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Dr. Dennis Rosenbaum and Dr. Amy Watson; Rosenbaum and Watson 

Compliance Officer/Community Liaison Team 

Officer Paul Meyer 

Portland Police Bureau and member of the COAB 

Formal Complaint regarding Misconduct- Mr. Tom Steenson 

I would like to lodge a formal complaint regarding the misconduct of a member of the Community 

Oversight Advisory Board. The complaint is being filed against Mr. Tom Steenson. 

Background: 

On September 28th, 2015, during a DSUFSC meeting, I was asked by the Chair, Mr. Steenson, to provide 

"con" statements for the "pro/con" section for the 25 plus recommendations that were being made 

regarding Directive 1010.00 Use of Force. I was able to send Mr. Steenson the "con" statements, via 

email, on October 6th, 2015. Exhibit #1. Please note that my responses are in red, the same way they 

were sent that day and this exhibit is printed from the email that was sent October 6th, 2015. 

On October 16th, 2015 I went onto the COCl-COAB website and saw that the recommendations 

regarding Directive 1010.00 were posted on the website with a link on the bottom of the page. As I read 

the recommendations I immediately noticed that the responses I provided had been edited. To that 

point in time, I had not received any notification that my "con" statements would be or had been edited. 

The editing was significant enough and I was concerned to the point that I immediately sent an email to 

the Portland COCl Team stating those concerns and I included an example Exhibit #2. 

I also forwarded the email to the Chicago COCl team the next day Exhibit #3. 

I also noticed that there was a new section included in the recommendations, "Response to the 

objection". This section was not provided to the members during the September 28th, 2015 DSUFSC 
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meeting when the recommendations were voted on. See Exhibit #4 for the recommendation and email 

that was sent to the members for the September 28th, 2015 meeting. 

The "response to the objection" section was added after the vote was made during the September 28th, 

2015 DCUFSC meeting. 

Exhibit #5 was taken from the COC-COAB website October 161h, 2015 and shows the new section 

"response to the objection". The attachments, policies, articles, etc. (pages 4-73 and 93-101) were also 

not included in the email that was sent on September 28th, 2015. 

I then requested, through Amy Ruiz, all emails and attachments that were associated with the 

recommendations to Directive 1010.00. Exhibit #6. See the highlighted section in the second email that 

states Mr. Steenson wanted to "double check the document before it went out" and the Amy Ruiz 

"consolidated (without edits)" the document into a single PDF. 

There was another DCUFSC meeting on October 19th, 2015 and there was no discussion regarding the 

recommendations made for Directive 1010.00, the changes to the "con" statements or any discussion 

regarding the new added section "response to the objection". 

At the full COAB I COCL Quarterly Report Town Hall meeting, October 22, 2015, I made a statement to 

all attending, to include USDOJ attorneys Jonas Geissler and Adrian Brown, the Chief of Police Lawrence 

P. O'Dea, Dr. Dennis Rosenbaum, Dr. Amy Watson, COAB Chair Kathleen Saadat, other members of the 

COAB and community members. 

In the statement I discussed how my responses were edited without my consent or knowledge. 

DESCRIPTION OF EVENTS: 

Below I will describe an ongoing practice of unethical behavior to include; untruthfulness, 

misrepresentations and failure to follow COAB voted on and accepted rules. This unethical behavior has 

occurred over months and I believe constitutes gross misconduct. 

1. On October 22, 2015, Mr. Steenson knowingly gave false statements to the entire COCL/COAB 

group, USDOJ attorneys and to the Community that was present and/or watching via the live streaming. 

He did this numerous times during a recorded public meeting. He stated the following; 
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"You're simply wrong when you say that there were wholesale changes and deletions in you con 

statements. That is simply not true." 

He then later stated: 

"I don't know what Paul is talking about frankly, when he is suggests somehow, his con statements or 

his objections were deleted, removed, whatever other terms he uses, it is simply not true." 

These statements made by Mr. Steenson are false, misleading, untruthful, and accusatory. 

In an email to Amy Ruiz on October 7th, 2015, he stated that he knew changes were made. In that email 

he stated that Jim Kahan put "their input into usable information which I now have." Exhibit #7. Also in 

that email he stated "You will need to add all the attachments and send the 8 packets ..... to me so I can 

proof/edit the recommendations one more time." These statements show that he knew that changes 

were made and that he would approve, by "proof/edit", the recommendations before they were to be 

posted. Amy Ruiz also had the understanding Mr. Steenson would "double check the document before" 

it was sent out and that can be seen in the highlighted area in the second email in Exhibit #6. 

Also, in the con statements, I made numerous recommendations and they were all removed. Mr. Philip 

Wolfe goes on later in the meeting to accuse me of never providing recommendations. (2:32:15) 

Exhibit #8 

In an email, just sent on October 29th, 2015, Mr. Steenson writes " .. .1 asked him to help me with cleaning 

up and consolidating the information received from Michelle and Paul so I could input it into the 8 

recommendation forms." 

This statement shows he knew the responses were edited and in fact. he asked them to be. But above he 

states that " ... it is simply not true." 

At the 2:40:14 mark in the video recording of the October 22"d, 2015 meeting, Mr. Kahan admits that 

the response were edited. 

Exhibit #9: 

o See large deletions in recommendation #3: 44% of the characters were removed from 

the con statement for the "Use of Force Continuum": 

• Also to be noted is the deletion of the entire reference to the US gth Circuit 

Court of Appeals ruling, Glenn v. Washington County, a county directly to the 

west of City of Portland. Mr. Steenson used this ruling in a response to question 

I had regarding Force continuums and court decisions, to show that they are 
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Exhibit #10: 

used to determine the reasonableness of the use of force used. I pointed out 

the language they used to make that determination, posting this in the Forum 

on the COCL-COAB website. 

http:Uwww .cocl-coab.org/comment/187#comment-187 

o In the section regarding "continuous assessment of Force" I identified the areas where 

this is covered in the current directive. That was included. 

o In the next section "Officer Should ...... or Disproportionate Use of Force" I identified the 

sections where it is covered also and the section was completely deleted. 

o In Rec #4, in the version I sent, multiple recommendations were made (in red) to change 

the word "imminent" to "immediate". This was never discussed in Mr. Steenson's 

"proof/edit" version that was sent to the Portland COCL. 

o In recommendation #4, the "proof/edit" version, regarding definitions to neck and 

choke holds, states that the objection arose in Recommendation #5, but will be 

discussed in #4. 

• Below is what I wrote and submitted for Recommendation #5, and below that is 

what was actually put in #4 in the "proof/edit'' version. 

"Definition of Deadly force in PPB Directive1010: 
Deadly Physical Force: As defined in ORS § 161.015 (3), physical force that 
under the circumstances in which it is used is readily capable of causing 
death or serious physical injury. Use of deadly weapons, as defined in ORS § 
161.015 (2), constitutes deadly force. Vehicle barricades and the carotid 
hold are categorically defined as deadly force and require deadly force 
justification. The use of dangerous weapons, as defined in ORS § 161.015 
(1), which may include flashlights, batons, body parts, ramming, and other 
weapons constitutes deadly force when the use is readily capable of causing 
death or serious physical injury. 

Above Mr. Steenson states that it is "extremely dangerous to authorize a 
type of force, especially deadly force, for which officers have received no 
training .... " 

An officer can only use it when deadly force is justified, is it or can it be 
more dangerous than deadly force? I guess I don't understand this one. 
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If an officer is a fight for their life, they can't use a carotid hold because it is 
too dangerous? 

I recommend this section be eliminated. The current directive is very clear 
regarding the carotid hold and when it is justified to use. 

The current PPB directive is consistent with New Orleans and Seattle 
policies and it is more restrictive than Denver and Las Vegas." 

• What was actually put in the final version below: 

• "Objection to definitions for neck and choke holds: Neck and choke holds 

are not defined in the recommendation. Additionally, it is not clear 

whether someone grabbing an officer around the neck constitutes 

deadly force against the officer. (This objection also arose regarding part 

(h) of Recommendation# 102215-5, but is discussed here.)" 

• "Objection regarding carotid holds: Carotid holds are currently listed as deadly 

force in PPB policy. (This is also brought up in Recommendation# 102215-5(h), 

where ORS § 161.015 (2) and (3) are cited; it is discussed here.) 

o My reference to the Seattle and New Orleans policies was completely removed. 

o In recommendation #4, it is stated that both, Seattle and New Orleans, polices should be 

incorporated into Directive 1010.00 and the removal of my references to the fact that 

the PPB policies are consistent with both Seattle and New Orleans denies an extremely 

valid point that we are consistent with what the recommendation states should happen. 

Mr. Steenson also states at the October 22"d, 2015 meeting; 

"We stand by the presentation of the cons, maybe not word for word necessarily." 

• This statement is a complete contradiction and misrepresents what he stated just 

minutes earlier; "I don't know what Paul is talking about frankly, when he is 

suggests somehow, his con statements or his objections were deleted, removed, 

whatever other terms he uses, it is simply not true. 

2. During a Full COAB meeting on July gth, 2015, Mr. Steenson's first as voting COAB member, he made a 

motion to wave the rules that the entire COAB, including himself, voted to accept. He then refused to 

pull is motion, even after numerous COAB members voiced concerns, US DOJ Attorney Jonas Geissler 
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advised that the COAB should follow the rules they have, a motioned was made to pull the 

recommendation and then we has asked if he would withdraw the motions from the Chair of the COAB. 

Below I will give a "play by play" of what occurred. This COAB meeting was also video recorded and can 

be found at the below link. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=SaiP3NWNOrw 

1. City Attorney Judy Prosper, July gth, 2015, informed the COAB members that they are city 

officials. She read the definition of what a city official is; " ...... an appointee to a board". (18:20) 

2. The Executive Committee made a recommendation for an amendment to be voted on by the full 

COAB, regarding how to amend, or start a new subcommittee. (4:58) 

a. The vote passed and Mr. Steenson voted to pass it also. (14:00) 

3. Mr. Steenson, later at meeting, made a motion to develop a new subcommittee on 

accountability. (2:12:35) 

4. Amy Ruiz then stated that per the bylaws that were just approved, that proposal should go to 

the Executive Committee and then bounce back to the full COAB. 

5. Mr. Steenson then immediately interrupted Amy Ruiz and made a second motion to wave that 

provision of the bylaws so the subcommittee could be started. 

6. Senator Avel Gordly then seconded the motion (2:13:50) 

7. Rabbi Michael Cahana raised the point that it "seems a little strange" to wave a bylaw that was 

just passed. (2:14:1) 

8. USA DOJ Attorney Jonas Geissler then went to the microphone (2:15:25) and stated he believed 

the City Attorney should weigh in on "legality of this organization having bylaws then taking a 

vote to wave them." He then clearly stated "If there are rules, follow the rules." He continued 

by saying "I think this group should look at its larger legitimacy by sticking by its own rules." 

9. Dr. Alisha Moreland-Capuia then stated she would support Mr. Geissler's sentiment. 

10. Philip Wolfe then made a motion to remove the motion made by Mr. Steenson presented to 

wave the bylaws. (2:16:20) 

11. It was then immediately seconded by multiple COAB members. 

12. Chair Kathleen Saadat then asked Mr. Steenson if he would withdrawal the motion. (2:16:42) 

13. Mr. Steenson answered "No". 

14. Chair Kathleen Saadat then asked if he would withdrawal the second motion. 

15. Mr. Steenson stated that he made both motions and stated "I'm not withdrawing each of 

them". 
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16. Chair Kathleen Saadat then pointed out that he no longer had a second for the motion and it 

couldn't be voted on. 

After he voted to approve the amendment to the bylaws, he made a motion to wave the very rule he 

just voted to accept. Mr. Steenson then heard from multiple members of the COAB that questioned his 

motions, pulled their second for the motion, and even made a motion to remove his motion, he still 

refused to pull them. 

US DOJ Attorney Jonas Geissler brought up two separate points to consider. One, the legality of having 

bylaws, then voting to wave them; second, that the group look at the "larger legitimacy by sticking by its 

own rules." Mr. Geissler also stated very clearly, "If there are rules follow them" 

Even after this, Mr. Steenson still refused to remove his motions. 

3. Mr. Steenson's demeanor towards me was been adversarial and acrimonious from the beginning, 

even though he says he wishes it wasn't. (October 22, 2015 COAB meeting, video recording 2:18:10) 

This can be seen in earlier emails dating back as far as May 27th, 2015, see exhibit #11, #12. 

In an email sent May, 227th, 2015 (#12), that he sent to the entire COAB, he states that the Training 

Division is "utterly incompetent". 

In Exhibit #11 he states "your response is in my opinion an example of the very reason why the Training 

Division has been problematic for a very long time ... " He then goes on to say "I will be surprised if you 

or any of the police advisors every join the COAB members or alternates in any statements or 

recommendations about needed changes ... " 

Please look at what my response was, that he was referring to in #11. In it I speak to the issue that not 

one person has ever ask me a question regarding the Training Division audit done by the City Auditor. I 

go on to state that "I think all of us expect from each other, that we will make educated and rational 

decisions regarding important COAB matters." 

Mr. Steenson attended the training session that was provided to the members of the COAB; however he 

refused to participate in any of the scenarios. He stated that he did not want to touch any weapons or 

simulated weapons. That request was honored and not questioned. He was informed by multiple 

instructors, including myself, that 3 out of the 4 scenarios would not require him to touch any weapons 

or simulated weapons and then he was asked if he would like to participate in those scenarios. 
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He still refused to participate. This refusal to participate and learn is telling. It shows his rigidness and 

how closed minded his is to learn about anything that is not in line with what he thinks. 

This type of behavior is not productive and takes away from the credibility and legitimacy of the COAB. 

Mr. Steenson has made no attempt to make that relationship better. I have made attempts to talk with 

him on the side and he has not participated. I even explained to him that I don't take any of the 

criticism personally. 

But Mr. Steenson has crossed a line of responsibility and has not upheld a standard that any city official 

should. 

Conclusion: 

Misconduct: 

Wrong behavior; behavior or activity that is legally or morally wrong; mismanagement especially 

of governmental or military responsibilities; intentional wrong doing; deliberate violation of a 

law or standard especially by a government official. (Merriam -Webster dictionary) 

I believe the above describes an ongoing practice of unethical behavior that constitutes gross 

misconduct to include; untruthfulness, misrepresentations and failure to follow COAB voted on and 

accepted rules. This unethical behavior has occurred over months and months. Mr. Steenson is a city 

official, per definition. He has continually violated a standard that has and will continue to erode the 

legitimacy and credibility of this group. It has and will have a negative ripple effect on the effectiveness 

of this group process the fore seeable future. 

He has violated a standard that he holds the Police Bureau to. 

Warnings, direction, and advice have been given by multiple people, multiple times. 

Mr. Steenson, and the COAB, received a very clear advice and direction from City Attorney Judy Prosper 

and US DOJ Attorney Jonas Geissler on July 9, 2015 regarding ethics as a city official and on legitimacy of 

the group's activity. 

Untruthfulness like this is not and cannot be tolerated within the Police Bureau. 

How can it be tolerated here, for even an instant? 

Paragraph 144 of the Settlement Agreement address the action that should be taken in the case of 

misconduct. 
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