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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

  

On June 7, 2023, at approximately 10:42 p.m., Chicago Police Department (CPD) Sergeant 

Cindy Ramos contacted CPD’s Crime Prevention and Information Center (CPIC) to report 

allegations of misconduct against Officer Fidel Legorreta.2 Sgt. Ramos reported that this incident 

was brought to her attention by Officer Legorreta’s partner, Officer Carl Crocker, who informed 

her that he had to intervene between Officer Legorreta and Officer Crocker alleged 

that earlier that evening, at or near 7115 S. Racine Avenue, he and Officer Legorreta were involved 

in a foot pursuit with who jumped into the back of a vehicle and held onto a headrest. 

Officer Crocker stated that he saw Officer Legorreta commit excessive force by delivering several 

mechanical strikes to Officer Crocker intervened by pulling Officer Legorreta away from 

    

 

Upon review of the evidence, COPA served additional allegations that Officer Legorreta 

took bystander cellphone from him without justification and repeatedly directed 

profanity at Following its investigation, COPA reached sustained findings for all 

allegations against Officer Legorreta.  

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE3 

 

On June 7, 2023, at 8:19 p.m., Beat 762B (Officers Legorreta, Crocker, and Daniel Berry) 

conducted a traffic stop of a vehicle driven by was the front 

passenger in vehicle.4 the father of child, was standing on the 

sidewalk near the passenger side of vehicle. The officers observed appear to 

conduct a hand-to-hand transaction with and so they parked behind  

vehicle, exited their unmarked police vehicle, and approached them on foot.5 The officers observed 

a cloud of smoke and smelled burnt cannabis coming from the vehicle. 6  

 

 
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 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 video, in-car camera video, police reports, 

and civilian and officer interviews.  
4 Atts. 2 to 7. 
5 Att. 9 at 2:00.  
6 Att. 2, pg. 2. 
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Officer Crocker approached the driver’s side of vehicle while Officers Legorreta 

and Berry approached the passenger side. The officers immediately explained to that the 

vehicle’s registration had expired.7 admitted that she did not have a driver's license or 

identification. As Officers Legorreta and Berry stood on the passenger side speaking with  

and Officer Crocker walked over to speak with who had remained standing on 

the sidewalk near the passenger side of vehicle.8  

 

As the officers spoke with and they observed maneuvering his 

body to conceal his right side and fanny pack from them.9 also walked away but stopped 

after a few feet. Officer Crocker, believing was possibly concealing a weapon inside the 

fanny pack, asked him to open his bag.10 initially agreed to open the bag and began 

unzipping it. Then, without warning, abruptly turned and ran south into a nearby alley.11 

Officer Crocker, followed by Officer Legorreta, chased on foot. As ran, a handgun 

fell from somewhere on his body and landed on the ground in the alley.12 After dropping the 

handgun, continued to run in the alley, followed immediately by Officer Crocker. Officer 

Legorreta briefly stopped chasing to retrieve the dropped handgun from the ground.13 After 

retrieving the handgun, Officer Legorreta continued to chase after on foot. The officers 

radioed for additional police units to assist and gave a flash message via the Office of Emergency 

Management and Communication (OEMC).14 

 

ran south in the alley, east through an empty lot, and then north on May Street.  

continued through an empty lot near the middle of the 7100 block of South May Street, then 

north through the alley between May Street and Racine Avenue. then ran west through an 

empty lot and finally north on Racine Avenue, where he ran to the waiting vehicle driven by 

     

 

opened the driver’s side back door and entered backseat. Officer Crocker 

grabbed and held the door open as maneuvered across the backseat to the passenger side of 

the vehicle. At the same time, was yelling at to drive away. Officer Crocker 

repeatedly ordered to exit the vehicle.15 did not comply with Officer Crocker’s 

orders. vehicle then appeared to briefly move forward.16 

 

 
7 Att. 9 at 2:00. 
8 Att. 9 at 2:40. 
9 Att. 4, pg. 3. 
10 Att. 2, pg. 3. 
11 Att. 2, pg. 2 and Att. 9 at 2:53. 
12 Att. 9 at 2:56. 
13 Att. 10 at 2:59. 
14 Att. 2, pg. 2, Att. 18, and Att. 20.  
15 Att. 9 at 4:19.  
16 Att. 9 at 4:29. 
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Officer Alexandra Case opened the rear passenger door of vehicle and attempted 

to pull out, but held onto the front passenger seat to prevent the officer from removing 

him from the vehicle.17  

 

Officer Crocker then used his tactical knife to puncture the rear tire on the driver’s side of 

vehicle.18 Almost simultaneously, Officer Legorreta jumped into backseat 

through the open rear door and immediately punched several times.19 Officer Legorreta 

stated that he heard yell to to drive away, which made him afraid that had 

enough room to maneuver her vehicle around the other police vehicle and drive away. According 

to Officer Legorreta, this could have escalated the situation and endangered her life, the lives of 

her vehicle’s occupants, and the lives of the officers and any other people in the vicinity.20  

 

Officer Legorreta added that he was unable to push out of the vehicle because  

held onto the headrest of the vehicle’s front passenger seat.21 Officer Legorreta stated that because 

he was afraid that was about to drive away with him struggling in the backseat of the vehicle 

with he utilized multiple mechanical strikes to head and face to gain control of him 

and place him into custody.22 Officer Legorreta stated that he did not strike out of anger or 

to punish him, and explained that he did so because there was a sense of urgency to gaining control 

of and placing him in custody. Officer Legorreta feared that the longer it took to place  

in custody, the more likely it was that the female driver would drive away in an attempt to help 

escape the officers. Officer Legorreta feared that if the female driver did attempt to drive 

away, he (Officer Legorreta), another officer, or another citizen could get hurt.23 Officer Legorreta 

described the direct mechanical strikes a closed fist strikes to the side of the face.24 Officer 

Legorreta stated that other officers were then able to pull out of the vehicle through the rear 

passenger door.  

 

Officer Crocker related that, in his opinion, Officer Legorreta’s direct mechanical strikes 

to head amounted to excessive force.25 He added that he grabbed Officer Legorreta’s belt 

and called his name to get Officer Legorreta to stop, but believed he was unsuccessful.26   

 

As Officer Legorreta punched a handgun fell out the left back packet of Officer 

Legorreta’s pants and landed on the floor behind driver’s seat.27 Officer Crocker then 

grabbed the back of Officer Legorreta’s belt and pulled him back.28 was then pulled from 

 
17 Att. 12 at 2:00. 
18 Att. 9 at 4:31. 
19 Att. 9 at 4:34. 
20 Att. 59, pg. 31, ln. 3 to pg. 43, ln. 2. 
21 Att. 59, pg. 42, ln. 4 to 22. 
22 Att. 59, pg. 43, lns. 5 to 7. 
23 Att. 59, pg. 74, lns. 23 to 24 to pg. 75, lns. 1 to 10. 
24 Att. 59, pg. 43, lns. 15 to 16. 
25 Att. 42, pg. 35, lns. 5 to 14. 
26 Att. 42, pg. 35, lns. 6 to 10.  
27 Att. 9 at 4:38. 
28 Att. 9 at 4:40. 
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vehicle through the rear door on the passenger side of vehicle and handcuffed 

by Officers Casey, Taylor Rivera, and Dharmesh Navi.29  

 

As Officer Legorreta exited vehicle, bystander approached him 

from behind on a bicycle, at which point Officer Legorreta told him to back up.30 Officer Legorreta 

subsequently recovered the handgun that he had dropped from the floor behind the driver’s seat of 

vehicle.31
  

 

stood with his bicycle near where was prone on the ground being handcuffed 

by several officers.32 appeared to be using a dark-colored cellphone to record the incident.33  

Officer Legorreta approached and ordered him to “Back up. Back up. You wanna record? 

Record over there.”34 responded by saying, “Don’t touch me.”35 Officer Legorreta then 

grabbed cellphone from his right hand while repeating his order to back up.36 Officer 

Legorreta held cellphone for approximately four seconds before returning it to him.37 

 

When asked why he took cellphone from him, Officer Legorreta explained that 

failed to comply when ordered to stay back, so Officer Legorreta figured if he took  

phone, would listen him and be more likely to back away.38 When Officer Legorreta handed 

the cellphone back to he said, “Put your fucking phone in your hand and get over there. 

Turn around and go over there.”39 protested and appeared to continue recording. Officer 

Legorreta explained that he did not intend to prevent from recording, he only wanted  

to back up and give the officers room to secure the scene.40 Officer Legorreta continued to order 

to back up and said, “Get out of the scene! Get the fuck out of the scene!”41 Sergeant 

William Murawski then intervened, and Officer Legorreta walked away. 42  

 

 
29 Att. 12 at 2:17. 
30 Att. 10 at 4:49. 
31 Officer Legorreta made the handgun safe by first ejecting the firearm’s magazine and then removing any unfired 

cartridge from the firearm’s chamber. Officer Legorreta then secured the handgun by placing it in the slide-locked 

position. See Att. 10 at 5:04.  
32 Att. 10 at 5:14.  
33 Att. 10 at 5:23. 
34 Att. 10 at 5:32. 
35 Att. 10 at 5:34. 
36 Att. 10 at 5:35. 
37 Att. 10 at 5:35 to 5:39. Note: Other responding officers completed an Investigatory Stop Report related to their 

interaction with See Att. 47.  
38 Att. 59, pg. 58, lns. 17 to 19. 
39 Att. 10 at 5:37. 
40 Att. 59, pg. 59, lns. 7 to 9. 
41 Att. 10 at 5:42. 
42 Att. 10 at 5:44. 
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was subsequently placed into the marked police vehicle assigned to Beat 733 for 

transport to the 007th District Station for further processing.43 Lt. Abigail Henry reviewed related 

BWC video and Officer Legorreta’s Tactical Response Report (TRR) and found that his use of 

force was not in compliance with CPD policy.44 Notably, Lt. Henry remarked that was an 

active resister when Officer Legorreta used mechanical strikes against him.45 

 

was charged with five felony counts, and eventually plead guilty to one count of 

unlawful use or possession of a weapon by a felon.46 was charged with one count of 

resisting a police officer, although her municipal case was eventually dismissed.47  

 

III. ALLEGATIONS 

 

Officer Fidel Legorreta: 

1. Repeatedly punched without justification.  

- Sustained. Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9. 

2. Took cellphone from him without justification. 

- Sustained. Violation of Rules 1, 2, 3, 6, 8. 

3. Repeatedly directed profanity at   

- Sustained. Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8. 

 

IV. CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT 

 

COPA attempted to gain cooperation through his assigned Cook County Public 

Defender but was unsuccessful. Additionally, COPA was unable to gain or 

cooperation in furtherance of this investigation. As such, COPA is unable to fully assess 

their credibility. 

 

COPA found that the CPD officers’ statements were materially consistent with the other 

available evidence; therefore, the officers were overall credible. In addition, given his willingness 

to intervene during the incident and initiate this complaint against a fellow CPD member, COPA 

found Officer Crocker to be very credible. 

 

V. ANALYSIS48 

 

a. Officer Legorreta’s Use of Force 

 
43 During transport, struck his head against the interior of the rear compartment of the police vehicle 41 times 

before he stopped and slumped over onto his left side. A Chicago Fire Department (CFD) ambulance responded and 

transported to St. Bernard Hospital. See Att. 2, pg. 3, Att. 17 from 9:09 to 9:55, and Att. 52, pg. 2. COPA 

referred this incident to CPD’s Bureau of Internal Affairs (BIA) under Log #2023-2540. 
44 Att. 6, pgs. 3 and 6. 
45 Att. 6, pg. 6.  
46 Atts. 63 and 64. People vs. Case No. 23CR0702301.  
47 Att. 65. Note: was charged under the alias “ ” in People vs. , Case No. 23118918101.  
48 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
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COPA finds for allegation #1, that Officer Legorreta repeatedly punched without 

justification, is sustained. According to CPD policy, Department members’ use of force must be 

objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional to the threat, actions, and level of resistance 

offered by a person, under the totality of the circumstances.49 In addition, CPD policy permits 

officers to use direct mechanical strikes against assailants.50  An assailant is a person who is using 

or threatening the use of force against another person or himself/herself which is likely to cause 

physical injury.51 

 

During his interview with COPA Officer Legorreta admitted that he repeatedly punched 

about his head and face. Officer Legorreta explained that he did so because he considered 

both and to be assailants. Officer Legorreta further explained that he considered 

to be an assailant because she could have driven away with Officer Legorreta in the back 

seat of her vehicle struggling to apprehend and was an assailant because he was 

telling to drive away.  

 

Officer Legorreta’s logic is flawed. Punching in the backseat of the vehicle would 

not have prevented from driving away with them in the backseat. Furthermore, although 

her vehicle did move slightly forward with Officer Legorreta and in the backseat,  

did not drive away. In addition, at no time threatened to use force against Officer Legorreta 

or anyone else, and at no time was in control of the vehicle that Officer Legorreta was 

concerned could have driven away, potentially placing Officer Legorreta in imminent threat of 

death or great bodily harm.  

 

Officer Crocker intervened during this incident and reported it to a sergeant because he 

believed what Officer Legorreta did was excessive force.  Lt. Henry reviewed available video and 

reports and deemed an active resister, while she found Officer Legorreta’s actions to be not 

in compliance with CPD policy. COPA agrees with them both. Based on actions, COPA 

finds that was an active resister.52 Since was an active resister and not an assailant, 

direct mechanical strikes such as punches to the head or face are prohibited. Therefore, Officer 

Legorreta was not permitted to punch and allegation #1 is sustained by a preponderance of 

the evidence, in violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9. 

 

b. Officer Legorreta’s taking of cellphone 

 

COPA finds allegation #2, that Officer Legorreta took cellphone from him 

without justification, is sustained. CPD’s First Amendment Rights policy prohibits officers from 

hindering or preventing members of the public from recording Department members who are in 

 
49 Att. 66, General Order G03-02-01(II)(C), Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective 15 April 2021 to 28 

June 2023). 
50 Att. 66, G03-02-01(IV)(C)(1)(a)(1).  
51 Att. 66, G03-02-01(IV)(C). 
52 An active resister is defined as 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. See Att. 66, G03-02-01(IV)(B)(2).  
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the performance of their law enforcement duties in a public place.53 The policy also notes that 

Department members may take reasonable action to maintain safety and control, secure crime 

scenes and accident sites, protect the integrity and confidentiality of investigations, and protect the 

public safety and order.54 

 

In this instance, it is undisputed that Officer Legorreta took cellphone as  

was recording a Department member in the performance of their duties. The question then is 

whether Officer Legorreta’s taking of cellphone was one of the “reasonable actions” that 

Department members are permitted to take to maintain a safe and secure crime scene. Officer 

Legorreta explained to COPA that he took cellphone to get him to back up. BWC video 

shows that Officer Legorreta ordered to back up before grabbing his cellphone and holding 

it for approximately four seconds. It also shows that he ordered to back up repeatedly even 

after he returned phone to him.  

 

COPA finds that, while it was reasonable for Officer Legorreta to order to step back 

from an active crime scene, it was not reasonable for Officer Legorreta to take cellphone 

without first giving him the opportunity to comply with his order. COPA also notes that Officer 

Legorreta gave back his phone within seconds, but continued ordering him to back up, 

which refutes Officer Legorreta’s contention that the purpose of taking cellphone was to 

compel compliance with his order. Given this, COPA finds that allegation #2 is sustained 

by a preponderance of the evidence, in violation of Rules 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8. 

 

c. Officer Legorreta’s use of profanity 

 

COPA finds allegation #3, that Officer Legorreta repeatedly directed profanity at  

is sustained. CPD’s Rules of Conduct establish a list of acts which are expressly prohibited for all 

members, including Rule 8, which states that officers may not disrespect or maltreat any person. 

CPD members must also ensure that they “interact with all members of the public in an unbiased, 

fair, and respectful manner,”55 and “treat all persons with the courtesy and dignity which is 

inherently due to every person as a human being.”56 CPD members are expected to “act, speak, 

and conduct themselves in a courteous, respectful, and professional manner, recognizing their 

obligation to safeguard life and property, and maintain a courteous, professional attitude.”57 

Members are specifically instructed not to “exhibit a condescending attitude or direct any 

derogatory terms toward any person in any manner,” and they are further enjoined against using 

language or taking action “intended to taunt or denigrate an individual, including racist or 

derogatory language.”58 

 
53 Att. 67, General Order G02-02(IV)(B)(4). First Amendment Rights (effective 01 April 2021 to 08 August 2024). 
54 Att. 67, G02-02(IV)(B)(4). 
55 Att. 68, G02-01(III)(B)(1). Protection of Human Rights (effective 30 June 2022 to present). 
56 Att. 68, G02-01(III)(B)(2). 
57 Att. 68, G02-01(III)(B)(3). 
58 Att. 68, G02-01(III(B)(4). 
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Here, BWC video clearly shows Officer Legorreta repeatedly directing profanity at  

in violation of CPD policy. As such, COPA finds that allegation #3 against Officer Legorreta is 

sustained, in violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, and 8. 

 

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION 

 

a. Officer Fidel Legorreta 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History59 

 

Officer Legorreta’s complimentary history is comprised of 100 awards, the highlights of 

which include one Life Saving Award, one Honorable Mention Ribbon Award, and one 

Department Commendation. His disciplinary history includes four SPARs: 1) a November 2022 

Preventable Accident, resulting in a reprimand, 2) a January 2024 failure to timely activate BWC, 

resulting in no disciplinary action, 3) a February 2024 preventable accident, resulting in a 1-day 

suspension, and 4) a May 2024 incident involving neglect of duty, resulting in a 1-day suspension.  

 

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has found that Officer Legorreta violates Rules 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9 when he 

repeatedly punched without justification, took cellphone without justification, and 

repeatedly directed profanity at In aggravation, COPA notes that Officer Legorreta struck 

a civilian in the head repeatedly when he was not permitted to do so. He brought discredit to CPD 

when he took away a bystander’s cellphone and repeatedly directed profanity at him. He did all 

this while the bystander attempted to record, which he had a constitutionally protected right to do. 

COPA also notes Officer Legorreta’s recent disciplinary history, which includes four SPARs. 

 

In mitigation, COPA notes Officer Legorreta’s extensive complimentary history. In light 

of both the aggravating and mitigating circumstances, COPA recommends a penalty of a 

suspension of 10 to 30 days and retraining on CPD’s Use of Force policy, First Amendment 

Rights policy, and Professionalism.  

 

Approved: 

     October 31, 2024 

__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Steffany Hreno  

Director of Investigations  

 

Date 

  

 
59 Att. 69. 
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

Date/Time/Location of Incident: June 7, 2023 / 8:22 pm / 7115 S. Racine Street 

Date/Time of COPA Notification: June 7, 2023 / 10:42 pm 

Involved Member #1: Officer Fidel Legorreta / Star #5902 / Employee #  

/ Date of Appointment: September 27, 2018 / Unit of 

Assignment: 007 / Male / Hispanic.  

 

Involved Individual #1: 

 

Involved Individual #2: 

/ Male / Black 

 

/ Male / Black 

  

 

Applicable Rules             

 Rule 1: Violation of any law or ordinance.  

 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. 
 

Applicable Policies and Laws          

• U.S. Const. amend. I 

• General Order G02-01: Protection of Human Rights (effective 30 June 2022 to present) 

• General Order G02-02: First Amendment Rights (effective 01 April 2021 to 08 August 2024) 

• General Order G03-02-01: Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective 15 April 2021 

to 28 June 2023) 
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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.60 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.”61 

 

  

 
60 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). 
61 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  


