
Police Review Board Case Outcomes and 
Stipulated Discipline* 
 
Publication: October 2025  

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #1 
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 #2 
Final Decision:  

• Employee 1 – Not sustained with debrief 
• Employee 2 – Written Reprimand 

Corrective Action Guide Category: B (mitigated)   
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendation 1: Adopted 
Recommendation 2: Adopted 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #3 
Final Decision: Employees resigned/retired prior to final discipline 
Proposed Discipline: 80 hours suspension without pay 
Corrective Action Guide Category: D (mitigated) 
Recommendations: Accepted 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case #4 
Final Decision: 10-hour suspension without pay 
Corrective Action Guide Category: B (aggravated)   
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendations: None 
 



POLICE REVIEW BOARD FORCE 
Case # 5 
Final Decision: 80-hour suspension without pay 
Corrective Action Guide Category: D (mitigated) 
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day  
Recommendations: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case # 6 
Final Decision: Written Reprimand 
Corrective Action Guide Category: B (mitigated)   
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendations: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD FORCE 
Case # 7 
Final Decision: Written Reprimand 
Corrective Action Guide Category: B (mitigated)   
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day  
Recommendations: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 
Case # 8 
Final Decision:  

• Employee 1  
o Area of Review 1 - In Policy  
o Area of Review 2 - Out of Policy, Written Reprimand 

• All other employees and areas of review - In Policy 
Discipline Guide Category: C (mitigated)   
Decision made by: Mayor Ted Wheeler and Chief Robert Day  
Recommendation 1: Declined – already enacted 
Recommendation 2: Declined – already enacted 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case # 9  
Final Decision: 20-hour suspension without pay 
Corrective Action Guide Category: B (aggravated) 



Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendation: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 
Case # 10 
Final Decision: In Policy  
Corrective Action Guide Category: n/a 
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendation: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 
Case # 11 
Final Decision: In Policy  
Corrective Action Guide Category: n/a 
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendation: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 
Case # 12 
Final Decision: In Policy  
Corrective Action Guide Category: n/a 
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendation: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD DEADLY FORCE 
Case # 13 
Final Decision: In Policy  
Corrective Action Guide Category: n/a 
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendation: None 

POLICE REVIEW BOARD CONDUCT OR PERFORMANCE 
Case # 14 
Final Decision: Employee resigned/retired prior to final discipline 
Proposed Discipline: Termination  
Corrective Action Guide Category: D (aggravated) 
Decision made by: Mayor Keith Wilson and Chief Robert Day 
Recommendation: None  



STIPULATED DISCIPLINE 
Case # 15 
Final Decision: 20-hour suspension without pay 
Corrective Action Guide Category: Substance Abuse Policy  
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: 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:  

An anonymous complainant sent the Portland Police Bureau a screenshot of a social media 
post from an account which reportedly belonged to .  The screenshot was of a 
meme, which is potentially offensive to the Israeli and Jewish community. 

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

Allegation 1: posted a meme on  personal social media account 
which disparages the Israeli community. 

Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members 
Not Sustained - 0  

Applicable Directives:  
311.40 – Personal Use of Social Media 
310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment and Retaliation 
Prohibited 
HRAR 2.02 – Prohibition Against Workplace 
Harassment, Discrimination, Racism, and 
Retaliation.  

Majority Opinion:  
The Board was unanimous in finding the allegation sustained.  Members 
reasoned that was wearing an identifiable PPB uniform 
baseball hat in social media profile picture and had posted the meme and 
comments which the Board deemed to be disparaging and derogatory of a 
protected class, and thus in violation of the directives.  They further reasoned 
that Directive 310.20 states that “the intent or consent of the persons 
engaging in the inappropriate conduct does not matter.” 

Case #1

Date

Date

Employee 1

Employee 1

Employee 1

Employee 1

E1

E1



Chief Robert Day   
PRB Recommendations IA  Page 2 

 
 

    
 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 20 hours suspension without pay – 5 members 
 
  

The Board was unanimous in finding Category C of the Corrective Action 
Guide to be the appropriate category, as the violation involved 
discriminatory or harassing conduct based on protected class status.  The 
Board found no aggravating factors and the following mitigating factors: 
positive attitude, accepts responsibility; positive work history; and no 
repeated or other sustained violations.  
 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
 
 

Case #1
Date



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:   

Employees:   

Summary of Alleged Complaint:  
While operating a police vehicle,  utilized a vehicle intervention technique to 
stop a vehicle that actively eluded officers.  A Multnomah County Deputy District Attorney (DDA) 
was in police vehicle as a ride-along.  The case was referred to Internal Affairs by the Assistant 
Chief of Operations as part of the after-action command review process.  The case was returned for 
further investigation regarding the driving responses of and . 
Allegation 1 of this case was found not sustained in the initial findings review process and was thus 
not reviewed by the board. 

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

Allegation 2:  did not ensure a Ride-Along request was completed for 
 (PROCEDURE). 

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

Applicable Directive:  
630.30 – Community Member Ride-Along 
Program 

Majority Opinion: 
Two members recommended a finding of not-sustained, reasoning that the evidence 
was insufficient to prove that a violation occurred due to the lack of clarity in the 
directive regarding law enforcement partners and inconsistent practice.  They 
reasoned that the policy language states its purpose as increasing exposure to police 
policy and practices, wherein the DDA is already well versed and providing 
guidance as part of the mission.  

Two members recommended a finding of exonerated, reasoning that there is no 
definition of community member in the policy and because the DDA had an office 
at the precinct, full access to PPB facilities, and was on duty at the time as part of 
the joint operation, a ride-along form was not required.     

Minority Opinion: 
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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:   
 
Employees:    
  
 
Summary of Alleged Complaint:   
 

 and  worked a partner car in East Precinct and requested 
permission over the radio to go into Clackamas County to assist Clackamas County Sheriff’s 
Office with a stolen vehicle that  and were investigating. The shift 
sergeant denied this request and the denial was acknowledged over the radio by 

 A report was subsequently submitted that documented the officers going into 
Clackamas County and taking police action. 
.  
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b). 
 
Allegation 1:  was insubordinate when went to Clackamas 

County and took police action after (shift sergeant) denied 
request. (CONDUCT)  

 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 4 members.  (unanimous)  
      
 Applicable Directive:   315.00 – Laws, Rules and Orders.  
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this violation sustained under Section 

5.1 of the directive and noted that the time of events in evidence indicated 
that was already heading into Clackamas County to take up 
position close to the suspect car when they asked permission and were 
denied.   
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Allegation 2:  was insubordinate when went to Clackamas 
County and took police action after (shift sergeant) denied request. 
(CONDUCT)  

 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 4 members. (unanimous) 

      
 Applicable Directive:   315.00- Laws, Rules and Orders. 
  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding this violation sustained under Section 
5.1 of the directive and noted that the time of events in evidence indicated 
that was already heading into Clackamas County to take up 
position close to the suspect car and was preparing to use stop sticks when 
they asked permission and were denied.   

  
 
Allegation 3:  failed to write a clear and chronological report for 

(case number). (PROCEDURE)  
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 4 members. (unanimous) 
   

      
 Applicable Directives:   315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 

900.00 – General Reporting Guidelines 
  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning 
that the report did not include a clear description of all the relevant facts 
and chronology and that admitted the report was not up to 
the standards required in Directive 900.00, Sections 1.2.1.5 and 1.2.1.6.  
The Board also noted that having both members writing one report led to a 
lack of clarity. 

 
 
Allegation 4:  failed to write a complete report for (case number). 

(PROCEDURE)  
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 4 members. (unanimous) 
   

      
 Applicable Directive:   900.00 – General Reporting Guidelines 

 
  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning 
that both officers acted and had different pieces of information about the 
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event and thus were both required to provide a complete description of 
their actions and events in their own report under the directive. They noted 
that the joint authoring of one report was confusing, incomplete, and 
difficult to follow.  

 
 
Allegation 6:  failed to write a report for (case number). 

(PROCEDURE)  
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 4 members. (unanimous) 
   

      
 Applicable Directives:   315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 

900.00 – General Reporting Guidelines 
  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning 
that acknowledged swearing and failing to document it and 
that the joint report that was submitted did not fulfill the requirement to 
write  own report under Sections 1.2.1.5 and 1.2.1.6 of Directive 900.  

 
  
Allegation 7:   used force and failed to document it. 

(PROCEDURE)  
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 4 members. (unanimous) 
   

      
 Applicable Directive:    

910.00 – Use of Force Reporting, Review and 
Investigation 

 
  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained under 
Sections 1.5.1.3 and 3.1.3 of Directive 910. They noted that there were two 
exhibits in the case file which indicated it was more likely than not that 

pointed  firearm at the subject which required a report. 
 
 
Allegation 8:   used force and failed to notify a supervisor of a Use 

of Force incident. (PROCEDURE)  
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 4 members. (unanimous) 
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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:   
 
A subject was arrested, cited, and released from custody by  for driving 
while suspended.  The subject remained nearby and argued with  who then 
arrested him for disorderly conduct.  The subject’s wife accused of 
provoking the subsequent interaction, and a Bureau member reported that  
was unprofessional and unnecessarily escalated the confrontation with the subject to Internal 
Affairs (IA). 
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(a). The 
Responsibility Unit manager found the allegations unfounded with a recommended debrief. 
The Deputy Director of the Independent Police Review, Assistant Chief, and IA Captain 
controverted, finding both allegations sustained. 
 
Allegation 1: was unprofessional towards (subject) during 

arrest.  
 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members   
     
 Applicable Directive:   310.00 – Professional Conduct and Courtesy 
 
 Majority Opinion:  
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained.  The Board 

reasoned that it was more likely than not that the violation occurred because 
both witness officers perceived to have acted 
unprofessionally, though their descriptions of some of the events differed.  
Three members noted weight given to the fact that the complaint was brought 
forward by a fellow officer.  Three members considered  
decision to close the distance and reengage with the subject, instead of 
accepting the offer to take over from other officers, as unprofessional. It was 
also noted that there is a higher expectation of conduct for supervisors.   
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 Members who found only Allegation 1 sustained: 
  

 Written Reprimand – 1 member 
 Command Counseling – 1 member 

 
 Two members of the Board found only Allegation 1 sustained and 

identified the aggravating factor of supervisor and mitigating factors of 
positive work history and no property damage or physical injury.  One 
member identified Category B as appropriate due to the failure to correct 
multiple previous Category A violations of the same or similar conduct (for 
which discipline was imposed in ) resulting in the recommendation of 
Written Reprimand.  One member found Category A appropriate and 
recommended Command Counseling.    
 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
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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:   

was working in the Central Precinct and responded to assist another 
officer in identifying an arrested individual. Using an IBIS scanner,  attempted to 
acquire the subject’s fingerprint and during the attempt to use the IBIS scanner, the complainant 
grabbed right index finger and twisted it, causing pain.  
pulled hand away, and immediately punched the complainant one time to the back of the head with 
a closed fist while the complainant was in lawful custody and handcuffed.   
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(c). 
  
Allegation 1:  used inappropriate force on  

(FORCE)   
 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members  
     Not Sustained – 0 members 
 
 Applicable Directives:   
    1010.00 – Use of Force 
    315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 

910.00 – Use of Force Reporting, Review, and Investigation 
  620.00 – Body-Worn Camera Use and Management 

  
 Majority Opinion:   
 The Board was unanimous in finding that  inappropriately 

used force by punching the subject one time in the back of the head with a closed 
fist. This occurred after pulled back and freed finger after 
the complainant grabbed, squeezed, and twisted it causing pain during an attempt 
to capture an IBIS scan.  The Board agreed that the use of force was beyond what 
was necessary to accomplish a lawful objective and unreasonable under the 
circumstances.   

  
 The Board also unanimously agreed that did not use sound 

tactics and failed to demonstrate as little reliance on force as possible to ensure the 
safety of the subject, , and others during the confrontation because , nor 
anyone else, was at any threat after pulled  hand back.  By reentering the 
space to strike the subject,  introduced unnecessary risk to 
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and others.  
 
 Last, the Board reasoned that because  use of force 

constituted a Category II level of review under Directive 910.00, Directive 620.00 
section 11.2.1.1 required to maintain audio recording on body-worn 
camera, which did not do.  However, the Board also noted the Sergeant on 
scene also agreed to disable audio recording and the Body-Worn Camera program 
was in a pilot during this event.   

 
 Minority Opinion: NA  

 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 80-hour suspension without pay - 5 members   
  
 120-hour suspension without pay – 1 member 
  

All members of the Board agreed that Category D of the Corrective Action Guide 
was the appropriate category because allegation involved use of force against a 
person who was lawfully in custody and handcuffed.  This constitutes a Category 
II Use of Force.   
 

 During deliberations, Board members agreed that had the complainant not been in 
custody and handcuffed, this would have been a Category III use of force, and this 
violation would have fallen under Category C of the Corrective Action Guide, that 
may have resulted in a recommendation of a 20- or 40-hour suspension without 
pay.   

  
 Majority Opinion: 
 Five members of the Board recommended mitigation to an 80-hour suspension 

without pay.  Aggravating and mitigating factors identified: 
 
 Aggravating: 

• Does not accept responsibility if policy violation is undisputed – 5 
members 

       Mitigating: 
• No property damage or physical injury – 4 members 
• Self-reported the violation – 3 members 
• Positive work history – 2 members 
• Unintentional conduct – 1 member 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 One member found the aggravating factor of does not accept responsibility if 

policy violation is undisputed and the mitigating factor of self-reported the 
violation.  The point values assigned to these factors in the Corrective Action 
Guide are the same, resulting in the recommendation for the presumptive level of 
discipline, a 120-hour suspension without pay. 

 
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:   

 was engaged in a Stolen Vehicle Operation when a stolen vehicle 
eluded him.  Air 2 assisted with following the stolen vehicle that continued to elude officers.  

 attempted several Pursuit Intervention Technique (PIT) maneuvers during 
the incident which  documented in the Force Data Collection Report (FDCR).  The Force 
Inspector’s Office reviewed the case during a routine audit and identified a potential violation 
of the Pursuit Policy, subsequently referring the case to Internal Affairs (IA).  
 
The Assistant Chief and IA Captain disagreed with the RU Manager’s proposed discipline.  
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(a).   
 
 
Allegation 1:  initiated an out-of-policy vehicle pursuit of a stolen 

vehicle on  
 
 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members (unanimous) 
      
 Applicable Directives:    

630.05 – Vehicle Interventions and Pursuits 
1010.00 – Use of Force  
910.00 – Use of Force Reporting, Review and 
Investigation 

 
 Majority Opinion:   
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained.  They 

reasoned that, even though stated in  IA interview that 
 focus was on performing preemptive PIT maneuvers throughout the 

incident, nonetheless  actions met the definition of pursuit under the 
policy.  They noted that the pursuit violated Section 1.1 of directive 630.05 
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in that that pursuits were not authorized for stolen vehicles and neither did 
the suspect’s driving behavior prior to the initiation of the stop display a 
willful disregard for the safety of others that placed the public in immediate 
danger. One member also noted that actions also violated 
Directive 630.05, Section 3.5 which requires “ground units (to) continue at 
a safe distance and at a reduced speed” when Air Support is the primary 
unit, as was the case in this instance. 

  
  

Allegation 2:   failed to use emergency lights and sirens while 
clearing intersections during the attempted apprehension of a stolen vehicle 
suspect on June 2, 2023. 
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 5 members (unanimous) 
   

      
 Applicable Directive:    

630.10 – Driving Responses 
  
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning 

that the use of sirens would not have prevented or hampered the 
apprehension or detection of the subject, and thus  
actions were in violation of Sections 1.3.3, 1.3.3.2, and 1.3.4 of Directive 
630.10. 

  
 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 Written Reprimand – 2 members 
 Command Counseling – 2 members 
 20-hour Suspension Without Pay (SWOP) – 1 member  
  
 
 Category B: Three members determined Category B of the Corrective 

Action Guide was appropriate in this case, reasoning the violations were 
neither minor nor significant and involved foreseeable risk.  See the list 
below for the aggravating and mitigating factors identified by these 
members.  The application of aggravating and mitigating factors per the 
Corrective Action Guide resulted in the recommendation for mitigation 
from two of these members (Written Reprimand) and aggravation from one 
member (20-hour SWOP).  The Corrective Action Guide does not allow 
PRB members to use the aggravating or mitigating factor of “other” in 
determining their recommendation.  However, two members suggested the 
final decision maker utilize the “other” factor as noted below.   
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verify it was the correct vehicle. One member stated that  
should have noted that the improperly identified vehicle had no 

plate, whereas the vehicle that eluded had a stolen plate.     
 

  
Allegation 3:  used inappropriate force when utilized a 

PIT on a mis-identified vehicle on January 16, 2024. (FORCE) 
 

 Recommended Findings:  Sustained – 3 members 
     Exonerated – 3 members    

      
 Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force 
  
 Sustained Opinion: 
 Three members of the Board found this allegation sustained, stating that it 

was not objectively reasonable under the totality of circumstances to PIT 
the vehicle without verifying it was the correct vehicle. These members 
noted that since there was no urgent life or safety threat, and the eluding 
vehicle had dropped out of sight at least twice, a reasonable officer would 
confirm that the vehicle had the plate and was the correct make/model of 
the one they had originally identified before conducting a PIT maneuver.   

 
 Exonerated Opinion:  

 Three members of the Board found this allegation exonerated, stating that it 
was objectively reasonable for to conduct the PIT 
due to the vehicle’s similar color and style and its proximity to the eluding 
vehicle, especially given that it was 2:30 a.m. on quiet snow-covered 
streets and the fact that the subject appeared to have deliberately turned off 
their lights, a common tactic used to elude.  They further noted that  

 had only patrol experience at the time, had not been part of 
the Bureau’s Stolen Vehicle Operations missions where additional training 
and experience would have been provided, and that partner officer also 
misidentified the vehicle. 

  
  

 
Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 

 
 20-hour suspension without pay – 3 members 
 Written Reprimand – 3 members 
 
 The three members of the Board who found both allegations sustained 

found Category C of the Corrective Action Guide to be appropriate due to 
the sustained Category III use of force violation.  These members found the 
aggravated factor of significant impact on a community member and the 
mitigating factors of unintentional conduct, self-reported violation, positive 
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attitude/accepts responsibility, motivated by public interest, and positive 
work history.  Their resulting recommended corrective action was a 20-
hour suspension without pay. 

 
 The three members of the Board who found only Allegation 1 sustained 

recommended Category B of the Corrective Action Guide, finding the 
violation was neither minor nor significant, involved foreseeable risk, and 
was a failure to take some required important action.  Two members found 
no aggravating factors and one member found the aggravating factor of 
significant impact on a community member.  Mitigating factors identified 
by these members included positive attitude/accepts responsibility, 
unintentional conduct, self-reported violation, and no repeated or other 
sustained violation. Their resulting recommended corrective action was a 
Written Reprimand.   
 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
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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:    
   
    
    
 
Incident Summary:   
 
Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding an officer’s use of force that 
occurred on August 18, 2020, at approximately 2245 hours near the intersection of SE 10th 
Ave. and SE Main St. after a protest became a riot.  Officers were given orders to clear the 
streets of protesters and direct them onto the sidewalks.   observed an 
individual who appeared to be trying to free a subject that was being arrested.   

used a baton on that individual three times, with the last use to their head/face area.  
 immediately informed supervisors and filled out a Force Data Collection 

Report (FDCR).   
 
Mandatory administrative review required under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b) and (c)(4). 
 
Area of review #1: The Application of Lethal Force. (FORCE) 
 
 Applicable Directive:   1010.00 – Use of Force 
 
 
 Recommended Finding:  
     In-policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The findings available to the Board were limited to either in or out-of-

policy for this area of review.  The Board was unanimous in recommending 
an in-policy finding, however, the Board was also unanimous in reasoning 
that use of force to the head/face area was inadvertent 
( was aiming for the shoulder area) and was also not of sufficient force to 
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meet the definition of deadly force.   
 

  
 

  
 
Area of Review 2: Confrontation Management. (CONDUCT) 
 
      
 Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 
 
 
 Recommended Finding:  
     Out-of-Policy – 4 members 
     In-Policy – 2 members 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The majority of the Board found the actions of  out-of-
policy for this area of review, reasoning that  continued to 
use force more times than necessary in the situation and thus did not use 
sound tactics with as little reliance on force, and with less force than the 
maximum, as required in the directive under Sections 2.1, 2.3, and 2.4.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 The minority of the Board found the actions of in-policy 

for this area of review, reasoning that perceived the individual to be 
actively resisting, and regarding the last use of force, thought the individual 
was going to stand back up to continue resisting.  These members also 
noted that decreased the level of force before pushing 
with baton the last time, as required under Section 2.6. 

 
Area of Review 3: Force Reporting and Investigation. (PROCEDURE). 
 

  Applicable Directive:  1010.00 – Use of Force 
 
 Recommended Finding:    
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in 
policy, noting that  completed a thorough After-Action report and 
notified Internal Affairs as required.   
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 Recommended Finding:   
     In-Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  
 in policy, noting that  performed a thorough review of the 

After-Action report as required in Section 13.4.10 of the directive and 
notified the Professional Standards Division. 

  
 

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of 
in policy, noting that performed a thorough review of the 

After-Action report and ensured the Independent Police Review and 
Professional Standards Division were notified. 

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

  Applicable Directives:  1010.00 – Use of Force 
       
 
 Recommended Finding:  
     Out-of-Policy – 4 members 
     In- Policy – 2 members 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The majority of the Board found out-of-policy in 
this area of review.  All four of these members of the Board reasoned that 
the individual was not actively resisting when they were moving toward the 
sidewalk and thus  push with the baton at that time was 
out of policy. Three of these members of the Board also found 

last use of force with the baton out of policy, reasoning that the 
individual was not presenting a threat when they were on the ground and 
there was no lawful order requiring them to stay on the ground. One 
member found last use of force in policy, stating that it 
was objectively reasonable given that the individual appeared to be getting 
ready to get up to further resist. 
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The Board noted that identifying the appropriate case type (administrative 
review of use of deadly force vs. investigation into possible out-of-policy 
force) was complicated by the lack of alignment in policy language. 
Specifically, the Board noted the use of the term “intentional” in the 
definition of lethal force with regards to a strike to the head:  Directive 
910.00 defines Category I to include 1.2.1.5 “All intentional head, neck 
and throat strikes…”.  However, 1010.00 does not use the word intentional 
in its definition of lethal force, instead identifying the force as lethal if it is 
“likely to cause death or serious physical injury…”.  The Board 
recommends an analysis of these differences to provide greater clarity in 
similar cases.  
 
 
 
 

DATE
Case # 8



 
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:  

family member was involved in a non-injury crash on  in 
. was not investigating this event as part of role as a PPB officer. The 

driver of the other vehicle involved did not exchange insurance information, and because the crash was 
non-injury in nature, did not respond.   requested that another PPB 
officer improperly obtain information related to the crash by accessing LEDS and/or DMV 
information.    
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b).  Allegation 2 not subject 
to review by the Board.  
 
Allegation 1: , inappropriately requested  to 

use LEDS and/or DMV to obtain information related to  
automobile crash in .   

 
 Recommended Findings:  Total voting members – Four (4) 
     Sustained –   Four (4) members   
     Not Sustained – 0 members 
  
 Applicable Directives:   315.00 – Laws, Rules, and Orders 
     315.30 – Satisfactory Performance  
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board unanimously sustained the allegation, finding that  

request to acquire LEDS data related to the automobile crash in was 
inappropriate.  The Board applied Directive 315.00, Section 2 that states “members 
shall not commit any act or fail to perform any act constituting a violation of any 
applicable laws, rules, and orders.”  Further, Section 3.1 of the same directive 
notes, “members are required to now and act in accordance with all PPB 
directives.”  The Board reasoned that was not acting in  official 
capacity as a PPB officer to enforce laws, that  was aware that  was not 
investigating this crash, and that  objective was ore likely than not to acquire 
insurance information of the other driver, which is not an authorized purpose for 
accessing the restricted information. 
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Recommendations: Corrective Actions/Discipline 
 

 20 Hour Suspension Without Pay (SWOP) – Four (4) members 
 
 Majority Opinion:  All voting members applied Category B of the Corrective 

Action Guide, reasoning that failed to correct behavior after 2 or 
more category A violations involving the same or similar conduct based on 

previous corrective action history in 2012 and 2011.  Some 
members also identified corrective actions in 2013 and 1996 to have involved the 
same or similar conduct.  

 
 The presumptive disciplinary action for Category B is a 10-hour suspension 

without pay.  In applying aggravating and mitigating factors, each member 
identified a greater number of aggravating factors (see tables below) resulting in a 
recommended corrective action of a 20-hour suspension without pay.  

 

  
  
 

 

  
 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
 
 

Aggravating Factor 
Value Range 4-6 Points 

Number of 
Voting Members 

Intentional Conduct 4 
Significant Impact on Community Member or City 
Operations/Mission 

3 

Does Not Accept Responsibility if Policy Violation is 
Undisputed 

3 

Motivated by Personal Interest 4 

Mitigating Factor 
Value Range 1-2 Points 

Number of 
Voting Members 

No Property Damage or Physical Injury 2 
Positive Work History 4 

DATE
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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 Seth Wingfield #55940 

    

   

   

   

 

Incident Summary:   

 

Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding an officer involved shooting 

that occurred on May 29, 2024, at approximately 0608 hours, at 2751 NE 137th Avenue. 

 

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 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 SERT member 

assigned to the Inner Perimeter (IP) during the planned operation to service 

the warrant and was aware that the suspect had remained uncooperative 

through protracted negotiation efforts and had disregarded loud hailing and 

force warnings. The Board also noted that Officer Wingfield was aware 

that the suspect had made repeated threats towards officers and had 
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chambered a round in his rifle before he ran from the house.  The Board 

reasoned that the suspect posed an immediate threat of death or serious 

physical injury to Officer Wingfield and when he came out 

from behind a shed and pointed the rifle at the officers.  The Board further 

reasoned that Officer Wingfield had no opportunity to provide a warning 

before firing his weapon to address the immediate threat and that he 

appropriately assessed the need for each application of deadly force, firing 

his weapon at the suspect only until he saw the suspect begin to fall.  One 

member also noted that  had his Less Lethal weapon loaded 

with CS gas and was thus unprepared to assist in addressing the immediate 

threat posed by the suspect. 

 

 Minority Opinion: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Area of Review 2: 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 had been given authorization to deploy 

the CS gas by , was aware that the suspect had made 

verbal threats and had racked or chambered his rifle, and was concerned 

that the suspect would begin shooting at officers while remaining 

barricaded in the house.  The Board reasoned that it was objectively 

reasonable for  to fire the two rounds of CS gas, one of which 

was successful, as a tactic to effect the arrest. 

 

 Minority Opinion: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Area of Review 3: Operational Planning and Supervision (PROCEDURE). 

 

  Applicable Directives:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance 

720.00 – Special Emergency Reaction Team 

(SERT) and Crisis Negotiation Team (CNT) Use  
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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 noted that  was assigned as Critical 

Incident Commander (CIC) for the operation to execute the warrant.  The 

Board reasoned that  participated in the planning process 

for the mission, coordinated with other supervisors, maintained awareness 

of events, and approved tactics and the deployment of resources as 

required, including the placement and deployment of CS gas.  

 

 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 as the SERT 

sergeant, assisted in planning the warrant service mission, and was fully 

informed of the suspect’s history.  The Board reasoned that 

collaborated with the other supervisors appropriately and 

fulfilled role in directly coordinating the actions of members as 

required.  The Board noted that ensured lights and 

sirens were utilized, the suspect’s external security cameras were disabled, 

and activated the gas plan, door breech, and drone deployment tactics, as 

well as the evacuation of nearby residents. 

 

 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 responsible for 

managing and directing the actions of the IP team, which included the 

focus of containment.  The Board reasoned that relayed 
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information to other supervisors and the team as necessary and performed 

the functions of role as required. 

 

 Minority Opinion: 

 Not applicable. 

 

 

Area of Review 4: 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) 

      

 

 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in 

policy.  The Board reasoned that  maintained awareness of 

developments, approved tactics and coordinated efforts as necessary to 

fulfill role as CIC.  The Board noted actions included 

ensuring the required notifications were made, the crime scene was secured 

and the crime scene log was established, the involved and witness members 

were identified and separated, and that medical aid was provided.   

 

 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 and 

appropriately to ensure that post-shooting procedures were followed, 

including that medical aid was rendered safely, the crime scene was 

established, and proper notifications were made. One member specifically 

noted how quickly medical aid was able to be rendered due to the 

utilization of members with the necessary medical expertise after the 

successful deployment of the robot to secure the suspect’s weapon. 

 

 Minority Opinion: 
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 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 and 

appropriately to ensure that post-shooting procedures were 

followed, including that medical aid was rendered safely, the crime scene 

was established, and proper notifications were made. 

 

 Minority Opinion: 

 Not applicable. 

 

 

 

 

Other Recommendations: 

 

No other recommendations.   

 

 

DATE
Case # 10

Employee 3 Emplo – 
– yee 4

Employee 5

Employee 5
E5



 
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 December 17, 2024, to review the following case:  
 
IA Case Number:    
 
Employees:    Officer Justin Clary #40926 
    
    
 
Incident Summary:   
 
Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding an officer involved shooting 
in the 9000 block of NE Marx Drive on December 6, 2023, at approximately 10:49am. 
 
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 Justin Clary 
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Clary in policy.  

The Board reasoned that the officers made several announcements that they 
were police as they knocked on the RV and when the subject opened the 
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door and immediately pointed his gun at the officers, he presented an 
immediate threat of death or serious physical injury.  The Board noted 
Officer Clary stated that he had an awareness of his backstop when he fired 
and had continued to evaluate the threat posed by the subject as he fired, 
halting when he saw the subject’s behavior change.  The Board further 
reasoned that Officer Clary followed the post-shooting requirements and 
demonstrated satisfactory performance as outlined in Directive 315.30, 
Sections 2.2 and 2.5.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

 
 

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 in policy.  The Board 
reasoned that fulfilled responsibilities under Section 3.1 
of the directive as assumed and maintained the role of Incident 
Commander, ensuring procedures were followed, tasks delegated, and 
necessary supervisory decisions were made. 

 
 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 
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 Recommended Finding:   
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 

  
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding  in policy. The Board 
reasoned that  performed the duties of  position under the 
directives effectively, including ensuring involved and witness members 
were separated, a public safety statement was obtained, and proper 
notifications were made. The Board noted that  utilized the 
post-shooting checklist appropriately and coordinated with 

to establish the inner and outer perimeters and crime scene log.   
 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding in policy.  The 
Board reasoned that performed the duties of 
position under the directives effectively, including blocking off streets and 
overseeing the search for witnesses in the area.  The Board also noted that 

coordinated appropriately with  to 
establish the inner and outer perimeters and crime scene log.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

 
Other Recommendations: 
 

No other recommendations.   
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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:    Sergeant Justin Thurman #48255  

Officer Dewey Madison #52674  
Officer Sebastian Precup #60628  
Officer Jake Ramsey #56803 

 
 

  
 

 
Incident Summary:   
 
Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding an officer involved shooting 
which occurred on May 6, 2024, at approximately 5:15pm when the Portland Police Bureau’s 
Special Emergency Reaction Team (SERT) served a search warrant at a home in the 100 
block of SE 124th Ave. 
 
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 
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 Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Justin Thurman 
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 

   
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Thurman in 

policy in this area of review, reasoning that Sergeant Thurman witnessed 
the subject shooting at officers from his position in the turret of an armored 
vehicle where he was assigned during the clearing of the trailer.  The Board 
reasoned that the subject presented an immediate threat of death or serious 
physical injury when Sergeant Thurman fired one round at the subject, at 
which time the subject fell out of Sergeant Thurman’s sight.  

 
 The Board noted that the warrant service operation was a coordinated 

action plan connected to the investigation of robbery with a firearm and 
included a deliberate progression to the actions of the members of the 
SERT and CNT teams, including the use of loud hails and force warnings, 
and multiple de-escalation strategies such as providing the subject adequate 
time to respond, distance, and containment.    

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Madison in 
policy for this area of review.  The Board reasoned that Officer Madison 
reasonably believed that  had been shot by the subject when 
he heard the shots and saw  fall away from the ramp of the trailer.  The 
Board noted that Officer Madison stated he heard the subject declare he 
was coming out and then saw him exit the trailer, leading with his firearm 
pointed at officers and thus presenting an immediate threat of death or 
serious physical injury.  The Board further reasoned that Officer Madison 
adequately addressed his high round count during the investigation and 
demonstrated that he continued to evaluate the subject’s behavior between 
the applications of force as required in directive.  

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Precup in 
policy for this area of review.  The Board noted that Officer Precup heard 
the shots from the subject and saw wood splinter from the impact of the 
bullets near Officer Ramsey’s face.  The Board reasoned that Officer 
Precup fired at the subject when the subject exited the trailer and pointed 
his firearm at the officers, presenting an immediate threat of death or 
serious physical injury.  The Board further reasoned that he continued to 
assess the threat and that he stopped firing when he saw the subject fall and 
confirmed he was no longer pointing his weapon at officers. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

 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 

for this area of review.  The Board noted that multiple de-escalation 
strategies had been used prior to Officer Ramsey entering the trailer, 
including providing multiple force warnings and adequate time for the 
subject to respond.  The Board reasoned that the subject fired directly at 
Officer Ramsey when he stepped into the trailer and that Officer Ramsey 
used deadly force by firing three rounds as cover fire in order protect himself 
and other officers from the immediate threat of death or serious physical 
injury.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

 
Area of Review 2: Application of Less Lethal Force (FORCE). 

      
 Applicable Directives:   1010.00 – Use of Force 
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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 for this area of review, reasoning that heard the shots fired, 
appropriately assessed the immediacy of the threat, and announced 
intention before deploying the CS gas at the window of the trailer as 
required by directive.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy 
for this area of review, reasoning that  witnessed the subject 
firing at officers and appropriately assessed the immediacy of the threat 
before deployed the Flash Sound Diversionary Device near the trailer to 
distract and disorient the subject as was authorized.  The Board further 
reasoned that use of one taser cycle on the subject as he continued to 
move and refused commands as the team worked to place him into custody 
was in policy. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in policy 
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for this area of review.  The Board noted that  had assisted 
with breeching the door of the trailer and was nearby when the subject fired 
at Officer Ramsey.  The Board reasoned that appropriately 
assessed the immediacy of the threat when deployed 6 rounds of CS gas 
into the trailer in an effort to persuade the subject to surrender.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
 
 

Area of Review 3: Operational Planning and Supervision (PROCEDURE). 
 

 
  Applicable Directives:  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 for this area of review.  The Board reasoned that fulfilled 
role as Critical Incident Commander (CIC), including appropriately 
activating SERT and CNT, ensuring was properly briefed before 
approving the plan and continuing to monitor developments from the 
command post 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 for this area of review, reasoning that was a member of SERT 
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and participated in the planning of the operation, appropriately briefed the 
CIC, was present and supervised the inner perimeter team, and coordinated 
with the other SERT Sergeant 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 for this area of review, reasoning that was a member of SERT 
and participated in the planning of the operation, appropriately briefed the 
CIC, was present and supervised the entry team, coordinated with the other 
SERT Sergeant as necessary, and broadcast information as it was 
unfolding.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

 
Area of Review 4: 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) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  
in policy for this area of review, reasoning that monitored the event as 
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CIC from the command post and ensured that supervisors completed all 
procedures as required by directive. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in 
policy for this area of review, reasoning that  ensured tasks were divided 
and fulfilled as required, including identifying and separating the involved 
and witness members, working with the SERT Lieutenant to complete 
notifications, and confirming the scene was preserved and crime scene log 
established. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
 

 Recommended Finding:  
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 

   
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of  in 
policy for this area of review, reasoning that coordinated with  

to confirm that all post-shooting procedures were followed as 
required, including directing the SERT medics to immediately render aid, 
members to complete clearing the trailer and ensuring that critical evidence 
was preserved. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

 
Other Recommendations: 
 

No other recommendations.   
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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 Nicholas Morales #59830 
    
   
   
   
   
 
Incident Summary:   
 
Administrative investigation into the circumstance surrounding the officer involved shooting at 
7608 N. Portsmouth Ave. on August 24, 2024. 
 
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 Nicholas Morales 
     In Policy – 6 members (unanimous) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding the deadly force used by Officer Morales in 

policy, reasoning that the subject posed an immediate threat of death or serious 
physical injury at the time because he was positioned on a type of shooting 
platform, had taken an athletic/shooting stance, and pointed the gun at officers 
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using both hands. The Board noted that prior to the use of force, officers had 
utilized multiple de-escalation strategies, including providing time, 
communicating from a distance, using barriers and cover, and having an adequate 
number of officers.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

  
 
Area of Review 2: 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  in policy, reasoning 
deployment of the K9 to bite and hold the subject so that officers could place him 
into custody was reasonable given the serious and immediate threat he still posed.  
The Board noted that though the subject no longer had his gun at that time, he was 
still in possession of the knife and hammer when the K9 was deployed.   

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy for 
this area of review, reasoning that the subject had been given ample time to 
comply with demands and yet continued ramping up and down, posing a serious 
threat to officers when  deployed the 40mm in an effort to get 
him to drop his weapons.  The Board further noted that 
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provided a clear warning to the subject and communicated plan to use the 
40mm to the other officers on scene appropriately.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 
 

Area of Review 3: 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 
for this area of review.  The Board reasoned that, as the first sergeant on scene, 

took over as Incident Commander and announced  role via 
radio as required.  The Board noted that did well to recognize 
the advanced skillset of and utilize expertise as developed 
the tactical plan. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 
 

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

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy for 
this area of review.  The Board reasoned that ensured the public 
address system volume was loud enough, and the correct force warnings and 
instructions were broadcast to the subject before forming the secondary custody 
team as part of the coordinated response with the other sergeants.  

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
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Area of Review 4: 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) 
      
 
 Majority Opinion: 

 The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of in policy.  
The Board reasoned that effectively formulated the plan to take the subject into 
custody, staged medical units ahead of time so aid could be rendered immediately, 
and confirmed numerous tasks were performed as required.  The Board noted 

ensured involved and witness officers were separated, the 
crime scene log was established, and that the correct notifications 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, 
reasoning that supervised the secondary custody team, ensured a peer was 
assigned to the involved member, and coordinated well with other sergeants to 
secure the scene and preserve key evidence 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, 
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reasoning that provided the required admonishment to the involved officer, 
requested a mobile precinct and supervised many of the perimeter duties, 
including identifying a media staging location appropriately.    

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 
 

 
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:   
Bureau of Human Resources and Internal Affairs investigation of complaints that  

failed to conduct in a professional manner and sexually harassed two 
City of Portland employees by making unwanted sexual advances and further sexually 
harassed one employee by making unwanted contact with an intimate body part.   
 
 
Case referred to the Police Review Board under City Code 3.20.140(B)(1)(b) and (d). 
 
Allegation 1:  sexually harassed by making 

unwanted sexual advances. (CONDUCT)  
 
 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)   
      
 Applicable Directives:    

 310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment & 
Retaliation Prohibited  

 HRAR 2.02 – Prohibition Against Workplace   
Harassment Discrimination & Retaliation 
Prohibited 

 HRAR 5.01 - Discipline 
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that 
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violated directives and administrative rules by making 
numerous unsolicited and unwelcome comments, including suggestive 
comments about boundaries,  physical appearance, and by repeatedly 
asking to meet outside of work.   

  
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
  

  
Allegation 2:   failed to conduct in a professional 

manner while interacting with . (CONDUCT)  
 

 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)    

      
 Applicable Directive:    

 310.00 - Professional Conduct & Courtesy 
  
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning 

that  actions brought reproach and discredit to the Police 
Bureau.  The Board noted  persistent unwelcome and 
unwanted efforts to arrange personal meetings with and when 

made efforts to distance  and team from having to work 
directly with  pushed back sharply and demanded to 
know who was responsible, further creating a hostile atmosphere. 

 
 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
 
 
Allegation 3:  sexually harassed  by making 

unwanted sexual advances. (CONDUCT)  
 
 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)   
      
 Applicable Directives:    

 310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment & 
Retaliation Prohibited  
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 HRAR 2.02 – Prohibition Against Workplace   
Harassment Discrimination & Retaliation 
Prohibited 

 HRAR 5.01 - Discipline 
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that 

 violated directives and administrative rules by making 
numerous unsolicited and unwelcome comments while was a 
ride-along guest of the bureau.  The Board noted  
misconduct created an unsafe environment and included suggestive 
comments about physical appearance, feelings for  and a 
statement in which directly acknowledged that behavior was 
unacceptable.   

 
 Minority Opinion:  

 Not applicable. 
 

Allegation 4: sexually harassed by making 
unwanted contact with an intimate body part. (CONDUCT)  

 
 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)   
      
 Applicable Directives:    

 310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment & 
Retaliation Prohibited  

 HRAR 2.02 – Prohibition Against Workplace   
Harassment Discrimination & Retaliation 
Prohibited 

 HRAR 5.01 - Discipline 
 
 Majority Opinion: 
 The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained.  The Board 

found that stroked thigh from  knee to  
hip while making a suggestive comment in blatant violation of directive and 
administrative rules.  The Board reasoned  misconduct was 
particularly egregious because it took place in police vehicle, while 
was armed and wearing  police uniform, which created a pronounced 
power imbalance. 
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 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable.  
 
Allegation 5:   failed to conduct in a professional 

manner while interacting with . (CONDUCT)  
 

 Recommended Findings:   
     Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)   
         

 Applicable Directive:    
 310.00 - Professional Conduct & Courtesy 

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

that actions brought reproach and discredit to the Police 
Bureau.  The Board noted persistent questioning of 

about spouse’s physical strength and  repeated attempt to 
compare to  spouse as further examples of the highly 
inappropriate the tone  set for the interaction. 

  
 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, finding  misconduct to be a significant 
violation that is intentional or reckless, a serious lack of integrity, ethics or 
character related to an officer’s fitness to hold the position of police officer, 
and discriminatory or harassing conduct based on protected class status that 
shocks the conscience of a reasonable person.  Board members found no 
mitigating factors and a number of aggravating factors (see chart below), 
resulting in a recommended corrective action of termination. 
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 Minority Opinion: 
 Not applicable. 

 
 
Other Recommendations 

 
No other recommendations.   
 
 

Aggravating Factors  
 

Intentional conduct  5 members 
Significant impact on community member or City 
operations/mission 

5 members 

Supervisory Position 5 members 
Motivated by personal interest  4 members 
Failure to meet documented expectations  3 members 
Does not accept responsibility if policy violation is 
undisputed 

1 member 
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	11 Board Memo to the Chief 2023-B-0083_Redacted.pdf
	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on December 17, 2024, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:    2023-B-0083
	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 Justin Clary
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Clary in policy.  The Board reasoned that the officers made several announcements that they were police as they knocked on the RV and when the subject opened the door and immediately pointed h...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Charles Elam
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Sergeant Elam in policy.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Elam fulfilled his responsibilities under Section 3.1 of the directive as he assumed and maintained the role of Incident Commander, ensuring procedures were...
	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
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Charles Elam
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Sergeant Elam in policy. The Board reasoned that Sergeant Elam performed the duties of his position under the directives effectively, including ensuring involved and witness members were separated, a public safety s...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Bradley Browning
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Sergeant Browning in policy.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Browning performed the duties of his position under the directives effectively, including blocking off streets and overseeing the search for witnesses i...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.

	12 Board Memo to the Chief 2024-B-0014_Redacted.pdf
	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on March 5, 2025, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:    2024-B-0014
	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:  Sergeant Justin Thurman
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Thurman in policy in this area of review, reasoning that Sergeant Thurman witnessed the subject shooting at officers from his position in the turret of an armored vehicle where he was assigne...
	The Board noted that the warrant service operation was a coordinated action plan connected to the investigation of robbery with a firearm and included a deliberate progression to the actions of the members of the SERT and CNT teams, including the use...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Dewey Madison
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Madison in policy for this area of review.  The Board reasoned that Officer Madison reasonably believed that Officer Flippo had been shot by the subject when he heard the shots and saw him fal...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Sebastian Precup
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Precup in policy for this area of review.  The Board noted that Officer Precup heard the shots from the subject and saw wood splinter from the impact of the bullets near Officer Ramsey’s face....
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	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 for this area of review.  The Board noted that multiple de-escalation strategies had been used prior to Officer Ramsey entering the trailer, including providing multiple force...
	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 Joshua Bledsoe
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Bledsoe in policy for this area of review, reasoning that he heard the shots fired, appropriately assessed the immediacy of the threat, and announced his intention before deploying the CS gas ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Zachary Flippo
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Flippo in policy for this area of review, reasoning that Officer Flippo witnessed the subject firing at officers and appropriately assessed the immediacy of the threat before he deployed the F...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not 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 for this area of review.  The Board noted that Officer Faris had assisted with breeching the door of the trailer and was nearby when the subject fired at Officer Ramsey.  The B...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directives:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	720.00 – Special Emergency Reaction Team
	(SERT) and Crisis Negotiation Team (CNT)
	Use
	Recommended Finding:  Assistant Chief Christopher Gjovik
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Assistant Chief Gjovik in policy for this area of review.  The Board reasoned that he fulfilled his role as Critical Incident Commander (CIC), including appropriately activating SERT and CNT, ensuring...
	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 for this area of review, reasoning that he was a member of SERT and participated in the planning of the operation, appropriately briefed the CIC, was present and supervised ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Nicholas Frankus
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Frankus in policy for this area of review, reasoning that he was a member of SERT and participated in the planning of the operation, appropriately briefed the CIC, was present and supervised ...
	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:  Assistant Chief Christopher Gjovik
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Assistant Chief Gjovik in policy for this area of review, reasoning that he monitored the event as CIC from the command post and ensured that supervisors completed all procedures as required by direct...
	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 for this area of review, reasoning that he ensured tasks were divided and fulfilled as required, including identifying and separating the involved and witness members, worki...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Nicholas Frankus
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Frankus in policy for this area of review, reasoning that he coordinated with Sergeant Townley to confirm that all post-shooting procedures were followed as required, including directing the ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.

	13 Board Memo to Chief 2024-B-0028_Redacted.pdf
	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on April 15, 2025, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:    2024-B-0028
	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 Nicholas Morales
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the deadly force used by Officer Morales in policy, reasoning that the subject posed an immediate threat of death or serious physical injury at the time because he was positioned on a type of shooting platform, had ...
	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 Kameron Fender
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding Officer Fender in policy, reasoning his deployment of the K9 to bite and hold the subject so that officers could place him into custody was reasonable given the serious and immediate threat he still posed.  The Boar...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Officer Michael Holmgren
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Officer Holmgren in policy for this area of review, reasoning that the subject had been given ample time to comply with demands and yet continued ramping up and down, posing a serious threat to office...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Applicable Directive:  315.30 – Satisfactory Performance
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Bradley Browning
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Browning in policy for this area of review.  The Board reasoned that, as the first sergeant on scene, Sergeant Browning took over as Incident Commander and announced his role via radio as req...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Laura Wiley
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Wiley in policy for this area of review.  The Board reasoned that Sergeant Wiley ensured the public address system volume was loud enough, and the correct force warnings and instructions were...
	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 Bradley Browning
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Browning in policy.  The Board reasoned that he effectively formulated the plan to take the subject into custody, staged medical units ahead of time so aid could be rendered immediately, and ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Laura Wiley
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Wiley in policy, reasoning that she supervised the secondary custody team, ensured a peer was assigned to the involved member, and coordinated well with other sergeants to secure the scene an...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Finding:  Sergeant Curtis Pak
	In Policy – 6 members (unanimous)
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding the actions of Sergeant Pak in policy, reasoning that he provided the required admonishment to the involved officer, requested a mobile precinct and supervised many of the perimeter duties, including identifying a m...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.

	14 Board Memo to Chief 2024-C-0127_Redacted.pdf
	CONFIDENTIAL
	The Police Review Board met on April 24, 2025, to review the following case:
	IA Case Number:   2024-C-0127
	Employee:   Sergeant Jerry Cioeta #33930
	Summary of Alleged Complaint:
	Bureau of Human Resources and Internal Affairs investigation of complaints that Sergeant Jerry Cioeta failed to conduct himself in a professional manner and sexually harassed two City of Portland employees by making unwanted sexual advances and furthe...
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:
	310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment & Retaliation Prohibited
	HRAR 2.02 – Prohibition Against Workplace   Harassment Discrimination & Retaliation Prohibited
	HRAR 5.01 - Discipline
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that Sergeant Cioeta violated directives and administrative rules by making numerous unsolicited and unwelcome comments, including suggestive comments about boundaries, her physi...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directive:
	310.00 - Professional Conduct & Courtesy
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that Sergeant Cioeta’s actions brought reproach and discredit to the Police Bureau.  The Board noted Sergeant Cioeta’s persistent unwelcome and unwanted efforts to arrange person...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:
	310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment & Retaliation Prohibited
	HRAR 2.02 – Prohibition Against Workplace   Harassment Discrimination & Retaliation Prohibited
	HRAR 5.01 - Discipline
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that Sergeant Cioeta violated directives and administrative rules by making numerous unsolicited and unwelcome comments while Ms. Thiem was a ride-along guest of the bureau.  The...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directives:
	310.20 – Discrimination, Harassment & Retaliation Prohibited
	HRAR 2.02 – Prohibition Against Workplace   Harassment Discrimination & Retaliation Prohibited
	HRAR 5.01 - Discipline
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained.  The Board found that Sergeant Cioeta stroked Ms. Thiem’s thigh from her knee to her hip while making a suggestive comment in blatant violation of directive and administrative rules.  The ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
	Recommended Findings:
	Sustained – 5 members (unanimous)
	Applicable Directive:
	310.00 - Professional Conduct & Courtesy
	Majority Opinion:
	The Board was unanimous in finding this allegation sustained, reasoning that Sergeant Cioeta’s actions brought reproach and discredit to the Police Bureau.  The Board noted Sergeant Cioeta’s persistent questioning of Ms. Thiem about her spouse’s phys...
	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, finding Sergeant Cioeta’s misconduct to be a significant violation that is intentional or reckless, a serious lack of integrity, ethics or character related to ...
	Minority Opinion:
	Not applicable.
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