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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On August 15, 2020, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received an 

Initiation Report from Sergeant Jason Lieblick of the Chicago Police Department (CPD) reporting 

alleged misconduct by a member of CPD. alleged that on August 15, 2020, her 

, Officer Marcus Griffith committed multiple acts of misconduct, such as damaging her 

property, physically abusing her, and attempting to prevent her from reporting his actions to CPD.  

COPA served Officer Griffith eleven total allegations. Following its investigation, COPA reached 

Sustained findings for the allegations served on Officer Griffith.  

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE2 

 

On August 15, 2020, at approximately 8:41 am, CPD officers responded to a domestic 

disturbance at , the home of Officer Marcus Griffith and  
3 Neighbors in unit number reported that their upstairs neighbors, in unit were 

engaged in a loud argument, which included yelling, screaming and the sound of crashing objects.4 

CPD officers responded to the call; however, neither Officer Griffith nor answered the 

door when officers arrived.5  The couple’s altercation continued for a few hours after CPD officers 

left. When the altercation concluded, left her apartment. She first called a friend, CPD 

Officer Soly Roman, who instructed her to call the police.6 In a statement to COPA, Officer Roman 

reported that she received a call from who was hysterical and in tears.7 told 

Officer Roman that Officer Griffith returned home that morning intoxicated.8 In addition,  

explained to Officer Roman that Officer Griffith knocked and pinned her to the ground, then 

choked her.9 At approximately 10:49 am, called 911 and reported a domestic altercation.10 
 

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

information from several different sources, including body worn camera, accused officer and witness statements to 

COPA, as well as CPD reports, including the original case incident report completed by reporting officers. 
3 Att. 14, pg. 9.  
4 Att. 9 
5 Att. 13 at 30:50 to 30:40, Sergeant Lieblick states to that he and assisting officers responded to the 
neighbor’s initial call; and, Att. 14, pgs. 9 to 10. 
6 Atts. 21 and 22. 
7 Att. 22, pg. 9, lns. 13 to 23.  
8 Att. 22, pg. 9, ln. 15 
9 Att. 22, pg. 10, lns. 19 to 23. 
10 Att. 14, pg. 5. 
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Sergeant Jason Lieblick arrived on scene at 11:01 am, he briefly spoke to assisting officers 

before approaching who was sitting in her car.11 initial narration of the 

incident to CPD is captured on Sergeant Lieblick’s body worn camera (BWC).12 Prior to Officer 

Griffith returning home that morning from work, confronted him via text about  

 she saw in his call log.13 Shortly after their text exchange, Officer Griffith 

returned home. explained to Sergeant Lieblick that Officer Griffith was intoxicated so 

rather than argue while he was inebriated, she decided to pack a bag and leave.14 In his statement 

to COPA, Officer Griffith denied that he was intoxicated and that he had been drinking.15 

According to Officer Griffith did not want her to leave and their verbal argument rapidly 

escalated to a physical altercation.16 She alleged that Officer Griffith knocked and pinned her to 

the ground, grabbed her by the neck, and choked her.17 While she recounted the details of the 

altercation, Sergeant Lieblick asked to exit her vehicle so he could visually inspect her 

neck for injuries. On his BWC, Sergeant Lieblick noted a minor abrasion on neck.18 

told Sergeant Lieblick that Officer Griffith was still in their apartment. Sergeant Lieblick 

instructed to let him and assisting officers into the apartment so they could speak with 

Officer Griffith.  

 

Upon entering the apartment, Sergeant Lieblick asked to remain in the living room 

while he and assisting officers searched for Officer Griffith. Sergeant Lieblick and assisting 

officers called Officer Griffith’s name as they searched the apartment for him; however, he did not 

respond.19 In his statement to COPA, Officer Griffith explained he was in a deep sleep and could 

hear people walking in his apartment.20 Eventually, Sergeant Lieblick encountered Officer Griffith 

in the Master Bedroom, where he was lying on a bed, wearing only a towel. Officer Griffith did 

not respond until Sergeant Lieblick was addressing him while standing over him.21 Sergeant 

Lieblick briefly asked Officer Griffith about the altercation. Initially, Officer Griffith’s responses 

to Sergeant Lieblick’s questions were mumbled and unclear.22 While getting dressed, Officer 

Griffith stumbled and insisted that he and only had a verbal disagreement.23 Officer 

Griffith asked several times if was in the apartment and if she signed any complaints; 

however, Sergeant Lieblick explained to Officer Griffith that, due to allegation of 

 
11 Att. 13 at 11:55. 
12 Att. 13. 
13 Att. 13 at 12:50 to 13:25. 
14 Att. 13 at 12:35 to 13:30. 
15 Att. 67, pg. 48, lns. 1 to 2 and pg. 49, lns. 1 to 15. 
16 Att. 13 at 12:35 to 14:40.  
17 recounting of the physical attack matched the initial fact pattern she described to Officer Roman prior 
to calling the police. See footnote 10 above.  
18 Att. 13 at 15:00 to 15:40. 
19 Att. 13 at 19:20 to 19:55. 
20 Att. 67, pg. 32, lns. 2 to 15. 
21 Att. 13 at 20:00 
22 Att. 13 at 20:00 to 21:00. 
23 Att. 13 at 21:30 and 23:10 to 23:40. 
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domestic abuse, the couple would not have contact.24 Sergeant Lieblick asked Officer Griffith if 

he had been drinking, Officer Griffith claimed he had not been drinking.25 After securing Officer 

Griffith’s firearms, Sergeant Lieblick escorted Officer Griffith to a marked CPD vehicle parked 

on Harlem Avenue and placed him in the backseat before returning to the apartment to speak with 
26  

 

When Sergeant Lieblick returned to the apartment, he asked if she needed medical 

attention or wished to sign a complaint.27 Due to visible injuries, Sergeant Lieblick 

explained that Officer Griffith would be placed under arrest.28 Sergeant Lieblick and assisting 

officers, while looking at neck once again, verbally note small abrasions on her neck.29 

visibly upset, continued to explain the details of their physical altercation.  

explained the incident took place in multiple rooms throughout the apartment, beginning in the 

bedroom and then progressing to the kitchen where Officer Griffith knocked a glass off the kitchen 

counter and threw cell phone down the hallway, causing it to break.30 In his statement 

to COPA, Officer Griffith confirmed that he broke the glass in the kitchen, as well as  

cell phone.31 While speaking to Sergeant Lieblick on the day of the incident, Officer Griffith 

acknowledged the broken glass, but did not indicate who broke the glass.32 Additionally, Officer 

Griffith stated on BWC that the argument was only verbal, not physical.33 Furthermore, Officer 

Griffith denied allegations of physical abuse during his statement to COPA.34 However, 

he did acknowledge that he restrained after they fell to the ground; conversely, Officer 

Griffith portrayed as the assailant.35 He claimed unprovoked, hit him in the 

groin.  admitted to scratching his neck as well as  punching and squeezing Officer 

Griffith’s groin, yet she claimed she did this in self-defense.36 In an attempt to end the physical 

abuse, claimed that she pretended to lose consciousness.37 At that point, Officer Griffith 

went to the bathroom and took a shower; finished packing her things and left the 

apartment.38 stated that she and Officer Griffith had three previous altercations that year; 

however, the severity of their altercations were escalating and becoming more physical.39 After 

 
24 Att. 13 at 22:00 to 22:20. 
25 Att. 13 at 21:15. 
26 Att. 13 at 23:40 to 27:40.  
27 Att. 13 at 28:45. 
28 Att. 13 at 28:55. 
29 Att. 13 at 29:15 to 29:40. 
30 Att. 13 at 29:55 to 37:15. 
31 Att. 67, pg. 13, lns. 21 to 24 and pg. 14, lns. 1 to 24. 
32 Att. 13 at 21:00 to 21:15. 
33 Att. 13 at 20:55 to 21:20.  
34 Att. 67, pg. 36, ln. 14 to pg. 39, ln. 9. 
35 Att. 67, pg. 36, ln. 14 to pg. 40, ln. 13. 
36 Att. 13 at 34:30 to 35:30. 
37 Att. 13 at 13:55 to 14:10 and 29:38 to 30:05. 
38 Att. 13 at 31:10 to 31:30. 
39 Att. 32 at 41:15 to 43:00. 
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finished providing a statement to Sergeant Lieblick and assisting officers, Officer Griffith 

was taken to the 25th District Station and processed. 

 

III. ALLEGATIONS40 

 

Officer Marcus Griffith:   

1. The accused damaged her cell phone.   

Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 8 and 9. 

  

2. The accused knocked the glass on the floor. 

      Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, 8 and 9. 

  

3. The accused applied pressure to her neck without justification.  

       Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, 8 and 9. 

  

4. The accused pushed her about the body without justification.   

       Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, 8 and 9. 

 

5. The accused slapped and/or punched her without justification. 

Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, 8 and 9.  

  

6. The accused physically restrained her without justification.  

Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, 8, and 9.  

  

7. The accused threw her to the ground without justification.   

Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, 8, and 9. 

  

8. The accused was intoxicated.  

Sustained – Violations of Rules 2 and 15. 

  

9. The accused refused to answer the door for police officers responding to his home.   

Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, and 8. 

  

10. The accused prevented her from speaking to police officers responding to an 

incident of domestic violence.  

Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, and 8. 
 

11. The accused grabbed her by the neck without justification.  

Sustained – Violation of Rules 2, 3, 8, and 9. 
 

 

 

 
40 Att. 78. 



Log # 2020-0003836 

 

 

Page 5 of 13 
 

 

Sergeant Jason Lieblick: 

 No allegations served.41 

 

 

IV. CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT 

 

Both Officer Griffith and acknowledge that they were engaged in a domestic 

incident on August 15, 2020; however, their recounting of the incident revealed significantly 

divergent accounts of the nature of their dispute. Officer Griffth described an encounter whereby 

he was the victim of a hysterical and jealous and, his physical responses were solely in 

defense of actions. However, narrated a rapidly escalating encounter that 

positioned her as the subject of Officer Griffith’s physical attacks. In addition, the incident in 

question lacks much of the documentary evidence (e.g., body worn camera) typically available to 

COPA investigators for on-duty officer related incidents.  Therefore, determining the findings of 

this investigation by preponderance of the evidence is heavily dependent on each of the involved 

parties’ statements, as well as a determination of each of the involved parties’ credibility regarding 

the recitation of facts.   

 

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 then accurately recall the event from 

memory. In this case, Officer Griffith and recollections of the incident are so divergent 

that a determination of credibility is required to assess whose account is more accurate. COPA 

finds account of the incident more credible than Officer Griffith’s by preponderance of 

the evidence for the following reasons: 

 

1. Outcry was Immediate and Plausible 

 

account is plausible, her immediate outcry and emotional disposition support 

her credibility. She immediately called Officer Soly Roman after the altercation and reported 

Officer Griffith’s physical abuse. During her statement to COPA, Officer Roman reported details 

of that conversation that in large part corroborated account of the incident. In particular, 

Officer Roman recalled allegation that Officer Griffith threw her to the ground and 

choked her. These two details in particular remained consistent with the account provided 

to responding CPD members. Moreover, Sergeant Lieblick and assisting officers verbally noted 

the minor abrasions on neck, which is captured on BWC footage recorded immediately 

following the incident. These injuries were consistent with allegations that Officer 

Griffith physically abused her. In particular, neck injuries substantiate her claim that 

Officer Griffith grabbed and applied pressure to her neck. In addition, Officer Roman reported to 

COPA that told her that Officer Griffith had been drinking prior to their altercation on 

 
41 COPA intended to serve Sergeant Lieblick an allegation related to a Special Order 08-01-01; however, due to his 
retirement, Sergeant Lieblick was not served and an evaluation of his conduct is not included in this investigation.  
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August 15, 2020. Furthermore, emotional disposition immediately following the 

incident substantiates her credibility. Officer Roman stated in her statement to COPA that  

was crying and hysterical while they spoke.42 Officer Roman’s description of was, in 

large part, consistent with her demeanor captured on Sergeant Lieblick’s body worn camera. As 

narrated the details of the altercation to responding CPD members, she attempted to 

maintain composure; however, as she recalled the moments of physical abuse, burst into 

tears and physically displayed gestures consistent with someone who had recently experienced a 

traumatic event. This included her shielding her face with her hands as well as an inability to stay 

still while narrating the more extreme moments of battery.43 

  

2. Account Remained Consistent 

 

account remained consistent and was corroborated, in part, by Officer Roman 

in her statement to COPA. recounted the details of the altercation on several occasions, 

to different parties in the hours after the altercation took place. Specifically, provided the 

same account to her friend immediately after she was able to get away from Officer Griffith, as 

well as twice to CPD members, namely Sergeant Lieblick and assisting officers, when they first 

arrived on scene. recounted much of the incident to Sergeant Lieblick during their initial 

encounter. At that time, mentioned that Officer Griffith returned home intoxicated and 

that her intention was to pack and leave the apartment to avoid engagement with Officer Griffith 

while he was inebriated. After Sergeant Lieblick and assisting officers placed Officer Griffith into 

custody, they took another, more detailed, statement from At that time, recalled 

the same sequence of events she shared earlier and was able to fill in initial gaps with plausible 

details that lend credibility to her account. While providing her statement to responding officers, 

physically walked through her apartment noting the sequence of abuse as well as the 

location of events as the altercation unfolded. Although refused to provide an additional 

statement to COPA during its investigation, COPA recognizes the complex nature of interpersonal 

relationships, especially relationships involving interpersonal violence. Therefore, deciding not to 

participate in COPA’s investigation does not negate the credibility of initial outcry or 

the additional statements she provided to CPD officers. Rather, COPA attributes  

decision to the challenges one faces when navigating a complex interpersonal relationship. 

Therefore, outcry and statements to CPD members remain consistent, detailed and 

plausible despite her lack of participation in COPA’s investigation.  

 

3. Does Not Have Motive to Lie 

 

does not appear to have a motive to lie about the incident. COPA has considered 

accusation that Officer Griffith was having an affair with another woman as a potential 

motive to lie about this incident. However, asserted to her friend, Officer Roman, as well 

as responding officers that she attempted to discontinue their argument after confronting Officer 

 
42 Att. 22, pg. 9, lns. 12 to 24. 
43 Att. 13 at 14:40 and 29:35. 
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Griffith with the other woman’s number in his call log.44 In addition, explained that after 

realizing Officer Griffith was intoxicated, her intention was to pack a bag and leave.45 She later 

explained to responding officers that the escalation of physical abuse in their relationship was 

directly related to Officer Griffith’s use of alcohol.46  

 

4. Officer Griffith’s Account is Less Plausible 

 

Officer Griffith’s account of the incident is less plausible. In his statement to COPA, 

Officer Griffith acknowledged that his altercation with included physical engagement. 

Officer Griffith portrayed as the aggressor and in need of restraint, claiming his actions 

were in response to hers.47 However, when asked about the incident by responding officers the day 

of the altercation, Officer Griffith claimed their argument was verbal. In addition to inconsistencies 

in his account of the incident, Officer Griffith seemed overly concerned with what  

reported to CPD and if she had signed a complaint.48  COPA finds Officer Griffith’s conduct 

following the incident to be self-serving, and his account less reliable than  

 

V. ANALYSIS49 

 

a. Damaged Phone and Broken Glass 

 

COPA finds that Allegations #1 and 2 that Officer Griffith damaged phone and 

knocked glass on the floor are Sustained. Both and Officer Griffith discussed the 

damaged phone and broken glass during their accounts of the incident. Officer Griffith admitted 

he took phone and threw it causing it to shatter.50 In addition, Officer Griffith admitted 

to breaking a glass in the kitchen while arguing with According to Officer Griffith, he 

was frustrated by accusation that he was cheating, so he used his forearm to knock items 

off the kitchen counter.51 Taking phone from her and breaking it, as well as expressing 

his frustration with her by forcefully knocking a glass to the ground while engaged in a verbal 

altercation indicate Officer Griffith’s lack of emotional restraint. Rather than make the choice to 

disengage from the argument, Officer Griffith resorted to acts of aggression that resulted in the 

destruction of both personal property as well as their mutual property. Therefore, given 

that Officer Griffith admitted to both breaking phone as well as the glass, COPA finds 

Officer Griffith’s actions in violation of CPD Rules #2, 8 and 9; therefore, COPA finds 

Allegations #1 and 2 are Sustained. 

 

 
44 Att. 13 at  
45 Att. 13, 22, and 32. 
46 Att. 32 at 42:30 to 43:10. 
47 Att. 67. 
48 Att. 13 at 20:00 to 27:00. 
49 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
50 Att. 67, pg. 11, lns. 17 to 24 and pg. 12, ln. 1.  
51 Att. 67, pg. 11, lns. 1 to 15. 
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b. Physical Abuse 

 

COPA finds that Allegations #3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 11 that Officer Griffith applied pressure and 

grabbed by the neck, as well as that he pushed, slapped, physically restrained, and threw 

to the ground are all Sustained. As mentioned above in the credibility assessment, COPA 

finds provided a more plausible and consistent account of the altercation. Immediately 

following the altercation, outcried to a friend and reported the incident to CPD. 

Additionally, described the events and abuse to responding officers as they walked 

through the apartment, where the altercation took place. Her account was detailed, illustrating a 

sequence of events that characterized an escalation of physical abuse as the altercation progressed. 

Officer Griffith, on the other hand, initially denied the physical aspects of the couple’s altercation. 

In fact, Officer Griffith more than once asserted that he and only engaged verbally.52 

However, during his statement to COPA, Officer Griffith did admit that he restrained and 

that the two of them fell to the ground during their altercation. He portrayed as the 

perpetrator of abuse in need of restraint during the incident. However, readily admitted 

to responding officers that she scratched and struck Officer Griffith in self-defense, as an attempt 

to stop his physical abuse. Moreover, responding officers noted injuries on neck. Officer 

Griffith claimed that he did not see any injuries on and that she did not complain of 

injuries.53 Based on the evidence available and the credibility of account, as well as the 

injury to her neck, COPA finds Officer Griffith’s actions violate CPD Rules #2, 3, 8, and 9; 

therefore, COPA finds Allegations #3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 11 are all Sustained. 

 

c. Intoxication 

 

COPA finds that Allegations #8 that Officer Griffith was intoxicated is Sustained. Although 

Officer Griffith denied that he was intoxicated, for reasons mentioned in the credibility statement 

above, COPA finds provided a more consistent and plausible account.  

commented on Officer Griffith’s intoxication multiple times and to several people on the day of 

the incident.54 In fact, mentioned to reporting officers that she had suggested to Officer 

Griffith that he seek help for his drinking.55 Moreover, she reported an escalating pattern of abuse 

that has corresponded with his alcohol use.56 In addition to the consistency and plausibility of 

statement, Officer Griffith’s speech and behavior appeared impaired when responding 

officers first engaged with him.57 As responding officers searched the apartment for Officer 

Griffith, they audibly and loudly called his name while announcing their presence and office; 

however, Officer Griffith did not respond. Sergeant Lieblick was the first to encounter Officer 

Griffith, who was lying down in his bed wearing only a towel and nonresponsive. He did not 

respond until Sergeant Lieblick was standing over him and calling his name. Officer Griffith’s 

 
52 Att. 13 at 20:05 to 24:00. 
53 Att. 67, pg. 44, lns. 5 to 16 
54 Att. 13 at 12:35 to 12:55; Att. 21, pg. 9, lns. 12 to 20; and Att. 32 at 42:30 to 43:10. 
55 Att. 32 at 42:30 to 43:10.   
56 Att. 32 at 42:30 to 43:10. 
57 Att. 13 at 19:50 to 21:20. 
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responses to Sergeant Lieblick’s questions were initially confused and stilted, mostly inaudible. 

Sergeant Lieblick asked Officer Griffith to repeat himself several times and eventually asked him 

if he had been drinking.58 Sgt. Lieblick’s line of questioning suggests that Officer Griffith was 

intoxicated. Based on the evidence available and the credibility of account, COPA finds 

Officer Griffith’s actions violate CPD Rules #2 and 15; therefore, COPA finds Allegation #8 is 

Sustained. 

 

d. Refusal to Answer Door and Preventing from Answering Door for 

Responding Officers 

 

COPA finds that Allegations #9 and 10 that Officer Griffith refused to answer the door for 

police officers responding to his home and prevented from speaking to police officers are 

Sustained. Again, for the reasons mentioned in the credibility statement above, COPA believes 

provided a more consistent and plausible account of the incident than Officer Griffith. 

explained to Sergeant Lieblick and responding officers that she and Officer Griffith were 

aware that officers responded to their residence earlier that morning due to neighbors calling 911 

and reporting a domestic disturbance.59 However, explained that Officer Griffith 

prevented her from responding to the doorbell ringing. She said that Officer Griffith panicked 

when officers first arrived and he began changing his clothing because he had her blood on his 

shirt.60 Additionally, Officer Griffith attempted to shame and intimidate to prevent her 

from answering the door. Officer Griffith pointed out physical and mental condition at 

the time of their arrival, implying that her condition would impact her credibility.61 Although 

did not answer the door when officer first arrived on scene, she immediately called her 

friend at CPD and then 911 to report the incident as soon as she was able to get away from Officer 

Griffith. Officer Griffith never mentioned to Sergeant Lieblick and responding officers anything 

related to the officers first attempt to make contact with the couple. Not until much later did Officer 

Griffith acknowledge CPD’s response to the neighbor’s 911 call. However, he claimed that he was 

not aware officers were ringing the bell until told him she saw a CPD marked vehicle 

pulling away from their building. Given the immediacy, details and consistency of  

account, COPA finds by preponderance of the evidence that Officer Griffith’s actions violate CPD 

Rules #2, 3, and 8; therefore, COPA finds Allegations #9 and 10 are Sustained.  

 

 

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION 

 

a. Officer Marcus Griffith  

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History62 

 
58 Att. 13 at 20:00 to 21:20. 
59 At. 13 at 33:30 to 34:00. 
60 Att. 13 at 33:30 to 38:00. 
61 Att. 13 at 33:30 to 45:00. 
62 Att. . 
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Officer Griffith has received 15 awards and recognitions and has no recent disciplinary 

history.  

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has considered Officer Griffith’s complimentary history and lack of disciplinary 

history. COPA has also considered the totality of the circumstances in this case. Domestic violence 

is a serious violation of Department policy. Officers are charged with protecting and serving the 

community as well as upholding the law. Here, Officer Griffith engaged in conduct that he is 

responsible for protecting the public against. His conduct brings discredit on the Department. 

COPA recommends a suspension of 180 days up to 365 days, Anger Management, and Alcohol 

and Drug Treatment.  

 

 

Approved: 

 

___ __________________________________ 

Sharday Jackson  

Deputy Chief Administrator – Chief Investigator 

 

 

Date 

  

  

  

February 7, 2024
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: August 15, 2020 / 11:46 am / .  

Date/Time of COPA Notification: August 15, 2020 / 1:52 pm  

Involved Member #1: [Marcus Griffith, star #: 16305, employee ID#:  

Date of Appointment: April 17, 2017, Unit of Assignment: 

012, gender: Male, race: Black] 

 

Involved Individual #1: 

 

[ Female, Black 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 1: Violation of any law or ordinance. 

 Rule 15: Intoxication on or off duty. 

 

 

Applicable Policies and Laws          

• N/A 
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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.63 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.”64 

 

  

 
63 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). 
64 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  


