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JUSTICE HACKETT delivered the judgment of the court.
Justices Boie and Clarke concurred in the judgment.

ORDER

11 Held: This court affirms the defendant’s convictions for driving under the influence of
alcohol, operating an uninsured vehicle, and driving a vehicle without a rear
registration plate light. The defendant did not make a motion to continue his case
in order to obtain a new lawyer, and he did not produce proof of insurance at trial.

12 Following a bench trial, the defendant, Christopher D. Williams, was found guilty of

driving under the influence of alcohol (DUI), operating an uninsured motor vehicle, and driving a

vehicle without a rear registration plate light. The circuit court sentenced him to court supervision

for two years, with various conditions. On appeal, the defendant pro se challenges his convictions

in two separate appeals. We have consolidated the appeals for decision.



13 . BACKGROUND

14 A. Charges and Pretrial Proceedings

15  After atraffic stop on February 3, 2018, the defendant was issued traffic citations for DUI
(625 ILCS 5/11-501(a)(2) (West 2016)), operating an uninsured motor vehicle (id. § 3-707), and
driving a vehicle without a rear registration plate light (id. § 12-201(c)). On February 14, 2018, an
attorney entered his appearance on behalf of the defendant. On that same date, counsel filed a
petition to rescind the statutory summary suspension of the defendant’s driver’s license. On March
15, 2018, the circuit court held a hearing on the petition and granted it, thus rescinding the
suspension.

16  Numerous continuances followed, as well as a show-cause order and a bench warrant due
to the defendant’s failure to appear. Counsel remained on the case until June 2022, when he was
“removed.” In September 2023, a second attorney entered his appearance on the defendant’s
behalf. Additional continuances followed. In December 2024, counsel filed a motion to withdraw
on the grounds that the attorney-client relationship had broken down. On February 4, 2025, the
circuit court allowed the second attorney to withdraw and granted the defendant a continuance.
The continuance of February 4, 2025, was the last continuance that the defendant requested, and
the last that the court granted, according to the record on appeal. On February 25, 2025, the court
scheduled the cause for a bench trial on May 6, 2025.

17 B. Trial

18  On May 6, 2025, the cause was called for a bench trial. The defendant was present pro se.
The court asked the defendant whether he was “ready to proceed,” and the defendant answered,

“Yes.”



19 1. State’s Witness

10 The State called, as its sole witness, Officer Albert Harris, who was a patrol officer with
the Centreville Police Department in February 2018. Officer Harris testified that on February 3,
2018, at 3:07 a.m., he performed a traffic stop in Centreville. His reasons for the stop were that the
vehicle did not have a registration light and was “kind of crossing the solid median line.” Officer
Harris identified himself to the driver and requested identification and proof of insurance. The
defendant, who was alone in the vehicle, presented a driver’s license but no proof of insurance.
Observing “bloodshot redness” in the defendant’s eyes, Officer Harris asked the defendant whether
he had been drinking, and the defendant answered in the negative. Officer Harris then asked the
defendant “to be honest with [him],” and at that point, the defendant said that he “only had two
beers.” Believing that the defendant was possibly under the influence of alcohol, Officer Harris
asked the defendant to get out of his vehicle to perform field-sobriety tests. The defendant indicated
that he had no need to get out of his vehicle because his registration light was working. Officer
Harris noticed his “slurred speech.” The defendant consented to field-sobriety testing.

111  Officer Harris first administered “the HGN test.” Holding a pen 12 to 15 inches from the
defendant’s face, Officer Harris moved the pen from side to side. The defendant tried to follow the
pen with his eyes, but he lacked smooth pursuit. In Officer Harris’s training, such a performance
on the HGN test was a sign of impairment. Next, Officer Harris administered the walk-and-turn
test, but the defendant did not complete that test. Officer Harris moved on to the one-leg stand test,
which the defendant agreed to perform. The defendant stood on one leg until only a two-count and
then said that he could not do it. Having seen “several signs of impairment” in the defendant,

Officer Harris decided to make an arrest.



112  Upon arresting the defendant, Officer Harris conducted a vehicle inventory prior to having
the vehicle towed. He found two empty bottles of alcohol. The defendant refused a breathalyzer
test. Based on his training and experience, Officer Harris decided to issue the defendant tickets for
driving under the influence of alcohol, operating an uninsured motor vehicle, and driving a vehicle
without a rear registration plate light.

13 On cross-examination, the defendant prose asked Officer Harris about the events
surrounding the traffic stop. Officer Harris confirmed that the defendant had told him that he had
been shot in the leg and that, as a result, there were certain movements he could not perform.
Officer Harris also confirmed that the defendant told him that he was on medications. Officer
Harris remembered informing the defendant that the defendant had an outstanding arrest warrant,
and he thought the warrant was from Missouri. The defendant’s driver’s license—a Class A
commercial driver’s license, or CDL—had been issued by Missouri, and it was valid at the time
of the traffic stop.

114 2. Defense Witness

115 The defendant testified on his own behalf, as the sole defense witness. He stated that he
was not drinking alcohol, that Officer Harris knew he was not drinking alcohol, and that he would
not “jeopardize [his] career on nothing like that.”

116  On cross-examination by the State, the defendant admitted driving and being stopped by
police. However, he had not consumed any alcohol for a few hours prior to the stop, and even then,
he consumed only “two beers.” The State questioned the defendant about the offense of operating
an uninsured motor vehicle:

“Q. Okay. Did you provide the officer with insurance that day when he came up?



A. 1 might not have had it. I ain’t [sic] been to work. I’ve been shot, I’m disabled,
I don’t have no [sic] money.

Q. So you didn’t provide the officer with insurance?

A. Insurance cost [sic] money, | didn’t have no [sic] money.

Q. Okay. So you didn’t provide it to him, correct?

A. 1 didn’t have insurance probably, I probably didn’t. I couldn’t work. Where am

I going to get some money[?]”

In regard to the offense of driving a vehicle without a rear registration plate light, the defendant
testified on cross-examination that the light worked but had “probably shorted out.” The defendant
stated that his car was not “brand new.” He had tried “to jiggle it to cut back on and show it
worked.”
117 Inresponse to a question from the court, the defendant indicated that he did not have any
other witnesses to call. The court then asked the defendant whether he had “any more of [his] case
to put on,” and the defendant answered, “No, sir.”
118 3. Verdict
119  The court heard closing argument from the State and from the defendant pro se. The court
found the defendant guilty on all three charges.
120 C. Sentencing
121  The court immediately proceeded to sentencing. For driving under the influence of alcohol,
the court sentenced the defendant to two years of court supervision and fined him $2,000. For
operating an uninsured motor vehicle, the court fined him $400. For driving a vehicle without a
rear registration plate light, the court fined him $251. The defendant did not file any type of

posttrial or postsentencing motion. He filed a timely notice of appeal.



22 I1. ANALYSIS

123  This appeal is from a judgment of conviction and sentence. The defendant pro se raises
three arguments in his appellant’s brief. First, the defendant contends that the circuit court abused
its discretion when it refused to admit “[his] documentary evidence proving valid insurance
coverage at the time of the alleged offense.”

124  The admissibility of evidence is within the discretion of the circuit court, and its decision
will not be disturbed absent an abuse of discretion. People v. Pikes, 2013 IL 115171, { 12.
However, at the defendant’s trial, the defendant never proffered any evidence, of any kind, that his
vehicle was insured on February 3, 2018, the date of the offense. As the State comments in its
appellee’s brief, “[a]s a matter of logic, the [circuit] court cannot exercise discretion on items of
evidence which were never offered for admission.” Indeed, at trial, the defendant essentially
admitted that he lacked vehicle insurance on the date of the offense. During cross-examination by
the State, the defendant stated that “[i]Jnsurance cost [sic] money, | didn’t have no [sic] money.”
This issue went unraised in a posttrial motion, and therefore the issue was not preserved for appeal,
and is forfeited. People v. Enoch, 122 Ill. 2d 176, 186 (1988) (a defendant’s failure to raise an
issue in a written posttrial motion results in forfeiture of that issue on appeal). Furthermore, the
defendant does not ask this court to consider this issue under the plain-error doctrine of Illinois
Supreme Court Rule 615(a) (eff. Jan. 1, 1967). See People v. Johnson, 2024 1L 130191, { 53 (the
plain-error doctrine provides “a narrow and limited exception” to the general rule of procedural
default).

125 Apparently, on June 4, 2025, which was approximately one month after the defendant’s
trial, the defendant filed with the clerk of the circuit court an “insurance identification card” from

the Founders Insurance Company. The card indicated insurance coverage for a 2002 Dodge Ram



1500 and that the defendant was one of the insured. The “effective date” of the insurance policy
was March 1, 2018, and the “expiration date” was March 1, 2019. This card, however, was not
admitted into evidence by the circuit court at trial, or even proffered by the defendant at trial, and
therefore it cannot be considered as evidence. See, e.g., People v. One 1999 Lexus, VIN
JT8BH68X2X0018305, 367 Ill. App. 3d 687, 689 (2006) (“generally a document must be offered
by its proponent and admitted into evidence by the trial court before it may be considered
evidence”). The card purports to show insurance coverage for a 12-month period that began after
February 3, 2018, the date of the defendant’s traffic stop. Therefore, the card is not relevant to this
case.

126  Second, the defendant contends that the circuit court abused its discretion, and deprived
him of due process, when it refused to grant him a continuance so as to allow him to obtain new
counsel. The defendant wrote: “As a pro se litigant lacking legal experience, [he] informed the
court of his inability to effectively represent himself or additional opportunity to obtain counsel
[sic].” Neither the common law record nor the report of proceedings includes an indication that
such words were spoken. The appellant has the burden of presenting “a sufficiently complete
record” to this court of review. People v. Carter, 2015 IL 117709, 1 19. “Any doubts which may
arise from the incompleteness of the record will be resolved against the appellant.” Foutch v.
O’Bryant, 99 Ill. 2d 389, 392 (1984). There is no indication in the record that the defendant voiced
any misgivings about proceeding pro se.

127  The granting of a continuance for the purpose of allowing a criminal defendant to obtain
new counsel is a matter within the discretion of the circuit court, and the denial of such a request
for continuance will not be overturned absent an abuse of discretion. People v. Friedman, 79 IlI.

2d 341, 347-48 (1980). In the instant case, though, there is no indication that the defendant made



a timely request for a continuance to obtain new counsel. The defendant’s last request for a
continuance was on February 4, 2025, and the record is unclear as to the defendant’s purpose in
seeking the continuance. On February 4, 2025, the circuit court granted the defendant’s request for
a continuance and also granted the defendant’s attorney’s motion to withdraw as counsel. After
February 4, 2025, the defendant never requested another continuance—not even on February 25,
2025, when the court scheduled the cause for a bench trial on May 6, 2025. When the court called
the cause for bench trial, the court asked the defendant whether he was “ready to proceed,” and the
defendant answered, “Yes.” With the defendant’s announcement that he was ready for trial, the
court proceeded to trial. There was no abuse of discretion in the circuit court’s decision. Also, this
issue was not included in a posttrial motion and is therefore forfeited. See Enoch, 122 Ill. 2d at
186. Furthermore, the defendant does not ask this court to consider this issue as plain error. See
lll. S. Ct. R. 615(a) (eff. Jan. 1, 1967).

128 The defendant’s third contention is one of cumulative error. In its entirety, the defendant
presents the following argument: “The combined effect of excluding valid insurance evidence and
denying [the defendant] the opportunity to secure counsel or obtain additional preparation time
violated [the defendant’s] right to due process under the Illinois and U.S. Constitutions, warranting
reversal of the conviction.” However, as established above, the circuit court did not commit any
error in regard to the admission of evidence or the granting of a continuance. Therefore, there can
be no cumulative error. People v. Caffey, 205 Ill. 2d 52, 118 (2001) (rejecting a cumulative error
claim where “no error occurred at all, or any error that may have occurred did not rise to the level

of plain error”).



129 [11. CONCLUSION
30 Forall the reasons stated above, this court affirms the circuit court’s judgment of conviction

and sentence.

131 Affirmed.



