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REPORT OF COMMUNITY INPUT RECEIVED 
AT THE PUBLIC MEETING ON JUNE 20, 2019 

Seven members of the public spoke during the public comments portion of the meeting. See the 
transcript of the meeting, posted on the Board’s website, for a complete report of each speaker’s 
remarks. 

The Chicago Police Department responded to the remarks made by Staci Love and Bishop Greg 
Greer about the many young missing and murdered women of color in Chicago (see below). 

The Civilian Office of Police Accountability responded to the remarks made by Octavia Mitchell 
about the DNA evidence from the investigation of the police-involved shooting of her son, Izeal 
Jackson (see below). 

The Office of the Police Board determined that the remarks made by Crista Noel, Queen Sister, 
George Blakemore, and Robert More did not require a response in addition to that provided at 
the meeting. 
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July 12, 2019 

COPA Remarks Regarding Comments of Ms. Octavia Mitchell 
Chicago Police Board Meeting 

June 20, 2019 

At the Chicago Police Board’s June 20, 2019 meeting, Ms. Mitchell commented about the 
circumstances related to the shooting death of her son Izael Jackson by Chicago Police Officers in 
April 2010 (Log #1035738).  

In December 2018, Ms. Mitchell, through her attorney Phillip Aaron of Spokane, Washington, 
contacted COPA to request that it reopen the investigation closed by IPRA in August 2012. In closing 
the inquiry into the shooting, IPRA investigators determined that the Officers’ conduct was within 
Chicago Police Department (Department) policy. No administrative disciplinary action was taken 
against either Officer as a result of the shooting. A jury later returned judgment in favor of the City of 
Chicago (City) in the civil action Ms. Mitchell brought following her son’s death. Ms. Mitchell has 
alleged the commission of numerous wrongful acts by the Department, the City, and her attorneys in 
the years following the jury’s verdict. 

Following discussion with Ms. Mitchell and Mr. Aaron and a review of the closed file, COPA staff 
determined that certain DNA evidence taken from a weapon found near Mr. Jackson at the scene of 
the shooting had not been analyzed prior to IPRA’s closure of the investigation. COPA staff determined 
that the Department had failed to convey the samples collected from the weapon to the Illinois State 
Police, Division of Forensic Services (ISP Lab) for testing. 

COPA policy requires its investigators to review and analyze all available evidence prior to closing an 
investigation. COPA therefore determined to seek the necessary Superintendent’s authorization to re-
open the matter as under COPA policy the investigation could not have been closed without the benefit 
of an analysis of the DNA evidence. While it is far from certain that analysis of DNA testing results 
would have changed the outcome of IPRA’s investigation, COPA staff was troubled that the prior 
investigators did not have access to all physical evidence that should have been available to them prior 
to concluding their work. 

COPA therefore requested and the Superintendent duly authorized re-opening the matter for purposes 
of obtaining and analyzing the DNA testing results. This evidence, which had been held by the 
Department’s Evidence Recovery Property Storage unit since initial collected, was delivered to the ISP 
Lab for testing by the Department on May 20, 2019. After ISP investigators obtain and evaluate the 
test results, COPA may request that the Superintendent authorize further investigation of the matter.  

It is important to note that neither IPRA nor COPA ever took physical possession of the DNA evidence 
in this case. As indicated above, the evidence was held by the Department’s Evidence Recovery 
Property Storage unit, which conveyed it directly to the ISP Lab in May 2019. COPA therefore has not 
had an opportunity to determine the condition of the DNA material, or even whether the samples taken 
more than 9 years ago are suitable for testing purposes. It is also important to note that even if the 
material is accessible for testing purposes, it may be entirely consumed in the testing process.  


