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NATURE OF THE CASE

Christian L. Shepherd was convicted of two counts of solicitation of murder

for hire after a jury trial. The trial court imposed consecutive sentences of 39 years’

and 37 years’ imprisonment.

This is a direct appeal from the judgment of the court below. No issue is

raised challenging the charging instrument. 

JURISDICTION 

Jurisdiction lies pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 315(a). This Court allowed

defendant’s petition for leave to appeal on January 29, 2025. 

ISSUE PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

An element of solicitation of murder for hire is that a person “procures

another” to commit first-degree murder. The legislature has not defined “procure”

for purposes of the offense, but its unambiguous plain and ordinary meaning  is

“to obtain” something. Christian L. Shepherd was convicted of two counts of

solicitation of murder for hire, despite the evidence at trial establishing that he

never actually obtained another to commit murder. Is reversal of Shepherd’s

convictions warranted due to insufficient evidence? 

-1-
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STATUTES INVOLVED

Solicitation and Solicitation of Murder (720 ILCS 5/8-1 (2010)) 

(a) Solicitation. A person commits the offense of solicitation when,
with intent that an offense be committed, other than first degree
murder, he or she commands, encourages, or requests another to
commit that offense.

(b) Solicitation of murder. A person commits the offense of solicitation
of murder when he or she commits solicitation with the intent that
the offense of first degree murder be committed.

(c) Sentence. A person convicted of solicitation may be fined or
imprisoned or both not to exceed the maximum provided for the offense
solicited, except that the penalty shall not exceed the corresponding
maximum limit provided by subparagraph (c) of Section 8-4 of this
Code. Solicitation of murder is a Class X felony, and a person convicted
of solicitation of murder shall be sentenced to a term of imprisonment
of not less than 15 years and not more than 30 years, except that
a person convicted of solicitation of murder when the person solicited
was a person under the age of 17 years shall be sentenced to a term
of imprisonment of not less than 20 years and not more than 60 years.

Solicitation of Murder for Hire (720 ILCS 5/8-1.2 (2010))

(a) A person commits the offense of solicitation of murder for hire
when, with the intent that the offense of first degree murder be
committed, he or she procures another to commit that offense pursuant
to any contract, agreement, understanding, command, or request
for money or anything of value.

(b) Sentence. Solicitation of murder for hire is a Class X felony, and
a person convicted of solicitation of murder for hire shall be sentenced
to a term of imprisonment of not less than 20 years and not more
than 40 years, except that a person convicted of solicitation of murder
for hire when the person solicited was a person under the age of 17
years shall be sentenced to a term of imprisonment of not less than
25 years and not more than 60 years.

-2-
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

In October 2010, Christian L. Shepherd (“defendant”) was charged by

superseding indictment with two counts of solicitation of murder for hire (720

ILCS 5/8-1.2(a) (2010)). Count I alleged that, on or between June 1, 2010, and

August 21, 2010, defendant, with the intent that first-degree murder be committed,

procured Daniel Robinson to commit that offense pursuant to an agreement or

understanding, whereby Robinson would kill A.V., Regina Vince (“Vince”), and

Franklin Bryant  and defendant would pay Robinson a sum of money. Count II

alleged the same, except that Robinson was to kill Renee Maly and Jason Opiola

(C30–36). Defendant was also charged with five counts of solicitation of murder

(720 ILCS 5/8-1(b) (2010)). It was alleged that on or between the same dates,

defendant, with the intent that first-degree murder be committed against Vince

(count III), A.V. (count IV), Bryant (count V), Opiola (count VI), and Maly (count

VII), requested that another, Robinson, commit that offense (C30–36). 

The trial court conducted a jury trial in November 2022 (R850 et seq.). The

evidence tended to establish that in April 2010, A.V. and Vince made allegations

of sexual abuse against defendant. Maly and Opiola, detectives with the Crest

Hill Police Department, investigated the allegations and, ultimately, arrested

defendant in May 2010, resulting in Will County Case No. 10 CF 903 (R1007–10;

CI18). Defendant was booked into the Will County Adult Detention Facility (R1010).

Later that month, Bryant, who was defendant’s cellmate, contacted law enforcement,

informing them that defendant had asked him to kill A.V., Vince, Maly, and Opiola

in exchange for $6,000 (R1010–21, 1024–38). Law enforcement investigated the

allegations with Bryant’s cooperation. Defendant was then charged with solicitation

of murder for hire in Will County Case No. 10 CF 1029 (R1032–42; CI18–19).
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In June 2010, defendant approached another inmate, Robinson, about killing

A.V., Vince, Maly, Opiola, and Bryant in exchange for money (R940–51, 979).

Robinson contacted law enforcement (R944–46, 949, 965). Robinson agreed to

cooperate with law enforcement, who wanted Robinson to have further conversations

with defendant. Robinson also agreed to wear a recording device to record his

conversations with defendant (R954–61). In recorded conversations from June

2010 and July 2010, defendant and Robinson discussed killing A.V., Vince, Maly,

Opiola, and Bryant in exchange for money (SUP EX3: PE24; SUP EX1: PE22;

SUP EX2: PE23). In cooperation with law enforcement, Robinson conveyed a fake

narrative to defendant that he had obtained a hitman to kill the individuals and

falsely told defendant that the hitman had killed Bryant (R967–79). Robinson

never intended to actually commit any type of act against A.V., Vince, Bryant,

Maly, or Opiola. He was not going to talk to or hire a hitman to have them murdered,

and he was not going to kill them himself (R989–90).

The jury found defendant guilty of both counts of solicitation of murder

for hire and each count of solicitation of murder (C333–46; R1184–85, 1188). On

June 6, 2023, the trial court sentenced defendant to 39 years’ imprisonment (count

I) and 37 years’ imprisonment (count II) for the convictions of solicitation of murder

for hire. The court ordered defendant to serve the sentences consecutively, finding

that it was necessary to protect the public from his criminal conduct. The remaining

counts of solicitation of murder merged into the sentenced counts (C412; R1320–23). 

On appeal, defendant argued, inter alia, that the evidence at trial was

insufficient to prove him guilty of solicitation of murder for hire because “he never

‘procured’ Robinson to murder the alleged victims under the term’s plain meaning.”

People v. Shepherd, 2024 IL App (3d) 230283-U, ¶ 23. The Appellate Court affirmed

defendant’s convictions.  Id. ¶¶ 31–35, 44. The court recognized that the term
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“procures” is not defined by the Criminal Code and that its common meaning is

“to obtain.” Id. ¶ 31. However, relying on People v. Breton, 237 Ill. App. 3d 355

(2d Dist. 1992), the court found that “Illinois case law has established that the

solicitation of murder for hire statute is based on a unilateral theory, ‘which only

requires actual agreement by one of the parties.’” Id. ¶ 33 (quoting Breton, 237

Ill. App. 3d at 362). The court emphasized that it would not depart from Breton

and “subsequent appellate case law over the last 32 years,” as it was “well-

established precedent.” Id. ¶ 35. Additionally, the court opined that it would be

illogical for solicitation of murder for hire to embrace a bilateral theory because

the conspiracy statute requires bilateral agreement and the general solicitation

statute “‘embraces virtually every situation in which one could be convicted of

conspiracy under the unilateral theory.’” Id. ¶ 35 (quoting People v. Foster, 99

Ill. 2d 48, 53 (1983)). 

This Court allowed defendant’s petition for leave to appeal on January 29,

2025.  
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This Court should reverse each of Christian L. Shepherd’s convictions
of solicitation of murder for hire because the evidence at trial was
insufficient to prove that Shepherd procured Daniel Robinson to commit
first-degree murder. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Generally, when reviewing the sufficiency of the evidence at trial, a reviewing

court must determine whether, viewing the evidence in a light most favorable

to the prosecution, any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements

of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt. People v. Collins, 106 Ill. 2d 237, 261 (1985).

However, when the facts are not in dispute, as in this case, the defendant’s guilt

is a question of law, which is reviewed de novo. People v. Smith, 191 Ill. 2d 408,

411 (2000).

Issues of statutory interpretation, including the construction of a statutory

element, are subject to de novo review. People v. Jones, 2023 IL 127810, ¶ 22; People

v. Williams, 239 Ill. 2d 119, 127 (2010).   

ARGUMENT

One element of solicitation of murder for hire is that the defendant “procures

another” to commit first-degree murder. The legislature has not defined “procures”

for purposes of this offense. However, its unambiguous plain and ordinary meaning

is to “obtain” something or to “bring about” a result. The State charged defendant

with two counts of solicitation of murder for hire, alleging, in part, that he had

procured Daniel Robinson to commit murder. The evidence at trial established

that Robinson only feigned an agreement with defendant to commit murder.

Robinson testified that he never intended to have anyone murdered. Consequently,

defendant did not commit solicitation of murder for hire because he never actually

obtained or “procured” another to commit murder. Defendant respectfully requests

that this Court reverse his convictions of solicitation of murder for hire. 
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A. The procurement element of solicitation of murder for hire, 720
ILCS 5/8-1.2(a),  requires that defendants actually obtain another to commit
first-degree murder. 

Pursuant to section 8-1(a) of the Criminal Code (“the Code”), “[a] person

commits the offense of solicitation when, with intent that an offense be committed,

other than first degree murder, he or she commands, encourages, or requests another

to commit that offense.” 720 ILCS 5/8-1(a) (2010).

Section 8-1(b) of the Code provides that “[a] person commits the offense

of solicitation of murder when he or she commits solicitation with the intent that

the offense of first degree murder be committed.” 720 ILCS 5/8-1(b) (2010). Thus,

a person commits the offense of solicitation of murder when he or she, with the

intent that first-degree murder be committed, commands, encourages, or requests

another to commit that offense. See 720 ILCS 5/8-1(a)–(b) (2010). 

Section 8-1.2 of the Code provides that “[a] person commits the offense of

solicitation of murder for hire when, with the intent that the offense of first degree

murder be committed, he or she procures another to commit that offense pursuant

to any contract, agreement, understanding, command, or request for money or

anything of value.” 720 ILCS 5/8-1.2(a) (2010). 

The dispositive issue in this case is the meaning of “procures” in section

8-1.2(a) for purposes of the offense of solicitation of murder for hire. 

1. The term “procures” in section 8-1.2(a) of the Criminal Code means
“to obtain” and is not ambiguous. 

‘“The most fundamental rule in statutory construction is to give effect to

the legislative intent.’” People v. Guy, 2025 IL 129967, ¶ 31 (quoting Murray v.

Chicago Youth Center, 224 Ill. 2d 213, 235 (2007)). The starting point for resolving

a question of statutory construction is the plain language of the statute. People
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v. Fiveash, 2015 IL 117669, ¶ 11; see also People v. Deroo, 2022 IL 126120, ¶ 24

(“The meaning of a rule or statute is determined first by examining the language

of the provision itself, not extratextual sources.”). Where statutory language is

clear and unambiguous, courts must apply it as written, giving its plain meaning

effect, without resort to further aids of statutory construction. People v. Williams,

239 Ill. 2d 503, 506 (2011); People v. Whitney, 188 Ill. 2d 91, 97 (1999); People

v. Perry, 224 Ill. 2d 312, 323 (2007). “The language of a statute is ambiguous if

it is susceptible to more than one reasonable interpretation.” People v. Boyce, 2015

IL 117108, ¶ 22. When interpreting statutory language, this Court looks at the

statute as a whole, construing words and phrases in light of other relevant statutory

provisions. People v. Haynes, 2024 IL 129795, ¶ 35. The Court gives each word,

clause, and sentence a reasonable meaning, if possible, so as to not render any

term superfluous. People v. Fair, 2024 IL 128373, ¶ 61. “A reviewing court may

also consider the underlying purpose of the statute’s enactment, the evils sought

to be remedied, and the consequences of construing the statute in one manner

versus another.” People v. Garcia, 241 Ill. 2d 416, 421 (2011). It is presumed that

the legislature did not intend to cause absurd or unjust results. Id. 

The Code does not define “procures” for purposes of section 8-1.2(a). Where

a statute does not define a term, this Court presumes the legislature intended

the term to have its ordinary and popularly understood meaning. People v.

Cardamone, 232 Ill. 2d 504, 513 (2009). “It is appropriate to employ the dictionary as

a resource to ascertain the meaning of undefined terms.” Id. 

Black’s Law Dictionary identifies “procure” as a verb with the following

definitions: “1. To obtain (something), esp. by special effort or means. 2. To achieve

or bring about (a result). 3. To obtain a sexual partner for another, esp. an unlawful

partner such as a minor or a prostitute.” Black’s Law Dictionary (10th ed. 2014).
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Similarly, Merriam-Webster Dictionary identifies “procure” as a verb with

the following definitions: 1. “to get possession of (something): to obtain (something)

by particular care and effort”; 2. “to bring about or achieve (something) by care

and effort”; 3. “to obtain (someone) to be employed for sex (as for an individual

or in a brothel).” Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, https://www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/procure (last visited May 27, 2025). 

Thus, the plain and ordinary meaning of “procure,” and its meaning for

purposes of section 8-1.2(a), is “to obtain,” “achieve,” or “bring about” either

“something” or a “result.” This is the only plain and ordinary meaning contained

in the dictionary that could apply in the context of section 8-1.2(a). Consequently,

the term “procure” as used in section 8-1.2(a) is not susceptible to more than one

reasonable interpretation. It is not ambiguous.

2. The legislature’s naming the offense solicitation of murder for
hire does not negate the plain, unambiguous procurement requirement
of section 8-1.2(a). 

Defendant anticipates the State will argue that solicitation of murder for

hire only requires a unilateral agreement because the legislature named the offense

“solicitation of murder for hire.” An official title or heading for a statutory provision

is considered only as a short-hand reference to the general subject matter involved

in the statutory section, and it cannot limit the plain meaning of the text. Michigan

Ave. Nat. Bank v. County of Cook, 191 Ill. 2d 493, 505–06 (2000). Official headings

or titles are of use only when they shed light on an ambiguous word or phrase

within the statute’s text, and they cannot undo what the text makes plain. Id.

at 506; see also Alvarez v. Pappas, 229 Ill. 2d 217, 230–31 (2008) (stating the same);

Bhd. of R. R. Trainmen v. Baltimore & O. R. Co., 331 U.S. 519, 528–29 (1947)

(“[T]he title of a statute and the heading of a section cannot limit the plain meaning
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of the text. . . . For interpretative purposes, they are of use only when they shed

light on some ambiguous word or phrase. They are but tools available for the

resolution of a doubt. But they cannot undo or limit that which the text makes

plain.”). In other words, an official title or heading cannot be used to create

ambiguity where none exists. As previously explained, the language of section

8-1.2(a) is not ambiguous. By its plain and ordinary meaning, it requires a defendant

to actually obtain another to commit murder. Looking to the title of the offense

to undo the unambiguous meaning of section 8-1.2(a) would violate principles

of statutory construction.      

3. Affording “procures” its plain and ordinary meaning, i.e., requiring
a defendant to actually obtain another to commit first-degree murder,
neither offends the reasonableness of the legislature’s statutory scheme
nor leads to absurd or unjust results. 

The plain language of the Code illustrates that our legislature intended

a sensible tiered penal scheme based on a level of seriousness for offenses premised

on an intent to commit murder. Affording “procures” its plain and ordinary meaning

does not offend the sensibility of this scheme or lead to absurd or unjust results. 

The least serious offense premised on an intent to commit murder is

conspiracy to commit murder. The offense is a Class 1 felony subject to 4 to 15

years’ imprisonment. 720 ILCS 5/8-2(c)(3)(A) (2010); 730 ILCS 5/5-4.5-30(a) (2010).

A person commits the offense when, with the intent that first-degree murder be

committed, he or she agrees with another to the commission of that offense and

an act in furtherance of the agreement is committed by any conspirator. 720 ILCS

5/8-2(a) (2010). Although the offense of conspiracy requires an agreement, it does

not require a defendant to solicit or procure another person to commit murder. 

The next offense in level of seriousness is attempted murder, which is a

Class X felony generally subject to 6 to 30 years’ imprisonment. 720 ILCS 5/8-4(c)(1)
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(2010); 730 ILCS 5/5-4.5-25(a) (2010). Attempted murder is more serious than

conspiracy to commit murder because it requires a substantial step toward the

commission of murder. 720 ILCS 5/8-4(a) (2010). An act in furtherance of the

agreement for purposes of the offense of conspiracy is a lesser step than the

substantial-step requirement for the offense of attempt. People v. Ambrose, 28

Ill. App. 3d 627, 630 (3d Dist. 1975); People v. Burleson, 50 Ill. App. 3d 629, 632

(4th Dist. 1977). Unlike the offense of conspiracy, an act of planning is not sufficient

to be a substantial step for purposes of an attempted offense. Ambrose, 28 Ill. App.

3d at 630.  

Next is the offense of solicitation of murder, which is a Class X felony subject

to 15 to 30 years’ imprisonment. 720 ILCS 5/8-1(c) (2010). And, more serious than

solicitation of murder is the offense of solicitation of murder for hire, which is

a Class X felony subject to 20 to 40 years’ imprisonment. 720 ILCS 5/8-1.2(b) (2010).

Solicitation of murder for hire is a more serious offense than solicitation of murder

because it involves a person actually obtaining someone to commit murder, rather

than merely soliciting someone. Notably, if solicitation of murder for hire embraced

the unilateral theory, such that a defendant would be guilty of the offense where

a person feigned agreement with the defendant to commit murder, then solicitation

of murder for hire would be no more serious of an offense than solicitation of murder.

Where an agreement is feigned, the defendant makes no actual progress beyond

the act of solicitation in his or her quest to commit murder. Thus, it is the act of

actually obtaining someone to commit murder that makes solicitation of murder

for hire a more serious and dangerous offense than solicitation of murder. 

The reason why the offenses of solicitation of murder and solicitation of

murder for hire are considered more serious than the offenses of conspiracy to
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commit murder and attempted murder is the difference between the nature of

the harm the legislature intended to prevent. The conspiracy offense targets a

single harm: an individual’s acting on an intent to commit murder (and the

endangerment of the potential victim as a consequence). The same can be said

of attempted murder. In contrast, the offenses of solicitation of murder and

solicitation of murder for hire target not only this harm but an additional one:

the individual’s corruption of another person (the person solicited or procured)

in pursuit of the goal of committing murder. People v. Kauten, 324 Ill. App. 2d

588, 593 (2d Dist. 2001). Furthermore, solicitation of murder and solicitation of

murder for hire generally “will involve greater premeditation, planning, or criminal

sophistication than will many attempted murders.” Id.  A solicitation to murder

is more dangerous than a direct attempt because it manifests an approach to crime

that is more intelligent and masterful. Id. Thus, the offenses of solicitation of murder

and solicitation of murder for hire generally involve greater societal danger, and

are generally more serious, than the offenses of conspiracy to commit murder and

attempted murder. 

With that said, not every attempted murder will be less serious than a

solicitation of murder or solicitation of murder for hire. Id. As illustrated by the

sentencing enhancements for attempted murder, the manner in which an attempted

murder is committed may make the offense more serious than even the worst

solicitation of murder or solicitation of murder for hire. Hence, sentence

enhancements for attempted murder can subject a defendant to life imprisonment.

See 720 ILCS 5/8-4(c)(1)(A)–(D) (2010). 

Of course, the most serious offense is murder itself, as it is generally subject

to 20 to 60 years’ imprisonment, and potential sentence enhancements expose
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a defendant to life imprisonment. 730 ILCS 5/5-4.5-20(a) (2010); 730 ILCS 5/5-8-1

(2010). Murder is the most serious of the offenses because it involves the actual

killing of an individual without lawful justification. 720 ILCS 5/9-1(a) (2010).

Defendant anticipates the State may argue that, in cases where a defendant

solicits a government agent or an informant working with the government to commit

murder, and the agent or informant feigns an agreement with the defendant to

commit murder, affording “procures” its plain and ordinary meaning would lead

to an absurd or unjust result because the defendant would not be guilty of solicitation

of murder for hire. Thus, the State would argue that solicitation of murder for

hire must be interpreted as embracing the unilateral theory. However, this would

not lead to an absurd or unjust result because the defendant would not escape

criminal liability in such circumstances. The defendant would be guilty of the

lesser offense of solicitation of murder. 

4. The Appellate Court has erroneously held that solicitation of
murder for hire requires only a unilateral agreement. 

In several cases, the Appellate Court has held that solicitation of murder

for hire requires only a unilateral agreement. See, e.g., People v. Breton, 237 Ill.

App. 3d 355, 362 (2d Dist. 1992); People v. Cuadrado, 341 Ill. App. 3d 703, 715–16

(1st Dist. 2003);  People v. Shepherd, 2024 IL App (3d) 230283-U, ¶¶ 32–35; People

v. Peterson, 2020 IL App (5th) 160541-U, ¶¶ 45–46. The Appellate Court’s decision

in Breton is the leading case on the matter, as each of the Appellate Court’s later

decisions rely upon it. According to the Appellate Court in Breton and its progeny,

solicitation of murder for hire embraces the unilateral theory because (1) the actus

reus of solicitation involves an attempt to persuade another to commit a crime;

(2) this Court’s decision in People v. Foster, 99 Ill. 2d 48 (1983), supports the

conclusion; (3) solicitation of murder for hire would effectively require a conspiracy
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if the unilateral theory does not apply; and (4) the legislature’s failure to update

section 8-1.2(a) after the Breton decision demonstrates that the legislature intended

the unilateral theory to apply. 

The Appellate Court is wrong on each point. 

a. Application of the unilateral theory to the offense of solicitation
of murder for hire contradicts the plain language of section 8-1.2(a) and
defies principles of statutory construction.

Per the plain language of section 8-1.2(a), the actus reus of solicitation of

murder for hire is procuring another to commit murder. 720 ILCS 5/8-1.2(a) (2010).

Section 8-1.2(a) does not use the words solicit, command, encourage, or request

(in any form) to define the actus reus. Certainly, given the legislature’s use of such

terms in section 8-1 to define the actus reus of an ordinary solicitation offense,

the legislature could have used any of those terms to define the actus reus in section

8-1.2(a) had it wanted to. Yet, it chose not to, showing that it intended the actus

reus of solicitation of murder for hire to be different from the actus reas of solicitation

of murder. “It is well established that, by employing certain language in one

instance, and entirely different language in another, the legislature indicated

that different results were intended.” People v. Ousley, 235 Ill. 2d 299, 313–14

(2009). This includes when the legislature used particular language in one section

of an act but then different language in another section of the same act. In re C.C.,

2011 IL 111795, ¶ 35. To be sure, this Court has recognized that the words “solicits”

and “procures” are not interchangeable for purposes of the solicitation and murder-

for-hire statutes. People v. Cuadrado, 214 Ill. 2d 79, 88 (2005). They have different

meanings. Thus, the Breton court was incorrect when it opined that the actus reus

for solicitation of murder for hire is a solicitation or “an attempt to persuade another

to commit a crime.” Breton, 237 Ill. App. 3d at 361. Embracing the unilateral theory
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for solicitation of murder for hire on this basis was clearly erroneous. By doing

so, the Breton court effectively rewrote section 8-1.2(a) to use the term “solicits”

instead of “procures.” This is prohibited. “The responsibility for the wisdom or

justice of legislation rests with the legislature, and courts may not rewrite statutes

to make them consistent with the court’s idea of orderliness and public policy.”

People v. Wright, 194 Ill. 2d 1, 29 (2000). 

Aside from rewriting section 8-1.2(a) to use the term “solicits” instead of

“procures,” there are only two other methods for section 8-1.2(a) to arguably be

construed as embracing the unilateral theory. 

The first is by ignoring the “procures” element and interpreting the terms

“contract, agreement, understanding, command, or request” as embracing unilateral

agreements. Of course, this violates the principle of statutory construction that

each word of a statute must be given meaning so that no term is rendered

superfluous. Fair, 2024 IL 128373, ¶ 61.

The second is by interpreting the term “procures” as a legal term of art

that embraces the unilateral theory. But, there are several problems with this. 

To start, the dictionary establishes that “procures” is not a legal term of

art for purposes of this case. More specifically, it does not contain a specialized

meaning for “procure” that is applicable in the context of soliciting someone to

commit murder. Its only applicable meanings are its plain and commonly understood

meanings. See Black’s Law Dictionary (10th ed. 2014); Merriam-Webster Online

Dictionary, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/procure (last visited

May 27, 2025); see also generally People v. Davison, 233 Ill. 2d 30, 42 (2009)

(Webster’s Dictionary contains definition for “poison gas,” a term of art). 
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Second, if the term “procures” did have a specialized meaning applicable

to this case, it would need to be the opposite of its plain and ordinary meaning.

More specifically, it would mean “not actually obtaining, achieving, or bringing

about something, despite thinking that you did.” Assigning this specialized meaning

to the term would be absurd. Moreover, the legislature would have elected to create

a more severe offense of solicitation solely on the basis of the defendant’s thoughts,

specifically the defendant’s incorrect belief that he or she had obtained someone

to commit murder. However, the law criminalizes a person’s actions, not a person’s

thoughts. See Doe v. City of Lafayette, 377 F.3d 757, 765 (7th Cir. 2004) (“[T]he

Court also has indicated that the government cannot regulate mere thought,

unaccompanied by conduct.”) (citing Paris Adult Theatre I v. Slaton, 413 U.S. 49,

67–68 (1973). Criminal prohibitions address realities, not fantasies. See Paris

Adult Theatre, 413 U.S. at 67–68 (“The fantasies of a drug addict are his own and

beyond the reach of government, but government regulation of drug sales is not

prohibited by the Constitution.”). 

Third, even assuming arguendo that “procures” is a term of art having this,

or some similar, specialized legal meaning, there is no evidence of such meaning

existing when the legislature created the crime of solicitation of murder for hire.

See generally Pub. Act 85-1030 § 2 (eff. July 1, 1988) (adding 720 ILCS 5/8-1.2).

Importantly, statutory language is read as a term of art only when the language

was used in that way at the time of the statute’s adoption. Yellen v. Confederated

Tribes of Chehalis Reservation, 594 U.S. 338, 354 (2021); see also Food Marketing

Institute v. Argus Leader Media, 588 U.S. 427, 438 (2019) (rejecting a term-of-art

reading where there was no evidence that the term at issue carried a specialized

meaning at the time of the statute’s adoption). In other words, a term must have
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a settled specialized meaning in the law to be considered a legal term of art. See

People v. Perez, 2014 IL 115927, ¶ 9 (“Where a term has a settled legal meaning,

this court will normally infer that the legislature intended to incorporate that

settled meaning.”). To be sure, there is no statute or court precedent recognizing

such a meaning for “procures.” 

It is axiomatic that “statutory language must be given its plain and ordinary

meaning.” People v. Robinson, 172 Ill. 2d 452, 457 (1996) (emphasis added). The

term “procures” in section 8-1.2(a) has a plain meaning that is unambiguous.

Therefore, it must be given its plain and ordinary meaning. A court cannot create

a new definition for an unambiguous statutory term and call it a term of art to

create ambiguity and avoid the term’s plain meaning. “In applying plain and

unambiguous language, it is not necessary for a court to search for any subtle

or not readily apparent intention of the legislature.” Ultsch v. Illinois Mun. Ret.

Fund, 226 Ill. 2d 169, 190 (2007). No rule of construction authorizes courts to declare

that the legislature did not mean what the plain language of the statute imports.

People v. Clark, 2019 IL 122891, ¶ 47. Although the Appellate Court may believe

it is good policy for solicitation of murder for hire to embrace unilateral agreements

in cases where government agents or informants feign agreement with defendants,

an aspirational policy objective cannot override unambiguous statutory language.

People v. McCarty, 223 Ill. 2d 109, 128 (2006).

b. This Court’s precedent does not support the conclusion that
solicitation of murder for hire embraces the unilateral theory. 

The Appellate Court in Breton and its progeny, including in the instant

case, relied upon this Court’s decision in People v. Foster, 99 Ill. 2d 48 (1983), as

authority for the proposition that solicitation of murder for hire embraces the
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unilateral theory. Breton, 237 Ill. App. 3d at 360–62; Shepherd, 2024 IL App (3d)

230283-U, ¶ 35; Peterson, 2020 IL App (5th) 160541-U, ¶¶ 42–45. The issue in

Foster was whether the conspiracy statute embraced the unilateral theory. Foster,

99 Ill. 2d at 50–51. The Foster Court held that the conspiracy statute “encompasses

the bilateral theory of conspiracy.” Id. at 55. In support of this conclusion, this

Court said the following: “Illinois does have a solicitation statute which embraces

virtually every situation in which one could be convicted of conspiracy under the

unilateral theory. . . . There would appear to have been little need for the legislature

to adopt the unilateral theory of conspiracy in light of the existence of the solicitation

statute.” Id. at 53 (emphasis added). Breton focused on this language as support

for its conclusion that solicitation of murder for hire embraces the unilateral theory.

Breton, 237 Ill. App. 3d at 361–62. The Breton court opined, “Because solicitation

statutes embrace situations in which one could be convicted of conspiracy under

the unilateral theory, solicitation statutes do not require bilateral agreements.”

Id. at 362 (emphasis added).

Foster does not support the conclusion that solicitation of murder for hire

requires only a unilateral agreement. The error in the Breton court’s reasoning

is plain. When this Court in Foster addressed the “solicitation statute,” it was

addressing ordinary solicitation pursuant to section 8-1. Foster, 99 Ill. 2d at 52–53.

The Foster Court did not address solicitation of murder for hire. Nor could it, as

the offense of solicitation of murder for hire did not yet exist. See Pub. Act 85-1030

§ 2 (eff. July 1, 1988) (adding 720 ILCS 5/8-1.2). Thus, the Breton court’s reliance

on Foster was misplaced. In reliance on Foster, the Breton court erroneously

intermingled the solicitation and murder-for-hire statutes when it opined that

the “solicitation statutes do not require bilateral agreements.” Breton, 237 Ill. App.
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3d at 362 (emphasis added). This is a legally incorrect statement, and a statement

that the Foster Court never made. Although the ordinary solicitation statute does

encompass unilateral agreements given its actus reus of solicitation (commands,

encourages, or requests), which is conduct falling short of a conspiracy per Foster,

the murder-for-hire statute’s use of the term “procures” intrinsically forecloses

unilateral agreements.     

c. Interpreting the procurement element of section 8-1.2(a) as
requiring that a defendant actually obtain another to commit first-degree
murder would not effectively require a conspiracy. 

The Breton court also opined that solicitation of murder for hire must be

premised on the unilateral theory because “[r]equiring a bilateral agreement in

the solicitation of murder for hire statute when the solicitation was pursuant to

an agreement would effectively require a conspiracy.” Breton, 237 Ill. App. 3d

at 362. This is a legally erroneous statement. Conspiracy to commit murder requires

both an agreement to commit murder and an act in furtherance of the agreement

to commit murder. See 720 ILCS 5/8-2(a) (2010). Solicitation of murder for hire

does not require an act in furtherance. 720 ILCS 5/8-1.2(a) (2010). Solicitation

of murder for hire requires procurement of another to commit murder. Id. Conspiracy

does not. 720 ILCS 5/8-2(a) (2010). Each offense contains an element that the

other does not. Of course, a defendant who has committed solicitation of murder

for hire (premised on a contract, agreement, or understanding) could then commit

conspiracy to commit murder if there is later an overt act; the defendant could

then commit attempted murder if there is later a substantial step; and the defendant

could then commit murder if there is later a killing without lawful justification;

but none of this is certain. They are all separate offenses. 
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d. The Illinois legislature’s silence after Breton does not support
the conclusion that solicitation of murder for hire embraces the unilateral
theory.  

Since Breton, the Appellate Court has relied upon the legislature’s failure

to amend section 8-1.2(a) in light of Breton as evidence that the legislature agrees

with the result in Breton, having intended solicitation of murder for hire to require

only a unilateral agreement. Shepherd, 2024 IL App (3d) 230283-U, ¶ 35; Peterson,

2020 IL App (5th) 160541-U, ¶ 45. According to the Appellate Court in the instant

case, Breton is “well-established precedent” from which it will not depart. Shepherd,

2024 IL App (3d) 230283-U, ¶ 35. Of course, the Appellate Court was referring

to the jurisprudential principle of legislative acquiescence. A legislature’s failure

to amend a statute after judicial interpretation is suggestive of legislative agreement

but not conclusive evidence of the correctness of the judicial interpretation. Foster,

99 Ill. 2d at 55. Rather, “the persuasive power of legislative silence depends on

the circumstances of the legislative decision not to amend a statute following a

judicial interpretation of the statute.” State ex rel. Raoul v. Elite Staffing, Inc.,

2024 IL 128763, ¶ 56. 

Here, the Appellate Court’s application of the principle of legislative

acquiescence for purposes of the murder-for-hire statute suffers a serious flaw.

The principle is a tool of statutory construction that looks outside the text of a

statute, specifically to judicial construction and any subsequent legislative action

in response, which is only appropriate when the text of the statute is ambiguous.

See Deroo, 2022 IL 126120, ¶ 24 (“If . . . the language of the provision is clear and

unambiguous, it must be given effect as written, without resorting to further aids

of construction or reference to materials outside the text.”); see also Citizens Util.

Bd. v. Illinois Commerce Comm'n, 275 Ill. App. 3d 329, 345 (1st Dist. 1995) (citing
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several decisions of this Court for the proposition that legislative acquiescence

only applies when a statute is ambiguous); Jones v. Liberty Glass Co., 332 U.S.

524, 533–34 (1947) (“[T]he doctrine of legislative acquiescence is at best only an

auxiliary tool for use in interpreting ambiguous statutory provisions.”). To be sure,

this Court has explained that rules of statutory construction “‘are merely aids

used by the courts in arriving at the real intention of the legislature when that

intention is not clearly manifest from the language used. These rules are useful

only in cases of doubt, and are never to be used to create a doubt, but only to remove

it.”’ Perry, 224 Ill. 2d at 333 (quoting 34 Ill. L. & Prac. Statutes § 50 (2001)).

Moreover, the doctrine of legislative acquiescence does not bind this Court to an

erroneous interpretation. Citizens Util. Bd., 275 Ill. App. 3d at 345; see also Jones,

332 U.S. at 534–35 (stating that the Court was not bound by legislative acquiescence

to follow a lower court’s erroneous interpretation). These principles are logical

because if statutory language is unambiguous, there is nothing for the legislature

to clarify. Rather, it is incumbent on the courts to give unambiguous statutory

language its plain meaning. 

As previously established, section 8-1.2(a) is unambiguous as its plain

language requires a defendant to actually obtain (procure) another to commit

murder. Therefore, it is not surprising that the legislature has not amended the

statute since Breton. There is nothing to amend as the meaning of section 8-1.2(a)

could not be more clear. See generally Jones, 332 U.S. at 533–34 (“[T]he contention

is advanced that legislative acquiescence in the interpretation must be assumed.

. . . Here the language and the purpose of Congress seem clear to us. . . . We do

not expect Congress to make an affirmative move every time a lower court indulges

in an erroneous interpretation. In short, the original legislative language speaks
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louder than such judicial action.”). The Appellate Court’s application of the principle

of legislative acquiescence to section 8-1.2(a) violated one of the most basic rules

of statutory construction: give effect to unambiguous statutory language.

5. Even if section 8-1.2(a) is ambiguous, it should be construed as
requiring that a defendant actually obtain another to commit first-degree
murder.

When a statute is ambiguous, this Court must look to other sources as an

aid to construction. People v. Rinehart, 2012 IL 111719, ¶ 26. Such sources include

the maxim of in pari materia. Id. Under this maxim, “two legislative acts that

address the same subject are considered with reference to one another, so that

they may be given harmonious effect.” Haynes, 2024 IL 129795, ¶ 35; see also

generally Kozak v. Ret. Bd. of Firemen’s Annuity & Ben. Fund of Chicago, 95 Ill.

2d 211, 219 (1983) (“Only where a statute is ambiguous on its face, however, should

courts look to similar statutes as an aid to construction.”). To be sure, this Court

has explained that “[i]t is appropriate statutory construction to consider similar

and related enactments, though not strictly in pari materia.” Wade v. City of N.

Chicago Police Pension Bd., 226 Ill. 2d 485, 511 (2007). When resolving an ambiguity

in the Criminal Code, “the entire Criminal Code and each of its sections must

be considered.” People v. Frieberg, 147 Ill. 2d 326, 346–47 (1992); see also People

v. Turner, 2024 IL App (4th) 230641, ¶ 42 (“For this reason, ‘the entire [Code]

and each of its sections must be considered’ when we determine the meaning of

a term not specifically defined in the Code.”). 

Looking to other parts of the Code, the legislature has defined “procure”

in other acts. “Procure” is defined in the Methamphetamine Precursor Act as “to

purchase, steal, gather, or otherwise obtain, for oneself or another person, by legal

or illegal means, or to cause another to take that action.” 720 ILCS 648/10 (2025)
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(emphasis added). The Methamphetamine Precursor Act restricts the purchase,

receipt, or acquisition of methamphetamine precursors. 720 ILCS 648/20 (2025).

And it provides, in part, that “[a] person shall not knowingly procure a targeted

methamphetamine precursor for a third party for the purpose of evading this Act,

the Illinois Controlled Substances Act, or the Methamphetamine Control and

Community Protection Act.” 720 ILCS 648/20(f) (2025). 

Similarly, the legislature has defined “procure” in the Methamphetamine

Control and Community Protection Act as “to purchase, steal, gather, or otherwise

obtain, by legal or illegal means, or to cause another to take such action.” 720

ILCS 646/10 (2025) (emphasis added). The purpose of this act is to reduce the

damage caused by the manufacture, distribution, and use of methamphetamine.

720 ILCS 646/5 (2025). The act makes it unlawful for a person to knowingly “procure”

a methamphetamine precursor with the intent that it be used to manufacture

methamphetamine, 720 ILCS 646/20(a)–(b) (2025); engage in the “procurement”

of anhydrous ammonia with the intent that it be used to manufacture

methamphetamine, 720 ILCS 646/25(a)–(b) (2025); “procure” or attempt to “procure”

anhydrous ammonia in an unauthorized container, 720 ILCS 646/25(c) (2025);

or engage in the “procurement” of any methamphetamine manufacturing material

with the intent that it be used to manufacture methamphetamine, 720 ILCS

646/30(a) (2025). 

It is apparent in these contexts that “procure” means “to obtain something.”

This meaning is consistent with the term’s plain and ordinary meaning, which,

again, is “to obtain,” “achieve,” or “bring about” either “something” or a “result.”

By using the term “procure” in these two acts, the legislature sought to prevent

a person from actually obtaining something that can be used to create a danger
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to society, specifically the creation of a dangerous drug. Similarly, the legislature,

by using the term “procures” in section 8-1.2(a) of the Code, sought to prohibit

a person from actually obtaining something to endanger society, specifically a

hitman to commit murder. Construing these three separate acts of the Code

harmoniously, the legislature’s use of the term “procure” in each of the acts

illustrates a decision to use the term to prevent a person from actually obtaining

something that will endanger society. 

Therefore, the legislature’s use of the term “procure” in other parts of the

Code in a manner that is consistent with its plain and ordinary meaning of “to

obtain something” provides compelling support for the conclusion that the legislature

intended “procures” in section 8-1.2(a) to be afforded this same plain and ordinary

meaning.  

Finally, when construing a criminal statute, “courts must resist the impulse

to speculate regarding legislative intent, for ‘probability is not a guide which a

court, in construing a penal statute, can safely take.’” People v. Hartfield, 2022

IL 126729, ¶ 69 (quoting United States v. Wiltberger, 18 U.S. (5 Wheat.) 76, 105,

5 L.Ed. 37 (1820)). Thus, if this Court is left with an ambiguous statute after

consulting traditional canons of statutory construction, the rule of lenity will apply.

People v. Gaytan, 2015 IL 116223, ¶ 39; see also United States v. Shabani, 513

U.S. 10, 17 (1994) (“The rule of lenity, however, applies only when, after consulting

traditional canons of statutory construction, we are left with an ambiguous statute.”);

Moskal v. United States, 498 U.S. 103, 108 (1990) (stating that the rule of lenity

applies if “a reasonable doubt persists” after all tools of interpretation have been

applied). “The rule of lenity requires that any ambiguity in a criminal statute

must be resolved in a manner favoring the accused.” People v. Reese, 2017 IL 120011,
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¶ 30. Consequently, this Court must construe 8-1.2(a) in defendant’s favor if it

concludes that it remains ambiguous after consulting the rules of statutory

construction. 

B. The evidence at trial established that Christian L. Shepherd did
not commit solicitation of murder for hire because he did not procure
Daniel Robinson to commit first-degree murder. 

The Due Process Clause protects an accused against conviction except upon

proof beyond a reasonable doubt of every fact necessary to constitute the crime

with which he is charged. U.S. Const. amend. XIV; Ill. Const., 1970, art. I, §2;

In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358, 364 (1970). The State has the burden of proving beyond

a reasonable doubt all of the material and essential facts constituting the crime.

People v. Weinstein, 35 Ill. 2d 467, 470 (1966). When the State fails to do so, the

defendant’s conviction must be reversed. People v. Woods, 214 Ill. 2d 455, 470–71

(2005). 

In this case, defendant was convicted of two counts of solicitation of murder

for hire (C412; R1320–23). For count I, the State alleged that defendant violated

section 8-1.2(a) by procuring Daniel Robinson to commit first-degree murder

“pursuant to an agreement or understanding,” whereby Robinson would kill A.V.,

Regina Vince and Franklin Bryant, and the defendant would pay Robinson “a

sum of money” (C30). Similarly, for count II, the State alleged that defendant

violated section 8-1.2(a) by procuring Robinson to commit first-degree murder

“pursuant to an agreement or understanding,” whereby Robinson would kill Renee

Maly and Jason Opiola, and the defendant would pay Robinson “a sum of money”

(C31). 

The evidence at trial was insufficient to prove counts I and II. The State

failed to prove the element of procurement. Robinson testified that he never intended
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to actually commit any type of act against A.V., Vince, Bryant, Maly, or Opiola.

He was not going to talk to or hire a hitman to have them murdered. And he was

not going to murder any of the individuals himself (R989–90). Because Robinson

never intended to find anyone to kill them, and never intended to kill them himself,

defendant did not obtain Robinson to commit first-degree murder. In other words,

defendant did not “procure” Robinson to commit the offenses. Consequently,

defendant did not commit solicitation of murder for hire. 

Accordingly, defendant respectfully requests that this Court reverse his

convictions of solicitation of murder for hire due to insufficient evidence. 
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CONCLUSION

Christian L. Shepherd respectfully requests that this Court reverse his

convictions of solicitation of murder for hire due to insufficient evidence. 

Respectfully submitted,
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State Appellate Defender 
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05/18/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 174 (Volume 1)

06/15/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 175 (Volume 1)

06/21/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 176 (Volume 1)

06/30/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 177 (Volume 1)

07/15/2016  NOTICE OF MOTION C 178 (Volume 1)

07/15/2016  MOTION TO ADVANCE C 179 (Volume 1)

08/01/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 180 (Volume 1)

08/09/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 181 (Volume 1)

08/22/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 182 (Volume 1)

09/22/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 183 (Volume 1)

10/06/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 184 (Volume 1)

10/12/2016  SEE ORDER SIGNED AS TO CONTACT VISITS C 185 (Volume 1)

10/12/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 186 (Volume 1)

10/18/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 187 (Volume 1)

11/01/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 188 (Volume 1)

11/15/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 189 (Volume 1)

12/01/2016  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 190 (Volume 1)

02/27/2017  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 191 (Volume 1)

04/18/2017  SEE ORDER SIGNED FOR CONTACT VISIT C 192 (Volume 1)

06/06/2017  SEE ORDER SIGNED FOR CONTACT VISIT C 193 (Volume 1)

11/09/2017  NOTICE (WITH COURT APPEARANCE DATE)OF C 194 (Volume 1)

MOTION PROOF OF SERVICE FILED

11/09/2017  MOTION FOR ENTRY OF AN ORDER FILED BY C 195-C 196 (Volume 1)

ATTORNEY NEIL G  PATEL

11/15/2017  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 197 (Volume 1)

11/22/2017  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 198 (Volume 1)

12/04/2017  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 199 (Volume 1)

01/11/2018  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 200 (Volume 1)

02/23/2018  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 201 (Volume 1)

02/23/2018  APPEARANCE FILED BY ROBERT LEWIN - C 202 (Volume 1)

COPY (ORIGINAL 10CF903)

03/23/2018  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 203 (Volume 1)

04/26/2018  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 204 (Volume 1)

04/27/2018  CORRESPONDENCE TO DEFENDANT C 205-C 206 (Volume 1)

05/30/2018  SEE ORDER SIGNED FOR CONTACT VISIT C 207 (Volume 1)
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06/13/2018  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 208 (Volume 1)

08/24/2018  WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS - ORDER JESUS C 209 (Volume 1)

OCAMPO, M26142

09/24/2018  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 210 (Volume 1)

09/24/2018  ORDER TO CONTINUE SUBPOENAS C 211 (Volume 1)

09/24/2018  AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES C 212 (Volume 1)

10/23/2018  SEE ORDER SIGNED FOR CONTACT VISIT C 213 (Volume 1)

11/01/2018  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 214 (Volume 1)

11/29/2018  MOTION C 215-C 217 (Volume 1)

12/10/2018  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 218 (Volume 1)

12/10/2018  SUPPLEMENTAL NOTIFICATION OF REPORTS C 219-C 220 (Volume 1)

SUMMARIZING WITNESSES ORAL

01/03/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 221 (Volume 1)

01/07/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 222 (Volume 1)

01/15/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 223 (Volume 1)

02/08/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 224 (Volume 1)

02/11/2019  NOTICE (WITHOUT COURT APPEARANCE DATE) C 225-C 226 (Volume 1)

02/11/2019  MOTION C 227-C 230 (Volume 1)

02/27/2019  MOTION TO DENY THE STATE S REQUEST TO C 231-C 232 (Volume 1)

ADMIT EVIDENCE OF OTHER ACTS

02/27/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 233 (Volume 1)

04/04/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED 1 C 234 (Volume 1)

04/25/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 235 (Volume 1)

05/01/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 236 (Volume 1)

05/01/2019  PEOPLE S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT MOTION C 237-C 241 (Volume 1)

TO DENY STATE S MOTION IN LIMINE

06/05/2019  STATE S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCOVERY C 242 (Volume 1)

NOTIFICATION OF REPORTS SUMMARIZING

06/05/2019  STATE S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCOVERY C 243 (Volume 1)

PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

06/05/2019  STATE S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCOVERY RECORD C 244 (Volume 1)

OF CONVICTION OF THE DEFENDANT

06/18/2019  SEE ORDER SIGNED C 245 (Volume 1)

07/01/2019  SUPPLEMENTAL C 246-C 247 (Volume 1)

07/01/2019  NOTICE C 248-C 249 (Volume 1)
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07/01/2019  MOTION C 250-C 253 (Volume 1)

07/08/2019  SEE ORDER SIGNED C 254 (Volume 1)

07/08/2019  SEE ORDER SIGNED 1 C 255 (Volume 1)

07/08/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 256 (Volume 1)

08/05/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 257 (Volume 1)

08/12/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 258 (Volume 1)

09/05/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 259 (Volume 1)

09/09/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 260 (Volume 1)

09/16/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 261 (Volume 1)

09/16/2019  AFFIDAVIT OF ASSETS AND LIABILITIES C 262 (Volume 1)

09/17/2019  SUPPLEMENTAL C 263-C 264 (Volume 1)

09/17/2019  NOTICE OF FILING C 265 (Volume 1)

09/17/2019  DISCLOSURE TO THE PROSECUTION C 266-C 267 (Volume 1)

09/30/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 268 (Volume 1)

11/05/2019  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 269 (Volume 1)

01/07/2020  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 270 (Volume 1)

02/11/2020  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 271 (Volume 1)

03/20/2020  ORDER C 272 (Volume 1)

08/04/2020  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 273 (Volume 1)

09/28/2020  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 274 (Volume 1)

09/28/2020  ORDER C 275 (Volume 1)

12/09/2020  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 276 (Volume 1)

03/18/2021  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 277 (Volume 1)

03/18/2021  ORDER C 278 (Volume 1)

08/09/2021  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 279 (Volume 1)

08/09/2021  ORDER - TRIAL CLOTHING C 280 (Volume 1)

08/09/2021  ORDER - SUBPOENAS C 281 (Volume 1)

08/09/2021  ORDER - SUBPOENAS 1 C 282 (Volume 1)

09/07/2021  AFFIDAVIT C 283 (Volume 1)

10/08/2021  NOTICE OF MOTION C 284-C 285 (Volume 1)

10/08/2021  MOTION TO CONTINUE C 286-C 287 (Volume 1)

10/14/2021  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 288 (Volume 1)

10/14/2021  ORDER C 289 (Volume 1)

10/26/2021  ORDER C 290 (Volume 1)

10/27/2021  ORDER C 291 (Volume 1)
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02/24/2022  NOTICE OF MOTION C 292-C 293 (Volume 1)

02/24/2022  MOTION TO CONTINUE C 294-C 295 (Volume 1)

02/28/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 296 (Volume 1)

03/14/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 297 (Volume 1)

07/11/2022  MOTION TO CONTINUE C 298-C 299 (Volume 1)

07/11/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 300 (Volume 1)

07/15/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 301 (Volume 1)

07/15/2022  ORDER - COURT ORDER FOR TRIAL CLOTHING C 302 (Volume 1)

10/31/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 303 (Volume 1)

10/31/2022  ORDER FOR TRIAL CLOTHING C 304 (Volume 1)

11/01/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 305 (Volume 1)

11/02/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 306 (Volume 1)

11/03/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 307 (Volume 1)

11/04/2022  MITTIMUS (ISSUED) BAIL C 308 (Volume 1)

11/04/2022  JUROR QUESTIONS (Impounded) C 309 (Volume 1)

11/04/2022  JURY INSTRUCTIONS JURY VERDICT C 310-C 383 (Volume 1)

11/04/2022  JURY VOIR DIRE SELECTION SHEET C 384 (Volume 1)

11/04/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 385 (Volume 1)

11/18/2022  ORDER C 386 (Volume 1)

11/18/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 387 (Volume 1)

12/01/2022  NOTICE OF MOTION C 388 (Volume 1)

12/01/2022  MOTION FOR JUDGMENT C 389-C 390 (Volume 1)

12/02/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 391 (Volume 1)

12/16/2022  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 392 (Volume 1)

02/06/2023  LETTER(S) DATED 02 03 23 C 393 (Volume 1)

02/06/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 394 (Volume 1)

02/10/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 395 (Volume 1)

02/24/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 396 (Volume 1)

02/27/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 397 (Volume 1)

03/03/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 398 (Volume 1)

03/14/2023  ORDER C 399 (Volume 1)

03/14/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 400 (Volume 1)

03/21/2023  ORDER FOR PRE SENTENCE INVESTIGATION C 401 (Volume 1)

03/21/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 402 (Volume 1)

03/24/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 403 (Volume 1)
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03/28/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 404 (Volume 1)

04/25/2023  REPORT (Impounded) C 405 (Volume 1)

05/08/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 406 (Volume 1)

05/12/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 407 (Volume 1)

05/19/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 408 (Volume 1)

06/01/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 409 (Volume 1)

06/01/2023  IMPOUNDED DOCUMENT - VICTIM IMPACT C 410 (Volume 1)

STATEMENT (Impounded)

06/01/2023  IMPOUNDED DOCUMENT - PRE-SENTENCE C 411 (Volume 1)

INVESTIGATION; DEFENDANT S EXHIBITS

(Impounded)

06/06/2023  JUDGMENT - SENTENCE - IDOC C 412 (Volume 1)

06/06/2023  STATEMENT OF FACTS C 413 (Volume 1)

06/06/2023  ORDER TO PROVIDE GENETIC MARKER C 414 (Volume 1)

INFORMATION

06/06/2023  ORDER - FINANCIAL C 415-C 417 (Volume 1)

06/06/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 418 (Volume 1)

06/07/2023  NOTICE OF MOTION-IN CUSTODY C 419 (Volume 1)

06/07/2023  MOTION TO RECONSIDER SENTENCE C 420-C 421 (Volume 1)

06/16/2023  CLERK S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING NOTICE C 422 (Volume 1)

OF APPEAL

06/16/2023  ORDER FOR FREE TRANSCRIPTS APP OF C 423 (Volume 1)

STATE APPELLATE DEFENDER

06/16/2023  NOTICE OF APPEAL C 424 (Volume 1)

06/16/2023  CASE TITLE C 425 (Volume 1)

06/16/2023  CLERK S CERTIFICATE OF NOTIFICATION TO C 426 (Volume 1)

COURT REPORTERS

06/16/2023  SHERIFF FEE BILL FILED C 427 (Volume 1)

06/26/2023  INFORMATION SHEET DOCKETING DUE DATES C 428-C 429 (Volume 1)

3-23-0283

            2010CF2112 - DOCKETING DUE DATE C 430-C 431 (Volume 1)

            2010CF2112 - DOCKET C 432-C 474 (Volume 1)
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ANDREA LYNN CHASTEEN, CLERK OF THE 12th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT © 

JOLIET, ILLINOIS 60432

APPEAL TO THE APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

FROM THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS

  

PEOPLE STATE OF ILLINOIS

               Plaintiff/Petitioner          Reviewing Court No: 3-23-0283

                                             Circuit Court/Agency No: 2010CF002112

                                             Trial Judge/Hearing Officer: DAVID CARLSON v.

 

CHRISTIAN L SHEPHERD

               Defendant/Respondent
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R 1

10/12/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 13-R 17 (Volume 1)

STEVE VITHOULKAS

10/28/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 18-R 20 (Volume 1)

ROCHINA DEBARTOLO

11/02/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 21-R 23 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

11/02/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 24-R 28 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

11/16/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS NOTICE OF AN R 29 (Volume 1)

APPEAL TRANSCRIPT NOT

11/29/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 30-R 32 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

12/07/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 33-R 35 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

12/10/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 36-R 45 (Volume 1)

MARCIA HAW

12/22/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 46-R 48 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

12/28/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 49-R 51 (Volume 1)

ROCHINA DEBARTOLO

12/29/2010  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 52-R 55 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

APPELLATE COURT 3RD DISTRICT
Zachary A. Hooper, Clerk of the Court

File Date: 8/18/2023 8:33 AM
Transaction ID: 3-23-0283

E-FILED
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01/12/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 56-R 61 (Volume 1)

MARCIE HAW

02/04/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 62-R 68 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

03/04/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 69-R 72 (Volume 1)

MARCIE HAW

04/19/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 73-R 76 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

05/04/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 77-R 81 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

05/27/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 82-R 85 (Volume 1)

STEVE VITHOULKAS

06/21/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 86 (Volume 1)

MARCIE HAW NOTICE OF

06/22/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 87-R 90 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

09/15/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 91-R 93 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

09/19/2011  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 94-R 97 (Volume 1)

PETER PARIS

01/26/2012  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 98-R 102 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

02/06/2012  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 103-R 105 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

06/01/2012  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 106 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY NOTICE OF

06/04/2012  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 107-R 110 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

08/28/2012  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 111-R 113 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

09/14/2012  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 114-R 117 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

12/03/2012  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 118-R 120 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY
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01/14/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 121-R 124 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

01/22/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 125-R 128 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

01/23/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 129-R 131 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTYS

01/28/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREAPRED BY R 132-R 150 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

02/05/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 151-R 162 (Volume 1)

ROCHINA DEBARTOLO

03/06/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 163-R 165 (Volume 1)

APRIL JEAN NELSON

04/02/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 166-R 169 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

04/29/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 170-R 172 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

05/24/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 173-R 177 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

05/29/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 178-R 181 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

05/31/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 182-R 190 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

06/25/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 191-R 200 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

06/28/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 201-R 203 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

07/18/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 204-R 208 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

08/27/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 209-R 211 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

08/28/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 212-R 214 (Volume 1)

KAREN SCHNEIDER

09/11/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 215-R 219 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT
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10/09/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 220-R 223 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

11/21/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 224-R 232 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

12/13/2013  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 233-R 235 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

01/17/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 236-R 238 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

02/04/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 239-R 241 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

04/14/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 242-R 246 (Volume 1)

ROCHINA DEBARTOLO

05/07/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 247-R 251 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

05/13/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 252-R 255 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

05/14/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 256-R 261 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

05/22/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 262-R 265 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

05/28/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 266-R 268 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

07/14/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 269-R 272 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

08/29/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 273-R 275 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

09/10/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 276-R 279 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

10/29/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 280-R 283 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

11/04/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 284-R 287 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

12/17/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 288-R 290 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS
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12/19/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 291-R 300 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

12/22/2014  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 301-R 304 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

01/30/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 305-R 307 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

03/06/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 308-R 310 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

03/19/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY ANNA R 311-R 313 (Volume 1)

JEAN NELSON

04/30/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 314-R 317 (Volume 1)

APRIL JEAN NELSON

05/22/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 318-R 320 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

06/25/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 321-R 323 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

07/28/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 324-R 327 (Volume 1)

APRIL JEAN NELSON

08/19/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 328-R 331 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

08/27/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 332-R 334 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

09/10/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 335-R 338 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

10/08/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 339-R 341 (Volume 1)

SANDY EBERLE

11/12/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 342-R 344 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

12/01/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 345-R 348 (Volume 1)

ROCHINA DEBARTOLO

12/15/2015  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 349-R 352 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

02/03/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 353-R 355 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT
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02/04/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 356-R 358 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

03/17/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 359-R 366 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

03/22/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 367-R 370 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

04/12/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 371-R 373 (Volume 1)

PETER PARIS

04/13/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 374-R 381 (Volume 1)

PETER PARIS

05/18/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 382-R 384 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

06/15/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 385-R 390 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

06/21/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 391-R 394 (Volume 1)

KAREN MOSER

06/30/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 395-R 397 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

07/19/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 398-R 400 (Volume 1)

PETER PARIS

08/01/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 401-R 403 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

08/09/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 404-R 406 (Volume 1)

APRIL JEAN NELSON

08/22/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 407-R 410 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

09/22/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 411-R 413 (Volume 1)

SANDY EBERLE

10/06/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 414-R 436 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

10/12/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 437-R 439 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

10/18/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 440-R 466 (Volume 1)

APRIL JEAN NELSON
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10/24/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 467-R 510 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

10/27/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 511-R 549 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

11/01/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 550-R 556 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

11/15/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 557-R 559 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

11/22/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 560-R 563 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

12/01/2016  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 564-R 568 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

02/16/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 569-R 572 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

02/27/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 573-R 575 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

04/19/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 576-R 578 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

08/09/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 579-R 581 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

10/05/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 582-R 584 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

11/15/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 585-R 588 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

11/22/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS NOTICE OF AN R 589 (Volume 1)

APPEAL TRANSCRIPT NOT

12/04/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 590-R 593 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

12/18/2017  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 594-R 596 (Volume 1)

CYNTHIA JARZ

01/11/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 597-R 599 (Volume 1)

SANDY EBERLE

02/23/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 600-R 604 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT
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03/23/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 605-R 607 (Volume 1)

CYNTHIA JARZ

04/26/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 608-R 610 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

05/30/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 611-R 613 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

06/13/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 614-R 618 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

06/28/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 619-R 621 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

09/24/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 622-R 626 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

10/23/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 627-R 629 (Volume 1)

APRIL JEAN NELSON

11/01/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 630-R 632 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

12/10/2018  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 633-R 638 (Volume 1)

DEANNA D ANGELO

01/03/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 639-R 641 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

01/07/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 642-R 644 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

01/15/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 645-R 647 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

02/08/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 648-R 650 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

02/11/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPRED BY JULIE R 651-R 653 (Volume 1)

ENRIGHT

02/25/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 654-R 658 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

02/27/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 659-R 661 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

04/04/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 662-R 664 (Volume 1)

CYNTHIA JARZ
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04/25/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 665-R 667 (Volume 1)

CYNTHIA JARZ

05/01/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 668-R 695 (Volume 1)

SANDY EBERLE

05/20/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 696-R 698 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

05/28/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 699-R 703 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

06/18/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 704-R 706 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

07/08/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 707-R 726 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

07/19/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 727-R 729 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

07/22/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 730-R 734 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

08/05/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 735-R 739 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

08/12/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 740-R 747 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

09/05/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 748-R 752 (Volume 1)

DEANNA D ANGELO

09/09/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 753-R 757 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY

09/16/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 758-R 761 (Volume 1)

DONNA CHINDERLE

09/30/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  NOTICE OF AN R 762 (Volume 1)

APPEAL TRANSCRIPT NOT

11/05/2019  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 763-R 765 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

01/07/2020  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 766-R 769 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

02/11/2020  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 770-R 773 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT
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03/20/2020  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS NOTICE OF AN R 774 (Volume 1)

APPEAL TRANSCRIPT NOT

06/09/2020  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 775-R 779 (Volume 1)

DEANNA  D ANGELO

08/04/2020  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 780-R 782 (Volume 1)

DEANNA D ANGELO

09/28/2020  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 783-R 786 (Volume 1)

DEANNA D ANGELO

12/09/2020  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 787-R 789 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

01/25/2021  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 790-R 792 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

02/01/2021  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 793-R 796 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

02/17/2021  REPORT OF PROCEEDING PREPARED BY LAURA R 797-R 800 (Volume 1)

KLEBENOW

02/25/2021  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 801-R 806 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

02/25/2021  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 807 (Volume 1)

KERRI BRADY NOTICE OF

03/18/2021  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 808-R 812 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH PROIETTI

08/09/2021  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 813-R 818 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

10/14/2021  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 819-R 822 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

02/28/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 823-R 828 (Volume 1)

NICOLE PAWLICKI

03/14/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 829-R 833 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

07/11/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 834-R 838 (Volume 1)

COLLEEN MORIARTY

07/15/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 839-R 845 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI
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10/31/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 846-R 849 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

11/01/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS AM PREPARED BY R 850-R 859 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

11/01/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS  PREPARED BY R 860-R 936 (Volume 1)

NICOLE PAWLICKI

11/02/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PM  PREPARED BY R 937-R 995 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

11/02/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS AM SESSION R 996-R 1055 (Volume 1)

PREPARED BY NICOLE PAWLICKI

11/03/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS AM  PREPARED BY R 1056-R 1080 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

11/03/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PM SESSION R 1081-R 1132 (Volume 1)

PREPARED BY NICOLE PAWLICKI

11/04/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1133-R 1191 (Volume 1)

NICOLE PAWLICKI

11/18/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1192-R 1195 (Volume 1)

DEANNA D ANGELO

12/02/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1196-R 1200 (Volume 1)

LAURA KLEBENOW

12/16/2022  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1201-R 1206 (Volume 1)

NICOLE PAWLICKI

02/06/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1207-R 1211 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

02/10/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1212-R 1218 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

02/24/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1219-R 1221 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY

02/27/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1222-R 1225 (Volume 1)

NICOLE PAWLICKI

03/03/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1226-R 1228 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

03/14/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1229-R 1238 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS
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03/21/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1239-R 1245 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

03/24/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1246-R 1249 (Volume 1)

DEANNA D ANGELO

03/28/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1250-R 1253 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

05/04/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS NOTICE OF AN R 1254 (Volume 1)

APPEAL TRANSCRIPT NOT

05/08/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1255-R 1258 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

05/12/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1259-R 1262 (Volume 1)

MICHELLE PANOS

05/19/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1263-R 1266 (Volume 1)

FELICIA RACANELLI

06/01/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1267-R 1317 (Volume 1)

JULIE ENRIGHT

06/06/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY ANNA R 1318-R 1327 (Volume 1)

MARIA CASTLE

06/16/2023  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS PREPARED BY R 1328-R 1333 (Volume 1)

ELIZABETH MCNULTY
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NOTICE: This order was filed under Supreme Court Rule 23 and is not precedent except 
in the limited circumstances allowed under Rule 23(e)(1).

2024 IL App (3d) 230283-U

Order filed October 17, 2024
____________________________________________________________________________

IN THE

APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS

THIRD DISTRICT

2024

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF )
ILLINOIS, )

)
Plaintiff-Appellee, )

)
v. )

)
CHRISTIAN L. SHEPHERD, )

)
Defendant-Appellant. )

Appeal from the Circuit Court
of the 12th Judicial Circuit, 
Will County, Illinois,

Appeal No. 3-23-0283
Circuit No. 10-CF-2112

Honorable
David M. Carlson,
Judge, Presiding.

____________________________________________________________________________

JUSTICE PETERSON delivered the judgment of the court.
Justices Brennan and Davenport concurred in the judgment. 

____________________________________________________________________________

ORDER

¶ 1 Held: (1) The evidence was sufficient to sustain defendant’s convictions for solicitation 
of murder for hire, and (2) the jury instructions properly conveyed the allegations 
contained within the indictment. 

¶ 2 Defendant, Christian L. Shepherd, appeals from his convictions for solicitation of murder 

for hire. Defendant contends the evidence was insufficient to prove each offense beyond a 

reasonable doubt. Further, defendant contends that the jury instructions failed to properly convey 

the allegations of the indictment to the jury. We affirm.
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¶ 3 I. BACKGROUND

¶ 4 On October 28, 2010, defendant was indicted on two counts of solicitation of murder for 

hire (720 ILCS 5/8-1.2(a) (West 2010)) and five counts of solicitation of murder (id. § 8-1(b)). 

Relevant to this appeal, the first count of solicitation of murder for hire alleged that, on or between 

June 1 and August 21, 2010, defendant procured Daniel Robinson to commit first degree murder 

“pursuant to an agreement or understanding, whereby *** Robinson would kill A.V., Regina Vince 

and Franklin Bryant, and the defendant would pay *** Robinson a sum of money.” The second 

count of solicitation of murder for hire alleged the same conduct but named Renee Maly and Jason 

Opiola as the intended victims. The case proceeded to a jury trial on November 1, 2022. The court 

read the charging document for the potential jurors during voir dire.

¶ 5 At trial, Maly, a detective with the Crest Hill Police Department, testified that in April 

2010, she and Detective Opiola were investigating a complaint of criminal sexual abuse made by 

A.V. and his mother, Vince, against defendant. Defendant was ultimately arrested and booked into 

the Will County jail on May 1, 2010. Defendant’s cellmate, Bryant, contacted Maly on May 11, 

2010, stating that he wished to speak with her “about a very important case that was vital to [her] 

and other people involved.” Maly met with Bryant the next day. Bryant informed her that 

defendant had approached him about having him kill Maly, Opiola, A.V., and Vince. Defendant 

provided Bryant with written information about the intended victims, including a diagram of the 

Vince house, descriptions of A.V. and Vince, a letter to be given to Vince, and descriptions of 

Maly and Opiola detailing “[their] work hours, where [they] work, and the vehicle that [they] drive 

for work.” Bryant gave the documents to Maly.

¶ 6 Bryant testified that in early May 2010 he was being held at the Will County jail. He shared 

a cell with defendant. During that time, Bryant learned that defendant was in custody on “some 
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sort of a sex case.” Bryant testified that defendant told him that he would pay him to kill Vince, 

A.V., Maly, and Opiola. Defendant specified how he wanted them to be killed and offered $6000 

to complete the job. Bryant did not believe defendant at first. He thought defendant may be playing 

some “type of trick on [him].” Defendant then signed over his commissary to pay Bryant and 

provided him with information about the intended victims. Once Bryant realized that defendant 

was serious, he requested to speak with Maly. After his meeting with police, Bryant cooperated 

with an investigation of defendant, taking partial payments. Defendant was ultimately charged 

with solicitation of murder for hire. Bryant was offered a reduction of his charge for his 

cooperation in the matter but he “kept breaking the law” so the deal was rescinded. 

¶ 7 Robinson testified that in June 2010 he was being held in the Will County jail. At that time, 

defendant approached Robinson and claimed that he had recently attempted to hire someone “to 

kill the victim in his case and *** did [Robinson] know anybody that would *** take care of that.” 

Robinson stated that defendant named Bryant, Opiola, Maly, A.V., and Vince as the individuals 

that he wanted “taken care of.” Initially, Robinson thought that defendant was joking. However, 

as their conversations progressed, defendant became “more specific that he wanted them dead.” 

Defendant disclosed to Robinson that Bryant had “ran off with his money.” Eventually, Robinson 

reached out to officers informing them that defendant offered to compensate him to facilitate the 

murder of the individuals involved in his other cases. 

¶ 8 Two days later, on June 14, Robinson spoke with Detectives Anthony Policandriotes and 

Steven Talmontas. Robinson identified defendant in a June 14, 2010, photographic lineup and in 

open court as the individual he had been speaking with in jail. Robinson told the detectives that 

defendant offered $6000 to Bryant to kill A.V., Vince, Maly, and Opiola. Defendant paid Bryant 

$900 before “catching a charge.” Robinson also provided detectives with a map and other 
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information that defendant had given him to help facilitate the murders. Robinson drafted a fake 

letter to his “outside fake hit man” to make defendant believe that he was going along with their 

plans. Robinson agreed to wear a recording device to capture his conversations with defendant in 

jail. Recordings were made of Robinson’s conversations with defendant on June 22, 28, and 30, 

2010. Robinson testified the June 22 recording occurred in the jail yard with approximately 20 to 

25 other inmates present which made the conversations difficult to hear. At times, Robinson can 

be heard speaking but defendant either does not respond or responded too quietly to be captured 

on the recording over the background noise. The other two days of recorded conversations 

occurred in Robinson’s cell with other inmates walking around. The recordings were admitted, 

and portions were published for the jury. 

¶ 9 The June 22 recording depicted Robinson asking defendant about cameras surrounding the 

Vince residence, urging defendant to talk to him, and asking for $2000 to kill A.V. When asking 

about Bryant, Robinson can be heard saying, “You said you’d pay me more money to take care of 

that.” Robinson and defendant discussed the price for killing both A.V. and Vince. Robinson asked 

defendant to confirm that the price would be $4000. Defendant’s response was mumbled. 

Defendant discussed which entrance the hitman would use to enter the Vince residence to kill A.V. 

and Vince, and agreed that the front door would be a poor option due to a camera. Defendant told 

Robinson that he was unsure when he would be able to provide payment, indicating that he would 

put the money into Robinson’s account if he provided the information. 

¶ 10 Approximately one hour later, defendant confirmed for Robinson that he had not informed 

anyone of their plans and that he was serious and wanted Robinson to proceed. When asked if he 

wanted to leave a message for Bryant before they “take care of him,” defendant indicated that he 

wanted Bryant to know that this was the result of taking defendant’s money and informing the 
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police about him. Defendant later mentioned “the cop that he was going to whack,” and Crest Hill 

Police. They continued to discuss the logistics of payment and potential credit cards or cash 

advances as compensation.

¶ 11 On June 28, the recording reflects that Robinson informed defendant that the hitman had 

killed Bryant first. Defendant confirmed that, while Bryant was not the intended first victim, he 

wanted him dealt with. Defendant and Robinson then discussed payment again. Defendant 

informed Robinson that he would have the credit card information on Friday. Robinson confirmed 

with defendant that A.V. would be the next victim. Robinson stated that he needed to be paid and 

indicated that he would like $4000 from the credit card and $12,000 from another credit card. 

Defendant agreed. They agreed that payment was to be made after defendant received confirmation 

about Bryant. They continued to discuss their plans. When Robinson asked defendant about killing 

the officers, defendant responded, “It’s not even worth doing the cops.” Robinson stated, “I 

thought you did before” to which defendant replied, “That’s before.” Robinson told defendant to 

think about it and that it was for him to decide. 

¶ 12 On the June 30 recording, defendant told Robinson that detectives had spoken with him 

about how Bryant went missing. Defendant indicated that he believed Robinson, and his mother 

should be coming on Friday with the credit card information. Defendant told Robinson that he 

would be getting $4000 later that week and they discussed an additional $12,000. Robinson told 

defendant that Bryant was “on the house” to demonstrate to defendant how serious he was. 

Robinson and defendant continued to discuss payment, the plan regarding A.V. and Vince, and 

about there being “three missing people.”

¶ 13 Robinson indicated that defendant eventually paid him. Defendant executed two 

documents authorizing Robinson to use approximately $18,000 from two credit cards. Defendant 
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also signed over ownership of his Ford Taurus to Robinson. Robinson “arranged somebody fake 

to meet up with his family member to pick up the vehicle” but never intended to obtain the vehicle. 

Robinson testified that a problem occurred with the credit card payments, and he informed 

defendant that nothing else would transpire until the payment issue was resolved. When defendant 

approached Robinson afterwards, expressing a renewed interest in having Maly and Opiola killed, 

Robinson stated that he would not be killing anyone else due to not receiving enough payment for 

what was previously owed to him. Robinson overheard defendant attempting to obtain Opiola’s 

address from a family member. Robinson reiterated that he never intended to kill or hire someone 

to kill anyone. In exchange for his cooperation, Robinson received concurrent sentences on his 

pending cases. 

¶ 14 The parties stipulated that Will County jail records would show that on three separate 

occasions in July and August 2010, $300 was deposited from an outside account to Robinson’s 

inmate account. Additionally, on August 27, 2010, from an external account, defendant deposited 

$300 into Robinson’s inmate account. 

¶ 15 James Gleason testified that he knew defendant because of a prior dating relationship that 

he had with defendant’s mother. In August 2010, defendant called Gleason from the Will County 

jail. The recorded phone calls were published to the jury. In the calls, defendant requested bank 

information and asked Gleason to discover the addresses of Maly, Opiola, and a third individual. 

Gleason testified that detectives came to his home in early September to ask if defendant had 

provided him with any names or numbers. Gleason confirmed that defendant had and that Gleason 

did not give any information to defendant. 

¶ 16 Detective Wayne Ratajack of the Will County Sheriff’s Department testified that he spoke 

with defendant on June 30, 2010. He informed defendant that Bryant had gone missing under 
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suspicious circumstances and asked if defendant knew his whereabouts. Ratajack stated that his 

purpose was to lead defendant to believe that Bryant had been killed and lend credibility to 

Robinson. 

¶ 17 Detective Policandriotes testified that, initially, he investigated a potential murder for hire 

scheme that involved defendant soliciting Bryant to commit murder. Upon completing his 

investigation, defendant was charged with solicitation of murder for hire, and Policandriotes 

informed defendant that Bryant had informed the police about the scheme. Shortly thereafter, 

Policandriotes learned that defendant was attempting to solicit Robinson to murder several 

individuals. 

¶ 18 Policandriotes interviewed Robinson on June 14, 2010. Robinson informed Policandriotes 

that defendant had approached him and asked if he would be willing to kill A.V., Vince, Bryant, 

Maly, and Opiola for money. Robinson provided Policandriotes with documents including 

Bryant’s name and address, handwritten notes, and a map of Vince’s residence that defendant had 

drawn. Policandriotes obtained judicial permission to record Robinson’s conversations with 

defendant on June 22, 28, and 30, 2010. Prior to June 30, Robinson had created and provided 

fictitious letters to and from a hitman to cause defendant to believe that Robinson was serious, and 

Bryant had been killed. Policandriotes indicated that he, Ratajack, and Talmontas interviewed 

defendant about Bryant’s whereabouts to lead him to believe his plans were proceeding. 

¶ 19 Robinson gave Policandriotes the credit card documents that defendant provided him. 

Policandriotes learned that defendant had reached out to Gleason asking for Maly and Opiola’s 

addresses. He listened to the recorded phone calls and spoke with Gleason who gave him notes 

from the conversation that he had with defendant.

¶ 20 During closing arguments, the State informed the jury that:
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“The first two counts are counts of solicitation of murder for hire. ***

*** The first count charges that offense against [A.V.], *** Vince, and 

*** Bryant, that the defendant attempted to procure *** Robinson to commit first 

degree murder against these people pursuant to an agreement for money or 

something of value.”

Later, the State reiterated that the first count “is the solicitation for murder for hire of [A.V.], *** 

Vince, and *** Bryant.”

¶ 21 The jury instruction verdict form for the first count of solicitation of murder for hire, which 

was read verbatim to the jurors, listed the alleged victims as “[A.V.], *** Vince, *** Bryant” 

without using any conjunctions. The jury found defendant guilty on all counts. Defendant filed a 

posttrial motion which challenged the sufficiency of the evidence but did not address any issue 

with the jury instructions. The five solicitation of murder charges merged into the two solicitation 

of murder for hire convictions for the purposes of sentencing. Defendant was sentenced to 39 

years’ imprisonment on the first count of solicitation of murder for hire and a consecutive term of 

37 years’ imprisonment on the second count. Defendant appealed.

¶ 22 II. ANALYSIS

¶ 23 On appeal, defendant argues that the State failed to prove each offense of solicitation of 

murder for hire beyond a reasonable doubt. Specifically, defendant argues that (1) the evidence 

was insufficient to show that any kind of agreement was reached for Robinson to kill Bryant, Maly, 

and Opiola for a sum of money, and (2) he never “procured” Robinson to murder the alleged 

victims under the term’s plain meaning. Further, defendant argues that his conviction for 

solicitation of murder for hire regarding A.V., Vince, and Bryant must be reversed where the 
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provided jury instructions for that offense failed to properly convey the allegations of the 

indictment to the jury.

¶ 24 A. Sufficiency of the Evidence

¶ 25 To sustain defendant’s convictions for solicitation of murder for hire, the State must prove, 

beyond a reasonable doubt, that defendant “with the intent that the offense of first degree murder 

be committed, *** procure[d] another to commit that offense pursuant to any contract, agreement, 

understanding, command, or request for money or anything of value.” 720 ILCS 5/8-1.2(a) (West 

2010).

¶ 26 In a challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence, the relevant inquiry is “whether, after 

viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, any rational trier of fact could 

have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.” (Emphasis in original.) 

Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319 (1979). It is not the function of the reviewing court to retry 

defendant. People v. Smith, 185 Ill. 2d 532, 541 (1999). In reviewing the evidence presented, we 

must “allow all reasonable inferences from that evidence to be drawn in favor of the [State].” 

People v. Martin, 2011 IL 109102, ¶ 15. “A conviction will be reversed only where the evidence 

is so unreasonable, improbable, or unsatisfactory that it justifies a reasonable doubt of the 

defendant’s guilt.” People v. Belknap, 2014 IL 117094, ¶ 67.

¶ 27 First, defendant contends that the State’s evidence failed to show that any kind of 

agreement or understanding was reached to have Robinson kill Bryant, Maly, and Opiola for a 

sum of money. In support of this, defendant highlights that the audio recordings of his 

conversations with Robinson do not discuss any particular amount of money for killing Bryant and 

focus on the sum of $4000 for killing A.V. and Vince. Further, Robinson made a comment to 
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defendant on June 30, which stated that Bryant’s killing had been “on the house,” indicating that 

Bryant was not, in fact, killed for a sum of money. 

¶ 28 Regarding Maly and Opiola, defendant argues that no agreement or understanding, feigned 

or otherwise, was reached between defendant and Robinson. Defendant cites portions of the audio 

recorded conversations in support of this contention. Specifically, on June 28, Robinson and 

defendant discussed whether to proceed with killing the officers. Defendant told Robinson, “It’s 

not even worth doing the cops.” Robinson replied that he thought defendant had wanted the officers 

killed to which defendant responded, “That’s before.” Robinson told defendant that the choice was 

his and to think about it. On the June 30 recording, Robinson again urged defendant to think about 

whether he wanted the officers killed since he had previously. Defendant argues that these 

conversations, coupled with Robinson’s failure to mention Maly and Opiola when talking about 

their plans and asking defendant to envision “three missing people” demonstrates that there was 

no agreement in place for the murder of Maly and Opiola. 

¶ 29 Here, the trial evidence shows that defendant and Robinson began discussing plans to kill 

A.V., Vince, Bryant, Maly, and Opiola in the weeks prior to Robinson recording his conversations 

with defendant. Robinson testified that defendant had approached him about killing all five 

individuals. Robinson informed detectives that defendant offered compensation for the killings. 

Though the audio recordings focused heavily on A.V. and Vince, in the initial June 22 recording, 

defendant and Robinson also discussed leaving a message for Bryant before they “take care of 

him” and defendant mentioned the officer that he was going to “whack,” and Crest Hill Police. 

Further, defendant and Robinson discussed a sum of $4000 for killing A.V. and Vince, an 

unspecified amount for killing Bryant, and $12,000 from another credit card. 
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¶ 30 Based on this evidence, we conclude that a rational trier of fact could have found that 

defendant and Robinson had reached an agreement or understanding to kill Bryant, Maly, and 

Opiola in exchange for money. The initial agreement that they reached for Robinson to kill Bryant 

for more than the $4000 being offered for the killing of A.V. and Vince is sufficient because the 

State was not required to prove a specific dollar amount. See 720 ILCS 5/8-1.2(a) (West 2010); 

People v. Patel, 366 Ill. App. 3d 255, 271-72 (2006). Additionally, Robinson’s eventual offer to 

forgo receiving money for Bryant’s killing does not alter the fact that the agreement to provide 

monetary compensation was made. See Patel, 366 Ill. App. 3d at 271 (“[T]he terms of the statute 

do not require that money change hands or that the solicitor actually use ‘specific words’ in order 

to be found guilty of solicitation of murder for hire.”). Further, defendant reversing his decision to 

include Maly and Opiola in their agreement, does not establish that no agreement ever existed. See 

People v. Harvey, 95 Ill. App. 3d 992, 1003 (1981) (“Once the evidence establishes that the 

essential elements of the offense have occurred, it follows that there can be no withdrawal from a 

completed offense.”).

¶ 31 Having determined that the evidence was sufficient to establish that an agreement existed 

between defendant and Robinson regarding all five named individuals, we turn to defendant’s 

remaining statutory argument. Defendant argues that the State failed to prove the element of 

procurement. No definition for the term “procures” is provided in the Criminal Code of 2012. 

Where the statute does not provide a definition, reviewing courts have given these terms their 

common dictionary definition. People v. Miki, 2020 IL App (2d) 190862, ¶ 55. In relevant part, 

procure commonly means: “to obtain (something) by particular care and effort.” Merriam-Webster 

Online Dictionary, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/procure (last visited Sept. 11, 

2024).
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¶ 32 Defendant contends that a bilateral agreement is necessary for the State to prove 

procurement and that because Robinson feigned agreement and testified that he never intended to 

murder or find someone to murder A.V., Vince, Bryant, Maly, and Opiola, defendant did not 

procure Robinson to commit the offense. We disagree.

¶ 33 Illinois case law has established that the solicitation of murder for hire statute is based on 

a unilateral theory, “which only requires actual agreement by one of the parties.” People v. Breton, 

237 Ill. App. 3d 355, 362 (1992). “Procurement of another to commit murder pursuant to an 

agreement where a defendant agrees with a government agent feigning agreement is sufficient to 

support a conviction of solicitation of murder for hire.” Id. 

¶ 34 Defendant acknowledges this precedent and urges us to depart from it, arguing that the 

logic employed in Breton effectively substitutes the term “solicits” for the term “procures” and 

ignores Illinois Supreme Court precedent. In support of this argument, defendant relies on People 

v. Cuadrado, 214 Ill. 2d 79, 88 (2005). However, in that case the Supreme Court addressed whether 

the indictment was sufficient, not the sufficiency of the evidence at trial. Id. at 83-88. The 

defendant in Cuadrado had attacked the sufficiency of the evidence on appeal to the First District, 

arguing that she had not procured another to murder her husband where the individual said he 

would look for someone to perform the act then subsequently planned to blackmail the defendant. 

People v. Cuadrado, 341 Ill. App. 3d 703, 714 (2003). When finding the evidence sufficient to 

convict, the First District, citing Breton, agreed that the intent of the individual procured by 

defendant is irrelevant. Id. at 715-16. This issue was not argued to or considered by the Illinois 

Supreme Court.
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¶ 35 Additionally, the holding in Breton does reflect the precedent set by People v. Foster, 99 

Ill. 2d 48, 53 (1983). When deciding that a conspiracy charge required bilateral agreement, the 

Illinois Supreme Court emphasized that 

“Illinois does have a solicitation statute which embraces virtually every situation in 

which one could be convicted of conspiracy under the unilateral theory. *** There 

would appear to have been little need for the legislature to adopt the unilateral 

theory of conspiracy in light of the existence of the solicitation statute.” Id. 

Accordingly, Breton and subsequent appellate case law over the last 32 years have correctly held 

that solicitation of murder for hire requires only a unilateral agreement and we will not depart from 

this well-established precedent.

¶ 36 B. Jury Instructions

¶ 37 Defendant next argues that the instructions provided to the jurors did not properly convey 

the allegations of the indictment where they omitted a necessary conjunction between the listed 

victims. Defendant acknowledges that he did not preserve this issue but argues that relief is 

warranted under the plain error doctrine.

¶ 38 The plain error doctrine permits a reviewing court to remedy a “clear or obvious error” 

when: (1) “the evidence is so closely balanced that the error alone threatened to tip the scales of 

justice against the defendant, regardless of the seriousness of the error,” or (2) “that error is so 

serious that it affected the fairness of the defendant’s trial and challenged the integrity of the 

judicial process, regardless of the closeness of the evidence.” People v. Piatkowski, 225 Ill. 2d 

551, 565 (2007). Defendant contends that his claims of error are reversible under either prong of 

the plain error analysis. The first step of the plain error analysis is to determine whether an error 

occurred. People v. Eppinger, 2013 IL 114121, ¶ 19. 
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¶ 39 “The function of jury instructions is to convey to the jury the law that applies to the 

evidence presented.” People v. Herron, 215 Ill. 2d 167, 187 (2005). “[J]ury instructions should not 

be misleading or confusing.” People v. Bush, 157 Ill. 2d 248, 254 (1993). Their correctness 

depends on “whether ordinary persons acting as jurors would fail to understand them.” Herron, 

215 Ill. 2d at 188. “Where jury instructions are unclear or ambiguous, a reviewing court can look 

to the opening statements and closing arguments for clarification.” People v. Valadovinos, 2014 

IL App (1st) 130076, ¶ 23.

¶ 40 Here, the indictment for the first count of solicitation of murder for hire alleged that 

defendant procured “Robinson [to] kill A.V., *** Vince and *** Bryant.” (Emphasis added.) The 

instructions provided to the jurors both orally and in writing listed the three names without any 

conjunction: “[A.V.], *** Vince, *** Bryant.” Defendant argues that this omission made the 

instruction ambiguous, confusing, and misleading, leaving ordinary jurors unable to know whether 

they needed to find that the agreement was for A.V., Vince, and Bryant or that the agreement was 

for either A.V., Vince, or Bryant. 

¶ 41 During voir dire, the court read the charging document to the jurors. The court clearly 

informed the jurors that defendant was being charged for solicitation of murder for hire against 

“A.V., *** Vince, and *** Bryant.” (Emphasis added.) Further, just prior to being read the 

instructions, during closing arguments, the State listed the victims for the first solicitation of 

murder for hire charge twice, both times explaining to the jury that the charge involved all three 

people, “[A.V.], *** Vince, and *** Bryant.” (Emphasis added.) The verdict forms clearly listed 

the two groups of people involved in each respective charge, enabling the jurors to know which 

form referred to which charge. The instruction did not include any incorrect or misleading 

conjunctions. The omission of the word “and” would not cause any undue confusion or inability 
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to be understood where the jurors were repeatedly told that the charge required a finding that the 

solicitation of murder for hire had been committed against all three named people. Accordingly, 

we conclude that no instructional error occurred under these circumstances. 

¶ 42 III. CONCLUSION

¶ 43 The judgment of the circuit court of Will County is affirmed.

¶ 44 Affirmed. 
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