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Special Meeting of the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee 
DRAFT Meeting Minutes for 

Tuesday, July 26, 2022, at 1:00 p.m. 
(Virtual Meeting via Microsoft Teams Platform) 

 
At 1:05 p.m. Executive Session [Call to Order, Roll Call and Opening Remarks by 

Commission Chairperson (Sha Brown) and Review Committee Chairperson 
(Marvin Boyer)]  

 Chairperson Brown called the Executive Session of the Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement 
Citizen Advisory Commission’s (Commission) Bias-Based Policing Review Committee (Review 
Committee) to order [where a quorum was present] and provided an overview of the Review Committee’s 
proposed Special Meeting Agenda.   
 
 To refresh Commissioners’ recollections, Chairperson Brown recapped the status of the 
committee’s review of Internal Case No. 21-0010-P [holdover from the Commission’s first Review 
Cycle] and summarized relevant confidential details of the internal investigation completed by the 
Pennsylvania State Police (PSP).  At its Special Meeting held on July 11, 2022, the Review Committee 
tabled its further consideration of Internal Case No. 21-0010-P and again requested a copy of PSP’s 
redacted Motor Vehicle Recording (MVR) evidence of the underlying incident.  In this regard, the Review 
Committee received a copy of the redacted MVR evidence on July 12, 2022, watched the recording, and 
discussed its content including the possible use of criminal indicators, the involved Trooper’s prior 
interaction with the subject, and use of force.   
 
 With no further confidential, pre-deliberative, or administrative matters before it, the Review 
Committee’s Executive Session ended at 1:29 p.m. 
 
At 1:35 p.m.  Public Session of Special Meeting Commenced and Recording Began 
 
At 1:35 p.m. Call to Order, Roll Call, and Opening Remarks by Commission Chairperson 

(Sha Brown) 
Chairperson Brown called the Special Meeting of the Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen 

Advisory Commission’s (Commission) Bias-Based Policing Review Committee (Review Committee) to 
order, announced that the meeting was being recorded and participation in the meeting conferred consent 
to being recorded.  Chairperson Brown asked the Commission’s Secretary (Jaimie L. Hicks) to conduct a 
Roll Call and Commissioners Marvin Boyer [Review Committee Chairperson], Brenda Tate, Keir 
Bradford-Grey, and Suresh Canagarajah were present remotely and a quorum of the Review Committee 
were present.  Commissioner Denise Ashe was excused from participation in this meeting.  The 
Commission’s newly named Ex-Officio Member Angela Fitterer (representing the Office of the Governor) 
and its Vice-Chairperson Elizabeth Pittinger were also present remotely.  A copy of the Roll Call and 
Attendance Form is attached hereto and made a part hereof [see Attachment 1]. 
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At 1:36 p.m.  Public Comment Reminder 
 Chairperson Brown reminded members of the public of the various ways citizens may participate 
and offer public comment before and during all meetings of the Commission and the Commission’s 
Review Committees to ensure public participation and transparency.  For purposes of this Special 
Meeting, Chairperson Brown limited public comment to three minutes per speaker. 
 
At 1:36 p.m. Motion to Approve Bias-Based Policing Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda 

by Unanimous Consent 
 Chairperson Brown asked for a motion to approve the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee’s 
Meeting Agenda by unanimous consent.  The motion was offered and seconded by Review Committee 
members in attendance.  Chairperson Brown asked if there were any objection(s) to the Meeting Agenda 
and after hearing no objections, Chairperson Brown recognized the approval of the Bias-Based Policing 
Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda by unanimous consent.  A copy of the Bias-Based Policing Review 
Committee’s July 26, 2022, Meeting Agenda, as adopted, is attached hereto, and made a part hereof [see 
Attachment 2]. 
 
At 1:37 p.m.  Motion to Approve Adoption of the Draft of the Bias-Based Policing Review 

Committee’s July 11, 2022, Meeting Minutes by Unanimous Consent 
 Chairman Brown asked for a motion to approve the draft of the Bias-Based Policing Review 
Committee’s July 11, 2022, Meeting Minutes by unanimous consent.  The motion was offered and 
seconded by Review Committee members.  Unanimous consent to approve adoption of the draft of the 
Bias-Based Policing Review Committee’s July 11, 2022, Meeting Minutes passed with no noted 
objections [a copy of the Meeting Minutes as adopted is available on the Review Committee’s webpage 
found at www.osig.pa.gov/PSLECAC]. 
 
[Commissioner and Review Committee Member Denise Ashe joined the meeting at 1:37 p.m.] 
 
At 1:38 p.m. Other Review Committee Administrative Matters  
 Review Committee Chairperson Boyer did not have any administrative matters to report and 
reserved any comments regarding the committee’s review of Internal Case No. 21-0010-P for later in the 
meeting.   
 
At 1:38 p.m. Consideration, Discussion, Deliberation, and Official action(s) Concerning 

Resolution No. BBP - 1 [Adoption and Ratification of the Preliminary 
Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P by the Bias-
Based Policing Review Committee for Consideration by the Pennsylvania 
State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission] 

 Chairperson Brown began the discussion by summarizing that a draft of the Review Committee’s 
Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P was sent to all 
Commissioners for preliminary review and comment on July 5, 2022.  Chairperson Brown stated that a 
draft of the report was also sent to PSP (at the same time) for review and comment, and that the Review 
Committee invited PSP to participate in its meeting today to discuss the contents thereof in accordance 
with Section 8.3 (Covered Agency’s Opportunity to Respond to Preliminary Report) of the 
Commission’s Bylaws.  However, Chairperson Brown indicated that PSP opted not to accept the Review 
Committee’s invitation to attend the Executive Session today or respond (in writing) to its draft report and 
the Review Committee did not receive any objections to or additional feedback or comment concerning 
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its draft report from other Commissioners for consideration.  Chairperson Brown also noted that the 
Review Committee’s draft of Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case o. 21-0009-
P did not contain any preliminary recommendations but only determinations [relevant to the 
Commission’s Six Review Objectives] and that the Review Committee may proceed. 
 
 Chairperson Brown then opened the floor to consideration of Resolution BBP-1 for adoption of 
Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P and authority to submit 
said report for further consideration by the Commission at its Regular Meeting scheduled for August 5, 
2022.  A motion to adopt Resolution BBP-1 [representing adoption of draft report and authorizing 
presentation of report to the full Commission] was offered and seconded.  With no objections or further 
comment, Chairperson Brown recognized adoption of Resolution BBP-1 [for copies of Resolution BBP-
1  and Vote Tabulation Form [see Attachment 3]. 
 
At 1:40 p.m. Continued Consideration, Discussion, and Deliberation in Anticipation of 

Issuing a Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-
0010-P for Presentation to the Commission 

 Concerning its six Review Objectives, Chairperson Brown recapped preliminary determinations 
made by the Review Committee related to its review of Internal Case No. 21-0010-P at its previous 
meetings held on June 30, 2022 and July 11, 2022.  Specifically, Chairperson Brown reported the Review 
Committee previously determined PSP’s completed internal investigation was both prompt and fair 
[Review Objective No. 1] and impartial [Review Objective No. 2] while also noting the latter was based 
on limited available information.  With respect to completeness, the reasonableness of adjudicatory 
findings and discipline (if any) along with the efficiency of related policies and training [Review 
Objectives Nos. 3, 4, 5 and 6], Chairperson Brown noted that the Review Committee delayed rendering 
such determinations until it possessed and reviewed a copy of the redacted Motor Video Recording (MVR) 
evidence of the underlying incident which was received on July 12, 2022. 
 
 Concerning its determination of completeness [Review Objective No. 3], Chairperson Brown then 
read the definition of completeness to include ensuring whether investigators collected all relevant facts 
that were reasonably obtainable and conducted all relevant interviews to achieve the purpose of the 
inquiry.  Likewise, Chairperson Brown defined the reasonableness of adjudicatory findings and discipline 
(if any) [Review Objectives Nos. 4 and 5] as ensuring that all relevant facts were considered, including 
all known actions by law enforcement officers, and determine whether adjudicatory findings and 
discipline (if any) were reasonable and based on a totality of the circumstances.  [Review Objective No. 
5 was not applicable to this review since no discipline was issued].  After having had an opportunity to 
review the redacted MVR evidence of the underlying incident and relevant redacted General Investigation 
and Adjudication Reports, Chairperson Brown opened the floor for further discussion and recognized 
Review Chairperson Boyer. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Boyer began by stating he had two concerns after viewing the 
MVR evidence.  First, Review Committee Chairperson Boyer was not quite sure what predicated the 
canine search of the subject’s vehicle.  For example, Chairperson Brown was unsure of what evidence, if 
any, the involved Trooper articulated or had to conduct such an initial search and did not see where the 
canine “indicated” to justify a full probable cause search of the subject’s vehicle.  Second, Review 
Committee Chairperson Boyer expressed concerns of the “chest bumping” by the involved Trooper of the 
subject used to drive the subject back several feet.  Review Committee Chairperson Boyer did not believe 
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that the “chest bumping” of the subject was necessary unless it was possibly prompted by a verbal 
exchange which was not completely heard.   
 
 Chairperson Brown provided a summary of the chronology of events and the Commission’s 
research with respect to the use of “chest bumping.”  Chairperson Brown stated that the incident first 
included the traffic stop itself and the involved Trooper’s listed justification for the traffic stop was 
“following too closely” and “window tint.”  Chairperson Brown then stated that PSP’s records indicated 
the development of reasonable suspicion of a potential crime used to justify the canine search of the 
vehicle was the behavior of the vehicle’s driver, i.e., non-cooperative, non-compliance, and 
aggressiveness.  Chairperson Brown also noted that the involved Trooper asked both the vehicle’s driver 
and passenger to allow him to voluntarily search each person but both individuals denied the Trooper’s 
requests [which was their right to do].  PSP’s records also indicated that the involved Trooper recognized 
the driver from a previous traffic stop where contraband was found.  Chairperson Brown then indicated 
that both the driver and passenger [who was the owner of the vehicle] withheld their consent for the 
involved Trooper to conduct a search of the vehicle [which was again their right] so the involved Trooper 
requested that a canine perform an exterior air search of the vehicle to check for the scent of any drugs.  
According to PSP’s records, Chairperson Brown stated the canine’s handler reported that the dog “alerted” 
during the vehicle’s air search and then Troopers proceeded to conduct a full physical search of the vehicle.  
At this time, Chairperson Brown asked if any Commissioners had any questions about the traffic stop 
itself and recognized Commissioner Bradford-Grey. 
 
 Commissioner Bradford-Grey first asked if the traffic stop was predicated on the use of criminal 
indicators [i.e., prior criminal history] along with the alleged traffic violations.  Commissioner Bradford-
Grey then questioned whether the involved Trooper immediately recognized the vehicle’s driver which 
then arose the Trooper’s suspicion.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey remarked that both the driver and 
passenger were exercising their individual rights not to consent to a “Terry Risk” or search of their vehicle 
(people are free to exercise such fundamental rights not to be searched) but PSP labeled this exercise as 
uncooperative.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey asked whether refusal to provide or withhold consent 
(which is constitutionally protected) can or may be used as a criminal indicator to justify further law 
enforcement activity. 
 
 Chairperson Brown acknowledged the abrupt nature of the traffic stop and stated further that PSP’s 
records described the driver as “disrespectful, hostile, having a deplorable attitude, and using profanity.”  
Chairperson Brown rhetorically asked if the driver’s non-compliance amounted to a criminal indicator 
and what the Commissioners seemed to question was whether such conduct was enough to justify the 
canine search.  Chairperson Brown also recalled that the canine unit was nearby, so the driver and 
passenger were not on roadway for an extended period awaiting its arrival. 
 
 Commissioner Bradford-Grey indicated that the way the driver was pulled over may have equaled 
justification of suspicion so long as it was not based on racial profiling or bias but that citizens have a 
right to also express frustration and/or question the validity of a traffic stop.  Because Commissioners 
were unable to hear the audio portion of the MVR [each advised to view individually] during the Executive 
Session of the meeting, the Review Committee was unable to know of the language and tone used by all 
parties.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey asked for more details concerning the past interaction(s) between 
the driver and the involved Trooper and whether this past interaction(s) could give rise to the suspicion 
necessary to further detain the vehicle’s occupants.  Chairperson Brown replied that the involved Trooper 

http://www.osig.pa.gov/pslecac


 

 
 

 
Page 5 of 12 

Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission 
Commission’s Webpage:  
www.osig.pa.gov/pslecac       

 

Tel: 717-772-4935 
555 Walnut Street, 8th Floor, Forum Place | Harrisburg, PA 17101 

had two previous interactions (i.e., traffic stops) with the driver where contraband was found, but that such 
interaction could only be used as one factor toward the suspicion necessary to justify an investigative 
detention.  Given the known past drug dealing activity, Commissioner Bradford-Grey then expressed 
concerns about why the involved Trooper failed to secure the vehicle’s occupants and Troopers allowed 
them to move so freely while they conducted the searches.   
 
 As Commissioner Bradford-Grey indicated, Commissioner Tate asked what provoked the 
involved Trooper since the involved Trooper traveled parallel to the vehicle and not for very long and 
whether the involved Trooper noticed the driver during this time.  Chairperson Brown replied “yes.”  
Commissioner Tate remarked that it was daylight, and it was possible the involved Trooper caught a 
glimpse of the driver prior to initiating traffic stop.  Even if that was the case, Commissioner Tate 
expressed concerns about various actions of the involved Trooper including the freedom given to the 
driver as he exited his vehicle, and that the involved Trooper initially left another occupant in the vehicle 
as he ran the driver’s credentials as the driver roamed freely.  Commissioner Tate noted that the scene was 
uncontrolled and not secure until backup arrived and that was when the interaction escalated.  
Commissioner Tate also noted that if the involved Trooper knew the driver then the driver was no threat 
since the Trooper the driver to roam freely.  Collectively, Commissioner Tate stated she did not understand 
the reason(s) for the Trooper’s aggression. 
 
 As Commissioner Bradford-Grey indicated, Commissioner Tate asked what provoked the 
involved Trooper since the involved Trooper traveled parallel to the vehicle and not for very long and 
whether the involved Trooper noticed the driver during this time.  Chairperson Brown replied “yes.”  
Commissioner Tate remarked that it was daylight, and it was possible the involved Trooper caught a 
glimpse of the driver prior to initiating the traffic stop.  Even if that was the case, Commissioner Tate 
expressed concerns about various actions of the involved Trooper including the freedom given to the 
driver as he exited his vehicle.  She also noted the Trooper initially left another occupant in the vehicle as 
he ran the driver’s credentials while the driver roamed freely.  Commissioner Tate noted that the scene 
was uncontrolled and not secure until backup arrived and that was when the interaction escalated.  
Commissioner Tate noted that if the involved Trooper knew the driver, then the driver was no threat since 
the Trooper allowed the driver to roam freely.  Collectively, Commissioner Tate stated she did not 
understand the reason(s) for the Trooper’s aggression. 
 
 Commissioner Bradford-Grey added that she still did not understand the reason(s) for the initial 
canine search of the vehicle.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey stated that if the involved Trooper did not 
initially recognize the driver prior to the actual traffic stop, but only after he pulled the vehicle over and 
the driver was believed to be a known drug dealer, then why did the involved Trooper fail to take necessary 
precautions.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey wondered how close in time the previous interactions were 
with the driver and expressed concerns about the many gaps of information (the traffic stop, and 
subsequent vehicle search last 44 minutes).  Commissioner Bradford-Grey again noted that refusing to be 
searched was not indicia of being uncooperative or non-compliant.  Commissioner Tate agreed that it was 
still unclear how they got from traffic stop to the initial canine search. 
 
 Chairperson Brown indicated that previous interactions with a subject alone is not enough to meet 
the reasonable suspicion standard necessary for investigative detentions and can only be considered in 
combination with other conduct.  Based on his review, Chairperson Brown remarked that he saw very 
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little evidence of indicators or other conduct to meet the reasonable suspicion standard unless PSP 
considered a person’s uncooperativeness as an indicator, i.e., bad attitude plus previous interactions. 
 
 Vice-Chairperson Pittinger stated she still had concerns about the initial traffic stop, i.e., where is 
the evidence on the MVR to justify a canine search or did the involved Trooper simply self-assign an 
investigation and asked how the involved Trooper and the driver knew each other so well.  Vice-
Chairperson Pittinger believed it appeared the prior interaction(s) created the antagonistic situation which 
was outside of the incident at hand and possibly contributed to the subject’s frustration.  Vice-Chairperson 
Pittinger agreed that the scene was not controlled which is a safety concern of both the Trooper and 
vehicle’s occupants.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger also noted that “following too closely” is not clearly 
defined and can be subjective which was always a concern for her despite the Vehicle Code. 
 
 Vice-Chairperson Pittinger also asked if the Commission had a sense of disciplinary precedence , 
i.e., how many bias-based policing complaints were determined to be “founded.”  Chairperson Brown 
replied that the Review Committee received some PSP data, i.e., number of complaints filed but the 
breakdown was limited, i.e., only if “sustained,” “not sustained,” “founded” or “unfounded.”  Vice-
Chairperson then asked if the Commission was in possession of data for related discipline issued for bias-
based policing complaints determined to be “sustained” and/or “founded” even in the aggregate.  
Chairperson Brown replied that the Review Committee has not (to date) received and reviewed a case that 
PSP determined that conduct was in violation of its bias-based profiling policy.   
 
 Commissioner Bradford-Grey wished to revisit Commissioner Canagarajah’s concerns about 
“chest bump” and agreed that the Review Committee must review the interactions between the vehicle’s 
occupants and the involved Trooper.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey believed the incident was not a 
random traffic stop and search or based on the belief that suspicious criminal activity was afoot.  
Consequently, Commissioner Bradford-Grey remarked that this type of conduct is what concerns 
members of the public because minorities are not given the same type of deference or process based on 
her personal experiences.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey added the MVR did not appear to include any 
evidence that criminal activity was afoot to justify the investigative detention and the scene was not 
controlled in any way so there was no threat of weapons and subject was not a flight risk.  Commissioner 
Bradford-Grey again questioned what precipitated the vehicle search based on the information in the 
Review Committee’s possession.    
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Boyer agreed that emotions ran high (particularly on part of 
driver) because driver believed he was being stereotyped and that the driver’s “aggressiveness” was 
viewed as a criminal indicator.  Review Committee Chairperson Boyer also found that the involved 
Trooper was going to search the driver’s car period because driver was seen as “disrespectful,” which was 
also used to justify search. 
 
 Commissioner Ashe agreed with all the sentiments expressed by her fellow Commissioners and 
remarked that she has seen this type of conduct before, i.e., use of intimidation (“chest bump”) to provoke 
reaction of driver which is then used to justify force.  Commissioner Ashe noted that this incident could 
have ended tragically because driver was upset about how he was being treated.  For example, 
Commissioner Ashe stated that if the same Trooper is constantly pulling over the same driver such conduct 
may be indicative of profiling, i.e., what am I doing because other Troopers are not engaging in this type 
of conduct.   
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 Commissioner Tate asked that the Review Committee’s draft report include language this was an 
incident that predated the George Floyd incident (which led to the creation of this very Commission) and 
that this type of conduct is why we have incidents that end tragically.  Here, Commissioner Tate noted 
that we were lucky.  Commissioner Tate remarked further that the “chest bump” and the escalation of the 
involved Trooper’s sudden aggression did not occur until backup arrived at the scene.  Today, 
Commissioner Tate noted that there are laws and other policies in place to hold law enforcement more 
accountable, i.e., duty to de-escalate and other responding Troopers’ duty to intervene.   
 
 Commissioner Canagarajah identified three issues, i.e., traffic stop (driver does not have any 
outstanding warrants), vehicle search (which evolves during detention) and “chest bump.”  Commissioner 
Canagarajah remarked further that if Commissioners listen to the audio while watching the MVR the 
varying explanations provided by the involved Trooper during the interaction was in and of itself a red 
flag.  Based on the parties’ previous interactions, Commissioner Canagarajah also noted that the driver’s 
reaction was very explosive from the beginning, i.e., “cursed involved Trooper right away,” and the 
vehicle’s occupants’ conduct was very clear, i.e., interaction was even toned.  Commissioner Canagarajah 
added that PSP’s pertinent policy may need to require specific use of de-escalation tactics when incident 
involves previous interactions because this type of incident will repeat itself. 
 
 Vice-Chairperson Pittinger added that the bias here was very personal and the interaction appeared 
to be a “fishing expedition.”  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger noted the involved Trooper also appeared to be 
the antagonist and used intimidation tactics during the interaction.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger was still 
not comfortable with the searches and believed the involved Trooper needed to be held accountable for 
attempting to justify and explain away conduct.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger again stated she was “still 
stuck at Step 1 [traffic stop] and did not see evidence for initiating canine search [in either MVR or 
reflected in accompanying PSP reports]. 
 
 Chairperson Brown steered Commissioners back to the Commission’s Review Process and stated 
that PSP’s adjudicatory decision determined that the complaint was “unfounded” meaning the conduct 
“did not occur.”  Chairperson Brown remarked further that the MVR showed use of force, i.e., “chest 
bump” and the complaint alleged bias-based policing.  Chairperson Brown read PSP’s definition of bias-
based profiling into the record and when determining whether such bias was/was not present rather than 
law enforcement activity based on reasonable suspicion, which is very narrowly defined.  Chairperson 
Brown also stated that an incident can include both reasonable suspicion and bias-based policing and that 
these determinations are not mutually exclusive.  Chairperson Brown reminded Commissioners of the 
Review Committee’s previous recommendation which the Commission adopted on December 10, 2021 
regarding enhancements to PSP’s Bias-Based Profiling Policy.  Prior to a traffic stop, Chairperson Brown 
noted it is difficult to determine whether race was a factor in the actual stop. 
 
 Chairperson Brown then summarized the application of PSP’s definition when considering four 
points.  First, Chairperson Brown reported the four points as including the reason for initiation of the 
traffic stop which was contained in PSP’s records, i.e., “following too closely” and “window tint.”  The 
next point during the interaction was the justification for the investigative detention followed by the 
decision to require a “stop and frisk” and the subsequent vehicle searches.  Following the initiation of the 
traffic stop, Chairperson Brown noted the involved Trooper knew the subject belonged to a protected class 
and had prior interactions with subject.  However, Chairperson Brown also noted that PSP’s records fail 
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to include any consideration of, or address whether, the subject’s race played any factor or role in the 
involved Trooper’s subsequent decision-making and/or conduct.   
 
 Chairperson Brown reminded Commissioners that it was not for the Review Committee to opine 
on the Trooper’s actions, but rather the Covered Agency’s response to the Trooper’s actions.  Here, 
Chairperson Brown reported that PSP determined the complaint was “unfounded” which does not result 
in PSP’s ability to apply or require remedial corrective actions, i.e., additional training.  Even if PSP 
determined that the complaint was “not sustained,” Chairperson Brown reported that PSP can still require 
remedial training.   
 
 During its review, Chairperson Brown believed that the Review Committee made a case for the 
identification of policy deficiencies, i.e., PSP has not made enhancements previously recommended by 
the Commission (adopted seven months ago) to its Bias-Based Profiling Policy and that the policy did  not 
appear to be an effective internal control or tool since no bias-based policing complaints have been 
“sustained” or “founded.”   
 
 Commissioner Bradford-Grey agreed that those identified deficiencies were good examples and 
that PSP’s records were devoid of any racial connotations or considerations and involved Trooper’s 
conduct was matter of factly explained away.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey remarked that a person who 
is searched innately understands the difference between something is happening because I did something 
wrong verses something is happening because a Trooper is fishing based on the person’s race, i.e., “it  is 
a gut feeling.”  Commissioner Bradford-Grey noted that the Review Committee must be careful because 
such feelings cannot be ignored, i.e., this only happened to me because of my demographic.  
Commissioner Bradford-Grey did not condone the subject’s use of profanity but when a Trooper extended 
detention and used a “chest bump” such conduct could have turned the underlying incident into something 
very bad.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey reminded Commissioners that these feelings were real and that 
the Review Committee cannot make the public believe that they should be happy when they are pulled 
over.   
 
 Vice-Chairperson Pittinger agreed with Commissioner Bradford-Grey that “when it happens to 
you, you know” and that the feeling is intuitive.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger continued to be concerned 
about Trooper safety at the scene (which was equally important) and that the incident could have gone in 
so many different and negative ways, i.e., no handcuffs were used to secure the vehicle’s occupants 
because of personal familiarity.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger believed that any involved trooper should be 
required to  explain why and what they are doing and that she would like to see the lack of control of the 
scene also noted in the Review Committee’s draft report.  Chairperson Brown replied that the Review 
Committee can add such language and that the Commission would research the training of members in 
this regard which will be brought back to the Review Committee for further consideration. 
 
 At the Review Committee’s request, Chairperson Brown then reported on the Commission’s 
research regarding use of the “chest bump” and whether such conduct was permissible under PSP’s policy 
at the time.  To this end, Chairperson Brown reported that PSP’s Adjudication Report did not address the 
involved Trooper’s “chest bump” of the subject as a use of force and only included that the incident was 
brief and included physical contact necessary for tactical positioning during vehicle searches.  Pursuant to 
PSP’s policy, Chairperson Brown explained that a “chest bump” was considered force under PSP’s 
definition of less then lethal force.  Chairperson Brown then read PSP’s definition of less than lethal force 
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into the record and stated a “chest bump” was akin to use of mechanical force, i.e., use of OC Spray an 
impact weapons like batons, used to gain compliance.  Chairperson Brown also explained that while this 
action was contemplated under PSP’s policy, the Commission could not identify any related training, i.e., 
tactic is not taught as a technique.   
 
 Under PSP’s policy, Chairperson Brown remarked further that use of force was only permissible 
in five circumstances including when: (1) effectuating an arrest; (2) defending oneself; (3) protecting 
others from bodily injury; (4) preventing an escape; or (5) preventing a suicide.  Here, Chairperson Brown 
remarked PSP records only indicated that the subject was known to the involved Trooper, was 
argumentative and refused to consent to searches of his person and the vehicle along with the subject’s 
proximity to highway traffic.  However, Chairperson Brown stated that none of the five limited 
justifications for use of force was present.  Chairperson Brown also noted that PSP’s determination of 
“unfounded” was very specific, i.e., “did not occur” which should also be considered.  Based on the above, 
Chairperson Brown recapped that while “chest bumping” fell within PSP’s use of less than lethal force, 
use of such force still fell outside of the five limited circumstances where force is justified. 
 
 Chairperson Brown reported that the Commission noted a similar deficiency in PSP’s policy and 
adopted a recommendation on December 10, 2022 offered by the Use of Force Review Committee 
concerning the creation of a sixth category allowing for use of reasonable force for legitimate law 
enforcement and civil enforcement purposes.  Chairperson Brown explained that the involved Trooper’s 
use of less than lethal force here would fit within this type of sixth category.  To date, Chairperson Brown 
reported that PSP has not adopted the Commission’s previous recommendation and asked if any there was 
any further deliberation regarding the use of the “chest bump.” 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Boyer added that he watched the video again but still believed the 
“chest bump” was a means of intimidation by the involved Trooper and was an overreaction to the verbal 
onslaught by the subject, i.e., show subject Trooper was a bigger man and in charge.  Review Committee 
Chairperson Boyer also agreed that none of the five limited circumstances justifying use of force was not 
present in this fact pattern.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey agreed and did not see need or justification for 
such force.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey also could not negate the way the force was used, i.e., moved 
subject by using Trooper’s weight, while the subject was just standing there, i.e., subject did not make or 
initiate any physical movement or contact.  At that point during the interaction, Commissioner Bradford-
Grey noted the subject was already agitated and the involved Trooper should not have escalated situation, 
i.e., seemed to be a bullying tactic.  Commissioner Bradford-Grey believed that the Review Committee 
needed PSP to provide a further explanation since the Adjudication Report was devoid of any 
understanding of the involved Trooper’s actions given the way the interaction was phrased. 
 
 Commissioner Tate offered that the involved Trooper asked several times for the vehicle 
occupants’ consent to voluntarily search the vehicle, but consent was refused.  Commissioner Tate stated 
the vehicle’s occupants otherwise did everything asked and required of them, but at the end the involved 
Trooper still used force, i.e., going to forcefully move you.  Because the involved Trooper failed to find 
what he was looking for or able to justify prolonging detention, Commissioner Tate believed conduct was 
meant to either provoke or take the subject’s dignity.  Along with other Commissioners, Commissioner 
Tate did not fully comprehend the Adjudication Report [considering the MVR evidence] and believed the 
vehicle’s occupants were subject to “less than human treatment.”  Commissioner Tate added that stripping 
someone of their dignity is what gives rise to the violent tragedies we see today. 
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 Vice-Chairperson Pittinger welcomed and respected Commissioner Tate’s input because she has 
“been there” and knows exactly what this interaction is like [given her law enforcement background and 
experience].  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger also agreed that the force used here was a bullying tactic meant 
to intimidate the driver.  On the other side of the token, Vice-Chairperson Pittinger noted that the driver 
may have been between PSP and the vehicle [despite MVR evidence], and after several verbal squabbles, 
the involved Trooper pushed the subject back (as a possible de-escalation tactic) to eliminate any potential 
to interfere with the initial K-9 search.  However, because the adjudicator failed to tease out details of this 
conduct, Vice-Chairperson Pittinger stated the Review Committee was left with whether this “chest 
bump” was an effort to dehumanize or a safety concern. 
 
 Chairperson Brown remarked that when you read PSP’s report, it states the involved Trooper asked 
the driver several times to move out of the way, but this was not seen or heard in the MVR evidence.  For 
example, Chairperson Brown noted that you would expect to see much more negotiation and/or “verbal 
judo” which was not present.  Chairperson Brown added that this physical interaction was “very very 
brief” and wondered how much de-escalation could have occurred during those few moments. 
 
 Commissioner Bradford-Grey wondered why the [adjudicator] did not address the involved 
Trooper’s failure to secure the scene, i.e., passenger still in vehicle when checking driver’s credentials, 
driver allowed to roam freely outside of the vehicle.  If the involved Trooper reasonably believed the force 
was necessary for safety reasons [which is not included in the report], Commissioner Bradford-Grey stated 
that the same was counter intuitive and contradicts what is seen in the MVR evidence.   
 
 In her opinion, Commissioner Tate remarked that this incident would not have happened this way 
if the driver was not a person of color or known drug dealer.  For her, Commissioner Tate added that it 
was hard for her to believe at the end that the involved Trooper’s action was intended to make driver safe 
from traffic.  For example, Commissioner Tate noted the involved Trooper “got him before” and “wanted 
to get him again” but because the driver did not provoke him, this is how the involved Trooper exercised 
his authority.  Commissioner Tate also noted there was likely two, three or four additional Troopers around 
[which is also a form of intimidation].  Commissioner Tate believed the adjudicator likely saw a million 
of these types of incidents and sees them all the say way, but more and more young men will be killed if 
this conduct is allowed to continue.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger remarked that law enforcement and 
citizens must do better and have to understand each other, and that law enforcement must treat citizens 
more humanely, i.e., not everyone is bad.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger also believed that these types of 
conversations were very important to help forge a more intangible approach to training, i.e., tactical skills 
versus human empathy.   
 
 Commissioner Canagarajah added that the parties’ speech was very guarded, and conduct was very 
calm (despite the profanity), but the involved Trooper refused to answer questions posed by the vehicle’s 
occupants when seeking explanations.  Commissioner Canagarajah asked if Troopers were trained this 
way, i.e., do not talk or answer questions.  Even when the involved Trooper engaged in the “chest bump,” 
Commissioner Canagarajah noticed the involved Trooper did not say anything then either. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Boyer reiterated comment made by Chairperson Brown regarding 
“verbal judo,” i.e., talking to driver rather than escalating incident with “chest bump,” which is a soft skill.  
Review Committee Chairperson Boyer noted that we were all human, but the involved Trooper seemed 
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annoyed and thus acted aggressively.  However, Review Committee Chairperson Boyer remarked further 
that Troopers must be held to a higher standard and are trained to handle these types of situations.  Review 
Committee Chairperson Boyer stated it was important and again asked for more robust definitions of bias-
based policing. 
 
 Chairperson Brown noted that the Review Committee may restate its previous recommendation 
concerning mandatory, annual in-service bias-based training which was agreed to during the Review 
Committee’s last Special Meeting.  To put on the record, and based on the Review Committee’s 
deliberations to date, Chairperson Brown reported that the Review Committee must render decisions on 
its last two determinations, i.e., (1) whether PSP’s completed internal investigation was “complete” 
[Review Objective No. 3] and whether PSP’s adjudicatory findings were “reasonable” [Review Objective 
No. 4].  Concerning Review Objective No. 3, Chairperson Brown asked for a show of hands about whether 
the Review Committee believed PSP’s internal investigation of this bias-based policing complaint was 
“complete,” and no hands were raised.  When asked for a show of hands about whether the Review 
Committee believed PSP’s internal investigation was considered “incomplete,” four Commissioners 
raised their hands except for Review Committee Chairperson Boyer.  Review Committee Chairperson 
Boyer felt challenged because he believed PSP did a thorough investigation, i.e., collected all evidence, 
but had concerns.  However, since the adjudicator was required to review all facts, Review Committee 
Chairperson Boyer changed his vote to “incomplete” rendering this determination by unanimous vote of 
the Review Committee.  Concerning Review Objective No. 4, Chairperson Brown asked for a show of 
hands about whether the Review Committee believed PSP’s adjudicatory findings were considered 
“reasonable,” and no hands were raised.  When asked for a show of hands about whether the Review 
Committee believed PSP’s adjudicatory findings were considered “unreasonable,” all hands were raised 
reflecting a unanimous vote.   
 
 Chairperson Brown then summarized the Review Committee’s deliberations regarding findings 
related to any policy and/or training deficiencies [Review Objective No. 6], to include: (1) enhancement 
to PSP’s use of force policy and related definition of “less than lethal force” to reflect a sixth category for 
proportionate force during law or civil enforcement purposes as adopted by the Commission on December 
10, 2021; (2) restatement of recommendation for revisions to and enhancement of PSP’s Bias-Based 
Profiling Review Policy to include more encompassing definitions of “bias-based policing and implicit 
bias” and descriptions of prohibited conduct as originally recommended by the Commission on December 
10, 2021; and (3) mandatory, annual in-service training concerning bias-based policing and implicit bias 
as originally adopted by the Commission on December 10, 2021.  Chairperson Brown noted that other 
potential findings and/or related deficiencies may include: (1) issues around officer safety; and (2) access 
to disciplinary records.  On behalf of the Review Committee, Chairperson Brown stated the Commission 
will research the latter two issues further. 
 

At this time, Chairperson Brown opened the floor to both specific comments [concerning Internal 
Case No. 21-0010-P] and general comments regarding any business discussed by the Review Committee, 
and no individual offered any comment. 

 
With no further deliberations related to its review of Internal Case No. 21-0010-P, Chairperson 

Brown asked for a motion to authorize the initial drafting of a Preliminary Investigative Review Report 
for Internal Case No. 21-0010-P [the next step in the Review Process which allows a Covered Agency 
to address preliminary issues raised in the report and offer feedback].  Review Committee Chairperson 
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Boyer offered the motion, which was seconded, and no objections were noted.  Chairperson Brown 
recognized the motion and announced the Review Committee would move forward with drafting a 
Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0010-P for review and further 
consideration. 

 
At this time, Chairperson Brown asked if there were any other comments or business before the 

Review Committee, and none were offered.  The Review Committee’s Public Session ended at 3:06 p.m.     
 
At 3:06 p.m.  Announcements by Commission Chairperson 
 Chairperson Brown provided closing remarks and informed the public about how to file complaints 
using the Commission’s hotline, access the Commission’s webpage, and contact the Office of State 
Inspector General (OSIG) and the OSIG’s Bureau of Law Enforcement Oversight for assistance.   
 
At 3:06 p.m. Public Consideration, Discussion and Deliberation of Internal Case No. 21-

0010-P Ended 
 
At 3:07 p.m. Executive Session (Reconvened) 
 Chairperson Brown opened the Review Committee’s Executive Session to finalize the 
Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P based on actions, if any 
taken during the meeting. 
 
 Chairperson Brown wished to acknowledge the complicated issues involved with, and thoughtful 
deliberations offered by Commissioners concerning their review of, Internal Case No. 21-0010-P. 
 
At 3:07 p.m.  Special Meeting of the Bias-based Policing Review Committee Adjourned 
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BIAS-BASED POLICING REVIEW COMMITTEE 
SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA 

The Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission (Commission), established by 
Executive Order 2020-04 (as amended by Governor Tom Wolf on April 30, 2021) announces a Special Meeting of the 
Commission’s Bias-Based Policing Review Committee (Review Committee) to be held in person at the Office of State 
Inspector General located at 555 Walnut Street, 7th Floor, Forum Place, Harrisburg, PA 17101 and virtually via 
the Commission’s information technology platform (Microsoft Teams) on Tuesday, July 26, 2022, at 1:00pm 
(Executive Session) and at 1:30pm (Public Session).   

In accordance with 65 Pa.C.S. § 709(b) and Article 6, Section 2 of the Commission’s Bylaws, the Review 
Committee’s Meeting Agenda consists of the following items: 

(1) Executive Session [closed to the public – Review of Meeting Agenda; Pre-deliberative comments, if any, offered by the
Covered Agency and any other Commissioners in anticipation of the Review Committee’s issuance of a Preliminary
Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P;  Viewing of Motor Video Recording for underlying incident
concerning its review of Internal Case No. 21-0010-P; and other administrative matters];

(2) Call to Order and Roll Call [expected to begin at approximately 1:30pm];
(3) Acceptance of Meeting Agenda;
(4) Approval and adoption of previous Special Meeting Minutes from July 11, 2022;
(5) Approval of administrative and/or other procedural matters;
(6) Report by the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee’s Chairperson;
(7) Opportunity for general public comment;
(8) Consideration, discussion, deliberation, and official action(s) concerning comments offered by the Covered Agency and any

other Commissioner in anticipation of the issuance and ratification of a Preliminary Investigative Review Report for
Internal Case No. 21-0009-P involving determinations relevant to the Covered Agency’s completed internal investigation
and related recommendations, if any;

(9) Opportunity for special public comment concerning Internal Case No. 21-0009-P;
(10) Consideration, discussion, deliberation, and official action(s) concerning Resolution No. BBP - 1 [Adoption and

Ratification of a Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P by the Bias-Based Policing
Review Committee for consideration by the Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission] and
the contents thereof;

(11) Opportunity for general public comment; and
(12) Continued discussion, deliberation and official action(s) for purposes of reaching preliminary Findings and Conclusions in

anticipation of issuing a Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0010-P which includes: (i)
whether the Covered Agency’s completed internal investigation was prompt, fair, impartial, complete, and reasonable; (ii)
whether the substance of all related bias-based policing and any other relevant internal policies, procedures, controls,
regulations, guidance, practices and/or training of the Covered Agency were adequate and effective; and (iii) if not considered 
adequate and/or effective, identification of best practices and what recommendation(s), if any, may be necessary to minimize
and/or reduce the likelihood of future incidents and complaints;

(13) Opportunity for special public comment concerning Internal Case No. 21-0010-P and any general public comment; and
(14) Executive Session [closed to the public – finalization of a Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No.

21-0009-P based on actions taken during the meeting].

Individuals having questions regarding this Special Meeting of the Commission’s Bias-Based Policing Review 
Committee, which is open to the public, should contact the Bureau of Law Enforcement Oversight within the 
Pennsylvania Office State Inspector General (OSIG) at (717) 787-6835.  Media inquiries may be directed to the OSIG’s 
Deputy State Inspector General for External Affairs Jonathan Hendrickson at (717) 265-8396. 
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BIAS-BASED POLICING REVIEW COMMITTEE 

RESOLUTION NO. BBP-1 

Title:  Adoption and Ratification of Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case 
No. 21-0009-P by the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee for consideration by the 
Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission 

Meeting Date: Special Meeting, July 26, 2022 at 1:00 p.m. 

Description of Action Under Consideration:         In accordance with Executive Order 2020-04, 
as amended, the Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission’s 
(Commission) Bias-Based Policing Review Committee (Review Committee) completed its review 
of Internal Case No. 21-0009-P (a bias-based policing complaint involving the Pennsylvania 
State Police (PSP) related to an incident occurring on October 25, 2018 in Troop J).  Following 
completion of its review which included, among other things, PSP’s administrative and field 
regulations, and practices concerning traffic enforcement activity, the Review Committee 
authorized the preliminary drafting and internal production of a Preliminary Investigative Review 
Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P at its Special Meeting held on June 22, 2022.  The 
Review Committee wishes to consider, discuss, deliberate, and take official action(s) concerning 
comments offered by PSP and/or other Commission members, if any, regarding the Review 
Committee’s preliminary Findings and Conclusions, Additional Factor(s) for Consideration and 
Recommendation(s) for Corrective Action(s) in anticipation of the issuance and ratification of its 
Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P.1  After consideration 
and deliberation, the Review Committee will vote to approve or deny presentation of its report for 
consideration by the Commission at its regular quarterly meeting scheduled for August 5, 2022 at 
10:00 a.m.2  

Originating Request Submitted By: Marvin Boyer, 
Chairperson of the Bias-Based Policing Review 
Committee 

1 This action was authorized by, and made pursuant to, Article 8 (Review Process), Section 8.3 (Covered Agency’s Opportunity to 
Respond to Preliminary Report) of the Commission’s Bylaws (adopted via Resolution No. 1 (dated May 20, 2021). 
2 This action is authorized by, and made pursuant to, Article 8 (Review Process), Section 8.4 (Presentation of Preliminary Report 
to Commission) of the Commission’s Bylaws. 
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BIAS-BASED POLICING REVIEW COMMITTEE 

 
RESOLUTION NO. BBP-1 

 
Title:  Adoption and Ratification of Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case 

No. 21-0009-P by the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee for consideration by the 
Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission 

 
 
AND NOW, on this 26th day of July, 2022, it is hereby certified that: 

 
WHEREAS, the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee was duly formed and established 

by the Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission (Commission) at its 
Regular Quarterly Meeting held on August 6, 2021 in accordance with Article 8 (Review Process), 
Section 8.2 (Commission Sub-Committees and Review Committees) of the Commission’s 
Bylaws; and 

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with Executive Order 2020-04, as amended, the Bias-Based 

Policing Review Committee completed its review of Internal Case No. 21-0009-P; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee authorized the preliminary 

drafting and internal production of a Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case 
No. 21-0009-P at its Special Meeting held on June 22, 2022; 

 
WHEREAS, a draft of the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee’s Preliminary 

Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P was completed and distributed to 
the Agency Head, Agency’s Chief Counsel, and all Commission members for review on July 5, 
2022; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee considered, discussed, 

deliberated, and took official action(s) concerning comments offered by the Covered Agency 
and/or other Commission members, if any, during its Special Meeting held on July 26, 2022 
regarding the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee’s preliminary Findings and Conclusions, 
Additional Factor(s) for Consideration and Recommendation(s) for Corrective Action(s) contained 
in the draft of the Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P; and  

 
WHEREAS, following the Robert’s Rules of Order, the Commission’s Chairperson 

having attested to recognizing motions from committee membership, said motions having been 
seconded and recording the votes of committee membership as indicated in the Vote Tabulation 
Form, the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee hereby adopts and ratifies the Preliminary 
Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0009-P. 

 
NOW THEREFORE,  
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BE IT RESOLVED, that the undersigned hereby certify that the foregoing to be a true 
and correct excerpt of the Minutes of the Special Meeting of the Bias-Based Policing Review 
Committee held on this date, at which a quorum was present, and that said Resolution was duly 
passed by a majority vote of the voting members of the Bias-Based Policing Review Committee 
present; and  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Bias-Based Policing Review Committee authorizes 
the release of, and presents its, Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 
21-0009-P to the Commission for further consideration and action.

AS DULY ADOPTED BY THE BIAS-BASED POLICING REVIEW COMMITTEE (DATED JULY 
26, 2022) 

SIGNATURE OF THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT ADVISORY 
COMMISSION’S CHAIRPERSON: 

___________________________ (Electronic Signature Authorized) 
PRINT: Sha S. Brown 

SIGNATURE OF CHAIRPERSON OF THE BIAS-BASED POLICING REVIEW COMMITTEE: 

___________________________ (Electronic Signature Authorized) 
PRINT: Marvin Boyer  

SIGNATURE OF SECRETARY OF THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMISSION: 

___________________________ (Electronic Signature Authorized) 
PRINT: Jaimie Hicks 
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