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INTRODUCTION

This is the Compliance and Outcome Assessment Report of the Compliance Officer and
Community Liaison (COCL), as required by the Settlement Agreement (Agreement) between the
City of Portland and the United States Department of Justice (hereafter referred to as “D0OJ”). By
agreement of the Parties, this report combines the COCL’'s compliance and outcome assessments
into a single document.

This second quarter report focuses exclusively on the paragrap
where the COCL has determined that the City or PPB had n
by the end of the first quarter of 2019. We describe the pr
an updated compliance rating in the remaining areas:

e Settlement Agreement
Substantial Compliance
bserved and provide
isis Intervention,
Officer Accountability, and Community Engageme



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I. USE OF FORCE (Pars. 74, 75, and 77)

During the second quarter of 2019, PPB satisfied the remaining issues related to the Use of Force
Audit conducted by the Inspector. Briefly, PPB and the Inspector ha
Audit system which ensures that officer Force Data Collection Re

aintained their Force
DCRs) and After Action
s objectively reasonable.

Reports by supervisors were comprehensive and that force
However, where the Force Inspector’s review found a poli i uipment, or personnel
concern, we noted that the system of informing appropsi
on actions taken had not been formalized. We rec
Audit Action Item Report form to formally cap
concerns so that the information would be easi
rt and
ent documentation, PPB has
4,75, and 77.

Beginning in late 2019 Q1, the Inspector began uti
provided evidence of such use to

substantially complied with the remal related to P

Il. TRAINING (Par. 84)

aining training requirement was
contained in Paragraphi8 i i increase its use of “role-playing scenarios
of these training techniques in the past,
ocedural justice framework for this

To date, PPB ha
officers to rehearse

t steps toward developing a robust scenario that requires

al justice and communication skills in a realistic setting. The COCL
team has reviewed the'draft Lesson Plan for the Procedural Justice scenario, which is scheduled
for implementation as part of PPB’s 2019 Fall In-service training. Success of the scenario
training will depend, in part, on the realism exhibited by the person who role plays the
community member, and the pedagogical skills of the evaluators who run the debriefing
sessions and provide tailored feedback to each officer regarding his/her performance. COCL will

observe the training prior to evaluating compliance with Par. 84(a)(i).



lll. CRISIS INTERVENTION (Pars. 99 and 115)

In the second quarter of 2019, BOEC satisfied the remaining issues related to Pars. 99 and 115
by providing training to all BOEC call-takers and dispatchers. In our 2019 Q1 evaluation we
recommended that BOEC provide supplemental training to call-takers and dispatchers to more
broadly define the concept of “risk” as it relates to the ECIT dispatch criteria “subject’s behavior
is escalating the risk of harm to self or others.” In response, BOEC provided lesson plans and

OJ provided

rved the BOEC in-service
19 Q1 report.

presentation materials for their April 2019 training, for which COCL

comments. In April of 2019, members of the COCL team and DO,
and found it to be responsive to the concerns COCL had laid

In particular, we were impressed by BOEC’s concerted i lI-takers and

dispatchers that they have the expertise and intuiti enefit from an
ECIT officer response. During the presentation, t them out
was raised numerous times. Given this training, we
substantially complied with the remaining issues relat

IV. OFFICER ACCOUNTABILITY (Pars. 1

C st and second quarter
of 2019, but overall ca i : ( s allotted in Par. 121 of the

Settlement Agree ; dlement steps to reduce timelines in
coming months (includihg : tegies and |IA strategies for using shared

feibute to the overall length of the investigation
tage can be adjusted to reduce the overall timeline.
only partial compliance with the requirements of

and IPR have taken steps™to resolve such issues, including IA providing roll-call presentations
and offering tips and techniques for avoiding instances which may lead to a system complaint.
Additionally, IPR continues their training and management efforts related to allegation
formation, supervisor investigations, precinct referrals, and other process related issues.

Finally, both PPB and IPR continue to hold joint meetings with regards to such issues.



Although some issues remain, both PPB and IPR have taken serious steps that should lead to
the resolution of the remaining concerns. Given such steps, we now believe that the City has
substantially complied with the requirements of Par. 128, though note both have an ongoing
obligation to monitor whether issues re-emerge in the future. As part of this, we expect IPR to
memorialize their efforts in SOP’s as part of maintaining Substantial Compliance.

V. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND CREATION OF PORTLAND
ENGAGED POLICING (PCCEP) (Par. 142, 144, 145, 146, 149

ITTEE ON COMMUNITY

z, transparent relationship with the PCCEP and (2) to develop a
reasonable Co i : ent Plan with input from PCCEP.

by PCCEP and fielded. survey has been completed and a report has been prepared. COCL can
assign Substantial Compliance for Par. 146 when: (1) the results have been used to “inform the
work of the PCCEP” and (2) the results have been used to “inform...the development and
implementation of the Community Engagement Plan.” The group has not yet had a presentation
on the Community Survey to inform this work (the presentation was scheduled in June and



postponed due to illness). For COCL’s comments and cautions regarding key survey findings, the
read is referred to Appendix A.

Par. 149 requires the PPB, DOJ and COCL must agree on a set of metrics and present them to the
PCCEP for review. PPB, DOJ, and COCL have developed indicators of community engagement and
outreach around 1) Interactions with the public and general service delivery; 2) Communication
with the public; 3) Collective engagement with the community thro
committees and other stakeholder forums/groups/meetings; and

boards, commissions,

gular reporting to the
community on PPB activities. These metrics were shared with t P at the May 28 meeting;

hence, we find PPB in Substantial Compliance with Par. 149.

nearly all of PCCEP’s recommendations i i nse to the 2017 Draft.
self-critical, including a

Notably, PPB was responsive to PCCEP’s
t areas, including creating a



USE OF FORCE (Pars. 74, 75 and 77)

Par. 74

Par. 75

Par. 77

74. COCL Summary: Paragraph 74 states that “In c

75 states that, “In consultation with the COCL, the Inspector shall
ve 940.00 investigations” to determine whether supervisors

their employees. Sp he Settlement requires that supervisors complete an After Action
Report (AAR) within ours of being notified of the incident; to perform well at this task,
supervisors would need to review all use of force reports for completeness, determine whether
the officer’s actions are consistent with PPB policy, the Settlement Agreement and best practices;
and take all appropriate actions as a supervisor, including determining any training or counseling
needs for the officer; taking corrective action on omissions or inaccuracies in the force report;



notifying appropriate authorities when criminal conduct is suspected; and documenting all of the
above-named actions. (For details and exact language, see the Settlement Agreement)

77. COCL Summary: “In consultation with the COCL, the Inspector shall audit the adequacy of
chain of command reviews of After Action Reports.” This type of audit by the Inspector will ensure
that supervisors at all levels in the chain of command are conscientiously reviewing all AAR (940)

Reports using the appropriate legal and administrative performance standards and taking

appropriate action. The reviewers of AARs should be assessing the eteness of reports and

evaluating the findings using a “preponderance of the evidenc dard. Where appropriate,
reviewers should speak with the original investigator, ord investigations, modify
findings that do not seem justified, identify any deficienci jcy or tactics, ensure
that supervisors discuss poor tactics with the officer in above in EIS. (For

details and exact language, see the Settlement Ag,

Current Status

In our 2019 Q1 report, we noted that aintained th ce Audit system which

74,75, and 77.

To support our overa g of Substantial Compliance, we summarize the efforts of PPB and
the Force Inspector to implement a comprehensive force audit system. When a use of force
event occurs, officers complete an FDCR. Additionally, supervisors complete an AAR that
summarizes the use of force and provides an evaluation of whether the force (and the actions
leading up to the force event) are in policy or out of policy. These forms are then reviewed up
the chain of command. After such review, the Force Inspector and analysts review a sample of

FDCRs and AARs, evaluating the documents on two main points. The first is whether the FDCRs



and AARs contain information required by PPB policy (presence of a weapon, subject level of
resistance, attempts at de-escalation, decision-point analysis, injuries, mental health status,
among many others). The Force Inspector and analysts then code that information to assess
accuracy and completeness and identify both topical trends and officer/group trends. Second,
the Inspector provides an independent assessment of the reasonableness of the force used as
well as any policy, training, equipment, or personnel concerns. When such concerns are found,
the Inspector notifies appropriate individuals and requests written f ck (which now uses
the formal document described above).

In the past, we have noted that the Force Audit is a point of ss within the PPB.

of 98.8%, an improv
. Additional strated a

dentifies categories with the
provement. Finally, the



TRAINING (Par. 84(a)(i))

CETORTYGII(J Substantial Compliance - Conditional

84(a)(i). With respect to patrol officers, PPB shall: increase the
interactive exercises that illustrate proper use of force de

ole-playing scenarios and
g, specifically including
interactions with people who have or are perceived t
officers on the importance and impact of ethical deci

COCL Conditions

In previous reports we have acknow d B’s noticeable improvement in
the delivery and evaluation of trainin jon (see COCL’s Q3 report in
2018). These improvements were respo ] agraph 84. The only area
where COCL expressed any reservation w i i i has employed “role-

situations, we have i ¥'to adopt a procedural justice framework
f tensions and therefore, preempt the need

munication with members of the community” (COCL
ch officer with feedback on their performance.

Current Status

PPB went to great |6 o incorporate the concepts of procedural justice into their 2019
Annual Training Plan and into their 2019 supervisor training, which we observed in March of
2019. The Training Division Manager has also committed to incorporating these principles into

the lesson plans for the 2019 in-service training of all officers this year.

These are noteworthy enhancements to PPB’s training portfolio and should increase general
knowledge of procedurally just behaviors and their contribution to successful,
non-confrontational, police-community interactions. However, PPB faces the traditional problem

10



of discussing these concepts in the classroom (lecture mode) but giving students few
opportunities to practice the relevant skills. Knowledge must be translated into practice, as PPB
now does with its training in firearms, CEW, and self-defense. Recent in-service training has
focused on topics such as ambush attacks (2018) and active shooters (2019). While
communication with the subject, the public and fellow officers was one of the teaching
objectives, the life-threatening nature of these incidents made it difficult to incorporate

procedural justice communication into these training scenarios.

Therefore, to achieve Substantial Compliance with Par. 84(a)(i), ining Division will need to

create an entirely new scenario where officers can practice justice and de-escalation
skills. The training scenarios should be based on com
people in mental health crisis or an agitated driver o
events if the officer communicates inappropriate
officers need to practice communication skills rel
giving voice, being respectful, maintaining neutr
through empathy, helpfulness and other actions.

The COCL team has revie
scheduled ) all In-service training. The scenario contains
of the officers and engage them in serious
ns. Officers will be given the opportunity to utilize various
iven feedback on their performance during a Debrief

Although we details for the planned In-service training, at this time we can
offer a few gene and suggestions to PPB regarding the elements of effective
procedural justice tre

According to the lesson plan, “this scenario is designed to transition from concepts of Procedural
Justice taught in the classroom to real-life practical implementation.” This transition is critical
and can only be successfully achieved if several components are in place. First, the classroom
training must be strong to the point that students: (1) learn and understand the core principles
of procedural justice; (2) are given examples of behaviors that could be used to apply these
principles in real policing encounters; and (3) have been convinced that these behaviors are

11



effective and should be adopted. This classroom training was provided by PPB in previous In-
service trainings. Second, the person who role-plays the community member must be able to
incite the students to a degree that requires the officers’ use of good procedural justice skills.
Third, to complete an effective scenario, the debriefing session following the scenario must be
done by instructors/evaluators who: (1) have been well trained in procedural justice theory and
practice; (2) have the pedagogical skills to recognize deficiencies in role-play performance; and
(3) can provide constructive, targeted feedback to each student. The
evaluate the delivery of scenario training prior to making a final
84 (a)(i).

team will observe and

nce assessment for Par.

12



CRISIS INTERVENTION (Pars. 99 and 115)

Par. 99

Par. 115

99. Within 120 days of the Effective Date, PPB shall est,
team (“C-1 Team”).

a Memphis risis Intervention

115. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, the Cit
to include the implementation of the policies and pro
and operation by trained staff.

ensure

to the concerns COC aid out in our 2019 Q1 report. The 2019 BOEC in-service training

related to mental health response focused on a number of topics, including:

® ECIT success stories, demonstrating the positive impact of having an ECIT response
to persons in mental health crisis

e ECIT dispatch numbers, including highlighting the impact of reminder emails that
describe the types of calls that meet ECIT dispatch criteria

13



o Elements of a mental health crisis

e C(Classroom discussion of real-world examples and whether they would meet ECIT
criteria

e Call-taker, dispatcher, and supervisor roles and responsibilities for ECIT type calls

e Compliance audit results and subsequent re-training on identified issues

In addition to the above topics, there was a concerted effort to rej
dispatchers that they have the expertise and intuition to know, call may benefit from an
ECIT officer response. During the presentation, the concep oubt, send them out”

to call-takers and

verbally repeated many times).

Given the above, we have concluded that PPB’s

based justifications for triaging specia
PPB/BOEC continue to incorporate ong
BOEC’s compliance with Par. 115 (fully op
establishing compliance with Par. 99, we a
with the requirements

14



OFFICER ACCOUNTABILITY (Pars. 121 and 128)

Par. 121 Partial Compliance

Par. 128

Chief, excluding appeals, if any, to CRC. Appeals to CRC solved within 90 days.

Both PPB and IPR continue to struggle to 8 3 ini investigations within the 180-

section. Both PPB and IPR concede that despiteime ' 2 i rious stage timelines
i e to exceed 180 days.

Related to this, the 80 days is appropriate to facilitate the
expeditious resolution or the benefit of the complainant as well as
the officer who is alleged R owever, particularly for the purposes of

conducting i gati ssures of a ticking clock, the 180-day
er the complainant or the alleged officer.

- The need for forensic evidence testing

Particularly when more than one of the above factors are present in an administrative
investigation, it may be reasonable that the case goes beyond 180 days without violating the spirit of
Par. 121. However, even when considering potential reasons for cases taking over 180 days, we
maintain that PPB and IPR still need to take additional steps to substantially comply with Par. 121. For
instance, between January of 2018 and May of 2019, there were a total of 130 full administrative

15



investigations between IA and IPR. Of these, 25% exceeded the 180-day timeline, though IPR’s
percentages were lower than IA’s (53% completed within 180-days compared with 78% for IA).
Additionally, these cases only represent cases that were closed, meaning that additional cases may also
currently be exceeding the 180-day timeline but remain open.

Recognizing the extent of the problem, IPR provided a cause-and-solution analysis when we met in early
June. Their analysis identified three main issues which act as impediments to completing full

administrative investigations within the required timelines and provides da iven solutions designed

to address the core of each issue. The three main issues concern delays i ndependent
investigations, intake investigations that go over the allotted 14-day , and structural

impediments.

As a primary solution, IPR has proposed initiating a more in

ess described above goes beyond that of stage management and
sugh we cannot find substantial compliance with the 180-day timeline

Although PPB is experien€ing a higher compliance rate with the 180-day timeline than IPR, PPB has not
yet achieved substantial compliance, but it has also proposed steps to reduce overall timelines. For
instance, PPB plans to install shared computer drives for each RU Manager so that they may begin
reviewing case materials prior to the IA investigator making a proposed finding. Such materials would
include the allegations for each officer as well as interview transcripts so that the RU Manager may
perform a concurrent review, thereby saving time. Additionally, PPB has proposed a system for “re-

allocating time” should one stage of an investigation go over the number of allotted days. For example,

16



should the investigation stage go over the allotted timeline, the RU Manager would be expected to
review the case in a shorter time frame, thereby negating the prior delay. We would expect these steps
to bring PPB closer to compliance with their investigative requirements.

IPR and PPB expect that the proposed changes will reduce the number of days a full administrative
investigation takes. Additionally, PPB and IPR have recently met to discuss case stages in regards
to counting them towards the overall timeline. However, because these steps are recent
developments, we will need to see them implemented and assess their im
continue to find PPB and the City in Partial Compliance with the requir
them credit for developing sensible data-driven, whole-case solutio

ccordingly, we
of Par. 121 though give

For its part, IPR has c0 ed training and management related to allegation formation,
supervisor investigations, precinct referrals, and other process related issues. Additionally, IPR
has assigned one person each day to address issues related to community members who file
frequent complaints where it has been established previously that the complaints are not based
on facts. By assigning a person to work with such community members, IPR can resolve the

issue without making a formal complaint against an officer. However, we confirmed with IPR

17



that each allegation receives some investigation to ensure that allegations with merit are not
dismissed merely because of the individual who made the complaint.

Additionally, both PPB and IPR hold weekly meetings, including ongoing discussion of issues
related to Supervisory Investigations and full administrative investigations. Due to recent

turnover with IPR staff, particularly those in management positions, a learning curve is to be
expected. However, joint meetings between IA, IPR, DOJ, and COCL in e of 2019 indicate
that there is a path forward to address any remaining concerns. In e new faces at IPR

have provided a fresh look at the investigative process and brin ng data analytic and

systems perspective to the table.

Finally, we spoke with several sergeants as part of a fol e conducted for
our 2018 Q4 report. Most of the sergeants confirm

discuss the identified issues and provide trends a

p to intervi
to roll calls to

IA personnel ha
s/techniques to avoid s

ve bodies appear to be jointly committed
to ensuring a positive ati i i intai their independence from each other. For

We, therefore, find
128. However, PPB ana
in this assessment (or issues like the ones discussed here) re-emerge in the future. One

and IPR have substantially complied with the requirements of Par.
have an ongoing obligation to monitor whether the issues discussed

mechanism for doing this is for IPR to memorialize their efforts related to diverting system
complaints (either as precinct referrals or referrals to other City agencies), handling repeat
allegations from the same person despite no basis in fact, and other efforts. We would expect
such SOPs to be completed for substantial compliance to be maintained.

18



2018 Q3 | 2018Q4 | 2019 Q1 | 2019 Q2
IPR Admin Closures 44 51 47 17
Referred for SI 29 18 18 13
Precinct Referral 5 4 10 8
\ 4

19



COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND CREATION OF PORTLAND
COMMITTEE ON COMMUNITY ENGAGED POLICING (PCCEP) (Par. 142,
144, 145, 146, 149, and 150)

Par. 142 Substantial Compliance - Conditional

Par. 144

Par. 145 Substantial Compliance - Conditional

Substantial Compliance - Conditional

Substantial Compliance - Conditional

ation from the community and the PPB

t and implementation of a PPB Community Engagement Plan;

and concerns. The composition, selection/replacement process
Community-Engagea g (“the PCCEP Plan”) which shall be substantially similar to Exhibit 1
to this Agreement. Amicus AMAC and Intervenor PPA shall be consulted regarding and DOJ shall

review and approve any amendments to the PCCEP Plan proposed to occur during the effective
period of this Agreement.

20



COCL Conditions

PCCEP has been authorized in the PCCEP Plan to perform the functions outlined in Par. 142 (a-e).
Substantial Compliance will rest on progress made in future PCCEP meetings. While PCCEP is
authorized to perform these functions, it is not required to engage in all of them to achieve
Substantial Compliance with Par. 142. However, COCL is particularly interested in whether PCCEP

can hold productive meetings, including the full committee and subcommittees and can develop

a working relationship with PPB.
Current Status

The City invested considerable time and resources i

Town Hall meetings in January and April of 2019 to re
of the public have shared comments and

g. PCCEP has established four
icity, and Other Groups; Youth;
eetings has been sparse.
Since PPCEP was originally seated, seve h 3 i or several reasons but

contributing to the B s Community Engagement Plan.

21



144. The City shall provide administrative support so that the PCCEP can perform the duties and
responsibilities identified in this Agreement and in the PCCEP Plan.

COCL Conditions

As we noted in our previous reports, the City has provided strong administrative support to the
PCCEP. After conducting a thorough selection and training process, the City has provided support
in terms of project management, meeting facilitation, accommodati
Unfortunately, the PCCEP Project Director left in November a
position has not been filled. The City has provided interim supp

pace, IT support, etc.
community organizing

ersonnel from the Office

of Equity and Human Rights. This individual is very compet r responsibilities.

Current Status

On March 18, 2019, the City posted a job opening nd a finalist
was selected in early June. On June 24, Theodore L irector,
and he attended the PCCEP meeting the followin i started full ti
accordingly, the COCL can assign Sub i
position was not required by the PCC

needed—either through a hired positio

he project director posi

July 1;
. 144. The community organizer
itted to providing support as
after the project director
is on board.

interact with the community to resolve
ity confidence, PPB shall work with City

input from commu pbers in diverse neighborhoods, will result in a five-year Strategic
unity engagement tasks for PPB to achieve Substantial Compliance

under Par. 145 are: (1) to develop a working, transparent relationship with the PCCEP; and (2) to

Plan. The remaining ca

develop a reasonable Community Engagement Plan with input from PCCEP.

22



Current Status

PPB has engaged with the PCCEP in several ways that are relevant to these conditions. PPB
leadership regularly attend PCCEP meetings and have briefed PCCEP on the Bureau’s strategic
planning process and how the Community Engagement Plan will be embedded in PPB’s strategic
plan. In addition, the Chief has invited one PCCEP member to join PPB’s steering committee and
rthermore, the City is
relationship between

during its March meeting, the PCCEP voted on its representative.

expecting that PCCEP members will play an important role in definj
PPB and the PCCEP.

In sum, a solid path toward Substanti
a PPB-PCCEP relationship and by pro

In our Q4 2018 repo
Substantial Compliance@®Wwith Par. 146: (1) the communitywide survey instrument must be
reviewed by PCCEP; (2) the survey must be finalized; (3) data collection must be completed; (4)
the data must be analyzed and a report prepared; (5) the results must be used to “inform the
work of the PCCEP;” and (6) the results must be used to “inform ... the development and

implementation of the Community Engagement Plan.”

23



Current Status

To date, the first four tasks listed by COCL have been completed. The survey, designed with input
from PCCEP, has been completed. A report by DMH has been prepared and released to the public
and PCCEP; The PCCEP was slated to hear a presentation on the survey results at their June 25
meeting, but the presentation was postponed due to illness. Substantial Compliance will be
of the PCCEP” and to
ement Plan.” To assist

achieved when the survey results have been used to “inform the w

“inform ... the development and implementation of the Communit
in this process, we have decided to offer a summary of, and co tary on, key findings from

the communitywide survey. We have conducted these type in the past and feel that

COCL Conditions

To achieve Substantial Compliance, the F on a set of metrics and

present them to the PCCEP for review.

Current Status

public. The PPB is expected to establish conduits of information

tional flow of information between the community and the PPB.

These can B ured through the presence, quality, and quantity of information

available on PPB%'website and social media outlets.

e (ollective engagement with the community through boards, commissions, committees
and other stakeholder forums/groups/meetings. PPB is expected to participate in a wide
range of public events and groups for purposes of accountability, transparency, and public
education. This participation could be measured through the presence, quality, and

guantity of PPB participation in these collective events.

24



e Regular reporting to the community on PPB activities. In the interest of transparency and
public education, PPB is expected to report regularly to the community regarding its
activities and events in the realm of community engagement (including #3 above). These
can be measured through the presence, quality, and quantity of information contained in
PPB’s reports, website and social media outlets.

The only remaining task was for PCCEP to review these metrics, which@ccurred at their May 28

meeting. As a result, we can assign Substantial Compliance for Par.

City Council meeting, annually, to present its Annual
d to the use of
tions, and bias

about PPB’s policies and laws

its efforts in community policing in rega

governing pedestrian stops, stops ané policing, including a civilian’s

responsibilities and freedoms in such e

COCL Conditions

To receive Substantial
meeting in each precinct area and at a City
aragraph 150; and (3) prepare a more timely

e PCCEP Recom ation: We recommend PPB prepare a first draft of its 2018 Annual
Report no later than June 2019, to allow PCCEP to review and comment in time for PPB
to post the Report publicly no later than September 2019.
o PPB Response: Draft of 2018 Annual Report was submitted to PCCEP on June 24,
2019.

25



e PCCEP Recommendation: We recommend the 2018 Annual Report clearly list PPB’s
annual goals and priorities, and include PPB’s self-assessment of progress toward meeting
them.

o PPBResponse: The Draft 2018 Annual Report includes both the bureau’s goals and
priorities, and updates on progress. The Chief’s letter in the report clearly states
her three goals — crime prevention and reduction, community engagement and
inclusion, and organizational excellence. Informatio

ut each is provided in
the report.

e PCCEP Recommendation: We recommend the 2018 port include self-critical
information on annual failures and areas of improv .
o PPB Response: In the draft 2018 repo, nsive to PCCEP’s
recommendation to be more self-crj ble section on
“Challenges” within each of the t

for example, include creating a di ce, and
accountability/trust.

e PCCEP Recommendation: We

PCCEP will review

meeting in July.

eport and vote on any additional recommendations at its next

After PPB receives feedback from PCCEP and makes appropriate changes, the 2018 Annual
Report will be published and PPB will make the required presentations. COCL can assign PPB
Substantial Compliance with Par. 150 when PPB has presented its Annual Report to the City
Council and has presented it to each Precinct.

26



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

AAR: After Action Report (also referred to as 940)
ADORE: Automated Observation Reports and Evaluations

AMR/EMS: American Medical Response/Emergency Medical Service

CCO: Coordinated Care Organization
CEOPS: Community Engagement and Ot ommittee
Cl Training: Crisis Intervention Training

CIT: Crisis Interventio

DSUFCS: Data Syste of Force, and Compliance Subcommittee (COAB)
ECIT: Enhanced Crisis Intervention Team
ECW: Electronic Control Weapons

EIS: Employee Information System

FED: Forensic Evidence Division

AS: Accountability Subcommittee (COAB)

BHRT: Behavioral Health Response Team

BHCT: Behavioral Health Coordination Team
BHU: Behavioral Health Unit

BHUAC: Behavioral Health Unit Advisory Commit
BOEC: Bureau of Emergency Communications

27



FSD: Family Services Division
FTO: Field Training Officer
FDCR: Force Data Collection Report

HRC: Human Rights Commission

IA: Internal Affairs

IPR: Independent Police Review

LMS: Learning Management System

MHCRS: Mental Health Crisis Response Subcommitte
PED: Property and Evidence Division
PES: Psychiatric Emergency Services
POH: Police Officer Hold
PPB: Portland Police Bureau

PRB: Police Review Board

YSD: Youth Services &

28



LIST OF PERSONNEL

Chief of Police: Danielle Outlaw
Deputy Chief of Police: Robert Day (through May 2); Jami Resch (from May 23)

Assistant Chief of Operations: Chris Davis

Assistant Chief of Services: Ryan Lee

Assistant Chief of Investigations: Andrew Shearer
Commander of Professional Standards Division/Complianc
Professional Standards Division Principal Manageme
Inspector: Craig Dobson (through April 18); Jeff N
Behavioral Health Unit (BHU) Acting Lt.: Casey Hettm
EIS Supervisor: Jay Bates

EIS Administrator: Dan Spiegel
Training Captain: Erika Hurley
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APPENDIX A

Community Engagement Outcomes: Results from the Community-wide Survey

The Settlement Agreement is designed to encourage systemic changes within the Portland Police
Bureau, including new community engagement strategies that will “promote community confidence in
PPB and facilitate police/community relationships.” (Section IX Introduction). eased public trust and
confidence in the Bureau should result from improvements in service deliv ortland residents,
especially services to persons with mental illness. Here we review and nt on a few key findings
from the citywide community survey (see Par. 146) relevant to these4 rticularly the distinctions
between perceptions held by the general public and perceptions
experiences with the police. We encourage the PCCEP and nity to read the full
report from DHM as well as PPB’s voluntary response’ to t and engage in a

residents who had personal experience with PPB and those t emain positive toward the PPB
and these views have remained roughly th 019 (3.4 on a 5.0 rating scale). For
example, 56% view the PPB as trustwort % neutral). However, public
trust is lower among historically marginalize i i icans, Latinos, persons with

mental health issues, and those who identify 7 ative views of the PPB in

legitimacy and publi > exhibited by officers during encounters with
e procedural justice and reduce implicit bias in

PPB and those that did not) regarding their perceptions of
dimensions such as fairness, respectfulness, and use of
uld be treated fairly and respectfully, but there is some

about being racially o stereotyped by the police was very high among Native Americans (85%)
and Black/African AmeriC (74%). Concern about being stereotyped was present but was less of a
concern among persons who reported a mental health condition (26% vs. 11% other) or a physical
disability (27% vs. 6% other). In any event, PPB will need to be sensitive to these groups. Again,
procedural justice and implicit bias training should help to alleviate these fears if the training is repeated
over time.

L https://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/news/read.cfm?id=229980
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Also, a sizeable percentage of Portland residents felt that the PPB “used more physical force than
necessary” when dealing with racial or ethnic populations (47%) and people experiencing a mental health
crisis (48%). Similarly, 42% rated the PPB’s performance in responding to mental health calls as “poor” or
“very poor” — a lower rating than in 2016.

Real Contact with the Police

No doubt the concerns and opinions described above are real and shoul
However, an important distinction must be made between perception
perceptions held by those who have had personal experiences wit

dressed in some way.
the general public and
0 a large extent, the

survey respondents’ perceptions of the PPB are not based on re nce, as more than two-
thirds of the citywide sample in Portland did not have any dir ers in the past year
The average community member learns about the police i verage or
through social communication, which provides only sel ntage of the

public is willing to admit that they simply don’t know h
frequently selected the option “Neither Agree nor Disagre
various groups.

The bottom line is that we can learn muc ice service by asking community
residents who have had real contacts with t
results of the survey are quite different. DH

voluntary contact, where police
se 17 percentage points. This increase

he PPB increased substantially between 2016 and 2019, especially
is consistent with what we would expect from the many reforms that
have been introdd since 2016, including new training in procedural justice, bias, and

decision making.

In addition to overall satistaction with the encounter, community members were asked about fairness of
treatment. The vast majority of persons who called the police or were stopped by the police felt they were
treated fairly. For 88% of the community-initiated contacts and 78% of the police-initiated contacts, the
community members reported being treated fairly by the PPB. Again, these are positive outcomes that
would be expected from the reforms.

2 COCL has long advocated for use of a contact survey to capture police behavior from the perspective of
community members with a recent police contact. As of this writing, PPB is working with the National Police
Foundation to field test such a survey.
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But we must be careful to qualify these general conclusions. While most demographic groups within the
sample felt they were treated fairly, this was not the case for Black/African Americans when they reported
a crime or ask for help from the PPB (only 35% felt treated fairly). Also, for involuntary police-initiated
contact, less than a majority of Native Americans (31%) and persons with physical disabilities (45%) felt
they were treated fairly. The sample sizes are small, but assuming these findings are reliable, the reasons
for these less-positive evaluations should be explored in the future.

Outreach to Community

The PPB keeps a wide range of statistics on its outreach efforts. The nu
attended by PPB officers have been reported recently by the PPB an
here. However, the community-wide survey offers a new perspecti

d type of meetings
and will not be repeated
utreach efforts, namely

ever fewer attended a meeting where an officer explai
neighborhood problems (7%). Some of these low num
interest in these venues. However, one indirect measure
with local residents (e.g. foot patrol) is whether the communi
Portland police officer who patrols in their pgighborhood. This fi nly 6% and has not changed

between 2016 and 2019. Hence, there is 0 increase the r of one-on-one interactions that
can lead to increased knowledge and a be t the neighborhood level.

Police Reforms and Lack of Knowledge

Finally, the community-wi Portland could be more
knowledgeable abou ic efforts to enhance the performance of the
organization and its O ed about six things the PPB was doing to
improve services, from t one-third of the city is aware of the changes
they “Don’t know.” Some portion of these
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