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I. INTRODUCTION 

Requester appeals the Pennsylvania State Police's September 24, 2026 Final Response to 
RTKL Request No. 2026-3632. 

This appeal does not ask the Office of Open Records ("OOR") to compel PSP to disclose 
investigative strategy, witness statements, investigative conclusions, the identity of an 
investigative target, or other information that PSP establishes is exempt under Section 
708(b)(16) of the Right-to-Know Law ("RTKL"). 

Rather, this appeal presents a narrower threshold issue: 

Has PSP adequately established that it conducted a good-faith search reasonably 
calculated to identify all records responsive to the separately enumerated categories of 
the Request, and has PSP adequately accounted for the disposition of those categories? 

PSP's Final Response and accompanying verification identify five General Offense Reports as 
responsive records and assert exemptions applicable to those reports and their investigative 
components. The response does not, however, clearly establish whether the separately 
requested interagency communications, prosecutorial communications, communications with 
counsel, administrative-processing records, dissemination records, interview-related records, 
evidence-processing records, and other categories were: 

1.​ located and determined to be components of one or more identified General Offense 
Reports; 

2.​ located independently of those reports and withheld pursuant to a claimed exemption; 
3.​ searched for but determined not to exist; or 
4.​ not separately searched for in repositories reasonably likely to contain such records. 



Requester therefore seeks review of PSP's search and evidentiary showing, rather than an 
order requiring disclosure of information PSP actually demonstrates to constitute exempt 
criminal-investigative material. 

II. PSP'S FINAL RESPONSE AND VERIFICATION 
PSP's September 24, 2026 Final Response identifies five responsive General Offense Reports: 

●​ PA 2022-1355945; 
●​ PA 2025-356971; 
●​ PA 2022-1212143; 
●​ PA 2024-1597782; and 
●​ PA 2025-384602. 

PSP further represents that PA 2024-1597782 and PA 2025-384602 concern "open and ongoing 
criminal investigations," and that supplemental records will be added as those investigations 
continue. 

The accompanying verification of Elizabeth Snyder states, in substance, that she searched the 
relevant PSP databases where responsive information may be stored, identified the five 
General Offense Reports, personally examined those reports, and determined that they 
document investigative activities performed by PSP personnel. 

Requester does not presently dispute that a General Offense Report, or records actually 
demonstrated to be components of a criminal investigation, may qualify for protection under 
Section 708(b)(16). 

The problem is different. 

The Request did not seek only General Offense Reports. 

III. THE REQUEST SOUGHT SEPARATELY IDENTIFIABLE 
CATEGORIES OF RECORDS 
The underlying Request sought multiple categories of existing PSP records, including, among 
other categories: 

●​ records concerning receipt and processing of information supplied to PSP; 
●​ investigative and administrative communications; 
●​ communications among PSP and other law-enforcement agencies; 
●​ communications involving the Chester County District Attorney's Office; 
●​ communications involving Requester's then-counsel; 
●​ records involving East Pikeland Township Police Department; 
●​ records involving East Whiteland Township Police Department; 



●​ dissemination and routing records; 
●​ records concerning investigative assignments and supervisory activity; 
●​ interview-related records, including reports, summaries, notes, recordings, or 

documentation; 
●​ evidence-processing records; and 
●​ other specifically described records concerning the investigative matters identified in the 

Request. 

These were not merely alternative descriptions of a General Offense Report. They identified 
different types of agency records that may reasonably exist in different PSP systems, 
communications repositories, investigative files, evidence systems, or custodial locations. 

Yet PSP's verification proceeds from its database search directly to the identification of five 
General Offense Reports. 

It does not clearly explain whether PSP searched for each of the separately requested 
categories or whether PSP determined that every responsive record in every category is 
contained within those five reports and their components. 

IV. PSP HAS NOT ADEQUATELY ESTABLISHED THE 
SCOPE OF ITS SEARCH 
Under the RTKL, an agency bears the burden of establishing the factual predicates supporting 
its denial. 

A good-faith search should be reasonably calculated to uncover responsive records. Where a 
request identifies multiple categories of records potentially maintained in different repositories or 
by different custodians, identification of some responsive records does not necessarily establish 
that the agency searched for all responsive records. 

PSP's verification states generally that a search was performed of relevant PSP databases 
where responsive information may be stored. 

However, the verification does not clearly identify: 

1.​ which databases or repositories were searched for the separately requested 
communications; 

2.​ whether PSP email or other communications repositories were searched; 
3.​ whether relevant custodians were identified or consulted; 
4.​ whether records associated with communications between PSP and the Chester County 

District Attorney's Office were searched; 
5.​ whether communications between PSP and East Pikeland Township Police Department 

were searched; 



6.​ whether communications between PSP and East Whiteland Township Police Department 
were searched; 

7.​ whether communications involving Requester's then-counsel were searched; 
8.​ whether interview-related, evidence-processing, dissemination, routing, administrative, 

or supervisory records were separately searched for; or 
9.​ whether PSP determined that all such records, if they exist, are incorporated into the five 

identified General Offense Reports. 

This distinction matters because the OOR separately evaluates whether a particular responsive 
record is exempt and whether additional responsive records exist. 

Requester therefore respectfully submits that identifying five responsive General Offense 
Reports does not, standing alone, establish that PSP conducted a search reasonably calculated 
to locate all records responsive to the Request. 

V. PSP HAS NOT ADEQUATELY ACCOUNTED FOR THE 
SEPARATELY REQUESTED INTERAGENCY AND 
PROSECUTORIAL COMMUNICATIONS 
Of particular relevance, the Request expressly encompassed communications involving multiple 
governmental and law-enforcement entities concerning the identified matters. 

The Final Response does not establish whether responsive communications between PSP and 
the Chester County District Attorney's Office exist. 

Likewise, it does not establish whether responsive communications between PSP and East 
Pikeland Township Police Department or East Whiteland Township Police Department exist. 

Nor does it clearly account for responsive communications involving Requester's then-counsel. 

Requester does not ask the OOR to require PSP to reveal the substance of an exempt 
investigative communication merely because that communication exists. 

Instead, Requester challenges whether PSP has established what happened to these 
specifically requested categories. 

For example, the present record does not allow the Requester or OOR to determine whether: 

●​ responsive PSP–District Attorney communications were located and incorporated into 
one of the identified investigative files; 

●​ responsive PSP–District Attorney communications exist separately and were withheld; 
●​ no such responsive communications were located after an appropriate search; 



or whether PSP simply treated the five General Offense Reports as dispositive of the broader 
Request. 

The same uncertainty applies to communications involving East Pikeland, East Whiteland, and 
Requester's then-counsel. 

PSP should be required to meet its evidentiary burden concerning those categories. 

VI. THE INVESTIGATIVE EXEMPTION DOES NOT 
ELIMINATE THE NEED TO ESTABLISH THAT 
RESPONSIVE RECORDS WERE LOCATED AND FALL 
WITHIN THE EXEMPTION 
Requester recognizes that Section 708(b)(16) can protect correspondence and other records 
that relate to or result from a criminal investigation. 

Accordingly, Requester does not argue categorically that an email, interagency communication, 
interview record, or other correspondence cannot constitute an investigative record. 

The narrower issue is whether PSP has demonstrated that the particular records responsive to 
the Request were actually located and determined to fall within the claimed exemption. 

An exemption applicable to a General Offense Report cannot substitute for evidence 
establishing either: 

1.​ that additional responsive records do not exist; or 
2.​ that additional responsive records were located and themselves satisfy the asserted 

exemption. 

If PSP's position is that all responsive interagency communications, prosecutorial 
communications, interview documentation, evidence-processing records, administrative records, 
and other requested materials are components of one or more of the five identified General 
Offense Reports, PSP can establish that proposition through competent evidence without 
revealing their substantive investigative contents. 

If PSP's position is instead that no additional responsive records exist, PSP likewise can 
establish the search performed and the resulting nonexistence of additional responsive records 
through competent evidence. 

The present response does neither with sufficient clarity. 

 



VII. PSP'S IDENTIFICATION OF TWO "OPEN AND 
ONGOING" INVESTIGATIONS DOES NOT RESOLVE THE 
SEARCH ISSUE 
PSP affirmatively states that General Offense Report Nos. PA 2024-1597782 and PA 
2025-384602 concern "open and ongoing criminal investigations." 

Requester does not ask OOR to identify the target or subject of either investigation. 

Requester likewise does not ask OOR to determine whether Requester is a suspect, 
complainant, victim, witness, source of evidence, or other involved person. 

Nor does Requester seek disclosure of the direction, progress, strategy, findings, or anticipated 
result of either investigation. 

PSP's identification of multiple responsive investigations instead reinforces the need for an 
adequate accounting of the separately requested record categories. 

The Request concerns multiple events, communications, agencies, individuals, and 
investigative activities. Without an adequate evidentiary explanation, it cannot be determined 
whether the requested interagency and prosecutorial communications were located, to which 
investigative matter they relate, whether they exist outside the identified General Offense 
Reports, or whether no such records were found. 

VIII. CONTEXT REGARDING WITNESS-RELATED 
INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY 
Requester provides the following limited context not to ask OOR to adjudicate any criminal, 
constitutional, discovery, or prosecutorial issue, but to explain why the separately requested 
communications and investigative categories are material to determining whether PSP 
adequately responded to the Request. 

Requester was directly informed that PSP was investigating alleged witness intimidation 
associated with Requester's criminal proceedings. 

The individual affected by the alleged conduct was an intended defense witness. That individual 
ultimately was neither subpoenaed nor called at Requester's May 30, 2025 trial, and Requester 
maintains that additional conduct affecting that witness continued through the period 
immediately preceding trial. 

The Request therefore specifically sought records capable of establishing the documentary 
history of governmental handling of the reported conduct, including communications involving 
PSP, other law-enforcement agencies, the prosecuting authority, and counsel. 



PSP's present response does not establish whether either investigation it now characterizes as 
"open and ongoing" corresponds to that reported investigative activity. 

Requester does not ask OOR to decide that question. 

Likewise, Requester does not ask OOR to adjudicate whether any responsive record constitutes 
exculpatory evidence, impeachment evidence, discovery material, or information subject to 
disclosure under Brady v. Maryland, Giglio v. United States, Pennsylvania Rule of Criminal 
Procedure 573, or any other criminal-procedure authority. 

Those questions are outside the limited purpose of this RTKL appeal. 

Rather, this context demonstrates why PSP's accounting of the separately requested records 
matters: the Final Response does not establish whether responsive interagency and 
prosecutorial communications exist, were located, are contained within identified investigative 
files, exist independently, or were determined not to exist. 

IX. THE OOR SHOULD DISTINGUISH NONEXISTENCE 
FROM EXEMPTION 
For each properly requested category of records, the RTKL analysis necessarily depends upon 
what PSP actually possesses. 

Conceptually, a responsive category may produce at least three outcomes: 

1.​ responsive public records exist and must be produced; 
2.​ responsive records exist but PSP establishes that an exemption permits or requires 

withholding; or 
3.​ after a good-faith search, PSP establishes that responsive records do not exist within its 

possession, custody, or control. 

PSP's present response leaves unresolved which of those outcomes applies to numerous 
separately requested categories. 

This is not a request that PSP create a new record or answer interrogatories. 

Requester seeks only an adequate evidentiary showing concerning PSP's search for, and 
disposition of, the existing records described in the original Request. 

X. REQUESTER DOES NOT SEEK TO MODIFY THE 
UNDERLYING REQUEST 
Requester expressly limits this appeal to records encompassed by the original Request. 



Requester does not seek through this appeal to add a new request concerning current access 
to Octorara Area School District property, the present legal effect of any historical trespass 
warning or exclusion directive, or any other record category not encompassed by the original 
Request. 

Any such issue may be addressed separately through a future RTKL request. 

The present appeal concerns only whether PSP adequately searched for and accounted for the 
records already requested in RTKL Request No. 2026-3632. 

XI. REQUEST FOR RELIEF 
For the foregoing reasons, Requester respectfully asks the Office of Open Records to: 

1.​ determine whether PSP has established through competent evidence that it conducted a 
good-faith search reasonably calculated to identify all records responsive to each 
category of the Request; 

2.​ require PSP, to the extent necessary to satisfy its burden, to provide competent evidence 
describing the scope of its search for the separately requested communications, 
interagency records, prosecutorial communications, communications involving counsel, 
administrative records, dissemination records, interview-related records, 
evidence-processing records, and other categories contained in the Request; 

3.​ determine whether PSP has established whether additional responsive records exist 
within its possession, custody, or control; 

4.​ require PSP to establish the applicability of any asserted exemption to responsive 
records or categories of records actually located; 

5.​ order disclosure of any responsive public records for which PSP fails to establish an 
applicable exemption; and 

6.​ grant such other relief as the OOR determines appropriate under the RTKL. 

Requester does not request an order compelling PSP to create a record, answer 
interrogatories, identify the target or subject of an investigation, reveal investigative strategy or 
conclusions, disclose witness statements, or produce material PSP actually establishes to be 
exempt under Section 708(b)(16). 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ryan Miller​
Requester 

Date: _September 24, 2026____ 



APPENDIX A 

CATEGORY-BY-CATEGORY ACCOUNTING OF PSP'S 
RESPONSE 
The following chart compares the discrete categories of records contained in Requester's 
August 18, 2026 Right-to-Know Law Request with the Pennsylvania State Police's September 
24, 2026 Final Response and supporting verification. 

This Appendix is not offered to require PSP to create a new record, answer questions, identify 
an investigative target, or disclose material actually established to be exempt under the RTKL. It 
illustrates the narrower issue raised in this appeal: whether PSP's identification of five General 
Offense Reports adequately accounts for the separately described categories of existing 
records sought by Requester. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Category Records Actually 
Requested 

What PSP's 
Final 

Response / 
Verification 
Establishes 

Unresolved Search or 
Disposition Issue 

1 — Receipt of 
Investigative 
Materials 

Records documenting 
receipt, retrieval, 
transfer, inventory, 
processing, evaluation, 
storage, or disposition of 
investigative materials 
received from East 
Pikeland Township 
Police Department and 
East Whiteland 
Township Police 
Department, including 
reports, recordings, 
photographs, digital 
evidence, documents, 
correspondence, 
investigative 
submissions, evidence 
logs, chain-of-custody 
documentation, and 
inventory records. 

PSP states 
generally that its 
search identified 
five responsive 
General 
Offense Reports 
and that those 
reports and their 
components are 
exempt. 

PSP does not state 
whether records 
documenting the receipt or 
transfer of materials from 
EPPD or EWPD were 
separately located; whether 
evidence logs, transfer 
records, chain-of-custody 
records, inventories, 
correspondence, or 
investigative submissions 
exist; whether those 
records are components of 
one or more identified 
reports; or whether no 
additional responsive 
records were located. 

2 — 
Investigative 
Assignment 

Records documenting 
assignment of 
investigators and 
supervisory personnel, 
investigative referrals, 
investigative memoranda 
and planning, requests 
for investigative 
assistance, supervisory 
review, investigative 
status, and investigative 
disposition. 

PSP identifies 
five General 
Offense 
Reports, 
including two it 
describes as 
open and 
ongoing 
criminal 
investigations. 

PSP does not state 
whether assignment, 
referral, supervisory, 
planning, status, or 
disposition records were 
searched for or located; 
whether they are 
incorporated into identified 
investigative files; or 
whether no additional 
responsive records exist. 
The identification of two 
ongoing investigations 
does not itself account for 
the requested assignment 
and supervisory records. 



3 — 
Investigative 
Communication
s 

Communications among 
PSP personnel 
concerning Requester 
and investigative 
materials received from 
EPPD or EWPD, 
including emails, 
memoranda, internal 
messaging, investigative 
notes, 
case-management 
entries, supervisory 
communications, and 
investigative summaries. 

PSP applies the 
investigative 
exemptions to 
the five General 
Offense Reports 
and their 
components, 
describing the 
protected 
material as 
including 
investigative 
materials, 
notes, 
correspondence
, and reports. 

PSP does not establish 
whether the specifically 
requested emails, internal 
messages, 
case-management 
entries, supervisory 
communications, or other 
internal communications 
were actually searched for 
and located; whether all 
such communications are 
components of the five 
reports; or whether 
additional responsive 
communications do not 
exist. 

4 — Interagency 
Communication
s 

Communications 
between PSP and other 
governmental agencies 
concerning the identified 
investigative activity, 
specifically including 
EPPD, EWPD, the 
Chester County District 
Attorney's Office, 
Octorara Area School 
District, and other 
governmental 
investigative agencies, 
including emails, 
memoranda, referrals, 
correspondence, call 
logs, records 
memorializing telephone 
conversations, 
investigative notes, and 
records documenting 
dissemination of 
investigative information. 

PSP identifies 
five General 
Offense Reports 
and applies 
investigative 
exemptions 
generally to the 
reports and their 
components. 

PSP does not state 
whether responsive 
PSP↔EPPD, 
PSP↔EWPD, 
PSP↔Chester County 
DA, or PSP↔Octorara 
communications were 
located; whether 
communications 
repositories or relevant 
custodians were searched; 
whether responsive 
communications are 
components of identified 
investigative files; whether 
responsive 
communications exist 
independently of those 
files; or whether no 
responsive 
communications were 
found. 



5 — Witness 
and Interview 
Documentation 

Records documenting 
specified investigative 
interviews concerning 
Requester and identified 
individuals, including 
interview reports and 
summaries, investigative 
memoranda, investigator 
notes, supplemental 
reports, witness 
documentation, and 
existing audio/video 
recordings. 

PSP invokes 
the 
criminal-investig
ation exemption 
as to the five 
General 
Offense Reports 
and separately 
advises that 
requests for 
law-enforcemen
t audio/video 
recordings are 
governed by 42 
Pa.C.S. Ch. 
67A. 

PSP does not identify 
which, if any, of the 
specified interviews 
correspond to the five 
reports; whether interview 
reports, summaries, notes, 
supplemental reports, or 
witness documentation 
were located; or whether 
any requested interview 
documentation does not 
exist. The separate 
Chapter 67A issue 
concerning recordings 
does not itself account for 
the requested 
non-recording interview 
documentation. 

5A — Specific 
Recordings and 
Transcripts 

Specifically identified 
audio recording of an 
investigative interview 
concerning a matter 
represented as resolved; 
and a transcript or 
recording relating to the 
specified Wiretap Act 
allegation represented as 
closed. The Request 
also sought limited 
factual confirmation if the 
latter recording was 
withheld. 

PSP states 
generally that 
audio/video 
recordings of 
law-enforcemen
t agencies are 
not processed 
through the 
RTKL and 
refers 
Requester to 
the procedure in 
42 Pa.C.S. Ch. 
67A. 

PSP does not state 
whether either specifically 
described recording exists 
or whether a responsive 
transcript exists. To the 
extent the Request sought 
an existing transcript or 
other existing documentary 
record, PSP does not 
separately account for it. 
Requester recognizes that 
the RTKL does not require 
PSP to create answers to 
factual questions where no 
responsive record exists. 



5B — Witness 
Statements and 
Interview Scope 

Existing written/sworn 
statements, complaints, 
or reports from specified 
individuals concerning 
the Category 5A(b) 
matter; an existing list, 
log, or roster identifying 
persons interviewed and 
interview dates; and 
existing records 
documenting the basis 
for characterization of 
the specified recording 
under the Wiretap Act. 

PSP applies the 
investigative 
exemption 
generally to the 
five General 
Offense Reports 
and their 
components. 

PSP does not state 
whether the specifically 
requested statements, 
complaints, reports, 
interview roster/log, or 
records concerning the 
basis for the Wiretap Act 
characterization were 
located; whether they are 
components of a particular 
identified investigative file; 
or whether any such 
records do not exist. 

6 — 
Investigative 
Evidence 
Processing 

Records documenting 
review and evaluation of 
submitted evidence, 
evidence inventories and 
transfers, chain of 
custody, digital-forensic 
referrals, requests for 
search warrants, 
supervisory review of 
evidence, and 
investigative 
recommendations. 

PSP states 
generally that 
the identified 
General 
Offense Reports 
document 
investigative 
activity and that 
the reports and 
their 
components are 
exempt. 

PSP does not separately 
account for evidence 
inventories, 
evidence-transfer records, 
chain-of-custody records, 
digital-forensic referrals, 
search-warrant-request 
records, supervisory 
evidence review, or 
investigative 
recommendations. It 
remains unclear whether 
these records were located 
and withheld as 
investigative components 
or whether no additional 
responsive records exist. 



7 — 
Investigative 
Database 
Activity 

Records sufficient to 
identify investigative 
database queries, audit 
logs, investigative lookup 
records, or other records 
documenting 
investigative access to 
records concerning 
Requester arising from 
the identified 
investigative matters. 

Snyder states 
that she 
searched 
relevant PSP 
databases and 
located five 
General 
Offense 
Reports. 

Searching PSP 
databases is not the 
same issue as searching 
for records documenting 
investigative database 
activity. PSP does not 
state whether the 
requested query records, 
audit logs, lookup records, 
or other access records 
exist; whether the systems 
maintaining such records 
were searched; whether 
such records were withheld 
under an identified 
exemption; or whether no 
responsive 
database-activity records 
exist. 

8 — 
Investigative 
Disposition 

Records documenting 
investigative findings, 
referrals, declinations, 
requests for additional 
investigation, closure 
memoranda, supervisory 
decisions, disposition 
reports, and case-status 
documentation. 

PSP identifies 
five responsive 
reports and 
states that 
two—PA 
2024-1597782 
and PA 
2025-384602—
are open and 
ongoing, with 
supplemental 
records to be 
added as the 
investigations 
continue. 

PSP's statement provides 
status information 
concerning two reports but 
does not account for the 
requested disposition 
records concerning the 
remaining investigative 
matters, including referrals, 
declinations, closure 
memoranda, supervisory 
decisions, or disposition 
documentation. Nor does it 
establish whether 
responsive disposition 
records exist separately 
from the identified General 
Offense Reports. 



9 — 
Dissemination 

Records documenting 
PSP's dissemination, 
forwarding, referral, or 
transmission of 
investigative reports, 
evidence, 
correspondence, 
recordings, memoranda, 
or investigative materials 
concerning the matters 
described in the 
Request. 

PSP does not 
separately 
address 
dissemination 
records beyond 
its general 
reliance upon 
exemptions 
applicable to the 
five General 
Offense Reports 
and their 
components. 

PSP does not establish 
whether it searched for 
records showing to whom 
PSP transmitted 
investigative information 
or evidence, whether 
responsive 
dissemination/transmission 
records were located, 
whether such records are 
components of identified 
investigative files, or 
whether no responsive 
dissemination records 
exist. 

10 — 
Administrative 
Processing 

Records documenting 
transfers of investigative 
responsibility, requests 
for investigative 
assistance, jurisdictional 
determinations, 
administrative 
coordination, 
investigative routing, and 
supervisory 
administrative review. 

PSP's response 
focuses upon 
the investigative 
nature of the 
five General 
Offense Reports 
and their 
components. 

PSP does not separately 
establish whether the 
requested 
administrative-processin
g records were searched 
for or located, nor whether 
every responsive 
administrative record 
relates to or results from a 
criminal investigation such 
that the asserted 
investigative exemption 
applies. It also does not 
establish that no additional 
responsive administrative 
records exist. 



11 — Conflict of 
Interest 
Reporting and 
Investigative 
Direction 

Four specifically defined 
groups: (a) 
communications/reports 
to the Chester County 
DA concerning a 
potential conflict of 
interest, including 
communications by 
Requester, the identified 
individual, or Requester's 
then-defense counsel; 
(b) requests, referrals, or 
directives from the 
Chester County DA to 
PSP concerning 
initiation, continuation, or 
scope of an 
investigation; (c) PSP 
communications with 
Requester's 
then-defense counsel 
concerning the described 
matters; and (d) 
communications 
between PSP 
supervisory personnel 
and the East Whiteland 
Police Chief concerning 
Requester, the 
underlying criminal 
matter, or the identified 
individual's potential 
testimony, participation, 
or cooperation as a 
witness. 

PSP identifies 
five General 
Offense Reports 
and asserts 
investigative 
exemptions 
generally. Its 
response does 
not separately 
address any of 
the four 
expressly 
identified 
subcategories. 

This category presents a 
particularly identifiable 
search issue. PSP does 
not state whether 
PSP↔DA 
communications, 
DA→PSP investigative 
directions/referrals, 
PSP↔defense-counsel 
communications, or 
PSP-supervisor↔EWPD-
Chief communications 
were located; whether they 
reside within identified 
investigative files; whether 
they exist separately; or 
whether searches of the 
relevant communications 
repositories/custodians 
produced no responsive 
records. 



12 — 
Communication
s with Octorara 
Area School 
District 
Concerning 
Interview Timing 

Existing communications 
between PSP and 
Octorara Area School 
District or its 
representatives 
concerning the 
specifically identified 
individual during the 
defined period beginning 
with the Category 5A(a) 
interview and ending 
thirty days later. 

PSP's response 
does not 
separately 
address this 
narrowly 
defined 
communication 
category. 

PSP does not state 
whether communications 
with Octorara during the 
specified thirty-day period 
were searched for or 
located; whether any 
responsive 
communications are 
incorporated into an 
identified investigative file; 
whether they exist 
separately from such a file; 
or whether no responsive 
records exist. 

SUMMARY OF UNRESOLVED ACCOUNTING 
PSP's response establishes that its search produced five General Offense Reports and that 
PSP considers those reports and their investigative components exempt, subject to the limited 
Public Information Release material provided. 

The response does not, however, provide a category-by-category accounting sufficient to 
determine whether the other specifically described records were searched for, located, 
incorporated into those reports, independently withheld, or determined not to exist. 

The distinction can be summarized as follows: 

Located and exempt is not the same factual proposition as searched for and nonexistent. 

Likewise: 

Identification of an investigative file is not, without further evidentiary explanation, 
necessarily an accounting for every separately requested record type potentially 
maintained in communications systems, evidence systems, administrative systems, 
database audit systems, or other PSP repositories. 

Requester therefore submits this Appendix solely to assist the OOR in evaluating whether PSP 
has met its burden concerning the scope of its search, the existence or nonexistence of 
additional responsive records, and the applicability of asserted exemptions to records actually 
located. 
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Standard Right-to-Know Law Request Form 
 

Please read carefully. Complete this form and retain a copy of both pages; this copy may be required if 
an appeal is filed. You have 15 business days to appeal after a request is denied or deemed denied. More 
information about the RTKL is available at https://www.openrecords.pa.gov. In most cases, a 
completed RTKL request form is a public record. 
 

 
SUBMITTED TO AGENCY NAME: ____________________________________________________________________(Attn: AORO) 
 
Date Request Submitted: ________________________ Submitted via:  □ Email  □ U.S. Mail  □ Fax  □ In Person 
 
PERSON MAKING REQUEST: 
 
Full Name: _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Company (if applicable): ____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Please send response via:  □ Email □ U.S. Mail 
 
If you wish to obtain records that only exist in hard copy, or must be provided on an electronic storage device, 
you may be required to provide a mailing address to the agency. See Section 703. 
 
Email: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Mailing Address: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
City: _________________________________ State: ________ Zip:______________ Telephone: __________________________________
  
How do you prefer to be contacted if the agency has questions?  □ Telephone □ Email □ U.S. Mail 
 
□ By checking this box, I affirm that my full name and contact information is true and correct, 
and that I am a legal resident of the United States.  I understand that failure to check this box 
may result in the denial of my request and the dismissal of any appeal filed with the Office of 
Open Records.   
 
RECORDS REQUESTED: Provide as much detail as possible, including subject matter, time frame, and type of 
record sought. RTKL requests must seek records, not ask questions. Use additional pages if necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Form continues on page 2.  Retain a copy of both pages. 
 
 

https://www.openrecords.pa.gov/
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RECORDS REQUESTED (continued): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

DO YOU WANT COPIES? □ Yes, printed  □ Yes, electronic  □  No, in-person inspection 

Records shall be provided in the medium requested if they exist in that medium; otherwise, they shall 
be provided in the medium in which they exist.  See Section 701.  Your request may require payment or 
prepayment of fees. View the Official RTKL Fee Schedule for more details.   

I understand that my request may incur fees.  Notify me before further processing if fees will 

be more than □ $100 (or) □ $____________.   

Do you want certified copies?  □ Yes (may be subject to additional costs) □ No 

 

 
ITEMS BELOW THIS LINE FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 

 
Tracking: ____________________ Date Received: ____________________ Response Due (5 bus. days): ____________________  
 
30-Day Ext.? □ Yes □ No (If Yes, Final Due Date: ___________________) Actual Response Date: ____________________ 
 
Request was: □ Granted   □ Partially Granted & Denied   □ Denied   Cost to Requester:
 $_____________________ 
 
□ Appropriate third parties notified and given an opportunity to object to the release of requested records. 
 
 
 

Retain a copy of both pages of this Form. 

https://www.openrecords.pa.gov/RTKL/FeeStructure.cfm
https://www.openrecords.pa.gov/Documents/RTKL/FormCertification.pdf


Pennsylvania State Police Right-to-Know Request 

Submission Record No. JRM-PSP3-2026-8-18-01 

Subject: 
Right-to-Know Request – Pennsylvania State Police Records Relating to Investigative Activity Arising from 
Referrals, Evidence, and Allegations Originating from East Pikeland Township Police Department and East 
Whiteland Township Police Department Concerning John Ryan Miller 

Pursuant to Pennsylvania's Right-to-Know Law, 65 P.S. §§67.101 et seq., I respectfully request access to the 
following existing records maintained by the Pennsylvania State Police. 

Time Period 

January 1, 2024 through the date this request is processed. 

This request seeks records documenting the Pennsylvania State Police's receipt, evaluation, investigative processing, 
interagency communications, evidence handling, and investigative disposition concerning materials and 
investigative referrals originating from East Pikeland Township Police Department and East Whiteland Township 
Police Department relating to John Ryan Miller. 

This request is not intended to request records concerning the March 2022 Octorara Area School District operational 
planning or subsequent criminal proceedings, which are the subject of a separate Right-to-Know request. 

Category 1 – Receipt of Investigative Materials 
Records documenting the receipt, retrieval, transfer, inventory, processing, evaluation, storage, or disposition of 
investigative materials received by the Pennsylvania State Police from: 

●​ East Pikeland Township Police Department; 
●​ East Whiteland Township Police Department; 

relating to John Ryan Miller. 

This category includes: 

●​ reports; 
●​ recordings; 
●​ photographs; 
●​ digital evidence; 
●​ documents; 
●​ correspondence; 
●​ investigative submissions; 
●​ evidence logs; 
●​ chain-of-custody documentation; 
●​ inventory records. 

Category 2 – Investigative Assignment 
Records documenting: 

●​ assignment of investigators; 
●​ assignment of supervisory personnel; 



●​ investigative referrals; 
●​ investigative memoranda; 
●​ investigative planning; 
●​ requests for investigative assistance; 
●​ supervisory review; 
●​ investigative status; 
●​ investigative disposition. 

Category 3 – Investigative Communications 
Records documenting communications between Pennsylvania State Police personnel concerning investigative 
activity relating to: 

●​ John Ryan Miller; 
●​ investigative materials received from East Pikeland Township Police Department; 
●​ investigative materials received from East Whiteland Township Police Department. 

This category includes: 

●​ emails; 
●​ memoranda; 
●​ internal messaging; 
●​ investigative notes; 
●​ case management entries; 
●​ supervisory communications; 
●​ investigative summaries. 

Category 4 – Interagency Communications 
Records documenting communications between the Pennsylvania State Police and other governmental agencies 
concerning investigative activity relating to John Ryan Miller. 

This category includes communications with, or concerning: 

●​ East Pikeland Township Police Department; 
●​ East Whiteland Township Police Department; 
●​ Chester County District Attorney's Office; 
●​ Octorara Area School District; 
●​ other governmental investigative agencies. 

This category includes: 

●​ emails; 
●​ memoranda; 
●​ investigative referrals; 
●​ correspondence; 
●​ call logs; 
●​ records memorializing telephone conversations; 
●​ investigative notes; 



●​ records documenting dissemination of investigative information. 
This request seeks communications concerning the investigative subject matter described above and is not intended 
to request every communication merely mentioning John Ryan Miller. 

Category 5 – Witness and Interview Documentation 
Records documenting investigative interviews conducted concerning allegations relating to: 

●​ the requester; 
●​ a witness who, at the relevant time, served as a Sergeant with the East Whiteland Township Police 

Department; 
●​ an individual who, at the relevant time, served as a director-level administrator with the Octorara Area 

School District; 
●​ an individual who, at the relevant time, served as a sitting Octorara Area School District Board Director, 

and who was subsequently re-elected and currently serves as Board Vice President; 
to the extent such interviews relate to investigative matters received from East Pikeland Township Police 
Department or East Whiteland Township Police Department. 

This category includes: 

●​ interview reports; 
●​ interview summaries; 
●​ investigative memoranda; 
●​ investigator notes; 
●​ supplemental reports; 
●​ witness documentation; 
●​ audio or video recordings of any such interview, to the extent such recordings exist. 

Category 5A – Specific Recordings and Transcripts 
This request specifically seeks: 

(a) A copy of the audio recording of the investigative interview referenced above, concerning a matter that has since 
been resolved, to the extent such a recording exists and is not otherwise exempt from disclosure. 

(b) A transcript, or in the absence of a transcript, the audio or video recording itself, relating to the matter that was 
the subject of an allegation under the Pennsylvania Wiretapping and Electronic Surveillance Control Act, 18 Pa.C.S. 
§§ 5701 et seq., concerning a matter that has since been closed. 

If the Pennsylvania State Police declines to produce the recording or transcript requested in subsection (b) above on 
the basis of an active investigation, an exemption relating to criminal investigative materials, or any other statutory 
basis, I respectfully request written confirmation of the following limited factual matters: 

●​ whether a recording responsive to subsection (b) exists; 
●​ if such a recording exists, whether the investigative record reflects that the Board's Executive Session had 

concluded prior to the time the recording was made; and 
●​ if such a recording exists, whether the investigative record identifies the location where the recording was 

made, including whether that location was a room within a public building accessible to the public, and 
whether the door to that room was open or closed at the time. 

This request is limited to the discrete factual questions above. It does not seek investigative analysis, legal 
conclusions, or characterizations of any kind. 



Category 5B – Witness Statements and Interview Scope 
This request further seeks: 

(a) Any written or sworn statement, complaint, or report provided to the Pennsylvania State Police in connection 
with the matter described in Category 5A(b) by: 

●​ the individual who reported the matter; 
●​ the individual identified in Category 5 as the director-level administrator with the Octorara Area School 

District; and 
●​ any other individual who provided a statement to the Pennsylvania State Police in connection with that 

matter, 
to the extent such statements exist. 

(b) A list, log, or roster sufficient to identify all individuals interviewed by the Pennsylvania State Police in 
connection with the matter described in Category 5A(b), including the date of each interview, to the extent such a 
record exists. 

(c) Any record documenting the basis relied upon by the Pennsylvania State Police, or by the reporting party, in 
characterizing the recording referenced in Category 5A(b) as it relates to the Pennsylvania Wiretapping and 
Electronic Surveillance Control Act, including any record addressing the status of the Board's Executive Session, the 
location of the recording, or the individuals present, at the time the recording was made, to the extent such a record 
exists. 

This request does not seek the identity of any individual not already identified in this request, and is not intended to 
require the Pennsylvania State Police to identify or characterize any witness who was not interviewed. It seeks only 
the existing documentary record described above. 

Category 6 – Investigative Evidence Processing 
Records documenting: 

●​ review of submitted evidence; 
●​ investigative evaluation; 
●​ evidence inventories; 
●​ evidence transfers; 
●​ chain of custody; 
●​ digital forensic referrals; 
●​ requests for search warrants; 
●​ supervisory review of evidence; 
●​ investigative recommendations. 

Category 7 – Investigative Database Activity 
Records sufficient to identify investigative database queries, audit logs, investigative lookup records, or other 
records documenting investigative access to records concerning John Ryan Miller arising from investigative matters 
described in this request. 

Category 8 – Investigative Disposition 
Records documenting: 



●​ investigative findings; 
●​ referrals; 
●​ declinations; 
●​ requests for additional investigation; 
●​ closure memoranda; 
●​ supervisory decisions; 
●​ disposition reports; 
●​ case status documentation. 

Category 9 – Dissemination 
Records documenting dissemination, forwarding, referral, or transmission by the Pennsylvania State Police of 
investigative reports, evidence, correspondence, recordings, memoranda, or investigative materials relating to the 
investigative matters described in this request. 

Category 10 – Administrative Processing 
Records documenting administrative processing of investigative matters described in this request, including: 

●​ transfers of investigative responsibility; 
●​ requests for investigative assistance; 
●​ jurisdictional determinations; 
●​ administrative coordination; 
●​ investigative routing; 
●​ supervisory administrative review. 

Category 11 – Conflict of Interest Reporting and Investigative Direction 
This request seeks: 

(a) Records documenting any communication or report made to the Chester County District Attorney's Office 
expressing concern regarding a potential conflict of interest arising from the Pennsylvania State Police's 
investigation of matters described in this request, including any such communication made by: 

●​ the requester; 
●​ the individual identified in Category 5 as the director-level administrator with the Octorara Area School 

District; or 
●​ the requester's then-defense counsel of record in the underlying criminal matter. 

(b) Records documenting any request, referral, or directive, in any form, from the Chester County District Attorney's 
Office to the Pennsylvania State Police requesting, directing, authorizing, or otherwise relating to the initiation, 
continuation, or scope of any investigation described in this request. 

(c) Records documenting communications between the Pennsylvania State Police and the requester's then-defense 
counsel of record in the underlying criminal matter, to the extent such communications relate to the matters 
described in this request. 

(d) Records documenting any communication between a Pennsylvania State Police Captain, or any other 
Pennsylvania State Police supervisory personnel, and the Chief of the East Whiteland Township Police Department, 
concerning: 

●​ the requester; 



●​ the requester's underlying criminal matter; or 
●​ the individual identified in Category 5 as the director-level administrator with the Octorara Area School 

District, including his potential testimony, participation, or cooperation as a witness in that matter. 
This category includes emails, memoranda, referral letters, internal notes documenting verbal communications, and 
case assignment records reflecting the source of an investigative referral. 

Category 12 – Communications with Octorara Area School District Concerning 
Interview Timing 
Records documenting any communication between the Pennsylvania State Police and Octorara Area School District, 
or any representative thereof, concerning the individual identified in Category 5 as the director-level administrator, 
occurring between the date of the interview described in Category 5A(a) and thirty (30) days thereafter, to the extent 
such records exist. 

This category seeks existing records only. It does not seek an agency determination, timeline, or analysis of any 
relationship between the interview and any subsequent employment action. 

Clarification 
This request seeks existing records maintained by the Pennsylvania State Police. 

This request is intended to identify the documentary record maintained by the Pennsylvania State Police concerning 
investigative processing arising from investigative referrals and evidence received from East Pikeland Township 
Police Department and East Whiteland Township Police Department. 

It is not intended to request records unrelated to those investigative matters or to require the creation of records or 
legal conclusions. 

If any responsive records are withheld, I respectfully request identification of the specific statutory basis relied upon 
together with production of all reasonably segregable non-exempt portions. 

If any portion of this request is considered insufficiently specific, I respectfully request identification of the portion 
requiring clarification so that it may be reasonably narrowed prior to denial. 

Respectfully, 

John Ryan Miller 
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