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

December 15, 2022 | 5:30 p.m. 

The Citizen Review Board will hold an in-person meeting on November 17, 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_Q2VnDqm6Ss2cXa2peA2-Ug  

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) Approval of Minutes
a) November 17, 2022

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

4) Action Items
a) Chief’s Report

i) Review Complaint Disposition – PS-2022-14 & LI-2022-09 Responses
ii) Review and discuss 4 reports

b) Finalize Logo
c) Designate Subcommittee Board Members

5) Updates & Discussion Items
a) Annual Report (July 1, 2022 - June 30, 2023)
b) Guest presenters

6) Future agenda items

7) Adjournment

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. 
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Citizen Review Board (CRB) 
City Services Center, Five Seasons Conference Room, 500 15th Ave SW 
November 17, 2022 – 5:30 p.m. 

MINUTES 
Committee Members present: Allonda Pierce, Arthur Kim, India Snow-Watt, Stephanie Messer, and Tim 
Countryman,  
Committee Members absent: Edwin Montgomery, Monica Vallejo, Aaron Eddy 
Staff Members present: Jennifer Pratt, Haley Sevening, Phillip Platz, Sgt. Roberts, and Camme McEllhiney 
(NACOLE) 

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

2) Approval of Minutes
a) October 20, 2022 – Meeting

Tim Countryman recommended Star Smith’s resignation be added to the October 20, 2022, meeting 
minutes. India Snow-Watt moved to approve the October 20, 2022; meeting minutes as amended to 
include the resignation. Stephanie Messer seconded. There were no objections. Motion carries. 

b) October 29, 2022 – Training
Stephanie Messer moved to approve the October 29, 2022, training minutes. India Snow-Watt seconded. 
There were no objections. Motion carries.  

3) Public Comment (max. 5 min. limit/person)
Anne Carter – Advocates for Social Justice – Thanked Board for their service and mentioned that she sat
in on the training and wanted to let the Board know that ASJ supports the Board.

4) Action Items
a) Chief’s Report

i) Review and discuss 4 reports
Chair Star Smith asked if there was any discussion or questions regarding the 4 Chief’s Reports. Vice Chair 
India Snow-Watt wanted clarification on report LI-2022-09 concerning section #5; the number of BWC of 
Officer #1 and section #20; the phrase “…Officer #1’s report matched much of what occurred during the 
investigation...”.   

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt asked for clarification on report PS-2022-14 concerning section #15; “Once 
we place the person under arrest and bring them to the police department it is not ideal procedurally, or 
preferred, to then release them without processing them on their criminal charges.”  

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt moved to confirm the review has been complete with no additional questions 
for report PS-2022-15. Seconded by Tim Countryman. Motion passed unanimously.   

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt moved to confirm the review has been complete with no additional questions 
for report PS-2022-17. Seconded by Stephanie Messer. Motion passed unanimously.   

Jennifer Pratt asked for clarification on how the Board would like Lt. Doyle to respond to the clarification 
requests; the Board agreed a written respond could be included in the next agenda packet. 
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b) Finalize Logo
Jennifer Pratt presented the three options that the Board had previously narrowed the logo down too. 
The Board requested to have the logo options in the next agenda packet and vote on the logo at the next 
meeting when hopefully all members will be present. The Board members that were present did discuss 
the option that they preferred but would like to have all Board members opinions before voting. 

5) Updates & Discussion Items
a) CRB Sub-Committees

Chair Star Smith stated that at the training the subcommittees were discussed, and it was requested that 
they be revisited. Jennifer Pratt shared the three subcommittees’ topics: operations; community 
engagement; and policy. It was discussed the preferences would be preferred when Board members 
select their subcommittee. The three subcommittees were elaborated on by Board members for a better 
understanding of each. The Board decided on sending their top 2 preferences to Chair Star Smith. Jennifer 
Pratt shared an example of how another commission handles their subcommittees; regular meetings and 
subcommittee meetings; reporting on subcommittees. The Board decided on discussing this further at the 
next meeting.  

b) CRPD 5-hour required training
Chair Star Smith stated that Amy Cannon sent out a survey for potential date options; please complete no 
later than Tuesday, November 22, 2022. The four date options were reviewed. 

c) Additional Discussion
Tim Countryman voiced his opinions and concerns about Star Smith’s Resignation and then Reinstatement 
and Dedric Doolin’s departure and Edwin Montgomery’s arrival. Chair Star Smith did state that Tim 
Countryman did email her, and they communicated briefly via email stating that she is remaining on the 
Board. Tim Countryman further stated that Vice Chair India Snow-Watt briefly announced that Star was 
no longer with the Board at the October 20, 2022, meeting and shared his frustration about how he found 
out. Other Board members voiced their opinions and Star Smith shared her perspective. Star Smith also 
stated that City Staff reached out to her, and they had a conversation and requested that she attend the 
training to discuss her concerns. Star Smith stated that at the meeting her concerns were addressed and 
discussed and then rescinded her resignation. The Board and Staff addressed Dedric Doolin’s departure 
by stating that his term ended, and the City Council appointed a new member, Edwin Montgomery. The 
Board also discussed that it is okay for the Board to disagree but would like to have respectful 
conversations about the disagreements.  The Board discussed how they can further develop their 
communication. The Board also asked about City Staff, Jennifer Pratt stated that Haley Sevening and 
Jennifer Pratt will be the City contacts for the Board.  

6) Future agenda items
• Designate Subcommittee Board Members
• Training Dates
• Finalize Logo
• Review report clarifications
• ASJ presentation discussion
• Annual Report – Fiscal Year
• Communications discussion

7) Adjournment
Vice Chair India Snow-Watt moved to adjourn the meeting. Seconded by Tim Countryman. There were no
objections. Motion carries. The meeting was adjourned at 6:40 p.m.
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Respectfully submitted,  
Amy Cannon 
Community Development 
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Citizen Review Board (CRB) 
City Services Center, Five Seasons Conference Room, 500 15th Ave SW 
October 20, 2022 – 5:30 p.m. 

MINUTES 
Committee Members present: Aaron Eddy, Allonda Pierce, Arthur Kim, India Snow-Watt, Monica 
Vallejo, Stephanie Messer, and Tim Countryman,  
Committee Members absent: Edwin Montgomery 
Staff Members present: Ed Salem, Jennifer Pratt Phillip Platz, Vanessa Chavez Chief Wayne Jerman, Lt. 
Doyle, Sgt. Roberts, and Camme McEllhiney (NACOLE) 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Vice Chair India Snow-Watt. 

Stephanie Messer moved to approve the September 15, 2022 meeting minutes. Tim Countryman 
seconded. There were no objections. Motion carries.  

There was no public comment. 

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt asked Board members to review the first Chief’s report LI-2022-07. There 
was a question related to changes in the charge; Lt. Doyle responded. As well as, a question asking to 
clarify what “consent to delay” means; Lt. Doyle defined the term. Allonda Pierce moved to confirm the 
Chief’s Report LI-2022-07. Seconded by Stephanie Messer. Motion passed unanimously. 

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt asked Board members to review the second Chief’s report PS-2022-10. 
There was a question related to why this complaint was reviewed by Professional Standards; Lt. Doyle 
responded. Tim Countryman moved to confirm the Chief’s Report PS-2022-10. Seconded by Monica 
Vallejo. Motion passed unanimously. 

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt asked Board members to review the second Chief’s report PS-2022-12. 
There were no questions. Aaron Eddy moved to confirm the Chief’s Report PS-2022-12. Seconded by 
Arthur Kim. Motion passed unanimously. 

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt introduced Chief Jerman who discussed Police Communication. Chief Jerman 
stated that a request was previously made for a CRPD Communication. He stated that CRPD notifies the 
City Council of any significant incidents and can forward that same communication to the CRB Staff 
Liaisons who then can relay the information to the Board. Arthur Kim also requested for communication 
of any general events that the Police Department are involved with so that CRB members could attend if 
they choose.  

Chief Jerman also discussed Group Violence Intervention (GVI). He stated the City and Greater Cedar 
Rapids Foundation joined the initiative in 2019. Currently, CRPD and Foundation 2 pair up to identify 
individuals who have been involved with acts of gun violence and attempt to assist them to disconnect 
from gun violence. Foundation 2 has 2 employees that work with CRPD on these interventions. Chief 
Jerman stated Captain Brent Long is the point of contact for GVI. A Board member had a request for 
neighborhood watch; Chief Jerman replied to reach out to the District Lieutenant’s and they can assist. 
Chief asked the Board to continue to support the CRPD, GVI, and Foundation 2. Chief Jerman mentioned 
that public citizens who want to be involved with GVI need to speak with Captain Long.  

AMENDED 
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Vice Chair India Snow-Watt introduced Camme McEllhiney who discussed CRB Duties and 
Responsibilities. She asked how Board members are feeling with the challenges and opportunities that 
they are seeing with the Board. Board members shared their thoughts. Vice Chair India Snow-Watt 
shared that Star Smith had submitted her resignation from the Citizen Review Board. Camme McEllhiney 
shared that community engagement and involvement and other topics will be discussed further at the 
training on October 29, 2022.  

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt introduced Vanessa Chavez who gave an update on the CRB Ordinance. 
Vanessa Chavez stated that they are working on making amendments to the Ordinance, due to a court 
case. She shared that they are modeling the amendments after Madison, Wisconsin. She reviewed the 
Ordinance amendments. Vanessa Chavez stated that this Ordinance will go before Council in November. 
She also explained there will be a few more proposed changes to the Ordinance to clean up wording and 
align with City procedures. This future amendment will be presented to the Board prior to City Council 
consideration.  

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt, Jennifer Pratt and Ed Salem requested that finalizing the Logo be pushed to 
the November meeting, due to time constraints.  

Vice Chair India Snow-Watt discussed future agenda items that have been identified: Finalizing the Logo. 
Additionally, Board members would like to see dates for the 5-hour CRPD required training.  

Stephanie Messer moved to adjourn the meeting. Seconded by Monica Vallejo. Motion passed 
unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 6:55 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Amy Cannon 
Community Development 

AMENDED 
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CEDAR RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Police Chief’s Report  
Citizen Review Board 
PS-2022-14/LI-2022-09 

To: Citizen Review Board 

From: Chief Wayne Jerman 

Subject: Complaint Disposition- PS-2022-14/LI-2022-09 Responses 

Date: December 5, 2022 

Please see below responses to the questions that came up regarding the above Chief’s 
reports.  Sergeant Roberts is also aware of these responses and may be able to provide 
any clarity as needed.  

For LI-2022-09, would like clarification on section #5 “The Shift Lieutenant 
reviewed the supplemental report from Officer #1, five BWC videos from Officer 
#1,” – the number of BWC for Officer #1. She was confused if one officer had 5 
body cameras.  

Response- The officer continued to conduct follow up investigation in the case.  As such 
each follow up contact was recorded by policy.   

Additionally, section #20 “During this review, the Shift Lieutenant noted that 
Officer #1’s report matched much of what occurred during the investigation into 
this case by Officer #1.” – matched much of what occurred – can this be 
elaborated/clarified. 

Response- An officer’s report is a synopsis of the contact had with C#1.  It is not a 
verbatim report of the entirety of the conversation.  The reports are meant to capture the 
majority of the pertinent details and then the video can be utilized for an exact copy of 
the conversations between Officer #1, C#1, and any witnesses.   
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For PS-2022-014, she would like clarification on section #15 “Once we place the 
person under arrest and bring them to the police department it is not ideal 
procedurally, or preferred, to then release them without processing them on their 
criminal charges.” – clarification about ‘ideally’ and about arrest procedure.  

Response- Once someone is placed under arrest for a criminal charge, legally I can 
“unarrest” them and release them if needed.  It is not preferred method as it gives the 
appearance that you did not have enough probable cause to arrest them in the first 
place.  This could hinder your criminal case moving forward or open up for possible 
litigation against the police department, city, and officer.  

If I have a case that I am investigating, and the person is willing to come to the police 
department voluntarily to speak with me I can get their side of the investigation.  I can 
then take the time to investigate any “doubt” they create as part of that interview prior to 
arresting them or clearing them in their case.    

When someone is not being cooperative, avoiding police contact, or refuses to provide 
their side of the story, I then have to decide based on my case as it stands if I have 
enough probable cause to arrest them on my charges.  If so, I place them under arrest, 
but it is the Linn County Attorney’s Office preference that I still attempt to get an 
interview with them to provide their side of the story.   

It is our goal in this investigation to make sure we follow proper arrest procedures to 
ensure a positive outcome for the victim while not violating any rights of the suspect.  
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CEDAR RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Police Chief’s Report 
Citizen Review Board 

PS-2022-19 
To: Citizen Review Board 

From: Chief Wayne Jerman 

Subject: Complaint Disposition - PS-2022-19 

Date: December 9, 2022 

In September of 2022 the Cedar Rapids Police Department received a formal written 
complaint alleging misconduct.  The allegation is identified as PS-2022-19.  The 
Complainant is referred to as C#1.  The involved CRPD officers are referred to as 
Officer #1, Officer #2, Officer #3, Officer #4, Officer #5, and Officer #6.  The assisting 
officers are referred to as Assisting Officer #1, Assisting Officer #2, and Assisting Officer 
#3.   

Allegation: 

C#1 alleges that over the period of one month he has been pulled over four times.  The 
last two times have been for a registration violation that he has called and set up an 
appointment to pay.  C#1 says that the same police officer has arrived each time or is 
the one who pulled him over and has been aggressive.  C#1 feels like he is being 
profiled because of an arrest earlier in the year.     

Only three alleged traffic stops were located since C#1’s arrest earlier in the year.  C#1 
acknowledged that one was from an outside agency.  C#1 and a family member spoke 
with a desk commander upon completing the complaint and wanted to make it clear that 
they were not trying to make this about race.  All angles of profiling were considered as 
part of this investigation.    
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Investigation Process: 

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 employee will be interviewed
about the incident and their actions.

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.

Investigation: 

4. The Professional Standards Commander contacted C#1 by phone three days
after receiving the initial complaint.  C#1 reiterated the allegations made in his
written complaint.  C#1 further explained that his complaint isn’t just with the one
officer but with all of the officers that have stopped him since his arrest several
months prior.

5. C#1 believed that all of these traffic stops had occurred in September.  He
acknowledged that he had been stopped once in June, but he did not consider
that traffic stop as part of this investigation.  C#1 was informed by the
Professional Standards Commander that he was only able to find two traffic
stops in September.  C#1 was unable to provide any further details to assist in
locating the third traffic stop in September.

6. C#1 admitted to the Professional Standards Commander that he has equipment
issues with his vehicle but that these stops just felt different.  C#1 knew he was
going to get pulled over before he was even stopped.  C#1 believes that officers
either remember him or his vehicle and that is why they are stopping him.

7. The Professional Standards Commander reviewed all of the calls for service
associated with C#1, all police reports associated with C#1, all calls for service
associated with C#1’s vehicle, BWC video, in-car video, statistical data related
demographics of affected officer traffic stops, and officer interviews.

8. The Professional Standards Commander noted that C#1 had been stopped in his
vehicle once in June and two times in September.  A check was also done with
the intelligence unit within the CRPD to see if C#1 has been named as being
associated with any events that all officers would be notified of.  C#1 has not
been named in anything or sent out to officers.

9. The Professional Standards Commander started to do a review of each individual
traffic stop by reviewing the BWC, Call for Service, in-car camera, and Officer
interviews. The following is a review of each of those traffic stops done by the
Professional Standards Commander.  All interview information is based on his
interpretation of that interview.
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Traffic Stop #1 in June of 2022: Officer #1 and Officer #2 
a. This traffic stop was not mentioned as a traffic stop of concern by C#1. It

was reviewed anyway for consistency of all encounters with C#1 since his
arrest earlier in the year.

b. C#1 is pulled over for following to close, reckless driving, and careless
driving.  The in-car video shows C#1 pass the officers in their marked
squad car.  C#1 immediately changes lanes in front of them almost
running into the rear end of a motorcycle.

c. C#1 then stops at a stop sign and squeals the wheels of his car in front of
the squad car as he pulls away from the stop sign.  Officer #1 and Officer
#2 perform a traffic stop on C#1.

d. Officer #1 explains to C#1 the reason for the traffic stop.  C#1 argues with
him initially and then calms down.  C#1 also states that his tires are bald
and that is why they were squealing.  C#1 said the motorcycle was driving
slowly and that is why he almost hit him.

e. Officer #1 and Officer #2 give C#1 a warning on all of the violations and
send him on his way.  Officer #1 and Officer #2 were not interviewed as
part of this incident since this was not a traffic stop of concern for C#1.

Traffic Stop #2 in September of 2022: Officer #3, Officer #4, Assisting Officer #1, 
and Assisting Officer #2.  

a. C#1 is pulled over for Operation without Registration and Failing to Use
Turn Signal.  The in-car video and BWC video show officers behind C#1’s
vehicle as it is merging onto the interstate and the turn signal is not seen
working.  The BWC video shows that Officer #4 has the registration of the
vehicle pulled up on the screen.

b. The Professional Standards Commander spoke with Officer #3 and Officer
#4. It is the Professional Standards Commander’s belief from that
interview that Officer #3 and Officer #4 had turned around to stop a
different vehicle for a violation.  Officer #4 ran the license plate of C#1’s
vehicle as it was sitting directly in between the target vehicle and their
squad car.  Officer #4 saw that the registration was expired on C#1’s
vehicle.

c. Officer #4 also recognized the name of the registered owner as he had
been a backup officer on the traffic stop when C#1 was arrested.  Neither
Officer #3 nor Officer #4 were able to see who was driving the vehicle so it
was unknown to them if the registered owner was driving.

d. C#1 is stopped for the above listed violations.  Officer #4 makes contact
with C#1 at the vehicle and informs him of the reasons he was stopped.
C#1 initially is confrontational as he says he is going to be late for work.
Officer #4 tells him that his car smells like marijuana and that he is going
to need him to step out.  C#1 informs Officer #4 that his girlfriend smokes
marijuana in his car but that there is none in there.

e. C#1 also informs Officer #4 that there is a firearm in the car. Officer #4
conducts a search of the vehicle locating some marijuana residue and a
marijuana roach in the vehicle.  Assisting Officer #1 and Assisting Officer
#2 arrive in the same vehicle to provide back-up as they were on the
interstate.  These officers stand with C#1 while Officer #3 assists with
searching the vehicle.
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f. After completing the search, officers inform C#1 what they found in the
vehicle.  They tell him they are not going to charge him for it and are also
not going to give him a citation for his turn signal and registration.  C#1
asks if Officer #4 will turn his turn signal on to see if it is working or not.  It
is confirmed that it is broken to which C#1 then makes the statement that
“the stop is legitimate then.”

g. Officer #4 tells C#1 that he is going to place his firearm back in the car.
Officer #4 then asks C#1 to wait to get in the vehicle until they leave.  C#1
asks Officer #4 if he thinks C#1 is going to shoot him.  C#1 then makes a
statement that this is because of his skin color.

h. Officer #4 explains to him that this is standard practice for him, and he
feels that it is the safest way to approach this for both he and C#1.  C#1
then calms down and apologizes saying he is just upset because he is late
for work.

i. During the officer interviews of Officer #3 and Officer #4, the Professional
Standards Commander interpreted their interview that Officer #4 was
aware of who C#1 was but did not know he was driving the vehicle
because he couldn’t see the driver.

j. Officers stopped this vehicle because of the violations.  They felt as
though they handled this traffic stop like they would any other traffic stop
including not issuing him any citations.  The Officers did not stop him
because of prior contacts they have had with him or because of his race.

Traffic Stop #3 in September of 2022: Officers #5, Officer #6, and Assisting 
Officer #3.   

a. C#1 is pulled over for Operation without Registration and Improper Rear
Lamps.  The in-car and BWC video shows that Officer #5 is sitting at a red
light when C#1 turns in front of him from a secondary roadway.

b. As C#1 is turning you can see that his windows are heavily tinted
preventing identification of the driver. This fact is confirmed when an
interview is conducted of Officer #5 regarding this traffic stop by the
Professional Standards Commander.  C#1 is now driving in the same
direction as Officer #5.

c. In the BWC of Officer #5 you can see the computer which shows the
vehicle registration for C#1’s vehicle is pulled up on the screen.  In the in-
car video you can see that the third (center) brake light is not working in
C#1’s vehicle.  Officer #5 conducts a traffic stop on C#1.

d. Officer #5 makes contact with C#1 at the passenger window of C#1’s
vehicle.  Officer #5 informs C#1 of the two reasons for the traffic stop.
C#1 is cooperative with Officer #5.

e. Assisting Officer #3 arrives to back up Officer #5.  Assisting Officer #3
never goes up to C#1’s vehicle.  Assisting Officer #3 asks Officer #5 if
there is anything “hinky” about C#1’s vehicle.  Officer #5 informs him that
the car seems pretty clean but that there is an ILEADS hit on the vehicle.

i. When a driver’s information is ran through NCIC it also searches
our records management system to see if there are any police
records tied to the vehicle or person.

ii. Officer #5 said that he saw there was a ILeads hit prior to stopping
the vehicle but he did not view it until after he made the stop. The
reason for the traffic stop was based on the Operation without
Registration and Improper Rear Light.
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f. In the interview with Officer #5 he said that when he sees an ILEADS hit
associated with a vehicle/person he believes there is the potential that the
vehicle/person has been associated with some type of criminal activity.
He then ran C#1 through ILEADS and saw that he has had previous
arrests earlier in the year for drug and gun charges.

g. After seeing C#1 has had a previous arrest for narcotics, he sends a
message to Officer #6 who has a police canine and asks him to call him.
Officer #6 calls Officer #5 and Officer #5 informs him of the circumstances
of C#1’s previous history.

h. Officer #6 informs him that he can come to his stop but will only conduct a
canine walk around the vehicle if Officer #5 is still conducting the business
of his traffic stop.  Officer #5 informs Officer #6 that he is going to be
issuing two citations and is working on those.

i. The walk around of a canine around a vehicle is not considered a
search of the vehicle.  The canine is allowed to walk around the
exterior of the vehicle to conduct an open-air sniff as long as it does
not extend the traffic stop beyond the normal time it takes to
conduct that traffic stop.

ii. If there is a canine indication on the vehicle, then the officers have
probable cause to search the vehicle and that vehicle can be
detained longer as part of that narcotics investigation.

i. Officer #6 arrives shortly after his phone call with Officer #5.  Officer #6
confirms that Officer #5 is still writing citations for the traffic stop.  Officer
#6 then approaches the driver and requests that he exits the vehicle.
Officer #6 informs him that he is a canine officer and that he will be
conducting an open-air sniff of the vehicle.

j. C#1 becomes argumentative and refuses to exit the vehicle or to consent
to the search.  Officer #6 tries to explain that he doesn’t need consent and
what the law allows but C#1 keeps yelling at him.  Officer #6 informs him
that he needs to step out of the vehicle, or he will be arrested for
Interference with Official Acts.  C#1 eventually steps out of the vehicle.

k. C#1 goes to the front of Officer #5’s vehicle and continues to yell at Officer
#6 as he is conducting his open-air sniff with his partner.  C#1 calls Officer
#6 a “racist ass bitch” and continues to call him a racist.  Assisting Officer
#3 tries to interject and explain the process to C#1, but he continues to
yell at Officer #6.

l. Officer #6 does not stop his open-air sniff while C#1 is yelling at him as to
not extend the stop.  Officer #5 is also confirmed to still be writing the
citation for this stop inside of his squad car while Officer #6 is conducting
his open-air sniff.  Officer #5 is seen continuously working on the citation
therefore it is not believed that Officer #5 slowed his process to assist
Officer #6.

m. Officer #6 starts to perform a search of the interior of the vehicle after a
positive indication on the vehicle by his partner alerting to the odor of
narcotics inside.  C#1 continues to yell at Officer #6 to which Officer #6
responds by telling him he tried to explain the process to him, but C#1
wouldn’t listen.

n. C#1 then tells Officer #6 that he didn’t appreciate what he did to him last
time he pulled him over.  Officer #6 informs C#1 that he doesn’t believe he
has ever had contact with C#1 before or pulled him over.  C#1 calls Officer
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#6 an “asshole” and then accuses Officer #6 of always being there when 
he gets pulled over.   

o. Officer #6 informs him again that he doesn’t believe he has ever had
contact with him.  This is confirmed by the Professional Standards
Commander who reviewed all police contacts C#1 has had and Officer #6
is not at any of the additional stops.  This was also presented to C#1 when
the Professional Standards Commander spoke with C#1 on the phone.
That is when C#1 made the statement that “it isn’t just Officer #6, but it is
all of the CRPD.”

p. Officer #6 informs C#1 that he has marijuana residue in the center console
and the glove box.  Officer #5 issues the two citations to C#1 and gives
him a warning on the marijuana.  C#1 is allowed to leave with no further
contact with Officer #6.

q. During the interview with Officer #5 by the Professional Standards
Commander, he said that he stopped C#1 for the two violations.  He was
unable to identify the driver prior to stopping him and has never had
contact with him before.  Officer #5 did not stop him because of any
previous police contacts that C#1 has had, nor did he stop him because of
his race.

10. The Professional Standards Commander completed a review of all of the
citations and arrests year to date of all of the officers listed in this complaint.
Upon reviewing the data strictly from a data standpoint and not considering the
officer’s duties or area of responsibility, the data in itself does not show any bias
of the officers towards any specific race.

11. The Professional Standards Commander also received a phone call from the
sister of C#1.  The sister said she saw a video that C#1 had shown her from the
last traffic stop and she had concerns and encouraged C#1 to file a complaint.
The sister confirmed that she was not present during any of these stops and also
does not have any evidence to show that C#1 was being profiled against.

12. C#1 confirmed the video his sister saw was recorded after the traffic stop started
and was captured on the officers BWC.

13. The Professional Standards Commander also spoke with the Lieutenant who
took the complaint form when it was turned in.  The sister was also present at
this time and wanted to reiterate to the Lieutenant that they were not trying to
make this about race but rather believed this was based on a previous arrest.

14. In the original interview of C#1 by the Professional Standards Commander, C#1
was asked directly if he thinks he is being stopped because of his race or based
on his previous arrest.  C#1 would not answer the question but just said he
definitely thinks he is being targeted.

15. The Professional Standards Commander also asked him if he has any evidence
to support his allegations of being stopped for either his race or because of his
previous arrest to which C#1 responded by saying that “the stops just don’t feel
right.”

16. The Professional Standards Commander explained the law surrounding an open-
air sniff of a vehicle.  C#1 appeared to be more understanding and accepting of
the action on Traffic Stop #3.

17. Through the entire review of all three events the Professional Standards
Commander noted that all three stops had confirmed traffic violations that
initiated the police contact.  All three traffic stops consisted of different officers at
different times of day and different locations.
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18. Only one of the officers was on the previous stop in which C#1 was arrested.
This officer was not the original stopping officer but was a backup officer.  This
officer admitted that he recognized the name from his vehicle registration but
could not see who was driving.

19. C#1 admitted that he has tinted windows on his vehicle, and this was confirmed
through interviews and video.  These tinted windows would prevent officers from
identifying the driver prior to their traffic stop.

20. The Professional Standards Commander also noted that all officers were
professional through the entirety of their contacts with C#1.

Findings: 

As a result of the Professional Standards investigation, the Professional Standards 
Commander concluded that all officers were within policy in their traffic stops.  There 
was no evidence to support C#1 was stopped because of his prior police contacts or his 
race.   

1. The CRPD Directive Traffic Enforcement and Citations directs the manner in
which officers conduct traffic stops, how to act during those traffic stops, and
prohibits traffic stops based on race.

2. The CRPD Directive Biased Based Profiling prohibits the selection of individuals
based solely on a common trait of a group.  This includes race, ethnicity, national
origin, religion, age, gender, gender identity or sexual orientation.

Disposition: 

Regarding the allegations of the officers were targeting C#1 based on his prior police 
contacts or his race is UNFOUNDED.  

Follow-Up: 

1. Interviewed: C#1, Officer #3, Officer #4, Officer #5, and C#1’s sister
a. Officer #1 and Officer #2 were not interviewed as C#1 said their traffic

stop was not one of concern to him.
b. Officer #6 was not interviewed as he responded to the traffic stop after

being called.  He never initiated contact with C#1.
2. Investigation length: 43 Days
3. Complainant notification: Letter sent certified mail

a. The Professional Standards Commander never received any follow up
questions.

4. Training implemented because of this investigation:  None
5. Is this a trending behavior/complaint: Not against the CRPD as a whole or the

officers.
6. Any additional policy violations derived from the investigation: No

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.   
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CEDAR RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Police Chief’s Report 
Citizen Review Board 

LI-2022-11
To: Citizen Review Board 

From: Chief Wayne Jerman 

Subject: Complaint Disposition- LI-2022-11 

Date: December 9, 2022 

In September of 2022 the Cedar Rapids Police Department received a formal written 
complaint.  The complaint is identified as LI-2022-11.  The Complainant is referred to as 
C#1.  The involved CRPD officer is referred to as Officer #1.  A secondary officer is 
referred to as Secondary Officer #1.  A commander is referred to as Commander #1.  
An additional employee is identified as Private Employee #1. 

Allegation: 

C#1 alleged that Officer #1’s handling of a call was completely inappropriate and 
uncalled for.  Officer #1’s actions were disrespectful and showed a lack of concern.  
C#1 also alleges that Commander #1 was not cordial when giving C#1 the formal 
complaint form.       

Investigation Process: 

1. The complaint was received by the Professional Standards Office and was
reviewed by Chief Jerman.  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.
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(319) 286-5375 · FAX (888) 411-8263
Agenda Packet 16



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 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.

Investigation: 

4. The Shift Lieutenant contacted C#1 three days after the complaint was received
to notify her that the complaint was received and would be investigated by the
Shift Lieutenant.  C#1 was unable to talk on that day and an appointment was set
up to speak at a later time. In the meantime, the Shift Lieutenant reviewed the
BWC of the officers.

5. The Shift Lieutenant spoke with C#1 and informed her that the majority of her
contact on the date of the incident was with the security of the health care facility
and not a CRPD officer.  She was told she would need to contact that facility to
discuss any issues she had with their employee, but she would continue the
review into the officers actions.

6. The Shift Lieutenant further reviewed the original complaint.  The majority of the
complaint was against Private Employee #1 who works at a health care facility.
C#1 was with a friend who was seeking medical attention.  During the course of
that treatment C#1 was unhappy with how the health care facility was handling
C#1’s friend.

7. The Shift Lieutenant noted that C#1 kept mentioning having interaction with
Private Employee #1 who she believed was a police officer.  C#1 was unhappy
with Private Employee #1 and how he was handling the situation.  The Shift
Lieutenant noted in her investigation that Private Employee #1 was not a police
officer and was in fact a security officer.

8. During this call for service Private Employee #1 had contacted the CRPD to have
C#1 removed from the property.  This request from Private Employee #1 is what
caused an interaction between Officer #1 and C#1.

9. The Shift Lieutenant reviewed the body worn camera of Officer #1.  Upon arrival
Officer #1 speaks with Private Employee #1 about why he called.  Private
Employee #1 said that C#1 came to the health care facility with her friend.  C#1
was unhappy with her friend having to sit in the waiting room.  C#1 felt as though
there was a better place for her friend to wait.

10. The Shift Lieutenant sees that Secondary Officer #2 then arrives on scene.
Private Employee #1 tells both officers that he had requested that C#1 leave the
facility approximately 30 times.  C#1 refused to leave until Private Employee #1
gave her his name.  Private Employee #1 refused to do so stating that was
outside of the expectations of his employer.

11. The Shift Lieutenant notices that when officers are speaking to Private Employee
#1, they are in the parking lot and that Private Employee #1 points to a car and
says that C#1 is in there.  Secondary Officer #1 continues to speak with Private
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Employee #1 while Officer #1 runs the license plate to the vehicle on his 
computer.   

12. Private Employee #1 continues to tell the Secondary Officer that C#1 continued
to get more agitated by the fact that Private Employee #1 would not provide his
name. He informed her he is not required to and that he is not the police.

13. The Shift Lieutenant sees on the camera that Officer #1 and the Secondary
Officer #1 start to walk up to C#1’s vehicle.  As they are doing so the vehicle
starts and the reverse lights come on.  Through the BWC you can hear C#1 is
speaking with someone very loudly through Bluetooth that appears to be hooked
up to the car speakers.

14. As Officer #1 is walking along side the vehicle the car starts to back up.  Officer
#1 knocks on the window with his bare hand to get her attention.  This appears to
startle C#1.  C#1 rolls down her window and Officer #1 tells her to stop.  C#1 tells
Officer #1 that she is talking to another medical facility.

15. The Shift Lieutenant then hears Officer #1 inform C#1 that if she comes back to
this facility that she will be arrested for criminal trespass. Officer #1 goes on to
identify himself as a police officer and clarifies that he is not security.  He then
repeats the trespass warning.

a. A trespass warning can be issued by any private homeowner or someone
with the authority to do so within a business or public property.  A trespass
warning can be issued to anyone without cause as long as the person has
the authority to request, they don’t come on their property.  This warning is
good for one year and documented at the CRPD.  If that person chooses
to return, they can be arrested/cited for Criminal Trespass.

16. C#1 continues to back up to which the Secondary Officer #1 tells her to stop and
Officer #1 repeats what Secondary Officer #1 says to stop, as she is about to
back into another vehicle.  The total time of the interaction between officers and
C#1 is less than one minute.

17. In the formal complaint the Shift Lieutenant notices that C#1 made a comment
that the officer who took the complaint was not overly cordial.  The Shift
Lieutenant reviewed this aspect of the complaint as well.  C#1 did not go into any
further detail on how he was not cordial.

18. The Shift Lieutenant spoke with Commander #1 regarding the incident.
Commander #1 met with C#1 in the CRPD lobby.  C#1 informed Commander #1
she wanted to file a complaint.  Commander #1 told her she had three options
depending on the outcome she was looking for.

a. She could just vent to him with no expectation of being notified of the
outcome.

b. She could tell him what happened, and he would investigate the incident
and contact her with his findings.

c. She could file a formal complaint that would go to the Office of
Professional Services.

19. C#1 chose to write a formal complaint.  Commander #1 provided her an area to
complete the complaint form and offered her a pen.  Commander #1 said to the
Shift Lieutenant that C#1 was very rude, so he just remained very matter of fact.

20. The Shift Lieutenant noted that the majority of the complaint was regarding
Private Employee #1 who does not work for the CRPD.  C#1’s main complaint
against Officer #1 was that he knocked loudly and then shouted at her.

21. The Shift Lieutenant noted that he knocked with his bare hand and did not yell at
her.  The only time he raised his voice was when he was trying to get her to stop
to prevent her from backing into another vehicle.
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Findings: 

As a result of the Line Investigation, the Shift Lieutenant concluded that Officer #1 and 
Commander #1 acted appropriately and within the following policies 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.

Disposition: 

Regarding the allegations that Officer #1 was inappropriate, showed a lack of concern, 
and was disrespectful is UNFOUNDED.  The allegations that Commander #1 was not 
overly cordial is also UNFOUNDED.  The investigation concluded that Officer #1 and 
Commander #1 followed all department polices.  

Follow-Up: 

1. Interviewed: C#1 on the phone. Commander #1 in person.
a. Officer #1 was not interviewed as the whole incident was captured on his

BWC.
2. Investigation length: 22 Days
3. Complaint notification: Recorded phone call

a. C#1 still expressed concerns with Officer #1’s and Private Employee #1’s
actions.

b. C#1 was directed to contact Private Employee #1’s employer to lodge any
complaints with them.

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

A thorough Line Investigation was conducted by the Shift Lieutenant.  The investigation 
was in compliance with the CRPD Department Directive System.  The investigation was 
reviewed by Senior Command Staff and the Chief of Police.   
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CEDAR RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Police Chief’s Report 
Citizen Review Board 

LI-2022-13
To: Citizen Review Board 

From: Chief Wayne Jerman 

Subject: Complaint Disposition - LI-2022-13 

Date: December 9, 2022 

In October of 2022 the Cedar Rapids Police Department received a formal written 
complaint.  The complaint is identified as LI-2022-13.  The Complainant is referred to as 
C#1.  The involved CRPD officer is identified as Officer #1.  An additional involved 
citizen is identified as Citizen #1.  

Allegation: 

C#1 alleged that Officer #1 was disrespectful and made veiled threats towards him.  
C#1 felt as though Officer #1 only wanted to speak with Citizen #1 and not him.  C#1 
believed that Officer #1 already had a bias mindset about what happened in this 
incident before he arrived on scene.     

Investigation Process: 

1. The complaint was received by the Professional Standards Office and was
reviewed by Chief Jerman.  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.
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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 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.

Investigation: 

4. The Professional Standards Lieutenant initially contacted C#1 after receiving the
complaint to gain further information on the call for service that C#1 was alleging
that Officer #1 was disrespectful on.  C#1 informed him that he felt as though
Officer #1 immediately took Citizen #1’s side on how the event transpired.

5. C#1 informed the Professional Standards Lieutenant that he had rear-ended
Citizen #1 and had caused very minor damage.  C#1 believed the accident was
caused by construction work that was causing traffic to have to slow down and
that Citizen #1 slowed down too quickly.

6. C#1 said that Citizen #1 immediately started to yell at him when he got out of his
car which caused him to yell back at her.  When Officer #1 arrived on scene he
initially spoke with C#1 to see what happened and then went to Citizen #1 to get
her story. C#1 felt as though Officer #1 then took her side on how the accident
happened.

7. C#1 then told the Professional Standards Lieutenant that he felt that Officer #1
made veiled threats by stating “you should watch your tone” and “are you on
something right now, are you high.” C#1 felt these statements were threats
towards him.

8. The Shift Lieutenant reviewed the personnel complaint form filled out by C#1 as
well as the video recordings of the incident provided by C#1.  The Shift
Lieutenant also watch the BWC video from Officer #1.

9. In reviewing the call for service, the Shift Lieutenant noticed that Officer #1 was
the only officer that responded to a two-vehicle accident between C#1 and
Citizen #1. The call for service notes shows that Citizen #1 is the one who calls in
the accident and that the dispatcher can hear C#1 yelling at Citizen #1 in the
background but does not note what is being said

10. The Shift Lieutenant then reviewed the BWC of Officer #1.  Officer #1
approaches C#1 who is sitting in his vehicle and remains there for the entire
encounter.  C#1 tells Officer #1 that he rear-ended Citizen #1 and got out of his
car to speak with her.  C#1 said that Citizen #1 immediately became
argumentative with him.  C#1 responded to her by saying “listen bitch, whatever”
and returned to his vehicle.

11. The Shift Lieutenant then watches Officer #1 look at the front of C#1’s vehicle
presumably looking for damage.  Officer #1 then approaches Citizen #1 who is
standing outside of her vehicle. Citizen #1 said that C#1 got out of his car worked
up and called her a “stupid bitch,” so she called the police.

12. Officer #1 is then seen examining her vehicle for damage.  Officer #1 then
explains to Citizen #1 that since there was minimal damage, he was going to do
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an information exchange between them.  Officer #1 walks back to C#1 and C#1 
is seen holding up his cell phone and tells Officer #1 that he is recording for his 
protection.  

13. Officer #1 requests C#1’s driving information to complete the information
exchange.  C#1 tells Officer #1 that Citizen #1 was “hostile from the get-go.”
Officer #1 makes the statement “it wouldn’t be strange that she said that you
were being a little hostile from the get-go too, would it?” C#1 denied that he had
been hostile.

a. An information exchange during an accident investigation is a simple
exchange of driver’s license information and insurance information.  There
is no formal accident investigation completed by the officer.  This is done
when the accident damage is deemed below $1500, and the cause of the
accident is clear.  This is a normal and acceptable practice by officers.

14. Officer #1 goes back to his squad car to complete the information exchange.
Officer #1 notes verbally on BWC that C#1 has multiple infractions on his driving
record and that Citizen #1 doesn’t have any.  Officer #1 then returns to Citizen #1
and provides her the information exchange.  He explains it to her and sends her
on her way.

15. Officer #1 then goes to C#1’s car and asks him if he has ever got one of these
before (information exchange) to which C#1 replies no I haven’t I am a good
driver.  Officer #1 replies “yeah, I saw that on your driving record with all the
speeding and running of stop signs and such, I saw that.”

16. Officer #1 then asks if C#1 has valid insurance because the insurance card he
provided is expired and that would be a $400 ticket.  C#1 informs him he does
have it.  Officer #1 responds by saying “I believe you probably have it; I would
probably just change your tone. Have a good day.”

17. Officer #1 starts to walk away, and C#1 continues to talk to him telling him to
come back.  Officer #1 tells C#1 that “I would just drive away.” C#1 yells at him
saying “get back here.” C#1 asks Officer #1 if he is trying to threaten him.  Officer
#1 asks how he is trying to threaten him to which C#1 says “it is how you said it.”

18. Officer #1 tells him “You need to drive away.” Officer #1 then asks C#1 if he is on
something or if he is high as he is awfully worked up.  C#1 offers to provide a
drug test and tells him he is going to get his badge number.  Officer #1 points to
the paperwork where it is documented and walks away.

19. C#1 yells at Officer #1 again asking if he is threatening him.  Officer #1 tells C#1
that he should just drive away because he can’t park here.  C#1 informs Officer
#1 that he has valid insurance.  Officer #1 tells him that’s fine that he didn’t write
him a ticket for not having insurance.

20. C#1 continues to try and argue with Officer #1.  Officer #1 tells him that he has
exchanged their information, that he can’t park here, he should calm down, and
to drive away.  Officer #1 returns to his squad car and ends up leaving.

21. The Shift Lieutenant notes that Officer #1 never issues a citation to either driver.
He completed an information exchange to allow their insurance companies to
handle the rest.

22. The Shift Lieutenant also noted that the recorded videos from C#1 captured the
same events as the BWC of Officer #1.

23. The Shift Lieutenant noted that it appears that C#1 is angrier than most people in
this same situation when Officer #1 arrives.  He believes that officers should be
accustomed to this type of behavior and able to handle it better without engaging
C#1 in a back-and-forth dialogue as it was done.
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24. Although the dialogue was not necessary the during the exchange Officer #1 was
calm.  The Shift Lieutenant also noted that some dialogue was not needed
including the comments about C#1’s driving record.  The Shift Lieutenant spoke
with Officer #1 regarding this. See comments below in follow-up.

25. The Shift Lieutenant also noted that C#1 admitted to rear-ending Citizen #1 and
the evidence supported that.  Officer #1 did not assign blame in this incident by
issuing a citation either.

Findings: 

As a result of the Line Investigation, the Shift Lieutenant concluded that Officer #1 was 
within policy in his exchange with C#1.  The Shift Lieutenant felt as though Officer #1 
could have handled the situation better and not allowed C#1 to bring him into an 
unnecessary exchange.  The Shift Lieutenant addressed these concerns with Officer 
#1:   

1. 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 that Officer #1 was disrespectful and made threats towards 
C#1 that allegation is UNFOUNDED.  Regarding the allegation that Officer #1 was 
biased before arriving on scene on what happened during the accident that allegation is 
UNFOUNDED.  

Follow-Up: 

1. Interviewed: C#1 on the phone.
a. Officer #1 was not interviewed regarding the incident because his BWC

was sufficient to outline the events that took place.
2. Investigation length: 26 Days
3. Complaint notification: Letter by Certified Mail

a. C#1 has not contacted the Shift Lieutenant.
4. Training implemented because of this incident: The Shift Lieutenant spoke with

Officer #1 regarding his exchange with C#1.  Officer #1 admitted that he could
have handled the situation better and should have walked away sooner.

5. Trending behavior/complaint: Not against the CRPD or the listed officers.
6. Any additional policy violations: None

A thorough Line Investigation was conducted by the Shift Lieutenant.  The investigation 
was in compliance with the CRPD Department Directive System.  The investigation was 
reviewed by Senior Command Staff and the Chief of Police.   
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CEDAR RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Police Chief’s Report 
Citizen Review Board 

LI-2022-17
To: Citizen Review Board 

From: Chief Wayne Jerman 

Subject: Complaint Disposition- LI-2022-17 

Date: December 9, 2022 

In November of 2022 the Cedar Rapids Police Department received a formal written 
complaint.  The complaint is identified as LI-2022-17.  The Complainant is referred to as 
C#1.  The involved CRPD officers are referred to as Officer #1 and Officer #2.  The 
involved CRPD commander is referred to as Commander #1.  An additional employee is 
identified as Private Employee #1. 

Allegation: 

C#1 alleged that Officer #1, Officer #2, and Commander #1 did not arrest the suspect in 
his assault.  C#1 alleged that Officer #1 and Officer #2 refused to call for a commander 
upon his request.  He also alleged that his Civil Rights were violated.       

Investigation Process: 

1. The complaint was received by the Professional Standards Office and was
reviewed by Chief Jerman.  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.
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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 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.

Investigation: 

4. The Shift Lieutenant contacted C#1 who clarified his complaint was that he
wanted to have Private Employee #1 arrested.  C#1 was also unable to clarify
what he meant by his civil rights being violated. The Shift Lieutenant reviewed
Officer #1’s police report, all three officers BWCs, and the business surveillance
video.

5. In reviewing the police reports/call for service the Shift Lieutenant saw that
officers were dispatched to a local business for a dispute over the amount of a
bill for service done on a semi-truck.  C#1 was unhappy with the amount the
business was charging for this service.

6. According to the reports C#1 got in his semi-truck and tried to leave without
paying the bill.  In doing so he backed into a forklift, that was parked behind the
truck, several times.  In doing this C#1 would hit the forklift and then pull forward
before reversing into the forklift again.

7. The business was able to get C#1 to stop driving his truck at the forklift by lifting
the back of the truck up with a second forklift to prevent its movement.  C#1’s
actions caused significant additional damage to his truck.  While C#1 was doing
this Private Employee #1 jumped up on his truck and pounded on the window to
get him to stop.

8. C#1 and Private Employee #1 then got into a shoving match outside of the truck.
The Shift Lieutenant noted that in the report it said that Officer #1 and Officer #2
spoke with both C#1 and Private Employee #1 about this incident.  Officers then
watched the business’ surveillance video that captured the entire incident.

9. In the reports, the Shift Lieutenant noted that Officer #1 and Officer #2 concluded
that it was a mutual combatant situation, but C#1 was the main aggressor.
Private Employee #1 informed officers that he did not wish to pursue assault
charges.

10. In the report it mentions that C#1 refused to accept this answer and began calling
911 asking for different officers.  His request for additional officers was denied,
so he began to request for a commander.  Officer #1 and Officer #2 continued to
try and explain the situation to C#1, but he would not listen to them.  Officer #1
then got on the radio and requested a commander to their location.

11. Commander #1 arrived on scene and spoke with C#1 and Private Employee #1.
Commander #1 also watched the surveillance video from the business.  After
reviewing this video, he made the same determination as Officer #1 and Officer
#2.

12. Commander #1 also explained to C#1 that he could be charged for backing into
the forklift and pushing Private Employee #1 causing him to fall.  C#1 was given
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a Criminal Trespass Warning from the business and offered a ride somewhere 
else to which he refused.   

13. Officers also explained to C#1 that the disagreement over the bill was a civil
issue.  The Shift Lieutenant in his phone call to C#1 explained to C#1 that if he
would have left with his truck without paying the bill this would actually be a
criminal charge of Theft of Services (714.1(3).  C#1 was unaware of this criminal
charge.

14. The Shift Lieutenant watched the BWC of all of the officers.  The BWC of the
officers supported the information that was reported by Officer #1 in its entirety.
The Shift Lieutenant also watched the surveillance video from the business.
After watching the video, he came to the same conclusion as the officers and
Commander #1.

15. The Shift Lieutenant followed up with C#1 after reading the reports and watching
the videos.  C#1 told the Shift Lieutenant that he could not see the forklift behind
him when he began to back up.  C#1 acknowledged he was trained to check his
mirrors and check his blind spot before backing up.  When asked why he pulled
forward and then backed up again after hitting the forklift the first time C#1 didn’t
have an answer.

16. The Shift Lieutenant then went to a local trucking company to sit in a semi-truck
similar to C#1’s. In doing so it was the Shift Lieutenant’s belief that C#1 would
have been able to see the forklift behind the truck prior to backing up.

17. In the Shift Lieutenant’s review, he did not see anything that would rise to the
level of a violation of C#1’s civil rights.  The Shift Lieutenant noted that officers
treated C#1 with respect.

18. The Shift Lieutenant concluded that the officer’s decision not to charge Private
Employee #1 with assault was correct.  The Shift Lieutenant also believed that
C#1 could have been charged with several different charges to include theft and
disorderly conduct.

Findings: 

As a result of the Line Investigation, the Shift Lieutenant concluded that Officer #1, 
Officer #2, and Commander #1 acted appropriately and within the following policies 
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 Arrest Procedures which outlines the proper steps officers
should take when making an arrest.

3. Iowa Code 708.2(6) - Simple Assault
4. Iowa Code 723.4(1)(a) - Disorderly Conduct
5. Iowa Code 714.1(3) - Theft of Services

Disposition: 

Regarding the allegations that Officer #1, Officer #2, and Commander #1 did not arrest 
Employee #1 the allegation is UNFOUNDED.  The allegation that Officer #1 and Officer 
#2 failed to call a commander is UNFOUNDED.  The allegation that C#1’s Civil Rights 
were violated is UNFOUNDED.  The investigation concluded that Officer #1, Officer #2, 
and Commander #1 followed all department polices.  
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Follow-Up: 

1. Interviewed: C#1 on the phone.
a. Officer #1, Officer #2, and Commander #2 were not interviewed as the

whole incident was captured on her BWC.
2. Investigation length: 8 Days
3. Complaint notification: Letter by Certified Mail

a. C#1 has not contacted the Shift Lieutenant.
4. Training implemented because of this incident: The Shift Lieutenant spoke with

Officer #1 and Officer #2 about the charge for Theft of Service for any future
situations where that may apply.

5. Trending behavior/complaint: Not against the CRPD or the listed officers.
6. Any additional policy violations: None

A thorough Line Investigation was conducted by the Shift Lieutenant.  The investigation 
was in compliance with the CRPD Department Directive System.  The investigation was 
reviewed by Senior Command Staff and the Chief of Police.   
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Logo Concepts – All Options
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CRB Subcommittee Preferences 
Responses were submitted to Chair Star Smith 

CRB Member Internal (Operations) Policy (Community 
Engagement)/Outreach 

Monica Vallejo 1 
India Snow-Watt 2 1 
Stephanie Messer 2 1 
Aaron Eddy 2 1 
Arthur Kim 2 1 
Ed Montgomery 2 1 
Allonda Pierce 1 2 
Tim Countryman 1 2 
Starlet Smith 2 1 

*Preferences are identified as 1 (first preference) and 2 (second preference), as requested.

Subcommittee DRAFT Descriptions: 
• Operations

o Focused on reviewing, understanding, and improving the operation of the CRB (i.e.
review bylaws, missions, purpose (what are the CRB’s limitations/powers); internal
communications; agenda management; etc.)

• Policy
o Focused on effecting change where able (i.e. review data/policies to recommend

change)
• Community Engagement

o Focused on building relationships with stakeholders and sharing information (i.e. who
we know, who knows the CRB, who do we need to know)
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