
 

 

 

 

Police Civilian Review Panel 

Meeting Agenda 
 

 

 
Location: Fairfax County Government Center, Conference Room 9-10 

Date: November 16, 2021 

Time: 7:00 pm 

 

Agenda details: 

 
I. Call to Order 

 
II. Agenda Items 

a. Approval of Agenda 

b. Remote Participation Approval 

c. Approval of October 12 Meeting Summary 

d. Approval of Subcommittee Initial Review Report for CRP-21-21 

e. Update on Status of CRP-21-22 (Pending Litigation) 

f. Discussion: Complainant Testimony at Panel Meetings 

g. Proposed Changes to Panel Correspondence Regarding Good Cause 

h. Update on Executive Director Position  

i. Presentation by Chief Davis on FCPD Implicit Bias Training 

 

III. New Business  

 

IV. Adjournment 

 
 

Panel Meeting Schedule: 

• December 2, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 

• January 6, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 

• February 4, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 
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Police Civilian Review Panel 

October 12, 2021 

Fairfax County Government Center, Conference Room 9/10 

Meeting Summary 

 

Panel Members Present:    Others Present: 

Cheri Belkowitz      Rachelle Ramirez, OPIA 

Jimmy Bierman, Chair     Richard Schott, Independent Police Auditor 

Todd Cranford      Dre’Ana Whitfield, OIPA 

Frank Gallagher      2nd Lt. Tim Forrest, Internal Affairs Bureau  

Dirck Hargraves, Vice-Chair    Lt. Derek Gray, Internal Affairs Bureau   

Shirley Norman-Taylor     Others Present Joined Remotely 

William Ware      Anita McFadden, Counsel 

        

The Panel’s business meeting was called to order at 7:01 p.m. Mr. Bierman welcomed everyone to the 

Panel’s October 12, 2021, meeting. Mr. Bierman took roll call to verify a quorum of the Panel was 

present. Everyone that was present in Conference Room 9/10 stated their name and their position.  

Approval of Meeting Agenda: Mr. Gallagher moved approval of the meeting agenda. Mr. Hargraves 

seconded the motion and it carried unanimously. 

Remote Participation Approval: Mr. Bierman stated that because all the Panel members were present, 

remote participation did not have to be approved. He noted that Ms. McFadden, the Panel’s Counsel, 

was participating remotely.  

Approval of September 2 Meeting Summary:  Mr. Gallagher moved the approval of the Panel’s 

September 2 meeting summary. Mr. Hargraves seconded the motion, and it carried unanimously.  

Approval of Subcommittee Initial Review Report for CRP-21-11: Mr. Gallagher presented a summary of 

the complaint: The complainant was riding a motorcycle down Beulah Road. While parked at a church, 

the police officer observed the complainant traveling at a high rate of speed. When the complainant 

stopped at a traffic light, the police officer pulled alongside the motorcyclist and asked the complainant 

to pull over. The complainant pulled over and the police officer further communicated as to why the 

stop was being made. Mr. Gallagher outlined the three allegations made by the complainant: that the 

police officer was not wearing a mask, no emergency lights were used while conducting the traffic stop, 

and that the police officer was racially biased.  

Mr. Gallagher stated that the subcommittee reviewed the investigative file, including the audiotapes 

and video. He noted that the evidence displayed the police officer was not wearing a mask while being 
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less than 6 feet away from the complainant. He further stated that from reviewing the file, the FCPD was 

aware of the violation and took corrective action regarding the misconduct. Mr. Gallagher said it is not a 

requirement that police officers use emergency lights. He stated that between the three subcommittee 

members, they saw no evidence to support the allegation of racial bias. Discussion ensued on the 

complainant allegations and FCPD procedure on the use of emergency lights.  

Mr. Hargraves voiced that the Panel takes each complaint seriously. He suggested that moving forward, 

it may help the public if the subcommittee goes through the rubric first before going through the fact 

patterns. Mr. Hargraves stated the recommendation by the subcommittee. He said that that the case 

lacked sufficient evidence for the subcommittee to recommend that it be pursued at the Panel level.  

Mr. Bierman referenced the proposed new language in the Panel’s draft Bylaws, and specifically the new 

Article VI.D.3. 

Mr. Cranford motioned approval to accept the recommendations of the subcommittee and that the 

Panel does not undertake the full review of CRP-21-11. Ms. Norman-Taylor seconded the motion and it 

carried unanimously.  

Consideration of Good Cause to Review CRP-21-14: Mr. Bierman issued an apology regarding the vote at 

the September 2, 2021, meeting, during which the Panel found no evidence of “good cause” to extend 

the deadline for the CRP-21-14 review. He stated that he was not able to read his e-mail the day of the 

Panel meeting and he missed an email from the complainant that he did not receive the disposition 

letter from the FCPD. Mr. Bierman reviewed the complaint before the Panel: There were several 

allegations made by the complainant from May 2017 through March 2019. The FCPD informed the Panel 

that they completed two administrative investigations into the complaints and sent a letter to the 

complainant on November 8, 2018, and on January 29, 2021. The Panel sent the complainant a letter, 

confirming receipt of the complainant’s review request and requesting information for the Panel to 

consider whether there is “good cause” to extend the filing deadline. The complainant’s request for 

review was submitted to the Panel on August 4, 2021, which was more than 60 days following the date 

of the FCPD disposition letter of January 29, 2021. The complainant responded with emails on August 9, 

2021, and on August 13, 2021. Mr. Bierman explained that the complainant was asked if a disposition 

letter was ever received. He said that the information from the complainant came in on the day of the 

Panel meeting. He referred to the complainant’s email which stated homelessness was the cause for the 

delay. He referenced the vote of the Panel at its September 2 meeting, during which, it was believed 

that the complainant had received both disposition letters. Mr. Bierman stated that was clearly not the 

case anymore. He said that the complainant sent an email to the Panel on September 16, 2021, that said 

a recent investigative report was never received. He told the complainant that since the Panel was 

operating under faulty assumptions at the last meeting, it will be discussed again at tonight’s meeting. 

Mr. Bierman stated that if the disposition letter did not make it to the complainant until almost 

September 16, 2021, and the complainant received a previous disposition letter in the past, that this 

could be considered “good cause” for the Panel to extend the deadline of the review request. He 

explained that the review request will still have to go through the subcommittee process. Mr. Bierman 

said that based on the error and the Panel not having correct information at the September 2, 2021, 

meeting, he believed that it was worthy to reconsider the request. Discussion ensued on FCPD 

disposition letters and that they are typically sent to complainants by postal mail. Panel staff stated that 
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in this case, they requested that IAB resend the disposition letter by email to ensure the complainant 

received it. 

Mr. Gallagher motioned that the Panel reconsider and accept “good cause” to review CRP-21-14. Mr. 

Ware seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.  

Review of Proposed Remote Participation Procedure: Mr. Bierman referred to the draft remote 

participation procedure document in the meeting materials and stated that a new remote participation 

procedure was drafted by Panel Counsel. He said that the Panel’s previous remote participation 

procedure, which was adopted in December 2018, was outdated.  

Mr. Bierman stated that the new Virginia Freedom of Information Act (VFOIA) outlines guidance for 

remote participation and distinguishes between a personal matter and a medical reason, which is 

reflected in the draft procedure before the Panel.  He said that also included is the procedure for 

operating under a State of Emergency, which reflects how the Panel operated during the COVID 

pandemic.  He noted that when the Panel holds a meeting there is a rule under VFOIA that for the 

meeting to occur, a quorum of members must be physically present at the meeting location.  

Mr. Hargraves moved that the Panel adopt the draft procedure as the Panel’s remote participation 

policy.  Ms. Norman-Taylor seconded the motion and discussion followed. 

Mr. Cranford referenced I.B.1. of the new proposed language. He suggested that the term “shall” should 

be changed to “may” since there can be disapproval. Mr. Bierman agreed to the amendment.  Mr. 

Hargraves motioned to accept the friendly amendment.  

Mr. Ware expressed some misunderstanding on section I.A.2.b. of the new proposed language. Mr. 

Bierman suggested adding “and” after “personal matter” in I.A.2.a. Discussion ensued on the new 

proposed language. Ms. McFadden stated that the new proposed language was drafted directly from 

the Virginia statute.  

Ms. Belkowitz referenced language in Virginia statute § 2.2-3708.2 and suggested revisions to I.2.a. - c. 

of the new proposed language. Mr. Bierman and Ms. Belkowitz recommended a period punctuation 

after “personal matter” in I.A.2.a. Ms. Belkowitz recommended that the language in I.A.2.b. and c. be 

replaced with: “participation by a member pursuant to this subdivision is limited each calendar year to 

two meetings or 25 percent.”  Discussion ensued on the language of identifying with specificity the 

nature of the personal matter.   

Mr. Bierman called the question that the Panel accept the new language proposed by Ms. Belkowitz 

under I.A.2.b. and c. and to combine the sections into one so that it tracks with the Virginia statute. Mr. 

Hargraves motioned to accept the friendly amendment.  

Mr. Bierman expressed concerns about the new proposed language regarding the language “with 

specificity” in I.A.2.a. Ms. Belkowitz stated that the Virginia statute does use the language “with 

specificity.” Ms. Belkowitz proposed that I.A. read: “subject to the authorization conditions of 

subsection b, any meeting where public business is discussed or transacted...”  

Mr. Bierman called to question acceptance of the new language proposed by Ms. Belkowitz under I.A. 

Mr. Hargraves motioned to accept the friendly amendment.  
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Mr. Bierman said that the language “with specificity” will not be removed from the Panel’s procedure 

because it is stated in the Virginia Code § 2.2-3708.2.  

Mr. Hargraves called the question that the Panel vote on adopting the remote participation procedure 

as amended. The motion carried by unanimous vote.  

Mr. Bierman clarified that in section I.B. the term “shall” will remain in the new proposed language as it 

is in the Virginia Code. Mr. Bierman called the question the motion by Mr. Hargraves to adopt as friendly 

amended the Policy for Participation in Meeting by Electronic Communication for the Police Civilian 

Review Panel. The motion carried by unanimous vote.  

Ms. Belkowitz noted that the language in the procedure may be confusing as it seems to be about 

whether the Panel can meet electronically, not whether one member can participate electronically. 

New Business: Mr. Bierman updated the Panel that they have made multiple requests for the next one-

hundred-day public meeting with the Chief of Police. He said that the meeting will focus on questions 

from the public. He voiced that there is no date scheduled yet and that he will put in another request 

with the Chief’s scheduler.  

Mr. Bierman reminded the Panel that he testified before the Public Safety Committee on September 28, 

2021. He said that the video is available online. He stated that he thanked the Board of Supervisors for 

helping the Panel with the Executive Director position. He said that he mentioned the administrative 

issue with the Executive Director and whether there will be additional administrative support needed. 

Mr. Bierman said that he spoke about drawing conclusions and the Panel’s limited investigatory 

authority, both of which are recommendations within the Four-Year Review. He noted that the Board of 

Supervisors expressed gratitude for the Panel members’ service on the Panel.  

Mr. Bierman mentioned the subcommittee process and that the proposed Bylaws will go to the Board of 

Supervisors. He said he accepted the proposed language on the subcommittee process that was voted 

on from the previous September 2, 2021, meeting and referenced the proposed Bylaws document in the 

meeting materials.  

Mr. Bierman shared a concern that was brought to his attention by a former Chair of the Panel.  He said 

the former Chair was concerned that, currently, the subcommittee only allows complainants to speak 

during a Review Meeting. Mr. Bierman said that complainants are not allowed to speak at 

subcommittee meetings.  Mr. Bierman expressed that the former Chair member found that problematic 

because the Panel can dismiss and fail to take up a Review Request without hearing from the 

complainant. Mr. Bierman said that the purpose of the subcommittee meeting is to determine whether 

the Panel has jurisdiction. 

Mr. Bierman asked the Panel their thoughts on allowing complainants to speak at subcommittee 

meetings. Mr. Gallagher said he felt that it was not necessary because the investigative file contains the 

interviews that the FCPD conducted with the complainant and the Panel listens to them. Mr. Bierman 

said the Panel considers whether the right people were interviewed. Mr. Gallagher said that there are 

ways to determine whether appropriate steps were not taken during the investigation.  Mr. Ware said 

that the subcommittee is only making a recommendation to the full Panel and suggested the 

complainant could make remarks during the full Panel meeting when it considers the subcommittee 

recommendation.  Mr. Bierman said that they should be considerate of complainants’ time, and that, if 
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the Panel decides to take a case and conducts a Review Meeting, then the complainant does not need to 

address the Panel twice. He asked whether it would be appropriate for the complainant to address the 

full Panel at the time of the subcommittee’s recommendation, if the subcommittee was recommending 

that the full Panel not take on the review.  Ms. Belkowitz raised the concern that complainants might say 

something to fellow civilians that they would not necessarily say to the police. She said if complainants 

believe that they have been harmed by the police and distrust the system, that they may not share 

everything with the police.  

Discussion ensued on how complainants learn of the status of the subcommittee’s recommendation and 

the decision of the Panel to conduct a review.  Mr. Bierman posed to the Panel this question: Is there 

any discomfort of us disposing of complaints using the subcommittee process that does not afford the 

complainant an opportunity to address the Panel in the same way a complainant would, had there been 

a Review Meeting? Mr. Ware stated that he was uncomfortable with that. Mr. Bierman proposed that 

the Panel table the topic until the next meeting. The Panel agreed to discuss the subject at the next 

meeting.  Upon a question by Mr. Hargraves, Ms. Ramirez stated that since the subcommittee typically 

meets the same week as the Panel meeting, the Panel informs the complainant in advance of both 

meetings at the same time. She said the complainant receives information on whether the Panel will 

take up a request for review after the meeting when the full Panel votes on the recommendation by the 

subcommittee. 

Mr. Schott provided an update on the status of the Executive Director position for the Panel. He said 

that the position description has been developed and the job will be advertised as soon as October 23, 

2021. Mr. Cranford asked where the County posts job openings. Discussion ensued on the stakeholders 

with whom the advertisement could be shared. Panel staff will send out the advertisement to NACOLE 

and to the Panel’s outreach mailing list. 

Mr. Ware said that he sent the Chair and Vice-Chair proposed new language for the Panel’s template 

letter which requests complainants to send in information for the Panel to consider good cause in 

extending the deadline for submitting a review request. Mr. Ware summarized the readability statistics 

for the current letter and proposed letter. Mr. Bierman asked Mr. Ware to develop and circulate a draft 

and the Panel discuss Mr. Ware’s proposal at the next meeting.   

Mr. Hargraves reiterated his desire that future subcommittees articulate the rubric when assessing 

whether they will recommend that a complaint be reviewed by the full Panel and then discuss the facts 

of the case. He said this will help community members to understand how the subcommittee assesses 

the complaint.  He also informed Panel members that Supervisor Lusk held a meeting on the UTSA use 

of force study and that they may want to watch the recording. 

Adjournment: Mr. Cranford moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Hargraves seconded the motion and it 

carried unanimously.  

The meeting adjourned at 8:22 p.m. 

Next Meeting: The Panel's next business meeting will be held on November 16, 2021, at 7:00 p.m.  

 

 



 

 

Fairfax County Police Civilian Review Panel 
Subcommittee Initial Review Report 

 

Request for Review – Basic Information 

CRP Complaint Number: CRP-21-21 

Subcommittee Meeting Date: November 10, 2021 

Subcommittee Members: 

• Dirck Hargraves, Subcommittee Chair (Panel Vice Chair) 

• Cheri Belkowitz, Subcommittee Member 

• William Ware, Subcommittee Member 

Complaint Submission Date: Review Request received on 10/4/2021. Other Key Dates: FCPD 
Disposition letter: 9/22/2021; Incident Dates: 10/18/2020; 3/2021 

 

This report is subject to Federal and Virginia Freedom of Information Acts. Panel members will 
maintain to the greatest extent possible under the law and in accordance with the Bylaws all 
sensitive and confidential information not intended for a public release.  
 

Purpose 

 
The Subcommittee Initial Review Report sets forth the Subcommittee’s recommendation on 
whether the Complainant’s allegation(s) meet the standard for review provided in the Panel’s 
Bylaws.  The Panel may accept or not accept the Subcommittee’s recommendation on whether to 
review a complaint. 
 

 

Findings 

 
The Panel’s review authority states in Article VI (A)(1) of its Bylaws: “The Panel shall review 
Investigations to ensure their thoroughness, completeness, accuracy, objectivity and impartiality 
where (1) the subject matter of an Investigation is an allegation of ‘abuse of authority’ or ‘serious 
misconduct’ by a FCPD officer, and (2) a Review Request is filed.”   
 
The subject matter of this investigation concerns allegations by the complainant that an FCPD 
auxiliary police officer (APO) did not have probable cause to remove signs from the complainant's 
yard, tampered with his trash can, struck him with his car and left the scene, and intimidated him.   
 
The Subcommittee finds that the subject matter of the investigation does not meet the threshold 
requirement for “abuse of authority” and “serious misconduct.” 
 

 

 



 

 

 

Recommendation 

 
The Subcommittee recommends that the Panel not undertake a review of CRP-21-21 because the 
complaint does not meet the scope of review criteria set forth in its Bylaws. 
 

 

 

Panel Bylaws Abuse of Authority and Serious Misconduct Checklist 

Criteria Met? 
Abuse of Authority and/or Serious 

Misconduct 
Complainant Details* 

No 
Use of abusive racial, ethnic or sexual 
language or gestures. 

 

No 

Harassment or discrimination based 
on race, color, sexual orientation, 
gender, religion, national origin, 
marital status, age, familial status, 
immigration status or disability. 

 

No 
Acting in a rude, careless, angry, 
retaliatory or threatening manner not 
necessary for self-defense. 

Alleged but no substantiation in the file 

No 
Reckless endangerment of detainee 
or person in custody. 

 

No Violation of laws or ordinances. Alleged but no substantiation in the file 

No 

Other serious violations of Fairfax 
County or FCPD policies or 
procedures, including the FCPD 
Cannon of Ethics, that occur both on 
or off duty. 

Alleged but no substantiation in the file 

 

*Confidential and sensitive information shall not be disclosed in this document. Contact the 
Chair or Panel Legal Counsel for questions and/or additional information.  
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Police Civilian Review Panel 

November 10, 2021 

Conducted Electronically due to COVID-19 Pandemic 

Initial Disposition Subcommittee – CRP-21-21 

 

Members Present: 

Dirck Hargraves, Subcommittee Chair 

Cheri Belkowitz, Review Liaison 

William Ware, Review Liaison 

 

Others Present: 

Rachelle Ramirez, OIPA 

Dre-Ana Whitfield, OIPA 

 

NOTE: The Panel’s subcommittee meeting was conducted electronically due to the COVID-19 

Pandemic.  The electronic meeting was hosted on WebEx and allowed for members of the 

public to virtually attend via WebEx or conference call. 

The Initial Disposition Subcommittee was called to order at 5:32 p.m. 

Motions to Conduct Electronic Meeting:  Mr. Hargraves took roll call to verify a quorum of the 

Panel’s subcommittee was present and to ensure each subcommittee member’s voice could be 

heard clearly. He asked each subcommittee member to state their name and the location from 

which they were participating. 

Mr. Hargraves was present and participated from Kingstowne, Virginia. 

Ms. Belkowitz was present and participated from Fairfax, Virginia. 

Mr. Ware was present and participated from Alexandria, Virginia. 

Mr. Hargraves moved that each member’s voice may be adequately heard by each other 

member of this Panel.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Belkowitz and it carried by unanimous 

vote. 

Mr. Hargraves moved that the State of Emergency caused by the COVID-19 pandemic makes it 

unsafe for the subcommittee to physically assemble and unsafe for the public to physically 

attend any such meeting, and that as such, FOIA’s usual procedures, which require the physical 

assembly of this Panel and the physical presence of the public, cannot be implemented safely or 

practically. He further moved that the subcommittee may conduct this meeting electronically 

through a dedicated WebEx platform and audio-conferencing line, and that the public may 

access this meeting by using the WebEx attendee access link or by calling 1-844-621-3956 and 
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entering access code 2336 898 2183 as noted in the Public Meeting Notice. Mr. Ware seconded 

the motion and it carried by unanimous vote. 

Mr. Hargraves moved that all matters addressed on the agenda are necessary to continue 

operations and the discharge of the Panel’s lawful purposes, duties, and responsibilities.  Ms. 

Belkowitz seconded the motion and it carried by unanimous vote. 

Completion of Initial Review Report for CRP-21-21: 

Mr. Hargraves reviewed the purpose stated in the Subcommittee Initial Review Report. He 

explained to the public that the subcommittee’s purpose is to make a recommendation based 

on the facts as alleged and to ensure that what is in the record supports the complainant’s 

allegation or allegations. He noted that the full Panel has the right to accept or reject the 

subcommittee’s recommendations.  

Mr. Hargraves reviewed the findings section of the Subcommittee Initial Review Report. The 

complainant alleged that an FCPD auxiliary police officer (APO) did not have probable cause to 

remove signs from his yard. The complainant further alleged that the FCPD APO tampered with 

his trash can and struck him with his vehicle and left the scene. Ms. Belkowitz stated that the 

incident did not occur during official police business and asked whether the Panel could review 

it. Mr. Hargraves explained that an APO or a full-time FCPD officer is still subject to the rules 

and regulations in the general orders of the FCPD whether on or off duty.  

Mr. Ware stated that the complaint appears to be the culmination of an ongoing feud between 

two neighbors. He said that the incidents raised by the complainant are aspects of that 

continuing feud. Mr. Ware expressed concerns about the allegation involving the complainant 

being struck by a vehicle and the auxiliary police officer leaving. Ms. Belkowitz stated that she 

observed many inconsistencies in the report and that the facts were unclear. Mr. Hargraves 

concurred with the observations of the subcommittee members. Ms. Belkowitz stated that 

there is no investigative report or interview that discussed that allegation. Discussion ensued on 

the allegation of the vehicle hitting the complainant. Mr. Hargraves said it was mentioned in 

the complaint but he did not see a report filed by a police officer based on that allegation. Mr. 

Ware noted that regardless of whether it was included in the investigative file, a hit and run 

would be beyond the scope of the Panel’s authority.  

The subcommittee reviewed each of the criteria in the Initial Review Report checklist and 

considered the allegations made in the complaint and whether there was substantiation in the 

investigative file to support the allegations. Subcommittee members noted that the only 

comment about race was made by the complainant directed at the APO.   

Discussion ensued on if the APO was acting in a rude, careless, angry, retaliatory, or threatening 

manner.  Ms. Belkowitz stated that both parties were acting in a rude manner toward each 

other. Mr. Ware said he thought the APO tried to deescalate the situation.  Ms. Belkowitz said 

she was unclear what the proper protocol was for an officer to follow if they think an item is 
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stolen.  Mr. Hargraves clarified that there were two instances in which the sign was not where 

the complainant placed it, but that the allegation is not supported by the facts in the 

investigative file.  Discussed ensued on whether the APO used his status as an APO to 

intimidate the complainant.  Subcommittee members expressed that there was no scintilla of 

evidence to support these allegations, and therefore, the criteria for full Panel review were not 

met.  

Mr. Hargraves moved that the subcommittee not recommend that the Panel take up a review 

of CRP-21-21 because the complaint does not meet the scope of review criteria set forth in its 

Bylaws.  Mr. Ware seconded the motion and it carried by unanimous vote. 

Mr. Ware stated that he did not believe the Panel was established to resolve disputes between 

neighbors and he did not think it was appropriate that this complaint was brought to the Panel 

and to the FCPD Internal Affairs Bureau. Ms. Belkowitz expressed agreement and stated that it 

would have been better handled by an alternative dispute resolution process.  Mr. Hargraves 

stated that the allegations have to be supported by the facts and that he did not think FCPD 

officers should be targeted with allegations such as these. 

Mr. Hargraves moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Ware seconded the motion and it carried by 

unanimous vote. 

The meeting adjourned at 6:26 p.m. 



Greetings everyone, 
 
I've attached a draft of the good cause letter with proposed plain language edits.  I also 
included MS Word readability stats for the original and updated version.  The original has a 17.6 
grade level, the proposed edits have an 11.7 grade level.  For reference, I'm including a 
screenshot to illustrate reading ability based on those stats. 
 
 

 
 



  

 

Fairfax County Police Civilian Review Panel 

PoliceCivilianReviewPanel@fairfaxcounty.gov 

12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 233A 

Fairfax, VA 22035 

703-324-2502, TTY 711 

www.fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

 

 

August 9, 2021 

 

 

Dear   

  

The Fairfax County Police Civilian Review Panel (the Panel) received emails you sent to 

Richard Schott, the Independent Police Auditor, on August 3 and 4, 2021.  Your emails allege 

that Fairfax County police officers falsely arrested you, harassed you, and violated the law.  The 

alleged incidents occurred on multiple occasions from May 2017 through March 2019.   

 

The Fairfax County Police Department (FCPD) informed the Panel that it completed two 

investigations into your complaints.  Letters about those investigations were sent to you on 

November 8, 2018, and January 29, 2021.  The Panel may review completed FCPD 

investigations when there are alleged abuses of authority or serious misconduct by FCPD 

officers.  The panel reviews investigations to ensure they are thorough, complete, accurate, 

objective, and impartial. 

  

Your request for review is late.  Panel rules say that you must make your request less than 60 

days after the police department completes its investigation.  The panel must now decide if there 

is good cause for your late request.  Good cause means that you have a good reason for being 

late.  If you believe you have a good reason for the late request, please provide your reasons in 

writing.  You must submit the reasons why you believe there is good cause to review your 

request to PoliceCivilianReviewPanel@fairfaxcounty.gov.  You must respond by 4:30 p.m. on 

August 30, 2021.  

  

The Panel will consider the reasons for your late request at its September 2, 2021 meeting.  If the 

Panel decides there is good cause for your late request, it will schedule a future meeting to 

review your actual complaint.  All Panel meetings are open to the public to attend, but there is no 

public comment during these meetings. You are welcome to attend these meetings in person to 

hear the remarks of the Panel members.  You may also find additional information following the 

meetings at www.fairfaxcounty.gov/policecivilianreviewpanel/panel-meetings.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
James N. Bierman, Jr., Chair 

Fairfax County Police Civilian Review Panel 

 

C o u n t y  o f  F a i r f a x ,  V i r g i n i a  
 

To protect and enrich the quality of life for the people, neighborhoods and diverse communities of Fairfax County 

 

mailto:PoliceCivilianReviewPanel@fairfaxcounty.gov
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/policecivilianreviewpanel/panel-meetings
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