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April 1, 2026 

Mr. Max A. Caproni 
Executive Director, Chicago Police Board  
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1220  
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Via Email  
RE: Request for Review, Log #2023-3217 

Dear Mr. Caproni, 

Pursuant to Municipal Code of Chicago § 2-78-130 and Chicago Police Board Rules of 
Procedure § VI, this letter constitutes COPA’s Request for Review of the non-concurrence issued 
by the Superintendent of the Chicago Police Department (“CPD”) in Log #2023-3217. 

For the reasons set forth below and in COPA’s Final Summary Report (“FSR”) dated 
January 21, 2025, there is a compelling legal and evidentiary basis to support COPA’s Sustained 
findings and disciplinary recommendations for Officers Curtis Alequin, Tyler Alexander, and 
Krisada Daorerk.1

I. BACKGROUND 

A. Relevant Factual Background2

On June 27, 2023, at approximately 5:00 pm, Officers Curtis Alequin, Tyler Alexander, 
and Krisada Daorerk were driving eastbound on Flournoy Street in an unmarked CPD vehicle in 
District 011. The officers had been briefed on an earlier shooting that day and believed one of the 
involved shooters might be in the area they were patrolling. Officer Alexander was driving; Officer 
Alequin occupied the front passenger seat; Officer Daorerk sat in the rear seat behind Officer 
Alexander. 

While driving on Flournoy, the officers observed an unknown man walking westbound 
near a known gang hangout. The man was wearing black pants, a white t-shirt, and carrying a 
white backpack. According to Officer Alexander, the man looked toward the unmarked vehicle 
and began running westbound. Officer Daorerk immediately exited the vehicle and initiated a foot 
pursuit. Officers Alequin and Alexander remained in the vehicle, made a U-turn, and drove 
eastbound, trailing Officer Daorerk. 

1 Attached hereto are CPD’s letter, the FSR, and the certificate of meeting. 
2 A more detailed factual summary can be found in the FSR. 
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As the unknown man ran westbound toward California Avenue, he crossed into traffic and 
nearly collided with a northbound pick-up truck. Officer Daorerk, approximately ten feet behind, 
also nearly struck the pick-up truck. After the truck passed, Officer Daorerk continued the pursuit, 
but the unknown man had gained a significant lead. The pursuit continued westbound on Flournoy, 
then north through an undeveloped lot, through an alley, and into the backyard of a multi-unit 
building at Street. Officer Alequin had exited the unmarked CPD vehicle and 
joined the foot pursuit at this point. 

Officer Daorerk lost sight of the unknown man in the gangway of Street. 
Officer Alequin radioed that the unknown man had entered the apartment building. Resident 

who was standing near a car in the alley, told Officer Daorerk directly that no 
one had entered her home. Nevertheless, Officer Daorerk ascended the rear staircase to the third-
floor landing and entered apartment through the back door. again told Officer 
Daorerk to leave and that no one had entered her apartment. Officer Daorerk continued to search 
the apartment before departing. The unknown man was never apprehended or identified. 

Separately, while Officers Alequin and Alexander were still in the unmarked vehicle, POD 
camera footage recorded Officer Alexander driving through a crosswalk and over a sidewalk. 
Pedestrians in the crosswalk were forced to hasten their pace or abruptly halt to avoid being struck. 

B. Disputed Findings and Recommendations

COPA sustained seven total allegations across the three officers. CPD concurs with four: 
(1) Officer Alequin’s failure to complete a Foot Pursuit Report; (2) Officer Daorerk’s entry into 

residence without justification; (3) Officer Daorerk’s search of residence 
without justification; and (4) Officer Daorerk’s failure to complete a Foot Pursuit Report. COPA 
does not seek review of those concurred findings.

The Department does not concur with three findings: (1) Officer Alequin’s foot pursuit 
without justification, for which it recommends Unfounded; (2) Officer Alexander’s failure to drive 
with due regard, for which it recommends Not Sustained; and (3) Officer Daorerk’s foot pursuit 
without justification, for which it recommends Unfounded. COPA maintains its Sustained findings 
and suspension recommendations as to all three disputed allegations.

C. Applicable Laws and Department Policies

CPD’s stated highest priority is the sanctity of human life.3 In all aspects of their conduct, 
CPD policy requires that its members act with the foremost regard for the preservation of human 
life and the safety of all persons involved.4  CPD “members are required to use de-escalation 
techniques to prevent or reduce the need for force, unless doing so would place a person or a 
Department member in immediate risk of harm, or de-escalation techniques would be clearly 
ineffective under the circumstances at the time.”5 When it is safe and reasonable to do so, members 
should make advantageous use of positioning, distance, and cover by isolating and containing a 
person, creating distance between the member and a potential threat, or utilizing barriers or cover.6

3 G03-02(II)(A), Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023 to Present). 
4 G03-02(II)(A). 
5 G03-02(III)(C). 
6 G03-02-01(III)(B)(1), Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023 to Present). 
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Members will continuously evaluate the member’s positioning, the person’s actions, and available 
force options.7

CPD policy states that members may only engage in or continue a foot pursuit if there is a 
valid law enforcement need to detain the person that members reasonably believe outweighs the 
threat to safety posed by pursuit.8 A valid law enforcement need to detain a person exists when the 
members establish reasonable articulable suspicion or probable cause to believe that (1) the person 
being pursued has committed, is committing, or is about to commit a felony, a Class A 
misdemeanor, a traffic offense that endangers the physical safety of others, or (2) the person being 
pursued is committing or is about to commit an arrestable offense that poses an obvious physical 
threat to any person.9 Officers may not engage in a foot pursuit “based solely on a person’s 
response to the presence of police, including a person’s attempt to avoid contact with a [CPD] 
member.”10

CPD policy further provides that a decision to initiate or continue a foot pursuit “must be 
continuously re-evaluated in light of the circumstances presented at the time.”11 Specifically, the 
policy indicates that officer should consider alternatives to engaging in or continuing a foot pursuit 
in certain situation that pose a “particularly high risk” to officers, bystanders, or the person being 
pursued.12 For example, CPD policy warns of circumstances where the pursued person is visibly 
armed with a firearm; where the person enters a confined space or isolated area and there are 
insufficient CPD members to provide backup and containment; or where the officer becomes 
aware of unanticipated circumstances that unreasonably increase the risk to the officers or 
civilians.13

CPD members engaging in emergency vehicle operations must activate emergency lights 
and sirens if engaged in a motor vehicle pursuit, or if in a nonpursuit, must activate emergency 
lights and activate the siren in advance of encountering any traffic obstruction or to alert others of 
the approach of the vehicle.14 The Illinois Vehicle Code states that the driver of an emergency 
vehicle is not exempt from driving with “due regard for the safety of all persons,” and any special 
provisions applicable to authorized emergency vehicles do not protect the driver from the 
consequences of reckless disregard for the safety of others.15

Finally, under COPA policy, an Unfounded finding requires clear and convincing evidence 
that an allegation is “false or not factual.” 16  This is a higher evidentiary standard than the 
preponderance standard that governs Sustained or Not Sustained findings, and is distinct from 
Exonerated, which requires clear and convincing evidence that the conduct occurred but was 
lawful and proper. 

7 G03-02-01(III)(B)(1). 
8 G03-07(IV)(B), Foot Pursuits (Effective August 29, 2022 to Present). 
9 G03-07(IV)(B)(1). 
10 G03-07(IV)(C) 
11 G03-07(IV)(B)(2). 
12 G03-07(VI). 
13 G03-07(VI)(B), (D), (E). 
14 G03-03-01, Emergency Vehicle Operations – Eluding and Pursuing (Effective August 10, 2020 to Present); G03-
03-02, Emergency Vehicle Operations – Nonpursuits (Effective April 24, 2003 to Present). 
15 625 ILCS 5/11-205(e). 
16  This is also the standard set forth in Consent Decree paragraph 467(c) and CPD General Order G08-01-
01(II)(AB)(4). 
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II. ANALYSIS 

A. The Department’s Unfounded Recommendations are Not Appropriate for 
Both Foot Pursuit Allegations 

The Superintendent’s recommendations of Unfounded as to Officer Alequin’s foot pursuit 
(Allegation 1) and Officer Daorerk’s foot pursuit (Allegation 3) are legally unavailable on this 
record, regardless of how the merits of those allegations are resolved.

An Unfounded finding requires clear and convincing evidence that the allegation is “false 
or not factual,” meaning the conduct did not occur. It is categorically distinct from an Exonerated 
finding, which requires clear and convincing evidence that the described conduct occurred but was 
lawful and proper. CPD has conflated these two legally distinct findings. In both instances, CPD 
acknowledges that the foot pursuits occurred. As to Officer Alequin, CPD argues that he “was 
justified in engaging and continuing the foot pursuit.” As to Officer Daorerk, CPD argues that 
“based on the total of the circumstances and his prior knowledge and experience,” the pursuit was 
reasonable. These are arguments in favor of exoneration—not arguments that the conduct was 
“false or not factual.” All allegations against an officer describe misconduct, so if CPD comes to 
a finding of “Unfounded” every time it does not believe an officer committed misconduct, there 
would be little reason to have an “Exonerated” classification. 

B. Officer Curtis Alequin 

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officer Alequin’s participation in the 
foot pursuit was not justified under General Order G03-07. The Superintendent argues that Officer 
Alequin observed a Draco firearm visibly pop out of the unknown man’s backpack while he was 
running, giving him a valid law enforcement need to pursue. Even crediting that account, it does 
not authorize the pursuit under the totality of the circumstances. 

First, the policy does not permit a foot pursuit to be initiated based solely on flight. When 
Officer Daorerk exited the vehicle and began the pursuit, no officer had yet articulated observing 
a weapon. Officer Alequin stated that the officers gave chase because they saw the subject clutch 
his backpack and sprint away, and later in the pursuit Officer Alequin noticed the firearm. Officer 
Daorerk never observed a firearm, and Officer Alexander stated he believed he saw a small AK 
style rifle as the subject was running past the vehicle. However, Daorerk had already jumped out 
of the vehicle and initiated the foot pursuit before the subject had run past their vehicle. The foot 
pursuit was well underway when Alequin appeared to observe any firearm. Alequin joined an 
already-initiated, unjustified pursuit, and his reasoning for engaging in the pursuit was the subject 
clutching his backpack and running from police, not the observation of the firearm. 

Second, and critically, CPD’s foot pursuit policy expressly identifies a person believed to 
be armed as one of the circumstances that increases the inherent risk of a foot pursuit and that 
officers must consider in evaluating whether to initiate or continue. The Superintendent’s non-
concurrence treats a visible firearm and flight as circumstances categorically justifying pursuit, yet 
CPD policy treats it as a factor that weighs against pursuit. A fleeing, potentially armed subject 
poses heightened risk to the pursuing officer, to bystanders in the path of flight, and to the 
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community. This is precisely why CPD policy requires that the law enforcement need must 
reasonably outweigh the threat to safety posed by a pursuit. An armed suspect increases that threat; 
it does not neutralize it. There was no evidence that the individual in question was an active shooter 
or posed an immediate threat to others that outweighed the risk of pursuit. 

Third, the near-collision with the pick-up truck on California Avenue at the outset of the 
pursuit evidences the heightened-risk inherent to the environment of the pursuit, which should 
have led the officers to consider alternatives to engaging in a foot pursuit. There is no evidence 
that any officer stopped to reassess after this near-collision and before Alequin joined on foot. The 
policy obligation to reassess does not disappear because a pursuit is already ongoing. 

For these reasons, the preponderance of the evidence supports the Sustained finding as to 
Officer Alequin. The Superintendent has not demonstrated that COPA’s findings are unreasonable, 
and an Unfounded finding, which requires clear and convincing evidence the conduct was not 
factual, is not appropriate. 

C. Officer Tyler Alexander 

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officer Alexander failed to drive with 
due regard for the safety of all persons. The Superintendent’s non-concurrence misidentifies the 
primary basis for this finding and applies an incorrect legal standard. 

The Superintendent argues that “the video clearly shows Officer Alexander avoiding the 
pedestrians” and that the allegation was not proven. This misstates both the evidence and the 
standard. Driving with “due regard for the safety of all persons” is not satisfied merely because a 
collision was ultimately avoided. The statutory standard under 625 ILCS 5/11-205(e) is whether 
the driver operated the vehicle with due care for the safety of all persons, and expressly states that 
emergency vehicle privileges do not protect a driver from the consequences of reckless disregard. 
POD footage at timestamps 5:03:53 to 5:03:58 and 5:04:35 to 5:04:40 shows Officer Alexander’s 
vehicle driving through a crosswalk and over a sidewalk, causing pedestrians to hasten their pace 
and abruptly halt to avoid being struck. The pedestrians’ evasive reactions are the evidence of the 
violation. The fact that they succeeded in getting out of the way does not mean due regard was 
exercised; it means they were fortunate. Officer Alexander himself told COPA that he is 
“particularly concerned with pedestrian safety” while operating a CPD vehicle in emergency 
situations. The footage demonstrates that his actual conduct fell below the standard he articulated 
for himself. 

The Superintendent argues that COPA acknowledges it cannot definitively establish 
whether lights and sirens were activated, and that no separate allegation was served for failure to 
activate emergency equipment. This argument mischaracterizes the role of the lights-and-sirens 
evidence in COPA’s analysis. COPA served one allegation: failure to drive with due regard. 
Whether Officer Alexander activated his emergency equipment is relevant evidence bearing on 
that allegation, not a separate charged violation. An emergency vehicle operating without lights 
and sirens provides pedestrians with no warning of its approach, which directly informs whether 
the driver is exercising due regard for their safety. The POD footage’s apparent failure to show 
activated lights, combined with Officer Alexander’s inability to recall whether he had activated 
them, is probative evidence as to whether he acted with due regard. It need not be charged as a 
standalone violation to be considered. COPA’s Sustained finding is independently and sufficiently 
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supported by the pedestrian-evasion footage alone. The Board need not resolve the question of 
emergency lights or sirens to sustain this allegation. COPA’s Sustained finding should be upheld. 

D. Officer Krisada Daorerk 

COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that Officer Daorerk’s initiation of the 
foot pursuit lacked sufficient justification. Officer Daorerk was the first officer to exit the vehicle 
and initiate the pursuit. At the moment of initiation, the only apparent basis was that the unknown 
subject began running upon observing the officers—a basis that CPD’s foot pursuit policy 
explicitly prohibits as the sole grounds for initiating a foot pursuit. 

The Superintendent argues that Officer Daorerk relied on “the total of the circumstances 
and his prior knowledge and experience” to suspect the unknown man had a firearm. Daorerk’s 
statement to COPA indicated that the subject was running in their direction and the officers 
pursued him because he refused to stop and that the block was known for high crime activity. 
Daorerk’s justification does not satisfy the specific Reasonable Articulable Suspicion or Probable 
Cause standard required by the CPD foot pursuit policy to justify pursuit. Daorerk did not observe 
a firearm when he initiated the pursuit, nor is the existence of a firearm evidence of unauthorized 
ownership. 

Even if the initiation were defensible, Officer Daorerk had an independent obligation to 
reassess and consider alternatives to the pursuit after the near-collision with the northbound pick-
up truck on California Avenue. CPD policy requires officers to consider alternatives to engaging 
in a foot pursuit in circumstances that create a heightened risk for CPD members, members of the 
public, and the subject. An officer and a fleeing suspect nearly being struck by a moving vehicle 
at the outset of a foot pursuit is a paradigmatic heightened-risk circumstance. 

The CPD foot pursuit policy separately identifies additional risk-escalating circumstances 
that arose during this pursuit and that required ongoing reassessment: the officers became 
separated during the pursuit; Officer Daorerk ultimately lost sight of the unknown man entirely in 
the gangway; and the unknown man was believed to be armed. Each of these circumstances, 
individually and collectively, required Officer Daorerk to consider whether continuation was 
appropriate. The record contains no evidence of such reassessment. Instead, Officer Daorerk 
continued the pursuit and ultimately entered a private residence without probable cause to believe 
the unknown man was inside. 

The Department’s recommendation of Unfounded is, as noted above, inappropriate. The 
preponderance of the evidence supports COPA’s Sustained finding, and the Board should uphold 
it. 

III. CONCLUSION  

For these reasons, COPA maintains that the Superintendent has failed to meet his 
affirmative burden of showing COPA’s recommendations in this case are unreasonable. 
Accordingly, COPA respectfully requests that the Chicago Police Board reject the 
Superintendent’s partial non-concurrence and adopt COPA’s Sustained findings and disciplinary 
recommendations.
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Respectfully, 

Lakenya White 
Chief Administrator 
Civilian Office of Police Accountability 


