
1

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

SPRINGFIELD DIVISION
 
CALVIN CHRISTIAN III, )

)
Plaintiff, ) No. 13-3135

)
vs. ) Judge 

) Magistrate Judge
CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, )
Springfield Police Officers )
MICHELLE AWE, )
C. VOLLMER, )
B. BROWN, ) Jury Demand
E. COPELIN, )
M. MITCHELL, )
Unknown Springfield Police Officers )
John Does and Jane Roes 1-10; )

)
Defendants. )

COMPLAINT

1. This is an action for money damages brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and

the common law and statutes of the State of Illinois. 

2. Jurisdiction for Plaintiff’s federal claims is based on 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and

1343(a). Jurisdiction for Plaintiff’s state claims is based on supplemental jurisdiction pursuant to

28 U.S.C. § 1367(a). 

3. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b), in that the claims

arose in this district as alleged below.

Parties

4. Plaintiff is a resident of Springfield, Illinois. 

 5. Defendant-Officers AWE, VOLLMER, BROWN, COPELIN, MITCHELL,

EGAN and Unknown Springfield Police Officers John Does and Jane Roes 1-10 are duly

appointed and sworn Springfield police officers. At all times relevant to this Complaint, the

Defendant-Officers were acting in the course and scope of their employment, and under color of
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state law, ordinance and/or regulation.

6. The identities of the John Doe and Jan Roe Defendant-Officers are currently

unknown. 

7. The Defendant-Officers are sued in their individual capacities.

8. Defendant CITY OF SPRINGFIELD is a municipal corporation, duly

incorporated under the laws of the State of Illinois, and is the employer and principal of the

Defendant-Officers.

Background

9. This case arises from the malicious issuance of  baseless and contrived traffic

tickets and arrests of Plaintiff over a three-year period. The arrests and traffic tickets at issue have

been issued by Springfield police officers assigned to the Street Crimes Unit. The malicious

arrests and issuance of tickets were committed in retaliation against Plaintiff for filing a lawsuit

seeking access to internal affair files of Springfield police officers who have been accused of

misconduct. 

10. On July 30, 2010, Plaintiff filed a lawsuit against Defendant CITY OF

SPRINGFIELD seeking access to disciplinary files of Springfield police officers.

11. After Plaintiff filed the lawsuit, The State Journal Register published multiple

articles regarding the case. 

12. The Judge ruled in favor of Plaintiff and required certain disciplinary files to be

disclosed in response to FOIA requests. 

13. Around this time, officers in the Springfield Police Department, especially the

Street Crimes Unit, began to systematically harass the Plaintiff by issuing him numerous traffic

citations and stopping his vehicle without probable cause or any other legal justification.  

Facts

14. On May 9, 2011, Plaintiff was stopped by Defendant AWE and issued traffic

citations for improper u-turn, improper turn signal, and failure to carry his driver’s license. 

15. There was no probable cause or any other legal justification for the May 9, 2011,
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traffic stop.

16. On June 2, 2011, Plaintiff was stopped by Defendant VOLLMER and issued

traffic citations for driving 1-10 miles above the speed limit and for operating an uninsured

motor vehicle.

17. There was no probable cause or any other legal justification for the June 2, 2011,

traffic stop.

18. On June 16, 2011, the Sangamon County State’s Attorney’s Office dismissed the

citations related to the May 9, 2011 and June 2, 2011 traffic stops.

19. On July 17, 2011, Plaintiff was stopped by Defendant COPELIN and issued an

ordinance violation for violation of a sound device. 

20. There was no probable cause or any other legal justification to stop and seize

Plaintiff on July 17, 2011.

21. Plaintiff continued to receive numerous traffic citations during the course of 2011.

22. On August 2, 2011, Plaintiff was followed by two unknown Springfield police

officers more than six blocks. The officers pointed at Plaintiff and tried to intimidate him.

23. On August 3, 2011, Plaintiff had an attorney send a letter to the city attorney

describing the police harassment of Plaintiff.

24. Springfield police officers continued to harass Plaintiff. 

25. On June 3, 2012, Plaintiff was stopped by Defendants AWE and BROWN on the

1800 block of Kansas in Springfield.

26. There was no probable cause or any other legal justification to stop and seize

Plaintiff.

 27. Plaintiff had previously filed a citizen complaint against Defendant AWE which

resulted in disciplinary measures against Defendant AWE just a few months prior to this

incident.

28. During the illegal stop, Defendant BROWN violently grabbed Plaintiff and

yanked him out of his vehicle.

29. Defendant AWE issued Plaintiff traffic citations for fleeing a police officer,

reckless driving and for no valid driver’s license. Defendant AWE also issued Plaintiff an
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ordinance violation for noise.

30. Defendant AWE also charged Plaintiff with resisting and/or obstructing a police

officer. 

31. After his arrest, Plaintiff was taken by Defendant AWE to St. John’s Hospital for

treatment of his injury sustained during the arrest.

32. On July 13, 2012, Plaintiff was stopped was stopped by Defendant EGAN and

issued a traffic citation for no valid driver’s license. 

33. There was no probable cause or any other legal justification to stop and seize

Plaintiff.

34. On August 27, 2012, Plaintiff appeared in court and learned that the resisting

and/or obstructing a police officer was not going to proceed. 

35. On September 12, 2012, Plaintiff appeared in court for the traffic ticket issued by

Defendant EGAN on July 13, 2012. The charge for no valid driver’s license was dismissed.

36. On October 22, 2012, Plaintiff was stopped by Defendant MITCHELL.

37. There was no probable cause or any other legal justification to stop and seize

Plaintiff.

38. Defendant MITCHELL arrested Plaintiff for obstructing a police officer.

39. Defendant MITCHELL also issued Plaintiff two traffic citations.

40. Members of the Street Crimes Unit of the Springfield Police Department sent out

messages about Plaintiff’s arrest through the department’s internal messaging system. One of the

officer’s responses to Plaintiff’s arrest was “Hahaha.”

41. On January 30, 2013, Plaintiff was at the drive-thru at a McDonald’s restaurant.

While waiting for his order, one of the John Doe Defendant-Officers approached Plaintiff’s

vehicle and began to write Plaintiff a ticket. Once Plaintiff took a picture of the John Doe

Defendant-Officer, he left the scene without issuing Plaintiff the ticket. 

42. Upon information and belief, members of the Street Crimes Unit would send out

notifications of Plaintiff’s whereabouts by following his Twitter account. The purpose of

notifying other officers of Plaintiff’s whereabouts was help the officers find Plaintiff and conduct

baseless traffic stops. 
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43. Each individual Defendant-Officer acted willfully and wantonly, maliciously, and

with a conscious disregard and deliberate indifference to Plaintiff’s rights.

44. As a direct and proximate result of the acts of the Defendants described above,

Plaintiff suffered damages including loss of physical liberty, physical pain and suffering,

emotional distress and pecuniary damages including medical expenses, attorneys’ fees, monies

posted for bond, and money posted for his vehicle.

COUNT I
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Unreasonable Seizure)

45. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

46. After the May 9, 2011 traffic stop Plaintiff was not free to leave. 

47. Defendant AWE seized Plaintiff. 

48. Defendant AWE did not have a reasonable suspicion, based on specific and

articulable facts, that Plaintiff was involved in criminal activity at the time. 

49. Defendant AWE did not have any other legal justification to seize Plaintiff. 

50. The seizure of Plaintiff without reasonable suspicion or any other legal

justification violated his Fourth Amendment right, as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment,

to be free from unreasonable seizures.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant AWE,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT II
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Unreasonable Seizure)

51. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 As if fully set forth herein.

52. After the June 2, 2011, traffic stop Plaintiff was not free to leave. 

53. Defendant VOLLMER seized Plaintiff. 

54. Defendant VOLLMER did not have a reasonable suspicion, based on specific and
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articulable facts, that Plaintiff was involved in criminal activity at the time. 

55. Defendant VOLLMER did not have any other legal justification to seize Plaintiff. 

56. The seizure of Plaintiff without reasonable suspicion or any other legal

justification violated his Fourth Amendment right, as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment,

to be free from unreasonable seizures.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant VOLLMER,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT III
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Unreasonable Seizure)

57. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

58. After the July 17, 2011 traffic stop, Plaintiff was not free to leave. 

59. Defendant COPELIN seized Plaintiff. 

60. Defendant COPELIN  did not have a reasonable suspicion, based on specific and

articulable facts, that Plaintiff was involved in criminal activity at the time. 

61. Defendant COPELIN did not have any other legal justification to seize Plaintiff. 

62. The seizure of Plaintiff without reasonable suspicion or any other legal

justification violated his Fourth Amendment right, as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment,

to be free from unreasonable seizures.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant COPELIN,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.
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COUNT IV
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Unreasonable Seizure)

63. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

64. After the June 3, 2012 traffic stop Plaintiff was not free to leave. 

65. Defendant-Officers AWE and BROWN  seized Plaintiff. 

66. Defendant-Officers AWE and BROWN did not have a reasonable suspicion,

based on specific and articulable facts, that Plaintiff was involved in criminal activity at the time. 

67. Defendant-Officers AWE and BROWN did not have any other legal justification

to seize Plaintiff. 

68. The seizure of Plaintiff without reasonable suspicion or any other legal

justification violated his Fourth Amendment right, as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment,

to be free from unreasonable seizures.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant-Officers AWE and BROWN,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT V
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Unreasonable Seizure)

69. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

70. After the July 13, 2012 traffic stop, Plaintiff was not free to leave. 

71. Defendant EGAN seized Plaintiff. 

72. Defendant EGAN did not have a reasonable suspicion, based on specific and

articulable facts, that Plaintiff was involved in criminal activity at the time. 

73. Defendant EGAN did not have any other legal justification to seize Plaintiff. 

74. The seizure of Plaintiff without reasonable suspicion or any other legal

justification violated his Fourth Amendment right, as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment,

to be free from unreasonable seizures.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:
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a) Enter judgment against Defendant EGAN,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT VI
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Unreasonable Seizure)

75. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

76. After the October 22, 2012 traffic stop, Plaintiff was not free to leave. 

77. Defendant MITCHELL seized Plaintiff. 

78. Defendant MITCHELL did not have a reasonable suspicion, based on specific and

articulable facts, that Plaintiff was involved in criminal activity at the time. 

79. Defendant MITCHELL did not have any other legal justification to seize Plaintiff. 

80. The seizure of Plaintiff without reasonable suspicion or any other legal

justification violated his Fourth Amendment right, as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment,

to be free from unreasonable seizures.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant MITCHELL,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT VII
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Excessive Force)

81. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

82. Defendant BROWN violated Plaintiff’s Fourth Amendment right, as guaranteed

by the Fourteenth Amendment, to be free from the use of excessive and unreasonable force.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant BROWN,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

3:13-cv-03135-SEM-BGC   # 1    Page 8 of 13                                              
     



9

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT VIII
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Failure to Intervene)

83. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

84. While Plaintiff was subjected to excessive force as described above, Defendant

AWE had an opportunity to intervene, but chose not to intervene. 

85. Defendant AWE was deliberately indifferent to Plaintiff’s right to be free from

excessive and unreasonable force. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant AWE,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT IX
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Civil Conspiracy)

86. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

87. Defendants acted in concert pursuant to an agreement to deprive Plaintiff of his

constitutional rights in retaliation for Plaintiff filing a lawsuit seeking disciplinary files of

Springfield police officers. 

88. Defendant-Officers knowingly and intentionally schemed and worked together in

a common plan to harass Plaintiff and issue Plaintiff bogus traffic citations.

89. Defendants-Officers then conspired and acted together to cover up harassment and

bogus traffic citations of Plaintiff without probable cause or legal authority.

90. Defendant-Officers made out false and incomplete official reports and gave a false

and incomplete version of the event to other police officers investigating the incident in order to

cover up his own misconduct.

91. As described above, Plaintiff suffered harm and injury as a result of Defendants’

conspiracy to deprive him of his constitutional rights. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant-Officers,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT X
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Equal Protection Class of One)

92. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

93. Defendant-Officers intentionally treated Plaintiff differently than others similarly

situated. 

94. There was no rational basis for the difference in treatment. 

95. The Defendant-Officers were motivated by illegitimate animus against the

Plaintiff.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant-Officers,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT XI
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Monell Claim against the CITY OF SPRINGFIELD)

96. Plaintiff realleges all of the above paragraphs and counts, as if fully set forth

herein.

97. At all times material to this Complaint, there existed in the City of Springfield the

following practices, policies and customs:

a. a code of silence in which police officers fail to report police misconduct,

b. filing false charges and pursuing baseless prosecutions in order to protect
police officers from claims of improper conduct and avoid liability, 
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c. failure to adequately train, supervise and discipline police officers in the
categories and fields of police work addressed above,

d. failure to adequately investigate citizen complaints against police officers,
and,

e. failing to properly maintain citizen complaints against police officers.  

98. The actions of the Defendant-Officers as alleged in this Complaint were done

pursuant to, and as a result of, one or more of the above de facto practices, policies and customs

of the CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, the Springfield Police Department, and its police officers.

99. One or more of the following entities, authorities and officials are responsible for

the policies, practices and customs alleged above: the Mayor of Springfield, the City Council, the

aldermen, the Springfield Police Department and the Chief of Police of the Springfield Police

Department. 

100. The practices, policies and customs described above are widespread, permanent

and well-settled, and were known, or should have been known, to the municipal policy makers of

the CITY OF SPRINGFIELD. 

101. The municipal policy makers of the CITY OF SPRINGFIELD acted with

deliberate indifference in maintaining, overlooking and preserving the unconstitutional practices,

policies and customs delineated above.

102. By their inaction and failure to correct the above-described practices, policies and

customs, municipal policy makers tacitly approve and thus indirectly authorize the type of

misconduct Plaintiff complains of herein.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant CITY OF SPRINGFIELD,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory damages,

c) Award attorneys’ fees and costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.
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COUNT XII
(State Law Claim for Malicious Prosecution)

103. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

104. Defendant AWE instituted charges against Plaintiff for resisting and/or

obstructing a police officer.

105. There was not probable cause for such a charge.

106. The charge was brought against Plaintiff out of malice. 

107. The charges were terminated in a manner favorable to Plaintiff. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant AWE,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.

COUNT XIII
(State Law Claim for Malicious Prosecution)

108. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 44 as if fully set forth herein.

109. Defendant MITCHELL instituted charges against Plaintiff for obstructing a police

officer.

110. There was not probable cause for such a charge.

111. The charge was brought against Plaintiff out of malice. 

112. The charges were terminated in a manner favorable to Plaintiff. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court:

a) Enter judgment against Defendant MITCHELL,

b) Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages,

c) Award costs, and

d) Award any further relief that this Honorable Court deems just and equitable.
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COUNT XIV
(State Law Respondeat Superior Claim)

113. The acts of the Defendant-Officers AWE and MITCHELL described in the above

state-law claims for malicious prosecution were willful and wanton, and committed in the scope

of employment. 

114. Pursuant to respondeat superior, Defendant CITY OF SPRINGFIELD is liable for

its agents’ actions. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendant CITY OF

SPRINGFIELD, and such other and additional relief that this Honorable Court deems just and

equitable.

COUNT XV
(Indemnification Claim pursuant to 745 ILCS 10/9-102)

115. The acts of the Defendant-Officers described in the above claims were willful and

wanton, and committed in the scope of employment.

116. Pursuant to the Illinois Tort Immunity Act, 745 ILCS 10/9-102, Defendant CITY

OF SPRINGFIELD is liable for any judgments for compensatory damages in this case arising

from the Defendant-Officers’ actions.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks that this Honorable Court order Defendant CITY OF

SPRINGFIELD to indemnify the Defendant-Officers for any judgment for compensatory

damages in this case arising from their actions. 

Jury Trial Demanded 
Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Louis J. Meyer 
Counsel for the Plaintiff

Louis J. Meyer
Daniel P. Kiss
MEYER & KISS, LLC
53 West Jackson Blvd., Suite 856
Chicago, Illinois 60604
312.765.0100
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