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Police Civilian Review Panel 

November 6, 2025 

Fairfax County Government Center, Conference Room 8 

12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, VA 22035 

Subcommittee Meeting Summary (CRP-24-23R)

 

Subcommittee Members Present: 

Cheri Belkowitz, Subcommittee Chair 

Todd Cranford, Panel Member 

Dirck Hargraves, Panel Member 

 

Others Present: 

Craig Miles, Office of the Police Civilian 
Review Panel Liaison 

Captain Christopher Cosgriff, Fairfax 
County Police Department Internal Affairs 
Bureau 

The Fairfax County Police Civilian Review Panel’s (Panel) subcommittee meeting was called to 
order at 6:02 p.m. Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz welcomed everyone to the Panel’s November 
6, 2025 subcommittee meeting and took attendance.   
 
CRP-24-23R Subcommittee’s Initial Review: Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz described the 
purpose of the subcommittee and explained its procedures and authority, based on the Panel 
Bylaws, to conduct an initial review of a complaint to determine whether the Fairfax County 
Police Department (FCPD) engaged in Serious Misconduct or Abuse of Authority. 
 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz explained the process for completion of the Initial Review 
Report and read the allegations. The allegations made by the complainant were:  
 
1. There was no investigation conducted. 
2. FCPD ignored the initial report from three responding officers (who were best positioned to note 
what happened) and let the mom go “cop shopping.” 

 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said she would provide a summary of the facts and then ask the 
other subcommittee members if they would like to provide any other relevant facts. 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz provided a summary of the events of the incident that led to the 
complaint (CRP-24-23R), explaining that she would not use any names in her summary. 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz asked if any of her fellow subcommittee members had any facts 
they would like to add. Panel Member Cranford said the recitation of the facts was very good and 
asked Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz to clarify what “Merrifield” was, and Subcommittee Chair 
Belkowitz said Merrifield was a behavioral health facility where people who are having mental 
health crises are taken. Panel Member Hargraves concurred that the recitation of the facts was 
thorough and said that the complainant’s disposition in the criminal case was set aside, assuming 
that he met all the terms of the agreement. 
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Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said the complainant was present and would have 15 minutes to 
explain why he requested a review. Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz reminded the complainant 
that the meeting was public and was being recorded. Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz told the 
complainant he could choose to state his name or not but should not use any of the officers’ 
names.  
 
Statement by the Complainant 
The complainant introduced himself by name and said his goal was to provide the Panel with 
broad details of what he believed to be an incomplete investigation by members of the Fairfax 
County Police Department, which resulted in significant damage to his life. The complainant 
said that throughout the process, readily available information was ignored, and key witnesses 
were never contacted, and the foundation of the investigation was based on a narrative from 
people with significant credibility issues. The complainant said that the lack of investigation 
caused him to be charged with a felony, which he believed rose to the level of serious 
misconduct.  
 
The complainant told the subcommittee members about himself briefly and then addressed the 
incident that caused him to file the complaint. On the date in question, he woke his youngest son 
up to take medicine; he was facing consequences for his behavior at school. The son swept 
everything off the mantle of the gas fireplace in the kitchen. The complainant grabbed the son by 
the collar of his hoodie to stop him. The son went to 7-11, and the complainant spoke to the 
clerk, telling him he had called the police. When the police arrived, the complainant told the 
police it was the second weekend in a row the complainant had to use the police to make the son 
behave. The primary officer told the complainant that he reached out to resources, and they 
ultimately agreed to call the son’s mother. The mother arrived about 30 minutes later. The father 
said the son takes medicine for Other Specified Neurodevelopment Disorder, Attention-
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, Unspecified Depressive Disorder, and Oppositional Defiant 
Disorder and was hospitalized twice for behavior and inability to control himself. The challenges 
present themselves primarily at school.  
 

The complainant said on Monday, April 15, he was arrested on a felony warrant at home by three 
FCPD officers who handcuffed and walked him down the street where he has lived for 15 years. 
He said the magistrate let him go almost immediately. The complainant said a year of financial, 
emotional, and mental stress began. He said he feared volunteering for his middle son’s football 
team because of a possible background check. He also said he pulled his oldest son out of school 
to testify in court and used some of his college fund for legal expenses. He said most of all, he 
lost quality time with his kids. He contended that if the detectives involved had followed FCPD 
policies and procedures and conducted a thorough and impartial investigation, the facts 
uncovered would have told a different story. The complainant referenced FCPD General Order 
501 – conducting investigations in a fair and equitable manner. The complainant said at no point 
did anyone from FCPD reach out to speak to him or the witnesses to include the older brother, 
who was in the bedroom and was a witness. At no point did anyone reach out to the complainant, 
who would have been able to explain the child’s behavior and the mother’s relationship with 
him. The complainant said he could have told the detective this was the second attempt that the 
son’s mother had made to get him arrested in reference to the son. The complainant said he could 
have provided information that would have brought into question the credibility of the witnesses.  
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The complainant said the responding officer’s statements were ignored by the detective. The 
initial responding officer said that the son did not give any indication of being strangled. After 
connecting with the mother who showed up, there was a different story and injuries. The 
complainant alleged that if the detective had done a thorough investigation, two facts would have 
been clear – the story shifted once the son’s mother arrived based on their willingness to lie and 
neither she or the son are credible sources.  
 
The complainant shared excerpts of the Department of Social Services report, stating the mother 
filed a complaint against him for child abuse, and the disposition of the complaint was 
unfounded. The report allegedly said the complainant raised concerns about his son’s honesty. 
School records and emails document and corroborate the complainant’s account that the son was 
having an angry outburst and destroying property when the complainant made a momentary, 
reasonable contact to stop him, accidentally resulting in a minor mark. After an hour via Zoom 
meeting with Department of Social Services they came to that conclusion there was insufficient 
evidence to find abuse. The complainant said he was stunned and embarrassed to be walked 
down the street. The complainant said that FCPD has some of the best in the business, but that 
was not demonstrated in this case. The complainant said that evidence was ignored. He asked 
why no one questioned the change in stories; why wasn’t the responding officer’s report viewed 
with the accuracy it represented; why no one questioned the complainant or the other witnesses. 
He also asked why the entire investigation was based upon the word of a 13-year-old with mental 
health challenges and a mother with a vendetta against the complainant. How did the 
Commonwealth find no child abuse with less evidence than the FCPD. The complainant said that 
it may be run-of-the-mill to them but life-altering for the complainant.   
 
Allegations and Comments: 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said the subcommittee would discuss each allegation, whether 
the criteria was met for each allegation, and whether there was any information missing from the 
file. Panel Member Hargraves said the first allegation would be E or F [Violation of laws or 
ordinances and Other serious violations of Fairfax County or FCPD policies or procedures, 
including the FCPD Canon of Ethics, that occur both on or off duty] from the Initial Review 
Report, and Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz explained what E and F were. Panel Member 
Hargraves said the complainant made an allegation that would fall under the Panel’s purview. 
Panel Member Hargraves said that the initial detective that the complainant’s ex-partner [son’s 
mother] contacted referred the case to another detective who did investigate the matter, and the 
evidence from the FACTS exam was the basis for the warrant. Panel Member Hargraves did not 
support the complainant’s allegation.  
 
Panel Member Cranford agreed and said that the evidence did not support the allegation that no 
investigation was done. Panel Member Cranford said he empathized with the complainant and 
the challenges of parenting, but he concurred that the first allegation is not substantiated in the 
record. 
 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said she believed there was an investigation conducted but had a 
question about the thoroughness of the investigation. Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz then read 
General Order 501, and said the detective tried to reach the complainant. The detective asked for 
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an opportunity to speak to the complainant before the warrant was served but that did not 
happen. Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said in the body-worn camera video, the son said the 
complainant grabbed his neck. The complainant said he understood there was an investigation 
conducted, but it was incomplete. He said he believed he clarified that in his statement. 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz restated some of the questions the complainant had about the 
investigation. Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz then told the complainant that they spent a lot of 
time reviewing the file and going through the body-worn camera footage and all the interviews 
and told the complainant she had more than seven pages of single-spaced notes on his case. She 
then read some of her notes about the son’s statement that the complainant grabbed his neck. 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said that there were a couple of things that were overlooked.  
 
Panel Member Cranford said that a different investigation might have been conducted but it was 
not an abuse of authority or misconduct. Panel Member Hargraves echoed the empathy of Panel 
Member Cranford and said the area that was illuminating was whether or not the complainant’s 
ex-partner was “cop shopping.” Panel Member Hargraves said he did not see enough evidence 
that rose to the level of abuse of authority or misconduct in the way the investigation was 
conducted.  
 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said she was an education attorney and had a lot of empathy for 
parents and the complainant’s son, because he likely could not control his behavior. She said she 
had concerns about the detective not speaking with the complainant or the witness. The 
complainant said that the “cop shopping” allegation is not an issue because that was not the case, 
and Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz agreed, if the complainant was withdrawing that allegation. 
The complainant said he was withdrawing that allegation. Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz asked 
about the vote for a recommendation for a full Panel review and the Liaison clarified that the 
vote must be unanimous to not recommend a full Panel review. He added the fact that two Panel 
members voting for a review during the Panel meeting would result in a full Panel review.  
 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said that she was trying to determine if the allegation rose to the 
level of misconduct, but she thought the outcome would have been the same based on the FACT 
exam and the forensic interview. She added that it seemed there was enough evidence to say 
there were hands on the neck. She asked if failing to speak to the complainant was serious 
misconduct, and said that was what she was struggling with. Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz said 
she disagreed with her colleagues, but it [the investigation] was sloppy at best. Panel Member 
Hargraves asked if the complainant was able to speak at the upcoming Panel meeting, and the 
Liaison said yes.  
 
Full Panel Recommendation: 
Panel Member Cranford said to call for the question. Panel Member Hargraves moved that the 
subcommittee vote on the matter. Panel Member Cranford seconded the motion. Subcommittee 
Chair Belkowitz asked for clarification. Panel Member Hargraves moved that the subcommittee 
not recommend the first allegation be reviewed by the full Panel. Panel Member Cranford 
seconded the motion. Panel Members Cranford and Hargraves voted in favor of the motion, and 
Subcommittee Chair Belkowitz voted in opposition to the motion. Subcommittee Chair 
Belkowitz explained that the subcommittee would make its recommendation to the full Panel at 
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the meeting occurring after the subcommittee meeting and the complainant could speak during 
that meeting.  
 
Meeting Adjourned: 
Panel Member Cranford made a motion to adjourn the meeting, and Panel Member Hargraves 
seconded the motion. The motion unanimously carried, and the meeting was adjourned at 6:50 
p.m. 
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