
CITY OF HARRISBURG  
Human Relations Commission (HHRC) 

 
January 11, 2021 Meeting Minutes 

 
Location:    Virtual Zoom Meeting 
In Attendance: Commissioners Amanda Arbour, Shayron Banks, Russell Boggs, Kevin Burrell, 

Joshua Grubbs, Kia Hansard, Gretchen Little  Deborah Sibbering, City of Harrisburg 
 
Absent:  N/A 
 
Meeting called to order at 5:39 p.m. by Chairperson Boggs 
Roll call taken by HHRC Liaison Deborah Sibbering 

• Chairperson Boggs asked for a motion to adopt the January 11, 2021 meeting agenda, with 
flexibility. Motion made by Burrell. Seconded by Little. Motion passed.  No objections. 
Grubbs requested to include Commissioner appointments under new business.  Boggs agreed. 

• Public comment:  None 

• Chairperson Boggs asked for a motion to approve the December 14, 2020 meeting minutes.  
Motion made by Banks. Seconded by Grubbs. Motion passed without objection. 

• Staff Liaison Report 
Current discrimination complaints and new inquiries 
Sibbering provided updates regarding two pended investigations a) Item #2001 in 
reference to discrimination claim based on gender affiliation and b) Item #2002 in 
reference to discrimination claim based on gender identity.  All participated in an initial 
discussion relating to the process of receiving, investigating and possible resolutions 
regarding complaint processing.  Sibbering will reach out to Claimant of case #2001 to 
determine if the case been resolved at the HHRC level, since the Claimant indicated that 
he has taken steps to advance his case to the PHRC.  Sibbering will provide an update 
during February 2021 meeting as to whether case #2002 has been resolved at the HHRC 
level, since a mediation with the parties is pending.  The discussion continued below 
under new business, HHRC procedures.   
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Other 
N/A 

• Old Business 
Neighborhood Association Group list – Burrell reported that he briefly spoke with a 
representative from the Midtown Organization, he will provide additional information at 
a future meeting. 
Report on Social Media/Facebook – Burrell began by stating that he is working on a bio 
to be forthcoming. Discussion regarding the creation of the FB page, specifically to what 
extent will the City Communication representatives assist.  Based on previous email from 
Communications to Sibbering, it was determined that the FB page will be created by the 
City.  It will be the responsibility of the HHRC representatives to post and maintain the 
page, as well as the design of the page. 
Clarification from the City is needed to determine how Commission representatives will 
access the page.  For instance, will the Commission be provided with the passcodes 
created by the City or will the Commission need to access the page through another 
vehicle.  It was noted that Commissioners would like to refrain from accessing the page 
by use of personal FB platforms.  Boggs stated that there may be an opportunity to use a, 
“posting as” option.  Arbour stated that there are two ways one can post on FB, and it is 
possible to switch back and forth without the use of personal FB accounts.  Banks 
requested clarification as to whether Commission representatives will be able to access 
the page through the City log-in access, although doubtful. 
There was a concern about the posting content as it pertains to whether anyone from the 
City would review the content before it is posted to ensure that it is consistent with the 
City’s message and goals.  Sibbering to review the matter with Communications again 
and report out during the next meeting.  It was noted that Evan (Communications) 
currently works with the Commission regarding other communication needs. 
Sibbering will also clarify whether the page will be linked to the, Harrisburgpa.gov 
website” in any way.  It is believed that it would not be however, it must be confirmed. 
It was agreed that Commission representatives (Banks & Burrell) will review and post 
content, create the look of the page and update as needed. A time-frame is needed from 
Communications as to when the page may be created and available. 
Burrell stated that the Commission has to keep in mind that future Commissioners may 
need to access the page at some point. 

• New Business 
Social Media Policy – The policy wasn’t discussed during this meeting. 
HHRC Procedures – A draft of the Complaint Flow Chart was reviewed by the 
Committee.  Sibbering explained that the flow chart is self-explanatory and workable up 
to a certain point.  When the chart reaches the section for “Respondent Answer”, there 
are some grey areas in which Sibbering pointed out.  One of the concerns were what 
happens when there is no answer from the Respondent. 
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Boggs reminded that there is an existing ordinance that allows the Commission to 
subpoena individuals for purposes of an investigation. It was requested that Sibbering 
reach out to the Law Bureau to learn how that would be accomplished when needed. 
It was contemplated that perhaps a subpoena should be sent whenever a respondent fails 
to answer.  Another thought was maybe Sibbering could petition the Commission when a 
respondent doesn’t reply to determine if a subpoena should be pursued.  Burrell 
addressed complication with that option, since the Commission wouldn’t know enough 
about the case to direct Liaison. 
The matter of authority was discussed too. Specifically, what is the extent of the 
Commission’s authority.  For instance, the two cases discussed early in the meeting.  
Once the investigation is completed, what is the role of the Commission pertaining to 
ensuring that the terms of any settlement is honored. 
Hansard reminded that HHRC meetings (and hearings) are subject to public view and 
posed the idea of printing public notices to hold respondents who do not reply 
accountable by publishing that there was a claim and the respondent failed to participate 
in the investigation. Little echoed the same sentiment. Arbour expressed agreement 
stating that it would be a benefit to let respondents know of potential outcomes and 
inquired as to whether the Commission can publicize the results of the investigations. 
Sibbering stated that she would contact the State Agency to see how they handle 
respondents who do not reply and would also inquire about the extent of their public 
notices. 
A question was asked about the Notice to Respondent letter, does it include language that 
places the respondent on notice that their failure to cooperate could result in 
consequences, such as reminding respondent that the complaint process is subject to 
public opinion.  Sibbering was asked to draft and send an updated version of the Notice 
to Respondent before the next meeting. 
Grubbs stated that the claimant form should ask for the remedy sought.  Sibbering was 
reluctant, stating that it alludes that the Commission can provide a certain resolve, which 
may not always be feasible.  Hansard and other Commissioners agreed that the form 
should include the remedy sought by the claimant. 
Arbour asked if the claimant could file the complaint simultaneous to the filing with the 
PHRC.  Sibbering responded that two investigations occurring at the same time for the 
same case would prove to be complicated.  Little agreed saying sometimes claimant 
statements are not consistent. 
Sibbering reminded the Commissioners of timelines that have to be met, such as the 
Claimant has to file a claim with the PHRC within 180 days from the date of the incident.  
Hansard indicated that claimants could take recourse under the legal system and bypass 
the PHRC.  Therefore, resolving the timeline concern.  Sibbering explained that 
claimants must exhaust their rights under the PHRC before seeking legal recourse.  
Specific language outlining this requirement will be submitted to the Commission for 
review prior to next meeting. 
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There was additional discussion as to whether the City’s business license agreement 
includes code of conduct language.  Respondents who do not cooperate may violate 
agreement with the City.  Additional research has to be done regarding this matter.  
Boggs reflected on a previous example when a university entered a business agreement to 
use City Hall, the university had to abide by City ordinances regarding equal opportunity 
and other mandates. 
Arbour expressed that it would be beneficial to educate respondents by training, which 
could also be a part of a settlement agreement between the claimant and respondent.  The 
conversation continued about settlement agreements.  Sibbering stated that there should 
be some type of guidelines (parameters) regarding settlement agreements; since the 
Commission’s power to enforce the terms may be limited.  Hansard and Grubbs 
disagreed, stating that settlements should be considered and occur on a case-by-case 
basis, without the need of established parameters.  Boggs stated that there may be 
clarification and recourse in the established powers and duties outlined in the ordinance 
that established the Commission. 
All agreed to review the drafts of the complaint process prior to the next meeting for 
more discussion.  Sibbering to send draft documents to all. 
New Officer Appointments – At the beginning of the meeting, Grubbs recommended that 
this item be added to the agenda since there are a few current (or soon to be) 
appointments set to expire, in addition to vacant seats.  Boggs stated that he had 
previously addressed this with legal and was advised that Commissioners may serve as 
long as they are willing to do so, meaning there isn’t an expiration date per se.  Relating 
to vacant seats, Boggs suggested that consideration be given to demographics to 
determine which part of the City may be under represented. 

• Community Engagement / Education Events 
No discussion. 

• Commissioner Announcements 
None 

• Adjourned  
7:27 p.m. 

  
 


