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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA  : 

v.  :  Cr. No. 21-MJ-297 (GMH) 

THOMAS F. SIBICK  : 

Defendant  : 

NOTICE OF APPEAL - CRIMINAL

Name and address of appellant: Thomas F. Sibick 
Correctional Treatment Facility 
1901 E Street, S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20003 

Stephen F. Brennwald 
Appointed Counsel 
922 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20003 

Offense: 18 U.S.C. § 1752(a)(1) - Entering Restricted Building 
40 U.S.C. § 5104(e)(2) - Violent Entry and Disorderly Conduct
18 U.S.C. § 231(a)(3)   - Obstruction of Law Enforcement 
18 U.S.C. § 111(a)(1)   - Assaulting, Resisting, or Impeding 
18 U.S.C. § 2111          - Taking Anything of Value  

Concise statement of judgment or order, giving date, and any sentence 

3/17/2021:  Order of Detention Pending Trial 

Name and institution where now confined, if not on bail:  Correctional Treatment Facility 

I, the above named appellant, hereby appeal to the United States Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia Circuit from the above-stated judgment. 

3/29/2021 Thomas F. Sibick 
 Appellant      

CJA, NO FEE Stephen F. Brennwald 
Attorney for Appellant 

Does counsel wish to appear on appeal:  Yes 
Has counsel ordered transcripts?  No 
Is this an appeal pursuant to the 1984 Sentencing Reform Act?  No 
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ATTACHMENT TO ORDER OF DETENTION PENDING TRIAL, PART III. C: 

Consideration of Defendant’s evidence/arguments for release and  

18 U.S.C. § 3142(g) Factors  

(1) The Nature and Circumstances of the Offense:

The nature and circumstances of the offense heavily weigh in favor of detention.  

Defendant is charged with three felonies, plus two misdemeanor violations, and faces up to 15 

years imprisonment, Crim. Compl., ECF No. 1, based on his alleged offense conduct of 

enthusiastically participating in the assault on the Capitol on January 6, 2021, to stop the 

constitutionally mandated process of counting electoral votes.  Rather than being deterred by the 

presence of law enforcement and police activity to block entry into the Capitol building,

defendant took a video of himself yelling “Just got tear-gassed, but we’re going, baby, we’re 

going!  We’re pushing forward now!”  Gov’t’s Mem. Supp. Detention (“Gov’t’s Mem.”) at 6, 

ECF No. 8.  After being involved in a mob surge to enter one entryway into the Capitol building, 

defendant stepped away to be “refreshed,” and then proceeded to be involved in the assault on 

Metropolitan Police Department (“MPD”) Officer M.F. underlying each of his three felony 

offenses.   

While the MPD officer was being assaulted by a mob—with injuries severe enough to 

require hospitalization—defendant ripped the officer’s badge and radio from the officer’s vest. 

Gov’t’s Mem. at 5, 11.  Defendant then took the badge and radio back to Buffalo when he left 

the scene.  Id. at 15–16.

Over the course of the next seven weeks, defendant tried to hide incriminatory evidence 

of his involvement in the assault by burying the badge and apparently throwing away the police 

radio, and repeatedly lied to law enforcement about his involvement in the assault on Officer 

M.F., undercutting defendant’s statement during the investigation that he was trying to help the

officer.  See Crim. Compl., Statement of Facts at 11, ECF No. 1-1. In his first interview, on 

January 27, 2021, defendant was not honest about reaching Officer M.F. and stated simply that 

he tried to reach the officer and pull him away.  Gov’t’s Mem. at 14.  Next, on February 2, 

defendant called one of the agents who had interviewed him and indicated that his previous 

statements were accurate and that he did not participate in the assault on the officer.  Id.   
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On February 23, FBI agents interviewed defendant again after observing defendant in 

footage taken from the officer’s body-worn camera (“BWC”).  Id.  Faced with the BWC footage, 

defendant admitted to grabbing the officer’s badge and radio but claimed that he was trying to 

help the officer, as supported by his claim that he pushed the “emergency orange button” on the 

officer’s radio.  Id. at 14–15.  Defendant’s story then changed, several times during the 

interview.  First, he said that he dropped the radio and badge.  Next, he said that he took the 

items, but dropped them in a trash can on Constitution Avenue in Washington, D.C.  Finally, he 

said that he took them back to Buffalo and when on his way to take the items to the FBI became 

afraid of being arrested and threw them into a dumpster.  Id. at 15.  Data from the radio indicates 

that the emergency button on the radio was not pressed until eighteen minutes after defendant 

took the radio and sixteen minutes after the officer had been pulled to safety and collapsed 

unconscious.  Id. at 16–17. 

On February 25, an agent sent defendant a “ruse email” stating that the security cameras 

around the dumpster where defendant said he had discarded the stolen police badge and radio 

were going to be checked to confirm defendant’s story.  Id. at 15.  The next day, defendant 

admitted that he had not discarded the badge in the dumpster but had instead buried it in his 

backyard.  That night, defendant returned the badge covered in dirt to the agent.  Id. at 15–16. 

(2) The Weight of the Evidence Against the Person:

The weight of the evidence against the defendant is overwhelming and heavily favors 

detention.  The government has video footage, including BWC footage, and many photos of 

defendant from the assault on the Capitol.  The photos and videos show defendant

enthusiastically participating in the riot, posing with a Capitol Police riot shield, joining a mob 

assaulting an MPD officer, and using the opportunity to rip from the officer his badge and his 

lifeline to help, his police radio.  The government also recovered evidence—the badge—directly 

from defendant. 

(3) The History and Characteristics of the Person:

The history and characteristics of the defendant also weigh in favor of detention.  

Defendant’s criminal history includes six arrests and five convictions, with a 2015 conviction for 

failure to stop or respond for a police command, which had included a dismissed charge for 
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carrying a concealed firearm. Gov’t’s Mem. at 23.  Defendant also repeatedly lied and misled 

law enforcement regarding his conduct during the riot at the Capitol and afterwards.  The video 

posted by defendant on January 7, 2021 shows a lack of remorse regarding his actions the 

previous day, stating that “the people are mad” and that “the people had spoken.” Defendant 

further stated that “what happened yesterday is a disgrace,” which, in context, appears to refer to 

the lack of success of the riots the previous day.  Defendant notes that he was employed in a 

nursing home prior to this case and has no history of substance abuse or addiction, Def.’s Resp. 

to Gov’t’s Mot. for Appeal of Release Order (“Def’s Resp.”) at 8, ECF No. 9, but this factor still 

weighs in favor of detention. 

(4) The Nature and Seriousness of the Danger to Any Person or the Community that Would be

Posed by the Person’s Release:

The nature and seriousness of the danger to the community posed by the defendant’s 

release also weighs in favor of detention.  Defendant was part of the mob assault on the Capitol 

in which people lost their lives and Congress’s constitutional task of counting electoral college 

votes was disrupted.  More than that, however, and most significantly, defendant appears to have 

joined in a terrible assault on a police officer, who was dragged into the crowd, beaten and 

tasered, and had his police property stolen.  Defendant was responsible for stealing the officer’s 

badge and police radio.  Even if there is no evidence at this time that defendant was directly 

responsible for the officer’s injuries, as the government notes, the radio that defendant stole was 

Officer M.F.’s “lifeline to call for help.”  Gov’t’s Mem. at 21.  Defendant’s vigorous 

participation in different aspects of the mob violence at the Capitol and assault of and theft from 

an officer indicates that defendant poses a threat to others and to the community if released.  

Defendant’s misrepresentations, lies, and lack of remorse raise questions about defendant’s 

willingness to abide by release conditions.   

Defendant argues that his lack of violent action over the previous two months and his 

lack of planning, coordination, and leadership suggest that he does not present an ongoing threat 

of violence.  Def.’s Resp. at 9–10.  While these factors are probative of a defendant’s 

determination to persevere in committing acts of political violence, see United States v. 

Chrestman, Case No. 21-mj-218 (BAH), 2021 WL 765662, at *15–16 (D.D.C. Feb. 26, 2021), 

they are not dispositive in every case.  The particular offense conduct at issue here, compounded 
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by defendant’s obstructive conduct and statements post-January 6, 2021, provide clear and 

convincing evidence that defendant may, if the opportunity presented itself, participate in further 

acts of politically motivated violence.  

Further, defendant argues that the government’s delay in arresting him is probative of his 

lack of dangerousness but any delay, brief as it is here, is not compelling in this case, given the 

complexity of the investigation confronting law enforcement, with voluminous video, tips and 

other leads to pursue to identify persons in the mob who engaged in activity warranting criminal 

charges. Any delay in making an arrest is more likely be due to the government’s need to 

investigate and build its case rather than any evaluation of dangerousness.
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