
SUPERIOR COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

Commonwealth v. Joyner
2025 Pa. Super. 251 · No. 644 EDA 2024 · Decided November 12, 2025

SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Superior Court reversed an order suppressing a firearm and oxycodone-related
evidence recovered after Terrance Joyner fled from police. The court held that the initial interaction
was a mere encounter, that Joyner’s flight occurred after police had reasonable suspicion to pursue
him, and that the firearm was lawfully recovered during the flight.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the initial interaction between Officer Moore and Joyner was a mere encounter or an
investigatory detention requiring reasonable suspicion.

2. Whether, when Joyner fled, the officers had reasonable suspicion to pursue and detain him.

3. Whether the firearm discarded during Joyner's flight was voluntarily abandoned and therefore lawfully
recoverable, or was the product of a coercive and unlawful seizure.

HOLDINGS

1. The initial interaction was a mere encounter, not an investigatory detention, because the officers
approached Joyner on a public street without activating lights or sirens, leaving the vehicle, brandishing
weapons, or otherwise using a coercive show of authority.

2. When Joyner fled, the encounter escalated to an investigatory detention supported by reasonable
suspicion.

3. The firearm was lawfully recovered because Joyner abandoned it during flight after the officers had
reasonable suspicion to pursue and detain him.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The interaction occurred in broad daylight on a public street.” (at 8)

“Once Officers Moore, Whatley, and Grant gave chase, the encounter escalated to an investigatory detention,
which was supported by reasonable suspicion.” (at 11)

“Thus, the recovery of the firearm abandoned during the flight was lawful.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police Officer Paul Moore observed Joyner walking in a Philadelphia area known for violent and firearm-related
crime, with a heavily weighted, square-shaped object concealed near his right side. After seeing the marked
police vehicle, Joyner changed direction. Moore asked whether Joyner had a gun; Joyner denied it, continued
walking, and then fled when Moore opened the vehicle door. Officers pursued Joyner, who was arrested after a
brief chase, and recovered a firearm and two oxycodone prescription bottles.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Commonwealth charged Joyner with firearm and controlled-substance offenses. After a suppression hearing,
the Philadelphia County Court of Common Pleas granted Joyner's motion to suppress, finding that police had
conducted an investigatory detention without reasonable suspicion and that Joyner's firearm was forcibly
abandoned. The Commonwealth appealed, and the Superior Court reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION



reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Proceed with further proceedings consistent with the decision, including any unresolved issue concerning
Joyner's Miranda rights. Jurisdiction was relinquished.
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