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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On February 24, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) was notified 

by the Crime Prevention Information Center (CPIC) of an officer-involved shooting incident in 

the Village of Dolton. At approximately 5:36 pm, near 15201 Sunset Drive in Dolton, Chicago 

Police Department (CPD) tactical officers encountered homicide suspect while 

assisting a surveillance team monitoring a residence where was believed to be sheltering. 

Officers observed leaving the residence and entering a nearby vehicle, which crashed after 

a brief pursuit. then fled on foot, and he discharged a firearm in the direction of Police 

Officers Derrian Hudson and Adam Vignola, who encountered him while searching the area. Three 

additional officers – Police Officers Marc Edingburg, Brandon Bassie, and Furqan Muneeruddin 

– were driving nearby when they observed discharging his firearm, and they stopped their 

vehicle and exited to engage After ordering to drop his weapon, Officers 

Edingburg and Bassie discharged their firearms at while he fled on foot.2 None of their 

shots struck and he scaled a fence and eluded capture for approximately 83 minutes. 

was eventually located by officers in a CPD helicopter who guided officers on the ground 

to location. While was being placed in custody, he bit Police Officer Matthew 

Ruppert. Officer Ruppert punched several times in response. 

 

Upon review of the evidence, COPA served allegations against Officer Edingburg and 

Officer Bassie for discharging their firearms at a fleeing person; for failing to consider their 

immediate surroundings and the safety of uninvolved members of the public, and/or failing to take 

precautions to minimize the risk that people other than the target would be struck before 

discharging their firearms; and for untimely activation of their body-worn cameras (BWC). COPA 

served an allegation against Officer Ruppert for using force as retaliation against and 

COPA also served allegations for untimely BWC activation against three other CPD members: 

Police Officers Derrian Hudson, Adam Vignola, and Furqan Muneeruddin. Following its 

investigation, COPA reached sustained findings regarding the allegations that Officers Edingburg, 

Bassie, Hudson, Vignola, and Muneeruddin failed to timely activate their BWCs. COPA also 

reached a sustained finding regarding the allegation that Officer Ruppert used force as retaliation 

against The remaining allegations were not sustained. 

 
1 Appendix A includes case identifiers such as the date, time, and location of the incident, the involved parties and 

their demographics, and the applicable rules and policies. 
2 Pursuant to Section 2-78-120 of the Municipal Code of Chicago, COPA has a duty to investigate all incidents in 

which a CPD member discharges their firearm. Therefore, COPA determined that it would be the primary 

administrative investigative agency in this matter. 
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II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE3 

 

On Feb. 24, 2024, CPD detectives developed information that a homicide suspect, 

was occupying a relative’s residence in the nearby southern suburb of Dolton, 

approximately 22 miles from Chicago. was a suspect in a homicide that took place in 

Chicago’s Fifteenth District, and he was considered to be armed and dangerous. CPD dispatched 

surveillance units to monitor the relative’s residence at  in Dolton.4 The 

residence was monitored by CPD members in covert vehicles as a search warrant was being 

prepared to enable the Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) team to enter the home, seize 

and seize any weapons he may have had on his person or secreted in the residence.5 

 

While the process to secure the search warrant was underway, several officers assigned to 

Fifteenth District tactical beats were directed to assist the efforts in Dolton. After first stopping at 

Area Four for a briefing, the 1562 tactical team (Officer Bassie, Officer Edingburg, and Officer 

Muneeruddin in vehicle 4905, and Officer Vignola and Officer Hudson in vehicle 4920) drove to 

Dolton in unmarked police vehicles.6 

 

Upon arriving in Dolton, Officer Bassie used a cellphone with a two-way radio function to 

communicate with the covert units who were monitoring the target residence.7 Three male 

occupants exited the residence, entered a vehicle, and drove east towards Sibley Blvd. That vehicle 

was pursued by CPD officers in a covert vehicle until it suddenly lost control and crashed near 

Meadow Ln. and 147th St., and the three occupants fled in different directions as the CPD covert 

vehicle also struck an electric pole and became disabled.8 The covert units began searching for the 

three missing occupants in the immediate vicinity of . 

 

At approximately 6:36 pm, vehicles 4920 and 4905 pulled alongside each other, and the 

tactical officers discussed their strategy based on the information Officer Bassie received from the 

covert units.9 Vehicle 4920 then went south on Sunset Dr., where Officer Vignola noticed a figure 

in the driveway between the houses at 15200 and 15208 Sunset Dr.10 Officer Vignola and Officer 

Hudson exited their vehicle, and Officer Vignola crossed over to the eastern side of the street while 

Officer Hudson shined his flashlight in the driveway between the houses. Suddenly,  

emerged from between the houses and discharged a firearm towards Officers Vignola and Hudson, 

firing four times from between the houses and an additional four times while running across the 

 
3 The following is a summary of what COPA finds most likely occurred during this incident. This summary utilized 

information from several different sources, including BWC footage, third-party surveillance video footage, CPD 

reports, and CPD member interviews. 
4 Att. 5, pg. 17. 
5 Att. 127. 
6 Att. 133. The CPD Attendance and Assignment record incorrectly documented that Officer Bassie was in vehicle 

4920. 
7 Att. 8 at 0:13; Att. 127, pg. 13, ln. 12, to pg. 14, ln 6. 
8 Att. 45 at 0:00 to 3:25; Att. 159, pgs. 49 to 50. 
9 Att. 8 at 0:45 to 1:22; Att. 127, pg 21, ln. 21, to pg 22, ln. 10. 
10 Att. 120, pg. 17, lns. 6 to 18; Att. 130, pg. 11, lns. 9 to 14. 
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front lawn of 15208 Sunset Dr. towards the street.11 At that moment, vehicle 4905 pulled up along 

152nd Street and parked near the intersection of 152nd Street and Sunset Dr. Officers Bassie and 

Edingburg moved to the sidewalk on the east side of Sunset Dr.,12 and traversed diagonally 

across the street to the southeast.13 Officer Muneeruddin exited the vehicle and took cover on 152nd 

St.14 Officer Bassie and Officer Edingburg shouted at to drop his weapon before each of 

them fired three shots at missing him.15 An unoccupied black Ford Escape was apparently 

struck by one of the officers’ gunfire while parked in front of the residence at 15215 Sunset Dr.,16 

and an occupied civilian vehicle driving north on Sunset Dr. illuminated silhouette as he 

ran across the street.17 climbed a fence in front of a garage at 15215 Sunset Dr. and then 

eluded capture for 83 minutes. Officer Bassie notified OEMC that shots had been fired by the 

police in Dolton,18 and the five-man tactical team conducted a brief search of the immediate area 

where was last seen running. Unable to locate Officer Bassie radioed in for 

additional units, and with the assistance of the Dolton Police Department, established a perimeter 

to contain Multiple units from various agencies assembled in Dolton to assist with the 

search for  

 

A CPD police helicopter used a heat-sensitive camera to locate hiding in a garage 

behind 15214 Dorchester Avenue,19 two blocks west of Sunset Dr.20 This information was relayed 

 
11 Att. 15 at 0:02 to 0:06. Eight distinct muzzle flashes are visible on the third-party video recording, but only seven 

fired cartridge cases were later recovered. Four fired cartridge cases were recovered from the area between the houses, 

and three fired cartridge cases were recovered from the front lawn of 15208 Sunset Dr. Att. 18, pg. 3; Att. 91, pgs. 2, 

4, and 6; Att. 93, pgs. 6 to 9; Att. 156, pg. 49. All seven of the fired cartridge cases were matched by the Illinois State 

Police (ISP) laboratory to the firearm recovered after arrest at 15213 Diekman Ct. Att. 146. shots 

struck the lawn in front of 15208 Sunset Dr., the front window of a residence across the street at 15207 Sunset Dr., 

and the CPD patrol vehicle that had been parked by Officers Vignola and Hudson in front of 15208 Sunset Dr. Att. 

18, pg. 3; Att. 88, pgs. 120 to 132, pgs. 259 to 320, and pgs. 355 to 378; Att. 89; Att. 91; Att. 93, pgs. 6 to 9.  

hands were tested for the presence of gunshot residue approximately three hours after the shooting incident, but the 

test results were negative. Atts. 28 and 150. The ISP Laboratory trace chemistry reports notes that “may not 

have discharged a firearm with either hand. If [ did discharge a firearm, then the particles were not deposited, 

were removed by activity, or were not detected by the procedure.” Att. 150, pg. 2. However, jacket was later 

tested for the presence of gunshot residue, and the results were positive for gunshot residue on the right cuff, indicating 

that the jacket was in the environment of a discharged firearm or contacted an item related to gunshot residue. Att. 

157, pgs. 2 to 4. The handgun recovered at 15213 Diekman Ct. also tested positive for DNA on the grips 

and trigger guard. Att. 152. 
12 Att. 8 at 2:02. 
13 Att. 15 at 0:09 to 0:13. 
14 Att. 11 at 1:57 to 2:00. 
15 Att. 8 at 2:00 to 2:06; Att. 88, pgs. 225 to 237, pgs. 321 to 328, and pgs. 334 to 339; Att. 91; Att. 93, pgs. 5 and 7; 

Att. 115, pg. 1; Att. 116, pg. 1; Atts. 151 and 153; Att. 124, pg. 26, lns. 10 to 12; Att. 127, pg. 25, lns. 14 to 16. 
16 Att. 88, pgs. 202 to 224; Att. 91; Att. 93, pg. 18. 
17 Att. 8 at 2:04 to 2:07. Att. 124, pg. 37, ln. 17, to pg. 39, ln. 12; Att. 127, pg. 35, ln. 15, to pg. 39, ln. 5, and pg. 40, 

ln. 10, to pg. 41, ln. 5. (Officer Bassie told COPA that he only saw in his sight picture when he discharged his 

firearm. Officer Edingburg told COPA that he did not recall seeing the approaching vehicle.) The occupied vehicle 

reversed behind the Ford Escape during the gunfire. Att. 15 at 0:09 to 0:13. 
18 Att. 8 at 2:08 to 2:10; Att. 34 at 0:47 to 0:55. 
19 Att. 2, pg. 4, and pgs. 12 to 14. 
20 Att. 27 at 0:00 to 0:40. 
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to the law-enforcement personnel on the ground, and they began converging on the area.  

exited the garage and climbed over a fence into the rear yard of 15213 Diekman Ct.  

discarded his cellphone and then his firearm before walking into the street in front of 15209 

Diekman Ct.21 was seized and taken down to the ground as a half-dozen officers struggled 

to restrain his hands. As the struggle continued, bit Officer Matthew Ruppert on the right 

wrist.22 Officer Ruppert then struck several times in the upper back after exclaiming, “Ow! 

He fucking bit me!”23 After Officer Ruppert acknowledged being bitten, an unknown Dolton 

Police Department officer punched in the jaw, and was handcuffed. was 

taken to St. Anthony’s Hospital on February 25, 2024, for medical treatment, and he complained 

of abdominal pain, nausea, and vomiting, but he attributed these symptoms to “drinking dirty water 

in jail.”24 A treating physician documented that had abrasions to his forehead and arms 

and also that was feeling depressed and hearing voices.25 was diagnosed with acute 

kidney injury due to dehydration and with other conditions associated with the abuse of 

amphetamines.26 

 

III. ALLEGATIONS 

 

Officer Marc Edingburg: 

1. Failing to consider his immediate surroundings and the safety of uninvolved members of 

the public, and/or failing to take precautions to minimize the risk that people other than the 

target would be struck before discharging his firearm. 

-NOT SUSTAINED 

2. Discharging a firearm at a fleeing person. 

-NOT SUSTAINED  

3.  Untimely activating his body worn camera. 

-SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10. 

 

Officer Brandon Bassie: 

1. Failing to consider his immediate surroundings and the safety of uninvolved members of 

the public, and/or failing to take precautions to minimize the risk that people other than the 

target would be struck before discharging his firearm. 

-NOT SUSTAINED 

2. Discharging a firearm at a fleeing person. 

-NOT SUSTAINED 

3. Untimely activating his body worn camera. 

-SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

  

 
21 Att. 27 at 9:07 to 10:22; Att. 88, pgs. 147 to 189; Att. 91; Att. 93, pgs. 11 to 13. 
22 Att. 17 at 3:57 to 3:59. 
23 Att. 37 at 4:00 to 4:10. 
24 Att. 111, pg. 10. 
25 Att. 111, pg. 19. 
26 Att. 111, pg. 33. also tested positive for amphetamines on February 25, 2024. Att. 111, pg. 78. 
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Officer Derrian Hudson: 

1. Untimely activating his body worn camera. 

 -SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

 

Officer Adam Vignola 

1. Untimely activating his body worn camera, without justification 

  -SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

 

Officer Furqan Muneeruddin 

1. Untimely activating his body worn camera, without justification 

  -SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

 

Officer Matthew Ruppert 

1. Using force as retaliation against . 

-SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8 

 

IV. CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT 

 

The credibility of an individual relies primarily on two factors: (1) the individual’s 

truthfulness and (2) the reliability of the individual’s account. Truthfulness addresses the honesty 

of the individual making the statement. Reliability addresses the individual’s ability to accurately 

perceive the event at the time of the incident and then accurately recall the event from memory.  

  

The investigation did not reveal any evidence that caused COPA to doubt the truthfulness 

of any of the accused CPD members. Many details of the accused officers’ accounts are 

corroborated by third-party video and BWC recordings, as well as by contemporaneous statements 

and reports. However, for reasons discussed below, COPA finds that Officer Edingburg and 

Officer Bassie did not accurately perceive the incident as it relates to uninvolved people in the 

background. While COPA does not doubt their honesty and finds that they sincerely described 

their perception at the time, video evidence conflicts with certain details of their account.  

 

Additionally, COPA has a duty to ensure officers’ counsel does nothing to disrupt or 

interfere with the officers’ interviews to reduce the risk of inserting issues about officers’ honesty 

and the reliability of their recall, statements, and answers.27 Here, counsel for the officers 

repeatedly interjected on the record during the officers’ statements. At multiple points, counsel’s 

interjections and comments—often under the auspices of objections—were apparently designed 

 
27 See Consent Decree, State of Illinois v. City of Chicago, Case No. 17-cv-6260 ¶465(d); see also Agreement 

between the City of Chicago Department of Police and the Fraternal Order of Police Chicago Lodge No. 7 

(hereinafter, the “Collective Bargaining Agreement”), §6.1(J). 
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to function as testimony or prompts for the accused officers.28 Despite this interference, COPA 

does not discredit the officers’ accounts on this basis. 

 

V. ANALYSIS29 

 

CPD expects that its members act with the foremost regard for the preservation of human 

life and the safety of all persons involved.30 CPD policy prohibits members from using force that 

is not “objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional, under the totality of the circumstances, 

in order to provide for the safety of any person or CPD member, stop an attack, make an arrest, 

bring a person or situation safely under control, or prevent escape.”31 This means that CPD 

members may use only the amount of force necessary to serve a lawful purpose. The amount and 

type of force used must be proportional to the threat, actions, and level of resistance a person 

offers.32 

 

The use of deadly force is permitted only as a “last resort” when “necessary to protect 

against an imminent threat to life or to prevent great bodily harm to the member or another 

person.”33 A CPD member may use deadly force in only two situations: (1) to prevent “death or 

great bodily harm from an imminent threat posed to the sworn member or to another person,” or 

(2) to prevent “an arrest from being defeated by resistance or escape, where the person to be 

arrested poses an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm to a sworn member or another 

person unless arrested without delay.”34 

 

A threat is considered imminent “when it is objectively reasonable to believe that: (a) the 

person’s actions are immediately likely to cause death or great bodily harm to the member or others 

unless action is taken; and (b) the person has the means or instruments to cause death or great 

bodily harm; and (c) the person has the opportunity and ability to cause death or great bodily 

harm.”35 Officers are expected to modify the use of force as circumstances change and in ways 

that are consistent with officer safety, including stopping the use of force when it is no longer 

necessary.36  

 

 
28 Att. 124, pg. 29, ln.12, to pg. 30, ln. 22; pg. 31, ln. 21, to pg. 32, ln. 8; pg. 37, lns. 6 to 8; pg. 40, lns. 11 to 12; pg. 

41, lns. 16 to 17; pg. 41., ln. 2; pg. 44, lns. 9 to 16; pg. 46, ln. 1; pg. 50, ln. 23, to pg. 51, ln. 2; pg. 52, ln. 22, to pg. 

53, ln. 18; Att. 125, pg. 24, lns. 5 to 6; pg. 27, lns. 3 to 20; pg. 29, ln. 9, to pg. 30, ln. 19; pg. 32, lns. 1 to 19; pg. 44, 

lns. 4 to 9; pg. 47, ln. 4, to pg. 51, ln. 18; Att. 127, pg. 44, ln. 20, to pg. 47, ln. 21; pg. 56, ln. 23, to pg. 58, ln. 2;  pg. 

72, lns. 11 to 24; Att. 130, pg. 24, lns. 4 to 6. 
29 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
30 Att. 94, G03-02 (II)(A), De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to 

present). 
31 Att. 94, G03-02 (III)(B)  
32 Att. 94, G03-02 (III)(B)(3). 
33 Att. 94, G03-02 (IV)(C). 
34 Att. 94, G03-02 (IV)(C)(1-2). 
35 Att. 94, G03-02 (IV)(B) (emphasis added). 
36 Att. 94, G03-02 (II)(D)(2). 



Log # 2024-2550 

 

 

Page 7 of 22 
 

 

Here, Officers Edingburg and Bassie were permitted to use deadly force against  

posed an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm towards officers, as he was armed 

and had just shot at other officers. However, even when officers are permitted to use deadly force, 

they must follow additional CPD policy governing the use of firearms. 

 

a. Firearm Discharge Allegations  

 

1. Failure to consider immediate surroundings and the safety of uninvolved 

members of the public, and/or failing to take precautions to minimize the risk 

that people other than the target would be struck before discharging a firearm. 

 

The allegations against Officers Edingburg and Bassie, that they failed to consider their 

immediate surroundings and the safety of uninvolved members of the public, and/or failed to take 

precautions to minimize the risk that they would strike people other than the target before 

discharging their firearms, are NOT SUSTAINED. 

 

CPD policy governing firearm discharges requires members to meet three conditions 

“when it is safe and feasible . . . based on the specific circumstances confronting the member[s].”37 

First, members must “consider their immediate surroundings and the safety of uninvolved 

members of the public before discharging their firearm[s].”38 Second, members must “take 

precautions to identify the appropriate target prior to discharging a firearm to minimize the risk 

that people other than the target will be struck.”39 Third, the discharging member must “issue a 

verbal warning prior to, during, and after the discharge.”40 COPA is unable to determine by a 

preponderance of the evidence that Officers Edingburg and Bassie violated these requirements.  

 

Officer Bassie’s BWC footage shows that both officers fired at in dimly lit 

conditions with the headlamps of an approaching vehicle clearly visible in the background.41 CPD 

Evidence Technicians measured a distance of 225 feet from the sewer in the intersection of 152nd 

St. and Sunset Dr. to another sewer situated in front of 15215 Sunset Dr.42 It is unclear precisely 

how far away the officers were from when they discharged their firearms; however, based 

on this reporting and the officers’ BWC, they appear to have been approximately 175 feet away.43 

One of the officers’ gunshots apparently struck a parked Ford Escape in front of 15215 Sunset 

Dr.44 Third-party video shows that the driver of the occupied vehicle backed up and then remained 

parallel to and behind the Escape in the road.45 At one point, Officer Vignola almost walked into 

 
37 Att. 96, G03-02-03 (III), Firearm Discharge Incidents – Authorized Use and Post-Discharge Administrative 

Procedures (effective June 28, 2023, to present). 
38 Att. 96, G03-02-03 (III)(A). 
39 Att. 96, G03-02-03(III)(B). 
40 Att. 96, G03-02-03(III)(C). 
41 Att. 8 at 2:04 to 2:07. 
42 Att. 93, pgs. 10 to 13. 
43 Att. 93, pgs. 10 to 13; pg. 44, ln. 17, to pg. 47, ln. 21; Att. 124, pg. 36, ln. 10, to pg. 37, ln. 8. 
44 Att. 134. 
45 Att. 15, at 0:09 to 0:13. 
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the officers’ line of fire and quickly fell back as he emerged from behind a vehicle at 15207 Sunset 

Dr.46 

 

 
Figure 1: A still image from Att. 8, the BWC footage of Officer Bassie at 2:02, showing the silhouette of  

illuminated by the approaching vehicle and the parked Ford Escape that was apparently struck by officers’ gunfire. 

This image was captured immediately before the officers began firing. 

 

COPA notes, however, that multiple factors suggest that it may have been unsafe and/or 

unfeasible for the officers to take additional precautions. First, was armed with a firearm, 

had just fired at officers, and had ignored commands to drop his firearm. Second, was 

moving towards other officers while armed, presenting a danger to other officers. Third,  

was a homicide suspect, which—along with the other factors—suggested he might harm other 

members of the public. 

 

COPA also notes that the officers’ statements and actions indicate that they did consider 

their surroundings and the safety of uninvolved members of the public. The officers’ statements 

also suggest that they took steps to minimize the risk that they would strike others. Officers 

Edingburg and Bassie each fired only three shots at 47 Both officers explained that they 

believed it would have been unsafe to continue firing, given the surroundings and the locations of 

other officers.48 Officer Edingburg told COPA that he would not have fired if he had seen cars in 

 
46 Att. 15 at 0:12 to 0:16; Att. 14 at 0:11 to 0:20. 
47 Att. 127, pg. 39, lns. 13 to 14; Att. 124, pg. 25, lns. 14 to 16. 
48 Att. 127 (Officer Bassie), pg. 71, lns. 14 to 23 (“I believed that was my safe window to where I can engage him 

for the safety of offices and what I knew at that time . . . I did not want to continue firing which would unnecessary 
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the background.49 When COPA asked Officer Bassie asked whether he considered the safety of 

the civilian in the approaching car, he said that he “didn’t see any other individuals or [potential 

for] damage that would outweigh trying to stop this man from killing myself or my partners.”50 

Additionally Officer Bassie’s BWC recorded both officers issue verbal warnings, indicating that 

they satisfied this requirement.51 

 

Officers Edingburg and Bassie appear to have mistakenly believed there were no 

uninvolved members of the public in the background when they fired. However, these mistakes 

were not unreasonable given the above-mentioned factors. The available evidence indicates the 

officers considered their immediate surroundings and took steps to minimize the risk that they 

would strike people other than At the time the officers fired at other officers and 

uninvolved members of the public were in danger of being struck by gunfire. However, the officers 

considered their surroundings and stopped firing when they believed they would endanger others 

if they continued. Furthermore, it was likely unfeasible or unsafe for the officers to take further 

precautions. COPA cannot find by a preponderance of the evidence that the officers violated G03-

02-03 when they discharged their firearms at Therefore, these allegations against Officer 

Edingburg and against Officer Bassie are Not Sustained. 

 

2.  Discharging a firearm at a fleeing person. 

 

COPA finds the allegations against Officers Edingburg and Bassie, that they discharged a 

firearm at a fleeing person, are NOT SUSTAINED. 

 

CPD directives prohibit using deadly force against a fleeing person unless that person poses 

an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm.52 It is unclear if was fleeing from officers 

or posed an imminent threat to Officers Edingburg and Bassie, their partners, or others.  

stopped discharging his firearm before Officer Edingburg and Officer Bassie yelled commands 

and returned fire.53 Officer Bassie fired at six seconds after last shot.54 During 

that time, ran from the west side of Sunset Dr. to the east side in a southeastern trajectory.55  

 

 
[sic] put Officer Vignola in danger.”); Att. 124 (Officer Edingburg), pg. 39, lns. 4 to 23 (“I had Officer Vignola to 

the left and then Officer Hudson to the right. So I know that . . . there’s not much wiggle room to engage . . . I 

stopped shooting because of, you know, the –the possibility of—of those, you know, whatever may happen . . . [the] 

risk to my teammates, risk to the, you know, people in their homes, you know, because I was aware that we’re in a 

residential area.”). 
49 Att. 124, pg. 40, lns. 14 to 17. 
50 Att. 127, pg. 41, lns. 1 to 3. 
51 Att. 8 at 2:01 to 2:05. 
52 Att. 96, G03-02-03(II)(E)(8) (“The use of firearms in the following ways is prohibited [] Firing at a fleeing person 

unless necessary to prevent death or great bodily harm from an imminent threat posed to the member or another 

person”). 
53 Att. 15 at 0:06; Att. 8 at 2:00 to 2:06. 
54 Att. 15 at 0:06 to 0:12. 
55 Att. 15 at 0:06 to 0:12. 
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A preponderance of the evidence suggests the officers reasonably believed posed 

an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm and was not fleeing. Third-party surveillance 

footage captured making movements plausibly consistent with reaching across his body 

from right to left to aim a firearm at Officer Hudson.56 Both officers explained to COPA that they 

believed posed an imminent threat to themselves and others. Officer Edingburg told COPA 

that he saw turn and point his firearm “towards everybody.”57 Officer Bassie told COPA 

that he thought “was engaging and trying to take cover.”58 When asked if pointed 

the gun at him, Officer Bassie answered, “[i]t was coming up to me, pointed at my direction.”59 

COPA found no additional evidence supporting or disproving the officers’ statements that  

pointed his firearm at them or at other officers as he ran. Officer Bassie was too far away from 

for his BWC to corroborate or contradict whether pointed his firearm as he ran.60 

COPA was unable to interview who did not respond to the agency’s request for a 

statement.61 

 

As previously addressed, posed an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm 

when he discharged his firearm towards officers and ignored commands to drop the firearm. Based 

on the available evidence, COPA cannot find the officers unreasonable in believing was 

not fleeing and continued to pose an imminent threat. Therefore, these allegations against Officer 

Edingburg and Officer Bassie are NOT SUSTAINED. 

 

b. Body-Worn Camera Activation Allegations 

 

The allegations against Officers Edingburg, Bassie, Hudson, Vignola, and Muneeruddin, 

that they failed to timely activate their BWC, are SUSTAINED. 

 

To increase transparency and improve the quality and reliability of investigations, CPD 

policy requires officers to record law-enforcement-related activities on BWC.62 Law-enforcement-

related activities include, but are not limited to, responding to and engaging in calls for service, 

investigatory stops, traffic stops, foot and vehicle pursuits, arrests, use of force incidents, 

emergency vehicle responses where fleeing suspects or vehicles may be captured on video leaving 

the crime scene, high risk situations, and any other instances when enforcing the law.63 The 

 
56 Att. 15 at 0:07 to 0:09. 
57 Att. 124, pg. 32, lns. 10 to 16. 
58 Att. 127, pg. 41, lns. 21 to 22. 
59 Att. 127, pg. 42, lns. 16 to 18. 
60 Att. 8 at 1:58 to 2:05. 
61 Note CO-1414165. has represented himself in the associated criminal case, and COPA obtained various 

handwritten motions that has filed. The motions largely raise purported jurisdictional issues and do not address 

the facts of the shooting incident. Att. 154. The criminal case remains pending as of June 23, 2025, and stands 

charged with multiple counts of attempted murder and aggravated discharge and possession of a firearm. Att. 145. 
62 Att. 95, S03-14(III)(B), Body Worn Cameras (effective December 29, 2023, to August 8, 2024). 
63 S03-14(II)(I). 
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decision to record is mandatory, not discretionary.64 CPD members are required to activate their 

BWCs at the beginning of an incident and record the entire incident.65 

 

Special Order S03-14 requires CPD members to initiate BWC recordings “at the beginning 

of an incident and . . . record the entire incident for all law-enforcement-related activities.66 The 

order identifies the beginning of a law enforcement-related activity for multiple circumstances.67 

First, officers must activate BWC “for dispatched calls for service, when acknowledging the call 

for service and en-route to incident scene.”68 Officers conducting investigatory stops musty 

activate BWC “when approaching the member of the public to initiate the stop.”69 For all other 

law-enforcement-related activities, officers must activate BWC “when the member initiates and 

engages in the activity.”70 If “exigent circumstances prevent the activation of a BWC at the 

beginning of an incident,” members “will activate their camera as soon as practical.”71 CPD 

members are not permitted to deactivate their BWCs unless: (a) “the entire incident has been 

recorded and the member is no longer engaged in a law enforcement activity,” (b) a victim of a 

crime requests its deactivation, (c) a witness or community member wishing to report a crime 

requests its deactivation, or (d) the member “is interacting with a confidential informant.”72 

 

Each officer accused of untimely BWC activation admitted to powering off their BWC 

prior to arriving in Dolton, intending to preserve the battery for future recordings.73 Each officer 

explained that they understood CPD BWC policy, and each said that no one ordered them to turn 

off their BWC to preserve battery. 74 As a result, the officers were largely unable to activate their 

BWCs to record the entire incident with and they failed to record law-enforcement-related 

activity.  Officer Muneeruddin told COPA that he did not activate his BWC because he was not 

conducting law-enforcement activities in Dolton.75 Officer Muneeruddin explained he believed 

this to be the case because the officers were not actively looking for or the other men who 

fled from the vehicle.76 This explanation, however, is inconsistent with other officers’ statements 

 
64 S03-14(V)(A)(1). 
65 S03-14(V)(A)(2). 
66 S03-14(V)(A)(2). 
67 S03-14(V)(A)(2). 
68 S03-14(V)(A)(2)(a). 
69 S03-14(V)(A)(2)(b). 
70 S03-14(V)(A)(2)(d). 
71 S03-14(V)(A)(3) (citing 50 ILCS 706/10-20(a)(3)(A)). 
72 S03-14(V)(B). 
73 Officer Edingburg: att. 124, pg. 62, ln. 12 to pg. 63, ln. 5; Officer Bassie: att. 127, pg. 13, lns. 5 to 11; Officer 

Vignola: att. 126, pg. 11, lns. 5 to 12, pg. 26, ln. 5 to pg. 27, ln. 15, pg. 30, lns. 4 to 15; Officer Hudson: att. 130, pg. 

12, lns. 1 to 5, pg. 26, ln. 20, to pg. 28, ln. 19; Officer Muneeruddin: att. 125, pg. 14, ln. 1 to pg. 15, ln. 8, pg. 20, ln. 

2 to pg. 21, ln. 15, pg. 39, ln. 19 to pg. 40, ln. 17. 
74 Officer Edingburg: att. 124, pg. 62, ln. 12 to pg. 63, ln. 5; Officer Bassie: att. 127, pg. 13, lns. 5 to 11; Officer 

Vignola: att. 126, pg. 11, lns. 5 to 12, pg. 26, ln. 5 to pg. 27, ln. 15, pg. 30, lns. 4 to 15; Officer Hudson: att. 130, pg. 

12, lns. 1 to 5, pg. 26, ln. 20, to pg. 28, ln. 19; Officer Muneeruddin: att. 125, pg. 14, ln. 1 to pg. 15, ln. 8, pg. 20, ln. 

2 to pg. 21, ln. 15, pg. 39, ln. 19 to pg. 40, ln. 17. 
75 Att. 125, pg. 23, lns. 4 to 6. 
76 Att. 125, pg. 20, ln. 2, to pg. 21, ln. 24. 
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and with CPD policy.77 COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the officers were 

engaged in a law-enforcement activity once they arrived in Dolton and began assisting with the 

search for  

 

Officer Muneeruddin explained that once began shooting, his first thought was to 

avoid being shot, not to activate his BWC; he activated his BWC when he thought it was safe to 

do so.78 While this is understandable—and would likely otherwise be consistent with CPD 

policy—Officer Muneeruddin was conducting a law-enforcement activity before began 

shooting.79 Therefore, CPD policy required him to have already activated his BWC. While the 

officers’ explanations are understandable, CPD BWC policy does not give members discretion and 

requires that they record all law enforcement activities. 

 

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the officers untimely activated their 

BWC while they were engaged in law-enforcement-related activities. Therefore, these allegations 

against Officers Edingburg, Bassie, Hudson, Vignola, and Muneeruddin are SUSTAINED. 

 

c. Retaliation Allegation. 

 

The allegation against Officer Ruppert, that he used force as retaliation against  

is SUSTAINED.  

 

As Officer Ruppert and other CPD members and Dolton Police officers detained  

bit Officer Rupert.80 In response, Officer Ruppert delivered at least four mechanical strikes 

to back and shoulder area.81 Officer Ruppert described landing four to five strikes that 

he explained were necessary to defeat resistance to being handcuffed.82 Officer Ruppert 

said it was necessary for him to repeatedly strike —despite the presence of at least seven 

officers—because was resisting arrest, and that he did not do so in retaliation.83 While 

Officer Ruppert acknowledged that he yelled, “You mother fucker, you bit me,” before striking 

he denied being angry.84 Officer Ruppert’s TRR narrative describes biting Officer 

Ruppert’s forearm, letting go, and then lunging his jaw towards Officer Ruppert’s forearm again, 

prompting Officer Ruppert to strike with a closed fist.85 However, the lunge that Officer 

Ruppert described is not clearly visible in the available BWC recordings. 

 

 
77 Att. 130, pg. 10, ln. 8, to pg. 11, ln. 1; pg. 11, lns. 4 to 8 (“This is when [the other officers] explained to us that, 

‘Hey, [ is not in the house anymore. Just crashed a car. He’s possibly on foot. We’re going to canvass the 

area, basically. Quick plan, you guys go this way. We’ll go this way’”). 
78 Att. 125, pg. 20, lns. 9 to 16. 
79 Att. 95, S03-14 (II)(I)(1), (10), (14), (15), (20). 
80 Att. 29 at 4:02 to 4:06. 
81 Att. 17 at 3:57 to 4:04. 
82 Att. 123, pg. 24, ln. 13, to pg. 25, ln. 4. 
83 Att. 123, pg. 33, ln. 22, to pg. 34, ln. 8. 
84 Att. 123, pg. 38, ln. 19, to pg. 39, ln. 24.  
85 Att. 63, pgs. 2 to 5. 
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CPD policy allows members to “only use force that is objectively reasonable, necessary, 

and proportional, under the totality of the circumstances” to accomplish certain law-enforcement 

objectives.86 These objectives include “to provide for the safety of any person or Department 

member, stop an attack, make an arrest, bring a person or situation safely under control, or prevent 

escape.”87 CPD policy prohibits members from using force as punishment or retaliation, including 

in response to someone resisting arrest.88  

 

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officer Ruppert repeatedly struck 

and that this action was unnecessary to effect arrest. COPA notes that  

resisted the officers’ attempts to handcuff him and had just bitten Officer Additionally, 

Officer Ruppert knew that was a homicide suspect who had discharged a firearm at police 

officers. However, multiple officers had immobilized arms and legs by the time Officer 

Ruppert and a Dolton Police officer struck him. was no longer able to escape. The only 

means had to attack officers was his mouth and head, which Officer Ruppert further 

avoided by repositioning himself. Striking after he had already bitten Officer Ruppert was 

unnecessary to control or to prevent further battery to officers. Additionally, Officer 

Ruppert’s statements to before striking him strongly suggest that he acted out of anger and 

in retaliation. Therefore, COPA finds by a preponderance of evidence that Officer Ruppert used 

force as retaliation against and this allegation against Officer Ruppert is SUSTAINED. 

 

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION 

 

a. Police Officer Marc Edingburg 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History89 

 

Officer Edingburg has received two Special Commendation Awards, two Department 

Commendation Awards, the Life Saving Award, two Problem Solving Awards, fifty-nine 

Honorable Mention Certificates, and at least five other awards and commendations. Officer 

Edingburg has never been disciplined for a sustained complaint register, but he was suspended for 

one day through the summary punishment process for a February 2025 incident involving non-

compliance with motor vehicle pursuit requirements. 

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Edingburg violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 by untimely 

activating his BWC. BWC recordings are important tools used to document police interactions 

with members of the public, and failure to capture the entirety of an encounter, as required by CPD 

 
86 Att. 94, G03-02 (III)(B), De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to 

present). 
87 Att. 94, G03-02 (III)(B). 
88 Att. 94, G03-02 (III)(C)(3). 
89 Atts. 178 and 182. 
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directives, tends to undermine public trust in CPD. BWCs are also used both to prevent misconduct 

and to exonerate officers where they are wrongfully accused, and to ensure that the true 

circumstances of incidents involving CPD members are known. Here, aggravating factors include 

that Officer Edingburg had more than four years of experience as a police officer at the time of 

this incident. He should have followed his training and the relevant CPD directives, and he should 

have recognized that he was engaged in law-enforcement related activity, and activated his BWC, 

when he arrived in Dolton and began searching for he encountered and 

before the shooting began. Instead, he activated his BWC approximately two minutes after the 

shooting, potentially jeopardizing the investigation of the incident. Mitigating factors include 

Officer Edingburg’s acceptance of responsibility and acknowledgement that powering off his 

BWC was not authorized by policy, and Officer Edingburg did not attempt to deflect responsibility 

for his actions onto anyone else. Based on these aggravating and mitigating factors, and 

considering Officer Edingburg’s considerable complimentary history and lack of disciplinary 

history for similar misconduct, COPA recommends that Officer Edingburg be suspended for 

between one and twenty-nine days. 

 

b. Police Officer Brandon Bassie 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History90 

 

Officer Bassie has received the Special Commendation Award, five Department 

Commendation Awards, the Life Saving Award, two Problem Solving Awards, two 

Superintendent’s Honorable Mention Certificates, ninety-eight Honorable Mention Certificates, 

two complimentary letters, and at least six other awards and commendations. Officer Bassie has 

never been disciplined through the complaint register process. 

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Bassie violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 by untimely activating 

his BWC. BWC recordings are important tools used to document police interactions with members 

of the public, and failure to capture the entirety of an encounter, as required by CPD directives, 

tends to undermine public trust in CPD. BWCs are also used both to prevent misconduct and to 

exonerate officers where they are wrongfully accused, and to ensure that the true circumstances of 

incidents involving CPD members are known. Here, aggravating factors include that Officer 

Bassie had more than five years of experience as a police officer at the time of this incident. He 

should have followed his training and the relevant CPD directives, and he should have recognized 

that he was engaged in law-enforcement related activity, and activated his BWC, when he arrived 

in Dolton and began searching for –before he encountered and before the shooting 

began. Mitigating factors include that Officer Bassie did activate his BWC just after exiting his 

vehicle, and his recording captured the firearm discharges by himself and by Officer Edingburg. 

Also, Officer Bassie accepted responsibility and acknowledged that powering off his BWC was 

not authorized by policy, and Officer Bassie did not attempt to deflect responsibility for his actions 

 
90 Atts. 173 and 179. 
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onto anyone else. Based on these aggravating and mitigating factors, and considering Officer 

Bassie’s considerable complimentary history and lack of disciplinary history, COPA recommends 

that Officer Bassie receive a reprimand. 

 

c. Police Officer Derrian Hudson 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History91 

 

Officer Hudson has received two Special Commendation Awards, eight Department 

Commendation Awards, two Problem Solving Awards, two Superintendent’s Honorable Mention 

Certificates, one-hundred-and-four Honorable Mention Certificates, two complimentary letters, 

and at least eight other awards and commendations. Officer Hudson has never been disciplined 

through the complaint register process, but he was reprimanded through the summary punishment 

process for a November 2023 preventable accident and for a January 2025 incident involving 

license plates and/or a city vehicle sticker. 

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Hudson violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 by untimely 

activating his BWC. Officer Hudson had more than six years of experience as a police officer at 

the time of this incident. BWC recordings are important tools used to document police interactions 

with members of the public, and failure to capture the entirety of an encounter, as required by CPD 

directives, tends to undermine public trust in CPD. BWCs are also used both to prevent misconduct 

and to exonerate officers where they are wrongfully accused, and to ensure that the true 

circumstances of incidents involving CPD members are known. Here, aggravating factors include 

that Officer Hudson should have recognized that he was engaged in law-enforcement related 

activity, and activated his BWC, when he arrived in Dolton and began searching for –before 

he encountered and before the shooting began. Instead, Officer Hudson did not activate 

his BWC until approximately a minute after the shooting began, potentially complicating the 

administrative investigation of the shooting and the criminal prosecution of Mitigating 

factors include Officer Hudson’s acceptance of responsibility and acknowledgement that powering 

off his BWC was not authorized by policy, and Officer Hudson did not attempt to deflect 

responsibility for his actions onto anyone else. Based on these aggravating and mitigating factors, 

and considering Officer Hudson’s considerable complimentary history and lack of disciplinary 

history for similar misconduct, COPA recommends that Officer Hudson be suspended for 

between one and twenty-nine days. 

  

 
91 Atts. 174 and 184. 
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d. Police Officer Adam Vignola 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History92 

 

Officer Vignola has received two Special Commendation Awards, four Department 

Commendation Awards, two Problem Solving Awards, the Life Saving Award, two 

Superintendent’s Honorable Mention Certificates, eighty-one Honorable Mention Certificates, two 

complimentary letters, and at least five other awards and commendations. Officer Vignola has 

never been disciplined through the complaint register process. 

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Vignola violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 by untimely activating his 

BWC. BWC recordings are important tools used to document police interactions with members of 

the public, and failure to capture the entirety of an encounter, as required by CPD directives, tends 

to undermine public trust in CPD. BWCs are also used both to prevent misconduct and to exonerate 

officers where they are wrongfully accused, and to ensure that the true circumstances of incidents 

involving CPD members are known. Here, aggravating factors include that Officer Vignola had 

more than five years of experience as a police officer at the time of this incident. He should have 

followed his training and the relevant CPD directives, and he should have recognized that he was 

engaged in law-enforcement related activity, and activated his BWC, when he arrived in Dolton 

and began searching for –before he encountered and before the shooting began. 

Instead, Officer Vignola did not activate his BWC until just after the shooting occurred, potentially 

complicating the administrative investigation of the shooting and the criminal prosecution of 

Mitigating factors include Officer Vignola’s acceptance of responsibility and 

acknowledgement that powering off his BWC was not authorized by policy, and Officer Vignola 

did not attempt to deflect responsibility for his actions onto anyone else. Based on these 

aggravating and mitigating factors, and considering Officer Vignola’s considerable complimentary 

history and lack of disciplinary history, COPA recommends that Officer Vignola be suspended 

for between one and twenty-nine days. 

 

e. Police Officer Furqan Muneeruddin 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History93 

 

Officer Muneeruddin has received two Special Commendation Awards, two Department 

Commendation Awards, two Problem Solving Awards, two Superintendent’s Honorable Mention 

Certificates, fifty-six Honorable Mention Certificates, two complimentary letters, and at least six 

other awards and commendations. Officer Muneeruddin has never been disciplined through the 

complaint register process. 

 

 
92 Atts. 177 and 180. 
93 Atts. 176 and 183. 
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ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Muneeruddin violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 by untimely 

activating his BWC. BWC recordings are important tools used to document police interactions 

with members of the public, and failure to capture the entirety of an encounter, as required by CPD 

directives, tends to undermine public trust in CPD. BWCs are also used both to prevent misconduct 

and to exonerate officers where they are wrongfully accused, and to ensure that the true 

circumstances of incidents involving CPD members are known. Here, aggravating factors include 

that Officer Muneeruddin had more than five years of experience as a police officer at the time of 

this incident. He should have followed his training and the relevant CPD directives, and he should 

have recognized that he was engaged in law-enforcement related activity, and activated his BWC, 

when he arrived in Dolton and began searching for –before he encountered and 

before the shooting began. Mitigating factors include that Officer Muneeruddin did activate his 

BWC just after exiting his vehicle, and the video portion of his recording captured the firearm 

discharges by Officer Bassie and Officer Edingburg. Also, Officer Muneeruddin accepted 

responsibility and acknowledged that powering off his BWC was not authorized by policy, and 

Officer Muneeruddin did not attempt to deflect responsibility for his actions onto anyone else. 

Based on these aggravating and mitigating factors, and considering Officer Muneeruddin’s 

considerable complimentary history and lack of disciplinary history, COPA recommends that 

Officer Muneeruddin receive a reprimand. 

 

f. Police Officer Matthew Ruppert 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History94 

 

Officer Ruppert has received the Superintendent’s Award of Tactical Excellence, three 

Special Commendation Awards, seven Department Commendation Awards, the Life Saving 

Award, two Police Officer of the Month Awards, seven Superintendent’s Honorable Mention 

Certificates, one-hundred-and-ninety-four Honorable Mention Certificates, and at least nine other 

awards and commendations. Officer Ruppert has never been disciplined through the complaint 

register process, but he was reprimanded through the summary punishment process for a 

November 2024 BWC violation and for a December 2024 incident involving current license plates 

and/or a city vehicle sticker. 

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Ruppert violated Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8 by using force as 

retaliation against CPD members are trained in the appropriate use of force and 

are expected to follow CPD policy and to refrain from using force as retaliation, even under 

challenging circumstances. Here, aggravating factors include that Officer Ruppert had more than 

eight years of experience as a police officer at the time of this incident, and he should have 

recognized that striking was not necessary. Mitigating factors include that Officer Ruppert 

 
94 Atts. 178 and 182. 
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struck after bit him, and it is understandable that Officer Ruppert was in pain and 

angered by bite. Also, there is no evidence that Officer Ruppert’s blows caused injury to 

and Officer Ruppert fully documented his actions by recording the incident with his BWC 

and by completing a TRR. Based on these aggravating and mitigating factors, and also considering 

Officer Ruppert’s exemplary complimentary history and his lack of disciplinary history for similar 

misconduct, COPA recommends that Officer Ruppert receive a reprimand. 

 

 

Approved: 

 

 

 

  8-22-25025 

__________________________________                   _____________________________ 

Angela Hearts-Glass            Date 

Deputy Chief Investigator-Chief Investigator 

 

 

 

                                8-22-2025 

____________________________________                 ______________________________ 

Lakenya White      Date 

Interim Chief Administrator 
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: February 24, 2024 / 6:36 pm / 15201 Sunset Dr., Dolton, 

IL 60419 

 

Date/Time of COPA Notification: February 24, 2024 / 7:03 pm 

Involved Member #1: Police Officer Brandon Bassie, Star #3519, Employee 

#  DOA: April 16, 2018, Unit: 015/180, Male, 

White 

 

Involved Member #2: 

 

 

 

Involved Member #3: 

 

 

Involved Member #4: 

 

 

 

Involved Member #5: 

 

 

 

Involved Member #6: 

 

 

Police Officer Marc Edingburg, Star #19349, Employee 

#  DOA: November 18, 2019, Unit: 015, Male, 

White Hispanic 

 

Police Officer Derrian Hudson, Star #9888, Employee 

#  DOA: June 17, 2017, Unit: 189,95 Male, Black  

 

Police Officer Furqan Muneeruddin, Star #4147, 

Employee #  DOA: December 27, 2018, Unit: 015, 

Male, Asian or Pacific Islander 

 

Police Officer Matthew Ruppert, Star #17327, Employee 

#  DOA.: December 14, 2015, Unit: 015, Male, 

White 

 

Police Officer Adam Vignola, Star #7074, Employee 

#  DOA: December 17, 2018, Unit: 193,96 Male, 

White 

 

Involved Individual #1: Male, Black 

 

Applicable Rules             

 Rule 2: Any action or conduct which impedes the Department’s efforts to achieve its 

policy and goals or brings discredit upon the Department. 

 Rule 3: Any failure to promote the Department's efforts to implement its policy or  

 accomplish its goals. 

 Rule 5: Failure to perform any duty. 

 Rule 6: Disobedience of an order or directive, whether written or oral. 

 
95 Officer Hudson was assigned to Unit 015 at the time of the incident under investigation. 
96 Officer Vignola was assigned to Unit 015 at the time of the incident under investigation. 
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 Rule 8: Disrespect to or maltreatment of any person, while on or off duty. 

 Rule 10: Inattention to duty. 

 

Applicable Policies and Laws          

• G03-02, De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to 

present) 

• G03-02-03, Firearm Discharge Incidents – Authorized Use and Post-Discharge Administrative 

Procedures (effective June 28, 2023, to present) 

• S03-14, Body Worn Cameras (effective December 29, 2023, to August 8, 2024) 
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Appendix B 

 

Definition of COPA’s Findings and Standards of Proof 

 

For each Allegation, COPA must make one of the following findings:  

 

1. Sustained – where it is determined the allegation is supported by a preponderance of the 

evidence;  

 

2. Not Sustained – where it is determined there is insufficient evidence to prove the allegations 

by a preponderance of the evidence;  

 

3. Unfounded – where it is determined by clear and convincing evidence that an allegation is false 

or not factual; or  

 

4. Exonerated – where it is determined by clear and convincing evidence that the conduct 

described in the allegation occurred, but it is lawful and proper.  

 

A preponderance of evidence can be described as evidence indicating that it is more 

likely than not that a proposition is proved.97 For example, if the evidence gathered in an 

investigation establishes that it is more likely that the conduct complied with CPD policy than that 

it did not, even if by a narrow margin, then the preponderance of the evidence standard is met. 

 

Clear and convincing evidence is a higher standard than a preponderance of the evidence 

but lower than the “beyond-a-reasonable doubt” standard required to convict a person of a criminal 

offense. Clear and convincing can be defined as a “degree of proof, which, considering all the 

evidence in the case, produces the firm and abiding belief that it is highly probable that the 

proposition . . . is true.”98 

 

  

 
97 See Avery v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 216 Ill. 2d 100, 191 (2005) (“A proposition proved by a preponderance 

of the evidence is one that has been found to be more probably true than not true.”). 
98 People v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036, ¶ 28 (quoting Illinois Pattern Jury Instructions, Criminal, No. 4.19 (4 th 

ed. 2000)). 
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Appendix C 

 

Transparency and Publication Categories 

 

Check all that apply: 

 Abuse of Authority 

 Body Worn Camera Violation 

 Coercion 

 Death or Serious Bodily Injury in Custody 

 Domestic Violence 

 Excessive Force 

 Failure to Report Misconduct 

 False Statement 

 Firearm Discharge 

 Firearm Discharge – Animal 

 Firearm Discharge – Suicide 

 Firearm Discharge – Unintentional  

 First Amendment 

 Improper Search and Seizure – Fourth Amendment Violation 

 Incidents in Lockup 

 Motor Vehicle Incidents 

 OC Spray Discharge 

 Search Warrants 

 Sexual Misconduct 

 Taser Discharge 

 Unlawful Denial of Access to Counsel 

 Unnecessary Display of a Weapon 

 Use of Deadly Force – other  

 Verbal Abuse 

 Other Investigation  


