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POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 

Case #1 

Final Decision: In Policy  

Corrective Action Guide Category: N/A 

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 

Recommendation 1: Accepted 

Recommendation 2: Accepted 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 

Case #2 

Final Decision: 120-hour suspension without pay 

Corrective Action Guide Category: D (presumptive)   

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 

Recommendations: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 

Case #3 

Final Decision: Not sustained 

Proposed Discipline: N/A 

Corrective Action Guide Category: N/A 

Recommendation 1: Accepted 

Recommendation 2: Accepted 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 

Case #4 

Final Decision: In Policy  

Corrective Action Guide Category: N/A 

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 

Recommendation 1: Accepted 

  



POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 

Case # 5 

Final Decision: 20-hour suspension without pay 

Corrective Action Guide Category: C (mitigated)   

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 

Recommendations: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 

Case # 6 

Final Decision:  

• Employee 1: 20-hour suspension without pay 

• Employee 2: Command Counseling  

Corrective Action Guide Category:  

• Employee 1: B (aggravated) 

• Employee 2: B1 

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 

Recommendations: Accepted 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 

Case # 7 

Final Decision: 20-hour suspension without pay 

Corrective Action Guide Category: D (mitigated) 

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day  

Recommendation 1: Declined – not appropriate 

Recommendation 2: Declined – positive test result levels are determined by medical professionals 

with the testing provider and managed by the Bureau of Human Resources. 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 

Case # 8 

Final Decision: In Policy  

Corrective Action Guide Category: N/A 

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 

Recommendations: None 

  

 
1 Imposed outside range of Corrective Action Guide 



POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 

Case # 9  

Final Decision: 80-hour suspension without pay 

Corrective Action Guide Category: C (aggravated) 

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 

Recommendation: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 

Case # 10 

Final Decision: Command Counseling  

Corrective Action Guide Category: A 

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day  

Recommendation 1: Declined – current policy is sufficient as it stands  

RECOMMENDATION 2: ACCEPTED STIPULATED DISCIPLINE 

Case # 11 

Final Decision: Written Reprimand   

Corrective Action Guide Category: B (mitigated)  

Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 

Recommendation: None 

 

NOTES 
• If an employee resigns or retires during an Internal Affairs (IA) investigation:  

o IA completes the investigation.   

o PPB notifies the state Department of Public Safety Standards and Training (DPSST) that the 

employee resigned/retired while under investigation. 

o IA makes available to DPSST all investigative materials as required by state law. 

o If there is proposed discipline, PPB places documentation to this effect in the employee’s 

personnel file. 

o ORS 181A.667(2) requires that law enforcement agencies, before extending an offer to an 

applicant, “request and review the applicant’s personnel records from all law enforcement 

agencies in any jurisdiction at which the applicant was formerly employed.”  ORS 181A.667(3) 

states “A law enforcement agency shall provide the personnel records of a police officer or 

reserve officer who was employed by the law enforcement agency at any time to another law 

enforcement agency that requests the records for review under subsection (2) of this section.” 



 
DATE:  
 
TO:  Chief Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Elizabeth Vogan 
 Police Review Board Coordinator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on , to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:     
 
Employees:    Officer Tim Hoerauf #51230 
   Officer Justin Thurman #48255 
   Officer Seth Wingfield #55940 
    
    
    
   
   
   
    
 
Incident Summary:   
 
Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding an officer involved shooting at NE 
181st. Ave and NE Glisan St. on June 22, 2023. 
 
Mandatory administrative review required under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(c)(1). 
 
Area of review #1: The Application of Deadly Force. (FORCE) 
 
 Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force 

1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death 
Reporting and Investigation Procedures 

 
 
 Recommended Finding:  Officer Tim Hoerauf  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Hoerauf in policy.  

The Board noted that Officer Hoerauf was a member of SERT assigned to the 
Quick Reaction Team which responded to the traffic stop, was aware that the 
individual was a homicide suspect, and communicated to other officers that he 
saw the suspect in possession of a gun.  The Board reasoned that Officer Hoerauf 
saw the suspect point his gun at other officers when he opened the vehicle door, 
which posed an immediate threat of death or serious physical injury.  The Board 
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further reasoned that after the suspect was initially shot by another officer and fell 
to the ground, Officer Hoerauf fired his weapon once when he observed the 
suspect reach for the gun, and a second time when he observed the suspect with 
the gun his hand in a fighting position.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

  
 Recommended Finding:  Officer Justin Thurman 
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
  
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Thurman in policy.  

The Board noted that Officer Thurman was a member of SERT assigned to the 
Quick Reaction Team which responded to the traffic stop, and was aware that the 
individual was a homicide suspect who had made statements about his intention to 
engage in a shootout with police and had been reading from what he claimed to be 
his will prior to opening the vehicle door.  The Board reasoned that Officer 
Thurman heard the warning that the suspect had a gun in his hand before he was 
initially shot, saw the suspect fall to the ground and reach for the gun when he was 
shot a second time. The Board further reasoned that Officer Thurman fired his 
weapon once when he then observed the suspect pick up the gun and point it at 
other officers, which posed an immediate threat of death or serious physical 
injury. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

 
 

 Recommended Finding:  Officer Seth Wingfield 
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Wingfield in policy.  
The Board noted that Officer Wingfield was a member of SERT assigned to the 
Quick Reaction Team which responded to the traffic stop, and was aware that the 
individual was a homicide suspect who had a gun in his hand and had made 
statements about his intention to engage in a shootout with police. The Board 
reasoned that from his vantage point in the turret of the armored vehicle, Officer 
Wingfield saw the suspect’s behavior change inside the vehicle, including taking a 
series of deep breaths and pointing directly at Officer Wingfield and then at his 
own head while mouthing the word “headshot” before moving to open the vehicle 
door. The Board further reasoned that Officer Wingfield fired his weapon when he 
then observed the suspect point the gun in the direction of another officer, which 
posed an immediate threat of death or serious physical injury. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
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Area of Review 2: Operational Planning and Supervision (PROCEDURE). 
 

  Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
 
 Recommended Finding:    
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy.  
The Board noted the complexity of managing multiple crime scenes and reasoned 
that  performed all necessary functions of  position as Critical 
Incident Commander as required.  The Board noted  actions included receiving 
appropriate briefings, deploying SERT, authorizing the box-in, containment and 
negotiation strategies, and making all notifications as required. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Same instruction as above. 
 
 

 Recommended Finding:   
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy.  
The Board noted that  was activated as the SERT Commander 
and responded first to the hospital where was briefed on the situation and 
continued to monitor developments and deploy resources as necessary throughout 
the event.  The Board reasoned that performed the functions of 

role appropriately, including coordinating SERT tactics, requesting assistance 
from East Metro SWAT, and arranging for medical care for the suspect at the 
scene.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

 Recommended Finding:  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  
The Board noted that though  was assigned to stay behind as an 
East Precinct supervisor when most resources were deployed to respond to the 
report of an active shooter at the hospital,  continued to monitor events and 
ultimately drove to an address associated with the suspect, where  saw who 
believed to be the suspect getting into the passenger side of a decommissioned 
ambulance.  The Board reasoned that appropriately broadcast 
observations and location as followed the vehicle, coordinated with Gresham 
Police to perform the high-risk traffic stop, and successfully confirmed that the 
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suspect was in the vehicle before coordinating with SERT. 
 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

 Recommended Finding:  
   In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)  

  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  The 
Board reasoned that  took over as Incident Commander for the 
traffic stop and appropriately performed the functions of role.  The Board 
noted obtained confirmation that the homicide suspect was the 
individual in the vehicle, coordinated with other agencies to block traffic, set up a 
chase car in case the suspect tried to flee, and provided the necessary briefings to 
SERT and when they arrived.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

 Recommended Finding:  
      In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  
The Board reasoned that , who was assigned to SERT, 
conferred with the Critical Incident Commander and SERT command 
appropriately to develop and implement response tactics, including the box in and 
facilitation of the Crisis Negotiation Team. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

 
Area of Review 3: Post Shooting Procedures (PROCEDURE) 
 

  Applicable Directives:  1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death  
        Reporting and Investigation Procedures 

      630.50 – Emergency Medical Aid 
      640.10 – Crime Scene Procedures 
      315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
 
 
 Recommended Finding:  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
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Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy, 

reasoning that  made all required notifications, coordinated the inner and outer 
crime scene security appropriately, and ensured witness and involved members 
were separated as necessary.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

 Recommended Finding:  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy, 
reasoning that  coordinated appropriately with the other supervisors and the 
Critical Incident Commander to ensure that necessary actions were taken, and 
procedures were followed as required.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

 Recommended Finding:  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)  

  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy, 
reasoning that coordinated with other members to take the suspect into custody 
and render medical aid, identified involved and witness members, instituted the 
crime scene log and ensured proper notifications were sent.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

Area of Review 4: Application of Less Lethal Force (FORCE). 
      

 Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force 
1015.00 – Less Lethal Weapons and Tools 

      315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
 
 
 Recommended Finding:  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  
The Board noted that  was assigned to SERT and part of the 
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custody team.  The Board reasoned that provided a force warning 
and announced intention to deploy a 40mm Less Lethal munition to determine 
if it was safe for the custody team to approach and for medical aid to be rendered, 
given the suspect was still in possession of the gun and the attempt to use the 
robot to disarm the suspect had been unsuccessful. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

 
Other Recommendations: 

 
It was noted that the process to ensure that a suspect is not able to ambush officers 
when they approach to render medical aid is complex and not easily understood by 
the public.  It was recommended that the Bureau analyze their current training on 
available tactics and decision-making regarding establishing scene safety and 
consider providing an explanation of those tactics when releasing information to 
the public after an officer involved shooting.     
 
Some members of the Board also agreed with the recommendation from the 
Training Division Analysis that the Bureau provide training to hospital staff and 
security on sharing information with the Threat Assessment Referral Program.   
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DATE: 
 
TO:  Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Tanya Settles, Paradigm Public Affairs  
 Police Review Board Facilitator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on  to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:   
 
Employee:    
 
Summary of Alleged Complaint:  

was unprofessional during a meeting with subordinates, “mocked” an 
Asian female motorist during an impression of her at a rollcall and engaged in a pattern of 
unprofessional behavior toward peers and community members.    
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b). 
 
Allegation 1: was unprofessional when  was talking with

in office.    
 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – Five (5) members (unanimous) 
      
 Applicable Directive:   310.00 – Professional Conduct and Courtesy 
     HRAR 5.01 
 
 Majority Opinion:  
 The Board unanimously sustained the allegation that was 

unprofessional when talking with in office.  The 
Board applied Directive 310.00, sections 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, and 2.2 in making their 
determination.   

 
 The Board reasoned that use of profanity and statements 

threatening the officer to “keep your mouth shut” and not go behind back or 
“it’s going to get a whole lot worse for you” were witnessed by another member.  
The Board also noted the officer stated that  conduct had a 
marked negative impact on motivation to continue to serve as a Portland 
police officer. 

 
 Minority Opinion: N/A 
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Allegation 2:   was unprofessional when was talking with
in office.    

 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – Five (5) members (unanimous) 
         

      
 Applicable Directives:   310.00 – Professional Conduct and Courtesy 
     HRAR 5.01 
  
 Majority Opinion:   
 This allegation occurred at the same time as Allegation 1.  Both

and were present.  The Board determined that
violated Directive 310.00, Section 1.2 that requires members conduct 

themselves in a professional manner, Section 2.1 that directs members to be 
courteous and considerate toward subordinates and treat all individuals with 
dignity and respect, and Section 1.3 that articulates that members shall not 
perform acts or make statements that diminish the orderly and effective 
operations in the Police Bureau.    

  
 The Board noted the officer described  conduct as a 

“tirade”.  The Board reasoned that use of profanity, 
statement “I finally got you” and threatening the officer with the risk of an 
ongoing investigation, to be unprofessional and noted these actions were 
witnessed by another member.  The Board also noted that since Directive 
315.00, Laws, Rules, and Orders is referenced in Directive 310.00, and 
requires members to know and act in accordance with all PPB directives, there 
was an expectation that would conduct in a manner 
consistent with the tenets of procedural justice.  The Board reasoned that 

failed to do so when did not provide a clear explanation 
of actions and denied an opportunity to ask questions, gain 
clarification, or offer account of events during the meeting.     

 
Allegation 3:  was unprofessional when  “mocked” an Asian 

female motorist during an impression of her at rollcall.    
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – Five (5) members (unanimous) 
         

      
 Applicable Directives:   310.00 – Professional Conduct and Courtesy 

 310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment, and 
Retaliation Prohibited 

 HRAR 2.02 
  
 Majority Opinion:   
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning there 

were several witnesses who described the incident, as well as others who 
confirmed having heard about it. 
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 The Board also applied HRAR 2.02 noting that the person to whom the 
conduct is directed does not have to be aware of the behavior for it to be a 
violation.  The Board concluded that while the person who was being mocked 
wasn’t in the room, the behavior created a negative environment, particularly 
for Asian members, and caused a ripple effect throughout the precinct. 

 
Allegation 4:  engaged in a pattern of unprofessional behavior 

toward his peers and civilians.    
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – Five (5) members (unanimous) 
         

      
 Applicable Directives:   315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
  
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board reasoned that there were multiple incidents of unprofessional 

behavior directed at other members of the Bureau, subordinates, or members 
of the community over an extended period that, by a preponderance of 
evidence, demonstrated a pattern of unprofessional behavior.  Some examples 
of these behaviors noted by the Board included several reports that 

made inappropriate comments and purposely escalated confrontations 
with suspects which sometimes caused other members to have to intervene, 
and which resulted in members trying to avoid working with or having 

respond to their calls.  The Board noted that several 
members adopted the term “contempt of ” to describe the aftermath of 
crossing and stated that uses bullying language, “always 
has to be right” and that actions result in “spinning people up”.  They 
further noted that admitted that knows “how to spin 
things up.”     

 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 Discipline – Termination – Four (4) members 
     80 Hour Suspension Without Pay – One (1) member 
    
 Majority Opinion: 
 Four (4) of the five (5) voting members found Category D of the Corrective 

Action Guide applicable in this case, reasoning the conduct constituted a 
significant violation of confrontation management performance policy and was 
discriminatory or harassing conduct based on protected class status that shocks 
the conscience of a reasonable person.  Three (3) members also found the 
misconduct to be a serious lack of integrity, ethics or character related to the 
officer’s fitness to hold the position of police officer and two (2) members 
noted a failure to correct behavior after multiple (2 or more) Category C 
violations involving the same or similar conduct. All members found 
aggravation appropriate (see chart below), resulting in the recommendation of 
termination.  One member suggested the final decision maker use their 
discretion to consider demotion as an alternative. 
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  Minority Opinion: 
 One (1) Board member identified Category C of the Corrective Action Guide 

as appropriate in this case, reasoning the actions constituted discriminatory or 
harassing conduct based on protected class status.  They found aggravation 
appropriate (see chart below) and thus recommended an 80-hour suspension 
without pay. 
 
Aggravating factors: 
Significant impact on community member or 
City operations/mission 

Five (5) members 

Supervisory position Five (5) members 
Intentional conduct Four (4) members 
Does not accept responsibility if policy violation 
is undisputed 

Four (4) members 

Failure to meet documented expectations One (1) member 
 
Mitigating factors: 
Positive work history Two (2) members 

 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
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DATE: 
 
TO:  Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Elizabeth Vogan 
 Police Review Board Coordinator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on  to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:   
 
Employee:    
 
Summary of Alleged Complaint:   
Complaint that had not been truthful to an employee when denied 
responsibility for the decision to refuse the employee’s request to transfer to another assignment. 
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(a).  Allegation 1 not subject 
to review by the Board. 
 
Allegation 2: knowingly provided dishonest information to 

regarding actions taken regarding a potential transfer 
opening.   

 
 Recommended Findings:     Total voting members - 5  
     Not Sustained w/ Debrief – 3 members 
     Not Sustained – 1 member 
     Sustained – 1 member   
      
 Applicable Directive:    
     310.50  – Truthfulness 
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 Four members of the Board found the allegation not sustained.  Three members 

reasoned that though the overall communication regarding the transfer decision was 
poor, and appeared to have attempted to avoid a challenging 
conversation,  actions did not constitute a truthfulness violation. One member 
found and to be equally credible and 
reasoned there was insufficient evidence to determine what was said between them.   

 
 One member noted that had been willing to have the conversation 

with , and another member noted that  
ultimately confirmed to  that  was responsible for the decision.  
One member reasoned that confusion regarding the chain of command contributed 
to poor communication, noting that there were multiple RUs involved and that 

 and another supervisor were temporarily assigned acting 
capacity roles during the selection process.   

 
 Three members of the Board recommended a debrief on how to better communicate 
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placement decisions to employees and the importance of establishing a clear process 
and roles, including a notification plan, when multiple RUs are involved in job 
posting decisions. 

 
 Minority Opinion:  

One member of the Board found the allegation sustained, reasoning that witness 
statements and emails clearly established that  made the 
transfer decision, but then denied responsibility for the decision both in person and 
via email to .  This member further found 

statements during the IA interview to be evasive and reasoned that in 
attempting to avoid a difficult supervisory discussion, 
provided information that was incomplete, evasive and misleading regarding 
actions related to another member’s employment or position, in violation of 
Directive 310.50. 

  
 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 Termination – 1 member 
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The member of the Board who found the allegation sustained reasoned that the 
truthfulness violation falls under Category E of the Corrective Action Guide, with 
a resulting discipline level of termination.  The member recommended the final 
decision maker use their discretion to impose corrective action less than 
termination in this case.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 

Not applicable. 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
One member noted the Corrective Action Guide places untruthfulness that is not 
relevant to the duties of the job classification into a lower Category and 
recommended there be a review of cases involving the truthfulness directive to 
determine if other distinctions or boundaries in the Corrective Action Guide or the 
Directive would be appropriate. 
 
One member recommended that the Chief’s Office consider ways they can offer 
support and guidance for supervisors who are navigating employee development 
discussions, including how best to answer questions regarding placement 
decisions from employees who were not chosen. 
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DATE: 
 
TO:  Chief Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Tanya Settles, Paradigm Public Affairs 
 Police Review Board Facilitator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on , to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:     
 
Employees:    Officer Joshua Howery #37867 
   

 

 
 
Incident Summary:   
 
Administrative investigation into the circumstances surrounding the officer involved shooting at 
140 SW Columbia Street, #804 on January 14, 2024.   
 
Mandatory administrative review required under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(c)(1). 
 
Area of review #1: The Application of Lethal Force. (FORCE) 
 
 Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force 

1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death 
Reporting and Investigation Procedures 

      315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
 
 
 Recommended Finding:  Officer Joshua Howery 
      
     Total voting members – 6 
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board unanimously found the actions of Officer Howery in policy.  The 

Board noted that Officer Howery was aware that shots had been fired by the 
subject, that rounds had gone through walls of adjacent apartments, and that an 
evacuation was being implemented, but some residents were still in danger and 
unable to leave.  The Board reasoned that from his location across the courtyard, 
Officer Howery observed the subject with a rifle, pointing it at walls and the 
hallway where officers were stationed, and also witnessed muzzle flashes of the 
subject firing his weapon.  The Board reasoned that Officer Howery used sound 
judgement in identifying the immediate threat of death or serious physical injury 
to nearby residents, as well as to other officers outside the apartment.  The Board 
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further noted that after firing the first round, Officer Howery reassessed the threat 
and confirmed the subject still presented an immediate threat before firing a 
second round. 

  
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
 

  
Area of Review 2: Operational Planning and Supervision (PROCEDURE) 

      
 Applicable Directives:   315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
 
 
 Recommended Finding:   
      
     Total voting members – 6 
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  
The Board determined that  began working on a plan while 
enroute to the call and started ensuring responding personnel had the proper tools 
and resources available, including access to ballistic shields and organization of a 
custody team.  The Board found properly performed duties 
and coordinated with for the Incident Command 
handoff appropriately.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable 
 

 Recommended Finding:   
      
     Total voting members – 6 
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in 
policy. The Board noted that  monitored the call while 
en route, recognized it was escalating, and once on scene, appropriately took over 
command and continued to manage the call as SERT was activated.  The Board 
further noted that delegated other officers to gather 
information about the building layout, developed a containment plan for custody, 
and was particularly attentive to the risk to residents in the apartments above and 
below while the suspect was actively firing rounds, as evidenced in the multiple 
bullet strikes through the walls between apartments.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable 
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 Recommended Finding:   
      
     Total voting members – 6 
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding in policy, reasoning that 
 ensured resources were activated as soon as available and 

practical, and continued to coordinate efforts to ensure proper tools were 
available, including additional ballistic shields and the robot, that limited exposure 
to officers.  The Board also noted went to the 8th floor of the 
building to control the immediate scene and coordinated effectively with

and  for incident command handoff.    
 

 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable 
 

 Recommended Finding:   
      
     Total voting members – 6 
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

  
 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  

The Board reasoned that responded to the scene, verified 
proper resources were available, all necessary tasks were performed, and approved 
plans as required as Critical Incident Commander.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable 
 
 
 

Area of Review 3: Post Shooting Procedures (PROCEDURE). 
 

  Applicable Directive:  1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death  
      Reporting and Investigation Procedures 
      630.50 – Emergency Medical Aid  

    640.10 – Crime Scene Procedures   
 
 Recommended Finding:    
      
     Total voting members – 6 
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding in policy. The Board 
recognized the complexity of this call that involved multiple locations and noted 
that all supervisors, including  engaged in coordinated efforts. 
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The Board reasoned that maintained awareness of actions and 
developments throughout the event, coordinated to the extent necessary to provide 
post-shooting medical aid, and properly secured the crime scene.  One member 
also recognized that  kept a team on the 7th floor as backup.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not Applicable 

 
 Recommended Finding:   
      
     Total voting members – 6 
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding n policy, 
reasoning actively collaborated with supervisors and officers and remained on 
the floor after the suspect was shot.  The Board noted that 

further demonstrated compliance with applicable directives by 
assigning officers to secure and protect the crime scene, and ensured the scene 
remained undisturbed.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not Applicable 
 

 Recommended Finding:  
      
     Total voting members – 6 
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)   
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding in policy, reasoning that 
had an active role in post-shooting procedures, including 

coordinating a plan to place and initiate a breaching charge on the door that 
allowed entry to the suspect’s location.  The Board noted  
engaged in life-saving efforts, though a weapon was within reach of the suspect, 
before transferring care to a medical aid team.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not Applicable 
 

 Recommended Finding:   
     Total voting members -6 
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)   
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding in policy, determining 
that ensured involved and witness members were separated 
from one another, made sure the multiple crime scenes were secured, and made 
the required notifications.  The Board further reasoned that 
expressed situational awareness and ensured procedures were followed.   
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 Minority Opinion: 
 Not Applicable 

 
 

Other Recommendations: 
 
The Board unanimously recognized that a significant challenge with this call 
involved multiple crime scenes where each required access to hotel or multi-
family housing structure.  The Board concurs with the Training Division 
recommendation that the Bureau review current public safety access policies and 
practices involving secured residential buildings with one common access point 
(e.g., lobby entrances) to determine if a universal solution exists or needs to be 
created to allow public safety partners (police, fire, and EMS) access to common 
areas to provide emergency response services effectively.   
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DATE: 
 
TO:  Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Tanya Settles 
 Police Review Board Facilitator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on , to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:   
 
Employee:   
 
Summary of Alleged Complaint:   

 and another officer were riding in a two-person marked patrol vehicle with 
driving.  The officers were looking for a burglary suspect vehicle who fled from an 

attempted traffic stop. At , the suspect vehicle crashed into the side 
of  patrol vehicle.  All four occupants of the two vehicles were transported to area 
hospitals and the driver of the suspect vehicle later died at the hospital.   
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b). 
 
Allegation 1: failed to drive with due regard when exceeded the 

designated speed limit on . 
 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members   
     Not Sustained – 0 members 
 
 Applicable Directives:   630.10 – Driving Responses 
     315.30 – Satisfactory Performance  
 
 Majority Opinion:  
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained. The Board 

reasoned that the combined effects of speed (approximately 70 mph), 
circumstances that included actively looking for a suspect, talking with/coaching a 
recruit officer, and failure to activate lights/sirens amounted to failure to 
demonstrate due regard for the safety of the community and other PPB employees.   

  
 Minority Opinion: Not applicable.   
 

  
Allegation 2:  failed to drive with due regard when proceeded past a 

stop sign without slowing down as necessary for safe operation. 
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members 
     Not Sustained – 0 members    

      
 Applicable Directives:   630.10 – Driving Responses 
     315.30 – Satisfactory Performance  
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 Majority Opinion:   
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained. The Board 

reasoned that the rate of speed (30.8 mph at the time of entering the intersection) 
would have resulted in a crash regardless of other circumstances because the stop 
sign was at the terminus of .  The Board reasoned that in approaching 
the T-intersection stop sign,  should have slowed down as necessary 
for safe operation before proceeding past the stop sign as required in Directive 
630.10, Section 1.3.4.  

  
 Minority Opinion: Not applicable 
  

 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 80-hour suspension without pay – 3 members 
 40-hour suspension without pay – 2 members  
 
 All members of the Board found Category C of the Corrective Action Guide to be 

appropriate in this case, reasoning that the misconduct involved foreseeable 
significant risk.  Three members further found that actions were 
neither intentional nor reckless and one member noted there was major third-party 
damage. 

 
 Majority Opinion: 
 Three members identified the aggravating factors of significant impact on 

community member and city operations/mission, significant property damage or 
serious physical injury, and does not accept responsibility if policy violation is 
undisputed.  These members identified the mitigating factors of unintentional 
conduct, motivated by public interest or wellbeing of others, and positive work 
history. This resulted in a corrective action recommendation of an 80-hour 
suspension without pay. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Two members identified the aggravating factors of significant impact on 

community member and city operations/mission and significant property damage 
or serious physical injury. These members identified the mitigating factors of 
unintentional conduct, motivated by public interest or wellbeing of others, and 
positive work history. This resulted in a corrective action recommendation of a 
40-hour suspension without pay.  

 
   

 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
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DATE: 
 
TO:  Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Tanya Settles, Paradigm Public Affairs 
 Police Review Board Facilitator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on , to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:   
 
Employee:   
 
 
Summary of Alleged Complaint: On , Homeland Security Investigations (HIS) served a  
search warrant at a residence in SE Portland.  While executing the search warrant, the suspect stole an 
HIS Ford Explorer.   authorized, and engaged in, a pursuit that  
crossed into Washington State without knowledge of a violent person-to-person felony offense.    
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b).  Allegations 2, 4, 5, and 
8 were not subject to review by the Police Review Board. 
 
Allegation 1: authorized a vehicle pursuit to continue into Washington 

State without knowledge of a violent person-to-person felony offense.  
 
 Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – 5 
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous) 
      
 Applicable Directive:   630.05 – Vehicle Interventions and Pursuits  
 
 Majority Opinion:  The Board was unanimous in finding that  

violated Directive 630.05, Sections 9.1.9 and 4.2.1 by authorizing a pursuit into the 
State of Washington though there was no evidence that a violent person-to-person 
felony occurred.  The Board reasoned that admitted during the 
Internal Affairs interview that  was aware of the policy and yet consciously 
decided to authorize the pursuit into the State of Washington.    

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

  
Allegation 3:  engaged in a vehicle pursuit into Washington State without 

knowledge of a violent person-to-person felony offense.  
 

 Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – 5 
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous) 
      

 Applicable Directives:   630.05 – Vehicle Interventions and Pursuits 
  
 Majority Opinion: The Board was unanimous in finding that  
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violated Directive 630.05, Sections 9.1.9 and 4.2.1 by continuing a vehicle pursuit 
into the State of Washington without knowledge of a violent person-to-person 
felony offense and despite knowing this action was out of policy, to which 
admitted during the Internal Affairs Interview.   

  
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

  
Allegation 6:   knowingly violated Bureau Directive 630.05 when

authorized a pursuit to continue into Washington State.  
 

 Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – 5 
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)  

  
 Applicable Directives:   315.00 – Laws, Rules, and Orders 
  
 Majority Opinion: The Board unanimously sustained Allegation 6.  In their 

deliberations, the Board applied Directive 315.00, Sections 3.1 and 3.1.2, which 
states (in part), “members are required to know and act in accordance with all 
PPB directives” and “must know and comprehend standards as established within 
Bureau communications mediums”.  The Board reasoned that  
admitted to knowing the underlying cause for the pursuit was theft of a law 
enforcement vehicle and not a violent person-to-person felony, and that 
authorizing the pursuit into Washington State violated policy.    

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

 
 
Allegation 7:  knowingly violated Bureau Directive 630.05 when 

engaged in an out-of-policy pursuit to continue into Washington State.  
 

 Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – 5 
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)  

  
 Applicable Directives:   315.00 – Laws, Rules, and Orders 
  
 Majority Opinion: The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained.  

The Board reasoned that made a conscious decision to continue 
the vehicle pursuit into Washington despite no knowledge of a violent person-to-
person felony offense.  The Board noted that  admitted to intentionally violating 
the policy, though  stated it was out of a belief that there was a significant 
public safety threat because the stolen vehicle contained weapons.  The Board 
reasoned that the policy does not accommodate circumstances beyond knowledge 
of a violent person-to-person felony as an underlying cause for a pursuit into 
Washington.    

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
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Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 
 

  
 Written Reprimand – 3 Members  
 20 Hour Suspension Without Pay – 1 Member 
 40 Hour Suspension Without Pay – 1 Member 

  
 Majority Opinion: 
 Three members of the Board determined Category B to be appropriate, reasoning 

the misconduct was neither minor nor significant.  These members found the 
mitigating factors to outweigh aggravating factors (see chart below), for a 
resulting recommendation of Written Reprimand.   

 
   Aggravating Factors:  

Intentional conduct 3 members 
Supervisory Position 3 members 
Suggest final decision maker use “other” for multiple 
sustained violations. 

1 member 

 
  Mitigating Factors:  

No impact on community member or City 
operations/mission 

2 members 

No property damage or physical injury 3 members 
Self-reported the violation 3 members 
Positive attitude; accepts responsibility 3 members 
Positive work history 2 members 
Motivated by public interest or wellbeing of others  1 members 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Two members of the Board determined Category C of the Corrective Action 

Guide to be appropriate, finding the misconduct to be a significant violation of a 
policy that is not intentional or reckless.  One member found more mitigating 
factors than aggravating factors (see chart below) for a resulting recommendation 
of 20 hours suspension without pay.  One member’s mitigating and aggravating 
factors balanced out (see chart below), for a resulting presumptive discipline 
recommendation of 40 hours suspension without pay.   

 
   Aggravating Factors:  

Intentional conduct 2 members 
Supervisory Position 2 members 
Suggest final decision maker use “other” for 
encouraging subordinates to violate the policy 

1 member 

 
  Mitigating Factors: 

Positive attitude; accepts responsibility 2 members 
Positive work history 2 members 
No property damage or physical injury 1 members 
Self-reported the violation 1 members 
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 Written Reprimand – 3 Members  
 20 Hour Suspension Without Pay – 1 Member 
 80 Hour Suspension Without Pay – 1 Member 

  
 Majority Opinion: 
 Three members of the Board determined Category B to be appropriate, reasoning 

the misconduct was neither minor nor significant.  These members found the 
mitigating factors to outweigh aggravating factors (see chart below), for a 
resulting recommendation of Written Reprimand.   

 
   Aggravating Factors:  

Intentional conduct 3 members 
 
  Mitigating Factors:  

No property damage or physical injury 3 members 
Positive attitude; accepts responsibility 3 members 
Positive work history 3 members 
No impact on community member or City 
operations/mission 

2 members 

Motivated by public interest or wellbeing of others 2 members 
Self-reported the violation 3 members 

 
 

 Minority Opinion: 
 Two members of the Board determined Category C of the Corrective Action 

Guide to be appropriate, finding the misconduct to be a significant violation of a 
policy that is not intentional or reckless.  One member found more mitigating 
factors than aggravating factors (see chart below) for a resulting recommendation 
of 20 hours suspension without pay.  The point value of one member’s mitigating 
and aggravating factors resulted in aggravation (see chart below), for a resulting 
discipline recommendation of 80 hours suspension without pay.   

 
   Aggravating Factors:  

Intentional conduct 2 members 
 
  Mitigating Factors: 

Positive work history 2 members 
Positive attitude; accepts responsibility 1 member 
No property damage or physical injury 1 member 
Self-reported the violation 1 member 
Motivated by public interest or wellbeing of others 1 member 

 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
The Board recommended examining and potentially updating the Bureau’s pursuit 
policy regarding vehicle pursuits into the State of Washington.  Some Board 
members noted that law in Washington has changed, which may impact the 
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Bureau’s pursuit policy, particularly related to unusual and extraordinary 
circumstances that may present a significant public safety threat beyond a violent 
person-to-person felony offense.   
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DATE: 
 
TO:  Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Elizabeth Vogan 
 Police Review Board Coordinator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on , to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:   
 
Employee:   
 
Summary of Alleged Complaint:   

 tested positive for marijuana during a random drug test. 
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b). 
 
Allegation 1: tested positive for marijuana during a Portland Police 

Bureau random drug test on . (CONDUCT)  
 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members (unanimous) 
     
 Applicable Directives:    

 316.00 – Drug, Alcohol, and Tobacco Free 
Workplace 

 Substance Abuse Policy 
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding the allegation sustained.  The Board reasoned 

that though  stated had no explanation for the test result, and 
had not knowingly used or ingested marijuana or products containing THC, the test 
was conclusive of a violation. 

 
 Minority Opinion:  
 Not applicable. 
 
  

 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 20 hours SWOP w/Rehabilitation Agreement – 4 members 
 40 hours SWOP w/Rehabilitation Agreement – 1 member 
  
 The Board was unanimous in applying Category D of the Corrective Action Guide 

that specifically refers to the Substance Abuse Policy, Section V of which states 
that a verified positive test for marijuana which is the officer’s first offense results 
in an offer of an alternative rehabilitation program in conjunction with “up to a 
40-hour suspension without pay.” 
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 Majority Opinion: 
 Four members reasoned exemplary work history, active 

community engagement and numerous commendations indicated a mitigated level 
of discipline was appropriate, recommending 20-hour suspension without pay in 
addition to the rehabilitation agreement. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 

One member expressed an underlying concern regarding truthfulness in the 
investigation, noting claim to have no explanation, yet there 
was a positive test result.  This member recommended a 40-hour suspension 
without pay in addition to the rehabilitation agreement. 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
Members recommended that investigators present information from the testing 
authority regarding the experience of use/exposure and the resulting testing level 
when interviewing the involved member.   
 
One member suggested a check-in with testing authorities to ensure that the level 
at which a positive test result is determined is accurate and appropriate. 
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DATE: 
 
TO:  Chief Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Elizabeth Vogan 
 Police Review Board Coordinator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on , to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:     
 
Employees:    Officer Brett Emmons  #56132 
   Officer Joshua Faris #41138 
   Officer Matthew Wells #42663 
   
    
   
   
   
 
Incident Summary:   
 
Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding an officer involved shooting that 
occurred on September 26, 2024, at approximately 1817 hours near the intersection of NE 17th Avenue 
and NE Bryant Street.  
 
Mandatory administrative review required under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(c)(1). 
 
Area of review #1: The Application of Deadly Force. (FORCE) 
 
 Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force 

1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death 
Reporting and Investigation Procedures 

      315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
 
 
 Recommended Finding:  Officer Brett Emmons  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Emmons in policy.  
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The Board noted that Officer Emmons was assigned to the team responsible for 
serving a high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection 
with a pattern of escalating behavior which included violent crimes involving the 
use of a firearm. The Board further noted that Officer Emmons was tasked with 
the primary lethal cover role when the team drove up to the subject, who was 
washing a car outdoors on the street before he got into the vehicle and attempted 
to flee. The Board reasoned that Officer Emmons fired at the subject due to an 
immediate threat of death or serious physical injury when he heard a shot and saw 
the muzzle flash as the subject shot at officers.  The Board noted that Officer 
Emmons considered his backstop, continued to evaluate the threat posed by the 
subject, and ceased firing when he perceived the subject was no longer shooting at 
officers.  The Board also noted that Officer Emmons notified a supervisor that he 
was an involved member after the incident as required.    

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Note applicable.  
 

  
 Recommended Finding:  Officer Joshua Faris 
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
 
  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Faris in policy.  The 
Board noted that Officer Faris was assigned to the team responsible for serving a 
high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection with a 
pattern of escalating behavior which included violent crimes involving the use of a 
firearm. The Board further noted that Officer Faris was tasked with driving the 
police truck which boxed in the subject from behind and provided commands and 
warnings over the PA to the subject as he attempted to flee in his vehicle. The 
Board reasoned that Officer Faris fired his rifle at the subject out through the 
windshield of the police vehicle due to an immediate threat of death or serious 
physical injury when he perceived the subject had shot at officers.  The Board 
noted that Officer Faris was aware of his backstop, continued to evaluate the 
threat posed by the subject, and ceased firing when he perceived the subject was 
no longer shooting at officers.  The Board also noted that Officer Faris notified a 
supervisor that he was an involved member after the incident as required.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
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 Recommended Finding:  Officer Matthew Wells 
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
 
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Wells in policy.  The 
Board noted that Officer Wells was assigned to the team responsible for serving a 
high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection with a 
pattern of escalating behavior which included violent crimes involving the use of a 
firearm. The Board further noted that Officer Wells coordinated with other 
officers on scene and took a position of lethal cover due to his superior vantage 
point. The Board reasoned that Officer Wells fired at the subject due to an 
immediate threat of death or serious physical injury when he heard two shots and 
saw one of the bullet strikes as the subject shot at officers.  The Board noted that 
Officer Wells considered his backstop in relation to the capability of the rounds he 
was firing, continued to evaluate the threat posed by the subject, and ceased firing 
when he determined these actions had been sufficient to address the threat.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  

 
Area of Review 2: Operational Planning and Supervision (PROCEDURE). 
 

  Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
      720.00 – Special Emergency Reaction Team 

    (SERT) and Crisis Negotiation Team (CNT) Use 
        

 Recommended Finding:   
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  
The Board reasoned that performed duties as required and 
noted  was involved in the initial operational planning of the warrant service 
with investigators and command and participated in the continuous assessment of 
risk, which led to a transition from a warrant service SERT activation to a 
surveillance and unit assistance role for the team due to the subject’s escalating 
behavior.  The Board reasoned that  made a deliberate decision 
to implement the arrest plan when the team located the subject outdoors on a quiet 
street washing the car with his shirt off and not obviously armed.   

  
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
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 Recommended Finding:    
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy.  
The Board reasoned that performed duties as required and 
noted was aware of the initial operational planning of the warrant service, 
participated in the continuous assessment of risk, and coordinated with 

to evaluate the options for the custody team, including the consideration 
of utilizing a K9 officer.  The Board reasoned that continued to 
evaluate the scene, prioritized supervisory role as required, and directed the 
transition to the custody plan as appropriate when gunfire ceased.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

 Recommended Finding:   
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in 
policy.  The Board noted that was involved in the 
operational planning of the warrant service and the transition from a warrant 
service SERT activation to a surveillance and unit assistance role for the team due 
to the subject’s escalating behavior. The Board reasoned that 
maintained an awareness of events, obtained necessary briefings and fulfilled the 
duties of position as required. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

 
Area of Review 3: Post Shooting Procedures (PROCEDURE) 
 

  Applicable Directives:  1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death  
        Reporting and Investigation Procedures 

      630.50 – Emergency Medical Aid 
      640.10 – Crime Scene Procedures 
      315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
 
 Recommended Finding:   
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
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 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  
The Board reasoned that fulfilled the duties of position as 
required, including coordinating with the other sergeant on scene after the 
shooting in order to take the subject into custody, ensure medical care was 
provided, identify the involved and witness members, provide the necessary 
admonishments to those members, and confirm that all notifications were made.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Same instruction as above. 
 

 Recommended Finding:   
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy.  
The Board reasoned that fulfilled the duties of position as 
required, including coordinating with the other sergeant on scene after the 
shooting in order to take the subject into custody, assign officers to the involved 
and witness members, establish a perimeter, and confirm that all notifications and 
required pages were made. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

 Recommended Finding:    
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in 
policy.  The Board reasoned that  fulfilled the duties of 
position as required.  The Board noted that notified the 
Bureau of Emergency Communications while on the way to the scene, ensured 
that sergeants had performed all necessary actions, directed the establishment of a 
single point of entry to the scene, and performed a physical check of the area to 
confirm the scene was safe and no other injuries had occurred.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
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Area of Review 4: Category III Force Review – Pointing their firearms. (FORCE). 
      

 Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force 
      315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 

910.00 – Use of Force Reporting, Review and 
Investigation  

 
 
 Recommended Finding:  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy.  
The Board noted that was assigned to the team responsible for 
serving a high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection 
with a pattern of escalating behavior which included violent crimes involving the 
use of a firearm. The Board reasoned that was present during 
the exchange of gunfire and designated as lethal cover for the custody team when 

pointed firearm at the subject until the arrest was secured.  
 

 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
 

 Recommended Finding:   
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy.  
The Board noted that was assigned to the team responsible for 
serving a high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection 
with a pattern of escalating behavior which included violent crimes involving the 
use of a firearm. The Board reasoned that esponded after the 
exchange of gunfire and designated as lethal cover for the custody team when
pointed firearm at the subject until the arrest was secured. 

  
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

Other Recommendations: 
 
 
No other recommendations.   

 

DATE

Employee 7

Employee 7

Employee 7

Employee 7

E7

Employee 8

Employee 8

Employee 8

Employee 8
E8

E8's

E7's

Case # 8



 
DATE: 
 
TO:  Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Elizabeth Vogan 
 Police Review Board Facilitator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on  to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:   
 
Employee:   
 
Summary of Alleged Complaint:   
BOEC received a report of anti-Semitic vandalism at a park.  The call held in the queue for 
many hours before self-dispatched to it and then promptly cleared the call 
with a note stating, “no action until park rangers call to make report.” failed 
to adequately investigate, preserve evidence, notify a supervisor, or write a police report with 
the appropriate tracking code for the potential bias event.   
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b). 
 
Allegation 1:  failed to adequately investigate a potential bias 

event. (PROCEDURE) 
 
 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous) 
      
 Applicable Directives:    
     640.80 – Bias Event Response 
     315.30 – Satisfactory Performance  
 
 Majority Opinion:  
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that 

 action of quickly clearing the call from the board with 
only a note to wait for park rangers constituted a failure to respond and 
further did not demonstrate sufficient competency to properly perform the 
duties of a police officer. The Board reasoned that did not 
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fulfill any of the investigatory tasks outlined in Directive 640.80, Section 3 
and did nothing to make sure the call was followed up on. 

 
 
 Minority Opinion:  
 Not applicable. 

  
Allegation 2:   failed to notify a supervisor about a potential bias 

event. (PROCEDURE)  
 

 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous) 
       

 Applicable Directives:    
     640.80 – Bias Event Response 
     315.30 – Satisfactory Performance  

  
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning 

that Directive 640.80, Section 3.1.1 clearly states that members are to 
notify a supervisor when responding to a potential bias event, which 

did not do. The Board also reasoned that conduct did 
not demonstrate sufficient competency to properly perform the duties of a 
police officer as required by Directive 315.30.  One member noted that if 

had told a supervisor, the supervisor would have provided guidance to 
ensure the appropriate procedures were followed and thus all of the other 
violations would have been avoided.    

 
 Minority Opinion:  
 Not applicable. 

 
Allegation 3:  failed to write a police report with the appropriate 

tracking code for a potential bias event. (PROCEDURE)  
 

 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)  

      
 Applicable Directives:    

     640.80 – Bias Event Response 
     900.00 – General Reporting Guidelines  
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 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning 

that did not write a report, though the requirement to 
write and correctly code the incident is clearly stated in Directives 640.80, 
Section 3.1.6, and Directive 900.00, Section 1.2.1.1.  

 
 Minority Opinion:  
 Not applicable. 
 
 
Allegation 4: failed to ensure physical evidence was preserved for 

a potential bias event. (PROCEDURE) 
 
 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous) 
      
 Applicable Directives:    
     640.80 – Bias Event Response 
     315.30 – Satisfactory Performance  
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that 

did not preserve evidence as required under Directive 
640.80, Section 3.1.2.  The Board noted that had assumed 
responsibility to do so by self-dispatching to the call, and though admitted 
in interview understood the vandalism represented a bias event, 
conduct did not demonstrate sufficient competency to properly perform the 
duties of a police officer as required by Directive 315.30. 

  
 Minority Opinion:  
 Not applicable. 

 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 Termination – 5 members (unanimous) 
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding Category D of the Corrective Action 
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Guide appropriate in this case, reasoning the misconduct to be a significant 
policy violation that is either intentional or reckless and due to the pattern 
of sustained rule violations that does not respond to corrective action or 
training, as evidenced in previous discipline history.  
All members of the Board found the aggravating factor of significant 
impact on community member or City operations/mission to be 
appropriate.  One member identified the mitigating factor of positive work 
history based on record of commendations.  The point 
values of the factors identified resulted in a unanimous recommendation of 
termination.   

   
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
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DATE: 
 
TO:  Robert Day 
  Chief of Police 
      
FROM: Tanya Settles, Paradigm Public Affairs 
 Police Review Board Facilitator 
 
SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
The Police Review Board met on  to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:     
 
Employees:    
 
Summary of Alleged Complaint:    
An arrested subject stated they had ingested fentanyl. administered Narcan (naloxone) to  
the subject before summoning emergency medical services.   
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(a).  Allegation 1 was 
not subject to review by the Board. 
 
Allegation 2: failed to summon Emergency Medical Services prior to 

administering Narcan to . 
 
 Applicable Directives:   630.50 –  Medical Aid 
 
 Recommended Finding:  Total Voting Members – Four (4) 
     Not Sustained – Three (3) members 
     Sustained – One (1) member 
      
 Majority Opinion: 
 
 Three (3) of the four (4) voting members of the board found this allegation not 

sustained, reasoning that administration of Narcan was 
preventative, and therefore did not qualify as emergency medical aid.  These 
board members noted that Directives 315.30 – Satisfactory Performance and 
630.50 – Medical Aid do not prohibit the preventative administration of Narcan, 
which is commonly available and widely distributed under HB 2395, and that 

experience and training informed that its administration was 
safe and effective with minimal risk of side effects.   These board members further 
reasoned that PPB policy does not address the use of Narcan when the subject 
claims to have ingested fentanyl, is conscious, and is not exhibiting immediate 
signs of overdose. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
  
 One member found the allegation sustained, reasoning that 

administration of Narcan qualified as emergency medical aid, and under Directive 
630.50, Sections 1.1.1.3 and 1.2., emergency medical services should have been 
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requested prior to the administration of Narcan.  This member reasoned that the 
directive, as currently written, does not give PPB members the flexibility to decide 
that the administration of Narcan is preventative rather than emergency aid.  

 
Corrective Action Recommendations: 
 
 Non-Disciplinary – Command Counseling, remedial training, or voluntary 

and mutual mediation – One (1) member 
 

 The member sustaining the allegation applied Category A of the Corrective Action 
Guide, reasoning that this was a minor violation of policy and found there were no 
aggravating factors and multiple mitigating factors including no property damage 
or physical injury, motivated by public interest or wellbeing of others, and 
positive work history.    

  
Other Recommendations: 
 

Some members of the Board recommended that the policy language be amended 
to allow officers to request EMS “as soon as practicable” rather than always 
before administering aid.  They reasoned that best practices in first aid would 
preclude taking the time to radio or phone EMS before addressing some 
emergency medical conditions.  To that end, these members also recommended 
the descriptor of “in line with current medical practices” be included in the policy 
language to qualify “as needed” medical aid.    
 
The Board recommended the Bureau review leading practices in neighboring 
jurisdictions for handling arrestees who claim to have swallowed drugs.  Some 
potential solutions put forward for consideration: arranging health monitoring to 
watch for signs of overdose/illness by assigning a City nurse to the jail, or an 
officer to a holding area at the hospital; developing a process to warn of potential 
theft of service charges if an arrestee is treated medically and then found not to 
have ingested drugs; and the use of body scanner equipment that can detect 
ingested drugs.  
 

DATE
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on November 25, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:    2023-B-0050
	Incident Summary:
	Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force
	1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death Reporting and Investigation Procedures
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Tim Hoerauf
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Hoerauf in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Hoerauf was a member of SERT assigned to the Quick Reaction Team which responded to the traffic stop, was aware that the individual was a homic...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Justin Thurman
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Thurman in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Thurman was a member of SERT assigned to the Quick Reaction Team which responded to the traffic stop, and was aware that the individual was a h...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Seth Wingfield
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Wingfield in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Wingfield was a member of SERT assigned to the Quick Reaction Team which responded to the traffic stop, and was aware that the individual was...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Captain Chris Lindsey
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Captain Lindsey in policy.  The Board noted the complexity of managing multiple crime scenes and reasoned that Captain Lindsey performed all necessary functions of his position as Critical Incident Co...
	Minority Opinion:
	Same instruction as above.
	Recommended Finding:  Lieutenant Chris Burley
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Lieutenant Burley in policy.  The Board noted that Lieutenant Burley was activated as the SERT Commander and responded first to the hospital where he was briefed on the situation and continued to moni...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Mike Filbert
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Filbert in policy.  The Board noted that though Sergeant Filbert was assigned to stay behind as an East Precinct supervisor when most resources were deployed to respond to the report of an ac...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Mike Pool
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Pool in policy.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Pool took over as Incident Commander for the traffic stop and appropriately performed the functions of his role.  The Board noted Sergeant Po...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Donald Livingston
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Livingston in policy.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Livingston, who was assigned to SERT, conferred with the Critical Incident Commander and SERT command appropriately to develop and impl...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directives:  1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death
	Reporting and Investigation Procedures
	630.50 – Emergency Medical Aid
	640.10 – Crime Scene Procedures
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Captain Chris Lindsey
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Captain Lindsey in policy, reasoning that he made all required notifications, coordinated the inner and outer crime scene security appropriately, and ensured witness and involved members were separate...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Lieutenant Chris Burley
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Lieutenant Burley in policy, reasoning that he coordinated appropriately with the other supervisors and the Critical Incident Commander to ensure that necessary actions were taken, and procedures were...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant James Townley
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Townley in policy, reasoning that he coordinated with other members to take the suspect into custody and render medical aid, identified involved and witness members, instituted the crime scen...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force
	1015.00 – Less Lethal Weapons and Tools
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Jake Ramsey
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Ramsey in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Ramsey was assigned to SERT and part of the custody team.  The Board reasoned that Officer Ramsey provided a force warning and announced his int...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on September 3, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:   2023-B-0080
	Employee:   Sergeant John Edwards, #32391
	Summary of Alleged Complaint:
	Sergeant John Edwards was unprofessional during a meeting with subordinates, “mocked” an Asian female motorist during an impression of her at a rollcall and engaged in a pattern of unprofessional behavior toward peers and community members.
	Recommended Findings:  Sustained – Five (5) members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directive:   310.00 – Professional Conduct and Courtesy
	HRAR 5.01
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board unanimously sustained the allegation that Sergeant Edwards was unprofessional when talking with Officer Lowery in the Sergeant’s office.  The Board applied Directive 310.00, sections 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, and 2.2 in making their determination.
	The Board reasoned that Sergeant Edwards’ use of profanity and statements threatening the officer to “keep your mouth shut” and not go behind his back or “it’s going to get a whole lot worse for you” were witnessed by another member.  The Board also ...
	Minority Opinion: N/A
	Recommended Findings:  Sustained – Five (5) members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:   310.00 – Professional Conduct and Courtesy
	HRAR 5.01
	Majority Opinion:
	This allegation occurred at the same time as Allegation 1.  Both Officers Lowery and Wilson were present.  The Board determined that Sergeant Edwards violated Directive 310.00, Section 1.2 that requires members conduct themselves in a professional ma...
	The Board noted the officer described Sergeant Edwards’ conduct as a “tirade”.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Edwards’ use of profanity, his statement “I finally got you” and threatening the officer with the risk of an ongoing investigation, to be...
	Recommended Findings:  Sustained – Five (5) members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:   310.00 – Professional Conduct and Courtesy
	310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment, and Retaliation Prohibited
	HRAR 2.02
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning there were several witnesses who described the incident, as well as others who confirmed having heard about it.
	The Board also applied HRAR 2.02 noting that the person to whom the conduct is directed does not have to be aware of the behavior for it to be a violation.  The Board concluded that while the person who was being mocked wasn’t in the room, the behavi...
	Recommended Findings:  Sustained – Five (5) members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:   315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board reasoned that there were multiple incidents of unprofessional behavior directed at other members of the Bureau, subordinates, or members of the community over an extended period that, by a preponderance of evidence, demonstrated a pattern o...
	Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline
	Discipline – Termination – Four (4) members
	80 Hour Suspension Without Pay – One (1) member
	Majority Opinion:
	Four (4) of the five (5) voting members found Category D of the Corrective Action Guide applicable in this case, reasoning the conduct constituted a significant violation of confrontation management performance policy and was discriminatory or harass...
	Minority Opinion:
	One (1) Board member identified Category C of the Corrective Action Guide as appropriate in this case, reasoning the actions constituted discriminatory or harassing conduct based on protected class status.  They found aggravation appropriate (see cha...
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on December 11, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:   2023-B-0085
	Employee:   (then) Commander Timothy Robinson #29814
	Summary of Alleged Complaint:
	Complaint that Commander Robinson had not been truthful to an employee when he denied responsibility for the decision to refuse the employee’s request to transfer to another assignment.
	Recommended Findings:     Total voting members - 5
	Not Sustained w/ Debrief – 3 members
	Not Sustained – 1 member
	Sustained – 1 member
	Applicable Directive:
	310.50  – Truthfulness
	Majority Opinion:
	Four members of the Board found the allegation not sustained.  Three members reasoned that though the overall communication regarding the transfer decision was poor, and Commander Robinson appeared to have attempted to avoid a challenging conversatio...
	One member noted that Lieutenant Duilio had been willing to have the conversation with Detective Waddell, and another member noted that Commander Robinson ultimately confirmed to Detective Waddell that he was responsible for the decision.  One member...
	Three members of the Board recommended a debrief on how to better communicate placement decisions to employees and the importance of establishing a clear process and roles, including a notification plan, when multiple RUs are involved in job posting ...
	Minority Opinion:
	One member of the Board found the allegation sustained, reasoning that witness statements and emails clearly established that Commander Robinson made the transfer decision, but then denied responsibility for the decision both in person and via email t...
	Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline
	Termination – 1 member
	Majority Opinion:
	The member of the Board who found the allegation sustained reasoned that the truthfulness violation falls under Category E of the Corrective Action Guide, with a resulting discipline level of termination.  The member recommended the final decision ma...
	Minority Opinion:
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on September 25, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:    2024-B-0002
	Incident Summary:
	Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force
	1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death Reporting and Investigation Procedures
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Joshua Howery
	Total voting members – 6
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board unanimously found the actions of Officer Howery in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Howery was aware that shots had been fired by the subject, that rounds had gone through walls of adjacent apartments, and that an evacuation was being ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directives:   315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Acting Sergeant Joshua Dery
	Total voting members – 6
	In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of A/Sergeant Dery in policy.  The Board determined that A/Sergeant Dery began working on a plan while enroute to the call and started ensuring responding personnel had the proper tools and resources ava...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Seth Flores Chambers
	Total voting members – 6
	In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Flores Chambers in policy. The Board noted that Sergeant Flores Chambers monitored the call while en route, recognized it was escalating, and once on scene, appropriately took over command an...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant James Townley
	Total voting members – 6
	In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Sergeant Townley in policy, reasoning that Sergeant Townley ensured resources were activated as soon as available and practical, and continued to coordinate efforts to ensure proper tools were available, including a...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable
	Recommended Finding:  Commander Robert Simon
	Total voting members – 6
	In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Commander Simon in policy.  The Board reasoned that Commander Simon responded to the scene, verified proper resources were available, all necessary tasks were performed, and approved plans as required...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable
	Applicable Directive:  1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death
	Reporting and Investigation Procedures
	630.50 – Emergency Medical Aid      640.10 – Crime Scene Procedures
	Recommended Finding:  Acting Sergeant Joshua Dery
	Total voting members – 6
	In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding A/Sergeant Dery in policy. The Board recognized the complexity of this call that involved multiple locations and noted that all supervisors, including A/Sergeant Dery, engaged in coordinated efforts. The Board reaso...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not Applicable
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Seth Flores Chambers
	Total voting members – 6
	In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Sergeant Flores Chambers in policy, reasoning he actively collaborated with supervisors and officers and remained on the floor after the suspect was shot.  The Board noted that Sergeant Flores Chambers further demon...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not Applicable
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant James Townley
	Total voting members – 6
	In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Sergeant Townley in policy, reasoning that Sergeant Townley had an active role in post-shooting procedures, including coordinating a plan to place and initiate a breaching charge on the door that allowed entry to th...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not Applicable
	Recommended Finding:  Commander Robert Simon
	Total voting members -6
	In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Commander Simon in policy, determining that Commander Simon ensured involved and witness members were separated from one another, made sure the multiple crime scenes were secured, and made the required notifications...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not Applicable
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on June 6, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:   2024-B-0004
	Employee:   Officer Andrew Young #57282
	Summary of Alleged Complaint:
	Officer Andrew Young and another officer were riding in a two-person marked patrol vehicle with Officer Young driving.  The officers were looking for a burglary suspect vehicle who fled from an attempted traffic stop. At SE 111th Ave and SE Holgate Bl...
	Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members
	Not Sustained – 0 members
	Applicable Directives:   630.10 – Driving Responses
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained. The Board reasoned that the combined effects of speed (approximately 70 mph), circumstances that included actively looking for a suspect, talking with/coaching a recruit officer, and failu...
	Minority Opinion: Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members
	Not Sustained – 0 members
	Applicable Directives:   630.10 – Driving Responses
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained. The Board reasoned that the rate of speed (30.8 mph at the time of entering the intersection) would have resulted in a crash regardless of other circumstances because the stop sign was at ...
	Minority Opinion: Not applicable
	Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline
	80-hour suspension without pay – 3 members
	40-hour suspension without pay – 2 members
	All members of the Board found Category C of the Corrective Action Guide to be appropriate in this case, reasoning that the misconduct involved foreseeable significant risk.  Three members further found that Officer Young’s actions were neither inten...
	Majority Opinion:
	Three members identified the aggravating factors of significant impact on community member and city operations/mission, significant property damage or serious physical injury, and does not accept responsibility if policy violation is undisputed.  The...
	Minority Opinion:
	Two members identified the aggravating factors of significant impact on community member and city operations/mission and significant property damage or serious physical injury. These members identified the mitigating factors of unintentional conduct,...
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on October 2, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:   2024-B-0013
	Employee:   Sergeant Brad Nutting,  #45920
	Officer David Kemple, #63164
	Summary of Alleged Complaint: On April 24, 2024, Homeland Security Investigations (HIS) served a
	search warrant at a residence in SE Portland.  While executing the search warrant, the suspect stole an
	HIS Ford Explorer.  Sergeant Nutting authorized, and Officer Kemple engaged in, a pursuit that
	crossed into Washington State without knowledge of a violent person-to-person felony offense.
	Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – 5
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directive:   630.05 – Vehicle Interventions and Pursuits
	Majority Opinion:  The Board was unanimous in finding that Sergeant Nutting violated Directive 630.05, Sections 9.1.9 and 4.2.1 by authorizing a pursuit into the State of Washington though there was no evidence that a violent person-to-person felony ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – 5
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:   630.05 – Vehicle Interventions and Pursuits
	Majority Opinion: The Board was unanimous in finding that Officer Kemple violated Directive 630.05, Sections 9.1.9 and 4.2.1 by continuing a vehicle pursuit into the State of Washington without knowledge of a violent person-to-person felony offense a...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – 5
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:   315.00 – Laws, Rules, and Orders
	Majority Opinion: The Board unanimously sustained Allegation 6.  In their deliberations, the Board applied Directive 315.00, Sections 3.1 and 3.1.2, which states (in part), “members are required to know and act in accordance with all PPB directives” ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – 5
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:   315.00 – Laws, Rules, and Orders
	Majority Opinion: The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained.  The Board reasoned that Officer Kemple made a conscious decision to continue the vehicle pursuit into Washington despite no knowledge of a violent person-to-person felon...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline
	Written Reprimand – 3 Members
	20 Hour Suspension Without Pay – 1 Member
	40 Hour Suspension Without Pay – 1 Member
	Majority Opinion:
	Three members of the Board determined Category B to be appropriate, reasoning the misconduct was neither minor nor significant.  These members found the mitigating factors to outweigh aggravating factors (see chart below), for a resulting recommendat...
	Aggravating Factors:
	Mitigating Factors:
	Minority Opinion:
	Two members of the Board determined Category C of the Corrective Action Guide to be appropriate, finding the misconduct to be a significant violation of a policy that is not intentional or reckless.  One member found more mitigating factors than aggr...
	Aggravating Factors:
	Mitigating Factors:
	Officer David Kemple
	Written Reprimand – 3 Members
	20 Hour Suspension Without Pay – 1 Member
	80 Hour Suspension Without Pay – 1 Member
	Majority Opinion:
	Three members of the Board determined Category B to be appropriate, reasoning the misconduct was neither minor nor significant.  These members found the mitigating factors to outweigh aggravating factors (see chart below), for a resulting recommendat...
	Aggravating Factors:
	Mitigating Factors:
	Minority Opinion:
	Two members of the Board determined Category C of the Corrective Action Guide to be appropriate, finding the misconduct to be a significant violation of a policy that is not intentional or reckless.  One member found more mitigating factors than aggr...
	Aggravating Factors:
	Mitigating Factors:
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on December 12, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:   2024-B-0034
	Employee:   Officer Rashida Saunders #52676
	Summary of Alleged Complaint:
	Officer Rashida Saunders tested positive for marijuana during a random drug test.
	Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:
	316.00 – Drug, Alcohol, and Tobacco Free Workplace
	Substance Abuse Policy
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the allegation sustained.  The Board reasoned that though Officer Saunders stated she had no explanation for the test result, and had not knowingly used or ingested marijuana or products containing THC, the test was...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline
	20 hours SWOP w/Rehabilitation Agreement – 4 members
	40 hours SWOP w/Rehabilitation Agreement – 1 member
	The Board was unanimous in applying Category D of the Corrective Action Guide that specifically refers to the Substance Abuse Policy, Section V of which states that a verified positive test for marijuana which is the officer’s first offense results i...
	Majority Opinion:
	Four members reasoned Officer Saunders’ exemplary work history, active community engagement and numerous commendations indicated a mitigated level of discipline was appropriate, recommending 20-hour suspension without pay in addition to the rehabilit...
	Minority Opinion:
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on July 3, 2025, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:    2024-B-0037
	Incident Summary:
	Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force
	1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death Reporting and Investigation Procedures
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Brett Emmons
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Emmons in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Emmons was assigned to the team responsible for serving a high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection with a pattern of...
	Minority Opinion:
	Note applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Joshua Faris
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Faris in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Faris was assigned to the team responsible for serving a high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection with a pattern of e...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Matthew Wells
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Wells in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Wells was assigned to the team responsible for serving a high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection with a pattern of e...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	720.00 – Special Emergency Reaction Team
	(SERT) and Crisis Negotiation Team (CNT) Use
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant James Townley
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Townley in policy.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Townley performed his duties as required and noted he was involved in the initial operational planning of the warrant service with investi...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Joel Ockunzzi
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Ockunzzi in policy.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Ockunzzi performed his duties as required and noted he was aware of the initial operational planning of the warrant service, participated...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Lieutenant Derrick Foxworth
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Lieutenant Foxworth in policy.  The Board noted that Lieutenant Foxworth was involved in the operational planning of the warrant service and the transition from a warrant service SERT activation to a ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directives:  1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death
	Reporting and Investigation Procedures
	630.50 – Emergency Medical Aid
	640.10 – Crime Scene Procedures
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant James Townley
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Townley in policy.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Townley fulfilled the duties of his position as required, including coordinating with the other sergeant on scene after the shooting in or...
	Minority Opinion:
	Same instruction as above.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Joel Ockunzzi
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Ockunzzi in policy.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Ockunzzi fulfilled the duties of his position as required, including coordinating with the other sergeant on scene after the shooting in ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Lieutenant Derrick Foxworth
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Lieutenant Foxworth in policy.  The Board reasoned that Lieutenant Foxworth fulfilled the duties of his position as required.  The Board noted that Lieutenant Foxworth notified the Bureau of Emergency...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	910.00 – Use of Force Reporting, Review and Investigation
	Recommended Finding:  Detective Charles Asheim
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Detective Asheim in policy.  The Board noted that Detective Asheim was assigned to the team responsible for serving a high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection with a patter...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Josh Howery
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Howery in policy.  The Board noted that Officer Howery was assigned to the team responsible for serving a high-risk warrant to arrest the subject who was wanted in connection with a pattern of...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on January 28, 2025, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:   2024-B-0042
	Employee:   Officer Erin Anderson #22178
	Summary of Alleged Complaint:
	BOEC received a report of anti-Semitic vandalism at a park.  The call held in the queue for many hours before Officer Anderson self-dispatched to it and then promptly cleared the call with a note stating, “no action until park rangers call to make rep...
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:
	640.80 – Bias Event Response
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that Officer Anderson’s action of quickly clearing the call from the board with only a note to wait for park rangers constituted a failure to respond and further did not demonstr...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:
	640.80 – Bias Event Response
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that Directive 640.80, Section 3.1.1 clearly states that members are to notify a supervisor when responding to a potential bias event, which Officer Anderson did not do. The Boar...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:
	640.80 – Bias Event Response
	900.00 – General Reporting Guidelines
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that Officer Anderson did not write a report, though the requirement to write and correctly code the incident is clearly stated in Directives 640.80, Section 3.1.6, and Directive...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:
	640.80 – Bias Event Response
	315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that Officer Anderson did not preserve evidence as required under Directive 640.80, Section 3.1.2.  The Board noted that Officer Anderson had assumed responsibility to do so by s...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline
	Termination – 5 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Category D of the Corrective Action Guide appropriate in this case, reasoning the misconduct to be a significant policy violation that is either intentional or reckless and due to the pattern of sustained rule viola...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on October 29, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:    2024-C-0059
	Summary of Alleged Complaint:
	An arrested subject stated they had ingested fentanyl.  Officer Flohr administered Narcan (naloxone) to
	the subject before summoning emergency medical services.
	Applicable Directives:   630.50 –  Medical Aid
	Recommended Finding:  Total Voting Members – Four (4)
	Not Sustained – Three (3) members
	Sustained – One (1) member
	Majority Opinion:
	Three (3) of the four (4) voting members of the board found this allegation not sustained, reasoning that Officer Flohr’s administration of Narcan was preventative, and therefore did not qualify as emergency medical aid.  These board members noted th...
	Minority Opinion:
	One member found the allegation sustained, reasoning that Officer Flohr’s administration of Narcan qualified as emergency medical aid, and under Directive 630.50, Sections 1.1.1.3 and 1.2., emergency medical services should have been requested prior ...
	Corrective Action Recommendations:
	Non-Disciplinary – Command Counseling, remedial training, or voluntary and mutual mediation – One (1) member
	The member sustaining the allegation applied Category A of the Corrective Action Guide, reasoning that this was a minor violation of policy and found there were no aggravating factors and multiple mitigating factors including no property damage or ph...
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