
Organization Settlement Agreement Section Comment Response

Portland Copwatch Par. 148

COCL does not adequately critique PPB's methodology for Stops Data 
and does not adequately comment on PPB's finding that African 
American drivers are stopped by PPB 1.4 times the crime 
victimization rate.

Finding the right benchmark for assessing whether the police are 
showing bias in police stops is challenging. However, we stand by our 
decision to endorse PPB’s use of Injury Collision and Crime 
Victimization benchmarks for evaluating disparities for traffic 
enforcement and patrol enforcement, respectively. The injury and 
victimization benchmarks are superior to gross population 
demographics given that society expects the police to be efficient and 
targeted when it comes to preventing and investigating crime. 
Apparently, the "1.4 times" figure includes all non-traffic stops data, 
including the Gang Enforcement Team; however, COCL did not endore 
the Gang Enforcement Team benchmark and resulting statistics.  
Overall, however, we are satisfied that PPB has met the requirements 
of Par. 148 to collect, analysis, and report stops data for community 
consumption. 

Portland Copwatch Par. 148
COCL does not adequately address instances of "mere conversation" 
during pedestrian stops not being tracked.

Our understanding is there was no intent to include "mere 
conversation" in the Stops data base and that a few such incidents 
were included by mistake.  Whether or not PPB should track such 
pedestrian interactions separately is another matter that we have 
chosen not to address here because of the problems it has created in 
other cities. 

Portland Copwatch Par. 147
In evaluating Par. 147, COCL did not evaluate whether delivery of 
Precinct statistics to PCCEP was done in a public forum or whether 
PCCEP discussed the data.

 In March, PPB provided the information required by #147 to the 
PCCEP staff who in turn provided it to PCCEP members, which is the 
established protocol.  We expect that PCCEP leadership will be 
discussing this information with PCCEP members and the community 
to help inform the work of the PCCEP.

Portland Copwatch Par. 128
COCL does not ask the City to push for changes to state law that would 
allow IPR investigators to access PPB data.

Efforts such as this have been attempted in the past and we encourage 
the City to continue those attempts where possible.  However, we feel 
it inappropriate to condition substantial compliance on steps not 
within the control of the City.

Portland Copwatch Par. 116
COCL should analyze whether officers who receive an EIS intervention 
change their behavior and whether those who do not get counseled 
continue to receive EIS alerts.

We have noted in past reports that such an analysis would take many 
years to adequately perform and that PPB should do such an 
evaluation once sufficient data have been collected.  As PPB has set up 
the system and collected the data necessary to perform such analyses, 
we maintain they have substantially complied.

Portland Copwatch Par. 117
COCL does not provide examples of what has been done to fix outlying 
units identified through the SOP #47 process.

We have revised our report to note the steps taken by RU Managers for 
group trends identified through the SOP #47 process.

Portland Copwatch Sections V and VI
COCL should have provided an update to Sections V and VI 
(Community Based Mental Health Services and Crisis Intervention) 
since it has been one year since it was last assessed.

Our 2019 Q1 report was designed to focus on areas where PPB and the 
City still required additional steps to gain substantial compliance 
with the Settlement Agreement.  Updates on other sections that had 
already gained compliance will be addressed in future 2019 reports.  
However, as part of our monitoring, we continue to receive updates 
on sections already found in compliance.  While we have not yet 
assessed these in a formal report, we continue to assess them 
informally each quarter.



Portland Copwatch Par. 105
COCL's analysis of Par. 105 is confusing and does not adequately 
explain the 5% statistic.

We have revised our report to better explain this statistic.

Portland Copwatch Par. 84(a)(i)
COCL does not discuss the fact that one criterion for determining 
whether a person has a mental illness is if they are blocking traffic 
which many protestors do when they are not in mental health crisis.

Portland Police officers have received extensive training on the signs 
and symptoms of mental illness.  We have not seen any indication 
that they are solely relying on a person blocking traffic when making 
their determinations, particularly in the context of protests and 
demonstrations.

Portland Copwatch Par. 128
COCL did not adequately evaluate whether IPR includes sergeants' 
positive interactions with community members when sending out 
findings letters.

We have reviewed disposition letters that have attempted to capture 
such positive interactions.  We continue to believe that such 
attempts mitigate the concerns we heard from sergeants.

Portland Copwatch Par. 68(f)
COCL gives substantial compliance related to Par. 68f but the 
directive has not been inactive and COCL has not observed officers 
performing the function in the field.

Prior versions of Directive 1010.00 contained the requirement to 
attempt handcuffing under power.  Therefore, we did not feel it 
necessary to wait for the revised version to be enacted as handcuffing 
under power was already a requirement.  We have not observed 
officers attempting to handcuff under power in the field because to 
do so would require continuous ride-alongs for weeks to observe 
these events. CEW applications are extremely rare relative to the total 
number of police-community encounters.  

Portland Copwatch Par. 81
COCL gives substantial compliance related to Par. 81 without 
verifying that supervisors are doing anything more than checking a 
box.

PPB has invested considerable time creating online reports for 
supervisors that allow them to easily review the training records of 
their employees.  Given this enhancement, we have no reason to 
expect dishonesty by supervisors when submitting their semi-annual 
evaluations.  

Portland Copwatch Par. 99
COCL should provide more clarity regarding the disparity in increases 
related to Par. 99.

We have revised our report to provide clarity on this point.

Portland Copwatch Par. 99
COCL's analysis of Par. 99 does not provide outcome results for ECIT 
and non-ECIT officers to support COCL's position.

We have revised our report to provide corresponding data.

Portland Copwatch Pars. 116 and 117
COCL should use a different term than "risk management" for PPB's 
efforts to identify problematic officers because that is the name of the 
City's department that handles lawsuits.

The term "risk management" is the informal name that PPB has given 
to this process. 

Portland Copwatch Pars. 116 and 117
COCL should better clarify standard deviations as it may not make 
sense to laypeople.

We have revised our report to better clarify standard deviations, 
though we note that this is a technical term that requires some 
statistical expertise to fully understand.

Portland Copwatch Par. 116
COCL should include all abbreviations in the appendix including FED, 
FSD, PED, PSD, SSD/CIU, TOD, and YSD

We have revised our report to include such abbreviations.


