q.   So there is no CPD requirement that the report
21 has to say what any particular officer did?
22      A.   Well, I mean, in -- in this particular one, it
23 indicates that he was searched by an additional officer
24 in the station at the very end.  So it identifies PO
25 Hurt as someone who searched him.  The fact that Beat
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1 So the narrative references ROs a few times.  Who are

2 the ROs?

3          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection.

4          THE WITNESS:  My response to that would be in -

5     - in terms of that, that would be off of the

6     knowledge from the officer who authored the report,

7     and then he would be able to tell you who -- who ROs

8     were and be able to expound upon -- expound upon

9     everyone's roles. And there were other documents

10     that would support in terms of who recovered what,

11     inventories and so forth, that would fill in the

12     blanks of who was where and -- and things of that

13     nature.

14 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

15      Q.   So RO 1 would be Jones, and this should be

16 reflecting his knowledge, and he would be the person to

17 say who else has knowledge.  Is that what you're saying?

18          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection.

19          THE WITNESS:  I would say it would be based

20     upon the recollection of the indivi -- like, if

21     you're looking for whoever authored the case report,

22     which in this case, it seems to be Officer Jones, he

23     would be the person that I would direct that

24     question to in terms of determining the totality of

25     -- of the offense. Like, does this accurately
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1 211 was also there and what they did, so it spells out

2 those portions of it.  I would think that in terms of,

3 like, the narcotics end of it, who recovered what, would

4 be answered by the inventory reports because that would

5 identify -- if a state's attorney was reading this for -

6 - for trial purposes, to kind of then identify who did

7 what, but then also they would bring all the officers in

8 and interview everyone to make a determination of, you

9 know, whose role was what.  You know, who was in the

10 covert car?  Was it all of you? Was it not all of you?

11 Was the enforcement car set up somewhere else?  And then

12 they would fill in the blanks on -- on that portion of

13 it.

14      Q.   So the CPD policy does not require the

15 identification of anybody -- sorry, I'm going to strike

16 that.  CPD policy doesn't require the report to identify

17 who did what during the arrest?

18      A.   During the arrest or the incident?

19      Q.   During the incident.

20      A.   I -- I mean, the thing is, in -- in reading

21 this report, I would say that, as a collective whole,

22 they were all involved in receiving this information,

23 setting up a surveillance, and then taking an

24 enforcement action as a team.

25      Q.   They meaning?
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1      A.   ROs.  Meaning all the officers that are listed
2 on this -- in box 12, 8, and 18, right?  That they were
3 identified -- to me, if I'm reading this report, I would
4 identify them as the ROs.  As a team, they then set this
5 up, and then they use an enforcement vehicle along -- or
6 a covert enforcement vehicle, along with a beat car, to
7 take enforcement action, and then what transpired from
8 there.
9      Q.   And the 45 and 46 having two people's name and

10 signature doesn't signify any particular role beyond the
11 other people listed; is that right?
12      A.   In terms of -- I would say 45 and 46 are going
13 to be your two officers that more than likely appeared
14 in box 1 and 2 of the arrest report.
15      Q.   Sure.  So it ties with that --
16      A.   Right.
17      Q.   -- but does it signify -- under CPD policy,
18 does it signify any particular role in the incident?
19      A.   That just that they were one of the responding
20 officers that were involved in this -- in this incident.
21      Q.   But that they --
22      A.   And then --
23      Q.   I'm sorry.  Go ahead.  Continue.
24      A.   -- and -- and -- I mean -- and then maybe even
25 to go -- I would say in this particular instance -- but,
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1 statement of the facts that actually transpired and then
2 they had supporting documents that then explained who
3 did what.  Or when they went to court, it was based off
4 of their recollection of the offense, and then they
5 would have to support their statements on the stand
6 based on the reports that they then crafted.
7      Q.   And under the policies, it's okay -- either
8 way is okay?
9      A.   I would say yes.  I mean, as far as this is

10 written, I would say that it would've been a report that
11 would've been approved.  Yes.
12      Q.   And then we've already talked about the policy
13 for signing, but if you assume that one person signed
14 for 45 and 46 here, would you agree that violates CPD
15 policy?
16          MR. MICHALIK:  I'm going to object.  Again,
17     it's beyond the scope as to his interpretation of
18     the document.  He's here to talk about the policies.
19          MR. BAZAREK:  Yeah, I'm joining in that
20     objection.
21          THE WITNESS:  I mean, I would say -- if we're
22     saying the same person signed all three names, then,
23     yes, obviously that would be a violation of policy.
24     However, I mean, just looking at it, I would say it
25     was signed by three different people.
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1 again, this is just my -- my opinion, and everyone

2 writes it differently.  But, like, where it specifically

3 indicates they set up a surveillance with Beat 211 and

4 after a short time -- RO, to me, would be Jones,

5 observed the vehicle approaching the area southbound on

6 Rhodes from 35th Street.  But, again, not being there, I

7 mean, you'd have to ask them for who played what

8 specific role in this.

9      Q.   Right.  What I'm trying to get from you is

10 more of what would the policy require them to put in

11 this report and how do you read it as the official from

12 CPD talking about the policies?

13      A.   I would say that according to our -- our

14 policies that, again, when you're writing narratives,

15 it's all -- it's all based on how the author wants to

16 write it.  In the sense that does it provide -- does it

17 answer the question number 40?  Does it give a concise

18 statement of the facts of the case?  It does.  Some

19 people would expound in their reports and indicate who

20 everyone did, and it made it easier, you know, for

21 recollection purposes for certain people when it went to

22 court to remember that I did this, you did that, he did

23 this, he did that.  Other people didn't write that way.

24 You know, some people just wrote it as, you know, in

25 this general summary way where it gave a concise
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1 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

2      Q.   Right.  I am not asking for a handwriting

3 analysis --

4      A.   Right.

5      Q.   -- or necessarily saying three people signed

6 it.  Just to be clear, I'm asking if somebody -- one

7 person signed two or multiple names on here, that would

8 violate -- that would've violated the policy?

9      A.   It would've violated the policy.  But, again,

10 I don't know necessarily if you're talking about in

11 terms of, like, disciplining someone, that might be

12 something that would come down as a reprimand to remind

13 someone that if you're going to sign a report on

14 somebody's behalf, you've got to -- you've got to

15 document it.

16          MR. RAUSCHER:  All right.  We're going to mark

17     Exhibit 7 as CITY-BG-3812 to 3816.  This is an

18     arrest report from the same incident.

19            (EXHIBIT 7 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

20          MR. BAZAREK:  Scott, what's -- I'm sorry,

21     what's the Bates, again, on that?

22          MR. RAUSCHER:  3812 to 15.  It's that Ben Baker

23     arrest report or final approval of an arrest report.

24          MR. BAZAREK:  Okay.

25          MR. RAUSCHER:  Oh, I'm sorry.  It's 16.  It
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1     goes through 16.  I said it wrong.  There we go.

2     I'm also going to show you -- I'm going to mark

3     Exhibit 8, which is CITY-BG-62855, and that's "Form

4     Preparation Instructions."  They just copied them

5     differently.

6            (EXHIBIT 8 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

7 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

8      Q.   Have you had a chance to look at those?

9      A.   I did.

10      Q.   So Exhibit 8 is "Form Preparation

11 Instructions."

12      A.   Uh-huh.

13      Q.   Is that giving instructions on how to fill out

14 an arrest report?

15      A.   Not this one.

16      Q.   It doesn't match up to this one, right?

17      A.   Right.

18      Q.   Yeah.

19      A.   So this is -- this would've been the form set

20 for the paper reports.

21      Q.   If you look at 44 -- you see there's some more

22 highlighting in here, which -- did you do that

23 highlighting?

24      A.   That's me as well.  Yes.

25      Q.   One of the boxes you highlighted is -- I
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1     the foundation.  This is beyond the scope of the

2     30(b)(6) notice.

3          MR. RAUSCHER:  I don't think it is because we

4     talked about how I was only going to use reports, if

5     I did, from test cases.

6          MR. BAZAREK:  I'm going to join.

7 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

8      Q.   What does -- so back to Exhibit 8, "Arresting

9 officer having court appearance responsibility will

10 print his name first, "what does that mean?

11      A.   So on the paper form set, like, if you had the

12 old arrest reports that we did, they would be considered

13 -- this would be considered the box 1 arresting officer.

14 So he is the one that's going to be going to court for

15 the probable cause or the preliminary hearing.

16      Q.   And is there a policy on who that person

17 should be?

18      A.   I -- I mean, in theory, it should be the

19 individual who is going to be able to establish the most

20 at the probable cause hearing without them having to

21 either seek for a continuance or not have sufficient

22 evidence or information to go forward with a preliminary

23 hearing.

24      Q.   And if you look -- looking back at the vice

25 case, box 45 -- so if I'm looking at Exhibit 5, which is
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1 believe it's 44?

2      A.   Uh-huh.

3      Q.   It says, "Arresting officer having court

4 appearance responsibility will print his name first

5 indicating beat, furlough, day off group, and

6 misdemeanor/ordinance court key."  Do you see that?

7      A.   Yes, sir.

8      Q.   It obviously doesn't exactly match up on this

9 form, but is the substance still accurate that the

10 arresting officer having court appearance responsibility

11 will be the first arresting officer?

12      A.   That's still correct.  Yes.

13      Q.   And so that's the person on this -- if you

14 look at Page 3, arresting officers, that matches up to

15 Jones; is that right?

16      A.   Yes, sir.

17      Q.   And then second -- the next box, 45, says,

18 "Second arresting officer will print his name,

19 indicating star number and unit of assignment."  Do you

20 see that?

21      A.   Yes, sir.

22      Q.   And is that supposed to be Officer Mohammed in

23 this arrest report, which is Exhibit 7?

24      A.   Yes.

25          MR. MICHALIK:  And I'm going to just object to
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1 the vice case report form, and then it says, "Enter" --

2 so 45, "Enter printed name of officer completing report,

3 star number, and the signature in the box below," do you

4 see that?

5      A.   Yes, sir.

6      Q.   Is that supposed to correspond to the first

7 arresting officer in the arrest report?

8      A.   I don't, necessarily, think it -- it has to.

9      Q.   Okay.

10      A.   There could be circumstances where it kind of

11 -- like with everything, there's -- there's an exception

12 to every rule, right?  Can I give you one off the top of

13 my head?  No, probably not.  But there probably could be

14 an instance where maybe he's on furlough and can't go,

15 right?  So rather than put him in box 1, they might put

16 another guy in box 1, so that they can go to the

17 preliminary hearing and not have a continuance.

18      Q.   Oh, he -- if he knows he's going to be on

19 furlough --

20      A.   Furlough, correct.  Yes.

21      Q.   And then would that -- would the report

22 indicate that that's why they wrote the report that way?

23      A.   It probably wouldn't.  I mean, because the

24 report itself wouldn't change in terms of who authored

25 this report and who did what.  Like, the circumstances
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1 of that wouldn't change.  And then the officer going to

2 testify would testify to what he saw and/or observed.

3 But that person who would be taking his place would be

4 the person that would still be able to testify and

5 explain the roles of everyone that's involved.

6      Q.   It -- would -- if the reporting officer had

7 not observed any of the things in the narrative, would

8 they have to change the narrative to reflect that?

9          MR. BAZAREK:  Object to the form of the

10     question and incomplete hypothetical.

11          THE WITNESS:  So are we talking about the

12     arrest report or the case report?

13 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

14      Q.   So we're -- on the vice case report.

15      A.   Okay.

16      Q.   In your example where an officer may be going

17 on furlough and so that they don't want to be the

18 reporting officer and cause a court case --

19      A.   Well, they would still be the reporting

20 officer.  They just wouldn't necessarily be box 1 for

21 the arrest report.  So that was the question I thought

22 you asked is, is would there ever be a time where 45

23 wouldn't be the same as the 1?  So maybe I misunderstood

24 what you were asking.  So in that regard, the officer

25 would still write his report.  He just wouldn't go box 1
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1 my gardening, and I came across a bundle of heroin, you

2 know, that someone was concealing on my property.  I, as

3 an individual officer, would respond to that scene, and

4 they would point out that bundle of heroin.  I would

5 recover it.  I would write my report.  For found

6 narcotics, there wouldn't be a need for a second officer

7 then.  So in situations you may not always have a second

8 officer that's on scene.  Or in the same regard, if I'm

9 working on a -- in a beat car and I'm by myself and I

10 view a hand-to-hand narcotics transaction, or I pull

11 someone over for a traffic violation that, subsequently,

12 leads to the arrest of an individual for narcotics, and

13 I'm the only one that's on scene and I'm the only one

14 involved, then there's no need for a box46.

15      Q.   Okay.  And so would it be typically -- the

16 policy would -- typically, following the policy, you

17 would expect two people to be on there for tactical team

18 arrests?

19      A.   That's correct.  Yes.

20      Q.   And then staying on the form, we've got 48 and

21 50 talk about supervisor work?

22      A.   Uh-huh.

23      Q.   And what is the supervisor doing to -- under

24 the following policy, what is a supervisor expected to

25 do before approving a vice case report?
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1 because he might not be available for court.

2      Q.   So box 1 on the arrest report would change?

3      A.   Yes, because that --

4      Q.   Got it.

5      A.   -- person could still satisfy the probable

6 cause hearing and still be there to testify for

7 everything that transpired.  So there -- there could be

8 circumstances where that might arise, and that would

9 probably be, you know, like one that I could come up

10 with off the top of my head.  That might be, you know, a

11 time when that might occur.

12      Q.   As a general rule, though, box 45 on a vice

13 case report would also be the same person who's expected

14 to go to court and be the first arresting officer?

15      A.   I would say yes.

16      Q.   And then box 46, the explanation of box 46,

17 back to the form, says, "Enter printed name, star

18 number, and signature of a second officer, if

19 applicable."

20      A.   Yes, sir.

21      Q.   What does that mean?

22      A.   So if it's applicable -- when we're recovering

23 -- this is for narcotics in general.  So any time --

24 let's just say I'm working in a beat car by myself, and

25 I respond to a call from a citizen who says I was doing
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1      A.   So it would depend.  If you were involved in

2 the situation and you knew you had personal knowledge of

3 it, then you would make sure that, obviously, the facts

4 were exactly as, you know, you remember them. And if

5 there were additional details that you need them to add

6 into it, you would say you need to send this back.  In

7 addition to that, you know, they're -- they're reviewing

8 it to make sure all the boxes are checked.  You know, as

9 they're going through the report, that, you know, IR

10 numbers and CB numbers are - - are put in there,

11 inventory numbers are there, because those are all

12 things that were typically generated after.  Because as

13 you can see, the CB number or IR number is penned in

14 because the report was completed before we actually had

15 a CB number for that individual because he would've had

16 to go down to lockup first.  And then he would just go

17 through and make sure, hey, if there was a car that was

18 involved, do we have all the vehicle identifiers and all

19 that information in there and then read the narrative.

20 If they weren't personally involved in it, their --

21 their purpose would, again, be to read this, make sure

22 all the boxes are checked, and to make sure that it gave

23 a concise statement of the facts of the case, you know,

24 as they're reading it.  You know, you're not grilling

25 the officer and being like is this really what happened
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1 and asking them all, because more often than not,
2 they're not there.  So you're just going to read the
3 report, verify that everything's there, and then if
4 everything looks good, you're going to affix your
5 signature on the front and if it goes to the back, on
6 the back side.
7      Q.   So the supervisor is not expected and it would
8 not be typical to -- if they were not at the scene to go
9 talk to the officers involved and say, hey, I have some

10 questions.  Is this really what happened?
11      A.   It -- no.  Not about is this really what
12 happened?  It would be more or less if there was
13 something that they failed to include in a report, they
14 would bring it back to them and say, hey, you know, I
15 read your report.  It seems like you're -- you're
16 missing something in your narrative.  Can you tell me a
17 little more about this?  And then have them kind of fill
18 in the blanks for them to make -- okay, you need to
19 either adjust your narrative or you need to add, you
20 know, information about the vehicle in there.  You
21 forgot to put that in there.  So there would be reasons
22 why they would reject it for stuff like that.
23      Q.   But if it appears to facially complete and
24 shows probable cause, the supervisor would not typically
25 -- would not be expected to go talk to the officers
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1     30(b)(6) notice.
2          MR. BAZAREK:  Join.
3          THE WITNESS:  I would say that, yes, the
4     narrative supports the charges; and -- and
5     therefore, if I were a watch commander reviewing
6     this, based on the narrative that was supplied here,
7     the charges that are in here are -- are supported.
8 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
9      Q.   And so this -- the narrative refers to AOs. Do

10 you see that?
11      A.   Yes, sir.
12      Q.   Do you know what that means in this context?
13      A.   So that would be the arresting officers.
14      Q.   And so does that -- as the -- if this report
15 is following CPD policy, does that -- do the references
16 to AOs refer to Jones and Mohammed?
17          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection.  Beyond the
18     scope.
19          MR. BAZAREK:  That and it also calls for
20     speculation.
21          THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And, again, I think it
22     would refer to the -- the same token what's in the -
23     - the case report for the ROs that the AOs is -- is
24     plural for, potentially, 264 David and 264 Charlie
25     because they're all involved.  The information would
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1 before approving it?
2      A.   That's correct.
3      Q.   And then -- so 47, date investigation
4 completed and time --
5      A.   Uh-huh.
6      Q.   -- is that when the auth -- what does that
7 mean?
8      A.   So by the -- by the time everything's all said
9 and done, like, you're done with the street, you're done

10 typing it, he's in lockup, you know, you're -- you're
11 done -- your investigation is -- is complete, you would
12 put that in there.
13      Q.   And does that have to come before the time in
14 49?  Like, does that have to be earlier than the time
15 the supervisor
16      A.   Yes.
17      Q.   Okay.
18      A.   Because you wouldn't present the report to
19 them until you were done.
20      Q.   If we look back at Exhibit 7, that's the
21 arrest report.  And look at the narrative, and let me
22 know if the narrative complies with CPD policy on
23 narratives.
24          MR. MICHALIK:  Again, I'm going to object to
25     the foundation, and it's beyond the scope of the
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1     then be supplied by Jones and Mohammed, you know, if

2     there was a clarification as to who specifically did

3     what.

4 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

5      Q.   But you'd expect, at least if it's following

6 policy, Mohammed will certainly know the answer to

7 these?  He'll be one of the AOs?

8      A.   He should, yes.

9      Q.   And then what about Watts?  He's listed on the

10 vice case report, but not listed as one of the arresting

11 officers.

12          MR. GAINER:  Just object to form of that

13     question.  This is Brian Gainer.

14          MR. MICHALIK:  And also, again, it's beyond the

15     scope of the 30(b)(6) notice.

16          MR. BAZAREK:  Join.

17 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

18      Q.   Should this report have listed Watts as one of

19 the AOs?

20          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection.

21          THE WITNESS:  Again, without knowing what his

22     official role was in this, I don't know.  I mean,

23     they might have listed him on there because on some

24     level, he participated in -- in helping process.

25     When they brought him into the station, that might
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1     have been the reason why they listed him on there.

2     I wouldn't know if he was physically present or not

3     and then if he was or was not, you know, what his

4     role would've been in that.

5 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

6      Q.   Well, right.  I understand you don't

7 personally know what he may have done or may not have

8 done, but to comply with CPD policy, should the reports

9 have indicated what he did if he was involved?

10      A.   If he was involved, he would've been listed as

11 -- on some level, he would've been listed, I would

12 imagine, as an assisting arresting officer.  And in that

13 regard, they would've been able to ask him, well, what

14 was your role in assisting?  You know, that -- that

15 assistance could come in the form of I processed him in

16 the back and -- and, you know, took his shoelaces out

17 and put them in the bag.  I got his name. You know, I --

18 I helped prepare the complaint or -- or something to --

19 to that level.

20      Q.   Is there any issue or any violation of policy

21 by listing him as one of the reporting officers on the

22 vice case report, but not one of the involved officers

23 on the arrest report?

24          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection.

25          THE WITNESS:  Again, I would refer back to not
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1      Q.   Have you had a chance to look at this?
2      A.   I did, sir, yes.
3      Q.   Was this one of the documents you reviewed to
4 prepare for today's deposition?
5      A.   Yes.  And, again, I produced this one.
6      Q.   Okay.  Can you tell me, generally, what this
7 document is?
8      A.   It was an instruction manual for just -- like,
9 as it states, field reporting in general.  It's dated

10 back to -- last revised in December of 1985.  Kind of
11 gives -- like, when we were going through the academy,
12 just, like, a way of explaining how you were supposed to
13 document reports, importance of UCR classifications. If
14 you look at the -- the second page where it has the
15 multiple I-UCR -- it would've been, like, Section 3,
16 letter B, multiple I-UCRs for Part 1 offenses, more than
17 one occurring at the same time.  Back then, we only had
18 the ability to document something under one UCR code.
19 So if you had multiple crimes that happened, you would
20 go with the incident that had the -- the highest UCR
21 code.  And so this was just explaining to officers,
22 like, there's -- there's a hierarchy rule for reporting.
23 And there were also examples of -- like, if you go to
24 the next page where it has up at the top, the
25 hotel/motel rule, the multiple thefts rule, just

Page 122

1     knowing the totality of the circumstances that I

2     can't say with certainty, you know, why he was

3     listed on -- on either report or omitted from

4     another report.

5 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

6      Q.   And you can't say yes or no as to whether

7 doing that violates CPD policy in preparation of

8 reports?

9          MR. MICHALIK:  Objection.  Foundation.  Beyond

10     the scope.

11          MR. BAZAREK:  Join.

12          THE WITNESS:  Without knowing what his official

13     role or what he -- what capacity he acted in, no, I

14     can't.

15          MR. RAUSCHER:  All right.  We're going to mark

16     I think we're on Exhibit 9, CITY-BG-62842 to 62850.

17            (EXHIBIT 9 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

18          MR. MICHALIK:  Do you have an extra one?

19          MR. RAUSCHER:  I'm looking for it.

20          MR. MICHALIK:  Which one is it?

21          MR. RAUSCHER:  It's the -- 62842.

22          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah.  I've got it.

23          MR. RAUSCHER:  You've got it?  Okay.  All

24     Thanks.

25 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
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1 explaining, like, how many times -- like, if you have to

2 produce multiple reports if something happened at this

3 location versus something that happened with this. And

4 kind of just sort of a general guide for some of those

5 nuances that come up where you're like, I don't know how

6 I'm supposed to report this, how many reports are

7 supposed to come out.  This also kind of gives you a

8 general idea of -- I think in some point in here it

9 tells you what your narrative is supposed to contain,

10 you know.  And every narrative is supposed to answer,

11 like, the basic questions of who, what, when, why, when,

12 where, and how, so

13      Q.   Are -- the substantive things you just

14 discussed, are they still valid, still policies?

15      A.   In terms of for reporting, yeah --

16      Q.   Yeah.

17      A.   -- your report should be able to answer those

18 questions so that when someone who reads the report,

19 they understand what happened.  Your job is to -- to

20 respond to the scene and to, you know, document the

21 information in -- in -- accurately as you can.  Will

22 mistakes happen?  Will there be typos?  Will sometimes

23 you get someone's phone number or birth date or spelling

24 on a name wrong, things like that?  Yeah. Those things

25 always happen.  But, you know, for the most part, yes,
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1 your report should be -- should be concise, and it

2 should also explain and be able to answer those

3 questions and -- and be accurate.

4          MR. MICHALIK:  Just to be clear, you're talking

5     about the narrative?

6          THE WITNESS:  Correct.

7          MR. MICHALIK:  Okay.  I think your question was

8     a little broader than that.

9          MR. RAUSCHER:  It was broader than that.

10 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

11      Q.   But -- so you've talked about, I think, a few

12 things when you were going -- you gave me a few

13 examples, and I'm -- I just want to know, are all the

14 things you talked about still policies of CPD --

15      A.   Just now --

16      Q.   Yeah.

17      A.   -- or -- yeah.  I -- in terms --

18      Q.   In this field manual.

19      A.   So -- yes.  I mean, in the sense that

20 everything that is in here, it's still attached to -- I

21 forget what -- we -- one -- it's one of the other

22 exhibits.  It's still embedded in a current exhibit

23 today.

24      Q.   Something we've looked at already?

25      A.   Yeah.  It's -- if you look at -- I think it's
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1 language reported is not a verbatim quotation of the

2 entire conversation of the offender"?

3      A.   Yes.

4      Q.   What's the purpose of that policy?

5      A.   I think more or less, it's -- it's to

6 establish the fact that what's being taken is in essence

7 but not verbatim.  And I think part of that is at the

8 time, obviously, we weren't wearing recording devices

9 like we are today.  So to go back in time and get an

10 accurate account of what was said, to know verbatim that

11 this is what the person said, you would do that to say,

12 you know, in essence but not verbatim, it's individual

13 related this.  That way, if it wasn't exactly accurate,

14 you weren't perjuring yourself or submitting a false

15 report.

16      Q.   And that doesn't -- that applies not just to

17 foul language, but to anything in the narrative, right?

18      A.   Well, I think part of this, like, the --

19 again, you have to remember the -- the time frame under

20 which this was written.  This goes back all the way to

21 1985.  You know, I think there was a different level of

22 civility in society than there is today, you know.  And

23 so I think that the whole purpose of this, that they

24 didn't want a -- a police report that had a bunch of F

25 bombs in it --
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1 the data and -- what -- can I get this one?  The

2 department letters -- "Department Reports and Letters

3 for [sic] Clearance," which I believe is still an active

4 order within the department.  If you look at Section II

5 where it says "Reporting Standards" --

6      Q.   Which -- you're looking at Exhibit 4?

7      A.   Exhibit 4.

8      Q.   Okay.

9      A.   I'm sorry.  So if you look at Exhibit 4,

10 Page 1, Section II -- or Roman numeral II under

11 "Reporting Standards," next to letter A, you're going to

12 find "Field Reporting Manual," which is CPD-63.450,

13 which is the name of the form set, which is what we have

14 here.

15      Q.   Okay.

16      A.   So it's still embedded in -- in an active

17 order.

18      Q.   Okay.

19          THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

20 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

21      Q.   And so if you look at Page -- in under the

22 "Report Completion" section on CITY-BG-62845 and then

23 specifically in the "Language" thing, It talks about

24 foul language of an offender and when you're supposed to

25 use it.  And you're supposed to "indicate that the
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1      Q.   Yeah.

2      A.   -- because it wasn't necessary, right?  So if

3 there's foul language that he's using, it's got to be

4 pertinent to what happened.  You know, so, like, if it

5 was an instance where you were the victim of an

6 aggravated battery and he was screaming explicatives at

7 you, you were going to put that in there because it was

8 like, hey, this is what he said.  But, like, you know,

9 if it was you asked him a question and just -- that's

10 just how that person normally talked by dropping an F

11 bomb every other word, you weren't going to put that in

12 your report.

13      Q.   And you alluded, I think, to a broader point,

14 which I believe is reflected in Line Item 3 right above

15 that, and tell me if I'm wrong, which is you want to --

16 if you're writing down what a witness said verbatim,

17 you're going to put quotes around it.  And if you're not

18 trying to say that this was a verbatim quotation, you're

19 going to add that in as well; is that fair?

20      A.   Yes, but it also it -- it -- it lends to there

21 are times where quotation marks would be used in certain

22 instances where you wouldn't -- you wouldn't necessarily

23 say in essence or -- or whatnot.  One, an example that

24 would be, you know, someone asking for sexual favors of

25 some sort.  They might use, you know, what we would
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1 consider a street terminology for, you know, some sort

2 of sexual act for someone to perform, and they would be

3 like, hey, he -- he asked me to do this," and you would

4 just put it in, you know, in parentheses [sic].

5 Typically, you would follow that with which is commonly

6 known as oral sex or, like, whatever it was that he was

7 asking for.  Similarly, we might do that same thing in,

8 you know, a vice case report when it was in reference to

9 a narcotic where, you know, like I said, if they were

10 yelling blows, blows, blows, you might have that in --

11 in quotation marks and then put next to that, like,

12 street terminology for the controlled substance heroin.

13      Q.   Sure.  So -- and just for -- back for one

14 second.  You said -- when you were describing the first

15 example, you said you would put in parentheses, but did

16 you mean quotes?

17      A.   Quotes.  I'm sorry.  Yes.

18      Q.   And you -- so you might explain what the

19 quotes mean --

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   -- right?  But you wouldn't use quotes unless

22 it was a quote without saying in essence or something

23 like that?

24      A.   Not always.  I mean, again, like, using the --

25 the first example.  If, you know, you were having a
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1      A.   Yes.

2      Q.   Are there any policy -- any written policies,

3 or training modules, or training manuals you're aware of

4 that discuss what AO or RO means that we haven't looked

5 at yet?

6      A.   Not that I'm aware of.  No.

7      Q.   One of the policies we looked at earlier, I

8 think, touches on another topic.  So we've talked a lot

9 about preparation of reports, which is the first topic.

10 And then one of the policies, I think, also talks about

11 the -- one of the topics is -- Topic C is completion of

12 complaint for preliminary examination.

13      A.   Uh-huh.

14      Q.   Do you know what that is?

15      A.   Yes.

16      Q.   Which policy talks about that topic?

17      A.   In terms -- the ones that we

18      Q.   So we've looked at -- didn't we look at an

19 exhibit

20      A.   Yeah.  So that's a -- I think that's 4 again,

21 Exhibit 4.  And it should be, I think, one of the last

22 pages in 4.  "Report Signatures" -- it's on Page 4. So,

23 yeah, it's going to be Exhibit 4, Page 4, letter G.

24      Q.   All right.  So can you walk me through the --

25 that policy?

Page 130

1 conversation with, you know, a victim who had been

2 criminally sexually assaulted and she's like he forced

3 me to perform, pardon me, you know, a blow job on him,

4 right, and then you would put in there so that everyone

5 knew so that there wasn't a doubt, like you then

6 verified with her that this is what she meant, that she

7 may -- he forced her to perform oral sex, right?  So

8 which through interview of the victim, you learned was

9 oral sex.

10      Q.   But the part that you put in the quotes, you

11 wouldn't be adding the quotes to a word that the victim

12 didn't say?

13      A.   Did not say.  Correct.

14      Q.   That's all I'm trying to clarify.

15      A.   Yes.  Yes.  Correct.  Yes.

16      Q.   Okay.  And that's consistent with CPD policy?

17      A.   Yes, sir.

18      Q.   All right.  So the second to last page talks

19 about signatures again.  And then, specifically, I just

20 want to confirm that signing by the reporting officer

21 and the supervisor approving the report indicates that

22 this report is complete and accurate and attests that

23 the completed report has been proofread; is that right?

24      A.   According to this, yes.

25      Q.   Well, is that the CPD policy?
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1      A.   Sure.  Just -- I mean, in terms of preparing a

2 complaint, whenever we're placing charges against

3 someone, there's -- there's a court complaint that's

4 filled out, whether it's for a class A misdemeanor

5 through, you know, a -- a felony complaint. Essentially

6 what it is, is just making sure that prior to signing

7 that complaint, that they know that the defendant's name

8 that's affixed to that complaint is correct and that

9 their name is on there, that the related charge and the

10 offense date and everything are also accurate and

11 correct, so that you're not applying a charge that is

12 incorrect on an individual.  And then in terms of the

13 elements of the offense, there's -- there's a box that's

14 underneath that sort of explains. Like, if an individual

15 was being charged with PCS, that he was discovered being

16 in possession of, you know, a controlled substance in

17 violation of the policy of the state.  And then in terms

18 of Section 2, there's a member who is -- who is then

19 deputized by the department to serve as a deputy clerk

20 to witness the complaint, and they're just signing the

21 complaint enacting -- in essence, clerking the document

22 is what it amounts to.

23      Q.   Yeah.  What is that?  So I know there are

24 policies about assigning people -- or deputizing people

25 to be clerks.
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1      A.   Right.
2      Q.   And I don't know that we need to through all
3 them, but what are you doing when you're deputizing the
4 document?
5      A.   You're serving as -- as the clerk for the
6 court, right, so that you're not presenting that
7 document or having to present the document to the -- the
8 courts.  You're verifying that, yes, you're signing this
9 complaint and then they -- we're going to move forward

10 and -- and send it through the courts.
11      Q.   And does that have to be a different person
12 than the complainant?
13      A.   Yes.
14      Q.   What is the complainant's role in preparing
15 the complaint for a preliminary examination?
16      A.   So in preparing it, they could be the one
17 that's actually typing it all out and -- and filling it
18 out themselves, depending on if they're working by
19 themselves or if they're working with a team.  Like, one
20 of their teammates might be filling out the top portion
21 of it for them and then filling in the charge to make
22 sure that it's matching up of what this is what we're
23 charging the guy with.  And then when he goes back to
24 it, it's going to be up to him to review it and verify
25 that everything is accurate.  That, yeah, that's the
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1 officer representing the State of Illinois in this
2 instance, and you're -- you're the one that's going to
3 be the complaining witness against him.
4      Q.   And so you may not have to go back for the
5 narrative, for example, if you know it to be true; is
6 that right?  Because you were there?
7      A.   Well, correct.  Yes.  I mean, the -- the
8 charge itself, if it's -- you know, like I said, there
9 might be certain things that you might just want to

10 verify to make sure that the way the firearm is
11 described.  If you had the serial number in it,
12 sometimes you would go, hey, is the serial number
13 correct?"  You know, because for what it's worth, if you
14 don't fill out your court complaint correctly, it could
15 be grounds to have the case dismissed.  So you want to
16 make sure that everything's accurate.
17      Q.   And would you -- would it comply with CPD
18 policy for someone to sign as a complainant who didn't
19 have personal knowledge?
20      A.   I would say that they wouldn't, no.
21      Q.   And why is that?
22      A.   Because you're the one that -- this -- again,
23 it's -- it's almost like the whole box 1 thing.  If you
24 -- if you don't have personal knowledge of what
25 happened, you wouldn't be going to court.  You wouldn't
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1 right defendant's name.  This is the date.  These are

2 the charges.  This is what the narrative is. That's what

3 I want to go with.  And then signing the complaint.

4      Q.   Is the complainant expected to go back to the

5 underlying reports to verify that information you just

6 discussed?

7      A.   They -- like I mean, it depends.  There might

8 be certain things that you have to go back to verify on.

9 Like, if you're arresting somebody for a firearm, right,

10 you want to make sure the description of the firearm

11 that's supplied in the case report matches what's in the

12 complaint.  So, yeah, I mean, there would be times where

13 we would have to go back to the report just to verify

14 that everything was correct.

15      Q.   How was it decided who was going to serve as

16 the complainant?

17      A.   Again, that would be the -- the box 1 officer

18 should be the one that's in -- serving as the

19 complainant because he's the one going to court.

20      Q.   And what's the reason behind that policy?

21      A.   The reasoning behind it?  That, I don't know.

22 I'm going to surmise and say it's the same reason for

23 your -- you're the one that's going to court.  You're

24 going to be the one that's going to testify in -- in a

25 preliminary hearing.  So in essence, you're the box 1
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1 be bringing that complaint against someone.

2      Q.   Okay.  All right.  We're going to switch

3 gears, at least for now, and go onto a different topic,

4 which would be Topic E, qualifications to become a

5 tactical team member operating in or around Ida B. Wells

6 housing development.  And I understand the city's

7 earlier statement about the scope of that topic.  Did

8 you review any policies that are relevant for this

9 topic?

10      A.   Yes.  We reviewed, I think, the current

11 department policy for tactical teams.

12          MR. RAUSCHER:  So we're going to mark

13     Exhibit 10.  This is PL JOINT 087418 through 87422.

14            (EXHIBIT 10 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

15 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

16      Q.   If you can let me know if this is the policy

17 you reviewed or if it's something different.

18          MR. FLAXMAN:  This is 10?

19          MR. RAUSCHER:  This is 10.

20 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

21      Q.   Is this the policy you reviewed?

22      A.   I saw this this morning --

23      Q.   Okay.

24      A.   -- prior to coming.  It is not.  I -- there's

25 a general or special order that we reviewed that pretty
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1 much is a summary of this, but it's the current version
2 of.  And the other issue with this is that this is --
3 this is a BOP.
4      Q.   Uh-huh.
5      A.   So it's a Bureau Patrol special order, which
6 is one of our -- our general or special orders.
7      Q.   That's like the broader one basically?
8      A.   So -- right.  So that's our general
9 directives.  This is more specific towards -- you know,

10 the Bureau Patrol pushed this one out.
11      Q.   Do you know what the general or special order
12 number is that you reviewed?
13      A.   No, I don't.
14      Q.   Do you know the title of it?
15      A.   I think it's just tactical teams or references
16 tactical teams.
17      Q.   Is that something you found and provided to
18 the lawyers?
19      A.   Yes, I believe it was one of the documents I
20 provided.
21      Q.   Did you see a Bates -- do you know what a
22 Bates stamp is?
23      A.   No.
24      Q.   So if you look at the bottom right, there's
25 two on this one.  That PL JOINT is a Bates stamp --
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1          MR. MICHALIK:  Is this what you wanted?

2          THE WITNESS:  Oh, maybe it was.  Oh, yeah. No,

3     these are the Bureau -- these are BOPs, though?

4     Yeah.  Yeah.  And these are more recent ones.

5     That's what it is. This is the '24 version of it.

6          MR. MICHALIK:  All right.  Yeah.  So I don't

7     know if you want to mark this as an exhibit.

8     There's no reason not to produce it.  The reason why

9     we didn't is because it's the current BOP special

10     order.

11          MR. RAUSCHER:  Okay.

12          MR. MICHALIK:  But if you want to take a look

13     at this and mark it --

14          MR. RAUSCHER:  Okay.  Thanks.

15          MR. MICHALIK:  -- that's fine with us.

16          MR. RAUSCHER:  Yeah.  Why don't we just mark

17     this as 11?  I'll probably make copies next time we

18     take a break.  So this is BOP Special Order 24-06,

19     issued date, December 11th, 2023, effective

20     January 4, 2024.

21            (EXHIBIT 11 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

22 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

23      Q.   It rescinds an order, but not the order that

24 we're looking at?

25      A.   Correct.
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1      A.   Okay.
2      Q.   -- and then CITY_AG is one.  Did you see a
3 version with Bates stamps on it?
4      A.   No, I did not.
5      Q.   Is there anything in this order that is
6 different that you noticed than the one that you
7 reviewed?
8      A.   In terms of overall, I don't think so.  The
9 only thing that might be different is I think there's

10 now, like, an open, like, bid procedure to go on to the
11 tact team.  Like, there's -- there's a policy where you
12 can apply for the tact team.  I don't see -- I don't
13 know if that's listed in the new order or not because
14 what I was just looking for was to answer the question
15 about, like, what the roles and responsibilities were,
16 just so I could --
17      Q.   Right.
18      A.   -- kind of give them a broad-base jumping-off
19 point for where my information was coming from.
20      Q.   So --
21          MR. MICHALIK:  Scott, give me a second.
22          MR. RAUSCHER:  Yeah.  Okay.  Sure.
23          MR. MICHALIK:  We might be able to short
24     circuit this.
25          MR. RAUSCHER:  Okay.
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1      Q.   Do you know which order it rescinds?

2      A.   23, I believe, 06.  So I think they reissued

3 this in '23 and then reissued it again in '24.  So I

4 don't know if it's -- I want to say when I was going

5 back and looking, I couldn't find one for the time frame

6 we were looking for that was posted on our -- our Bureau

7 Patrol website.

8      Q.   Okay.  At first glance, it looks similar with

9 maybe some changes based on, like, the number of teams

10 or the -- when they're working.  Is that basically

11 right?

12      A.   Possibly, yes.  And -- and, again, like, I

13 don't know when they installed the matrix for the tact

14 teams to put them all on the -- you know, on the same

15 watch -- or the same group numbers with the same

16 watches.  But for the most part, the roles and

17 responsibilities remain the same, you know.  I mean,

18 like, the -- the function of what the tact team is

19 hasn't changed since -- you know, since when I served on

20 the tact team.

21      Q.   All right.  So it -- is it -- so starting in

22 1999, even if this policy -- the written policies in 10

23 and 11 didn't exist, the responsibilities were still the

24 same?

25      A.   I would say yes.



The Deposition of MICHAEL FITZGERALD, taken on March 06, 2024
30(b)(6)

36 (Pages 141 to 144)

Page 141

1      Q.   And about the qualifications to be on a

2 tactical team?

3      A.   So I don't know when it originally changed.  I

4 think they were a little less stringent before I got on

5 the team about the number of years you had.  That was

6 pre-Michael Ceriale.  After Officer Ceriale was killed,

7 I know that they -- they started to sort of restrict or

8 become a little bit more attentive to the amount of time

9 that you had on the job.  And it became an issue of,

10 like, if you didn't have enough time, that you would

11 have to go through the commander, and then the commander

12 would have to be the one to sign off on the fact that,

13 you know, you were going to be allowed to do that.

14      Q.   It -- was it less than three years at some

15 point?

16      A.   It might have been when Officer Ceriale was

17 killed, but I don't know for certain.  I think that's

18 what they wound up moving it up to --

19      Q.   Do you --

20      A.   -- after his death.

21      Q.   I'm sorry.  I apologize.

22      A.   That's okay.

23      Q.   Do you know when Officer Ceriale was killed?

24      A.   Was it '90 -- '98, I believe.

25      Q.   Okay.
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1 know, the -- the -- the function of the tact team is to
2 be a tool that's available for the commander to address
3 whatever crime conditions they're experiencing in their
4 district.  And, again, every district is different. You
5 have some districts that are, you know, high property
6 crimes, right?  They'll have burglaries to autos.
7 They'll have, you know, store burglaries and things like
8 that.  So those teams might be more geared towards
9 addressing those things.  You have other places that

10 were -- like, where I worked in the 15th District where
11 it was an open-air drug market that had a tremendous
12 amount of violence that was going on in there.  And so
13 the investigations were slightly different.  But the --
14 the main purpose of them was to be, you know, at the
15 disposal of the commander to address those crime
16 conditions in a manner in which he felt was -- would --
17 would best suit the needs of the citizens and the -- the
18 district.
19      Q.   Do you have any understanding of the
20 responsibilities of the 2nd District tactical team or
21 the Public Housing Tactical team by Ronald Watts?
22      A.   No.  Not specifically, no.
23      Q.   Do you have any general understanding of what
24 their responsibilities were?
25      A.   I would assume they would've been the same
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1      A.   Somewhere in there.
2      Q.   This -- both of these documents, 10 and 11,
3 talk about tactical team members are sworn members
4 assigned to the fourth watch?
5      A.   Yes.
6      Q.   What does that mean?
7      A.   So it -- there are different watches for every
8 -- you know, for all of us.  So, like, midnight officers
9 are assigned to what's considered the first watch.  An

10 officer that works second watch are on days, and third
11 watch is afternoons.  Fourth watch is sort of -- it's a
12 -- the ability for the department to kind of move you
13 around if they need to.  You don't have a dedicated
14 start and end time.  Even though there is typically one
15 for the tact teams, there's a -- there's a general start
16 time for them.  If they need to adjust those hours,
17 they've given up the -- the contractual right to the
18 two-hour change in start time that everyone else is
19 afforded.
20      Q.   Are there any more specific policies that
21 you're aware of saying what tactical teams are
22 responsible for doing?
23      A.   So, I mean, essentially, we have the -- the --
24 the special orders and the general orders that are --
25 they essentially mirror what's contained in this.  You
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1 responsibilities as every other tact team.  You know,

2 that whatever crime conditions were going on -- so if it

3 was the housing projects that were their priority

4 problem, that the commander at the direction of the

5 tactical lieutenant would have sent them to go to this

6 particular location.  If it was somewhere else, like --

7 I'm trying to think what the boundaries of the district

8 are, but, like, maybe, like, 35th and Princeton, like,

9 hey, we've got a problem over here.  They would be

10 directed to go over there.

11      Q.   Are -- how are tact teams different than beat

12 officers?

13      A.   So beat officers work independently.  You

14 know, some of them, they can work 99 or they work with a

15 partner.  They're confined to a particular area.  So if

16 I'm working, you know, beat 1512, the calls that I'm

17 going to receive are going to be predominantly on that

18 beat, and there has to be a reason why you're pulling me

19 off of that beat and away from -- from the area of -- of

20 my coverage.  And the point and purpose behind that is

21 so that you develop a familiarity with the criminal

22 activity on your beat and the citizens on that beat, so

23 that you're aware of what's going on so you can better

24 serve the community.  With the tact teams, you're a

25 little bit wider scoped, right?  You're supposed to have
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1 a little bit more knowledge about what's going on in the
2 district overall.  Some guys were a little more
3 knowledgeable of particular beats because maybe they
4 came up working that beat car, and so they had a
5 particular knowledge of what went on in this -- this
6 area.  I'll give you an example.  Like, we had guys that
7 were more aware of what went on on 1531, right?  I'll
8 use that as another example.  It's where Lamon and Iowa
9 was, and they knew the hierarchy of all the guys that

10 were involved over there.  And so when something was
11 going on over there, the commander might come to that
12 particular team and say, hey, you know, what's going on
13 over here?  And because they had a knowledge of the
14 structure of the hierarchy, they could say, hey, these
15 guys are at war with these guys over here and, like,
16 okay, let's develop a strategy.  How are we going to
17 damp this down and make it go away?
18      Q.   Are there any qualifications to be on a tact
19 team, and were there from '99 to 2011 that are not
20 reflected in this policy?
21      A.   I don't know necessarily that it's -- it's a
22 qualification where it's, like, there's anything in
23 writing where you needed a certain number of statistics,
24 you know, in terms of arrests or anything else like
25 that.  You know, you just had to have the knowledge and
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1 it's different because you're -- you're isolated in a --
2 in a lot of regards.  With a team, you guys are that
3 cohesive group, and you're, you know, if you need to
4 work together, you have that ready -- that
5 readily-assembled group of ten guys.  And, like, hey, we
6 need to go set up a surveillance, and this is -- this is
7 our team, and this is how we're going to go do it.
8      Q.   So I don't mean to -- I don't mean the
9 question to sound like --

10      A.   Yeah.
11      Q.   -- I'm saying you can't be proactive.
12      A.   No.  Correct.  I understand.
13      Q.   But you do need to -- you need to be proactive
14 to be a tact team officer; is that right?
15      A.   Absolutely.  Yes.
16      Q.   What are the -- what are the general
17 responsibilities for a tact team sergeant?
18      A.   Again, it -- to be -- obviously, you're
19 assigned ten specific officers, and it's your job to
20 monitor their daily activities.  And that could be by
21 giving them a direct admission and saying, hey, there
22 was a shooting that happened last night.  We need to go
23 over to this particular area and just show a high police
24 visibility to kind of make sure things don't continue to
25 jump off, or to go out there and see if we've got
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1 -- and the desire to, you know, want to be proactive.

2 There are some guys who are perfectly content just

3 receiving jobs from OEMC.  When you're getting -- when

4 you're on a tact team, a lot of times it's your own

5 personal observations or it's things that you decide to

6 take a proactive measure about.  Like, hey, on the way

7 into work today, it looked like this guy was selling

8 drugs.  Let's go find a place to go sit and watch them,

9 as opposed to, well, I'm going to go respond to my

10 domestic disturbance.  And not that there's anything

11 wrong with that.  It's just, you know, there's different

12 things for different people.

13      Q.   You need to be more proactive to be on a tact

14 team than to be a beat officer?

15      A.   You know, I wouldn't say that.  I mean, I

16 would say that, like, because there are super proactive

17 guys that work on the beat, they just don't want to work

18 on the tact team.  And part of that is -- is because of

19 the -- you know, I think the -- the changes in your

20 personal life that it impacts you with. Because now all

21 of a sudden, you're giving up -- if I'm working days,

22 right, I'm going to give that up to work a rotating

23 schedule that may not work so well at home for me.  So

24 I'm still going to be proactive.  I'm still going to do

25 my job, you know, but at the same time, like, you know,
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1 informants or if we have citizens that want to come out

2 and talk to us, or how that -- however that's going to

3 go.  Or maybe we make an arrest in this particular area.

4 Just because we're there, we happen to see somebody go

5 through a stop sign.  We pull them over, and we find out

6 they've got a gun.  Now we bring someone into the

7 station.  We're going to debrief them, and maybe this

8 individual gives us some information or shines some

9 light onto some things for us.  At times you might also

10 reach out to the Bureau of Detectives and find out what

11 detectives were working on the investigation and, you

12 know, what they were hearing and, okay, comparing your

13 notes against theirs.  Like, hey, we're hearing that

14 these guys are at war with those guys, and, like, well,

15 it's really not what's going on.  Or maybe then guys

16 would then go back and be like, "hey, they're hearing

17 that this is what's going on.  Is that what's going on?

18 And then we would take that information and kind of farm

19 out and try and figure out how we were either going to

20 curtail the violence or solve the crime that -- that was

21 at hand. Aside from that, I mean, like, if they were

22 just working on a daily basis where it was like there

23 wasn't anything in particular going on, you would just

24 tell them, all right, here are your keys.  Go on out

25 there. You know, see what you can find and -- and go
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1 from there.  And -- and, again, each supervisor I think
2 is different, just like any other job.  Like, you have
3 some people like me.  I rode with my people.  There are
4 other people that -- that quarterbacked from -- you
5 know, from a distance and said this is what you're going
6 to do, and they rode by themselves, so
7      Q.   And either way, you had to fill out the daily
8 supervisor log?
9      A.   Yes.

10      Q.   And do you know what Watts -- where Watts fell
11 on that continuum of riding with people versus
12 quarterbacking from far away?
13      A.   I have never met him, so I don't know.
14      Q.   Have you met any of the Watts team members?
15      A.   I might've.
16      Q.   Okay.
17      A.   I mean, I've been on the job for almost 25
18 years.  In passing.  I saw a couple of the names that
19 were listed on the report.  I might've come into contact
20 with them, but, like, to know them and say, you know,
21 I've had interactions with them -- I might have even
22 worked with some.  I don't know.
23      Q.   You don't know that you don't know any; is
24 that fair?  I mean, I'm not -- this isn't a trick.  I
25 mean, I'm not --
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1 evaluate like, eh, we really don't want that guy because

2 maybe he doesn't fit my standard for what I'm looking

3 for, you know. And then we would put that list together,

4 and we would forward it through the chain.  Our

5 lieutenant would review it, and then it would go up to

6 the commander. Sometimes you would get who you wanted,

7 and sometimes you wouldn't, you know.   And, again, it -

8 - it's one of those things where because it's a group of

9 ten, like, you're always trying to find that balance

10 with that chemistry amongst the people.  So it's, like,

11 you may have somebody who's really, really good, but you

12 just know that they're going to rub everybody on the

13 team the wrong way.  So you're like, we're going to have

14 to find a different home for that person.

15          MR. RAUSCHER:  We're going to mark the next

16     exhibit CITY-BG-059166 through 168.

17          MR. MICHALIK:  Are we up to 12 now?

18          MR. RAUSCHER:  Yeah, this is 12.

19            (EXHIBIT 12 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

20 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

21      Q.   I'm just going to hand you this, so you can

22 just keep --

23      A.   Sure.

24      Q.   -- it with the other ones.

25      A.   Yes, sir.
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1      A.   Right.  No, no.  Right.

2      Q.   -- trying -- get established whether you have

3 passed -- crossed paths once with someone.  Do you know

4 any of the Watts team members?

5      A.   To the best of my knowledge, no.

6      Q.   What was the process for getting on a tactical

7 team?

8      A.   So how I got on the tact team was I

9 interviewed with our tactical lieutenant, and then he --

10 he decided to -- to take me onto the team because there

11 were openings.  Presently, like, officers will submit a

12 resume to the commander, and -- and that's how it goes.

13 When I had my team, what I used to do is, as -- as the

14 team would grow and develop, guys would sometimes go off

15 to specialized units.  They would transfer out.  They

16 would get promoted.  So I would also monitor the

17 activity of what was going on on the watch to see, you

18 know, what officers were knowledgeable, what officers

19 were hardworking, what officers were -- were good, and

20 see how they would fit within the chemistry of my team.

21 I would also, you know, talk to my team as things were

22 coming up.  If we knew someone was getting promoted, if

23 they did well on an exam, like, hey, who is it that you

24 guys would like to -- to have come to the team, and then

25 I would take their opinion into consideration and
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1      Q.   Have you had a chance to look at this?

2      A.   I did, sir.

3      Q.   Did you look at this document to prepare for

4 today?

5      A.   I did not.

6      Q.   Have you seen it before?

7      A.   Yes, I have.

8      Q.   Does this apply to tactical team sergeants?

9      A.   It -- it does.  It -- I think the way it's

10 written or, like, the guise of supervision in general,

11 right?  Because there's a responsibility of sergeants

12 assigned to field activities, but then there's also,

13 when you're a tact sergeant, you have slightly

14 additional responsibilities or different

15 responsibilities.

16      Q.   Okay.

17      A.   Like, as a field sergeant, you know, I would

18 come to work, and I would be given the cars that I was

19 supposed to supervise for a given day.  And that could

20 change from day to day, right?  Whereas with the tact

21 team, you have the same team unless those promotions or

22 -- or other things happen, but the basic function of

23 what you're supposed to do overall is the same, right,

24 with the added responsibilities of also being aware of

25 other, you know, crime activities and then, you know,
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1 directing your team in certain ways.  Patrol is more

2 geared towards are you responding to your jobs?  Are you

3 acting professionally?  Are you filling out your reports

4 properly?  It's just -- it's similar, but a little bit

5 different.

6      Q.   So these apply, but then there's also the

7 additional things that you've talked about already?

8      A.   I would say yes.  I would say that this is

9 more -- more so like with a -- with a broad-based brush

10 of, like, in general, like, these are the things that

11 the supervisor -- regardless of who you are, this is

12 what you should be doing.  Like, for example, you know,

13 ensuring that your subordinates respond immediately to

14 all assignments, right?  They handle them as

15 expeditiously as possible and return to in-service

16 without delay.  That's more so a -- a -- a directed --

17 directed towards the guys in patrol because they're --

18 they're the ones that are getting the calls, right?  So

19 you don't want a guy that's sitting down on a call for -

20 - for two hours while some other guy's running all over

21 the district.  But at the same time, like, it could

22 apply to a tact team.  Like, you're not going to take

23 this job and then hold it for -- forever, and then

24 that's what going to consider your tour.  So it's

25 similar but different.
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1      A.   Yes.
2      Q.   Is that right?
3      A.   So when you say -- like I said, when I -- when
4 I first got on the job, there was a -- a hard card
5 version that was filled out, presented to you, and it
6 was, like -- I think it was a numerical system.  If I
7 remember correctly, it was, like, zero to 100, and you
8 were given, like, a numerical score based on your
9 performance.

10      Q.   Okay.  Do you know where those were stored?
11      A.   Again, I would imagine, once they were signed
12 off on, that they went up to the admin level, but to
13 know for certain, no.
14      Q.   When you were the sergeant, did you fill out
15 -- did you ever fill out those hard cards?
16      A.   By the time I was a supervisor, we had
17 evolved, I believe, into the -- the performance
18 evaluation system, so we were doing those.  I don't
19 believe I ever did hard cards.
20      Q.   Did you do those semi-annually?
21      A.   Those -- they're now -- they're now
22 functioning where it's not semi-annually.  It's -- I
23 believe we do it off -- based off of the -- their period
24 of hire.  So it -- you do it once a year, so it's
25 annually.
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1      Q.   Are there -- is there another directive or
2 special order or general order that talks about sergeant
3 of tactical teams' responsibilities?
4      A.   Again, I believe there's the -- the general
5 special order that refers to -- to tactical teams.  It
6 pretty much is what this is -- what the -- Exhibits 10
7 and 11 that we looked at is pulled from.
8      Q.   So that's what we looked at?
9      A.   Yeah.

10      Q.   There's nothing else that you're aware of that
11 we haven't looked at today?
12      A.   Correct.
13      Q.   Okay.  Do tactical team sergeants have to rate
14 their subordinates' performance semi-annually?
15      A.   So we do performance evaluations now.  I'm
16 trying to remember.  I know we used to have hard card
17 evaluations when I first got on the job.  I don't know
18 what they evolved into by the time I was on the tact
19 team, but today there's performance evaluations that are
20 maintained within the CLEAR system.
21      Q.   This says -- this policy that we're looking at
22 now, Exhibit 12, was effective in January 1983, and
23 Section IIIB on the first page says -- I believe it says
24 sergeants have to "rate their subordinates' performance
25 semi-annually".
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1      Q.   Okay.  Are those electronic?
2      A.   Yes.
3      Q.   When did you start filling out electronic
4 reviews for people?
5      A.   I want to say it was right around the time I
6 made sergeant, so around maybe 2008.  Because like I
7 said, I don't ever recall having to do the paper form
8 sets.
9      Q.   Do you recall -- I'm sorry.  Go ahead.

10      A.   No, it's okay.
11      Q.   Do you recall being reviewed when you were a
12 member of the tactical team?
13      A.   No, but I do remember being reviewed when I
14 was on -- when I was in patrol.  When I first came to
15 the 15th District, I do remember getting reviewed.
16      Q.   Hard card?
17      A.   Yes.
18      Q.   Do you recall ever getting electronic reviews?
19      A.   No.
20      Q.   When you do -- when you were doing reviews as
21 the sergeant in the tactical team, did the reviews go to
22 the -- your subordinates?
23      A.   For -- oh, for the tact team, yeah.  So what
24 ultimately happens is, is that in the current system
25 that we have now, there's a process by which everything
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1 is done electronically, and there's -- there's a menu

2 that it moves through.  So that initially comes down for

3 assignment.  It goes to an assigned supervisor. That

4 assigned supervisor then completes the evaluation. The

5 evaluation will then go through the channel.  Then it'll

6 eventually, at some point in time, come back through for

7 a review with -- with the officer where they have the

8 opportunity to review, you know, what was said about

9 them.  And then after that, it -- it goes to a final

10 status.  For some individuals who require, like -- it's

11 almost like an IEP, you know, you need -- you need some

12 sort of additional help because you're just not

13 performing up to standard, then there's -- there's a

14 program that you get placed into that will then help you

15 perform to the level that you're expected.

16      Q.   Did the hard cards have any information beyond

17 the number?

18      A.   To be honest with you, I don't know.  I mean,

19 we're going back -- like, I honestly remember getting

20 evaluated in, I think it was, like, 2001, while I was

21 still on third watch in 15.  And -- but that's -- that's

22 about it.  That's what I remember vividly, that one.

23      Q.   What is it that you remember?

24      A.   The fact that I had just started and that I

25 was given a supremely low performance evaluation and
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1 sergeant?
2      A.   Yeah.  Their accountability.  There's
3 questions about their ethics.  There's -- I'm trying to
4 think of how many different performance anchors there
5 are.  I think there's six performance anchors, but they
6 all predominantly -- they -- they function around just,
7 you know, different facets of your job.  Like, you know,
8 can you do your job effectively?  Can you -- are you
9 trustworthy?  You know, can you handle multiple

10 assignments at the same time?  Can you multitask?  Are
11 you able to, you know, withstand working for extended
12 periods of time and still maintain some sort of level of
13 efficiency and things like that.
14      Q.   Is one of your responsibilities as sergeant of
15 a tactical team to make sure that the team members meet
16 CPD standards in those categories?
17      A.   I think that's every supervisor, as in, you
18 have to meet those standards, right?  I mean, so the
19 thing is, is that you don't want -- obviously, as a team
20 supervisor, your team is a reflection of you, right?  So
21 you don't want a bunch of guys that look horrible or
22 don't act responsibly, you know, associated with you,
23 right?  So you want to make sure that everybody's in
24 line.  You want to make sure that they know what the
25 standard is and that what they're expected to do and
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1 didn't understand why and having the conversation with
2 my -- my supervisor, and he didn't even know what it
3 was.  And so it was one of those things where it was
4 like okay.  And it -- the way it was explained to me is
5 that, like, obviously, being a new officer, you're not
6 going to come out of the gates with 100, right?  You've
7 got to work your way up.  And so I was like okay.  You
8 know, it's like, they're -- they're not just going to --
9 nothing's going to be given to you no matter how hard

10 you work.  You have to establish consistency and -- and
11 things like that.
12      Q.   The card didn't explain to you why you got a
13 low rating, though?
14      A.   I think everything just had numbers that were
15 associated -- like, you gave them, like, a rating.  I
16 don't even -- to be honest with you, I don't even know
17 if it was a 1 to 10, but I believe it was, like, an
18 overall rating for everything, and then you got a
19 numerical score.  I don't know if they added everything
20 up and then that's how you got it or -- or what it was.
21      Q.   Do you remember any of the categories you were
22 rated on?
23      A.   No, I don't.
24      Q.   Do you remember the categories that you've had
25 to rate people on when you were a tactical team
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1 that, you know -- and, again, in -- in terms of, like,

2 activity, no.  Like, I knew that my guys were out there

3 and that they were trying every day and that whatever

4 came our way is what came our way. So if today we went

5 out and we made no arrests today, it wasn't out of lack

6 of effort or trying, you know. It was we went out, we

7 looked, we saw, we legitimately didn't find anything.

8 And on days when we made more arrests, it was just

9 because that's just what happened.

10      Q.   Is your job as supervisor -- is it the

11 supervisor sergeant -- I'm going to strike that.  Is it

12 the sergeant's job to set the tone for the team?

13          MR. MICHALIK:  Objection.  It's very vague.

14          THE WITNESS:  I mean, I think that with -- with

15     any team, like, there's -- there's expectations,

16     regardless of if you're -- all the way on down from

17     the commander to the lieutenant to the sergeant.

18     You know, there's certain people that, you know,

19     hey, I can get away with doing this with this

20     person, or I can't get away with doing it with this

21     person.  But I think that, you know, if you're

22     engaged with your team, they -- they know what's

23     expected of them, and they understand, you know,

24     where you want them to perform and what you're going

25     to be willing to tolerate, you know.
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1 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

2      Q.   Did you think it -- did you ever think it was

3 your job as the sergeant of a tactical team to tell your

4 team members not to frame people?

5      A.   I think everyone on this department knows,

6 like, the liability that rests with that.  You know what

7 I mean?  When we were in the academy, I mean, we -- we

8 were instructed, you know, like, hey, this is what this

9 is.  And one of the things that they told us was you

10 guys are never any closer to the penitentiary than you

11 are today, you know, because at the end of the day, you

12 know, as a law enforcement officer, if I break the law,

13 I'm the most valuable commodity that any state's

14 attorney or, you know, United States Attorney's ever

15 going to come across because, you know, you're -- you're

16 gold to them, right?  You know, we sat through training

17 seminars where they brought up the Austin -- you know,

18 Austin Seven, right?  And so, you know, where they

19 showed us, hey, this is what these guys did, and this is

20 the amount of time they all got.  So if you want to go

21 do dumb stuff, be prepared, you know, to ride the pine

22 with them.  The department also put out e-learning

23 videos with Xavier Castro.  And Xavier Castro was an

24 officer who falsified an arrest report. I think he said

25 he arrested a guy who was on an ankle monitor, right?
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1 they were in the 23rd District, that were picking up

2 young ladies who were overserved, you know, and then,

3 you know, having sexual relations with them while they

4 were on duty, you know, in the squad car or whatever --

5 whatever came out of it, and they all got arrested, you

6 know.  And it's like, anyone who thinks that this is a

7 good idea, here are the poster children for why it's

8 not, you know.  So when things did come up, yeah, we

9 would talk to our people and remind them. And, again,

10 like, as a supervisor, you may be older than some of the

11 people that you're supervising, but on some levels,

12 like, you're still -- you're still acting as almost like

13 parent, you know, for some of them, you know, and you're

14 -- you're guiding them and you're instructing them, and

15 you know, you're supposed to be there to, essentially,

16 on that level, like, protect them from -- from making

17 dumb mistakes, you know.

18      Q.   Is it one of your jobs to try to make sure

19 that they are not in fact framing people?

20      A.   Yes.

21          MR. RAUSCHER:  All right.  We're going to move

22     on to another topic.  J is the collection,

23     inventory, and testing of suspected narcotics.  And

24     I'm going to mark Exhibit 13 as CITY-BG-62177 to

25     62192.  And you know what, I'm going to also mark
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1 And the ankle monitor proved that he wasn't where he

2 said he was, and ultimately he went to prison.  And so

3 everyone's aware of the risks if they're going to lie

4 and they're going to do nefarious things.  You know what

5 I mean?  That there's -- there's an inherent risk and

6 more than likely, you're going to get found out, and

7 you're probably going to go to prison, you know, and no

8 one's going to have, you know, any -- any hard feelings

9 about sending you there.

10      Q.   It was not -- it wasn't, like, part of roll

11 call where you'd say to your team don't go on and frame

12 anyone today?

13      A.   No, but there were times when things happened

14 within the department where members either got

15 disciplined for things, or either they got stripped of

16 their police powers or, you know, they -- they did

17 something that got them arrested where you would have to

18 sit down with everyone and say as a reminder, you know

19 what I mean?  Like, they're not playing, you know, and

20 this is what can happen to you if you do this, so think

21 about the things you do before you do them.

22      Q.   It's like a -- if something major and public

23 happened, you'd talk about it; is that --

24      A.   Sometimes, yeah.  I mean -- so it's, like, you

25 know, when we had the issue with the officers, I believe
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1     Exhibit 14 at the same time, which I think is a

2     policy that replaced this one.  So 14 is

3     CITY-BG-62130 to 62147.

4            (EXHIBIT 13 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

5            (EXHIBIT 14 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

6 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

7      Q.   Have you -- did you review these policies

8 before?

9      A.   Before coming, no.

10      Q.   All right.  Did you review other policies on

11 the collection, inventory, and testing of suspected

12 narcotics?

13      A.   No.  Not for this, no.

14      Q.   Have you reviewed other policies on the

15 collection, inventory, and testing of suspected

16 narcotics in general?

17      A.   Just in general because I'm assigned to the

18 Evidence and Recovered Property Section.  There's times

19 where I've got to review orders just to make sure that

20 we're doing things in accordance to the orders.

21      Q.   But do these policy -- do these documents that

22 I have given you describe the policies for collecting

23 and inventorying narcotics?

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   And then are there other policies about
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1 testing narcotics, or are those included in here as

2 well?

3      A.   So that's -- again, there's -- I know they're

4 outlined in here.  In terms of where they go, they go --

5 they'll go to our Illinois Police Crime Lab for testing

6 and analysis.

7      Q.   CPD doesn't do the -- doesn't have an in-house

8 lab.  It sends out for testing, right?

9      A.   That's correct, yes.

10      Q.   So there will be policies about when to send

11 it out and where to send it?

12      A.   So I believe it's contained inside this order

13 here.

14          MR. MICHALIK:  You're looking at Exhibit 14?

15          THE WITNESS:  Yes.  I think it's this one.

16 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

17      Q.   And so 14 is the newer version of 13; is that

18 right?

19      A.   Yes.  Yes.  I think it's -- I'm at -- was it -

20 - I don't know -- the addendum -- it's the first

21 addendum that's in here, so CITY-BG-062134.  So it's,

22 "The Forensic Services Section will automatically submit

23 all narcotics evidence the ISP Lab for analysis when

24 there's an associated arrest.  In cases where no

25 arrestee is listed or the invent -- on the inventory but

Page 167

1      Q.   177?
2      A.   Yeah.
3      Q.   Are you -- maybe it got stapled the wrong way.
4          MR. MICHALIK:  Maybe you got the wrong one.
5 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
6      Q.   Or I gave you the wrong thing.
7          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah, this is the wrong one,
8     this Exhibit 13.
9          MR. RAUSCHER:  Oh, all right.  Yeah, that's the

10     wrong document.
11 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
12      Q.   Does your 14 start with --
13      A.   It's 62130.
14      Q.   All right.  So you have the correct 14 and the
15 wrong 13.
16          MR. MICHALIK:  I can share mine, Scott.
17          MR. RAUSCHER:  Okay.  If you don't mind, that
18     would be great.
19          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah.
20          MR. RAUSCHER:  Thanks.
21          MR. MICHALIK:  It's right there.
22 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
23      Q.   So on the third page of that, which is 6211 --
24      A.   Uh-huh.
25      Q.   -- Section V, "Narcotic Safes and Scales"?
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1 analysis of the substances is desired, the inventorying

2 officer must submit a To-From-Subject report, approved

3 by the officer's commanding officer, to the Forensic

4 Services Section in order to have the evidence sent for

5 testing," so

6      Q.   And which subsection -- can you just -- for

7 the record, which subsection were you reading from?

8      A.   So this is -- again, it's off of Exhibit 14.

9 The page on the bottom is marked CITY-BG-062134.  It's

10 under Roman numeral II, "general information," letter B.

11      Q.   Okay.  If you can look back at 13 --

12      A.   Uh-huh.

13      Q.   -- although I think, substantively, they'll be

14 the same in both of them.  There is a -- if you turn to

15 CITY-BG-62119, Section V, Subsection C about the scales.

16      A.   I'm sorry, what page was it?  621 --

17      Q.   62119.

18      A.   Oh.

19      Q.   It's in Exhibit 13.

20      A.   Why am I not seeing 62119?

21      Q.   It's the third page in.

22          MR. MICHALIK:  Let me see.

23          THE WITNESS:  Because I -- mine starts

24     with 62177.

25 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
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1      A.   Yes, sir.

2      Q.   It talks about how the scales will provide a

3 reasonable weight estimation.

4      A.   Uh-huh.

5      Q.   What does that mean?

6      A.   So, again, in order to fill out the arrest and

7 case reports, you would need to have, like, an estimated

8 weight of what the narcotics were, so that you could get

9 an estimated street value so you can also charge

10 accordingly.  Because, again, with some of the

11 controlled substances laws, depending on how much you're

12 in possession of would dictate if there's a higher

13 charge or not.  So, essentially, the tactical units

14 would have scales in their -- in their offices, like,

15 little digital scales, some of them.  Some of them have,

16 like, the old school balances, depending on how much you

17 actually recovered, and you would use -- or try and use

18 those scales as a basis for, you know, your -- your

19 values --

20      Q.   And you see --

21      A.   -- in your reports.

22      Q.   Sorry.  And the policy says that you weigh it

23 with the packaging?

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   And you keep it in the packaging?
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1      A.   That's correct.

2      Q.   So we -- you know, we looked at an arrest

3 report earlier for Ben Baker.  It has an approximate

4 weight.  Was that weight based on -- I know you weren't

5 there, but under the policy, should that weight be based

6 on weighing it at the station?

7      A.   Well, if the scales were available, yes.

8 Sometimes scales were broken or whatever.  But I mean,

9 typically, just based on experience, they were selling

10 0.1 gram bags for everything.  So it's just, like,

11 typically that would be the weight that would go and be

12 associated with that.  So if the scale wasn't available,

13 that was typically the rough estimate that someone would

14 have to go with.  I mean, unless it was, like, softball

15 sized or something, then you would seek out the scales.

16 But for the most part, I mean, guys would weigh it, but

17 if the scales weren't available, that was the general

18 principle that they went with. And then, ultimately,

19 ours was just an estimated weight.  The weight would be

20 established by ISP.

21      Q.   So the -- at the station you would -- first

22 option is, if there's a scale that is working, you use

23 the scale?

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   Second option is, if not, you'd use 0.1 grams
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1 produce for court.

2      Q.   Okay.  Continuing on on that policy, it talks

3 about responsibility for arresting and recovering

4 officer.

5      A.   Uh-huh.

6          MR. MICHALIK:  Are we still on 13?

7          MR. RAUSCHER:  Yeah, we're still on 13, but I'm

8     going to ask the question about 14 also.

9 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

10      Q.   But 13's just continuing on on the same page.

11      A.   Uh-huh.

12      Q.   What is arresting/recovering officer?

13      A.   So it would depend.  You know, like, I mean,

14 it's -- it could be -- if -- even though I arrested you,

15 I may not have been the one that recovered from you.

16 So, again, using it as an example, I might have arrested

17 somebody for retail theft and when we took him in for

18 processing, my partner searched him, right?  Or somebody

19 else searched him because I maybe was working 99 and

20 they searched him and they recovered, you know, whatever

21 it was that -- you know, whatever controlled substance

22 he had.  Then that person would be the recovering

23 officer for it.  So of that combination, somebody should

24 be filling out the report.

25      Q.   Should it be the recovering officer?
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1 per bag and you just count the bags?

2      A.   If it -- if it was -- yes, if it was like a

3 crack cocaine or heroin and we had nothing else

4 available, that was typically the size that we went with

5 because that was a roundabout estimate of what it was.

6 If it was something larger, like I said, like, if it was

7 a -- you know, a softball-size recovery, then you would

8 have to seek out something and figure it out.

9      Q.   Would you -- would the policy require you to

10 note on the report whether you used a scale or not?

11      A.   No, because it's all estimated.

12      Q.   And then is the -- does CPD have a policy as

13 to whether ISP should test -- weigh the entire amount of

14 drugs as opposed to just a portion of them?

15      A.   That, I don't know, but I -- my understanding

16 is, is that they weigh the entirety of what is there,

17 and then from that sample, they then measure out, like,

18 which -- of which, you know, one sample tested positive

19 for -- for this, like, a portion of it.

20      Q.   And when you said "they" in that context, you

21 meant ISP?

22      A.   ISP, yes, sir.

23      Q.   And that understanding is based on your 25

24 years of experience with the Chicago Police Department?

25      A.   Yes.  And the lab reports that they would
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1      A.   So in terms of, like, filling out the bags and
2 presenting everything, the bag itself is -- anyone can
3 pen on it.  Typically, it was the officer who did the
4 recovering.  There were times, though, when, you know,
5 the recovering officer would take it, immediately secure
6 it in one of the evidence envelopes, and somebody else
7 on the team would just pen the bag.
8      Q.   My question maybe jumped ahead a little bit.
9 So this -- Section VI is "Responsibility," and then it

10 lists things that are supposed to happen.
11      A.   Uh-huh.
12      Q.   Are those things supposed to be done by the
13 person who seizes the evidence?
14      A.   It's -- according to this, it can be
15 either/or.  So, you know, where it says
16 "Arresting/Recovering," I think it's -- it's broad-based
17 in the sense that it doesn't identify it.  It says
18 either the arresting officer can do it or the recovering
19 officer can do it, but somebody's got to do it.
20      Q.   Well, Paragraph 1 does say something, though,
21 right?
22      A.   Well, right.  Correct.  This is when an
23 officer seizes evidence, what he's supposed to do with
24 it.  He's supposed to secure it, right?  So --
25      Q.   So -- but that doesn't mean to you that the
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1 officer who seizes the evidence is supposed to do the

2 things that --

3      A.   He may not be the arresting officer.  So --

4 and I -- and I think that's -- that's where it's kind of

5 a gray area, because, like, just because I recovered, it

6 doesn't mean that I'm his arresting officer.  So the

7 person who's in control of it, yes, you know, who

8 ultimately recovered it, then that's when it's going

9 down from there.

10      Q.   So if you can, you can compare it to the next

11 Exhibit 14 and Section IV, which is CITY-BG-062135, and

12 it's "General Inventory Procedures for Narcotics

13 Evidence."

14      A.   Uh-huh.

15      Q.   And essentially, the substantive parts are the

16 same, but the titles have changed somewhat.  Do you see

17 that?

18      A.   Right, where it becomes "General Inventory

19 Procedures for Narcotics Evidence," correct?

20      Q.   Right, instead of "Responsibility."

21      A.   Yeah.

22      Q.   And then A says "Inventorying Member's

23 Responsibilities" instead of "Arresting/Recovering

24 Officer."

25      A.   Yes.
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1 whatever it was that you recovered, whether it was

2 narcotics or firearms, somebody's personal property, and

3 you would have to wait your turn for the book.  And then

4 you would go in -- once it was your turn to get the

5 book, then you would -- the numbers that you wrote on be

6 the ones that were assigned to you.

7      Q.   And that was replaced by the electronic

8 system?

9      A.   Correct, which automatically populates an

10 inventory number for you.

11      Q.   Skipping down a little bit to d, it says you

12 should "not place the weight or the estimated street

13 value on the Property Inventory form."  Why is that?

14      A.   I think -- to be honest with you, I don't know

15 the answer to this because I -- I think what they're

16 referring to is the actual inventory bag.  Oh, no, the

17 property inventory form.  No, because the property

18 inventory form is just supposed to articulate what it is

19 that you recovered.  So in other words, like, you're

20 going to describe the fact that I recovered six Ziploc

21 bags each containing a white powdery substance, crack

22 cocaine.  So it's just specifically to be for the

23 description of what it is that you recovered.

24      Q.   Do you know -- do you know any -- if there is

25 a reason why it is like that as opposed to saying, you

Page 174

1      Q.   And then 1 goes -- says "when a member seizes
2 evidence" as opposed to "an officer seizes evidence,"
3 but it removes the arresting officer title, so --
4      A.   Right.  Right.  And I think that sort of -- I
5 think it's because maybe the ambiguity of the
6 arresting/recovering that existed in this.  Maybe they
7 needed to clarify it.  I don't know why they would've
8 changed it.
9      Q.   Starting in 2005, at least with this new

10 order, the person who's supposed to do the things
11 described in what is Section IV(A) of Exhibit 14, that's
12 supposed to be the person who seizes the evidence?
13      A.   Yes.
14      Q.   All right.  So then looking at -- go back to
15 13 now --
16      A.   Okay.
17      Q.   -- same section, though.  B and C talk about
18 recording information in a property inventory book and
19 describing and specifying the suspected narcotics.  So
20 the -- what is the property inventory book?
21      A.   So that predated our current eTrack system --
22      Q.   Okay.
23      A.   -- which is all electronic.  Within every
24 station, there was a property inventory book that had
25 unique inventory numbers that you would then assign to
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1 know, six bags suspected narcotics weighing?
2      A.   I could theorize, but I don't know for sure.
3      Q.   While we're here --
4          MR. MICHALIK:  Don't speculate.
5 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
6      Q.   Why don't you theorize, though?
7      A.   I would say because you don't want something
8 to get thrown out of court because two documents don't
9 match, you know, but that would -- the department

10 wouldn't want you to put something in a report that's
11 getting processed and/or tested later by ISP that's
12 going to have a value and then a defense attorney can
13 say that's not the same thing that you've inventoried
14 and now your case gets thrown out on a technicality.
15 That would be my thought.
16      Q.   Section i talks about placing "the evidence in
17 the Evidence Bag in the presence of a [sic] desk
18 sergeant."  Who is a desk sergeant?
19      A.   So the desk sergeant is -- he works up with
20 the -- they're now considered a district station
21 supervisor.  So, essentially, the desk sergeant was in
22 charge of receiving the narcotics.  They would -- and
23 the inventories.  So he would typically approve the
24 inventories along with the arrest reports that were
25 brought to him.  And then at that point in time, he
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1 would review the contents of the bag to make sure that
2 the bag -- what was penned on the bag and what was on
3 the inventory matched what was in front of him, right?
4 And then after that, the bag would get sealed.  It would
5 get signed by both the district -- the desk sergeant and
6 by the officer who inventoried it.  There was a
7 narcotics log that was filled out to document the fact
8 that on today's date, I deposited these narcotics, and
9 then they would turn around and put it in the dope safe

10 in -- in the district.
11      Q.   Is there a -- is there a part of the process
12 where the tactical team sergeant reviews the inventory?
13      A.   There could be, yes.
14      Q.   What do you mean "there could be"?
15      A.   So it depends.  Like, in current
16 circumstances, like, if DSS isn't available and they
17 need to -- they're not going to sit around for hours on
18 end with narcotics just sitting on a table.  In some of
19 these other units, like, if you were working -- I know
20 Public Housing, for example, they had their own office
21 that was there, so there wasn't really -- I don't
22 believe they had a -- a desk sergeant there.  So that
23 would mean, like, whoever was there would be the
24 supervisor that was going to approve it.  He would be
25 the one to review it and approve it and then put it into
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1 yeah.
2          MR. PALLES:  Excuse me.  May I ask, are we
3     going to go much longer?  Because if so, I wouldn't
4     mind, like, grabbing a snack for about ten minutes.
5          MR. RAUSCHER:  What kind of snack?  I'm just
6     kidding.
7          MR. PALLES:  Well, I -- we have like a
8     Pret-a-Manger downstairs.  I'd probably pick up a
9     half sandwich or something.

10          MR. RAUSCHER:  That sounds nice.
11          MR. PALLES:  I wish I could get you some, but
12          MR. RAUSCHER:  No, but in all seriousness, I
13     don't think I'm going super long.  I mean, I'm on
14     the second to last topic.  The last one is not going
15     to take long, but I'm also happy to take 15 or 20
16     minutes if people want.  Or whatever everyone wants
17     to do.
18          MR. BAZAREK:  Quite frankly, I'd rather --
19     there's -- another dep at 3:00.  If we do, like, a
20     short break, it sounds like Scott's not too far away
21     from finishing, so that's my only --
22          MR. RAUSCHER:  Why don't I finish this topic
23     with the -- I don't have other policies to show him
24     for this topic.  Why don't I finish that and let's
25     take whatever time people need and then finish up?

Page 178

1 -- into their safe.

2      Q.   And then -- so Public Housing is maybe one

3 example.  What about after Public Housing?  Well, when

4 you were a tactical team sergeant --

5      A.   Yeah.

6      Q.   -- did you sit down with -- for each arrest

7 where you with the approving supervisor and --

8      A.   For each arrest, no.  I mean, there might've

9 been times when I approved their narcotics because

10 someone wasn't available.  That's possible, yes.

11      Q.   But you were not typically looking at each bag

12 of narcotics, saying does this match up with what they

13 said that recovered?

14      A.   I mean, typically, I was there anyways for

15 most of the arrests.  So, like, I was watching them as

16 they were putting everything together, you know.  So I

17 mean, in that regard, not the one physically approving

18 it, but knowing what was there, yes.

19      Q.   And when you weren't there?

20      A.   They would take it to the district station

21 supervisor or the desk sergeant for approval.

22      Q.   And -- but for the rest where you were there,

23 they would still go to the desk sergeant for approval,

24 right?

25      A.   Unless there were extenuating circumstances,
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1          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah, it's up to you.  I mean,
2     we're ready to, you know, plow through.  I know
3     there is another dep, but if people need five or ten
4     minutes.
5          MR. PALLES:  I'll plow -- I'll plow through,
6     too, as necessary.
7          MR. MICHALIK:  Appreciate it, Eric.
8          MR. RAUSCHER:  All right.
9          MR. PALLES:  Paul, I've got to talk to you when

10     we're done here just momentarily before you depart.
11          MR. MICHALIK:  All right.
12 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
13      Q.   All right.  Turn to Page 6 of Exhibit 13,
14 CITY-BG-62122.  And then if you look at 4f, it talks
15 about "cases for which evidence will no longer be
16 needed, submit one of the following to the court
17 sergeant".
18      A.   Uh-huh.
19      Q.   Who determines whether the evidence will no
20 longer be needed?
21      A.   I would say that that's determined by the
22 courts.  So our policies are now that when a court case
23 is terminated, that the officer is supposed to present,
24 through the State's Attorney's Office, through the
25 judge, a request for confiscation and destruction order.
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1 I would imagine this was our policy that was in place at

2 the time that would address the ability for the Evidence

3 and Recovered Property Section to dispose of the

4 evidence.  So not every -- not every piece of narcotics

5 went to trial.  So in other words, if an officer went to

6 court and the defense or the state didn't ask them to

7 bring the narcotics to court, those narcotics remained

8 in the Evidence and Recovered Property Section in the

9 our drug vault.  So the purpose of this would be, hey,

10 we no longer need this.  The case is done.  We can

11 dispose of it.  That information would then be cycled

12 back to the Evidence and Recovered Property Section who

13 would then have a verified document to support why they

14 destroyed evidence, so they wouldn't, in turn, be

15 accused of -- disposing of evidence before its time.

16      Q.   Okay.  And then if you could skip ahead to

17 62124, Section B on that page.  It talks about desk

18 sergeant responsibilities.  I think we've already talked

19 about that.

20      A.   Uh-huh.

21      Q.   Are these accurate?  These reflect what the

22 desk sergeant is supposed to do?

23      A.   Yes.  The officer's supposed to present to the

24 desk sergeant or the approving sergeant of the

25 inventory.  They will then -- they're saying, hey,
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1 just say I said there's 50 in there and it gets down

2 there and there's 30, they're going to send a notifier

3 back to the Chicago Police Department saying you're

4 missing 20 --

5      Q.   Yeah.

6      A.   -- and then people are going to have to start

7 answering questions.

8      Q.   What is the Police Document Services Section

9 officer?

10      A.   So those are essentially our couriers, and

11 they work out of the document section.  So what they do

12 is they go around to each one of the districts and they

13 collect property that's been inventoried.  Specifically

14 -- they don't bring firearms anymore except for certain

15 units, but our -- our couriers today, what they do is

16 they'll go -- sworn officers serve as couriers for --

17 for guns, money, and jewelry, and they'll bring those in

18 a secured container to us.  And then we receive the

19 manifest from them moving it from district to district.

20 In terms of general property, civilians go and collect

21 those items.  So it's, like, you know, telephones, DVDs,

22 things like that.  And then, again, they'll create a

23 manifest, which is approved by that desk sergeant, which

24 then moves the property from the district where we

25 recovered and puts it into an in- transit status until

Page 182

1 there's, you know, 50 bags of heroin in here.  You're
2 supposed to verify that there's 50 bags of heroin in
3 here.  And then onward, it gets forwarded.
4      Q.   Does the desk sergeant weigh the narcotics
5 again?
6      A.   No.
7      Q.   They just -- they go by the reports and make
8 sure --
9      A.   Right.  Well, they're -- and, again, like, the

10 -- what they're approving is the inventory.  So if the
11 inventory is saying there's supposed to be 50 here, then
12 there's 50 here and -- and that's it.
13      Q.   But -- and they are -- they're approving the
14 inventory, and they are also -- they are supposed to
15 actually look at the evidence; is that right?
16      A.   Correct.
17      Q.   Yeah.
18      A.   Right.  So in this instance, if an officer's
19 bringing 50 grams of heroin to the desk sergeant, he's
20 presenting him the open bag, and the desk sergeant is
21 going to physically count out the -- if he's doing his
22 job, he's going to count out the 50.  So the issue with
23 that is that obviously when it goes down to ISP, ISP is
24 also going to confirm the contents of that, and they're
25 going to review it off of what's on the bag.  And let's
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1 it comes to us.  Or in this instance, if it's narcotics,
2 until it goes to forensics, where, again, it's scanned
3 and received.  So it's creating that chain of custody to
4 show who had it, who touched it, where it went, and
5 when.
6      Q.   Is there anybody in CPD who is responsible for
7 weighing the narcotics, other than the inventory
8 officer?
9      A.   To my knowledge, no.

10      Q.   What is the narcotics recovery log?  I'm
11 sorry, narcotic evidence log in transmittal form?
12      A.   So there's -- there's a log that's completed
13 at the desk to indicate what you put in the safe.  So,
14 again, it's another check and balance, like, hey,
15 Officer A inventoried this.  He signed off on the log.
16 That should be in there.  So as it goes, that log should
17 be empty.  And now, the transmittal for us today is a
18 little bit different because what it'll do is, there's a
19 log that -- there's a paper log at the desk for what
20 everything is that goes in the safe, and then there's
21 another log, a transmittal, which is an electronic
22 record, that when the couriers come to get the
23 narcotics, they scan each inventory.  There's a barcode
24 that's on every single one of the inventories that gets
25 scanned, and then it creates a list that says whoever
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1 the courier is is taking possession of all of these

2 items.  And then they present that list electronically

3 to the desk sergeant who verifies that these are the

4 inventories you have, I'm hitting the approval button,

5 they're now in your custody, and they're in transit in

6 your name until they come back around to the Forensic

7 Section for narcotics.  When they arrive in the Forensic

8 Section, an officer there will receive that manifest

9 from them.  They'll electronically enter the eTrack

10 system.  And then, again, they'll -- they'll type in the

11 manifest number, and then they will scan each inventory.

12 And it'll check it off on the list to show that, yes, we

13 indeed transferred custody of everything that Officer A

14 said that he took out of whatever district it was.

15      Q.   Who's allowed to check out narcotics evidence?

16      A.   So it'll be the officers that are involved in

17 the case.  Or if a state's attorney says, you know -- it

18 doesn't necessarily have to be the guy who inventoried

19 it.  Let's use the -- the furlough example again.  Hey,

20 it's coming up on trial.  We need it. They can sign out

21 a subpoena and say we need this officer to come get this

22 evidence because he's associated with the case.  In

23 those regards, the same thing.  There's an electronic

24 history and a record that's kept of, you know, us giving

25 that narcotic to that officer or that inventory, right?
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1 inventory of money from individuals who are arrested or

2 detained."  Did you review any policies relating to that

3 topic?

4      A.   No.

5      Q.   Okay.

6          MR. RAUSCHER:  I'm going to mark Exhibit 15

7     CITY-BG-06225 to 2257.

8            (EXHIBIT 15 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)

9 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

10      Q.   But before I do that, can you tell me what the

11 policies of CPD are for collection and inventory of

12 money from individuals who are arrested or detained?

13      A.   So it all depends on what you're arrested and

14 detained for.

15      Q.   Let's say narcotics.

16      A.   For narcotics, that policy has changed over

17 time.  It used to be you could pretty much seize

18 anything.  If the guy had $2 on him, you could -- you

19 could seize it.  That policy then changed, and there's a

20 $500 threshold that's associated with it now.

21      Q.   When did that policy change?

22      A.   I don't know for sure.

23      Q.   What's your best estimate as to when that $500

24 threshold came into place?

25      A.   I think it might have been around 2009, 2010,
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1 So we'll pull it from our vault.  We'll do,

2 electronically, what's considered a checkout.  They'll

3 sign for it electronically, indicating that they have

4 it.  There's a form set that's supposed to be filled out

5 that they present to the State's Attorney's Office that

6 will show which state's attorney accepted this

7 inventory.  And then it 'll come back to us, and then

8 electronically, we turn it over to the system.

9      Q.   Does the off -- if an officer who was involved

10 in the case wants to check out the narcotics, do they

11 need to provide a reason?

12      A.   Yes.  Like, you can't just come down and be

13 like I want to get all the drugs out of here.  You know,

14 we -- we've had instances where -- you know, even

15 recently, outside agencies have come in and asked for

16 things.  Like, I had the FBI come in and say that they

17 wanted an item that we had recovered, and I denied them

18 access to it because they couldn't explain why they

19 wanted it.  You know, if it wasn't tied to an ongoing

20 investigation, then you can't have it.  And, like, for

21 this, the narcotics, it would be if you're not taking it

22 to court and you don't have a court, you know,

23 notification saying come get this, you're not getting

24 it.

25      Q.   Okay.  The last topic is "collection and
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1 somewhere in there.

2      Q.   And how was that communicated?

3      A.   Again, it was a department policy that came

4 out.  There were changes that came out.  You're notified

5 that, hey, there's a change in the order and this is --

6 this is what the procedure of the department is now.

7      Q.   And was that limited to search warrants, or is

8 that for anything?

9      A.   So search warrants are slightly different. So,

10 like, search warrants, the -- the dollar threshold can

11 be anything --

12      Q.   Okay.

13      A.   -- because it's related to a search warrant.

14 When you're physically recovering United States currency

15 from an individual who's been placed into custody, that

16 dollar amount has now changed to $500.

17      Q.   And then let me show you -- so why don't I

18 give you Exhibit 15, and this is titled "Consent to

19 Search Incidents."

20      A.   Okay.

21      Q.   Have you reviewed this before?

22      A.   I -- I -- not for this, but I've seen this

23 document before, yes.

24      Q.   All right.  You're familiar with it?

25      A.   Yes.
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1      Q.   Does this speak to inventorying money, or is

2 it --

3      A.   This -- so a consent to search incident is --

4 is different in the sense that where this would come

5 from is if we show up at someone's house and we want to

6 search their house absent a search warrant --

7      Q.   Right.

8      A.   -- and we ask them, hey, can I search your

9 house, or can I search your car on the street?  And

10 like, yeah, sure, no problem.  We fill out a consent to

11 search form, but that's what this is -- this is geared

12 towards specifically.

13      Q.   And this tells you how to then log the

14 recovery of either less than or more than $5,000 -- I'm

15 sorry, $1,000?

16      A.   1,000, yes.

17      Q.   Okay.  Do you know what general or special

18 order contains the $500 amount you were talking about?

19      A.   So I believe there's an order for -- I think

20 it's both in the narcotics order and in our money order.

21      Q.   Do you think it's in the narcotics one we just

22 looked at or a separate one?

23      A.   No, they're going to be in -- they're going to

24 be in our -- in our newer orders.

25      Q.   So not an order from 2011 or earlier?
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1 right.  At that point in time, depending on the

2 circumstances, if it was going to be held for

3 investigation, if we were looking for the seizure, or if

4 we're just going to return it to them, there were boxes

5 that were checked on the inventory to document, you

6 know, what the intent was for the money.  At that point

7 in time, it would then have been taken, similar to the

8 narcotics, to the desk sergeant or the approving

9 sergeant.  And same thing.  They were supposed to review

10 the contents of the bag to make sure that, hey, I said

11 there was $1,000 in here and there's $1,000 in United

12 States currency inside this bag.  If it was short,

13 they'd be like, hey, you're short, you know, and they

14 would then have to figure out, like, where did the

15 shortage come from.  Was it two bills stuck together, or

16 you just can't count, or -- or whatever it is, and they

17 would figure it out.

18      Q.   But that's the desk sergeant's responsibility?

19      A.   It -- one of his -- his -- one of his

20 responsibilities is to -- if he's approving the

21 inventory or whoever's approving that inventory, it's

22 their responsibility to verify that what's on that

23 inventory is reflected in what's in front of them.

24      Q.   So in a narcotics case, that is the desk

25 sergeant's responsibility, right?
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1      A.   I would -- I -- I'm trying to think of when we

2 changed our policy for -- for the money, but it -- it

3 would be an inactive policy now because it -- it's

4 definitely in -- in policy now.

5      Q.   So what happens when someone is arrested for

6 narcotics and they have $450 in cash?

7      A.   They're supposed to be able to take it into

8 lockup with them.  The lockup procedures allow them to

9 take up to $500 in United States currency into -- into

10 lockup with them.

11      Q.   Okay.  So tell me, from -- in 1999, there

12 wasn't -- you could seize $2, right?  What was the

13 process for inventorying -- collecting and inventorying

14 money during that time period?

15      A.   So it would be recovered from whoever the

16 individual was.  So if I was arrested and I had $1,000

17 on me, the officers would come in, they would remove my

18 United States currency from my person, and they would

19 count it.  Whatever the count was -- typically we used

20 to do it in front of the individual who was there.

21 Sometimes we'd ask them, do you know how much money do

22 you have on you, you know, and then we would count it

23 out.  And then from there, it would get put into an

24 inventory bag.  We would count it again before we

25 inventoried it just to make sure that we counted it
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1      A.   And -- and, again, like, unless there were

2 those extenuating circumstances where he wasn't

3 available or...

4      Q.   Sure.  But as a general matter, the policy is

5 the desk sergeant does that?

6      A.   Correct.

7      Q.   And is the money counted at the scene?

8      A.   Usually not.  I mean, like, if we're

9 recovering it from a person, you don't want to take all

10 their money out and then all of a sudden you've got to -

11 - you've got to secure it,  and, you know, Lord only

12 knows sometimes what might happen on the way into the

13 station, you know.  You don't want to jump out of the

14 car because you -- you on-view something else, and now

15 all of a sudden, you've got half of his property in your

16 pocket and things get commingled.  You used to wait to

17 take the money from people unless there was a reason why

18 you needed to immediately secure it on scene.  And then

19 even then, you used to, like -- we would have evidence

20 bags and things like that with us to secure things in,

21 so we didn't lose stuff, but usually the -- the counts

22 were done inside the station.

23      Q.   So the money would stay with the person until

24 you got to the station?

25      A.   Yes.
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1      Q.   What about narcotics that you recovered?

2      A.   The narcotics, it would all depend.  Like, I

3 mean, some guys would secure it somewhere on their

4 person, like, in -- inside their vest.  Because a lot of

5 times, it was coming inside, you know, a larger plastic

6 bag.  It wasn't just, like, one individual thing.

7      Q.   Yeah.

8      A.   Other guys would carry, like, our green

9 evidence envelopes with them and put it in there and

10 then fold it up and then, you know, put it inside their

11 vest and zip it up so it wouldn't -- you know, it

12 wouldn't fly away.

13      Q.   But narcotics were not left with the

14 individual until you got back to the station?

15      A.   Unless he had them secreted somewhere that

16 required an additional search.  Like, let's just say we

17 took him in, and he had them in the sole of his shoe.

18 You know what I mean?  Like -- so would there be times

19 where someone might have narcotics on their person

20 subsequent to the search?  Yes.  But no, we wouldn't, in

21 theory, leave something on someone knowing that they had

22 it.

23      Q.   Right.  If they -- if you didn't know,

24 though --

25      A.   Right.  Yeah.
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1 wasn't included in this.
2      Q.   That's the newer version that you said is
3 substantively the same  --
4      A.   But it's not the BOP version of it.  It
5 would've been, like, the general or -- I want to say
6 that we looked at that, but I don't know for sure.
7      Q.   Yeah.  Not this one that we marked today.
8 Something else?
9      A.   It would've been -- it would've been, like,

10 just a regular -- that's a BOP, so that's a Bureau of
11 Patrol order.
12      Q.   Okay.
13      A.   I want to say I also looked at -- like,
14 there's a more general -- it's either a general or a
15 special order, but I -- I'd have to double check and
16 look to see for sure.  And then I also looked at
17 instruction manuals for -- off the -- the CLEAR system
18 for eTrack and for arrest reports that weren't included
19 in these documents.
20      Q.   Okay.  Anything substantively in those reports
21 that differs from what -- or sorry.  Anything
22 substantively in the instructions for filling out
23 reports that differs from things we've talked about
24 today?
25      A.   No.  No.  I mean, essentially, they're just
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1      Q.   -- you didn't know?

2      A.   Yeah.  I mean, and the -- and the reason for

3 that is, obviously, it would represent a hazard to them

4 because they know that they're going to prison now. Some

5 people may be desperate and decide I'm going to swallow

6 narcotics, and now I have someone who's dying in my

7 backseat because I didn't secure my evidence.

8          MR. RAUSCHER:  Let's take a quick break.  I'll

9     be wrapping on my questions pretty soon.

10          MR. MICHALIK:  Okay.

11          THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  All right.  We're off the

12     record.  The time is 2:05.

13            (OFF THE RECORD)

14          THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We're back on the record.

15     The time is 2:10.

16 BY MR. RAUSCHER:

17      Q.   Earlier at the start of the deposition, I

18 asked you to let me know if there are any policies you

19 reviewed that we -- or any documents you reviewed that

20 we didn't talk about today.  So I'll ask you again now

21 that we've looked at a bunch.  Are there any policies

22 you reviewed to prepare for this deposition that we

23 didn't look at today together?

24      A.   We -- so I believe we looked at general --

25 like, a general or special order for the tact teams that
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1 user guides that walk the user through how to manipulate

2 the systems.

3          MR. RAUSCHER:  Okay.  I don't have any other

4     questions.

5          MR. BAZAREK:  I've got a couple of questions --

6          MR. MICHALIK:  Hold on, Bill.  Joel's going

7     to go.

8          MR. BAZAREK:  Yeah.

9          MR. FLAXMAN:  Yeah.  Bill, is it okay if I go

10     first?  I'll be pretty quick.

11          MR. BAZAREK:  Yeah, go ahead.  I jumped the

12     gun.

13          MR. FLAXMAN:  No problem.

14                EXAMINATION

15 BY MR. FLAXMAN:

16      Q.   You mentioned the CLEAR system.

17      A.   Yes, sir.

18      Q.   What is that?

19      A.   So the CLEAR system is our -- our reporting

20 application.  So it houses, currently, our eTrack

21 system, our arrest system, our performance evaluation

22 system.  It's just -- it's -- it's an application suite

23 that has a different number of functions that we have

24 for the department to electronically send documents and

25 -- and things of that nature.  So, like, all our arrest



The Deposition of MICHAEL FITZGERALD, taken on March 06, 2024
30(b)(6)

50 (Pages 197 to 200)

Page 197

1 reports that we reviewed today, that came out of the

2 CLEAR system.

3      Q.   So a police officer preparing an arrest report

4 would use the CLEAR system?

5      A.   Today, yes, unless the system went down, and

6 then we would revert back to the paper system.

7      Q.   Okay.  And one thing that I think you

8 mentioned about a police officer creating an arrest

9 report in the CLEAR system was that a box pops up when

10 they're submitting the report?

11      A.   Correct.

12      Q.   And is -- that box is for the officer to

13 formally attest to the information in the report?

14      A.   That's correct, yes.

15      Q.   And did you say that at that point, the

16 officer has to reenter his password to do that?

17      A.   Yes.

18      Q.   Another thing you talked about was doing

19 inventories of narcotics, and the example, I think, you

20 gave was counting the number of pills in a bag.  Do you

21 remember that?

22      A.   Yes.

23      Q.   Would an officer also be expected to examine

24 powder in a bag of narcotics?

25      A.   You mean open it physically?
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1 offhand, it's been so long since I've done one, what

2 would be an example of one.  It might actually be in the

3 field reporting guide, which would explain when you

4 would -- when you would fill one out.

5      Q.   Okay.  But the full name is miscellaneous --

6      A.   Miscellaneous exception report -- incident

7 report.

8      Q.   Okay.  And just -- and I think I understand

9 this, but so that would be a formal report.  It wouldn't

10 be some kind of, like, note-taking?

11      A.   It -- well, correct.  But I mean, the reason

12 why we would use them is because they were -- they were

13 cardboard stock, right?  And because they weren't -- you

14 know, I think it had, like, a -- it wasn't, like, a -- a

15 case report or anything like that, and they were blank

16 on the back side.  We could use that to write down

17 information, and it was sturdy enough that it wasn't,

18 like, a piece of paper loosely from one of our notebooks

19 that was going to blow away.  So when we were processing

20 people in the field, it would be -- we would use a --

21 that to write down the information sometimes to put in

22 there and then send in their property bag when they were

23 going in so that they would say, okay, this is number 1.

24 Number 1 is this person.

25      Q.   Okay.  And so -- just so I'm clear in that,
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1      Q.   Well, yes or no, would they be expected to
2 open it?
3      A.   More -- more often than not, no.  I mean,
4 you're not going to expose yourself to it.
5      Q.   Okay.  You mentioned something called a
6 miscell ex card?
7      A.   Yes.
8      Q.   How do you spell that?
9      A.   So, like, miscellaneous.

10      Q.   Okay.
11      A.   So gosh, M-I-C-E-L-L-A-N-O-U-S [sic].
12      Q.   So miscellaneous?
13      A.   Miscellaneous.  And it's a -- it's -- so it's
14 a miscellaneous exception report is what it is.  We used
15 to call them a miscell ex card, so...
16      Q.   Okay.  And what is that?
17      A.   So it's just -- it's a -- it's a card that we
18 would fill out for when there wasn't a -- and this was
19 dating back years when -- it was a report that we would
20 fill out when there wasn't really a report to fill out,
21 but you had, like, a miscellaneous exception.
22      Q.   Okay.
23      A.   It would be within our incident reporting
24 guide.  It would say there's no UCR code for this. It's
25 a miscellaneous exception report.  I'm trying to think
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1 you're talking about using the back of this report as --
2      A.   Correct.
3      Q.   Let me just finish the question, so we can
4 make the record clear.
5      A.   Sure.
6      Q.   You're talking about using the back of this
7 form to take notes essentially, right?
8      A.   Yes, sir.
9      Q.   And then once you're creating the formal

10 arrest reports, you would rely on those notes?
11      A.   The -- it -- essentially, it would be the
12 individual's personal information is what would be on
13 that card, right?  So when we're -- and it's specific to
14 when we were doing these reverse stings or -- or the --
15 the controlled arrests, right?  Is that this way we knew
16 who each individual was.
17      Q.   And you wanted to know who they were to put
18 that information into the formal reports?
19      A.   Correct.
20      Q.   But the miscell ex card is something you would
21 use as before completing the formal reports?
22      A.   Yes.
23      Q.   And would you keep the miscell ex card after
24 you did the formal reports?
25      A.   No.
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1      Q.   Okay.  We talked about officers preparing

2 reports based on personal knowledge, right?

3      A.   Uh-huh.

4      Q.   Is that a yes?

5      A.   Yes.

6      Q.   And in some instances, it would be appropriate

7 for an officer to rely on another officer's observation

8 when preparing a report, right?

9      A.   That's correct, yes.

10      Q.   In that instance, should the officer preparing

11 the report state in the report that whatever observation

12 he's talking about was made by another officer?

13      A.   They could, yes.

14      Q.   Well, should they?

15      A.   For clarity purposes -- like, again, if we're

16 looking at a report, right -- and we'll use an example

17 of I pull someone over and I'm engaging the driver, and

18 the rear passenger is reaching for a firearm.  I can't

19 see that because my partner can, right?  So you would

20 indicate in there -- you could.  You could indicate that

21 ROs did this while we were engaging the driver. The rear

22 passenger was observed making further movements, right?

23 Again, I think it lays in the hands of the author.

24 Would it make more sense for the individual to say

25 Officer A saw this?  Yes.  You know, because then it
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1 and it's going to 26 and California, the state's

2 attorney can look and say I don't want to set a date at

3 this time because I know the officer's not going to be

4 available.  As far as the day off group, that's the --

5 your day off that you're assigned.  So we have a --

6 rotate -- we used to work six and twos.  So every six

7 days, you would be off for two.  Everyone would be in a

8 different day off group.  Again, for balance of

9 manpower.  And so you would just put what day off group

10 you were in for that as well.

11      Q.   And, again, that would be so the court

12 wouldn't be scheduled and the officer was not working?

13      A.   In theory, sure.  Yeah.

14      Q.   And the last thing, it says,

15 "Misdemeanor/ordinance court key."  Can you tell me what

16 that means?

17      A.   So everyone's assigned a misdemeanor or

18 ordinance key.  So when you would arrest someone for a

19 misdemeanor offense, so that we weren't -- we weren't,

20 like, I guess, clogging the court system and sending

21 every misdemeanor arrest to court on this day, they

22 would break us all down and give us a court key based

23 off of letter, right?  So I believe my court key was O,

24 if I'm not mistaken.  And if I'm not mistaken, it was

25 also based off of the last two digits of your star
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1 provides that -- that level of clarity. Is it required?

2 I would say, again, it's not as long as when it goes to

3 court, everyone can answer up to what they did.

4      Q.   Oh, the final thing I wanted to ask you about

5 was on Exhibit number 8.  That's a one-page document,

6 "Form Preparation Instructions"?

7      A.   Yes, sir.

8      Q.   Okay.  Paragraph number 44 on the bottom left

9 begins, "The arresting officer."  Do you see that?

10      A.   Yes, sir.

11      Q.   And it says things that the arresting officer

12 must enter.  It says, "Name first."  Do you see that?

13      A.   Yes, sir.

14      Q.   The next one -- and the next thing is,

15 "Indicating beat."  And then it says, "Furlough, day off

16 group."  Is furlough, day off group one thing, or is

17 that --

18      A.   It's two separate things.

19      Q.   Okay.  What does furlough mean?

20      A.   So your furlough is when your vacation is for

21 the year.  So we have the 13-period police calendar

22 that's broken down into, you know, two segments, 14-day

23 segments.  So it's another -- it's a -- it's a notifier

24 for -- probably for court scheduling purposes.  In the

25 sense that, like, if it's going to felony court, right,
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1 number, and they -- they -- they parcel it out that way.
2 So you would schedule people for your court date based
3 off what your court key was.  So if I arrested you for a
4 misdemeanor, I would go to my court key, which was
5 established on department calendars and say all right,
6 my next court key is going to be this day here, and I
7 would set it for that day and then that way the arrestee
8 would also know when he was also due in court.
9      Q.   So the court key is like a table --

10      A.   Uh-huh.
11      Q.   -- or is the court key is the letter?
12      A.   So the key itself is what letter you were, and
13 then there's a table that has the dates for -- so for
14 every -- every period, you know, it was 21 days out, you
15 were -- you were going for your court key.  And so you
16 would go off the calendar, and you would be like, all
17 right, we're in -- we're in March.  When's my next court
18 key date up?  Oh, my next court key date for -- for
19 March is tomorrow.  Well, I can't give him that court
20 date.  I've got to set it out.  So now I'm going to go
21 to my next court key date, you know.  So we would be
22 going for -- you know, April is then when my court date
23 would be for that.  That's what I would set it for.
24      Q.   And is it just called a misdemeanor/ordinance
25 court key, or are there different ones for a
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1 misdemeanors and ordinances?

2      A.   No, it's just a -- it's the same thing.  So

3 it's, like, our --

4      Q.   Okay.

5      A.   -- traffic key was the same thing, and they

6 would just -- they would stage them off each other.

7      Q.   Is there a name for the table that had the

8 date in it?

9      A.   It was just a court key.

10      Q.   Because I -- and what I'm confused about is

11 that the court key is the letter, but it --

12      A.   Right.

13      Q.   -- also refers to the table.

14      A.   Yeah.  I mean, it -- so it's -- it's, like,

15 almost like the same thing as, like, a matrix.  You

16 know, where it's you've got -- you know, up at the top,

17 you have all the letters going across and on the side,

18 you have all the months going down, and then you just

19 line it up as you go.  And then in the middle, there's

20 all the dates for the month.

21          MR. FLAXMAN:  Okay.  All right.  I don't think

22     I have anything else.

23          MR. RAUSCHER:  I think somebody on the computer

24     had questions for you.

25          MR. MICHALIK:  Bill, did you want to ask
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1      Q.   Okay.  And I'll give an example.  Say you're
2 looking for a man with a gun and say an individual, you
3 know, just takes off.  You're with your partner.  Maybe
4 your partner jumps out of the car, starts chasing the
5 guy, and you're going another way, and let's say you and
6 your partner are not together for some period of time,
7 but your partner recovers the gun.  Have you had a --
8 have you had situations like that happen?
9      A.   Similarly, yes --

10          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah.  Bill, I'm just going to
11     object to the extent that I think this probably
12     exceeds the scope of the 30(b)(6) deposition.
13          MR. BAZAREK:  Well, I'm going to tie it back to
14     just report writing.  Okay.
15 BY MR. BAZAREK:
16      Q.   So later on, let's say that example I gave
17 where someone -- your partner recovers a gun, but you're
18 not present when he recovers it.  Later on, though, you
19 do see the gun because your partner has recovered it.
20 Are you following me?
21      A.   I am.
22      Q.   Okay.  So then you go back and you -- it's
23 time to prepare the police report on it.  And whether --
24 it's a, like, general offense case report and you have
25 the boxes for the reporting officer, and then you have
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1     something?

2          MR. BAZAREK:  Yeah.  I've got just a few follow

3     ups.

4                CROSS-EXAMINATION

5 BY MR. BAZAREK:

6      Q.   Good afternoon, Lieutenant Fitzgerald.  You've

7 worked as both a tactical officer and a tactical

8 supervisor in district law enforcement, correct?

9      A.   That's correct, sir.  Yes.

10      Q.   Okay.  And you just -- not you.  Mr. Flaxman

11 just -- strike that.  As a tactical officer working with

12 a tactical team throughout your tour of duty on any

13 given shift, you routinely shared information with your

14 fellow tact team members; is that correct?

15      A.   Yes.

16      Q.   And there would be occasions where even, say,

17 you made observations of criminal activity, but your

18 partner was not present at that moment where you

19 observed the criminal observations, correct?

20      A.   That could happen, yes.

21      Q.   And then you -- with that information, though,

22 you would share the observations that you made with your

23 partner and other fellow officers on the tactical team,

24 correct?

25      A.   That could happen, yes.
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1 the box for the second reporting officer, right, on the

2 case report?

3      A.   Yes, sir.

4      Q.   Okay.  And so the hypothetical I gave where

5 you actually weren't present when your partner recovered

6 the gun, it would be entirely appropriate under

7 department procedure for your partner to list you as the

8 second reporting officer, correct?

9          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection, Bill.

10          THE WITNESS:  I would say that's -- that's

11     okay.  You could -- you could do that.

12 BY MR. BAZAREK:

13      Q.   Right.  And then let's look at Exhibit 5.

14 That's the "Vice Case Report General Instruction," and

15 what I want to go to is numbers 45 and 46.  And I know

16 you've already -- you gave an example actually earlier

17 in the deposition where you talked about someone working

18 in a car by themself.  It wouldn't be applicable for

19 them to put a second officer because he wasn't with a

20 second officer.  Do you recall that?

21      A.   Yes.

22      Q.   Okay.  So now my example is going to be a

23 narcotics recovery where you do have officers that are

24 not together at the time where one of the officers

25 recovers the narcotics but then later he comes back into
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1 contact with his partner, and he shows them the dope
2 that he recovers.  Are you following me?
3      A.   Yes, sir.
4      Q.   Okay.  And you would agree that it would be
5 entirely appropriate, under department procedure when
6 preparing the vice case report for box 46, to put your
7 partner's name in that box, even though he wasn't there
8 initially when you made the narcotics recovery; is that
9 correct?

10          MR. MICHALIK:  Bill, I'm going to have to
11     object to this line of questioning.  It's beyond the
12     scope of the 30(b)(6) deposition and the topics
13     listed here.  You're asking him hypothetical
14     questions, applications of your hypothetical to
15     policies.  He's here to talk about policies.
16          MR. BAZAREK:  Right.
17 BY MR. BAZAREK:
18      Q.   Well, okay.  Is that within policy to put a
19 second officer in box 46 if it was your partner and he
20 wasn't present --
21          MR. MICHALIK:  Same object --
22 BY MR. BAZAREK:
23      Q.   -- at the time recovery of the dope?
24          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection.
25          THE WITNESS:  Again, I would say it would be
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1          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection.

2          THE WITNESS:  Again, like I would say, it would

3     depend on the totality of the circumstances, but

4     yes, there -- there could be instances where an

5     officer's partner was not present when a recovery of

6     anything was made, and you would either put them on

7     the general offense case report or the vice case

8     report.

9 BY MR. BAZAREK:

10      Q.   Right.  And then you -- and that's what police

11 officers do.  They share information with each other,

12 even if one member is not there to observe firsthand the

13 criminal activity, right?

14          MR. RAUSCHER:  Object to form.

15          MR. MICHALIK:  Yeah.  Same objection on behalf

16     of the witness.

17          THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  I mean, again, I think

18     what -- what it goes back to is almost, like, the --

19     the traffic stop that I discussed where I'm engaging

20     the driver.  I don't see what's going on in the back

21     seat but my partner does, and he relates to me after

22     he recovers a gun.  Maybe he didn't have time to

23     articulate to me that he saw it.  He just opens the

24     door and puts the guy in cuffs.  And I'm like, well,

25     what just happened?  He explains it to me.  And yes,

Page 210

1     based on, like, the totality of the circumstances
2     that you would have to take that into consideration.
3     The example that I gave, I think was, more or less,
4     like, an individual officer responded to a -- a call
5     from a citizen who had found narcotics in their
6     flower bed, and there wasn't anyone else there with
7     them.  So in that regard, there would never be --
8     sorry.  There wouldn't be a -- a second officer that
9     would've been on that report because no one would've

10     been there other than him when he made the recovery.
11     So in that instance, it was an isolated incident
12     where it was a 99 unit that responded to a call for
13     service and made a recovery.  If I was working with
14     my partner and for some reason we got separated and
15     it turned into an arrest situation where it resulted
16     in me recovering narcotics and then them being
17     there, I would say yes, in theory, because we were
18     still working together, that -- that would be
19     applicable to put him on the report if there was --
20     in some way he was involved in the investigation we
21     were conducting.
22 BY MR. BAZAREK:
23      Q.   Right.  It would be entirely appropriate to
24 put your partner on the vice case report in box 46,
25 right?
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1     it's our report because we're working together.

2     When we go to court, we're going to explain what

3     each one of us was doing, and that would be the

4     reason why they would both be included in the

5     report.

6 BY MR. BAZAREK:

7      Q.   But it would be entirely appropriate for you

8 to be listed as the second reporting officer, right?

9      A.   It could be, yes.

10      Q.   Okay.  And then the other thing I want you to

11 look at -- and I'm almost done.  Let's take a look at

12 Exhibit 6.  That's the "Vice Case Report."  And really

13 just a couple questions on this.  And I'm just

14 specifically looking at -- do you see box 12?  And

15 there's box 18, and you see a bunch of --

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   -- police officer names are included in there;

18 is that correct?

19      A.   That's correct.

20      Q.   Okay.  And would you agree that when you're

21 working on a tactical team, tactical team members would

22 include all the names of the tactical team members in

23 those boxes on a vice case report?

24          MR. MICHALIK:  Objection.  It's beyond the

25     scope of the 30(b)(6) deposition.  Are you asking
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1     what -- that's the policy of the police department?
2          MR. BAZAREK:  Yes.  Yeah.  The policy.  Yes.
3          THE WITNESS:  I would say that the individuals
4     that appear in those boxes on some level had a role.
5     Whether it was being on scene or participating as an
6     assisting officer on some level would be the only
7     reasons why they would appear in the report.  If
8     they weren't present, then I would say that they
9     would not -- and by present, I mean for any part of

10     the arrest -- there would be no reason for them to
11     appear on that report.
12 BY MR. BAZAREK:
13      Q.   Right.  So -- but it would be within
14 department policy if you had some involvement, say, in
15 the narcotics investigation, you're part of a tactical
16 team or even a beat car that could put a stop on a
17 suspect, that you would include the names of the
18 department members in the vice case report?
19          MR. MICHALIK:  Same objection.
20          THE WITNESS:  Again, in theory, you could, but
21     then you would also have to be able to articulate
22     what their role was in terms of their assistance in
23     it.  You know, so, again, like, if you get called
24     down and the state's attorney wanted to know -- in -
25     - in this particular example, they would be like --
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1      Q.   I've got just a small number of follow-up
2 questions.  So sticking with 15 -- I'm sorry, Exhibit 5.
3 Box 18 is described -- it says, " Enter name(s) of
4 person who discovered, witnessed --
5          MR. BORKAN:  Can't hear you, Scott.
6 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
7      Q.   The box -- the description for box 18 on
8 Exhibit 5 says -- starts with, "Enter name(s) of persons
9 who discovered, witnessed, or reported the offense and

10 check the appropriate square."  Do you see that?
11      A.   Yes.
12      Q.   That's what you're supposed to do on that vice
13 case report.  It's supposed to list people who either
14 discovered, reported, or witnessed the offense, right?
15      A.   Correct, but I think where the ambiguity
16 somewhat comes in with that, and even with some of our
17 officers, is when it -- when it comes down to the -- the
18 portion of witnessed the offense.  In the sense that,
19 did they witness a portion of the incident?  In the
20 sense, did I search this guy?  Was I there serving as an
21 assist and therefore, in some level, I did witness
22 something?  And I think that's -- that's an ambiguity,
23 and that leads to things like this.  And that's why it
24 comes down to people being called to court and being
25 asked to explain what their role was.
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1     they -- they would maybe subpoena the whole team,

2     and they would ask Officer Jones, Officer Mohammed,

3     Officer Smith, Officer Soltis, Sergeant Watts,

4     Officer Gonzalez, and Officer Leano, tell me what

5     everybody did, you know.  And then they would make

6     determinations, and Leano may be like I processed

7     the guy.  Just -- I searched him when he came in.

8     And, you know, I helped prepare the complaint. They

9     might cross them off the list and say, okay, I don't

10     need you for court because, really, you're not

11     necessary for it.  So, I mean, as long as everyone

12     that was on here could explain that they had a role

13     of some level in what -- what transpired, whether it

14     was from processing to arresting to being on scene,

15     that would all have to be justified by, you know,

16     what -- why their name was put on there.  It was

17     because they had some role in this somewhere.

18          MR. BAZAREK:  That's all I have.  Thank you,

19     Lieutenant.

20          THE WITNESS:  Sure.

21          MR. MICHALIK:  Anyone else?

22          MR. GAINER:  I don't have any questions. Thank

23     you, Lieutenant.

24                REDIRECT EXAMINATION

25 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
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1      Q.   What's ambiguous about it?  If you search

2 someone and you found drugs, you witnessed something,

3 right?

4      A.   Well, no.  What I'm saying is, in terms of if

5 you -- if you searched that individual not on scene but

6 in the station, they might list you on here because you

7 witnessed that portion of the process, right?  So in

8 that regard, you didn't witness the recovery, you didn't

9 witness the arrest, but you participated in the process.

10 So because you, in that regard, acted as an assist,

11 that's why you're showing up on there because you're

12 documenting your assistance in it.

13      Q.   So if you search someone at the station after

14 they were already searched on the scene, you would still

15 be listed as a witness under the CPD policy?

16      A.   You could be.  You could be listed as an

17 assisting officer.  In the sense that, like, just

18 because you didn't recover the narcotics, if you

19 recovered his wallet that was later inventoried or

20 whatever you prepared that inventory for I, now you've

21 assisted in that manner.

22      Q.   But that -- so that is not what the written

23 policy says that box is supposed to mean, correct?

24          MR. MICHALIK:  Object to the form of the

25     question.
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1          THE WITNESS:  I would say what -- what I
2     explained before.  I think there's a little bit of
3     ambiguity in there, which is the reason why there's
4     these questions about people showing up on reports
5     and what their exact roles were, right?  Because
6     someone may read this and be like, well, he
7     witnessed the offense, and I might read that to me,
8     like, I physically observed you in possession of
9     that.  Now I'm an eyewitness to that.  Other people

10     might say, well, he witnessed it because we arrested
11     him.  We brought him in the station, and he served
12     as a witness because he also participated in
13     searching.
14 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
15      Q.   Which part of the offense would you witness if
16 you searched someone and just took their wallet?
17      A.   Because you participated in the totality of
18 the offense.  Like, the -- the -- the totality of the
19 investigation.
20      Q.   How -- what does the word "offense" mean to
21 you?
22      A.   Offense would mean the actual event, meaning
23 the crime that was committed.  However, in this regard,
24 because they're still participating in an assist manner,
25 people might say, well, if you didn't put him on there
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1     offense is how the author would describe witnessing
2     the offense, right, and who actually participated in
3     the totality of it, right?  Because, again, the
4     offense involves an arrest, right?  It -- it
5     involves the arrest of someone being in possession
6     of something, but that offense starts and ends
7     throughout the course of processing.  So for the
8     officers, they may interpret it that way, but you
9     would have to ask the author of the report and the

10     individuals who are involved, like, why they
11     specifically identified these individuals in the
12     manner that they did.
13 BY MR. RAUSCHER:
14      Q.   How do you, as someone who's been in the
15 department for 25 years, was a member of tact team, and
16 sergeant, interpret and witness the offense?
17      A.   Witness the offense?  Again, as I explained to
18 you, my interpretation of it is those that were involved
19 in it, right?  So, again, the way that this is written,
20 the only way to know who did what is to specifically ask
21 those that were involved.  Because --
22      Q.   Well -- sorry.  Go ahead.
23      A.   Oh, no, that's okay.  And -- and the -- and
24 the thing is -- is that, again, Mohammed, Smith, Soltis,
25 Watts, Gonzalez, Leano, they all could have been on-
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1 and he searched him, now you're concealing who

2 participated.

3      Q.   So there is a space for assisting officer on

4 the arrest report, right?

5      A.   There wasn't back then.

6      Q.   There was not back then?

7      A.   No.

8      Q.   You couldn't list assisting officers?

9      A.   I mean, the arrest report -- the old arrest

10 report only had two boxes.  There was one on the bottom

11 for the arresting officer, and then one on the -- the

12 bottom for the -- the secondary officer.  Sometimes you

13 would put -- if you were riding a three-man car, you

14 would put all three of them in there, but there wasn't a

15 -- a specific box, as there is today, where you can

16 identify in the printed version that we have, you could

17 list 100 officers as assisting.

18      Q.   And then -- so basically what you're saying

19 is, in practice, officers would list people as witnesses

20 even if they didn't witness the offense as required by

21 the written policy?

22          MR. MICHALIK:  Object to the form of the

23     question.

24          THE WITNESS:  I don't know that -- again, I

25     think where it comes in is that witnessing the
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1 scene.  I don't know.  I wasn't there, you know, but who

2 does know is Jones and Mohammed, right? And they would

3 be able to -- to articulate to you who was there.  And -

4 - and then everyone should be able to tell you, you

5 know, to the best of their recollection, what -- what

6 their role was in this.  And it could be anything that

7 extended from, you know, I searched him. I -- I was

8 there as, you know, one of the supporting surveillance

9 officers.  You know, that's -- that's questions for them

10 to answer.

11      Q.   You interpret it, though, to mean someone who

12 was on-scene, right?

13      A.   That's how I interpret it, yes.

14      Q.   Not someone who went later and searched and

15 found their wallet at the station?

16      A.   Correct.  But some -- again, I think some

17 officers take that to mean that -- because I have --

18 we've had these conversations with other officers

19 before.  We -- you know, I've been in conversations with

20 officers where, as an example, we had a disagreement

21 amongst officers where there was a car that was pulled

22 over for -- for being stolen, and an individual bailed

23 out of the car, took off running, right?  They called it

24 out.  That individual was subsequently apprehended a

25 block away by two other officers that are assigned to
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1 that team.  They placed him into custody.  When they
2 bring him back, there's an argument over who's going in
3 box 1 for the guy who had the gun, and my stance was
4 it's -- it's the guy who saw him get out of the car is
5 where it starts because you're the one that's going to
6 be able to say, yes, I put him in that vehicle when he
7 bailed out, and then my report's going to indicate that
8 you recovered a firearm from him.  So, yes, you're --
9 you're involved in this, but, like, I'm not box 1 on the

10 driver and the passenger in the front seat and you're
11 box 1 on the guy because it's all one offense.
12      Q.   Box 1 is not going to be the guy who showed up
13 three hours later and you were -- when you said, hey,
14 there was an arrest for a gun?
15      A.   Correct.
16      Q.   And it's not going to be the guy who searched
17 for the wallet at the station?
18      A.   Correct.
19      Q.   And you would not list those people as
20 witnesses?
21      A.   Again, to the arrest, no, but they could be
22 assisting arresting officers in the sense that they
23 participated in some form of the process.
24      Q.   And you might list that as someone who's
25 assisting officer?
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1      THE REPORTER:  Okay.  Any orders of the
2 transcript or the video?
3      MR. RAUSCHER:  Transcript, yes.
4      THE REPORTER:  Just, like, an e-tran?
5      MR. RAUSCHER:  Yeah.
6      THE REPORTER:  Okay.
7      MR. RAUSCHER:  We might want it a little faster
8 than normal delivery, though.
9        (DEPOSITION CONCLUDED AT 2:42 P.M. CT)

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1      A.   Yes.  People might, yes.

2      Q.   Which is different than a witness to the

3 offense?

4      A.   Again, in my estimation, yes, but you would

5 also have to understand what the perspective of the

6 officers who wrote this report was and find out from

7 them how they interpreted that.

8      Q.   One thing you said during that testimony was

9 that, you know, who knows is Al Jones and Kallatt

10 Mohammed -- or you said Jones and Mohammed.  Why are you

11 making the assumption that they know what everyone did?

12 they looked at?

13      A.   Well, I would assume because they're the

14 authors of the report.

15      Q.   And you would not be the author of the report

16 without knowing what happens yourself?

17      A.   Correct.

18          MR. RAUSCHER:  Okay.  I don't have any other

19     questions.

20          MR. MICHALIK:  Anybody else?

21          MR. BAZAREK:  Nope.  Thanks, Paul.

22          MR. BORKAN:  All good.

23          MR. GAINER:  Not from me.

24          MR. MICHALIK:  We will reserve signature.

25          MR. PALLES:  Not for me.
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1              CERTIFICATE OF DIGITAL REPORTER
2                    STATE OF ILLINOIS
3

4 I do hereby certify that the witness in the foregoing
5 transcript was taken on the date, and at the time and
6 place set out on the Title page hereof by me after first
7 being duly sworn to testify the truth, the whole truth,
8 and nothing but the truth; and that the said matter was
9 recorded digitally by me and then reduced to typewritten

10 form under my direction, and constitutes a true record
11 of the transcript as taken, all to the best of my skills
12 and ability. I certify that I am not a relative or
13 employee of either counsel, and that I am in no way
14 interested financially, directly or indirectly, in this
15 action.
16

17

18

19

20

21

22 TALIA JACKSON,
23 DIGITAL REPORTER / NOTARY
24 COMMISSION EXPIRES ON: 11/28/2027
25 SUBMITTED ON: 04/09/2024
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Coash & Coash, Inc.
602-258-1440         www.coashandcoash.com

Ronald Watts - February 25, 2022

              IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
  
                  FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
  
                   ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVISION
  
  
  
  
    In re:  WATTS COORDINATED    )  Master Docket Case No.
    PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS.        )  19-cv-01717
    _____________________________)
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
                   DEPOSITION OF RONALD WATTS
  
                           VIDEOTAPED
  
  
                        Phoenix, Arizona
                        February 25, 2022
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
                          By:  Jody L. Lenschow, RMR, CRR
                               Certified Court Reporter
                               Certification No. 50192
  



In re: Watts Coordinated Pretrial Proceedings 
19-cv-01717

Ronald Watts

10:21:53-10:22:56 Page 58

 1    to assert my Fifth Amendment right of the U.S.
 2    Constitution due the possibility that answering this
 3    question may cause me to be criminally indicted by the
 4    U.S. Attorney and/or the Cook County State's Attorney.
 5    BY MR. RAUSCHER: 
 6      Q.    What things were made to look one way that
 7    wasn't an accurate way?
 8                   MR. KOSOKO: Objection, asked and
 9    answered.
10                   THE WITNESS: My attorney has advised me
11    to assert my Fifth Amendment right of the U.S.
12    Constitution due the possibility that answering this
13    question may cause me to be criminally indicted by the
14    U.S. Attorney and/or Cook County State's Attorney.
15    BY MR. RAUSCHER: 
16      Q.    Were you ordered to repay any of the money in
17    connection with your guilty plea?
18      A.    Yes.
19      Q.    How much money did you end up repaying to the
20    federal government?
21      A.    To this date, I have no knowledge.
22      Q.    Do you know if you've paid any money back?
23      A.    Yes.
24      Q.    How were the payments made?
25      A.    While incarcerated they were -- payments were

10:22:59-10:24:36 Page 59

 1    made, and then after I -- I was released, I made some
 2    payments.
 3      Q.    You mentioned reverse stings earlier.  What's a
 4    reverse sting?
 5      A.    When -- in a high crime area such as the Ida B.
 6    Wells, where I was the tactical sergeant, it was an open
 7    air drug market, where on a daily basis people from all
 8    over would come down to purchase narcotics.
 9              In an effort to curtail some of that activity,
10    we would go down and do a reverse sting, meaning that
11    myself, along with other tactical officers, would secure
12    ourselves in those locations.  We would look the part of
13    people that were out to either purchase narcotics or
14    sell narcotics, and when suspected -- suspects come up
15    to purchase narcotics, they were taken into custody.
16    Basically, that's what a reverse sting is.
17      Q.    Was the event that led to your conviction, was
18    that a reverse sting?
19      A.    I wasn't involved with it, so I can't say what
20    it was.
21      Q.    You weren't involved in the underlying event
22    that led to your conviction?
23      A.    I wasn't --
24                   MR. KOSOKO: Object to the form of the
25    question, ambiguous.

10:24:38-10:25:38 Page 60

 1                   THE WITNESS: I wasn't involved with the
 2    reverse sting, so when they -- when a reverse sting is
 3    done, you coordinate with all those that are going to be
 4    involved.
 5    BY MR. RAUSCHER: 
 6      Q.    All right.  I wasn't -- I didn't mean to ask it
 7    like the FBI was running a reverse sting.  What I meant
 8    was, were you doing a reverse sting?  Was that event a
 9    law enforcement event, you were doing a reverse sting?
10                   MR. KOSOKO: Object to the form of the
11    question.
12                   THE WITNESS: It was --
13                   MR. KOSOKO: Ambiguous question.
14                   You can answer it, Sarge.
15                   THE WITNESS: It was part of an ongoing
16    investigation.
17    BY MR. RAUSCHER: 
18      Q.    By you?
19      A.    By me and others, yes.
20      Q.    What was the ongoing investigation that you
21    were doing that the event that led to your conviction
22    was a part of?
23      A.    To obtain better knowledge of those that were
24    in the area involved in illegal activity.
25      Q.    And how were you going about doing that

10:25:42-10:26:45 Page 61

 1    investigation?
 2      A.    Communicating with the different people in the
 3    area.  Basically, that's it, communicating with
 4    different people in the area that had knowledge of the
 5    activity.
 6      Q.    What area were you investigating?
 7      A.    The area that I -- the Second District, Ida B.
 8    Wells housing development.
 9      Q.    In the 2011 time period?
10      A.    Excuse me?
11      Q.    In the 2011 time period?
12      A.    In the 2011 --
13      Q.    -- time period --
14      A.    -- time period?
15      Q.    -- you were looking at Ida B. Wells?
16                   MR. KOSOKO: Objection to the form of the
17    question, misquotes his testimony.  He said the area.
18    BY MR. RAUSCHER: 
19      Q.    You're saying the area where Ida B. Wells --
20    well, do you know when Ida B. Wells was taken down?
21      A.    To my knowledge, that was the last place that
22    was taken down.  But when I -- when I say the area, the
23    Ida B. Wells is included in the area of the Second
24    District, in which I was --
25      Q.    I see.

Min-U-Script® Coash & Coash, Inc.
602-258-1440         www.coashandcoash.com
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11:46:52-11:47:50 Page 102

 1      Q.    Was that the primary thing that the tactical
 2    team in Public Housing South investigated?
 3      A.    Not the primary.  There was three things;
 4    gangs, guns and drugs.
 5      Q.    And at some point, was Public Housing South
 6    disbanded?
 7      A.    Yes.
 8      Q.    And then what -- what, did it turn into
 9    something else?
10                   MR. KOSOKO: Object to the form of the
11    question.
12    BY MR. RAUSCHER: 
13      Q.    What did you do when Public Housing South was
14    disbanded?
15      A.    I became the Second District tactical sergeant.
16      Q.    Was there anything different about your job
17    location or responsibility or people-wise once you
18    became the Second District tactical team sergeant?
19      A.    I think, if I recall correctly, some people
20    might have changed, but I was still assigned to that
21    specific area.
22      Q.    Darrow and Ida B. Wells?  Darrow Homes and
23    Ida B. Wells?
24      A.    Yes, correct, uh-huh.
25      Q.    What people do you remember being on your team

11:47:52-11:49:14 Page 103

 1    when it was Public Housing South?
 2      A.    Wow.  I had Calvin Ridgell and Gerome Summers.
 3    Wow.  Matt Cadman and Mickey, Michael Spaargaren, Al
 4    Jones and Kenny Fullman, and I think it was Kallatt
 5    Mohammed and Darrel Edwards.  There was probably another
 6    guy.  I can't recall.  Those are the ones I remember
 7    initially when I got the team.
 8      Q.    Did the team exist before you got there or was
 9    it a new team?
10      A.    No, it existed before I got there.
11      Q.    Do you know who the sergeant was who you took
12    over from?
13      A.    I don't recall who that sergeant was.
14      Q.    Who were your supervisors when you were in
15    Public Housing South?
16      A.    When I was in Public Housing South, my
17    first-line supervisor was Sergeant -- I mean, not
18    Sergeant, Lieutenant Spratt.
19      Q.    Did you have a good relationship with
20    Lieutenant Spratt?
21      A.    I'd say I had a good working relationship with
22    him, yes.
23      Q.    What about the other people you mentioned; did
24    you have a good relationship with all your team members?
25      A.    I'd say I did, yeah.

11:49:22-11:50:44 Page 104

 1      Q.    Did you have a temper?
 2                   MR. KOSOKO: Object to the form of the
 3    question, ambiguous.
 4                   You can answer, Sarge.
 5                   THE WITNESS: No.  I think I was pretty
 6    mild-mannered.  Working in the housing development, I
 7    didn't -- you had to be aggressive.  So if -- I didn't
 8    have a temper where I got angry and lashed out at
 9    people, no, but I was a -- I was pretty aggressive,
10    yeah.
11    BY MR. RAUSCHER: 
12      Q.    How were you aggressive?
13      A.    I was aggressive in my duties, responding to,
14    again, the area.  Due to my knowledge of the area, it
15    was crime-infested, drug-infested, so you had to be
16    aware of your surroundings.  You couldn't go down there,
17    you know, I'll put it meek, so to speak, so...
18      Q.    Did you ever bully Kallatt Mohammed?
19      A.    No, I -- no, sir.
20      Q.    Why is that question funny?
21      A.    Because you're asking a grown man have you ever
22    bullied another grown man, and that's -- that's funny to
23    me.
24      Q.    Why is that funny?  Why?
25      A.    Because to ask another grown man did he bully

11:50:50-11:52:26 Page 105

 1    another grown man, that's funny to me.  And when a --
 2    if -- unless he, you know, injured that man, then it
 3    wouldn't be funny.  But to say -- but when you use the
 4    term bully, because from my experience, I don't know
 5    about you, when you say bully, it usually stems from,
 6    you know, like grade school or something and, you know,
 7    kids bullying kids.  That's not funny.  But once you
 8    become an adult, you should know how to respond to
 9    certain situations.  So to say I bullied someone, it's
10    actually funny, yes, a grown man.
11      Q.    Did you do things to him that were nice?
12                   MR. KOSOKO: Object to the form of the
13    question, vague.
14                   THE WITNESS: No.  No.  I thought I was a
15    really -- I thought I was a friend to Kallatt.  I helped
16    Kallatt with several personal matters involving his
17    children, involving his parents, his mom.  On the
18    passing of his mom I was one of the officers that took
19    the lead to collect funds from people in the station to
20    help his family out.  When his dad died, I was the guy
21    that went around, hey, Kallat's dad died.  So I knew his
22    family.  I knew his brothers, sisters.
23                   So I thought I was a friend to him.  So
24    that -- and that was another reason it was kind of
25    funny.  I thought I knew Kallatt.  I don't think -- I
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS ) CASE NUMBER 060R1357101 
ge0 

V. ) DATE OF BIRTH 01/26/86 

Defendant 

C 0 

, re ER 80711 SID NUMBER 049228280 
WILLIAM CARTER 

4
DATE OF ARREST OS/19/06 

(I 4 -1-

ORDER OF COMMITMENT AND SENTENCE TO 
ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
-...,.  

The above named defendant having been adjudged guilty of the offense(s) enumerated below 

is hereby sentenced to the Illinois Department of Corrections as follows: 

Count Statutory Citation Offense Sentence Class 

302 720-570/401(0(2 MFG/DEL 01-15 GR COCAINE/PNLG YRS. 009 Nos. 1 

and maid sentence shall run concurrent with countlo) 

and said sentence shall run (concurrent wit)1)(consecutive tot the sentence imposed on: 

and said sentence shall run Icoacurrent ith)(ctinseentive tol the sentence imposed on: 

and said sentence shall run leoncorrnns with) (consecutive tol the sentence impoend on, 

and said sentence shall run (concurrent with)lsonsocutive to) the sentence imposed on: 

YRS. NUS. 

YRS.   HOS. 

YRS. KOS. 

YRS.   4400, 

On Count 002 defendant having been convicted of a class 1 offense is sentenced as 

a class x offender pursuant TO 730 ILCS 5/5-5-3(C)(8). 

On Count defendant is sentenced to an extended term pursuant to 730 ILCS 5/5-8-2. 

The Court finds that the defendant is entitled to receive credit for time actually served 

in custody for a total credit of 0292 days as of the date of this order 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above sentence(s) be concurrent with 

the sentence imposed in case numherls)  

AND: consecutive to the sentence imposed under case number(s) 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT MANDATE DRUG TREATMENT CORRECTED MITT 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the clerk provide the Sheriff of Cook County with a copy of this Order and that the Sheriff 

take the defendant r.to custody and delivas him/her to the Minnie Department of Corrections and that the Department take 

him/her into ,ms. y anEc i dlil Ems} provided by law until the above sentence is fulfilled. 

JUDGE JOHN P. X1RiY•1765 

DATED APRIL 06 2009 

2009 
moFFzVey% 

DRPUTY et:AVtutfTY. IL 
CERTIFIE 

vase saiociss 

ENTER: 04/06/09 

JUDGE: itIA.ri JOHN P. to GA 

CCO Niel 

DO-JOINT 016311 DO-JOINT 016311
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2000 2001 Change % Change

Murder 528 525 -3 -0.6%
or non-negligent manslaughter (01A)*

Manslaughter by negligence (01B) 29 56 27 93.1%

Criminal sexual assault (02)* 636 682 46 7.2%

Robbery (03)* 2,979 3,089 110 3.7%

Aggravated assault/battery (04)* 6,124 6,077 -47 -0.8%

Burglary - breaking or entering (05)* 4,046 3,479 -567 -14.0%

Larceny -  theft (except MV) (06)* 25,045 23,651 -1,394 -5.6%

Motor vehicle theft (07)* 11,290 10,496 -794 -7.0%

Other assault & battery (08) 34,144 32,414 -1,731 -5.1%

Arson (09)* 217 212 -5 -2.3%

Forgery and Counterfeiting (10) 20 71 51 255.0%

Fraud (11) 5,713 2,945 -2,768 -48.5%

Vandalism (14) 6,437 5,729 -708 -11.0%

Weapons: carrying, possessing, etc. (15) 5,300 5,424 124 2.3%

Prostitution (16) 7,182 6,027 -1,155 -16.1%

Sex offenses - Criminal sexual abuse (17) 2,475 2,100 -375 -15.2%

Narcotics violations (18) 58,809 57,958 -851 -1.4%

Gambling (19) 1,865 2,069 204 10.9%

Offenses against family & children (20) 704 541 -163 -23.2%

Driving Under the Influence (21) 7,295 6,637 -658 -9.0%

Liquor law violations (22) 783 974 191 24.4%

Disorderly conduct (24) 38,812 16,853 -21,959 -56.6%

Other non-index offenses (26) 39,685 29,713 -9,972 -25.1%
(except traffic) 

Traffic Violation 8,064 8,307 243 3.0%

Municipal Code Violation 7,063 7,427 364 5.2%

Index offenses (marked * above) 50,865 48,211 -2,654 -5.2%

Non-index offenses 209,253 169,510 -39,743 -19.0%

Total 275,245 233,455 -41,790 -15.2%

Note: The offense types listed above are based upon the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) classifications 
established by the Federal Bureau of Investigation and not the specific violations of law defined under the Illi-
nois Complied Statutes or the Municipal Code of Chicago. For more information on the UCR program, see
page 7.

Arrests

T otal arrests decreased

by 15.2 percent

between 2000 and

2001. Non-index arrests —

which decreased by 19.0

percent—were 3.5 times as

common as index arrests,

and therefore led the over-

all decline. Index arrests

decreased by 5.2 percent,

as compared to a decline

of 6.7 percent in index

offenses themselves (Fig.

4d., page 11).

Notwithstanding the

overall decrease in arrests,

there were increases with

respect to specific crime

categories. Among index

crime arrests, these includ-

ed criminal sexual assault

and robbery. Non-index

arrests which increased

included involuntary

manslaughter/reckless

homicide, forgery and

counterfeiting, weapons

violations, gambling,

liquor law violations, and

traffic violations.

Fig. 14a. Arrests, 2000-2001

CITY-BG-059383
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Allegations
of
Misconduct

A llegations of mis-

conduct by Depart-

ment members are

investigated by the Internal

Affairs Division (IAD), or,

in the case of complaints

alleging excessive force or

off-duty domestic disputes,

by the Office of Profession-

al Standards (OPS). A

Complaint Register (CR)

number is issued whenever

a complaint is received.

Each complaint is investi-

gated, and a determination

is made as to whether there

is sufficient evidence to

sustain the allegation and

take disciplinary action.

2000 2001
Invstgtn. Sustained Invstgtn. Sustained  

Allegations Initiated Finding* Initiated Finding*

Operation/Personnel Violations 1,465 323 2,538 1,066

Civil Rights Violations 551 8 1,108 16

Traffic (non-bribery/excessive force) 325 32 507 66

Verbal Abuse 561 15 773 36

Conduct Unbecoming (off-duty) 169 38 231 133

Arrest/Lock-up Procedures 312 51 409 213

Commission of a Crime 401 19 752 39

Civil Suits 48 1 48 0

Alcohol Abuse 17 13 25 15

Drug/Substance Abuse 19 17 22 25

Bribery/Official Corruption 25 5 16 3

Supervisory Responsibilities 25 14 47 61

Total 3,918 536 6,476 1,673

* Some investigations classified as “sustained” reflect cases initiated in a prior year.

2000 2001

Reprimand 194 424

Suspended 1 to 5 days 491 843

Suspended 6 to 15 days 74 148

Suspended 16 to 30 days 62 85

Suspended over 30 days 4 2

Separated from the Department 25 43

Total 850 1,545

Violation noted, no action 64 128

Summary Punishment Action Request 4,811 4,754

Hold - Penalty Not Served 41 57

Resigned while under investigation 74 145

* Includes disciplinary actions on cases from prior years.

Fig. 26a. Internal Affairs Division Investigations, 2000-2001

Fig. 26b. Recommended Disciplinary Actions in Sustained Cases — IAD and OPS*, 2000-2001

CITY-BG-059402



chicago
police

department

2
0
0
2
 
a

n
n

u
a

l re
p

o
rt

RRiicchhaarrdd  MM.. DDaalleeyy,, MMaayyoorr
TTeerrrryy  GG.. HHiillllaarrdd,, SSuuppeerriinntteennddeenntt  ooff  PPoolliiccee

CITY-BG-059409



2002 Annual Report ✯ Chicago Police Department 
26

Arrests

T otal arrests were

essentially stable

between 2001

and 2002 (0.3 percent

increase). The 237,706

arrests in 2002 includ-

ed 41,490 for index

offenses (17.5 percent)

172,812 for non-index

offenses (72.7 percent),

and 23,404 on out-

standing warrants (9.8

percent). Warrant arrests

appear to have shown

the greatest numeric

and percentage increase

between  2001 and

2002.  However, these

arrests were not broken

out separately for all of

2001, resulting in a

lower-than-actual count

for that year.

In contrast, arrests

for theft, the largest sin-

gle arrest category,

showed the largest

numeric and percent-

age decrease between

the two years, down by

5,164, or 21.8 percent.

(Theft offenses them-

selves declined by 1.5

percent in the same

period.)

2001 2002 Change % Change

Murder 525 520 -5 -1.0%
or non-negligent manslaughter (01A)*

Manslaughter by negligence (01B) 56 19 -37 -66.1%

Criminal sexual assault (02)* 682 630 -52 -7.6%

Robbery (03)* 3,089 2,995 -94 -3.0%

Aggravated assault/battery (04)* 6,077 5,740 -337 -5.5%

Burglary (05)* 3,479 3,395 -84 -2.4%

Larceny - theft (except MV) (06)* 23,651 18,487 -5,164 -21.8%

Motor vehicle theft (07)* 10,496 9,542 -954 -9.1%

Simple assault/battery (08) 32,414 30,809 -1,605 -5.0%

Arson (09)* 212 181 -31 -14.6%

Forgery and counterfeiting (10) 71 233 162 228.2%

Fraud (11) 2,945 2,146 -799 -27.1%

Vandalism (14) 5,729 5,225 -504 -8.8%

Weapon violations (15) 5,424 5,046 -378 -7.0%

Prostitution (16) 6,027 5,584 -443 -7.4%

Sex offenses - Criminal sexual abuse (17) 2,100 2,108 8 0.4%

Narcotics violations (18) 57,958 54,205 -3,753 -6.5%

Gambling (19) 2,069 2,307 238 11.5%

Offenses against family and children (20) 541 434 -107 -19.8%

Driving Under the Influence (21) 6,637 5,920 -717 -10.8%

Liquor law violations (22) 974 1,050 76 7.8%

Disorderly conduct (24) 16,853 19,215 2,362 14.0%

All other state law violations (26) 29,713 23,658 -6,055 -20.4%

Other municipal code violations 7,427 9,760 2,333 31.4%

Traffic violations 8,307 5,093 -3,214 -38.7%

Index offenses (marked * above) 48,211 41,490 -6,721 -13.9%

Non-index offenses 185,245 172,812 -12,433 -6.7%

Warrant Arrests** 3,585 23,404 19,819 552.8%

Total 237,041 237,706 665 0.3%

** Warrant arrests were not broken out as a separate category until part way through 2001.

Exhibit 12a. Arrests, 2001-2002
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Allegations
of Misconduct

A llegations of miscon-

duct by Department

members are investi-

gated by the Internal Affairs

Division (IAD), or, in the

case of complaints alleging

excessive force or off-duty

domestic disputes, by the

Office of Professional Stan-

dards (OPS). A Complaint

Register (CR) number is

issued whenever a com-

plaint is received. Each

complaint is investigated,

and a determination is

made as to whether there is

sufficient evidence to sus-

tain the allegation and take

disciplinary action.

2001 2002
Invstgtn. Sustained Invstgtn. Sustained 

Allegations Initiated Finding* Initiated Finding*

Operation/Personnel Violations 2,538 1,066 2,744 499

Civil Rights Violations 1,108 16 1,447 6

Traffic (non-bribery/excessive force) 507 66 430 26

Verbal Abuse 773 36 859 22

Conduct Unbecoming (off-duty) 231 133 195 68

Arrest/Lock-up Procedures 409 213 281 113

Commission of a Crime 752 39 485 23

Civil Suits 48 — 30 —

Alcohol Abuse 25 15 22 7

Drug/Substance Abuse 22 25 20 18

Bribery/Official Corruption 16 3 10 1

Supervisory Responsibilities 47 61 58 23

Total 6,476 1,673 6,581 806

* Some investigations classified as “sustained” reflect cases initiated in a prior year.

2001 2002

Reprimand 424 252

Suspended 1 to 5 days 843 435

Suspended 6 to 15 days 148 79

Suspended 16 to 30 days 85 47

Suspended over 30 days 2 6

Separated from the Department 43 34

Total 1,545 853

Violation noted, no action 128 42

Summary Punishment Action Request 4,754 4,713

Hold - Penalty Not Served 57 30

Resigned while under investigation 145 80

* Includes disciplinary actions on cases from prior years.

Exhibit 21a. Internal Affairs Division Investigations, 2001-2002

Exhibit 21b. Recommended Disciplinary Actions in Sustained Cases,
IAD and OPS*, 2001-2002

CITY-BG-059452
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T otal arrests were essentially stable between 2002 and 2003 (0.5 percent increase). The 238,961 arrests in 2003
included 38,681 for index offenses (16.2 percent), 175339 for non-index offenses (73.4 percent) and 24,941 on 
outstanding warrants (10.4 percent). Among index offenses, arrests for manslaughter by negligence increased by

a substantial percentage, but the numbers involved were small. All other index category arrests decreased, the largest 
numeric decrease in occurring larceny-theft arrests 1,243), and the largest percentage decrease, in motor vehicle theft
arrests (-11.9 percent).
Non-index crime arrests showed more variability as far as increases and decreases. The largest numeric increase was in
regard to narcotics violations (1,590) and the largest percentage increase, gambling (156.4 percent). Arrests for simple 
battery showed the largest numeric decrease between 2002 and 2003 (1,748). Although arson showed the largest 
percentage decrease, the numbers involved were small. Among categories with substantial numbers of arrests, the greatest
percentage decrease was in vandalism arrests (-15.8 percent).

2002 2003 Change % Change

Murder 520 472 -48 -9.2%
or non-negligent manslaughter (01A)*

Manslaughter by negligence (01B) 19 28 9 47.4%

Criminal sexual assault (02)* 630 603 -27 -4.3%

Robbery (03)* 2,995 2,909 -86 -2.9%

Aggravated assault/battery (04)* 5,740 5,586 -154 -2.7%

Burglary (05)* 3,395 3,325 -70 -2.1%

Larceny - theft (except MV) (06)* 18,487 17,244 -1,243 -6.7%

Motor vehicle theft (07)* 9,542 8,402 -1,140 -11.9%

Simple assault/battery (08) 30,809 29,061 -1,748 -5.7% 

Arson (09)* 181 140 -41 -22.7%

Forgery and counterfeiting (10) 233 258 25 10.7%

Fraud (11) 2,146 1,962 -184 -8.6%

Vandalism (14) 5,225 4,401 -824 -15.8%

Weapon violations (15) 5,046 4,824 -222 -4.4%

Prostitution (16) 5,584 5,523 -61 -1.1%

Sex offenses - Criminal sexual abuse (17) 2,108 2,118 10 0.5%

Narcotics violations (18) 54,205 55,795 1,590 2.9%

Gambling (19) 2,307 2,662 355 15.4%

Offenses against family and children (20) 434 397 -37 -8.5%

Driving Under the Influence (21) 5,920 5,969 49 0.8%

Liquor law violations (22) 1,050 1,018 -32 -3.0%

Disorderly conduct (24) 19,215 20,127 912 4.7%

All other state law violations (26) 23,658 25,201 1,543 6.5%

Other municipal code violations 9,760 10,778 1,018 10.4%

Traffic violations 5,093 5,217 124 2.4%

Index offenses (marked * above) 44,490 38,681 -2,809 -6.8%

Non-index offenses 172,812 175,339 2,527 1.5%

Warrant Arrests** 23,404 24,941 1,537 6.6%

Total 237,706 238,961 1,255 0.5%

Exhibit 12a. Arrests, 2002-2003
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Exhibit 21c. 
2003 Excessive Force Complaints (Office of Professional Standards)

2003

Complaints retained by OPS 2,167

Complaint Registers completed 2,179

Unfounded (a) 1,162

Exonerated (b) 91

Not Sustained (c) 2,149

Sustained (d) 104

Note:
Some cases are carried over from CR numbers issued in prior years.

(a) Unfounded:The complaint was not based on facts as shown by the investigation, or the reported incident did not occur.

(b) Exonerated:The incident occurred, but the action taken by the officer(s) was deemed lawful, reasonable and proper.

(c) Not Sustained:The allegation is supported by insufficient evidence which could not be used to prove/disprove the allegation.

(d) Sustained:The allegation was supported by sufficient evidence to justify disciplinary action.

Exhibit 21b. 
2003 Recommended Disciplinary Actions in Sustained Cases, IAD and OPS*

43

Allegations of Misconduct

2003

Reprimand 173

Suspended 1 to 5 days 301

Suspended 6 to 15 days 30

Suspended 16 to 30 days 36

Suspended over 30 days 7

Separated from the Department 9

Total 556

Violation noted, no action 45

Summary Punishment Action Request 3,892

Hold - Penalty Not Served 63

Resigned while under investigation 63

* Includes disciplinary actions on cases from prior years.
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Total arrests increased by 2.2 percent between 2003 and 2004.  The 244,193 arrests in 2004 included 36,146 for index offenses 

(14.8 percent), 180,446 for non-index offenses (73.9 percent), and 27,601 on outstanding warrants (11.3 percent).  Total index 

crime arrests decreased by 6.6 percent, with a range of 1.4 percent (arson) to 11.8 percent (motor vehicle theft) among the six 

individual categories which showed a decrease.  In two index crime categories–robbery and aggravated assault/battery-the number 

of arrests was essentially stable between 2003 and 2004 (less than one percent increase each).

Total non-index crime arrests increased by 2.9 percent between 2003 and 2004, with a range of 1.2 percent (criminal sexual abuse)  

to 9.8 percent (prostitution) among the individual categories which showed an increase. Some non-index categories showed a decrease.

The largest among these was in regard to manslaughter by negligence (46.4 percent) but the numbers involved were small. 

Other, noteworthy decreases were arrests for offenses against family and children (15.4 percent), forgery and counterfeiting 

(14.0 percent) and fraud (13.3 percent).  Arrests for weapons violations and driving under the influence were essentially at their 

2003 levels (less than one percent change each).

2003 2004 Change % Change

Murder or Non-Negligent Manslaughter (01A)* 472 432 -40 -8.5% 

Manslaughter by Negligence (01B) 28 15 -13 -46.4%

Criminal Sexual Assault (02)* 603 559 -44 -7.3%

Robbery (03)* 2,909 2,915 6 0.2%

Aggravated Assault/Battery (04)* 5,586 5,621 35 0.6%

Burglary (05)* 3,325 2,986 -339 -10.2%

Larceny - Theft (except MV) (06)* 17,244 16,084 -1,160 -6.7%

Motor Vehicle Theft (07)* 8,402 7,411 -991 -11.8%

Simple Assault/Battery (08) 29,061 29,526 465 1.6%

Arson (09)* 140 138 -2 -1.4%

Forgery and Counterfeiting (10) 258 222 -36 -14.0%

Fraud (11) 1,962 1,702 -260 -13.3%

Vandalism (14) 4,401 4,500 99 2.2%

Weapon Violations (15) 4,824 4,818 -6 -0.1%

Prostitution (16) 5,523 6,062 539 9.8% 

Sex Offenses - Criminal Sexual Abuse (17) 2,118 2,144 26 1.2%

Narcotics Violations (18) 55,795 59,051 3,256 5.8%

Gambling (19) 2,662 2,828 166 6.2%

Offenses Against Family and Children (20) 397 336 -61 -15.4%

Driving Under the Influence (21) 5,969 5,998 29 0.5%

Liquor Law Violations (22) 1,018 970 -48 -4.7%

Disorderly Conduct (24) 20,127 18,640 -1,487 -7.4%

All Other State Law Violations (26) 25,201 27,549 2,348 9.3%

Other Municipal Code Violations 10,778 10,996 218 2.0%

Traffic Violations 5,217 5,089 -128 -2.5%

Index Offenses (marked * above) 38,681 36,146 -2,535 -6.6%

Non-Index Offenses 175,339 180,446 5,107 2.9%

Warrant Arrests 24,941 27,601 2,660 10.7%

Total 238,961 244,193 5,232 2.2%

* Index Crime

exhibit 12a. arrests, 2003-2004

arrests ][
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exhibit 22c.
2004 recommended disciplinary actions 

in sustained cases, IAD and OPS*

ch icago pol ice depar tment • 2004 annua l  repor t 43

2004
Reprimand 231

Suspended 1 to 5 days 330

Suspended 6 to 15 days 35

Suspended 16 to 30 days 48

Suspended 30 days 9

Separated from the Department 7

Total 660

Violation noted, no action 42

Summary Punishment Action Request 3,771

Hold - Penalty Not Served 29

Resigned while under investigation 84

allegations of misconduct ][

2004

Complaints retained by OPS* 1,909

Complaints registers completed** 2,373

Unfounded (a) 1,518

Exonerated (b) 41

Not sustained (c) 713

Sustained (d) 101

exhibit 22d.
2004 excessive force complaints,

IAD and OPS 

Note: Some cases are carried over from CR numbers issued in prior years.

* Source: Internal Affairs Division

** Source: Office of Professional Standards

(a) Unfounded:The complaint was not based on facts as shown by the investigation or the reported incident did not occur.

(b) Exonerated:The incident occurred, but the action taken by the officer(s) was deemed lawful, reasonable, and proper.

(c) Not Sustained:The allegation is supported by insufficient evidence which could not be used to prove/disprove the allegation.

(d) Sustained:The allegation was supported by sufficient evidence to justify disciplinary action.

* Includes disciplinary actions on cases from prior years.
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23 Chicago Pol ice Depar tment

Total arrests decreased by 2.3 percent between 2004 and 2005, bringing the number of arrests to their 2003 level. The 238,636 arrests in 

2005 included 34,544 for index offenses (14.5 percent), 177,514 for non-index offenses (74.4 percent), and 26,578 on outstanding warrants

(11.1 percent). The foregoing percentages are all within a point of their 2004 counterparts. Total index crime arrests decreased by 4.4 percent,

with a range of 2.9 percent (arson) to 11.3 percent (murder/non-negligent manslaughter) among the six individual categories which showed a

decrease. In two index crime categories—robbery and aggravated assault/battery—the number of arrests increased, by 5.7 percent and 1.2

percent, respectively.

Total non-index crime arrests decreased by 1.6 percent between 2004 and 2005, with a range of 1.6 percent (narcotics violations) to 24.1 

percent (prostitution) among the individual categories which showed a decrease. Some non-index category arrests showed an increase.

The largest among these was in regard to manslaughter by negligence (33.3 percent), but the numbers involved were small. Other, noteworthy

increases were arrests for vandalism (14.0 percent) and gambling (8.6 percent).

Offense Classification 2004 2005 Change % Change

Murder or Non-Negligent Manslaughter* (01A) 432 383 -49 -11.3% 

Manslaughter by Negligence (01B) 15 20 5 33.3%

Criminal Sexual Assault* (02) 559 543 -16 -2.9%

Robbery* (03) 2,915 3,081 166 5.7%

Aggravated Assault/Battery* (04) 5,621 5,687 66 1.2%

Burglary* (05) 2,986 2,810 -176 -5.9%

Larceny-Theft (except Motor Vehicle)* (06) 16,084 14,896 -1,188 -7.4%

Motor Vehicle Theft* (07) 7,411 7,011 -400 -5.4%

Simple Assault/Battery (08) 29,526 27,858 -1,668 -5.6% 

Arson* (09) 138 133 -5 -3.6%

Forgery and Counterfeiting (10) 222 213 -9 -4.1%

Fraud (11) 1,702 1,663 -39 -2.3%

Vandalism (14) 4,500 5,131 631 14.0%

Weapon Violations (15) 4,818 4,501 -317 -6.6%

Prostitution (16) 7,243 5,499 -1,744 -24.1% 

Sex Offenses - Criminal Sexual Abuse (17) 963 984 21 2.2%

Narcotics Violations (18) 59,051 58,098 -953 -1.6%

Gambling (19) 2,828 3,070 242 8.6%

Offenses Against Family and Children (20) 336 358 22 6.5%

Driving Under the Influence (21) 5,998 6,045 47 0.8%

Liquor Law Violations (22) 970 880 -90 -9.3%

Disorderly Conduct (24) 18,640 19,226 586 3.1%

All Other State Law Violations 27,549 28,816 1,267 4.6%

Other Municipal Code Violations 10,996 10,637 -359 -3.3%

Traffic Violations 5,089 4,515 -574 -11.3%

Index Offenses (marked * above) 36,146 34,544 -1,602 -4.4%

Non-Index Offenses 180,446 177,514 -2,932 -1.6%

Warrant Arrests 27,601 26,578 -1,023 -3.7%

Total 244,193 238,636 -5,557 -2.3%

* Index Crime

Exhibit 12a.

Arrests by Offense Classification, 2004-2005

Arrests
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Exhibit 25c. 

2005 Recommended Disciplinary Actions 

in Sustained Cases, IAD and OPS*

2005
Reprimand 113

Suspended 1 to 5 days 220

Suspended 6 to 15 days 35

Suspended 16 to 30 days 35

Suspended 31 days or more 5

Separated from the Department** 22

Total 430

Violation noted, no action 39

Summary Punishment Action Request 3,491

Hold - Penalty Not Served 38

Resigned while under investigation 59

Allegations of Misconduct

2005

Complaints retained by OPS* 2,571

Complaint registers completed** 2,707

Unfounded (a) 1,820

Exonerated (b) 45

Not Sustained (c) 721

Sustained (d) 83

Exhibit 25d. 

2005 Excessive Force Complaints,

Office of Professional Standards

* Source: Internal Affairs Division

** Source: Office of Professional Standards

Note: Some cases are carried over from CR numbers issued in prior years.

(a) Unfounded: The complaint was not based on facts as shown by the investigation or the reported incident did not occur. 

(b) Exonerated: The incident occurred, but the action taken by the officer(s) was deemed lawful, reasonable, and proper. 

(c) Not Sustained: The allegation is supported by insufficient evidence which could not be used to prove/disprove the allegation.

(d) Sustained: The allegation was supported by sufficient evidence to justify disciplinary action.

* Includes disciplinary actions on cases from prior years.

** Includes only those separations in which the separation was presented 

to the Police Board and have been Closed by the Records Section of 

the Internal Affairs Division

CITY-BG-059611
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Arrests

Offense Classification 2005 2006 Change % Change

Murder or non-negligent manslaughter* (01A) 383 310 -73 -19.1%

Manslaughter by negligence (01B) 20 26 6 30.0%

Criminal sexual assault* (02) 543 513 -30 -5.5%

Robbery* (03) 3,081 3,201 120 3.9%

Aggravated assault/battery* (04) 5,687 5,002 -685 -12.0%

Burglary* (05) 2,810 2,773 -37 -1.3%

Larceny-theft (except MV)* (06) 14,896 13,363 -1,533 -10.3%

Motor vehicle theft* (07) 7,011 5,785 -1,226 -17.5%

Simple assault/battery (08) 27,858 25,493 -2,365 -8.5%

Arson* (09) 133 101 -32 -24.1%

Forgery and counterfeiting (10) 213 204 -9 -4.2%

Fraud (11) 1,663 1,253 -410 -24.7%

Vandalism (14) 5,131 5,399 268 5.2%

Weapon violations (15) 4,501 4,065 -436 -9.7%

Prostitution (16) 5,499 4,607 -892 -16.2%

Sex offenses - Criminal sexual abuse (17) 984 934 -50 -5.1%

Narcotics violations (18) 58,098 56,393 -1,705 -2.9%

Gambling (19) 3,070 3,872 802 26.1%

Offenses against family and children (20) 358 327 -31 -8.7%

Driving under the influence (21) 6,045 5,418 -627 -10.4%

Liquor law violations (22) 880 1,049 169 19.2%

Disorderly conduct (24) 19,226 21,108 1,882 9.8%

All other state law violations 28,816 25,420 -3,396 -11.8%

Other municipal code violations 10,637 12,475 1,838 17.3%

Traffic violations 4,515 5,716 1,201 26.6%

Index offenses (marked * above) 34,544 31,048 -3,496 -10.1%

Non-index offenses 177,514 173,759 -3,755 -2.1%

Warrant arrests 26,578 22,920 -3,658 -13.8%

Total 238,636 227,727 -10,909 -4.6%

* Index Crime

Exhibit 12a.  
Arrests by Offense Classification, 2005-2006

Total arrests decreased by 4.6 percent between 2005 and 2006.  The 227,727 arrests in 2006 included 31,048 

for index offenses (13.6 percent), 173,759 for non-index offenses (76.3 percent), and 22,920 on outstanding 

warrants (10.1 percent).  These percentages are all within two points of their 2005 counterparts.  Total index 

crime arrests decreased by 10.1 percent, with a range of 1.3 percent (burglary) to 24.1 percent (arson) among 

the seven individual categories which showed a decrease. Robbery arrests increased by 3.9 percent.

Total non-index crime arrests decreased by 2.1 percent between 2005 and 2006, with a range of 2.9 percent 

(narcotics violations) to 16.2 percent (prostitution) among the individual categories which showed a decrease.  

Some non-index category arrests showed an increase. The largest among these was in regard to manslaughter 

by negligence (30.0 percent) but the numbers involved were small. Other noteworthy increases were in arrests 

for traffic violations (26.6 percent) and gambling (26.1 percent).

CITY-BG-059660
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Exhibit 26c.  
Recommended Disciplinary 

Actions in Sustained Cases, IAD and OPS*, 2006

2006
Reprimand 388
Suspended 1 to 5 days 415
Suspended 6 to 15 days 44
Suspended 16 to 30 days 27
Suspended 31 days or more 10
Separated from the Department** 12
Total 896

Violation noted, no action 63
Summary Punishment Action Request 3,412
Hold - Penalty Not Served 68
Resigned while under investigation 87

* Includes disciplinary actions on cases from prior years. 
** Includes only those separations in which the separation was presented to the Police  
   Board and have been Closed by the Records Section of the Internal Affairs Division 

2006
Complaints retained by OPS* 2,391
Complaint registers completed** 2,408
Unfounded (a) 1,644
Exonerated (b) 25
Not Sustained (c) 682
Sustained (d) 57

*Source: Internal Affairs Division 

**Source: Office of Professional Standards 

Note: Some cases are carried over from CR numbers issued in prior years. 

(a) Unfounded: The complaint was not based on facts as shown by the investigation, or the reported incident did not occur.

(b) Exonerated: The incident occurred, but the action taken by the officer(s) was deemed lawful, reasonable, and proper.

(c) Not Sustained: The allegation is supported by insufficient evidence which could not be used to prove/disprove the allegation. 

(d) Sustained: The allegation was supported by sufficient evidence to justify disciplinary action.

Exhibit 26d.  
Excessive Force Complaints, 2006 
(Office of Professional Standards)

Allegations of Misconduct

CITY-BG-059683



CHICAGO
POLICE
DEPARTMENT

2007
ANNUAL
REPORT

A
YEAR
IN
REVIEW

City of Chicago

Richard M. Daley

Mayor

Chicago Police Department

Jody P. Weis

Superintendent of Police

CITY-BG-059691



CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT44

ARRESTS

Offense Classification 2006 2007 Change % Change

Murder or non-negligent manslaughter* (01A) 310 354 44 14.2%

Manslaughter by negligence (01B) 26 13 -13 -50.0%

Criminal sexual assault* (02) 513 507 -6 -1.2%

Robbery* (03) 3,201 2,787 -414 -12.9%

Aggravated assault/battery* (04) 5,002 4,765 -237 -4.7%

Burglary* (05) 2,773 2,716 -57 -2.1%

Larceny-theft (except MV)* (06) 13,363 12,858 -505 -3.8%

Motor vehicle theft* (07) 5,785 5,132 -653 -11.3%

Simple assault/battery (08) 25,493 25,328 -165 -0.6%

Arson* (09) 101 88 -13 -12.9%

Forgery and counterfeiting (10) 204 392 188 92.2%

Fraud (11) 1,253 1,279 26 2.1%

Embezzlement (12) 0 1 1 ---

Vandalism (14) 5,399 5,025 -374 -6.9%

Weapon violations (15) 4,065 3,694 -371 -9.1%

Prostitution (16) 4,607 3,983 -624 -13.5%

Sex offenses - Criminal sexual abuse (17) 934 1,174 240 25.7%

Narcotics violations (18) 56,393 54,053 -2,340 -4.1%

Gambling (19) 3,872 4,189 317 8.2%

Offenses against family and children (20) 327 360 33 10.1%

Driving under the influence (21) 5,418 5,051 -367 -6.8%

Liquor law violations (22) 1,049 1,127 78 7.4%

Disorderly conduct (24) 21,108 21,909 801 3.8%

All other state law violations 25,420 21,806 -3,614 -14.2%

Other municipal code violations 12,475 14,226 1,751 14.0%

Traffic violations 5,716 6,620 904 15.8%

Index offenses (marked * above) 31,048 29,207 -1,841 -5.9%

Non-index offenses 173,759 170,230 -3,529 -2.0%

Warrant arrests 22,920 22,478 -442 -1.9%

Total 227,727 221,915 -5,812 -2.6%

Exhibit 12a.  
Arrests by Offense Classification, 2006-2007

Total arrests decreased by 2.6 percent between 2006 and 2007. The 221,915 arrests in 2007 included 29,207 for index 

offenses (13.2 percent), 170,230 for non-index offenses (76.7 percent), and 22,478 on outstanding warrants (10.1 percent).  

These percentages are all within a point of their 2006 counterparts.  Total index crime arrests decreased by 5.9 percent, with 

a range of 0.6 percent (arson) to 12.9 percent (robbery).

Total non-index crime arrests decreased by 2.0 percent between 2006 and 2007, with a range of 0.6 percent (simple assault/

battery) to 14.2  percent (other state law violations) among the individual categories which showed a decrease.

* Index Crime

CITY-BG-059734
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CALLS FOR SERVICE

5,144,617

4,937,360

5,054,817

5,271,469

5,076,219

3,770,795

4,979,621

5,040,887

3,998,811

4,396,615

Exhibit 25a.
911 Calls for Service, 1997-2008
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Exhibit 25b.  
Incoming Calls Answered, 2006-2007

2006 2007 % Change
9-1-1 5,040,887 5,076,219 0.7%
Non Emergency-746-6000  (311-ARS) 497,318 476,135 -4.3%
Non Emergency -- MOII (311-MOII) 3,735,392 3,672,248 -1.6%
Administrative 284,626 291,118 2.3%

Alarm 86,249 85,087 -1.3%
Total 9,644,472 9,600,807 -0.4%

2006 2007 % Change
Foreign Language (System-Outbound) 85,718 85,786 0.1%
Language (911 Only) 50,290 50,903 1.2%

Exhibit 25c.  
Foreign Language Outbound Calls, 2006-2007

The 5,076,219 calls to 911 in 2007 are essentially the same number as in 2006 (less than 1 percent increase). The 2007 

figure was the third-highest in the ten-year period, exceeded in 2001 and 2004. Calls to 311 may concern police services or 

other City services. Those which concern police services only are reported in Exhibit 25b as “Non-Emergency–746-6000”.  

These calls decreased by 4.3 percent in 2007. 

Exhibit 25a.  
911 Calls for Service, 1998-2007
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ALLEGATION OF MISCONDUCT

Exhibit 27c.  
2007 Recommended Disciplinary 

Actions in Sustained Cases, IAD and IPRA*

2007
Reprimand 161
Suspended 1 to 5 days 352
Suspended 6 to 15 days 47
Suspended 16 to 30 days 36
Suspended 31 days or more 13
Separated from the Department** 7
Total 616

Violation noted, no action 56
Summary Punishment Action Request 3,192
Hold - Penalty Not Served*** 54
Resigned while under investigation 39

*      Includes disciplinary actions on cases from prior years.	
**    Includes only those separations in which the separation was presented to the Police Board and     	
        have been Closed by the Records Section of the Internal Affairs Division.
***  Includes death, retirement, and resignation.

2007
Complaints retained by IPRA* 2,448
Complaint registers completed 1,575
    Unfounded (a)                     [No Affidavit = 739] 1,055
    Exonerated (b) 13
    Not Sustained (c) 462
    Sustained (d) 45

Unfounded: The complaint was not based on facts as shown by the investigation, or the reported incident did not occur.

739 Complaint Registers were classified as Unfounded - No Affidavit because the complainant refused to sign a 

Sworn Affidavit For Complaint Register Investigation form.

Exonerated: The incident occurred, but the action taken by the officer(s) was deemed lawful, reasonable, and proper.

Not Sustained: The allegation is supported by insufficient evidence which could not be used to prove/disprove the allegation. 

Sustained: The allegation was supported by sufficient evidence to justify disciplinary action.

*Source: Independent Police Review Authority	

Note: Some cases are carried over from CR numbers issued in prior years.

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

Exhibit 27d.  
2007 Excessive Force Complaints 
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