
 
 

 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

 
TREVON M. YATES, 
  
 Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
COUNTY OF ST. CLAIR, St. Clair County 
Sheriff’s Department Investigators 
KENNETH MCHUGHES, FRANK 
BENNETT, BRIAN CREGGER, MAURICE 
MCMILLER, and JASON ROBERTSON, St. 
Clair County Sheriff’s Department Lieutenant 
SCOTT WEYMOUTH, St. Clair County 
Sheriff’s Department Sergeant GEORGE 
MOKRIAKOW, and As-Yet Unknown 
County of St. Clair Employees,         
 
 Defendants. 
 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
 

 
 
 
     Case No. 14-CV-00934-MJR 
      
 
 
     JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
 
 
 
 
  
 

COMPLAINT 

 Plaintiff TREVON M. YATES, by his undersigned attorneys, complains against 

Defendants COUNTY OF ST. CLAIR, St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department Investigators 

KENNETH MCHUGHES, FRANK BENNETT, BRIAN CREGGER, MAURICE MCMILLER, 

and JASON ROBERTSON, St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department Lieutenant SCOTT 

WEYMOUTH, St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department Sergeant GEORGE MOKRIAKOW, and 

As-Yet Unknown County of St. Clair Employees, as follows: 

Nature of Action, Jurisdiction, and Venue 

1. Trevon M. Yates files this action to seek redress for injuries and damages incurred 

because of his wrongful arrest, interrogation, incarceration, and prosecution for an armed 

robbery that he did not commit.   
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2. This action is brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 to redress the deprivation 

under color of law of Trevon Yates’ rights as secured by the United States Constitution. 

3. This Court has jurisdiction over federal claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and 

state law claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367. 

4. Venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b). Trevon resides in this judicial district 

and the events giving rise to the claims asserted herein occurred within this judicial district. 

The Parties 

5. Plaintiff Trevon Yates is a citizen of the State of Illinois who resides within this 

judicial District. He is currently eighteen years old. 

6. At all relevant times, Defendants Kenneth McHughes, Frank Bennett, Brian 

Cregger, Maurice McMiller, and Jason Robertson were investigators with the St. Clair County 

Sheriff’s Department and acting within the scope of their employment. 

7. At all relevant times, Defendant Scott Weymouth was a lieutenant with the St. 

Clair County Sheriff’s Department and acting within the scope of his employment. 

8. At all relevant times, Defendant George Mokriakow was a sergeant with the St. 

Clair County Sheriff’s Department and acting within the scope of his employment.    

9. Defendants McHughes, Bennett, Cregger, McMiller, Robertson, Weymouth, 

Mokriakow, and As-Yet Unknown St. Clair County Employees are referred to collectively as the 

“Defendant Officers.” All of these defendants are sued in their individual capacities.  

10. Defendant St. Clair County is a unit of local government within the State of 

Illinois, which consists in part of its St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department. The County was at 

all relevant times the employer of the Defendant Officers and is therefore a necessary party to 

this lawsuit. 
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The Armed Robbery 

11. On or about August 12, 2013, eighteen-year-old Nicole McCoy responded to a 

Craigslist posting that advertised an iPhone 5 for sale. She texted the number provided in the 

posting, (314) 492-1150, and agreed to meet the seller at 216 Bradford Place in Belleville, 

Illinois at 8:45 p.m. on August 12, 2013. Via text message, McCoy also agreed to pay the seller 

$275 for the iPhone 5.  

12. McCoy and her boyfriend, twenty-one-year-old Harpreet Singh, drove to the 

arranged location at 8:45 p.m. on August 12, 2013, and waited inside McCoy’s car for the seller 

to arrive. About ten minutes later, a male approached the car, pointed a gun at McCoy, and 

demanded all her money and her cell phone. A second male then approached the vehicle wearing 

a white rag over his face and head. He also pulled out a gun and pointed it at McCoy.   

McCoy gave the first assailant her money and Singh gave him his cell phone. Before both 

assailants ran away, the second assailant hit McCoy in the back of the head with his gun.   

St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department Investigation  

13. The St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department was responsible for the investigation 

into the armed robbery. 

14. On August 13, 2013, Defendant McHughes, an investigator with the St. Clair 

County Sheriff’s Department, examined McCoy’s phone and observed that the person with 

whom she had texted about the iPhone sale had used a downloadable application known as 

Pinger to send text messages. The username that appeared on the text messages McCoy had 

received was trayvonrondo@mobile.pinger. 

15. On at least two different days – August 13 and 15, 2013 – Defendants McHughes 

and Weymouth texted the number listed in the Craigslist posting and pretended to inquire about 
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the phone for sale in an attempt to locate the perpetrators of the robbery. On both occasions, 

Defendant McHughes and Weymouth were able to arrange meetings with the seller, but the 

Defendants subsequently failed to attend those meetings.   

16. From approximately August 19 to August 27, 2013, the Defendants sought 

subscriber information from Pinger and Charter Communications related to the phone number 

associated with the seller’s Pinger account. During the course of this investigation, Pinger 

provided the Defendants with unique identifying numbers associated with the mobile devices on 

which the Pinger application had been used. Pinger also notified the Defendants in writing that 

information concerning the person(s) associated with those unique identifying numbers could be 

subpoenaed from Apple and Google and provided the Defendants with complete contact 

information for those companies’ legal departments. The Defendants failed to follow up on this 

information. 

17. The Defendants eventually traced the phone number associated with the Pinger 

account to two IP addresses that had accessed the Internet at two locations in Belleville, Illinois, 

on or near the date of the armed robbery. Those locations were 929 Fair Oaks Drive and 318 

Campus Drive. 

18. On August 27, 2013, Defendants McHughes, Bennett, Cregger, and McMiller 

went to 929 Fair Oaks Drive, where they interviewed residents Lawanda E. Johnson and her 

sixteen-year-old son referred to herein as S.W. During the interview, S.W. told the Defendants 

that his friend, a sixteen-year-old boy referred to herein as K.W., was using Craigslist to 

purchase iPhones. 

19. Defendants McHughes and Cregger then went to K.W.’s home address where, in 

response to questioning, his mother told them that K.W., who was not home, was friends with a 
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sixteen-year-old boy referred to herein as D.H. D.H.’s residence was identified as 318 Campus 

Drive in Belleville, Illinois – the same address at which the Pinger account had accessed the 

Internet near the date of the armed robbery.    

20. Based on the above information, Defendants McHughes, Cregger, Mokriakow, 

and Robertson went to Belleville East High School and transported K.W. and D.H. to the St. 

Clair County Sheriff’s Department for questioning.   

Events Leading to the Arrest of Trevon Yates 
 

21. At the Sheriff’s Department, the Defendants questioned K.W. and D.H. at the 

same time but in separate rooms. Throughout the questioning, the Defendants regularly conferred 

with one another concerning K.W. and D.H.’s statements. Both K.W.’s and D.H.’s questioning 

sessions were videotaped. 

22. Beginning at or about 12:15 p.m. on August 28, 2013, Defendants Weymouth, 

Robertson, and McMiller – joined later by Defendant McHughes – questioned K.W, who 

immediately stated that the armed robbery was committed by two males named “Trayvon” and 

“Jay,” both with unknown last names. K.W. described “Jay” as a black male who wore his hair 

in braids and “Trayvon” as a seventeen-year-old black male who attended the Safe School and 

lived on University Street or another street near College Street in Belleville. According to K.W., 

Trayvon had a “box cut” hairdo with stripes on the side of his head, wore two big square 

earrings, had gold teeth, and had a “sleeve” of tattoos on his left arm. K.W. also stated that 

Trayvon played basketball with both K.W. and D.H., but D.H. knew Trayvon better than K.W. 

did. During his interview, K.W. was able to accurately describe details about the armed robbery 

without any prompting from the Defendants, including the use of the Internet to arrange the 
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robbery, the location of the robbery near a bank at night, and the approximate amount of money 

and type of phone that had been stolen.   

23. While K.W. was being questioned, Defendants Cregger and McHughes 

questioned D.H. in a separate room, joined from time to time by Defendant Weymouth. From the 

outset, D.H. repeatedly denied knowing who “Trayvon” was. The Defendants responded by 

feeding him K.W.’s “facts,” including that “Trayvon” was “always over at your house playing 

basketball,” was friends with someone named “Jay,” and who “lives over by College and 

University Drive” in Belleville. The Defendants also deployed coercive interrogation techniques, 

including but not limited to falsely claiming that “I got three people in the building right now 

that say you know [Trayvon]” and asking D.H., “[D]o you want to be a suspect, [or] do you want 

to be a witness?” After protesting that the Defendants were “trying to force me to lie,” D.H. 

eventually agreed to adopt the information that had been fed to him by the Defendants.  

The False Arrest of Trevon Yates 

24. At 5:00 p.m. on August 28, 2013, Defendants Mokriakow, Bennett, and 

Robertson, acting in agreement with the other Defendant Officers, went to 2220 Gaty Avenue in 

East St. Louis, Illinois, where seventeen-year-old Plaintiff Trevon M. Yates lived with his father, 

mother, and siblings. There, they arrested Trevon, placed him in handcuffs, and brought him to 

the St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department in the back seat of a police car. They refused to allow 

his father, who was home at the time of Trevon’s arrest, to accompany his son. They also failed 

to inform Trevon why he was being arrested. At no time was Trevon free to leave the 

Defendants’ custody.   

25. The Defendants lacked probable cause or reasonable suspicion to arrest Trevon 

Yates. Trevon did not resemble the “Trayvon” described by K.W.: he did not have a “sleeve” of 
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tattoos on his arm, gold teeth, big earrings, or stripes on the side of his haircut; he did not live in 

Belleville; and he had never played basketball with D.H. or K.W. Indeed, Trevon Yates had 

never met K.W. or D.H. In short, the Defendants had no reasonable basis to believe Trevon 

Yates was involved in the armed robbery of Nicole McCoy and Harpreet Singh. Nonetheless, the 

Defendants decided to interrogate, coerce, and maliciously prosecute Trevon Yates for that 

crime. 

The Custodial Interrogation and False Confession of Trevon Yates 

26. At the time of his interrogation, Trevon Yates was seventeen years old and had an 

I.Q. of 60. His intellectual functioning ranked in the bottom 1% of the nation, and his overall 

cognitive abilities were roughly equivalent to those of a nine- to ten-year-old child. These 

intellectual deficiencies made him more suggestible than an average person. Trevon had also 

never before been subjected to custodial police interrogation. 

27. Trevon’s youthfulness, intellectual deficiencies, inexperience, and suggestibility 

were known and obvious to the Defendants during Trevon’s interrogation.   

28. Juveniles under the age of eighteen and individuals with intellectual deficiencies 

are particularly vulnerable to making involuntary and false statements during custodial 

interrogation. Proper police practice, therefore, is to interrogate such individuals with special 

caution and care.  

29. Despite Trevon’s vulnerabilities, the Defendants, including Defendants 

Weymouth and McHughes, interrogated Trevon in isolation, without the support of family, legal 

counsel, or an interested adult. During the interrogation, the Defendants employed 

psychologically coercive interrogation tactics designed for guilty suspects who have adult 

capabilities.  In so doing, they manufactured “evidence” that falsely implicated Trevon Yates: 
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namely, his false and involuntary confession to the armed robbery of Nicole McCoy and 

Harpreet Singh.  

30. Trevon’s interrogation – and the resulting false confession – was captured on 

videotape.  Throughout the interrogation, on information and belief, the Defendant Officers who 

conducted the interrogation continued to meet and confer with the other Defendants as to the 

status of the interrogation.   

31. At the beginning of Trevon’s interrogation, Defendant McHughes negated his 

administration of the Miranda warnings by making statements that conflicted with them.  

Although he obtained Trevon’s signature on a sheet indicating that he understood his rights, 

Trevon did not and could not understand the Miranda warnings, including his rights to remain 

silent and to counsel. Moreover, Trevon was never asked to waive his rights, nor did he 

expressly waive them. Any implied waiver that occurred was not knowing, intelligent, or 

voluntary.  

32. During Trevon’s interrogation, which lasted at least two hours, Defendants 

McHughes and Weymouth refused at least thirty-five times to listen to Trevon’s assertions of 

innocence.  Instead, they communicated an unshakeable personal belief in Trevon’s guilt, 

repeatedly telling him that they “knew” he was involved. They also falsely told Trevon at least 

forty-two times that they had evidence proving he had committed the armed robbery, including 

statements from people who had identified Trevon as the perpetrator.  

33. Defendants McHughes and Weymouth made express and implied threats of harm 

and promises of leniency to Trevon during the interrogation. Among other things, they 

repeatedly told Trevon that if he did not confess, he would be viewed as a “thug and a hard-core” 

who “run[s] the streets robbing people” and who is “just gonna sit in here and lie, when all this 
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evidence points towards him.” If he did not confess, further, Trevon was told that “it’s gonna be 

on you, by yourself” and that there would be “nothin’ you can do about” it. Conversely, 

Defendants McHughes and Weymouth told Trevon that if he did confess, he would be viewed as 

“just a young kid that made a bad decision” and avoid incarceration: “I know you know people 

down in East St. Louis that have robbed people and gotten caught and even shot people and 

gotten caught and they’re still out there runnin’ the streets. There’s several reasons for that.  

Yeah, they were in a bad situation at one time, but they probably told the truth and they didn’t 

get in – they didn’t get in as much trouble as they thought they were….Well, the same thing’s 

gonna happen to you.” 

34. In response to these tactics, Trevon sobbed uncontrollably for several minutes at a 

time, often rocking back and forth, writhing in his seat, sliding from his chair onto the floor, and 

praying aloud to God. Thirty-five times, he begged for his mother; and on one occasion, he 

threatened to kill himself. The Defendants witnessed these breakdowns, but rather than 

moderating their tactics, they continued to accuse and coerce Trevon. At one point, Defendant 

McHughes told Trevon to “man[] up,” while Defendant Weymouth told Trevon “let’s see what 

kind of a man you’re going to be.”   

35. During the interrogation, Trevon attempted to demonstrate his innocence several 

times, but his efforts were rebuffed. He offered to take a lie detector test, but none was 

administered to him. Trevon also invited the Defendants to examine his cell phone and “check 

the number” to prove that he was not involved with the armed robbery. This examination was 

immediately conducted by one or more Defendants who confirmed that Trevon’s phone had no 

role in the armed robbery. Despite this exculpatory evidence, the Defendants continued 

interrogating Trevon using coercive techniques. 
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36. Eventually, Trevon falsely admitted to the armed robbery. He did not do so 

voluntarily, but only in order to bring an end to the psychologically brutal interrogation. 

37. Before Trevon provided a full confession, Defendant Weymouth told him, “I’m 

not gonna spoonfeed you what I know….I want to see if what you have to say matches up to the 

evidence that I’m talking about, because then I can prove to people that you’re telling the truth.”   

38. Nevertheless, in order to create a coherent confession, Defendants Weymouth and 

McHughes did repeatedly spoonfeed details about the armed robbery to Trevon that were then 

incorporated into the confession. Examples of fact-feeding by Defendants Weymouth and 

McHughes include but are not limited to: 

a. The date and general location of the offense: “On the 12th of August we had an 

armed robbery over by SWIC, okay?” 

b. The set-up of the armed robbery: “We already know this thing was set up through 

a Craigslist by – that – that these people were going to show up and meet you, and 

buy an iPhone from you, and you rob them, okay?” 

c. The alleged identities of the robbers: “I know [K.W.] wasn’t up at the – up at the 

door because there was only two people. Okay, so the only two people that did the 

robbery was you and [D.H.], right? Yes?” 

d. The disguise worn by one of the robbers: “Okay, and at that time you had this 

white cloth over your mouth, is that correct?” 

e. The assault on McCoy during the robbery: “I know that when you guys were 

getting’ ready to leave, that you hit that young lady in the head with the – with the 

butt of the gun.” 
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f. The proceeds of the robbery: “Here’s the thing. The only thing that was taken was 

a cell phone and some cash. Alright?” 

39. When Trevon was not coached about the facts of the crime, he repeatedly got 

details wrong. For example, after being told by Defendant McHughes that the armed robbery 

took place near a car, Trevon stated that the car involved was a red Chevrolet Impala. In fact, 

McCoy was driving a black two-door Ford Focus.   

40. Throughout his interrogation and confession, Trevon gave nonsensical answers 

that indicated he was just guessing about how the armed robbery occurred. For instance, Trevon 

told Defendant Weymouth that D.H. was wearing “a black shirt or a white shirt” and that at the 

time of the robbery, the sun was “up or down, one of them.”   

41. At other times, Trevon had to ask his interrogators for help concerning the details 

of the crime. After he told Defendant McHughes that he was “sure” there was only one person in 

the victim’s car, Defendant McHughes told him “you would’ve been able to see there’s a 

passenger, and I know there was.” Trevon then asked, “Are you talking about three people in the 

car?  Or two?” Defendant McHughes responded, “No, no, no. Two.” After hearing this 

information, Trevon repeated, “There was two people in the car?” and Defendant McHughes 

confirmed, “There were two people in the car.”   

42. Trevon Yates was and is innocent of the armed robbery of Nicole McCoy and 

Harpreet Singh. He would not have falsely implicated himself but for the Defendants’ actions. 

43. The Defendants knew that Trevon’s confession was coerced and false and merely 

a recitation of their fabrications. Nevertheless, the Defendants used Trevon’s confession to detain 

him in the St. Clair County Jail and initiate a Class X felony prosecution against him. 
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Trevon’s Detention, Prosecution, and Dismissal of Charges 

44. On the sole basis of his coerced and fabricated confession, Trevon Yates was 

detained in the St. Clair County Jail and charged as an adult with armed robbery while armed 

with a firearm in the Circuit Court of St. Clair County. That charge carried with it a sentencing 

range of six to thirty years in prison, if convicted, plus an additional mandatory fifteen years 

under Illinois’ firearm enhancement statute.  But for the Defendants’ actions, Trevon would not 

have been arrested, detained, charged, or prosecuted. 

45. The St. Clair County Sheriff’s Office issued a news release announcing Trevon’s 

apprehension. As a result, several St. Louis-area media outlets published news stories naming 

Trevon Yates as an accused armed robber and featuring color photographs of him. In the 

“comments” section of one such news story published online, readers publicly posted derogatory, 

racist, and threatening remarks calling Trevon, among other things, an “asshole” and stating 

“OMG he’s black! Who would have thought?” Another online commenter posted: “Goes back to 

upbringing. Now that it’s too late, best shoot ‘em!”   

46. On August 29, 2013, Defendants McHughes and Cregger questioned K.W. a 

second time on videotape at the St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department. At this time, K.W. 

provided additional information that exculpated Trevon Yates. For instance, Defendant 

McHughes told K.W. that he had looked right at “Trayvon” in the St. Clair County Jail that 

morning.  K.W., however, responded that the person he had seen in the jail – Trevon Yates – was 

not the same “Trayvon” whom K.W. had previously described as being involved in the armed 

robbery. K.W. also told the Defendants that he had seen “Trayvon” walking near K.W.’s home in 

Belleville, Illinois on August 28, 2013, at 5:00 p.m. – the exact date and time at which 

Defendants Mokriakow, Bennett, and Robertson were arresting Trevon Yates at his home in East 
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St. Louis. Additionally, when Defendant McHughes showed K.W. a photograph that, on 

information and belief, depicted Trevon Yates, K.W. stated that he did not recognize him. 

Finally, K.W. also made additional statements that contradicted important details in Trevon’s 

confession, including but not limited to the fact that, according to K.W., D.H. was not involved 

in the armed robbery. 

47. On August 30, 2013, Defendant Bennett showed Nicole McCoy a photo array and 

asked her to identify the person who committed the armed robbery. The photo array included 

photographs of D.H. and K.W. but did not include a photograph of Trevon Yates. McCoy picked 

the photograph of D.H.   

48. On October 4, 2013, Trevon Yates was arraigned and entered a plea of not guilty.  

Based in large part on the fact that his case involved a confession, Trevon’s bond was set at 

$500,000. 

49. Trevon was detained at the St. Clair County Jail from August 28, 2013, until May 

29, 2014, when he was released on a $50,000 recognizance bond. That bond remained in place 

until, after viewing the videotape of Trevon’s interrogation, representatives of the St. Clair 

County State’s Attorney’s Office moved to dismiss all charges against Trevon on June 12, 2014. 

50. No press release was issued and no media coverage resulted after Trevon’s release 

and the dismissal of charges.   

Trevon Yates’ Damages 

51. Trevon Yates endured a psychologically coercive, traumatic, and terrifying police 

interrogation during which he was forced to confess to an armed robbery that he did not commit. 

52. Trevon spent nine months and one day in jail and an additional two weeks on 

bond while facing felony adult charges for that crime. During his incarceration, Trevon was 
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subjected to repeated trauma and abuse. As the youngest detainee in the facility, he was targeted 

by older detainees who abused him and stole his belongings.  Meanwhile, he missed time spent 

with his family and friends, as well as educational and career opportunities. At the most basic 

level, he was deprived of the fundamental freedom to live his life as an autonomous human 

being. 

53. Trevon was humiliated and his reputation was damaged by the publicity 

surrounding his case, which would not have been generated but for the St. Clair County Sheriff’s 

Department’s actions.   

54. As a result of the foregoing, Trevon Yates has suffered tremendous damage, 

including but not limited to physical harm, mental suffering, and loss of a normal life, all directly 

and proximately caused by Defendants’ actions. 

Count I – 42 U.S.C. § 1983 
Coercive Interrogation 

 
55. Each paragraph of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

56. In the manner described more fully above, the Defendant Officers, acting 

individually, jointly, and in conspiracy, interrogated Trevon Yates using coercive measures and 

forced Trevon to incriminate himself in the armed robbery of Nicole McCoy and Harpreet Singh 

falsely and against his will, in violation of his Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments rights to be free 

from compulsory self-incrimination and deprivation of liberty without due process of law. 

57. By using coercive and abusive techniques to interrogate Trevon Yates, the 

Defendant Officers directly and proximately caused Trevon’s injuries and damages, as more 

fully set forth above. The false statements coerced by the Defendant Officers and attributed to 

Trevon were used to initiate and prosecute a criminal case against him. The statements coerced 
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by the Defendants served as the sole basis for the arrest and detention of Trevon for more than 

nine months in the St. Clair County Jail for a crime he did not commit. 

58. The Defendant Officers acted maliciously, willfully, wantonly, and/or with 

reckless disregard for Trevon Yates’ clearly established constitutional rights. Their misconduct 

was done in total disregard of the truth and Trevon’s innocence. 

Count II – 42 U.S.C. § 1983 
False Arrest 

 
59. Each paragraph of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

60. The Defendant Officers caused Trevon Yates to be arrested and detained without 

probable cause or reasonable suspicion in violation of the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments to 

the United States Constitution. 

61. Following his unlawful arrest, the Defendants caused Trevon Yates to be 

subjected to a coercive interrogation that ultimately resulted in Trevon confessing falsely to the 

armed robbery of Nicole McCoy and Harpreet Singh and being charged with the crime. 

62. Trevon’s false confession and wrongful confinement in the St. Clair County Jail 

were the direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ violation of Trevon’s Fourth and 

Fourteenth Amendment rights. 

63. The Defendant Officers acted maliciously, willfully, wantonly, and/or with 

reckless disregard for Trevon Yates’ clearly established constitutional rights.  

64. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ misconduct, Plaintiff suffered 

injuries, as more fully alleged above. 

Count III – 42 U.S.C. § 1983 
Conspiracy to Deprive Constitutional Rights 

 
65. Each paragraph of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 
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66. After being assigned to investigate the armed robbery of Nicole McCoy and 

Harpreet Singh, the Defendant Officers and other as-yet-unknown co-conspirators reached an 

agreement among themselves to frame Trevon Yates for the crime and to thereby deprive Trevon 

of his constitutional rights, including his right to be free from self-incrimination and false arrest, 

as described in the paragraphs above. 

67. In this manner, the Defendant Officers, acting in concert with other as-yet 

unknown co-conspirators, conspired by concerted action to accomplish an unlawful purpose by 

unlawful means. 

68. In furtherance of the conspiracy, each of the co-conspirators committed overt acts, 

as described above in the Complaint, and was an otherwise willful participant in joint activity. 

69. Each of the individual named defendants acted maliciously, willfully, wantonly, 

and/or with reckless disregard for Trevon Yates’ clearly established constitutional rights. 

70. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ misconduct, Plaintiff suffered 

injuries, as more fully alleged above. 

Count IV – State Law Claim  
Malicious Prosecution 

 
71. Each paragraph of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

72. The Defendant Officers, despite knowing that probable cause did not exist to 

arrest and prosecute Trevon Yates for the armed robbery of Nicole McCoy and Harpreet Singh, 

acted individually, jointly, and/or in concert and in conspiracy, to cause Trevon to be arrested 

and prosecuted for that crime.  

73. Specifically, the Defendant Officers were aware that, as described more fully 

above, no true or reliable evidence implicated Trevon Yates in the armed robbery, all inculpatory 

evidence was coerced and fabricated, the Defendants’ inspection of Trevon Yates’ cell phone 
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indicated his innocence, and the only witness in possession of reliable information about the 

armed robbery – K.W. – described Trevon Yates as uninvolved.  Furthermore, the Defendant 

Officers ignored and failed to investigate easily accessible evidence that would have led to the 

actual perpetrators. The Defendant Officers performed the above-described acts deliberately, 

with malice, and with reckless disregard for Trevon’s rights. 

74. On June 12, 2014, Trevon’s charges were dismissed on motion of the St. Clair 

County State’s Attorney’s Office, which constituted a termination of the criminal proceedings in 

his favor.  

75. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ misconduct, Plaintiff suffered 

injuries, as more fully alleged above. 

Count V – State Law Claim 
Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress 

76. Each paragraph of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

77. The acts and conduct of the Defendant Officers, as set forth above, were extreme 

and outrageous. The Defendants’ actions were rooted in an abuse of power and authority, and 

they were undertaken with the intent to cause, or were in reckless disregard of the probability 

that their conduct would cause, severe emotional distress to Trevon Yates, as is more fully 

alleged above. 

78. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ actions, Trevon suffered and 

continues to suffer severe emotional distress. 

Count VI – State Law Claim 
Civil Conspiracy 

79. Each paragraph of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 
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80. As described more fully in the preceding paragraphs, the Defendant Officers, 

acting in concert with other as-yet unknown co-conspirators, conspired by concerted action to 

accomplish an unlawful purpose by unlawful means. 

81. In furtherance of the conspiracy, the Defendants committed overt acts and were 

otherwise willful participants in joint activity including but not limited to the malicious 

prosecution of Trevon Yates and the intentional infliction of emotional distress upon him. 

82. The misconduct described in this Count was undertaken intentionally, with 

malice, willfulness, and reckless indifference to Trevon’s rights. 

83. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ conspiracy, Trevon suffered 

injuries, including severe emotional distress and anguish, as is more fully alleged above. 

Count VII – State Law Claim 
Respondeat Superior 

84. Each paragraph of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

85. In committing the acts alleged in the preceding paragraphs, each of the Defendant 

Officers were members of, and agents of, the St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department, acting at all 

relevant times within the scope of their employment. 

86. Defendant St. Clair County is liable as principal for all torts in violation of state 

law committed by its agents. 

Count VIII – State Law Claim 
Indemnification  

  
87. Each paragraph of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

88. Illinois law, pursuant to 745 ILCS 10/9-102, provides that public entities are 

directed to pay any tort judgment for compensatory damages for which employees are liable 

within the scope of their employment activities. 
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89. The Defendant Officers are or were employees of the St. Clair County Sheriff’s 

Department who acted within the scope of their employment in committing the misconduct 

described herein. St. Clair County is liable for any judgment entered against the individual 

Defendants in this action. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, TREVON YATES, respectfully requests that this Court 

enter judgment in his favor and against Defendants, COUNTY OF ST. CLAIR, St. Clair County 

Sheriff’s Department Investigators KENNETH MCHUGHES, FRANK BENNETT, BRIAN 

CREGGER, MAURICE MCMILLER, and JASON ROBERTSON, St. Clair County Sheriff’s 

Department Lieutenant SCOTT WEYMOUTH, St. Clair County Sheriff’s Department Sergeant 

GEORGE MOKRIAKOW, and As-Yet Unknown County of St. Clair employees, awarding 

compensatory damages against each Defendant, and punitive damages against each of the 

individual Defendants, as well as any other relief this Court deems appropriate. 

JURY DEMAND 

 Plaintiff TREVON M. YATES hereby demands a trial by jury.    

       Respectfully submitted, 

       TREVON M. YATES 

 
       By:  /s/  Laura Nirider_____________    
                    One of his attorneys 
 
       August 27, 2014 
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OF COUNSEL: 
 
Locke E. Bowman  
Alexa Van Brunt 
Roderick and Solange MacArthur Justice Center 
Northwestern University School of Law 
375 E. Chicago Avenue  
Chicago, Illinois  60611 
(312) 503-0844 
l-bowman@law.northwestern.edu 
a-vanbrunt@law.northwestern.edu  
 
Laura H. Nirider 
Center on Wrongful Convictions of Youth 
Northwestern University School of Law 
375 E. Chicago Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois  60611 
(312) 503-2204 
l-nirider@law.northwestern.edu  
 
Jim Ellis, #6229208 
ELLIS LAW FIRM 
P.O. Box 23263 
Belleville, IL  62223-0263 
(618) 235-1341 office 
(888) 577-5855 facsimile 
ellislawfirm@att.net 
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