BEFORE A MEMBER OF THE POLICE BOARD

OF THE CITY OF CHICAGO
IN THE MATTER OF THE )
RECOMMENDATION FOR DISCIPLINE OF )
POLICE OFFICER MATTHEW SPREYNE, ) Case No.26 RR 21
STAR No. 9515, DEPARTMENT OF POLICE, )
CITY OF CHICAGO. ) (CR No. 2024-7334)

REQUEST FOR REVIEW

On April 2, 2026, the Executive Director of the Police Board of the City of
Chicago received from the Chief Administrator of the Civilian Office of Police
Accountability (COPA) a request for review of the Chief Administrator’s
recommendation for discipline of Police Officer Matthew Spreyne, Star No. 9515, arising
out of the investigation of Complaint Register No. 2024-7334 (“Request for Review”).
The Request for Review included the following material: the Final Summary Report of
COPA'’s investigation that sets forth the Chief Administrator’s original recommendation
for discipline, the Superintendent of Police’s written response to this recommendation,
the Chief Administrator’s final recommendation for discipline and written objections to
the Superintendent’s response, and a Certificate of Meeting and Service.

The investigation stems from an incident that took place at approximately 12:13
a.m. on September 22, 2024, at the 007t District lockup facility located at 1438 West 63rd
Street in Chicago. According to COPA’s Final Summary Report, Officer Daniel Berry

conducted a traffic stop of a vehicle operated by || G IEEGEGE o: -

stop-sign violation. Multiple additional offenses materialized during the stop, and
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B s placed under arrest and transported to the 007t District lockup facility.

When the officers arrived at the station with |Jjjjjjjjifhe was uncooperative
and had to be physically removed from the squad car. Due to ||} j I 2ck of
cooperation, officers picked him up and carried him to the processing area, where he
was placed in a holding cell and handcuffed behind his back to a notch on the wall.

Officer Spreyne then began a custodial search of ||l hile I 2s
handcuffed and restrained. During the search, ||jjjjjjililierked his body toward Officer
Spreyne and yelled at him. Officer Spreyne then placed both hands around ||
neck area and pushed him back against the wall. Other CPD members immediately
intervened and removed Officer Spreyne from contact with ||jjjjjiliiThe entire
contact lasted approximately three to four seconds.

Officer Spreyne told COPA that |Jjjillspat on his face as he yelled and that
he was pushing || Jl{ace away, believing his hand contacted || EEGzGzGzGaw
rather than his neck. Officer Spreyne’s Tactical Response Report states that ||| | | |
spat in his eyes and that he grabbed || jjjJl{ace/jaw to redirect it, and that his
hand slid to || lllincck area due to the arrestee being covered in sweat and
continuing to push his head toward the officer. During the TRR review process, Deputy
Chief Stephen Chung characterized Officer Spreyne’s use of force as deadly force and
specifically as a chokehold. Body-worn camera footage does not show Officer Spreyne
wiping his face or complaining of spit, nor does it capture clear evidence of |||

spitting.
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Following the conclusion of COPA’s investigation, the Chief Administrator
initially sustained two allegations against Officer Spreyne and recommended a one-to-
twenty-nine-day suspension and retraining. The Superintendent disagreed with the
Chief Administrator’s recommendation and recommended a finding of Unfounded as
to both allegations. The Superintendent maintains that the evidence that the misconduct
did not occur was clear and convincing. Following the Superintendent’s non-
concurrence, and in recognition of mitigating circumstances such as the brief duration
of the contact and the Superintendent’s position that the contact was an unintentional
misapplication of a face/jaw restraint, COPA revised its position and offered to resolve
this matter with findings of Not Sustained as to both allegations. The Superintendent
rejected this proposal. COPA does not seek to reinstate its original Sustained findings or
its original penalty recommendation; rather, COPA submits this Request for Review
because it believes the Superintendent’s Unfounded finding is not supported by the

evidence and does not meet the burden of overcoming COPA’s Not Sustained finding.

The Chief Administrator served two allegations against Officer Spreyne:
1. Placing hands around ||} R cck area without justification; and
2. Making contact with the neck area of ||| | j }d DN
COPA’s current recommendation is a finding of Not Sustained as to both
Allegation No. 1 and Allegation No. 2. The Superintendent disagrees and recommends
a finding of Unfounded as to both allegations, asserting that the evidence demonstrates

by clear and convincing evidence that the alleged misconduct did not occur.
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According to the Certificate submitted by the Chief Administrator: (1) COPA
provided the Superintendent the final disciplinary file on July 23, 2025; (2) COPA
received the Superintendent’s written response on October 15, 2025; (3) COPA’s
designees met with Department designees and concluded their discussion of the non-
concurrence on March 31, 2026; and (4) the Request for Review was sent via email to the
Executive Director of the Police Board on April 2, 2026.

The Executive Director of the Police Board forwarded the Request for Review
material to President Kyle Cooper, the member of the Police Board who was selected on
a random basis, pursuant to Article VI of the Police Board's Rules of Procedure
(“Reviewing Member”). The Reviewing Member reviewed the Request for Review
pursuant to Section 2-78-130(a)(iii) of the Municipal Code of Chicago and Article VI of
the Police Board's Rules of Procedure. Following his initial review of this matter on

April 16, 2026, the Reviewing Member requested, received and reviewed body-worn

camera video footage from the investigation file.

OPINION
Following a thorough review of the Request for Review material and the
additional item noted above, it is my opinion that the Superintendent did not meet his
burden to overcome the Chief Administrator’s recommendation as to either Allegation

No. 1 or Allegation No. 2.
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At the outset, it is important to note the posture of this case. COPA does not seek
to reinstate its original Sustained findings or its original penalty recommendation.
Rather, COPA’s current recommendation is a finding of Not Sustained as to both
allegations, reflecting COPA’s assessment that, in light of the mitigating circumstances
and the contested evidence, there is insufficient evidence to prove by a preponderance
of the evidence that Officer Spreyne’s conduct constituted a policy violation. The
Superintendent, however, does not recommend Not Sustained; instead, the
Superintendent insists upon a finding of Unfounded, which requires clear and
convincing evidence that the allegations are false or not factual — that is, that the
conduct alleged did not occur. The question before me, therefore, is whether the
Superintendent has met his burden of demonstrating that COPA’s Not Sustained
recommendation is unreasonable and that an Unfounded finding is more appropriate.

The Superintendent’s Unfounded finding is not supported by the evidence
because the underlying conduct is established and undisputed. The record is clear, and
it is not contested by any party, that Officer Spreyne placed both hands around |jjjil}}
Bk area and pushed him back against the wall while performing a
custodial search. This fact is undisputedly corroborated by body-worn camera footage
and by the accounts of multiple officers who were present.

Officer Spreyne himself acknowledged making contact with || neck
area, albeit attributing the contact to his hand slipping from || j 2w due to

sweat. Other CPD members immediately intervened and physically removed Officer
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Spreyne from contact with ||jjjjilifurther evidencing that the contact did occur and
was recognized at the time as warranting intervention.

An Unfounded finding requires clear and convincing evidence that the allegation
is false or not factual, meaning that the conduct did not occur. This is a fundamentally
different inquiry from whether the conduct was justified or proper. The
Superintendent’s non-concurrence does not assert that the contact with || lneck
area never happened; rather, it characterizes the contact as unintentional and brief and
argues that it did not restrict ||jjjjjjjjiillairway. These arguments go to the
reasonableness and propriety of the conduct, not to whether the conduct occurred at all.

COPA’s revised recommendation of Not Sustained appropriately reflects the
genuine evidentiary ambiguities in this case. Several facts remain genuinely contested.
Whether [JJlllllspat on Officer Spreyne, thereby prompting a reactive attempt to
redirect | lliaw. is inconclusive and bears directly on the reasonableness of
Officer Spreyne’s conduct. Officer Spreyne and Sergeant Ferrantella reported that
I 2s spitting as he yelled, while Sergeant Ramos and Officer Berry stated that
they did not see |JJjilillspit on Officer Spreyne. Moreover, the body-worn camera
footage did not clearly capture |Jjjjjilillspitting, though it is possible that some saliva
inadvertently contacted Officer Spreyne when |Jjjjjillyelled. The duration of the

contact was brief, and other officers immediately intervened, separating Officer Spreyne

from | llBecause of the brevity of the contact, it is not clear whether the contact
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with the neck area was intentional, but it is likewise not dispositive that the contact was
unintentional.

These contested facts and evidentiary ambiguities are precisely the circumstances
that support a Not Sustained finding —a determination that there is insufficient
evidence to prove the allegation by a preponderance of the evidence. They do not,
however, support the Superintendent’s position that the evidence rises to the level of
clear and convincing proof that the allegations are false or not factual. The “clear and
convincing” evidence standard required for an Unfounded finding is a high evidentiary
threshold. Not only must the Superintendent overcome this high evidentiary threshold
to demonstrate that the alleged misconduct did not occur, but he must also meet his
codified burden of overcoming COPA’s recommendation. The Superintendent’s
arguments do not meet either of these thresholds.

In light of the foregoing, the Superintendent has failed to meet his burden of
demonstrating that the Chief Administrator's recommendation is unreasonable or
unsupported by the evidence. The Superintendent’s proposed Unfounded disposition is
not more reasonable or appropriate than the Chief Administrator's current
recommendation of Not Sustained as to both allegations. Accordingly, the Chief
Administrator’s recommendation should be upheld.

Therefore, pursuant to Section 2-78-130(a)(iii) of the Municipal Code of Chicago,

the Chief Administrator’s recommendation for discipline of Police Officer Matthew

Spreyne, Star No. 9515, shall be deemed accepted by the Superintendent.
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DATED AT CHICAGO, COUNTY OF COOK, STATE OF ILLINOIS, THIS 20t
DAY OF MAY 2026.

KYLE COOPER
President
Police Board

Attested by:

MAX A. CAPRONI
Executive Director
Police Board



