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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT1 

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

On July 21, 2023, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) generated a 

complaint reporting alleged misconduct by members of the Chicago Police Department (CPD) in 

District 011. alleged that on June 27, 2024, Officer Krisada Daorerk entered and 

searched her residence without justification.2 Upon review of the evidence, COPA served 

additional allegations that Officers Daorerk and Officer Curtis Alequin engaged in an unjustified 

foot pursuit and failed to complete a Foot/Bicycle Pursuit Report. In addition, COPA served 

Officer Tyler Alexander an allegation for failing to drive with due regard for the safety of all 

persons. Following its investigation, COPA reached Sustained findings regarding the allegations 

related to entering and searching of residence, engaging in a foot pursuit, failure to 

complete a Foot/Bicycle Pursuit Report, and failure to drive without due regard for all persons.  

 

II.  SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE3 

 

On June 27, 2023, Officers Curtis Alequin, Tyler Alexander, and Krisada Daorerk were 

driving eastbound on Flournoy Street in an unmarked, CPD vehicle.4 Officer Alexander was 

driving whereas Officer Alequin occupied the front, passenger seat and Officer Daorerk occupied 

the rear seat behind Officer Alexander.5 The officers were on routine patrol; however, Officer 

Alequin explained that there was a shooting earlier that day and the officers believed one of the 

shooters involved in the incident would be in the vicinity they were patrolling.6 Officer Alequin 

went on to explain that he, Officer Alexander, and Officer Daorerk watched POD footage of the 

shooters with detectives before leaving the district.7 While driving on Flournoy Street, the officers 

observed an unknown man in the vicinity of a known gang hangout and walking westbound on 

Flournoy Avenue.8 The unknown man was wearing black pants, a white t-shirt, and a white 

backpack.9 According to Officer Alexander, the unknown man looked in the direction of the 

 
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 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. 
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: POD video; body worn camera; and involved party interviews. 
4 Att. 12 at 5:03:40 to 5:03:45. 
5 Att. 8, 10, and 11. 
6 Att. 19, pg. 11, lns. 11 to 14.  
7 Att. 19, pg. 11, lns. 9 to 14 and pg. 12, ln. 16 to pg. 13, ln. 8.   
8 Att. 22, pg. 9, lns. 3 to 9. 
9 Att. 12 at 5:03:50 to 5:03:55. 
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officers and started running westbound on Flournoy Street.10 As the unknown man ran towards the 

unmarked vehicle, Officer Daorerk exited the vehicle and engaged the unknown man in a foot 

pursuit.11 Officers Alequin and Alexander remained in the unmarked, CPD vehicle, made a u-turn 

and drove eastbound on Flournoy, trailing Officer Daorerk.12 The unknown man continued to run 

westbound towards California Avenue.13 He then crossed California Avenue and ran into traffic 

nearly colliding with a moving pick-up truck driving northbound on California Avenue.14 Officer 

Daorerk followed the unknown man, approximately ten feet behind, and almost ran into the 

passenger side of the pick-up truck.15 After allowing the pick-up truck to pass so he could cross 

the street safely, Officer Daorerk continued to pursue the unknown man.16 At that point, the 

unknown man gained a significant lead on Officer Daorerk.17  

 

The unknown man and Officer Daorerk crossed California Avenue and continued running 

westbound on Flournoy Avenue.18 Officer Daorerk followed the unknown man as he turned right, 

running northbound through an undeveloped, residential lot.19 At that point, Officer Daorerk 

activated his body worn camera (BWC) and continued to pursue the unknown man. The unknown 

man continued to the alley, turned left, and ran northbound before turning left again into the 

backyard of a building, approximately three residential lots west of the undeveloped lot.20 As 

Officer Daorerk followed the unknown man, Officer Alequin joined in the foot pursuit.21 Both 

Officers Daorerk and Alequin pursued the unknown man as he passed through the residential lot, 

running southbound towards Flournoy Street.22 At this point in the pursuit, Officer Daorerk was 

approximately twenty feet behind the unknown man, whereas Officer Alequin was approximately 

twenty feet behind Officer Daorerk.23 The unknown man emerged from the residential lot, crossed 

the street, and proceeded towards Street ( 24 He then ran southbound 

through the front gate of made a slight right turn, and proceeded through the gangway 

towards the back of the  building.25 

 

Officer Daorerk followed the unknown man and ran past the gate at the front of  

whereas Officer Alequin proceeded east on Flournoy, ran through an undeveloped lot, and made 

 
10 Att. 23, pg. 9, lns. 8 to 9. 
11 Att. 8 at 1:45. 
12 Att. 12 at 5:03:52 to 5:03:59. 
13 Att. 8 at 1:48 to 1:55. 
14 Att. 12 at 5:03:50 to 5:03:56. 
15 Att. 12 at 5:03:51 to 5:03:53. 
16 Att. 12 at 5:03:51 to 5:03:55. 
17 Att. 12 at 5:03:53 to 5:03:56. 
18 Att. 8 at 1:50. 
19 Att. 8 at 1:58 to 2:05. 
20 Att. 8 at 2:05 to 2:18. 
21 Att. 10. 
22 Att. 8 at 2:10 and Att. 10 at 0:03. 
23 Att. 8 at 2:20 and Att. 10 at 0:03. 
24 Att. 8 at 2:22 to 2:28. 
25 Att. 8 at 2:28. 
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his way to the alley between Flournoy and Lexington Streets.26 By the time Officer Daorerk ran 

through the gangway of and was in the backyard of the residence, the unknown man was no 

longer visible on Officer Daorerk’s BWC and Officer Daorerk stated he did not see where the 

unknown man went but heard steps on the stairs.27 Officer Daorerk ascended the rear staircase of 

the residence.28 At the first landing, he paused briefly and looked over the railing into the 

neighboring yard.29 Upon viewing an empty yard, Officer Daorerk proceed up the stairs to the 

second landing.30  

 

While Officer Daorerk was on the second floor landing, Officer Alequin made his way 

through the alley, to the rear of the building.31 Officer Alequin yelled to Officer Daorerk and said 

the unknown man was upstairs.32 At that time, two women and a child were standing next to a car 

that was parked in the rear lot of  Officer Daorerk proceeded up the stairway towards the 

third floor.34 Along the way, Officer Daorerk passed by a dog that was tethered to the railing 

between the second and third floor landing of the rear porches.35 At that point,  

told Officer Daorerk that nobody ran into her home.36 On the third floor porch, Officer Daorerk 

encountered a juvenile who was standing near the rear entrance to the residence.37 Officer Daorerk 

entered the residence through the back door and encountered another juvenile.38 As he walked into 

the residence, Officer Daorerk asked the juvenile if anyone ran inside as he proceeded to search 

for the unknown man he was pursuing.39 While searching, entered the residence through 

the back door, told Officer Daorerk to get out of the residence, and stated that no one entered the 

residence.40 Before leaving the residence, Officer Daorerk continued searching the apartment.41 

Officers Daorerk, Alexander, and Alequin, along with several assisting CPD members continued 

to monitor the exterior of and to talk to about searching her residence before leaving 

the scene.42 The unknown man was not apprehended nor identified. 

 

 

 

 

 
26 Att. 8 at 2:30 and Att. 10 at 0:20. 
27 At. 8 at 2:30 to 2:45. 
28 At. 8 at 2:40 to 3:07. 
29 Att. 8 at 2:44. 
30 Att. 8 at 2:46. 
31 Att. 10 at 0:30 to 0:42. 
32 Att. 10 at 0:43. 
33 Att. 10 at 0:42. 
34 At. 8 at 2:40 to 3:07. 
35 Att.8 at 2:55 to 3:02. 
36 Att. 8 at 2:52. 
37 Att. 8 at 3:00. 
38 Att. 8 at 3:18. 
39 Att. 8 at 3:18 to 3:30. 
40 Att. 8 at 3:42 to 3:56. 
41 Att. 8 at 3:56 to 4:15. 
42 Att. 8, 9, 10, 11, and 48, for example.  
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III. ALLEGATIONS 

 

Officer Curtis Alequin: 

1. Engaged in and/or continued a foot pursuit of an unknown man without justification.  

- Sustained, in violation of CPD Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10 

 

2. Failure to complete a Foot/Bicycle Pursuit Report (CPD-11.990) in violation of General 

Order 03-07. 

- Sustained, in violation of CPD Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10. 

 

Officer Tyler Alexander: 

1. Failure to drive with due regard for the safety of all persons.  

- Sustained, in violation of CPD Rules 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10. 

 

Officer Krisada Daorerk: 

1. Entered the residence of without justification. 

- Sustained, in violation of CPD Rules 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10. 

 

2. Searched the residence of without justification. 

- Sustained, in violation of CPD Rules 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10. 

 

3. Engaged in and/or continued a foot pursuit of an unknown man without justification.  

- Sustained, in violation of CPD Rules 2, 3, 5, 6, and 10. 

 

4. Failure to complete a Foot/Bicycle Pursuit Report (CPD-11.990) in violation of General 

Order 03-07. 

- Sustained, in violation of CPD 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 accurately recall the event from 

memory. In this case, COPA finds there is sufficient evidence to question the reliability of the 

officers’ statements. Although the officers seemingly provided a truthful account of the incident, 

they all had varying levels of difficulty recalling specific facts. For example, Officers Alequin and 

Daorerk did not remember if they had completed a foot pursuit report for this incident.43 It is 

reasonable to believe that the officers’ ability to recall details of the incident would be 

compromised given the volume of encounters they experience in a day. However, it is also 

reasonable to conclude that the officers’ failure to memorialize the facts of the incident in a report 

contributed to their compromised recollection of the incident. In contrast to the officers’ spotty 

 
43 Att. 16, pg. 33, lns. 11 to 24 and Att. 19, pg. 19, lns. 9 to 16. 
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recollection of the incident, provided a relatively detailed account of the portion of the 

incident she witnessed. In fact, when asked to describe the clothing of the officer of who entered 

her apartment, she provided an accurate description of her attire.44 Therefore, COPA finds that 

account of the incident is more reliable than the officers’ recollection of the incident. 

 

V. ANALYSIS45 

 

a. Entered and Searched the Residence of without 

Justification 

 

COPA finds that the allegations made against Officer Daorerk regarding entering and 

searching the residence of without justification are Sustained. The Fourth 

Amendment prohibits warrantless searches of a home, with limited exceptions, including exigent 

circumstances. Exigent circumstances exist when “it [is] reasonable for officers on the scene to 

believe, in light of the circumstances they face[], that there [is] a compelling need to act and no 

time to obtain a warrant.”46 Specifically, the hot pursuit doctrine provides that police may pursue 

a fleeing suspect into a home without a warrant when they have probable cause to make an arrest 

and when that arrest was already in motion in a public place. For example, if a felony has just 

occurred and an officer has chased a suspect to a private residence, the officer can forcefully enter 

the residence to prevent imminent injury, the destruction of evidence, or the suspect’s escape.47 

Additionally, courts have held that an investigatory stop may not be thwarted by fleeing to a private 

dwelling, and that in those circumstances police are allowed to make warrantless entry into such 

dwelling.48 However, “the presence of exigent circumstances does not authorize indiscriminate 

entry into any residence in a multi-unit apartment building. Law enforcement must also have 

‘probable cause that the occupant is the suspect.’”49 

 

In this case, Officer Daorerk lost sight of the unknown man while he pursued him through 

the gangway of  Officer Daorerk told COPA that he decided to enter the third floor 

apartment to ensure the safety of the community and the child standing on the third floor landing.51 

He also acknowledged that he did not see the unknown man enter the apartment, but that he was 

told that he entered.52 Indeed, Officer Alequin did tell Officer Daorerk that the unknown man 

entered the apartment; however, also told Officer Daorerk that no one entered her 

apartment.53 Officer Alequin indicated to COPA that he did not have a clear view of the unknown 

 
44 Att. 14, pg. 10, lns. 12 to 21.  
45 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B. 
46 United States v. Williams, 79 F. Supp. 3d 888, 894 (S.D. Ill. 2015) 
47 United States v. Santana, 427 U.S. 38 (1976), which held in part, “by retreating into a private place, Santana could 

not defeat an otherwise proper arrest that had been set in motion in a public place.” 
48 People v. Rivera, 233 Ill. App. 3d 69, 76, 598 N.E.2d 423, 427 (2nd Dist. 1992) 
49 Dupree v. Village of Bellwood, No. 18-CV-08304, 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 123738, at *11 (N.D. Ill. July 13, 2022) 

quoting Mason v. Godinez, 47 F.3d 852, 855 (7th Cir. 1995). Internal citations omitted. 
50 Att. 8 at 2:30 to 2:40.  
51 Att. 16, pg. 23, lns. 12 to 24.  
52 Att. 16, pg. 25, lns. 4 to 10.  
53 Att. 10 at 0:40 to 0:45 and Att. 14, pg. 5, ln. 4 to pg. 7, ln. 20. 



Log # 2023-0003217 

 

 

Page 6 of 12 
 

 

man enter the apartment. Rather, he only saw a leg with black pants enter the apartment.54 Also, 

Officer Alequin told COPA that two juveniles were on the third floor landing when he caught a 

glimpse of the leg enter the door.55 Yet, Officer Daorerk’s BWC clearly shows only one juvenile 

on the landing along with Officer Daorerk at the point where Officer Alequin is no longer running 

and has a clear view of the scene.56 In addition, Officer Alequin’s BWC shows Officer Daorerk 

standing on the second floor landing, about to ascend stairs to the third floor landing at the time he 

yells to Officer Daorerk.57 In light of the foregoing, Officer Daorerk lacked probable cause to 

believe the unknown man entered the specific dwelling in question, as would have been required 

by law for warrantless entry to search for an occupant.  Therefore, given the available evidence 

and the unreliable statements provided by the officers, COPA finds the allegation is Sustained. 

 

b. Engaged in and/or continued a foot pursuit of an unknown man without 

justification. 

 

COPA finds that the allegation made against Officers Alequin and Daorerk regarding 

engaging in and/or continuing a foot pursuit of an unknown man without justification is Sustained. 

The safety of all persons involved, CPD Members as well as civilians, is the primary concern when 

determining whether a foot pursuit should be initiated or continued.58 In this case, the unknown 

man and Officer Daorerk were nearly struck by a vehicle at the onset of the foot pursuit.59 CPD 

policy states, “Department members should consider alternatives to engaging in a foot pursuit in 

circumstances that create a heightened risk for Department members, members of the public, and 

the subject.”60 The heightened risk posed by running into moving traffic warranted an evaluation 

of the circumstances and decision to initiate and/or continue a foot pursuit. It appears objectively 

unreasonable to initiate and/or continue a foot pursuit that posed a heightened, physical risk to 

both the pursuing officer and subject in this case. Additionally, it is incumbent upon the involved 

officers to consider the totality of the circumstances.61   

 

In this case, the involved officers claimed the unknown man likely had a firearm in his 

backpack. For example, Officer Alexander explained to COPA that he saw a piece of wood bounce 

up and down from the unknown man’s open backpack as he ran past the officers’ unmarked 

vehicle.62 He further explained and provided justification for why he suspected the wooden piece 

might be a rifle.63 However, Officer Daorerk’s BWC shows the unknown man is still several yards 

in front of the officers’ unmarked vehicle when he exits.64 Therefore, there is a discrepancy 

 
54 Att. 19, pg. 17, lns. 7 
55 Att. 19, pg. 17, lns. 8 to 16. 
56 Att. 8 at 3:07 and Att. 10 at 0:55.  
57 Att. 8 at 0:42. 
58 Att. 6, G03-07 (V)(A)(1). 
59 Att. 12 at 5:03:50 to 5:03:55 and Att. 8 at 1:45 to 1:55. 
60 Att. 6, G03-07 (III)(C).  
61 Att. 6, G03-07 (IV)(A) 
62 Att. 22, pg. 11, lns. 12 to 21.  
63 Att. 22, pg. 11, lns. 12 to 21 
64 Att. 8 at 1:45.  
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between the time Officer Alexander said he suspected the unknown man was armed and the time 

Officer Daorerk initiated the foot pursuit.  CPD policy states that , “a valid law enforcement need 

exists when Department members establish [reasonable articulable suspicion] or probable cause to 

believe” the person pursued “has committed, is committing, or about to commit a Felony, a Class 

A misdemeanor” or the person pursued “is committing or is about to commit an arrestable 

offense.”65 If Officer Alexander did not see the object pop out of the unknown man’s backpack 

until he passed the marked vehicle, it is objectively reasonable to believe that the officers did not 

have a sufficient law enforcement to need to engage in a foot pursuit of the unknown man. CPD 

policy further states that “Department members may not engage in a foot pursuit based on a 

person’s response to the presence of police, including a person’s attempt to avoid contact with a 

Department member,” this would include running away.66 Prior to suspecting the unknown man 

had a gun, the officers only rationale for engaging in a foot pursuit was based on the unknown man 

running and failing to respond to officers’ commands.67 Therefore, given the heighted risks posed 

at the initiation of the foot pursuit, COPA finds that the allegation is Sustained.  

 

c. Failure to complete a Foot/Bicycle Pursuit Report. 

 

COPA finds that the allegation made against Officer Alequin and Daorerk regarding failing 

to complete a foot/bicycle pursuit report is Sustained. CPD policy states that any CPD Member 

who engages in a foot pursuit regardless, if initiating or assisting, is responsible for documenting 

the pursuit in a Foot Pursuit Report (FPR) upon conclusion of the incident.68 When COPA asked 

if a FPR was completed, both Officers Daorerk and Alequin could not recall if this incident was 

documented in a report.69 COPA requested a FPR from CPD; however, CPD could not locate a 

FPR for this incident.70 Therefore, neither Officer Alequin nor Officer Daorerk completed a FPR 

for this incident. Since the officers failed to memorialize this incident in a report, COPA finds the 

allegation is Sustained. 

 

d. Driving without Due Regard for all Persons. 

 

COPA finds that the allegation made against Officer Alexander regarding driving without 

due regard for the safety of all persons is Sustained.71 According to Illinois State Law, the driver 

 
65 Att. 6, G03-07 (IV)(B)(1) 
66 Att. 6, G03-07 (IV)(B)(1) 
67 There were also several factors in this case that argued against continuing to engage in the foot pursuit. CPD policy 

identifies several circumstances that increase the inherent risk of a foot pursuit, for both officers and members of the 

public. Those circumstances include when officers become separated during a foot pursuit and when the location of 

the person being pursued is no longer known. G03-07(VII). The officers’ belief that the unknown man was armed is 

another factor weighing against the initiation and continuation of a foot pursuit. Id. 
68 Att. 6, G03-07 (XIV)(A). 
69 Att. 16, pg. 33, lns. 18 to 24 and Att. 19, pg. 19, lns. 9 to 16. 
70 Att. 49 and see Note CO-1380522 in CMS. 
71 In addition to the allegation served on Officer Alexander, COPA recommends that CPD considers retraining Officers 

Alequin and Alexander on safe and emergency use of Department vehicles. Both officers were in violation of CPD 

Rule 1, violation of any law or ordinance, when they failed to secure their seatbelts while on routine patrol. Please see 
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of an emergency vehicle is not exempt from driving with “due regard for the safety of all persons, 

nor do such provisions protect the driver from the consequences of his reckless disregard for the 

safety of others.”72 In fact, in his statement to COPA, Officer Alexander indicated that he is 

particularly concerned with pedestrian safety while operating a CPD vehicle in emergency 

situations.73 That being said, POD camera footage shows Officer Alexander drive through a 

crosswalk and over a sidewalk with little regard for pedestrians, causing pedestrians to hasten their 

pace and/or abruptly halt to avoid getting struck by Officer Alexander’s vehicle.74  Furthermore, 

CPD policy requires the activation of lights and sirens when engaging in emergency operation of 

CPD vehicles.75 Officer Alexander could not recall in his statement with COPA if he had activated 

his lights and sirens prior to initiating the emergency operation of his CPD unmarked vehicle.76  

That said, it appears in POD footage that Officer Alexander indeed failed to activate his lights and 

sirens.77 Therefore, based on the evidence collected in this investigation, COPA finds the 

allegation is Sustained. 

 

 

VI. DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION 

 

a. Officer Curtis Alequin 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History78 

 

Officer Curtis Alequin has received 137 total complimentary awards, including 127 

honorable mentions, five Department commendations, and a unit meritorious performance award. 

He has one sustained case against him for a 2020 operations/personnel violation that resulted in a 

violation noted.  

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has considered Officer Alequin’s complimentary history and disciplinary history. 

Here, COPA has found that Officer Alequin violated policy by engaging in and/or continuing a 

foot pursuit without justification and failing to complete the proper report. COPA has considered 

the totality of the circumstances and recommends a suspension up to 30 days and training.  

 

b. Officer Tyler Alexander 

 

 
Att. 8 at 0:00 to 1:45. It is clearly visible in Officer Daorerk’s BWC that both Officers Alequin and Alexander have 

violated state law requiring all drivers and passengers over age 8 wear a seatbelt (625 ILCS 5/12-603.1)(a). 
72 625 ILCS 5/11-205(e). 
73 Att. 22, pg. 14, ln. 21 to pg. 15, pg. 10.  
74 Att. 12 at 5:03:53 to 5:03:58 and at 5:04:35 to 5:04:40 
75 Att. 52, G03-05-02 (III)(A)(1 and 2) 
76 Att. 22, pg. 12, ln. 24 to pg. 13, ln. 2.  
77 Att. 12 at 5:03:54 to 5:04:45. 
78 Atts. 53, 54, and 55. 
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i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History79 

 

Officer Tyler Alexander has received 88 total complimentary awards, including 81 

honorable mentions, four Department commendations, and a unit meritorious performance award. 

He has five SPARs for incidents in 2024 that resulted in three reprimands and two one-day 

suspensions. He does not have a record of finalized sustained cases. 

  

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has considered Officer Alexander’s complimentary history and disciplinary history. 

Officer Alexander violated Department policy when he operated a Department vehicle without due 

regard for the safety of others. COPA has considered the totality of the circumstances here and 

recommends a suspension of up to 30 days.  

 

c. Officer Krisada Daorerk 

 

i. Complimentary and Disciplinary History80 

 

Officer Krisada Daorerk has received 55 total complimentary awards, including 48 

honorable mentions, two Department commendations, and a unit meritorious performance award. 

He has four SPARs for incidents in 2024 that resulted in two reprimands and two one-day 

suspensions. He does not have a record of finalized sustained cases. 

  

ii. Recommended Discipline 

 

COPA has considered Officer Daorerk’s complimentary and disciplinary history. Officer 

Daorerk violated Department policy by entering and searching residence without 

justification, engaging in and/or continuing a foot pursuit without justification, and failing to 

complete the proper report. COPA recommends a suspension up to 30 days and training.  

 

 

Approved: 

__ __________________________________ 

Sharday Jackson  

Deputy Chief Administrator – Chief Investigator 

 

 

Date 

  

 
79 Atts. 53, 54, and 55. 
80 Atts. 53, 54, and 55.. 

January 21, 2025
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Appendix A 

 

Case Details 

 

 

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. 

 Rule 14: Making a false report, written or oral. 

 Rule 38: Unlawful or unnecessary use or display of a weapon. 
 

Applicable Policies and Laws          

• General Order 03-05-02: Emergency Vehicle Operations 

• General Order 03-07: Foot Pursuits (effective August 29, 2022 to present) 

• 625 ILCS 5/12-603.1 

• U.S. Const. amend. IV. 

  

Date/Time/Location of Incident: June 27, 2023 / 5:00 pm /  

Date/Time of COPA Notification: July 21, 2023 / 9:20 am 

Involved Member #1: Curtis Alequin, star #: 10028, employee ID#:  Date 

of Appointment: May 16, 2017, Unit of Assignment: 011 / 

Detailed to: 640, Man, Hispanic White 

 

Involved Member #2: 

 

 

 

Involved Member #3: 

 

 

Tyler Alexander, star#: 17587, employee ID#:  

Date of Appointment: August 16, 2019, Unit of 

Assignment: 011, Man, White 

 

Krisada Daorerk, star #: 16422, employee ID#:  

Date of Appointment: November 27, 2018, Unit of 

Assignment: 011, Man, Asian Pacific Islander 

 

Involved Individual #1: Female, Black 
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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.81 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.”82 

 

  

 
81 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). 
82 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  


