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FINAL SUMMARY REPORT!
I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On December 20, 2024, Lieutenant Richard Losik contacted the Crime Prevention
Information Center (CPIC) to report alleged misconduct by a member of the Chicago Police
Department (CPD).? After reviewing Officer Pawel Borys’s body worn camera (BWC) footage,’
Lt. Losik completed an initiation report alleging that on December 20, 2024, at approximately 1:30
pm, Officer Russell Pitzer used “possible improper or excessive force” against ||| G
B’ The initiation report stated that Officer Pitzer appeared to wrap his arm around |
neck area during emergency handcuffing procedures.

Additionally, a supervisory review of Officer Pitzer’s Tactical Response Report (TRR)
indicated that Officer Pitzer’s use of force required a notification to the Civilian Office of Police
Accountability (COPA).> Following its investigation, COPA reached an unfounded finding
regarding the excessive force allegation against Officer Pitzer.

II. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE®

On December 20, 2024, Officer Pitzer responded to a call of an assault in progress at the
Walmart located at 4626 West Diversey Avenue, where a shoplifter was attempting to fight with
security.” Prior to Officer Pitzer’s arrival, Walmart’s loss prevention personnel, including an off-
duty Maywood police officer, had escorted [Jjjilfto the security office.® Inside the security office,
Officer Pitzer spoke to the loss prevention personnel, who stated they observed |Jjjjjillplacing
items into a backpack on the store’s security cameras before confronting him after he exited the
last point of purchase without paying for the items.’

Officer Pitzer attempted to speak with [JJllwho requested a Spanish-speaking officer.'°
Officer Stacey Liboy arrived and spoke with |Jilland the loss prevention personnel.'! [

' 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. 7.

3 Att. 2 at 8:00 to 10:00.

4 Att. 7, pg. 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.

S Att. 10, pg. 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 BWC footage, police reports, and officer statements.

7 Att. 15.

8 Att. 1, pg. 3.

o Att. 8, pg. 3.

10 Att. 3 at and Att. 1, pg. 3.

T Att. 4 at 5:40 to 8:16.
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indicated to Officer Liboy that he wanted to view Walmart’s security footage. At that point, Officer
Pitzer reached towards | lfoookbag on the floor, which prompted a struggle between Officer
Pitzer and [Jililifor control of the bookbag.'? Officer Pitzer and the off-duty Maywood police
officer attempted to place [Jjjililinto handcuffs, but |Jjjiliresisted by stiffening his body and
pulling away. The struggle lasted for approximately two minutes and was captured on BWC
footage and Walmart’s security cameras.'> Towards the end of the struggle, Officer Pitzer briefly
placed his arm around | lllupper chest or neck area as he pulled |JJjilifbody forward and
down, allowing for [Jjjilito be handcuffed behind his back.'*

Officer Pitzer completed a TRR documenting his use of force against [Jill"> In the
narrative section of his TRR, Officer Pitzer documented that he attempted to take |Jjjiijto the
ground because [JJjiliccsisted arrest, but Jjiifinaintained his balance. Officer Pitzer explained
that he “placed pressure down near the head and moved arm down and across the chest of subject
toward the shoulder to allow for the subject’s arm to elevate.”'® Officer Pitzer then performed a
front positional hold on |Jjjjjilfto link his set of handcuffs with the handcuffs that the off-duty
Maywood officer had already placed on |Jllllcft hand. Deputy Chief Patrick McKenzie
subsequently reviewed Officer Pitzer’s TRR and concluded that the officer’s use of force complied
with CPD policy.

After the incident, |JJlllwas placed into custody for retail theft and resisting arrest. He
refused medical attention, both at the scene and at the 25 District station.!” COPA attempted to
interview |JJilito gather his version of the events, but he did not respond to the letters COPA
sent to his address.!8

III. ALLEGATIONS

Police Officer Russell Pitzer:

1. Utilizing excessive force by wrapping your arm around || NG < ck
area without justification.

- Unfounded

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.

12 Att. 3 at 8:30; Att. 4 at 6:20.

13 Att. 4 at 6:20 to 8:20; Att. 5 at 18:02 to 19:56.
14 Att. 2 at 8:20.

15 Att. 10.

16 Att. 10, pg. 2.

17 Att. 1.

18 Att. 6 and CO-1426108.
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COPA interviewed Officer Pitzer and Officer Borys as part of this investigation,'® and it
did not have any concerns regarding either officer’s truthfulness or reliability. Both CPD members
provided statements that were generally consistent with the video footage and the other available
evidence.

V. ANALYSIS?
a. Excessive Force Allegation

COPA finds the allegation that Officer Pitzer used excessive force by wrapping his arm
around [ lllllncck area without justification is Unfounded. Under CPD policy, members are
only authorized to use force that is objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional, under the
totality of the circumstances, 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.?! This
means that CPD members may use only the amount of force necessary to serve a lawful purpose.
The amount and type of force used must be proportional to the threat, actions, and level of
resistance a person offers.??

CPD policy also sets forth the various force options that are authorized when CPD
members encounter resistance or threats. A passive resister is a person who fails to comply (non-
movement) with verbal or other directions.?> An active resister is a person who attempts to create
distance between himself and herself and the member’s reach with the intent to avoid physical
control and or/defeat arrest.”* An assailant is a person who is using or threatening to use force
against another person or himself/herself which is likely to cause physical injury.>> CPD members
are permitted to respond to passive resisters with police presence, verbal directions, holding and
compliance techniques, control instruments, and OC spray. For active resisters, stunning,
takedowns, tasers, and canines are also authorized force options.?® Finally, CPD members are
permitted to respond to assailants using direct mechanical strikes, impact weapons, and impact
munitions.*’

In his COPA statement, Officer Pitzer stated that he responded to a call of an assault in
progress at Walmart, and he met with loss prevention personnel in the security office where |

19 Officer Liboy resigned February 25, 2025, and was therefore unavailable to provide an account of this event. Att.
18.

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

21 Att. 14, G03-02 (III)(B), De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Uses of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to
present).

22 Att. 14, G03-02 (IID(B)(3).

23 Att. 13, G03-02-01 IV(B)(1), Response to Resistance and Force Options (effective June 28, 2023, to present).

24 Att. 13, G03-02-01 (IV)(B)(2).

3 Att. 13, G03-02-01 (IV)(C)

26 Att. 13, G03-02-01 (IV)(B)(2)(a, b, ¢)

27 Att. 13, G03-02-01 (IV)(C)(1)(a). Deadly force is only authorized in response to assailants whose actions constitute
an imminent threat of death or great bodily harm.
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was being detained for retail theft.?® Officer Pitzer said that when he attempted to check [ R
bag, [llllcngaged in a tug-of-war with him over the bag.?’ At that point, Officer Pitzer tried to
handcuff [ libvt I pushed him,° flailed his arms,?! and pulled away,*” to the point that
the officer’s BWC dislodged.?® Officer Borys, who arrived after the struggle started, corroborated
that [Jllwas pulling away and stiffening his body.** When Officer Pitzer was asked to describe
how he was able to gain control of [Jjjjjiifhc explained that he was not standing directly in front
of lbut was off to the side; he wrapped his arm around the base of |Jjjjjjilfhcad and used
his momentum to push [Jilldown as they faced each other.* Officer Pitzer stated that he moved
his arm across [JJillichest to gain control of [Jlllright arm because the off-duty Maywood
officer had control of | lllleft arm. Officer Pitzer referred to it as a front positional hold.*°

Based on the available evidence, | illactions appeared to vary between those of a
passive resister, an active resister, and an assailant. Walmart’s security cameras and responding
officers’ BWCs captured [JJillactions leading up to the use of force incident, corroborating
that W as resisting arrest at the time force was used. Officer Pitzer asserted that his actions
were necessary, reasonable, and proportional because JJJilfwas not under control and he had to
utilize a technique that allowed him to gain control of | llwrist to handcuff him.>” Officer
Pitzer stated that he placed his arm across |JJjjiilichest, not around |Jllincck, and he did not
constrict [Jlllairway.>® Officer Borys provided testimony that he initially thought Officer
Pitzer’s arm was around | lllncck, but he quickly realized that Officer Pitzer’s hand and arm
were actually on [ lllichest.’® Il as not injured, and there is no evidence that Officer
Pitzer’s use of force constricted | iillability to breathe.

As stated in the initiation report and Officer Pitzer’s TRR, this matter came to COPA’s
attention in need of further review with respect to Officer Pitzer’s use of force used during ||
arrest. COPA’s investigation has determined that Officer Pitzer’s use of force was objectively
reasonable, necessary, and proportional, based on the totality of circumstances, to safely place
Il nder arrest. Additionally, Officer Pitzer ceased using force once other officers successfully
assisted in placing | illin handcuffs. As such, COPA finds the excessive force allegation against
Officer Pitzer is unfounded by clear and convincing evidence.

B Att. 17, pg. 7, In. 6 to pg. 9, In. 5.

P Att. 17, pg. 11, In. 3 to pg. 13, In. 5.
30 Att. 17, pg. 13, In. 13.

3Att. 17, pg. 15, In. 20.

32 Att. 17, pg. 15, In 21.

3 Att. 17, pg. 18, In. 6 to 15.

3 Att. 11, pg. 9,1n. 5 to In. 18.

3 Att. 17, pg. 22, In. 20 to pg. 24, In. 24,
36 Att. 17, pg. 25, In. 14 to pg. 26, In. 9.
37 Att. 17, pg. 35, In.6 to pg. 36, In. 15.
3 Att. 17, pg. 38, In. 1 to In. 6.

¥ Att. 11, pg. 18, In. 1 to pg. 19, In. 8.
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Approved:

5/25/2026

Steffany Hreno Date
Deputy Chief Administrator
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Case Details
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Appendix A

Date/Time/Location of Incident:

Date/Time of COPA Notification:

Involved Officer #1:

Involved Individual #1:

Applicable Rules

December 20, 2024 / 1:28 pm / 4626 West Diversey
Avenue, Chicago, IL 60641.

December 21, 2024 / 9:06 am.

Russell Pitzer / Star #5826 / Employee ID #jjjjjjji] / DOA:
September 1, 2010 / Unit: 025 / Male / White.

I \i:lc / Hispanic.

accomplish its goals.

I e

on or off duty.

Applicable Policies and Laws

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

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

e (03-02: De-escalation, Response to Resistance, and Use of Force (effective June 28, 2023, to

present).

e (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 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 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.”*!

40 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).

41 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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Appendix C

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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