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PENNSYLVANIA STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMISSION 
Special Meeting of the Critical Incident Review Committee 

Meeting Minutes for 
Tuesday, September 14, 2021, at 11:00 a.m. 

(Virtual Meeting via Microsoft Teams Platform) 

At 11:11 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 Commissioners and 
Review Committee members  [in attendance were Chairperson Brown, Commission Vice-Chairperson 
Elizabeth Pittinger, Review Committee Chairperson Kelley Hodge, and Commissioners Charima Young, 
Spero Lappas, and Andrea Trainer Sanders] along with Office of State Inspector General personnel (Chief 
Counsel Althia Bennett, and Attorneys Jessica Diaz, John Roman Derek Clepper and Margaret Borski, 
Deputy State Inspector General Jonathan Hendrickson, and Investigator Christopher Krokos)].  
Chairperson Brown provided an overview of administrative and procedural matters (including use of 
Commonwealth equipment for all Commission business and conducted a technology test).   

At 11:13 a.m. Executive Session (continued) [Call to Order, Roll Call and Opening Remarks 
by Commission Chairperson (Sha Brown) and Review Committee 
Chairperson Kelley Hodge] 

Chairperson Brown called the Special Meeting of the Commission’s Critical Incident Review 
Committee to order and conducted a Roll Call – Commissioners Kelley Hodge [Review Committee 
Chairperson], and Review Committee members Charima Young, Spero Lappas, and Andrea Trainer 
Sanders were present remotely and a quorum of the Review Committee was present.  Commissioner and 
Review Committee member Bishop Curtis Jones was excused from this meeting.  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 present as an advisor.    

Chairperson Brown reiterated the purpose of the Executive Session was to hear two Oral 
Presentations [Internal Case Nos. 21-0011-P and 21-0012-P] by representatives of the Covered Agency 
in attendance including those from the Pennsylvania State Police (PSP) on matters currently under 
consideration by the Review Committee.  Because of the confidential nature of the Covered Agency’s 
underlying completed internal investigations, this portion of the Executive Session was not recorded or 
open to the public.  Chairperson Brown also reiterated the overall purpose of the Commission’s reviews 
(including the work processes associated with all reviews), assured Commissioners that all related 
criminal, civil and administrative investigations and/or other litigation were completed, and relinquished 
the floor to Review Committee Chairperson Hodge and PSP representatives.    

FINAL ADOPTED 
on 09-28-2021
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Review Chairperson Hodge first thanked Commissioners and PSP representatives in attendance 
and looked forward to a robust question and answer segment following PSP’s Oral Presentations and 
relinquished the floor back to Chairperson Brown.  Chairperson Brown introduced and relinquished the 
floor to Captain Christopher King [Ex-officio Commission Member and designee of PSP] who also 
thanked Commissioners and PSP representatives for their time and effort.  Ex-officio Commission 
Member King then proceeded to open the floor for introductions of PSP representatives in attendance 
remotely.   

 
Commissioner Lappas asked how many PSP representatives were present and whether all 

individuals identified themselves since the session was closed to the public.  After PSP initially declined 
to respond, Ex-officio Commission Member King and Review Committee Chairperson Hodge agreed that 
the total number representing PSP were 15.       

 
At 10:12 a.m. Executive Session (continued) [Oral Presentation for Internal Case No. 21-

0011-P by representatives of PSP] 
  

Internal Case Number No. 21-0011-P [involving use of force on March 17, 2016, involving the 
Pennsylvania State Police out of Troop D; 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].   

 
 PSP representatives provided Review Committee members with a presentation which contained a 
detailed overview of the facts of the incident currently under review and all investigative steps taken by 
the Covered Agency.  Following the Oral Presentation, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge thanked 
PSP and opened the floor to questions.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge began by asking for the 
definition of “active surrender” and PSP responded “active surrender” represents physical and/or verbal 
actions and behaviors that would lead a reasonable member to believe the subject presented no threat and 
a member moves to obtain control and submission of the subject. 
 
 Following recognition by Review Committee Chairperson Hodge, Commissioner Lappas stated 
he had several questions regarding authorization for use of deadly force.  After reviewing a timeline of 
some of the events concerning the incident under review, Commissioner Lappas sought an explanation 
and the meaning of “unconditional green light” to use deadly force.  PSP responded that it meant members 
on scene were not required to check back with command to obtain authorization prior to actual use of such 
deadly force based on the totality of circumstances and the member’s observations.  However, PSP 
explained that following an “establishment of authorization,” any subsequent action(s) by members on 
scene was/were contingent and conditional upon whether the member believed for himself or herself that 
the subject was actively surrendering.  Commissioner Lappas also asked whether a commanding officer 
on scene has sole discretion to issue such blanket authorization to use deadly force or must consult with 
others prior to such issuance (including whether a county District Attorney is typically involved in 
reaching this conclusion).  PSP responded that its policy does not require it to secure a county District 
Attorney’s authorization prior to use of deadly force, but rather the commander in charge is authorized to 
make such decisions and establish the “rules of engagement.”   
 
 Commissioner Young asked whether PSP had a timeframe required for signs of “active surrender,” 
i.e., negotiations taking too long, and whether PSP had a policy which required it to “wait out” a subject 
[particularly when negotiations are prolonged].  PSP responded that it has no policy constraints to resolve 
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an event within a certain timeframe and that members are trained to “wait out” a subject when they can.  
Commissioner Young also sought clarification of whether PSP’s policies required the use and/or 
consideration of less than deadly force whenever possible, i.e., tear gas, when negotiations are prolonged 
or fail and PSP responded that all options are considered.        
 
 Vice Chairperson Pittinger proceeded to ask a series of process questions including whether the 
Review Committee would receive a copy of the presentation that summarized all facts and investigative 
actions because the timeline of events was critically important to the committee’s review.  PSP declined 
the request and stated that the timeline of events was already embedded within various records provided 
to the Review Committee.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge also found the presentation very 
helpful, and that the Review Committee did not believe the presentation itself was privileged and/or 
protected and stated the issue should be revisited. 
 
 Vice Chairperson Pittinger also sought clarification of a county District Attorney’s involvement 
when conferring authorization to use force, its effect on post-criminal investigations of an incident and 
whether any involvement would be considered a conflict of interest [such direct involvement would 
preclude any objectivity on the part of a county District Attorney to determine whether such use of force 
was warranted after-the-fact].  PSP responded that while the Covered Agency could not address any 
potential bias by a county District Attorney during its post-criminal investigation of an incident its office 
was involved in, PSP itself has multiple levels of review of all such incidents [i.e., PSP runs a parallel 
criminal investigation of members involved in use of force incidents and works with county District 
Attorneys with their criminal investigations of the same incident].  Vice Chairperson Pittinger followed 
by asking how PSP ensures impartiality of investigations (if PSP investigates its own members and works 
hand in hand with county District Attorneys in their investigations of member incidents] and whether it 
was more prudent to retain an independent third party to ensure these investigations are free of all bias.  
PSP explained that an investigation by the Pennsylvania Office of Attorney General is an available option, 
but the option is very rarely used.  PSP also clarified that its’ internal criminal investigation is conducted 
by others outside of the involved members’ troop jurisdiction. 
 
 Like Vice Chairperson Pittinger, Commissioner Lappas questioned PSP’s practice of conducting 
its own criminal investigations of members involved in use of force incidents and asked whether this 
practice was dictated by internal policy and/or statute.  Commissioner Lappas also noted that county and 
municipal police departments specifically do not utilize this type of investigative structure and/or method.  
In response, PSP stated that it is the largest law enforcement agency within Pennsylvania, has resources 
that are not readily available to local law enforcement [like evidence collection, use of complicated 
technology, support services for members and victims] and its investigators are experienced and well 
trained.  In addition, PSP noted that their criminal investigative teams only do the investigations, but 
decisions are made and reviewed by commanding and disciplinary officers and internal affairs.  PSP also 
added that their practice is in line with United States Department of Justice (USDOJ) standards and 
guidelines which was challenged by Chairperson Brown (who recited language contained in 21st Century 
policing reform materials published by the USDOJ).   
 
 PSP clarified that it would serve as the primary criminal investigative agency only within those 
territories classified as “primary jurisdictions,” do not interfere with county criminal investigations of its 
members if incident occurred outside of a primary jurisdiction and will only assist and/or take lead if asked 
to do so by a local law enforcement agency.  As an example of a PSP’s objectivity, PSP described a 
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circumstance where the county District Attorney wanted to clear a member involved in an off-duty 
shooting but that PSP pushed the county District Attorney to reopen the case and charge the member based 
on its own internal investigation.  Lastly, PSP explained that their practice of conducting criminal 
investigations of their members allows for statewide consistency concerning how such use of force 
incidents are investigated.           
 
 Commissioner Lappas acknowledged the good work of PSP but directed his question to PSP’s 
Chief Counsel (also in attendance) of whether the Covered Agency had a legal mandate requiring it to 
conduct criminal investigations involving, and of, its own members.  PSP’s Chief Counsel advised that 
there was neither any statute that required this of PSP nor any statute that prohibited it.  Commissioner 
Lappas then asked PSP to provide the Review Committee with statistical data concerning the number of 
uses of force incidents per year since 2016, and of that number how many investigations were determined 
to be justified verses those deemed not justified.  PSP explained that its’ internal data system could produce 
the data but directed Commissioner Lappas to PSP’s published annual report [containing data of every 
police-involved shooting per year along with lower level uses of force) which was readily available and 
on its website.   
 
 Chairperson Brown asked for clarification of “who” within PSP was responsible for its criminal 
investigations and PSP explained that it conducts two investigations (the criminal investigation is 
completed by a PSP Major Case Team while an administrative investigation is conducted by PSP’s 
Internal Affairs Division which do not intercept).  A PSP Major Case Team criminal investigation is 
completed at the troop level and is led by a Lieutenant (who reports to the Troop or Area Commander) 
while an internal affairs investigation is independent and reports directly to the bureau’s Director.  
However, PSP added that it has no permanent group which functions as a Major Case Team.  Rather, a 
Major Case Team is akin to a Task Force and comprised of members of both the area and neighboring 
troops.   
 
 Chairperson Brown also asked whether PSP has ever considered the implementation and use of 
mandatory after-incident peer reviews (i.e., specific to use of force incidents as part of in-service training).  
PSP responded that the Covered Agency has a Tactical Assurance Program (TAP), and part of that 
program includes Supplemental Use of Force Training that consists of debriefing sessions, meant to 
reinforce tactics, booster confidence and member assurances, and offers other support services.  All 
members involved in police-involved shootings and/or use of force incidents must go through TAP before 
released from administrative duty.                 
 
 Commissioner Young wanted a better understanding of member training related to the 
identification and handling of stress disorders (like post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD)) when it comes 
to subject negotiations and surrender.  PSP explained that SERT [Special Emergency Response Team] 
members and negotiators receive enhanced training [well beyond what a member receives] to recognize 
signs and symptoms of behaviors, listening skills, and verbal persuasion techniques and tactics, for 
example.  However, Commissioner Young asked for more specifics (including copies of training 
materials) concerning the extent of this training and specific training related to recognition of PTSD or 
other mental illnesses.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge noted that this type of information was 
imbedded within questions sent to PSP in preparation of Oral Presentations [i.e., what exactly was known 
to members on scene that may have contributed to subject’s behavior]. 
 

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 5 of 8 

 In conclusion, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge had a final question and asked how 
“ranting” and “Top Cop” are defined by PSP.  PSP explained that “ranting” is defined the same as a 
layperson and “Top Cop” equated to the Senior Office in Charge on the scene.  With no further questions, 
the Oral Presentation for Internal Case No. 21-0011-P ended.                      
 
 There was some discussion among Chairperson Brown, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge, 
and Commissioners about whether to proceed with the next Oral Presentation for Internal Case No. 21-
0012-P given prior commitments and scheduling conflicts.  Because Commissioners did not wish to 
disconnect and/or bifurcate the actual presentation from questions and answers, the Review Committee 
agreed to postpone and reschedule the Oral Presentation for Internal Case No. 21-0012-P until the next 
meeting.  
 
 The Executive Session ended at 12:41 p.m. 
 
At 12:44 a.m. Special Public Meeting Started and Recording Began 
 
At 12:44 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, and Spero Lappas were present 
remotely and a quorum of the Review Committee was present.  Commissioner Andrea Trainer Sanders 
was unable to continue because of a prior commitment and Bishop Curtis Jones was excused.  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 and representatives of PSP.    
 
At 12:45 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 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 12:46 p.m. Motion to Approve Critical Incident Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda 

by Unanimous Consent 
Chairperson Brown summarized the Critical Incident Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda and 

asked for a motion to approve the Meeting Agenda by unanimous consent.  The Motion was offered and 
seconded by Commissioners in attendance.  Chairperson Brown asked if any Review Committee member 
had any objection(s) to the Meeting Agenda and after hearing 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 September 14,2021 Special Meeting 
Agenda, as adopted, is attached hereto, and made a part hereof [see Attachment 2]. 
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At 12:47 p.m.  Motion to Approve Adoption of the draft of the Critical Incident Review 
Committee’s August 31, 2021, Special Meeting Minutes by Unanimous 
Consent 

Chairman Brown asked for a Motion to approve and adopt the draft of the Critical Incident Review 
Committee’s August 31, 2021, Special Meeting Minutes by unanimous consent.  The Motion was offered 
and seconded by Review Committee members.   

When Chairperson Brown asked if there were any objections to adoption of the draft of the Critical 
Incident Review Committee’s Special Meeting Minutes for August 31, 2021, Ex-officio Commission 
Member King and another PSP representative (Lieutenant DeAngelo) stated their objections to adoption 
as written and presented.  Of note, PSP objected to several comments made by Commissioners [in public 
session] which were captured in the minutes and offered that such comments: (1) were not conducive to 
fostering a constructive relationship with PSP; (2) were considered incendiary by PSP; (3) provided a 
harmful and misleading narrative about PSP; and (4) generally undermined confidence in PSP.  PSP also 
generally objected to the inclusion of Personally Identifiable Information (PII) and other non-public 
information in meeting minutes.  Lastly, PSP stated that this objection carried to meeting minutes prepared 
by, and for, all Review Committees Special Meetings [including Use of Force and Bias-based Policing].  

Commissioner Lappas sought clarification of whether PSP’s objections related to the accuracy of 
the August 31, 2021 meeting minutes or simply that PSP did not approve of what Commissioners said and 
its content.  PSP reiterated that it objected to providing the public with a false narrative and the inclusion 
of Personally Identifiable Information (PII) [like dates of incidents and identification of Troop Areas] and 
other non-public information. 

As a parliamentary matter, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge noted that the August 31, 2021 
meeting minutes (as written and presented for adoption) accurately reflected the dialogue of 
Commissioners during that meeting, and that the Review Committee cannot revise the minutes for the 
reason(s) PSP offered.  Because the meeting minutes did not consist of any misstatements, Review 
Committee Chairperson Hodge stated that PSP’s comments may be noted for the record only. 

Commissioners also asked PSP to explain their objection to inclusion of PII and other non-public 
information in the Review Committee’s meeting minutes since all records received by the committee are 
redacted of PII [pursuant to Executive Order 2020-04, as amended].  PSP explained that while it redacted 
PII, PSP did not redact all other non-public information because inclusion of such information was 
required to allow the Review Committee to meet its obligations to perform reviews.  Commissioners 
acknowledged that the Review Committee did not intend to restate PII or other non-public information in 
meeting minutes and again asked for further specificity.   

Ex-officio Commission Member King also asked that meeting minutes be inclusive of PSP’s 
responses to Commissioner’s questions and again objected to meeting minutes of other Review Committee 
Special Meetings.  Chairperson Brown stated that the Review Committee can only address matters of, 
before, and within the purview of, this Review Committee only. 

With no other objections or comments noted, Commissioner Young again made a motion to adopt 
the Critical Incident Review Committee Special Meeting Minutes of August 31, 2021 (subject to redaction 
of non-public information following a legal review) by unanimous consent, and the motion was seconded.  
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Unanimous consent to approve adoption of the draft of the Critical Incident Review Committee’s August 
31, 2021, Special Meeting Minutes passed (subject to redaction as necessary) [a copy of the Meeting 
Minutes as adopted is available on the Review Committee’s webpage found at 
www.osig.pa.gov/PSLECAC]. 

At 12:58 p.m. Other Review Committee Administrative Matters 
Neither Chairperson Brown nor Review Committee Chairperson Hodge had any administrative 

matters to report.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge thanked representatives of PSP for providing 
Commissioners with an Oral Presentation [of Internal Case No. 21-0011-P] during its Executive Session 
and remarked that the Review Committee engaged in a very detailed and robust discussion with PSP that 
was very helpful in fulfilling the committee’s purpose.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge also stated 
the Review Committee was happy to have engaged with PSP and will take all information it received to 
date, continue discussions, conduct deliberations, and produce a Preliminary Report of its findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations, if any.   

At 12:58 p.m.  Oral Presentation Discussion and Deliberation 
Chairperson Brown proceeded to open the floor to public comment regarding: 

Internal Case Number No. 21-0011-P [involving use of force on March 17, 2016, involving the 
Pennsylvania State Police out of Troop D; 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].   

After receiving no response, and based on the Oral Presentation made by PSP, Chairperson Brown 
asked if any Commissioners required any additional information to complete its review of this matter and 
relinquished the floor to Review Committee Chairperson Hodge.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge 
invited additional comments and questions by Commissioners and opened the floor to debate of the matter 
under consideration. 

Commissioner Young remarked that the Review Committee developed specific Review Objectives 
(that included questions it wished to have answered along with receiving copies of specific policies).  
Commissioner Young acknowledged that while many questions were answered by PSP during the Oral 
Presentation, no accompanying policies were provided.  For example, Commissioner Young reiterated her 
request for a copy of PSP’s de-escalation policy and policies related to encounters with individuals 
suffering from mental health illness or in a mental health crisis.  Commissioner Young also asked whether 
use of force standards and/or policies are different for SERT members verses those applicable to members 
in the field or on patrol. 

After he was unable to locate data on PSP’s website as instructed, Commissioner Lappas reiterated 
his request for statistical data capturing the number of use of force incidents by year, and of that number 
how many incidents were determined justified and those deemed unjustified.        

Vice Chairperson Pittinger remarked about the very substantive discussion with PSP today and 
PSP’s encouragement of Commissioners to remain balanced in their review.  Vice Chairperson Pittinger 
commented that Commissioners possess no ill intent or motivation nor does the Review Committee wish 
to place PSP in a negative light or look to merely criticize PSP.   
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With that said, Vice Chairperson Pittinger questioned the role of a county District Attorney when 
authorizing use of force at the scene or in real time and subsequently charged with overseeing a criminal 
investigation of whether the use of force used was justifiable.  While she acknowledged that it was not 
entirely up to PSP to explain, Vice Chairperson Pittinger stated such a practice raised very important 
public policy concerns and stressed the importance of ensuring objectivity in criminal investigations and 
securing independent third parties to conduct criminal investigations of members involved in use of force 
incidents.  For example, Vice Chairperson Pittinger stated that county and municipal police departments 
have these arrangements with other law enforcement agencies.  In PSP’s case, Vice Chairperson Pittinger 
acknowledged that this presented a practical problem since there was no law enforcement agency in 
Pennsylvania above PSP in terms of hierarchy that it could engage (even Pennsylvania’s Office of 
Attorney General (OAG) includes PSP members and investigators assigned to the OAG’s detail).  
However, Vice Chairperson Pittinger noted that failing to ensure objectivity and reduce the appearance of 
conflicts provided fodder for public critics. 

Chairperson Brown added that the USDOJ has issued a fair number of standards and guidelines 
for internal affairs investigations (including the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing) and best 
practices for law enforcement on this issue. 

Review Committee Chairperson Hodge closed the discussion by restating the Review Committee’s 
responsibilities and role and that Commissioners take their responsibility very seriously.  The purpose of 
the Commission’s reviews is to ensure that completed internal investigations are prompt, fair, complete, 
and impartial and that the Review Committee is initially charged with determining what happened, why 
it happened and what can be done to prevent future occurrences.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge 
again appreciated the presentation by PSP and its efforts to answer Commissioners’ questions, but that 
members still hoped to receive supporting information it requested.   

In fulfilling its legal directive, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge also noted that 
Commissioners must be thorough and ask difficult questions that may seem to put a Covered Agency on 
defense which is not their intent.  To the contrary, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge restated that 
the goal of a Citizen Advisory Commission is to interject appropriate and necessary scrutiny to improve 
policing and systems and prevent future incidents to make it safer for both citizens and law enforcement.  
Review Committee Chairperson Hodge added there is a distinction between prevention and justifiable use 
of force, stressed the importance of an unbiased review of critical use of force incidents to hold all levels 
accountable, and reminded those in attendance that every effort must be made to avoid death and serious 
bodily injury whenever possible.       

At 1:10 p.m. Oral Presentation Discussion and Deliberation Closed 
With no further questions or comments related to Internal Case No. 21-0011-P, 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.  The Oral Presentation for Internal Case No. 21-0012-P was 
postponed and rescheduled for Tuesday, September 28, 2021. 

At 1:13 p.m. Special Meeting of Critical Incident Review Committee Adjourned 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMISSION 

CRITICAL 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, September 14, 2021, at 11:00am (Executive Session) and 12:00pm (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 – Oral Presentations of completed internal
investigations by Covered Agencies selected for review and other administrative matters];

(2) Call to Order and Roll Call [expected to begin at 12:00pm];
(3) Acceptance of Meeting Agenda;
(4) Approval and adoption of previous Special Meeting Minutes from August 31, 2021;
(5) Approval of administrative and/or other procedural matters;
(6) Report of the Critical Incident Review Committee’s Chairperson [State of the Critical

Incident Review Committee];
(7) Opportunity for public comment; and
(8) Discussion and deliberation regarding (i) adequacy and substance of Oral Presentations

and comprehensive written summaries provided by Covered Agencies for selected
investigatory reviews currently under consideration; (ii) adequacy of policies, procedures,
regulations, practices and/or training applicable to each of the investigatory reviews
currently under consideration; and (iii) 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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