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PENNSYLVANIA STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMISSION 

Special Meeting of the Critical Incident Review Committee  
DRAFT of Meeting Minutes for 

Tuesday, August 31, 2021, at 11:00 a.m. 
(Virtual Meeting via Microsoft Teams Platform) 

 
At 11:10 a.m. Executive Session 

Sha S. Brown, Chairperson, began an Executive Session of the Pennsylvania State Law 
Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission (Commission) Critical Incident Review Committee (Review 
Committee).  The Executive Session began with Chairperson Brown’s welcome of Commission and 
Review Committee members  [in attendance were Chairperson Brown, Commission Vice-Chairperson 
Elizabeth Pittinger, Review Committee Chairperson Kelley Hodge, Commissioners Charima Young, 
Spero Lappas, Andrea Trainer Sanders, Bishop Curtis Jones] and Office of State Inspector General 
personnel (Chief Counsel Althia Bennett, Attorneys Jessica Diaz and Derek Clepper, Deputy State 
Inspector General Jonathan Hendrickson, and Investigator Christopher Krokos)].  Chairperson Brown 
provided an overview of administrative and procedural matters [including the appointment of Jalila Parker 
(Ex-officio Member representing the Office of the Governor) to the Review Committee pursuant to the 
Commission’s Bylaws], discussion of confidential information contained in comprehensive written 
summaries received from Covered Agencies for cases under consideration, and consideration of a 
Secretary appointment [for purposes of roll call, preparation of meeting agendas and recording of meeting 
minutes for all proposed Review Committee meetings].  After some discussion, Review Committee 
members agreed that members will serve as Acting Secretary on a rotating schedule and Commissioner 
Young agreed to fill this role for purposes of this meeting.   
 
 Chairperson Brown proceeded to describe the workflow process for each case review.  Summarily, 
Chairperson Brown explained the substance of each of the five proposed meetings as follows:   

• [First Meeting] is dedicated to consideration of matters and selection of cases for review; 
• [Second Meeting] is development of Review Objectives where committee members develop 
questions following receipt and review of comprehensive written summaries for cases selected and 
under consideration [these Review Objectives are sent to the Covered Agency in preparation of 
Oral Presentations]; 
• [Third Meeting] is where Covered Agencies offer an Oral Presentation of each case selected 
for review [following this meeting, Review Committee members can send additional requests for 
documentation and/or questions for further clarification]; 
• [Fourth Meeting] is also proposed for Oral Presentations if a second session is needed to gain 
more clarification; 
• [Fifth Meeting] is for development of Findings and Conclusions and specific policy 
related/training deficiencies or recommendations identified based on each review [following this 

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


 

Office of State Inspector General | PA State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission 
555 Walnut Street, 8th Floor, Forum Place | Harrisburg, PA 17101 | Ph: 717-772-4935 | www.osig.pa.gov 

 
Page 2 of 8 

meeting, there would be enough substance for consideration and possible vote of a Preliminary 
Investigative Review Report (Preliminary Report).  If voted out of the Review Committee, a copy 
of the Preliminary Report will be sent to the Covered Agency].  
• [Six Meeting] will occur if after the Covered Agency’s review of the Preliminary Report [the 
Commission’s Bylaws allow for a five-day review period], the Covered Agency requests to meet 
with Review Committee members to discuss its contents.  If the Covered Agency does not request 
such a meeting or have questions, the Preliminary Report is sent to the full Commission for 
feedback.  If there is no additional feedback, the Preliminary Report is submitted to the full 
Commission for consideration and vote at its next quarterly meeting. 
• [Seventh Meeting] is only needed if there is additional feedback submitted by Commission 
members for consideration and possible amendment of the Preliminary Report by Review 
Committee members.  The final Preliminary Report is submitted to the full Commission for 
consideration and vote at its next quarterly meeting. 

 
Commissioner Young asked how cases were received by the Review Committee for consideration of 
selection, and Chairperson Brown replied that most of the cases received by this committee were self-
reported by the Pennsylvania State Police (PSP) because such reporting was required, and preliminary 
information was delivered via Blue Team Incident Reports. 
 
 The Executive Session ended at 11:33 a.m. 
 
At 11:33 a.m. Special Public Meeting Started and Recording Began 
 
At 11:33 a.m.    Call to Order, Roll Call and Opening Announcements/Reminders by 

Commission Chairperson (Sha S. Brown)  
 Chairperson Brown called the Special Meeting of the Commission’s Critical Incident Review 
Committee to order, announced that the meeting was being recorded and participation in the meeting 
conferred consent to such recording.  Chairperson Brown conducted a Roll Call and Commissioners 
Kelley Hodge [Review Committee Chairperson], Charima Young, Spero Lappas, Andrea Trainer Sanders, 
and Bishop Curtis Jones were present remotely and a quorum of the Review Committee was present.  A 
copy of the Roll Call and Attendance Form is attached hereto and made a part hereof [see Attachment 1].  
The Commission’s Vice Chairperson Beth Pittinger was also present as an advisor along with several 
OSIG employees.    
 
At 11:34 a.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 of the Commission’s 
Review Committees to ensure public participation and transparency.  For purposes of this Special 
Meeting, public comment was limited to three minutes per speaker. 
 
At 11:35 a.m. Motion to Approve Critical Incident Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda 

by Unanimous Consent 
Chairperson Brown read the Critical Incident Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda aloud into the 

record and asked for a motion to approve the Meeting Agenda by unanimous consent.  The Motion was 
offered by Commissioner Trainer Sanders and seconded by Commissioner Jones.  Chairperson Brown 
asked if any Review Committee member had any objection(s) to the Meeting Agenda and after hearing 
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no objections, Chairperson Brown recognized the approval of the Critical Incident Review Committee’s 
Meeting Agenda by unanimous consent.  A copy of the Critical Incident Review Committee’s August 
31,2021 Special Meeting Agenda, as adopted, is attached hereto, and made a part hereof [see Attachment 
2]. 

 
At 11:36 a.m. Approval of Other Administrative and Procedural Matters [Appointment of 

Ex-officio Member to Review Committee and Nomination and Appointment 
of Secretary for Review Committee]. 

 Chairperson Brown stated that Ex-officio Member Jalila Parker [representing the Office of the 
Governor] was appointed to Review Committee pursuant to the Commission’s Bylaws and Commissioner 
Young will serve as Secretary for this meeting.  Chairperson Brown outlined administrative procedures 
for discussion, public comment, deliberation, and adoption of Review Objectives concerning completed 
internal investigations currently under consideration by the Review Committee as follows: (1) a summary 
of the facts of each selected incident will be read aloud; (2) the public will be invited to comment on the 
specific case; and (3) members of the Review Committee will deliberate to determine objectives for each 
review and identify any information that may still be needed to complete each review and outstanding 
factual questions in preparation of Oral Presentations by Covered Agencies.  Chairperson Brown 
relinquished business of the meeting to Review Committee Chairperson Hodge.  Review Committee 
Chairperson Hodge opened the floor for public comment and stated that the Review Committee did not 
have anything substantive to report but looks to provide reports over the next several months.  Review 
Committee Chairperson Hodge also stated that the Review Committee will discuss two cases selected for 
review and looks forward to receiving Oral Presentations in the future.  Review Committee Chairperson 
Hodge also stated that the Review Committee was eager to review these cases currently under 
consideration with transparency. 
 
At 11:37 a.m. Case Review Process Discussion and Deliberation [for purposes of adoption 

of Review Objectives] 
The Review Committee moved to the case review process, discussion, and deliberation of matters 

currently under consideration.  Cases are reviewed to determine if completed internal investigations are 
prompt, fair, impartial, complete, consistent with policy, and discipline (if issued) was reasonable. 
Chairperson Brown presented a summary of the facts of each case under review. 

 
1) Internal Case Number No. 21-0011-P [involving use of force on March 17, 2016 involving the 

Pennsylvania State Police out of Troop D (covering Ohiosville, PA); Ruled justified by the 
Beaver County District Attorney under Title 18 and ruled justified by the PA State Police 
Bureau of Integrity and Professional Standards—Internal Affairs].  Summary of Incident as 
determined by internal investigation was as follows: 
 

On 3-17-2016, Officers from local law enforcement agencies were dispatched to a 
residence located within Ohiosville Borough to investigate a domestic disturbance.  
Information was gathered which indicated that a husband who was under the influence of 
alcohol was involved in an argument with his wife.  It was reported that the husband 
possessed several firearms and threatened to shoot the family dog.  The husband also had 
confronted his wife (who locked herself in a vehicle) by striking the vehicle with a firearm.  
When Officers arrived at the residence, they engaged in conversation with the husband 
who was inside the residence.  During the conversation, the husband became increasingly 
hostile and ordered the Officers to leave his property.  The husband then began to 
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countdown and warned Officers that if they did not leave his property by the time, he 
reached zero then he would begin to discharge a firearm at them.  When the husband 
reached zero, he fired at the Officers and Officers returned fire towards the husband.  
Following this exchange, the PA State Police was contacted.  The PA State Police SERT 
team was asked to come to the residence to assist local Officers.  When the SERT team 
arrived, they took control of the scene and established a perimeter around the residence and 
a command post.  The SERT team used trained negotiators to speak with the husband to 
convince him to surrender peacefully.  Members of the PA State Police also secured an 
arrest warrant for the husband and a search warrant for the residence.  The Beaver County 
District Attorney was contacted and came to the scene to assist.  About nine hours after the 
incident began, it was decided that the husband was most likely not going to surrender 
peacefully.  A decision was made by the PA State Police SERT team commander 
authorizing the use of deadly force upon the husband if necessary.  A short time later, a 
SERT team member (sniper who was positioned on the roof of a neighboring residence) 
discharged three rounds from his M4 rifle towards the husband who was inside the 
residence.  Shortly thereafter, SERT team members entered the residence.  The husband 
was located inside the residence and was holding a handgun in his hand.  Medical aid was 
given to the husband.  It was determined that the husband was deceased.  Other firearms 
were located inside the residence.  An autopsy was conducted on the husband’s body, and 
it was concluded that the rounds that the Trooper fired struck the husband’s chest and left 
thigh areas.  It was further concluded that the husband used the handgun he was holding to 
shoot himself in the right temple area.  Following this incident, criminal and administrative 
investigations were initiated.  Both investigations concluded that the Trooper who fired his 
weapon used appropriate force.  

 
a) Public comment was invited by the Commission’s Chairperson, but none was received. 
b) Discussion and deliberation among Review Committee members followed. 

Review Committee Chairperson Hodge opened the floor for comment and debate on the case.  
Commissioner Young requested a copy of SERT Team policy (specifically Appendix C) and more 
information concerning the period attempting voluntary surrender of the subject and training of members 
on de-escalation (particularly involving those suffering a mental illness or intoxicated).  Commissioner 
Lappas initially asked whether the subject’s wife or significant others were still at the scene or being held 
hostage by the suspect.  According to the records provided, Chairperson Brown indicated that the wife 
was not held hostage at the time of the shooting, and it appeared the suspect was by himself.  
Commissioner Lappas also asked if there was some provoking action(s) by subject that made PSP resort 
to the use of deadly force at the time of the shooting, i.e., why did PSP need to shoot the subject at the 
time [other than subject made himself a clean target] and could PSP just keep the subject isolated for as 
long as necessary [established perimeter and wait subject out].   

 
More generally, Commissioner Lappas sought additional information on PSP’s policy concerning 

the need to provide a “shooting officer” with 72 hours to decompress before being interviewed [apparently 
it is done because it adds accuracy].  However, in this case, interviews with involved members began six 
months after the incident [Commissioner Lappas asked for an explanation for this delay since such a delay 
could contaminate evidence and alter accounts].  In addition, Commissioner Lappas questioned whether 
such lag time for decompression allows time for fabrication verses ensuring accuracy.  For example, 
Commissioner Lappas researched and identified an article written by Elizabeth Loftus of the University 
of California at Irvine where Loftus reviewed similar policies that gave officers decompression time which 
found such policies were not necessary and did not increase recollection [“civilian shooters” are not 
provided courtesy of decompression time so why are members entitled to this time].  Commissioner 
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Lappas asked if there was any effort or policy to prevent members (including those serving on the SERT 
team) from consulting with one another after an incident.   

 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked for clarification whether there was a police 
interview taken more closer in time for the member who discharged his weapon (other than September 
18th) and confirmed that it appeared the subject’s wife locked herself in a vehicle.  

 
 Vice Chairperson Pittinger agreed that the time between the incident and post-incident interviews 
of members appeared to be too long.  Vice Chairperson Pittinger also asked how the assessment of the 
situation changed from a fundamental domestic violence incident (original threat promoting need for local 
police) to something else (necessitating need to call in SERT team) and added that this incident also 
involved someone who was impaired [requested copies of policies regarding PSP’s responses to domestic 
violence incidents and those where subject is impaired].  Other questions posed by Vice Chairperson 
Pittinger included: (1) how do SERT team members derive the rules of engagement?; (2) what was the 
proximity of the threat [subject’s location] to members and/or civilians justifying the use of deadly force?; 
(3) how does PSP arrive at those decisions and what was the rationale to provide an “unconditional” green 
light to use of deadly force in this instance?; and (4) the need to review definition of deadly force in 
Section 508 to evaluate how PSP adheres to and/or arrives at authority to justify meeting that definition.   
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge added that more information was needed regarding the 
rationale behind the decision to justify use of deadly force after a nine hour period (i.e., how did SERT 
team members reach the conclusion that the subject was not going to surrender peacefully, who made the 
decision and did the local District Attorney representative on scene play a role in that decision).  

 
 Commissioner Bishop Jones recalled that records indicated the subject threatened to use a “count 
down” before shooting and asked whether this occurred.  Commissioner Bishop Jones also sought 
clarification about whether the autopsy of the subject showed death from the member’s use of force or 
was subject’s death caused by a self-inflicted wound.  Chairperson Brown responded that the subject did 
exchange gunfire with local officers who first responded to the scene and that the autopsy concluded that 
(while the PSP sniper hit subject in chest and thigh) the fatal round was from the subject’s own self-
inflicted gunshot wound to the head.   
 
 Commissioner Young closed the discussion by requesting additional information concerning the 
“imminent danger posed to others” that is required before use of deadly force since the perimeter was 
established and verbal threats and prior exchange of gunfire) was nine hours earlier [can an earlier 
justification for deadly force carry over].  
 
2) Internal Case Number #21-0012-P [involving non-lethal use of force on February 19, 2019 

involving the Pennsylvania State Police out of Troop J (covering Paradise Township in 
Lancaster County); Ruled Justified by Lancaster County District Attorney and PA State Police 
Bureau of Integrity and Professional Standards—Internal Affairs]. Summary of Incident as 
determined by internal investigation was as follows: 
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On 2-19-2019 at or about 0203 hrs, several PA State Troopers went to a residence in 
Paradise Township, Lancaster County to attempt to serve an arrest warrant on a subject 
who was charged with several felony crimes.  Family members related to the subject were 
located at this residence in the past.  This subject fled from Troopers approximately one 
month prior both in a vehicle and on foot.  The subject managed to evade the Troopers and 
was not taken into custody at that time.  When Troopers arrived at the residence, they 
observed a vehicle parked near the residence.  The vehicle was not running, and the lights 
were off.  Troopers exited their vehicles, surrounded the vehicle, and used flashlights to 
illuminate the areas surrounding the vehicle and inside the vehicle.  Troopers were able to 
determine that both a male and female were inside the vehicle and determined that the male 
they were attempting to arrest was inside the vehicle.  One of the Troopers used his duty 
pistol to break out a window on the driver’s side of the vehicle.  The vehicle was started, 
and the vehicle’s headlights were turned on.  At this time, a Trooper near the vehicle tripped 
and fell to the ground.  The vehicle accelerated, veered toward the Troopers and police 
vehicles, and struck one of the parked police vehicles.  The vehicle also traveled toward 
the direction of the Trooper that fell to the ground.  Several Troopers discharged their 
service pistols thereby shooting at the driver of the vehicle.  The vehicle traveled a short 
distance and came to a stop in a wooded area.  The Troopers were able to take the people 
inside the vehicle into custody.  Troopers realized that the driver of the vehicle (the subject 
that they sought to arrest) was injured as a result of being shot.  The subject sustained 
gunshot related wounds to his right shoulder and back areas.  Troopers rendered medical 
aid to the subject and summoned medical personnel to the scene.  The subject was taken to 
the hospital for medical treatment and survived his injuries.  While at the hospital, the 
subject admitted that he was a methamphetamine user and that he used them on the date of 
this incident.  Following this incident, the Lancaster County District Attorney’s Office 
along with the PA State Police Major Case Team conducted a criminal investigation 
regarding this matter.  The PA State Police Bureau of Integrity and Professional Standards-
Internal Affairs also conducted an administrative investigation regarding this matter.  It 
was determined that the use of force was justified.     
 

a) Public comment was invited by the Commission’s Chairperson, but none was received. 
b) Discussion and deliberation among Review Committee members followed. 

Review Committee Chairperson Hodge opened the discussion by asking committee members for 
questions and/or comments.   

 
Commissioner Lappas commented that the Review Committee will likely learn that PSP members 

are trained to shoot to kill so the subject in this case was lucky.  Commissioner Lappas then revisited the 
issue about the PSP’s policy to delay interviewing members at the scene.  Like the first case under 
consideration, there is a concern about the delay of police interviews after the shooting.  However, some 
interviews were delayed until February 25th [was this the interview of the actual shooter?] and some were 
secured on the same day.  Given the discrepancy, this was something for the Review Committee to review, 
i.e., was the delay normal or out of the ordinary?  

 
Commissioner Young asked if there were any verbal commands given to vehicle occupants prior 

to breaking the vehicle’s window or before shots were fired and what was the policy surrounding such 
actions by members.   

 
Vice Chairperson Pittinger noted that records indicated this was a self-initiated investigation of the 

subject and questioned whether this was an acceptance practice under the circumstances (i.e., another Task 
Force was investigating subject but apparently this group of members (not assigned to detail) went out on 
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their own accord because they knew where to find subject, but planning seemed to be lacking adequate 
recognizance [used Google Maps which did not match the layout of the location, approaching known 
dangerous individual but going “off the cuff,” and one officer had a previous engagement with subject].  
Vice Chairperson Pittinger questioned whether this was some sort of competition to see who received 
credit for apprehension and questioned the urgency of the members’ actions at the time, i.e., could they 
have avoided what happened by providing intelligence directly to Task Force, could it have been better 
planned, why did members (who were not assigned to detail) feel they had to go attempt arrest that day.   

 
Vice Chairperson Pittinger asked what the policy is concerning the use of personal property by 

members.  For example, records indicated a member had to use his own medical kit because of the lack 
of medical supplies on hand in member vehicles.  [Later in the discussion, Commissioner Lappas noted 
that during the Commission’s training, PSP stated that members are allowed to carry personal firearms on 
duty but that the practice must be approved in advance and wondered if this was the same].  Related 
questions included: (1) are the contents of medical supply kits basic and/or lacking; (2) what is required 
to be in medical supply kits; (3) what, if anything, was missing from but required to be in this kit; and (4) 
how often kits are inspected and/or its contents replenished.       

 
Vice Chairperson Pittinger also noted that one member of group appeared to be a rookie [though 

redacted, appeared rookie did not qualify and had to be sent back to the Police Academy to be requalified].  
Again, Vice Chairperson Pittinger questioned the need for this group (not assigned this detail and which 
included a rookie) to go out to apprehend the subject on that day.   

 
Review Committee Chairperson Hodge agreed and added that the Review Committee needed to 

know the following: (1) who knew what, and when; (2) when did the members receive the information; 
(3) who decided which team would take lead; (4) was there communication with Task Force members that 
the whereabouts of the subject were known; and (5) how did members of this group and Task Force 
members determine who was going to execute the warrant.   

 
Chairperson Brown advised that the Review Committee should ask for, and seek to review, PSP’s 

policy concerning firing a weapon at a moving vehicle since it varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.  
Chairperson Brown also advised that the Review Committee should seek clarification of whether the other 
female occupant was still in the vehicle when members fired their weapons and, if not, does that fact 
impact members’ authority to use of force.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge agreed. 

 
Vice Chairperson Pittinger wished to receive clarification about PSP’s policy regarding the reading 

of Miranda and Garrity warnings prior to a member interview.  For example, the warning given in this 
instance read more like a Miranda warning as opposed to a Garrity warning [Garrity warnings are held 
until there is clear evidence of no criminal culpability and statements made cannot form basis of criminal 
prosecution]. 

 
At 12:20 p.m. Case Review Process Discussion and Deliberation Closed 

With no further questions or comments or cases currently under consideration, Review Committee 
Chairperson Hodge ended discussion and deliberation and Chairperson Brown stated that all questions 
and a recap of documents requested from today’s meeting will be prepared and posted for review by 
members before sending to PSP in preparation of Oral Presentations. 
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At 12:21 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 OSIG and BLEO for 
assistance. 
 
At 12:22 p.m. Special Meeting of Critical Incident Review Committee Adjourned 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMISSION 

CRITCAL INCIDENT 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 Critical Incident Review Committee (Review 
Committee) to be held virtually (pursuant to House Bill No. 854 which allows for continuation of virtual 
meetings until September 30, 2021) via the Commission’s information technology platform (Microsoft 
Teams) on Tuesday, August 31, 2021, at 11:00am. 

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 administrative and procedural matters;
discussion of confidential information contained in comprehensive written summaries
received from Covered Agencies for cases under consideration];

(2) Call to Order and Roll Call;
(3) Acceptance of Meeting Agenda;
(4) Approval of administrative and procedural matters [nomination and appointment of

Secretary for Critical Incident Review Committee and announcement of proposed meeting
schedule through October 2021];

(5) Report of the Critical Incident Review Committee’s Chairperson [State of the Critical
Incident Review Committee];

(6) Opportunity for public comment and participation; and
(7) Discussion, deliberation, and adoption of Review Objectives (based on information

contained in comprehensive written summaries) for selected investigatory reviews
currently under consideration and identification of additional information (if any) needed
from Covered Agencies to complete each review.

Individuals having questions regarding this Special Meeting of the Commission’s Critical Incident 
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.

Sha S. Brown, Chairperson  
Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory 
Commission 
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