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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).
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Defendant-Appellant,

PRESIDING JUSTICE ELLIS delivered the judgment of the court.
Justices McBride and Van Tine concurred in the judgment.

ORDER
11 Held: Affirmed. Court did not err in denying pretrial release to defendant.
12 Defendant William Wright was arrested and charged with the attempted murder of a
police officer. He was convicted by a jury, but that conviction was overturned due to the
presence of racial discrimination in the selection of the jury. Now awaiting retrial, Wright seeks
pretrial release. The circuit court ordered Wright detained, finding him to be a threat to the

community and finding that no set of release conditions could mitigate that threat. We agree and
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affirm the judgment.

13 BACKGROUND

14 Nearly 15 years ago, in October 2011, Wright was arrested for the attempted murder of
Chicago Police Officer J. Bansley, whom Wright shot while fleeing from police in the Altgeld
Gardens Housing Complex.

5  Wright initially appeared in bond court, where the presiding judge ordered that Wright be
held on a “no bail” order. In February 2012, Judge William Kunkle ordered a deposit bond for
Wright in the amount of $500,000.

16 In August 2015, Wright was convicted by a jury of the attempted murder of Officer
Bansley and received a sentence of 60 years in prison. At trial, he claimed the State
discriminated on the basis of race during jury selection, in violation of Batson v. Kentucky, 476
U.S. 79 (1986). The circuit court found that Wright failed to make a prima facie showing of
racial discrimination.

17  Wright appealed. He raised two arguments. First, he claimed the evidence was
insufficient to support a specific intent to kill the officer. Second, he raised a Batson challenge,
claiming the trial court erred in finding that he failed to make a prima facie showing of racial
discrimination in jury selection.

18 A different panel of this court held that the State sufficiently proved Wright’s intent to
kill the officer. People v. Wright, 2019 IL App (1st) 161404-U, § 20 (noting that, while “Wright
argues that he shot wildly *** the handwritten statement he signed supports the inference that he
shot two or three times at Bansley, and Bansley’s testimony that Wright fired his weapon at him
first supports the evidence of an intent to kill or do great bodily harm.”). This court also held,

however, that Wright had made a prima facie case for a Batson violation and thus remanded the
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matter for a fuller Batson hearing. Id. ] 29.

19  On appeal after remand, this court held that the State had, indeed, violated Batson, and
thus reversed Wright’s conviction. See People v. Wright, 2024 IL App (1st) 161404-B, 1 29. The
cause was remanded for a new trial.

10 That brings us to the present. On March 31, 2025, Wright sought pretrial release under
the Pretrial Fairness Act. The State petitioned to detain Wright. We draw our facts from the
State’s written proffer and additional statements made by the State at the hearing.

11  On October 13, 2011, Officer Bansley was on duty, dressed in plain clothes but wearing a
police vest with his badge showing, when he approached Wright in a marked vehicle for a field
interview. Wright, who was armed with a handgun, was the subject of an outstanding arrest
warrant from Michigan for a weapons violation and was in possession of cannabis. Wright fled,;
Officer Bansley pursued him on foot.

112 During the chase, Wright fired his gun at the officer three times, striking him once in the
thigh. Wright dropped his gun into a sewer. After the arrest, police officers recovered the gun.
The incident was captured on video, including the disposal of the gun in the sewer.

113 Atthe police station, Wright made a statement to detectives and an assistant State’s
attorney that he fired his gun two or three times and knew that the man he shot at was a police
officer. Wright stated that he ran away from the officer because he had a gun, cannabis, and an
outstanding warrant from Michigan.

114  The active warrant in Michigan was for felony weapons offenses dating back to April
2008. He was also on felony probation in Michigan for the offense of “felony fleeing a police
officer.” He had also been convicted in lowa of “assault causing injury,” for which he was

sentenced to 77 days in jail.
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115 The State argued that the proof was evident and presumption great that Wright committed
the detainable offenses of attempted murder of a police officer, attempted murder, and
aggravated battery with a firearm. The State claimed that the evidence showed that Wright was a
threat to the community and that no set of release conditions could mitigate that threat. The court
ordered Wright detained.

116  Wright filed a motion for relief. He argued that he was only 20 when he committed this
offense and was now 34; he would have been released initially had he been able to pay $50,000;
he would live with his mother and sister if he were released pretrial; and he has committed no
infractions since his transfer to Cook County Jail in December 2024.

117  The court denied the motion for relief. This appeal followed. Wright chose to stand on his
motion for relief in lieu of filing an appellate memorandum, as is his right. See Ill. S. Ct. R.
604(h)(7) (eff. April 15, 2024). His arguments on appeal would be limited to those raised in his
motion for relief, anyway, even if he filed an appellate memorandum. See Ill. S. Ct. R. 604(h)(2)
(eff. April 15, 2024) (issues not raised in motion for relief “are deemed waived” on appeal);
People v. Drew, 2024 IL App (5th) 240697, 11 39-43.

118 ANALYSIS

119 All defendants are presumed eligible for pretrial release. 725 ILCS 5/110-2(a), 110-6.1(e)
(West 2024). The court may detain an accused if the State proves, by clear and convincing
evidence, that (1) the proof is evident or the presumption great that the defendant committed a
detainable offense; (2) the defendant poses a real and present threat to the safety of any person or
persons or the community, based on the specific articulable facts of the case; and (3) no
condition or combination of conditions can mitigate that real and present threat. 1d. § 110-6.1(e).

120 Clear and convincing evidence is “that quantum of proof that leaves no reasonable doubt
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in the mind of the fact finder about the truth of the proposition in question.” (Internal quotation
marks omitted.) In re Tiffany W., 2012 IL App (1st) 102492-B, { 12. If the State fails to carry its
burden on any of these three facts, the presumption of release remains, and detention is unlawful.
725 ILCS 5/110-6.1(e) (West 2022).

21  When, as here, a detention order is based not on live testimony but only on proffers, our
review is de novo. People v. Morgan, 2025 IL 130626, { 54.

122  This, however, was no ordinary proffer by the State. We usually find these cases at a very
preliminary stage, where we have only second- or third-hand accusations against a defendant.
Here, in contrast, a trial was already held, where the State presented admissible evidence of guilt,
including sworn testimony from the injured officer, a written confession from defendant, and
videos of defendant committing the offense. See Wright, 2019 IL App (1st) 161404-U, 1 12. We
fully understand that, as his conviction has been reversed, Wright is again presumed innocent.
But while we can place no stock in his now-reversed conviction, we are not required to close our
eyes to the evidence admitted at his first trial. This is much stronger and more reliable
information than a court customarily receives at a detention hearing.

123  Soitis clear that the State has satisfied the first prong, that the proof is evident and
presumption great that Wright committed the detainable offense of attempted murder. Wright
was caught on video shooting the officer and disposing of the weapon. He admitted to doing so
in a written statement to police. He does not deny doing so now. Whether he can effectively
plead self-defense, as he says he intends to do at his retrial, will be something for the judge and
jury to decide. But the State has easily satisfied this first prong at this stage.

124  We also agree with the circuit court that Wright is a threat to the community at large.

Someone who would shoot at an individual he knows to be a police officer to avoid capture
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violates one of our most sacred laws and endangers the very person sworn to uphold those laws.
He endangered the public at large, too; he fired the weapon multiple times while running in a
courtyard of a public housing complex, where stray bullets could have hit any number of
innocent bystanders. And that is to say nothing of his prior gun and assault offenses in
neighboring states. He continued to arm himself after being charged with weapons offenses. He
has shown his willingness to use that firearm in public in a reckless manner.

125 To his credit, Wright has committed no infractions since his return to Cook County Jail,
but we could not say that this fact alone overcomes the offense he is charged with committing.
The fact that he was 20 years old at the time of the offense, and Wright’s claim that he suffered a
traumatic childhood, are important considerations at sentencing, if Wright is convicted again.
But they do not directly speak to, much less diminish the threat Wright poses.

126  The circuit court correctly found Wright to be a threat to the community.

127  Finally, we agree that no set of pretrial-release conditions could mitigate this threat. True,
Judge Kunkle initially ordered a $500,000 D-bond, meaning he could have been released had he
been able to come up with $50,000. But the State correctly notes that this bond was set under a
different set of pretrial-detention laws. The State also notes that, unlike the current electronic-
monitoring system in Cook County, the program at that time “did not allow for two days of
unmonitored movement” and “was monitored by law enforcement officers who could respond
proactively.” And the circuit court noted that electronic monitoring will not stop Wright from
obtaining a firearm, which he has done even after being charged with other weapons offenses.
128 We would add that Wright has shown his willingness to go to extremes to avoid the reach
of the law. He did so in Michigan, where he was convicted of a felony for fleeing the police. He

was avoiding an outstanding warrant in Michigan on a different charge at the time of the offense
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for which he is currently charged. And most significantly, he shot a police officer to avoid being
taken into custody in Chicago. Again, we recognize that Wright plans to claim a different
reason—self-defense—at his retrial. But the evidence at this stage is more than sufficient to
demonstrate that no set of conditions could mitigate the threat Wright poses.

129 CONCLUSION

30 The judgment of the circuit court is affirmed.

131 Affirmed.



