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Log # 2024-5991

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT!
I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On July 7, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received a
notification from the Chicago Police Department (CPD) reporting a non-fatal Level 3 Use of Force
incident had occurred in the 7" District. At approximately 5:32 am, near 7100 S Wood St., Police
Officers Hammam Hammam and Carl Crocker, Jr., were on patrol when they saw a Jeep Grand
Cherokee they had previously observed driving recklessly. The driver, later identified as |l
I :d another occupant exited the Jeep, and Officer Hammam noted that [Jjilfwas clutching
an object in his waistband. The officers pursued [JJilfon foot to the vicinity of 71% St. and
Hermitage Ave., where Officer Hammam collided with [|jjlllland (¢!l to the ground. While
Officer Crocker attempted to place JJjililin custody, Officer Hammam alerted Officer Crocker
that [l was retrieving a firearm from his waistband. Officer Crocker briefly applied a
chokehold to [Jlfwhen disarming him, while Officer Hammam pointed both his firearm and his
Taser at members of a crowd that had gathered around them on the street. As assisting officers

arrived, [JJlilfvas handcuffed and searched. |Jjilfwas later transported to |l ospital

for medical treatment.

Following its investigation, COPA determined that Officer Crocker’s non-fatal use of
deadly force was within CPD policy.? COPA sustained allegations against Officer Hammam for
verbal abuse during his interactions with [Jjjjililand bystanders. COPA also sustained an allegation
against Police Officer Rene Molina for failing to secure/safeguard money that had been taken from
I (ter his arrest.

II. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE?

On July 7, 2024, at approximately 5:32 am, near 7100 S Wood St., Officers Hammam and
Officer Crocker were on patrol when they found a 2016 Jeep Grand Cherokee that they had earlier

' 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 Pursuant to § 2-78-120 of the Municipal Code of Chicago, COPA has a duty to investigate all incidents involving
allegations of excessive force. Therefore, COPA determined it would be the primary administrative investigative
agency in this matter.

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 (BWC) footage, in-car camera (ICC) footage,
police observation device (POD) footage, CPD reports, medical records, civilian interviews, and CPD member
Interviews.
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observed driving recklessly.* The driver of the Jeep, [ Ml and a passenger had just exited
and begun to walk away,’ and Officer Hammam noted that [Jjjilfhad an L-shaped bulge in his
waistband, consistent with the shape of a firearm.® As the officers exited their patrol vehicle, Il
fled on foot, running north on Wood St. and then turning east on 71% St. towards Hermitage Ave.
with Officers Hammam and Crocker in pursuit.’

In front of a residence at 1742 W 71 St., Jililstumbled and fell to the ground as Officer
Hammam closed the distance between them, and Officer Hammam collided with [Jjjjjiijand also
fell.® As Officer Hammam got back to his feet, Officer Crocker dropped to his knees behind [l
who was now seated on the ground using his arms to prop himself up.” As this was occurring, three
young adult men and one young adult woman approached the officers and [JJilj!° Officer
Hammam turned his focus to the aforementioned individuals who appeared to be getting closer at
I chest.!! Officer Hammam placed a call over the radio for “more cars at 71% Hermitage.”!?
Officer Crocker placed his right arm around |Jlllupper body at shoulder height with the
officer’s forearm resting across | llchest just under [ lllchin.'® After several instances of
the men getting close, Officer Hammam pointed both his Taser and firearm at them and ordered
them to get back.!* Meanwhile, [Jilimancuvered his legs to get both of his feet against ground
in an attempt to stand up from a crouched position.!> Officer Hammam then observed [l
reaching towards a firearm in his waistband, and Officer Hammam yelled, “He’s got gun! He’s
got a gun!”'® While stating this, Officer Hammam pointed his firearm directly at [Jjjjiiilifrcad
while pointing the Taser in his other (left) hand at one of the men who were now within a few feet
of the officers.

Officer Crocker was able to wrest the firearm from [JJjjjjilifright waistband area and disarm
I hile still retaining hold of | llllupper body. Jllllllcalled out to the men to “help me!”
and one of the men, who was shirtless, got between Officer Hammam and Officer Crocker as
Officer Crocker struggled to hold onto |l The shirtless male, now known as | '’
repeatedly placed his hands in the crotch of his pants while threatening Officer Hammam; at one
point [Jllused his hand to hit the Taser that Officer Hammam was pointing at him.'® Officer

4 Att
S Att
6 Att. 6, pg. 2.

7 Att. 3 at 0:23.

8 Att. 3 at 0:43 to 0:45.

% Att. 2 at 0:51.

10 Att. 32 at 5:32:10.

1T Att. 2 at 0:56.

12 Att. 2 at 0:54.

13 Att. 32 at 5:32:10 to 5:32:22.
14 Att. 2 at 1:06.

15 Att. 32 at 5:32:20 to 5:32:29.
16 Att. 2 at 1:13.

17 Att. 119.

18 Att. 2 at 1:23 to 1:30.

.1, pg. 3; Att. 33 at 27:34 to 31:28; Att. 36 at 2:10 to 7:40.
.1, pg. 3.
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Crocker then pointed the firearm he had retrieved from [Jjjjijat the men in an effort to keep them
at a distance.

Assisting officers began arriving in response to Officer Hammam’s radio call.'” The three
men continued to encroach on the police activity, and Officer Hammam took custody of ||l
firearm, allowing Officer Crocker handcuff |JJiiDespite being handcuffed, [Jjjjilithrew the
keys to the Jeep to [Jilfwho was near the other side of 71 St.2° After picking up the keys that
B ccw, [lllllaunched the keys westward down 71% St., and Officer Crocker ordered |
arrest. Another young adult woman, now known as |||} B joincd the onlookers, bringing
their total number to six. | illwalked throughout the perimeter of the arrest scene with her
cellphone recording the incident, and she was told multiple times to get back while |Jjjjilland |l
were being arrested.

Officer Crocker and Officer Molina searched |Jjjjijand found a cellphone, wallet, and an
unknown amount of United States currency.?! While |Jjiillwas re-handcuffed from the front to
the back, Officer Molina placed |jjillcurrency and wallet on the roof of a CPD vehicle. At the
conclusion of the search, Officer Molina retrieved | W allet and handed it to Officer Crocker,
apparently leaving the currency on the roof of the CPD vehicle. |Jjjjililand [Jllwere driven to the
7" District police station in separate vehicles, and Officer Hammam drove [l cep to the
station for processing. | v 2s taken to the hospital for treatment of an abrasion and to
receive pain medication for a gunshot wound that he had sustained on an earlier date.?

I 2s charged with multiple firearms-related offenses and with resisting a peace
officer. On November 8, 2024, [JJllllplcd guilty to one count of felon in possession of a firearm
and was sentenced to 51 months incarceration. The remaining counts were dismissed, nolle
prosequi.??

COPA contacted [ lllllcriminal defense attorney on July 16, 2024, and attempted to
secure consent to interview [l After the criminal case concluded and |Jilfwas sentenced
to prison, COPA contacted [JJilifoy mail and |Jillagreed to an interview.” [ illinterview
was conducted on March 24, 2025.2° Relevant portions of [ lillinterview are discussed below.

9 Att. 2 at 1:51.

20 Att. 32 at 5:32:29 to 5:33:52.

2L Att. 3 at 3:38 to 4:45; Att. 30 at 4:33 to 5:44; Att. 31 at 3:56 to 5:04; Att. 67.

22 Att. 38. Records from | ospital document that [Jiilfhad a history of seizure disorder but had not had a
seizure in 2 years and did not currently take medication. |JJjilifwas evaluated for a head injury sustained after he fell
while resisting arrest, and he stated that he felt like he might have a seizure. Att. 38, pg. 12. A small abrasion and
hematoma over his eye were noted, and a scan showed a subtle nasal bone fracture. Att. 38, pgs. 13 to 14.

23 Att. 46.

24 Note CO-1400120.

25 Atts. 44 and 45.

26 Atts. 55 and 104.
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III. ALLEGATIONS

Officer Hammam Hammam:
l. Referring to |- 2 “fucking idiot,” without justification
- SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9

2. Referring to | IS 2 “dumb, dumb ass,” without justification
-- SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9

3. Telling |2t “you are going to get fucked right now,” without justification
-- SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9

4. Saying “fuck you” to a female bystander observing the incident
- SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9

Officer Carl Crocker:
1. Stating words to the effect of “shut the fuck up” to | - ter he said he could not
breathe.

-- NOT SUSTAINED

Officer Rene Molina:
1. Failing to secure and/or safeguard $250.00 United States Currency belonging to [l
.

-- SUSTAINED: Violation of Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10
IV. CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

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 to accurately recall the event
from memory.

The statements and reports from Officers Crocker and Hammam comported with the
contemporaneous video evidence, and COPA found them to be credible. Some aspects of i}
I ccount are not credible and are not dismissible as misinterpretations or memory decay.
Illiold COPA that he suffered a seizure during his arrest and blacked out during the use of
force to take him to custody.?’ This assertion is not supported by the video evidence.?® The seizure
assertion is also not supported by the medical evidence COPA obtained in the form of |l

27 Att. 104, pg. 9, Ins. 13 to 19.
28 Att. 12 at 0:47 to 4:19.
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treatment records,?’ which indicated [Jjjjilitold doctors he felt like he might have a seizure,*
which indicated he had not had one yet. Furthermore, the physicians at || j I ospital
described him as asymptomatic for a seizure at the time he was seen.’! JJjjjilifalso told COPA that
the firearm was not recovered until after he was choked and handcuffed,’? but the video evidence
indicated that the firearm was seized prior to |Jjjilifoeing handcuffed.* |Jjiillaccount of having
currency on his person when he was arrested is supported by the available video evidence.

Officer Molina initially denied handling any currency belonging to |Jjjjilland believed that
the on-camera discussion of “money” he had with Jjjjiiliivas in reference to [ lwallet.*
After being shown by COPA the moment in the BWC footage where the currency was visible and
being handled by him, Officer Molina clarified his statement, explaining that his denial was based
on his initial viewing of the BWC, when he did not notice the currency falling to the ground.?
Officer Molina’s incorrect statement is likely attributable to confusion caused by his lack of
independent memory of the incident and his drawing a conclusion based solely on reviewing his
BWC recording.

V. ANALYSIS?®
a. Assessment of Level 3 Use of Force

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the use of deadly force by Officer
Crocker was objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional to the circumstances he faced.
COPA further finds that the circumstances did not allow Officer Crocker to engage in de-escalation
tactics before using deadly force. COPA further finds that Officer Crocker used deadly force as an
option of last resort. COPA thus concludes by a preponderance of the evidence that Officer
Crocker’s use of deadly force complied with CPD policy.

CPD expects that its members act with the foremost regard for the preservation of human
life and the safety of all persons involved.>” CPD policy prohibits members from using force that
is not “objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional, under the totality of the circumstances,
in order to provide for the safety of any person or CPD member, stop an attack, make an arrest,
bring a person or situation safely under control, or prevent escape.”*® This means that CPD
members may use only the amount of force necessary to serve a lawful purpose. The amount and

2 Att. 38, pg. 12.

30 Att. 38, pg. 34.

3UAtt. 38, pg. 12.

32 Att. 104, pg. 23, 1Ins. 2 t0 9.

3 Att. 2 at 2:01 to 2:05.

3 Att. 105, pg. 18, In. 22, to pg. 19, In. 3, and pg. 28, Ins. 10 to 13.

35 Att. 105, pg. 30, Ins. 7 to 19.

36 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B.
37 Att. 109, G03-02(I1)(A), De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to
present).

38 Att. 109, G03-02(III)(B) .
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type of force used must be proportional to the threat, actions, and level of resistance a person
offers.>’

The use of deadly force is permitted only as a “last resort” when “necessary to protect
against an imminent threat to life or to prevent great bodily harm to the member or another
person.”*® A CPD member may use deadly force in only two situations: (1) to prevent “death or
great bodily harm from an imminent threat posed to the sworn member or to another person,” or
(2) to prevent “an arrest from being defeated by resistance or escape, where the person to be
arrested poses an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm to a sworn member or another
person unless arrested without delay.”*! Deadly force is defined as “force by any means that is
likely to cause death or great bodily harm.”** Deadly force includes the application of a chokehold,
defined as “applying any direct pressure to the throat, windpipe, or airway of another,” and the
application of a carotid artery restraint, defined as “techniques that compress the blood vessels in
the neck to inhibit or restrict blood flow to the carotid arteries.”*?

A threat is considered imminent “when it is objectively reasonable to believe that: (a) the
person’s actions are immediately likely to cause death or great bodily harm to the member or others
unless action is taken; and (b) the person has the means or instruments to cause death or great
bodily harm; and (c) the person has the opportunity and ability to cause death or great bodily
harm.”** Officers are expected to modify the use of force as circumstances change and in ways
that are consistent with officer safety, including stopping the use of force when it is no longer
necessary.®

Officer Crocker engaged in an incidence of Level 3 Reportable Use of Force when he
employed some variation of a chokehold or a carotid artery restraint in his efforts to disarm |Jili
- d to place him into custody.*® The use of a chokehold or carotid artery restraint constitutes
deadly force and is equivalent to discharging a firearm because of the potential to cause death or
serious injury by either asphyxiation or ischemic strokes.*” The use of a chokehold or carotid artery
restraint is limited to an act of last resort under a scenario where lethal force is authorized.*3

COPA finds that Officer Crocker placed his left arm under |Jjjillchin, and at different
points Officer Crocker ’s bicep and forearm likely applied pressure to | jililwindpipe and/or
carotid arteries.

¥ Att. 109, G03-02(1I1)(B)(3).

40 Att. 109, G03-02(TV)(C).

4L Att. 109, G03-02(1V)(C)(1-2).

42 Att. 109, GO3-02(IV)(A).

4 Att. 109, G03-02(IV)(A)(4-5).

44 Att. 109, G03-02(IV)(B) (emphasis added).

4 Att. 109, G03-02(I1)(D)(2).

46 Att. 5, pgs. 3 to 4; Att. 110, G03-02-02(II1)(A)(c)(1)(c-d), Incidents Requiring the Completion of a Tactical
Response Report (effective June 28, 2023, to present).
47 Att. 109, G03-02(IV)(A)(4-6).

4 Att. 109, G03-02(IV)(C)(1-2).
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R - Y i
Figure 1: A cropped screenshot from Att. 32, POD video footage from 7058 S Hermitage Ave. at 5:32:24,
showing Officer Crocker’s arm around [Jjjiillincck.
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Figure 2: A screenshot from Att. 2, BWC footage from Officer Hammam at 1:12, showing Officer
Crocker’s arm around | llincck.

Officer Crocker does not dispute that physical contact between his arm and [|jjjjjilineck
occurred; however, he described the contact as unintentional and denied intentionally applying
pressure to [ lllrcck.” Jltold COPA that he was not able to breathe while being choked
by Officer Crocker, and |Jjjjiliifurther described being in fear of his life as he struggled to breathe

49 Att. 122, pg. 26, Ins. 12 to 17.
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as Officer Crocker continued to choke him.’® However, regardless of Officer Crocker’s intent,
COPA finds that Officer Crocker’s use of deadly force complied with CPD policy. When Officer
Crocker placed his arm around [jjilllincck, vV as armed with a semi-automatic pistol with
an extended magazine partially concealed in his right waistband area.’! During the struggle to take
B to custody, [fircarm was not secure.” [Jjilstill retained access to the firearm
and appeared to be attempting to retrieve the firearm from his waistband. Officer Hammam told
COPA the reason he did not discharge his firearm after seeing |Jjjjilifplace his hand on the gun
was that he did not have a clear shot and feared hitting his partner.>* Officer Crocker told COPA
the reason he did not fire was that he could not access his firearm while simultaneously struggling

with |Jlllito prevent JJlllfrom retrieving his gun.’*

COPA finds that it is more likely than not that Officer Crocker’s use of deadly force was
objectively reasonable in light of the imminent threat that he faced. |jjjjijhad run from the
officers, was armed with a firearm, and was resisting Officer Crocker’s attempt to handcuff him
and attempting to retrieve the firearm from his waistband when Officer Crocker briefly placed his
arm around [JJllllncck and forcefully pulled upwards. It was objectively reasonable for Officer
Crocker to believe that |Jjjillactions were immediately likely to cause death or great bodily
harm.’> Additionally, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that [Jjjjifhad the means
or instruments and the opportunity and ability to cause death or great bodily harm. Also, Officer
Crocker’s use of deadly force was proportional to the threat he faced. Officer Crocker placed his
arm around [Jllneck only after [Jjjiiattempted to retrieve a firearm from his waistband, and
he released his hold immediately after disarming [JJjiliBased on a totality of the circumstances,
COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officer Crocker’s use of deadly force
complied with CPD policy.

b. Verbal Abuse allegations against Officer Hammam

Officer Hammam is captured in BWC footage referring to [Jjjiilfas a “fucking idiot,”° a
“dumb, dumb ass,”*’ and telling |l You're gonna get fucked right now, watch.”®
Additionally, he said “fuck you” to one of the female bystanders on the scene of the incident.*
COPA finds allegations 1, 2, 3. and 4 against Officer Hammam to be SUSTAINED.

S0 Att. 104, pg. 12, Ins. 20 to 24, and pg. 18, Ins. 8 to 13.

SUATLt. 4, pg. 5.

2 Att. 122, pg. 11, Ins. 21 to 24.

33 Att. 106, pg. 33, Ins. 9 to 12.

5 Att. 122, pg. 27, Ins. 7 to 10.

3 By his actions, [JJlimet the definition of an “assailant” under CPD policy. See Att. 111, G03-02-01(IV)(C),
Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023, to present).
36 Att. 2 at 3:13 to 3:16.

37 Att. 2 at 3:17 to 3:20.

38 Att. 2 at 3:21 to 3:23.

9 Att. 2 at 4:37 to 4:39.
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CPD policy requires that members “treat all persons with courtesy and dignity which is
inherently due every person as a human being” and “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.”®® CPD policy also requires that
members “not exhibit a condescending attitude or direct any derogatory terms toward any person
in any manner and will not use language or take action intended to taunt or denigrate an individual,
including racist or derogatory language.”®!

When Officer Hammam called [Jjjjilila fucking idiot,” a “dumb, dumb ass,” and told
I You're gonna get fucked right now, watch,” it was in the aftermath of a foot pursuit, a
potentially life-or-death struggle for an unsecured firearm, and an inflamed interaction with
onlookers who were apparently trying to help |l To say that Officer Hammam was under
stress would likely be an understatement; however, Officer Hammam is a sworn CPD member, a
position that calls for professionalism under difficult conditions. Officer Hammam’s interaction
with Jiilicame after a large number of his fellow officers were on the scene and after [Jlwas
disarmed and in handcuffs. Officer Hammam’s profanity and insults were directed at |
calling into question |Jjjjillintelligence in a demeaning manner and serving no legitimate law
enforcement purpose.

Officer Hammam explained to COPA that he was not communicating a threat of sexual
assault against [JJlwhen he stated, “You’re gonna get fucked right now.”®* Officer Hammam
maintained that he was speaking of the legal jeopardy that |Jjjjilfwas facing and the severity of
charges that would be brought against him. Based on the context in which Officer Hammam made
this statement, COPA agrees that Officer Hammam was not making a bona fide threat of future
sexual violence. However, Officer Hammam’s statement was rude and unnecessary.

Officer Hammam said “fuck you” to a female bystander.®® Earlier, Officer Hammam had
told the same bystander, “Get back . . . I'm going to lock you the fuck up,”®* but this time he
directed “fuck you” to her. While both statements contain profanity, the latter one was taunting or
denigrating, unlike the former statement that Officer Hammam made while attempting to gain
control of the scene. Officer Hammam’s statement of “fuck you” was not made for any legitimate
law-enforcement purpose.

Officer Hammam told COPA that he was sent back to the Police Academy after this
incident for retraining for his language and tactics used during this incident.%

60 Att. 112, G02-01(IIT)(B)(2-3), Protection of Human Rights (effective June 30, 2022, to present).

oL Att. 112, G02-01(III)(B)(4) (emphasis in the original).

2 Att. 106, pg. 36, Ins. 18 to 24.

3 Att. 2 at 4:37 to 4:39.

4 Att. 2 at 3:33.

5 Att. 106, pg. 7, In. 16, to pg. 9, In. 1, and pg. 43, In. 7, to pg. 44, In. 13; Att. 122, pg. 53, In. 1, to pg. 54, In. 5. COPA
considered bringing allegations against Officer Hammam for his simultaneous pointing of a Taser and a firearm (one
in each hand) at subjects during this incident. While these tactics were unsafe and could have had disastrous results,
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COPA finds by a preponderance of evidence that allegations 1, 2, 3, and 4 against Officer
Hammam, that he referred to [Jjjiillas 2 “fucking idiot,”® referred to JJjjills a “dumb, dumb
ass,”®” told [l Y ou’re gonna get fucked right now, watch,”%® and that he said “fuck you” to a
female bystander,%” are SUSTAINED. In making these statements, Officer Hammam violated
Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9.

c. Verbal abuse allegation against Officer Crocker

Officer Crocker told |Jjjiliito “shut the fuck up” after |Jjjjiiitold him that he could not
breathe as he sat on the ground in front of Officer Crocker shortly after Officer Crocker recovered
I fircarm and placed llin custody.’”® However, the preponderance of evidence does not
support the proposition that Officer Crocker’s intent was to disrespect or maltreat |Jjjjjijland
COPA finds this allegation NOT SUSTAINED.

When [Jllland Officer Crocker engaged in the dialogue in question, the scene was still
chaotic and other officers were arriving to assist with securing [Jjjilland controlling the
bystanders. Moments earlier, [Jjjjijhad thrown the keys to the Jeep to [Jifwho in turn threw the
keys eastward on 71% St. |Jjilifhad earlier struck Officer Hammam’s Taser with his hand and
repeatedly placed his hands in the crotch of his pants feigning that he had a weapon.”! Officer
Crocker described not being focused on his conversation with [Jjjjijand in telling |Jjjilfto “‘shut
the fuck up,” he was trying to center his attention on the bystanders who could pose a threat to the
officers and not be distracted by what [Jjjilvas saying.”?

Officer Crocker denied intending to disparage [Jililfland also denied ignoring or being
indifferent to [Jlllexpressed medical concerns.”® Having been engaged with |Jjjiliithe entire
time, Officer Crocker did not observe any signs that [Jjjjiilfwas in distress, and [JJilfwas not in
a position where positional asphyxia was a danger.

they were not specifically prohibited by CPD policy, and COPA was unable to identify any training materials that
specifically cautioned against them. The pointing of the Taser and the firearm, independently, appeared to be within
CPD policy based on the actions of the subjects and CPD’s use of force model: the subjects repeatedly disregarded
commands to back away as the officers attempted to disarm and control |Jjjilland Jllimade verbal threats and
reached into his pants in a manner that suggested he was reaching for a weapon. Therefore, COPA determined that
Officer Hammam’s unsafe tactics were appropriately addressed through training rather than discipline.

66 Att. 2 at 3:13 to 3:16.

7 Att. 2 at 3:17 to 3:20.

68 Att. 2 at 3:21 to 3:23.

% Att. 2 at 4:37 to 4:39.

70 Att. 3 at 1:50 to 3:25.

71 Att. 32 at 5:32:38 to 5:32:40.

2 Att. 122, pg. 37, Ins. 9 to 24.

3 Att. 122, pg. 38, In. 18, to pg. 39, In. 17.
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While Officer Crocker did use profanity in speaking to [Jjjjiilila preponderance of evidence
does not show that in doing so Officer Crocker was disrespecting or disparaging [ lllor
subjecting him to mistreatment. Accordingly, the allegation is NOT SUSTAINED.

d. Failing to secure USC belonging to [ IIINIEG

Unspecified Department members were accused by [JJjilifof losing $250.00 that he was
carrying on his person when he was arrested. Upon investigating [JJjjjiillallegation, COPA
determined that a single CPD member, Officer Molina, was captured in BWC footage handling an
undetermined amount of currency taken from |Jjjjjiillpcrson. The video evidence depicted Officer
Molina removing the currency from ||jjjjiillpocket, briefly discussing |JJiilficoncerns about the
currency, dropping the currency to the ground, and then lastly placing the currency on the roof of
a CPD patrol vehicle. The currency was not seen again, and the patrol vehicle eventually
transported [JJjilito the 007 District. Based on a preponderance of the evidence, COPA finds that
Officer Molina failed to secure and/or safeguard $250.00 United States Currency belonging to
I d this allegation is SUSTAINED.

Officer Molina was shown in his own BWC footage handling and discussing unknown
amount of currency,’* and he was shown in another member’s BWC footage ultimately placing
the currency atop a squad car,”® consistent with [JJilldescription of events.”® In his statement
to COPA, Officer Molina demonstrated knowledge of CPD’s procedures for handling currency
taken from arrestees, and he admitted to not following those procedures.”” He denied stealing
I nds and attributed his handling of the currency to being distracted by the chaos of the
scene and the growing intensity of the bystanders’ conduct at the scene.”® Officer Crocker
inventoried |l allet and other property,”® but he did not remember seeing any currency or
being given any currency by another officer.®

Chaos of the scene notwithstanding, Officer Molina had a duty to secure and safeguard
I operty, and he did not perform that duty.®! There were over two dozen CPD members
present at the scene, while the bystanders consisted of six people. In addition to Officer Molina
and Officer Crocker, Officer Corey Butler assisted with the custodial search of [Jjjjjiijand Officer
Molina could have delegated the handling of the currency to Officer Butler. There was also the
option of placing the loose currency inside |JJjjjilfwallet, which Officer Molina also rested atop
the squad car. Placing the currency inside the heavier wallet would have decreased the possibility

" Att. 30 at 4:42 to 4:47.

5 Att. 31 at 3:56 to 5:04.

76 Att. 104, pg. 20, Ins. 7 to 20.

77 Att. 105, pg. 21, In. 17, to pg. 22, In. 20.

78 Att. 105, pg. 31, In. 24, to pg. 32, In. 1, and pg. 35, Ins. 3 to 14.

7 Att. 67.

80 Att. 122, pg. 52, Ins. 11 to 24.

81 See generally Att. 114, S07-07-01(II1)(A-E), Inventorying Arrestees’ Personal Property (effective January 9, 2020,
to present); Att. 113, S07-01-02(IV-V), Inventorying Money (effective April 14, 2015, to present).
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that the currency could blow away or be forgotten in the officers’ haste to leave the area. Based on
preponderance of evidence, COPA finds that Officer Molina failed to secure and/or safeguard
$250.00 United States Currency belonging to |} and this allegation is SUSTAINED.
COPA also finds that Officer Molina violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10.

VI.  DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION
a. Police Officer Hammam Hammam
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History®’

Officer Hammam has been a CPD member since September 2022. Officer Hammam has
received the Problem Solving Award and 21 Honorable Mention Certificates. Officer Hammam
has no sustained complaint registers, but he has been reprimanded twice through the summary
punishment process for a June 2025 incident where he failed to make a required report and for a
July 2025 court appearance violation.

ii. Recommended Discipline

COPA has found that Officer Hammam violated Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9 by referring to |JJili
s 2 “fucking idiot,” by referring to [Jjjjiijas a “‘dumb, dumb ass,” by telling |l You're
gonna get fucked right now, watch,” and by saying “fuck you” to a bystander. In mitigation, COPA
finds that Officer Hammam had less than 2 years of experience as a police officer at the time of
this incident, that he took responsibility for his actions, that he spoke favorably of the additional
training he received after this incident, and that this incident occurred in the aftermath of a foot
pursuit, a potentially life-or-death struggle for an unsecured firearm, and an inflamed interaction
with onlookers who were apparently trying to help [ lllIn aggravation, COPA finds that Officer
Hammam’s verbal abuse was directed at members of the public and that his words had the potential
to escalate the encounter. Based on these findings and considering Officer Hammam’s
complimentary history and lack of disciplinary history for similar violations, COPA recommends
that Officer Hammam be suspended for between 1 and 10 days.

b. Police Officer Rene Molina
i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History®’

Officer Molina has been a CPD member since November 2022. Officer Molina has
received 2 Department Commendation Awards, 4 Honorable Mention Certificates, the Attendance
Recognition Award, and the 2024 Democratic Convention Service Award. Officer Molina has no
sustained complaint registers, but he has been reprimanded twice through the summary punishment

82 Atts. 116 and 117.
83 Atts. 115 and 118.
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process for a July 2024 preventable accident and for an October 2025 incident where he failed to
timely activate his BWC.

ii. Recommended Discipline

COPA has found that Officer Molina violated Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 by failing to secure
and/or safeguard $250.00 United States Currency belonging to | I mitigation, COPA
finds that Officer had less than 2 years of experience as a police officer at the time of this incident,
that Officer Molina’s misconduct was not intentional, and that he took responsibility for his
actions. In aggravation, COPA finds that the victim was a member of the public and that failure to
safeguard prisoner property tends to erode the trust between the community and the police. Based
on these findings and considering Officer Molina’s complimentary history and lack of disciplinary
history for similar violations, COPA recommends that Officer Molina be suspended for between
1 and 10 days.

Approved:

January 7, 2026

Greg Masters Date
Acting Director of Investigations
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Appendix A

Date/Time/Location of Incident:

Date/Time of COPA Notification:

Involved Member #1:

Involved Member #2:

Involved Member #3:

Involved Individual #1:

Applicable Rules

July 7,2024 /5:32 am / 7100 S Hermitage Ave., Chicago,
IL 60636

July 7,2024 / 12:41 pm

Officer Carl Crocker, Jr., Star #19234, Emp. #j} R
DOA: December 15, 2017, Unit: 007, Male, White

Officer Hammam Hammam, Star #7752, Emp. #|j}} }} )QJJR
DOA: September 30, 2022, Unit: 003/211,% Male, White

Officer Rene Molina, Star #11875, Emp. #jjjjli] DOA:
November 4, 2022, Unit: 007, Male, White Hispanic

I 2 lc, Black

accomplish its goals.

on or off duty.

X XXX X X

Applicable Policies and Laws

Rule 10: Inattention to duty.

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

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

e (03-02: De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to

present)

e (G03-02-01: Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023, to present)
e (G03-02-02: Incidents Requiring the Completion of a Tactical Response Report (effective June

28, 2023, to present)

e (G02-01: Protection of Human Rights (effective June 30, 2022, to present)
e S07-01-01: Inventorying Arrestees’ Personal Property (effective January 9, 2020, to present)
e S07-01-02: Inventorying Money (effective April 14, 2015, to present)

84 At the time of the incident under investigation, Officer Hammam was assigned to Unit 007.
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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.*> 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.”%

85 See Avery v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 216 111. 2d 100, 191 (2005) (“A proposition proved by a preponderance
of the evidence is one that has been found to be more probably true than not true.”).

8 People v. Coan, 2016 IL App (2d) 151036, § 28 (quoting Illinois Pattern Jury Instructions, Criminal, No. 4.19 (4%
ed. 2000)).
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Transparency and Publication Categories

Check all that apply:

XX XUOUOOOODOoOooooooooodoodood

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
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