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Clerk of Court 

United States District Court 

Everett McKinley Dirksen Federal Building 

219 South Dearborn Street, 20th Floor 

Chicago, IL 60604 

Re: State of Illinois v. City of Chicago, Case No. 17-cv-6260 

 

 

To the Honorable Robert M. Dow Jr.: 

I write to support a consent decree to reform the pattern of excessive force by the 

Chicago Police Department (CPD), which has had a profound impact on too many Black and 

Latinx Chicagoans and people with disabilities. The proposed consent decree includes long 

overdue reforms to ensure the City and CPD recruits, hires, trains, and supervises officers to 

respect the constitutional and civil rights of all people in Chicago. Over the past few decades, our 

leaders have not been able or willing to follow-through on promises to stop unlawful patterns and 

practices of misconduct by CPD. Ongoing oversight from this Court is necessary to ensure patterns 

of excessive force do not continue for decades more. 

I also believe that the proposed consent decree does not go far enough. Some steps I expect 

the City to take outside of this consent decree process, such as finally passing an ordinance on 

civilian oversight developed with GAPA. Other steps, like the reforms advocated by the plaintiffs 

in the Communities United, et al. v. City of Chicago and Campbell v. City of Chicago lawsuits (the 

Coalition) regarding the need to expand diversion efforts, support survivors of police violence, 

limit use of force in schools, and improve crisis intervention, can and should be addressed by the 

Parties in this consent decree before it is finalized.   

I want to draw the Court’s attention to a few discrete gaps before the consent decree is 

approved: 

1. The City Should Investigate All Incidents That Lead to Lawsuits.  Taxpayers have 

to pay for settlements of lawsuits regarding officer misconduct based on the City Law 

Department’s work, while COPA—a separate City agency which oversees police 

officers—is not required to investigate the facts alleged in those lawsuits. COPA should 

be required to dedicate resources to investigate these incidents in order to prevent 

repeat, unnecessary harm (and millions of dollars in settlements) when the City is aware 

of the officers’ bad behavior. (Proposed Decree ¶ 485) COPA also should investigate 

when a criminal court finds there has been misconduct.  

 

2. Investigative Agencies Should Be Required to Preserve Evidence Promptly Upon 

Receiving Civilian Complaints. (¶ 460) The agencies must reach out to third parties 

within hours, or at least within a couple days, of receiving a complaint to try to preserve 

evidence like videos that businesses and others routinely delete.   

 

3. Disabilities Should Not Be an Afterthought. Approximately 1 in 4 Chicagoans have 

a disability, so disabilities need to be considered in every way police interact with the 

public and they certainly must be considered when officers use force. Putting a training 
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bulletin about disabilities in officers’ mailboxes won’t adequately prepare them to 

respectfully and safely interact with the public. (¶ 69) This is insufficient to address the 

disproportionate use of excessive force against people with disabilities. Also, CPD 

should be required to safeguard personal health information they collect about people.  

(¶ 120) 

 

4. CPD Should Not Decide for Itself Whether It Is Discriminating. (¶ 80) While CPD 

should learn how to identify its own discrimination, for the public to be able to trust 

the findings, an independent monitor must decide what standards will be used to assess 

discrimination. The proposed decree allows the CPD to select its own statistical 

methods. 

 

5. CPD Should Have a Process to Share Findings Related to Officer Credibility. (¶ 

445) In 2017, the Department of Justice report noted with surprise that Chicago does 

not have a system in place for CPD to provide findings related to officer credibility to 

prosecutors so the information may in turn be provided to criminal defendants. This 

process is required under the constitution. Why doesn’t CPD automatically provide this 

information? All too often victims of excessive force by CPD officers are criminally 

charged and forced to defend themselves in court. They, and defense attorneys, should 

not have to know to make special requests to try to get this important information.   

 I also want to express my frustration that there are many other reforms that are needed to 

create accountability for officers’ misconduct, but which are not addressed in the proposed consent 

decree because the decree does not alter the police unions’ contracts. (¶ 711) I expect the City to 

prioritize removing these contractual barriers to reform when it negotiates collective bargaining 

agreements. 

Finally, I thank the Court for providing this opportunity for comments and for carefully 

considering this decree; the many CPD members who contributed to the decree and are working 

hard to improve the Department; the Coalition of organizational plaintiffs who has educated the 

community about the decree and has committed to monitoring and enforcing it; and the Attorney 

General for bringing this lawsuit on behalf of residents. We all must view this consent decree as a 

starting point, rather than a finish line, for repairing institutions that caused decades of mistrust of 

law enforcement and the justice system.   

 

Respectfully, 

 

_____________________________________   October ______, 2018 

Printed full name 


