
Police Civilian Review Panel 

Meeting Agenda 

Location: Fairfax County Government Center – Room 7 

12000 Government Center Parkway 

Fairfax, VA 22035 

Date: September 3, 2026 

Time: 

Website: 

 7:00 pm 

 www.fairfaxcounty.gov/policecivilianreviewpanel/ 

Agenda details: 

I. Call to Order

II. Agenda Items

a. Roll Call

b. Approval of Meeting Agenda

c. Approval of August 6, 2026 Draft Meeting Summary

d. Report of CRP-25-21R Subcommittee and Panel Vote

e. Review and Approval of Report for CRP-24-23R

III. New Business

IV. Adjournment

Panel Meeting Schedule: 

• October 1, 2026 at 7:00 p.m., 12000 Government Center Parkway Fairfax, VA 22035. Room 7

Panel’s Purpose: 

The nine-member Police Civilian Review Panel’s mission is to enhance police legitimacy and to build and maintain trust between the citizens of 

Fairfax County, the Board of Supervisors and the Fairfax County Police Department (FCPD) by reviewing certain FCPD investigations to ensure 

the accuracy, completeness, thoroughness, objectivity and impartiality of the investigation. It is appointed by, and reports directly to, the Board 

of Supervisors. The Panel is governed both by the bylaws approved by the Board of Supervisors and a code of ethics adopted by the Panel.  

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/policecivilianreviewpanel/
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Police Civilian Review Panel  

August 6, 2026 

Virtual Meeting via Microsoft Teams 

Meeting Summary 

Panel Members Present:  

David Adams, Panel Chair 

Cheri Belkowitz 

Jasmin Chavez  

Allen Denette  

Charlotte Gill  

Dirck Hargraves 

James Yang  

Panel Members Absent: 

Todd Cranford 

Fazia Deen 

Others Present: 

Craig Miles, Police Accountability 

Office Director 

Shaquishe Ferguson, Panel Manager 

Rachelle Ramirez, Police 

Accountability Office Analyst 

Ashley Obando, Police 

Accountability Office Counsel 

Captain Aaron Spooner, Fairfax County 

Police Department Internal Affairs Bureau 

Sergeant Scarlett Cuvelier, Fairfax County 

Police Department Internal Affairs Bureau 

Lieutenant Justin Kim, Fairfax County Police 

Department  

Major Brian Bowman, Fairfax County Police 

Department Internal Affairs 

Call to Order and Roll Call: Panel Chair Adams called the Police Civilian Review Panel’s (Panel) business 

meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. and the Panel Manager took attendance. 

Approval of Meeting Agenda: Panel Chair Adams entertained a motion to approve the Panel meeting 

agenda. Panel Member Denette made a motion to approve the agenda, and Panel Member Hargraves 

seconded the motion. 

Panel Member Hargraves made a motion to amend the agenda to remove the Vice Chair election and 

postpone it to September because Panel Member Cranford was not present to participate. Panel Member 

Belkowitz seconded the motion to amend the agenda. The Panel Members cast the following votes: 

David Adams - No 

Cheri Belkowitz - Yes 

Jasmin Chavez - No 

Allen Denette - No 

Charlotte Gill - No 

Dirck Hargraves - Yes 

James Yang - No 
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The motion to amend the agenda failed. 

Approval of July 9, 2026 Draft Meeting Summary: Chair Adams gave Panel Members time to review 

the July 9, 2026 draft meeting summary. Panel Member Belkowitz made a motion to approve the draft 

summary, and Panel Member Hargraves seconded the motion. Panel Member Belkowitz asked if an 

asterisk could be put next to Counsel’s name since her admission to Virginia is pending. The motion 

to approve the July 9, 2026 draft meeting summary, as amended, unanimously carried. 

Full Review of CRP-24-23R:  

Panel Chair Adams described the Panel’s process and explained the Panel’s procedures and authority. 

Based on the Panel Bylaws, in conducting a Full Panel Review of a complaint, the Panel determines 

whether the investigation completed by the Fairfax County Police Department (FCPD) was accurate, 

complete, thorough, objective and impartial. A subcommittee met on November 6, 2025, to discuss 

whether the allegations made in the complaint met the Panel’s threshold of Serious Misconduct and 

Abuse of Authority. Chair Adams then reviewed the rules of the Full Panel Review process. 

Panel Member Belkowitz read the allegations made by the complainant and reviewed the facts of the 

case. The allegations were: 

1. The complainant alleged there was no investigation conducted.

2. The complainant alleged FCPD ignored the initial report from three responding officers (who

were best positioned to note what happened) and let the mom go “cop shopping.”

Panel Member Belkowitz provided a detailed summary of the incident that prompted the complainant 

to file the complaint.   

Panel Member Belkowitz asked if Panel Member Hargraves had any additions. He had nothing to 

add. 

The complainant provided an overview of the incident. He then explained that CPS [Child Protective 

Services] examined all the evidence, but the FCPD detective did not examine all the evidence. The 

complainant said the detective did not contact the complainant or interview other witnesses. 

Panel Member Belkowitz asked how the complainant would explain the medical evidence of 

strangulation. The complainant said petechiae can occur from sneezing, bowel movements, etc. and 

cannot be the primary indication of strangulation.  

Panel Member Hargraves asked questions regarding the complainant and his family being 

interviewed, the notarized letter and the professionalism of the arresting officers. The complainant 

responded accordingly. 

Lieutenant Kim clarified that petechiae can result from extreme squeezing that causes blood vessels in 

the eye to burst and can cause bruising which can only be seen with medical equipment. Lieutenant Kim 

also commented on the lack of an interview with the complainant, stating that a detective attempted to 

contact the complainant but was unsuccessful. 

Panel Member Belkowitz asked Lieutenant Kim how he reconciles his description of the FACT 

examination versus the CPS finding that there was no child abuse. Lieutenant Kim said he could not 

speak on behalf of CPS but believed they were investigating child abuse, which was different than 
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strangulation. Panel Member Denette stated that he understood the FACT exam in the police 

department’s view was sufficient to make an arrest without speaking to other witnesses. Panel Member 

Denette asked whether the detective’s decision to arrest without interviewing other witnesses was 

reviewed by the detective’s superiors and whether the detective had discretion to issue the arrest 

warrant. Lieutenant Kim said the detective had to present the facts to the magistrate to obtain an arrest 

warrant based on probable cause. Panel Member Gill asked whether it was typical to conduct an 

investigation without interviewing all witnesses. Lieutenant Kim said he could speak to this case and 

provided a summary of the investigative process. Discussion with Panel Member Gill ensued. 

Chair Adams said the Panel would vote whether the IAB’s [Internal Affairs Bureau] investigation was 

accurate, complete, thorough, impartial and objective. Panel Member Hargraves moved to concur with 

the findings detailed in the Investigation Report. Panel Member Denette seconded the motion. The 

Panel voted and the motion carried with six Panel Members voting in favor and Panel Member 

Belkowitz abstaining. 

Panel Member Hargraves asked how the Panel could ensure that citizens were treated fairly 

in similar situations moving forward. Chair Adams asked Panel Members for 

recommendations to include in the report. Panel Member Hargraves recommended 

documenting attempts to contact the “suspect.” Panel Member Yang recommended that 

detectives contact both parties during an investigation and use lessons learned to implement 

improvements. Director Miles said he would follow up with IAB. 

Election of Vice Chair: Chair Adams asked for nominations for Vice Chair. Panel Member 

Hargraves nominated Panel Member Cranford. Chair Adams nominated Panel Member 

Yang. Panel Member Yang said he would like to be Vice Chair because he dedicates 

significant time to the Panel. Panel Member Hargraves said Panel Member Cranford would 

like to be nominated because it is a critical position that involves facilitating Panel Meetings 

and maintaining good relations with the Chair and IAB. The Panel Members cast the 

following votes: 

David Adams - James Yang 

Cheri Belkowitz - Abstention 

Jasmin Chavez - James Yang 

Allen Denette - James Yang 

Charlotte Gill - James Yang 

Dirck Hargraves - Todd Cranford 

James Yang - James Yang 

Panel Member Yang was elected Vice Chair. 

New Business: Director Miles said there would be an increased number of subcommittees between 

August and November. 

Adjournment: Chair Adams entertained a motion to adjourn. Panel Member Hargraves made a 

motion to adjourn, and Panel Member Gill seconded the motion. The Panel voted and the motion 

unanimously carried. The meeting adjourned at 8:37 p.m. 
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 Initial Review Report – Subcommittee Recommendation to 

the Fairfax County Police Civilian Review Panel 
Request for Review – Basic Information 
CRP Complaint Number: CRP-25-21 
Subcommittee Members: 

• Panel Member Adams, Panel Member
• Panel Member Gill, Panel Member
• Panel Member Yang, Chair of Subcommittee

Key Dates: Date of Review Request: October 1, 2025 Date of Incident: September 1, 2022 Date of 
Initial Complaint: October 24, 2022 Date of FCPD Disposition Letter: July 31 , 2023 
Subcommittee Meeting 
Date: September 3, 2026 

 ☐ Complainant or representative
present
☒ Complainant or representative not
present

☐ Complainant or representative
spoke

Subcommittee Authority and Purpose 

The Subcommittee conducts an Initial Review of the subject Complaint to determine whether the 
Complaint meets the minimum criteria for review and consideration by the full Panel. (See Panel Bylaws 
Article VI.D.2.(d)) 

The Subcommittee reviews complaints to determine whether: (Panel Bylaws Article VI.D.3.(a)) 
(1) The Complaint alleges Serious Misconduct or Abuse of Authority as defined in its Bylaws; and
(2) The evidence contained in the investigative file could lead a reasonable Panel to conclude that

there is sufficient evidence to support the allegations.

Subcommittee’s Role in Initial Review Process 

The Subcommittee Initial Review Report sets forth the Subcommittee’s recommendation. A 
unanimous Subcommittee vote is required to recommend that the Panel not consider a complaint. The 
full Panel may or may not accept the Subcommittee’s recommendation on whether to review a 
complaint. 
The full Panel will consider the Subcommittee recommendation and vote to determine whether it 
accepts a Review Request. If the full Panel accepts the recommendation, it will conduct a full Panel 
Review Meeting. (Panel Bylaws Article VI.F.) 

Categories of Abuse of Authority or Serious Misconduct 
The Panel determines whether allegations can be categorized as one or more of the following: (Panel 
Bylaws Article VI(B)) 

A. Use of abusive racial, ethnic or sexual language or gestures.
B. Harassment or discrimination based on race, color, sexual orientation, gender, religion,

national origin, marital status, age, familial status, immigration status or disability.
C. Acting in a rude, careless, angry, retaliatory or threatening manner not necessary for self- 

defense.
D. Reckless endangerment of detainee or person in custody.
E. Violation of laws or ordinances.
F. Other serious violations of Fairfax County or FCPD policies or procedures, including the FCPD

Canon of Ethics, that occur both on or off duty.
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Complainant Allegations 
The Panel subcommittee considered the following allegation(s) by the Complainant to determine 
(1) whether each constitutes Serious Misconduct or an Abuse of Authority as defined above, and, if
yes, (2) whether the Investigation Report reveals sufficient substantiation.

Allegation(s) 

List each allegation below as stated by the Complainant. Indicate in the next two columns whether 
the two criteria are met for each allegation. 

(1) 
Abuse of 
Authority 
or Serious 

Misconduct 
Identify 

Category (A-F) 

(2) 
Sufficient 

Evidence for 
Full Review 

Indicate 
Yes/No 

Excessive and unwarranted force was used N/A N/A 

The officer was aggressive, belligerent and boisterous  C Yes 
The officers violated the Fourth and Sixth Amendments of the United States 
Constitution 

F Yes 

Missing Information 

There was no indication there was missing information. 

Subcommittee Findings and Recommendation 
Check the Subcommittee’s recommendation to the full Panel and keep one statement below that applies based on criteria met. 

☒ Subcommittee
Recommends full
Panel Review

Criteria 1 and 2 are both met: The Subcommittee finds that the 
allegation(s) made by the Complainant meet(s) the threshold of Serious 
Misconduct or Abuse of Authority as defined above AND that the 
evidence contained in the investigative file could lead a reasonable 
Panel to conclude that there is sufficient evidence to support the 
allegations. Therefore, the Panel subcommittee recommends that the 
full Panel take up review of this Complaint. 



Fairfax County Police Civilian Review Panel  
 PoliceCivilianReviewPanel@fairfaxcounty.gov  
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 150A  

Fairfax, Virginia 22035  
703-324-2774, TTY 711

www.fairfaxcounty.gov/policecivilianreviewpanel 

DATE: September 9, 2026  

TO: Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 

Chief Kevin Davis, Fairfax County Police Department 

Mr. Eric Dugger, Independent Police Auditor  

FROM: Fairfax County Police Civilian Review Panel 

SUBJECT: 
Report of Panel Findings in Case of Complaint No. CRP-24-
23R  

I. Introduction

The Police Civilian Review Panel (Panel) held a Review Meeting on August 6, 2026, to complete 
its review of the Fairfax County Police Department (FCPD) Internal Affairs Bureau (IAB) 
investigation resulting from a complaint against an FCPD detective. On April 6, 2024, the 
complainant called the police to a 7-11 store near his home after an he and his son had an 
altercation at their home. Three FCPD officers responded to the 7-11 but did not arrest the 
complainant regarding the alleged assault of his son that day. On April 15, 2024, the complainant 
was arrested at his home for allegedly assaulting and choking his son during the incident that 
occurred on April 6, 2024. In his complaint to the Panel on October 29, 2024, the complainant 
alleged that his son’s mother contacted an FCPD detective she knew after the incident with his 
son. That detective contacted another detective, who subsequently obtained arrest warrants for the 
complainant without conducting a thorough investigation.  

Members of the Panel reviewed the FCPD IAB investigation file and heard from the complainant 
at a Panel Initial Review Subcommittee meeting on November 6, 2025, and at the monthly full 
Panel meeting on November 6, 2025. After the subcommittee reported to the Panel during the 
November 6, 2025 full Panel meeting, the full Panel voted to conduct a review of the IAB 
investigation. IAB notified the Panel they needed to conduct additional investigation regarding 
the complaint and complete and addendum.  The addendum was completed and made available to 
Panel Members in July 2026. Members of the Panel reviewed the FCPD IAB investigation file 
and heard from the complainant and the FCPD at the Panel Review Meeting during the August 6, 
2026 monthly Panel meeting.  

M E M O R A N D U M
County of Fairfax, Virginia
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During that meeting a majority of the Panel found that IAB’s investigation of the complaint was 
accurate, thorough, objective, and impartial, concurring with the findings of the FCPD IAB 
investigation.  

II. Background Facts

The complainant provided the following summary of the incident that led to him filing the 
complaint:  

On April 6, 2024, the complainant woke up his youngest son to take his medication; the 
complainant’s son was facing consequences for his behavior at school. After going 
downstairs, his son swept everything off the mantle of the gas fireplace in the kitchen. The 
complainant grabbed the son by the collar of his hoodie [hooded sweatshirt] to stop his 
son from causing damage. His son left the complainant’s house and walked to a nearby 7-
11 store. The complainant walked to the same 7-11 store and told the store clerk that he 
had called the police. When the officers from the FCPD arrived, the complainant told the 
officers that it was the second weekend in a row he had to utilize the police to make his 
son behave. 

The primary officer, who was training a newer officer, called the Sharon Bulova Center for 
Community Health (formerly known as the Merrifield Center) and spoke to a clinician. After the 
officer provided a summary of the incident, the clinician told the officer that the son did not meet 
the criteria for an Emergency Custody Order. The officer also called and talked to their 
supervisor concerning the call for service. The officers and supervisor concluded that no crime 
had been committed by the complainant. After the officers and the complainant talked, the 
decision was made to call the son’s mother to come pick him up from the 7-11 store. According 
to the complainant, the mother arrived approximately 30 minutes after she was contacted. 

After the mother arrived, she pointed out marks on her son’s neck to the officers. The mother 
thought the complainant should be charged with assaulting the son. The officers said they were 
not arresting the complainant and told the mother she could contact a detective or go to the 
magistrate’s office to obtain a warrant for the complainant’s arrest. 

After leaving the 7-11, the mother subsequently contacted an FCPD detective with whom she had 
previously interacted. The detective told the mother that she no longer worked in the unit that 
investigated allegations of domestic violence and referred her to another detective in the 
domestic violence unit. After the referral, the son was examined by a Forensic Assessment and 
Consultation Team (FACT). The son was also interviewed at the SafeSpot Children’s Advocacy 
Center. The FACT examination indicated evidence of strangulation to include petechiae. 

Based on the evidence developed the detective assigned to the case obtained warrants for the 
complainant for misdemeanor domestic assault and felony domestic strangulation. 
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III. Procedural Background and Investigative Findings

In a letter dated December 30, 2024, FCPD informed the complainant that FCPD IAB had 
completed its investigation of his complaint, dated October 29, 2024. The letter stated the 
complaint alleged detectives conducted an improper investigation, including [allowing the mother 
to go] “cop shopping” to achieve the desired results.  

The FCPD’s disposition letter concluded that the patrol officers who responding to the 7-11 store 
did not find probable cause and referred the investigation to a domestic violence unit. 

The FCPD informed the complainant that the detective originally contacted by the mother 
appropriately referred the mother to the on-call detective for the domestic violence unit. 

The FCPD stated that the domestic violence unit detective coordinated a physical examination of 
the complainant’s son, which determined that there were signs and symptoms of strangulation 
present, including bruising, hemorrhaging, and petechiae. In a forensic interview of the 
complainant’s son, he disclosed that he was strangled and assaulted by the complainant, 
consistent with the injuries discovered. 

The FCPD concluded in the disposition letter that the domestic violence unit detective’s “training 
and experience in domestic violence and strangulations [and] the results of the physical 
examination and forensic interview, led her to believe that probable cause was present for her to 
obtain warrants for [the complainant] for Strangulation and Domestic Assault.” A magistrate 
issued both warrants. 

The letter advised the complainant he could seek a review of the FCPD IAB investigation by the 
Panel or the Office of the Independent Police Auditor. On January 1, 2025, the complainant 
requested a review by the Panel.   

IV. Subcommittee Meeting

During the Panel subcommittee meeting on November 6, 2025, the complainant explained why 
he requested the Panel review the IAB investigation of his complaint: 

The complainant said that on Monday, April 15, 2024, he was arrested on a felony 
warrant at his home by three FCPD officers who handcuffed and walked him down the 
street where he has lived for fifteen years. He said the magistrate released him almost 
immediately. The complainant said the arrest caused him a year of financial, emotional, 
and mental stress. The complainant 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 the oldest son’s college fund for 
legal expenses. The complainant said most importantly, he lost quality time with his 
children. The complainant contended if the detectives who investigated him followed 
FCPD policies and procedures and conducted a thorough and impartial investigation he 
would not have been charged. The complainant believed there was a violation of FCPD 
General Order 501, specifically conducting investigations in a fair and equitable manner. 

The complainant said he was not interviewed prior to his arrest, and investigators did not 
interview his oldest son, who was a witness to the alleged assault. The complainant said if 
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he was interviewed, he would have been able to explain the son’s behavior and the 
mother’s adversarial relationship with him. The complainant said this was the mother’s 
second attempt to have the complainant arrested. 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. The complainant said after the son 
connected with the mother, there was a different story and injuries and added that the 
mother and son are not credible witnesses.   

The subcommittee considered two allegations made by the complainant: 

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.” 

After the complainant concluded the investigation was not conducted by the initial detective the 
mother contacted, he withdrew the second allegation.  

During the discussion by the subcommittee, a Panel Member said the complainant made an 
allegation that would fall under the Panel’s purview. The Panel Member said that the initial 
detective that the mother contacted referred the case to another detective who investigated the 
matter, and the evidence from the FACT exam was the basis for the warrant. Based on those 
facts, the Panel Member did not support the complainant’s allegation. The second Panel Member 
said the evidence did not support the allegation that no investigation was conducted. The second 
Panel Member said they empathized with the complainant and the challenges of parenting but 
concurred the first allegation was not substantiated in the record. 
 
The third Panel Member said they believed there was an investigation conducted but had a 
question about the thoroughness of the investigation. The third Panel Member read General Order 
501, and said the detective tried to reach the complainant and asked for an opportunity to speak to 
the complainant before the warrant was served, but that did not happen. The third Panel Member 
said in the body-worn camera, the son said the complainant grabbed his neck. The complainant 
said he understood there was an investigation completed, but it was incomplete. The complainant 
said he believed he clarified that in his statement. The third Panel Member read some of their 
notes about the son’s statement that the complainant grabbed his neck but said there were some 
things overlooked.  
 
The second Panel Member said that a different investigation might have been conducted, but this 
did not constitute abuse of authority or misconduct. The first Panel Member said the area that was 
illuminating was whether the mother was “cop shopping.” The first Panel Member said they did 
not see evidence that rose to the level of abuse of authority or misconduct in the way the 
investigation was conducted.  
 
The third Panel Member said they had concerns about the detective not speaking with the 
complainant or the witness. The third Panel Member said they thought the outcome would have 
been the same based on the FACT exam and the forensic interview. The third Panel Member 
added that it seemed there was enough evidence to say there were hands on the [son’s] neck but 
said it [the investigation] was sloppy at best. One Panel Member voted in favor of recommending 
a full Panel review, and two Panel Members voted against having a full Panel review. 
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The subcommittee made its recommendation that the full Panel review CRP-24-23R during the 
November 6, 2025 full Panel meeting. During that meeting, seven Panel members voted in favor 
and one Panel member voted in opposition of having a full Panel Review.  

V. Panel Meeting and Findings

During the August 6, 2026 meeting the Panel conducted a Full Panel review of CRP-24-23R. A 
Panel Member (Panel Member 1), who served as chair of the subcommittee, provided a detailed 
summary of the events that prompted the complaint and the preceding Panel activity regarding 
the review of the case. A second Panel Member (Panel Member 2), who was a member of the 
subcommittee, said he had no additional information to add to the summary. The complainant 
was present and made a statement concerning his reasons for filing the complaint and requesting 
a review by the Panel.  

Panel Member 1 asked the complainant how he explained the presence of petechiae in the 
complainant’s son’s eyes that was noted in the FACT examination. The complainant said that 
petechiae can be caused by common events such as sneezing or having a bowel movement. Panel 
Member 2 asked the complainant if he had an opportunity to be interviewed by the detective who 
obtained warrants for him after his arrest and if his son was interviewed. The complainant 
explained that after his arrest he did not want to be interviewed until he consulted with an 
attorney. He stated that his son provided a notarized letter to his attorney and missed school to 
attend court. The complainant said he could not explain why the detective did not interview his 
son.  

A lieutenant from FCPD spoke about the investigation by IAB and explained the reason for 
additional investigation and completion of the addendum to the original administrative 
investigation. The lieutenant said the addendum and additional investigation was completed 
because of the failure by the primary officer to make an immediate referral of the case to 
detectives because of the choking allegation. The lieutenant said the additional investigation was 
not of the detective who charged the complainant or the detective’s investigation of the incident.  

The lieutenant explained the arrest of the complainant was based on physical and other evidence 
that provided probable cause a crime had been committed. He added that probable cause does not 
require that every witness be interviewed. The lieutenant stated testimony of all witnesses would 
have been necessary if there had been a criminal trial. When asked about the report by CPS 
[Child Protective Services] by Panel Member 1, the lieutenant said CPS was investigating 
allegations of child abuse, which is different from the allegation of strangulation. A third Panel 
Member (Panel Member 3) asked if the decision to make an arrest was reviewed by police 
supervisors. The lieutenant explained that evidence utilized to obtain a warrant must be presented 
to a magistrate, who is part of the judiciary. The magistrate determines if there is probable cause 
to issue a warrant.  

A fourth Panel Member (Panel Member 4) asked about General Order 501, which addresses 
follow-up investigations, and said that it does not specify who might be interviewed. Panel 
Member 4 asked, in a case like this, if the norm is to conduct an interview of the complainant 
[who is the presumed assailant]. The lieutenant said that every case is different, but the 
complainant was interviewed by the officers who responded to the original call for service, and 
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that interview was captured on body-worn camera. The complainant’s son, the alleged victim, had 
a forensic interview at a location specifically designed to make juveniles feel safe. The 
interviewer, who was not a police officer, was trained to interview juvenile victims of crime. 
Those recorded interviews were accessible to the detective who charged the complainant. The 
lieutenant added that one of the potential failures in this case was the inexperienced newer officer 
being separated from their training officer, while questioning the victim. The lieutenant said the 
more experienced officer would likely have seen the victim gesture towards their neck, prompting 
additional questions [regarding strangulation].  

After the discussion, the Panel Chair explained the Panel’s options for findings regarding whether 
the investigation of the complaint by FCPD was accurate, complete, thorough, objective, and 
impartial. Panel Member 2 made a motion to concur with the finding of the investigation [as 
accurate, complete, thorough, objective, and impartial]. Panel Member 3 seconded the motion. 
The Panel voted, and the motion carried with six votes in favor of the motion and one abstention.  

VI. Recommendations

The Panel discussed and made two recommendations after reviewing the investigation into this 
complaint.  

1. Officers or investigators should document their attempts to contact parties involved in
incidents and investigations. During the discussion of this case there were questions by
the complainant and Panel Members concerning whether the detective attempted to
contact the complainant prior to his arrest.

2. FCPD should emphasize to training officers the importance of them not separating from
newer officers to avoid pertinent information being missed during calls for service by
newer officers.

VII. Resources

An audio recording of the November 6, 2025 Panel Initial Review Subcommittee Meeting can be 
reviewed here: Panel Subcommittee Meeting Nov. 6, 2025 

An audio recording of the November 6, 2025 monthly full Panel Meeting can be reviewed here: 
Panel Monthly Meeting Nov. 6, 2025 

An audio recording of the August 6, 2026  Full Panel Review Meeting can be reviewed here: 
Panel Monthly Meeting Aug. 6, 2026 

On September 3, 2026, the Panel discussed and approved this Report of Panel Findings; an audio 
recording of that meeting may be reviewed here: INSERT LINK 

CC:  Complainant 

https://soundcloud.com/fairfaxcounty/police-civilian-review-board-subcommittee-meeting-nov-6-2025
https://soundcloud.com/fairfaxcounty/police-civilian-review-panel-nov-6-2025-panel-meeting
https://soundcloud.com/fairfaxcounty/police-civilian-review-panel-meeting-aug-6-2026
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