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Police Civilian Review Panel 

May 7, 2026 

Fairfax County Government Center, Conference Room 441-C 

12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, VA 22035 

Meeting Summary 

 
Panel Members Present: 

David Adams, Vice Chair 

Cheri Belkowitz 
(Participation via Microsoft 
Teams) 

Todd Cranford 

Fazia Deen 

Allen Denette (absent) 

Bryon Garner, Chair 
(absent) 

Dirck Hargraves 

Jasmin Chavez 

James Yang (absent) 

Others Present: 

Craig Miles, Office of the Police Civilian 
Review Panel Liaison 
 
Rachelle Ramirez, Office of the Independent 
Police Auditor 
 
Captain Bradley Libby, Fairfax County Police 
Department Internal Affairs Bureau 
 

 
 

Call to Order and Roll Call: Vice Chair Adams called the Police Civilian Review Panel’s (Panel) business 
meeting to order at 7:18 p.m. 
 
Vice Chair Adams notified the Panel that Panel Member Belkowitz requested to participate remotely due to 
a temporary or permanent disability or other medical condition. Panel Member Hargraves moved that Vice 
Chair Adams’ decision to approve Panel Member Belkowitz’s request to participate from Fairfax, VA was 
in accordance with policy. Panel Member Cranford seconded the motion. The motion unanimously carried 
with the five Panel Members present voting in favor of the motion.  
 
The Office of the Independent Police Auditor (OIPA) Analyst took attendance. 
 
Approval of Meeting Agenda: Vice Chair Adams entertained a motion to approve the Panel Meeting agenda. 
Panel Member Cranford moved to approve the agenda and Panel Member Hargraves seconded the motion. 
The motion unanimously carried with the five Panel Members present voting in favor of the motion. 
 
Panel Member Chavez arrived at 7:18 p.m. 
 
Approval of April 2, 2026 Draft Meeting Summary: Vice Chair Adams gave Panel Members time to review 
the April 2, 2026 draft meeting summary. Panel Member Hargraves made a motion to approve the draft 
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summary and Panel Member Cranford seconded the motion. The motion to approve the April 2, 2026 draft 
meeting summary unanimously carried. 

 
Subcommittee Report for CRP-25-16R: Vice Chair Adams described the Panel’s 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.  
 
Vice Chair Adams, who was the Chair of the subcommittee, stated that a subcommittee met on April 23 to 
discuss the allegations made in the complaint. Panel Member Hargraves and Panel Member Deen also 
served on the subcommittee. 
 
Vice Chair Adams read the allegations made by the complainant: 
 

1. The officer sent racially biased text messages. 
2. The officer defamed the complainant’s character. 
3. The officer discussed the complainant’s employment with the Fairfax County Fire and Rescue 

Department. 
4. The officer violated the complainant’s civil rights. 

 
Vice Chair Adams provided a detailed summary of the incident that prompted the complainant to file the 
complaint. He asked the other subcommittee members if they had any additions. Panel Member Deen noted 
that the cyber forensics [examination] of the phone was important, and they could not prove that the 
detective sent the messages. Panel Member Hargraves said the detective’s phone was confiscated and did 
not contain the texts that were on the complainant’s phone.  
 
Vice Chair Adams stated the subcommittee found that although the allegations included Serious Misconduct 
and Abuse of Authority, there was not sufficient evidence in the investigative file to lead a reasonable Panel 
to conclude there should be a Full Panel review. Vice Chair Adams also stated there was no information 
missing from the files that would affect the complainant's allegations.  
 
Panel Member Cranford moved to accept the recommendation of the subcommittee and Panel Member 
Deen seconded the motion. The Panel voted to accept the subcommittee’s recommendation in the case of 
CRP-25-16R, and the motion unanimously carried. 
 
Subcommittee Report for CRP-25-22R: 
Panel Member Cranford, who was the Chair of the subcommittee, stated that a subcommittee met on April 
27 to discuss the allegations made in the complaint. Vice Chair Adams and Panel Member Chavez also 
served on the subcommittee. 
 
Vice Chair Adams referred to the Initial Review Report in the meeting materials which included the 
allegations made by the complainant: 
 

1. The officer did not conduct a thorough and complete investigation. 
2. The officer was unprofessional. 
3. The officer conducted a discriminatory investigation. 

 
Panel Member Cranford summarized the incident that prompted the complainant to file the complaint. He 
asked the other subcommittee members if they had any additions. Vice Chair Adams said that the body-
worn camera footage showed that all officers were professional and courteous. Panel Member Chavez noted 
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that the officer let the complainant know she was at fault for the accident when she was in the ambulance 
with her mother.  
 
Panel Member Cranford asked if there were any questions. Panel Member Hargraves asked if there was 
anything in the investigative file that looked at the officer’s previous arrest or stop records. Panel Member 
Cranford stated that he saw nothing in the footage that would indicate potential bias and other Panel 
Members expressed their agreement. Panel Liaison Miles stated that he did not see such an analysis 
included in the file. 
 
Panel Member Chavez elaborated on her earlier comment and stated that the complainant became defensive 
in the ambulance when given a citation but that the officer was professional. Panel Liaison Miles stated that 
he will research law and policy on whether the officer was required to issue a summons at the scene of the 
crash. 
 
Panel Member Cranford stated that the allegations, if true, could be considered Abuse of Authority or 
Serious Misconduct. He said, however, that the evidence in the investigative file could not lead a reasonable 
Panel to conclude there was sufficient evidence for a Full Panel review. Further, Panel Member Cranford 
also stated there was no information missing from the report; therefore, the subcommittee unanimously 
recommended that the Panel not take up this complaint.  Panel Member Belkowitz moved to accept the 
subcommittee’s recommendation and Panel Member Hargraves seconded the motion.  
 
Panel Member Hargraves asked whether the FCPD should always include social media and traffic stop data 
in the investigative file whenever a complaint includes a bias allegation.  Discussion ensued and Panel 
Member Cranford stated that he did not support asking the FCPD to do this additional analysis unless there 
was some evidence of bias. 
 
The Panel voted to accept the subcommittee’s recommendation in the case of CRP-25-22R, and the motion 
unanimously carried.  
 
Subcommittee Report for CRP-25-12R: 
Panel Member Chavez said that a subcommittee met on April 28 to discuss the allegations made in the 
complaint.  
 
Panel Member Chavez read the allegations made by the complainant: 
 

1. The officer unlawfully arrested the complainant, which contradicted the Virginia Court of Appeals 
ruling in Woodson v. Commonwealth. 

2. The officers used the complainant’s race as a factor for the arrest. 
 
Panel Member Chavez provided a detailed summary of the facts of the case. She added that the FCPD’s 
letter concluded that the evidence did not support the allegations that the arrest was unlawful and the facts 
did not provide support of the racial bias allegation. 
 
Panel Member Chavez said the subcommittee determined that both allegations met the criteria of Abuse of 
Authority or Serious Misconduct. However, the evidence in the investigative file could not lead a reasonable 
Panel to conclude there was sufficient evidence to support the allegations. Panel Member Chavez also stated 
there was no indication that information was missing from the files. She stated that the subcommittee 
unanimously recommended that the Full Panel not take up this complaint. 
 
Complainant Addresses Panel 
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The complainant described what occurred the morning of his arrest, which he described as the result of 
someone weaponizing the police to get custody of his children or using a “silver bullet strategy”.  He stated 
that he thought the officer said something different to the magistrate than what he told him [the 
complainant].  

 
Panel Member Hargraves asked whether there was any indication that the officer changed what he said to 
the magistrate from what he said at the time of arrest. Panel Member Chavez said she did not recall. The 
policy of turning off the body-worn cameras at the adult detention center was noted by Panel Member 
Hargraves. The complainant explained that the magistrate originally told the officer this was a parenting 
matter and then, after the officer provided more information, she [the magistrate] charged him with battery. 
 
Vice Chair Adams moved that the Panel accept the recommendation of the subcommittee and Panel 
Member Chavez seconded the motion. 
 
Panel Member Belkowitz questioned what the policy was on police making arrests in domestic situations. 
Panel Liaison Miles read from General Order 602.C.V. that when probable cause exists the police shall 
arrest the “predominant physical aggressor”. 
 
Discussion ensued on the Panel’s limited authority to review this specific complaint. The Complainant 
stated that he was not looking for action against the officer involved in this incident but wanted the Panel to 
look at policies and procedures within the police department. Panel Member Hargraves stated he would 
continue to consider the broader policy issue of police weaponization.   
 
Vice Chair Adams called the question and the Panel voted to accept the subcommittee’s recommendation in 
the case of CRP-25-12R, and the motion unanimously carried. Panel Member Cranford told the complainant 
that he may wish to provide recommendations for the Panel to consider following this meeting. 
 
New Business 
Panel Members Hargraves and Cranford requested the Panel discuss the hiring of counsel. Discussion 
ensued on how counsel was hired previously, the Panel’s Bylaws, and whether it may vote or go into closed 
session to discuss Counsel. Panel Members expressed confusion about the guidance provided by the FOIA 
office via Panel Liaison Miles. Panel Member Cranford stated he would like to define a process going 
forward and would like to invite the County Attorney to a Panel Meeting to explain the process. 

 
Adjournment 
Vice Chair Adams entertained a motion to adjourn. Panel Member Hargraves made the motion and Panel 
Member Chavez seconded the motion. The Panel voted and the motion unanimously carried. The meeting 
adjourned at 9:13 p.m.  

 
  


