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1

John Wesley
Pimentel / Get'R done
contracting/ step up in
faith GDC

As to why the settlement is happening you are unclear I'll assume it's from one of the three cases two of them involving
federal / state / city governing bodies or policing organizations and one being a exploitation tax fraud embezzlement
case I think the quick acceptance and contacting of me so the funds can be invested in my community project to help
house and employ the homeless would be the best course of action as long as it is not less then the amounts I have
already expressed I wanted as compensation for my injury's for the one case or the amount that was earned as a
award from one of the other cases. Feel free to contact me if we are not on the same page and you need to verify
anything

No 02/22/25 2:28 AM

2 Yume Delegato Support Please see the attached testimony in support of this resolution. Yes 02/22/25 2:30 PM

3

Ana Johns Support Dear City Council-

I would like to throw my full support behind the proposed updated language to the definition of Bias. The proposed
language is more fair,  impartial and establishes the correct minimum requirement for this oversight board to find
dedicated members to serve its goal. Like the new form of government that Portlanders voted to adopt, so did they
come out in droves to show their desire for this accountability body to exist. In order for it to serve its purpose, it must
sufficiently represent the community.

Thank you to Councilor Kanal for his important work on this topic before and since his election to represent D2. I
believe his position and work is to the benefit of all Portlanders and urge his peers to follow suit in ensuring everything
is done to hold accountable a bureau which has historically lacked the correct oversight.

Thank you

Thank you!

No 02/24/25 1:58 PM

4

Mike Farrell Support I support changing the definition of bias.  The current definition is incredibly vague.  It is such that it could be used to
prevent anyone from serving on the CPOB.  This would greatly reduce community participation and involvement.  The
new definition is more inclusive.  It will increase participation of community members with diverse viewpoints.  We also
should increase the number of community representatives on the nominating committee.  The first word in the name of
this board is Community.  We want to have as many community members as possible to get good community input.

No 02/24/25 1:59 PM
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Dear Members of the Community & Public Safety Committee, 
 
I am writing to you in my personal capacity to voice my support for Resolution 2025-47.   
 
As the current Chair of the Citizen Review Committee (CRC) and as a former member of the 
Police Accountability Commission, I am perhaps uniquely familiar with community concerns 
surrounding the implementation of Measure 26-217 and the logistical challenges that standing 
up the Community Board for Police Accountability (CBPA) will entail. I believe that Resolution 
2025-47 is responsive to both issues. 
  
We have repeatedly heard concerns from community members that the bias standard in the 
eligibility guidelines for the CBPA will not be enforceable in its current form. It is also notable that 
the current language is internally inconsistent with the bias standard articulated in the CBPA’s 
grounds for removal. This resolution will bring those two standards into alignment and - I 
hope - will address community concerns without impeding the CBPA’s efficacy or ability 
to render impartial judgements that are fair to both officers and community members. 
(This last consideration is not an abstract issue for me - as a frequent case reviewer in the 
current system and as a labor organizer, it is crucially important to me that our systems treat 
both parties equitably and that they are capable of rendering durable judgements that will not be 
overturned.)  
 
Moreover, this resolution is sufficiently narrow in scope that it should not unduly impact 
the timeline for standing up the CBPA and the Office of Community-based Police 
Accountability (OPCA). I cannot understate the importance of this consideration. In order to 
begin taking on cases, the City must recruit and appoint the CBPA, recruit and hire the OCPA 
Director, and then hire and train OCPA staff. This will be a lengthy process as these tasks 
cannot be handled concurrently. Nor are these tasks the end of the transition process - the 
Independent Police Review (IPR), Police Review Board, and CRC must all finish adjudicating 
the remaining cases within their purview. Given that an Officer-Involved Shooting case can take 
as long as 24 months to matriculate through the review process, this represents a substantive 
challenge. I will note that while it is already difficult to maintain internal cohesion within IPR and 
the CRC some four-plus years after Portlanders voted to abolish both systems, the CRC will 
face systemic challenges in 2027 that may require Council intervention to resolve. Given these 
considerations, any remedy to the current code should be one that can be implemented quickly.  
 
I want to thank Councilor Kanal and his staff for crafting a resolution that is responsive to both of 
these issues, and I would encourage this committee to forward this resolution to the full City 
Council for implementation.  
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Yume Delegato 
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5

Sarah K Clark Support 2/24/25

Community and Public Safety Committee
City of Portland Council
1221 SW Fourth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

RE: Testimony in Support of City Code Amendment to Establish a Community Police Oversight Board that is Fair and
Impartial

Committee Chairs Novick and Kanal and Committee Members Morillo, Zimmerman, and Smith,

I am a community member in the Portland metropolitan area.

I submit this testimony in support of Agenda Item 2, which directs city code amendments to establish a community
police oversight board that is fair and impartial.

Agenda Item 2 makes the following changes to support the effectiveness of the new community police oversight board:

More clearly defining the type of bias that would exclude or remove a person from service on the oversight board

Current language: “Any individual who has a demonstrated bias for or against law enforcement.”

Proposed language: “Any individual who has an objective demonstration of bias in their ability to hear and make
decisions on the matters before the CBPA…”

Returning the number of community members on the nominating committee for the oversight board to a total of five,
instead of the current number of four.

I support these proposed changes because [insert your reasons here].

Thank you,
Sarah Clark

No 02/24/25 4:05 PM

6

Anonymous Support This is a start to the changes that should be made to the CPOB for it to be able to do what it is intended to. The vague
provisions about bias allow the nomination committee to impose their own bias on selection, and given that half the
nominations committee is guaranteed to have a severe pro-police bias and the rest of the board could easily be biased
towards policing as well, this is a recipe for a feckless oversight body. Adding more community representation will tip
the balance more in favor of the community, which is good since this a board to represent the community's interest.
Based on quick math with census data, police officers make up only 0.1% of Portland residents (even if you count all
police as residents of the city). Why, then, do they make up half of the nominating committee?

I hope this is only the first step. The truth is, police should have no say in the selection or activities of this board at all.
This is a board to provide oversight to the police from the community. Police involvement in any part of the process
besides requiring them to abide by the directives of the board, undermines the goal of community oversight. Trying to
select members of that board based on bias also undermines this goal. If the public is biased against the police (which
you could just as correctly call public opinion), then the oversight board should be similarly biased to enact the will of
the community.

This committee and the CPOB are responsible to all citizens, including the growing body of Portlanders who believe
the end goal should be to abolish Portland Police Bureau completely, replacing it with a mesh of smaller, better, more
specialized bodies. These opinions should be represented in your deliberations and those of the CPOB, even if they
are moderated through compromise with people who have more conservative views on police reform.

No 02/24/25 5:34 PM
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7

Nichole Humes Support
with
changes

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work.

Nichole Humes

No 02/24/25 7:00 PM
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Anonymous Support I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work.

Sincerely,
Sharon

No 02/24/25 7:01 PM
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9

SURJ PDX I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work.

Madeline Carroll
District 2

No 02/24/25 7:01 PM
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10

Ashley Pierce Support
with
changes

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants.

For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work,
Ashley Pierce

No 02/24/25 7:01 PM

11

Anonymous Support
with
changes

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police is an issue for the police to deal with themselves, separate from the work of
accountability, and should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

No 02/24/25 7:02 PM
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12

SURJ PDX Support
with
changes

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work.

Kylie

No 02/24/25 7:03 PM

13
Anonymous Support

with
changes

Police accountability is very important to me. It creates a check and balance and transparency and accountability. This
is feature of a prosperous society.

No 02/24/25 7:03 PM
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14

SURJ - PDX Support
with
changes

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants.
For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.

The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.

Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.

Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff.

Also restore the requirement that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative
advice, unless necessary and that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.

Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.

Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work.

Phyllis Steinhauser

No 02/24/25 7:04 PM
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15

SURJ PDX Support
with
changes

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work.

Na'ama Schweitzer
District 2

No 02/24/25 7:06 PM
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Ross Taylor, Showing
Up for Racial Justice,
Police Accountability
and Abolition Action
Group

Support
with
changes

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work.

Ross Taylor

No 02/24/25 7:50 PM

17

Anonymous Support Committee Chairs Novick and Kanal and Committee Members Morillo, Zimmerman, and Smith,

My name is Mary-Margaret Wheeler-Weber and I’m a resident of North Portland.

I submit this testimony in support of Agenda Item 2, which directs city code amendments to establish a community
police oversight board that is fair and impartial.

I support the proposed changes because I believe they are in alignment with what we voted for. The current language
irrationally calls out bias regarding law enforcement, when any bias should be at issue, which the proposed change
better reflects.  Returning the number of community members on the nominating committee for the oversight board to a
total of five, instead of the current number of four will better enable community representation.

Respectfully,

Mary-Margaret Wheeler-Weber

No 02/25/25 8:01 AM
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18

Sarah Support
with
changes

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:

Returning the number of community representatives on the nominating committee for the oversight board to five
members, instead of the current number of four.

Creating a more fair and impartial definition of bias:
Current language: “Any individual who has a demonstrated bias for or against law enforcement.”
Proposed language: “Any individual who has an objective demonstration of bias in their ability to hear and make
decisions on the matters before the CBPA..."

It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.

Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

No 02/25/25 10:26 AM
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19

Cleric Heather Van
Wilde

Support
with
changes

Good afternoon, councilmembers. My name is Cleric Heather Van Wilde. I've been an infrequent speaker here, and
that is my first time speaking in front of the new Council. I live in District 1 and I am speaking today to express
concerns with the proposed amendment here before Council.

I am a disabled Portlander who has been living in this city for many years, and in 2020 while working as a journalist
documenting the social justice protests, I was a victim of police misconduct by Portland police officers. I have
witnessed first hand many instances of police misconduct that the city was unable or unwilling to take meaningful steps
to address and I was one of 4 out of every 5 Portlanders who voted in favor of this new CBPA, a rare time that I was
glad to be on the bandwagon. I also still firmly believe in what I voted for.

I have concerns over the restrictions of CBPA membership that are being suggested before ciy council today. The
existing language of Chapter 35.20.010(F)(3) was wholly inadequate, but I'm concerned Commissioner Kanal's
measure isn't quite enough. The current draft proposes that "any individual who has an objective demonstration of bias
and their ability to hear and make decisions is not allowed to be a member of CBPA", but the criteria for documenting
this objective demonstration is lacking. The way it is framed now, simple protected speech such as having posted
online or had anything to do with pro-police or pro-social justice programs such as "Black Lives Matter" or "Back the
Blue" may be enough to disqualify somebody because of misperceptions and an oversimplification to a 'black and
white' nature of this types of language.

I admit that my personal biases lean very strongly towards community justice even before my own lived experience as
a victim of police misconduct, and this is why I would not seek a position on the CBPA. But the fact that I may say
Black Lives Matter or "maybe we should stop shooting people in mental health distress" is not in itself indicative of my
inability to be impartial.

Black Lives Matter, as a phrase, has been more accurately described by others as 'No Lives Matter until Black Lives
Matter', highlighting the idea of a systemic issue where a trait of a person that they have no control over either protects
them from police misconduct or can invite misconduct.

To simply state that, without something more, is the epitome of protected speech, something that we have seen under
attack by many groups of people across the country in recent months and years. Portland has the ability to stand up for
such protected speech.

Since 2020, I have worked when my disabilities allow, as an independent journalist covering criminal and civil court
cases in the metro area. I've sat through enough trials to know that no jury member would be excluded from a jury
solely because they've posted the words 'Black Lives Matter' or 'Blue Lives Matter' on Facebook. Not if they are able to
objectively evaluate the case in front of them and set their implicit biases aside.

Every Portlander deserves the same right.

Thank you for your time and patience.

No 02/25/25 11:00 AM

20
Brian, NE Portland
resident since 2003

Support I support this resolution wholeheartedly. I'm a 20+ year Portland resident of N/NE Portland and have been continually
frustrated with the city's inability to truly implement police oversight despite efforts that have been bouncing around
nearly the entire time I've lived here - this resolution brings us closer! Please get it done!

No 02/25/25 11:04 AM

21
Brian, NE Portland
resident since 2003

Support I support this resolution wholeheartedly. I'm a 20+ year Portland resident of N/NE Portland and have been continually
frustrated with the city's inability to truly implement police oversight despite efforts that have been bouncing around
nearly the entire time I've lived here - this resolution brings us closer! Please get it done!

No 02/25/25 11:05 AM

22 Corinne Frechette Oppose I oppose the change because it goes against maintaining order and rationality on the accountability board. Also,
forcing to reopen a labor contract violates labor law.

No 02/25/25 11:09 AM

23
Nader Absood,
MultDem PCP,
Criminal Justice
Study Group member

Support I support Agenda Item 2 to update and clarify language in the City Code related to the Community Police Oversight
Board and would like to submit the attached written testimony.

Yes 02/25/25 11:47 AM
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25 February 2025 

 

Community and Public Safety Committee 

City of Portland Council 

1221 SW Fourth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 97204 

 

RE: Testimony in Support of City Code Amendment to Establish a Community Police 

Oversight Board that is Fair and Impartial 

 

Committee Chairs Novick and Kanal and Committee Members Morillo, Zimmerman, and Smith, 

 

My name is Nader Absood and I am a resident of City of Portland, Council District 3, and an 

elected Precinct Committee Person and member of the Criminal Justice Study group for the 

Multnomah Democratic Party. 

 

Please accept this testimony submitted in support of Agenda Item #2, which directs city cde 

amendments to establish a community police oversight board that is fair and impartial. 

 

Agenda Item 2 makes the following changes to support the effectiveness of the new community 

police oversight board: 

• More clearly defining the type of bias that would exclude or remove a person from service 

on the oversight board 

• Current language: “Any individual who has a demonstrated bias for or against law 

enforcement.” 

• Proposed language: “Any individual who has an objective demonstration of bias in their 

ability to hear and make decisions on the matters before the CBPA…” 

• Returning the number of community members on the nominating committee for the 

oversight board to a total of five, instead of the current number of four. 

 

The current language is painfully vague and invites the code to be used as a partisan tool against 

members of our community who have demonstrated commitment to improving community policing 

and accountability.  In fact, police and law enforcement advocates and representatives must be 



considered to have a “demonstrated bias for… law enforcement”, but under the current language of 

the code they could be deemed ineligible or blocked from serving on the Police Oversight board as 

well. 

I support these proposed changes because they add clarity and a framework that is fair and 

reasonable.  We all have biases, conscious and unconscious – and especially anyone who has studied 

and advocated “for or against” public issue.  We should recognize and acknowledge those biases, 

and not be disqualified by them, as long as we are able to maintain objectivity in weighing the 

evidence and making decisions.  This amendment will add much needed clarity to the code, ensuring 

that all members, no matter whether they are “for or against” any issue or position before them, 

must act with objectivity. 

For these reasons I urge the Committee to support and adopt the language of Agenda Item #2. 

 

Thank you, 

Nader Absood 



Name or Organization Position Comments Attachment Created

24

Dan Handelman
Portland Copwatch

Support
with
changes

Members of the Community and Public Safety Committee:
As a former member of the Police Accountability Commission and a co-founding member of Portland Copwatch, I
certainly agree that the new oversight board should be set up as soon as possible-- and that it must be set up right.

Portland Copwatch supports better defining what is meant by "bias" in the current City Code. But the legislation before
you today will complicate matters by requiring the City to re-open talks on the Settlement Agreement. The time to fix
the bias language was before that Agreement was finalized. PCW and others in the community urged the City and
DOJ to drop the bias language, pointing to the problems that similar language caused with a review board in Boulder,
Colorado.

Here are our concerns with the proposed legislation:
MAJOR CONCERN: definition of "bias"

The intended changes to the definition of "bias" will not take effect in time for the nominating committee to use it to
screen applicants. We suggest leaving in the existing language that says "Any individual who has a demonstrated bias
for or against law enforcement" and "Objective demonstration of bias for or against the police"-- not because we agree
with that language, but because it is embedded in the US DOJ Settlement Agreement.

That said, we would support adding the word "objective" to the first version of the bias language to make them
consistent.

https://boulderreportinglab.org/2024/03/11/boulder-police-oversight-panel-lawsuit-city-argues-free-speech-limits-on-
panel-member-were-justified-in-new-motion/

If the nominating committee selects people based on the vague language about "bias for or against the police," the
City Council can consider excluding people based on the criteria proposed in the resolution, but can't bring back those
who were dismissed by the committee wrongfully.

Instead of the language in the proposed resolution, PCW suggests that both places where the prohibition exists in
current code be replaced with this paragraph, following the use of the words "bias for or against [the police]."

"'bias for or against the police' refers to Board members _acting in their official capacity_ and failing to make fair,
reasonable, objective and lawful decisions, and instead basing those decisions on a pre-determined opinion. It does
not include statements made about the need to hold officers accountable in general, nor statements about the proper
way to respond to emergency calls or about funding responders, for example."

This would leave the language in the DOJ Agreement intact but explain how decision makers would determine whether
a person is biased for or against the police.

The Portland Police Association President is calling this proposal "anti-union" and "anti-law enforcement" for
attempting to define bias in a way that will make the Board more fair. This proves that the existing vague language will
be manipulated by the very people who are supposed to be under scrutiny by the new Board.

While it is possible there would still be a need for contract negotiations, it should be easier to negotiate with the Police
Associations than to have the DOJ lawyers on the case run changes up their chain of command, which could take
months.

The title of the ordinance would then need to be changed to something like "Amend code on Community Board for
Police Accountability" with an instruction in the ordinance to the City Attorney to negotiate with labor groups as needed.

OTHER CONCERNS:
1) Nominating Committee composition

Although it would make sense to have a nominating committee with an odd number of participants to avoid deadlocked
tie votes, it's not clear that adding another community member to be appointed by the entire City Council is the ideal
way to resolve that issue. There will already be at least 6 community members (4 from City Council and 2 from the
Citizen Review Committee...  (see file)

Yes 02/25/25 11:47 AM
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Members of the Community and Public Safety Committee:
 
As a former member of the Police Accountability Commission and a co-founding member
of Portland Copwatch, I certainly agree that the new oversight board should be set 
up as soon as possible-- and that it must be set up right.

Portland Copwatch supports better defining what is meant by "bias" in the current 
City Code. But the legislation before you today will complicate matters by 
requiring the City to re-open talks on the Settlement Agreement. The time to fix 
the bias language was before that Agreement was finalized. PCW and others in the 
community urged the City and DOJ to drop the bias language, pointing to the 
problems that similar language caused with a review board in Boulder, Colorado.

Here are our concerns with the proposed legislation:

MAJOR CONCERN: definition of "bias"
 
The intended changes to the definition of "bias" will not take effect in time for 
the nominating committee to use it to screen applicants. We suggest leaving in the 
existing language that says "Any individual who has a demonstrated bias for or 
against law enforcement" and "Objective demonstration of bias for or against the 
police"-- not because we agree with that language, but because it is embedded in 
the US DOJ Settlement Agreement.
 
That said, we would support adding the word "objective" to the first version of the
bias language to make them consistent.

https://boulderreportinglab.org/2024/03/11/boulder-police-oversight-panel-lawsuit-
city-argues-free-speech-limits-on-panel-member-were-justified-in-new-motion/

If the nominating committee selects people based on the vague language about "bias 
for or against the police," the City Council can consider excluding people based on
the criteria proposed in the resolution, but can't bring back those who were 
dismissed by the committee wrongfully.

Instead of the language in the proposed resolution, PCW suggests that both places 
where the prohibition exists in current code be replaced with this paragraph, 
following the use of the words "bias for or against [the police]."
 
 "'bias for or against the police' refers to Board members _acting in 
 their official capacity_ and failing to make fair, reasonable, 
 objective and lawful decisions, and instead basing those decisions
 on a pre-determined opinion.
 It does not include statements made about the need to hold officers 
 accountable in general, nor statements about the proper way to 
 respond to emergency calls or about funding responders, for example."

This would leave the language in the DOJ Agreement intact but explain how decision 
makers would determine whether a person is biased for or against the police.
 
The Portland Police Association President is calling this proposal "anti-union" and
"anti-law enforcement" for attempting to define bias in a way that will make the 
Board more fair. This proves that the existing vague language will be manipulated 
by the very people who are supposed to be under scrutiny by the new Board.

While it is possible there would still be a need for contract negotiations, it 
should be easier to negotiate with the Police Associations than to have the DOJ 
lawyers on the case run changes up their chain of command, which could take months.
 



The title of the ordinance would then need to be changed to something like "Amend 
code on Community Board for Police Accountability" with an instruction in the 
ordinance to the City Attorney to negotiate with labor groups as needed.
 
OTHER CONCERNS:
 
1) Nominating Committee composition

Although it would make sense to have a nominating committee with an odd number of 
participants to avoid deadlocked tie votes, it's not clear that adding another 
community member to be appointed by the entire City Council is the ideal way to 
resolve that issue. There will already be at least six community members (four from
City Council and two from the Citizen Review Committee, to be replaced by members 
of the CBPA) on the ten-member committee. If an eleventh member is added, perhaps 
to make up for fact that the Mayor would have appointed one person under the 
previous Charter, the Council Committee overseeing the CBPA* should be assigned to 
appoint that fifth community member.
 
Also, the code might be improved by spelling out how to handle 50/50 votes. It's 
also unclear how long people are expected to serve on the nominating committee--the
implication is that it's a standing committee that reconvenes annually to review 
applications.
 
Notably, because the nominating committee is not mentioned in the DOJ Agreement, no
negotiations with the federal government are needed to make these changes.**
 
2) Training requirements
 
There continues to be considerable concern that people appointed to the Board are 
required by City Code and the DOJ Agreement to go on ride-alongs and attend 
Community Academy. Judge Simon's offer to go on ride-alongs with people who do not 
want to be in a locked vehicle with armed officers is not practical and does not 
address the underlying issues. The code should be amended to add the words "or a 
reasonable educational alternative." The continued dismissal of real trauma caused 
to people with lived experiences underscores why the system needs to make such 
accommodations.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
 
dan handelman and other members of
Portland Copwatch
 
*- It is our understanding that the CBPA is under the Operations Branch, not the 
Public Safety Branch, of the City Administrator's office, to eliminate a conflict 
of interest of the same people overseeing the police and the oversight system. 
Operations was chosen because the CBPA's activity will be similar to that of the 
Bureau of Human Resources-- determining whether employees violate policy and if so 
what is the proper recourse.

**- The nominating committee was supposed to be appointed by February 6 to meet a 
deadline set by Judge Michael Simon. PCW has not seen a roster of the committee's 
members.



Name or Organization Position Comments Attachment Created

25

Mary King Support
with
changes

I support the passage of the current resolution, but only as a first step to getting back into alignment with the Police
Accountability Commission’s recommendations and code.  It’s very upsetting to see the will of the voters and all the
hard work to bring about an empowered community review board set aside so easily to weaken the Community Police
Oversight Board to the point of impotence.  We don’t need more window dressing, but a real oversight board in the
hands of the community.

No 02/25/25 11:52 AM

26 Sally Joughin Support Yes 02/25/25 12:55 PM

27 Sandy Chung, ACLU
of Oregon

Support Yes 02/25/25 1:17 PM

28
jassa grewal Support Having a citizen board for police accountability keeps things fair and transparent. It helps prevent misconduct, builds

trust, and ensures officers do their job ethically. With independent oversight, issues get addressed properly, improving
community relations and public safety. Without it, trust in law enforcement can quickly break down.

No 02/25/25 1:18 PM

29
Gary Grossman Support I support amendment 2. Oversight means problems don’t get ignored, which strengthens community relationships and

makes everyone safer in the long run.
No 02/25/25 1:23 PM

30

Adam Breindel Oppose I oppose the changes to an already strong oversight board structure. These changes represent yet another attempt to
limit and encumber our police force in a city that is already underpoliced relative to peer cities and FBI guidelines.

Portland has historically been fortunate to experience lower crime rates—particularly violent crime—than many other
cities. However, that trend has collapsed in recent years, with both minor and major crime rates rising substantially. We
need measures that enable our police to do their jobs more effectively, not less.

I encourage the committee to consider more broadly the experiences of residents in underpoliced cities struggling with
high crime. I have lived in several such areas, including Chicago’s South Side and West Philadelphia.

In the absence of a strong police presence, the result is not a peaceful community without disputes but, rather, a power
vacuum in which gangs, cartels, mafias, and other violent actors flourish. Disputes are settled through vigilantism or by
appealing to gangsters who exert force without due process. Innocent people are preyed upon and caught in the
crossfire.

Ultimately, even the most police-skeptical residents aspire to move to more heavily policed neighborhoods because
they recognize the benefits. This pattern is evident in rental and property values across those cities—policing becomes
a privilege for those who can afford to relocate.

While wealthier residents can supplement police coverage with electronic and physical security systems and private
armed guards, the most vulnerable members of our society suffer the most in the absence of broadly effective state
protection.

No 02/25/25 1:23 PM
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TESTIMONY for the Portland City Council's Community & Public Safety Committee 2/25/25 
 
Committee Chairs Novick and Kanal and Committee Members Morillo, Zimmerman, and Smith, 
 
I support the Community Police Oversight Board in Portland, and I am in favor of Agenda item 
#2 being considered at today's meeting. 
 
The City Council's Community & Public Safety Committee should definitely make the Board 
more effective by (1) ensuring that no one can be a member who has demonstrated bias that 
would prevent fairness and impartiality in hearing and making decisions, and (2) that the 
membership of the nominating committee returns to 5 to ensure sufficient community 
representation. 
 
Police Oversight is very important. I want our city's police to operate well and fairly. I also want 
the public to have confidence in their Police Bureau to work with them and to call on them when 
there is a need. Both PPB and the public should be in favor of a successful Oversight Board.   
 
I have been involved in criminal justice reform for over 25 years, and am a member of two local 
groups, Justice Advocates and the Multnomah Democrats' Criminal Justice Study Group. 
  
-Sally Joughin 
 2715 SE 34th Ave, Portland 97202 
 
 



 

 

Page intentionally blank to separate written testimony attachments 
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31

Cameron Browne Support
with
changes

As a former member of the Police Accountability Commission and a life long resident of Portland I am writing to
commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of the Police
Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City Council
deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice. However, I think that the
proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the independence of the Board
and the safety of complainants. For example: Returning the number of community representatives on the nominating
committee for the oversight board to five members, instead of the current number of four. Creating a more fair and
impartial definition of bias: Current language: “Any individual who has a demonstrated bias for or against law
enforcement.” Proposed language: “Any individual who has an objective demonstration of bias in their ability to hear
and make decisions on the matters before the CBPA..." It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community
Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11 members of the nominating committee appointed by the police.
This number should be reduced to at most one member. The current proposal also requires that Board members
participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or
impossible for those who have had past negative interactions with the police. I have been on these ride alongs. No one
should be required to go on these ride alongs for any reason. Fostering community trust with police should not be a
defined purpose of accountability. Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as
staff. Also restore the requirement that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and
administrative advice, unless necessary and that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except
as necessary. Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and
not be in a location where the police provide security. Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute
complaint forms and hold public meetings. Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without
editing and subject to verification. Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as
much as possible. Their difficult and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the
framework for the new police oversight system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a
robust, fully resourced, and community-driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police
accountable.

No 02/25/25 2:54 PM
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32

anonymous Support I support Councilor Kanal's amendment to better define who can serve on the Community Board for Police
Accountability, consistent with the letter/spirit of the law passed by about 82% of Portlanders who wanted only
community members independent of police to be on the board, and to comply with the DOJ requirements given the
decades of Portland police violating the law and civilian rights, and breaking past DOJ agreements.
Civilian members can read the law, DOJ agreements, police and city policies, PPB training and comments, and civilian
concerns, and to make reasonable, fair, lawful decisions that benefit the region, independent of any lawnsigns they did
or did not agree with.  I assume the rich, powerful don't use lawnsigns or social media to try to influence others, and
unmarried lovers of cops might not be identified, because those who want the status quo of corrupt, racist, violent,
unfair policing benefit from that,  yet the lack of evidence of their bias should not make them more eligible. Most
apartment complexes and home owner associations don't allow signs, and some people have discrete or no stickers
on their cars if they have any, but they still have bias. Also, I know there were many reports of Portland police stealing
lawnsigns for JoAnn Hardesty and placing them near homeless camps or burned buildings or trash, and putting
Mingus Mapps and Rene Gonzales signs illegally on public property or parking strips against the will of those residents
or businesses, yet there was a sense of threat and extortion so people did not remove the unwanted signs and that
does not equate their beliefs or suitability for the board.  Folk might have yard signs because of their neighbors or
housemates or relatives and yet not decide on a board that way.
I was a member of a jury in which all jurors  strongly disliked the defendant and his lawyer and we didn't want him to
have the job that he was injured so couldn't have, but we all stated he was innocent, and we all recognized that the
arrest and prosecution  choice of whom to charge first was wrong. One juror was a bouncer like the one who injured
the defendant, one was an expert on the weapons used against the defendant, one was opposed to cops which the
defendant wanted to be, and yet regardless of our background experience, we acted with integrity and not our own
bias, and we civilians made right decisions for the right reasons.
It is imperative and potentially a matter of life and death that the city adopt 100% of the recommendations of the Police
Accountability Commission (PAC), removing the bias, intimidation, extortion, and corruption that is expected when
police administrators, officers, and unions have any control or influence over who is nominated or serves on the CBPA.
Do not allow any police or their families to be on the board or influence who is on the board.  Any all-civilian board can
do an excellent job, and if police opinions are needed, they can subpoena those  and make them public as they can
from others.
I trust a diverse, inclusive, all-civilian board of people who have been harmed by police with those who have not, who
pay high or no taxes, across different racial, class, gender, housing, citizenship, national origin, ability/disability to ask
for, seek, hear/read and examine the facts of a case and make a wise decision that improves public safety – which
requires police accountability.  I and the majority of Portlanders don't trust any board that is nominated, approved, or
manipulated by police. We don't give criminal gangs a say on who is on a jury, judge's seat, or probation court before
they commit their crimes or are examined for and cleared by a sham board pro criminals or cops. Portlanders voted
overwhelmingly to have real civilian oversight  independent of police influence for real police accountability. Pass
Kanal's amendment and enact 100 % of the PAC recommendations ASAP.

No 02/25/25 3:04 PM

33

Christian Orellana
Bauer (former
member of the Police
Accountability
Commission)

Support
with
changes

Members of the Community and Public Safety Committee, I am writing to you today as a former member of the Police
Accountability Commission in support of the changes on this agenda item. The deviations from the PAC's original
recommendations will only serve to hurt the relationship between Portland's law enforcement and its citizens. Any
attempts to realign with the intended community centered vision for the CBPA will always have my full support which I
feel this item does.

My only recommendation is to take further steps to ensure this board will be as representative a conduit for the
community within police oversight as possible (that is, to strengthen the communities voice rather than law
enforcements influence within it which historically has always been quite sizable). Any community oversight board that
has an outsized influence from law enforcement cannot effectively operate with the full trust of the public as having
their best interest at heart in working to keeping police powers in check which ultimately will impact both the quality of
the work done and the publics willingness to engage with it.

I would like to state here that this is NOT a anti-public safety bias as the general culture of the Portland Police
Association and others may argue anymore than the checks and balances system at the federal level on the executive
branch are anti-government, or fact checking your friend when they say something unbelievable is anti-friendship. The
ability for the community to engage with law enforcement on their own terms is an essential piece of effective public
safety, as council member Kanal has stated "Constitutional, equitable, accountable policing is effective policing."

Thank you for your time and I hope you are all well

No 02/25/25 3:08 PM

34 none Support I support the Kanal item and the Novick amendment adopted today.  See my attached citations and testimony in PDF
attached.  This does not end if cops union says no in the short term future.  Com smith. said this ends.

Yes 02/25/25 4:45 PM
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I speak in favor of the Kanal resolution. This is not a 
contract change or union labor change. 

November 15, 2023 I testified against Mayor Wheeler  and  
councilors who interfered by adding the words "bias" and 
"exclusion" to the process approved by  82% of voters Measure  
26-217 police oversight.  

The documents voters approved prohibit the 2023 interference. 
That also includes interference in creation of all the boards in 
this process. 

 Portland Cop Watch alerted me to the city interference in 2023 
and the Kanal repair we seek now in 2025

copwatch@portlandcopwatch.org

mailto:copwatch@portlandcopwatch.org


I was abused by Portland Police in in 2004.  I 
fought the cops in the high courts and won 
thanks to 3 judges. It is case law now.  

This Kanal item removes the Mayor Wheeler 
abuse.

This Kanal item honors the rule of law and intent of 
82% of the voters on measure 26-218

Please see my written testimony for all citations. 



Footnotes: 

The charter preamble, page 1, section 1006 states: 
"Section 2-1006. Independent Authority The Board shall have authority to exercise independent 
judgment in performing all legally assigned powers and duties. The Mayor, City Council, Auditor, 
and City departments, bureaus and other administrative agencies shall not interfere in the 
exercise of the Board’s independent judgment. The physical office of the Board shall be located 
outside of a Portland Police Bureau facility "

In July 2021 City Council began the process to implement 26-217 and repeated 
the statement of non interference.  Resolution 37637 and Exhibit B. 

"City departments, bureaus, and other administrative agencies shall not interfere in the exercise of the 
CBPA’s independent judgment."

 Portland Cop Watch alerted me to the city interference 
copwatch@portlandcopwatch.org

mailto:copwatch@portlandcopwatch.org


Week.com news  notes the same abuses I've noted here
https://www.wweek.com/news/city/2023/11/13/portland-city-council-seeks-to-pare-down-fu
ture-police-oversight-board/

Summary of Measure 26-217
https://ballotpedia.org/Portland,_Oregon,_Measure_26-217,_Police_Oversight_Board_Ch
arter_Amendment_(November_2020)

Measure 26-217 Text as passed by voters
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jOMQaLAgtM6o3FxCSeWJFpvkwsD2pd3S/view?usp=sha
ring

City Council resolution which dilutes and 
interferes with the board and intent of voters on 
interference 
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/resolution/adopted/37637

City Council wording of city code that creates the Board, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1P3DqSuQQg-wVcI2HWMQ8XRDiHvPwVorS/view?usp=sharing 
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/council-documents/2023/exhibit-b-as-amended.pdf  broken link

https://www.wweek.com/news/city/2023/11/13/portland-city-council-seeks-to-pare-down-future-police-oversight-board/
https://www.wweek.com/news/city/2023/11/13/portland-city-council-seeks-to-pare-down-future-police-oversight-board/
https://ballotpedia.org/Portland,_Oregon,_Measure_26-217,_Police_Oversight_Board_Charter_Amendment_(November_2020)
https://ballotpedia.org/Portland,_Oregon,_Measure_26-217,_Police_Oversight_Board_Charter_Amendment_(November_2020)
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jOMQaLAgtM6o3FxCSeWJFpvkwsD2pd3S/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jOMQaLAgtM6o3FxCSeWJFpvkwsD2pd3S/view?usp=sharing
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/resolution/adopted/37637
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1P3DqSuQQg-wVcI2HWMQ8XRDiHvPwVorS/view?usp=sharing
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/council-documents/2023/exhibit-b-as-amended.pdf


quote: "  City Council shall have authority to remove 
a member of the CBPA for cause, including, but not 
limited, to the following reasons: i. Unexcused 
absences, failure to participate, or inactivity; ii. 
Excessive excused absences; iii. Failure to timely 
disclose an actual conflict of interest; iv. Official 
misconduct (See ORS 162.405-162.415); v. Breach 
of confidentiality; vi. Objective demonstration of 
bias for or against the police; vii. Objective 
demonstration of conflict of interest; or viii. Other 
bases as determined appropriate by City Council.."

This Mayor Wheeler exclusion is interference with 
the will of the voters. It is time to adopt the Council 
member Kanal item to undo the Wheeler damage. 



The city has violated the constitutional rights of myself and other citizens by declaring 
that any bias in our minds or state of mind would prevent us from serving on any city 
bodies responsible for police accountability. 

The city measure that passed by 82% of voters had the intent that people who have 
been abused by police and may retain some bias are fully qualified to sit on a committee 
for police accountability and should be present as they have the lived experience of 
police abuse that can save our taxpayer money by lowering the amount of money we 
waste every time a police officer abuses someone and abuses the Constitution leaving 
the taxpayers to suffer the consequences and not the police officer who ignored the 
Constitution and constitutional rights of that individual. In addition to saving us money 
the added benefit is community safety and community personal relationships that are 
stronger and higher and trust.

I have lived experiences as evidence of police abuse in a long-standing pattern that 
remains today and in 2006 three judges declared case lawnwith my name Rowe versus 
Oregon , that clearly states police should not order people to move along in a protest 
even if there are nearby members creating minor acts of alleged illegal nature. 

See case law State v Ausmus which states the same thing 



See case law State v Ausmus  
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/court/or-supreme-court/1182710.html

State versus Joseph Rowe,
https://law.justia.com/cases/oregon/court-of-appeals/2006/a128400.html 

You can see in the legal documents the police were heavily biased against all 
members of peaceful protests. The cops abused the legal assemblies, the cops later 
lost in court.  They lost so bad, that the law was removed from the books.(Ausmus) 
and they can not order people to move along ( State V Rowe )  

Judges wrote in State versus Ausmus. 

"As we previously have noted, a person intending to exercise a constitutionally 
protected right such as peaceable assembly or expression coincidently may 
possess an intent to cause public inconvenience, annoyance, or alarm.   In 
fact, individuals often undertake the exercise of protected rights such as assembly 
or expression with the intent of causing public inconvenience, annoyance, or 
alarm to those, such as  government leaders, who are exposed to the assembly or 
expression."

https://caselaw.findlaw.com/court/or-supreme-court/1182710.html
https://law.justia.com/cases/oregon/court-of-appeals/2006/a128400.html


State V Rowe, documents in order of start to end

Blue Cover page google doc
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1klE0rXRBRUGEmQGOSESt5gseVw38WtG7tEbd8mfI
Nr8/edit?usp=sharing 

Blue PDF Brief from Joseph Rowe
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1JTYgQocLY3qZmhRLbN0nOJgmiWJMJqoiC7z0Snsd
hGI/edit?usp=sharing 

Blue G Doc Brief from Joseph Rowe
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ZerNnexumGpuK0dDhLy_apSYUpo5oVQdWHwP4fXI
biI/edit?usp=sharing 

Red State Brief responds 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1MDmyb-SfkprDQvYv8DBDWs1vqCKzPoDJ/view?usp=sharin
g

3 Judges Ruled in favor of Rowe, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hNVYv16SwAgfLtQ6Uhd8WiYWrZgJiAW7/view?usp=sharing

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1klE0rXRBRUGEmQGOSESt5gseVw38WtG7tEbd8mfINr8/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1klE0rXRBRUGEmQGOSESt5gseVw38WtG7tEbd8mfINr8/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1JTYgQocLY3qZmhRLbN0nOJgmiWJMJqoiC7z0SnsdhGI/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1JTYgQocLY3qZmhRLbN0nOJgmiWJMJqoiC7z0SnsdhGI/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ZerNnexumGpuK0dDhLy_apSYUpo5oVQdWHwP4fXIbiI/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ZerNnexumGpuK0dDhLy_apSYUpo5oVQdWHwP4fXIbiI/edit?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1MDmyb-SfkprDQvYv8DBDWs1vqCKzPoDJ/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1MDmyb-SfkprDQvYv8DBDWs1vqCKzPoDJ/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hNVYv16SwAgfLtQ6Uhd8WiYWrZgJiAW7/view?usp=sharing
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Anonymous Oppose As an aside, the fact that people took time off from work to verbally testify and were not allowed to do so, is an
absolute OUTRAGE.

I am a minority immigrant mother who has lived, worked and volunteered at great length in Portland for 28 years.

My comment is about the desired change to the city code about the new accountability board. Mr. Kanal has played
out that change as a “minor” change, but if it was so minor, why would he be so animate about it? He wants to alter the
definition of “bias” so the same loud minority he cooperates with can be appointed to serve on this “volunteer board”
which will cost the city taxpayers about 15 million per fiscal year. Whoever gets appointed on that accountability board,
gets to control the 15 million, as the group of volunteers who created this board, refused vehemently to have a budget
advisory committee holding THEM accountable. Mr. Kanal wants to change the definition of “bias” but supports from
the get go that, for example, if your brother is a cop, you still can not sit on that very board. You are “tainted” by a
biological bond you have no power over. Rules for Mr. Kanal and his mentor are, as always, for thee and not for me.

The fact that Mr. Kanal is trying to create a forced reopening of the labor agreement contract, as the police contract
does not expire till June 30, 2026, should be terrifying to any public union member watching this. For one, it’s illegal.
What is bargained and signed for is in the books. You can not reopen a labor agreement, because you do not like the
terms of a contract. Should we do that with any public employee’s work contract? The very fact that there is a
conversation of a forced reopener, should worry public employees who feel secure with the city council they have at
the moment. Legal precedents do not vanish.

When I think of my 19 year old daughter’s boyfriend, who was stabbed on the MAX by a white supremacist yelling the
n word at him, I ask you, who do you think came to help him? The cops. Who do you think apprehended the
supremacist? The cops. Not your million dollar board. We need more police and you are doing everything you can to
make them quit or look somewhere else to get hired. You do not care at all about the Will of the People.

No 02/25/25 4:49 PM

36
KAREN CHIRRE Support

with
changes

Yes 02/25/25 6:20 PM

37 Laurie Wimmer Yes 02/26/25 11:48 AM

Page 17 of 21Exported on August 10, 2026 5:10:17 PM PDT



Testimony for Community and Public Safety Committee – 02/25/2025 
 

Good afternoon, esteemed members of the committee. My name is Karen Chirre, business 
owner in District 4, resident of District 3 and a member of Stadiumhood.  I am here today to 
speak about the proposed legislation aimed at enhancing the oversight system for the 
Portland Police Bureau. 
 
While I understand the purpose of this Resolution is to implement a non-bias oversight 
system that investigates and makes disciplinary decisions for sworn employees and 
supervisors within the Bureau, you should also include PPB in this critical step towards 
ensuring accountability and transparency in our law enforcement practices. 
 
Recent events, particularly the case of Sgt. Jeff McDaniel, highlight the urgent need for a 
robust and independent oversight system. The police review board recommended Sgt. 
McDaniel’s termination after he lied about including a right-wing meme in a training 
presentation. However, police leadership chose not to follow through with this 
recommendation, opting instead for a mere suspension. This decision not only 
undermined the authority of the review board but also directly contravened the 
commitments outlined in the Department of Justice agreement for police accountability. 
 
This is but one instance where some members are treated more favorably than others, 
often based on their personal relationships or status within the department. This 
perception of preferential treatment can lead to significant disparities in how disciplinary 
matters are handled, undermining the integrity of the entire organization. It is vital that our 
oversight system addresses these disparities to ensure that every employee is subject to 
the same standards of conduct and accountability. 
 
Moreover, it is crucial that Portland Police Bureau personnel who do investigate their own 
employees are subject to the same unbiased oversight system as proposed in this 
legislation. Allowing co-workers to investigate one another can lead to inherent biases and 
conflicts of interest that compromise the integrity of the investigation process. 
Independent oversight along with internal investigations is essential to ensure that 
disciplinary matters are handled fairly and objectively, free from any influence that may 
arise from internal relationships or loyalties. 

 
The DOJ agreement was established to ensure that the Portland Police Bureau operates 
with integrity, accountability, and transparency. By failing to uphold the review board’s 
recommendation in the McDaniel case, the Bureau disregards the principles of 
accountability and sends a message that misconduct may not be taken seriously. This 



Testimony for Community and Public Safety Committee – 02/25/2025 
 

erodes public confidence and contradicts the very spirit of the DOJ agreement. 
 
In conclusion, it is essential that the PPB be included in the non-bias implementation of 
this legislation to ensure that all disciplinary processes are conducted fairly and 
transparently. By establishing clear standards for accountability and emphasizing the 
importance of impartial investigations, we can create a policing environment that is not 
only equitable but also reflective of the community's values. 
 
Incorporating non-bias measures within the oversight system will help rebuild trust 
between the police and the community, reinforcing the principle that all individuals, 
regardless of their position, are held to the same ethical standards. This also includes 
upholding the recommendations of the oversight committee and not circumventing their 
decision.  This commitment to impartiality and accountability is crucial in maintaining 
public confidence in our law enforcement system. Together, we can foster a more just and 
trustworthy policing environment in Portland.  

Thank you for your time. 
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Date:   February 25, 2025 
 
To:  City Council Community and Public Safety Committee, Co-chairs Novick and Kanal 
  And Members 
 
From:  Laurie Wimmer, Executive Secretary-Treasurer, NW Oregon Labor Council 
 
RE:  Resolution 2025-047 
 
It is an honor to submit my testimony on behalf of our 104 union affiliates representing more 
than 60,000 workers in Multnomah, Clackamas, Washington, and Columbia counties.  For 
reasons I will explain below, we must respectfully oppose this resolution to revisit a piece of the 
negotiated agreement concerning the Police Accountability Board. 
 
This issue, brought before voters five years ago, has gone through many hands and much 
process to be what it is today.  Ballots, commissions, bargaining, the Dept. of Justice, and the 
previous city council have all weighed in.  The bargaining alone took more than a year, and it is 
this aspect that the resolution offends.   
 
Collective bargaining is, of course, a dance of negotiations, proposals, counterproposals, and 
balancing acts.  The final product of more than a year of this work is a compromise, as all 
bargaining is.  We oppose Resolution 2025-047 because it appears to change that work product 
and insert language that was not successful in bargaining.  Were this resolution to be adopted, 
this committee would be signaling that it is willing to use its legislative powers to overturn 
results of hard-fought labor negotiations.  If this can be imposed on one group of city workers – 
our law enforcement professionals – other contracts could be undermined in the future, too.   
 
We believe that social justice and labor justice are not mutually exclusive values.  In fact, we 
believe in their intersectionality.  Though the accountability zeal we see underlying this proposal 
is honorable and well-intentioned, it fails the intersectionality test by ignoring labor union rights 
to achieve its ends. It is for this reason we stand with our newest affiliate, the PPA, in opposing 
this resolution.  Thank you for considering our perspective. 

mailto:est@nwolc.org
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Allison Siphron Support Hello,

I am writing to commend the Community and Public Safety Committee for working to restore the recommendations of
the Police Accountability Commission in forming the Community Board for Police Accountability. The previous City
Council deviated from those recommendations in what they presented to the Department of Justice.

However, I think that the proposal that is before the Committee should go further in a number of areas to ensure the
independence of the Board and the safety of complainants. For example:
It should reduce the influence of the police on the Community Board. The current proposal has three out of the 11
members of the nominating committee appointed by the police. This number should be reduced to at most one
member.
The current proposal also requires that Board members participate in a police ride along and a Police Bureau
community academy. This requirement could be intimidating or impossible for those who have had past negative
interactions with the police. It should be an option, but not required.
Fostering community trust with police should not be a defined purpose of accountability.
Restore the requirement that the Board not hire current or former police officers as staff. Also restore the requirement
that the Board not generally rely on the Police Department for legal and administrative advice, unless necessary and
that Board members not be trained alongside police investigators, except as necessary.
Restore the requirement that the Board not be housed with any office related to law enforcement and not be in a
location where the police provide security.
Restore the requirement that the Board widely distribute complaint forms and hold public meetings.
Restore the requirement that body camera footage be available without editing and subject to verification.

Please restore the Police Accountability Commission’s original recommendations as much as possible. Their difficult
and thoughtful work did a great job of aligning with the intent and spirit of the framework for the new police oversight
system in the City Charter, approved by 82% of Portland voters. We want a robust, fully resourced, and community-
driven system that truly has the power and the people to hold police accountable.

Thank you for your time and work.

Kindly,
Allison Siphron

No 02/27/25 8:16 PM
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Brian M. Owendoff Oppose I have attended over 100 Portland City Council and other committee meetings since 2008.
Yesterday’s Community and Public Safety Committee meetings was one of the most poorly run, NON transparent and
frankly insulting meetings I have attended in my 34 year business career!
Councilors Novick and Kanal preach transparency, non-bias, and public trust. Your actions last night showed THE
EXACT OPPOSITE!
Councilor Kanal is attempting to retrade the police contract which does not expire until June 30, 2026. This is known as
a forced reopener. What was bargained and signed for is in the books. You cannot reopen a labor agreement, because
you disagree with contract terms.
The attempt to change the definition of bias and adding an at large seat to tip the balance on the selection committee
is a naked attempt to create an unfair system to punish public servants. If changes are needed after the oversight
commission is in operations, changes, if any, should be SENT BACK TO THE VOTERS as this committee will receive
in excess of $12 million annually of taxpayer money for the 21 members of the oversight committee.
Specifically, you knew 36 people had signed up for public comment. The order of speakers is based on when they
register and are provided three minutes for comment.
Chair Novick should have framed expectations up front if there truly was a hard stop at 5:00 as he knew 36 people
were signed up!

Moving the Reverend Leroy (who I know and respect) from 33rd speaker to first testifier and giving him twice the
talking time as other 5 speakers is clear bias. Who made this decision?

Allowing a testify to hide behind an “anarchist jurisdiction” logo with antifa ‘A’ is clear bias.

Cutting Aaron Schmultz PPB Union President off during his presentation was very disrespectful and frankly a slap in
the face to the 781 members of the Portland Police Bureau. Portland like most cities is struggling to attract and retain
enough police officers to meet demand for public safety, This changes, which are NOT required as the Police Union
Agreement does not expire until June 30, 2026 sow doubt in the City Council’s dealing with rank & file members and
frankly any unionize Portland position! This is clear bias!

I doubt Councilor Novick’s statement that the “open signal contract” not allowing use after 5. I’ve been in City Council
meetings past 10:00 PM with public testimony online. My guess is Councilors Novick and Morillo had a self-imposed
hard stop at 5:00 PM  to make their District 3 Town Hall.

30 people, some of who took time off from work to testify (we are NOT paid by NGOs to testify) were completely
dismissed and not afforded the opportunity to testify.

One of best unbiased accountability tools available today are police bodycams and in car video. These were not in
place when the DOJ settlement was executed.
While far from a perfect solution as it has a few limitations, video has largely negated the need for an “independent
board” functioning outside the regular use of force review process to make judgments when competing accounts of the
same incident are presented.
But at the same time it captures the actions/inactions of the accuser.
In the greater majority of allegations of misconduct, video recordings exonerated officers and proved the allegations
were blatantly false. Note that the sheer volume of allegations of police misconduct have sharply dropped off since the
city started using video en masse.
I am opposed to any changes to the DOJ settlement or Police Agreement that was extensively vetted over the past
four years.
Portland is at a tipping point… the worst thing that can be done is further reducing Portland’s Police Budget or make
changes to the already negotiated DOJ settlement. Asking to retrade the Police Contract also sends a terrible
message to existing officers that City Council will renege on agreements and will cause potential new officers go to
other cities

No 03/11/25 9:40 AM
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Charlie Michelle-
Westley

Support As a former Police Accountability Commissioner (PAC) and a community member with extensive lived experience
around the obvious need for real police accountability, not to be confused with any hate for police, just the need as any
other employee who needs to be accountable for one's actions, except this is around being accountable for police
violence, it astounds me that those city leaders, who should be in favor of holding city employees accountable for the
same findings by the Department of Justice investigation over a
 multiple years who found Portland Police grievously out of policy when it came to excessive and deadly force and
other issues, fight so hard to not hold their police accountable, this ultimately lead to a Measure 26-217, voted for by
nearly 82% of voters who agreed Real Police Accountability was necessary especially due to black lives being targeted
and killed disporportinate by police and the PAC and community expected full implemetation of the measure we
created as mandated by DOJ and Measure 26-217.  It's a long daunting nearly 2 year endeavor creating and well
thought out, researched nation wide, with input from stakeholders and community but once the city got a hold of the
document they gutted it to a mere shadow of itself and the DOJ MANDATE of no police, no relatives of police, or
former police would be able to be on the COMMUNITY Board for Police Accountability.
What people seem to not understand, this was not the PAC's mandate, nor was it a single city councilor's mandate,
this was the Department of Justice mandate!!  Just to make that clear.

That being said the city found a underhanded loophole to allow 3 law inforcement to be on the nominating committee
insuring bias for police would have a foothold in choosing board members on the CBPA..  This disingenuous act
disregards the "anyone with a demonstrated bias for police, unacceptable language because these law enforcement
are obviously bias for police and will choose applicants that they deem bias for police for the board.....irregardless of
the loophole.   Whereas a nominating committee of 11 community members come in with unknown bias for or against
police, but here we are now trying to remady this issue which is bias in and of itsef.

It would be a simple change to not only make it more fair and equitable if the language was changed to something that
resembles what the courts use with jurors like members must be capable of making fair and impartial decision based
on the evidence presented to them.

Everyone is biased to some extent for or against police even if it is over a ticket, does not means they cannot be
impartial etc.......when I first heard about the city changing our language similar to the above, I knew that felt like a
deliberate way to make this board struggle and I pushed to remove that bias for or against statement otherwise nobody
would qualify, but the city attorney said we just have to trust the police to be impartial, which is troubling in itself since
why are we here in the first place because we cannot trust our police to be impartial especially when it comes to
keeping themselves accountable....so how do we trust them to choose impartiality when putting nominees forth.

This doesnt have to be a huge issue, IF the Portland Police Association, PPA would be rational agree to change the
policy by a short and civil meeting, but again accountability is not their priority!!!  I full heartedly support the change, it
is simply fair, equitable and prevents inacurrate assumptions about bias for or against police and avoids any future
litigation potentially throwing a wrench into the works..... which in Boulder it ended up repealing "real or  perceived
bias" and replaced it with ability to be fair minded, objecive, and impartial.

Let's keep it simple!!  And check your values!!  We, community are worth the extra time to get this right, it is not a
waste of time to save lives!!!

No 03/24/25 9:56 PM
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Matt LaVine Support Hello, everyone, I’m Matt LaVine.  As you consider implementation issues related to the CBPA, I wanted to publicly
thank Councilor Kanal for bringing these issues up that show his continued commitment to public safety, to racial and
social justice, to the people of Portland, and to the core city values that former Police Accountability Commissioner
Charlie Michele Westley does such a wonderful job of holding us all accountable to.

Police accountability matters not only to public safety but also to the potential future of an American Democracy.  Now,
I believe in the possibility of democracy, of justice, of safety.  I also believe that, in order to achieve those things, we
must not shy away from our collective failures as a society to achieve them.  In the words of the late, great James
Baldwin, "not everything that is faced can be changed, but nothing can be changed until it is faced."  So, our collective
futures require that we face and we NEVER forget that Policing as an American institution began with slave patrols and
land thieves around 1680, then was followed by the enforcement of the Black codes, Jim Crow segregation and
apartheid, genocidal Indian Residential Schools, the racist and classist war on drugs, the Islamophobic war on terror,
and more.

In Portland, specifically, there is the additional concern of a history of ties between Portland police and white
supremacist organizations.  This is all before we even get to the fact that the department of justice found in Portland
police a “pattern and practice of constitutional violations” resulting from “unnecessary or unreasonable force”.  THAT’s
why 26-217 was needed and why the Police Accountability Commission’s work was so important.  THAT’s why it was
so devastating that the previous city council changed so much of the PAC’s recommendations and why these changes
brought up by Councilor Kanal are so necessary.

Now, it’s important to note that, by facing these facts, I don’t mean holding current, individual police responsible for that
horrific history.  But, what is required for facing these things, is an honest engagement with people who are concerned
with that history, such as Councilor Kanal.  On this front, Portland Police Association president Aaron Schmautz has
failed miserably.  Schmautz said publicly that this resolution from Councilor Kanal “made his anti-union, anti-public
safety bias clear.”  This is an intentional lie on Schmautz’ part.  And you don’t need to believe me…just look at the
many unions and public safety organizations who endorsed Councilor Kanal’s run for city council.  It’s also telling that
President Schmautz couched this lie in terms of “bias”—yet another reason I’m appreciative to Councilor Kanal for
getting us as a community to interrogate how we think about and use the term 'bias'.  Thank you.

No 03/25/25 10:55 AM

Page 21 of 21Exported on August 10, 2026 5:10:17 PM PDT



Portland City Council, Community and Public Safety Committee
February 25, 2025 - 2:30 p.m.
Testimony List

Document
Number Name

1 2025-047 Isaac McLennan
2 2025-047 Dan Handelman Portland Copwatch
3 2025-047 Sandy Chung
4 2025-047 Brian Owendoff
5 2025-047 Alan Comnes
6 2025-047 Loretta Guzman
7 2025-047 J. Ashlee Albies
8 2025-047 Charlie Michelle-Westley
9 2025-047 Karen Chirre

10 2025-047 Jerry McCorkle
11 2025-047 Marie  Tyvoll

Page 1 of 1Exported on February 27, 2025 5:34:30 PM PST


