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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On May 20, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received an 

initiation report2 from Sergeant Kevin McDonough #1696 alleging misconduct by a member of 

the Chicago Police Department (CPD) on behalf of the reporting party,  

alleged that on May 13, 2024, Officer Alejandro Bedolla used excessive force3 in his arrest and 

that Officer Bedolla placed his hands in the area of neck, without justification.4 

Following its investigation, COPA did not sustain the allegations against Officer Bedolla.    

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE5 

 

A front desk employee at the Home 2 Suites Hotel called 911, reporting a domestic violence 

incident between two guests, one male and one female.6 Officer Bedolla and his partner, Officer 

Phillip Bredenberg #16053, responded to the call and proceeded to the 2nd floor lobby where they 

encountered  and the female guest, now known to be 8  

 

Officer Bedolla yelled something inaudible. turned around, walked up to the 

officer and said, “What the fuck is you yelling for?”9 Officer Bedolla told to calm down 

 
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 Att. 1.  
3 Specifically, alleged that Officer Bedolla bent wrist when the officer arrested and escorted him 

(Att. 1, pg. 2).  
4 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. 
5 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 (BWC) footage from the incident,  

arrest report and original case incident reports, Officer Bedolla’s Tactical Response Report (TRR), event queries, and 

medical records. 
6 Att. 23, pgs. 1, 4.  
7 COPA contacted assistant public defender, who requested that COPA not interview until his 

criminal case was concluded. (Att. 22) 
8 Att. 11, at 2:55 to 3:55 minutes. 
9 Att. 7, at 3:49 to 3:54 minutes.  
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and asked the officer, “Do you know me?”10 Officer Bedolla responded, “Yeah, they called 

on you.”11 folded his arms across his chest and asked Officer Bedolla, “What’s my name?” 

and the officer answered, “We’ll figure it out right now.”12 angrily told Officer Bedolla 

that the officer cannot walk up to him and put hands on him.13  

 

Officer Bredenberg placed one handcuff on right hand and told to chill 

out.14 At approximately the same time, Officer Bedolla attempted to grab left arm and 

pulled his arm away.15 Officer Bedolla got a hold of left arm and held it as 

Officer Bredenberg also handcuffed the left wrist.16 The two officers and began to walk 

forward.17 Officer Bedolla then placed his right hand on left forearm and his left hand 

on one of wrists, and redirected against a wall.18 appeared to push 

himself off the wall and yelled, “What the fuck are you working my wrist for?”19 Officer 

Bredenberg told that he was pulling on the officers and replied that Officer Bedolla 

was pulling his wrist and that he would spit on Officer Bedolla.20  

 

Officer Bedolla left with Officer Bredenberg to speak to who 

pointed out her injuries to the officer; Officer Bedolla then informed that he was under 

arrest.21 The officers eventually escorted to a police van parked on the street and sat him 

inside.22 related to the officers that battered her about the face and body 

with a closed fist, resulting in visible injuries to her left hand, right elbow and forehead; 

then signed a complaint for domestic battery against 23  

 

Officers Alejandro Gonzalez #11780 and Richard Miranda #19245 transported in 

a police van to the 18th District Station and entered the sally port.24 As the officers opened the outer 

side door of the police van, sounded like he was gathering saliva and Officer Bredenberg 

 
10 Att. 7, at 3:58 to 4:00 minutes.  
11 Att. 7, at 4:00 to 4:06 minutes.  
12 Att. 11, at 4:02 to 4:05 minutes.  
13 Att. 11, at 4:05 to 4:07 minutes.  
14 Att. 11, at 4:07 to 4:08 minutes.  
15 Att. 7, at 4:08 to 4:09 minutes. 
16 Att. 7, at 4:10 to 4:16 minutes.  
17 Att. 11, at 4:16 to 4:17 minutes.  
18 Att. 7, at 4:19 to 4:21 minutes. In his TRR, Officer Bedolla described this technique as an escort hold (Att. 17, pg. 

2). 
19 Att. 7, at 4:22 to 4:26 minutes.  
20 Att. 11, at 4:25 to 4:30 minutes.  
21 Att. 7, at 4:35 to 5:16 minutes.  
22 Att. 18, at 3:10 to 3:25 minutes.  
23 Att. 3, pg. 2.  
24 Att. 18, at 23:50 to 29:40 minutes.  
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warned him that he would receive additional charges.25 When Officer Bredenberg opened the inner 

door of the police van, looked in the direction of Officer Bedolla and hopped out of the 

police van.26 landed in front of Officer Bedolla, who was wearing blue latex gloves,  and 

the officer raised his hands.27 moved closer to Officer Bedolla and the officer grabbed him 

with both hands by his jacket collar.28 Officer Bedolla used his right palm to direct face 

away from him.29 Officer Bedolla explained in his TRR that he reasonably believed he would 

receive a “battery by saliva.”30  

 

The officers proceeded to escort into the lockup and placed him inside a cell.31 

later complained of pain to both wrists and was transported to St. Mary of Nazareth 

Hospital, where he was diagnosed with a sprain to his right wrist; x-rays revealed no fracture.32  

 

Officer Bedolla denied that he bent wrist backwards and explained that while an 

escort hold may feel uncomfortable, it is a legitimate technique that officers employ to escort an 

arrestee.33 The officer further added that the only reason he had to place his hands in the area of 

neck was to redirect face because was threatening to spit at the 

officers.34 

 

III. ALLEGATIONS 

 

1. It is alleged that on May 13, 2024, at approximately 10:19 pm, at 110 W. Huron Street, 

Officer Alejandro Bedolla #19624 used excessive force in the arrest of     

- Not sustained.  

 

2. It is alleged that on May 13, 2024, at approximately 10:24 pm, at 1160 N. Larrabee Street, 

Officer Alejandro Bedolla #19624 placed his hands in the area of  

neck, without justification.  

- Not sustained. 

 

 
25 Att. 10, at 3:15 to 3:22 minutes.  
26 Att. 6, at 2:45 to 2:50 minutes.  
27 Att. 8, at 2:53 minutes.  
28 Att. 8, at 2:53 to 2:54 minutes.  
29 Att. 8, at 2:55 to 2:56 minutes.  
30 Att. 17, pg. 5.  
31 Att. 8, at 3:12 to 3:34 minutes.  
32 Att. 20, pg. 15. Although it appears that did suffer some injury in the course of his arrest, COPA 

concludes that the injury was not due to police misconduct.  
33 Att. 35, pg. 15, lns. 2 to 13.  
34 Att. 35, pg. 16, lns. 5 to 15.  
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IV. CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT 

 

COPA interviewed Officers Bedolla and Bredenberg.35 COPA assessed the credibility of 

the two officers utilizing truthfulness and reliability criteria. This investigation did not reveal any 

evidence that caused COPA to doubt the truthfulness of either officer. Officers Bedolla and 

Bredenberg provided statements approximately five months after the incident and their statements 

appeared consistent with their BWC footage and police reports.  

 

COPA’s attempts to contact for interview eventually resulted in communication 

with attorney, who requested that COPA not interview 36 COPA’s attempt to 

contact for interview37 was unsuccessful. 

 

V. ANALYSIS38 

 

General Order G03-02-0139 states that “Department members’ use of force must be 

objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional under the totality of the circumstances, 

including using the minimum amount of force needed under the circumstances.”40 Under the 

directive, force used by officers must always be objectively reasonable, necessary, and 

proportional to the threat.  

 

Cooperative (level 1) Compliant without direction 

Cooperative (level 2) Compliant only in response to verbal direction 

Passive Resister Non-movement in response to verbal direction 

Active Resister Movement to avoid physical control 

Assailant (level 1) Using or threatening the use of force without weapons 

Actions likely to cause physical injury 

Assailant (level 2) Aggressively offensive with weapons 

(Actions not immediately likely to cause death or great bodily harm) 

Assailant Deadly Force Actions immediately likely to cause death or great bodily harm 

 

A cooperative person is compliant without the need for physical force.41  Police presence 

and verbal response, including warnings, are the only authorized options when CPD members 

interact with a compliant person.42  

 
35 Atts. 33 to 34.   
36 Att. 22.  
37 CMS Note CO-1410865 and Att. 30. 
38 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
39 Att. 26, Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023, to present). 
40 G03-02-01-II-C-1 (Att. 26, pg. 1). 
41 Att. 17, G03-02-01 (IV)(A), Response to Resistance and Force Options (June 28, 2023 to present). 
42 Att. 17, G03-02-01 (IV)(A)(1) and (2).  
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Against a passive resister as (“person who fails to comply (non-movement) with verbal or 

other direction”)43 G03-02-01 permits Department members to employ holding techniques such as 

a “firm grip, grabbing an arm, wristlocks, and come-along holds (i.e., escort holds that are not 

elevated to compliance techniques), as well as any combination of the above.”44  

 

Against an active resister (a “person who attempts to create distance between himself or 

herself and the member’s reach with the intent to avoid physical control and/or defeat the arrest”)45 

the directive authorizes Department members to utilize such techniques as stunning, OC spray, 

takedown, or Taser.46  

 

Against an assailant (a person “using or threatening the use of force against another person 

or himself/herself which is likely to cause physical injury”)47 G03-02-01 authorizes Department 

members to additionally employ direct mechanical techniques48 (“forceful, concentrated striking 

movements such as punching, kicking, or focused pressure strikes and pressures”).49  

 

Additional measures, not relevant here, are authorized against an assailant employing 

deadly force. 

 

Moreover, the use of handcuffs as part of an investigation can be appropriate, so long as 

their use was a reasonably graduated response to the demands of the situation and reasonable 

suspicion existed, given the safety risks involved.50 The use of handcuffs is typically appropriate 

in the course of an arrest.51 

In the matter at hand, claimed that Officer Bedolla bent his wrist and handcuffed 

him after accidentally chest-bumped the officer on his way to the elevator. Contrary to his 

allegation, the BWC footage depicted that in some way initiated a confrontation with 

Officer Bedolla. In response, Officer Bedolla told to calm down; did not comply.  

 

Officer Bedolla then told that the call for police assistance was premised on an 

accusation against the two officers handcuffed while they investigated the call. 

 
43 G03-02-01-IV-B-1 (Att. 26, pg. 4). 
44 G03-02-01-IV-B-1-a (Att. 26, pg. 5).  
45 G03-02-01-IV-B-2 (Att. 26, pg. 6).  
46 G03-02-01-IV-B-2-c (Att. 26, pg. 6).  
47 G03-02-01-IV-C (Att. 26, pg. 7).  
48 G03-02-01-IV-C-1-a (Att. 26, pg. 7). 
49 G03-02-01-IV-C-1-a-1 (Att. 26, pg. 7). 
50 United States v. Kapperman, 764 F.2d 786 (11th Cir.1985); United States v. Taylor, 716 F.2d 701(9th Cir. 1983). 
51 Stoughton, Noble, and Alpert, Evaluating Police Uses of Force, (New York University Press, 2020), p. 187. 



Log # 2024-0005146 

 

 

Page 6 of 9 
 

 

While the handcuffs were being applied, pulled away his left arm and Officer Bedolla had 

to grab and hold his arm while his partner placed the second handcuff on Then, as Officer 

Bedolla placed an escort hold and wristlock on appeared to pull away.  

 

Taken together, actions could arguably classify him as an active resister, which 

would have authorized Officer Bedolla to use techniques such as stunning or takedown. Instead, 

the officer limited his techniques to those more suitable to a passive resister. Because there is 

insufficient evidence to determine the amount of force used in handcuffing this allegation 

is not sustained.  

 

Similarly, the evidence undercuts second allegation: that Officer Bedolla 

grabbed him by the neck without justification. Importantly, BWC footage depicted stating 

his intention to spit on the officers before he was released from the police van. Once did 

emerge from the police van, he jumped toward Officer Bedolla and the officer reasonably believed 

that was about to spit on him. Consequently, Officer Bedolla placed his hands on  

collar area and redirected face away from the officer. Because threats and 

actions arguably classified him as an assailant, Officer Bedolla was justified in pushing  

face away as a way of redirecting any ejection of saliva. The evidence is insufficient to demonstrate 

that Officer Bedolla’s hand made contact with neck. Thus, the allegation is not sustained.  

 

 

Approved: 

__________________________________ 

Sharday Jackson 

Deputy Chief Administrator – Chief Investigator 

 

 

Date 

  

  

November 27, 2024
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: May 13, 2024 / 10:19 pm and 10:24 pm / 110 W. Huron 

Street and 1160 N. Larrabee Street. 

 

Date/Time of COPA Notification: 

 

May 20, 2024 / 1:40 am. 

 

Involved Member #1: 

 

BEDOLLA, Alejandro / star #19624 / employee 

ID#  / Date of Appointment: June 1, 2022 / Unit of 

Assignment: 018 / Male / White Hispanic.  

 

Involved Individual #1: 

 

 / Male / Black.  

 

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. 

 

Applicable Policies and Laws          

• G03-02-01, Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023 to present) 
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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.52 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.”53 

 

  

 
52 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). 
53 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  


