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Introduction  

On June 16, 2015, at approximately 11:28 a.m., off 
duty Neptune Township Police Sergeant Philip Seidle killed 
his ex-wife, Tamara Seidle, near the heavily populated 
residential intersection of Ridge and Sewall Avenues in 
Asbury Park, New Jersey.  After a high-speed car chase that 
culminated with Seidle crashing into Tamara’s car, Seidle 
fired a gun into Tamara’s vehicle in two separate volleys 
and put the gun to his own head threatening suicide.  As if 
the senseless brutality of Tamara’s murder in broad 
daylight was not in its own right unimaginably violent, the 
fact that Seidle committed this act in front of his 7-year 
old child, who sat in his vehicle at the time he fired the 
first round of gunshots, shocked the conscience of an 
entire community and law enforcement.   

The justifiable public outcry over Tamara Seidle’s 
murder at the hands of a law enforcement officer, who was 
sworn to protect the public from violence, necessitated a 
comprehensive analysis of the horrific events of that 
morning.  The Monmouth County Prosecutor’s Office (“this 
Office”) thereafter undertook a comprehensive review of the 
initial law enforcement response to the unfolding incident 
involving the Seidles’ car chase and Tamara’s killing, and 
simultaneously undertook a historical evaluation of any 
documented domestic violence incidents in the Seidles’ 
past.  The goal of this review, separate and distinct from 
the criminal investigation, was to determine whether all 
applicable Attorney General Guidelines, policies and laws 
were followed by the initial responding officers at the 
scene and the Neptune Township Police Department, Seidle’s 
employer.   

Separate and distinct from the efforts of our Major 
Crimes Bureau to investigate and prosecute Philip Seidle 
for Tamara’s murder, our Office’s Professional 
Responsibility Unit (Internal Affairs) simultaneously 
embarked on an investigation to address the police response 
to the scene of this incident.1  The Professional 
Responsibility Unit was charged with determining whether 
any of the responding officers committed any criminal or 

1 Seidle pleaded guilty to Aggravated Manslaughter and other charges on 
March 10, 2016.  This Office will recommend that he be sentenced to the 
maximum 30 years in prison at his September 2016 sentencing. 
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administrative violations.2  In order to preserve the 
integrity of both the criminal investigation of Philip 
Seidle, as well as the review being conducted by our 
Professional Responsibility Unit, both teams of assistant 
prosecutors and detectives were walled off from one another 
and conducted their investigations independent of one 
another.  An additional assistant prosecutor and detective 
worked exclusively on reviewing the domestic violence 
history of Philip and Tamara Seidle. 

This Office wrote to the New Jersey Division of 
Criminal Justice, Office of the Attorney General, on both 
June 23, 2015, and September 14, 2015, requesting a 
determination regarding our continued handling of both 
Philip Seidle’s criminal prosecution as well as our review 
of the police response on June 16, 2015, and the Seidle’s 
domestic violence history.  By letters dated August 6, 
2015, and September 15, 2015, this Office was advised by 
the Attorney General’s Office that no conflict of interest 
was present and that this Office should continue to handle 
both investigations.3 

I. Scope of Review 

Once the New Jersey Attorney General’s Office declined 
to supersede this evaluation and determined that the 
Monmouth County Prosecutor’s Office was the appropriate 
agency to conduct this review, this Office commenced its 
comprehensive review of the police response.  As detailed 
below, the nature of this review required interviews of 110 
individuals, extensive review of documents and video 
footage, analysis of radio communications, the re-creation 
of a specific timeline of events, and several other 
investigative steps.  In particular, this Office analyzed 
all mobile video recording (“MVR”) footage captured by 
officers, as well as the video footage captured by 
civilians in the area.  This Office reviewed all radio 
communications and 9-1-1 calls related to the events of 

2 See Appendix 1, p. 34 New Jersey Attorney General’s Internal Affairs 
Policy & Procedures, Revised 2014.  
3 See Appendix 2, August 6, 2015 and September 15, 2015, letters from
New Jersey Divsion of Criminal Justince. Within hours of the June 16, 
2015 shooting, this Office submitted a Use of Force notification in 
accordance with Attorney General Guidelines. This Office also 
sumitted to a conflicts-check and was subsequently notified on June 
20, 2015 that our Office was free of conflicts, and should continue 
to investigate all matters arising from this incident.      
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June 16, 2015.  Interviews and statements were also 
obtained from 110 individuals including: 34 police officers 
of the Asbury Park Police Department and 23 police officers 
from the Neptune Township Police Department; 30 interviews 
of residents who live in the neighborhood during three 
separate canvasses; 13 workers employed by Campbell Supply, 
a company located in the immediate vicinity of the 
incident; 4 civilians present in the neighborhood that day, 
as a well as individuals from a nearby school, Asbury Park 
Fire Department and staff from both the Monmouth County 
Prosecutor’s and Sheriff’s Offices.4  The law enforcement 
executives at both the Neptune Township Police Department 
and the Asbury Park Police Department cooperated fully with 
this process and provided all requested documents, video 
footage and most importantly, provided access to their 
officers and staff.   

The Office superseded the Internal Affairs functions 
of the Neptune Township and Asbury Park Police Departments 
for the limited purpose of evaluating their officers’ 
response to the Seidle shooting and arrest of Philip Seidle 
on the morning of June 16, 2015.  This Office’s findings 
focused on whether any of the responding officers committed 
criminal conduct that should be charged, or committed 
administrative infractions that warrant discipline.  Any 
subsequent administrative action that may be imposed 
against any of the responding officers is within the 
discretion of the Neptune Township and Asbury Park Police 
Departments, who employ the officers.5  Although the 
Prosecutor’s Office has oversight over all police 
departments in the county, only the employing agencies for 
which these police officers work have the legal authority 
to impose specific discipline.6  

This Office concomitantly undertook a thorough 
analysis of Seidle’s domestic violence history, to 

4 Although law enforcement officers from both the Monmouth County 
Prosecutor’s Office and the Monmouth County Sheriff’s Office responded 
to the scene of this event, their arrival took place after all shots 
had been fired, and consequently, their actions at the scene are 
immaterial to the present review.  

5 See Appendix 3, June 24, 2015, letters to Chief James M. Hunt, Jr., 
and Acting Chief Anthony G. Salerno, Jr. 
6 See N.J.S.A. § 40A-118; Borough of Stone Harbor v. Wildwood Local 59, 
Policemen’s Benev. Ass’n of New Jersey, 164 N.J. Super. 375 (App. Div. 
1978); see also, Sabia v. City of Elizabeth, 132 N.J. Super. 6, 11 
(App. Div. 1974).   
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determine whether law enforcement agencies properly adhered 
to laws and standards involving officers who engage in 
incidents of domestic violence.  Allegations made by Philip 
and Tamara Seidle in the context of their divorce or any 
other civil actions were not a part of this analysis, as 
those fall outside the purview of any law enforcement 
agency and cannot be verified. 

The confidentiality of Internal Affairs records, 
related Internal Affairs investigations and administrative 
discipline imposed upon officers is required in all but the 
most limited circumstances.7  The review of Philip Seidle’s 
Internal Affairs records, as well as the dissemination of 
relevant information contained therein, is permitted in the 
discretion of the Prosecutor, pursuant to the New Jersey 
Attorney General Internal Affairs Policy & Procedures.8  
Because the prosecution of Philip Seidle is not yet 
completed, with his sentencing pending, extraordinary 
efforts are being taken to ensure that only information, 
which can be publicly released, is included in this report, 
so as not to compromise the State’s criminal case. 

II. Factual Summary

On June 16, 2015, at approximately 11:19 a.m., a 
citizen called 9-1-1 to report that she had been in a minor 
motor vehicle accident involving two cars at the corner of 
Ridge and Sewall Avenues in Asbury Park and needed police 
assistance.  All three civilians involved in the accident 
were present when Asbury Park Police Officer #1 (“APPO-1”) 
arrived approximately six minutes later.   

At approximately 11:26:37 a.m., one of Tamara Seidle’s 
children placed a telephone call to a 9-1-1 operator, and 
reported that her father, Philip Seidle, had threatened to 
kill her mother, Tamara Seidle.  The information relayed to 
the 9-1-1 operator from the Seidle daughter was that her 
mother was being chased by Philip Seidle while Tamara was 
walking in the area of the Mt. Carmel Church, which is 
located at 1201 Asbury Avenue, Asbury Park.  Unbeknownst to 
the Seidle daughter, this location was approximately ¼ mile 
away from where Tamara Seidle then located at that time, 
driving a vehicle in the vicinity of Ridge and Sewell 
Avenues. 

7 See Appendix 1, p. 34 New Jersey Attorney General's Internal 
Affairs Policy & Procedures, Revised 2014. 
8  Id. at, p. 42. 
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The police officer that responded to the motor vehicle 
accident had just stepped out of his police vehicle and was 
speaking with the three civilians involved when, suddenly, 
without warning, two vehicles came around the corner at a 
high rate of speed.  The first vehicle was a black 
Volkswagen Jetta and the vehicle close behind was a gray 
Honda Pilot.  Both had been traveling south on Ridge Avenue 
and made a right turn onto Sewall Avenue heading west.  The 
three motor vehicle accident civilians and APPO-1 are seen 
on MVR footage jumping out of the path of the speeding cars 
in order to avoid getting struck and injured by the 
vehicles.  The MVR footage clearly demonstrated that APPO-1 
and the civilians appear visibly shocked when this incident 
took place.9 

Within seconds of the two speeding vehicles turning 
onto Sewall Avenue, a crash is heard on the MVR.  APPO-1 is 
seen going into the middle of the intersection and looking 
toward the crash when gunshots are instantly heard.  The 
gunfire is audible only three seconds after the crash is 
heard.   APPO-1 reacts and jumps back behind his police 
vehicle and immediately radioed that shots have been fired 
at “Ridge and Sewall!”  He repeats that several times.  At 
times, APPO-1 yells so frantically that the dispatcher 
cannot understand the information that he is conveying.  
APPO-1 then requests first aid and states, “it’s a sergeant 
from Neptune” and “he’s got a gun to his head.”  All of 
this information is transmitted via police radio less than 
twenty seconds after the first shots are fired.  Upon 
recognizing that the shooter, who now has a gun pointed to 
his own head, is Sergeant Philip Seidle from neighboring 
Neptune Township Police Department, APPO-1 yells, “hey 
Phil, drop that gun, Phil!”   

Although APPO-1 recognized Phil Seidle, he confirmed 
in his statement that he had no greater context for 
Seidle’s actions; APPO-1 did not know at the time if Seidle 
was on duty and/or if he was involved in some kind of 
police activity.  Once Philip Seidle put the gun to his 
head, APPO-1 became more confused about what was 
transpiring.  APPO-1 had no information at that time about 
who was driving the Jetta with which Philip Seidle was 
involved in a high speed chase, or if there were any 
passengers in either vehicle.  APPO-1 did, however, witness 
Seidle shooting into the Volkswagen before Seidle put the 

9 See MVR of APPO-1 (Enclosure 6 on CD-Rom). 

5



gun to his head.  APPO-1 did not relay this critical 
information via radio communication or otherwise.   

Asbury Park Police Officer #2 (“APPO-2”) arrived at 
the scene approximately thirty seconds after Philip Seidle 
had fired the first series of shots.  APPO-2 was initially 
responding to the scene as a back-up officer for APPO-1 for 
the unrelated MVA, not for the shots being fired by Philip 
Seidle.  As APPO-2 was driving down Asbury Avenue toward 
the accident, he heard the gunfire, but he was not in a 
position to see where the gunfire was occurring.  APPO-2 
parked in the middle of the intersection, at which time 
APPO-1 explained to him that Philip Seidle was pointing a 
gun to his head.  APPO-2 looked up the street at the 
unfolding incident and made that same observation.  APPO-2 
believed Philip Seidle was suicidal at seeing the gun to 
Seidle’s temple, and also saw a few people walking toward 
the intersection of Ridge and Sewall Avenues where this 
event was unfolding.  APPO-2 immediately moved his police 
vehicle to block any civilians from entering the 
intersection and to secure the area. 

Approximately fifteen seconds after APPO-2 arrived at 
the scene, Tamara Seidle’s boyfriend called 9-1-1 to report 
that Tamara was in a black Jetta on Asbury Avenue and was 
being pursued by her ex-husband, Philip Seidle.  He was 
unaware of where on Asbury Avenue, or in what town Tamara 
was located (Asbury Avenue travels through Neptune Township 
and Asbury Park).   

At 11:28 a.m., approximately one minute after the 
first shots were heard, the car door of the Honda Pilot 
opened and a child ran out toward APPO-1.  It was at that 
moment apparent for the first time that a 7-year old child 
had been in the front passenger seat of Philip Seidle’s 
vehicle as these events were developing.  The child ran 
approximately 80 – 100 feet from Philip Seidle’s vehicle to 
APPO-1, and APPO-1 then took the child by the arm to an 
area behind his police vehicle.  After a few seconds, APPO-
1 walked the child across Ridge Avenue heading east on 
Sewall Avenue away from Philip Seidle, as is documented by 
APPO-1’s MVR. 

Asbury Park Police Officer #3 (“APPO-3”) arrived on 
scene after the first shots were fired.  APPO-3 parked on 
the east side of the intersection on Sewall Avenue.  There 
is no video of APPO-3’s arrival and no video showing the 
area where he parked.  It is important to note that APPO-
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3’s vehicle was not equipped with an MVR because he is in a 
supervisory position within his agency.  APPO-3 had earlier 
been at the Barack Obama School for a fire drill, located 
at 1300 Bangs Avenue, in Asbury Park, approximately 0.2 
miles from the shooting, and responded to the scene when he 
heard the frantic calls from APPO-1 regarding shots fired.  
When APPO-3 got out of his vehicle, he saw APPO-1 holding 
the Seidle child’s arm.  The child was then placed in APPO-
3’s vehicle and told to stay down.  APPO-3 had just 
finished placing the child in his car when the second 
series of shots were fired.  This occurred at approximately 
11:29:20, which is approximately two minutes and three 
seconds after the first series of shots were fired.  APPO-3 
ran toward APPO-1’s patrol vehicle and stood behind it 
after the second series of shots commenced.  After 
approximately two minutes, APPO-3 walked back to his 
vehicle and left the scene, taking the child to police 
headquarters.  He returned to the scene a short time later.  
As seen on APPO-1’s MVR, APPO-2 had just completed moving 
his vehicle to the south side of Ridge/Sewall intersection 
and was getting out of his vehicle when the second series 
of shots began.   

The second series of shots began at the same time that 
Asbury Park Police Officers #4 and #5 (“APPO-4” and “APPO-
5”) were working on an unrelated narcotics interdiction 
detail with another Asbury Park Police Officer.  APPO-4 and 
APPO-5 were in an unmarked car when they heard the frantic 
radio call by APPO-1 for “shots fired!”  They parked a 
short distance away and ran to the scene to assist, and are 
seen on APPO-1 and APPO-2’s MVRs arriving and taking a 
position behind a truck parked on Sewall Avenue.  After 
APPO-1 delivered the Seidle child to APPO-3, APPO-1 
returned to his initial position behind or near his police 
vehicle.  Thereafter, APPO-1 did not attempt to close the 
distance between himself and Philip Seidle to contain the 
threat as much as possible.     

After the second series of shots ended, Philip Seidle 
returned the gun to his head, continuing to threaten 
suicide.  The statements taken from responding officers are 
consistent, that upon their arrival to the scene they could 
observe Seidle with the gun to his temple, but were unaware 
of what had transpired previously or even that there was a 
victim in the Volkswagen.  Only APPO-1, who saw Philip 
Seidle shoot into the Volkswagen, had knowledge about the 
initial gunfire.  As stated, APPO-1 did not communicate 
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this vital information either over the radio or to officers 
arriving on scene. 

The responding officers at the scene could not 
pinpoint precisely at what point each of them became aware 
of a victim in the Volkswagen, or when the identity of the 
victim was made known to be Tamara Seidle.  However, it was 
within approximately 13 minutes that Philip Seidle acceded 
to requests from officers to approach the victim to remove 
her from the car.  Upon removal from her car, Tamara showed 
no signs of life and had no pulse.  During these 13 
minutes, Philip Seidle continually held his gun to his 
head, threatening suicide.  For several minutes after 
Tamara had been extracted, officers continued to try and 
convince Seidle to put his gun down.  Seidle ultimately 
agreed to do so after being shown pictures of his children.  
He was then taken into custody approximately 32 minutes 
after Tamara was taken from the scene. 

As Seidle continued to threaten suicide, APPO-3, a 
command level officer, left the scene to take the Seidle 
child back to Asbury Park Police headquarters.  APPO-3 
returned approximately 10 minutes later, but left the scene 
again to transport APPO-1 back to police headquarters after 
the larger law enforcement response had arrived on scene.   

The entire event, from the time the Seidle vehicles 
are seen speeding around the corner and almost hitting 
APPO-1 and the civilians, until the time Philip Seidle is 
taken into custody, is approximately 48 minutes and 7 
seconds. 

Interviews and formal statements taken from 110 
individuals over the course of this investigation – both 
law enforcement and civilian – collectively reveal that the 
unfolding event was chaotic.  These statements also make 
clear that the law enforcement officers who responded to 
this critical incident did not initially understand that 
Philip Seidle was not engaged in legitimate police 
activity, or that he was actually shooting into a car that 
was occupied by his ex-wife.  As will be discussed within 
this report, the landscape itself, heavily populated with 
homes, civilians and local businesses, contributed to the 
complexity of the situation and the concern by first 
responders that bystanders and those in the homes within 
close proximity to the crime scene were in the line of 
fire.    
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Time

11:26:47

11:26:51

11:27:05

11:27:07
9 Seconds

11:27:11

11:27:14

11:27:17
2 Seconds Pass

11:27:19

11:27:25

11:27:27

11:27:31

11:27:47

11:28:17

11:28:20

11:28:30

11:29:00

11:29:00

11:29:06

11:29:20

11:29:28

11:29:31

11:43:10

11:43:30

12:15:12

Note- All times are approximately based off of Mobile Video Recording devices on APPO-1's and APPO-2's police vehicles. 

Seidle Incident Timeline - June 16, 2015

Action

14 Seconds Pass

4 Seconds Pass

48 Minutes and 7 Seconds from start to 
arrest.The Seidles' vehicles crash.

Standoff ends, Philip Seidle in custody.
31 Minutes and 42 Seconds Pass

3 Seconds Pass
15 Minutes and 56 Seconds between 

first shots and medical.

Medical stretcher leaves car with victim.
20 Seconds Pass

Medical stretcher arrives at car of victim.
13 Minutes and 39 Seconds

Standoff begins.  Full scale law enforcement officer response.

Gunfire stops.

Second set of gunshots are heard.

APPO-1 calls for Seidle's Daughter to come to him.

Gunfire stops.

8 Seconds Pass

14 Seconds Pass

30 Seconds Pass

APPO-1 unholsters weapon and orders Seidle to drop the gun.

Police Radio call from APPO-1 reporting Seidle has gun to his head.
16 Seconds Pass

2 Seconds Pass
APPO-1 retreats back behind his police vehicle.

4 Seconds Pass

APPO-2 arrives on scene.

6 Seconds Pass
APPO-1 calls shots fired.

2 Minute and 3 Seconds between end of first shots and 
beginning of second shots.

3 Seconds Pass

10 Seconds Pass
APPO-2 repositions his vehicle.

30 Seconds Pass

APPO-3 accounted for on scene.

Seidle's Daughter appears on APPO-1's MVR.

APPO-1 arrives at accident scene on Ridge/Sewall.

6 Seconds Pass
APPO-4 and APPO-5 appear in the distance.

APPO-2 finishes repositioning his vehicle.

The sound of a car horn and tires squealing can be heard.

APPO-1 exits police vehicle and moves to front of car.

3 Seconds Pass

4 Seconds Pass

2 Seconds Pass

1st round of gunfire is heard.

Black and silver cars almost hit APPO-1 and MVA involved parties.

3 Seconds Pass
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III. Ineffective Communication & Lack of Information

One of the clearest findings to emerge from this 
analysis was the absence of effective communication and 
lack of information available to responding law enforcement 
officers regarding the unfolding events of June 16th: 

• APPO-1, who was responding to the unrelated MVA and
nearly hit by the Seidles’ speeding cars, did not
clearly or specifically communicate precisely what was
unfolding.  He yelled into his radio, “shots fired!”
requested first aid and then stated, “it’s a sergeant
from Neptune; he’s got a gun to his head, it’s
Seidle!”  And, although he communicated his location,
he was doing so in such a frantic manner that it was
difficult for those hearing his radio transmission to
fully understand what he was saying.  Those arriving
on scene were not informed that, prior to Seidle
threatening suicide, he had shot into a vehicle at the
scene.

• While there is no way to ascertain with certainty
whether improved communication by responding officers,
especially APPO-1 and APPO-3, would have changed the
outcome of this event, there were two critical
omissions of information that should have been
relayed, but were not: 1) Philip Seidle shooting into
the black Volkswagen; and 2) the fact that that
vehicle being shot into belonged to Tamara Seidle.
Those vital pieces of information could have altered
the way other responding police officers viewed the
unfolding situation that morning.

o Although APPO-1 had no way of knowing who was in
the vehicle that Seidle was shooting into, it was
a critical omission for APPO-1 not to communicate
that he had seen Philip Seidle shoot into the
window of another vehicle.

o This critical omission of information led many
responding officers to initially believe that
they were only dealing with a suicidal police
officer.  Statements obtained by officers
responding to the scene after APPO-1 had arrived
were consistent in that they did not have
information regarding Philip Seidle’s actions
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prior to their arrival when they observed him 
pointing a gun at his own head. 

o APPO-2 heard gunshots as he pulled up to the
intersection to assist APPO-1 with the unrelated
motor vehicle accident. At that time, APPO-1 told
APPO-2 that Philip Seidle was holding a gun to
his head, which APPO-2 observed.  APPO-2 was in
the process of moving his vehicle to block
traffic and pedestrians when he heard, but did
not see, the second volley of gunshots into
Tamara’s vehicle.  Although APPO-2 was on scene
when the second round of shots took place, he had
just finished moving his vehicle and did not
observe Philip Seidle shooting into the car.
Moreover, he did not receive any information from
APPO-1 to indicate that Seidle had been shooting
into a vehicle prior to APPO-2’s arrival.

o It is impossible to ascertain, after the fact, if
clearer more detailed communications from APPO-1
could have changed the course of events on June
16, 2015.  It is certain, however, that the
absence of more detailed information,
specifically, that Philip Seidle was seen
shooting into a vehicle prior to holding a gun to
his head, could have alerted responding officers
that Seidle was homicidal and not only suicidal.

• APPO-3 had been the Seidles’ neighbor for more than a
decade.  APPO-3 had vital personal information that
may have been helpful to responding law enforcement
had it been shared.  APPO-3 was the only officer who
recognized the vehicles and knew that the black
Volkswagen was Tamara Seidle’s car.  APPO-3 arrived at
the scene only seconds before Philip Seidle fired the
second volley of shots into the Volkswagen.
Regardless of whether APPO-3 knew that Tamara was in
the vehicle that Philip Seidle was firing into, he
knew it was her car and this was critical information
that should have been, but was not, relayed to
responding officers.

• Although family members of Tamara Seidle were alerting
law enforcement via 9-1-1 that she was in danger, the
shooting of Tamara Seidle occurred at the same time

11



information was being gathered by the 9-1-1 operators 
regarding the nature of the emergency. 10 

• A review of the handling of the 9-1-1 calls regarding
this incident was also undertaken, both as a part of
this review and also separately by the Monmouth County
Sheriff’s Office that oversees the county-wide 9-1-1
dispatch.  Specifically, the review sought to
ascertain whether the 9-1-1 calls from Tamara Seidle’s
family and boyfriend were handled properly, and
whether there was any delay in relaying information to
responding police officers regarding Philip Seidle’s
pursuit of Tamara that morning.

• The review concluded that Tamara’s daughter was on the
phone with the 9-1-1 operator at the same time the
homicide occurred – providing no opportunity for
information regarding Philip Seidle’s pursuit to be
relayed to officers as this event was already in
progress.  Moreover, much of the information
communicated by Tamara’s family was genuinely relayed,
but ultimately proved to be inaccurate, including her
location (Mt. Carmel Church on Pine Street); that
Tamara was on foot; and that it was not believed that
Philip Seidle was armed.

• Specifically, between 11:26:37 a.m. and 11:29:04 a.m.
(2 min, 27 sec), Tamara’s daughter called 9-1-1 and
reported that she had received a call from her mother,
who stated that her father, Philip Seidle, had
threatened to kill her.  She reported that her mother
was on foot and did not believe that her father was
armed. The location provided was 805 Pine Street in
Asbury Park, which is the Mt. Carmel Church.

• The first round of gunfire occurred at 11:27:14 a.m.,
which is only 37 seconds after Tamara Seidle’s
daughter placed the 9-1-1 call.

• At 11:27:19 a.m., APPO-1 radioed a “shots fired!” call
to County Dispatch, only 42 seconds into the
daughter’s 9-1-1 call.

• At 11:28:00 a.m. – 11:37:43 a.m., Tamara Seidle’s
boyfriend called 9-1-1, reporting that Tamara was

10 See p. 14 of this report regarding 9-1-1 calls. 
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being held against her will.  He could not pinpoint 
Tamara’s location.   

• At 11:29:20 a.m., the second round of gunfire
occurred.

• 11:30:47 a.m. – 11:31:19 a.m.  The dispatcher who
received the call from Tamara’s daughter called
Tamara’s cell phone.  A message was left for Tamara to
call 9-1-1 or the APPD so they could determine her
location.  The dispatcher then called Tamara’s
daughter to ask if she had made contact with her
mother.

• Our review concluded that there was no mishandling or
delay on the part of the 9-1-1 dispatch system.
Tragically, the information being conveyed by Tamara’s
loved ones to 9-1-1 dispatch occurred simultaneous to
the phone calls.
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Time

11:26:37

11:27:14

11:27:19

11:28:00

11:29:04

11:29:20

11:30:47

11:31:19

11:37:43

Action

5 Seconds Pass

37 Seconds Pass

Tamara's Daughter's 9-1-1 Call Ends

Tamara's Daughter Calls 9-1-1

Seidle 9-1-1 Timeline - June 16, 2015

Dispatcher Calls Tamara's Cellphone and Leaves Message

Tamara's Daughter's 2nd 9-1-1 Call Ends
6 Minutes and 24 Seconds Pass 

APPO #1 Radios "Shots Fired"

1st Round of Gunfire is Heard

16 Seconds Pass

1 Minute and 4 Seconds Pass

 41 Seconds Pass

2nd Round of Gunfire Heard

Tamara's Boyfriend Calls 9-1-1

1 Minute and 27 Seconds Pass

Tamara's Boyfriend's 9-1-1 Call Ends

32 Seconds Pass
Dispatcher then calls Tamara's Daughter's  Phone Back
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IV. Absence of Command & Control

As the timeline of this incident demonstrates, the 
events unfolding on the morning of June 16th were chaotic 
and sudden.  It is a basic tenet of law enforcement – and, 
indeed basic common sense - that emergency situations 
benefit from strong, decisive leadership.  Our review 
concluded that APPO-3, the third officer to arrive on 
scene, had a responsibility as a command level officer and 
the most senior law enforcement officer, to assume 
operational control of the situation upon arrival.  

However, APPO-3 did not communicate via radio that he 
knew the black Volkswagen involved belonged to Tamara 
Seidle, or elicit more information from APPO-1 regarding 
the active crime scene.  Instead of taking charge, APPO-3 
left the crime scene twice – once to transport the Seidle 
child back to headquarters and on a second occasion to 
transport APPO-1 back to headquarters.  APPO-3’s decisions 
to leave the active crime scene on two occasions 
demonstrated poor leadership and judgment and violated 
several Asbury Park Police departmental policies.  This 
poor leadership, however, did not rise to the level of 
criminal conduct. 

V. Decision Not To Employ Deadly Force 

Questions have been raised regarding the responding 
officers’ handling of this incident, including whether 
deadly force should have been utilized against Philip 
Seidle. Based on a thorough review of the evidence from 
this incident, the decision not to utilize deadly force 
against Philip Seidle was reasonable.  The responding 
officers’ ability to use force against Seidle was limited 
because of two (2) overarching and fundamental principles 
in use of force assessments: 

(A) Officers are prohibited by State law and policy 
from using lethal force against a person, or 
shooting a person, who could be injurious only to 
themselves; and  

(B) Even during the brief period when Seidle was 
discharging his gun and not threatening suicide, 
responding officers had no ability or opportunity 
to shoot Seidle without creating a substantial 

15



risk to innocent civilians in this densely 
populated neighborhood.   

A. Use of Force Policies 

Most law enforcement policies are written to address 
situations that are common, anticipated and recurring.  
Existing law enforcement policies at either the State or 
County level do not anticipate or encompass the situation 
which unfolded on June 16, 2015.  Indeed, the New Jersey 
Attorney General’s Use of Force Policy and the Monmouth 
County Uniform Use of Force Policy do not permit officers 
to use deadly force against someone who is “injurious only 
to themselves.” 11    

The law enforcement officers responding to this event  
came upon Philip Seidle holding a gun to his head – 
appearing to be suicidal – without the knowledge of the 
previous car chase and shooting of Tamara Seidle, or the 
benefit of time to discern what transpired.  APPO-1 was 
derelict by not articulating to anyone arriving on the 
scene that Philip Seidle shot into the Volkswagen and there 
was likely a victim in that car – even if he did not know 
who may have been injured.   

The time between the crash of the Seidles’ vehicles  
and the first gunshots fired by Philip Seidle was 
approximately three seconds.  The time between the first 
series of shots and the start of the second series of shots 
was approximately two minutes and three seconds – and 
during that entire intervening time Philip Seidle had his 
gun pointed to his head.  Between the first and second 
rounds of gunfire, APPO-1 was shuttling the Seidles’ young 
daughter to safety and was himself uncertain of whom Seidle 
had been shooting at in the Volkswagen.  Moreover, the 
backdrop to this entire situation was that APPO-1 announced 
over his radio that Seidle had a gun to his head less than 
20 seconds after the first round of shots were fired.  As a 
result, the police officers responding to the scene only 
knew that Seidle was suicidal and had no information 
regarding previously transpiring events.  

11 See Appendix 4, p. 6, #3, New Jersey Attorney General’s Use of Force 
Policy, “Deadly force shall not be used against persons whose conduct 
injurious only to themselves" (also included as Enclosure 12 on CD-Rom).

.     
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B. Presence of Civilians 

     It is impossible to evaluate the actions of the 
responding police officers without understanding the area 
in which this event took place.  The homicide occurred on 
Sewall Avenue in the area of Ridge Avenue, which is a 
highly populated area with 22 residential properties and 1 
large commercial building.  The surrounding area also 
includes a privately owned pre-school, as well as more 
residences and commercial properties. 

The most notable present commercial property in the 
area of the crime scene is Campbell Supply, which loads its 
delivery trucks in front of their facility on Sewall 
Avenue.  This loading area is approximately one hundred and 
twenty (120) feet from the location of the homicide.  Six 
Campbell Supply employees were in front of the building as 
this event unfolded.  At least two other civilians were 
also present in front of this business and a third person 
was on Sewall Avenue just west of the Campbell Supply 
property.   

Additionally, three civilians were on the front porch 
of one of the homes on Sewall Avenue during this event.  
The civilians can be seen on APPO-1’s MVR reacting to the 
Seidle’s car accident and are also seen running into their 
houses when the first gunshots are fired.  Multiple 
canvasses of the neighborhood after the shooting indicated 
that there were at least 25 individuals in the immediate 
area when Tamara Seidle was killed. 

The civilians who were in front of Campbell Supply as 
well as those watching this event from their homes were all 
consistent in their statements regarding their concern 
about shots being fired in a residential area.  One 
resident was even captured on her cell phone video during 
this incident stating, “They don’t want any extra bullets 
flying, mad houses around here.” 

Philip Seidle was a distance away from responding  
police officers, at or near the range limit which police 
officers must requalify with their weapons.12 One of the 
longstanding principals of firearms safety is that officers 

12 See Appendix 5, New Jersey Attorney General, Firearms Qualification, 
Semi-Annual Firearms Qualification and Requalification Standards for NJ 
Law Enforcement, Revised 2003, requiring qualification at a distance of 
75 feet. 
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must “be sure of their target and what is beyond it.”13  At 
the Monmouth County Police Academy, this rule is taught as 
“target, backstop and beyond” or “TBB.” 

APPO-1 noted in his statement that, when considering  
how to respond to this situation, that he was aware that 
there was a business and civilians visible behind Philip 
Seidle.  In fact, all of the police officers that provided 
statements reiterated this same concern – the densely 
populated residential street and the civilians and 
responding law enforcement officers who were present 
outside as this event developed.  Investigative reports 
noted that, “[S]eidle was totally surrounded” and that 
officers were “very concerned about the placement of the 
officers because of the crossfire potential.” 

In addition to those individuals who worked or were  
doing business with the Campbell Supply Company and the 
neighborhood residents, was the 7-year old child in 
Seidle’s vehicle.  Officers learned the child was present 
in Philip Seidle’s car approximately one (1) minute after 
the first series of gunshots were fired.   

The investigation reports and statements taken from 
responding officers were consistent in their 
characterization of the scene as being “chaotic and 
frantic.”  One responding detective noted in his report, “I 
yelled for all of the officers to watch the crossfire and 
yelled out that the perimeter needed to be extended to get 
civilians out of the area.” 

Photographs of the area and crime scene, as well as 
the potential trajectories that bullets would have traveled 
based on the positions of all parties, illustrate the 
concern that civilians, residents and police officers could 
have been easily injured had deadly force been utilized. 

C. Lack of Communication and Information 

As noted earlier in this report, accurate information 
was not effectively communicated during this incident – 
including the fact that a domestic violence incident was in 
progress.  Although family members of Tamara Seidle were 
alerting law enforcement via 9-1-1 that she was in danger, 

13 See Appendix 6, Monmouth County Police Academy Firearms Training 
Material. 
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her daughter’s 9-1-1 call was in progress for less than 
thirty-seven (37) seconds at the time the first series of 
gunshots began.  The second round of gunshots took place 
only 2 minutes and 3 seconds after the first round of shots 
– which was only 14 seconds after the Seidles’ daughter’s
9-1-1 call ended.  In addition, the family placed Tamara’s 
location at least a ¼ mile from where the incident was 
actually taking place.  The shooting of Tamara Seidle was 
occurring at the same time that information was being 
gathered by the 9-1-1 operators regarding the nature of the 
emergency.  

Only one of the first responding police officers could  
have ascertained that Philip Seidle was involved in an 
altercation with his ex-wife – APPO-3 — because he had been 
a neighbor of the Seidles’ and had some insight regarding  
their personal life.  That being said, even in the face of  
this additional information viewed in the lens most  
critical to APPO-3, there was limited understanding of the  
incident that would have dictated that deadly force be used  
against Philip Seidle.  None of the responding police  
officers knew who was in the black Volkswagen, why Philip  
Seidle had fired into the vehicle, whether he was acting in  
his official capacity as a police officer, or why he had a  
gun pointed to his head. 

It therefore was reasonable for the police officers  
responding to this incident not to employ deadly force 
against Philip Seidle.  The policies governing how law 
enforcement officers must respond to individuals who are 
suicidal, coupled with the densely populated area with 
civilians in the backdrop, as well as an absence of factual 
information regarding the incident itself, collectively 
support the conclusion that it was reasonable for the 
responding officers not to use deadly force against Philip 
Seidle on June 16, 2015.  

VI. Did Philip Seidle Receive Preferential Treatment By
Responding Police Officers?

There is no information to support a premise that 
Philip Seidle received preferential treatment by responding 
law enforcement officers.  It is clear, however, that the 
fact that Seidle was a well-known police officer 
contributed to the confusion and chaos of the scene.  
Although many of the responding police officers knew Philip 
Seidle professionally, there was an absence of information 
regarding what was transpiring from the initial stages of 
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this incident.  At the outset, there was confusion 
regarding whether Philip Seidle was engaged in official 
police business when he chased another vehicle at high 
speed, crashing into that car and firing into its driver’s 
side window.  There was also a considerable lack of clarity 
regarding why a fellow police officer was standing in the 
middle of the street with a gun to his temple.   Once 
Philip Seidle’s gun was pointed at his head, responding 
officers, including APPO-1 who was already on-scene when 
this event began, treated Seidle like any other citizen by 
trying to de-escalate the situation and get him to drop the 
gun.  As was previously addressed, given the information 
that was known to police officers, as well as the area in 
which it was unfolding, the use of deadly force against 
Phil Seidle was ill-advised, regardless of his profession 
as a police officer. 

It is extremely likely that the perception that Philip 
Seidle may have received preferential treatment was 
amplified due to video footage of Seidle’s surrender where 
a fellow Neptune Township police officer (“NTPO-1”) was 
seen embracing him.  NTPO-1 was dispatched to the scene 
because of his long standing personal relationship with 
Seidle.  It was thought that NTPO-1 could use his personal 
friendship with Seidle to get him to remove the weapon from 
his temple and get his suicidal colleague to surrender.  It 
is a common practice to employ the use of family or friends 
to de-escalate situations involving suicidal individuals.   

It is also important to note that when NTPO-1 arrived 
at the crime scene for the purpose of trying to get Seidle 
to put the gun down.  NTPO-1 was unaware of the extent of 
the victim’s injuries or that his suicidal friend, Seidle, 
was in fact homicidal and had just killed his wife.  Upon 
learning, after Seidle’s surrender and arrest, what had 
transpired prior to his arrival to the scene, NTPO-1 
expressed regret and embarrassment at having embraced 
Seidle at the time of his surrender. 

VII. History of Domestic Violence

Our investigation revealed 21 instances over 21 years, 
beginning in 1994, in which either Tamara or Philip Seidle 
called the Neptune Township Police Department for police 
assistance.  Seven of those calls were traditional police 
calls that did not touch in any way on their relationship 
and cannot be categorized as domestic violence, but instead 
involved instances such as motor vehicle accidents or 
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credit card fraud being reported.  There were seven more 
calls that were related to child custody issues between the 
couple where either Philip or Tamara called police to 
report that the other party was not complying with their 
custody agreements.  Finally, there were seven calls that 
could be considered “Domestic Violence Incidents” according 
to the NJ Attorney General Guidelines.  Only one of these 
domestic violence incidents included the involvement of the 
Monmouth County Prosecutor’s Office.  These seven incidents 
were spread out over a period of 21 years – with many years 
in between incidents and thus no discernable pattern of 
persistent behavior. 

It is important to reiterate that allegations made by 
both Seidles for the purpose of litigating their divorce 
proceeding or any other civil actions – and extrapolated by 
the public and press in an attempt to understand the events 
of June 16th - were not a part of this analysis.  Civil and 
divorce proceedings are private, personal matters and fall 
outside the purview of any law enforcement agency.  In the 
case of Philip and Tamara Seidle, the details of their 
divorce proceedings were not known to the Neptune Township 
Police Department or the Prosecutor’s Office, statements by 
parties in divorce proceedings cannot be verified by law 
enforcement, absent independent substantiation.  Moreover, 
there is no requirement that would require these intimate, 
personal details to be reviewed by any employer – public or 
private.   

Attorney General Directive 2000-3 

Attorney General Directive 2000-3 directs how 
incidents of domestic violence involving police officers 
are to be handled.  Specifically, only when an act of 
domestic violence by a law enforcement officer results in 
the filing of any criminal charges and/or the issuance of 
domestic violence restraining order with the seizure of the 
officer’s weapons is the County Prosecutor’s Office 
notified.14 

14 See Appendix 7, New Jersey Attorney General’s Directive 2000-3, which 
states in pertinent part, “[w]henever an act of domestic violence as 
defined in N.J.S.A. 2C:25-19 has been alleged to have been committed by 
a law enforcement officer resulting in the seizure of the officer’s 
weapons, or the officer has been served with a domestic violence 
restraining order or a domestic violence warrant for the seizure of 
weapons or there is a bail condition which requires the surrender of 
weapons, the officer must:  Immediately report that fact to the 
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Thus, even though some of the calls to police, made by 
both Tamara and Philip Seidle, related to problems in their 
relationship and were “domestic” in nature, they did not 
rise to the level of reportable domestic violence incidents 
under the New Jersey Attorney General Directive.  Had 
either party filed charges, or if Tamara had obtained a 
domestic violence restraining order, a series of responses 
would have been triggered, including notification to the 
Prosecutor’s Office, the disarming of Philip Seidle, and a 
required fitness-for-duty evaluation conducted by a 
licensed mental health professional before he would be 
permitted to return to duty as an armed police officer.  
Here, no charges were filed nor restraining orders 
requested, either of which would have triggered mandatory 
notification to this Office.    

A. Reported Domestic Violence Incidents 

1) March 27, 1994 – The first reported domestic
violence (DV) incident occurred when Philip Seidle
called the Neptune Township Police after Tamara was
alleged to have thrown a chair at him as a result of
Philip Seidle’s conduct.  Both parties signed victim
notification forms,15 but no criminal complaints were
signed or restraining orders obtained by either
party.  Consequently, no notice was made to the
Prosecutor’s Office.

2) March 24, 2001 – Seven years later, a second DV
incident was reported when the Neptune Township
Police were called by one of the Seidle’s children
at Tamara’s direction.  The child reported a fight
in the home over who was responsible for making
lunch.  Police reports indicated that a screaming
match escalated into pushing, with Tamara admitting
that she pushed Philip because he was screaming and
his spit was hitting her face and Philip pushed her
hands out of his face.  Both parties were advised of
their DV rights, signed the victim notification

officer’s departmental supervisor who must promptly notify the 
Prosecutor’s Office in the county where the officer is employed” (also 
included as Enclosure 15 on CD-Rom).  

15 A victim notification form is mandated by the Attorney General’s 
Guidelines on Police Response Procedures in Domestic Violence Cases, 
1994. 
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form, but did not seek any criminal charges or the 
issuance of a restraining order. 

 
3) March 16, 2006 – Five more years passed before this 

DV incident was reported to the Neptune Township 
Police.  On this date, police responded to the 
residence and Tamara described a verbal dispute 
between the couple.  However, there was no physical 
evidence of domestic violence, and Tamara stated 
that Philip never hit, threatened or made any 
attempt to physically harm her.  Again, no charges 
or a restraining order was sought by Tamara Seidle. 

 
4) February 2, 2012 – The DV incident that took place 

on this date was the only incident that involved the 
Prosecutor’s Office.  The underlying incident did 
not trigger a mandatory notification to Prosecutor’s 
Office, however, the Neptune Township Police 
nonetheless notified the Prosecutor’s Office anyway.   

 
In this incident, Tamara called 9-1-1 and patrol 

units were dispatched to the Seidle home.  The 
couple was separated at this time, and Philip Seidle 
had gone to the family home in a marked police 
vehicle and thereafter an argument ensued.  Although 
she denied physical acts of violence on this 
particular date, Tamara reported that she had been 
subjected to past incidents of physical abuse, but 
did not report them because she did not want Philip 
to have problems with his job as a police officer.  
Philip Seidle’s department also learned that during 
this incident, Seidle unsuccessfully attempted to 
cancel the dispatch of responding officers to his 
home.  Seidle was administratively disciplined by 
his department for interfering with an investigation 
and suspended for two days.      

 
 On this date, Tamara again declined to sign a 
complaint or seek a restraining order, but did say 
that she would make an appointment to speak with the 
Chief of Philip Seidle’s police department.  There 
is no indication that Tamara ever made an 
appointment to speak with the Chief.  Despite the 
fact that Tamara did not seek a restraining order 
and no complaints were filed, the Neptune Township 
Police Department nonetheless decided to disarm 
Philip Seidle anyway and to send him for a fitness-
for-duty evaluation.   
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 On February 8, 2012, Philip Seidle was found “not 
fit for duty.”  The physician who evaluated him 
suggested he undergo psychotherapy, which he did 
regularly until he was re-examined on April 16, 
2012.  At that time, the physician’s recommendation 
was that Seidle was fit for duty, but should 
continue counseling for a period of at least two 
months.   

 Tamara was contacted by our office’s Professional 
Responsibility Unit on May 1, 2012, and was asked 
whether or not she had any concerns about her 
husband being rearmed or returning to work.  She 
expressed no such reservation or fear, and further 
noted that she and her husband had worked out their 
differences and no longer had any animosity towards 
each other.   

 On May 2, 2012, at the request of the Neptune 
Township Police Department, the Prosecutor’s Office 
agreed to conditionally re-arm Philip Seidle subject 
to the following conditions: 

a. Seidle could be re-armed for duty purposes
only for 180 days.  He was required to sign
his gun in and out at the start and
conclusion of each work shift in the
presence of a superior officer, leaving his
weapon at the agency when he was off duty;

b. Seidle was prohibited from any physical
contact with Tamara Seidle while armed and
on-duty;

c. Seidle must continue therapy until fully
discharged by his doctor; and

d. Seidle was prohibited from possessing any
personal weapons.

After the completion of the 180-day conditional 
re-arming period, Seidle’s department submitted a 
request in writing to the Prosecutor’s Office asking 
that Seidle be re-armed without conditions, and 
indicating that all conditions were satisfied.  
Subsequently, after receiving information that 
confirmed that Seidle had met all of the conditions 

24



imposed by his conditional re-arming and confirming 
that his treating physician concurred that he was fit 
for duty, the decision was made that he could return 
to full duty. 

Our review did reveal one altercation between the 
parties during this conditional rearming period that 
did not rise to the level of a domestic violence 
incident.  On June 13, 2012, Philip Seidle called the 
Tinton Falls Police Department to report that Tamara 
had followed him to his gym and they had a verbal 
dispute.  Reports revealed that Tamara followed Philip 
to the gym to obtain proof of his infidelity.  Tamara 
left the gym when Seidle called police.  Philip Seidle 
reported the incident to his police department, but it 
did not result in the filing of any complaints or a 
restraining order which would have triggered mandatory 
notification to the Prosecutor’s Office. 

On January 14, 2013, after being found fit-for-
duty on April 16, 2012 and completing his conditional 
re-arming period, the Monmouth County Prosecutor’s 
Office sent a letter to the Neptune Township Police 
Department authorizing the unconditional re-arming of 
Philip Seidle, relying on his psychiatrist’s 
evaluation and after contacting Tamara to ensure that 
she had no objection or concerns regarding Seidle 
carrying a weapon. 

5) March 28, 2014 - The next incident arose over an
argument concerning visitation with the children.
Tamara called the police and reported that Seidle
had been harassing her by yelling at her and texting
her.  Tamara indicated that she wanted to file a
complaint for harassment, but did not want a
temporary restraining order. The responding police
officer wanted to take pictures of the text messages
that she received from Philip.  On the advice of her
divorce attorney, Tamara would not permit the
officer to take photos of the text messages.  When
Philip Seidle was advised that Tamara intended to
sign a complaint, he began screaming profanities at
the officers who responded.

 Tamara did not sign any complaint.  However, due 
to the nature of Seidle’s behavior towards the 
responding police officers, an internal affairs 
(“IA”) investigation was opened.  The Neptune 
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Township lieutenant conducting the IA investigation 
notified the Professional Responsibility Unit of the 
Monmouth County Prosecutor’s Office regarding this 
incident, even though notification was not required 
under AG Directive 2000-3 or other county policy.  
The Professional Responsibility Unit notified the 
lieutenant that, based on AG Directive 2000-3, in 
the absence of criminal complaints or a restraining 
order being issued, the police department should 
handle this internal affairs matter. 
 
 As a result of this incident, Seidle was placed 
on administrative leave, pending a fitness-for-duty 
evaluation.  Seidle was placed on paid leave, but he 
was not disarmed.16  On April 2, 2014 and May 29, 
2014, an evaluating physician found Seidle fit to 
perform his duties.  Our review revealed that the 
fitness-for-duty evaluation lacked the requisite 
thoroughness.  The examination was performed prior 
to the completion of the internal affairs 
investigation or its findings – which were relevant.  
In addition, it does not appear that Tamara Seidle 
was interviewed by the physician, which also would 
have been germane to a complete understanding of the 
incident giving rise to the fitness-for-duty 
evaluation.   
 
 Philip Seidle was administratively disciplined by 
the Neptune Township Police Department as a result 
of his behavior towards the responding officers at 
the scene.  Seidle suspended for 30 days, and 
prohibited for 90 days of overtime assignments.  It 
should be noted that during the course of the 
present investigation concerning Philip Seidle’s DV 
history, the Neptune Township Police Department 
updated its policy to require that IA investigations 
be completed before sending an officer to a fitness-
for-duty evaluation. The new policy also required an 
itemized list of all documents sent to an evaluating 
physician to be maintained to verify that the 
physician has the benefit of all relevant 
information to conduct an exam. 
 

16 At the time of this incident, there was no existing policy requiring 
that Philip Seidle be disarmed, however, this issue is further 
addressed at the end of this report. 
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6) July 11, 2014 – Philip Seidle allegedly attempted to
speak with two of his children (ages 23 and 16 at
the time of this incident) at their place of
employment. This contact by Seidle was not welcomed
by his children.  Their employer contacted the
Neptune Township Police Department and the children
were immediately interviewed.  The children asked
that the responding police lieutenant speak with
Philip Seidle and advise him that they did not want
a relationship with him at this time.  The children
also expressed concern regarding the possibility
that Seidle would be disciplined and they were
fearful that he would lose his job.

 On July 14, 2014, three days after the lieutenant 
spoke with Seidle’s children, Neptune Township 
Police Chief James Hunt met with Seidle to discuss 
the incident.  During this meeting, Seidle put his 
gun and gear on the Chief’s desk and said he was 
going to retire.  Seidle was advised to take sick 
time to consider his options.  As this meeting was 
not the result of Seidle violating any rules or 
regulations, there was no disciplinary action 
imposed.  Additionally, Seidle’s conduct at his 
children’s place of employment did not rise to the 
level of a reportable domestic violence incident 
under state law.  Although there was no policy 
requiring it, Seidle was advised that if he decided 
to return to work, he must be evaluated by a 
physician to ensure he was fit for duty. 

 The physician who conducted the subsequent 
fitness-for-duty evaluation on August 18, 2014 also 
spoke with the Seidles’ therapist and their divorce 
mediator, and ultimately concluded that Seidle was 
fit for duty.  No notification to the Prosecutor’s 
Office was required or made per AG Directive 2000-3.   

7) April 29, 2015 – In the final incident that could be
characterized as domestic violence incident, a call
for police assistance was actually made by Philip
Seidle, who complained that Tamara was violating a
visitation order.  A lieutenant and sergeant were
dispatched to Tamara’s residence.  Tamara alleged
that the police officers should not have responded
to the residence and that their presence constituted
harassment.  No complaint, however, was filed.
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 It is common for parties who are in the process 
of obtaining a divorce, or who have unresolved 
custody disputes after a divorce, to contact police 
departments to create “official” documentation 
regarding such disputes.  There were seven 
additional calls for service regarding custody 
disputes between Tamara and Philip Seidle, dating 
back to 2013.  Neither those calls nor the 
additional seven calls for traditional police 
matters, including a motor vehicle accident, credit 
card theft and vandalism to a family car, will be 
detailed herein as they do not constitute incidents 
of domestic violence. 
 
B. DV Incident Not Known to Seidle’s Agency 

 
Our review uncovered one domestic violence incident  

that occurred in 2012 that was unknown to the Neptune 
Township Police Department, Seidle’s employer. On January 
27, 2012, an in-progress call was made to the Tinton Falls 
Police Department by a teenager who identified herself as 
the daughter of Philip Seidle’s girlfriend.  The girl 
reported to the responding police officer that her mother 
and Seidle confronted her regarding missing alcohol in the 
home and, thereafter, a verbal argument ensued.  During the 
course of this encounter, the girl reported that Seidle put 
his hands around her neck and pushed her.  The girl, 
however, refused to have EMS respond and the officer noted 
in the incident report that the teen did not show any signs 
of injury to the neck or throat.  Seidle told officers that 
the teenager became agitated when confronted with the 
allegation that she took alcohol from the home and began 
screaming in his face.  Seidle stated that he used his hand 
to move the girl back from his face. 
 

At the time this incident took place, there was no  
policy requiring the Tinton Falls Police Department to 
notify Philip Seidle’s employing police department of this 
incident.  As detailed later in this report, an updated 
Early Warning Policy has been implemented as a result of 
this investigation and now requires such notification, 
among other standards.  It is unfortunate that this 
information was not relayed to the Neptune Township Police 
Department as it may have led to Seidle being disarmed by 
his employer prior to the DV incident on February 2, 2012. 

 
The teenager involved in the January 27, 2012 incident  
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should have been given a victim notification form and been 
advised of her domestic violence rights, which failed to 
occur.  The Tinton Falls Police Department also failed to 
prepare any investigation reports concerning this incident.  
This incident was unknown to the Neptune Township Police 
Department or the Prosecutor’s Office until it was 
discovered via a search of the county-wide dispatch system 
as a part of this review. 

VIII. Summary of Conclusions and Action Plan

a. Ineffective communication and a lack of
information contributed to confusion at the crime scene as 
events unfolded on the morning of June 16, 2015.  All 
police departments in Monmouth County have been, and will 
be directed to re-train, review and reinforce with their 
officers appropriate protocols and procedures  in relaying 
information via police radio during critical incidents. 

b. APPO-1 should have attempted to close the
distance between himself and Philip Seidle to contain the 
threat as much as possible when the shooting began.  
Although APPO-1 could not have safely used lethal force 
because of the position of Philip Seidle and citizens in 
the area, he should have positioned himself more 
effectively at the scene.  He also failed to clearly 
communicate that Seidle was firing shots into a vehicle.  
His conduct violated at least one of his agency’s policies 
and procedures regarding conduct unbecoming, and it will be 
recommended that APPO-1 be disciplined accordingly by the 
Asbury Park Police Department for this infraction.17 

c. APPO-3 failed to take control of the scene,
officer, he should have done so.  He additionally showed 
poor judgment by leaving the scene twice while this event 
was ongoing.  APPO-3’s conduct appears to violate at least 
three of his agency’s policies and procedures: conduct 
unbecoming; neglect of duty; and insubordination.  As the 
Monmouth County Prosecutor’s Office has superseded the 
Internal Affairs function for this review, it will be 
recommended that APPO-3 be disciplined accordingly by the 
Asbury Park Police Department for these infractions.18 

17 See Appendix 8, Asbury Park Police Department Policy and Procedures. 
18 See Appendix 8, Asbury Park Police Department Policy and Procedures. 
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d. Given the highly populated area, presence of 
civilians and the lack of information provided to 
responding law enforcement officers, as well as the 
policies and procedures in place regarding individuals who 
are a threat to themselves, the decision not to employ 
deadly force against Philip Seidle was appropriate and 
reasonable under the circumstances. 

 
e. This review and analysis disclosed a critical 

flaw in the domestic violence policies and procedures that 
currently exist statewide.  It is clear that domestic 
violence incidents that do not rise to the level of the 
filing of criminal charges or a temporary restraining order 
may still call into question the fitness-for-duty of a 
police officer.  Moreover, a police officer who has 
numerous Internal Affairs complaints – either due to 
internal departmental policy violations or from complaints 
by citizens – raises a red flag which may warrant a 
fitness-for-duty evaluation by the agency.   

 
In order to address this gap in the current system, an 

Early Warning System is being implemented for all law 
enforcement agencies in Monmouth County.  The policy will 
provide both the employing police agency and the 
Prosecutor’s Office with the opportunity to intervene 
before such an officer places others or themselves in 
harm’s way.19 The new policy specifically includes: 

 
i) Mandatory reporting to the Prosecutor’s 
Office of all allegations regarding police 
officers who either commit or were victims of 
domestic violence, whether or not charges are 
filed or a restraining order is issued; 

 
ii) Mandatory notification by the responding 
police agency of any domestic violence incident 
that takes place outside the municipality where 
the officer is employed, whether or not charges 
are filed or a restraining order issued.  
Notification must be made to both the officer’s 
employing agency and the Prosecutor’s Office; 

 
iii) Mandatory notification to the Prosecutor’s  

19 See Appendix 9, Monmouth County Uniform Policy, Early Warning System, 
June 29, 2016 (also included as Enclosure 18 on CD-Rom). 
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Office any time an officer is sent for a 
fitness-for-duty evaluation, regardless of the 
underlying reason for the evaluation; 

iv) Mandatory notification to the Prosecutor’s
Office any time an officer is disarmed, 
regardless of the underlying reason for the 
disarming; 

v) Mandatory notification to the Prosecutor’s
Office any time an officer receives three 
citizen complaints within a six month period, 
regardless of the reason; 

vi) Mandatory retention of an itemized list,
within the officer’s internal affairs file, of 
all materials forwarded to the physician 
conducting a fitness-for-duty evaluation and 
made available to the Prosecutor’s Office upon 
request. 

f. The Tinton Falls Police Department has been
directed to provide supplemental training to its officers 
regarding the domestic violence reporting process, 
including the use of victim notification forms and 
completing reports as necessary and required. 

It is our sworn duty to protect the citizens of 
Monmouth County.  Although the vast majority of police 
officers in this county live their lives of service in a 
manner that is consistent with their sworn oaths of office 
to protect and serve, there are those whose actions are so 
reprehensible that it tarnishes the image of those officers 
who serve with dignity and the highest level of 
professionalism.  It is our sincere hope that the action 
taken as a result of this comprehensive review will enhance 
police services to the citizens of Monmouth County and will 
provide needed changes to existing policies that monitor 
police officers’ fitness-for-duty. 

The events that unfolded the morning of June 16, 2015 
were extraordinary and aberrational.  The factual scenario 
that defined this incident is not found in textbooks or in 
state mandated training standards at our police academy 
because it could not have been anticipated.  It was 
necessary to view this incident through a critical lens to 
determine what lessons can be learned and improvements made 
to law enforcement in Monmouth County.  It is our duty to 
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