
Police Review Board Case Outcomes and 
Stipulated Discipline* 
Publication: December 2023 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #1 
Final Decision: One Workday Suspension Without Pay and Rehabilitation Agreement 
Corrective Action Guide Category:  
Decision made by: Mayor Ted Wheeler and Chief Charles Lovell 
Recommendation 1:  Adopted 
Recommendation 2:  Declined.  Not feasible and also noted the PPB member has responsibilities for 
communication regarding health issues and how those impact their work. 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #2 
Final Decision: Employee 1 – Command Counseling 

 Employee 2 – Not Sustained w/debrief 
Corrective Action Guide Category: Employee 1 – Category A (Presumptive) 
Decision made by: Chief Charles Lovell 
Recommendations: none 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #3 
Final Decision: 10-hour Suspension Without Pay and Rehabilitation Agreement 
Corrective Action Guide Category: 
Decision made by: Mayor Ted Wheeler and Chief Charles Lovell Recommendations: none 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD FORCE 
Case #4 
Final Decision: Letter of Reprimand  
Discipline Guide Category: Category C (Mitigated) 
Decision made by: Mayor Ted Wheeler and Chief Charles Lovell 
Recommendations: none 



POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 
Case #5 
Final Decision: Employee 1, Area of Review 2 - Letter of Reprimand 

 All other areas of review: In Policy 
Discipline Guide Category: Employee 1 – Category C (Mitigated) 
Decision made by: Mayor Ted Wheeler and Chief Charles Lovell 
Recommendation 1: Adopted. 
Recommendation 2: Adopted. 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 
Case #6 
Final Decision: In Policy  
Discipline Guide Category: n/a 
Decision made by: Mayor Ted Wheeler and Chief Charles Lovell 
Recommendation 1: Adopted. 
Recommendation 2: Declined as not necessary. Directive 1010.10 already specifies when the 
involved member is asked for a public safety statement.   

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #7 
Outcome: Employee resigned prior to review board. 
Proposed Discipline: Termination 
Discipline Guide Category: Category E (Aggravated) 
Recommendations: none 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #8 
Outcome: Employee resigned prior to review board. 
Proposed Discipline: Termination 
Discipline Guide Category: Category F 
Recommendations: none 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #9 
Outcome: Employee resigned prior to review board. 
Proposed Discipline: Termination 
Corrective Action Guide Category: Category E 
Recommendations: none 



POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #10 
Final Decision: 20-hour Suspension Without Pay  
Corrective Action Guide Category: Category B (Aggravated) 
Decision made by: Mayor Ted Wheeler and Chief Charles Lovell 
Recommendations: none 

NOTES
No Stipulated discipline to report.

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: Charles Lovell
Chief of Police

FROM: Adrienne DeDona
Police Review Board Facilitator

SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings

CONFIDENTIAL

The Police Review Board met on Wednesday, to review the following case: 

IA Case Number:

Employee:

Summary of Alleged Complaint:

notified  that  had to report for a random drug test.  
 called PPA  and shared  concern about failing the drug test 

because  had smoked marijuana. , BHR and Personnel 
were notified and  was placed on administrative leave.

Case referred to the Police Review Board by the branch assistant chief under Portland City Code 
3.20.140(B)(1)(a) who controverted the proposed discipline.

Allegation 1:  used marijuana while on light duty. (CONDUCT)

Recommended Findings: Sustained – 5 members

Applicable Directive:  316.00 – Drug, Alcohol, and Tobacco Free 
Workplace

Majority Opinion:
The Board found the allegation sustained because admitted to using marijuana 
when  was notified that  must report for a random drug test. In addition, the lab results 
from the random drug test resulted in a positive test for THC. The Board reasoned that 
notwithstanding Oregon law, members may not use marijuana, and according to Directive 
316.00, members who test positive for drugs shall be placed on administrative leave pending a 
review.

Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline

Majority Opinion:

10 hours/One Workday SWOP – Three members

Because this was  first substance abuse violation, the Board used 
the Substance Abuse Policy as a guide rather than the revised Corrective Action
Guide. The revised Corrective Action Guide precludes corrective action for a 
member’s first substance abuse offense. The Board unanimously agreed that, in 
addition to their respective corrective action recommendations as noted below, the 
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criteria listed in the Substance Abuse Policy were also appropriate as a course of 
action. These include: execution of a Rehabilitation Agreement and submission to 
treatment/rehabilitation; placement in an administrative position and restriction of 
police powers upon return to work; and submission to follow-up testing as 
described in the Substance Abuse Policy.

Three board members believed a 10-hour (or one workday) suspension was 
warranted for  misconduct. Based on the facts presented, it was 
their opinion that conduct did violate the policy and therefore did merit some 
corrective action. The board members found mitigating factors to be the PTSD  
has suffered since  involvement in the 2020 riot events,  lack of previous 
disciplinary action, and the fact that  had no previous violation of substance 
abuse.

Minority Opinion:

20 hours/Two Workday SWOP – Two members

Two board members believed a 20-hour (or two workday) suspension was 
warranted for  misconduct. Based on the facts presented, it was 
their opinion that  conduct violated a policy and corrective action was 
necessary, but they felt there were mitigating circumstances due to 
overexposure during the 2020 riots and the consequent PTSD  suffered as a 
result. They also noted  positive work history and  attempt to ameliorate 
error as mitigating factors.

Other Recommendations

Training

The Board recommended that the Bureau offer education and training through the 
Peer Support Network and the Portland Police Association regarding the 
Substance Abuse Policy and the consequences for noncompliance.  

Outreach

The Board recommended that the Bureau reach out to the Employee Assistance 
Program (EAP) to share information with them about the Bureau’s Substance 
Abuse Polic and the consequences for noncompliance. The Board understood 
that there are many participating providers contracted with EAP, and it is not 
guaranteed that EAP will forward communications of this nature to their 
providers, but they believed it was important to make an effort in this direction so 
that EAP providers are aware of the policies and repercussions when counseling 
members.  
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DATE:

TO: Christopher Paille
Police Review Board Coordinator

FROM: Adrienne DeDona
Police Review Board Facilitator

SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings

CONFIDENTIAL

The Police Review Board met on Wednesday, to review the following case: 

IA Case Number:

Employee: Employee 1
Employee 2

Summary of Alleged Complaint:

The suspect was arrested on , and submitted a complaint regarding the arrest on
.

Case referred to the Police Review Board by IPR and the IA captain under City Code 
3.20.140(B)(1)(a) for allegations 3 and 10.

Allegation 3: Employee 1 engaged in a prohibited vehicle pursuit. (PROCEDURE)

Recommended Findings: Not sustained with debrief – 4 members
Sustained – 1 member

Applicable Directive:  630.05 – Vehicle Intervention and Pursuits

Majority Opinion:
The majority of the Board reasoned the allegation was not sustained because they 
believed Employee 1’s perception that the suspect was driving towards Employee
1 with the intention to run into Employee 1 was objectively reasonable. These 
board members believed that many things were happening in a rapidly dynamic 
situation, and the officer had to process it all and make a quick decision. They 
believed Employee 1’s decision to engage in a vehicular pursuit was justified 
because it was objectively reasonable for Employee 1 to have been worried for 
Employee 1’s life when Employee 1 perceived that the suspect was driving at 
Employee 1; it was therefore reasonable for Employee 1 to assess the suspect’s 
action as a felony person crime.

One member noted that Employee 1 and Employee 2 did not initiate a pursuit 
earlier in the evening because they agreed that, even after the suspect eluded their 
attempted traffic stop, based on policy, they could not engage in a pursuit.
However, after the suspect’s perceived attempt to run into Employee 1, the
officers were concerned that the suspect’s pattern of dangerous and reckless 
driving would continue to put others in danger.
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Minority Opinion:
One board member reasoned the allegation was sustained and Employee 1 was not 
justified in engaging in a vehicle pursuit because there wasn’t a preponderance of
evidence to show a reasonable suspicion that the suspect intended a commit a 
felony person crime, per Directive 630.05.11. The board member believed that the 
video evidence didn’t show that the suspect drove at the officer with the intention
to hit the officer. The member also believed and that in the officer’s statement 
made at the scene, Employee 1’s description of how Employee 1 perceived the 
suspect’s intention was ambiguous, in that Employee 1 said, the suspect “almost
tried to ram me.”

The board member believed that Directive 630.05.121 was violated in that the 
suspect could have been apprehended at a future time because the suspect’s
identity was known to the officers. Also, the suspect’s driving behavior prior to 
the initiation of the stop did not place the public in immediate danger.

Furthermore, the board member noted that the officer also violated Directive
630.05.14 which states if there is an exceptional circumstance then the member 
must immediately notify a supervisor to get permission to continue the pursuit.
Employee 1 did not notify a supervisor to get permission to continue. In addition, 
the member noted that the officer did not engage the vehicle’s overhead lights at 
all times.

Allegation 10: Employee 2 engaged in a prohibited vehicle pursuit. (PROCEDURE)

Recommended Findings: Not sustained with debrief – 4 members
Sustained – 1 member

Applicable Directives:  630.05 – Vehicle Intervention and Pursuits

Majority Opinion: 
The majority of the Board reasoned the allegation was not sustained because they 
believed Employee 2’s perception that the suspect drove towards Employee 1 with 
the intention to hit Employee 1 was objectively reasonable. 

These board members believed Employee 2 was objectively reasonable in making 
the assessment that the suspect was trying to commit a felony person crime and 
therefore was in policy. The initial call was about the suspect’s reckless driving,
and the added circumstance of the suspect attempting to hit Employee made it 
clear to Employee 2, from Employee 1’s point of view, that a vehicle pursuit was 
appropriate under the totality of circumstances. 

Minority Opinion: 
One board member reasoned the allegation was sustained and Employee 2 was not 
justified in engaging in a vehicle pursuit because there wasn’t a preponderance of 
evidence to show a reasonable suspicion that the suspect intended a commit a
felony person crime, per Directive 630.05.11. 

The board member believed that the statement Employee 2 made at the scene 
indicated that the suspect drove right past Employee 1. In the IA interview 
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Recommendations:

Employee 2 said Employee 2 initially wasn’t sure what the suspect was trying to 
do. The board member believed Employee 2 relied too heavily on Employee 1’s 
misguided point of view and that the officers should have apprehended the suspect 
at a future time per Directive 630.05.121. 

Corrective Actions/Discipline

Employee 1
The Board was tasked to recommend corrective action for all sustained findings, 
including those not discussed by the Police Review Board. Therefore, they 
considered Allegations 4-7 in their recommendation.

Letter of Reprimand – 4 members 
1 Day SWOP – 1 member 

Majority Opinion: 
Four members believed Category B best described Employee 1’s misconduct. It 
was their opinion that, based on the Corrective Action Guide, the violation of
Directive 315.30 was the most serious allegation. They believed Category B was 
the appropriate level of discipline, and they found it mitigated due to the officer’s
employee history. 

Minority Opinion: 
One member believed Category B at the presumptive level best described 
Employee 1’s misconduct. It was this member’s opinion that, based on their 
tallying of the points in the Corrective Action Guide, the presumptive level was 
most appropriate, due to the totality of the other allegations and the employee’s 
history.  

Employee 2

Command Counseling – 1 member 

Only the member who had a sustained finding made a recommendation regarding 
these allegations. The board member believed Category A, non-disciplinary 
Command Counseling, best described Employee 2’s misconduct. This member 
believed there were mitigating factors, including the officer’s employee history, 
lack of previous discipline, and 12 commendations. However, at the Category A, 
Command Counseling level, there are no opportunities to mitigate to a lower level 
of discipline. 

Additional Corrective Action Recommended

No other recommendations. 
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Case #2 Addendum to published memo. 
 

Allegations 4-7 for Employee 1 were as follows: 
 

Allegation 4: Employee 1 failed to manage the incident with (subject) in a safe and effective 
manner. (Directive 315.30 - Satisfactory Performance) 

 
Allegation 5: Employee 1 did not document (their) use of profanity in a police report. (Directive 
310.00 - Professional Conduct and Courtesy) 

 
Allegation 6: Employee 1 failed to process and document the marijuana seized from (subject). 
(Directive 660.10 - Property and Evidence Procedures) 

 
Allegation 7: Employee 1 failed to document the interview with (subject) in a police report. 
(Directive 900.00 - General Reporting Guidelines) 

 
 
 
 



DATE:

TO: Christopher Paille
Police Review Board Coordinator

FROM: Adrienne DeDona
Police Review Board Facilitator

SUBJ: Police Review Board Recommended Findings

CONFIDENTIAL

The Police Review Board met on Wednesday, to review the following case: 

IA Case Number:

Employee: Employee 1

Summary of Alleged Complaint:

Employee 2 notified Employee 1 that Employee 1 was selected for a random drug test (RDT) 
on . Employee 2 later received a phone call from the Portland Police Association 
(PPA) informing that Employee 1 had disclosed to the PPA Employee 1 would fail the 
drug test due to marijuana use. The Portland Police Association Secretary took Employee 1 to 
the testing facility to complete the RDT.

Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b).

Allegation 1: Employee 1 consumed marijuana while employed as a PPB officer. 
(CONDUCT)

Recommended Findings: Sustained – 5 members

Applicable Directive:  Directive 316.00 – Drug, Alcohol, and Tobacco 
Free Workplace

Majority Opinion:
The Board found the allegation sustained because Employee 1 admitted to 
using marijuana after Employee 1 was notified that Employee 1 must report 
for a random drug test. In addition, the lab results from the random drug 
test resulted in a positive test for THC. The Board reasoned that 
notwithstanding Oregon law, members may not use marijuana, and 
according to Directive 316.00, members who test positive for drugs shall be 
placed on administrative leave pending a review.

Case #3
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Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline

Because this was Employee 1’s first substance abuse violation, the Board
used the Substance Abuse Policy as a guide. The revised Corrective Action 
Guide precludes corrective action for a member’s first substance abuse 
offense. 

20 hours/Two Workday SWOP – 2 members 

Two board members believed a 20-hour (or two day) suspension without 
pay was warranted for Employee 1’s misconduct. They reasoned that there 
were more mitigating than aggravating factors, in that Employee 1
contacted the union representative to announce Employee 1 would fail it,
admitted during Employee 1’s interview that Employee 1 had made a poor 
decision, and used the marijuana during Employee 1’s time off rather than 
during his work shift.

Another mitigating factor the board members noted was that Employee 1
disclosed in the interview that Employee 1 was self-medicating with 
marijuana because Employee 1’s prescription drug for his PTSD had run
out. 

These board members found that the other voluntary parameters included 
in the Substance Abuse Policy, in addition to the “up to a 40-hour 
suspension without pay” item, were appropriate to include as corrective 
action recommendations. These are:  

execution of a Rehabilitation Agreement and submission to
treatment/rehabilitation;
placement in an administrative position and restriction of police
powers upon return to work; and
submission to follow-up testing as described above.

One board member noted that if Employee 1 incurred another infraction of 
this kind, it would result in Employee 1’s termination. In addition, as it 
currently stands, Employee 1 will not be allowed to carry a gun for a year 
based on the interpretation of the law at the federal level. The board 
member considered both of these as significant consequences.

10 hours/One Workday SWOP – 3 members

Three board members believed a 10-hour (or one day) suspension without 
pay was warranted for Employee 1’s misconduct. They agreed with the 
mitigating factors the other board members stated and agreed that the three 
other voluntary parameters listed in the Substance Abuse Policy were 
appropriate corrective actions.

Case #3
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In addition, one board member noted that Employee 1 was a newer
employee. This board member acknowledged that police officers have 
stressful jobs and understood Employee 1’s desire to cope with work stress 
after hours.

One board member noted that another mitigating factor was that Employee 
1’s vehicular accident earlier that year had occurred while Employee 1 was 
on the job, and it had caused Employee 1 additional stress and anxiety.

Another board member noted that Bureau members might have to pay 
some out-of-pocket expenses for voluntary rehabilitation. This board 
member believed that this potential cost burden, coupled with the time 
commitment required of Employee 1 to complete the rehabilitation 
program, was a mitigating factor, as well.

Other Recommendations

No other recommendations.  

Case #3
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DATE:

TO: Christopher Paille
Police Review Board Coordinator

FROM: Adrienne DeDona
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: Employee 1

Summary of Alleged Complaint:

Employee 1 deployed a 40mm less lethal launcher at the subject during a riot on at  
 On , the subject filed a Federal lawsuit against the 

City of Portland. Independent Police Review Investigator  conducted the intake, and the case 
was referred to Internal Affairs for investigation.

Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(c)(4).

Allegation 1: Employee 1 used inappropriate force against the subject. (FORCE)

Recommended Findings: Sustained – 4 members
Not sustained – 2 members
Exonerated – 1 member

Applicable Directives:  1010.00 – Use of Force
635.10 – Crowd Management/Crowd Control

Majority Opinion:
The majority of the Board found the allegation sustained because there was not a
preponderance of evidence to show that Employee 1 was justified to deploy a 
round of 40mm munitions at the subject. They reasoned that to be in policy, 
Employee 1’s action had to fall within one of the four categories in Directive 
1010.00, Section 6.4.2.1: in response to active aggression; to prevent suicide or 
immediate physical harm; to avoid a higher level of force; or to effect the capture 
or prevent the escape of certain dangerous subjects. They reasoned that none of 
these categories applied. 

Although other members of the crowd that night were displaying active 
aggression, these board members believed the subject was not displaying active 
aggression at the time Employee 1 deployed the 40mm launcher.

They noted that the subject was moving with Employee 1 in front of the fence and 
not complying with orders to disperse, but that such behavior was an example of 
minimal resistance rather than active aggression.

Case #4
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These four board members believed, however, that Employee 1’s actions were 
objectively reasonable under the totality of circumstances as required by Section 5 
of Directive 1010.00, Use of Force.

Three board members believed that the sergeant’s assertion that the subject was 
acting in collusion with other aggressive members of the crowd was unfounded
and not supported by the evidence. One member, however, believed the subject 
was working in collusion with other members of the crowd.

Minority Opinion:
Two board members believed Employee 1’s actions were objectively reasonable
under the totality of circumstances. They reasoned that Employee 1 applied 
reasonable force during a very stressful and chaotic scene and that Employee 1’s
perception that the subject was displaying active aggression, along with the other 
members of the crowd, was justified. These board members believed that in the 
moment Employee 1 believed Employee 1 was preventing the subject from 
committing immediate harm to other officers and/or the Justice Center. They also
reasoned that  used impact munitions to avoid using a higher level of 
force. One board member noted that the crowd was moving together as a unit, had 
made a previous attempt to charge the fence, and appeared to be acting in concert 
with each other.

One board member found that the preponderance of evidence showed Employee 
1’s behavior was within policy and therefore recommended a finding of 
exonerated. This board member reasoned Employee 1’s use of the impact 
munitions prevented the suspect from inflicting immediate physical harm to the 
public, Employee 1, or other officers and also prevented Employee 1 from
employing a higher level of force. This board member reasoned that officers were 
overwhelmingly outnumbered by hostile members of the crowd that night, who
had already pushed down a fence, and that there could have been dire
consequences if they had taken over the Justice Center. This board member also 
believed, under the totality of circumstances, it was objectively reasonable for  

to assume the subject was working in collusion with the other aggressive 
members of the crowd. 

Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline

Majority Opinion:

LOR – 4 members

The four board members with sustained findings believed Category C best 
described Employee 1’s misconduct because Employee 1’s behavior was a minor 
deviation of use of force policy. They believed there were several mitigating 
factors, including this being Employee 1’s first violation in three years, Employee 
1’s many commendations and awards; Employee 1’s thoughtful comments 
delivered at the Police Review Board meeting, which demonstrated a deep 
understanding of crowd control events; and the fact that Employee 1and their 
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fellow officers were put in a volatile and nearly impossible situation during the 
protest event that night. 

One member noted that another mitigating factor was the difficulty officers have 
in discerning which individuals in a crowd are displaying active aggression when
there is a combination of peaceful protestors and violent protestors during such an 
event. 

Two board members noted that although Employee 1 should have remained in a
supervisory role that night, it was understandable that Employee 1 felt compelled 
to step in and help protect other people and property. 

Other Recommendations

No other recommendations.  

Case #4
Date



DATE:

TO: Christopher Paille
Police Review Board Coordinator

FROM: Adrienne DeDona
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:
Employee 1
Employee 2
Employee 3
Employee 4
Employee 5
Employee 6
Employee 7

Incident Summary:

Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding the officer involved shooting at SE 
Holgate Boulevard and SE 88th Avenue on December 11, 2021.

Mandatory administrative review required under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(c)(1).

Area of review #1: The Application of Lethal Force. (FORCE)

Recommended Findings: Employee 1
In policy – 7 members

Applicable Directives:  1010.00 – Use of Force
1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death 
Reporting and Investigation Procedures
315.30 – Satisfactory Performance

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 1 in policy with Directive 1010.00, Section 8.1.1.,
which authorizes use of deadly force by a member to protect themselves or others 
from what they reasonably believe to be an immediate threat of death or harm.
The Board members reasoned that the suspect posed an immediate threat to 
Employee 1 and Employee 1’s fellow members when the suspect pointed a
firearm at them and then fired it; therefore, Employee 1’s decision to deploy 
deadly force was appropriate under the totality of the circumstances. They noted 
that Employee 1 stopped applying deadly force after the suspect dropped their
firearm.

The Board further found that Employee 1’s deadly force reporting and 

Case #5
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investigative procedures were consistent with policy and training; Employee 1
exhibited satisfactory performance. 

Recommended Finding: Employee 2
In policy – 7 members

Applicable Directives:  1010.00 – Use of Force
1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death 
Reporting and Investigation Procedures
315.30 – Satisfactory Performance

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 2’s actions to be in policy with Directive 1010.00, 
Section 8.1.1., which authorizes use of deadly force by a member to protect 
themselves or others from what they reasonably believe to be an immediate threat 
of death or harm. The Board members reasoned that the suspect posed an 
immediate threat to Employee 2 and Employee 2’s fellow members when the 
suspect pointed a firearm at them and then fired it; therefore, Employee 2’s
decision to deploy deadly force was appropriate under the totality of the 
circumstances. They noted that Employee 2 stopped applying deadly force after 
the suspect dropped their firearm.

The Board further found that Employee 2’s deadly force reporting and 
investigative procedures were consistent with policy and training; Employee 2
exhibited satisfactory performance.  

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

Recommended Findings: Employee 3
In policy – 7 members

Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 3 in policy with Directive 315.30, Section 3.1. The
board reasoned that Employee 3 prioritized Employee 3’s supervisory perspective 
during this critical incident to the extent possible. They believed Employee 3
demonstrated sound decision making and good oversight and management skills 
by not getting involved in a tactical role. Employee 3 recognized there were 
already a sufficient number of officers on the scene, and it was best for Employee 
3 to remain in a supervisory role. The Board members noted that Employee 3 also 
satisfactorily exemplified the 4 C’s (containment, custody, communication, and 
contingencies).

Recommended Findings: Employee 1
Out of policy – 7 members

Case #5
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Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 1 out of policy with directive 315.30. The Board 
reasoned Employee 1 did not prioritize Employee 1’s supervisory role during the 
critical incident and took on a tactical role as lethal cover in addition to Employee 
1’s supervisory role. The Board reasoned that although Employee 1 didn’t 
explicitly state it during the incident, according to Employee 1’s rank and conduct,
Employee 1 had assumed the role of IC during the event. Employee 1 had
marshalled resources and been the point person for all communications.

The Board also asserted it was important for Employee 1 to maintain the IC role 
throughout the entire critical incident so that the plans could be clearly 
communicated to all members on the scene. They noted that Employee 1 should 
have stepped back, per Directive 315.30, Section 3, to “prioritize their supervisory 
perspective and avoid tactical involvement in incidents to the extent possible,
under the totality of the circumstances, if there are a sufficient number of officers 
available and capable of fulfilling a particular tactical role.” They believed, under 
the totality of the circumstances, there was no need for Employee 1 to step into a
tactical role because there were many other officers on the scene who could have 
taken a tactical role in lieu of Employee 1.

A few board members noted that, according to the interviews, several witness 
members didn’t know who was in charge or what the plan was, although it was 
clear that a small group was putting together a plan and executing it. The plan 
wasn’t communicated more broadly, which resulted in communication issues and 
confusion. The Board believed the resulting confusion could have put members at 
greater risk.

Recommended Findings: Employee 4
In policy – 7 members

Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 4 in policy with Directive 315.30 Sections 1.1 and 
1.2. The Board reasoned Employee 4 properly performed the duties and 
responsibilities of Employee 4’s position when Employee 4 transitioned into the 
role of Incident Command. They reasoned that Employee 4 was also in 
compliance with Section 2.1 through Section 2.5, as well as Section 2.7, in that 
Employee 4 used sound tactics and good decision-making skills. Employee 4 also 
made sound confrontation management decisions and resolved the confrontation 
safely and effectively by getting the suspect aid and using a tiered approach.

Area of review #3: Post Shooting Procedures. (PROCEDURE)

Recommended Findings: Employee 3
In policy – 7 members

Case #5
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Applicable Directives:  1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death 
Reporting and Investigation Procedures
630.50 – Emergency Medical Aid
640.10 – Crime Scene Procedures

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 3 in policy with Directive 1010.10. The Board
asserted Employee 3 took over Incident Command and fulfilled Employee 3’s role 
to locate and separate all witnesses and involved members, made communications
with outside units, secured the perimeter, informed the homicide unit about the 
egress and ingress, acquired appropriate resources, and delegated tasks as needed. 
One board member noted that this was a “textbook case” of post shooting 
procedures that was well executed by Employee 3.

In addition, the Board reasoned Employee 3 provided proper emergency medical 
aid per Directive 630.50 and appropriately followed crime scene procedures 
according to Directive 640.10 by protecting the crime scene, identifying and 
isolating witnesses, excluding all unauthorized persons, and maintaining the 
Crime Scene log.

Area of review #4: The Application of Less-Lethal Force. (FORCE)

Recommended Findings: Employee 5
In policy – 7 members

Applicable Directive:  1010.00 – Use of Force

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 5 in compliance with Directive 1010.00, Section 6,
and particularly with Section 6.4.3.1.1, which authorizes the use of aerosol 
restraints when a subject “engages in physical resistance.” They reasoned 
Employee 5 was authorized to deploy OC pepper spray into the suspect’s vehicle
due to the suspect’s noncompliance, the fact that the suspect had eluded officers, 
and the active resistance the suspect exhibited.

Recommended Findings: Employee 6
In policy – 7 members

Applicable Directive:  1010.00 – Use of Force

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 6 in compliance with Directive 1010.00, Section 6 
when Employee 6 deployed CS gas into the suspect’s vehicle. They reasoned 
Employee 6 was authorized to use less lethal force due to the suspect’s 
noncompliance, the fact that the suspect had eluded officers, and the active 
resistance the suspect exhibited. 
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They noted that Employee 6 used the CS gas appropriately, particularly per 
Directive 6.4.3.1.1, which authorizes the use of aerosol restraints when a person 
“engages in physical resistance.”

Recommended Findings: Employee 7
In policy – 6 members

Applicable Directive:  1010.00 – Use of Force

Majority Opinion:
The Board found that Employee 7 followed policy and training guidelines for use 
of impact munnions according to Directive 1010.00. They reasoned the suspect 
was beyond the point of passive resistance and in fact engaged in physical 
resistance, so it was appropriate for Employee 7 to deploy the 40mm less lethal 
rounds at the suspect’s rear windshield. 

Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline

LOR – 7 members

The Board believed Category C best described Employee 1’s misconduct because 
it was a deviation from confrontation management performance policy, involved a 
risk to safety, and may have had a pronounced negative impact on the operations
of the department. It was Employee 1’s first violation in 3 years and the Board 
reasoned there were no aggravating factors but several mitigating factors,
including Employee 1’s many commendations and awards, prior work history, and 
willingness to accept responsibility and take on an active role in the incident.

Other Recommendations

Training

1. The Board unanimously agreed to recommend that the Training Division 
consider developing lesson plans for Advanced Academy regarding greater 
accountability for sergeants and lieutenants acting in the role of IC. For
example:

It would be of value to reiterate the importance of an IC remaining in 
a supervisory role rather than assuming a tactical role in critical 
events.
It would be beneficial to train supervisors to step into a mentorship 
role at critical times to ask the IC to take a pause before making a 
crucial decision.

2. The Board unanimously agreed with the training recommendations made by 
in terms of pre-emptive PITs and using OC pepper spray

to force an unwilling occupant out of a vehicle. 
a. The Portland Police Bureau (PPB) should continue to train that in 

most cases a preemptive PIT should be a planned and communicated 
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tactic prior to its execution. The facts of this case and  
 explanation to implement the PIT when  did and without 

prior communication were reasonable.
b. In  review of PPB’s post-PIT, High-Risk Vehicle Stop lesson plans 

and PowerPoint presentations, there is no mention of using OC to 
force an unwilling occupant out of a vehicle. However, in practical 
exercises, trainers state there is discussion about contingencies in the 
event that a person refuses to exit the vehicle. The PPB Training 
Division should provide more specific guidance on contingencies for 
subjects who refuse to exit a vehicle. 
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DATE:

TO: Chief Charles Lovell
Chief of Police

FROM: Adrienne DeDona
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:  Employee 1
Employee 2
Employee 3
Employee 4
Employee 5

Incident Summary:

Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding the officer involved shooting at 
northbound I-5 at N. Lombard St. on December 6, 2021.

Mandatory administrative review under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(c)(1).

Area of review #1: The Application of Lethal Force. (FORCE)

Recommended Findings: Employee 1
In policy – 7 members

Applicable Directives:  1010.00 – Use of Force
1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death 
Reporting and Investigation Procedures
315.30 – Satisfactory Performance

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 1 in policy and Employee 1’s use of force reasonable 
under the totality of the circumstances. They reasoned Employee 1 attempted to 
de-escalate the situation and was justified to use deadly force based on how great 
a threat the suspect posed to public safety and the safety of other officers.
Employee 1 had information that the subject was still armed and also believed the 
subject was targeting officers. The subject had committed several felonies in a 
short timespan over the course of the evening, including home invasion robbery, 
car jackings, threatening people at gunpoint, assault, and firing at a person; the 
subject exhibited no signs of standing down.

Additionally, the Board noted that Employee 1 considered Employee 1’s backdrop 
when Employee 1 shot at the suspect on the freeway.
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They believed that Employee 1 showed satisfactory performance and managed the 
confrontation well. 

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

Recommended Findings: Employee 3
In policy – 6 members

Applicable Directive: 315.30 – Satisfactory Performance

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 3 in policy and reasoned that Employee 3 met all of 
the performance criteria per the directive. These included making all of the 
necessary notifications, separating witnesses, setting up a crime scene, and 
contacting all of the necessary parties.

The Board noted that  conduct during the incident was impressive 
because it was such a complex situation with so many moving parts.

Recommended Findings: Employee 5
In policy – 6 members

Applicable Directive: 315.30 – Satisfactory Performance

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 5 in policy and reasoned that Employee 5 met all of 
the performance criteria per the directive, including making all of the necessary 
notifications, separating witnesses, setting up a crime scene, and contacting all of 
the necessary parties.

The Board noted that  conduct during the incident was impressive 
because it was such a complex situation with so many moving parts.

One member noted that Employee 5 skillfully moved in and out of Employee 5’s
supervisory role during the incident in order to take action as necessary.

Area of review #3: Post Shooting Procedures. (PROCEDURE)

Recommended Findings: Employee 2 
In policy – 6 members

Applicable Directives:  1010.10 – Deadly Force and In-Custody Death 
Reporting and Investigation Procedures
630.50 – Emergency Medical Aid
640.10 – Crime Scene Procedures

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 2 in policy because they reasoned that Employee 2
followed all of the post shooting protocols after getting briefed from the IC when 
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Employee 2 arrived on scene and took over as IC. They reasoned that Employee 2
confirmed the tactical part of the incident was done and that investigative tasks 
were being completed. They noted that Employee 2 didn’t really need to take 
control as IC at that point because Employee 4 had it handled, and by then the 
incident was static. Nonetheless, they found Employee 2’s actions were all in 
policy.

Recommended Findings: Employee 4 
In policy – 6 members

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

Majority Opinion:
The Board found Employee 4’s conduct in policy, as Employee 4 ensured the 
crime scene was secure and separated witnesses. The Board noted Employee 4 and 
the other  worked well together to fulfill all of the procedures and needs.

The Board reasoned that Employee 4 didn’t need to take a public safety statement 
from the involved member because other witness officers and civilian witnesses
had already provided statements. Employee 4 was therefore not out of policy on 
that count. 

Recommendations: Other Recommendations

Training

Several board members recommended that, in supervisory trainings, the Training 
Division discuss the ICS level structure and when it is appropriate to change roles 
during an incident. 

Policy

Several members recommended the Bureau re-examine the language in Directive 
1010.10 Section 2.1.1.2, which reads: “If directed by the on-scene supervisor, the 
involved member(s) shall provide a Public Safety Statement.” They believed it 
important to better align the directive language with its intent. If it is permissible 
for the IC to use discretion during an incident, then the language should read 
“may” rather than “shall.”
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vehicle, a charge to which  plead guilty.  They noted that the directive states that 
no member is to report to work while under the influence of alcohol and thus 

 actions were in violation of the policy. 
 

  
 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 
Termination – 4 members 
3-Workweek SWOP – 1 member  
 

 Majority Opinion: 
 All members of the Board found Category E of the Discipline Guide to be 

appropriate in this case, reasoning that DUI is noted as an example of conduct 
which falls under Category E in the Guide.  The Board also noted this to be the 

 second violation related to DUI in seven years.   
 
 Four members found aggravating factors to include driving away after being told 

to stay, which impacted the availability of other officers at the scene and posed a 
risk of harm to the public.  Members also found the potential to jeopardize the 
investigation  was collecting evidence for to be an 
aggravating factor. Those members found no mitigating factors and thus 
recommended termination.  

 
 One member found no aggravating or mitigating factors and recommended the 

presumptive discipline of a 3-workweek suspension without pay.   
 
 

Other Recommendations: 
 

 
No other recommendations.   
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Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 Termination – 5 members 
 
 All members of the Board concluded that Category E of the Corrective Action 

Guide was appropriate in this case and determined termination as noted for 
sustained allegation of untruthfulness under the Guide, with one of the members 
reasoning that Category E was appropriate due to the unethical conduct of public 
corruption for monetary gain. 
 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
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DATE:

TO: Charles Lovell
Chief of Police

FROM:

SUBJ:

Adrienne DeDona 
Police Review Board Facilitator 

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:

 arrested  on a burglary charge for breaking into her ex-
boyfriend’s house. told she was raped by her ex-boyfriend, but  

took  to the  jail.  jail staff 
then called a Portland Police Bureau Sergeant to have return because  told 
them she was raped by her ex-boyfriend. When arrived at  told  in 
front of jail staff,  was taking her to Washington County jail because this ( ) jail was full.

subsequently transported  to the hospital for a sexual assault examination. 

Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b). 

Allegation 1: was unprofessional while at  when  made the 
statement  was taking  to Washington County Jail. (CONDUCT)

Recommended Findings: Sustained – 4 members

Applicable Directive:  310.00-Professional Conduct and Courtesy.

Majority Opinion:
The Board found this allegation sustained and believed the preponderance of 
evidence showed  violated directive 310.00 section 1.2 which states,
“Members will conduct themselves in a professional manner in the discharge of 
their duties and in relations with the public.” They reasoned that although 

 didn’t recall making a statement about the Washington County jail being 
full, and the victim did recall  making the
statement. In addition, the Board noted that was concerned 
enough with  unprofessional conduct that took the additional step 
of ensuring the victim had in fact been taken to the appropriate destination: the 
hospital, rather than the Washington County jail.
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Allegation 2: failed to conduct a complete sexual assault investigation.
(PROCEDURE)

Recommended Findings: Sustained – 4 members

Applicable Directives: Directive 640.20 – Sexual Assault Kits and Sexual 
Assault Investigations.

Majority Opinion:
The Board found that  violated Directive 640.20 Section 1.2.1, 
which states members shall ensure they advise victims of a sexual assault, that 
occurred within the past 120 hours, and inform the victim that they have the 
option to receive a sexual assault kit free of charge. They reasoned that 

 confirmed in interview and statement that  didn’t ask any follow-up
questions or conduct an investigation about the sexual assault because  thought 
the victim was mentally ill or under the influence of drugs. 

In addition, the Board noted that  stated that  thought the victim 
said the assault had occurred the previous day, and they reasoned that that was still 
within the 120-hour window. One member noted that officers should make no
exception if they believe a person could be mentally ill or under the influence. All 
members asserted that it is important to be sensitive to the victim.

A couple members noted that another officer on the scene heard the victim say 
that she had physical evidence of the sexual assault, and although 
said  did not hear this,  had ample evidence to conduct a more 
thorough sexual assault investigation and should have done so.

Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline

Allegation 1 – Two Workday (20-hour) SWOP – 4 members

The Board believed Category B best described misconduct
because it was a violation neither minor nor significant. All of the board members 
believed it was at the aggravated level.             

Three members calculated 1 point for the mitigating factor of no property damage 
or physical injury and 7 points for the following aggravating factors: intentional 
conduct (2), significant impact on community member or City operations (2), does
not accept responsibility (1), and attempt to cover up conduct (2),

One member calculated zero points for mitigating factors and 2 points for 
significant impact on community member or City operations. 

Allegation 2 – Two Workday (20-hour) SWOP – 4 members

The Board believed Category B best described  misconduct 
because it was a failure to take some required important action. All of the board 
members believed it was at the aggravated level.

Date
Case #10

Employee 1 

Employee 1 

Employee 1 

Employee 1 

Employee 1 
Employee 1 

Employee 1's 

Employee 1's 

E1
E1

E1

E1

E1's



Chief Charles Lovell
PRB Recommendations IA Case Page 3

Three members calculated zero points for mitigating factors and 4 points for the 
following aggravating factors: intentional conduct (2) and significant impact on 
community member or City operations (2). 

One member calculated zero points for mitigating factors and 1 point for the 
aggravated factor: failure to meet documented expectations.

Other Recommendations

No other recommendations.  
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