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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On September 22, 2024, the Civilian Office of Police Accountability (COPA) received an
initiation report from the Chicago Police Department (CPD) regarding a combative arrestee, [l
I ho was transported to the 007™ District lockup for a weapons violation.> The initiation
report documented that | lllspat on Officer Matthew Spreyne, and the officer responded by
pushing b ack by the front of his throat. Upon review of the evidence, COPA served
allegations that Officer Spreyne placed his hands around | ncck area without
justification and made contact with | illlncck area in violation of CPD policy. Following its
investigation, COPA reached sustained findings regarding both allegations.

II. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE?®

On September 22, 2024, Officer Daniel Berry conducted a traffic stop on a vehicle operated
by I for failing to stop at a designated stop sign.* Multiple additional offenses materialized
during the stop.’ As a result, | BBl as placed under arrest and transported to the 007" District
lockup facility.®

When the officers arrived at the 007" District station with [ llhc was uncooperative
and had to be physically removed from the squad car.” |l as nonresponsive to the officers
after being given commands to walk to the processing area. Due to ||l ack of cooperation,
the officers picked him up by the feet as they held onto his arms and pants and carried him to the
processing area.® |l 2s taken to a holding cell and ordered to sit down, which he refused
to do. I 1nally sat down after he was handcuffed to the wall. Officer Spreyne then searched
I ockets while [ 2s handcuffed and restrained.” During the search, |
jerked his body towards Officer Spreyne and shouted, “...fuck off me man...get the fuck off me
dude...”'® Simultaneously, Officer Spreyne placed his hands on the front of | llllincck in a

' 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.

ZAtt 11.

3 The following is a summary of what COPA finds most likely occurred during this incident. This summary utilized
information from several different sources, body worn camera (BWC) videos, police reports, officer interviews, and
CPD reports including |- rest report and Officer Spreyne’s tactical response report (TRR).

4 Att. 5.

3 Att. 16.

6 Att. 16.

"BWC of Sgt. Ferrantella, Att. 2 at 9:45 to 10:55. Sgt. Ferrantella was an officer at the time of the incident.

8 Att. 2 at 11:00.

O Att. 2 at 12:25 to 12:59.

10 Att. 2 at 12:59 to 13:02.
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grabbing manner, pushing [ illlback.!’ Other CPD members immediately intervened by
removing Officer Spreyne from contact with | "

On December 11, 2024, Officer Spreyne provided his statement to COPA.'* He explained
that he assisted in the arrest of ||| | | A s I 2s being placed in custody, he became
combative and spit on Officer Spreyne. According to Officer Spreyne, due to || llbchavior,
it required multiple officers to place him in the back seat of the squad car. Officer Spreyne said
that when they got to the 007" District station, | ;lMlilldid not want to get out of the car and had
to be picked up and carried out of the vehicle. |l as handcuffed behind his back the entire
time. When they put [ llllin the holding cell, they handcuffed him to a notch on the wall, and
Officer Spreyne began a custodial search.

Officer Spreyne indicated that he was completing the custodial search when [ R
“Jumped — he couldn’t fully stand up, but, like, he lunged at me with his head, and I had to, like,
move away from him. I think he — he was trying to headbutt me or something.”'* Officer Spreyne
pushed on the chest to sit back down to complete the search. Officer Spreyne stated,
“And then he did it again, but this time, like — he was screaming all the time, but he faced me and
as he was screaming, spit came out of his mouth, and it got on my face and it got in my eyes.” !
Officer Spreyne said he was trying to “push his ([ lllllllface away,”'® and he did not realize
his hand had touched | cck.

On January 10, 2025, Sgt. Kerry Ferrantella provided his statement to COPA.!” Sgt.
Ferrantella also assisted in || lllarrest, and he described | llas highly irate and having
to be placed in the squad car against his own power.'® Once at the 007™ District station, |
was taken to a room, handcuffed to a wall, and searched. Sgt. Ferrantella mentioned that he saw
spit coming from [ llmouth at the time | lycllcd, “fuck off me.” Sgt. Ferrantella
denied being spat on.

On February 6, 2025, Sgt. Cindy Ramos provided her statement to COPA.' In Sgt.
Ramos’s statement, she related that ||jjjjiljllunged at Officer Spreyne, and “Officer Spreyne’s
arm raised in a ... in a reaction, like, when somebody jumps at you, you know, you raise your arm.
I don’t remember exactly if there was like a type of contact, but it was like a sudden reaction. And
at that point, when this guy is now lunging at Officer Spreyne, it’s like, okay, it’s still escalating.
And that’s why I decided to, like, remove Officer Spreyne, because he’s ... he was not calming
down at all.”?® When Sgt. Ramos was questioned about Officer Spreyne’s TRR containing a

TAtt. 14.

12 Att. 2 at 13:02 to 13:06.

13 Att, 32, Att. 33.

14 Transcribed Interview of Officer Spreyne, Att. 45, pg. 10, Ins. 20-23
15 Att. 45, pg. 11, Ins. 2 to 6.

16 Att. 45, pg. 11, In 13 — 14.

17 Transcribed Interview of Officer Ferrantella, Att. 44, pg. 16, Ins. 7.
18 Att. 44, pg. 9, Ins 2 to 3.

19 Att. 38.

20 Att. 39, pg. 13, Ins. 9 to 19.
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checked box relating to “mouth, teeth, and spit,” Sgt. Ramos said that Officer Spreyne had reported
he was spat on, but she did not know that happened.?!

On March 20, 2025, Officer Daniel Berry provided his statement to COPA. Officer Berry
stated that he observed [ llstand up and get close to Officer Spreyne. “I just remember
[Officer Spreyne] stepping back and then moving a little bit forward. And then the offender was
put back down on the ...on the ... the seat.”?? Officer Berry saw Officer Spreyne’s hands moving
toward | lout he could not see their exact placement. Officer Berry recalled that, after the
incident, Officer Spreyne told him that spit had gotten on his face, but Officer Berry did not
personally observe any spitting.?

COPA reviewed the body-worn camera (BWC) footage from this incident,?* as well as the
TRRs completed by Officers Berry and Spreyne.? In his TRR, Officer Spreyne asserted that
It in his eyes, causing him to grab | lface/jaw and redirect it away from him.
Officer Spreyne continued, “As I grabbed hold of the arrestee’s jaw my hand slid off the arrestee’s
jaw onto his neck area due to the arrestee being covered in sweat and continuing to push his head
towards me.”?® During the TRR review process, Deputy Chief Stephen Chung marked the officer’s
use of force to be deadly force, and more specifically, a chokehold.?’

COPA investigators made multiple attempts to contact | iillincluding by mail and a
personal visit to [ Bllllcsidence in Steger, Illinois; however, all attempts were unsuccessful.®

III. ALLEGATIONS

Officer Matthew Spreyne:

1. Placing hands around | cck arca without justification.
- Sustained, Violation of Rules 2, 3, 6, &, 9.

2. Making contact with the neck area of || SN NN
- Sustained, Violation of Rule 2, 3, 6, 8, 9.

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

21 Att. 39, pg. 14, Ins. 21 to 24, pg. 15, Ins. to 15.

22 Att. 43, pg. 10, Ins. 5 to 7.

2 Att. 43, pg. 16, Ins. 11 to 24.

2 At 1, Att. 2, Att. 3, Att. 4, Att. 5, Att. 15, Att. 17, Att. 22.

25 Att. 20, Att. 21.

26 Att. 21, pg. 2.

27 Att. 21, pgs. 3to 4

28 CMS Notes CO-1416025, 1416397, 1438888, 1438889; Att. 23.
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to accurately perceive the event at the time of the incident and then accurately recall the events
from memory.

In this case, COPA notes there are inconsistencies in the CPD members’ statements
pertaining to | llllspitting on Officer Spreyne. Sgt. Ramos and Officer Berry both denied
seeing [N spit on Officer Spreyne.?’ Officer Spreyne and Sgt. Ferrantella, however, reported
that | 2s spitting as he yelled at Officer Spreyne in the lockup area. Officer Spreyne told
COPA that s 2t on his face, and he related that under normal circumstances he would
just wipe the spit off; however, he could not remember whether or not he wiped his face during
this incident.>® Sgt. Ferrantella told COPA that [ lllllhad collected saliva in his mouth and it
was spewing in every direction.’!

BWC did not reveal Officer Spreyne or any other officer wiping spit from their face or
person during this incident. Additionally, the video did not clearly capture || llspitting,
though it is possible that some of | lllsaliva inadvertently got on Officer Spreyne when
B clcd “fuck off me.” As a result, while COPA notes these inconsistencies, there is
insufficient evidence to reach a conclusive determination about the alleged spitting.

V. ANALYSIS??

a. Excessive Force Allegations

COPA finds that allegations #1 and #2 against Officer Spreyne, that he placed his hands
around | cck arca without justification and made contact with |Jjjjjilflineck area in
violation of G03-02-01- are both sustained.

Under CPD policy, CPD members may only use force that is 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.’® Additionally, particular rules apply to certain uses of
force above the shoulders, in and around the area of the neck. For example, CPD policy prohibits
officers from restraining a person above the shoulders, including the head or neck, in a position
which interferes with the person’s ability to breathe, unless the person poses an imminent threat
of death or great bodily harm.>* Additional restrictions apply to the use of force against a
handcuftfed individual:

Consistent with the Department policy that all uses of force must be objectively
reasonable, necessary, and proportional, Department members will refrain from

2 Att. 39, pg. 15, Ins. 9 to 15; Att. 43, pg. 16, Ins. 11 to 24.

30 Att. 45, pg. 17, Ins. 2 to 17.

31 Att. 44, pg. 12, Ins. 19 to 24.

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

3 Att. 46, G03-02 (III)(B), De-Escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023 to
present).

3 Att. 47, G03-02-01 (V)(C), Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023 to present); Att. 46,
G03-02 (IV)(D)(2) and (IV)(A)(6).
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using force against a person who is fully restrained and controlled (e.g., both hands
secured together) with handcuffs or other restraining devices (e.g., flexible
restraining devices), unless the member: 1 must immediately act to prevent injury
to the Department member, the restrained person, or another person, or 2) must
immediately act to prevent escape.®

Although [ 2s actively resisting, he was not threatening officers or anyone else
with death or great bodily harm. The BWC depicted | lfhandcuffed behind his back and
secured to a notch on the wall. Officer Spreyne stated that he pushed | lface away and
made contact with his jawbone to detour spit from his face.*® During Officer Spreyne’s interview,
he was challenged about being spat on and admitted that one of the first things he would normally
do when being spat on in the face is to wipe his face. BWC, however, shows that Officer Spreyne
did not wipe his face or complain about the alleged spit. Instead, the video shows that Officer
Spreyne moved towards [ lllland placed both hands around | lncck area. Officer
Spreyne then gripped the front of [ llllthroat and pushed him back against the wall.?’

Officer Spreyne’s actions were not objectively reasonable, necessary, or proportional to
the threat posed by |} 3 2s handcuffed to the wall and his ability to move was
significantly limited. Had Officer Spreyne felt | lspit while | 2s yelling, he
could easily have stepped away from [ llland attempted to deescalate the situation.
Additionally, there were at least six other CPD members in the room with Officer Spreyne and
I d scveral of them verbally and physically intervened to stop Officer Spreyne from
continuing to grab || lllncck. This, alone, shows that a reasonable officer would not have
used the level of force employed by Officer Spreyne.

For these reasons, COPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that allegations 1 and
2 are sustained as violations of Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9.

VI DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATION
a. Officer Matthew Spreyne
i.  Complimentary and Disciplinary History>®

Officer Spreyne has received a total of 61 awards, including two Department
Commendations, 54 Honorable Mentions, and one Life Saving Award. He has not had any
sustained complaints during his three years as a CPD member. However, Officer Spreyne has
received eight SPARs for a variety of infractions including preventable accidents, conduct
unbecoming, failing to timely activate BWC, and failing to submit reports. He received a
reprimand or a 1-day suspension as a result of each of these incidents.

3 Att. 47, G03-02-01 (I1)(G).

36 Att. 45, pg. 11, Ins. 11 to 14.

37 Att. 2, 13:02 to 13:05; see also Att. 14.
38 Att. 48.
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ii. Recommended Discipline

COPA has found that Officer Spreyne violated Rules 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9 when he used
excessive force against |l aggravation, COPA notes that Officer Spreyne’s actions were
reckless, dangerous, and unnecessary. Although ||l as irate and combative, he was
handcuffed behind his back and to a wall, which limited his movement. In mitigation, COPA
recognizes that Officer Spreyne had less than three years of experience as an officer at the time of
this incident. Additionally, he has not previously had an allegation of excessive force sustained
against him. Based on the evidence collected during this investigation, as well as Officer Spreyne’s
complimentary and disciplinary history, COPA recommends he receive a 1 to 29 day suspension
and retraining regarding CPD’s use of force policy.

Approved:
Steffany Hreno Date

Acting Deputy Chief Administrator
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Appendix A

Case Details

Date/Time/Location of Incident: September 22, 2024 / 12:13 am / 1438 W. 63" Street,

Chicago, Illinois 60636

Date/Time of COPA Notification: | September 22, 2024, 5:38 pm

Involved Officer: Matthew Spreyne, Star #9515, Employee 1D #|
Date of Appointment: November 30, 2021, Unit 007,
Male, White

Involved Individual: I 2 ¢, Black

Applicable Rules

X
X
[]
X
X
X
[]
[]
[]

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 to present).

General Order G03-02-01, Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023
to present).
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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 allegation 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.”*

3 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).

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

Check all that apply:

Do obdogndox oo 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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