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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On August 31, 2023, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received a 

website complaint from ( reporting alleged misconduct by members of the 

Chicago Police Department (CPD). alleged that on August 29, 2023, Officer Thomas Spanos 

#3110 and Officer Anthony Doyle #18439 (collectively, “the officers”) stopped him without 

justification, and that Officer Spanos searched his person and vehicle, also without justification.2 

Upon review of the evidence, COPA served additional allegations that both officers failed to 

complete an Investigatory Stop Report (ISR) documenting the detention of the passenger in  

vehicle. Following its investigation, COPA reached sustained findings regarding the allegations 

that Officer Spanos searched person without justification, and that both officers failed to 

complete an ISR for passenger. 

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE3 

 

The relevant BWC videos show that on the evening of August 29, 2023, Officers Spanos 

was driving a CPD vehicle on S. Cicero Ave., with Officer Doyle beside him in the passenger 

seat.4  Officer Spanos initiated a traffic stop near the corner of S. Cicero Ave. and W. Flournoy 

St., pulling over a late-model black Chevrolet Malibu sedan (“the Malibu”).5 The front and rear 

windows of the Malibu were fully lowered, and two occupants were visible in the front seat area.6 

Officer Doyle moved toward the passenger side of the Malibu, where an unidentified Black male 

was seated, and Officer Spanos approached the driver, now known to have been 7 After some 

initial discussion and an examination of driver’s license and insurance, Officer Spanos told 

he had been stopped because he was observed driving in an erratic manner. denied this, 

and when Officer Spanos asked if a search of the Malibu would result in the discovery of illegal 

items, firmly stated that he would not consent to having his vehicle searched.8 

 

 
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 One or more of these allegations fall within COPA’s jurisdiction pursuant to Chicago Municipal Code § 2-78-120. 

Therefore, COPA determined it would be the primary investigative agency in this matter. 
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, a cellphone video, police reports, a civilian 

interview, and officer interviews. 
4 Att. 1 at 0:00 to 0:05; also Att. 2 at 0:00 to 0:05. 
5 Att. 1 at 0:05 to 1:51; also Att. 2 at 0:05 to 1:51. 
6 Att. 1 at 1:51 to 1:55; also Att. 2 at 1:51 to 1:55. 
7 Att. 1 at 1:55 to 2:00; also Att. 2 at 1:55 to 2:00. 
8 Att. 1 at 2:00 to 5:55; also Att. 2 at 2:00 to 5:55. 
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Over the next few minutes, Officer Spanos tried to convince to step out of the Malibu 

multiple times without success, citing his concern that he could see a case of beer in the backseat, 

and he smelled alcohol coming from the vehicle. insisted that the beers were closed and asked 

if Officer Spanos wanted to administer a breathalyzer test to prove his sobriety.9 As still 

refused to exit the Malibu, Officer Spanos made a radio request for a supervisor to respond to the 

scene.10 While they waited for the supervisor, Officer Spanos explained that he had first noticed 

the Malibu because of the very loud music had been playing; argued that it was common 

for drivers to play loud music in that area.11 Eventually, Sergeant Samantha Clarke (Sgt. Clarke) 

arrived at the scene; an Illinois State Police (ISP) trooper also arrived at the same time to provide 

additional support.12  

 

 Sgt. Clarke, Officer Spanos, and discussed the reasons for the stop, and shouted 

obscenities as he insisted that he had done nothing wrong by playing loud music in his vehicle.13 

Sgt. Clarke finally convinced and his passenger to exit the Malibu.14 Sgt. Clarke handcuffed 

and Officer Spanos briefly patted down his trouser pockets, while at the same time Officer 

Doyle and the ISP trooper handcuffed passenger.15 Officer Spanos searched inside the 

Malibu, focusing on areas within reach of the driver’s seat, including the console storage box, the 

glovebox, and the area behind the backseat armrests.16 Next, Officer Spanos asked for the 

Malibu’s key.17 indicated that the key was in his pocket but said Officer Spanos was not 

allowed to reach inside there.18 Officer Spanos extracted the keys from pocket and told him 

that it was not illegal to take the keys.19 

 

Officer Spanos started the Malibu’s engine with the key, then quickly accessed the 

dashboard’s electronic touchscreen controls.20 Following this brief examination, he turned off the 

vehicle’s engine and returned the key back to pocket.21 As the stop drew to a close, Officer 

Spanos used his radio to run a license plate check on Malibu.22 The officers removed the 

handcuffs from and his passenger, and Officer Spanos asked twice if he wanted a receipt 

for the stop.23 refused the receipt but asked for his driver’s license back; Officer Spanos told 

him he had put it inside the Malibu and pointed to it with his flashlight.24  

 

 
9 Att. 1 at 5:55 to 7:36; also Att. 2 at 5:55 to 7:37. 
10 Att. 1 at 7:36 to 8:44; also 7:37 to 8:45. 
11 Att. 1 at 8:44 to 10:37; also Att. 2 at 8:45 to 10:38. 
12 Att. 1 at 10:37 to 14:26; also Att. 2 at 10:38 to 14:27. 
13 Att. 1 starting at 14:26; also Att. 3 starting at 2:49. 
14 Att. 1 at 15:48 to 18:41; also Att. 3 at 4:00 to 6:53. 
15 Att. 1 at 18:41 to 19:14; also Att. 2 at 18:42 to 19:32. 
16 Att. 1 at 19:14 to 21:55. 
17 Att. 1 at 21:55 to 22:10; also Att. 3 at 10:07 to 10:22. 
18 Att. 1 at 22:10 to 22:21; also Att. 3 at 10:22 to 10:33. 
19 Att. 1 at 22:21 to 22:25; also Att. 3 at 10:33 to 10:37.  
20 Att. 1 at 22:25 to 22:50; also Att. 2 at 22:26 to 22:51. 
21 Att. 1 at 22:50 to 23:06; also Att. 2 at 22:51 to 23:07. 
22 Att. 1 at 23:06 to 24:46; also Att. 2 at 23:07 to 24:47. (Note: Officer Spanos had to use his radio to request a license 

plate check because the CPD vehicle had a dead battery at that time.) 
23 Att. 1 at 24:46 to 25:53; also Att. 2 at 24:47 to 25:54. 
24 Att. 1 at 25:53 to 26:03; also Att. 2 at 25:54 to 26:04. 
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 Officer Spanos, and Officer Doyle each participated in interviews with COPA as part 

of this investigation. During interview, he provided a summary of the incident which was 

largely consistent with the video evidence.25 However, when was asked to identify his 

passenger, he responded that his friend’s name was ”26 This appears to 

conflict with the information provided in his original web complaint, as had listed a 

witness named in the complaint.27 

 

 During Officer Spanos’ interview with COPA, he explained that he had taken notice of 

because he heard very loud music coming from the Malibu.28 When he made eye contact 

with he observed immediately looking away from him, after which began driving 

in an erratic manner.29 This, Officer Spanos explained, made him believe that may have been 

in the act of committing a more serious crime.30 Officer Spanos stated that he had two reasons for 

initiating the stop: first, the loud music was playing violated the Municipal Code of Chicago; 

and second, erratic driving and lane-changing represented a traffic hazard.31 Officer Spanos 

said although he had smelled alcohol coming from Malibu, and had seen a case of beer in 

the backseat, he could not recall if there were any open alcohol bottles in the Malibu.32 He said he 

did not give any citations, and he did not conduct a field sobriety test or a breathalyzer even 

though he suspected that may have been slightly intoxicated.33 When asked to explain why 

he had wanted to exit his vehicle, Officer Spanos stated that was making furtive 

movements, behaving in an aggressive manner, and was possibly intoxicated, all of which led 

Officer Spanos to believe it was not safe to continue the traffic stop with in the vehicle.34 He 

further explained that appeared to have been hiding something on the right side of his waist, 

and he had a bulge in his clothing which Officer Spanos suspected of being a firearm or other 

contraband.35 

 

 When asked why the ISR he completed did not mention passenger, Officer Spanos 

said he had made an error by not including that information.36 However, he denied that he had an 

obligation to complete an ISR for the passenger, as he had not interacted with him.37 Officer 

Spanos explained that his partner, Officer Doyle, had been the one who made contact with  

passenger, and that the completion of the passenger’s ISR should have been Officer Doyle’s 

responsibility.38 

 

 
25 Atts. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6. 
26 Att. 10 at 8:20 to 8:25. 
27 Att. 5, pg. 2.  
28 Att. 18, pg. 7, lns. 11 to 15. 
29 Att. 18, pg. 7, lns. 16 to 20. 
30 Att. 18, pg. 7, lns. 20 to 22. 
31 Att. 18, pg. 10, lns. 16 to 24. 
32 Att. 18, pgs. 11 to 12. 
33 Att. 18, pg. 12, lns. 4 to 18. 
34 Att. 18, pgs. 12 to 13. 
35 Att. 18, pgs. 13 to 14. 
36 Att. 18, pg. 15, lns. 18 to 21. 
37 Att. 18, pg. 15, lns. 21 to 24. 
38 Att. 18, pg. 17, lns. 2 to 14. 
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 Officer Spanos was shown a portion of his BWC video from this incident, which captured 

him reaching into trouser pocket to retrieve the keys to the Malibu.39 Officer Spanos 

admitted that did not give him consent to remove the keys from his pocket, but stated that he 

believed he was authorized to take the keys because was being detained, and was possibly 

subject to arrest.40 When confronted with the fact that the removal of the keys was not part of a 

protective pat-down, Officer Spanos repeated his assertion that his conduct was permissible 

because was being detained, and he felt was obliged to provide the keys because they 

were necessary to search the Malibu.41 According to Officer Spanos, the presence of the case of 

beer in the Malibu, coupled with the fact that he had observed reaching around inside the 

vehicle, provided sufficient reasons for him to conduct a vehicle search.42 Officer Spanos also 

explained that he had wanted keys because he was aware that some Chevy vehicles, such 

as this Malibu, have a feature that automatically raises the touchscreen in the dashboard, revealing 

a compartment behind it that can be used to conceal narcotics or a firearm.43 Officer Spanos did 

not, however, succeed in opening the touchscreen compartment.44 He denied wrongdoing for all 

four allegations brought against him.45  

 

 Officer Doyle also participated in an interview with COPA and gave an account of the stop 

which was substantially similar to the events described by Officer Spanos. He stated that he had 

not obtained any identification from passenger, and acknowledged that he did not complete 

an ISR to document the passenger’s detention.46 However, Officer Doyle also stated his belief that 

no ISR was required because he had not patted-down or searched passenger.47 COPA 

provided Officer Doyle with a copy of Special Order S04-13-09 and pointed out the section which 

states that an ISR must be completed when a probable cause stop is conducted and no other 

document captures the reason for the detention.48 Officer Doyle subsequently admitted that he 

should have completed an ISR for passenger.49 At the conclusion of his statement, Officer 

Doyle denied the allegation that he had stopped and his passenger without justification, but 

accepted the allegation that he had failed to complete an ISR to document the passenger’s 

detention.50 

 

 COPA also reviewed website complaint, a short cellphone video provided by  

the ISR authored by Officer Spanos documenting detention and the search of his vehicle, 

and the Event Query from this incident, finding that all these materials presented a comprehensive 

account of the incident’s details. 

 

 
39 Att. 18, pg. 18, lns. 5 to 14. 
40 Att. 18, pg. 19, lns. 2 to 9. 
41 Att. 18, pg. 19, lns. 10 to 17. 
42 Att. 18, pg. 19, lns. 18 to 19. 
43 Att. 18, pgs. 19 to 20. 
44 Att. 18, pg. 20, lns. 5 to 8. 
45 Att. 18, pg. 21, lns. 2 to 24. 
46 Att. 15, pg. 11, lns. 22 to 24 and pg. 12, lns. 1 to 4. 
47 Att. 15, pg. 12, lns. 5 to 17. 
48 Att. 15, pg. 14, lns. 15 to 24. Also see Att. 19, S04-13-09, (III)(D)(1-3), Investigatory Stop System (effective July 

10, 2017 to present). 
49 Att. 15, pg. 16, lns. 9 to 12. 
50 Att. 15, pgs. 16 to 17. 
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III. ALLEGATIONS 

 

Officer Thomas Spanos: 

1. Stopping without justification. 

- Not Sustained. 

2. Searching without justification. 

- Sustained, Violation of Rules 1, 2, 3, and 6. 

3. Searching vehicle, without justification. 

- Not Sustained. 

4. Failing to complete an Investigatory Stop Report documenting the detention of  

passenger. 

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

 

Officer Anthony Doyle: 

1. Stopping without justification.  

- Not Sustained. 

2. Failing to complete an Investigatory Stop Report documenting the detention of  

passenger. 

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

 

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. The first factor addresses the honesty 

of the individual making the statement, while the second factor speaks to the individual’s ability 

to accurately perceive the event at the time of the incident and accurately recall the event from 

memory. “Credibility involves more than demeanor. It apprehends the over-all evaluation of 

testimony in the light of its rationality or internal consistency and the manner in which it hangs 

together with other evidence.”51 

 

In reviewing the evidence related to this incident, COPA observed  inconsistencies in the 

statement provided by Officer Spanos. The BWC video captured Officer Spanos commenting that 

he smelled alcohol coming from the interior of Malibu. Furthermore, during his interview 

with COPA, Officer Spanos mentioned several times that the presence of a case of beer in the 

vehicle was one of the factors that concerned him about this traffic stop. However, when COPA 

asked Officer Spanos if there actually was an open alcohol container in the Malibu, he answered 

that he did not recall. Further, Officer Spanos admitted that he did not give a field sobriety 

test or a breathalyzer test, and he did not issue any citations to even though he said he 

suspected might have been slightly intoxicated. Officer Spanos also did not mention the smell 

of alcohol in his report of the incident. Officer Doyle also did not observe the alcohol in the back 

seat of the vehicle and did not mention the smell of alcohol during the incident or in his statement 

 
51 Carbo v. United States, 314 F .2d 718, 749 (9th Cir. 1963). 
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to COPA.52 In light of these facts, COPA finds Officer Spanos’ repeated concerns about the 

presence of alcohol in the vehicle were incongruous with his lack of action, and not supported by 

other evidence.  

 

Additionally, Officer Spanos claimed he observed a suspicious bulge in pants. 

There is no other evidence corroborating this claim. For these reasons, COPA questions Officer 

Spanos’s credibility because his statements were not entirely internally consistent, and, in some 

places, were contradicted by other evidence. 

 

COPA had no reason to question Officer Doyle’s credibility in this case. 

 

V. ANALYSIS53  

 

a. Concerning the traffic stop and its justification 

 

COPA finds that Allegation #1 against Officers Spanos and Doyle, that they detained  

without justification, is not sustained. There are two legal standards under which law enforcement 

officers may justifiably stop and/or detain individuals they encounter. The first standard is called 

reasonable articulable suspicion; this exists when a sworn member possesses “specific and 

articulable facts which, combined with rational inferences from these facts, reasonably warrant a 

belief that the suspect is committing, is about to commit, or has committed a criminal offense.”54 

The second standard is probable cause, which “exists where the police have knowledge of facts 

that would lead a reasonable person to believe that a crime has occurred and that the subject has 

committed it.”55 Probable cause is the more stringent standard of the two; the facts supporting 

reasonable articulable suspicion do not need to meet the same requirements as probable cause, 

although they must entail more than a mere hunch.56 

 

In this situation, Officer Spanos stated that his decision to stop was justified by 

probable cause. Both officers said they observed violating the Chicago Municipal Code and 

Illinois law by playing very loud music from a vehicle on the public way.57 Additionally, both 

 
52 COPA did not interview Sgt. Clarke regarding this incident. However, Sgt. Clarke did not mention the smell of 

alcohol during her interaction with and the available BWC footage did not capture Officer Spanos mentioning 

it to her. Sgt. Clarke’s BWC appears to terminate prematurely, so it is unclear if any mention of alcohol was made 

after that. 
53 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
54 Att. 19, S04-13-09 (II)(C)(1), Investigatory Stop System (effective July 10, 2017 to present). 
55 Att. 19, S04-13-09 (II)(D). 
56 Att. 19, S04-13-09 (II)(D). 
57 MCC 9-76-145 (“No person shall play, use, operate, or permit to be played, used or operated, a device for receiving 

broadcast sound or reproducing recorded sound in any motor vehicle on the public way in a manner or at a volume 

such that the sound generated by the device is clearly audible to a person with normal hearing at a distance greater 

than 75 feet.”); see also MCC 8-32-070 (“No person on the public way shall employ any device or instrument that 

creates or amplifies sound, including but not limited to any loudspeaker, bullhorn, amplifier, public address system, 

musical instrument, radio or device that plays recorded music, to generate any sound, for the purpose of 

communication or entertainment, that is louder than average conversational level at a distance of 100 feet or more, 

measured vertically or horizontally, from the source.”); 625 ILCS 5/12-611 (“No driver of any motor vehicle within 
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officers stated that after took notice of their presence, he began driving in an erratic manner. 

Under these circumstances, the officers had probable cause to justify stopping Malibu. 

Additionally, the BWC recordings show admitting to “blasting” music as he drove, which 

lends further support to the justification for the stop.58  

 

However, a stop that was lawful at its inception may become unlawful if the duration of 

the stop is unreasonably prolonged. An investigatory stop “must be limited in scope and duration 

because it is an investigative detention, which must be temporary and last no longer than necessary 

to effectuate the purpose of the stop.”59 The subject may then be temporarily detained, only for the 

length of time necessary to either confirm or dispel the suspicion of criminal activity.60 The length 

of an investigatory stop depends on the mission of the stop. Even a minor increase in the length of 

a stop is impermissible absent reasonable articulable suspicion. In determining whether an officer 

exceeded the scope of the stop, the inquiry is whether the police diligently pursued the 

investigation. 61  

 

In this case, it is unclear whether the officers impermissibly prolonged the detention by 

ordering out of his vehicle four minutes after initiating the stop, and after Officer Spanos ran 

drivers’ license. Officers may routinely order occupants – including drivers and passengers 

– out of a vehicle during a valid traffic stop.62 The Illinois Supreme Court applied this standard in 

People v. Gonzalez, holding that officers may control the movement of both the driver and 

passengers when conducting a lawful traffic stop.63 The court maintained that officers are allowed 

to order the driver and passengers out of the car, or restrict them from leaving the vehicle, during 

a lawful traffic stop in the interest of officer safety. 

 

Officer Spanos stated that he asked to exit the vehicle based on demeanor and 

movements toward his waistband and other areas of the car. However, it appears that  

movements towards other areas of the car occurred at the beginning of the stop, when  

retrieved his license and/or insurance documents.64 After those movements, Officer Spanos 

returned to the police vehicle to run license. When Officer Spanos returned to  

 
this State shall operate or permit operation of any sound amplification system which can be heard outside the vehicle 

from 75 or more feet when the vehicle is being operated upon a highway, unless such system is being operated to 

request assistance or warn of a hazardous situation.”). 
58 Att. 1 at 15:46 to 15:48; also Att. 3 at 3:57 to 4:00. 
59 People v. Johnson, 408 Ill. App. 3d 107, 113 (2d Dist. 2010) (citing Florida v. Royer, 460 U.S. 491, 500 (1983)).  
60 Att. 19, S04-13-09 (II)(C). 
61 See United States v. Sharpe, 470 U.S. 675, 686 (1985) (stating “whether the police diligently pursued a means of 

investigation that was likely to confirm or dispel their suspicions quickly, during which time it was necessary to detain 

the defendant.”) The mission of issuing traffic tickets includes “ordinary inquires incident to the [traffic stop],” such 

as checking driver’s licenses, checking for outstanding warrants against the driver, and inspecting the registration and 

proof of insurance. 
62 See Pennsylvania v. Mimms 434, U.S. 106 (1977) (holding officers may remove a driver during a lawful traffic 

stop); see also Maryland v. Wilson, 519 U.S. 106 (1997) (holding officers may remove passengers during a lawful 

traffic stop, even without reasonable articulable suspicion the passengers were involved in a crime). 
63 People v. Gonzalez, 184 Ill. 2d. 402, 418 (1998) (“It is clear under the rationale of Mimms and Wilson¸ that the 

movements of occupants of a vehicle which is legitimately stopped by be subject to control by the police officer 

conducting the stop, even though the officer has no suspicion that the individuals have been involved in criminal 

behavior.”). 
64 Att. 1 at 21:31:28 to 21:31:43. 
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vehicle, was smoking a cigarette. hands at times appeared to be on the steering wheel 

or his lap. However, COPA cannot determine whether hands in fact moved to his waistband 

or other areas of the car. In addition, did not appear noticeably agitated and nervous until 

after Officer Spanos asked whether any contraband would be found in the car. Officer Spanos 

asked to exit the vehicle after stated that he would not allow Officer Spanos to search 

his vehicle.65 Combined, these facts call into question whether Officer Spanos reasonably believed 

presented a threat to officer safety.66 Arguably, however, refusal to exit his vehicle 

prolonged the stop. incorrectly believed his insurance coverage protected him from an 

officer’s request to exit the vehicle. also requested a supervisor be called to the scene, which 

further prolonged the stop.  

 

Based on these facts, COPA does not have sufficient evidence to prove or disprove that the 

officers unreasonably prolonged the length of detention. Therefore, COPA finds Allegation 

#1 against Officer Spanos and Officer Doyle is Not Sustained. 

 

b. The searches of the Malibu and of person 

 

COPA finds Allegation #2 against Officer Spanos, that he searched without 

justification, is sustained. Additionally, COPA finds Allegation #3 against Officer Spanos, that 

he searched vehicle without justification, is not sustained.  

 

Under CPD policy, officers members may detain and question a person based on reasonable 

articulable suspicion, and if they have reason to suspect that the person may be armed and dangerous, 

they may also perform a protective pat down on that person.67 CPD policy defines a protective pat 

down as a process in which a sworn CPD member “conducts a pat down of the outer clothing of a 

person for weapons for the protection of the sworn member or others in the area.”68 If a CPD 

member feels an item during the pat down and reasonably believes that item to be a weapon, the 

member may reach into that area of the person’s clothing to retrieve the object; however, the 

member is not permitted make a general search for evidence of criminal activity during a pat 

down.69 

 

Additionally, the U.S. Supreme Court has found that the same principle that allows officers 

to conduct protective pat downs may be extended to allow limited searches for weapons in the 

passenger compartments of lawfully stopped vehicles.70 This type of vehicle search is often referred 

to as a protective sweep or a vehicle pat down. To conduct such a search, an officer must “possess a 

reasonable belief, based on specific and articulable facts and reasonable inferences from those facts, 

that the individual was dangerous and could gain control of a weapon.”71 Under these 

 
65 Att. 1 at 21:34:13 to 21:34:45. 
66 It is also debatable whether Officer Spanos diligently pursued the investigation. It appears he did not run  

plates until approximately 22 minutes had passed. Att. 1 at 21:54:00 to 21:54:05. 
67 Att. 19, S04-13-09, II (C)(1) and II (C)(2). 
68 Att. 19, S04-13-09 (II)(B). 
69 Att. 19, S04-13-09 (II)(B). 
70 Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. 1032 (1983). 
71 People v. Colyar, 2013 IL 111835, ¶ 39 (citing Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. 1032, 1050 (1983)). 
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circumstances, an officer may search the passenger compartment of a vehicle for weapons, but the 

search must be limited to the areas where a weapon may be located or hidden.72 

 

i. The search of vehicle 

 

Officer Spanos told COPA that he had probable cause to initiate this traffic stop, as  

had violated the municipal code by playing excessively loud music, and had begun driving 

in an erratic and potentially hazardous manner after he became aware of the officers’ presence. 

However, even though the officers had justification to stop and question and his passenger, 

that does not necessarily mean that Officer Spanos also had justification to search vehicle, 

or indeed to search his person.  

 

In his ISR and COPA statement, Officer Spanos reported that he decided to conduct a 

limited search of Malibu because: (1) made furtive movements toward the floorboard 

of the Malibu as the officers approached; (2) was aggressive, agitated, and initially refused 

to exit his vehicle; (3) Officer Spanos saw an unusual bulge in clothing and observed  

favoring the right side of his body in a way that suggested he might be hiding a firearm near his 

waist, and (4) Officer Spanos suspected might have been intoxicated based on his behavior 

and the case of beer in the backseat of his vehicle. COPA notes that several of the factors cited by 

Officer Spanos were not captured on video or corroborated by independent evidence.73 That said, 

COPA cannot determine that Officer Spanos did not observe a bulge on That, combined with 

failure to exit the vehicle upon request, leads COPA to conclude that there is insufficient 

evidence to show officers could not perform a protective search of the vehicle. Therefore, COPA 

finds Allegation #3, that Officer Spanos searched vehicle without justification, is not 

sustained. 

  

ii. The search of person 

 

As previously stated, the officers’ justification for removing and his passenger from 

the Malibu and conducting a limited search of the vehicle was based upon the standard of 

reasonable articulable suspicion. Similarly, any personal search conducted on or his 

passenger were also bound by the established guidelines of reasonable suspicion, which requires 

that such searches be limited to protective pat downs intended to discover hidden weapons. When 

conducting a protective pat down, an officer may not reach inside or underneath an individual’s 

clothing unless that officer has felt an object suspected of being a weapon, and even then, the 

officer may only reach into the clothing for the sole purpose of retrieving that object. 

 

Here, Officer Spanos reached into trouser pocket to retrieve a set of car keys, and 

he did so despite protestation that this was an illegal violation of his rights. During his 

COPA statement, Officer Spanos acknowledged that he had done this but denied that it constituted 

misconduct. He explained that he was justified in reaching into pocket because he needed 

the keys to further his investigation of vehicle. Officer Spanos suspected there might be a 

 
72 Id. 
73 In fact, when COPA asked Officer Doyle why his partner searched the vehicle, Officer Doyle responded, “He 

spotted liquor.” Att. 15, pg. 8. 
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hidden compartment behind the electronic touchscreen in the Malibu’s dashboard, and he therefore 

intended to start the vehicle in order to activate the interior electronics. However, by Officer 

Spanos’ own admission, he was not reaching inside pocket to retrieve a suspected weapon; 

therefore, he clearly overstepped the limits of a protective pat down.  

 

For these reasons, COPA finds that Allegation #2 against Officer Spanos, that he searched 

without justification, is sustained in violation of Rules 1, 2, 3, and 6 by a preponderance of 

evidence. 

 

c. Both officers failed to complete any documentation of passenger 

 

COPA finds Allegation #4 against Officer Spanos and Allegation #2 against Officer Doyle, 

that they failed to complete an ISR documenting the detention of passenger, are both 

sustained. CPD members who conduct an investigatory stop, a probable cause stop for which no 

other document captures the reason for the detention, and if applicable, a protective pat down or 

other search in a public place, are required to submit an ISR into the Investigatory Stop Database.74  

 

Here, the officers conducted a stop which resulted in the detention and handcuffing of both 

and his passenger, but only one ISR was completed: the one authored by Officer Spanos 

detailing detention. passenger did not have the circumstances of his own detention 

recorded in that ISR, and in fact, his presence at the scene was never mentioned at all in any CPD 

documentation. During his COPA statement, Officer Spanos expressed his belief that he was not 

responsible for completing a second ISR, as he did not have any direct contact with the passenger. 

He stated that his partner, Officer Doyle, had handcuffed passenger, and therefore Officer 

Doyle should have completed the necessary ISR. Officer Spanos denied any culpability for his role 

in this situation.75  

 

For his part, Officer Doyle told COPA that he had mistakenly believed that he only needed 

to complete an ISR in situations where he patted down or searched a detainee. He accepted that he 

had erred in not completing the ISR. Ultimately, both officers were responsible for ensuring that 

they detailed the detentions of and his passenger in ISRs, and COPA therefore finds that 

Allegation #4 against Officer Spanos and Allegation #2 are sustained as violations of Rules 2, 3, 

5, 6, and 10 by a preponderance of the evidence. 

 

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION 

 

a. Officer Thomas Spanos 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History76 

 

 
74 Att. 19, S04-13-09 (III)(D)(1)(a-c); also (VIII)(A). 
75 Although Officer Spanos failed to recognize the necessity of completing an ISR for passenger, it is notable 

that during his interaction with he remembered to follow the correct protocol regarding offering to provide an 

ISR receipt. In fact, Officer Spanos asked twice if he wanted a receipt, but refused it. 
76 Att. 20. 
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Officer Spanos’ complimentary history is comprised of 27 awards, the highlights of which 

include one Unit Meritorious Performance Award, one Life Saving Award, and one Department 

Commendation. His disciplinary history includes seven SPARs: 1) a March 2023 preventable 

accident, resulting in a reprimand, 2) a June 2023 preventable accident, resulting in a 1-day 

suspension, 3) a November 2023 preventable accident, resulting in a 1-day suspension, 4) a 

December 2023 preventable accident, resulting in a 2-day suspension, 5) a January 2024 court 

appearance violation, resulting in a reprimand, 6) a March 2024 court appearance violation, 

resulting in a reprimand, and 7) a July 2024 court appearance violation, resulting in a 1-day 

suspension. 

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officers Spanos violated Rules 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 when he searched 

without justification and failed to complete an ISR. Here, Officer Spanos searched and took 

car keys out of pocket without permission or legal justification. He also failed to complete 

an ISR for passenger. In mitigation, COPA acknowledges that Officer Spanos was a 

relatively inexperienced officer, who had less than two years with CPD at the time of this incident. 

In aggravation, COPA notes that Officer Spanos did not accept responsibility for his actions. 

Additionally, Officer Spanos has received seven SPARs in less than a year and a half.  

 

The circumstances of this incident, especially if this behavior is repeated numerous times 

over the course of other interactions with members of the public, have the potential to frustrate 

judicially mandated police oversight and reform,77 as well as to undermine trust between CPD and 

members of the public. This latter consequence is in direct opposition to CPD policy, which 

provides that the “daily interaction of Department members with members of the community 

presents a unique opportunity to strengthen community relations and build trust…”78 

 

For all these reasons, COPA recommends that Officer Spanos receive a suspension 

between 1 and 30 days, as well as retraining on the Fourth Amendment and CPD’s ISR policy.  

 

b. Officer Anthony Doyle 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History79 

 

Officer Doyle’s complimentary history is comprised of eight Honorable Mentions. His 

disciplinary history includes three SPARs: 1) a May 2023 preventable accident, resulting in a 

reprimand, 2) a July 2024 parking vehicles violation, resulting in a reprimand, and 3) an October 

2024 preventable accident, resulting in a reprimand.  

 

 
 

77 Consent Decree, State of Illinois v. City of Chicago, Case No. 17-cv-6260, US District Court for the Northern 

District of Illinois, Section III(E), ¶¶ 79-81 et seq. 
78 General Order G02-01 (II)(D), Protection of Human Rights (effective June 30, 2022); see also Att. 19, S04-13-09 

(III)(F) (“The goal is to strengthen the police-community relationship through contact, which ultimately improves 

officer safety while reducing crime and disorder.”). 
79 Att. 22. 
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ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Doyle violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 when he failed to 

complete an ISR. In aggravation, COPA notes Officer Doyle’s recent disciplinary history of three 

SPARs. In mitigation, COPA notes that Officer Doyle was generally contrite and accepted 

responsibility for his failure to complete the ISR. Given this, COPA recommends a reprimand 

and retraining on CPD’s ISR policy.  

 

Approved: 

 

__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Steffany Hreno 

Director of Investigations 

 

 

Date 

  

12/27/2024 
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: August 29, 2023 / 9:30 pm / 4800 W. Flournoy St., 

Chicago, IL 60644 

 

Date/Time of COPA Notification: August 31, 2023 / 9:39 am 

Involved Officer #1: Officer Thomas Spanos / Star #3110 / Employee ID 

#  / Date of Appointment: November 30, 2021 / 

Unit of Assignment: 011th District / Male / White 

 

Involved Officer #2: Officer Anthony Doyle / Star #18439 / Employee ID 

#  / Date of Appointment: June 30, 2022 / Unit of 

Assignment: 011th District / Male / Unknown 

 

Involved Sergeant #1 Sergeant Samantha J. Clarke / Star #1026 / Employee ID 

#  / Date of Appointment: October 17, 2024 / Unit 

of Assignment: 177 Forensic Services Division / Female / 

White 

 

Involved Individual #1: / Male / Hispanic 

Involved Individual #2: Unknown / Male / Black 

 

Applicable Rules             

 Rule 1: Violation of any law or ordinance. 

 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. 

 Rule 10: Inattention to duty. 
 

Applicable Policies and Laws          

• Special Order S04-13-09: Investigatory Stop System (effective July 10, 2017 to present). 

• 625 ILCS 5/12-611. 

• MCC 8-32-070: Music and Amplified Sound. 

• MCC 9-76-145: Broadcast or Recorded Sound Restrictions. 
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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.80 For example, if the evidence gathered in an 

investigation establishes that it is more likely that the conduct complied with Department 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.”81 

 

  

 
80 See Avery v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., 216 Ill. 2d 100, 191 (2005) (a proposition is proved by 

a preponderance of the evidence when it is found to be more probably true than not). 
81 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  

 


