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Log # 2024-0007275

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT!
I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On September 19, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received an
Initiation Report from Chicago Police Department (CPD) Lieutenant (Lt.) Terrence Collins, who
reported potential misconduct by Lt. Martin Chatys.? Lt. Collins reported that on August 28, 2024,
Lt. Chatys was involved in a use of deadly force incident when he applied a chokehold® to an
arrestee’s neck.* Lt. Collins submitted the Initiation Report after he reviewed the body worn
camera (BWC) video related to Lt. Chatys’s Tactical Response Report (TRR). Based on Lt.
Collins’s complaint and a preliminary review of the available evidence, COPA served the
following two allegations: Allegation #1, that Lt. Chatys conducted a take-down of |
I (B il applying pressure above his shoulders without justification,
and Allegation #2, that Lt. Chatys restrained [ lilillllabove his shoulders without justification.’
Following its investigation, COPA reached not sustained findings for both allegations.

IL. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE®

On August 28, 2024, at approximately 9:40 pm, at the corner of State Street and Randolph
Street, a Police Observation Device (POD) camera captured | llattempting to physically
pull a female away from the corner.” The female resisted and pulled away from | liShortly
afterward, the situation escalated into a prolonged physical altercation on a crowded sidewalk in
front of a Walgreens entrance. During the struggle, the female either fell or was pushed to the
ground, and | as captured on video standing over her.® Lt. Chatys, who was on routine
patrol in the 1% District, observed the altercation and stopped and exited his CPD vehicle.

! 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, Initiation Report. Note: During the pendency of this investigation, Lt. Chatys was promoted from sergeant to
lieutenant. COPA will refer to him by his current title throughout this investigation.

3 CPD policy prohibits the application of a chokehold, carotid artery restraint, or other applications of direct pressure
on an airway with the sole exception being a last resort necessary to protect against the imminent threat of great bodily
harm or to the life of another. Att. 142, General Order G03-02(IV)(D)(2) and (3), De-escalation, Response to
Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023 to present); see also, 720 ILCS 5/7-5.5.

4 One or more of these allegations fall within COPA’s jurisdiction pursuant to Chicago Municipal Code § 2-78-120.
Therefore, COPA determined it would be the primary investigative agency in this matter.

S Att. 51,

¢ 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 and BWC footage, CPD reports, and an officer statement.
The subject of the incident, || G cUscd to cooperate. See fn. 44.

7 Att. 5 at 9:44:02.

8 Att. 5 at 9:46:44 to 9:49:17.
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POD camera footage captured | v alking past Lt. Chatys, who was positioned at
the corner, before continuing down the block toward 155 N. State Street, where he engaged in
multiple confrontations with a group of civilians.” | Blllappeared visibly agitated, directing
his attention toward onlookers and passing pedestrians. At one point, he slapped his hands together
near a passerby’s face.!® At this point, Lt. Chatys approached and spoke to a member of the
group.'! @ then turned and moved directly toward the lieutenant.!? Lt. Chatys responded
by placing an open palm on |l shoulder in an apparent effort to redirect him."* | N
immediately turned to face and confront Lt. Chatys.'* The video then captured the original female
and another citizen stepping between them in what appeared to be an attempt to calm ||l
and guide him away.'” | BBllhowever, shoved both individuals aside and advanced on Lt.
Chatys.'® He then confronted Lt. Chatys at close range, within approximately one foot, prompting
Lt. Chatys to perform an emergency takedown. The POD footage captured Lt. Chatys place his
open right hand on || uvpper chest/collar bone area and push | llloft balance to
complete a take-down.!” A ground struggle ensued between the two until assisting officers arrived
and secured |Jin handcuffs.'® The position of the POD camera did not allow for a detailed
view of Lt. Chatys’s hand placements during the ground struggle.

Lt. Chatys’s BWC video footage captured the end of the incident involving | land
the female. Lt. Chatys, working alone, exited his vehicle and kept the individuals under
surveillance while calling for assistance. Lt. Chatys eventually approached the group of individuals
that were being confronted by | llWhile Lt. Chatys spoke to one member of the group,
I o5t bumped into the lieutenant, who used his hand to direct | lllllavay."® The
audio then captured | litc!ling Lt. Chatys, words to the effect that he was going to be a
victim.?°

Lt. Chatys’s BWC footage also provided a clear view of his interaction with ||
during the initial takedown and the subsequent struggle on the ground than the POD footage.
During the initial takedown, the BWC video showed that contact between Lt. Chatys’s hand and
I C 2 vicle arca lasted less than half a second.?! The video did not depict contact with
I hroat, windpipe, or arteries in a manner that would suggest an attempt to restrict
breathing or blood flow. However, the BWC video and still frames captured two additional brief

O Att. 5, at 9:51:31 to 9:52:16.

10 Att. 5, at 9:51:31 to 9:52:25, Att. 6, at 21:52:21 to 21:52:24.

1T Att. 5, at 9:52:14.

12 Att. 5, at 9:52:25.

13 Att. 5, at 9:52:26.

14 Att. 5, at 9:52:27.

15 Att. 5, at 9:52:36 t0 9:52:46

16 Aftt. 5, at 9:52:46 to 9:52:50.

17 Att. 5, at 9:52:50. See screen shots of hand placement. Att. 52.

18 Att. 2. The Arrest Report and the Tactical Response Report (TRR) reflect that [ lllllwas charged with numerous
misdemeanor offenses and appeared to be under the influence of alcohol. Additionally, the reports documented that
the I ad no visible or reported injuries.

19 Att. 6 at 21:52:25.

20 Att. 6 at 21:52:40 to 21:52:43.

2L Att. 6 at 21:52:50.
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instances, seconds apart, where Lt. Chatys’s hand or thumb appears to have made contact with

I

In the first incident, Lt. Chatys placed the palm and fingers of his right hand on the side of
I 2 and face, with his thumb positioned under the || 2w .> Still frames from
the BWC footage indicate that this contact lasted less than three seconds.?’ In the second incident,
the video and still frames captured | illactively struggling and attempting to pull his hands
away from Lt. Chatys. Lt. Chatys’s left hand made contact with the front of the || | j lchest
and neck area as he attempted to control || lland turn him over. This contact lasted
approximately one half of a second.?*

During the two incidents described above, neither the still frames nor the BWC video/audio
captured any indication that [|jjjjjilllcxperienced restricted airway, breathing, or carotid blood
flow. did not make any verbal statements or exhibit behaviors suggesting difficulty
breathing or symptoms consistent with reduced blood flow. Additionally, the video footage did
not capture Lt. Chatys applying direct pressure to, or squeezing, || Bl indpipe, throat, or
carotid arteries.

Before providing his statement to COPA, Lt. Chatys was allowed to review both the POD
video and his BWC footage. Lt. Chatys stated that on the date of the incident, he was working
alone as a tactical sergeant. He was dressed in plain clothes, with a police vest bearing his badge,
and was operating an unmarked police vehicle. While on patrol, Lt. Chatys reported that he
observed a battery/disturbance on the sidewalk in front of the Walgreens located at 151 N. State
Street.> After witnessing the incident escalate, Lt. Chatys exited his vehicle, intending to use his
police presence to de-escalate the situation.?® According to Lt. Chatys, the initial altercation
between | llland the female ended, and both individuals proceeded north down the block.?’
Lt. Chatys then observed || llllcngage with another male. He believed the interaction was
about to become physical, so he approached the group.®

Lt. Chatys reported that upon approaching the group, he instructed them to calm down and
vacate the area. > At that time, [ BMMllllscparated from the group and directly advanced toward
him. According to Lt. Chatys, | llldisplayed aggressive behavior, yelled, and closed the
distance between them to a point near physical contact. Lt. Chatys stated that he extended his arm
to maintain space between them.* | illthen told Lt. Chatys that he was “about to become a
victim.”*! At this point, Lt. Chatys stated that several individuals attempted to intervene by

22 Att. 6 at 21:52:55 to 21:52:58.

23 Atts. 34 and 54 to 141, [Frames 9699 to 9785, approximately 2.9 seconds.]

24 Atts. 7 and 33, [Frames 10076 to 10094, approximately 0.6 seconds.]; Att. 6 at 21:53:08 to 21:53:09.
25 Att. 50, pg. 10, In. 20 to pg. 11 In. 3.

26 Att. 50, pg. 11, Ins 11 to 20.

27 Att. 50, pg. 11, 1n. 21 to pg. 12 In. 11.

28 Att. 50, pg. 14, Ins. 5 to 13.

2 Att. 50, pg. 14, Ins. 11 to 13.

30 Att. 50, pg. 14, Ins. 11 to 13.

3L Att. 50, pg. 16, Ins. 11 to 13, pg. 18, Ins. 6 to 10, pg. 18, In. 24 to pg. 19 In. 3. See also, Att. 2.

Page 3 of 9



Log # 2024-0007275

grabbing [N around his waist and trying to usher him away.’? | llpushed one
individual and shoved another before aggressively confronting the lieutenant.>* Lt. Chatys stated
that [ Bllicame within two to three inches of his face, and while speaking, spit struck him.*
Lt. Chatys explained that he decided to perform the emergency take-down based on ||
threat that he was “going to be a victim,” as well as ||| | j j Eaggressive behavior, rapid closing
of distance, and close proximity to his face.’> Lt. Chatys stated that he believed | R as
about to assault him.*®

When asked about the placement of his hands during the initial take-down, Lt. Chatys
stated he pushed |Jin the upper chest’” and at no time attempted to restrict his air or blood
flow.*® Lt. Chatys acknowledged that during the ground struggle, on two occasions, he had a hand
on or near | ncck area.®” He stated that on one occasion, he placed his palm on the side
of I 2ce in an attempt to control him.*® On the second occasion, he had his hand on
I ppcr chest area for less than a second while trying to turn him over.*! Lt. Chatys
stated that he never attempted or applied pressure to [ lthroat, airway, or arteries.*?
Additionally, Lt. Chatys noted that || iilldid not verbalize or exhibit any indication/signs that
he had difficulty breathing or a lack of blood flow.*

III. ALLEGATIONS

Lt. Martin Chatys:
1. Conducting a take-down of || I i c 2pplying pressure above

his shoulders without justification.
- Not Sustained.

2. Restraining || o ¢ his shoulders without justification.

— Not sustained.

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 of the event. The first factor addresses
the honesty of the individual making the statement, while the second factor speaks to the

32 Att. 50, pg. 17, Ins. 4 to 17.

3 Att. 50, pg. 16, In. 14 to pg. 17, In. 24.

3 Att. 50, pg. 17, Ins. 20 to 24.

35 Att. 50, pg. 16, In. 18 to pg. 17, In. 3, pg. 20, In. 20 to pg. 21, In. 5.

36 Att. 50, pg. 20, In. 19 to pg. 21, In. 1.

37 Att. 50, pg. 21, Ins. 9 to 17, pg. 21, In. 23 to pg. 22, In. 5.

38 Att. 50, pg. 22, In. 19 to pg. 23, In. 3. [Lt. Chatys stated, “It was my hand on his chest, -- or upper chest, leg out,
and it was less than a second, and he was on his butt.”]

39 Att. 50, pg. 35, Ins. 9 to 12.

40 Att. 50, pg. 23, In. 6 to pg. 25 In. 23.

41 Att. 50, Ins. 19 to 24.

42 Att. 50, pg. 25, Ins. 4 to 14, pg. 28, In. 9 to pg. 29, In. 6.

4 Att. 50, pg. 25, Ins. 24 to pg. 26, In. 9, pg. 27, Ins. 6 to 12, pg. 30, Ins. 5 to 23. See also Att. 17 [BWC footage
capturing the processing of || 2t the District. | did not make any complaint, provide any statement, or
exhibit any evidence indicating that he had been choked or otherwise injured. ]
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individual’s ability to accurately perceive the event at the time of the incident and then accurately
recall the event from memory. Common sense, corroborative evidence, and demeanor are essential
to credibility. In this case, Lt. Chatys acknowledged his multiple contacts with || ncck
and upper chest area. Additionally, he directly and professionally answered all of COPA’s
questions without hesitation, and his recall of the incident was generally consistent with both the
POD and BWC footage. As such, COPA found his testimony credible.

COPA made numerous attempts to obtain a statement from || G :icd to
attend the agreed-upon scheduled appointments and refused requests to meet with investigators on
multiple occasions.**

V. ANALYSIS?®

COPA finds Allegation #1 against Lt. Chatys, that he conducted a takedown of || | |
while applying pressure above the shoulders without justification, and Allegation #2, that he
restrained [ lllabove the shoulders without justification, are both not sustained. CPD policy
provides that CPD members may only use force that is objectively reasonable, necessary, and
proportional under the totality of the circumstances.*® The policy prohibits the application of a
chokehold, carotid artery restraint, or other maneuvers for applying direct pressure to the throat,
windpipe, or airway, with the sole exception being as an act of last resort or when necessary to
protect against an imminent threat to life.*’ Likewise, the related Illinois statute prohibits officers
from applying direct pressure to the throat, windpipe, or airway. Importantly, the statute explicitly
states that it does not include “any holding involving contact with the neck that is not intended to
reduce the intake of air,” such as a headlock where only the head is pressured.*® Further, the CPD
directives prohibit its members from using carotid artery restraints, chokeholds, or other restraints
above the shoulders with risk of positional asphyxiation as a takedown technique.*’

As discussed above, there is no evidence that Lt. Chatys applied pressure to || R
throat, windpipe, or airway, or restricted his blood flow in any way. The BWC footage corroborates
Lt. Chatys’s statement to COPA that he had brief contact with ||| | lllupper chest and collar
bone during the initial takedown. None of the available evidence indicates that Lt. Chatys applied
any pressure above | lllshoulders during the initial takedown. During the ground struggle,
Lt. Chatys explained that on one occasion, he had brief contact with || llvpper chest and
collar bone, and on another occasion, his palm and hand were on || lliface and neck for
less than three seconds. Although Lt. Chatys conceded that he made contact above |

4 CMS Notes, CO-1412930, CO-1412931, CO-1412933, CO-1411266, CO-1414202, CO-1416744, CO-1419993,
CO-1419995, CO-1420086, CO-1420105, CO-1420112, CO-1420367, CO-1420068, CO-1420382, CO-1420386,
CO-1421784, CO-1421786, CO-1422659, CO-1422855, CO-1423366, Atts. 26, 27, 28, 31, 35.

4 For a definition of COPA’s findings and standards of proof, see Appendix B.

46 Att. 142, General Order G03-02(II1)(B). This order governs when and how CPD members may use force, consistent
with constitutional rights, CPD policy, and public safety priorities.

47 Att. 142, General Order G03-02(IV)(D)(2) and (3).

“ 1llinois Compiled Statutes 720 ILCS 5/7-5.5 — Prohibited use of force by a peace officer.

49 Att. 142, General Order G03-02(IV)(D)(4). [COPA notes that holding or control techniques involving contact with
the neck, but which are neither intended to nor do reduce a person’s intake of air or restrict blood flow to the carotid
arteries, are not defined as chokeholds or carotid artery restraints.] See also Att. 29.
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shoulders, there is no evidence that |Jjjjjilifhad difficulty breathing or that his airway or blood
flow was restricted. | ll-cfused to cooperate with this investigation, leaving COPA unable
to corroborate allegations of the use of excessive force, specifically a “level three chokehold.”

Based on the available evidence, COPA finds there is insufficient evidence to prove or
disprove the allegations by a preponderance of the evidence; therefore, the allegations against Lt.
Chatys are not sustained.

Approved:
Steffany Hreno Date

Acting Deputy Chief Administrator
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Appendix A’

Case Details

Date/Time/Location of Incident: August 28, 2024, 2200 Hrs., 151 N. State St.
Date/Time of COPA Notification: | September 19, 2024, 0015 Hrs.

Involved Officer #1: Lt. Martin Chatys / #190 / Employee No. il / DOA:
Sept. 27,2004 / Unit 018 / Male / White.
Reporting Officer #1: Lt. Terrence Collins / #565 / Employee No. il / DOA:
June 21, 1999 / Unit 001 / Male / Hispanic.
Involved Individual #1: I - lc, Black.
Applicable Rules

N [/ R B

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 G03-02, De-escalation, response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June
28, 2023- present).
[llinois Compiled Statutes 720 ILCS 5/7-5.5.
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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 Department 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.”!

30 See Avery v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., 216 111. 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).

3! 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:

DX UOUOOOoDoooodogonooox oo o d

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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