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

Wednesday, July 13, 2022, at 1:00 p.m. 
(Virtual Meeting via Microsoft Teams Platform) 

 

At 1:01 p.m. Executive Session [Call to Order, Roll Call and Opening Remarks by 
Commission Chairperson (Sha Brown) and Review Committee Chairperson 
(Kelley Hodge)]  

 Sha S. Brown, Chairperson, called the Executive Session of the Pennsylvania State Law 
Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission’s (Commission) Critical Incident Review Committee’s 
(Review Committee) Special Meeting to order, acknowledged a quorum, and provided an overview of the 
Review Committee’s proposed Special Meeting Agenda. 
 
 Chairperson Brown recounted the status of the committee’s review of Internal Case No. 21-0018-
P and acknowledged receipt of the Pennsylvania State Police’s (PSP) written responses to the Review 
Committee’s questions which served to inform discussions between PSP and the Review Committee 
during PSP’s Oral Presentation.  To this end, Chairperson Brown reported that the Review Committee 
invited responsible individuals with knowledge of PSP’s completed internal investigation to present its 
Oral Presentation and respond to additional questions or requests for clarification posed by 
Commissioners.  Attending on behalf of PSP, Chairperson Brown announced and recognized Daniel C. 
Beck, Chief Counsel, Major Wayne Kline, Captain Christopher King, and Lieutenant Vincent D’Angelo. 
 
 During the remainder of the Review Committee’s Executive Session, Commissioners, Chairperson 
Brown, and PSP representatives engaged in discussions concerning Internal Case No. 21-0018-P which 
included points of clarification related to the underlying traffic stop, PSP’s use of indicators of criminal 
activity, and other confidential matters related to PSP’s completed internal investigation, guidance offered 
by PSP’s Chief Counsel Beck concerning PSP’s post-incident interview protocols, and proposed actions 
under consideration and recommendations implemented by PSP.   
 
 With no further confidential or administrative matters or other questions, the Executive Session of 
the Review Committee ended at 2:18 p.m.  
 
At 2:32 p.m.  Public Session of Special Meeting Started and Recording Began 
 
At 2:33 p.m.    Call to Order, Roll Call and Opening Announcements/Reminders by 

Commission Chairperson (Sha Brown)  
 Chairperson Brown called the Special Meeting of the Commission’s Critical Incident Review 
Committee (Review Committee) to order, announced that the meeting was being recorded and 
participation in the meeting conferred consent to such recording.  Commission Secretary Jaimie Hicks 
conducted a Roll Call and Commissioners Kelley Hodge [Review Committee Chairperson], Bishop Curtis 
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Jones, Sr., Spero Lappas, and Charima Young along with Vice-Chairperson Elizabeth Pittinger and Ex-
Officio Member Jalila Parker (representing the Governor’s Office) were present remotely and a quorum 
of the Review Committee was present.  Commissioner Andrea Lawful-Sanders was excused from the 
meeting.  A copy of the Roll Call and Attendance Form is attached hereto and made a part hereof [see 
Attachment 1]. 
    
At 2:33 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, public comment was limited to three minutes per speaker. 
 
At 2:34 p.m. Motion to Approve Critical Incident Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda by 

Unanimous Consent 
 Chairperson Brown asked for a motion to approve the Critical Incident 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 Critical Incident 
Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda by unanimous consent.  A copy of the Critical Incident Review 
Committee’s July 13, 2022 Special Meeting Agenda, as adopted, is attached hereto, and made a part hereof 
[see Attachment 2]. 
 
At 2:34 p.m.  Motion to Approve Adoption of the Draft of the Critical Incident Review 

Committee’s July 7, 2022, Meeting Minutes by Unanimous Consent 
 Chairman Brown asked for a motion to approve the draft of the Critical Incident Review 
Committee’s July 7, 2022, Meeting Minutes by unanimous consent.  The motion was offered and seconded 
by Review Committee members.  Commissioner Lappas made a motion to amend a sentence within the 
first full paragraph on page 5 to change from “…whether PSP had a policy and relevant training which 
mandated the termination of a vehicle pursuit…” to read “whether PSP had a policy and relevant training 
which allowed for the termination of a vehicle…”.  Unanimous consent to approve adoption of the draft 
of the Critical Incident Review Committee’s July 7, 2022 Meeting Minutes, as amended, passed with no 
other 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]. 
 
At 2:36 p.m. Other Review Committee Administrative Matters  
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge did not have any administrative matters to report or offer 
any other remarks and relinquished the floor back to Chairperson Brown.   
 
 Chairperson Brown summarized the status of the committee’s review of Internal Case No. 21-
0018-P which included receipt of a comprehensive written summary of the Pennsylvania State Police’s 
(PSP) completed internal investigation and the receipt and review of a redacted Mobile Video Recording 
(MVR) capturing the underlying incident.  After this initial review, Chairperson Brown reported that the 
Review Committee prepared specific written questions relevant to its six Review Objectives to aid in its 
assessment of whether PSP’s completed internal investigation was prompt, fair, impartial, complete, 
performed in a manner consistent with applicable policies, and whether the adjudicatory findings and 
discipline were reasonable under standard law enforcement protocol. Additionally, the Review Committee 
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prepared specific questions related to any perceived policy or training deficiency, to further inform its 
deliberations concerning preliminary findings, conclusions, and recommendations, if any, for 
consideration by the full Commission.  
 
 Chairperson Brown also reported that PSP provided the Review Committee with written responses 
to its questions which together served to inform discussions between PSP and the Review Committee 
during PSP’s Oral Presentation held during today’s Executive Session.  The Review Committee invited 
and responsible individuals with knowledge of PSP’s completed internal investigation presented PSP’s 
Oral Presentation and responded to various questions posed by Commissioners.  Attending on behalf of 
PSP, Chairperson Brown announced and recognized Daniel C. Beck, Chief Counsel,  Major Wayne Kline, 
Captain Christopher King, and Lieutenant Vincent D’Angelo.  
 
 At this time, Chairperson Brown opened the floor to and asked for public comment, but none were 
offered. 
 
At 2:38 p.m. Consideration, Discussion, and Continued Deliberation Concerning Internal 

Case No. 21-0018-P for the purpose of issuing draft of a Preliminary 
Investigative Review Report 

  Chairperson Brown began deliberations concerning the review of Internal Case No. 21-0018-P 
by first reading a Summary of Facts into the record as follows: 
 

On November 15, 2016, a Pennsylvania State Trooper was stationary observing traffic on 
an interstate highway. At this time the Trooper observed a black in color Ford Focus 
occupied by one citizen. As the vehicle passed the Trooper’s position the Trooper 
observed the citizen attempt to conceal himself behind the B pillar of the vehicle. Based 
on the Troopers training, knowledge, and experience, he knew this action to be a 
potential indicator of criminal activity. The Trooper left his stationary position and 
followed the vehicle. While following the vehicle he observed the citizen commit several 
traffic violations.  
 

At that time, the Trooper activated the emergency equipment and stopped the citizen’s 
vehicle. When asked by the Trooper the citizen produced a driver’s license, later 
determined to be a false identity. The Trooper proceeded to run the subject’s name 
through the National Crime Information Center (NCIC). The query on the driver’s license 
provided revealed the citizen had a multiple offense criminal history. While the citizen 
waited in his vehicle, the Trooper observed the citizen reaching around in the interior of 
his vehicle (furtive movements). The Trooper asked the citizen to step from his vehicle to 
the front of the patrol car. The Trooper performed a pat down search of the citizen’s 
clothing for weapons, revealing the citizen was unarmed.  
 

Following the pat down, the Trooper detected something in the citizen’s crotch area. The 
citizen reached into his pants and produced another driver’s license revealing the citizen’s 
true identity. The Trooper advised the citizen he was not under arrest, but he intended to 
detain him by handcuffing. As the Trooper placed the citizen’s hands behind his back, he 
broke free and retreated to his vehicle. The Trooper attempted to stop the citizen by 
tasing him, however the taser was ineffective. The Trooper continued to give verbal 
commands and struggle with the citizen. The citizen managed to start his vehicle and 
begin to drive away with the Trooper hanging on to the side of the citizen’s vehicle. The 
Trooper continued to give verbal commands while holding on to the vehicle now 
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travelling southbound on the highway. Fearing for his safety, the Trooper fired several 
rounds striking the citizen resulting in the citizen’s death.  

 
Chairperson Brown then opened the floor for thoughts, comments, opinions, analysis, discussions, and 
deliberations regarding information received to date concerning PSP’s completed internal investigation of 
this fatal use of force incident and relinquished the floor to Review Committee Chairperson Hodge.  

 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked if any Commissioners had any specific questions or 
other comments concerning information shared during the Covered Agency’s Oral Presentation designed 
to further our deliberations of its review of Internal Case No. 21-0018-P and recognized Commissioner 
Young.  Commissioner Young asked if the Review Committee should wait to receive the training 
information requested by Commissioner Lappas concerning criminal indicators used by PSP during traffic 
enforcement activity.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked Commissioner Lappas to restate his 
information request for the record.   
 
 Imbedded within PSP’s written comprehensive summary of the November 15, 2016 incident, 
Commissioner Lappas stated police contact began when the Trooper, while in his vehicle in a stationary 
position and based on the Trooper’s training and experience, observed the vehicle operator conceal himself 
behind the “B-pillar” [which is the area between the front and rear windows].  Commissioner Lappas 
asked if this information was accurate, i.e., was it true that Troopers are trained to recognize this action as 
an indicator of potential criminal activity.  In response the Review Committee’s further written question 
asking whether Troopers are also trained to observe failure to make eye contact as an indicator prompting 
further investigation, Commissioner Lappas believed that PSP’s written response (i.e., “[m]embers are 
trained to be cognizant of various non-verbal cues indicative of criminal activity, deception, and/or combative 
intentions”) was non-responsive.  Commissioner Lappas remarked the above represented the nature of his 
request and reported that PSP’s Chief Counsel Beck replied he would confirm whether that is true. 
 
 Commissioner Lappas was not in favor of delaying the committee’s review any further considering its 
review was tabled during the last meeting [at PSP’s request] for the Covered Agency to properly prepare for 
its Oral Presentation and provide full written responses to the Review Committee’s questions.  In his opinion, 
Commissioner Lappas believed that PSP did not fully respond to the most important questions posed by the 
Review Committee concerning an incident which led to the loss of a citizen’s life.  Commissioner Lappas 
moved to proceed with deliberations regarding the Review Committee’s determinations of promptness, 
fairness, completeness, impartiality, etc. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge remarked that the Review Committee could proceed with 
reaching conclusions based on the information it had and deliberate accordingly.  Commissioner Jones 
recognized that the Review Committee did not have all the information that may be available but believed the 
Review Committee should proceed with the information it had.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger agreed with 
Commissioner Lappas, remarked that PSP’s responses were “fuzzy,” and the Review Committee did not get 
answers to their direct questions regarding PSP’s training on observations of criminal indicators, i.e., “hiding 
behind the “B-pillar.”   
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge appreciated the sentiments expressed by her fellow 
Commissioners and recognized the consensus of the Review Committee was to move forward with its review.  
Review Committee Chairperson Hodge added that the lack of information regarding specific questions asked 
of PSP remained unanswered and that such could be noted in its report.  Commissioner Young added that the 
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Review Committee could go back and amend its report later which was duly noted by Review Committee 
Chairperson Hodge.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge restated that the report will be drafted following 
its meeting and if information becomes available then the Review Committee will consider any new 
information at that time.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked if any Commissioners had any other 
comments on this issue and all replied in the negative. 
 
 At this time, Chairperson Brown moved the Review Committee to deliberations regarding 
determinations concerning its six Review Objectives regarding its review of Internal Case No. 21-0018-P.  
Chairperson Brown stated that the Review Committee will first determine if PSP’s completed internal 
investigation was prompt and fair [collectively Review Objective No. 1].  Chairperson Brown explained that 
Commissioners will review how the internal investigation was conducted compared with PSP policy and 
relevant collective bargaining agreements to confirm that the investigation was conducted in a prompt and fair 
manner.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked for clarification of whether the Review Committee’s 
determinations of promptness and fairness were distinct or coupled together, and offered to make a 
determination on each, i.e., “was it prompt?,” and “was it fair?”.  
           
 Based on information received from PSP, Chairperson Brown restated a mandatory incident report was 
filed on November 15, 2016 and the County District Attorney rendered a prosecutorial decision was released 
on November 16, 2017.  Pursuant to terms of the collective bargaining agreement, the involved Trooper was 
informed of his Garrity rights during his administrative interview which was conducted on December 7, 2017 
and an adjudicatory decision was rendered on December 29, 2017.  Chairperson Brown stated that all 
information received indicated PSP’s completed internal investigation was prompt and relinquished the floor 
to Review Committee Chairperson Hodge for deliberations. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge began by stating Commissioners heard the summary from 
Chairperson Brown and asked if any Commissioner had any comments or questions.  No comments or 
questions were offered.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked for a motion that the Review Committee 
considered PSP’s completed internal investigation to be prompt, and the motion was seconded with no noted 
objections.  With no other comment offered by any meeting attendees, the Review Committee 
unanimously voted that PSP’s completed internal investigation concerning Internal Case No. 21-0018-
P was considered prompt.       
 
 Concerning fairness, Chairperson Brown restated that the involved Trooper was afforded proper 
notice of his administrative interview, allowed union representation during his administrative interview, 
and notified of PSP’s adjudicatory decision on December 29, 2017.  Chairperson Brown summarized that 
PSP provided sufficient information indicating that its internal investigation was fair and relinquished the 
floor to Review Committee Chairperson Hodge. 
 
 Having heard the summary provided by Chairperson Brown, Review Committee Chairperson 
Hodge asked if any Commissioner had any additional comments or questions.  Review Committee 
Chairperson stated she agreed that PSP met its definition of fairness.  With no questions or other 
comments, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked if there were any objections to rendering a 
determination of fairness.  No objections were noted.  With no other comment offered by any meeting 
attendees, the Review Committee unanimously voted that PSP’s completed internal investigation 
concerning Internal Case No. 21-0018-P was considered fair.     
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 Chairperson Brown then moved the Review Committee to deliberations concerning its determination 
of impartiality [Review Objective No. 2].  To reach its determination, Chairperson Brown explained that 
Commissioners must review PSP policy designed to ensure impartiality and ensure internal investigations are 
conducted in compliance with that policy; and determine whether any conflict of interest exists based on all 
known information.  To this end, Chairperson Brown stated that its review consisted of two prongs – 
sufficiency of PSP’s Policy No. AR 4-25 (Internal Affairs) and whether the Review Committee identified any 
potential conflicts of interest based on all known information.  However, Chairperson Brown reported that the 
Commission received new information during PSP’s Oral Presentation that it now requires its investigators 
and adjudicators to sign a waiver and affirmatively acknowledge that no conflicts exist.  Chairperson Brown 
reported that several Commissioners asked for such a practice during previous reviews and that PSP 
implemented the practice in the Fall of 2021.  Consequently, Chairperson Brown reported that PSP made 
affirmative improvements and added an additional safeguard and then relinquished the floor to Review 
Committee Chairperson Hodge for deliberations. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge restated the Review Committee’s objective when determining 
whether PSP’s completed internal investigation was considered impartial including that its investigation was 
consistent with internal policy and that it was free from bias.  Asked if there were any questions or further 
comment, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge recognized Commissioner Lappas.  Commissioner Lappas 
stated the Commission previously adopted and recommended that investigations of police use of force be 
conducted by an outside agency and not PSP.  Commissioner Lappas noted that the Commission passed this 
recommendation unanimously.  Consequently, Commissioner Lappas recognized that for this Review 
Committee to say PSP’s completed internal investigation [concerning Internal Case No. 21-0018-P] was 
impartial is inconsistent given (at the very least) the inherent conflict when an agency investigates themselves.  
For those reasons, Commissioner Lappas recommended that the Review Committee vote “No” on this 
determination.   
 
 Commissioner Young tended to agree with Commissioner Lappas and stated that the Review 
Committee is unable to definitively ensure PSP’s completed investigations were free from any bias especially 
based on PSP’s vague written responses.  Commissioner Young added the Review Committee was left with     
only verbal information provided by PSP during its Oral Presentation and what was in place at the time of the 
incident.   
 
 Vice-Chairperson Pittinger believed that there was a distinction between possible misconduct and 
criminal behavior.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger sought clarification of whether the Commission’s previous 
recommendation relating to outside investigations of use of force incidents included both criminal 
investigations and internal administrative investigations.  Chairperson Brown stated that he can read the 
pertinent recommendation concerning the Commission’s review of Internal Case No. 21-0011-P into the 
record but there was no mention of internal administrative investigations.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger was 
reassured that PSP implemented this reform and that it represented a big improvement but at the time the 
safeguard was not in place.  Notwithstanding this investigation included a lethal encounter, Vice-Chairperson 
Pittinger stated that quality control over law enforcement personnel was vital to its success. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge appreciated PSP’s written summary, information shared during 
its Oral presentation, PSP’s responses to the Review Committee’s written questions and the overall dialogue 
and discussion offered by Commissioners.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge was conflicted on this issue 
given the policy and practice now (i.e., written declaration of no conflicts) verses at the time of this incident 
and related investigation (i.e., self-disclose).  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge pondered whether 
implementing the reform offered by Commissioners during previous reviews meant PSP was non-compliant.  
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When reviewing whether PSP’s policy at the time was in line with best practices offered by the United States 
Department of Justice and today’s discussion regarding the Commission’s previous recommendation, Review 
Committee Chairperson Hodge asked whether the Covered Agency’s internal investigation consistent with 
agency policy and also free from bias.  While assuming its internal completed investigation was conducted in 
compliance with PSP policy, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge questioned if the Review Committee was 
able to determine whether the investigation was free from bias and based on all known information no conflict 
existed.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge noted the new administrative protocol was not in place at the 
time and considering the Commission’s previous assessment of inherent biases, reached her decision. 
 
 If there were no additional comments or questions, Review Committee Chairperson stated that the 
Review Committee can take a vote of its determination of impartiality.  Commissioner Young understood the 
discussion but was still unsure of whether the Review Committee could vote “Yes” if PSP had no affirmative 
administrative practice or policy at the time.  Commissioner Young agreed with PSP’s new practice and noted 
it was implemented in the Fall of 2021.  Commissioner Young voted “Yes” because that is wat PSP had to 
work with at the time of this incident and related investigation.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge 
acknowledged that PSP did what they were supposed to do at the time, but the Review Committee is also 
charged with assessing and determining whether PSP’s policy at the time ensured its investigations were free 
from bias and that no conflicts existed.  Commissioner Lappas did not have the language of the Review 
Committee’s Review Objective No. 2 on hand, but recalled that the determination had two distinctive elements, 
i.e., consistent with policy and no apparent conflict existed.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge re-read 
the Review Objective No. 2 concerning impartiality again into the record and called for a vote.  Review 
Committee Chairperson Hodge recognized that no Commissioner voted in favor of determining PSP’s 
investigation was impartial and all Commissioners voted in opposition.  With no other comment offered by 
any meeting attendees, the Review Committee unanimously voted that PSP’s completed internal 
investigation concerning Internal Case No. 21-0018-P was not considered impartial.     
 
 Chairperson Brown then moved the Review Committee to deliberations concerning its determination 
of completeness [Review Objective No. 3].  Based on information provided by PSP, Chairperson Brown 
explained that Commissioners must determine whether the completed internal investigation included evidence 
that investigators collected all relevant facts that were reasonably obtainable and conducted all relevant 
interviews.  Concerning Review Objective No. 3, Chairperson Brown indicated that the Review Committee 
had three questions.  First, Chairperson Brown reported that the Review Committee asked for clarification 
about statements.  For example, Chairperson Brown reported that PSP provided a summary of Trooper No. 1’s 
statement but that it failed to include any statement or summary thereof for Trooper No. 2 (back up officer 
who was first to respond to and arrive at the scene).  Chairperson Brown also reported that PSP did provide, 
and the Review Committee received a summary of Witness No. 1’s statement (truck driver who observed the 
altercation, observed the citizen’s vehicle strike the rear of his vehicle, and observed Troopers rendering aid 
to the citizen following the incident).  Chairperson Brown indicated Witness No. 1 was the only independent 
witness to the underlying incident.  During its Oral Presentation, PSP confirmed that the first responding 
Trooper who arrived on the scene was interviewed during its criminal and administrative investigations.  
However, Chairperson Brown reported that PSP’s written summary did not include any detailed information 
about what this Trooper observed and was unable to elaborate during its Oral Presentation and relinquished 
the floor to Review Committee Chairperson Hodge for deliberations. 
 
 After hearing the summary of information concerning Review Objective No. 3 [completeness], Review 
Committee Chairperson Hodge asked if there were any questions or other comments and recognized 
Commissioner Lappas.  Referring to previous discussions with PSP held during the Review Committee’s 
Executive Session, Commissioner Lappas reported that a very important issue in this case involved what 
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precipitated the initial contact between the citizen and the involved Trooper.  For example, Commissioner 
Lappas recalled that PSP informed the Review Committee the involved Trooper (based on his training and 
experience when evaluating the motorist’s movements) observed the citizen attempted to conceal himself 
behind the “B pillar” of his vehicle.  Commissioner Lappas noted PSP’s response was very fuzzy at best and 
added that the Review Committee was denied access to copies of PSP’s training materials.  When evaluating 
information concerning this determination provided by PSP, Commissioner Lappas stated that the Review 
Committee was left with an unsupported statement of the involved Trooper and/or adjudicator and that it is 
unsure of whether this incident represented an accurate detention and arrest.  For those reasons, Commissioner 
Lappas believed that PSP’s internal investigation was incomplete. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge reread the Review Committee’s definition of completeness 
[previously read into the record by Chairperson Brown above] and asked for a vote by Commissioners if no 
one else had any further comment.  With no other comment or question offered by any meeting attendees, 
the Review Committee unanimously voted that PSP’s completed internal investigation concerning 
Internal Case No. 21-0018-P was incomplete.       
       
 Next, Chairperson Brown moved the Review Committee to deliberations concerning whether the 
PSP’s adjudicatory findings were reasonable [Review Objective No. 4].  Based on information provided by 
PSP, Chairperson Brown explained that Commissioners must determine whether it received sufficient 
information to determine whether PSP’s adjudicator considered all relevant facts, including all known actions 
by the enforcement officer, and determine whether the adjudicator’s decision was reasonably based on a totality 
of the circumstances.  Here, Chairperson Brown reported that the Review Committee had two questions.  In 
response one question, PSP responded that the adjudicator considered all known facts.  Concerning whether 
the adjudicator addressed any performance issues or any potential policy violations, PSP responded that there 
were “None.”  Chairperson Brown then relinquished the floor to Review Committee Chairperson Hodge. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked if Commissioners had any questions or other comments 
or thoughts, opened the floor to discussion and recognized Commissioner Lappas.  Commissioner Lappas 
proposed that Commissioners vote against determining whether the adjudicator’s decision was reasonable and 
based on the totality of the circumstances since the Review Committee lacked sufficient information.  [On this 
subject, the Review Committee only received information that the adjudicator rendered the deadly use of force 
to be “Justified” and that the adjudicator’s decision was reviewed and affirmed.  No other Commissioners 
offered any comments or other thoughts.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge reread the Review 
Committee’s definition of reasonableness [previously read into the record by Chairperson Brown] and placed 
the determination to a vote.  Based on insufficient information and documentation, the Review Committee 
determined that the adjudicator’s decision was not reasonable.  With no other comment or question offered 
by any meeting attendees, the Review Committee unanimously voted that PSP’s adjudicator findings 
concerning Internal Case No. 21-0018-P was not reasonable. 
 
 After noting the Review Objective No. 5 [reasonableness of discipline] was not applicable since no 
discipline was issued in this case, Chairperson Brown moved the Review Committee to deliberations 
concerning whether the Review Committee identified any policy or training deficiencies [Review Objective 
No. 6] during their review of Internal Case No. 21-0018-P.  Chairperson Brown recounted that 
Commissioners engaged in various discussions revolving around the use of criminal indicators by law 
enforcement during traffic enforcement activity.  As an example, Chairperson Brown read into the record the 
Commission’s recent previous recommendation on this subject adopted on May 13, 2022 in conjunction with 
its review of Internal Case No. 21-0008-P as follows: 
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Recommendation No. 3 – Traffic Enforcement Activity Using Criminal Indicators  
Given national trends and initiatives, recent Pennsylvania case law, and recent legislation, 
the Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission recommends that 
the Pennsylvania State Police adopt a formal policy requiring either quarterly or annual 
analysis of traffic enforcement data to be made publicly available.  Data should include 
associated demographic information, duration of traffic stops, and other relevant 
information to determine the effectiveness of its use of criminal indicators in developing 
reasonable suspicion for initiating traffic stops and/or probable cause for subsequent 
vehicle searches.  Further, the Commission recommends that the Pennsylvania State 
Police should also use this data to evaluate whether the use of criminal indicators should 
continue in its current form. 

 
Chairperson Brown reported that the Commission awaited PSP’s response to the above recommendation and 
asked if the Review Committee had anything to add to this recommendation.  Similarly, Chairperson Brown 
stated that the Commission previously addressed taser deployment policies [later determined no longer be in 
issue requiring any action by the Review Committee] and issues related to post-incident interview protocols 
and procedures during previous reviews.  Here, Chairperson Brown noted that PSP confirmed the involved 
Trooper was able to view the Motor Vehicle Recording (MVR) before any interview.  Chairperson Brown 
noted that this was directly related to a previous recommendation of this Review Committee and adopted by 
the Commission on February 28, 2022 [which is provided for the record as follows: 
 

Recommendation No. 2 – Use of Force Post-Incident Interview Procedures  
The Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission 
recommends that the Pennsylvania State Police enhance its related policies to: 
a) prohibit members in officer-involved shootings or other use of force 
incidents from discussing any details of the incident both before and after the 
officers are interviewed in accordance with best practices offered by the 
Pennsylvania District Attorneys Association; 
b) prohibit members from viewing Mobile Video Recordings, Body Worn 
Cameras, or other video evidence prior to any criminal or administrative post-
incident interview regarding an officer-involved shooting or other use of force 
incident until a comprehensive record is obtained and the lead investigator(s) 
determines his or her investigation is complete; unless: 
(i) the County District Attorney or prosecuting attorney from the Office of 
Attorney General approves the viewing; and 
(ii) when viewing is permitted, require that appropriate factors be 
considered when exercising discretion to view video evidence and that such 
consideration is documented.  
c) ensure post-incident interviews are conducted as soon as practical 
following the conclusion of the 72-hour waiting period unless exigent 
circumstances exist.]  

Chairperson Brown reported that PSP (in its response to the above recommendation) recently informed the 
Commission it is awaiting the completion of a study [expected in the Fall of 2023] by the United States 
Attorney General and any related best practice guidance on this subject.   
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 Chairperson Brown stated that it is up to the Review Committee on whether it wished to repeat these 
two findings concerning its review of Internal Case No. 21-0018-P and relinquished the floor to Review 
Committee Chairperson Hodge for further discussion.  After hearing the summary provided by Chairperson 
Brown, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked if Commissioners had any additional questions or 
comments on whether the Review Committee identified any potential policy and/or training deficiencies.  No 
Commissioner asked any questions or offered any additional comment.  Chairperson Brown asked if the 
Review Committee had anything to add to the two previous findings and/or recommendations [regarding use 
of criminal indicators and post-incident interview protocols] and relinquished the floor back to Review 
Committee Chairperson Hodge.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked if the Review Committee had 
any enhancements to offer to the two previous findings and/or recommendations or whether it wished to restate 
the issues for the record and opened the floor to discussion. 
 
 Commissioner Lappas asked for clarification regarding the scope of the Review Committee’s vote, i.e., 
whether the Covered Agency complied with its current policy or whether the Covered Agency failed to 
properly consider the recommended changes offered by the Commission.  Concerning the use of criminal 
indicators, Commissioner Lappas noted that the Covered Agency was already in violation of the Commission’s 
previous recommendation.  Concerning viewing of video evidence prior to post-incident interviews, 
Commissioner Lappas stated that the Commission wished to ensure that statements are free from corruption 
as much as possible and are the product of the involved member’s own recollection.  If allowed to be viewed 
before getting a statement or sitting for an interview, Commissioner Lappas added that you run the risk of 
receiving potentially corrupted information. 
 
 [Commissioner Lappas was cautioned not to reveal specific information provided by PSP’s Chief 
Counsel during its Oral Presentation held during Executive Session regarding legal and other deliberative 
reasons for PSP’s position on this issue] 
 
 Commissioner Lappas also reported another issue in this case regarding the initial traffic stop itself.  
In response to the Review Committee’s specific questions, Commissioner Lappas reported that PSP confirmed 
the involved Trooper observed two traffic violations, i.e., following too closely, and driving in left lane too 
long, which he believed were very vague.  Here, Commissioner Lappas believed it was appropriate for the 
Review Committee to issue a similar finding regarding use of criminal indicators for pretextual traffic stops 
since it seems to be a classic case.  Commissioner Lappas believed further that the justification for the initial 
contact between the involved Trooper and the citizen was questionable, vague, and citizen lost his life as a 
result.  Consequently, Commissioner Lappas added that pretextual traffic stops should be disqualified. 
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Hodge also noted that the “criminal activity” observed by the involved 
Trooper here was that the citizen concealed himself behind the “B pillar” as he drove by, and the involved 
Trooper had no other information about the citizen at that time.  Then, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge 
noted that there was a reference to the citizen making “furtive” movements while in the vehicle during the 
traffic stop.  Commissioner Young agreed that such observations were very subjective and can easily lead to 
illegal profiling.  While she understood PSP’s inability to disclose law enforcement sensitive information, 
Commissioner Young asked why PSP could not simply provide the Review Committee with information to 
support its rationale for the practice, why criminal indicators exist and at least some information about PSP’s 
training on this issue.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge asked if Commissioners had any other questions 
or concerns, and none were offered. 
 
 Chairperson Brown asked for the Review Committee to move to decide whether the PSP’s completed 
internal investigation was performed in a manner consistent with standard law enforcement protocols and then 
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see if any deficiencies existed where the Review Committee agrees on findings and recommendations.  Based 
on the discussion and deliberation of Commissioners concerning Review Objective No. 6, Chairperson Brown 
summarized that the Review Committee identified continued issues with pretextual traffic stops and that the 
Review Committee lacked sufficient information about what are the indicators used to identify potential 
criminal activity and how they worked.  Consequently, Chairperson Brown indicated that the Review 
Committee can restate the Commission’s previous recommendation on this subject since it was applicable with 
respect to its review of Internal Case No. 21-0018-P and that he did not hear any additional recommendations 
or enhancements.  Because it was unable to neither corroborate or confirm whether PSP’s completed internal 
investigation was conducted in accordance with standard law enforcement protocols, Review Committee 
Chairperson Hodge asked Commissioners to vote, and all voted unanimously against such a determination.  
With no other comments or questions offered by any meeting attendees, the Review Committee 
unanimously voted that PSP’s completed internal investigation concerning Internal Case No. 21-0018-
P was not conducted in accordance with standard law enforcement protocols. 
 
 Chairperson Brown then asked the Review Committee to determine what, if any, policies and/or 
training required amendment or enhancement and relinquished the floor back to Review Committee 
Chairperson Hodge.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge noted the Commission’s previous 
recommendations regarding the viewing of body worn camera video evidence before post-incident interviews 
was still evident in this case.  Despite several repeated requests and specific questions posed to PSP [both in 
writing and verbally during its Oral Presentation], Review Committee Chairperson Hodge stated that the 
Review Committee lacked copies of and/or sufficient information related to PSP’s training concerning its use 
of criminal indicators.  As a direct result, Review Committee Chairperson Hodge noted that this lack of 
information did not allow the Review Committee to properly conclude if PSP’s policy and/or related training 
required any enhancement and possible amendment or if determined to be sufficient.  Commissioner Lappas 
concurred with Review Committee Chairperson Hodge’s position.  Review Committee Chairperson Hodge 
appreciated the work of the Review Committee concerning its review of Internal Case No. 21-0018-P. 
 
 Chairperson Brown asked for clarification regarding whether the Review Committee wished to reassert 
the Commission’s previous findings concerning viewing of use of force video evidence before post-incident 
interviews and use of criminal indicators.  For example, Chairperson Brown stated that the Review Committee 
may include such findings in paragraph format in its Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal 
Case No. 21-0018-P since these previous recommendations are publicly available and asked whether the 
Review Committee wished to enhance either of the two recommendations.  Given the sentiments expressed by 
both Commissioners Lappas and Young regarding the use of criminal indicators, Review Committee 
Chairperson Hodge believed that PSP needed to evaluate data and their use of this practice because the traffic 
stop in this case may have been inconsistent with PSP policy and/or training [but is unknown because the 
Review Committee only has half of the information].  Commissioners Lappas, Young and Bishop Jones along 
with Vice-Chairperson Pittinger all agreed. 
 
 At this time, Chairperson Brown asked for the Review Committee for a motion authorizing it to prepare 
a draft of its Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0018-P to include its 
preliminary determinations and findings.  Chairperson Brown added that the draft report would be sent to the 
Covered Agency and all Commissioners for an opportunity to respond and initial feedback on or before the 
Review Committee’s Special Meeting scheduled for July 25, 2022 at 1:00 p.m. in accordance with the 
Commission’s Bylaws and in preparation for consideration by the full Commission at its Regular (Quarterly) 
Meeting scheduled for August 5, 2022 at 10:00 a.m.  The motion was offered, seconded and no objections 
were noted. 
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 With no other business, questions, or general comment, Chairperson Brown thanked 
Commissioners and PSP representatives for their time and participation.   
 
 At 3:49 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 OSIG’s Bureau of Law Enforcement Oversight (BLEO) for assistance.   
 
At 3:50 p.m. Special Meeting of the Critical Incident Review Committee Adjourned 
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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 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 Wednesday, July 13, 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; Oral Presentations by
the Covered Agency related to and proposed schedule for completion of Internal Case Nos.
21-0017-P and 21-0018-P for the purpose of drafting and issuing Preliminary Investigative
Review Reports; 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 7, 2022;
(5) Approval of administrative and/or other procedural matters;
(6) Report and/or remarks by the Critical Incident Review Committee’s Chairperson;
(7) Opportunity for public comment;
(8) Discussion, deliberation and official action(s) for purposes of reaching preliminary Findings

and Conclusions in anticipation of drafting and issuing Preliminary Investigative Review
Reports for Internal Case Nos. 21-0017-P and 21-0018-P for further consideration which
will include: (i) whether the completed internal investigations of the Covered Agency were
prompt, fair, impartial, complete, and whether its adjudicatory findings and discipline (if any)
were reasonable; (ii) whether the substance of all related internal policies, procedures, controls,
regulations, guidance, practices and/or training of the Covered Agency are adequate and
effective and any additional questions, if any, posed to the Covered Agency’s representatives
based on Oral Presentations; and (iii) if not considered adequate and/or effective, the
identification of best practices and what recommendation(s), if any, which may be necessary
to minimize and/or reduce likelihood of future incidents;

(9) Opportunity for public comment.

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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