
 

 

 
 
 

Special Meeting of the Use of Force Review Committee 
DRAFT Meeting Minutes for 

Thursday, March 10, 2022, at 10:00 a.m. 
(Virtual Meeting via Microsoft Teams Platform) 

 
At 10:00 a.m. Executive Session [Call to Order, Roll Call and Opening Remarks by 

Commission Chairperson (Sha Brown) and Review Committee 
Chairperson (David Sonenshein)]  

 Sha S. Brown, Chairperson, called the Executive Session of the Pennsylvania State Law 
Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission’s (Commission) Use of Force Review Committee 
(Review Committee) to order and conducted a Roll Call – Commissioners David Sonenshein 
[Review Committee Chairperson], Joshua Maines, and the Commission’s Vice-Chairperson Beth 
Pittinger were present remotely and a quorum of the Review Committee was present.  Also in 
attendance remotely was Jalila Parker (the Commission’s Ex-Officio Member representing the 
Office of the Governor).  A copy of the Roll Call and Attendance Form is attached hereto and 
made a part hereof [see Attachment 1].  Chairperson Brown announced that the Commission’s 
Secretary (Jaimie Hicks) will be responsible for minutes of this meeting. 
 
 Chairperson Brown proceeded to provide an overview of the Review Committee’s 
proposed Special Meeting Agenda.  Chairperson Brown explained that the Review Committee will 
continue discussion of Internal Case No. 21-0005-P [holdover from its first Review Cycle] but is 
awaiting the receipt of additional requested documents and information (including a copy of the 
applicable collective bargaining agreement, confirmation of the availability of video evidence and 
clarification of policies related to the deployment of tasers) from the Department of Corrections 
(DOC).  Chairperson Brown informed the Review Committee that he submitted a request to the 
Covered Agency on March 8, 2022, and that the Review Committee will receive the requested 
information no later than March 22, 2022.  Based on its review thus far, Chairperson Brown 
summarized four areas previously identified by the Review Committee concerning potential policy 
and/or training deficiencies [Review Objective No. 6] including whether DOC’s Use of Force 
policy properly incorporates the objective reasonableness standard required by Graham v. Connor, 
jurisdictional issues when handing off subjects to county police departments for processing and 
duty to render medical assistance, policies related to energy weapon deployments, and whether 
DOC has a Mobile Vehicle Recorder/Body Worn Camera program.   
 
 Because it was awaiting the receipt of additional documents and/or information from DOC, 
the Review Committee scheduled another Special Meeting for March 23, 2022 at 10:00 a.m.  With 
no questions or other comments, the Executive Session ended at 10:19 a.m.    
 
At 10:30 a.m.  Public Session of Special Meeting Started and Recording Began 
 



 

At 10:30 a.m.  Call to Order, roll call, and Opening Announcements/Reminders by 
Commission Chairperson  

Chairperson Brown called the Special Meeting of the Commission’s Use of Force Review 
Committee to order, announced that the meeting was being recorded and participation in the 
meeting conferred consent to being recorded.  Chairperson Brown conducted a Roll Call and 
Commissioners David Sonenshein [Review Committee Chairperson], Joshua Maines and the 
Commission’s Vice-Chairperson Beth Pittinger were present remotely and a quorum of the Review 
Committee was present.  Commissioner Shawn Walker (recently appointed member to the Review 
Committee) was expected to participate but would be late to the meeting.  Jalila Parker (the 
Commission’s Ex-Officio Member representing the Office of the Governor) was also present 
remotely.  A copy of the Roll Call and Attendance Form is attached hereto and made a part hereof 
[see Attachment 1]. 
 
At 10:31 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 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 10:32 a.m. Motion to Approve Use of Force Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda 

by Unanimous Consent 
 Chairperson Brown asked for a motion to approve the Use of Force 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 Use of Force Review Committee’s Meeting Agenda by unanimous consent.  A copy of the 
Use of Force Review Committee’s March 10, 2022, Meeting Agenda, as adopted, is attached 
hereto, and made a part hereof [see Attachment 2]. 
  
  
At 10:32 a.m.  Motion to Approve Adoption of the Draft of the Use of Force Review 

Committee’s February 14, 2022, Meeting Minutes by Unanimous 
Consent 

 Chairman Brown asked for a Motion to approve the draft of the Use of Force Review 
Committee’s February 14, 2022, Meeting Minutes by unanimous consent.  The Motion was offered 
and seconded by Review Committee members.  Unanimous consent to approve adoption of the 
draft of the Use of Force Review Committee’s February 14, 2022, Meeting Minutes passed with 
no noted objections [a copy of the Meeting Minutes as adopted is available on the Review 
Committee’s webpage found at www.osig.pa.gov/PSLECAC]. 
 
At 10:33 a.m.  Other Review Committee Administrative Matters  

Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein did not have any administrative matters to 
discuss but remarked that the Review Committee looked forward to working with the Department 
of Corrections (DOC) [in connection with the competition of its review of Internal Case. No. 21-
0005-P] and yielded the floor back to Chairperson Brown. 
 

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


 

At 10:34 a.m. Discussion and Deliberation for The Purpose of Reaching Preliminary 
Findings and Conclusions in Anticipation of the Issuance of a 
Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-
0005-P 

 Chairperson Brown opened the discussion by re-reading a summary of the facts for 
Internal Case No. 21-0005-P as follows: 
 
[Internal Case Number #21-0005-P (case involving lower-level use of force (taser deployment) on July 26, 2016 
involving agents assigned to PSP Troop K in Philadelphia County); Not referred to County District Attorney; and 
Ruled Justified by DOC’s Chief Counsel (PA Board of Probation and Parole)]. 
 

On July 21, 2016, at or about 1245 hrs., a re-entrant was meeting with Agents at a PA Board of Probation and 
Parole office building in Philadelphia, PA.  While there, the re-entrant was asked to provide a urine sample so 
that it could be tested for the presence of illegal drugs.  The sample he provided was tested and it indicated 
that cocaine and THC were present in the urine.  A short time later, Agents met with the re-entrant and 
informed him that he was going to be taken into custody for having illegal drugs in his system.  The Agents 
attempted to handcuff the re-entrant.  The re-entrant broke free from their grasp and then attempted to flee 
down a nearby hallway.  Other Agents present in the building heard and observed what was occurring.  These 
Agents assisted with attempting to take the re-entrant into custody.  A physical struggle ensued.  One of these 
Agents removed his taser from his person but the re-entrant was able to knock the taser out of the Agent’s 
hand.  Another Agent in the area removed his taser from his person, inserted a cartridge into the taser, and 
deployed the taser in the direction of the re-entrant.  The taser probes made contact with the re-entrant’s 
person in his chest and groin area and the re-entrant fell to the floor.  While on the floor, several Agents 
attempted to restrain and handcuff the re-entrant.  The re-entrant continued to struggle with the 
Agents.  During this time, one of the taser wires became detached from the probe.  The Agent who deployed 
his taser then placed the taser against the re-entrant’s left shoulder and performed a drive stun.  Following 
this maneuver, the Agents were able to handcuff the re-entrant.  Agents also placed leg restraints and a spit 
mask on the re-entrant and were able to remove the probe from the re-entrant’s chest. EMS and the 
Philadelphia Police Department were contacted.  When EMS arrived, the taser probe attached to the re-
entrant’s groin fell off without having to be removed.  EMS evaluated the re-entrant and intended to take the 
re-entrant to a hospital to be examined.  Before that occurred, Philadelphia Police Officers took custody of 
the re-entrant and began to transport him to the police station.  While enroute to that location, the re-entrant 
complained of chest pains.  The Philadelphia Police Officers then took the re-entrant directly to a hospital 
rather than the police station.  During the incident, it was reported that two of the Agents involved in this 
incident sustained injuries.  Following this incident, all investigative reports and materials were reviewed by 
several different levels of supervision throughout the PA Department of Probation and Parole’s chain of 
command.  It was decided that appropriate levels of force were used.    

 
 Chairperson Brown summarized the committee’s Review Objectives which included 
reaching determinations as to whether DOC’s completed internal investigation of the matter 
currently under consideration was prompt, fair, impartial, and complete in accordance with 
standard law enforcement protocols, whether DOC’s adjudicatory findings were reasonable under 
a totality of circumstances, whether discipline (if any) was reasonable under just cause standards 
and whether any policy or training deficiencies exist based on a review of DOC’s internal policies 
and procedures and best practice guidelines.  If policy and/or training deficiencies are identified, 
the Review Committee will develop and propose recommendations to address those deficiencies 
along with identifying the root cause(s) of the underlying incident.   
 
 At this time, Chairperson Brown opened the floor to public comment and no public 
comment was offered. 
 



 

 Chairperson Brown proceeded to open discussion and deliberation of whether DOC’s 
completed internal investigation was prompt and fair [Review Objective No. 1].  To make this 
determination, the Review Committee will review how the internal investigation was conducted 
as compared to department policy and requirements of relevant collective bargaining agreement(s) 
to confirm that the investigation was conducted in a prompt and fair manner.  To this end, 
Chairperson Brown informed the Review Committee that, on March 8, 2022, he requested a copy 
of the collective bargaining agreement (CBA) between DOC and the union representing the 
employee(s) involved in the matter.  Chairperson Brown said the CBA was needed to confirm that 
the statute of limitations for internal investigations was met (prompt) and that specific protected 
rights for Covered Agency employees were met (fair).  Chairperson Brown stated that information 
was expected no later than March 22, 2022.  Consequently, the Review Committee moved, 
without objection, to table final deliberation of whether DOC’s completed internal 
investigation was prompt and fair [Review Objective No. 1] until its next meeting scheduled 
for March 23, 2022. 
 
 Chairperson Brown then moved the Review Committee’s discussion and deliberation to 
reaching a determination of whether DOC’s completed internal investigation was impartial 
[Review Objective No. 2].  To make this determination, Commissioners reviewed agency policy 
designed to ensure fairness and impartiality to ensure that the internal investigations was conducted 
in compliance with that policy; and determine whether any conflict of interest exists based on all 
known information.  Based on its review, Chairperson Brown commented that there was no 
indication of a conflict of interest and reported that DOC records indicated DOC’s review included 
seven layers of review which limits the risk of bias (i.e., Agent/Officer Involved (completes Use 
of Force “Blue Team” Report); Supervisor (conducts investigation and approves initial report for 
submission); Deputy District Director (reviews and approves initial report); District Director (upon 
review, added more information regarding medical attention and then approved); Eastern Regional 
Director (“Adjudicator” approved use of force and determined Agent/Officer acted according to 
policy); Director of Supervisors (approved the report and forwarded to Chief Counsel); and Chief 
Counsel (reviewed, approved, and closed the investigation). Review Committee Chairperson 
Sonenshein commented there was no reason to suspect the internal investigation was not impartial 
and Commissioner Maines and Vice-Chairperson Pittinger agreed.  Review Committee 
Chairperson Sonenshein asked if the Review Committee was waiting on the receipt of any 
additional information from the Covered Agency and Chairperson Brown responded that there was 
no outstanding information for this Review Objective.   
 
 At this time, Chairperson Brown opened the floor to public comment and no public 
comment was offered.  Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein then moved for the 
Review Committee to determine that the internal investigation was deemed impartial, and 
the motion was seconded without objection. 
 
 Chairperson Brown then moved the Review Committee’s discussion and deliberation to 
reaching a determination of whether DOC’s completed internal investigation was complete 
[Review Objective No. 3].  To make this determination, Commissioners reviewed records 
contained in the completed internal investigative file to ensure all relevant facts that were 
reasonably obtainable were collected and all relevant interviews were conducted.  Chairperson 
Brown summarized that DOC’s completed investigative file indicated that the Agent’s Report was 



 

completed, reviewed, and approved, written statements from all witnesses were secured and 
collected, a Taser Download Report was created and reviewed, and the investigation and 
adjudicatory findings underwent a seven-step approval process.  However, the Review Committee 
was unable to determine whether any audio/visual evidence of the incident was available.  
Consequently, Chairperson Brown reported that on March 8, 2022, the Review Committee 
requested a copy of any audio/visual recordings made capturing the incident as well as any relevant 
policies which are expected no later than March 22, 2022.   
 
 Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein commented that DOC’s policy does not define 
whether a taser is considered an “impact weapon” and would like to ask the Covered Agency how 
it defines “impact weapon.”  Chairperson Brown stated that the Review Committee is seeking 
clarification of DOC’s policies, i.e., whether DOC has a standalone Taser Deployment Policy or 
whether use of tasers is only imbedded and where does it fall within its Use of Force Policy, 
whether a taser is considered an impact weapon, etc., in its March 8, 2022 request to DOC for 
additional information.  Chairperson Brown suggested the Review Committee table further 
discussion on its final determination of Review Objective No. 3 until the requested documents and 
information is received.  Commissioner Maines agreed policies and clarification was necessary 
and Vice-Chairperson Pittinger agreed.  Consequently, the Review Committee moved, without 
objection, to table final deliberation of whether DOC’s completed internal investigation was 
considered complete [Review Objective No. 3] until its next meeting scheduled for March 23, 
2022. 
 
 Chairperson Brown then moved the Review Committee’s discussion and deliberation to 
reaching a determination of whether DOC’s adjudicatory findings were considered reasonable 
[Review Objective No. 4].  To reach this determination, Commissioners reviewed the Adjudication 
Report to ensure that all relevant facts were considered, including all known actions by the 
enforcement officer(s), and determine whether the adjudicator’s decision was reasonable based on 
a totality of the circumstances.  Although it appeared all relevant facts were properly 
considered by the adjudicator, the Review Committee moved, without objection, to table this 
discussion until all information requested from the Covered Agency was received.   
 
 Chairperson Brown then moved the Review Committee’s discussion and deliberation to 
reaching a determination of whether discipline (if any) was considered reasonable [Review 
Objective No. 5].  To reach this determination, Commissioners were required to compare the 
discipline issued (if any) to past disciplinary precedent to confirm that the discipline was 
reasonable and consistent with the Covered Agency’s just cause standard, rules and regulations, 
collective bargaining agreements, and/or grievance and arbitration decisions.  However, 
Chairperson Brown reported that Review Objective No. 5 was not applicable to this review 
since no discipline was issued in this matter. 
 
 Chairperson Brown then moved the Review Committee’s discussion and deliberation to 
determining whether any policy or training deficiencies exist [Review Objective No. 6] based on 
its review of DOC’s completed internal investigation.  To make this determination, Commissioners 
compared the facts and circumstances described in the Covered Agency’s completed internal 
investigation with relevant department policies, department training, and best practice guidelines 
to determine if any policy or training deficiencies were apparent.  Where deficiencies are 



 

identified, the Review Committee will propose recommendations for corrective action(s) to the 
Covered Agency.  Chairperson Brown raised four areas identified by the Review Committee for 
further consideration (with three of those areas concerning DOC’s Use of Force policy, i.e., 
compliance with “objective reasonableness” standard, duty to render aid, and mobile video 
recording/body worn camera program).  First, Chairperson Brown opened discussion and 
deliberation as to whether the DOC’s Use of Force policy sufficiently satisfied the “objective 
reasonableness” standard and comported with Supreme Court precedent required by Graham v. 
Connor.  Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein stated that DOC’s Use of Force policy was 
the most complete and robust policy the Commission reviewed to date Use of Force policy and 
incorporated best practices by using a use of force continuum.  Review Committee Chairperson 
recalled asking DOC [during its Oral Presentation] whether its policy was working in practice and 
DOC responded “Yes” and it did not place employees at a disadvantage or risk safety.  
Nonetheless, and like the policies of other Covered Agencies, Review Committee Chairperson 
Sonenshein said he failed to identify use of the word “objective” in the policy itself to directly 
reflect use of objective reasonableness when reviewing use of force incidents.  While he was 
confident that DOC’s training program incorporated use of the required “objective reasonableness” 
standard, Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein remarked that he would like to know more 
about the extent of DOC’s training to ensure compliance (i.e., Commissioners are very familiar 
with the Pennsylvania State Police’s (PSP) training program, visited PSP’s training academy, 
participated in cadet training, etc.).  Chairperson Brown replied that he would engage the Covered 
Agency to discuss making such arrangements. 
 
 Commissioner Maines agreed with Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein and 
commented that DOC’s Use of Force policy appears to place the employee’s perception in the 
forefront to use such level of force consistent with training and experience, but while the perception 
needs to be reasonable, and the policy does not explicitly state “objectively reasonable.”  However, 
Commissioner Maines added that there were many things he liked about DOC’s policy, i.e., use 
of force must end if subject stops resisting, and applauded the Covered Agency for such efforts 
and forethought.  Vice-Chairperson Pittinger remarked that DOC’s Use of Force policy was the 
most refined policy of those reviewed thus far and captured the correct intent, i.e., point where you 
stop using force (cannot keep going), but also agreed the policy language needs to clearly address 
use of the “objective reasonableness” standard.  Chairperson Brown suggested to the Review 
Committee that a recommendation be made to the Covered Agency to draft new policy language 
explicitly addressing use of the “objective reasonableness” standard when investigating use of 
force incidents.   
 
 At this time, Chairperson Brown opened the floor to public comment and no public 
comment was offered.  Chairperson Brown then asked for a motion to include a recommendation 
requiring a definition for and explicit use of an “objective reasonableness” standard when 
investigating use of force incidents.  Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein then moved 
for the Review Committee to add this recommendation in its Preliminary Investigative 
Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0005-P, and the motion was seconded without 
objection. 
 



 

 Second, Chairperson Brown then raised the issue of the duty render aid policy when a use 
of force incident occurs.  Chairperson Brown read the pertinent part of DOC’s policy into the 
record as follows: 
 

Use of Force Policy (Duty to Render Aid): Under Medical Attention Physical 
Control – anytime an employee causes injury by striking a subject or the subject 
complains of injury, the employee shall: (1) Immediately call emergency medical 
personnel or transport the subject to the nearest emergency medical facility for 
medical attention; and (2) Contact the employees’ supervisor and advise the 
supervisor of the nature of the injury as soon as possible.   

 
Chairperson Brown reported that the policy was followed appropriately in this instance because 
both emergency medical services (EMS) and a supervisor were contacted, and a supervisor was 
on the scene.  However, the Review Committee required clarification of whether taser deployments 
equaled “striking” as described in the above policy, what internal policy[ies] covered taser 
deployments and whether a taser was considered an “impact weapon” (thereby triggering the duty 
to render aid).   
 
 Review Committee Chairperson remarked that DOC’s policy was very good, the 
supervisor was contacted and on the scene as required and that EMS was contacted immediately 
after the subject was controlled.  However, Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein 
questioned how the “hand off” of the subject in custody to local police impacted the ability to 
receive treatment.  Specifically, Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein asked how the “hand 
off” process worked, and who was responsible for ensuring proper medical treatment once the 
need is identified, i.e., is it DOC or local police.  Chairperson Brown then reviewed the chronology 
of events, i.e., EMS was contacted and arrived on scene in preparation for transport to hospital; 
but Philadelphia local police arrived and took custody of subject for purposes of transport to police 
station; while on way to police station, subject complained of chest pains and Philadelphia local 
police then takes subject to hospital.  While DOC met duty, i.e., immediately called EMS for 
transport to hospital, Philadelphia local police took custody from EMS.  Review Committee 
Chairperson Sonenshein stated that it appeared DOC exercised duty and questioned whether there 
was a written policy or other agreement that dictated when custody is transferred between third 
parties external to DOC.  Chairperson Brown stated that there are circumstances where there is 
“concurrent custody” of a subject and other “custody to custody” transfers between law 
enforcement agencies and questioned whether custody can be transferred to EMS.  Vice-
Chairperson Pittinger also remarked that DOC did what was required, but the issue became murky 
when the “hand off” of the subject to local police occurred, i.e., whose prisoner was this?, and 
expressed concerns about the continuity of medical care after a use of force incident.  
Commissioner Maines agreed that the continuum of medical care needs to be provided regardless 
of what entity has custody of the individual. 
 
 Chairperson Brown proposed that the Review Committee offer a motion to include a 
recommendation that if any use of force incident involves injury or the subject complains of injury 
that medical care be secured before transfer to another law enforcement entity or a change in 
custody.  Commissioner Maines explained that a detainee of parole would have to be released to 
another law enforcement agency for transport to a jail (thereby releasing custody to a third party 
in practice who is not under the control of DOC).  Though he provided his support for the 



 

recommendation,  Commissioner Maines suggested including language discerning the 
responsibilities of the Covered Agency versus those of the local police after a change in custody. 
  
 At this time, Chairperson Brown opened the floor to public comment and no public 
comment was offered.  Chairperson Brown then asked for a motion to include a recommendation 
that if any use of force incident involved apparent injury or if medical treatment is requested that 
medical care be secured before transfer to another law enforcement entity.  Review Committee 
Chairperson Sonenshein then moved for the Review Committee to add this recommendation 
in its Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0005-P, and the 
motion was seconded without objection. 
   
 Chairperson Brown informed the Review Committee that discussion and deliberation of 
any proposed recommendation(s) concerning taser deployments would need to be tabled until 
additional information, i.e., confirmation of standalone policy, where does taser deployment fall 
within DOC’s use of force continuum, etc., was received from the Covered Agency.  The Review 
Committee moved to table further discussion and deliberation concerning any proposed 
recommendations related to taser deployments, without objection, until its next meeting scheduled 
for March 23, 2022. 
 
   Lastly, Chairperson Brown then opened the floor to discussion and deliberation regarding 
whether the Review Committee wished to offer a proposed recommendation that the Covered 
Agency adopt a program and policy for MVR, Interview Room Recording (IRR), and Body Worn 
Cameras.  Chairperson Brown stated that the Review Committee was awaiting information about 
whether DOC has a program covering audio and video evidence and details of any relevant 
policies, if any.  Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein remarked that he promotes the use 
of body worn cameras, i.e., benefits of capturing law enforcement encounters and activity, and that 
similar recommendations were made to other Covered Agencies regarding implementation of a 
body worn camera program in accordance with best practices, i.e., PSP was already engaged in 
procurement and the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) exploring the 
possibility of such availability and implementation.  Both Commissioner Maines and Vice-
Chairperson Pittinger agreed.  The Review Committee moved, without objection, to recommend 
the implementation of body worn camera program for the Covered Agency. 
 
 At this time, Chairperson Brown opened the floor to public comment and no public 
comment was offered.  Chairperson Brown then asked for a motion to include a recommendation 
(like recommendations made to PSP and DCNR) regarding implementation of a body worn camera 
program.  Review Committee Chairperson Sonenshein then moved for the Review Committee 
to add this recommendation in its Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal Case 
No. 21-0005-P, and the motion was seconded without objection. 
 
 Chairperson Brown then summarized items tabled for further discussion, deliberation, and 
official action of the Review Committee regarding Internal Case No. 21-0005-P including Review 
Objective Nos. 1 (promptness and fairness), 3 (completeness) and 4 (reasonableness of 
adjudicatory findings), analysis of polices related to energy weapon deployments (whether use of 
a taser equaled “striking,” definition of “impact weapon.” Additionally, Chairperson Brown 
summarized the Review Committee’s three proposed recommendations (definition and explicit 



 

use of “objective reasonableness” standard, ensuring medical treatment is secured following use 
of force incidents resulting in injury or if requested before transfer of custody, and implementation 
of a body worn camera program.  
 
 At this time, Chairperson Brown opened the floor to public comment and no public 
comment was offered.   
 
 With no further business, Chairperson Brown announced that the Review Committee will 
meet on March 23, 2022 to complete its review and issue a draft of its Preliminary Investigative 
Review Report for Internal Case No. 21-0005-P for initial consideration by DOC in preparation of 
its meeting with DOC scheduled for April 1, 2022. 
 
At 11:19 p.m. Announcements 

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 11:20 a.m.  Special Meeting of Use of Force Review Committee Adjourned 
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Pennsylvania State Law Enforcement Citizen Advisory Commission 
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‘

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

USE OF FORCE 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 Use of Force 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 Thursday, March 10, 2022, at 10:00am (Executive Session) and at 
10:30am [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; Recap of previous
confidential and pre-deliberative discussions related to and proposed schedule for completion of
the review of Internal Case No. 21-0005-P for purposes of issuing a Preliminary Investigative
Review Report; and other administrative matters];

(2) Call to Order and Roll Call [expected to begin at approximately 10:30am];
(3) Acceptance of Meeting Agenda;
(4) Approval and adoption of previous Special Meeting Minutes from February 14, 2022;
(5) Approval of administrative and/or other procedural matters;
(6) Report by the Use of Force Review Committee’s Chairperson;
(7) Opportunity for public comment; and
(8) Discussion, deliberation and official action(s) for purposes of reaching preliminary Findings and

Conclusions in anticipation of issuing a Preliminary Investigative Review Report for Internal
Case No. 21-0005-P which will include: (i) whether the completed internal investigation of the
Covered Agency was prompt, fair, impartial, complete, and reasonable; (ii) whether the substance
of all related use of force and any other relevant internal policies, procedures, controls, regulations,
guidance, practices and/or training of the Covered Agency applicable to Internal Case No. 21-
0005-P are adequate and effective; and (iii) if not considered adequate and/or effective, what
recommendation(s), if any, may be necessary to minimize and/or reduce likelihood of future
incidents.

Individuals having questions regarding this Special Meeting of the Commission’s Use of Force 
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 

ATTACHMENT 2

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

