
Log # 2020-0005156 

 

 

Page 1 of 9 

 

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On November 12, 2020, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received a 

complaint from ( reporting alleged misconduct by a member of the Chicago 

Police Department (CPD). alleged that on November 12, 2020, Officer Kal Harris (Officer 

Harris) verbally abused her; threatened to send the police to her home when she failed to answer 

his Facetime call; and subsequently harassed her by initiating two wellness checks.2  also 

alleged past incidents of physical abuse.  Upon conclusion of its investigation, COPA reached 

sustained findings regarding allegations of misuse of department resources,  

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE3 

 

and Officer Harris ,  

.  Custody arrangements, governed by a court order, included scheduled daily in-

person visits and or FaceTime calls between each party and 4 

 

On November 6, 2020, Officer Harris tested positive for Covid-19 and informed he 

would be unable to have in-person visitation. He requested to wave at from outside  

home, but declined, citing health risks. Tensions escalated on November 8th and 10th when 

fell asleep before scheduled calls.5  On November 11, during a morning FaceTime call 

Officer Harris allegedly told “Your mom is a real bitch.” immediately ended the 

call.6   

  

Later that evening, Officer Harris attempted to reach via Facetime at 9:17 p.m., 

outside of the scheduled call window. When she did not answer, he texted that he would send 

police to her home. Shortly after, police officers arrived and knocked on door. did 

 
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 OEMC recordings, BWC recordings, civilian interviews, 

Department reports, Court documents, and the interview of the accused. 
4 Atts. 2, Pg. 8, Lns. 10 – 15; Att. 63, Pg. 11.  
5 Att. 2, Pgs. 10 – 11; Lns. 19 -22. 
6 Att. 2, Pg. 12, Lns. 1 -9; Att. 34, at 25:45 to 25:55; Att. 34, 31:10 to 31:30 
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not answer, and they left.7  Officer Harris later confirmed that he had contacted the 22nd District 

to request a well-being check. 

 

On November 12, 2020, Officer Harris called and several times throughout 

the day, including outside the scheduled call window. When did not respond, he again 

threatened to send police.8 At 8:30 pm, police arrived at residence.9  did not respond 

to the officers, instead calling 911 and requesting a supervisor.10  Sgt Emily Campbell responded 

and spoke with who explained the nature of Officer Harris’s repeated calls and alleged that 

the well-being checks were retaliatory.11 read a message from Officer Harris that stated, 

“Expect CPD to be knocking at your door.”12   Sergeant Campbell stated that two well-being 

checks in twenty-four hours were not harassment on their own, but coupled with the telephone 

calls and text messages, a case report for telephone harassment would be completed.13    

 

Sergeant Campbell asked if she would like her to go to Officer Harris’ residence and 

remind him to respect the court-ordered communication times and  stipulations and 

that CPD was not his own personal service for checking on to which agreed.14   

 

Sergeant Campbell later visited Officer Harris and advised him to comply with the court-

ordered call schedule and cease using CPD resources to resolve domestic disputes. Officer Harris 

stated he requested the checks due to concern and inability to physically visit while in COVID 

isolation. He admitted that the checks were triggered by a lack of response from not by any 

observable emergency.15 Sergeant Campbell instructed Officer Harris not to call for any more 

well-being checks, assuring him that they were fine and to call during his court-ordered designated 

times. Sergeant Campbell suggested that his Covid diagnosis had thrown off their parenting 

schedule and also suggested using the Family Wizard App and going back to court if that was not 

working, again adding that he could not call the police because had fallen asleep, and he 

did not get to Facetime with her.16   

 

Officer Harris stated to COPA that he had been home with Covid when he had not been 

able to reach or on November 11, 2020, and November 12, 2020.  He called the 22nd 

District Desk on November 11, 2020, and 911 on November 12, 2020, both times to request a well-

being check.17  He said he did not have anyone to check on his behalf and could not go to their 

 
7 Att. 2. Pg. 13, Lns. 6-16. told COPA her surveillance camera captured officers knocking on her door, but she 

did not provide her surveillance recordings to COPA.  See Note CO-0087027. See Att. 2, Pg. 50. 
8 Atts, 11, 12., 20. 21. 
9 Atts. 31, 33.  
10 Atts. 6 -9; 12-16.  
11 Att. 34 at 12:05 to 17:30. 
12 Att. 34, at 19:25 to 19:35.  
13 Att. 34, at 21:30 to 23:50. Sergeant Campbell did not register a complaint with COPA because told her she 

had already done that. Therefore, COPA did not serve an allegation to Sergeant Campbell regarding this. 
14 Att. 34, at 34:50 to 35:12; Att. 36, at 27:55 to 28:05. 
15 Att. 37, at 5:15 to 6:03, and 8:00 to 9:20. 
16 Att. 37, at 10:30 to 13:40. 
17 Att. 62., Pg. 19, Lns. 4-22. 



Log # 2020-0005156 

 

 

Page 3 of 9 
 

 

residence on his own because he had COVID.18 Officer Harris acknowledged that he had spoken 

to on the morning of November 12, 2020, but had not received his evening Facetime call.19 

Officer Harris acknowledged that Sergeant Campbell came to his residence on November 12, 

2020, and told him that his well-being checks were not necessary, but thought that was because 

Sergeant Campbell took side. However, Officer Harris ceased making any more calls for 

well-being checks, but admitted to the well-being checks as harassment.20  

 

Officer Harris acknowledged that he told he would send the police, but didn’t 

describe that as a threat because he actually followed through with it. He also stated, “If I 

mentioned it during a text message, it was not meant to be a threat. It was basically just an 

indication that that was going to happen if I did not talk to my child.”21  Officer Harris also denied 

stating, you know your mom is a real bitch,” during his Facetime call with stating 

that he did not use that kind of language in front of 22 

 

made allegations to COPA about two other incidents. She alleged that on December 

25, 2015, Officer Harris threw a skillet of sausage across the kitchen, hitting the wall and kitchen 

cabinets.23  Officer Harris acknowledged an argument but denied the allegation.24 

 

also alleged that on June 8, 2016, there was a verbal disagreement between her and 

Officer Harris that led to him punching her on the face, causing her to fall against a wall and scratch 

her arm before falling to the ground.25 She filed a police report alleging that Officer Harris spat on 

her face and slapped her twice.26 Evidence Technician photographs documented an abrasion to the 

inside of upper lip and bruising to her left arm near the elbow.27 Her sister,  

 told COPA that her sister called her in June 2016 and told her that Officer Harris 

had just punched her.  recalled some injury to but did not recall what that 

injury was.28 Officer Harris also obtained a police report on June 8, 2016, alleging that  

slapped him during a verbal argument.29  In his statement to COPA about this incident, Officer 

Harris said he and got into an argument. When he tried to leave, punched him on the 

face. As approached him again, he pushed her with his left hand to create space so he could 

exit.30 Officer Harris denied striking and/or slapping on the face and stated that she had no 

injury when he left. 31 

 
18 Att. 62, Pgs.42-43, Lns. 23 -13. 
19 Att. 62, Pgs. 21 -22, Lns. 6 -10. 
20 Att. 62, Pg. 25, Lns. 9-23, and Pg. 47, Lns. 2-22. 
21 Att.62, Pgs. 45-46, Lns. 23 – 3.  
22 Att.62, Pg. 46, Lns. 4-20.  
23 Att. 2, Pgs. 39 -- 40, Lns. 14 – 11.  
24 Att. 62, Pg. 10, Lns. 1-7; Pg. 45, Lns. 2-14; Pg. 47, Ln. 23-Pg. 48, Ln. 6. 
25 Att. 2, Pgs. 43 – 49, Lns. 1 – 8. 
26 Att. 43. 
27 Att. 2, Pg. 49, Lns. 9-19; Atts. 48 – 59.  
28 Att. 41, Pgs. 9-10, Lns. 22 -1.  
29 Att. 42. 
30 Att. 62, Pg. 32, Lns. 2-16.   
31 Att. 62, Pg. 35, Lns. 6-24; Att. 62, Pg. 48-49, Lns. 7-2 
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III. ALLEGATIONS 

 

Officer Kal Harris, 14236: 

 

1. It is alleged that on or about November 11, 2020, between approximately 7:00 am and 7:30 

am, via Facetime, Officer Kal K. Harris, #15234, committed misconduct through the 

following acts and/or admissions:  Stating words to the effect of, you know your 

mom’s a real bitch,” without justification. 

- Not Sustained 

 

2. It is alleged that on or about November 6, 2020, at approximately 9:20 pm, and on 

November 12, 2020, at an unspecified time prior to 7:00 pm, via text, the accused. Officer 

Kal K. Harris, #15234, committed misconduct through the following acts and/or omissions:  

Threatened to send the police to the home of because she did not answer his 

Facetime call, without justification. 

- Sustained, violation of Rules 2, 8, 9 

 

3. It is alleged that on or about November 11, 2020, at approximately 9;45 pm, and November 

12, 2020, at approximately 8:30 pm, Officer Kal K. Harris, #15234, committed misconduct 

through the following acts and/or omissions:  Harassed by requesting a well-

being check and sending the police to her home at , without 

justification.   

- Sustained, violation of Rules 2, 8,9 

 

4. It is alleged that on or about December 25, 2015, at or near the residence at  

, Officer Kal K. Harris, 15234 committed misconduct through the following 

acts or omissions: Threw a skillet of hot sausage against a kitchen wall, without 

justification.   

- Not Sustained 

 

5. It is alleged that on about June 8, 2016, at approximately 7:15 pm, at or near the residence 

at , Officer Kal K. Harris committed misconduct through the 

following acts and/or omissions:  Punched and/or slapped on the face, causing 

her to fall against a wall and fall to the floor; and/or spat on her face, without justification.   

- Not Sustained 

 

IV. CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT 

 

The credibility of an individual relies on two facts: 1) the individual’s truthfulness, and 2) 

the reliability of the individual’s account.  The first 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 then to accurately recall the event from memory.   
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made a timely complaint regarding the November 2020 incidents and provided 

consistent accounts to both COPA and responding officers. Officer Harris was interviewed four 

years later. Discrepancies between their accounts are attributed to differences in perception and 

memory rather than intent to deceive. 

 

V. ANALYSIS32 

 

i.  Officer Harris verbally abused during a Facetime call 

 

COPA finds that Allegations #1, that Officer Harris stated, “You know your 

mother’s a real bitch,” during a Facetime call is Not Sustained.   COPA could not interview 

alleged that Officer Harris called her a “bitch” during a Facetime call with  

Officer Harris denied the allegation. No witnesses or recordings were available. Due to conflicting 

accounts and lack of corroborating evidence, COPA is unable to determine if the misconduct 

occurred as alleged. It is impossible for COPA to determine if this allegation occurred as alleged 

and is therefore Not Sustained.  

 

ii. Officer Harris threatened and harassed her by sending the 

police 

 

COPA finds that Allegations #2 and 3, that Officer Harris threatened to send the police to 

the home of because she did not answer his Facetime call, without justification; are 

Sustained Officer Harris admitted that he threatened to call the police when failed to answer 

his Facetime call and followed through with that threat on two occasions. He was aware that he 

had spoken with earlier in the day and had no reasonable basis to believe an emergency 

existed. The evidence demonstrates that Officer Harris used CPD resources for personal purposes 

in violation of policy. COPA finds that Officer Harris’s actions constitute a misuse of police 

authority and harassment. The preponderance of the evidence indicates that these allegations are 

Sustained.  

 

iii.  Officer Harris physically abused  

 

COPA finds that Allegation #4, that Officer Harris threw a skillet of hot sausage against a 

kitchen wall, without justification, is Not Sustained.  This allegation, made nearly five years after 

the event, was uncorroborated and denied by Officer Harris. There were no witnesses, and no 

physical evidence. COPA cannot determine whether the incident occurred as alleged.  Therefore, 

this allegation is Not Sustained.  

 

COPA finds that Allegation #5, that Officer Harris punched and/or slapped  

on the face, causing her to fall against a wall and fall to the floor; and/or spat on her face, without 

justification, is Not Sustained. Although filed a police report and was photographed with 

minor injuries, her statements to CPD and COPA were inconsistent regarding the nature of the 

 
32 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
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assault. Officer Harris denied the allegations and filed a counter-report. The evidence does not 

establish whether either party’s version is more credible, and mutual physical aggression cannot 

be ruled out. Therefore, COPA is unable to sustain the allegation  Therefore, this allegation is Not 

Sustained.  

 

 

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION 

 

a. Officer Kal Harris, #14236 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History33 

 

Officer Harris has been with CPD since May 29, 2001. In that time, he received 94 various 

awards, including seventy-one Honorable Mentions, two Crime Reduction Awards, and one 

Annual Bureau Award of Recognition. He has no disciplinary history in the last five years.  

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

In this case, Officer Harris misused his police authority by directing CPD to respond to 

residence on multiple occasions when she did not answer his calls, which occurred outside 

the court-ordered communication schedule. COPA acknowledges the extended duration of its 

investigation and, in light of the absence of similar prior allegations, recommends a reprimand. In 

mitigation, the well-being checks ceased following Sgt Campbell’s intervention. 

 

Approved: 

 

     July 23, 2025 

__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Shannon Hayes 

Acting Deputy Chief Administrator  

 

Date 

  

 
33 Attachment 66. 
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: 

 

 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: 

 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: 

 

 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: 

 

 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: 

 

 

November 6, 2020, 7:00 to 7:30 pm, 9: 20 pm, via 

Facetime and text 

 

November 11, 2020, unspecified time, via text 

 

November 11, 2020, to November 12, 2020, 9:45 pm to 

8:30 pm, , Chicago, Illinois 

 

 June 8, 2016, 7:15 pm, , 

Chicago, Illinois 

 

December 25, 2015, unspecified time,  

 Chicago, Illinois 

Date/Time of COPA Notification: November 12, 2020, 7:12 pm 

 

 

Involved Member #1: Kal Harris, Star #14236, Emp. #  DOA:  May 29, 

2001, Unit 189, Male, Black 

Involved Individual #1: Female, Hispanic 

Involved Individual #2: Female, Hispanic 

 

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. 

 Rule 8: Disrespect to or maltreatment of any person, while on or off duty. 

 Rule 9: Engaging in any unjustified verbal or physical altercation with any person, while 

on or off duty. 

 Rule 10: Inattention to duty. 

 Rule 14: Making a false report, written or oral. 

 Rule 38: Unlawful or unnecessary use or display of a weapon. 

 Rule __: [Insert text of any additional rule(s) violated] 
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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.34 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.”35 

 

  

 
34 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). 
35 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  


