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Executive Summary 

The Compliance Officer and Community Liaison (COCL) is required by Par. 173 of the Settlement 

Agreement to “lead semi-annual qualitative and quantitative outcome assessments to measure whether 

the City and PPB’s implementation of this Agreement has created: (1) capable systems and resources for 

responding to persons in mental health crisis; (2) competent accountability and oversight systems; (3) 

effective training for police officers that increase the knowledge, skills and abilities necessary for effective 

and successful delivery of service to persons in mental health crisis; (4) proper management of the use of 

force to meet constitutional standards; and (5) robust systems of community engagement.” The 

Settlement Agreement further states in Par. 174 that “[i]n conducting these outcome assessments, the 

COCL may use any relevant data collected and maintained by PPB, provided that it has determined, and 

the Parties agree, that this data is reasonably reliable and complete.” 

In fulfillment of our responsibilities under Pars. 173 and 174, we submit this third semi-annual report 

regarding the City’s and PPB’s creation of such systems. This report will address each of the five areas 

identified above, including an assessment of the completeness and reliability of data that PPB currently 

maintains. s. The report also provides quantitative analyses of data we feel are reliable for preliminary 

interpretation, when available. Significant progress has been made, but it will take time for PPB to achieve 

full compliance. This work is time consuming and resource intensive for both the PPB and the COCL  

The COCL is in the process of evaluating whether the five core systems have been created and are resulting 

in the desired outcomes. As such, these robust systems must contain sufficient data for COCL and the PPB 

to evaluate both process and impact. The COCL has proposed additional data collection to best achieve 

the goals of the Settlement Agreement. These measurement tools are described herein. We will continue 

to work with PPB to ensure that the measures employed are appropriate, reliable, and valid indicators of 

systematic change in desired outcomes. As part of this Executive Summary, we provide an overview of 

each assessment section and describe the progress to date. 

As we address each core system, we underscore that for some, it is too early to draw strong conclusions 

about their implementation. Some systems are in initial stages, while others are well along, but not yet 

far enough to be subjected to full empirical review. Hence, this Outcome Assessment includes the COCL’s 

assessment of progress made by the PPB and the City and recommendations for future enhancements of 

these systems.  

 

Capable Systems and Resources for Responding to Persons in Mental Health Crisis 

In this section of the report, we review PPB’s three main systems for responding to persons in mental 

health crisis and providing mental health service. These include the Enhanced Crisis Intervention Team 

(ECIT), the Behavioral Health Response Team (BHRT), and the Service Coordination Team (SCT).  

In our recent Compliance Assessment (2016 Q3/Q4), we provided PPB a rubric for evaluating their 

modified model of mental health response which may provide justification for deviating from the 

Memphis CIT model. In this report, we provide an initial evaluation of questions pertaining to three main 

areas: (1) Assessing call volume, resource allocation and response capacity; (2) Assessing outcomes of 
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mental health related calls (ECIT and CIT with MH Component), and (3) Comparing outcomes of calls 

handled by ECIT and CIT officers. 

We believe that greater collaboration between PPB, BOEC, and other stakeholders would benefit PPB’s 

analysis of their mental health response. For instance, some of the questions we posed to PPB can be 

measured using the Mental Health Mask (MHM) data. However, as the sole source of data, the MHM 

cannot be used to comprehensively address all questions. For our analyses here, we used the MHM data 

and identify where it is sufficient to address operational and outcome questions and where it is 

incomplete. Where it is insufficient, supplemental data should be gathered by PPB and, in particular, BOEC 

data should be incorporated. 

Using the MHM data, we found that approximately 10% of PPB calls contain a mental health component. 

Of calls that contain a mental health component, 6.3% met the criteria for ECIT response (.61% of ALL PPB 

calls). The calls are relatively evenly distributed across the three main PPB Precincts, though Central 

Precinct has a slightly higher proportion of calls meeting ECIT criteria than the other two Precincts. ECIT 

type calls were most likely to occur between 9:00 AM and 3:59 PM or 4:00 PM to 9:59 PM. Overall, ECIT 

type calls received an ECIT response 69.7% of the time, though this differed across the three Precincts. 

The rate of ECIT officer response also fluctuated across time categories within the three Precincts. Finally, 

overall differences in key outcomes (e.g. use of force, call disposition, and transports to the hospital) 

between ECIT officers and non-ECIT officers were minimal for ECIT type calls. However larger differences 

were present when looking at all calls with a mental health component. ECIT officers were more likely to 

transport a subject to a hospital, though were also more likely to use force. However, these results are 

likely impacted by levels of subject resistance or severity of mental health symptoms which may lead to 

officers requesting an ECIT officer regardless of whether the call initially met ECIT response criteria.  

The BHRT provides a specialized response to persons with repeat contacts with PPB. One systems 

limitation of BHRT is the inability to easily review decisions to accept/decline referrals, link referrals across 

other existing PPB data, and perform in-depth review of BHRT impact on future interactions with PPB. 

Although PPB possesses data necessary to perform the above operations, the data are often in a text-

based format or lack a standardized key variable to link across datasets. Addressing these data limitations 

may allow PPB to identify opportunities to improve BHRT service. The BHRT data indicate differences in 

referral rates across Precincts and individual officers. For example, 43.5% of all BHRT referrals in the 

dataset came from Central Precinct. Additionally, a total of 19 officers made 22.6% of BHRT referrals 

(though, without the ability to link across datasets, it is not known whether the referrals made by these 

officers were accepted.). Additionally, ECIT officers were more likely to make BHRT referrals than non ECIT 

officers. Due to the absence of a linking variable, we cannot report whether ECIT officer referrals were 

more likely to be accepted or not. Finally, a separate dataset contained individuals who were accepted to 

receive BHRT services. We reviewed the 2016 Q4 BHRT clients and compared them to 2015 Q4 (covered 

in our November 2016 Outcomes Assessment). The data indicate that Escalating Behavior has 

proportionately increased as the reason a person was assigned to the BHRT caseload (41.3% of 2016 Q4 

assignments) while Risk to Self has declined as the reason for assignment over the past year. As an 

outcome goal for BHRT, we looked at the percent of individuals who previously had been served by BHRT. 

We found that 22.2% of people on the BHRT caseload had, at some point, been previously served by BHRT. 

However, we again lack the ability to look at their previous contacts with BHRT to identify potential trends 

in individuals who are repeat clients of BHRT. 
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The Service Coordination Team is a program that provides housing, substance dependency counseling, 

and life-skills for individuals who have high rates of criminality, substance dependency, and houselessness. 

In the past, we have reported an approximate 20% completion for program participants. In this report, 

we discuss the 20% completion rate along with additional factors that should be considered when 

assessing the success of the program. For instance, some participants leave the program early for other 

housing or service opportunities. Their “failure” to complete the program does not necessarily reflect an 

undesirable outcome. Also, SCT is working with population with complex co-occurring issues and a high 

risk of recidivism.  

Using Portland State University Capstone Class reports, we discuss the comparatively higher scores on the 

Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (LSCMI) - a well validated measure of offender risk and 

service needs) - as well as potential barriers to completion given the population characteristics. We report 

the Capstone Class findings of reduced police contacts for all SCT clients (average per-person reduction of 

44% regardless of program completion) as well as those who completed the program (average per-person 

reduction of 81%) and those who did not complete the program (average per-person reduction of 30%). 

We also discuss steps taken by SCT to improve the overall completion rate as well as some potential steps 

that could improve completion rates in the future. Steps for future improvement include having direct 

access to residential treatment for substance abuse. 

 

Competent Accountability and Oversight Systems 

In this section, we summarize the discussions which have been happening around changes to the 

accountability system, including meeting the Settlement Agreement required 180-day timeline for 

completion of all administrative complaints. As part of our review, we interviewed representatives from 

the Independent Police Review (IPR) and PPB’s Internal Affairs Division (IAD). Our interviews revealed 

that, for cases which receive a finding, significant challenges remain to meeting the 180-day mark. IAD 

indicates that significant time is spent drafting, approving, and reviewing findings, while further delays 

are created when an officer-involved shooting occurs. Although both IPR and IA have increased their 

respective number of investigators, additional investigative resources may be necessary to achieve this 

timeline. 

In an effort to gather community sentiment, an Accountability Focus Group was convened to discuss areas 

of reform. Additionally, the City Auditor and IPR Director have brought recommendations to City Council 

to address proposed changes to the accountability process. This led to a subsequent Stakeholders 

Workgroup to discuss particular aspects of the proposals and make recommendations. IPR has recently 

proposed changes to City Council, some of which were adopted (i.e. supervisory investigation track) while 

others were not (i.e. moving CRC public comment until after a finding had been rendered). In addition to 

these steps, the COAB has in the past provided a memo with recommendations for change to the 

accountability process. Although incremental changes have occurred to the accountability process, no 

large-scale changes have taken place. The Mayor’s Office intends to propose a council work-session to 

provide an opportunity for IAD and IPR representatives to walk through the complaint investigation 

process and give council members an opportunity to ask questions and brainstorm solutions. To assist in 

this process, we provide an overview of the different oversight models used in cities throughout the 

country. 
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In this section, we also look at historical trends in administrative complaints using a five-year dataset. The 

data indicate an increased number of complaints between 2015 and 2016 and an increased rate of 

allegations per complaint. However, these increases may be due to improved IPR/IA intake processes 

rather than poorer officer performance. We discuss the importance of looking at allegation types. The 

data indicate an average of 5.32 force allegations per every 100 members, which is consistent with other 

agencies. More often, complaints are related to allegations of Procedure, which make up 37.1% of 

allegations over the timeframe. We also broke down complaints by location in the city, using 

neighborhood identifiers gleaned from mapcodes. We identified 13 neighborhoods that accounted for 

nearly 40% of all complaints. We then compared each neighborhood’s proportion of complaints to its 

proportion of crime reports using PPB’s newly launched open data site. Overall, we found neighborhoods 

that had a low complaint-to-crime ratio as well as some which had higher-than-average ratios. For these, 

we recommend that PPB look at whether such trends are useful for organizational direction if they haven’t 

done so already. 

The data also show that the proportion of complaints declined has decreased in the past five years, 

particularly the proportion of IPR declines. Additionally, we found that declinations are proportionate to 

allegation type. For instance, allegations of Courtesy make up approximately 20% of all allegation types, 

and consistent with this, approximately 20% of declinations are related to allegations of Courtesy. Thus, 

no single type of allegations is declined at a higher rate. We also looked at the disposition of allegations, 

finding that approximately 55% of all dispositions are either Service Improvement Opportunities (SIO) or 

Not Sustained. Although the proportion of cases which are Sustained has declined in the past five years, 

this is likely an effect of IPR declining fewer cases. When IPR’s dismissal rate was higher, they were likely 

rejecting cases that had a lower chance of being sustained. We further looked at the number of days to 

complete an investigation as well as each substantive step in the process. Cases that are declined or result 

in an SIO or mediation are nearly always resolved within 180-days. For cases that receive a finding, marked 

improvement in the percent which are completed within 180-days is seen over the past five years, with 

44.9% achieving this goal in 2016. Changes within the individual steps of an administrative investigation 

have not seen substantial decreases, leading us to believe that unnecessary delays may be the reason 

behind overall case time reduction. 

Finally, we use the accountability data to illustrate how complaints against officers might be included in 

PPB’s use of the Employee Information System (EIS). We identify officers who have received comparatively 

more complaints, more years with a complaint, more force complaints, and more sustained complaints. 

We then use the EIS thresholds for complaints to determine whether officers may be slipping through the 

cracks given the short-term nature of the EIS thresholds. We found that, on the whole, EIS thresholds are 

likely to capture potentially problematic officers. However, there were officers with complaint trends that 

would not have been flagged by EIS. We discuss the implications of such occurrences. 

 

Effective Training for Police Officers that Increase the Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities Necessary for 

Effective and Successful Delivery of Service to Persons in Mental Health Crisis 

In our last Outcomes Assessment, we provided a three-principle model for evaluating training: Training 

should reflect policy; the impact of training should be measured, and; measurements should be utilized 

to drive the future direction of training. In this report, we provide updates to PPB progress on these three 

principles. We believe that PPB has created systems to ensure that training reflects policy and that this is 
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evidenced by their use of online knowledge checks, the inclusion of policy-related material in the 2016 In-

Service Training, improvements to the ECIT training, and the use of the BHUAC as an advisory and 

oversight body.  

We further believe that significant steps have been made in measuring the impact of training using the 

Kirkpatrick model of training evaluation. We do not believe that all four steps need to be included for each 

individual training course and that the degree of measurement should be informed by the course’s 

training goals, practicality, staffing capacity, overall training time, and other elements. We provide PPB a 

reference for determining when certain measurement types may be most appropriate and have agreed 

to consult with the Training Division in the upcoming months on this topic. 

As to the particular steps of the Kirkpatrick model, we believe that PPB has set up reasonable initial 

systems of measuring officer reaction to training while not overburdening the training time needed to 

perform the evaluation. However, we believe that the measures can be expanded to better assess the 

training experience by including items on the instructor, teaching styles, effective use of teaching aids, 

and instructional environment. PPB also utilizes some measures of changes in officer knowledge and 

attitudes, though we maintain that PPB cannot be confident in training’s impact without employing pre-

tests when practical and organizationally advantageous. As the Settlement Agreement indicates, PPB 

should be able to “measure and document student learning” and that COCL’s Outcomes Assessment 

should measure “increases in knowledge,” but this cannot occur without some understanding of prior 

knowledge. Additional work is also necessary to comprehensively assess training’s impact on officer 

behavior and the organization. Here again, we argue that methodological rigor is important for ensuring 

that, in particular, behavioral changes are the result of training. A contact survey will be used to measure 

the public’s satisfaction with police services overall. Although it is much more difficult to measure 

organizational changes as the result of training, PPB is working with a researcher from Portland State 

University to examine “intersections between mental health, mental health resource, and police 

services.” This being accomplished through interviews with relevant stakeholders. 

Finally, as the third principle, we looked to see whether the results of PPB’s training evaluation are used 

to influence the future direction of training. PPB utilizes a model of “feedback-action-feedback” to 

incorporate findings of all four elements of the Kirkpatrick model into their Needs Assessment, which 

informs future training. As a model, we believe it to be a sound conceptual framework for systematically 

approaching training evaluation. We have seen the model put into practice and believe that the model 

will have more utility as PPB continues to strengthen various evaluation methods and measures.  

 

Proper Management of the Use of Force to Meet Constitutional Standards 

Although we believe that PPB’s current system for tracking force events and force types is sufficient to 

identify trends that may inform training, policy, and personnel decisions, we have not found evidence of 

PPB documenting or discussing force trends, potential reasons for the trends, and (where necessary) 

offering potential solutions. Within this section of the Outcomes Assessment, we review the past two 

years of data, identify trends which we have found, and offer some initial commentary on potential 

reasons where appropriate. Although we do not believe that PPB needs to look exclusively at the trends 

we highlight, we believe the type of analysis we undertake is similar to the type of analysis we would 

expect from PPB and made available to the public to increase transparency. The results of our analysis of 
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quarterly data indicate that within the past two years, PPB has consistently used force in 2% to 3% of 

custodies. Also within that timeframe, Strikes/Kicks have shown a proportional decline as a force type, 

while Pointing of a Firearm has shown a proportional increase. Similarly, the use of a CEW has increased 

in proportion (as well as raw numbers). There are also differences within Precincts as to the force types 

used. For instance, Takedowns show a higher proportion of force events in Central Precinct compared 

with East and North Precinct. Alternatively, Pointing of a Firearm is proportionately less in Central Precinct 

compared with the other two. These findings may be due to a variety of reasons (e.g. neighborhood 

characteristics). If not done already, we believe these types of trends would be valuable for PPB to review, 

identify potential reasons for the trends, and discuss potential solutions if necessary.  

As part of PPB’s systematic management of use of force, we also discuss the standardized model used by 

the Training Advisory Council (TAC) to identify training needs. The model includes looking for 

opportunities, researching the root cause of the issue, and making prioritized recommendations. The 

adoption of the recommendations is then measured, cycling back to the beginning where opportunities 

are identified. TAC has also begun utilizing standardized forms to document issues, root causes, and 

recommendations. Overall, we believe TAC is a complementary element in the systematic review and 

management of the use of force.  

Finally, we review plans for Phase II of the Force Audit, which is designed to evaluate the overall 

reasonableness of force events. In Phase I, the Force Audit focused on ensuring that all information 

necessary to evaluate the reasonableness of a force event was available in with officer and supervisor 

reports. Phase I of the Force Audit has resulted in improved report writing from officers and supervisors, 

as detailed in the Force Audit Report prepared by PPB. 

Presently, PPB performs a review of reasonableness, though the assessment is not systematic nor is 

reasonableness categorized to inform policy, training, or personnel decisions. We have agreed with PPB 

to engage in a joint review of force events, looking at the categories of reasonableness that both groups 

feel are important. As a starting point, we believe that, at a minimum, the evaluation of reasonableness 

should include the START-IT mnemonic used by PPB as well as Binder & Scharf’s (1980) evaluation of 

phases of force decision making. We review each of these elements and argue they should be used as a 

framework for establishing reasonableness. 

 

Robust Systems of Community Engagement 

The PPB is expected to develop “Robust Systems of Community Engagement.” Indeed, the PPB has 

engaged with the Portland community through a variety of activities, programs, and policing strategies. 

The most structured form of engagement for the City and PPB relevant to the Settlement Agreement was 

the Community Oversight and Advisory Board (COAB). The problems with that arrangement have been 

documented elsewhere and will not be reviewed again here, except to say the City is expected to 

introduce an alternative vehicle for systemic community input and participation in the process of PPB 

reform. Aside from the COAB, there are many other systems that the PPB can utilize, and many times has 

utilized, to engage the Portland community. Here we summarize some current and future strategies.  

PPB continues to engage with the Portland community through a variety of programs, workshops and 

events and should be recognized for these outreach efforts. PPB has exceeded many large police agencies 
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with its use of social media, and engages the Portland community through scholarships, wrestling 

tournaments, food and clothing relief, programs for Portland youth, advisory groups, self-defense 

empowerment classes, crime prevention networks, and many others. It also formally partners with 

community groups, business and neighborhood associations and seeks input via advisory committees. In 

addition to these formal or semi-formal relationships and programs, we continue to emphasize the need 

for non-enforcement one-on-one interactions between PPB officers and community members, as well as 

neighborhood problem solving meetings as ways to build community trust and increase public safety. 

Documentation of community engagement activities should be done, when practical, to monitor the types 

and levels of engagement.  

The COCL and COAB, at the request of COAB and with the support from the City, designed a series of focus 

groups to seek input about the PPB and police practices from various stakeholders not fully represented 

in the city-wide mailed community survey or other data sources, namely, people experiencing mental 

health issues, members from the LGBTQ+ community, persons who had experienced homelessness in the 

past six months, and youth aged 15 to 17. The findings indicate that while housing and homelessness are 

top priorities, these groups remain concerned about policing practices in Portland. The overall sentiment 

is that the Portland Police face a very difficult job and are performing adequately with regard to preventing 

crime, but have room for improvement when it comes to making people feel safe, treating them fairly, 

and understanding the needs of specific groups. 

The focus group participants would like to see improvements in three general areas: (1) Recruitment – 

hire people with diverse racial, ethnic and sexual orientation backgrounds who can more easily 

understand differences; (2) Training – provide specific training on the interpersonal aspects of policing, 

including mental health crisis response, diversity/sensitivity, and de-escalation; and (3) Community 

involvement – get officers more actively involved with the community through casual conversations, 

community events, getting out of their cars, and other ways. 

The focus group findings, similar to the community-wide survey findings, underscore the need to the City 

and PPB to close the gap between public perceptions and reality when it comes to police services. For 

example, PPB is providing considerable recruit and in-service training around crisis intervention for 

persons experiencing a mental health crisis, but often the entire community and specific groups most 

affected are unaware of this training.  

The City’s community-wide survey was developed in consultation with the COCL and COAB and 

administered via mail by Davis, Hibbitts, & Midghall, Inc. (DHM). Generally, Portland residents remain 

positive toward the PPB in terms of having confidence in the Bureau, especially when it comes to working 

with the police to combat crime. Although attitudes toward the PPB did not change between 2015 and 

2016 on most dimensions, in 2016 African Americans and Native Americans were somewhat less inclined 

to believe that officers use race to guide decisions about police stops. However, the percentage of African 

Americans who are concerned about race bias in police decisions remains high – nearly 8 in 10 – and the 

percentages among other racial/ethnic groups is also high – between 42% and 53%. Furthermore, the 

relationship between the PPB and the Portland community continues to show signs of distress, as only 1-

in-4 residents believe that “the relationship between the police and the people of this city is very good,” 

down from 30% in 2015.  

When rating PPB’s overall performance, the one area where a majority of Portland residents feel the 

police are doing a “good” or “very good” job is fighting crime (55%). Generally, ratings remained stable 
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between 2015 and 2016, with approximately one-third of the community giving PPB positive ratings for 

responding to mental health issues, building trust, listening to community concerns, working with the 

community to solve neighborhood problems, being open and honest with the public, and being supportive 

of citizens who want to file a complaint against a police officer. Despite a 2-percentage point gain in 

responding to mental health issues, only 31% feel that PPB is doing a “good” or “very good” job in this 

area compared to 55% for crime fighting.  

The Portland community remains largely unaware of the positive changes made by the PPB in response 

to the Settlement Agreement. Only one-third of the public is aware that PPB officers are being trained “to 

use force only when absolutely necessary.” Although 8-in-10 community members believe that the PPB 

does not use excessive force against the community-at-large, a substantial percentage believes that such 

force is used against racial or ethnic populations (45%) and against people experiencing a mental health 

crisis (44%). These survey statistics underscore the important of PPB and the City providing more detailed 

information about police reforms and disseminating police statistics so that PPB legitimacy and public 

trust in the police can be enhanced. 

On the survey, we included a hypothetical question to measure the public’s confidence in the PPB’s ability 

to hand police mental health crises: “How comfortable would you feel calling the police for assistance if a 

family member was experiencing a mental health crisis?” Roughly 6-in-10 reported they would feel 

“somewhat” or “very comfortable” calling the police in this situation. No improvement was observed 

between 2015 and 2016. 

The vast majority of Portland residents do not have any contact with PPB officers in any given year and, 

hence, the experiences of community members who have directly interacted with the police in the past 

year are more informative about the nature, extent, and effectiveness of PPB outreach and service 

delivery. For these more official interactions, we included measures of both the frequency and quality of 

those encounters. One third of Portland residents contacted the police in the past year to report a crime 

or ask for help, and of those who did, 9-in-10 reported that they were “treated fairly” by the PPB. Of the 

13% that reported involuntary (police-initiated) contacts, 7-in-10 reported being treated fairly. From 2015 

and 2016, we found a noticeable increase in the percentage of encounters where the community member 

reported being treated fairly by the PPB, both for community-initiated contacts (up 5.7 percentage points) 

and for police-initiated contacts (up 11.9 percentage points). This is a positive sign.  

We conducted some additional analyses of the community survey data to offer a preliminary look at the 

impact of different types of police contact on public trust in the PPB. The findings show that community 

members having a casual conversation with PPB members reported the most trust, followed by 

community-initiated calls to the police, police-initiated contacts, and no contact. More importantly, we 

find that the process of interacting with community members is linked to public trust in the Police Bureau, 

above and beyond the type of contact that occurred. Specifically, for both police-initiated and community-

initiated contacts, when the community felt that the treatment they received was fair, they reported 

significantly higher levels of overall trust in the PPB than when they felt the treatment was unfair. These 

correlations suggest that individual encounters may bias the community member’s view of the entire PPB, 

either positively or negatively. Our analysis shows that even contacts that involve traffic stops and 

citations can be improved thorough respectful treatment. This is also supported by prior research in the 

field of procedural justice.  
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Given the importance of police-public interactions, we will work with the City and PPB to introduce a 

citywide contact survey that will permit the documentation of community experiences with the PPB. This 

survey will include a mental health component to capture the views of individuals who had mental health 

related police contacts. As noted previously, the contact survey would provide a direct measure of how 

well PPB officers are engaging with various segments of the Portland community, as well as generate new 

information about the effectiveness of police training overall (par. 80) and mental health response training 

(e.g. par. 93).  
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CAPABLE SYSTEMS AND RESOURCES FOR RESPONDING TO PERSONS IN MENTAL 

HEALTH CRISIS 

 

Enhanced Crisis Intervention Team (ECIT) 

In our latest Compliance Assessment, we identified a number of questions that, when answered, will allow 

PPB to evaluate their modified model of mental health response and potentially justify a deviation from 

the Memphis CIT model. The questions pertained to three areas: 1. Assessing call volume, resource 

allocation and response capacity; 2. Assessing outcomes of mental health related calls (ECIT and CIT with 

MH Component), 3. Comparing outcomes of calls handled by ECIT and CIT officers. The questions were: 

1. What percent of calls that PPB responds to have a mental health component? 

a. What percent of mental health component calls is the person experiencing mental 

illness the primary subject of the interaction (e.g. not a witness or reporting party)? 

2. What percent of mental health calls that PPB responds to meet ECIT criteria? 

3. What is the Precinct distribution of calls coded as ECIT by BOEC? 

4. What is the Shift distribution of calls coded as ECIT by BOEC? 

5. What is the number of ECIT officers in each Precinct/Shift compared with the number of calls 

that meet the ECIT dispatch criteria? 

6. What is the percent of calls coded as ECIT by BOEC that receive an ECIT response? 

a. Are there Precinct/Shift differences in this regard? 

7. In what percent of calls that meet ECIT dispatch criteria is an ECIT officer required to travel 

two or more patrol areas to reach the call? 

8. For calls that meet the ECIT dispatch criteria, are there differences between ECIT and non-

ECIT officers in the following outcomes: 

a. Use of Force 

b. Disposition (e.g. arrest, referral, etc.) 

c. Transport to Hospital 

d. Contact survey results (to be implemented) 

9. For calls that have a mental health component (but do not meet the ECIT dispatch criteria), 

are there differences between ECIT and non-ECIT officers in the following outcomes: 

a. Use of Force 

b. Disposition (e.g. arrest, referral, etc.) 

c. Transport to Hospital 

d. Contact survey results (to be implemented) 

10. What is the degree of collaboration between PPB, BOEC, and other City/community partners 

in the ongoing review and subsequent development of ECIT? 

Many of these questions are best answered using BOEC data. When we requested that BOEC provide data 

related to mental health calls from their records, we were informed that they do not currently have the 

personnel to perform data extraction, cleaning, and analysis. Additionally, although PPB has access to this 

dataset, they indicated they do not have analyst resources to perform extraction and analysis of BOEC 

data. This significantly limits PPB and BOEC’s capacity to analyze trends and assess the adequacy of their 

mental health response system and demonstrate compliance with the Settlement Agreement. We view 
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analytic capacity as an integral component of the Settlement Agreement requirement to create “capable 

systems and resources for responding to persons in mental health crisis.” 

We can assess some of the items above using the Mental Health Mask (MHM) data provided by PPB. The 

MHM is a data collection tool that officers must complete on all calls to indicate whether or not calls have 

a mental health component. When there is a mental health component, the MHM collects further 

information on the type of response (ECIT/non-ECIT), case information, and outcomes (among other 

items). There are a couple of limitations with the MHM data that should be noted. For instance, if the 

interaction does not meet ECIT criteria, it does not give the assessment of the emergency communicator 

as to whether the call contains a mental health component – only the officer’s assessment. Thus, it is 

difficult to assess how early in the call the mental health component was recognized. Additionally, while 

the MHM has been in use for approximately one year, issues of reliable completion remain. Finally, due 

to legal issues related to discovery raised by the Multnomah County District Attorney, the MHM used to 

capture the data we report on here was discontinued and is being replaced with a new data collection 

tool that we will report on in our next Outcomes Report. Thus, data from the last year cannot be directly 

compared with future iterations. 

Still, we provide some insight into the above questions using the MHM data, as it is considered sufficiently 

reliable to begin an initial review of PPB’s model of mental health response. Further PPB evaluation of the 

model should use additional data sources which were not available to us at the time of this report (e.g. 

BOEC data).  

 

1. Question 1 What percent of calls that PPB responds to have a mental health component? 

a. What percent of mental health component calls is the person experiencing mental illness the 

primary subject of the interaction (e.g. not a witness or reporting party)? 

For our analysis, we received the MHM data from PPB for interactions between March 1, 2016 to January 

31, 2017. There were a total of 193,088 police interactions in that timeframe for which a MHM was 

completed. In, 174,340 (90.3%) of these interactions, no mental health component was indicated. Thus, 

question 1 can be answered, as approximately 10% of calls where PPB responds contain a mental health 

component. However, some cases in the data involved police activity that did not include subject 

interactions. Given the format of the data, we cannot readily remove those non-subject interactions to 

calculate the percent of all subject interactions that involve a mental health component. If these non-

subject interactions could be removed, the percent would likely increase, though we cannot say with any 

certainty how much it would increase. 

We also cannot reliably report the percent of mental health component calls where the person 

experiencing mental illness is the primary subject of the interaction. When only looking at the cases that 

include a mental health component, the data indicating the person’s role was missing (“NULL”) from 

71.3% of the cases. When only looking at data on the 5,378 calls where the person’s role was included in 

the data, the person believed to be experiencing mental illness was identified as “Mental Hlth” in 9.7% of 

these cases, “Subject” in 20.2% of these cases, and “Arrest Cstd” in 45.8% of cases. It is likely with these 

three codes that the person with mental illness was the primary subject of the call. However, the 

remaining 24.3% of cases had varying identifications for the person with mental illness and we cannot say 

with any degree of certainty that they were the primary subject. 
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2. What percent of mental health calls that PPB responds to meet ECIT criteria? 

The MHM indicates the final call type designated by the primary of closing officer, though we would ask 

PPB to compare these with BOEC data coding. The MHM data indicate that for the 18,748 interactions 

that did contain a mental health component, 1,179 (6.3%) had a final call type code of “ECIT.” Including 

ALL calls found in the MHM (193,088), ECIT call types would make up 0.61%. 

 

3. What is the Precinct distribution of calls coded as ECIT by BOEC? 

4. What is the Shift distribution of calls coded as ECIT by BOEC? 

5. What is the number of ECIT officers in each Precinct/Shift compared with the number of calls that 

meet the ECIT dispatch criteria? 

To evaluate these three questions, we used the ECIT roster provided by PPB for the fourth quarter of 2016, 

as this would include the ECIT officers trained in December of that year. Thus, it reflects the most up-to-

date version of the number of ECIT officers as well as their dispersal throughout the three Precincts. Using 

the ECIT officer Precinct assignments, we reviewed the distribution of ECIT officers across the three 

Precincts compared to the distribution of ECIT type calls. Overall, the data indicate that the distribution 

of ECIT officers is fairly consistent with the distribution of ECIT type calls. In East Precinct, there is a slight 

underrepresentation of ECIT officers compared to percent of ECIT type calls found in that Precinct. 

Conversely, in North Precinct, there is a slight overrepresentation of ECIT officers. However, these 

differences are minimal and do not appear to represent a major challenge for PPB. 

Table 1-1 

Precinct by Percent of ECIT Officers and Percent of ECIT Type Calls 

PRECINCT PERCENT OF PATROL ECIT 
OFFICERS (2016 Q4) 

PERCENT OF ECIT TYPE CALLS 

EAST 28.4% 33.6% 

CENTRAL 37.9% 38.3% 

NORTH 33.7% 28.1% 

 

When attempting to identify what “shift” an ECIT type call fit into, we found it to be problematic as PPB 

has five shifts which are staggered and oftentimes overlap with others. In the table below (Table 1-2), we 

provide the shift and work hours for ECIT officers in the fourth quarter of 2016 by Precinct. As seen in the 

table, if an ECIT type call occurred at 4:30 PM, officers from Shifts A, B, and C could all be on duty and 

could respond to the call. Therefore, there are no clearly delineated “shifts.” 

However, some overall observations can be made given the below table. For instance, around 80% of ECIT 

officers in East and North Precinct work in Shifts C, D, and E which are generally between the hours of 

4:00 PM and 8:00 AM. In Central Precinct, 58.3% of ECIT officers work in Shifts C, D, and E, while 38.9% 

work between 7:00 AM and 5:00 PM. 

 



14 
 

Table 1-2 

Precinct/Shift Distribution of ECIT Officers 

 EAST CENTRAL NORTH 
A: 0530-1530 1 0 0 

A: 0600-1600 0 1 2 

A: 0630-1630 0 0 0 
A: 0700-1500 0 0 0 

A: 0700-1700 1 12 4 

A: 0800-1600 0 0 0 

A: 0800-1800 0 1 0 
TOTAL SHIFT A 2 14 6 

B: 1000-2000 4 0 0 

B: 1300-2300 0 1 0 
TOTAL SHIFT B 4 1 0 

C: 1400-2400 0 0 1 

C: 1500-0100 0 0 3 

C: 1600-0200 11 5 10 
C: 1600-0400 0 4 0 

TOTAL SHIFT C 11 9 14 

D: 1800-0400 0 5 3 

D: 2000-0600 0 1 0 

TOTAL SHIFT D 0 6 3 

E: 2200-0800 10 6 9 

TOTAL SHIFT E 10 6 9 
 

TOTAL SWORN ECIT 
OFFICERS 2016 Q4 

27 36 32 

 

As previously indicated, it is impossible to categorize the time of an ECIT type call event to correspond 

with PPB shifts. However, to simplify our evaluation, we looked at the distribution of ECIT type calls and 

categorized them based on blocks of time which had similar numbers of events. The table below (Table 1-

3) shows the distribution of ECIT type calls based on the hour in which they occurred. As seen in the table, 

there are a smaller number of ECIT type calls which occur between 2:00 AM and 8:59 AM. We therefore 

made this the first category of time as these hours are distinct from others in terms of the number of ECIT 

type calls. Between 9:00 AM and 9:59 PM, the number of ECIT type calls increase. We divided this stretch 

of time to correspond to what we had observed with officer shifts. As most East and North Precinct ECIT 

officers did not work between 9:00 AM and 3:59 PM, this allowed us to create a category that would 

reflect the stretch of time where a majority of ECIT officers would not be working. We then created a third 

category which went from 4:00 PM to 9:59 PM. Finally, a fourth category was created due to the 

decreasing number of ECIT calls from approximately 10:00 PM until 1:59 AM. 
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Table 1-3 

Hour of Day for ECIT Type Calls 

 HOUR OF EVENT NUMBER OF 
ECIT TYPE CALLS 

PERCENT OF ECIT 
TYPE CALLS 

0 (12:00 AM) 35 3.0% 

1 45 3.8% 
2 21 1.8% 

3 28 2.4% 

4 16 1.4% 

5 23 2.0% 
6 23 2.0% 

7 24 2.0% 

8 34 2.9% 
9 48 4.1% 

10 47 4.0% 

11 66 5.6% 

12 (12:00 PM) 60 5.1% 
13 65 5.5% 

14 69 5.9% 

15 76 6.4% 

16 59 5.0% 

17 68 5.8% 

18 59 5.0% 

19 64 5.4% 
20 67 5.7% 

21 69 5.9% 

22 54 4.6% 
23 59 5.0% 

 

Using these four time categories, we reviewed each Precinct to determine the distribution of calls. As seen 

in the table below (Table 1-4), most ECIT type calls for all Precincts occurred between 9:00 AM and 3:59 

PM. This was also true for East and North Precinct, though Central Precinct had a higher rate of ECIT type 

calls between 4:00 PM and 9:59 PM. Between 2:00 AM and 8:59 AM generally had the lowest rate of ECIT 

type calls except in East Precinct. 

Table 1-4 

ECIT Type Calls by Precinct/Time Category 

 EAST CENTRAL NORTH ALL PRECINCTS 

2:00 AM to 8:59 AM 15.9% 16.5% 9.7% 14.3% 
9:00 AM to 3:59 PM 40.9% 31.0% 39.2% 36.6% 

4:00 PM to 9:59 PM 29.5% 34.6% 33.7% 32.7% 

10:00 PM to 1:59 AM 13.6% 17.9% 17.3% 16.4% 
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6. What is the percent of calls coded as ECIT by BOEC that receive an ECIT response? 

a. Are there Precinct/Shift differences in this regard? 

When interpreting the results of our analyses for these questions, the reader should keep in mind that 

most of the ECIT interactions within the dataset occurred prior to the training of the December ECIT class. 

We would expect that with increased ECIT capacity, the response numbers would also likely increase in 

future evaluations.  

Overall, ECIT officers responded to 69.7 % of calls meeting ECIT criteria. However, the data indicate some 

variation across precincts and time category, and we therefore broke out each Precinct to assess the 

different time/location groupings. When looking at East Precinct, 73.0% of all ECIT type calls received an 

ECIT response, though there were some differences between the time categories. ECIT type calls were 

most likely to receive an ECIT response between 4:00 PM and 9:59 PM (81.2%). Conversely, ECIT type calls 

were less likely to receive an ECIT response between 9:00 AM and 3:59 PM (66.7%). This time period also 

was when the highest percentage of ECIT type calls were made within East Precinct. Recall that in East 

Precinct, the majority of ECIT officers work C, D, and E shift and therefore are not on duty between 9:00 

and 3:59 PM.  

Table 1-5 

ECIT Response by Precinct – EAST 

 Percent of ECIT Type Calls Percent Receiving ECIT Response 

2:00 AM to 8:59 AM 15.9% 73.0% 

9:00 AM to 3:59 PM 40.9% 66.7% 
4:00 PM to 9:59 PM 29.5% 81.2% 

10:00 PM to 1:59 AM 13.6% 74.1% 

TOTAL 100% 73.0% 

 

North Precinct on the other hand demonstrates fairly consistent response rates across all of the four time 

categories. For all four time categories, ECIT type calls that occur in North Precinct receive an ECIT 

response between 75% and 81% of the time, with an overall ECIT response rate of 76.9%. The consistent 

ECIT response may be due to the fact that North Precinct has more ECIT officers and fewer calls which 

meet ECIT criteria compared to East Precinct. 

Table 1-6 

ECIT Response by Precinct – NORTH 

 Percent of ECIT Type Calls Percent Receiving ECIT Response 

2:00 AM to 8:59 AM 9.7% 81.3% 
9:00 AM to 3:59 PM 39.2% 76.7% 

4:00 PM to 9:59 PM 33.7% 75.7% 

10:00 PM to 1:59 AM 17.3% 77.2% 

TOTAL 100% 76.9% 

 

Finally, Central Precinct has the lowest rate of ECIT response for ECIT type calls of all the three Precincts. 

The lower ECIT response rate is particularly seen between 2:00 AM and 8:59 AM, when less than half of 
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ECIT type calls received an ECIT response. Central Precinct has a higher proportion of calls in this 

timeframe compared to East and North Precinct (as well as an overall higher proportion of calls), though 

the substantially lower rate of ECIT response cannot be explained using the data at our disposal. Nor can 

we explain the overall lower rate of ECIT response in Central Precinct.  

Table 1-7 

ECIT Response by Precinct – CENTRAL 

 Percent of ECIT Type Calls Percent Receiving ECIT Response 

2:00 AM to 8:59 AM 16.5% 48.6% 

9:00 AM to 3:59 PM 31.0% 64.0% 

4:00 PM to 9:59 PM 34.6% 61.3% 
10:00 PM to 1:59 AM 17.9% 70.0% 

TOTAL 100% 61.6% 

 

The reader should be aware that the Precinct/Shift distribution of ECIT officers is the result of a number 

of factors unrelated to ECIT call frequency. The union contract gives officers with more seniority 

preference for bidding on shift and precinct assignments. Thus, ECIT officers cannot simply be assigned 

based on ECIT coverage needs. One large factor is that ECIT is a volunteer program and officers assigned 

to specific shifts cannot be mandated to attend ECIT training to address coverage issues. While Precinct 

and shift may be one selection criteria, PPB should not be (nor are they) giving priority to Precinct/shift 

considerations over officer character considerations. Therefore, gaining perfect parity between the 

distribution of ECIT type calls and ECIT officers would be difficult to achieve. However, these data can 

inform strategies to recruit and prioritize personnel from specific precincts and shifts to maximize ECIT 

coverage. 

We also note that ECIT officers respond to all other types of calls, including mental health component calls 

that do not meet ECIT criteria, and non-mental health related calls in which ECIT skills may be utilized (e.g. 

domestic disturbances). For 18.0% of mental health component calls that did not meet ECIT criteria, an 

ECIT officer was on-scene and acting in their ECIT capacity nonetheless. Therefore, assessing ECIT 

response to ECIT type calls should consider the potential for ECIT officers being on another mental health 

component call or other call in which their skills are needed. 

 

7. In what percent of calls that meet ECIT dispatch criteria is an ECIT officer required to travel two or 

more patrol areas to reach the call? 

We currently do not have access to data that would allow us to comprehensively examine the distance 

which ECIT officers are required to travel in order to respond to an ECIT type call. BOEC has informed us 

that it may be possible to evaluate this using neighborhood codes – however, as previously mentioned, 

BOEC does not have analyst personnel to extract, clean, and evaluate the data. We were able to perform 

a rudimentary assessment of this using the Precinct which the ECIT officer is assigned to and the Precinct 

where the interaction took place. However, this was only possible when either the “authoring officer” or 

the “clearing officer” were ECIT. This was only the case in 32.7% of ECIT call-types. In the other 67.3%, 

either an ECIT officer did not respond or the responding ECIT officer did not author the MHM or close the 

call out.  
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There were only 364 calls in which the data indicated who the responding ECIT officer was, which Precinct 

they were assigned to at the time of the call, and which Precinct the call occurred in. For all three Precincts, 

the identified officers had to go outside their assigned Precinct to respond to the call in in less than 5% of 

the encounters. PPB has indicated that officers having to travel inter-Precinct to respond to ECIT calls is a 

substantial concern within the Bureau. The MHM data may be limited in its ability to shed light on this 

issue. This is an area where PPB and BOEC will need to collaborate to determine the extent to which this 

is a significant capacity issue. 

 

8. For calls that meet the ECIT dispatch criteria, are there differences between ECIT and non-ECIT officers 

in the following outcomes: 

a. Use of Force 

b. Disposition (e.g. arrest, referral, etc.) 

c. Transport to Hospital 

d. Contact survey results (to be implemented) 

9. For calls that have a mental health component (but do not meet the ECIT dispatch criteria), are there 

differences between ECIT and non-ECIT officers in the following outcomes: 

a. Use of Force 

b. Disposition (e.g. arrest, referral, etc.) 

c. Transport to Hospital 

d. Contact survey results (to be implemented) 

To answer these questions, we looked at variation in call outcomes based on whether there was an ECIT 

response to the scene (see Tables 1-8 and 1-9). For calls that meet ECIT criteria, there are no discernable 

differences between ECIT and non-ECIT officer response in the use of force, transporting the subject to 

the hospital, or clearing the call through arrest or “assignment completed” (“assignment completed” is 

used by PPB when no arrest occurs and no other report type is completed for the call). Where differences 

between ECIT and non-ECIT officer response exist is the clearance codes “Report Written (No Arrest)” and 

“Referred/Other Agency Handled.” When an ECIT officer responds to the ECIT type call, the call is less 

likely to be referred or have another agency handle the call and is more likely to have the call end with a 

report written but no arrest.  

Table 1-8 

Outcomes by ECIT Response – ECIT Type Calls 

 No ECIT Response ECIT Response 
Use of Force 1.1% 1.7% 

 

Dispositions   
Arrest 9.6% 11.1% 

Report Written (No Arrest) 18.7% 30.7% 

Referred/Other Agency Handled 33.4% 21.1% 

Assignment Completed 34.3% 32.2% 

Other 3.9% 4.9% 

 

Subject Transported to Hospital 37.7% 40.1% 
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The above evaluation carries a caveat in that some events with an ECIT response, it is unclear the exact 

role the ECIT officer played. In some cases, the ECIT officer authored the MHM and is listed as the clearing 

officer. In these cases, we can be fairly certain that the ECIT officer played a significant role in the call. 

However, in other cases, the data indicate an ECIT officer responded, though he/she was not the clearing 

officer nor the author of the MHM. In these situations, it is unclear the role the ECIT officer played and 

therefore unclear how the ECIT response impacted decision-making. BOEC data may clarify this issue. 

To examine differences in ECIT/non-ECIT response to mental health component calls overall, we looked 

at all call-types and ran the same analyses. Here, we find differences between calls where an ECIT officer 

responds and calls where there is no ECIT response. For instance, when an ECIT officer responds to a 

mental health component call, the call is more likely to result in force being used. Also, calls which receive 

an ECIT response are more likely to have the subject transported to the hospital compared to non-ECIT 

response. These results should be interpreted carefully given that we have not controlled for factors 

related to subject resistance or acuity of mental health symptoms that my influence use of force and 

officer hold decisions. For example, by design, ECIT officers are dispatched to higher intensity calls (e.g. 

threaten suicide, weapon present, etc.) which may have a higher likelihood for use of force. Additionally, 

ECIT officers may be called to situations that may not initially meet ECIT criteria, but where the non-ECIT 

officer recognizes the potential for subject resistance or need for a police officer hold and requests an 

ECIT officer. Together these factors may significantly influence use of force and call dispositions, and 

explain the differences between CIT and ECIT handled calls. 

Similar to ECIT type calls, when an ECIT officer responds, the call is more likely to be cleared with a report 

written (no arrest) compared to non-ECIT response. However, calls that don’t receive an ECIT response 

are more likely to receive the clearance code “Assignment Completed” compared to an ECIT response. If 

not already underway, PPB may consider reviewing the implications of the different dispositions between 

the two types of response. 

Table 1-9 

Outcomes by ECIT Response – All Mental Health Calls 

 No ECIT Response ECIT Response 
Use of Force .9% 1.8% 

 

Dispositions   

Arrest 11.2% 13.3% 
Report Written (No Arrest) 17.8% 25.1% 

Referred/Other Agency Handled 9.8% 13.3% 

Assignment Completed 54.1% 41.5% 

Other 7.1% 6.8% 

 

Subject Transported to Hospital 12.3% 26.3% 

  

When PPB performs their own evaluation of the data, we would encourage them to not only look at 

primary trends, but also to drill down in the data and look at subsets of cases to identify trends within 

trends. For instance, Compton, et al (2014) found when physical force was used during a mental health 

encounter, CIT trained officers were less likely to arrest and more likely to refer or transport the 
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community member to mental health services compared to non-CIT trained officers. The MHM data 

appears to support this notion. In calls in which force was used, ECIT officers had lower rates of resolving 

the call with arrests (52.8% compared to 58.5% when an ECIT officer did not respond). Likewise, when 

force was used, ECIT officers were more likely than non ECIT officers to resolve the call by transporting 

the subject to the hospital for evaluation (59.7% compared to 32.6% when an ECIT officer did not 

respond).  

Using the MHM, we believe that PPB can perform initial evaluations of their mental health response 

system, though in many areas, the data are inadequate for determining where ECIT succeeds and where 

additional resources or training might be necessary. This is one area where we believe PPB would benefit 

from shared and merged data with BOEC and other community partners. In our response to nearly each 

of the nine questions above, we have included a caveat indicating that the data are insufficient to fully 

answer the question. With increased data sharing and collaboration between PPB and community 

partners (question 10), we believe that PPB may be able to evaluate their mental health response system 

more completely. 

We note that in other areas, collaboration is strong, as is the case with BHUAC. BHUAC contains other 

City/community partners as well, and thus is consistent with the Memphis CIT model. Such collaboration 

should be expanded to include data analysis between PPB and BOEC, though this likely cannot occur until 

BOEC secures a data analyst of their own. Again, analytic capacity should be defined as a key component 

of “capable systems.” 

 

Behavioral Health Response Team (BHRT) 

The Behavioral Health Response Team (BHRT) is a two-person team within BHU made up of one PPB 

officer and one mental health professional from Project Respond. There is a BHRT team in each Precinct 

of Portland. Community members are referred to BHRT through the BHU Electronic Referral System 

(BERS). BHRT members regularly meet to consider the referrals and identify individuals who may benefit 

most from BHRT intervention, which may include connecting the community member to community 

services or coordinating with other systems to provide services. 

PPB provided data related to BHRT which we include in our analyses below. However, PPB was unable to 

provide some data points which would help evaluate their operation of BHRT. These include whether a 

referral was accepted/declined, the reason for the decline, and a linking variable between their referral 

database and caseload database. We spoke with PPB about the data systems related to BHRT referrals 

and were informed that although the above information exists in some sense, it exists in a workaround 

data file that is text-based (i.e. cannot be analyzed without having to manually review each entry).  

PPB should view addressing this issue as an opportunity for improving BHRT service. For instance, PPB 

cannot quickly answer whether referrals from ECIT officers are more or less likely to be appropriate and 

or accepted than referrals from non-ECIT officers (which would inform potential training for when BHRT 

referrals are appropriate). PPB cannot quickly answer whether some types of BHRT declines are associated 

with future referrals for the community member (which may inform alternate actions if not BHRT). PPB 

cannot quickly look at trends in declines or whether there are any demographic differences between those 

who are accepted or declined. In short, PPB loses useful information by not having a complete dataset 
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from referral to decision-making to how the community member was served. However, we were informed 

by PPB that they had already begun addressing this issue so that accept/decline decisions may be available 

for our next Outcomes Assessment.  

The dataset we were provided is for referrals made between August 1, 2016 and January 31, 2017. There 

were 542 referrals to BHRT made during that time frame by a total of 259 officers. We were provided the 

Department of Public Safety Standards and Training (DPSST) number of the referring officer (essentially, 

the officer’s badge number) as well as whether the referring officer was ECIT. These data points allow us 

to identify individuals who make proportionately more referrals than others. We found one individual 

within the dataset that had made a total of 29 referrals to BHRT, more than 5% of all BERS referrals. 

However, we were informed that this person works within the BHU and that BHU has a system in place 

wherein a major part of that individual’s job is to review flagged cases for potential BHRT clients. This 

person’s position allows for BHRT to identify community members who may not have been referred by 

officers, thus providing a safeguard in order to keep community members from falling through the cracks. 

Since a major part of this individual’s job is to identify potential BHRT clients, we removed their referrals 

from the total dataset in order to better compare all other officers. This left a total of 513 referrals by a 

total of 258 individual officers. The referrals were largely from Central Precinct (43.5%), while East Precinct 

had 31.1% of referrals and North Precinct with the remaining 25.4%. 

As with other areas of PPB operation, activity in BERS referrals is not equally distributed throughout all 

officers. One officer had a total of 12 referrals during the six-month timeframe, while three officers had 

9, 8, and 7 referrals (respectively). A total of 19 officers had 5 or more referrals each, constituting 22.6% 

of all BERS referrals not made by the BHU individual. However, due to the systematic issues described 

above, we do not know how many of these referrals were accepted by BHRT.  

There are some differences between ECIT and non-ECIT officers in the BERS data, with ECIT officers making 

a total of 117 referrals (22.8%) and non-ECIT officers making a total of 396 referrals (77.2%). These 

numbers indicate that ECIT officers make more referrals proportionately, as they make up about 13.3% of 

all sworn officers. This is to be expected as they are more likely to interact with persons with mental 

illness. Again though, we cannot evaluate whether ECIT officers make more referrals that accepted by 

BHRT.  

We also looked at some overall trends in the individuals who were accepted into the BHRT caseload to 

compare with past evaluations we have done. On the whole, the current BHRT caseload data are fairly 

similar to the 3 ½ year review that we did in our previous Outcome Assessment. However, there are some 

noteworthy changes in the percent of referrals related to Escalating Behavior, Risk to Self, and Risk to 

Others compared with our previous analysis. For instance, Escalating Behavior has continued to climb as 

the top reason for being assigned to BHRT (41.3%) whereas in 2015 Q4, it constituted less than 25% of the 

data. Risk to Others constituted 45% of BHRT clients in 2015 Q3 and about 40% in 2016 Q1. However, Risk 

to Others was only 20.9% of the Reason Assigned in the dataset. Similarly, Risk to Self was more than 20% 

of the Reason Assigned in 2015 Q4, though has declined since then to 4.4% in this dataset. We do not 

know whether these trends represent a shift in the type of individuals that BHRT is attempting to serve, 

an exaggerated seasonal pattern (which we have seen in the past 3 ½ years to some extent), or a change 

in coding practices (or some combination of those). 
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Table 1-10 

BHRT Reason Assigned, Reason Inactive, and Demographics 

Reason Assigned  
Escalating Behavior 41.3% 

Frequent Contacts 30.2% 

Risk to Others 20.9% 
Risk to Self 4.4% 

Other 3.1% 

 

Reason Inactive  
Coordinated Services 27.1% 

Concern Mitigated 24.4% 

Unable to Locate 13.8% 
Jail/Criminal Justice System 11.1% 

Systems Coordination 8.4% 

Refused Assistance 6.2% 

Civil Commitment 2.2% 
Other 4.9% 

 

Gender  

Male 68.9% 

Female 31.1% 

 

Race  
White 79.1% 

Black 14.2% 

Hispanic 2.7% 
Asian 3.6% 

Unknown .4% 

 

Age  

Under 30 24.4% 

30-50 46.2% 

Over 50 29.3% 

 

We have discussed with PPB the importance of long-term outcome goals related to BHRT. One of those 

long-term outcome goals is reducing the number of people who become repeat clients of BHRT. The 

current dataset does include information on whether the individual had previously been a BHRT client. 

We found that 50 individuals (22.2%) had previously been served by BHRT. The Reason Assigned for these 

individuals is proportional to the overall case file and so there do not appear to be any trends in this 

respect. For instance, 41.3% of all BHRT clients had reason assigned codes of Escalating Behavior. Similarly, 

46% of individuals who had previously been on the BHRT caseload had reason assigned code Escalating 

Behavior. This consistency is found within all five Reason Assigned categories. Demographic categories 



23 
 

are also fairly consistent with the larger dataset, though males represent a slightly higher percent (76%) 

of the repeat clients than in the overall BHRT population (68%). 

Here again, impediments to linking datasets creates some issues for better understanding the operation 

of BHRT. We cannot analyze the data of when the individual was first referred to identify trends for those 

with multiple referrals or trends related to particular outcomes. We also continue to encourage PPB to 

look at further long-term outcomes, including contact with the criminal justice system and evaluation of 

individuals who are referred but not accepted.  

In summary, the cases found within the current dataset are generally in-line with previous data, though 

there are some trends that PPB may want to further review. Of greater concern is that BHRT data systems 

currently do not allow for in-depth review that would ultimately inform future operation of the unit. The 

data systems cannot easily link with each other, forcing substantial effort to perform in-depth review. 

When planning to enhance the data systems, we believe PPB would benefit from identifying each step of 

the BHRT process (referral, acceptance/decline, short-term outcomes, long-term outcomes), identify the 

potential data points associated with each, and create a single database that includes all relevant points 

(as well as linking variables that might be merged with other PPB data systems). 

 

Service Coordination Team (SCT) 

In the past, we have commented on the approximate 20% completion rate for SCT clients and indicated 

that we believe this to be an acceptable rate. We have received questions from community members as 

to how only one in five SCT clients completing the program would be considered a “success.” It is 

important to note that the 80% that did not complete the program includes clients who exited the 

program early for other housing or service opportunities. Thus, the 80% non-completion rate should not 

be equated with an 80% failure rate.  

Additionally, it is important to consider the population that SCT serves experiences particularly complex 

and challenging service barriers. Specifically, SCT clients most often experience (1) houselessness, (2) drug 

and/or alcohol dependence, and (3) repeat criminal behavior. SCT is willing to work with individuals with 

significant criminal histories and complex needs that most programs exclude. This is a group that is 

particularly difficult to engage and retain in services. 

As a contextual comparison, we reviewed a 2013 Portland State University Capstone Class evaluation of 

“three specialized offender supervision programs administered by Multnomah County Department of 

Community Justice.” The three programs included a Mentally Ill Offender (MIO) unit (target population 

are offenders with persistent Axis I diagnosis – schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, major depressive 

disorder), a Domestic Violence (DV) unit, and the Service Coordination Team. To compare participants 

within the three programs, the study employed Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (LSCMI) 

scores, which is a measure of offender risk and service needs. Across the three programs, SCT clients had 

the highest average LSCMI score (33.3) compared to the DV unit (25.0) and the MIO unit (25.6). Scores of 

32 and above on the LSCMI put clients in the highest risk category, indicating a very high risk of recidivism. 

Thus, the offenders which SCT works with are at a higher risk for offending and have higher service needs 

compared with the other two programs. 
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Given the context of the client characteristics, we also look at the context of program length as an 

influential factor in successful completion. A separate 2016 Portland State University Capstone Class 

evaluation studied 82 SCT participants in 2014 and found that participants who completed the SCT 

program spent an average of 307.36 days in the program. Additionally, participants had an average of “3.5 

prior treatment episodes,” indicating that participants often had tried and failed to complete prior 

treatments. Given the substance dependency and prior criminality of SCT participants (see below), an 

average program length of nearly a year may create barriers to completion for some participants. 

The Capstone Class evaluation also found tangible impacts on future contacts with law enforcement for 

participants who complete the program as well as those who do not. The entire sample of SCT participants 

averaged 3.77 arrests per year and annually spent an average of 77.7 days in custody. Across the entire 

sample with prior law enforcement contacts, participants showed a 35.36% reduction in law enforcement 

contacts. There are differences between the two groups as well. Participants were measured on a “Crime 

Reduction Quotient” (CRQ) which measures reduction in criminal contacts with the police on a per-

participant basis. For those who complete the SCT program, the mean CRQ was .81, indicating an 81% 

reduction in contacts after entering the program. However, even those who did not complete the program 

had an average CRQ of .30, indicating a 30% reduction in police contacts after entering the program. The 

overall sample of study had an average CRQ of .44.  

Taken together, we can make a number of assumptions about SCT clients that should be kept in mind 

when considering the 20% completion rate. First, the type of clients which SCT serves is vastly different 

than other persistent offender programs in Multnomah County – they have high criminality, high 

substance abuse, high rates of houselessness, and comparatively higher risk and service needs. Second, 

the 20% completion rate does not truly reflect those who left SCT early for housing or other service 

opportunities. Third, SCT success should be viewed in the context of the overall outcomes in crime 

reduction (for both those who complete the program and those who do not complete the program). For 

all SCT clients, there was an average per-person reduction in police contacts of 44. %.  

We discussed with SCT representatives some of the steps they have already taken to improve the overall 

completion rate. Some of these included having more structure at the low-barrier housing, increasing the 

number of peer mentors in the program, increasing service delivery (resources for life-skill, relapse 

prevention, and criminal thinking), and performing more outreach using peer mentors. We also asked SCT 

representatives what steps may assist in the future for enhancing the completion rate. One of the biggest 

ways that completion rates could be increased would be to have direct access to residential treatment for 

substance abuse. Currently, if a person needs residential treatment, they may have to wait two weeks, 

creating a potential for the client to just leave the SCT program. Other barriers include things completely 

out of the control of SCT, including immigration, employment, and legal barriers. In all, while we 

encourage SCT to continue looking for ways to increase completion rates, we also encourage the 

community to understand the client characteristics as well as the social/structural barriers in order to 

keep the completion rate in context, as well consider other important outcomes (e.g. reductions in police 

contacts) when assessing overall program success. 
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COMPETENT ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVERSIGHT SYSTEMS 

 

Current Status of Complaint Investigations and Civilian Oversight 

Before launching into an analysis of quantitative outcome measures, we provide a qualitative assessment 

of progress made to reform the City’s complaint investigations and civilian oversight process. 

Par. 121 calls for changes to the investigative timeframe: “PPB and the City shall complete all 

administrative investigations of officer misconduct within one-hundred eighty (180) days of receipt of a 

complaint of misconduct, or discovery of misconduct by other means. For the purposes of this provision, 

completion of administrative investigations includes all steps from intake of allegations through approval 

of recommended findings by the Chief, including appeals, if any, to CRC [Citizen Review Committee]. 

Appeals to CRC shall be resolved within 21 days.” Par. 123 is related: “If PPB is unable to meet these 

timeframe targets, it shall undertake and provide to DOJ a written review of the IA process, to identify the 

source of the delays and implement an action plan for reducing them.” 

Since the Settlement Agreement was entered, IPR and IAD have implemented several changes in an effort 

to meet the 180-day benchmark, including updating tracking mechanisms, reducing redundant interviews, 

changing the IPR intake process to better identify and prioritize cases, and increasing the number of 

investigators assigned to IPR and IA 

According to IPR, across the board about 80 percent of cases meet the 180-day mark. However, significant 

challenges to meeting the 180-day mark for all cases remain; cases with findings took a median of 188 

days in 2016 (a figure that does not include all 2016, as about 25% are not yet resolved). 

IAD reports that significant time is spent drafting, approving, and reviewing findings. These are steps in 

the process that could be further streamlined—potentially making some steps concurrent rather than 

consecutive—though the time savings would be minor (potentially a week or two). The investigation—

slated for 60 days—and appeals process, if applicable, have a more significant impact on the overall 

timeline, as noted in the data below.  

Though both IPR and IAD have added additional investigators to their staffs (bringing IPR to 7 and IA to 9), 

the number and complexity of investigations impact the investigation timelines. IPR cites cases involving 

demonstrations and protests, as well as use of force cases, as more complex investigations that may 

exceed the investigative timeline. For IAD, the timeline of officer-involved shooting investigations often 

require that investigators hold or reassign current investigations to focus on the OIS. Both agencies report 

that additional investigative resources may be required to consistently meet the 60-day investigative 

timeline. 

Though relatively few cases are appealed, the median time for the appeal stage of the complaint process 

is 100 days. While this is a major improvement from previous years, it still far exceeds the 21 days called 

for in the Settlement Agreement. The City has made several attempts in the last year to change the 

complaint investigation process, with a specific focus on the appeals stage of the timeline. 

In 2016, the City convened an Accountability Focus Group that made a slate of recommendations, 

including streamlining the process of complaint, allowing for supervisory investigations of lower-level 
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complaints, limiting the criteria by which a complaint may be dismissed (leading to the investigation of 

nearly all complaints), and combining the PRB/CRC. The proposal did not go to City Council. In September 

2016, the City Auditor and IPR Director brought separate recommendations to City Council, including steps 

to reduce the number of days taken to perform an administrative investigation, a proposal to maintain 

the separation of the Citizen Review Committee (CRC) and Police Review Board (PRB) meetings (thus 

keeping CRC open to the public), allowing for the investigating agency to prepare findings, limiting the 

authority of the Independent Police Review (IPR) to dismiss cases, and expanding the potential for 

“meaningful independent investigation by IPR, when IPR determines such independent investigation is 

necessary.”  

In response to community feedback, the City convened a Stakeholder Workgroup that met twice to 

evaluate the Citizen Review Committee Appeals process, specifically public testimony at appeals hearings, 

the size of the appeals panel, and the size of the CRC. The Workgroup concluded that the CRC should 

increase its membership to 15, while keeping the requirement for an appeals quorum to five members, 

making it easier to achieve this quorum and hear appeals. The Workgroup also recommended keeping 

public comment during appeals hearings, but disagreed on when comment should be allowed. Finally, the 

Workgroup concluded that additional public stakeholder review of these proposals was needed before 

the City considered any changes other than increasing the size of the CRC. 

More recently, IPR proposed moving public comment during CRC appeals hearings until after a finding 

had been rendered. Such a proposal went against the recommendation of community stakeholders 

documented in a December 2016 report. Ultimately, the City Council rejected this proposal following 

public testimony. As part of the same proposal, City Council did adopt an ordinance on April 19 that 

creates a “supervisory investigation” process to divert complaints of “poor quality of service or [if the 

officer] committed a rule violation that if sustained would not result in corrective action greater than 

command counseling.” Such complaints would be diverted to the officer’s supervisor to review. 

In addition to these City-led processes to discuss changes, the Community Oversight Advisory Board’s 

Accountability Subcommittee examined the complaint investigation process and drafted a memo with 

recommendations for changes, including removing IAD from any complaints involving a member of the 

public (as opposed to internal bureau complaints). COAB approved these recommendations 5-0 at their 

October 27, 2016 meeting, and the recommendations were sent to the City and DOJ on November 11.  

Currently, there is no workgroup or committee charged with further reviewing the complaint investigation 

process in order to meet the terms of par. 121. Incremental staff and stakeholder-proposed changes to 

the process have largely been accomplished. However, remaining options to significantly streamline the 

process are more drastic and require decisions at the City leadership level, even though it may be difficult 

to find support from all stakeholders. For example, council might further consider changes to the appeal 

process and composition of the appeal body, to increase investigatory resources, or to further delineate 

or consolidate IAD and IPR’s roles. Finally, rather than working to compress the appeal timeline, the City 

could push to have Par. 121 amended to exclude cases that are appealed, in an effort to not rush the 

volunteer-involved stage of the complaint investigation process (which could negatively impact the 

process’ credibility with the public).  

The Mayor’s Office intends to propose a council work-session to provide an opportunity for IAD and IPR 

representatives to walk through the complaint investigation process, and give council members an 

opportunity to ask questions and brainstorm solutions; this session has not yet been scheduled. The 
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Mayor’s Office also notes that additional public engagement is required before more significant changes 

are made to the complaint investigation process.  

Given the complexity of issues surrounding complaint investigation and civilian oversight, we have 

identified a number of cities that support different oversight models (see Appendix A), which may provide 

some guidance to the City as it considers further changes to the current model. 

 

Trends in Complaint Investigations 

For our quantitative outcomes assessment, we analyzed data from the Administrative Investigations 

Management (AIM) database for the past five years to look at long-term trends in compliant investigations 

for the City of Portland. Each of these analyses have been performed to allow PPB and the City to observe 

trends in order to inform future PPB/City operations. The data we received were both Bureau-Initiated 

and Community-Initiated investigations of complaints spanning the years 2012 to 2016. Within the 

dataset, there were a total of 2237 complaint events. An event may have more than one officer and more 

than one allegation per each officer. There were a total 812 unique officers identified and a total of 4960 

allegations associated with the officers (some allegations did not have corresponding officer ID numbers). 

For our analysis, we reviewed the following topics: 

• The number of complaints filed 

• The number of officers with complaints filed against them 

• Complaint types 

• Location of complaints 

• Trends in location 

• Trends in declined cases 

• Trends in investigated complaint outcomes 

• The length of total time for each case 

• The length of time for each substantive step in the investigative process 

 

Number of Complaints Filed/Number of Officers with Complaints Filed Against Them 

For most quarters within the last five years, the number of complaints filed (blue line in Figure 1-1) have 

remained between 85 per quarter and 130 per quarter. The number of complaints filed appear to follow 

a seasonal trend, which correlates with overall levels of police activity during those seasons. In general, 

the number of complaints filed peaks during the second and third quarter of each year (early spring to 

late summer months) and are lower during the first and fourth quarter of each year (early fall to late 

winter months). The number of officers with complaints in each quarter follows a similar trend to the 

overall number of complaints. 
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Figure 2-1 – Number of Complaints Filed (Overall and by Officer) 

 

To further explore the data, we performed a quarter by quarter comparison of the last three years. When 

looking at the number of complaints filed between 2014 and 2015 by quarter, three of the quarters in 

2015 shows a decrease compared to 2014. The data indicate an overall reduction of 16 complaints 

between the two years, which equates to an approximate decline of 3.7% overall between 2014 and 2015. 

This is consistent with the approximate 2.7% decline in the number of PPB officers between 2014 and 

2015. 

Table 2-1 

Complaints by Quarter (2014-2015) 

 2014 2015 Change 
Q1 104 87 -17 

Q2 112 126 +14 

Q3 119 118 -1 

Q4 97 85 -12 

TOTAL 432 416 -16 (-3.7%) 

 

However, the number of complaints between 2015 and 2016 show an increase for each quarter. The data 

indicate an overall increase of 63 complaints between the two years, which equates to an approximate 

15.1% increase between 2015 and 2016. This increase was found despite the total number of officers 

again declining by approximately 3% between the two years. The increase in complaints may be due to 

the greater number of protests in 2016, particularly in the fourth quarter. 
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Table 2-2 

Complaints by Quarter (2015-2016) 

 2015 2016 Change 
Q1 87 110 +23 

Q2 126 132 +6 

Q3 118 129 +11 
Q4 85 108 +23 

TOTAL 416 479 +63 (+15.1%) 

  

We also reviewed the number of allegations associated with each complaint and charted them in Table 2-

3 below. The data indicate that the number of allegations per complaint has increased each year since 

2014 (when there were 2.11 allegations per complaint) and has experienced a five-year high in 2016 (2.35 

allegations per complaint). This may be due to more improved IPR/IA intake processes rather than poorer 

officer performance. While we cannot say for certain, we believe it is likely a contributing factor given 

IPR’s improvement in other areas (e.g. lower dismissal rate discussed below). 

Table 2-3 

Allegations per Complaint by Year  

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Complaints 455 455 432 416 479 

Allegations 984 1035 911 905 1125 

Allegations per Complaint 2.16 2.27 2.11 2.18 2.35 

 

When looking at individual officers, the data indicate that approximately 37% to 39% of PPB’s sworn 

members receive at least one complaint within any given year. For example, in 2015, there were 346 

individual officers who received at least one complaint. Using Portland’s Government Accountability, 

Transparency, and Results (GATR) report of PPB staffing levels (July, 2016), we estimate that PPB’s total 

sworn population for 2015 was approximately 907. Thus, for 2015 there were 346 individual officers who 

received at least one complaint out of a total of 907 sworn members (38.1%). However, for 2016, the data 

indicate 44% of sworn members received at least one complaint. This is a noticeable increase in the 

percentage of sworn officers with complaints relative to previous years. 

Table 2-4 

Percent of Officers with a Complaint by Year 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Individual Sworn Members with Complaint 362 369 354 346 392 
Total PPB Sworn Members* 963 937 932 907 880 

Percent of Sworn Members with Complaint 37.6% 39.4% 38.0% 38.1% 44.5% 
*Based on July, 2016 GATR presentation to Mayor and Chief of Police 

Although these numbers appear high, the unique characteristics of Portland make it difficult to compare 

officers with complaints across other police agencies. There are many factors that might explain the 

number of officers with complaints, which cannot be assessed using the dataset we have. For instance, it 
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is relatively easy to file a complaint with IPR/PPB compared with other agencies we have studied. IPR/PPB 

have an online complaint submission process and PPB policy directs supervisors to take complaints on the 

street if desired by the community member. Furthermore, the range of complaints received by IPR/PPB 

may be more expansive than in other agencies. Finally, we have no information on the person filing the 

complaint. Given the number of activists in Portland and the number of protests, it is possible that many 

of these complaints are coming from the same group of people who have filed multiple complaints over 

time. The current dataset does not allow us to answer these questions.  

It is also imperative for the reader understand the number of officers who receive complaints in the 

context of complaint type. For instance, over the five-year span, there was an average of 49.2 complaints 

with at least one allegation of force per year. Using the average number of officers across the five-year 

span (923.8), this equates to an average annual rate of 5.32 force complaints per every 100 sworn 

members. This rate is consistent with studies of force rates in other agencies (see Hickman, 2006). Given 

the centrality of Use of Force in the Settlement Agreement, the force complaint rate is encouraging. 

More often, allegation types are related to Procedure, Conduct, and Courtesy, while allegations of force 

make up a smaller proportion of complaint allegations. Allegations of Disparate Treatment and Control 

consistently make up the smallest percent of allegations. Still, there are some allegation type trends that 

PPB may decide to take a closer look at, if they have not already done so. First, allegations of Force have 

seen a proportional increase in the past two years. This may be partly due to shifting coding practices. For 

instance, what previously would have been identified as an allegation of Control is now more often coded 

as allegations of Force. When combining these two allegation types, there still remains a slight increase 

in the past two years (8.3% in 2014 and 11.8% in 2016). The Conduct allegations category has also seen a 

proportional increase in each of the past two years. However, Courtesy allegations have seen a 

proportional decrease in each of the past two years, which may be due to enhanced communication 

training we have seen in In-Services. 

Table 2-5 

Allegation Type by Year 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 TOTAL 
Procedure 32.8% 37.8% 38.6% 42.4% 34.7% 37.1% 

Conduct 30.7% 28.2% 25.6% 26.5% 33.5% 29.1% 

Courtesy 18.8% 20.0% 24.3% 19.6% 17.8% 20.0% 

Force 10.4% 7.1% 6.5% 7.7% 11.1% 8.7% 
Disparate Treatment 3.7% 4.3% 3.1% 2.7% 2.2% 3.2% 

Control 3.7% 2.5% 1.8% 1.1 % .7% 2.0% 

 

Location of Complaints 

As part of the dataset, we were provided a “mapcode” associated with the complaint. The mapcodes are 

hexagonal areas within Portland and are used by IPR to create the complaint maps found on the IPR 

website (https://www.portlandoregon.gov/ipr/39594). With the assistance of PPB, we categorized the 

mapcodes into neighborhood locations in order to identify areas of the City most associated with 

complaints. However, this process is problematic in that a mapcode may actually span across more than 

one PPB neighborhood (up to 4 neighborhoods). However, for mapcodes that span more than one 

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/ipr/39594
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neighborhood, PPB provided the “Centroid Neighborhood” which is the neighborhood that is associated 

with the center of the hexagon. Although not a perfect solution, the Centroid Neighborhood is sufficient 

to gain a broad picture of where complaints are most often occurring. 

We were provided a total of 752 mapcodes related to the complaint data between 2013 and 2016 

(mapcodes were not available for the 2012 data). Mapcodes were available for 1,471 complaint events. 

However, many mapcodes were only related to one or two complaint events, which indicated the area 

rarely had a complaint over a four-year period. In order to simplify our evaluation, we only included 

mapcodes which were associated with 3 or more events over the course of the four years. This resulted 

in 125 mapcodes which were responsible for approximately 50% of all complaint events. We then 

collapsed the mapcodes into their associated Centroid Neighborhood. This resulted in a total of 41 

neighborhoods in Portland being evaluated. 

The neighborhood most associated with complaints was Downtown, which had 193 complaints over the 

4 years and represented 13.1% of all complaints with mapcodes. Downtown had more than three times 

the number of complaints as the next most represented neighborhood, Old Town/Chinatown (4.1% of 

complaints with mapcodes). Other neighborhoods with relatively higher number of complaints include 

Hazelwood, Pearl, Powellhurst-Gilbert, Lloyd, Madison South, Mill Park, King, Northwest, Buckman West, 

Montavilla, and Eliot (see Table 2-6). All other neighborhoods had less than 15 complaint events, 

representing less than 1% of all complaints. Thus, these 13 neighborhoods were associated with 38.8% of 

all complaint events. We use these neighborhoods for our expanded analyses below. 

We looked at these 13 neighborhoods to see whether their proportion of complaint events have shifted 

one way or the other over time. Over the past four years, these 13 neighborhoods have remained 

relatively consistent in their proportion of complaint events. One neighborhood (Montavilla) has 

demonstrated a decrease in complaints over the past four years, going from 2.2% of all complaints (a total 

of 9 complaints) to .3% in 2015 (a total of 1 complaint) and .7% in 2016 (a total of 2 complaints). However, 

all others either are consistent across all four years or demonstrate fluctuation by year (for example, 

Powellhurst-Gilbert). 

Table 2-6 

Distribution of Complaints by Year (Select Neighborhoods) 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 TOTAL 
Downtown 12.4% 14.6% 10.8% 15.1% 13.1% 

Old Town/Chinatown 4.5% 3.9% 3.9% 3.9% 4.1% 

Hazelwood 3.0% 3.7% 4.5% 3.3% 3.6% 

Pearl 3.7% 2.9% 2.1% 3.3% 3.0% 

Powellhurst-Gilbert 3.0% 1.8% 3.2% 1.3% 2.4% 

Lloyd 2.0% 3.4% 1.8% 1.6% 2.2% 

Madison South 2.0% 1.3% 1.6% 1.3% 1.6% 
Mill Park .7% 2.6% 1.3% 1.3% 1.5% 

King 1.2% 2.1% .8% 1.6% 1.4% 

Northwest 1.5% 1.0% 1.8% 1.0% 1.4% 

Buckman West 2.5% 1.0% .5% 1.0% 1.3% 

Montavilla 2.2% 1.3% .3% .7% 1.2% 

Eliot .7% 1.6% 1.1% .7% 1.0% 



32 
 

We also looked to see whether there was any correlation between the neighborhoods’ proportion of 

complaints and the neighborhoods’ proportion of crime. Using PPB’s newly launched open data for crime 

reports webpage (https://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/71978), we downloaded crime report1 data 

for the year 2016 (data prior to May 2015 was not available and therefore only 2016 was completely 

available). In Table 2-7, we compare each neighborhood’s proportion of 2016 complaints to the 

proportion of 2016 crime reports. We also created a ratio of complaint events to crime reports in order 

to better interpret the data. For the ratio, numbers that are above 1 indicate a higher rate of complaints 

to crime reports. Numbers that are below 1 indicate a lower rate of complaints to crime reports. 

Of the 13 neighborhoods, Downtown has the highest ratio, meaning that there are more complaint events 

proportionate to crime reports. However, this is not surprising as Downtown (particularly City Hall) has a 

large number of protests which occur there. As there are likely many complaints which stem from such 

protests, it is not surprising that there in non-proportionality in that neighborhood. Other neighborhoods 

of note include Montavilla, Northwest, and Powellhurst-Gilbert. In these three neighborhoods, there is a 

low complaint to crime ratio (below .4 for all three). Hazelwood should also be noted due to the large 

proportion of crime reports in that neighborhood. The crime report data indicated a total of 96 separate 

neighborhoods in Portland. Thus, each individual neighborhood represents 1.04% of all neighborhoods. 

Hazelwood is responsible for 6.9% of all crime reports, though is only responsible for 3.3% of complaint 

events. PPB should attempt to determine reasons for the low complaint to crime ratio and attempt to 

duplicate this elsewhere.  

Table 2-7 

Ratio of Complaint Events to Crime Reports by Neighborhood 

 Proportion of 
Complaint Events 

Proportion of Crime 
Reports 

Ratio 

Downtown 15.1% 7.0% 2.16 

Old Town/Chinatown 3.9% 2.9% 1.34 

Hazelwood 3.3% 6.9% .48 
Pearl 3.3% 2.1% 1.57 

Powellhurst-Gilbert 1.3% 3.6% .36 

Lloyd 1.6% 2.5% .64 

Madison South 1.3% 1.0% 1.30 
Mill Park 1.3% 1.4% .93 

King 1.6% .9% 1.78 

Northwest 1.0% 3.2% .31 
Buckman West 1.0% 2.3% .43 

Montavilla .7% 2.6% .27 

Eliot .7% 1.5% .47 

 

 

                                                           
1 For this analysis, we use crime report data as a proxy for overall police activity. The reader should be aware that 
other types of police interaction are also associated with complaints, including traffic stops and protest events. 
However, these types of data were not available for our analysis. 

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/71978
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Rate of Declined, Sustained, Not Sustained, Exonerated, and Other Findings 

Portland’s system of accountability has seen changes in operation over the past five years, including IPR 

having more investigators and improved investigative capacity. One way this has manifested itself is a 

decreased percent of cases that are declined by IPR. For this evaluation, we reviewed allegations which 

were declined by IPR and IA over the 5-year span included in the data. We divided the reason for 

declination into two categories for each entity: “Decline” and “Decline – Exigent Circumstances.” In some 

instances, declinations of allegations were due to circumstances which would automatically prohibit a full 

investigation. These were circumstances such as the complainant being unavailable or withdrawing the 

allegation, the investigating agency lacking jurisdiction, the investigating agency being unable to identify 

the officer, or the officer no longer working for PPB. In these instances, the declination was not so much 

attributable to a refusal to investigate as much as an inability to investigate.2 Thus, we separated these 

instances out to better understand when allegations are declined. 

Between 2012 and 2016, there is a significant reduction in the percent of allegations which IPR has 

declined to investigate that is not due to exigent circumstances (see Table 2-8). In 2012, IPR declined 

approximately 52.6% of allegations due to a host of reasons (e.g. no misconduct, cannot prove 

misconduct, filing delay, complainant not reliable, among others). However, IPR steadily has decreased 

the number of allegations that are declined for non-exigent circumstances to approximately 28.1% in 

2016. This means that if IPR is capable of performing an investigation (i.e. an identified officer, 

complainant, and complaint), they are more likely to do so compared with past years. 

In the same timeframe, the percent of allegations declined by IPR for exigent circumstances has not 

substantially changed (between 10% and 20% for all 5 years), nor has the percent of allegations declined 

by IA for any reason (between 5.5% and 8.4% decline throughout the five years). The total number of 

allegations declined by either entity for any reason has seen marked reduction over the past 5 years (see 

Total category in table below).  

Table 2-8 

Proportion of Declined Allegations by Year 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

IPR Decline 52.6% 47.8% 43.8% 34.1% 28.1% 

IPR Decline – EC 17.1% 15.7% 16.1% 17.0% 12.9% 

IA Decline 4.9% 6.8% 7.1% 3.8% 6.5% 

IA Decline – EC 1.0% 1.3% 1.3% 1.7% .9% 
TOTAL 75.6% 71.6% 68.3% 56.6% 48.4% 

 

We also sought to identify trends in the types of allegations which are dismissed by IPR and IA (Table 2-9 

below). Here we combine the IPR and IA declinations from Table 2-8 to see what types of allegations are 

most commonly declined. There are six categories of allegations found within the dataset (Conduct, 

Control, Courtesy, Disparate Treatment, Force, and Procedure). In Table 2-9, we create a ratio defined as 

the proportion of declinations for each allegation type divided by the allegation type’s proportion of all 

                                                           
2 However, we caution that reasons such as an inability to reach the complainant is dependent on the level of 
effort that is expended, and we do not have measures of such effort.  
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allegations. When looking at the ratio, perfect proportionality would be 1, while numbers greater than 1 

would indicate more declinations proportionate to the allegation type’s percentage in the data. Numbers 

less than 1 would indicate fewer declinations.  

For each of the allegation types, the ratios indicate that declinations tend to be made proportionately 

with the allegation type’s percentage in the dataset. For instance, allegations of Courtesy are 

approximately 20% of all allegations over the five-year span of data. Similarly, approximately 20% of all 

declines are related to complaints of Courtesy. The data show that no single type of allegation is declined 

at a significantly higher rate than others. One area of note are allegations of Force within the past two 

years (2015 and 2016). Due to recently revised IPR and IA procedures, force cases are prohibited from 

being declined unless there is clear and convincing evidence that the allegation is false. Thus, the 

declination ratios for Force allegations in 2015 and 2016 are .18 and .09, respectively. Although Force 

allegations are a small percentage of all allegation types over the five years (approximately 8.7%), the 

extremely low ratio indicates a dramatic trend of reductions in declinations of force complaints. 

Table 2-9 

Ratio of Proportion of Allegations to Proportion of Declines by Year 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Conduct 0.89 0.98 0.94 1.16 1.11 

Control* 1.30 1.32 1.39 0.55 0.86 

Courtesy 0.93 1.03 0.99 1.02 0.92 

Disparate Treatment* 1.03 1.35 1.45 1.19 0.86 

Force 1.06 0.94 0.92 0.18 0.09 
Procedure 1.09 0.96 1.01 1.04 1.24 

*These categories represent a small percent of all allegations (2%--3% each). This may lead to more fluctuating ratios due to the 

relatively small numbers per year.  

When a complaint allegation is not declined, Service Improvement Opportunities have normally been the 

primary disposition. However, with the advent of Not Sustained in 2014 (and more often used in 2015), 

these two dispositions now share approximately 55% of all dispositions. The proportion of allegations that 

are Sustained has decreased, though this should be interpreted in the context of declines. When the IPR 

dismissal rate was higher (i.e. 2012 – 2014), they were more likely rejecting cases that had a lower chance 

of being sustained. Although IPR attempts to engage the community member and officer in mediation as 

the first option, mediation accounts for only about 4%-5% of allegations. 

Table 2-10 
Outcome of Allegation When Not Declined 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016** 

SIO 37.2% 44.9% 38.5% 23.7% 31.8% 

Sustained 25.1% 22.4% 21.2% 16.0% 8.4% 
Exonerated 19.2% 17.6% 18.1% 14.5% 5.1% 

Mediation 4.2% 3.4% 4.2% 5.1% 3.6% 

Not Sustained* 0% 0% 8.0% 29.0% 20.8% 

Unfounded* 0% 0% 4.1% 9.4% 4.7% 

Unproven* 12.5% 9.8% 4.9% 0% 0% 
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*Around 2014, IPR and PPB altered their categories of dispositions to remove Unproven and adding Not Sustained and 
Unfounded. 
**The 2016 distribution is impacted by approximately 25% still being under investigation at the time we received the data. Results 
should be interpreted with caution. 

 

Number of Days to Complete Whole Complaint Process/Each Substantive Step 

The Settlement Agreement specifies that administrative complaints of misconduct shall be completed 

within 180 days. When looking at the percent of cases which extend beyond 180-days, the data indicate 

that IPR and IA have improved in the past five years, though there is still work to be done. We include 

three overall disposition categories for the analysis: Declined (either by IA or IPR), Mediation/SIO, and 

Finding (Exonerate, Not Sustained, Sustained, Unfounded/Unproven), as these three categories create 

distinct tiers which can be compared against each other. For the purposes of this analysis, if any allegation 

in a complaint received a finding, we consider the entire case as receiving a finding. For instance, if a 

complaint had two allegations and Allegation 1 was declined but Allegation 2 received a finding, we would 

use Allegation 2 as the representative for the entire case. Thus, while a single allegation may be disposed 

of quicker, we examine how long the case as a whole remained open.  

Table 2-11 shows the percent of complaints that are completed within 180 days for each level of 

disposition. When cases are declined or referred for a SIO or mediation, they are very likely to be 

completed within the 180-day timeline. Where the accountability system has made substantial 

improvement in the 180-day timeline is cases that result in a finding. Between 2012 and 2014, only about 

10% were completed within this timeline. In 2015, this number was increased to 38.1%. In 2016, the 

number was again increased to 44.9%. 

Table 2-11 

Percent of Complaints Resolved Within 180-Days by Outcome  

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Decline 97.9% 99.4% 98.3% 100% 99.6% 

SIO/Mediation 95.5% 95.9% 95.0% 94.4% 98.9% 

Finding 9.4% 10.2% 11.7% 38.1% 44.9% 

 

Since so many of the cases that are declined or lead to Service Improvement Opportunity/Mediation have 

near perfect compliance with IPR and IA’s 180-day timeline goal, it is also informative to look at the 

median number of days for the three categories. The median statistic is more appropriate for these data 

since some investigations take an extraordinary number of days (more than a year) which skew the 

number of days for the total dataset to such an extreme that they become unreliable. Thus, median is a 

better statistic when dealing with datasets that have extreme values as it identifies the middle point of 

the dataset (i.e., approximately half of all cases fall above the median and half fall below). 

The median number of days to complete an administrative investigation has decreased for all three tiers 

in the last five years (Table 2-12), though most notably for SIO/Mediation (33.7% decline since 2012) and 

complaints which receive a finding (38.6% decline since 2012). This is a substantial improvement in the 

last five years. 
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Table 2-12 

Median Number of Days to Resolve Complaint by Outcome 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Decline 41 35 41 36 25 

SIO/Mediation 98 82 75 70 65 

Finding 306 285 262 206 188 

 

We also looked at the median number of days to complete each stage of the administrative investigation 

process. For this analysis, we only evaluate the most common stages. Some stages in the data are 

relatively rare (e.g. Officer LOS, Criminal Investigation, etc.) and therefore are not representative of a 

typical investigation. As such, they were excluded from this analysis. 

In Table 2-13, we identify the most common stages during an administrative investigation and the median 

number of days of each stage across the five years. It should be noted that in some cases, there are delays 

that are not attributed to any specific stage. For instance, we were informed by IPR that one case was 

delayed due to IA investigating an officer involved shooting, and while the delay is reflected in the overall 

number of days for the case, it is not reflected in any specific stage. While we have seen some evidence 

that may suggest such delays are being reduced (see below), PPB and IPR should consider a stage category 

of “Resource Delays” to capture such occurrences.  

For many of the individual stages of an investigation, the dramatic decrease seen with the overall case 

timelines is not found. Some of the more substantive stages of investigation have actually seen increases. 

For instance, although the median number of days for Internal Affair investigations is lower compared 

with 2012, there has been an increase each year between 2013 and 2016. As the individual case stages 

have not seen the degree of reduction as overall timeframes, it may be that reductions in the unattributed 

delays (described above) may be contributing to the reduction in overall timeframes. 

Table 2-13 

Median Number of Days by Individual Stages 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Intake Investigation 28 20 20 20 14 

IAD Assignment 8 7 7 7 7 

IAD Investigation 87.5 55 56 58 65 

IPR Investigation - 11 28 95 63 
SIO 24 20 17.5 13 13.5 

IA Administrative Processing 6 6 8 4 6 

IAD Command Review 11 9 9 8 8 
Mediation 62.5 107 113.5 67 73.5 

IPR Management Review 15 13 9 11 10 

RU Manager Review 21 20 15 11 13 

CHO Review 7 5 5 6 4 
CRC 159.5 127 71 257 100 

IAD Closure 3 1 3 1 2 

Appeal Window 16.5 32.5 32 15 15 
IPR Assistant Director Review 3 6 7 7 8 
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IPR Director Review 21 5 3 3 4 
Discipline (PRB) 79 79 76 28 31 

 

IPR Data for EIS Use 

In order to evaluate the ability of EIS thresholds to identify potentially problematic officers, we reviewed 

the IPR complaint data to identify officers at the extreme ends of various dimensions of complaints. With 

closer analysis, these data can inform us of observable patterns and the number of officers who stand out 

as engaging in repetitive problematic behaviors. For instance, when looking at the 812 officers who 

received at least one complaint, nearly 70% did not receive a force complaint. Of the 245 officers who did 

receive at least one force complaint, a majority of these individual officers (72.7%) received only one 

within that five-year time frame. An additional 18% had only two force complaints within the five-year 

window. Thus, only about 10% of officers with a complaint had 3 or more force complaints within the past 

five years. Put in a different context, approximately 2.5% of all PPB sworn members were associated with 

23.1% of all complaints that involved an allegation of force. 

This uneven distribution of complaints applies to non-force categories as well. Of all the officers who 

received a complaint (regardless of type) within the past five years, nearly 30% only received a single 

complaint in that time. Furthermore, the large majority of officers who received a complaint (91.7%) 

received seven or fewer total complaints within the five-year timeframe. However, there again remains a 

small number of officers associated with a higher percent of complaints. Approximately 7.3% of all PPB 

sworn members were associated with 29.7% of all complaints. 

For many officers, complaints are confined to a single year, but for some, they are distributed throughout 

the five-year period. There were 36 officers who received a complaint in each of the five years. An 

additional 106 officers received a complaint in four of the five years. This is certainly not reflective of most 

officers, as 82.5% had complaints in three or fewer of the five years. Therefore, 142 officers (15% of all 

PPB officers) did not go more than one calendar year without having at least one complaint filed against 

them. Again, this suggests that complaints are not randomly distributed across the police bureau, but 

rather are repeatedly associated with a subgroup of officers.  

Finally, we looked at whether an officer had a complaint where at least one of the allegations was 

sustained. For the vast majority of officer (82.9%), no allegations in any complaint were sustained. 

Additionally, 12.8% of officers only had one complaint that contained a sustained allegation. This means 

that less than 5% of officers had more than one complaint with at least one allegation sustained. Put 

another way, 35 officers (approximately 3.8% of all PPB officers) were associated with 43% of all 

complaints with at least one sustained allegation. 

 

Detectability by EIS 

We raise these issues to determine whether EIS’ current thresholds related to complaints are capable of 

identifying these officers who fall near the extremes in our analysis of complaints. Here, we only look to 

see if an officer would have ever been flagged using the current EIS thresholds for complaints. The analysis 

does not indicate the number of flags that an officer would have received. Rather, we are only evaluating 

whether the officer would have been reviewed by EIS at any point within the past five years based on the 
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thresholds. Before reporting these results, we want to emphasize that we do not believe that the analyses 

here should be the only factors examined by EIS. PPB could expand the analyses we have run here to 

include allegations of specific policy violations, average number of allegations per complaint, pairs of 

officers that are named together in a complaint, and other factors.  

The following two criteria are currently used by PPB to automatically trigger an EIS review: 

• A member receives two (2) or more complaints with at least one (1) allegation in each complaint 

being for the same category for events in the preceding six months. 

• A member receives three (3) or more complaints for events in the preceding six (6) months. 

Using the complaint data, we calculated whether officer complaint patterns would have triggered either 

of these EIS reviews at some point in the last five years. In the tables below, we include the overall number 

of complaints for officers, the number of years with a complaint, and the number of force complaints for 

the officer. We also include whether either of the EIS thresholds would have been crossed to initiate an 

officer review rather than focusing on a single threshold. 

When identifying officers with the highest number of complaints, the current EIS thresholds are likely to 

flag the officer at some point during the last five years. Specifically, EIS flagged all officers with nine or 

more complaints. Highlighted in orange, however, are officers in the top 20% for receiving complaints 

who would not have been flagged. This occurred because their complaints would have been spaced out 

enough to avoid being recognized by the “six-month period” criteria of EIS.  

Table 2-14 

EIS Flags by Number of Complaints 

Number of Complaints Number of Officers  
Cumulative 
Percentage 

Officers Not 
Flagged by EIS 

Officers 
Flagged by EIS 

1 236 29.1% 236 0 

2 139 46.2% 119 20 
3 134 62.7% 86 48 

4 86 73.3% 46 40 

5 66 81.4% 25 41 

6 53 87.9% 12 41 
7 31 91.7% 2 29 

8 20 94.2% 1 19 

9 20 96.7% 0 20 
10 8 97.7% 0 8 

11 7 98.5% 0 7 

12 2 98.8% 0 2 

13 3 99.1% 0 3 
14 5 99.8% 0 5 

16 1 99.9% 0 1 

18 1 100.0% 0 1 

 

We also examined the number of years that officers received a complaint over this latest 5-year period 

and looked at detectability by EIS. Five percent of PPB officers received a complaint in all five years, but 4 
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of these officers would not have been flagged by EIS (highlighted in red). Additionally, there are 31 officers 

who had a complaint in four of the five years that would not have been flagged by EIS. These 31 are 

highlighted in yellow (Less than 20% of officers go more than 3 years with a complaint). PPB should 

consider reviewing these officers as well. Again, EIS not flagging these officers is likely due to the spacing 

of complaints being wide enough to avoid crossing the “six-month” threshold. 

Table 2-15 

EIS Flags by Years with a Complaint 

Years with a Complaints Number of Officers  
Cumulative 
Percentage 

Officers Not 
Flagged by EIS 

Officers 
Flagged by EIS 

1 283 34.9% 259 24 

2 225 62.6% 154 71 
3 162 82.5% 79 83 

4 106 95.6% 31 75 

5 36 100.0% 4 32 

 

The current EIS thresholds generally flag officers that have a high number of force complaints. As shown 

in Table 2-16, for the six officers who had 4 or more force complaints, an EIS review would have occurred 

at some point in the last five years. There are 15 officers who PPB should consider reviewing due to having 

two or more force complaints. Keep in mind that of the select group of officers who receive complaints of 

any type, nearly 7 out of 10 have no force complaints against them.  

Table 2-16 

EIS Flags by Number of Force Complaints 

Number of Force 
Complaints 

Number of Officers  
Cumulative 
Percentage 

Officer Not 
Flagged by EIS 

Officer 
Flagged by EIS 

0 567 69.8% 412 155 
1 178 91.7% 100 78 

2 44 97.2% 14 30 

3 16 99.1% 1 15 

4 5 99.8% 0 5 

5 1 99.9% 0 1 

7 1 100.0% 0 1 

 

For the number of complaints with at least one sustained allegation, the current EIS thresholds do a fairly 
good job of identifying potentially problematic officers. However, there was one officer who has had four 
sustained complaints and another with three sustained complaints within the last five years that would 
not have been flagged. There are also nine officers who have had 2 sustained complaints which may 
warrant PPB review, considering that more than 90% of officers have one or zero sustained complaints. 
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Table 2-17 
EIS Flags by Number of Sustained Complaints 

Number of Sustained 

Complaints Number of Officers  
Cumulative 
Percentage 

Officer Not 
Flagged by EIS 

Officer 
Flagged by EIS 

0 673 82.9% 459 214 

1 104 91.7% 57 47 
2 27 97.2% 9 18 

3 6 99.1% 1 5 

4 1 99.8% 1 0 

5 1 99.9% 0 1 

 

Limitations and Context 

There are some limitations of our review that should be kept in mind. First, we did not evaluate when an 

EIS review may have occurred. For instance, consider an officer with nine or more complaints within the 

past five years. It is possible the complaints that would have triggered an EIS review would have happened 

four years ago – before the larger pattern of complaints could have been seen. The officer’s complaints 

afterwards may have been spaced out enough to avoid crossing a subsequent threshold. In that instance, 

the review of the officer would not have the benefit seeing the future pattern. Second, we did not evaluate 

the area where these officers were assigned or whether they are a part of a specialized unit that would 

inform the high number of complaints. When looking at long-term trends, PPB should take this into 

account. However, the officer’s assignment should not excuse higher numbers of complaints. Rather, the 

officer should be compared to others within the assignment/specialized unit to see whether the high 

complaint count is still a concern. If not, then PPB may consider evaluating the area/specialized unit and 

why there is a higher complaint count compared with other areas/units. Furthermore, levels of officer 

activity matter. Officers with more number of arrests are likely to experience a higher number of 

complaints than officers who are less productive. Thus, ratios and rates should be used to compare 

officers and units.  

Lastly, we cannot say that the officers would not have crossed one of the other, non-complaint based EIS 

thresholds. It is possible that the officer may have been reviewed by EIS at some point for one of these 

other triggers. However, this relates to one of our concerns about EIS that we alluded to in our 2016 

Q3/Q4 Compliance Assessment. At this time, we are uncertain as to how extensive supervisory reviews of 

EIS flags are. We have spoken with supervisors who have indicated that reviews are minimal and may not 

extend beyond the narrowed focus of the flag. Thus, if an officer is flagged for force events, the review 

may not include a review of past complaints. For these reasons, we continue to recommend PPB 

incorporate a systematic performance review that takes into account short-term trends as well as long-

term trends. 

Overall, PPB’s current EIS thresholds are likely to capture most officers with high numbers of complaints 

at some point in the past five years, though we are not convinced that long-term trends are included in 

the review or complaint data would be reviewed for non-complaint based thresholds. PPB should consider 

including longer term trends to identify officers who may slip through the cracks due to the spacing of 

their complaints. Although we do not review the ability of other EIS threshold flags (e.g. Force) to reflect 
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broader trends, we believe it is likely that officers are able to slip through the cracks of those time-specific 

thresholds as well. Furthermore, the EIS thresholds do not identify officers who are “doing the minimum.” 

It is easy to avoid an EIS flag when an officer does not proactively perform their duties, and PPB would do 

well to identify those officers as well. PPB should include these considerations when considering revisions 

to the EIS process.  

We emphasis that identifying officers using complaint data does not, in any way, suggest how PPB should 

respond to these flagged cases. There are many intervention strategies that PPB could implement, some 

of which we have detailed in previous TA Statements. EIS is not intended to be a disciplinary tool and we 

rather see it as a supervisory aid that can help save officers’ careers and encourage good policing in 

general. For this Outcomes Assessment, we are simply examining the capacity of EIS and current 

thresholds to identify problematic trends.  
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EFFECTIVE TRAINING FOR POLICE OFFICERS THAT INCREASE THE KNOWLEDGE, 

SKILLS, AND ABILITIES NECESSARY FOR EFFECTIVE AND SUCCESSFUL DELIVERY 

OF SERVICE TO PERSONS IN MENTAL HEALTH CRISIS 

In our last Outcomes Assessment, we provided a three-principle model for our evaluation of training: 

➢ Training should reflect policy;  

➢ The impact of training should be measured in four ways (Kirkpatrick model): 

o How it is received by officers 

o Whether it changes officers’ knowledge/attitudes 

o Whether it changes officers’ behavior 

o Whether it changes the organization 

➢ Measurements should be utilized to drive the future direction of training  

As it relates to each of these three points, we believe that PPB has made significant progress to set up 

systems to ensure effective training for police officers. For this report, we go through each of these three 

principles, identify the tools and processes being used by PPB to accomplish them, and make 

recommendations where appropriate. 

 

Training Should Reflect Policy 

As an initial way to ensure that training reflects policy, PPB has set up a system to test whether officers 

are familiar with the policy prior to training. This is accomplished with the online knowledge checks which 

occur once a revised policy has been released. In our 2016 Q3/Q4 Compliance Assessment, we reviewed 

the results from the online knowledge check for Directive 850.20 (Police Response to Mental Health 

Crisis). The results of that online knowledge check demonstrated that overall, officers understood the 

directive and could answer a series of questions about the main elements of the directive. For each of the 

10 questions associated with the directive, between 99% and 100% of officers gave the correct response. 

In addition to the online knowledge check, the 2016 In-Service contained a follow-up review of Directive 

850.20. The results of the follow-up review for all In-Service classes were not available as of the writing of 

this report. However, in the 2016 In-Service session which we observed, the officers used an electronic 

response device and so their answers, as well as the correct answers, were immediately put on a screen, 

allowing for discussion. We noted that many officers were able to demonstrate knowledge of the content 

of 850.20. 

The course content in the 2016 In-Service reflected PPB’s mental health response policies. The course 

content included an update to the opening of the Unity Center, a review of the Mental Health Mask data 

and implications for improving the reliability of that data, and the aforementioned overview of Directive 

850.20. 

Additionally, the 2016 In-Service training contained a scenario wherein officers interacted with a person 

in mental health crisis. The scenario required officers to utilize de-escalation skills, consider the 

requirement to call in an ECIT officer, and establish rapport with the community member. The purpose 

and execution of the scenario were both designed to conform with PPB policy. 
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In the past, we have provided our assessment of the ECIT training that is required before any officer can 

begin ECIT service. As we have noted in our Compliance Assessments, Outcome Assessments, and 

Technical Assistance Statements, PPB’s ECIT training is consistent with their unique system of mental 

health response and conforms to PPB policy. Furthermore, the training has undergone changes within the 

last two years and now includes reference binders for officers, enhanced panel discussions, increased 

cultural diversity in scenarios, and a reinforcement of ECIT specialization through a graduation ceremony. 

Such changes have made the ECIT training more consistent with other CIT trainings throughout the 

country. 

The BHUAC serves an advisory and oversight function for the Behavioral Health Unit, reviewing PPB’s 

mental health response training and recommending changes when considered necessary. A review of 

BHUAC meeting minutes and our personal observations of BHUAC meetings reveal that BHUAC reviews, 

discusses, and makes recommendations on training related to mental health response (both ECIT training 

and annual In-Service training). Discussions are informed, thoughtful and thorough.  

In all, we believe that PPB has set up sufficient systems for ensuring that training conforms to policy. Given 

PPB’s practice of a rolling policy review (every two years) and BHUAC’s demonstrated commitment to 

reviewing policy, training, and implementation, we believe that PPB has instituted a competent system 

for ensuring that future iterations of mental health response training will conform to policy.  

 

Impact of Training should be Measured (Kirkpatrick Model) 

To measure the impact of training, PPB utilizes the Kirkpatrick model of evaluation which contains 

measures of officer reaction, officer learning/attitude changes, behavioral change after the training, and 

organizational change. We maintain that the Kirkpatrick model is a valid framework for guiding the 

development of training impact measures. However, we feel that all four steps the system may be 

unnecessary for some training classes while for others, a full exploration of each step is warranted. 

Some training courses associated with In-Service and the ECIT training do not need to be evaluated on 

each of the four levels of the Kirkpatrick Model. For these courses, the primary goal of the training 

curriculum is to ensure that officers have maintained a certain degree of proficiency in their skills. One 

example of this would be firearms certification, as the goal is to ensure that officers are accurate in firing 

their weapons. In that course, officers’ prior skill is not relevant, only current proficiency. Additionally, 

patterns of behavioral or organizational impact are more difficult to determine due to the low frequency 

of service weapon discharge in the field. Thus, the course would not require the full range of Kirkpatrick 

Model evaluations. Although PPB currently reviews all weapon discharges (and should continue to), it is 

unlikely that findings could be confidently linked to the impact of a single firearms certification class. 

As part of our 2016 Q3/Q4 Compliance Assessment, we provided a reference chart to PPB for determining 

when certain types of measurement would be most appropriate given the type of training (see Table 3-1 

below). We believe that the training goals should be a primary driver for the type of evaluation needed 

and that different training goals should inform the different measurement objectives. However, we 

acknowledge that practicality and resource availability must also be considered. We have agreed with PPB 

to sit down in the upcoming months, review planned training, and collaborate on the measurement plan. 

We believe this should also work in tandem with the findings of the Needs Assessment. 
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Table 3-1 

Measurement Type by Training Objectives 

Training Objective Measurement Population or sample 

1. To ensure that trainees 
have achieved or 
maintained proficiency 
levels 

Trainee survey/skills test: 
Measure knowledge, attitudes, 
and skills of individual trainees 
immediately after training  

All trainees; Most classes as 
resources permit 

2. To ensure that training 
content is necessary and 
is targeted to specific 
deficiencies  

Trainee survey/skills test: 
Measure knowledge, attitudes, 
and skills of the trainee cohort 
some time before training 

Sample of potential trainees; 
Select classes where proficiency 
or necessity is most uncertain 

3. To evaluate the impact 
of training on 
proficiency levels 

Trainee survey/skills test: 
Measure knowledge, attitudes, 
and skills of the trainee cohort 
before and after training 
Contact survey: Measure skills 
during police-community 
interactions 

All trainees3;  
Selected classes where 
measuring impact is most 
important 
Community members who 
recently interacted with 
trainees from these classes, 
including persons with a mental 
health crisis 

4. To evaluate the impact 
of training overall on the 
organization 

PPB Officer survey: 
Longitudinally measure 
knowledge, attitudes, and skills 
of all officers; 
Contact survey: Longitudinally 
measure officers’ skills during 
police-community interactions 

All sworn officers in the PPB;  
Community members with 
recent police contact in general;  

 

With regard to the four steps within the Kirkpatrick Model, we believe that PPB has set up reasonable 

initial systems of measuring officer reactions to training and changes in attitude/knowledge. For the 2016 

December ECIT training, officers were asked whether each class was a good use of training time. Officers 

were also asked whether they believed the particular class expanded their previous knowledge base on 

mental health/mental health response, though this is a reaction based evaluation and does not measure 

distinct changes in knowledge. There were also a number of open-ended questions regarding the training. 

However, we believe the items measuring officer reaction could be expanded to better assess the training 

experience. In our TA Statement on training evaluation to PPB, we delineated a wide range of measures 

that could be used to assess Reaction. We offered hundreds of possible indicators across several 

                                                           
3 A minimal research evaluation plan would include a pretest and immediate posttest of the trainees, but a much 
stronger plan would include a control group of officers who did not receive the training at that time, preferably by 
random assignment. This can be difficult, but not impossible for agencies interested in knowing the true 
effectiveness of their training. 



45 
 

categories, including course management by the instructor, teaching styles, effective use of teaching aids, 

and instructional environment. These survey questions not only allow the students to evaluate the 

instructor’s knowledge, pedagogical style, and course content, but to also report their affective reaction 

to the class. We feel PPB could provide a more thorough set of survey questions to be administered 

immediately after the training to evaluate the teaching process and content (These process variables are 

not included in Table 3-1 above). This could be done with only 5 minutes of class time. Effective delivery 

of teaching is essential for producing the desired effects on students. Feedback to instructors based on 

these results should prove beneficial. We will continue to provide technical assistance and consultation 

on this matter. 

In the previous ECIT training, PPB conducted an assessment of officer knowledge and attitudes prior to 

the training beginning as well as after the training concluded. This pre-/post-test methodology allowed 

PPB to observe change scores related to certain areas, providing insight into areas where officers learned 

the most (and least) as a result of the training (see our November 2016 Outcomes Assessment). However, 

in the December 2016 ECIT training, officers were asked to provide a self-report assessment of their 

before/after understanding of and confidence in key training concepts. Although this format captures 

training impact, it has significant methodological limitations compared to a pre-/post-test format. 

Research in social psychology regarding unconscious mental processes has clearly demonstrated that 

humans have limited awareness of the true causes of their behavior and limited ability to report on these 

causes (Bargh, 20064; Nisbett & Wilson, 19775; Wilson & Brekke, 19946). Hence, if you want to determine 

if X (training) causes change in Y (behavior) over time, you need to measure X and Y over time. Asking 

people if they feel X caused a change in Y only measures their perceptions, which you may be interested 

in, but it does not measure whether actual change occurred.  

The Settlement Agreement states that PPB’s evaluation of training “shall measure and document…student 

learning as a result of training” (Par. 80) and also asks the COCL to assess whether “PPB’s implementation 

of this Agreement has created…effective training for police officers that increases the knowledge, skills 

and abilities necessary for effective and successful delivery of service to persons in mental health crisis” 

(Par. 173). To measure student learning and changes in knowledge, skills, and abilities, a baseline (pretest) 

is needed to determine whether post-training measurement represents change. For the reasons stated 

above, self-reported perception of changes in understanding and confidence is inadequate for PPB (in 

response to Par. 80) or the COCL (in response to Par. 173) as an accurate measure of change.  

Pre-tests in training evaluation are not a unique concept. Silberman & Biech (2015)7, included the 

Kirkpatrick model as something “most trainers subscribe to” in his book on active training. In the section 

on assessing learning, Silberman writes, “To further substantiate that test results prove that learning has 

occurred, it is desirable (although not always practical) to test participants’ knowledge, attitude, and skill 

before training begins as well as after. With such a baseline, you would be on safer ground in claiming 

                                                           
4 Bargh, J.A. (2006), Ed. Social psychology and the unconscious: The Automaticity of higher mental processes. 
Philadelphia: Psychology Press. 
5 Nisbitt, R.E. & Wilson, T.D. (1997). “Telling more than we can know: Verbal reports on mental processes.” 
Psychological Review, 84, 231-259. 
6 Wilson, T.D. & Brekke, N. (1994). “Mental contamination and mental correction: Unwanted influences on 
judgements and evaluations.” Psychological Bulletin, 116, 117-142. 
7 Silberman, M. L., & Biech, E. (2015). Active training: A handbook of techniques, designs, case examples, and tips. 
(4th Edition). John Wiley & Sons. 



46 
 

that the training program was responsible for any changes.” We agree that pre-testing is not always 

practical and do not believe it to be necessary for all aspects of PPB training. However, in some instances, 

we believe it to be necessary to evaluate the impact of training on proficiency levels. 

Measurements of knowledge and skill can be expanded to include scenarios. We have commented in our 

2016 Q3/Q4 Compliance Assessment that assessments made during the scenarios were based on the 

opinion of the instructors rather than a standardized set of measurements. In many instances, the 

instructor made an estimate of how many officers demonstrated the desired behavior. Such estimates 

were either a number (“an estimated 80% of officers were able to…”) or a description (“most officers were 

able to…”). Based on the training objectives identified for the course, specific measures of the desired 

target behavior should be crafted and a structured rating system may be introduced that can be used by 

multiple observers if needed. 

Overall, we believe PPB’s measurements of officer reaction to the training to be in accordance with the 

first step of the Kirkpatrick model, but should be expanded to cover other dimensions of the learning 

environment. Furthermore, we believe PPB’s current system of measuring changes in officer 

attitudes/knowledge have improved, though it still suffers from some methodological shortcomings. For 

the self-reported changes in knowledge/attitudes, we have not had the opportunity to see the data for 

the December 2016 ECIT training. In any event, we continue to urge PPB to incorporate a pre-test to allow 

greater confidence in any future conclusions about the impact of training on officers. Finally, 

demonstrated ability to perform learned material during the scenario portion of the training requires 

enhancement so that systematic and reliable ratings of performance are possible.  

After officers receive the training, they are expected to apply what they have learned on the street. This 

is the “Behavioral Change” step in the Kirkpatrick model. In the past, we have seen PPB measure 

behavioral change by reviewing officer reports that are forwarded to the Training Division and BHU. We 

have noted in the past that this method, while capable of providing insights about deficiencies, does not 

actually measure behavioral change in a systematic fashion. Data collection about police-community 

interactions for all officers would allow PPB to track improvements over time for entire cohorts. If 

individual-level learning is documented at the Training Academy, then it can be linked to individual-level 

performance in the field, provided there are enough cases to draw reliable conclusions.  

In PPB’s Q4 Quarterly Update and supporting documents, the Training Division provided an update to the 

progress being made in regard to measuring behavioral change. In the update, the Training Division 

stated, “The Training Division Analyst and Behavioral Health Unit Analyst continued to work on the 

analysis of on-the-job outcomes pertaining to the ECIT program. These analyses pertain to Level 3 and 4 

of the Kirkpatrick Model. The analysts are exploring some of the COCL recommendations, pertaining to 

examining ECIT call outcome data separately for whether or not an ECIT officer was on-scene.” As part of 

this, we would recommend PPB review cohort data for officers that are being trained and compare them 

with officers who have not received the ECIT training.  

To measure organizational changes (step 4 of the Kirkpatrick model), PPB is working with a researcher 

from Portland State University to examine “the intersections between mental health, mental health 

resources, and police services” and together, they have “conducted several interviews with individuals in 

fields of law enforcement and mental health [including] the Multnomah County Crisis Line, Project 

Respond, BOEC, Multnomah County Mental Health Services, and Cascadia Behavioral Health Services.” 

(PPB Q4 Quarterly Update). We feel this is entirely in-line with the goal of measuring organizational 
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change. We look forward to discussing with PPB how these interviews will be translated into 

measurements of organizational change, though believe their efforts represent a commitment to the 

evaluation process. 

As a way of measuring both steps 3 and 4 of the Kirkpatrick model, we will work with the PPB to implement 

a contact survey. The contact survey is useful for officer interactions overall as well as for officer 

interactions with persons with mental illness. It can be useful for measuring change over the long haul 

and identifying patterns at the individual, group or organizational levels. The findings should help to 

identify areas for future training (see our third principle below). Finally, the PPB employee survey provides 

another ongoing measurement system to assess the impact of training and other reforms on police culture 

and officers’ disposition toward the community.  

 

Measurements should be utilized to drive the future direction of training 

In their reports on different training evaluations (ECIT, In-Service, etc.), PPB includes the below visual for 

how information learned in the training evaluations is incorporated into future needs assessments and 

eventually into training. The components of the figure below include all four elements of the Kirkpatrick 

model. We believe this circular system of “feedback-action-feedback” is a sound conceptual framework 

for the PPB and conforms with the principle of measurement that should shape the direction of future 

training. Evidence-based feedback loops such as these provide the foundation for a healthy and effective 

learning organization.  
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We have also recently seen evidence of the above model being reflected in PPB’s Training Needs 

Assessment. In the 2016 Training Needs Assessment, the Patrol Tactics section includes information from 

the assessment of the 2015 In-Service. While prior Training Needs Assessments for Patrol Tactics, 

Defensive Tactics, Firearms, and Electronic Control Weapons (now called Conducted Electrical Weapon) 

only included officers’ perceptions of what should be included in future trainings, the 2016 Needs 

Assessment included results from the previous year’s training evaluation for these sections. This is a 

positive step toward actualizing the model above. Based on the Needs Assessment utilizing the evaluation 

results, there is a clear line between evaluation and implications for future trainings. However, we have 

still not seen a clear line between the Needs Assessment and actual changes to training. As we have noted 

in previous reports, it is not always clear what happens with each of the needs identified in the Needs 

Assessment. This should be evidenced for the full model to be actualized.  

PPB’s model for satisfying our third principle of training evaluation is conceptually sound and we have 

seen evidence of PPB translating this model into practice. As metrics for knowledge, behavioral, and 

organizational change are enhanced, we believe the manner in which they inform future training needs 

will also be enhanced. Overall, PPB appears to be making major strides toward building a complete system 

of training evaluation, review, and feedback that will justify current and future training decisions. 
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PROPER MANAGEMENT OF THE USE OF FORCE TO MEET CONSTITUTIONAL 

STANDARDS 

Force Events and Types 

PPB’s current system for tracking force events and force types is sufficient to identify trends that should 

inform training, policy, and personnel decisions. For this evaluation, we highlight some trends that are 

seen within the last two years. Where trends are seen, we believe PPB should drill down on these trends 

further, if they have not already done so. In the documentation we have received to date, we have seen 

some initial evidence of PPB identifying trends and discussing potential reasons for the trends. However, 

more can be done in this area and we will consult with PPB in the near future about additional information 

that would be informative. 

For the time period beginning 2015 Q1 and ending 2016 Q4, we reviewed the number of force subjects 

as a proportion of PPB subject custodies. We then looked at the most common types of force (Takedown, 

Strikes/Kicks, CEW, and Pointing of a Firearm) as a proportion of overall force used. These four types make 

up, on average, more than 90% of all force types used against community members.  

The table below (Table 4-1) indicates that as custodies in PPB have gone down in the past two years 

(comparing corresponding quarters), the number of subjects who had force used against them has also 

seen a proportional reduction. Subjects of force as a proportion of PPB custodies and been between 2.5% 

and 3.5% for the past two years. This percentage has remained fairly consistent across each of the last 

eight quarters, though 2016 Q2 and Q3 showed a slightly higher proportion than other quarters.  

Table 4-1 

Force Subjects as a Proportion of Custodies by Quarter 

 2015 
Q1 

2015 
Q2 

2015 
Q3 

2015 
Q4 

2016 
Q1 

2016 
Q2 

2016 
Q3 

2016 
Q4 

Force Subjects 227 178 166 204 179 215 194 167 

Custodies 7541 6865 6854 6301 6324 6606 5961 5413 
Force per Custody 3.01% 2.59% 2.42% 3.24% 2.83% 3.25% 3.25% 3.09% 

 

We also assess whether specific force types have shown any trends that may be insightful for PPB. For this 

analysis, we looked at the force types used against individual persons for each quarter. This differs from 

the custody evaluation because here we are looking at force types. Because a person may have multiple 

force types used on them, the overall number will be higher. There are a couple of trends that can be seen 

in the data. For instance, Strikes/Kicks against persons have shown an overall decline as percentage of 

force types used, representing 5.82% of force types used against persons in the 2016 Q4 (compared with 

a peak of 11.26% in 2015 Q2). Conversely, pointing of a firearm showed an increase in 2016 Q4 to 50.26% 

of force types used against persons, whereas in the previous three quarters it represented 36-39% of force 

types used. 

We note that each of the force types against persons shown in the table (Table 4-2) below represents a 

proportion of the whole and therefore, increases in the proportion of Pointing of a Firearm is not 

necessarily indicative of an increase in the number of Pointing of a Firearm. For instance, in 2016 Q2, there 

were 96 instances of Pointing of a Firearm on a person, compared to 95 such instances in 2016 Q4. 
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However, when looking at the proportion of all force types used against persons, there is a marked 

difference between 2016 Q2 (38.55%) and 2016 Q4 (50.26%). Between those two quarters, the overall 

number of force events and force types used decreased, though the number of Pointing of Firearms 

remained approximately the same.  

We also take specific note of the use of CEW’s against persons within the past two years. In 2016, CEW 

use increased in both raw numbers and proportion of force types compared to 2015. In 2015, there were 

a total of 68 uses of CEW while in 2016, the number increased to 94. Similarly, across 2015, CEW averaged 

7.45% of all force types used, while in 2016 it averaged 10.66%. Although not a large increase in proportion 

of force types, the increase is consistent across for all four quarter comparisons.  

Table 4-2 

Type of Force Used Against Persons by Quarter (Proportion of Total Force Types Used Against Persons)  

 2015 
Q1 

2015 
Q2 

2015 
Q3 

2015 
Q4 

2016 
Q1 

2016 
Q2 

2016 
Q3 

2016 
Q4 

Takedown 30.49% 
(N=75) 

32.88% 
(N=73) 

37.20% 
(N=77) 

32.79% 
(N=81) 

36.00% 
(N=81) 

38.15% 
(N=95) 

33.63% 
(N=76) 

26.98% 
(N=51) 

Strikes/Kicks 10.16% 
(N=25) 

11.26% 
(N=25) 

10.63% 
(N=22) 

7.29% 
(N=18) 

8.44% 
(N=19) 

9.24% 
(N=23) 

6.19% 
(N=14) 

5.82% 
(N=11) 

CEW 6.50% 
(N=16) 

6.76% 
(N=15) 

9.66% 
(N=20) 

6.88% 
(N=17) 

10.67% 
(N=24) 

8.03% 
(N=20) 

12.83% 
(N=29) 

11.11% 
(N=21) 

Pointing of a 
Firearm 

45.53% 
(N=112) 

33.78% 
(N=75) 

34.78% 
(N=72) 

46.96% 
(N=116) 

36.00% 
(N=81) 

38.55% 
(N=96) 

38.50% 
(N=87) 

50.26% 
(N=95) 

Total Force 
Types Used 
Against Persons
  

N=246 N=222 N=207 N=247 N=225 N=249 N=226 N=189 

 

In light of the above patterns, we sought to dig deeper into the data and evaluate the force types used by 

officers within a Precinct to determine if the proportions held true across Precincts. This was not available 

using the PPB’s Quarterly Force Reports, though we were provided a complete force data set for the time 

period July 1, 2016 through March 4, 2017 (a little more than an 8-month period, thus whole numbers 

should not be compared with the individual quarters listed above). Using this dataset, we evaluated only 

cases where the officer’s Precinct was easily identifiable. For instance, some force event Precinct 

designations indicated “Traffic.” Without knowing the specific Precinct of the officer who used force, we 

removed them from the analysis. However, officers within the three main Precincts accounted for 

approximately 85% of all force events. 

As shown in the table below (Table 4-3), many of the force types used by officers within the individual 

Precincts are consistent with force types used Bureau-wide in the last couple of quarters. However, there 

are some force type trends that are worth noting. For instance, officers within Central Precinct use a 

higher proportion of Takedowns compared with officers within East and North Precinct. For officers within 

Central Precinct, Takedowns accounted for 43.7% of all force types used there, while in the other two 

Precincts, it ranged from 29.87% (East) to 34.17% (North). Conversely, officers within Central Precinct 

show a lower proportion of Pointing of a Firearm (38.52%) while the other two Precincts show this force 
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type constituting approximately 45% of all force types. The reason for the differences between the 

Precinct officers for these two force types is not readily known. Perhaps differences in the types of 

incidents facing PPB officers (e.g. more violent crime in the East Precinct and more protests in the Central 

Precinct) have an impact on the type of force being used.  

 

Table 4-3 

Type of Force Used by Officers Within Each Precinct  

 EAST CENTRAL NORTH 

Takedown 29.87% (N=89) 43.70% (N=59) 34.17% (N=68) 

Strikes/Kicks 6.71% (N=20) 5.19% (N=7) 6.53% (N=13) 

CEW 10.07% (N=30) 5.19% (N=7) 8.04% (N=16) 
Pointing of a Firearm 44.63 (N=133) 38.52% (N=52) 46.23% (N=92) 

Total Force Types Used N=298 N=135 N=199 

 

In their Quarterly Force Summary Reports, PPB performs a range of breakdown reviews that are 

informative for the organizational operations. These include comparing custody demographics with force 

demographics, evaluating call types associated with force, Precinct/shift distributions, force across 

quarters/years, event characteristics, and a review of each force types (including demographic 

breakdowns and the proportion to all force, custodies, and whether the person was in mental health 

crisis). These reviews are informative for both PPB and the community, and PPB should be credited with 

expanding upon their previous, 2-page force reports that were not very informative. 

Although PPB has taken some steps to look at trends and provide commentary on potential reasons for 

the trends, there are additional steps that can be taken. PPB should consider the types of breakdowns 

that have organizational utility and conduct them as a subset of the larger trends. For example, we 

commented in our 2016 Q3/Q4 Compliance Assessment that East Precinct on Tuesday between 6:00 PM 

and midnight had high numbers of force events compared with other day/time combinations. This trend 

was seen over the course of three quarters. This is the type of pattern that the COCL feels should be 

reviewed and discussed. The pattern, and others, may be fully explainable given the circumstances, but 

should be identified and addressed. 

PPB has also begun evaluating force types by individual PPB members, though it is presently unclear how 

such evaluations are being communicated to RU’s, supervisors, and ultimately feeding back this 

information to the officers on the street. Such analyses would likely benefit the proposed expansion of 

EIS review and would likely require an extended timeline, as the use of force by a particular individual is 

relatively rare. However, given a long enough timeline (e.g. five years) and enough force events for reliable 

analysis, PPB may find that certain officers consistently use a specific force type at a higher rate than other 

similarly situated officers. We will interview RU’s and supervisors in the near future to determine how this 

information is filtered down to them and how they use such information to manage street-level officers. 
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Training Advisory Council (TAC) 

We also note that PPB utilizes the Training Advisory Council (TAC) as a system of reviewing force trends, 

making recommendations to PPB, and overall contributing to the “proper management of the use of force 

to meet constitutional standards” (Par. 173). As we have noted in our Compliance Assessments, PPB has 

presented quarterly force trends to TAC, though TAC has not had the benefit of long-term data 

presentations from PPB. However, TAC has begun to do some analyses on their own using a root cause 

analysis model. Our discussions with members of TAC (including the two co-chairs) revealed that within 

the past three years, TAC has become much more organized and now approaches problem solving using 

a standardized method. 

The model used by TAC (see Appendix B) includes five overall steps and subcomponents of review: 

- ID Opportunities 

o Assessments 

o TAC 

- Research 

o Gather data 

o Find root cause 

- Prioritize Opportunities 

o Effort/Impact Matrix 

- Recommend 

o ID Recommendations 

o Submit Recommendations 

- Measure Adoption 

o Gather data 

o Analyze 

o Look for opportunities 

At the beginning of 2017, TAC began using forms for council members and subgroups to document issues, 

root causes, and make recommendations. Using the forms, TAC can assess and prioritize 

recommendations in a standardized fashion that can easily be followed. Based on TAC identifying and 

following a model using standardized forms, we are confident that this advisory group can remain a 

consistent element of PPB’s system of review and management of the use of force. 

 

Force Audit – Phase II 

As a final aspect of reviewing PPB’s management of use of force, we have continued to engage the PPB in 

discussion regarding the second phase of the Force Audit, which is designed to evaluate the 

reasonableness of force events. In the first phase, the Force Audit focused on ensuring that all information 

necessary for supervisors and the chain-of-command to evaluate the reasonableness of force is available 

within the Force Data Collection Report (FDCR) and the direct supervisor’s After Action Report. PPB has 

implemented the first phase with integrity and improvements in officer/supervisor report writing is 

detailed in the Force Audit Report prepared by PPB. 
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As part of their work in the first phase of the Force Audit, PPB performs a review of the reasonableness of 

each audited force event. However, as we have discussed with PPB and PPB has agreed, the assessment 

is not performed systematically nor is reasonableness categorized. Hence, in this Outcomes Assessment 

report, we begin Phase II by providing PPB with consultation regarding the elements of “reasonableness” 

that we believe should be systematically reviewed in order to determine whether the force event was in-

policy, out-of-policy, or “justifiable but concerning.” For cases where force was “justifiable but 

concerning,” PPB should be able to articulate the concerning nature and determine whether the concerns 

relate to personnel, training, or policy. 

In March of 2017, we discussed with PPB how elements of PPB’s START-IT model and the Binder & Scharf 

(1980) model could be utilized to evaluate the overall reasonableness of a force event (see below for a 

full description of these two concepts). During that meeting, we agree to commence a process of joint 

review of force events, looking at the categories of reasonableness that both groups felt were important. 

We have agreed to meet in late May to begin refining the framework proposed here. Because we maintain 

that the START-IT and Binder & Scharf models provide an important starting point for examining 

reasonableness, we highlight these considerations in this report. Although we believe these two 

frameworks are helpful for establishing reasonableness, PPB may believe that additional considerations 

are important. Thus, our evaluation below should be considered an initial plan for further discussion with 

PPB. Future Outcomes Assessments will include an evaluation of whether PPB has implemented Phase II 

with the same integrity as they implemented Phase I. 

When reviewing the reasonableness of the use of force, we use a couple of viewpoints that are found 

within PPB policy/training and external literature. The first is the START-IT acronym used by PPB in their 

policy and training, as it also contains the Graham factors (Graham v. Connor8) established by the courts 

as circumstances that would justify the use of force. These elements are as follows: 

• S – Severity of the crime 

• T – Time, tactics, and resources available 

• A – Attempts by the subject to avoid control by flight 

• R – Resistance by the subject to efforts at control 

• T – Threat, extent of immediate threat to officers, self, or others 

• I – Impact of the person’s behavior on the public 

• T – The other circumstances that affect the balance of interests between the government and the 

person 

We also utilize the four phases of police-citizen encounters as described by Binder & Scharf (1980)9, a 

general framework that has credibility among force experts. These four phases include anticipation, entry, 

information exchange, and the final decision. Each of these four phases are summarized below.  

When evaluating each of the considerations found in START-IT and Binder & Scharf, the PPB is expected 

to use all sources of data available about a particular force incident, including publicly available videos, 

photographs, and witness testimony, in addition to the FDCR and Supervisor After-Action reports. We will 

work with PPB’s Inspector and his team to agree upon a framework for evaluating force incidents, i.e., 

                                                           
8 Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386 (1989) 
9 Binder, A. and Scharf, P (1980). “The Violent Police-Citizen Encounter” The Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science. Vol. 452, pp. 111-121. 
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after considering the totality of the circumstances, determining whether the decision to use force was in-

policy, out-of-policy, or “justifiable but concerning.” For this report, we summarize the aspects of START-

IT and Binder & Scharf below. 

• Severity of the Crime: When assessing the severity of the crime, the action is being judged on the 

potential impact to society. It is intuitive that jaywalking would not be considered as severe of a 

crime as murder, as the potential impact to society between these two crimes is disproportionate. 

Although there are no black-and-white distinctions between what may be considered “severe” or 

not, a number of considerations may influence the evaluation of this step. Arguably, the most 

important consideration is whether the crime contained violence or the potential threat of 

violence, and thus believe the evaluation of severity should largely hinge on this. 

• Time, Tactics, and Resources: This aspect of START-IT includes a wide variety of tools at the 

disposal of the officer. This would include whether there are any means of egress, the number of 

officers on the scene, the reasonable ability to solve the situation without force, specialized units, 

or any other tool that may assist the officer. In a rapidly unfolding event, time, tactics, and 

resources may not be available. However, when given the opportunity, an officer would be 

expected to use the time, tactics, and resources available rather than immediately using force. As 

PPB notes in their 2014 Advanced Academy material, “A complete failure to utilize time, tactics, 

and resources may make an otherwise reasonable use of force unconstitutional and/or out-of-

policy under the circumstances.” 

• Attempts by the Subject to Avoid Control by Flight: An attempt by a subject to flee an interaction 

with an officer should not be evaluated on whether the officer perceives the subject might flee. 

Rather, the officer should be able to articulate particular steps taken by subject that indicate that 

flight is occurring. 

• Resistance by the Subject to Efforts at Control: PPB uses categories of resistance when describing 

the subject’s actions. These categories include passive resistance, physical resistance, and active 

resistance. Although these categories are useful, the resistance of the subject should ultimately 

be determined by the subject’s actions rather than relying on the category identified by either the 

officer or the supervisor. 

• Threat, Extent of Immediate Threat to Officers, Self, or Others: The threat to an officer, the 

subject, or the public is oftentimes a function of how severe a crime is (see above). However, this 

is not always the case as even non-severe crimes can carry a higher threat given different 

circumstances. For instance, a person walking in the middle of a suburban street at night carries 

less threat of harm to themselves compared to a person walking in the middle of busy downtown 

street in the middle of the day. Thus, the review of threat should take into account not only the 

actions of the person but the circumstances surrounding the event. PPB notes in their 2014 

Advanced Academy training documents that “One way to think about the threat posed by the 

subject is the risk of inaction.” Given the example of the downtown city street in the middle of 

the day above, inaction by officers in that situation would be far more problematic.  

• Impact of the person’s behavior on the public: As with the discussion of threat above, the impact 

of a person’s behavior on the public should take into account event characteristics. For example, 

a person standing on the street corner alone saying that police officers should be attacked has 

minimal impact on the public. However, in a protest situation where tension between police and 

community members is high, a person making the same statements may be more likely to 
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influence others to actually attack the police. In their training documents, PPB asks training 

officers to consider “the difference between protestors interlocking their arms and sitting in a 

park, interlocking their arms and sitting at the entrance to a public building, and interlocking their 

arms and sitting across Interstate 5 at rush hour.” Although each of the three situations have the 

same actions, they have differential impact on the public. 

• The Other Circumstances that Affect the Balance of Interests between the Government and the 

Person: There are a number of “other circumstances” that could affect the balance of interests in 

a force event. These may include the size/age/physical abilities of the officer and subject, the 

location of force (e.g. using a CEW near a body of water), the overall proportionality of force, the 

potential for precipitation of subsequent force, mental health crisis, intoxication, or other 

relevant factors. The potential “other circumstances” are limitless and require a critical review of 

the facts of each force event. 

Graham v Connor requires an evaluation of the reasonableness of a force event to be “judged from the 

perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with the 20/20 vision of hindsight.” Thus, in 

addition to the START-IT elements listed above, we include the Binder & Scharf phases to act as a measure 

of the officer’s perspective:  

• Anticipation: An emotional and intellectual reaction to the information received prior to entering 

a scene. For example, an officer will have different emotional and intellectual reactions to calls of 

“shots fired” compared to calls of “officer needs assistance.” The reaction of the officer impacts 

the mindset prior to entering the scene. The Anticipation phase may also be influenced by “the 

manner in which [the information] is communicated.”  

• Entry: Entry into the “immediate physical scene of an encounter.” In this phase, the officer “must 

immediately determine the extent of danger, if any, establish his authority, clarify his expectations 

for the citizen, and gather information to supplement his general knowledge and the clues he 

received by radio or from an initiating person.” 

• Information Exchange: An exchange of information between the officer and subject (either verbal 

or non-verbal). For example, the officer shouting, “Police. Drop your gun.” The use of the word 

“police” informs the subject that he/she is being addressed by an officer and the officer is giving 

a direct order. 

• Final Decision: The “admixture of intellectual and emotional factors” found in the earlier stages 

that informs the “final-frame” by which the officer makes the decision to use force. Thus, using 

the information the officer received before entering the scene, upon entering the scene, and upon 

exchanging information with the subject, the officer will make an assessment based on the totality 

of that information and make a final decision as to whether to use force or not. 

When looking at all the factors above, we propose that PPB utilize a chart similar to the one found below 

to establish a rating system within each START-IT category, using the officers’ perspective based on the 

four phases to complete each classification (the ratings shown are purely hypothetical). This will allow 

PPB to perform their own internal audits of consistency across similar case types. For example, if an FDCR 

indicates that a community member “squared off to fight,” PPB could include this in the classification of 

Resistance to Control and Immediacy of Threat. In future force events, PPB could ensure that “squaring 

off to fight” in consistently coded in that fashion, giving more credibility to the overall assessment. 
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However, such ratings should be supplemented by a qualitative evaluation (narrative) that justifies the 

rating by incorporating the reasoning found in the law.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-1 – Sample Rating Chart 

 

Along these lines, we recommend that PPB identify the factors which are primary in the overall 

assessment of reasonableness. This is because although category classification may be similar across two 

force events, the primacy categories may be different. For instance, the reasonableness of one force event 

may be driven by Time, Tactics, and Resources Available regardless of the classification of other 

categories. Given the same classifications, however, the reasonableness of another force event may be 

primarily driven by the Immediacy of Threat. In either situation, the primacy factor will provide insight 

regarding how reasonableness was determined. 

By using the classification system and the primacy factor, PPB should be able to evaluate cases over an 

extended period of time in a reliable and consistent manner. In Phase I, PPB was able, eventually, to find 

internal consistency in the force audit system, but not without being reviewed, critiqued, refined and field 

tested by PPB and COCL staff. To date, the Inspector and analysts have done an excellent job of reviewing 

force incidents and conducting the Force Audit during Phase I, but the main focus has been on the 

accuracy and completeness of force reporting. The Force Audit system for Phase II, with a greater focus 

on force reasonableness, will go through similar growing pains. Once finalized, however, the process 

should be able to show consistency in how cases are coded, reviewed, classified, and assessed. If PPB can 

demonstrate such reliability over an extended period, with external validation by the COCL, the Force 

Audit will become trusted within the Bureau and by the community as it is integrated into PPB operations. 

 

 

 

 

Severity of Crime Low 
Time, Tactics, Resources Available Medium 

Attempts to avoid control by flight High 

Resistance to control Low 

Immediacy of threat Medium 

Impact of person’s behavior on public High 

Other Circumstances Various 
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ROBUST SYSTEMS OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

 

Current PPB Community Engagement Outreach Efforts 

The opening paragraph to Section IX of the Settlement Agreement identifies the “significant community 

and City interest in improving PPB’s community relationships.” As we described in previous Outcomes 

Assessment Reports, the PPB continues to engage with the Portland community through a variety of 

programs, workshops and events and should be recognized for these outreach efforts. Going beyond what 

is typical of large police agencies, PPB has utilized social media in numerous ways, maintaining a Twitter 

account, Facebook account, YouTube account, PPB website, and an email notification system (flashalert) 

to keep the community apprised of crime alerts, community events, and public relations materials. PPB 

also engages the Portland community through scholarships, wrestling tournaments, food and clothing 

relief, and programs for Portland youth. Furthermore, PPB has mechanisms and programs for seeking 

input from the community (such as advisory groups), encouraging community members to learn more 

about police operations (such as Police Cadets and the Police Reserve Unit), and helping to empower them 

with self-defense and safety measures (such GirlStrength, WomenStrength, BoyStrength, Active Shooter 

Response Training). For details, see the “Community” tab on PPB’s website 

(http://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/30379). 

In addition to the above activities, PPB officers engage with community members on the streets in 

informal conversation. We continue to emphasize the importance of non-enforcement one-on-one 

interactions between PPB officers and community members, as well as neighborhood problem solving 

meetings as ways to build community trust and increase public safety. Informal communication with 

community members can have tangible benefits (see our analysis of Trust below). PPB has informed us 

that, when reasonable, informal engagement with community members is captured. However, there are 

no criteria for when documentation should occur and documentation is sometimes inconsistent. This is 

an understandable issue, as we agree with PPB that documentation should not become so rigid that it 

creates a deterrent to initiating informal engagement. Using their current data, we believe PPB may 

benefit from evaluating the types and level of engagement currently documented and assess whether 

documentation of other types of informal engagement may be of value.  

The Settlement Agreement required the development of a Community Engagement and Outreach Plan 

(CEO Plan) by the PPB, with input from the COAB. Formally, this has not occurred for a variety of reasons. 

In the absence of a COAB-like structure, we encourage the PPB to continue to work on a strategic approach 

to community engagement. While the PPB has a large portfolio of community engagement activities, we 

encourage the Bureau and the City to pursue high-impact strategies that will provide real opportunities 

to interact with the public, hear the public’s concerns, participate in joint problem solving projects, and 

share updates about changes occurring within the PPB. Increasing public awareness of specific reforms 

underway with regard to training, accountability, community engagement, and transparency should help 

to improve public trust in the Portland Police Bureau, particularly if coupled with improved interactions 

 

 

 

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/30379
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Focus Groups 

The COCL and COAB, at the request of COAB and with the support from the City, designed a series of focus 

groups to seek input about the PPB and police practices from various stakeholders not fully represented 

in the city-wide community survey or other data sources. In August of 2016, DHM Research conducted six 

focus groups with a total of 54 individuals, three focus groups focused on people experiencing mental 

health issues (N=26), one with members from the LGBTQ+ community (N=10), one with persons who had 

experienced homelessness in the past six months (N=10), and one with youth aged 15 to 17 (N=8). Most 

participants had some recent contact with a police officer. 

The findings indicate that while housing and homelessness are top priorities, these groups remain 

concerned about policing practices in Portland. The overall sentiment is that the Portland Police face a 

difficult job and are performing adequately with regard to preventing crime, but have room for 

improvement when it comes to making people feel safe, treating them fairly, and understanding the needs 

of specific groups. For those experiencing mental health issues, for example, a primary concern was 

whether the police have adequate knowledge and training to respond appropriately to those in crisis. The 

homeless community was concerned about selective and arbitrary enforcement by the PPB, while the 

LGBTQ+ community was worried about being respected (through language and action) and feeling safe 

during encounters with the police. Youth were more positive toward the police than adults, which is 

unusual given research findings to the contrary in other cities.  

The focus group participants would like to see improvements in three general areas: (1) Recruitment – 

hire people with diverse racial, ethnic and sexual orientation backgrounds who can more easily 

understand differences; (2) Training – provide specific training on the interpersonal aspects of policing, 

including mental health crisis response, diversity/sensitivity, and de-escalation; and (3) Community 

involvement – get officers more actively involved with the community through casual conversations, 

community events, getting out of their cars, and other ways. They would like to see officers as human 

beings with whom they can interaction as equals rather than authority figures. Also, they want to see the 

Police Bureau partner closely with mental health professionals, and elevate programs such as Project 

Respond.  

The focus group findings, similar to the community-wide survey findings, underscore the need to the City 

and PPB to close the gap between public perceptions and reality when it comes to police services. For 

example, PPB is providing considerable recruit and in-service training around crisis intervention for 

persons experiencing a mental health crisis, but often the entire community—and specific groups most 

affected—are unaware of this training. However, other concerns raised during the focus groups regarding 

community engagement may be worthy of corrective attention. Creating an environment where 

community members feel safe, understood, and respected should be a priority for all types of police-

community contacts and all segments of the community. 

 

Community-wide Survey 

Between October 21 and December 14 of 2016, the second community-wide survey was administered via 

mail by Davis, Hibbitts, & Midghall, Inc. (DHM). The report was prepared in partial fulfillment of Par. 146(a) 

of the Settlement Agreement, which indicates that “…the City, in consultation with COAB, will conduct a 
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reliable, comprehensive, and representative survey of members of the Portland community…” The survey 

items were created from a collaboration of COCL, COAB, the City of Portland, and DHM.  

The survey was distributed to a random sample of Portland residential mailing addresses. To capture 

traditionally underrepresented populations, we instructed DHM to oversample areas of the city with 

higher percentages of African-American and Hispanic populations. Overall the final sample was fairly 

representative of Portland’s actual demographics, although Hispanics were slightly underrepresented. 

For all respondents, results were weighted to better reflect the true demographic proportions of the 

population. The overall sample size for the survey was 1,829 residents, constituting a response rate of 

28% based on a total of 6,500 surveys being sent out. The margin of error was estimated to be plus or 

minus 2.3%.  

While we report some of the results of the survey here, we urge the reader to refer to the full report 

provided by DHM for specific findings. This report has been posted to the COCL-COAB website (cocl-

coab.org) under the title, “City of Portland Community Policing Survey.” For this Outcomes Assessment, 

we provide an overview of the major findings, as well as select findings that we feel are relevant to the 

Settlement Agreement. 

 

Legitimacy and Trust 

Generally, Portland residents remain positive toward the PPB in terms of having confidence in the Bureau, 

especially when it comes to working with them to combat crime. Nine out of ten community members 

are willing to work with the PPB to report or solve crime, similar to 2015. Between 2015 and 2016, slight 

gains were shown in the public’s belief that they would be “treated fairly by the Portland Police” (70% vs. 

74%), but on most dimensions, no changes were observed. However, on a positive note, the number of 

community members who believe that PPB officers use race to guide decisions about police stops has 

declined among African American (-14 percentage points) and Native Americans (-25 percentage points). 

These numbers are offset by a slight increase in White perceptions of race bias by the police. 

The relationship between the PPB and the Portland community continues to show signs of stress. Only 

25% indicated that “the relationship between the police and the people of this city is very good,” down 

from 30% in 2015.  

 

Concern about Treatment 

On the whole, community members are not concerned that the PPB will stereotype them based on their 

race or ethnicity (27%), mental health condition (14%) or physical health (10%). However, worry about 

racial/ethnic stereotypes increased slightly between 2015 and 2016 (24% vs. 27%), and more importantly, 

the percentage of African Americans who are concerned about race bias remains high – nearly 8 in 10 – 

and the percentages among other racial/ethnic groups is also high – between 42% and 53%.  
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Performance Evaluation 

Community members rated the performance of the PPB on several dimensions. PPB received its highest 

ratings for fighting crime (55% rated PPB as “good” or “very good”), but this rating was stable over the 

year. Overall, ratings were slightly lower in 2016 than 2015, due to slight declines in “building trust with 

the community,” and “working with the community to solve neighborhood problems.” A small 

improvement was found for “responding to mental health issues in the community,” but the ratings 

remained relatively low overall (29% “good” or “very good” in 2015 and 31% in 2016) – 24 percentage 

points below crime fighting effectiveness.  

 

Improvements in the Past Year 

The community was asked whether the PPB was engaged in various activities related to the Settlement 

Agreement. Between 2015 and 2016, very slight gains were noted in the percentage of residents who 

were aware that the PPB was “training officers to use force only when absolutely necessary” (31% vs. 

34%), and “training officers to work with people from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds.” (32% vs. 

35%), but no real differences were noted other key areas, such as awareness of efforts to “thoroughly 

investigating complaints against police officers.” Importantly, more than half of the Portland community 

reports “no” or they “don’t know” when asked if these reforms are occurring. For example, 34 % are aware 

of officers being trained in use of force, but 54% “don’t know” and 12% say “no,” they are not being 

trained. Thus, two-thirds of Portland does not know or does not believe that the PPB is retraining its 

officers in the proper use of force. This outcome measure is an indicator of PPB’s ability to educate the 

public about police reforms so that police legitimacy and public trust can be enhanced.  

 

Perceptions of Police Use of Force 

Community members were asked whether “Portland Police officers use more force than necessary” when 

dealing with community members and various subgroups within the community. Overall, 21% reported 

that the PPB uses excessive force when dealing with community members in general, and even fewer held 

this belief regarding the treatment of the LGBTQ community (15%), people with disabilities (16%) and 

people “in my neighborhood” (13%). However, a much higher percentage believe that excessive force is 

used against racial or ethnic populations (45%) and people experiencing a mental health crisis (44%). No 

real changes were observed between 2015 and 2016. Most community members decided not to take a 

position on these questions (selecting a neutral option), which may indicate a lack of knowledge on the 

subject. Again, this is an outcome measure designed to measure the City’s and PPB’s outreach and public 

education initiatives.  

 

Contact with the Police 

Community members were asked about a range of contacts they may have had with a PPB officer in the 

past year. To a large extent, these can be viewed as indicative of positive, proactive policing strategies 

that are typical of community-oriented policing departments and reflect the level of outreach effort 

during routine police work. Such contact with the community should help to build public trust in the 
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police. Also, some of these survey questions represent outcomes that capture the fairness of police 

encounters, and such behavior can prevent the escalation of force in certain encounters and 

simultaneously build public confidence in the PPB.  

Between 2015 and 2016, no real changes were observed in the volume of police-community interactions 

in Portland as measured here. We encourage PPB to look at the various ways community involvement 

with police was measured in the community-wide survey to determine whether they can be enhanced. 

For example, roughly 8-in-10 Portland residents have “never” seen a Portland police officer on foot patrol 

in their neighborhood. Approximately 1-in-10 residents have attended a meeting where a PPB officer 

introduced him/herself and/or explained their actions. These numbers have increased a few percentage 

points between 2015 and 2016, which may be attributable to COAB, City Hall, IPR or other meetings where 

attendance may have increased at times pertaining to PPB matters. During the past year, approximately 

one-in-three Portland residents (32%) had a “casual conversation with a Portland police officer that did 

not involve you being stopped on foot or in a car to be questioned.” Although these are certainly not the 

only ways to increase police-community interactions, they provide a starting point for review.  

Crime and victimization are outcomes of interest relevant to police reform, as changes in policy and 

practice should ultimately have a positive impact on public safety and, at a minimum, should not 

contribute to crime through less proactive police. About 1-in-4 residents reported that they or a 

household member was a victim of crime during the past year, and this number increased slightly from 

23% to 27% between 2015 and 2016. Similarly, crime rates have been relatively steady, with some uptick. 

For example, comparing the third quarters of 2015 and 2016 (July-September), personal crimes in 

Portland increased roughly 2.5%, while property crime increased roughly 5.5%. Residents reported that 

their fear of walking along in their neighborhood dropped slightly during this period, but increased slightly 

for the downtown area, perhaps because of increased protests. Fear of crime remains nearly twice as high 

for people walking in the downtown area as it does for walking in their own neighborhoods.  

 

Contact with the police for voluntary and involuntary service  

We consider contact with the police as a critical outcome measure. As noted in the full report, 33% of 

Portland residents contacted the police in the past year to report a crime or ask for help, and of those 

who did, 90% reported that they were “treated fairly” by the PPB and 10% said they were “treated 

unfairly.” In addition to these voluntary (community-initiated) contacts, roughly 13% reported involuntary 

(police-initiated) contacts, and of those who did, 71% reported being treated fairly and 19% unfairly. By 

comparing 2015 and 2016 data, we found a sizeable increase in the percentage of encounters where the 

community member reports being treated fairly by the PPB. This occurred for both community-initiated 

contacts (from 84.7% to 90.4%) and for police-initiated contacts (from 59% to 70.9%).  

On the survey, we included a hypothetical question to measure the public’s confidence in the PPB’s ability 

to handle mental health crises: “How comfortable would you feel calling the police for assistance if a 

family member was experiencing a mental health crisis?” For both 2015 and 2016, 58% of the community 

reported they would feel “somewhat” or “very comfortable” calling the police in this situation, thus, no 

changes were observed. Slightly more than 1-in-5 (22%) answered “very comfortable” each year.  

 



62 
 

Contact with the Police and Trust in the Police 

Public confidence in the police is essential, as PPB officers need more than just “legal authority” to 

successfully execute their duties. They need the trust and confidence of the public – often referred to as 

“legitimacy.” American policing has faced repeated legitimacy crises throughout history, with the latest 

bout beginning in 2014 with the police shooting of Michael Brown in Ferguson, MO. The Settlement 

Agreement clearly articulates that increasing “public confidence” in the PPB is one of the central goals 

agreed upon by the parties (pp. 3-4). The Agreement delineates a number of ways this can be achieved 

(e.g., training, accountability, community engagement), and correctly assumes that police contacts with 

the public are essential for shaping public perceptions of the PPB. Going beyond the initial reported 

findings of the DHM community survey, the COCL has conducted a few additional analyses of the survey 

data to highlight this very issue as a core outcome measure. Ultimately, we recommend a separate contact 

survey to provide a more in-depth look at police-community interactions, but for now, the community 

survey allows a preliminary look at the impact of police contact, as nearly one-third of the sample reported 

some contact with a PPB officer in the past year.  

As noted in the DHM findings, community members hold an overall positive view of the PPB and PPB 

officers (mean Legitimacy and Trust scores >3). However, most respondents did not have any direct 

experience with the police within the prior year. Thus, their assessment of law enforcement may have 

been influenced by anecdotes, media reporting, or interactions that happened over a year prior to the 

survey. Here we compare those who have had more recent contact with a PPB officer (within a year) with 

those who have not to compare their overall trust and confidence in the PPB.  

In the original report, DHM developed a “Trust Index” by combining 15 survey questions. Unfortunately, 

this Index contains different and distinct dimensions of legitimacy or trust as established by prior research 

and thus we are not confident in its use as a single dimension index (Rosenbaum et al., 2017). Hence, we 

created a new Trust Index using items that measure overall confidence in the PPB10 and is more in-line 

with conventional indices of Trust. A typical survey item in this include would be the following: “The 

Portland Police make decisions that are right for the people in my neighborhood.” (Agree-disagree scale).  

Trust, as defined here, has been shown to be a byproduct of procedural justice, which occurs when 

community members feel they have been treated fairly and respectfully during police encounters. There 

are two types of contacts with the police captured in the survey that can be viewed as procedurally just 

or not – police-initiated (e.g. traffic stops) and community-initiated (e.g. reporting a crime or asking for 

help). As shown in the original report, individuals who had community-initiated contacts felt they were 

treated fairly more often than individuals who had police-initiated contacts (90% vs. 71%). Thus, there 

was a higher level of perceived procedural justice in the community initiated interactions. Not examined 

in the DHM report was whether these encounters and associated levels of procedural justice are related 

to the public’s trust and confidence in the PPB. Our analysis indicates that they are clearly linked, which 

has implications for improving public trust in Portland.  

To offer a broader picture of the relationship between police contact and public trust, we created five 

tiers of community member interactions within the year prior to taking the survey: 

- No contact with police at all 

                                                           
10 This index includes items Q1a-f, k, and l. Equity items belong to a separate dimension.  
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- Casual conversation with police (but no formal contact with police) 

- Community-initiated contact only 

- Police-initiated contact only 

- Both Community-initiated and Police-initiated contact 

Our analysis found that the type of contact the community member experienced is associated with their 

trust in the police. As indicated in the Figure below, community members who only experienced a police-

initiated contact reported less trust in the PPB than all other contact types. Additionally, those who 

reported having casual conversation with a police officer (but did not have any formal contact) reported 

the most trust in PPB. Those who only experienced a community-initiated contact reported more trust in 

the PPB than those who experienced a police-initiated contact as well as those who had no contact with 

PPB at all. Thus, the type of contact with the PPB appears to moderate community members’ perceptions 

of the Bureau overall.  

 

 

Figure 5-1 – Public Trust in Police as a Function of Contact Type 

There are a couple other points of interest that we point out in the above analysis. First, community 

members having a casual conversation with PPB members reported more trust than any other type of 

contact. Often, we do not think of interactions with the police as “casual.” However, there is something 

to be gained by PPB chatting with community members, particularly when that is the only interaction with 

police that many community members have. Positive and informal contacts are a primary means of 

building trust and creating a “trust bank” of good will with the public. The account balance will increase 

and decrease with positive and negative interactions, respectively. By continuing the casual conversations 

2.72

3.3 3.31
3.43

3.68

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

Police-Initiated
Contact (PI)

No
Contact

Both PI
and CI

Community-Initiated
Contact (CI)

Casual
Conversation

Public Trust in Police as a Function of Contact Type



64 
 

that PPB already engages in, and increasing their frequency where possible, PPB can continue to build 

positive trust within the community.  

Insights can be gained by not only looking across interactions types, but within them as well. For instance, 

police-initiated contacts are associated with lower levels of public trust compared to community-initiated 

contacts, but this is not a fixed reality that police cannot change. Ratings can still be improved by 

improving how officers treat community members during enforcement activity. For both police-initiated 

and community-initiated contacts, when the treatment the public received was judged to be fair, they 

reported significantly higher levels of overall trust in the PPB. For instance, during police-initiated 

interactions, those who felt they were treated fairly had a mean Trust score of 3.21 while those who felt 

they were treated unfairly had a mean Trust score of 2.38 (a .83 difference). The quality of decision making 

and treatment by officers is important in both types of encounters and even enforcement actions can be 

positively evaluated if officers exhibit strong skills in procedural justice and interpersonal communication. 

Training in these areas, along with strong leadership and policies that establish customer service as a 

priority, should help to produce positive results on public trust outcome measures. 

 
*If a community member experienced both a police-initiated and community-initiated contact but perceived one as fair and the 
other as unfair, they were left out of the analysis due to the mixed nature of their response. 

Figure 5-2 – Mean Trust Scores by Interaction Type and Perceptions of Fairness 

Of course, we caution that causal links are uncertain. The community’s level of trust in the PPB can be 

influenced by a number of factors other than the type of contact and the level of procedural justice, such 

as historical relationships that are difficult to forget. However, because these linkages have been strongly 

established in prior research, we maintain that procedural justice (fair treatment) and legitimacy (public 

trust) are core outcome measures that should be repeatedly measured through a contact survey and the 

annual community survey.  
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New Contact Survey 

As the above analysis implies, one of the best ways to measure the quality of police services and their 

level of engagement with the community is to ask the recipients of police services directly. In contrast to 

the community-wide survey, a contact survey would seek feedback from all individuals who have had any 

formal contact with a PPB officer, including persons who have had contact due to a possible mental health 

crisis, and would seek their input within a few weeks of the encounter when the information is still fresh 

in their minds. The survey would provide a direct measure of how well PPB officers are engaging with 

various segments of the Portland community, as well as generate new information about the effectiveness 

of police training overall and mental health response training and programming. 

The COCL will continue to work with the City and PPB to implement a valid contact survey in 2017. The 

survey will measure procedural justice and related variables (voice, respect, neutrality, trust, empathy, 

competence, and social etiquette), use of force, resistance, and overall satisfaction with the encounter 

from the community member’s perspective.  
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

AAR: After Action Report (also referred to as 940) 

AMR/EMS: American Medical Response/Emergency Medical Service 

AS: Accountability Subcommittee (COAB) 

BHRT: Behavioral Health Response Team 

BHU: Behavioral Health Unit 

BHUAC: Behavioral Health Unit Advisory Committee 

BOEC: Bureau of Emergency Communications 

CCO: Coordinated Care Organization 

CEOPS: Community Engagement and Outreach Subcommittee (COAB) 

CI Training: Crisis Intervention Training 

CIT: Crisis Intervention Team 

COAB: Community Oversight and Advisory Board 

COCL: Compliance Officer and Community Liaison 

CPRC: Community Police Relations Committee 

CRC: Citizen Review Committee 

CRO: Communication Restriction Order 

DHM: Davis, Hibbitts, & Midghall, Inc. Research 

DOJ: Department of Justice 

DSUFCS: Data Systems, Use of Force, and Compliance Subcommittee (COAB) 

ECIT: Enhanced Crisis Intervention Team 

ECW: Electronic Control Weapons 

EIS: Employee Information System 
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FDCR: Force Data Collection Report 

HRC: Human Rights Commission 

IA: Internal Affairs 

IPR: Independent Police Review 

LMS: Learning Management System 

MHCRS: Mental Health Crisis Response Subcommittee (COAB) 

PES: Psychiatric Emergency Services 

POH: Police Officer Hold 

PPB: Portland Police Bureau 

PRB: Police Review Board 

PSD: Professional Standards Division 

RU: Responsibility Unit 

SCT: Service Coordination Team 

SOP: Standard Operating Procedure 

TA Statement: Technical Assistance Statement 

TAC: Training Advisory Council 
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LIST OF PERSONNEL 

Chief of Police: Mike Marshman 

Assistant Chief of Police: Matt Wagenknecht 

Assistant Chief of Police: Mike Leloff 

Assistant Chief of Police: Chris Uehara 

Compliance Coordinator: Steve Jones 

Inspector: Mike Krantz 

Behavioral Health Unit (BHU) Manager: Tashia Hager 

EIS Supervisor: Mike Fort 

EIS Administrator: Amanda McMillan 

Training Manager: Bob Day 

Auditor: Mary Hull Caballero 

IPR Director: Constantin Severe 
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