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ROBERT B. BERLIN

STATE’S ATTORNEY
DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Donald Cummings, Chief, Carol Stream Police Department
FROM: Robert B. Berlin, DuPage County State’s Attorney /2 B&~

RE: Carol Stream Police Department Officer Involved Shooting of Saturday, February
3, 2024 resulting in the death of:

Isaac Goodlow

260 E. Saint Charles Road, # GA
Carol Stream, IL. 60188

D.0.B. 6/25/1993 (age 30)

DATE: June 26, 2024

On February 3, 2024, Carol Stream Police Department Commander John Grey contacted
the MERIT Public Integrity Team and requested an independent investigation regarding an
officer involved shooting death that occurred on February 3, 2024, at approximately 5:10 A.M. at
260 E. Saint Charles Road in Carol Stream. Thereafter, the MERIT Public Integrity Team, in
conjunction with the DuPage County State’s Attorney’s Office, conducted an extensive and
thorough investigation surrounding the circumstances of the shooting to determine whether the
shooting was justified. The incident that precipitated and preceded the shooting was a domestic
battery that occurred at 260 E. Saint Charles Road in Carol Stream at approximately 4:14 AM.
During the course of the investigation, investigators interviewed all of the relevant witnesses and
obtained all relevant body worn camera and squad car video. What follows is a brief summary of
the DuPage MERIT investigation and the legal conclusions of the DuPage County State’s
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Attorney’s Office. In reaching the legal conclusions, the DuPage County State’s Attormey’s
Office relied on the following:
o Witness interviews
e Body worn camera and squad videos
e Photos and videos from the crime scene
e Physical evidence
Crime Lab reports
MERIT Public Integrity Team reports and investigative file
Carol Stream Police reports
e Carol Stream Fire Department reports
e Body womn camera hashcode summary
e LEADS and police reports from related incidents
e Autopsy report
e Axon Investigate metadata reports
e Criminal history records
e Conversations with Forensic Pathologist Dr. James Filkins and Forensic Scientist Scott

Rochowicz

Facts Surrounding the Shooting

On February 3, 2024, at approximately 4:14 AM., Carol Stream Police Department
officers were dispatched to 260 E. Saint Charles Road, Apartment #GA for a report of a domestic
battery. The 911 call prompting the dispatch came into DuComm Consolidated Dispatch center.
The call was made by N the sister of [N the victim of the
domestic battery. IIIIMMM told the dispatcher, “I have an emergency. This boy just jumped on
my sister, We’re at Villagebrook Apartments.” After giving her address, the dispatcher asked
I v hat heppened. [ steted: “He jumped on her. She came to our house
screaming and crying. Her eye is black and her lip is busted.” The dispatcher asked when this
happened. NN responded, “Right now, right now.” The dispatcher asked if she needed
paramedics and [l responded, “Yes, we need everything. We want to press charges and
everything.” The dispatcher then asked, “Is he still there?”’ I tatcd, “T’m right here. Just
get them here right now.” The dispatcher asked, “Ok, is he still there?” [N responded,
“Yes, he right here behind me, but I’m gonna fuck some shit up if ya’ll don’t. I want him locked
up. I want him to go to jail. We want to press all the charges. And he has her phone.” | NN
then screamed, “Come out, come out.” The dispatcher asked if there were any weapons involved,
and JJJJllst2ted. “No, I got a weapon though. A stick. To bust his big head.” The dispatcher
asked twice, “Who is he?" s stated, “his name is Isaac Goodlow.” The dispatcher asked,
“Is he still therc?” W——t—ww® said, “Yes, he has an apartment.” The dispatcher asked, “What

apartment number?” B st:tcd “D8.” The victim, —, stated, “And my dog



is in there.” NSWNWN stated they were in front of the building. DuComm immediately
dispatched Carol Stream police to 260 E. Saint Charles Road. The first unit was dispatched at
4:15:01 A.M., nine seconds after the 911 call came in. Carol Stream Fire Protection District
medics were dispatched at 4:15:04 A M. NG still on the phone with the dispatcher
when she stated, “the police just pulled up.” The first dispatch broadcast over police radio was
“Carol Stream units available for an assault. The Villagebrook apartments, in the parking lot.”
This dispatch was followed up with “Sounds like somebody has a stick and I got a female with a
busted eye.”

The following officers responded to this call for service, with varying arrival times:

Sergeant Steven Cadle, #29

Corporal Joseph Plumb, #506

Officer Daniel Pfingston, #567

Officer Nicholas Janetis, #566

Officer Molly McGovern, #558

Officer Daniel Koeller, #570

Officer Austin Marquardt, #572

Officer Daniel Pfingston, a probationary patrol officer, was hired as a police officer in
Carol Stream on February 7, 2022, but had two years of experience as a police officer in New
Orleans prior to coming to Carol Stream. He had received training on use of force, defensive
tactics, and close quarter handgun skills. Prior to February 3, 2024, he had never been involved
in a use of deadly force situation. Officer Pfingston has no documented incidents of discipline.

Officer Molly McGovern has been a Carol Stream police officer for more than three
years. She had no previous law enforcement experience prior to being hired by Carol Stream on
December 14, 2020. She had never been involved in a use of deadly force situation prior to
February 3, 2024 and has no documented incidents of discipline.

Officer Nicholas Janetis has been working as a Carol Stream police officer since
February 7, 2022 but worked as a police officer in New Orleans for two years prior to coming to
Carol Stream. He has no documented incidents of discipline.

Officer Austin Marquardt has been a police officer for nine months, after being swom in
as a police officer on May 1, 2023. Marquardt has no prior law enforcement experience prior to

being hired by Carol Stream.

Officer Daniel Koeller has been employed as a police officer for Carol Stream for 1 %2
years. He completed his field training with Carol Stream in April, 2023, and he had no prior
police jobs prior to being hired by Carol Stream.



Sergeant Steve Cadle is a 25-year veteran of the Carol Stream Police Department and has
been a sergeant since November 1, 2021. Sergeant Cadle has no record of discipline relating to
use of force or his position as a supervisor.

Officer Dan Pfingston was the first unit to arrive. He pulled up at 4:1 6:20 A.M. just as
as hanging up with 911. Officers McGovern and Janetis arrived at 4:17 A.M. Upon
arrival at 260 E. Saint Charles Road, the officers spoke to [ [ RN -~ ENEE
I (. victim of the domestic battery. B o I other was also present for
the conversations with the police officers. IIljiilll told the officers her boyfriend, Isaac Goodlow
struck her in the face following an argument inside their shared apartment EESSjliran barefoot
to her mother’s apartment for help, leaving her phone, shoes, and keys behind. Isaac went back
into their shared apartment IEMJilll belicved Isaac was in the apartment alone with her dog.
B - outside after hearing the commotion between I
I tricd entering [saac’s apartment but they were unable to get in as the door
was locked and they did not have a key Ic<Iphone was still inside the apartment, so
alled 911 I e xpressed extreme concern for her dog’s well being due to her dog
still being inside their apartment. The police observed injuries tolIls face and walked
I o - vaiting ambulance so Carol Stream Fire Protection District medics could evaluate
her. The police and medics observed bruising and redness on[ left cheek under her eye,
minor cuts with bleeding on the inside of IR bottom lip, and superficial scratches on
I p: 1. BN rclated that all of these injuries were caused by her boyfriend Isaac
during the incident. INJMEAlso complained of pain to her toes as a result of fleeing the
apartment barefoot. The medics noted thatjjjjjjierreared to be in mild to moderate distress.
M (01d the medics she fell while running barefoot from their shared apartment. B did
not want to go to the hospital and stated she would be staying at her mom’s the rest of the night.
i sioned a refusal for treatment and the medics gave her a cold pack to hold against her left

eye.

At 4:18:45 A.M. Carol Stream Officer Janetis knocked on Goodlow’s apartment door and
yelled, “Police.” At 4:19 A.M. Officer Janetis knocked again and yelled “Carol Stream police.”
Officer Pfingston yelled “Isaac, we’re trying to figure out what’s going on here man.” At
4:20:15 A.M. Officer Pfingston called Isaac Goodlow using the phone number provided by

_ but there was no answer. Officers knocked on Goodlow’s door again at 4:21
A.M. and Officer Janetis knocked on the door with his flashlight at 4:22 A.M. At 4:22 AM.,,
Officer Janetis tol N “Obviously we’re going to try and figure out where Isaac’s at.”
BN <sponded, “He’s in the house.” At 4:23 A.M. Officer Plumb banged on Isaac’s door and
yelled, “Isaac, let’s go, open the door. We need to get the dog.” Officer Plumb then kicked the
door and yelled, “Isaac, come on.” Ml then told the officers Isaac had to still be in the
apartment.- stated, “He’s in there. He’s in the house. He didn’t leave.” |jjjjlijtold
Officer Janetis, “he bust my fucking lip. He hit me on my fucking face.” sl then



demonstrated how Isaac hit her in her face with an open hand [l aso told the officers Isaac
was on probation for robbery. NN 2id, “We want to press charges. We want to
do everything. We want to go with every option you all got to put a motherfucker behind bars.”
At 4:26 AM. Officer Janetis askecJJj for ber cell phone number and called the number.
When Officer Janetis asked NNl if her phone was off, she stated, “He turned my phone off.”
At 4:26 A.M. Officer Plumb loudly knocked on Isaac’s door for 25 straight seconds. Each time
the officers knocked or kicked on Isaac’s door or yelied for Isaac, there was no response from
Isaac Goodlow. At 4:30 A.M. Officers Janetis and Pfingston made personal contact with Isaac’s

I b S denicd seeing or speaking to Isaac recently and told officers he
would notify them if he heard from Isaac.

Officers continued banging and kicking the door at 4:36 A.M., 4:41 AM., 4:42 AM,,
4:49 A.M. and 4:52 A.M., all with no response from Isaac Goodlow. At 4: 27 A.M. Officer
Janetis shined his flashlight on Isaac Goodlow’s bedroom window, but there was no response
from Goodlow. At 4:31 A.M. Sergeant Cadle shined his light on Isaac’s bedroom window but

there was no response from Isaac Goodlow.

At 4:28-4:29 A M. Officer Janetis met with IS the ambulance where she
was receiving treatment and specifically asked her if she was giving the police consent to enter
the apartment, Officer Janetis stated, “We just gotta make sure that we have your consent to go
in the apartment.” il responded, “Yes, I said you can go in there. Especially for my baby,
my dog. And he has my cell phone.” I confirmed that both she and Isaac had keys for the
apartment. Officer Janetis explained to Il they were getting a key to the apartment and that
if Isaac wasn’t in there they would check his mom’s place.

At 4:41 A.M.- stated that not even 30 seconds passed from when she exited the
apartment until she came back. Il then stated, “He is in there. He didn’t expect me to call
the police on him.” At 4:44 A.M|JI confirmed the police officers were banging on the right

door.

Officers also learned Isaac was on probation or parole for robbery, he had a prior arrest
for domestic battery, and a LEADS inquiry on Isaac Goodlow showed an Officer Safety Alert for
a Criminal Gang Member, with a2 mention of unlawful possession of firearm/explosive bullets.

While the officers were in the hallway outside Goodlow’s apartment waiting for the
maintenance man to arrive with a key, NN described the layout of the apartment for
the officers and confirmed there was only one bedroom. At 5:02 A.M. Sergeant Cadle told the
officers what the plan was. Cadle stated, “What we’re going to do is shield in front with a gun,
and then Nick [Officer Janetis] is next with a taser, and then Mo [Officer McGovern] and you
[Officer Marquardt] with hands. So when it comes time, if he’s in there we’ll plan hands and



then we just cuff him on the way in. So quietly unlock, and then once you guys get in just let him
know you’re there, but at least initially just be quiet with the door.”

At 5:10 A.M. a Villagebrook maintenance employee arrived and provided Sergeant Cadle
with a key for Isaac’s apartment. At 5:10:42 A.M. the officers opened the front door with the key
and made entry into the apartment in single file. Officer Pfingston was first, followed in order by
Officer Janetis, Officer McGovern, Officer Marquardt, Sergeant Cadle, and Officer Koeller.
Officer Pfingston was carrying a ballistic shield in his left hand and had his firearm drawn in his
right hand. Officer Janetis had his Taser device unholstered and in the armed position. The
apartment was dark inside. Officer Pfingston used his weapon light for illumination. Officer
Janetis used his Taser light, and Officers McGovern, Marquardt, Cadle and Koeller used
flashlights for illumination. The officers loudly called out “police” and “Carol Stream police” as
they entered the apartment. After moving into the living room area, the officers turned left
towards the bedroom and bathroom. As Officer Pfingston approached the mostly closed bedroom
door, he asked, “go through this door here?” Officer Janetis said “yeah, kick it open.” Officer
Pfingston pushed the door open with his right foot. According to Officer Pfingston, as the door
opened, Isaac Goodlow took “a sudden and quick lateral step from behind the door, and he
immediately stepped towards me with his right arm bent and his right hand about shoulder height
moving toward me in an aggressive manner.” Officer Pfingston fired a single gun shot at Isaac
Goodlow, striking him in the chest. Pfingston immediately yelled out “oh fuck.” Immediately
after the gunshot, Officer Janetis discharged his taser, with one probe striking Officer Pfingston
in the right shoulder and the second probe impacting the bathroom ceiling. Officer Marquardt
pushed over Officer McGovern, causing her to discharge her firearm in the direction of the
bedroom. Officer Pfingston yelled, “fuck. whoa. Stop, stop, stop. Hey, he’s right here. No, he’s
right here. Hey, show me your hands, show me your hands, show me your hands man.” Isacc
Goodlow fell to the ground face down between the bed and the door to the bedroom. Officers
yelled “cuff him up, cuff him up,” and put handcuffs on Goodlow and then rolled him on his
back. Officers immediately began life saving measures including chest compressions. Sergeant
Cadle told Isaac, “I need you to stay with me.” He told Isaac, “Open your eyes” as he was
administering chest compressions on Goodlow. Officer Janetis took over the chest compressions
and told Isaac, “Wake up, wake up, wake up Isaac” as he provided life saving measures to Isaac.
Carol Stream Fire Department paramedics arrived soon after and continued life saving measures.
They transported Isaac Goodlow to Central DuPage Hospital, but Goodlow died in the

Emergency Department.

Minutes after the shooting, Sergeant Cadle spoke with Officer Pfingston and asked him
the mandated “public safety questions.” Sergeant Cadle asked Officer Pfingston these questions
outside of 260 E. Saint Charles Road. The body worn camera videos of this interview clearly
show Officer Pfingston was extremely distraught. Cadle asked Pfingston, “In what direction did
you fire?” Pfingston responded, “Uh, I don’t know. South.” Cadle then asked Pfingston, “Was he



armed?” Pfingston responded, “I don’t think so.” Officer Pfingston also stated, “Sorry. God

damnit man.”

Carol Stream Firefighters Joseph Melone and James Mulligan arrived at the scene. They
were assigned to taking Officer Pfingston to the hospital for observation. Firefighter Melone
stated Officer Pfingston was “obviously distraught, upset, beside himself,” Firefighter Mulligan

checked Officer Pfingston’s vital signs and stated Officer Pfingston was “very distraught and

emotionally upset.” was

high too. Mulligan noticed a hole in Officer Pfingston’s arm sleeve where Officer Janetis® Taser
impacted him. Mulligan asked Officer Pfingston, “What happened to you?” According to
Mulligan, Officer Pfingston stated “the door opened and I shot him.”

All of the Carol Stream police officers gave statements to MERIT investigators except
for Sergeant Cadle. Officers Pfingston and McGovern provided written answers to questions
submitted by the investigators. In Officer Pfingston’s written answers, he stated that “as the door
was opening, I observed Goodlow, without any warning to me, take a sudden and quick lateral
step from behind the door, and he immediately stepped towards me with his right arm bent and
his right hand about shoulder height moving toward me in an aggressive manner. It happened so
quickly but it appeared to me that Goodlow was either pointing something at me, throwing
something at me or reaching for my firearm. Due to the poor lighting conditions, I could not
determine what was in his hands. However, based on the totality of the circumstances I believed
that Goodlow was ambushing me with an intent to immediately cause me death or great bodily
harm. Goodlow’s sudden and aggressive actions towards me compelled me to flinch backwards

and discharge my weapon to stop the perceived threat.”

The scene of the shooting, Apartment GA at 260 E. Saint Charles Road, was processed
by the MERIT Forensic Investigation Unit. Processing included collecting evidence, taking
photos and a crime scene video, and taking FARO laser scanner images. Investigators recovered
a spent shell casing in the northwest corner of the family room, and a second shell casing near
the kitchen entryway, on the east side of the apartment. A taser cartridge and probe was found in
the family room, approximately halfway between the front entrance hallway and the bedroom
door. A discharged taser casing and wire was found near the entrance to the bathroom, which
was adjacent to the bedroom. One discharged Taser probe was located in the bathroom ceiling.
Investigators documented the trajectory of the discharged bullet (determined to be from Officer
McGovern’s accidental discharge of her firearm) and determined the bullet travelled in an
upward and to the left trajectory starting from the living room and terminating against the brick
wall behind the drywall in the bathroom. The bullet fell down the wall and under the tub, where
it was recovered by investigators. MERIT Investigators also collected Officer McGovern and
Officer Pfingston’s Glock 17 Gen 4-9mm firearms used in the incident.



MERIT Forensic Investigators also took photos of the interior of the bathroom and
bedroom in Isaac Goodlow’s apartment. These photos documented the shattered mirror on the
bathroom door and the shower curtain rod in the bathtub. The photos and crime scene video also
documented the interior of Isaac Goodlow’s bedroom, including the bed and the floor between

the bed and the door.

During the course of Isaac Goodlow’s autopsy, Dr. Filkins recovered a deformed
medium-caliber copper-jacketed lead bullet from the right side of Isacc Goodlow’s chest. This
bullet was collected and submitted into evidence, along with all the fired evidence in the case.

The Tllinois State Police Crime Lab examined both Officer Pfingston’s and Officer
McGovern’s guns, as well as the 2 recovered fired cartridge cases and the 2 fired bullets from the
apartment wall and Isaac Goodlow’s body. Forensic Scientist Cari Nudera concluded that the
discharged cartridge casing found in the northwest corner of the family room came from Officer
McGovern’s gun, and the discharged cartridge found near the kitchen entryway was fired from
Officer Pfingston’s gun. Forensic Scientist Nudera was unable to determine which firearm was

responsible for firing which bullet.

Both Officer Pfingston’s and Officer McGovern’s firearms were submitted for DNA
testing. Illinois State Police Crime Lab Forensic Scientist Katherine Sullivan did not observe
blood on either firearm. Also, Isaac Goodlow’s DNA was not located on either firearm. Forensic
Scientist Sullivan opined that a swabbing of the grip of Officer Pfingston’s firearm provided very
strong support that Pfingston was a contributor to a mixture of four contributors, and very strong
support that Officer Pfingston was a contributor to a swabbing from other rough grooved areas of
Officer Pfingston’s gun, as well as a swabbing from the magazine in Officer Pfingston’s gun.
Forensic Scientist Sullivan also opined that a swabbing from the grip of Officer McGovern’s
firearm provided very strong support that Officer McGovern was a contributor.

The black Jurassic Park T-shirt Isaac Goodlow was wearing when he was shot was
collected by a DuPage County Sheriff’s Deputy at Isaac Goodlow’s autopsy and submitted into
evidence. The shirt was examined by Forensic Scientist Scott Rochowicz at the Illinois State
Police Crime Lab. Mr. Rochowicz noted red-brown dried blood stains throughout the T-shirt. He
administered a Gunshot Residue collection kit to the front panel of the T-shirt. Mr. Rochowicz
concluded that the sampled areas of the black T-shirt were negative for primer gunshot residue
(PGSR). His conclusion was that “the sampled areas of the black T-shirt may not have been in
the environment of a discharged firearm or contacted a primer gunshot residue related item. If
the areas sampled were in the environment of a discharged firearm or contacted a PGSR related
item, then the particles were not deposited, were removed by activity, or were not detected by the
procedure.” In a phone conversation on May 9, 2024. Mr. Rochowicz stated that blood on a shirt

can remove or wash away any PGSR particles.



Dr. James Filkins performed an autopsy on the body of Isaac Goodlow on February 4,
2024. Dr. Filkins noted a single gun shot wound of entrance to the left side of Isaac Goodlow’s
chest, 17 inches below the top of the head and 2 inches to the left side of the anterior midline.
The wound course entered the chest cavity between the left 3" and 5™ ribs anteriorly, entered the
pericardial cavity, coursed through the left and right ventricles of the heart, coursed through the
lower lobe of the right lung, exited the chest cavity between the right 8" and 9t ribs laterally,
and entered the muscles and tissues of the right side of the chest, where Dr. Filkins recovered a
deformed, medium-caliber, copper-jacketed lead bullet. The wound coursed left to right and
downward. Dr. Filkins did not observe evidence of close-range firing. In a phone conversation
on May 14, 2024, Dr. Filkins opined that the entrance and course of the bullet was consistent
with Officer Pfingston’s statement that Isaac Goodlow’s right arm was bent with his right hand
about shoulder height moving towards Officer Pfingston when Officer Pfingston shot Goodlow.
Dr. Filkins opined that Isaac Goodlow died of a gunshot wound of the chest.

On February 9, 2024 and again on March 19, 2024, MERIT Sergeant Arsenault and
Lieutenant Thayer met with members of Isaac Goodlow’s family and their legal counsel and
allowed them to view body worn camera video clips showing the time period from when officers
made entry into the apartment to the giving of aid to Isaac Goodlow after he had been shot. After
the Carol Stream police released body worn camera clips to the public, Goodlow’s family
members and attorney claimed the videos had been altered and were not the same videos they
had previously seen. At the request of Isaac Goodlow’s family, Lt. Thayer confirmed the
authenticity of the body worn camera videos by verifying the audit log and confirming the MD35
hash for each video. Additionally, Lt. Thayer spoke with Motorola Systems Technologist I V.
Osmond on March 12, 2024 under Motorola Incident # NC000397453 to confirm the audit trail
records and MD5 hash sequencing. Lt. Thayer learned that videos captured on the responding
officers’ devices were stored internally on the device until they were docked in the Motorola
Watchguard body worn camera device docking station at the Carol Stream Police Department.
Once docked, the body worn camera devices uploaded any and all videos from the devices to the
on-site Motorola WatchGuard servers at the Carol Stream Police Department. Once uploaded to
the servers, these videos were shared directly with Lt. Thayer on February 5, 2024 from
Motorola Solutions, Inc. through a cloud-share service, where the body worn camera video and
squad car videos were available for download from the servers at the Carol Stream Police
Department through an emailed password protected link. Lt. Thayer received all of the body
worn and squad videos in this manner. On April 9, 2024, Lt. Thayer obtained a search warrant
requesting Motorola Solutions, Inc. conduct an audit of the body womn camera video files and
structured query language verification and authentication of the body worn camera videos. On
April 17, 2024, Motorola employee || | EEEIEEE 1obile Video Security and
Analytics, emailed a hash code analysis report verifying the Body worn Camera files had not
been altered or modified in any way.



MERIT investigators interviewed [ NN N MR- - SN

B : - hours after the shooting. All of these interviews were on body worn cameras.

o vided much greater detail about the domestic battery committed by Goodlow. She
stated she had been living with Isaac for three months. She was out for the evening with her
sisters to celebrate a relative’s birthday and arrived home between 2-2:30 A.M. INJEE argued
with Isaac before she left, as Isaac was not happy she was going without him. - stated
Isaac was drinking champagne before she left. When NESSarrived home, Isaac was agitated
when he opened the door to let her in because she had turned off the location on her phone. Isaac
grabbed her and struck her in the face with the back of his hand, causing a cut to IS lip
and a black eye. JEJM stated during the fight with Isaac she ran into the bathroom, but Isaac
busted the door down, causing the mirror on the door to shatter, and threw her in the tub. IS
fought back and scratched Tsaac’s face as he continued to strike her. ISl fled from the
apartment wearing only her underwear. She ran outside in her bare feet to get away from.Isaac.
She ran across the courtyard to her — Isaac
followed her and caught up to her in the foyer of ||| GGGt [sacc ren back
to 260 E. Saint Charles wherllllllll screamed for her mother’s help. il gl pointed out a blue
shoe in the courtyard, which she said belonged to Isaac and must have come off when Isaac was
chasing her through the courtyard. Investigators subsequently collected the shoe as evidence.

B to!d her IR - m— ot the incident and N called 911.
Before she ran out of the apartment, she told Isaac she was calling the police. Isaac then told
q“l don’t give a fuck bitch. Call the police. Call whoever the fuck you want. They’re
gonna have to kill me or I’I kill myself. il said Isaac was mad, was in a rage, and was
“talking shit.” Isaac was talking to himself and [l said she was getting scared I 2150
told investigators Isaac has mental health issues. She stated he i-'1d has been diagnosed
by a doctor|jjjjii stated, “Isaac knew I was going to call the police because I told him I was
going to call the police.” She added, “So I know that’s why Isaac turned off all the lights.”

o o 1 £ AR o | -t 1saac had made a threat to
her. told investigator NI stated that Isaac said, “If you call the police they gonna
have to kill me.” | S cornfirmed she heard screaming around 3:15 A.M. and
knocked on her door, stating “Mom, he jumped on me, he jumped on me. JJjjj2s
“hysterical” and had her clothes in her hand Jnoticed I s face all swelled up, and
both sides of her lip were split and swollenjjjiiiiiilij told her Isaac threw her TV against the wall
during the argument. During_ interview with investigators, without any prompting she
stated tha stated Isaac told her, “If you call the police on me, I’'m gonna make them kill
me.”ﬂreaked out because Isaac was “talking to himself and stuff.”
ANALYSIS

Police Officers’ Entry into Isaac Goodlow’s Apartment to Arrest him for Domestic
Battery

10



The fourth amendment generally prohibits the warrantless search of an individual's home,
but such search is constitutional if conducted with the voluntary consent of a third party who has
common authority over the premises. People v. Huffar, 313 Il App.3d 593, 730 N.E.2d 601 (™
Dist. 2000). Such authority is rooted in the mutual use of the property by persons who generally
have joint access or control over the property for most purposes. People v. Bull, 185 1. 2d 179,
705 NL.E. 2d 824 (1998). It is clear that, for a third party to have actual authority to consent to a
search that implicates the fourth amendment rights of a defendant who has an interest in the
premises, the third party's degree of control and authority over the premises must, at the very
least, not be substantially inferior to that of the defendant. The would-be consenter's right to
occupy and use the premises must approximately equal (or exceed) that of the defendant.

Actual common authority is not dependent on the laws of property, such as whether a
third party has a lease or shares ownership of the property. People v. Pitman, 211 111.2d 502, 524,
813 N.E.2d 93, 107 (2004). Instead, the Supreme Court has defined actual authority as “mutual
use of the property by [third parties] generally having joint access or control for most
purposes.” U.S. v. Matlock, 415 U.S. 164, 94 8.Ct. 9889 (1974). “The third party's degree of
authority and control over the residence cannot be substantially inferior to that degree possessed
by the defendant, and the third party's right to occupy and use the residence must equal or exceed
the defendant's right of occupation.” People v. Pickens, 275 Ill.App.3d 108, 655 N.E.2d (5™ Dist.
1995). Common authority exists in situations involving family, marital, or cohabitant
relationships. Pickens, 275 Ill.App.3d at 112, 655 N.E.2d at 1209. Accordingly, a defendant and
a third party share common authority only where the third party's degree of control is equal to or
greater than the defendant's control, regardless of the individuals' relationship or the
commingling of their belongings. Huffar, 313 ll.App.3d at 596.

With that said, a third party who does not have actual common authority may nonetheless
have apparent common authority. Huffar, 313 I1.App.3d at 597. Apparent authority exists where
the circumstances known to the police when entering would warrant a person of reasonable
caution to believe that the consenting individual had authority over the premises. People v.
Miller, 346 T1l.App.3d 972, 806 N.E.2d 759 (2™ Dist. 2004). For there to be apparent authority to
consent to the search, the facts known to the officers must be sufficient to enable them to
conclude that the consenter's right to occupy and use the premises at least approximates that of
the defendant, such that it can be said that the defendant has assumed the risk that the third party

will allow the search of the common area.

In the instant case, even though Isaac Goodlow’s name was on the lease for Apartment

GA at 260 E. Saint Charles Road | BB v 2s living with Isaac Goodlow in Apartment
GA, and had been living there for 3 months. She kept her clothes there and her dog stayed there

as well. She also had a key to the apartment. [JJJ§ statvs as a resident of Isaac Goodlow’s
apartment was confirmed by j—— - . both of whom

corroborated i} Here, it is clear that _ and Isaac Goodlow shared common

11



authority because _ degree of control was equal to or greater than Isaac Goodlow’s
control over the apartment. Moreover, on more than one occasion il clearly gave the police
knowing consent to enter the apartment. When Officer Janetis spoke tosissmswsitin the ambulance,
he stated, “We just gotta make sure that we have consent to go in the apartment.”- clearly
responded, “Yes, I said you can go in there. Especially for my baby, my dog. And he has my cell
phone.”

Even if was later determined to not have common authority however, apparent
authority existed, because the circumstances known to the police when entering the apartment
would warrant a person of reasonable caution to believe that the consenting individual, in this

case | had authority over the premises.
Officer McGovern’s discharge of her firearm

Officer McGovern was third in line, behind Officer Pfingston and Officer Janetis when
they entered Isaac Goodlow’s apartment. Officer Janetis was directly in front of her. McGovern
was using her flashlight to check the apartment as the officers approached the bedroom door. She
stated she overheard a discussion between Officers Pfingston and Janetis to check the closed
bedroom door. Officer McGovern looked to the left as Officers Pfingston and Janetis stepped
towards the bedroom door. She heard the bedroom door open and then heard a gunshot. Officer
McGovern stated, “Due to my close proximity, I could not hear anything besides this gunshot at
the time. I believed the shot was at myself and my fellow officers. I went to step to the right and
away from the doorway to get out of any incoming gun fire. When I stepped to the right, I took
out my firearm from the holster. I believed I was reacting to an imminent threat of death or great
bodily harm. I believed this threat to be active and as I was trained, I had my index finger in the
trigger guard. As I moved to my right to avoid gunfire, I was unable to keep my footing and I
tripped on an unknown item on the ground. This caused me to fall to my right side. As [ tripped,
I accidentally discharged my firearm. I did not intend to fire my firearm.”

The officers’ body worn camera footage shows Officer Marquardt pushing abruptly
towards the corner of the family room when the first gun shot is fired. The gun shot was
immediately followed by Officer Janetis discharging his taser. Officer Marquardt appears to
forcibly knock over Officer McGovern. The videos show Officer McGovern raising her firearm
up when she appears to get knocked over. Investigators Kaufman and Kaczlowski documented
the trajectory of the fired bullet from McGovern’s gun. The bullet travelled upward and to the
left, starting from the living room and terminating against the brick wall behind the drywall in
the bathroom. The fired bullet fell down the wall and under the tub, where it was recovered. The
MERIT investigators concluded that based on Officer McGovern’s statement and the trajectory
of the bullet, this bullet was fired from Officer McGovern’s gun.

The witness statements, body worn camera videos, and physical evidence support the
conclusion that Officer McGovern accidentally discharged her gun as she was being knocked
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over. The bullet from her gun did not strike Isaac Goodlow or any of the other officers in the
apartment.

Officer Janetis’ discharge of his Taser

Officer Janetis told investigators that when the door to Goodlow’s bedroom opened he
heard a gunshot. Officer Janetis then discharged his Taser in the direction of the threat, which he
explained was the bedroom door. Officer Janetis stated he did not see Isaac Goodlow until he
entered the bedroom and saw him face down on the floor. Officer Janetis stated that once he
heard the gunshot he tried to get out of the way and spread out. He discharged his Taser. One
probe struck Officer Pfingston in the right shoulder and the second probe impacted the bathroom
ceiling. He did not have a clear view into the bedroom. He described feeling as though
everything was moving very quickly and having a lot of adrenaline. Detective Thayer concluded
that Officer Pfingston’s gunshot set off a “chain reaction” in which Officer Janetis discharged his
Taser and Officer Marquardt pushed over Officer McGovern, causing her to discharge her
firearm in the direction of the bedroom. It is clear, however, that Officer Janetis® Taser probes
did not impact Isacc Goodlow or contribute to his death.

Officer Pfingston’s Discharge of his Firearm

The law of the State of Illinois as it applies to the use of force in this matter is set forth as
follows:

720 ILCS 5/7-1 Use of force in defense of person

(a) A person is justified in the use of force against another
when and to the extent that he reasonably believes that such
conduct is necessary to defend himself or another against such
other’s imminent use of unlawful force. However, he is justified in
the use of force which is intended or likely to cause death or great
bodily harm only if he reasonably believes that such force is
necessary to prevent imminent death or great bodily harm to
himself or another, or the commission of a forcible felony.

720 ILCS 5/7-5 Peace officer’s use of force in making arrest

(2) A peace officer, or any person whom he has summoned or directed to assist
him, need not retreat or desist from efforts to make a lawful arrest because of
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resistance or threatened resistance to the arrest. He is justified in the use of any
force which he reasonably believes, based on the totality of the circumstances, to
be necessary to effect the arrest and of any force which he reasonably believes,
based on the totality of the circumstances, to be necessary to defend himself or
another from bodily harm while making the arrest. However, he is justified in
using force likely to cause death or great bodily harm only when: (i) he reasonably
believes, based on the totality of the circumstances, that such force is necessary to
prevent death or great bodily harm to himself or such other person; or (ii) when he
reasonably believes, based on the totality of the circumstances, both that:

(1) Such force is necessary to prevent the arrest from being defeated by resistance
or escape and the officer reasonably believes that the person to be arrested is likely
to cause great bodily harm to another; and

(2) The person to be arrested committed or attempted a forcible felony which
involves the infliction or threatened infliction of great bodily harm or is attempting
to escape by use of a deadly weapon, or otherwise indicates that he will endanger
human life or inflict great bodily harm unless arrested without delay.

As used in this subsection, “retreat” does not mean tactical repositioning or other
de-escalation tactics.

A peace officer is not justified in using force likely to cause death or great bodily
harm when there is no longer an imminent threat of great bodily harm to the officer
or another.

(a-5) Where feasible, a peace officer shall, prior to the use of force, make
reasonable efforts to identify himself or herself as a peace officer and to warn that
deadly force may be used.

(a-10) A peace officer shall not use deadly force against a person based on the
danger that the person poses to himself or herself if a reasonable officer would
believe the person does not pose an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm
to the peace officer or to another person.

(a-15) A peace officer shall not use deadly force against a person who is suspected
of committing a property offense, unless that offense is terrorism or unless deadly
force is otherwise authorized by law.

(b) A peace officer making an arrest pursuant to an invalid warrant is justified in
the use of any force which he would be justified in using if the warrant were valid,
unless he knows that the warrant is invalid.

(c) The authority to use physical force conferred on peace officers by this Article is
a serious responsibility that shall be exercised judiciously and with respect for
human rights and dignity and for the sanctity of every human life.
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(d) Peace officers shall use deadly force only when reasonably necessary in
defense of human life. In determining whether deadly force is reasonably
necessary, officers shall evaluate each situation in light of the totality of
circumstances of each case, including, but not limited to, the proximity in time of
the use of force to the commission of a forcible felony, and the reasonable
feasibility of safely apprehending a subject at a later time, and shall use other
available resources and techniques, if reasonably safe and feasible to a reasonable
officer.

(e) The decision by a peace officer to use force shall be evaluated carefully and
thoroughly, in a manner that reflects the gravity of that authority and the serious
consequences of the use of force by peace officers, in order to ensure that officers
use force consistent with law and agency policies.

(f) The decision by a peace officer to use force shall be evaluated from the
perspective of a reasonable officer in the same situation, based on the totality of
the circumstances known to or perceived by the officer at the time of the decision,
rather than with the benefit of hindsight, and that the totality of the circumstances
shall account for occasions when officers may be forced to make quick judgments
about using force.

(g) Law enforcement agencies are encouraged to adopt and develop policies
designed to protect individuals with physical, mental health, developmental, or
intellectual disabilities, or individuals who are significantly more likely to
experience greater levels of physical force during police interactions, as these
disabilities may affect the ability of a person to understand or comply with
commands from peace officers.

(h) As used in this Section:

(1) “Deadly force” means any use of force that creates a substantial risk of causing
death or great bodily harm, including, but not limited to, the discharge of a fircarm.
(2) A threat of death or serious bodily injury is “imminent” when, based on the
totality of the circumstances, a reasonable officer in the same situation would
believe that a person has the present ability, opportunity, and apparent intent to
immediately cause death or great bodily harm to the peace officer or another
person. An imminent harm is not merely a fear of future harm, no matter how great
the fear and no matter how great the likelihood of the harm, but is one that, from
appearances, must be instantly confronted and addressed.

(3) “Totality of the circumstances™ means all facts known to the peace officer at
the time, or that would be known to a reasonable officer in the same situation,
including the conduct of the officer and the subject leading up to the use of deadly

force.
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Officer Pfingsion was wearing a Carol Stream police uniform and carried all the indicia
of a police officer. The Carol Stream police clearly had probable cause to arrest Isaac Goodlow
for domestic battery. _described being the victim of a violent attack by Isaac
Goodlow, and her lip was bleeding and she had very visible bruising around her eye.

The law in Illinois is clear that law enforcement officers shall recognize the danger inherent in
Domestic Violence and when an officer has reason to believe that a person has been abused,
neglected, or exploited by a family or household member, the officer shall immediately use all
reasonable means to prevent further abuse, neglect, or exploitation, including arresting the
abusing, neglecting and exploiting party, where appropriate See 750 ILCS 60/304(a)(1), Illinois
Domestic Violence Act of 1986. Any law enforcement officer may make an arrest without
warrant if the officer has probable cause to believe that the person has committed or is
committing any crime, including but not limited to violation of an order of protection under 720
ILCS 5/12-3.4, even if the crime was not committed in the presence of the officer. See 750 ILCS
60/301(a).

Having determined that Officer Pfingston was a police officer acting in the line of duty,
and probable cause existed to arrest Isaac Goodlow for domestic battery, the question becomes
whether Officer Pfingston was legally authorized to use the force he used, or rather whether the
State would be able to sustain their burden of proof in proving that he was not. Pursuant to
Ilinois statute 720 ILCS 5/7-5, a peace officer need not retreat or desist from efforts to make a
lawful arrest. He is justified in the use of any force which he reasonably believes to be necessary
to effect an arrest and use any force which he reasonably believes to be necessary to defend
himself while making the arrest. However, he is justified in using force likely to cause death or
great bodily harm only when: (i) he reasonably believes, based on the totality of the
circumstances, that such force is necessary to prevent death or great bodily harm to himself or
such other person; or (ii) when he reasonably believes, based on the totality of the circumstances,
both that:

(1) Such force is necessary to prevent the arrest from being defeated by resistance or escape and
the officer reasonably believes that the person to be arrested is likely to cause great bodily harm
to another; and

(2) The person to be arrested committed or attempted a forcible felony which involves the
infliction or threatened infliction of great bodily harm or is attempting to escape by use of a
deadly weapon, or otherwise indicates that he will endanger human life or inflict great bodily
harm unless arrested without delay. This statute is codified in the Illinois Pattern Jury
Instructions Criminal 24-25.12. It is the first paragraph of the statute that applies here: a person is
justified in using force likely to cause death or great bodily harm only when: (i) he reasonably
believes, based on the totality of the circumstances, that such force is necessary to prevent death
or great bodily harm to himself or such other person.

Officer Pfingston claims that “as the door was opening, I observed Goodlow, without any
warning to me, take a sudden and quick lateral step from behind the door, and he immediately
stepped towards me with his right arm bent and his right hand about shoulder height moving
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toward me in an aggressive manner. It happened so quickly but it appeared to me that Goodlow
was either pointing something at me, throwing something at me or reaching for my firearm. Due
to the poor lighting conditions, I could not determine what was in his hands. However, based on
the totality of the circumstances I believed that Goodlow was ambushing me with an intent to
immediately cause me death or great bodily harm. Goodlow’s sudden and aggressive actions
towards me compelled me to flinch backwards and discharge my weapon to stop the perceived
threat.” In analyzing the actions of Officer Pfingston, the focus must be on his perceptions and
actions. Applying the law to the facts of this case, there is no dispute that the force he used was
capable of causing death or great bodily harm. The issue becomes whether it is objectively
reasonable for a police officer in Pfingston’s position to believe he was in imminent fear of death

or great bodily harm when he discharged his gun.

In determining whether Officer Pfingston’s actions were objectively reasonable, the
United States Supreme Court has held that “The reasonableness of a particular use of force must
be judged from the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with the 20/20
vision of hindsight.” Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 389 at 396 (1989). "[H]owever, the
'reasonableness' inquiry in an excessive-force case is an objective one: the question is whether
the officers' actions are 'objectively reasonable' in light of the facts and circumstances
confronting them, without regard to their underlying intent or motivation." Graham, 490 U.S. at
397. Under 720 ILCS 5/7-5 (Recently amended by the Safe-T-Act), “the decision by a peace
officer to use force shall be evaluated carefully and thoroughly, in a manner that reflects the
gravity of that authority and the serious consequences of the use of force by peace officers, in
order to ensure that officers use force consistent with law and agency policies.” In addition, the
decision by a peace officer to use force shall be evaluated “from the perspective of a reasonable
officer in the same situation, based on the totality of the circumstances known to or perceived by
the officer at the time of the decision, rather than with the benefit of hindsight, and that the
totality of the circumstances shall account for occasions when officers may be forced to make
quick judgments about using force.”

More accurately, in a criminal charging decision the issue becomes, can the State prove
beyond a reasonable doubt that [Officer Pfingston] was not justified in using deadly force.

Self-Defense
Officer Pfingston’s statement asserts the defense of self-defense. Self-defense is an affirmative

defense. Once it is properly raised, the burden is on the State to prove beyond a reasonable doubt
that the defendant was not justified in using the force which he used. (720 ILCS 5/3-2(b));

17



People v. Ortiz, 65 111. App. 3d 525, 382 N.E.2d 303, 1 Dist. 1978). IPI Pattern Jury
Instructions Criminal 24-25.06 (Definition of Use of Force in Defense of a Person) and 24-
25.06A (Issue in Defense of Justifiable Use of Force) must be given, and the jury must be
instructed that in order to find the defendant guilty, the State must prove beyond a reasonable
doubt that the defendant was not justified in using the force which he used. (People v. Getter,
2015 IL App (1st) 121307, 26 N.E.3d 391(2015).

Second Degree Murder

Illinois law recognizes only the following four mental states: intent, knowledge, recklessness,
and negligence. (See 720 ILCS 5/4-3 through 4-7.) Murder and second degree murder each
require the same mental state: either intent or knowledge (See People v. Allen, 153 111.2d 145,
606 N.E.2d 1149 (1992). Having determined that the mental states for murder and second degree
murder are identical, it is evident that second degree murder is not a lesser included offense of
first degree murder. The Hlinois Supreme Court has explained, “second degree murder is not

a lesser included offense of first degree murder. Rather, second degree murder is more accurately
described as a lesser mitigated offense of first degree murder.” People v. Jeffries, 164 111.2d 104,
646 N.E.2d 587 (1995). In Jeffries, the court further explained that “second degree murder is

a lesser offense because its penalties upon conviction are lesser, and it is a mitigated

offense because it is first degree murder plus defendant's proof by a preponderance of the
evidence that a mitigating factor is present.”

Where evidence of both first and second degree murder is presented and the defendant advances
a claim of self-defense, the statute expressly states that the State bears the burden of

proving beyond a reasonable doubt not only the elements of first degree murder, but also that the
defendant was not justified in using the force that he used. (720 ILCS 5/9-2(c).) Specifically,

“When evidence of either of the mitigating factors defined in subsection
(a) of this Section has been presented, the burden of proof is on the defendant to
prove either mitigating factor by a preponderance of the evidence before the
defendant can be found guilty of second degree murder. The burden of proof,
however, remains on the State to prove beyond a reasonable doubt each of the
elements of first degree murder and, when appropriately raised, the absence of
circumstances at the time of the killing that would justify or exonerate the killing
under the principles stated in Article 7 of this Code.” 720 ILCS 5/9-2(c).

If the State fails to prove that the defendant was not justified in using the force that he used, then
the jury must find the defendant not guilty of first degree murder and its deliberations end. If the
State, however, has successfully negated the defendant's claim of self-defense and has proven
each of the other elements of first degree murder, then, and only then, may the jury proceed to a
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determination of second degree murder. People v. Jeffries, 164 Ill. 2d 104 (1993). Thus, the State
must prove beyond a reasonable doubt all of the elements of first degree murder before a jury

can even consider second degree murder. As stated above, where the defendant asserts the
affirmative defense of self-defense the State must prove beyond a reasonable doubt the defendant
was not justified in using the force used before the jury can consider second degree murder.

In evaluating Officer Pfingston’s claim of self-defense, it is important to consider Isaac
Goodlow’s criminal history. Where a defendant claims that he killed an individual in self-
defense, and some evidence of self-defense is introduced at trial, evidence of the victim's
reputation for violence, as well as evidence of specific violent acts and threats, may

be admissible as proof of the victim's violent and turbulent character. (See People v. Carbajal ,
67 111.App.3d 236, 241, 384 N.E.2d 824 (1% Dist. 1978); People v. Graves, 61 Ill.App.3d 732,
378 N.E.2d 293 (1% Dist. 1978)). Furthermore, the violent acts or threats need not necessarily be
directed at the defendant to be admissible. People v. Gall, 79 I11. App.3d 823, 828, 398 N.E.2d
1118 (1% Dist. 1979). As our supreme court explained in People v. Lynch, 104 T11.2d 194, 199—

201,470 N.E.2d 1018 (1984):

“A victim's aggressive and violent character may tend to support a theory of self-
defense in two ways. First, the defendant's knowledge of the victim's violent
tendencies necessarily affects his perceptions of and reactions to the victim's
behavior. The same deadly force that would be unreasonable in an altercation
with a presumably peaceful citizen may be reasonable in response to similar
behavior by a man of known violent and aggressive tendencies. One can only
consider facts one knows, however, and evidence of the victim's character is
irrelevant to this theory of self-defense unless the defendant knew of the victim's
violent nature. Second, evidence of the victim's propensity for violence tends to
support the defendant's version of the facts where there are conflicting accounts of
what happened. In this situation, whether the defendant knew of this evidence at

the time of the event is irrelevant.”

Isaac Goodlow’s criminal history includes the following;:

o 11/9/2018: Convicted of Cruelty to Animals in Cook County (Case Number
2018CR10003). Sentenced to 2 years probation.

e 10/18/2018: Arrested for Domestic Battery in Cook County (Case Number
18CM3109601). Stricken Off with Leave to Reinstate (SOL).

o 11/16/2021: Convicted of Robbery in DuPage County (Case Number 20CF860). This
case involved an incident on 12/24/2019 where Goodlow and his mother | | NGz
pushed the victim to the ground, hit and kicked him causing a facial laceration, and took
his phone. Goodlow was sentenced to 2 years probation and 180 days jail. A petition to
revoke probation, alleging that Goodlow failed to pay $1,300 in restitution and $849 in
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fines and costs was filed on 11/15/2023, This petition had a pending court date of March
6,2024.

1/24/2021: Arrested for Domestic Battery in DuPage County (Case Number 21DV94).
The complaint alleged Goodlow knowingly without legal justification by any means,
caused bodily harm toma family or household member, in that he struck
her in the right eye with a closed fist, causing swelling and an abrasion. The Wheaton
police report (WHPC100350) indicates || lllla11cgcd Goodlow struck her in the
face for taking too long at the grocery store. According to [Jill Goodlow then took her
cell phone and left the apartment. When officers were speaking to Goodlow, he became
extremely agitated, took an aggressive stance, and clenched his fists. After getting
arrested for domestic battery Goodlow told officers he felt homicidal and suicidal. This
case was dismissed on 3/1/2021 because the complaining witness failed to appear for
trial.

I[saac Goodlow’s history also includes the following Crisis Intervention Calls:

1/10/2021: Goodlow was the subject of a crisis intervention call, documented in Wheaton
Police Department report WHPC2100128. The caller, | R (T
-) said Goodlow was at the address with his girlfriend scaring her and the kids.
I to1d DuComm that Goodlow had mental health issues and needed transport to the
hospital. |l told responding officers that Goodlow had a history of
oodlow admitted to the officers on the scene that he had
been diagnosed wit oodlow also admitted he had not
seen a doctor in a few years and was taking medication. Goodlow refused transport to the
hospital or the crisis center and told police he just wanted to get his belongings and leave.
On 5/9/2021, Glendale Heights police responded to the Ramada Inn for a fight in
progress (Report number GHPC2101108). They met with the caller | [  lGczNGEG
who said he and Goodlow were smoking cannabis and drinking before Goodlow started
“acting crazy.” JJjjij s2id Goodlow got angry at him because he was talking to a
friend of his inside the hotel room with both of them, and Goodlow felt he was being
ignored. The hotel clerk reported that Goodlow went into another guest’s hotel room
without permission. Goodlow refused to leave the room and was arrested. Goodlow pled
guilty to Criminal Trespass to Residence on November 16, 202, and received a
conviction pursuant to a plea agreement.
On 5/20/2021, Roselle police officers were dispatched to the Holiday Inn for a
disturbance (Report number ROPC2100838). The calle claimed
Goodlow tried to rob him, take his clothes, and choke him. Goodlow was transported to

his _ in _ at the conclusion of this case.
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In LEADS, Isaac Goodlow’s name was associated with an Officer Safety Alert for a Criminal
Gang Member, with a mention of unlawful possession of firearm/explosive bullets, domestic
battery, and Vice Lords membership in the narrative section. This information was entered into

LEADS on 5/8/2021.

When the police made entry into Goodlow’s apartment using the key provided to them,
they yelled clearly and loudly “police, Carol Stream police.” Isaac Goodlow had turned all the
lights off inside his apartment, so it was dark inside. The investigation reveals Goodlow was
hiding behind the bedroom door when the police made entry into his apartment. As the door to
the bedroom was opening, Goodlow took a sudden and quick lateral step from behind the door
and immediately stepped towards Officer Pfingston with his right arm bent and his right hand
about shoulder height moving toward Officer Pfingston in an aggressive manner. Officer
Pfingston thought Goodlow was either pointing something at him, throwing something at him or
reaching for his firearm. A frame-by-frame viewing of Sergeant Cadle’s body worn camera
video shows what appears to be Goodlow’s knee or thigh coming out of the bedroom door just as
it is opening. Dr. Filkins, the forensic pathologist who performed the autopsy on Isaac Goodlow,
opined that the bullet fired by Officer Pfingston entered the upper left part of Isaac Goodlow’s
chest and travelled left to right across the body and downward. Dr. Filkins opined that the
entrance and path of the bullet was consistent with Officer Pfingston’s statement that Isaac
Goodlow’s right arm was bent and his right hand about shoulder height moving toward Officer
Pfingston when Officer Pfingston discharged his gun. Moreover, the position of Isaac Goodlow
lying face down on the floor between the bedroom door and the bed after he was shot, shown on
the officers’ body worn cameras, corroborates Officer Pfingston’s statement that Goodlow
immediately stepped towards Officer Pfingston with his right arm bent and his right hand about
shoulder height moving toward Officer Pfingston in an aggressive manner as the bedroom door
opened. The DuPage County Sheriff’s Office FARO diagram shows a distance of only 2.96 feet
from the edge of the bed in Goodlow’s bedroom to the door opening, so there was very little
room between Goodlow and Officer Pfingston as the bedroom door opened.

It should be noted that after viewing portions of the body camera video, members of Isaac
Goodlow’s family and their attorney publicly stated the videos showed Goodlow lying in bed
when he was shot. As noted earlier, the body worn camera videos have not been altered in any
manner and they clearly do not show Isaac Goodlow in bed when he is shot. Photos of the
bedroom and the video taken by investigators after the shooting do not show any blood on the
bed or bedding. All of the blood was on the floor by the bedroom door where Goodlow fell when
he was shot.

Officer Pfingston’s answer to Sergeant Cadle’s public safety question, “Was he armed?”
with “I don’t think so” is not inconsistent with Officer Pfingston’s written statement.
Additionally, Officer Pfingston’s response to Firefighter Mulligan’s question, “What happened
to you?” with “the door opened and I shot him” is also not inconsistent with Officer Pfingston’s
written statement. Officer Pfingston was not responding to an investigator’s question when he
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answered Firefighter Mulligan. Moreover, Officer Pfingston was “very emotionally distraught,
upset, borderline crying” when Mulligan asked him the question.

In determining whether Officer Pfingston’s belief was objectively reasonable, it is
significant that Goodlow knew _Was going to call the police after he battered her.
55 minutes before police made entry into his apartment Goodlow told | 1 don’t
give a fuck bitch, call the police, call whatever the fuck you want. They gonna have to kill me.
I’m gonna kill myself.” This was not the first time Goodlow had talked about suicide. When
Goodlow was arrested for domestic battery in Wheaton on January 24, 2021, when officers were
speaking to Goodlow, he became extremely agitated, took an aggressive stance, and clenched his
fists. After getting arrested for domestic battery Goodlow told officers he felt homicidal and
suicidal. The suicidal statements Isaac Goodlow made to NS :nd the Wheaton
Police on January 24, 2021 support a theory that Goodlow made an aggressive move at Officer
Pfingston intending to provoke Officer Pfingston into using deadly force against Goodlow. The
evidence certainly suggests Isaac Goodlow was planning on committing “suicide by cop.”
Additionally, although Officer Pfingston used his weapon light for illumination, it was dark
inside Isaac Goodlow’s apartment when the officers entered. In his written answers Officer
Pfingston stated, “At the time I began to open the bedroom door I did not know with 100%
certainty if Goodlow had a weapon, but because it was so dark in the bedroom and considering
the totality of the circumstances, including Goodlow’s sudden and aggressive actions, I could not
rule out that Goodlow had a weapon” Considering that under 720 ILCS 5/7-5(f), “the totality of
the circumstances shall account for occasions when officers may be forced to make quick
judgments about using force,” in light of Goodlow’s suicidal statement to || NG
Officer Pfingston’s written statement that Goodlow, a person with a known violent history, took
a sudden and quick lateral step from behind the door and immediately stepped towards Officer
Pfingston with his right arm bent and his right hand about shoulder height moving toward
Officer Pfingston in an aggressive manner , the opinion by Dr. Filkins that the bullet wound and
course of travel is consistent with Officer Pfingston’s statement, Sergeant Cadle’s body worn
camera video, the FARO diagram, and the fact that for 52 minutes Isaac Goodlow intentionally
ignored multiple police commands to open the door and instead, waited behind the bedroom door
with the lights off until the police made entry, the State cannot meet its burden of proving
beyond a reasonable doubt that Officer Pfingston was not justified in using deadly force. Thus,
the State cannot prove the elements of first degree murder, and second degree murder cannot be

considered.

Conclusion

There exists a unique set of circumstances in this investigation, and there are a number of
important facts to consider including the following:
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Officer Pfingston and the other responding Carol Stream Officers had probable cause to arrest
Isaac Goodlow for domestic battery involving bodily injury to the victim, a detainable offense
under the dangerousness standard of Illinois’ Pretrial Fairness Act.

The injuries to the victim of Goodlow’s domestic battery, _ included bruising to
her eye and bleeding from her lip, as well as pain on her feet from having to flee barefoot from

Goodlow’s apartment,

B - < thc Carol Stream police permission to enter the apartment she shared with
Isaac Goodlow. [l had legal authority to grant permission to the police, as she had been
living in the apartment with Isaac Goodlow since their dating relationship began 3 months
earlier. - told officers her phone and keys were inside the apartment and she was
concerned about her dog Kingston who was also inside the apartment.

Officers spent more than 52 minutes outside of Goodlow’s apartment attempting repeatedly to
communicate with Goodlow. These efforts included knocking and kicking on the door numerous
times, calling Goodlow by his first name and yelling loudly into the apartment door about their
presence there to investigate an incident, shining their flashlights on the windows of Goodlow’s
apartment, calling Goodlow on his cell phone, and calling _ cell phone which

was inside Goodlow’s apartment.

Goodlow ignored all efforts made by the police to communicate with him. Goodlow clearly
knew the people trying to communicate with him were Carol Stream police officers. Moreover,
the investigation supports the conclusion that Goodlow turned off all the lights in the apartment

before the police made entry.

The officers who made entry into the apartment knew that Isaac Goodlow was on probation for

robbery (in which Isaac and [l jvmped on a man and stole all his money and phone”),
had prior arrests for domestic battery, and knew that LEADS showed an Officer safety alert for a

Criminal Gang Member, with a mention of unlawful possession of firearm/explosive bullets,
domestic battery, and Vice Lords membership in the narrative section. Officer Pfingston’s body
worn camera video shows him running Isaac Goodlow’s name on his mobile computer in his

squad car at 4:23 A M.

When the police made entry into Goodlow’s apartment using the key provided to them, they
yelled clearly and loudly, “police, Carol Stream police.”

Goodlow was hiding behind the bedroom door when the police made entry into his apartment.
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Goodlow kneHwas going to call the police after he battered her. 55 minutes
before police made eniry into his apartment Goodlow told | 1 don’t give a fuck
bitch, call the police, call whatever the fuck you want. They gonna have to kill me. I'm gonna
kill myself.” This was not the first time Goodlow had talked about suicide. When Goodlow was
arrested for domestic battery in Wheaton on January 24, 2021, when officers were speaking to
Goodlow, he became extremely agitated, took an aggressive stance, and clenched his fists. After
getting arrested for domestic battery Goodlow told officers he felt homicidal and suicidal. The
suicidal statements to | |  JJ BB 20d the Wheaton Police on January 24, 2021 support a
theory that Goodlow made an aggressive move at Officer Pfingston intending to provoke Officer

Pfingston into using deadly force against Goodlow.

Goodlow had consumed alcohol (his BAC was .038) on the morning of this incident and possibly
cannabis. (His blood tested positive for 1.2 ng/mL of 11-Hydroxy Delta -9 THC, a psychoactive
THC metabolite, but there is no scientific way of proving when he used cannabis).

As the door to the bedroom was opening, Goodlow took a sudden and quick lateral step from
behind the door and immediately stepped towards Officer Pfingston with his right arm bent and
his right hand about shoulder height moving toward Officer Pfingston in an aggressive manner.

Officer Pfingston thought Goodlow was either pointing something at him, throwing something at
him or reaching for his firearm.

While Officer Pfingston’s'body worn camera was mostly blocked by his ballistic shield, Sergeant
Cadle’s body wom camera video, when viewed frame by frame, appears to show Isaac
Goodlow’s leg coming out of the bedroom as soon as the bedroom door starts to open. The video
shows Goodlow wearing black pants, which is consistent with the Carol Stream Officers’ body
worn camera videos and Dr. Filkins’ Report of Postmortem Examination, which indicates one
pair of cut black denim pants accompanied Goodlow’s body at the DuPage County Coroner’s
Office. Sergeant Cadle’s body worn camera video corroborates Officer Pfingston’s statement
that he believed Goodlow was ambushing him with an intent to immediately cause him death or

great bodily harm.

Dr. Filkins, the forensic pathologist who performed the autopsy on Isaac Goodlow, opined that
the bullet fired by Officer Pfingston entered the upper left part of Isaac Goodlow’s chest and
travelled left to right across the body and downward. Dr. Filkins opined that the entrance and
path of the bullet was consistent with Officer Pfingston’s statement that Isaac Goodlow’s right
arm was bent and his right hand about shoulder height moving toward Officer Pfingston when
Officer Pfingston discharged his gun. Dr. Filkins’ opinion therefore corroborates Officer
Pfingston’s statement of how the shooting occurred.
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Officer Pfingston had been a police officer for 4 years. Prior to February 3, 2024, he had never
been involved in a use of deadly force situation and he had no documented incidents of
discipline. The investigation did not uncover any evidence that would cast light on Officer

Pfingston’s credibility.

The fact that Isaac Goodlow’s black T-shirt was negative for primer gunshot residue does not
contradict Officer Pfingston’s statement as Forensic Scientist Scott Rochowicz opined that blood
on a shirt can remove or wash away any PGSR particles. Mr. Rochowicz’s opinion is supported
by Michael Trimpe, a trace evidence examiner with the Hamilton County Coroner’s Office in
Cincinnati, Ohio, and chairman of the Scientific Working Group on Gunshot Residue. In Mr.
Trimpe’s article, “The Current Status of GSR Examinations,” published in the May 1, 2011 FBI
Law Enforcement Bulletin, Trimpe noted that “analysts usually avoid excessively soiled or
bloody areas of clothing as these materials can inhibit the ability to find GSR particles.”

The position of Isaac Goodlow lying face down on the floor between the bedroom door and the
bed, after he was shot, shown on the officers’ body worn cameras, corroborates Officer
Pfingston’s statement that Goodlow immediately stepped towards Officer Pfingston with his
right arm bent and his right hand about shoulder height moving toward Officer Pfingston in an
aggressive manner as the bedroom door opened. The DuPage County Sheriff’s Office FARO
diagram shows a distance of only 2.96 feet from the edge of the bed in Goodlow’s bedroom to
the door opening. This also corroborates Officer Pfingston’s statement, “It happened so quickly
but it appeared to me that Goodlow was either pointing something at me, throwing something at
me or reaching for my firearm. Due to the poor lighting conditions, I could not determine what
was in his hands. However, based on the totality of the circumstances I believed that Goodlow
was ambushing me with an intent to immediately cause me death or great bodily harm.”

Officer McGovern accidentally discharged her gun as she was being knocked over. The bullet
from her gun did not strike Isaac Goodlow or any of the other officers in the apartment.

Officer Janetis’ Taser probes did not impact Isacc Goodlow or contribute to his death.

Self-defense is an affirmative defense. Once it is properly raised, the burden is on the State to
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant was not justified in using the force which he
used. In his statement to MERIT investigators, Officer Pfingston has clearly asserted the
affirmative defense of self-defense. Therefore, unless the evidence proves beyond a reasonable
doubt that Officer Pfingston was not justified in using the force which he used, the evidence does
not support the filing of criminal charges. The Police Officer’s Use of Force in Making an Arrest
statute does not require Officer Pfingston to retreat or desist from efforts to make a lawful arrest.
Officer Pfingston believed that deadly force was necessary because he thought Goodlow was
“ambushing [him] with an intent to immediately cause [him] death or great bodily harm.”
Unfortunately, Officer Pfingston’s ballistic shield blocked most of his body worm camera and

25



therefore, the shooting is not on video. The position of the other officers also blocked their body
worn cameras from recording the shooting. As a result, the only version of what happened when
the bedroom door opened came from Officer Pfingston. The physical evidence and body worn
camera evidence corroborate Officer Pfingston’s statement. Officer Pfingston’s body worn
camera video shows that he had to react in a fraction of a second when the bedroom door opened
and Goodlow without any warning, took “a sudden and quick lateral step from behind the door,
and immediately stepped towards™ Officer Pfingston with his “right arm bent and his right hand
about shoulder height” moving toward Officer Pfingston in an “aggressive manner.” While the
fact that Isaac Goodlow was not armed with a weapon is an important factor to consider, under
the law that fact by itself is not determinative. The law requires that the totality of the
circumstances shall account for occasions when officers may be forced to make quick judgments
about using force. All of the evidence shows Officer Pfingston had to make a split second
decision in a dark apartment when the bedroom door opened and Isaac Goodlow immediately
stepped towards Officer Pfingston with his “r1ght arm bent and his rlght hand about shoulder
height” moving toward Officer Pfingston in an “aggressive manner.”

Dr. Filkins® findings corroborate Officer Pfingston’s account. Sergeant Cadle’s body worn
camera showing Isaac Goodlow coming out of the bedroom door as it opened also corroborates
Officer Pfingston’s account.

The significance of Isaac Goodlow’s statement to ||| S that “the police are going to
have kill me or I’'m going to kill myself”’ cannot be underestimated and supports the theory that
Isaac Goodlow intentionally provoked the use of force against himself.

Given this set of facts and circumstances it is not possible for the State to meet its burden of
proof necessary for a criminal conviction in this case. Therefore, it is my opinion that the People
would not be able to meet our burden of proving beyond a reasonable doubt that Officer
Pfingston, or any of the other responding Carol Stream officers committed a crime. As a result,
my Office will not be filing any charges against Officer Pfingston or any of the other Carol
Stream police officers in this case. To be clear, I am not concluding that Officer Pfingston was
justified in his use of deadly force. My conclusion, rather, is that the State cannot prove beyond a
reasonable doubt that Officer Pfingston was not legally justified when he shot Isaac Goodlow.
Whether Officer Pfingston and the other responding officers violated the Carol Stream Police
Department’s policies regarding the use of force or other regulations is a separate question best
left to the Carol Stream Police Department. Lt. Thayer concluded that Officer Pfingston used
poor tactics and placed himself at a tactical disadvantage when he pushed the bedroom door open
with his foot while simultaneously holding a ballistic shield in one hand and pointing his firearm
at the door with his other hand. Whether Officer Pfingston or any of the other officers involved
used poor tactics is a matter best left to the Carol Stream Police Department. I am simply opining
that we would not be able to sustain our burden of proof in a criminal prosecution.
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In the future, the Carol Stream Police Department and all police departments in DuPage
County should consider the feasibility of using transparent ballistic shields or attaching a body
worn camera to the outside of a ballistic shield so the shield does not block the camera’s view as
it did in this case. Additionally, LEADS administrators should consider adding information
pertaining to a person’s mental health and crisis intervention history. In this case, in previous
calls police had documented Isaac Goodlow’s suicidal statements as well as the fact that
Goodlow had admitted to officers that he had been diagnosed with H

None of the Carol Stream police officers responding to the domestic battery ¢
on February 3, 2024 were aware of this information. Best practices in these situations would be
for responding officers to have as much information as possible.

Pursuant to 50 ILCS 727/1-10(e) of the Police and Community Relations Improvement
Act, I am directing the MERIT Public Integrity Team to publicly release a report of their

FZ D

Robert B. Berlin
DuPage County State’s Attorney
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