
Anyone who requires translation services, an auxiliary aid, or other service for effective communication or a modification of policies or 
procedures to participate in a City program, service, or activity, should contact the Community Development Department at (319) 286-
5041 or email a.cannon@cedar-rapids.org as soon as possible but no later than 48 hours before the event. 

Citizen Review Board (CRB) 
City Services Center   |   Five Seasons Conference Room, 1st floor   |   500 15th Avenue SW 

July 21, 2022 | 5:30 p.m. 

The Citizen Review Board will hold an in-person meeting on July 21, 2022 at 5:30 p.m. 

Any member of the public who would like to observe the meeting virtually can do so, but must pre-register at 
https://cedar-rapids.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_FwLa6lWtT-ax3-e-S2VNug  

PLEASE NOTE: Registration cut-off is 2 hours prior to the meeting. Registrations submitted after the cut-off time will not 
be approved. 

Purpose of the Citizen Review Board: 
The purpose of the Citizen Review Board is to ensure fair and professional law enforcement that is constitutional, 
effective, and responsive to the standards, values, and needs of those to be served.   

AGENDA 
1. Call to order

2. Approve June 16, 2022 meeting minutes

3. Public comment (max. 5 min. limit/person)

4. Chair & Vice Chair Election

5. Chief’s Report
a. Review and discuss 3 reports

6. Outreach and Education
a. Identify volunteers for upcoming events

7. Board Training

8. Future agenda items
a. August 18, 2022 – Quarterly Data Analysis

9. Adjournment

https://cedar-rapids.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_FwLa6lWtT-ax3-e-S2VNug


Citizen Review Board (CRB) 
City Services Center, Five Seasons Conference Room, 500 15th Ave SW 
June 16, 2022 – 5:30 p.m. 

MINUTES 
Committee Members present: Aaron Eddy, Allonda Pierce, Arthur Kim, Dedric Doolin, India Snow-Watt, 
Star Smith, Stephanie Messer, and Tim Countryman  
Committee Members absent: Monica Vallejo 
Staff Members present: Jennifer Pratt, Ed Salem, Vanessa Chavez, Phillip Platz, Captain Ryan Abodeely, 
Amy Cannon 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Chair Star Smith.  

There was no public comment.  

Chair Star Smith introduced herself and asked other members and City staff to introduce themselves. 

Tim Countryman had a correction to the May 19, 2022 meeting minutes. Aaron Eddy moved to approve 
the May 19, 2022 meeting minutes with the correction. Dedric Doolin seconded. There were no 
objections. Motion passed.  

Captain Ryan Abodeely presented the Citizen Review Board with the first Chief’s report LI-2002-02 
related to a citizen complaint. The board members reviewed the first report and asked several 
questions.  

Arthur Kim moved to agree with the Chief’s report LI-2002-02 with no additional information or 
investigation requested. Tim Countryman seconded. There were two objections to agreeing with the 
Chief’s report LI-20022-02 with no additional information or investigation requested. Motion passed. 

Captain Ryan Abodeely presented the Citizen Review Board with the second Chief’s report PS-2022-01 
related to a citizen complaint. The board members reviewed the second report and asked several 
questions. 

Aaron Eddy motioned to approve PS-2022-01 as written. Seconded by Stephanie Messer. There were no 
objections. Motion passed. The Board asked for additional information to be included in the next Chief’s 
report, including the complaint’s history and if any additional resources were utilized. Chavez agreed to 
include the information if allowable by state law. 

Chair Star Smith and board members discussed their experience with the Roll Call visits at the Cedar 
Rapids Police Station. They also asked Captain Ryan Abodeely about attending additional roll calls and 
ride-alongs, so the CRB can build better relationships with the Police Department.  
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Chair Star Smith discussed holding off on the subcommittees due to the other outreach that is going on 
and that they could bring one item back next month to discuss as a group. The board agreed. The board 
wanted to communicate to the public this month that members will be at the Juneteenth event.  

The next Citizen Review Board meeting will be Thursday, July 21, 2022. Agenda items will include 
revoting of Chair & Vice Chair, review of another Chief’s report, outreach opportunities, and shadowing 
with dispatchers 

The meeting was adjourned by Allonda Pierce at 6:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Amy Cannon 
Community Development 
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CEDAR RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Police Chief’s Report 
Citizen Review Board 

To: Citizen Review Board 

From: Chief Wayne Jerman 

Subject: Complaint Disposition 

Date: July 14th, 2022 

In May of 2022 the Cedar Rapids Police Department received a formal online complaint.  The 
complaint is identified as LI-2022-04.  The Complainant is referred to as C#1.  The involved 
CRPD officer is referred to as Officer #1.   

Allegation: 

C#1 alleged that Officer #1 failed in his duty to serve and protect C#1.  C#1 was involved in an 
altercation at a local bar.  After being removed from the local bar C#1 said that he was 
threatened by several individuals outside of that bar.  Instead of protecting C#1 three Officers 
remained inside of the closed bar including Officer #1.  C#1 believed that officers should stand 
with him while he waited for his Uber. Officer #1 eventually placed C#1 under arrest.  In doing 
so Officer #1 placed the handcuffs on too tight causing pain to C#1.  C#1 also alleges that he had 
his head slammed against the mat when at the Linn County Jail.  

Investigation: 
1. The complaint was received by Professional Standards and was reviewed by Deputy

Chief Jonker (Acting Chief). It was determined that the investigation would be assigned
to the involved officer’s Shift Commander to complete a line investigation into the
allegations. Once an investigation is assigned to the Shift Commander, the complaint is
reviewed, and the Shift Commander will contact the complainant to notify them the
complaint had been received and will be investigated.

2. The Shift Commander will then interview the complainant to gather additional
information about the allegations. The Shift Commander will review reports generated
from the incident, review applicable video, and speak to the appropriate involved parties
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to gather additional information if necessary. Policies are reviewed and if necessary, the 
involved officer will be interviewed about the incident and their actions.  

3. Additional investigative practices may take place, depending on the nature of the
investigation. Upon completion of the investigation, the Shift Commander will document
their investigation in writing to be reviewed by Senior Command Staff.

4. The Shift Commander attempted to contact C#1 on two separate occasions one day apart.
A voicemail message was left each time updating C#1 and requesting a call back.
Twelve days after the initial phone call was made C#1 called the Shift Commander back
and left a voicemail.  The Shift Commander received a voicemail from C#1
acknowledging the Shift Commanders phone call as well as asking if the Shift
Commander had reviewed Officer #1’s video.  C#1 was also wondering if Officer #1’s
actions were correct or not.  The Shift Commander called C#1 back again but still did not
receive an answer or any further phone calls back.

5. After lodging the initial complaint C#1 had also called the command desk and spoke with
a Sergeant lodging the same concerns with the Sergeant.  C#1 never wanted to know if
the officer’s actions were correct but never said he wanted to file a complaint.  C#1
wanted the Sergeant to review Officer#1’s actions and let him know if they were
appropriate.

6. The Shift Commander reviewed the police report Officer #1 left on the night of C#1’s
arrest.  The police report indicated that Officer #1 and his partner were completing a
routine bar check at a local bar at 1:00 am as a proactive measure to try and prevent
disturbances at bar close.  While at the bar security was escorting C#1 out of the bar.
Security informed Officer #1 that C#1 was just involved in a fight inside of the bar.
Officer #1 made contact with C#1 as security wanted C#1 warned for Criminal Trespass
as they were concerned C#1 would continue to cause issues due to an altercation C#1 was
just involved in.

7. Officer #1 obtained C#1 identification and was able to give him a trespass warning from
the bar.  A trespass warning can be requested by any business or private homeowner who
wishes to have a person removed from their property and not have them come back for a
year.  Trespass warnings are generally issued prior to arresting someone for trespassing.
Officer #1 then went back inside of the bar while C#1 remained seated outside waiting on
an Uber.

8. C#1 started to argue with other patrons outside of the bar.  C#1 then tried to reenter the
bar before returning outside where he began to argue with other patrons again.  Once
C#1’s Uber arrived he refused to get in it as it had tinted windows and out of state license
plates.  C#1 wanted the Uber driver given a traffic citation for having tinted windows as
they are illegal in Iowa.

9. C#1 became argumentative with officers wanting them to give a citation to the Uber
driver.  C#1 had already been involved in an altercation inside of the bar and was given
the opportunity to leave without being arrested. C#1 then tried starting altercations
outside of the bar with other patrons and then returned to the bar that he had been trespass
warned from.  Once C#1’s Uber arrived he then refused to get in the Uber and leave. C#1
was ultimately arrested for Public Intoxication and Criminal Trespass.

10. C#1 complained about the tightness of the handcuffs.  Per the report, Officer #1 checked
the handcuffs and determined they were not too tight.
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11. The Shift Commander then reviewed In Car Camera as well as Body Worn Camera.
Below is what was observed.

a. Officer #1 first has contact with C#1 to try and give him a Criminal Trespass
warning at the bars request.  C#1 was is initially argumentative and refusing to
provide his identification but later does.

b. C#1 is advised by Officer #1 he could be going to jail now based on what took
place inside of the bar, but Officer #1 was choosing not to at this point. The Shift
Commander notes that when watching the video, it is obvious C#1 is intoxicated
based on his slurred speech. Officer #1 goes back inside the bar.

c. Officer #1 and two other officers exit the bar and go straight to C#1 who is yelling
“tint.” By this point Officer #1 and his back up Officers had given C#1 the
opportunity to leave and he chose to stay there and continue to cause further
disturbances. Officer #1 grabs onto C#1’s arm to take him into custody.  C#1
tenses up and refuses to place his other arm behind his back.  A second officer
tells him to cooperate or he will be taken to the ground.  C#1 then stops tensing
and he is placed into handcuffs.

d. The Shift Commander notes that in the video there are several “teeth” showing on
the handcuffs indicating they are loose.  The handcuff also begins to spin on
C#1’s wrist due to how loose it is.  The handcuffs are checked several times
including the officer placing a finger in between the handcuffs and the wrist.
There is also a long sleeve shirt under the handcuff.  Officer #1 is observed
double locking the handcuffs to prevent them from tightening up.

e. C#1 makes one comment about the handcuffs being too tight while in the squad
car, but it does not appear the officers hear it. Once at the jail C#1 mentions the
handcuffs being too tight to which Officer #1 informs him they were checked, and
handcuffs are not meant to be comfortable.

f. C#1 complains to the deputies about his handcuffs as well and requests they are
loosened.  The deputies inform him they will be taking them off shortly.

g. The Shift Commander notes that C#1’s hands are visible on the BWC and appear
to be normal color and not purple as C#1 alleges while at the jail.

h. C#1 starts to pull away from Deputies and refuses to follow their orders.  C#1
starts to yell at them to take pictures of his hands.  The deputies then push him up
against the mat.    His handcuffs are then removed, and C#1 is able to use his
hands to remove all his belongings including a watch and a belt.

12. The Shift Commander noted that C#1 was intoxicated during this interaction and even
made a statement “I don’t care how drunk I am.”

13. C#1 was given an opportunity to leave the bar but refused to get in his Uber. Officer #1
noted that C#1 was the main aggressor in an altercation inside of the bar when reviewing
surveillance video after security initially removed C#1 from the bar.  C#1 also appeared
to be the one starting the arguments outside of the bar by yelling at other patrons while he
was waiting for his Uber.

14. The Shift Commander noted that C#1 was in handcuffs for seven minutes before making
any statements of the handcuffs being too tight.  This complaint was not made until he
was sitting in the back of the squad car.  C#1 never made any attempt to re-adjust himself
to try and relieve some of the pressure on his wrists while in the squad car.
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15. The BWC of Officer #1 does not show any discoloration of the hands as C#1 is
complaining about.  When C#1 says that his hands are purple, they are behind his back
and he is unable to see them.

16. While at the jail it is a deputy that places C#1 against a mat after he becomes belligerent
with him.  He is held in this position until he calms down.

17. This incident was independently reviewed by the Command Desk Sergeant when C#1
called the Command Desk after the complaint was made.  The Command Desk Sergeant
came to the same conclusion at the Shift Commander.

Findings: 

As a result of the Line Investigation, the Shift Commander concluded that Officer #1 acted 
appropriately and within policy during this investigation.   

1. The CRPD Directive Prisoner Transport outlines the process for searching, handcuffing,
and safely transporting a subject.

2. The CRPD Directive Arrest Procedures outlines proper search procedures and arrest
procedures for certain crime types including public intoxication.  The directive also
address’s the treatment of prisoners.

3. The CRPD Directive Trespass establishes the guidelines for handling of trespassers on
properties.

4. The CRPD Directive Code of Conduct establishes guidelines on how CRPD employees
are to behave and conduct themselves when interacting with the public.

Disposition: 

Regarding the allegations of Officer #1 failing to perform his police duties and placing the 
handcuffs on C#1 too tight: all are UNFOUNDED.  The investigation concluded that Officer #1 
followed all polices that outline prisoner treatment, transportation, arrest procedures, and 
conducting police action.    

Follow-Up: 

1. Interviewed: C#1
a. Was attempted but the Shift Commander only received one voicemail from him.
b. The officer was not interviewed as all actions were observed on the BWC.

2. Investigation length: 19 Days
3. Complaint notification: Recorded phone call

a. C#1 was argumentative about the original assault that caused security to kick him
out of the bar.  Once it was explained that Officer #1 watched the bar security
camera C#1 calmed down.

b. C#1 called back later to argue the Criminal Trespass charge he was arrested on.
C#1 was yelling at the Shift Commander even after the probable cause needed for
this charge was explained.  C#1 then argued about him being pushed against the
mat at the jail.  The Shift Commander explained to him he would need to file a
complaint with the LCSO.
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4. Training implemented because of this incident: None
5. Trending behavior/complaint: Not against the CRPD or Officer #1
6. Any additional policy violations: None
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CEDAR RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Police Chief’s Report 
Citizen Review Board 

To: Citizen Review Board 

From: Chief Wayne Jerman 

Subject: Complaint Disposition 

Date: July 14th, 2022 

In May of 2022 the Cedar Rapids Police Department received a formal written complaint.  The 
complaint is identified as LI-2022-05.  The Complainant is referred to as C#1.  The involved 
CRPD officer is referred to as Officer #1.  Also pertinent to the complaint is the person accused 
of the harassment that person will be referred to as the accused.  

Allegation: 

C#1 alleged that Officer #1 failed in his duty to stop the harassment C#1 reported to Officer #1.  
C#1 also alleges that Officer #1 spoke unprofessionally to C#1 and told the suspect in the 
harassment that C#1 was at the police department.  Officer #1 allegedly did not provide 
information to C#1 on how to obtain a protective order.  It was also alleged that Officer #1 did 
not properly document the harassment allegations by C#1.  C#1 alleged that Officer #1’s actions 
led to her being assaulted.   

Investigation: 
1. The complaint was received by Professional Standards and was reviewed by Deputy

Chief Jonker (Acting Chief). It was determined that the investigation would be assigned
to the involved officer’s Shift Commander to complete a line investigation into the
allegations. Once an investigation is assigned to the Shift Commander, the complaint is
reviewed, and the Shift Commander will contact the complainant to notify them the
complaint had been received and will be investigated.

2. The Shift Commander will then interview the complainant to gather additional
information about the allegations. The Shift Commander will review reports generated
from the incident, review applicable video, and speak to the appropriate involved parties
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to gather additional information if necessary. Policies are reviewed and if necessary, the 
involved officer will be interviewed about the incident and their actions.  

3. Additional investigative practices may take place, depending on the nature of the
investigation. Upon completion of the investigation, the Shift Commander will document
their investigation in writing to be reviewed by Senior Command Staff.

4. The Shift Commander contacted C#1 via a phone call on the day he received the
complaint.  The Shift Commander notified C#1 he would be conducting the investigation.
C#1 reiterated the facts outlined in the original complaint.

5. All the following statements are pulled from the Shift Commanders investigation
and are his impressions/interpretations of the reports and interviews.

6. The Shift Commander reviewed all the police reports that were pertinent to this
complaint.  The Shift Commander was able identify the following facts. In July 2021
Officer #1 took a report from C#1 for harassment.  C#1 had reported this harassment to
Officer #1 prior to this July report being taken.  Officer #1 had informed C#1 she needed
to gather evidence to support her claims to include text messages, voicemails, and
pictures of the accused.

7. The Shift Commander reviewed Officer #1’s harassment report taken in July 2021. C#1
came to the station and spoke with Officer #1 again about the harassment.  C#1 had
photographs of the accused from an incident where the accused tried to fight C#1.

8. According to the report taken in July 2021 C#1 said they did not want to press charges at
this time they just wanted it documented to provide their landlord a case number.  Officer
#1 took the report at their request.

9. For the Linn County Attorney’s office to file harassment charges they require three
separate incidents of the harassment and generally want the harassing party to be warned
by the officer to stop the harassment.  They also require evidence to prove the harassment
is taking place.  The victim of the harassment also can not be an active participant in the
harassment by replying to the accused and encouraging the behavior.  The exception to
this is when there is a legitimate risk of bodily harm or death that can be proven.

10. The Shift Commander reviewed an assault report taken in November 2021.  This is
believed to be the assault that C#1 is alleging Officer #1 could have prevented.  Two
different officers investigated this assault (Officer #1 had not involvement).  The
investigation determined that C#1 was at the residence of the accused from the original
harassment.  C#1 took a friend with her to this residence and waited outside of the
residence for the accused to leave.  C#1 also kept ringing the doorbell on the accused
door while waiting.  C#1 was also messaging the accused requesting to meet up and fight.

11. C#1 and her friend followed the accused and her friend around until the accused
eventually pulled over. C#1 and her friend ran up to the accused and started to kick her
car.  The accused then got out of her car and a mutual fight began.

12. When reading the report, the officers determined this was a mutual fight with C#1 being
the one who instigated it.  No charges were pressed against C#1 by the accused.  The
accused in the harassment also alleged that C#1 was the one harassing her and making
false reports trying to get her kicked out of her apartment.

13. In April 2022 C#1 reported harassment again against the same accused. The Shift
Commander reviewed this report and discovered the following facts. This case was
investigated by another officer as well.  C#1 provided 21 pages of evidence showing the
harassment being committed by the accused This included text messages, images, and
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screenshots of phone calls.  This case was then submitted to the Linn County Attorney’s 
office for review and a potential warrant for the arrest of the accused.  

14. The County Attorney refused to file the charges stating “ We appreciate this information
but we are being very particular about filing harassment charges based on electronic or
social media harassment at the risk of utilizing too much of officers time and prosecutors
time.” The County Attorney also goes on to make mention to C#1 responding to
correspondence from the accused, accepting friend requests on social media, and having
family/friends reach out to the accused.

15. The Shift Commander interviewed Officer #1 about the complaint.  From the interview
the Shift Commander interpreted the following. Officer #1 had informed C#1 to stop
having contact with the accused. Officer #1 also informed the accused to stop having
contact with C#1.  This contact and interaction occurred a couple of times between
Officer #1 and C#1.  Each time it was determined C#1 was still having contact with the
accused.  Officer #1 would then advise both C#1 and the accused to stop having contact.

16. The Shift Commander determined through his investigation that Officer #1 followed the
guidance provided by the Linn County Attorney’s office when investigating harassment.
Officer #1’s actions did not lead to C#1 getting assaulted as outlined in that investigation.
C#1’s case had been submitted to the Linn County Attorney’s office and they too decided
that it did not meet the criteria they need to file these charges.

17. When speaking with C#1 the Shift Commander did not receive any information to
support her claim that Officer #1 was unprofessional.  C#1 was unable to provide any
context of conversations or verbiage used to support the claim that Officer #1 was
unprofessional. Officer #1 did not maintain all the documentation that was provided by
C#1 as the allegations by C#1 did not rise to the level of a criminal violation.

Findings: 

As a result of the Line Investigation, the Shift Commander concluded that Officer #1 acted 
appropriately and within policy during this investigation.   

1. The CRPD Directive Code of Conduct establishes guidelines on how CRPD employees
are to behave and conduct themselves when interacting with the public.

2. The CRPD Directive Criminal Investigation Division which establishes the guidelines to
conduct and thorough investigation.

Disposition: 

Regarding the allegations of Officer #1 failing to perform his police duties and being 
unprofessional: all are UNFOUNDED.  The investigation concluded that Officer #1 followed all 
polices as outlined in the Code of Conduct as well as the Criminal Investigation Division 
directive.  
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Follow-Up: 

1. Interviewed: C#1 and Officer #1
a. C#1 interview was done over the phone

2. Investigation length: 14 Days
3. Complaint notification: Attempted phone call then followed up with a Certified Letter.
4. Training implemented because of this incident: None
5. Trending behavior/complaint: Not against the CRPD or Officer #1
6. Any additional policy violations: None
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CEDAR RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Police Chief’s Report 
Citizen Review Board 

To: Citizen Review Board 

From: Chief Wayne Jerman 

Subject: Complaint Disposition 

Date: July 14th, 2022 

In April of 2022 The Cedar Rapids Police Department received a formal written complaint.  The 
complaint is identified as PS-2022-07.  The Complainant is referred to as C#1.  Witnesses are 
referred to as W#1 and W#2.  The involved CRPD officers are referred to as Officer #1 and 
Officer #2.  
Allegation: 

C#1 alleged that Officer #1 and Officer #2 were rude and did not want to do their job.  C#1 also 
alleges that Officer #1 swore at him and hung up on him while speaking on the phone.  C#1 
believes that the suspect in this incident was treated the way he was because he is white and that 
is why he did not go to jail.   

Investigation: 
1. The complaint was received by Professional Standards and was reviewed by Chief

Jerman.  It was determined that the investigation would be assigned to the Office of
Professional Standards to review the allegations.  Once the investigation is assigned the
Professional Standards Commander will contact the complainant and inform them that
the complaint was received and will be investigated by the Office of Professional
Standards.

2. The Professional Standards Commander will interview the complainant to gather further
information regarding the allegations. The Professional Standards Commander will
review applicable reports, review Body Worn Video/In-Car Video, and speak to the
applicable involved parties to gather additional information if necessary.  The
commander will review applicable State Law, Federal Law, and Departmental Policies.
If necessary, the involved officer will be interviewed about the incident and their actions.
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3. Additional investigative techniques will also be utilized if necessary, depending on the
nature of the investigation.  Upon completion of the investigation, the Professional
Standards Commander will document their investigation in writing to be reviewed by
Senior Command Staff with a final review from Chief Jerman.

4. The Professional Standards Commander spoke with C#1 on the phone.  C#1 explained
that officers were sent to an apartment complex reference a subject trespassing in an
apartment.  C#1 relayed that this a problem subject that keeps breaking into the same
apartment and has been trespass warned from the property.

5. The Professional Standards Commander noted that different officers have been out at this
property before and have given the subject trespassing tickets in the past.  Those other
officers also informed C#1 that the subject would be arrested if they had contact with him
again.  C#1 also alleged that the subject broke the window to get in.

6. In reviewing BWC footage, the Professional Standards Commander observed that Officer
#2 arrives first on scene and speaks with W#1.  W#1 explains that they found the subject
sleeping inside of the apartment.  Officer #2 is then observed asking how the subject got
in and W#1 informs him he is uncertain.  W#1 explains they have barricaded the door to
prevent him from making entry through the door.

7. Officer #2 is then observed contacting the subject right as Officer #1 arrives on scene.
The subject is asked to come out of the apartment through a window that he potentially
made entry through. The Professional Standards Commander observes on Officer #1 and
Officer #2’s BWC that the window is not broken.

8. Officer #2 is then observed speaking with the subject and asks him how he got inside.
The subject keeps replying that he does not remember as he was tired and just went in
their and fell asleep.  Officer #2 informs the subject that he is being charged with
Criminal Trespass.

9. Officer #2 then walks the subject back to his squad car.  Officer #1 is observed speaking
with W#1 and informs him they are charging the subject with Criminal Trespass.  W#1
asks if the suspect is going to jail to which Officer #1 can be heard informing him that he
is getting a ticket and released.

10. W#2 arrives on scene and talks with W#1 about the outcome of the investigation.  W#1
contacts C#1 by phone.  C#1 requests to speak with Officer #1.  Officer #1 can be heard
explaining what is happening with the subject to C#1, including that officers do not have
enough evidence to prove the subject broke into the apartment with the intent to steal,
damage the property, or commit a felony. C#1 told the Professional Standards
Commander on the phone during the initial interview that the subject trashed the inside of
the apartment.  When listening to the BWC footage it is believed this comment was made
at this point to Officer #1 on the phone. Officer #1 informs him they have nothing to
prove that the subject did that or was the only one in the apartment, so they are unable to
charge him.

11. Officer #1 continues to explain that the subject is being charged with Criminal Trespass.
C#1 told the Professional Standards Commander on the phone during the initial interview
that the subject trashed the inside of the apartment.  When listening to the BWC footage
it is believed this comment was made at this point to Officer #1 on the phone. C#1
explains that officers have been out here previously for this same subject and have given
him a citation.Officer #1 suggests that he explain this to the County Attorney’s office to
see if they will seek jail time.
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12. As C#1 and Officer #1 continue to talk on the phone, it appears C#1 is getting more
agitated as Officer #1 tells him he is going to let him go because C#1 is getting
aggressive.  Officer #1 then hands the phone back to W#1 without hanging up.  W#1 and
C#1 then continue their conversation on the phone.

13. Officer #2 is then observed explaining to W#1 and W#2 that they need to figure out how
to secure the window.  W#2 informs Officer #2 that it was secure.  Officer #2 is then
observed questioning how the suspect got in without breaking the window if it was
secure.

14. When W#1 was interviewed on the phone, he expressed his frustration in the situation
and the officers.  W#1 believed the subject would be taken to jail based on the
conversation with two different officers the week prior.  W#1 believed that Officer #1
and Officer #2 instantly shut down anything he said.  W#1 believed officers were rude
towards him.

15. W#2 was also interviewed on the phone.  W#2 conveyed to the Professional Standards
Commander that he did not believe officers were rude he just felt as though everyone was
frustrated with the situation.  W#2 is further observed expressing frustration in a lack of
police action in his eyes based on conversations they had with other officers the week
prior.  W#2 felt Officer #2 was agitating when he questioned W#2’s ability to lock the
window.

16. A review of calls for service showed that the CRPD has been out at this apartment seven
times for this subject.  Three of these contacts the subject received a citation for Criminal
Trespass.  The other four contacts there is not enough information to know if officers
even had contact with the subject.  Officer #1 and Officer #2 have not been at this
residence with this subject before.

17. In reviewing BWC neither Officer #1 or Officer #2 swear at C#1 or either witness.
Officer #1 was also professional with C#1 on the phone. The Professional Standards
Commander could not hear C#1 on the BWC but nonetheless determined that C#1 is
escalating the conversation based on Officer #1’s responses.

18. Although C#1 alleges that officers did not want to do their job, the Professional
Standards Commander notes that Officer #2 made the decision right away to charge the
subject with Criminal Trespass which is the applicable charge given the circumstances.
He also notes that Criminal Trespass is a scheduled fine and not a mandatory arrest, and
that taking the subject to jail is discretionary by the officers.

19. Officer #1 and Officer #2 appear unaware of the conversations the previous officers have
had with W#1 and W#2.  The subject is very cooperative with Officer #2 which he states
on BWC is a reason he is not taking him to jail.  Officer #2 informs the subject if he
personally sees him here again, he would be taken straight to jail.

20. C#1 alleges that the window was broken out by the subject and was boarded up.  It is
clearly seen in both officers BWC that the window is not broken or boarded up.

21. C#1 alleges that the only reason the subject is not taken to jail is because he is white.
However, the Professional Standards Commander noted that C#1 did not have any
additional information beyond his belief to support this.  Instead, the Professional
Standards Commander determined that the charge of Criminal Trespass is a scheduled
fine and is often a cite and release like a traffic citation.  He further notes that post
pandemic procedures at the jail had also not been fully lifted or communicated to
officers.
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22. When interviewed by the Professional Standards Commander C#1 became agitated and
argumentative with him as well when presented with answers he did not want to hear.

Findings: 

As a result of the Professional Standards investigation, the Professional Standards Commander 
concluded that Officer #1 and Officer #2 acted appropriately and within policy during this 
investigation.  It was also concluded that there was no evidence to support the claim that the 
subject was treated differently because he was white.   

1. The CRPD Directive Code of Conduct establishes guidelines on how CRPD employees
are to behave and conduct themselves when interacting with the public.

2. The CRPD Directive Bias Based Policing establishes that police-initiated actions will be
based on the standard of reasonable suspicion or probable cause not based on a trait of a
group.

Disposition: 

Regarding the allegations of Officer #1 and Officer #2 being rude, using profanity, failing to 
perform their police duties, and utilizing bias-based policing: all are UNFOUNDED. Neither 
Officer #1 or Officer #2 are observed using profanity when interacting with C#1 or the 
witnesses, and both were courteous when speaking with members of the public.  They made an 
arrest by citation that falls within policy.  There was also no evidence to support that officers 
were biased in their policing practice.   

Follow-Up: 

1. Interviewed: C#1, W#1, and W#2
a. No officer interview as the whole interaction was captured on video.

2. Investigation length: 6 Days
3. Complainant notification: Letter sent certified mail

a. The Professional Standards Commander never received a phone call with any
further questions or comments.

4. Training implemented as a result of this investigation:  None
5. Is this a trending behavior/complaint: Not against the CRPD as a whole or either Officers
6. Any additional policy violations derived from the investigation: Yes.  Officer #2 did not

turn his BWC on initial so this was forwarded to the Shift Lieutenant for follow up.

A thorough Professional Standards investigation was conducted by the Professional Standards 
Commander.  The investigation as in compliance with the CRPD Department Directive System.  
The investigation was reviewed by Senior Command Staff and the Chief of Police.   

Agenda Packet 16



Citizen Review Board Events
updated on 7/15/2022

Event/Organization Date Hours  Location
1 National Night Out - 

Cedar Valley 
Neighborhood 
Assoicaiton

August 2, 2022 5:30 PM - 8:00 PM Van Vechten Park

2 Backpack Giveaway - 
Westdale 
Neighborhood 
Association 

August 6, 2022 9:00 AM - 1:00 PM Delany Park

3 Black Business Expo August 6, 2022 Lindale Mall

4 Festival Latino September 18, 2022 11:00 AM - 5:00 PM McGrath 
Amphitheatre

5 AsianFest September 24, 2022 NewBo City Market

Resident Appreciation 
Day - Farmer's Market - 
City of Cedar Rapids

June 4, 2022 7:00 AM - 12:00 PM Greene Square Park

Juneteenth Event - 
Newbo City Market/AA 
Museum of Iowa

June 18, 2022 11:00 AM - 4:00 PM NewBo City Market
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