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Police Civilian Review Panel 

July 10, 2025 

North County Government Center, Room A&B 

1801 Cameron Glen Drive, Reston VA 20190 

Meeting Summary 

 

Panel Members Present: 

David Adams, Vice Chair 

Bryon Garner, Chair 

Cheri Belkowitz 

Todd Cranford 

Fazia Deen 

Dirck Hargraves 

Michael Lau 

Jackie Patillo 

James Yang (Not Present) 

Others Present: 

Craig Miles, Office of the Police Civilian Review 
Panel 

Shaquishe Ferguson, Office of the Police Civilian 
Review Panel 

Kenneth Bynum, Panel Counsel (Remote on 
Teams) 

Richard Schott, Office of the Independent 
Police Auditor 

Captain Christopher Cosgriff, Fairfax County 
Police Department Internal Affairs Bureau 

Lieutenant Gregory Bedor, Fairfax County Police 
Department Internal Affairs Bureau 

 
Call to Order and Roll Call: Chair Garner called the Police Civilian Review Panel’s (Panel) business 
meeting to order at 7:01 p.m., and the Panel Analyst took attendance. 

Approval of Meeting Agenda: Chair Garner gave the Panel Members time to review the agenda. Chair 
Garner welcomed the new Panel Member, Jackie Patillo. Panel Member Hargraves made a motion to 
approve the agenda and Panel Member Belkowitz seconded the motion. The Panel voted, and the 
motion was unanimously approved. 

Approval of June 5, 2025 Draft Meeting Summary: Chair Garner gave Panel Members time to review the 
meeting summary. Chair Garner entertained a motion for the approval of the June 5, 2025 Panel draft 
meeting summary. Vice Chair Adams seconded, then Chair Garner asked if there were any revisions or 
discussion. Panel Member Belkowitz verbally noted she was on the phone and attended but did not 
participate and Panel Member Cranford noted he was not present at the June Panel meeting. Chair 
Garner called for a vote on the June 5, 2025 Draft Meeting Summary as amended. The motion was 
approved. Panel Members Cranford and Patillo abstained. 

Public Comment 
Chair Garner read the public comment procedures. When an audience member began presenting a 
personal case, Chair Garner reminded him that the remarks were not in accordance with the established 
public comment guidelines. 
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Report of Independent Auditor 
Independent Police Auditor (IPA) Schott stated he would be providing a summary of use-of-force 
incident review reports that had been published since he last reported to the Panel in March. IPA Schott 
said he would discuss seven reports: three reviews of officer involving shooting incidents, and four 
complaints involving the use-of-force. 

 
An individual who was suspected to be shoplifting fled a store in Tysons Corner. After security called the 
Fairfax County Police Department (FCPD), two officers pursued the individual. One officer fired two 
shots, which brought the individual down, followed by a third shot from the second officer. The second 
officer was later prosecuted and convicted of reckless handling of a firearm. IAB found the investigation 
accurate, complete, thorough, impartial and objective. At the time, FCPD had no foot pursuit policy, so 
there were no specific guidelines for the officers’ actions during the chase. The second officer was 
eventually terminated due to unrelated issues, including conflicting statements. 

 
In the second case, FCPD officers pursued a suspect wanted for abduction. After crashing, the suspect 
opened fire on approaching state troopers, who returned fire. An FCPD officer arriving on scene also 
fired four shots while the suspect was still shooting. The suspect was eventually incapacitated, then 
survived, and was later charged. The Prince William Commonwealth’s Attorney declined to charge the 
officers or troopers. FCPD’s investigation concluded that the use of deadly force was reasonable and the 
investigation was accurate, complete, thorough, impartial, and objective 

 
In the third case, an FCPD officer attempted to detain the driver of a stolen U-Haul. During handcuffing, 
the man struck the officer and reached for his firearm. As the struggle continued, the officer called for 
backup. A second officer arrived and fired 18 rounds. A third officer then pulled the man off the first 
officer and ultimately shot and killed the man. FCPD’s investigation into the second and third officers 
found the use of deadly force to be reasonable. The Commonwealth’s Attorney declined to file charges. 

 
In the fourth case, officers responded to a call about a student found in an empty classroom with an 
HDMI cord wrapped around his neck. The student was unresponsive to commands, and two FCPD 
officers, later joined by a third, restrained him. The student’s mother arrived and repeatedly requested 
that the handcuffs be removed; the officers loosened them but only removed them once Fire and 
Rescue took over care. The student was handcuffed for thirty-one minutes. Following a complaint from 
the mother, FCPD conducted an investigation and concluded that the officers responded appropriately 
given the circumstances. 

 
The fifth case involved a complaint alleging that FCPD officers brutally battered the complainant. A 
subcommittee of the Police Civilian Review Panel reviewed the non-use-of-force misconduct and 
recommended that the full Panel not pursue further review. FCPD officers had responded to a custody 
dispute where the complainant’s daughter refused to leave her father’s home. Despite repeated 
requests, the complainant (the mother) refused to leave and was arrested for trespassing. While 
handcuffed, the complainant escaped twice, prompting officers to tighten the restraints a third time. 
The FCPD investigation concluded that the minimal force used was reasonable. 
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The sixth case involved welfare checks requested by the complainant’s employer and roommate. A 
magistrate judge issued an emergency custody order, and FCPD officers responded to take the 
complainant into custody. The complainant began kicking, resulting in a struggle. Officers transported 
her to a crisis response center, where she again resisted by kicking. Officers used minimal force to 
maintain control. The complainant later alleged that officers entered her home without a legal warrant, 
assaulted, and improperly restrained her. The Independent Police Auditor found the FCPD’s 
investigation to be accurate, complete, thorough, impartial, and objective. 

 
The final case involved an FCPD officer who found a dirt bike rider on the property of a home and asked 
him to come forward. When the rider refused, the officer jumped the fence, prompting the rider to flee 
inside. The officer followed but was blocked by family members. He drew his baton and tried to push 
them out of the way but did not strike. A second officer de-escalated the situation, but the rider fled 
again. A third officer arrived, and the three officers handcuffed the rider. The rider’s mother filed a 
complaint. FCPD found the force used was within policy but noted poor judgment. 

 
Independent Police Auditor (IPA) Schott opened the floor for questions. Panel Member Cranford 
inquired about the first case, asking how it was confirmed that the officer did not unholster their 
firearm. IPA Schott explained that if the officer had unholstered their weapon, it would have activated 
the Body-Worn Camera’s body-down feature. Panel Member Cranford also asked whether any federal 
or state investigations were underway; IPA Schott responded that the FBI may be involved but could not 
confirm with certainty. Regarding the third case, Panel Member Cranford questioned whether an officer 
had a gun in hand and IPA Schott offered clarification. 

 
Subcommittee Report for CRP-25-02R: 
Panel Member Deen, who was the Chair of the subcommittee, greeted the members of the public who 
were present. She then described the Panel subcommittee process and explained the Panel’s 
procedures and authority. Based on the Panel Bylaws, in conducting a review of a complaint, the Panel 
determines whether employees of the Fairfax County Police Department (FCPD) engaged in serious 
misconduct or abuse of authority. Panel Member Deen stated that a subcommittee met on July 10, 
2025, to discuss the allegations made in a complaint. 

Panel Member Deen read the allegations made by the complainant and reviewed the facts of the case. 
The complainant alleged: 

1. Officer falsely arrested and maliciously prosecuted the complainant; and 
2. The complainant should have been taken to a mental health facility rather than jail. 

 
Panel Member Deen asked for any discussion or clarifying points. Panel Member Hargraves noted that 
the complainant alleged the police report was falsified and reiterated several inappropriate remarks 
made by the complainant, which led to her being transported to a mental health facility. Panel Member 
Lau agreed with what was shared by Panel Member Deen and Hargraves. The subcommittee finds that 
the allegations rose to the level of Abuse of Authority or Serious Misconduct, however there is not 
Sufficient Evidence for a Full Review. Panel Member Deen opened the floor for any additional 
comments, but no further remarks were made. 

Panel Member Hargraves requests that a deeper discussion be had about crisis intervention. The Panel 
Liaison stated that the complainant’s mental health concerns had been addressed. The Liaison also 
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clarified that while officers may use AI tools to assist in drafting reports, they are responsible for 
reviewing and editing those reports to ensure their accuracy. Panel Member Hargraves noted that the 
complainant alleged the use of AI led to inaccuracies in the police report. 

 
Chair Garner made a motion to accept the subcommittee report. Panel Member Hargraves seconded the 
motion. Chair Garner opened the floor for discussion. Hearing no further discussion, the Panel 
unanimously voted to accept the subcommittee report for CRP-25-02R. 

 
Discussion of Draft Panel Recommendations Procedure 
Chair Garner briefly stated the purpose of this procedure and read a couple of the amended statements. 
Chair Garner opened up the floor for questions. Panel Member Belkowitz said the recommendations 
come up organically, so she questioned if Panel Members should withhold it and then present to the 
Liaison. Chair Garner said yes. Panel Member Cranford clarified that the Panel would just be codifying 
what’s already been done but Panel Member Belkowitz disagreed, noting that there has been a change. 
Chair Garner gave an example to clear up confusion. Counsel Bynum said that maybe the bylaws should 
just be reviewed instead of a new policy. Vice Chair Adams said it’s better to do a deep dive behind the 
scenes to make sure policies are covered. Panel Liaison said his sooner involvement would expedite the 
process. The discussion concluded with Panel Member Hargraves suggesting that all Panel Members 
review the bylaws for more clarity. 

 
New Business: 
Vice Chair Adams spoke about the upcoming training on Saturday, July 12th at the Government Center at 
9:00 am that will take approximately 3 hours. 

 
Chair Garner mentioned that our August 7th meeting will be remote via Teams. Panel Liaison said there 
will not be subcommittees and case reviews in July and August. 

 
Adjournment: 
Chair Garner made a motion to adjourn the meeting, and Panel Member Deen seconded the motion. 
The motion was unanimously approved, and the meeting was adjourned at 8:33 p.m. 


