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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. The COCL is currently working with the PPB regarding the 

proper data collection, compilation, and dissemination in each of these areas. This outcomes 

assessment reports on the status of PPB’s progress in these areas and makes suggestions for 

future directions. This report also provides quantitative analyses of data we feel are reliable for 

baseline interpretation, when available. We emphasize that this is a “work in progress,” as it will 

take time for PPB to achieve full compliance regarding the creation of reliable data-based systems 

for management and oversight of Settlement-related reforms. This work is time consuming and 

resource intensive.  

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 systems, it is too early to draw 

strong conclusions about their implementation. Some systems are just beginning, while others 

are in progress, but not fully implemented. Some have been implemented, but not enough time 

has passed for an 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.  
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This report covers different timeframes based on the data available for each particular section. 

A six-month timeframe is used for newer data systems. In other sections, data covering a longer 

timeframe are available and allow us to better identify and discuss trends. For all sections, the 

data are explained and the timelines are provided.  

 

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

In the first section, we assess whether PPB has created “capable systems and resources for 

responding to persons in mental health crisis.” We have reviewed data from five sources in this 

section: (1) Mental Health Mask (MHM) data, (2) Behavioral Health Response Team (BHRT) data, 

(3) Service Coordination Team (SCT) data, (4) Enhanced Crisis Intervention Training (ECIT)/Non-

ECIT Focus Group data, and (5) PPB Employee Survey data.  

The Mental Health Mask is a recent data collection tool designed to better capture interactions 

with persons in mental health crisis or exhibiting symptoms of mental illness. The MHM, if well 

implemented, has considerable potential for contributing to Portland’s understanding of how the 

PPB responds to various mental health calls. PPB began testing the MHM in January of 2016 and 

implemented it Bureau-wide beginning in March. As the implementation of the MHM 

progressed, technical and operator issues were identified by PPB. Many were resolved as they 

occurred. This Outcomes Assessment addresses issues regarding the MHM and PPB’s plans to 

address them.  

We have reviewed the data from the MHM for the timeframe of March 1, 2016 to August 1, 2016. 

Overall, the data show that out of approximately 91,935 interactions with subjects, 10.5% 

involved a mental health component. Of these, nearly half (45.5%) occurred in the Central 

Precinct, 60.6% involved a male, and 73.6% involved Caucasians. Many officers (50.3%) 

determined the call had a mental health component based on their own observations and in 

19.3% of the interactions with a mental health component, an ECIT officer was on the scene 

(though may not have been the primary officer). Force was used in 1.2% of interactions with a 

mental health component (compared with .4% of non-mental health related interactions). The 

subject was armed in approximately 3% of the interactions with a mental health component. PPB 

officers did not use force in over 90% of the interactions in which the subject was armed. 

We then looked at the data for the Behavioral Health Response Team (BHRT) for the period of 

January 2013 to June 2016. This three-and-a-half-year span allows us to see some trends over 

time. The data indicate that the number of BHRT cases has increased since 2013, while the length 

of time individuals stay on the BHRT workload has decreased. The demographics of individuals 

have generally remained consistent since 2013, with the “typical” BHRT individual being 

Caucasian (between 70% and 80%), male (between 70% and 80%), and between the ages of 30 

and 50 (between 45% and 55%). The reason for referral to BHRT tended to vary by season, though 

“Risk to Self” and “Escalating Behavior” are found as common reasons across all seasons. 
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Individuals accepted by BHRT are consistently most likely to be connected with coordinated 

services when compared to other outcome categories. 

Finally, we examined Service Coordination Team (SCT) data for the timeframe July 2014 to August 

2016. The data indicate that the number of SCT clients has increased over the years, though 

changes in the number of individuals entering the program may be seasonally affected, wherein 

more clients enter during the fall and winter months of the year. Clients who successfully 

completed the program were more likely to be employed at exit than those who exited prior to 

completion. The SCT successful completion rate has remained steady at approximately 20 

percent. 

Overall, we believe that PPB is very close to achieving capable systems for responding to persons 

in mental health crisis and measuring outcomes. However, full assessment of these systems 

awaits reliable and valid data. The BHRT and SCT appear to be functioning as intended, though 

evaluation of data on a longer timeline will provide a better indication of whether the systems 

have been maintained. Reliable collection of Mental Health Mask data is a work in progress, 

though the implementation to date indicates it is being taken seriously by its administrators. To 

improve reliability, the message must be communicated to officers on the street that it is 

important to the organization that the MHM data be collected completely and accurately. Once 

the MHM data have been reliability collected over an extended period, we believe PPB will have 

achieved capable data systems to assess their response persons in mental health crisis. 

 

Competent Accountability and Oversight Systems 

For the “Competent Accountability and Oversight Systems” section, this report includes a 

discussion of the current thresholds used by PPB as required by the Settlement Agreement to 

flag an officer for potential supervisory review. As we have said in previous reports, these 

thresholds appear to be insufficient to adequately identify at-risk officers and we provide 

suggested revisions that are more likely to result in true-positives. We also discuss PPB’s own 

evaluation of the predictive power of the Employee Information System (EIS), noting that while 

PPB put forth a respectable effort in reviewing the predictive power of their EIS, modifying the 

variables might improve predictability.  

We then review the data provided by the Independent Police Review (IPR) to provide a window 

into community member complaints. Data from our previous Outcomes Assessment (timeframe 

August 2015 to January 2016) are combined with more recent data (February 2016 to August 

2016) to provide a more stable picture of community complaints. In the one-year period, there 

were a total of 423 complaints filed with IPR which included a total of 974 individual allegations, 

thus averaging 2.3 allegations per complaint. Most allegations related to the procedure or 

conduct of the officer and the most commonly cited individual policy violation was “Courtesy” 

(Directive 310.40). The percent of cases that were declined by IPR was between 67% (first six 

months of data) and 54% (second six months of data). Although these time periods are not truly 
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comparable (representing different times of the year), there is the possibility that the reduction 

in IPR declinations is due to improved investigatory capacity within IPR. A longer timeline, 

however, would be necessary to confirm this hypothesis.  

Overall, we believe that implementation of the Settlement Agreement has not yet created 

competent accountability and oversight systems. The accidental shooting incident involving the 

previous Chief of Police and the City’s/PPB’s response has raised serious concerns about some 

aspects of the accountability and oversight system within PPB. Although this was a singular 

incident, our survey of PPB officers documents that there are other issues with accountability 

systems. For example, between 2015 and 2016 there were significant declines in officers’ 

perceptions of the fairness of the disciplinary process. While IPR has enhanced their resources 

and abilities to conduct independent investigations, there is still room to grow. Finally, PPB has a 

limited conceptualization of EIS as a tool for identifying and intervening with at-risk officers. We 

believe EIS can be used more effectively. COCL will need to come to an agreement with the PPB 

and the Department of Justice on a future course of action.  

 

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 

Prior to this report, we have released multiple Technical Assistance (TA) Statements related to 

the ECIT training, Training Needs Assessments, and evaluating training using the Kirkpatrick 

model of evaluation. In this report, we provide overviews of these TA Statements and how these 

topics affect our three primary evaluation principles: (1) that training reflect policy; (2) that 

training be evaluated on its merits, and; (3) that training evaluation results are utilized by PPB to 

inform training content and delivery. To highlight our points, we present data from the 2015 ECIT 

training, commenting on changes that are observable within test questions, within officers, and 

within groups (the officers’ cohorts). While the cohort that went through the ECIT training 

showed an overall increase in knowledge, we recommend PPB further examine the data at the 

test item and individual level. We also recommend PPB use the training evaluation data to 

establish a pass/fail criteria for the training. We will need to provide consultation to PPB on an 

improved and expanded set of knowledge items in order for this to occur.  

The results of the survey of PPB employees and our focus groups with ECIT and non-ECIT were 

also mixed in their responses. Although most officers felt their street experience was more 

valuable than the mental health training they received, the majority of officers reported that 

mental health training was beneficial. Furthermore, most officers (over 90%) had confidence in 

their (and their fellow officers’) skills in identifying mental illness and de-escalating situations. 

Between 70% and 80% of officers were also confident in their abilities to link persons 

experiencing a mental health crisis with appropriate services. They also felt confident using the 

BHU Electronic Referral System (BERS) to make a referral to the BHU. However, there were some 
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differences in survey and focus group responses based on whether an individual was ECIT 

certified or not (ECIT officers were more positive in their perceptions of the BHU overall). 

Based on the survey, focus group, and preliminary training evaluation data, as well as our review 

of curriculum materials and observations of the training, we believe that training for mental 

health response has been well implemented within PPB. However, PPB must create and 

implement a capable system of training evaluation that will assess the effectiveness of the 

training more rigorously. While we feel considerable progress has been made compared to 

previous methods of evaluation used by PPB, more work needs to be done in this area to provide 

a valid assessment of training content, delivery, and effectiveness 

 

Proper Management of the Use of Force to Meet Constitutional Standards 

PPB has made significant process in setting up data systems that can manage the use of force to 

meet constitutional standards. The area where we have seen the most progress is the design, 

implementation, and revision of the force audit process. Over the past year the COCL team has 

worked with the PPB to create an auditing system that ensures the necessary information 

required to review force events is present in Force Data Collection Reports (FDCRs) and 940 After 

Action Reports. In the next year, we anticipate the force audit will have the capacity to evaluate 

force events as in-policy, out-of-policy, or as events that are considered questionable. If fully 

implemented, PPB should have a managerial system that allows the organization to reliably 

evaluate the appropriateness (and constitutionality) of force decisions by officers. This 

information will ultimately inform training, EIS, and the community. 

In this section, we also present various strategies of measuring force and how each approach 

may influence how the data are interpreted. We show how PPB’s force may be measured in 

whole numbers, as a proportion of calls for service, as a proportion of subject interactions, and 

as a proportion of custodies. How force is presented will dictate how it is interpreted and we 

recommend PPB and members of the community examine the force numbers and determine 

what definitions are most informative. 

Results from the organizational survey are also presented as they relate to force. Although 

approximately 80% of officers felt they were familiar with the force policies and that the policies 

were clear and useful, 74.5% did not believe the revised force policies were an improvement over 

previous versions. Also, given the City’s movement towards body-worn cameras (BWCs) and 

research indicating that BWCs may lead to a reduction in force (Ariel, Farrar, Sutherland (2015)), 

we asked officers whether they personally supported or opposed the use of BCWs. Nearly 8 out 

of 10 (78.4%) indicated they supported the use of body-worn cameras. 

Overall, progress has been made in PPB’s management of the use of force to meet constitutional 

standards. Work is required on the next phase of the force audit, though the initial phase has 

ensured the necessary information for the Inspector to make judgments on trends and training 
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implications. The process of introducing and field testing the force audit was labor intensive for 

the Inspector’s staff, as well as the officers and supervisors, but PPB now has a viable review 

system in place. Finally, PPB’s quarterly summary force reports have substantially improved from 

one year ago, providing a much richer set of data. However, these reports should be enhanced 

by community input on what information is most informative. We will continue to consult with 

PPB in this area. 

 

Robust Systems of Community Engagement 

The main system of community engagement set up by the Settlement Agreement is the 

Community Oversight and Advisory Board (COAB). This option for community input has been 

adversely affected by a number of issues culminating with a recess from August to October 2016. 

Future efforts by the City are needed to create an improved system that engages the voice of all 

segments of the Portland community. The City has sought input of the community through other 

methodologies, including community surveys, focus groups, and outreach. We believe these are 

good methods for hearing community sentiment and recommend they be continued. 

We also asked PPB officers to give their opinion on the police-community relationship. Results 

were mixed. On a positive note, most officers (81.7%) reject the idea that the police have reason 

to be distrustful of community members. However, most officers (96.7%) do feel that the public 

does not understand what it means to be an officer and only about 60% believe that most people 

respect the police. When asked whether certain populations were treated disrespectfully by the 

police, between 80% and 90% of officers (depending on the population queried) felt they were 

not. Finally, many officers agreed that confrontational tactics had merit, with 71.9% feeling like 

“Stop and Frisk” has a bad reputation for no reason and between 45% and 60% of officers 

(depending on item) felt that aggressive police tactics are more useful in certain areas or with 

certain people. 

Certainly, there is more work to be done in building robust systems of community engagement. 

The PPB is currently engaged in a wide range of community partnerships that deserve better 

documentation and publication, but the distrust that exists between the Bureau and community 

members who participated in the COAB process is problematic. Given the current tension 

between the City and segments of the community, it is imperative that the City provide a 

proposal for a new structure of community engagement. While we are open to consulting with 

the City on next steps, we think a plan needs to be formulated and implemented soon. In this 

vein, we strongly maintain that in the future, the work of the COCL should focus on PPB’s 

compliance with the terms of the Settlement Agreement and not be confused with the task of 

community engagement. 
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Organizational Culture, Leadership, Commitment 

The COCL team is well aware that the success of reform often depends on the police culture and 

work environment, so we have been careful to measure these contextual factors. Our research 

elsewhere has shown that receptivity to organizational change among police employees is 

influenced by their perceptions of fairness, leadership, and inclusivity in the work environment. 

Using data from the survey of PPB employees and the focus groups with ECIT and non-ECIT 

officers, we have identified findings that have implications for reform. Our survey of PPB officers 

shows a decline in perceptions of leadership and feelings of inclusivity between 2015 and 2016, 

accompanied by a dramatic decline in job satisfaction and commitment to organizational goals. 

Officers’ input in the reform process is important. We found that 78.8% of officers in the 2016 

survey indicate they are rarely/never asked for input on important decisions, compared with 

38.8% in 2015.  

The data also indicate potential increases in burnout. We included a number of new variables in 

the 2016 survey related to safety concerns and perceptions of the Settlement Agreement. Nearly 

three quarter of officers (72.5%) indicated they have serious concerns about their safety at least 

sometimes. Officers also indicated they are much more reluctant to engage in proactive policing 

due the national criticism directed at police today. Furthermore, the majority of officers (82.4%) 

did not believe the Settlement Agreement would improve PPB and about 9 in 10 officers felt the 

Agreement was a distraction. Focus groups with ECIT and non-ECIT officers also revealed similar 

themes. Participants in those focus groups talked about the level of scrutiny felt by officers and 

that there was a real sense of “damned if you do, damned if you don’t” within the Bureau. PPB 

should take care to address the dynamics of organizational behavior, from leadership to 

accountability, in order to reduce resistance to reforms. 
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METHODOLOGICAL NOTE 

As part of our review of PPB reform, we conducted two forms of data collection that touched 

upon aspects of each of the sections presented in this report. These methodologies were focus 

groups with Enhanced Crisis Intervention Team (ECIT) and Non-ECIT officers as well as an annual 

survey of Portland Police Bureau (PPB) officers. We presented some of these findings during the 

July 28, 2016 COAB meeting and the status conference with Judge Simon on October 25, 2016, 

but provide more in-depth coverage of the findings in this report. Within the various sections, 

we highlight findings from these methodologies when appropriate. 

In May of 2016, we held six focus groups with PPB officers – 3 with ECIT officers and 3 with non-

ECIT officers. A total of 9 ECIT AND 8 Non-ECIT officers participated. Officers were selected to 

ensure that each of the three PPB precincts were represented equally in the focus groups. Each 

group was approximately 60 minutes long and were performed over a three-night stretch with 

one ECIT and one Non-ECIT group occurring each night. Topics covered included officers’ 

perceptions on interacting with persons experiencing mental health crisis, PPB’s system of 

mental health response, mental health response training, the current ECIT dispatch criteria and 

thoughts on its expansion, and the culture of PPB since the Settlement Agreement was approved. 

Detailed notes of the discussion were taken by City staff and were aggregated to identify trends 

in responses 

Between June and July of 2016, we conducted a survey of PPB employees. Email notifications 

were sent to all employees (sworn and civilian), asking them to take a brief survey on their 

perceptions of the organization and a number of Settlement Agreement relevant topics. Three 

reminder emails were sent at one week intervals. Approximately three weeks after beginning the 

survey, Chief O’Dea resigned. We decided to close the survey at that time. A total of 565 

employees took the survey, including 421 sworn officers and 144 civilian members. In addition 

to reporting on this year’s survey results, we provide comparisons with responses to our 2015 

baseline PPB survey. Of note, we also compare the 2016 survey responses of ECIT and non-ECIT 

officers on mental health response related items and found statistically significant differences on 

some items (p<.05). These items are denoted with ** next to the item. For all items where there 

was a statistically significant difference between ECIT and non-ECIT officers, ECIT officer 

responses indicated more positive beliefs about the item. 
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CAPABLE SYSTEMS AND RESOURCES FOR RESPONDING TO PERSONS 

IN MENTAL HEALTH CRISIS 

 

Mental Health Mask (MHM) 

In January of 2016, PPB began collecting mental health interaction data using the Mental Health 

Mask (MHM). After every police interaction, the primary officer on the call receives a prompt 

from the PPB intranet, requiring the officer to identify whether anyone involved with the call 

exhibited signs of a mental illness or crisis. Officers are asked to consider whether persons 

involved with the call demonstrated the following behaviors: 

- Illogical thinking/talking 

- Disorientation/confusion 

- Abnormal behavior/appearance 

- Neglect of self-care 

- Hearing voices/hallucinating 

- Anxious/excited/agitated 

- Paranoid or suspiciousness 

- Severe, depressed mood 

- Suicidal talk or gesture(s) 

The above behaviors are not an exhaustive list, but instead are examples provided to officers to 

assist them in determining whether there was a mental health component to the call.  

 

Mental Health Mask Issues 

Implementation of the MHM began in January of 2016. Initial feedback revealed issues with 

technology, design, response options, routing, and data reliability. The majority of these issues 

were addressed and resolved as soon as they came up. Per our request, PPB provided us with a 

list of remaining issues and assessment of steps required to address these issues and ensure 

MHM data are reliable, valid and operationally useful. PPB identified technical, 

personnel/process, and accuracy related issues. We discuss these below. 

Technical issues: One example of technical issues is the ability of officers to skip several 

mandatory fields in the MHM, resulting in occasional missing data. Fixing this requires code to be 

revised to force a response to mandatory fields. Another issue relates to prompts to complete 

mandatory fields that had already been completed while other officers receive prompts to 

complete fields not relevant to the interaction. To resolve this, PPB has switched the “one-time 

validation that occurs upon submitting the MHM.”  
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Personnel/process issues: Currently, responsibility for completing the MHM defaults to the 

officer who clears the call. This officer may not be the primary officer on the call, who would have 

the most accurate information about those involved. The MHM is designed to be completed by 

the primary officer, thus, the current default could route responsibility to the wrong officer. PPB 

has instituted a short-term fix to this where officers may request the MHM be re-directed to the 

correct officer. In the future, a permanent solution will allow redirection to be completed through 

a button on the form. 

Accurate and timely completion of the MHM: Finally, there remains issues related to the accurate 

and timely completion of the MHM. For example, PPB indicates that it can be difficult to identify 

from the MHM data the person believed to have mental illness for calls involving multiple people. 

An additional issue pertaining to reliability and validity of the data relates to when officers should 

indicate a mental health component. For example, officers may be unsure of whether they should 

consider indicators of substance intoxication or age-related dementia in their determinations. 

This is an issue that can be further clarified and addressed in directives and training.  

Currently, PPB indicates that 90% of MHM masks are completed within 7 days of the interaction. 

We believe that in order to ensure valid and reliable data, MHMs should be completed no later 

than the end of the officer’s next shift. We will consult with PPB about this in the near future. 

Resolution to Issues: In addition to listing remaining challenges, PPB provided four steps they 

believe will help them improve the reliability and validity of the MHM data, two of which deal 

with training and two of which deal with IT requirements. PPB indicates that additional training 

on what constitutes a mental health issue/crisis will support officers in responding to the MHM. 

PPB would also like to reduce the usage of the override button on the MHM, an issue that can 

also be addressed through enhanced training. In terms of IT issues, PPB will work toward more 

consistent identification of the primary officer to ensure the appropriate person is completing 

the MHM. Further, identification and correction of IT errors should continue as they arise. 

 

Focus Groups – Mental Health Mask Data 

Our focus groups with ECIT and non-ECIT officers touched upon the reliability of data and coding 

issues. Officers were skeptical that current measures could adequately capture their interactions 

with persons with mental illnesses and, furthermore, that any type of data collection would fall 

short of a truly representative picture. Many officers pointed out the conflation between mental 

illness and drugs/alcohol. Although officers stated identifying mental illness is fairly easy, it 

becomes more difficult when determining whether the actions of the individual were caused by 

mental illness or substance use. One officer stated that when one community member calls the 

police about another community member, the caller may indicate mental illness is a factor. 

However, when the officer responds, they may recognize the situation as being more influenced 

by drugs. How this gets coded for the purposes of data collection is ultimately up to the officer 

and may not be consistent across officers or time. 
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Mental Health Mask Data 

Based on our interactions with PPB and our review of the MHM issues/resolutions summary 

provided by PPB, we are confident that the MHM is being implemented with a significant degree 

of care. While aware of its limitations, we requested the MHM data for the time period of March 

1, 2016 to August 1, 2016 in order to provide initial results for mental health interactions. Many 

of the initial IT issues were addressed prior to March 1, 2016. We feel the data presented below 

are adequate for providing a rough snapshot of interactions with a mental health component. 

Between March 1, 2016 and August 1, 2016, there were a total of 133,283 interactions for which 

a MHM was completed. For the purposes of our analyses, we removed calls that were cancelled 

by dispatch prior to arrival, those that did not involve a subject, or calls in which the officer was 

unable to locate the subject or location. This resulted in 91,935 total interactions involving a 

human subject. The 9,629 interactions coded as involving a person believed to have a mental 

illness represent 10.5% of this modified dataset. 

When completing the MHM, officers indicating no mental health component must indicate how 

they determined the absence of a mental health component. Reasons include the categories 

listed above that we excluded from the data set (e.g. cancelled by dispatch, did not involve a 

subject, unable to locate subject). However, for this report, we retained cases where the officer 

indicated the call did not involve a mental health component by checking the “Other” category, 

as this indicated there was a police interaction with a member of the public. Additionally, some 

of the responses in this category highlight some ongoing reliability issues with the MHM. 

Although the majority of cases coded in the “Other” category appear to be accurately coded as 

not containing a mental health component, some entries suggest additional training is needed 

regarding when a mental health component should be coded affirmatively. For instance, some 

“Other” entries indicated 1234, which is a PPB code for a person with mental illness. Some calls 

explicitly state that is was a “crisis call.” In each of these examples, the call was not coded as 

having a mental health component (though it is unclear whether “crisis call” necessarily relates 

to mental illness). Finally, other comments indicated the officer did not know whether there was 

a mental health component or could not remember the call. These issues could be addressed 

through training and timelier completion of the MHM. 

A review of the “Other” comments also indicate that response options for why the call was not 

coded as a mental health influence could be expanded. For instance, many “Other” comments 

revealed the subject was drunk/high. Other comments indicated the officer was called off by 

American Medical Response (AMR) prior to arriving on-scene or that the interaction was by 

phone only. While we do not believe that response options should be expanded to cover all 

conceivable possibilities, PPB might consider reviewing comments under “Other” to identify 

which comments are most often used and create a couple more response options based on 

those.  
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Examining calls in which a mental health component was identified, we find that 45.5% occurred 

in Central Precinct, 29.9% in East Precinct and 23.9% in North Precinct. Looking at subject 

demographics, 60.6% of the interactions involved a male, 38.4% involved a female, and in 1% 

gender was unknown. For the race of the subject, 73.6% were Caucasian, 15.8% were African 

American, 3.6% were Hispanic, and the remaining 7% were of some other race/ethnicity. In the 

dataset, subject age was collected in an open-text field format, leading to some officers indicating 

age as a date, a number, a range, an estimation, or “unknown.” PPB may want to consider 

converting the age field to a mandatory format or a range (e.g. 18-25) in order to capture this 

information in a useable format. 

Officers indicated they made the mental health determination most frequently based on their 

own observations of the scene (50.3%), followed by information from BOEC (26.2%), information 

from another person (11.8%), information from the subject (7.1%), or information from another 

source (3.4%).  

While not always the primary officer, an ECIT officer was “on scene acting in their capacity as an 

ECIT officer” in 19.3% of the interactions. For interactions where an ECIT officer was on the scene, 

they most often self-initiated responding to the scene (47.6%). In 38.5% of times where an ECIT 

officer was on-scene, they were dispatched by BOEC. In the remaining cases, ECIT officers were 

requested by another officer (11.0%) or at the request of a sergeant/supervisor (2.6%).  

The MHM includes fields for officers to indicate whether de-escalation or disengagement 

techniques were used during the interaction involving a mental health component. For the 

reader, we provide some context for the discussions that have occurred between the COCL and 

the PPB regarding use of the term “de-escalation.” In some instances, we have seen de-escalation 

be associated with commands (e.g. “stop and get on the ground”), as this may lead the 

community member to de-escalate their behavior and comply with the officer. However, CI and 

ECIT training discuss de-escalation more in terms of moving someone from an agitated crisis state 

to a calmer state. Also adding to the confusion is the Settlement Agreement including the concept 

of force de-escalation (i.e. reducing the level of force as the community member reduces 

resistance). This definition not only has implications for the MHM, but for the force audit as well. 

Thus, the various potential definitions of de-escalation should be kept in mind when interpreting 

the below results. Disengagement is defined by PPB as “a tactic to be considered to reduce undue 

safety risk to the member, the involved persons, or others.” It involves officers retreating from a 

situation with a plan for follow-up at a later time to address the situation. 

De-escalation was used in 21.2% of interactions while disengagement was used in 8.2%. Both 

techniques were used in 2.8% of interactions. The use of these techniques was also related to 

whether force was used and whether the subject sustained an injury. For all interactions involving 

a mental health component, force was used in 1.2% of the cases. In more than half of the 

instances where force was used, neither de-escalation nor disengagement were used, though it 

is impossible to tell from the data whether the officer had time or opportunity to employ the two 

techniques. Furthermore, a subject was injured in less than 1% of interactions that contained a 
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mental health component. In 71.4% of the incidents that resulted in an injury to the subject, 

neither tactic was utilized.  

The subject was armed in approximately 3% of the interactions with a mental health component. 

Of these 285 interactions, PPB officers used force in 20 (6.7%). They did not use force in 265 

(93.3%) interactions in which the subject was armed. By comparison, in interactions where the 

subject was not armed, PPB used force approximately 1% of the time.  

In 23.8% of interactions with a mental health component, the subject was transported to some 

type of facility. Most commonly, this was a hospital (61.1% of transports) and 25.9% of transports 

were to jail. When the subject was transported to the hospital, it was most often on a voluntarily 

basis (70.3%).  

 

Focus Groups – Mental Health Response 

Our focus groups with ECIT and non-ECIT officers touched upon many issues related to mental 

health response. In this section, we include focus group results related to overall mental health 

response. We asked about officer approaches to interacting with individuals experiencing mental 

health crisis. Most officers relayed that communication skills were the most important tool for 

interacting with individuals with mental illnesses and that communication skills needed to be 

thought about even before arriving to the call. In addition to strategizing ahead of time about 

communication, officers indicated the importance of patience. However, the ability of an officer 

to utilize their de-escalation skills was dependent on the nature and context of the call and how 

much time officers felt they had to safely resolve it. For “hot calls” (call involving a weapon or an 

immediate threat), many officers indicated that mental illness did not alter the way they 

approached the calls. For these calls, some officers believed the safety of community members 

was the primary goal and that should drive response strategies more than mental health 

concerns. A number of officers also noted the need to be flexible when dealing with persons with 

mental illness. These officers indicated that the situation and community member dictate the 

response and therefore officers must be able to adapt.  

Many officers pointed to the Police Bureau as being one of multiple actors in mental health 

response but that they should not be considered the solution to larger systems issues. They 

compared officers’ mental health response to the medical field, where officers can provide 

rudimentary medical services (CPR) but they do not have the skills to prevent people from having 

heart attacks. Many officers believe they are unfairly cast as the responsible party for mental 

health care simply because they are often the first responders to mental health crisis situations. 

In this respect, we agree that county and state resources may not be adequate for getting people 

the help they require and that police (although they are first responders) cannot be responsible 

for the overall treatment of mental illness.  
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Also related to interacting with persons with mental illness, the focus groups touched upon 

delayed engagement and disengagement as response strategies. Officers seemed to have mixed 

feelings about the consistency with which these strategies are utilized. Some officers felt that 

disengagement and delayed engagement are useful options to have. However, other officers felt 

these options are overused at the expense of the safety of the community. Officers discussed the 

situation of a person barricaded alone in a house with a gun. They indicated that now, officers 

just walk away, and that this may sometimes save a life, but they were concerned that 

sometimes, this may be risky as well. Another example was a person with perceived mental 

illness who was in a park with a machete. After repeated attempts at engagement with the 

person, officers decided that disengagement was their best option. Although ultimately no one 

was hurt, the situation could have potentially gone poorly. Officers stated that disengagement 

must always be done with a plan, though some lamented that this is not always the case.  

A couple of officers stated that disengagement/non-engagement are used to limit liability and 

they perceive that the message from the city attorney’s office is that it is easier to defend non-

action than it is to defend action that results in negative consequence. This concept of liability 

and negative image has caused many officers to feel that inaction is preferable to action. We 

believe that disengagement/non-engagement (with a plan) are useful options to consider as long 

as safety and preservation of life are the foremost concern. It will be important for PPB to 

reinforce this in policy and training.  

We spoke with officers about the potential for expanding ECIT criteria to include ALL interactions 

where the subject is perceived to have a mental illness. The majority response was that such 

criteria would be unnecessary and would cause more problems than it would do good. Concerns 

were divided into two main camps, with officers either stating that PPB does not have sufficient 

resources to cover all mental health interactions with ECIT response or that having a blanket ECIT 

response undermines the unique system that PPB has set up.  

As it relates to the first concern (PPB resources), we have seen some initial evidence that due to 

PPB being short-staffed, ECIT officers sometimes have to go across precincts to cover the current 

ECIT criteria. Officers indicated that this has come at the expense of good service and that they 

do not have the resources to do everything they are trying to do well. We requested but were 

not provided with BOEC data to empirically assess ECIT capacity concerns for this report; however 

other discussions and evaluations have shown that this argument has potential merit. Analysis of 

this concern, as well as the second concern about PPB’s unique mental health response model, 

must be driven by data.  

Finally, officers believed that changes to PPB’s mental health response could possibly move 

progress backwards in terms of officer buy-in. Officers stated that recent changes to policy 

appear to imply that changes are already occurring and that PPB is already losing its unique 

system of mental health response. Many officers appear to have bought into the current PPB 

model of response and support the current organizational approach. In all, changes do not appear 

to be desired by the majority of officers that participated in the focus groups. 
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Organizational Survey – Mental Health Response 

Our survey of PPB officers also examined perceptions of PPB’s mental health response. For 

instance, officers were asked to assess the priority given to the crisis intervention approach by 

the top leadership in the PPB. Overall, 83.6% PPB officers felt that the administration has tried to 

get employees to adopt the crisis Intervention approach a “great deal” or as a “top priority, 

although this is a decline from 94% in 2015. At a personal level, about 3 out of 4 officers 

“somewhat” or “strongly” support the crisis intervention approach, although the level of support 

dropped about 5% in 2016.  

 

 
How much has the current top 
leadership in the bureau tried to get 
employees to adopt the CI approach? 
 

2015 
N=250 

2016 
N=384 

Not at All .4% .8% 

A Little Bit 2.8% 3.6% 

Somewhat 2.0% 9.9% 

A Great Deal 32.8% 31.8% 

A Top Priority 61.2% 51.8% 

Don’t Know .8% 2.1% 

Table 1 

 

 
What is your view of the CI approach? 

 

2015 
N=248 

2016 
N=381 

Strongly Oppose It 1.6% 1.6% 

Somewhat Oppose It 4.4% 6.8% 

About Equally Oppose and Support It 15.3% 18.4% 

Somewhat Support It 31.0% 35.2% 

Strongly Support It 47.6% 38.1% 

Table 2 

 

Although officers show individual support for the Crisis Intervention approach, survey responses 

also indicate sworn members may not have completely bought into PPB’s ECIT program. For 

instance, more than half (53.8%) of sworn members disagreed or strongly disagreed that “ECIT 

reduces the risk of officer injury**.” Similarly, nearly half (48%) of sworn members agreed or 

strongly agreed that the “ECIT program prevents patrol officers from performing more important 

activities, such as responding to emergency calls.” Only 53.9% of respondents agreed that “PPB 

is effective at keeping people with mental illness out of jail” and only 53% agreed that mental 

health crisis response is an “important function of law enforcement.” We note that response to 
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many of the items described above showed a steady or more positive view of the ECIT program 

in 2016 than in 2015. 

There were several areas where organizational sentiment was more positive towards the ECIT 

program. For instance, over 90% of respondents stated that responding to mental health crisis 

calls are a priority for PPB and 80% disagreed with the statement that the ECIT “does not provide 

officers with enough guidance for handling incidents**.” Furthermore, 75% of respondents 

agreed that mental health calls required compassion and only 30% of respondents believed that, 

with a mental health crisis, the best course of action is to “not get involved.” There was also 

support for the Behavioral Health Unit (BHU), as more than 70% of respondents believe that it is 

an effective resource for reducing repeat contacts with persons with mental illness**. Finally, 

less than 30% of respondents felt that ECIT turned officers into ineffective social workers** and 

more than 70% indicated that calling an ECIT officer to assist on a call was useful for “effectively 

resolving the situation**.” These results are encouraging, but also document the amount of room 

available for improvement (e.g. the 30% that don’t feel responding to mental health calls require 

compassion). The PPB survey provides a baseline to document continued positive change in 

attitudes and perceived skills for responding to persons in mental health crisis.  

 

 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Responding to mental health 
crises is an important function 
of law enforcement 

2015 231 13.0% 47.2% 29.0% 10.8% 

2016 366 14.2% 38.8% 35.2% 11.7% 

The best course of action 
when a call involves someone 
with a mental health crisis is to 
not get involved 

2015 230 6.1% 17.8% 60.9% 15.2% 

2016 363 7.4% 22.9% 59.0% 10.7% 

Mental health calls are 
dangerous for police officer 2015 230 47.0% 47.8% 5.2% 0.0% 

2016 368 51.9% 40.5% 7.6% 0.0% 

Responding to call where 
there are mental health issues 
requires compassion 

2015 228 43.4% 52.2% 3.1% 1.3% 

2016 368 30.7% 64.4% 4.6% .3% 
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Table 3 

 

PPB is effective in keeping 
people with mental illness out 
of jail 

2015 221 4.1% 49.8% 36.7% 9.5% 

2016 348 5.7% 47.7% 37.9% 8.6% 

Responding effectively to 
mental health crisis calls is a 
priority for PPB 

2015 226 39.8% 55.8% 3.1% 1.3% 

2016 358 33.8% 58.4% 5.6% 2.2% 

Enhanced Crisis Intervention 
Team (ECIT) reduces the risk of 
officer injuries** 

2015 224 12.9% 42.9% 36.2% 8.0% 

2016 355 10.7% 35.5% 40.8% 13.0% 

The ECIT program prevents 
patrol officers from 
performing more important 
activities, such as responding 
to emergency calls 

2015 224 7.6% 24.1% 58.5% 9.8% 

2016 356 11.5% 36.5% 43.8% 8.1% 

The ECIT program does not 
provide officers with enough 
guidance for handling 
incidents** 

2015 214 3.7% 14.5% 74.8% 7.0% 

2016 340 5.3% 14.4% 69.1% 11.2% 

The ECIT program takes good 
police officers and turns them 
into ineffective social 
workers** 

2015 219 5.9% 16.9% 60.7% 16.4% 

2016 344 8.1% 21.2% 57.8% 12.8% 

It is easy to access an ECIT 
officer when needed** 2015 211 8.1% 68.2% 20.4% 3.3% 

2016 340 4.7% 47.4% 37.1% 10.9% 

Calling an ECIT officer to assist 
in a mental health crisis is 
useful for effectively resolving 
the situation** 

2015 216 10.6% 60.2% 24.5% 4.6% 

2016 342 7.3% 56.4% 29.5% 6.7% 

The Behavioral Health Unit is 
an effective resource for 
reducing the number of repeat 
contacts officers have with 
persons with mental illness** 

2015 220 20.0% 57.7% 17.7% 4.5% 

2016 347 15.6% 56.2% 20.7% 7.5% 
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Behavioral Health Response Team (BHRT) 

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

and one mental health professional from Project Respond. The BHRT “proactively works with 

individuals who have multiple contacts with police to attempt to connect them with appropriate 

services in advance of a mental health crisis” (https://www.portlandoregon.gov/ 

police/article/458966). There is a BHRT team in each precinct of Portland. Any PPB officer can 

refer individuals to BHRT via the electronic BERS form. BHRT members meet on a regular basis to 

consider referrals and identify individuals who might benefit most from BHRT intervention. 

We provide here an analysis of BHRT data for the timespan beginning January 1, 2013 and ending 

June 30, 2016. We examine trends over time for individual demographics, initial reason for 

referral, and case dispositions. The number of individuals accepted by BHRT varies by quarter 

and has increased over time from 88 for the first quarter of 2013 to 138 for the second quarter 

of 2016 (see Figure 1). This is likely due to officers becoming more familiar with making referrals 

in the BERS system and better understanding when it is appropriate to refer a community 

member to BHRT. This also may be the result of BHRT accepting more referred individuals. We 

also reviewed the total BHRT workload over time and find that it follows a similar pattern to the 

number of new individuals accepted by quarter. It will be useful for PPB to monitor these trends 

over time. 

 

 

 

Figure 1 

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/article/458966
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/article/458966
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Demographic characteristics of BHRT individuals have remained fairly stable over time. Figures 2 

through 4 present age, gender, and race for individuals within the 14 quarters between January 

1, 2013 and June 30, 2016. While there is variation over time, in all quarters the largest group of 

individuals were between the ages of 30 and 50, making up 45-55% of the workload. Individuals 

under 30 and over 50 years of age made up 15-30% and 25-40 percent of the workload 

respectively (see Figure 2). 

According to the data provided by PPB, the BHRT workload was 20-30% female and 70-80% 

male during the period examined (see Figure 3). In terms of race and ethnicity, 70-80% of 

individuals were White and 15% to 25% were Black. All other races and ethnicities make up less 

than 10% of BHRT individuals across all quarters examined (see Figure 4). Overall, while there is 

variation quarter to quarter, the demographics of the BHRT workload have been relatively 

consistent over time. 

 

 

Figure 2 

 

 



 

20 
 

 

Figure 3 

 

 

Figure 4 

 

We examined reasons for BHRT referral for people accepted to the BHRT workload. Note, we 

were unable to examine all referrals for reasons discussed at the end of this section. Referral 
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reasons comprised five categories: “Risk to Others,” “Escalating Behavior,” “Frequent Contacts,” 

“Risk to Self,” and “Other.” There is variation in reasons for referral over the course of the three 

and a half years (see Figure 5), some of which appears to follow a seasonal pattern. For instance, 

referrals as a result of “Risk to Self” appear to increase during the winter months. Conversely, 

referrals as a result of “Escalating Behavior” appear to increase in the summer months and 

decrease in the winter months. One potential explanation for the increase in “Escalating 

Behavior” referrals may be that the behavior is being observed more in the summer when the 

weather is warmer and people spend more time outside. Further evaluation is required to 

confirm this possible explanation and other potential seasonal effects. 

The data also show some additional trends. The category “Frequent Contacts” appears to be 

trending downward over the period examined. That is to say, over time, that category makes up 

a smaller percentage of referrals for individuals accepted by BHRT. In addition, the category “Risk 

to Self” appears to be trending upward over time. Without further data, we cannot determine 

whether these trends result from changes in referral patterns or acceptance patterns. We 

recommend PPB review the referral data to assess this and continue to monitor these trends. 

 

 

Figure 5 

 

Next, we examined case disposition trends over time. There are eight disposition categories: 

“Coordinated Services,” “Concern Mitigated,” “Systems Coordination,” “Unable to Locate,” 

“Jail/Criminal Justice System,” “Refused Assistance,” “Civil Commitment,” and “Other.” In order 

to keep the graph below (see Figure 6) from being overly complex, we only include the five most 
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frequent dispositions categories, “Coordinated Services,” “Concern Mitigated,” “Systems 

Coordination,” “Unable to Locate,” and “Jail/Criminal Justice System.”  

Between October and December of 2014, the number of categories for BHRT dispositions 

expanded to include “Refused Assistance” and interpretation of the results should take this into 

account. As the figure below indicates the percentage of dispositions, it follows that adding the 

category may impact the numbers in other categories. With that in mind, we present the data 

for BHRT dispositions. In general, the data indicate a decreasing trend for the disposition 

“Coordinated Services.” Beginning in the last quarter of 2014 there is an increase in the utilization 

“Systems Coordination” as a disposition. It is possible that this observed variation simply 

represents changes in coding practices rather than actual changes in outcomes over time.  

 

 

Figure 6 

 

We also looked at the amount of time individuals spent on the BHRT workload over the period 

examined (see Figure 7). For this, we took the date of referral and subtracted this date from the 

date the case was classified as inactive. Individuals were on the BHRT workload for an average of 

23.4 days, though one outlier case was on the workload for more than one year. However, over 

the course of the three-and-a-half-year period, there is a substantial drop in the average number 

of days a person is on the BHRT timeline, decreasing from more than 30 in the first quarter of 

2013 to less than 20 in the second quarter of 2016. This trend may indicate BHRT has become 

more expeditious in identifying a course of action for individuals and implementing the plan.  
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Figure 7 

 

In order to examine BHRT referral patterns, we requested the data PPB uses to create their BHU 

Referral Reports. In response, PPB sent us several datasets that contain 2015 BHRT referrals and 

acceptances. Unfortunately, we have some concerns about the consistency of the data. For 

instance, one dataset titled “BERS Referrals Intake” showed that out of 985 referrals, a total of 

584 were assigned to the BHRT workload. However, the dataset titled “2015 BHRT Cases” had 

551 cases. Furthermore, datasets provided to us for previous Outcome Assessments had a total 

of 524 cases that were initiated in 2015. There appears to be the result of variations in the linking 

variable utilized to compile data on cases within BHRT. This may be due to data being extracted 

from databases that do not “talk” with each other. We will consult with PPB on this issue. We 

believe that a single dataset can be created which includes all relevant data points and can be 

used for monitoring trends and making operational decisions.  

One area of interest is the number of referrals to BHRT, as the results described above only relate 

to persons who were assigned to the BHRT workload. In 2015, there were a total of 985 referrals. 

Of these, there were 777 unique individuals, meaning 208 of the referrals were for somebody 

referred to BHRT more than once in 2015. A total of 683 (69.3%) of the 2015 referrals were for 

individuals who no prior referrals for BHRT services. Of the 2015 referrals, 28.9% were made by 

ECIT officers. We are unable to link the datasets together to examine any variation between ECIT 

and non-ECIT as related to the Reason for Referral, demographics, or other considerations. For 
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all referrals, 59.3% were assigned for BHRT services. We were unable to examine whether there 

were any differences based on Reason for Referral, demographics, or other considerations. 

 

Service Coordination Team (SCT) 

The Service Coordination Team (SCT) provides housing, counseling, and other resource services 

to individuals with a high degree of addiction and/or criminality. PPB has provided us an updated 

dataset which we have merged with previously provided datasets. The SCT data for this report 

contains case information for 427 clients who entered the program between July of 2013 and 

June of 2016. Here, we report data by quarter (see Figure 8).  

In some instances, there were duplicate entries based on the ID number and date of entry. These 

were most likely the result of overlapping datasets. For these, the most recent dataset was used 

for the case. There were also 66 individuals who have been in the program two times or more. 

As these cases had different entry dates, they were considered separate cases regardless of 

whether they involved the same person, and were therefore kept in the dataset. 

Over the past 2 years, the number of SCT clients entering the program has experienced mixed 

growth and may have a seasonal relationship. For instance, growth in the number of clients 

entering SCT occur near the fourth quarter of both 2014 and 2015. The larger overall increase 

between 2013 and 2014 may be due to the expanded resources for SCT, wherein more people 

were admitted to the program. However, we look forward to future data to identify whether the 

data truly follows a seasonal pattern and what implications that might have for SCT operation. 

 

Figure 8 
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When looking at the outcomes of individuals who have completed the program, we only included 

those with an outcome code. Furthermore, we only included cases where the client successfully 

completed the program or failed to complete the program. Clients who left the program for a 

housing opportunity prior to completion and clients who transferred were not deemed to have 

“completed” or “failed to complete” and thus were not included in our analyses. When only 

including these cases, there were a total of 340 cases left in the dataset. 

The 340 cases left in the dataset contain the following outcome codes: 

- Completed Program 

- Criminal Activity/Violence 

- Needs could not be met 

- Non-Compliance with Program 

- Terminated 

- Unknown/Disappeared 

- Withdrew 

- Other 

In the past two years, SCT has expanded their outcome codes to be more descriptive. For 

instance, in the first data set we received from SCT (clients entering SCT program between 2013-

2014), there were four outcome codes (Completed, Terminated, Transfer, and Withdrew). 

Presently, SCT has a total of 13 outcome codes providing more specificity for dispositions. As 

there are some different codes across the merged datasets, we focus on two groupings: those 

who completed the program and those who did not complete the program. In the future, SCT 

will have collected more data using the expanded outcome codes and more specific comparisons 

can be made. We state from the outset that the analyses for this report contain this limitation 

and that future reports will be able to provide a more expansive comparison. 

When looking at the SCT exit outcomes, we are again only looking at individuals who completed 

the program and those who did not complete the program. SCT has a completion rate of 17.6%, 

though over the course of the two years of exit data, the percentage of people who have 

completed the program has fluctuated. In the first and second quarter of 2015, there was an 

initial decrease and then a dramatic increase in the second quarter, following by a more 

moderate decrease in the third quarter of 2015. However, in the past year, there appears to be 

a trend upward with regards to clients completing the program. As we have said in previous 

reports, SCT is a unique program and therefore comparative data with other like programs across 

the U.S. is not possible. The overall completion rate and rate changes over time should be 

reviewed internally to determine whether changes to the program might be made and to provide 

an internal baseline comparison to evaluate the effect of any changes that are made. 
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Figure 9 

 

SCT clients also showed differences in employment status between entering the program and 

exiting the program. Overall, individuals who entered the SCT program were not likely to be 

employed. At exit, there was a marked increase in the number of people who were employed. 

This was more prevalent when the individual successfully completed the program, as evidenced 

in the two tables below (see Figures 10 and 11). The tables use an individual’s exit date as a time 

reference and show differences in employment at entry and employment at exit for all individuals 

who exited the program during that period. For people who did not successfully complete the 

program, there are small increases in gained employment. For people who successfully 

completed the program, the employment gains are much more pronounced. 



 

27 
 

 

Figure 10 

 

 

Figure 11 

 

There are several analyses that we feel are important that we are not able to perform provided 

the data we received. This includes data pertaining to re-arrest/criminal recidivism for individuals 
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who completed the SCT program. Although PPB provided us arrest data for these individuals, the 

data only includes a total of 12 individuals and therefore cannot be used to reliably measure 

recidivism after completing SCT. This may be due to PPB collecting the data only recently and 

therefore a longer time period will be necessary. We also need to speak with SCT about how 

housing is categorized as a measurement of success. SCT uses a wide variety of housing codes for 

entry and exit. We have been informed that codes reflective of “permanent” housing should be 

used as the bar for success. However, it is not always clear from the data what housing situation 

would be considered “permanent” and therefore more consultation is needed.  
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COMPETENT ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVERSIGHT SYSTEMS 

At this point, we are not confident that PPB has fully developed competent systems of 

accountability and oversight. Much of our reservation relates to the current thresholds used to 

flag individuals in EIS, the process of forwarding EIS flags for supervisory review, and the scope 

of input variables being used to identify potentially problematic officers. We discuss each of these 

issues within this section, though believe that a series of meetings between PPB, COCL, and DOJ 

must occur to come to an agreement on the specific steps forward. 

 

Current PPB Thresholds 

As a result of the terms of the Settlement Agreement, PPB currently uses what we believe to be 

extremely lax thresholds to trigger an EIS review. As an example, the Settlement Agreement 

states that an EIS flag should be triggered if an officer force ratio is greater than or equal to 20% 

of his or her arrests in the preceding six months. We believe this to be a high rate considering the 

average force rate across the nation is around 2%. We reviewed all of the current thresholds 

currently used by PPB and have provided them with suggested revisions that may more 

adequately identify officers who would benefit from supplemental instruction (though we also 

recommend PPB consider our thoughts on expanded thresholds and timelines found later in this 

section). Although PPB need not implement these revised thresholds to substantially comply with 

the paragraphs in Section VII of the Settlement Agreement, we believe the current thresholds 

limit the overall effectiveness of the oversight system. The current thresholds and proposed 

revisions are as follows: 

 

- Current 

o Shift Force Ratio: a sworn member’s force ratio is greater than or equal to 3x their 

shift’s average ratio in the preceding six (6) months; 

 

- Proposed Revision(s) 

o Officer Shift Force Ratio: A sworn member has a force ratio that is in the top 15% 

of their shift in the preceding three (3) months; or 

o Officer Precinct Force Ratio: A sworn member has a force ratio that is in the top 

15% of their Precinct in the preceding three (3) months; or  

o Shift Force Ratio: A shift has a force ratio that is greater than 5% above the average 

shift force ratio in the preceding three (3) months; or 

o Precinct Force Ratio: A Precinct has a force ratio that is greater than 5% above the 

Bureau-wide average in the preceding three (3) months. 
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- Current 

o Force Ratio: a sworn member’s force ratio is greater than or equal to 20% of his 

or her arrests in the preceding six (6) months; 

 

- Proposed Revision 

o Force Ratio: A sworn member’s force ratio is greater than or equal to 5% of his or 

her arrests in the preceding three (3) months. 

 

- Current 

o Force Count: a sworn member uses force three (3) or more times in the preceding 

thirty (30) days;  

 

- No Proposed Revision 

 

- Current 

o Criminal Complaint: a member receives a complaint with an allegation of criminal 

misconduct; 

 

- No Proposed Revision 

 

- Current 

o Complaint in Same Category: a member receives two (2) or more complaints with 

at least one (1) allegation in each complaint being in the same category (such as 

two (2) complaints that both have conduct allegations) for events in the preceding 

six months; 

 

- Proposed Revision 

o Complaint in Same Category: A member receives two (2) or more complaints for 

events in the preceding three months. 

 

- Current 

o Complaint Count: a member receives three (3) or more complaints for events in 

the preceding six (6) months; 

 

- No Proposed Revision 
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- Current 

o Traumatic Incidents: a member experiences three (3) or traumatic incidents in the 

preceding thirty (30) days; 

 

- Proposed Revision 

o Traumatic Incidents: A member experiences two (2) or traumatic incidents in the 

preceding thirty (30) days 

 

- Current 

o Commendations: a member receives two (2) or more commendations for events 

in the preceding six (6) months. 

 

- No Proposed Revision 

 

Predictability of EIS 

Once an EIS threshold is met, there is still not a standardized method for forwarding the flag on 

for supervisory review. This has been a point of discussion with PPB in the past as the EIS 

administrators believe the decision should be based on human review rather than on some 

formula. We agree that the human touch is essential for reviewing EIS flags. However, in terms 

of accountability and oversight, we have no evidence that equal circumstances receive equal 

treatment. More generally, the logic behind decision making is unknown to anyone other than 

the EIS administrator as the decision to send a flag on for supervisory review is made “based on 

the totality of the information gained during the alert review, the administrator’s best judgment 

about whether the employee could benefit from a review and intervention at the RU level, and 

the administrator’s background and experience as a police officer and supervisor” (see PPB SOP 

44 – “EIS Alert Processing Guide”).  

Regarding the decision as to whether to send a flag on for review, we feel it best to return to the 

fundamental question of why – why was a flag sent out for this particular case? Currently, the 

“why” for EIS review is whether the officer could stand to gain something from a review and 

intervention. We believe this is too specific of an argument and refer PPB to the “why” of EIS in 

general: to identify officers who are more likely than others to have a future adverse event. We 

believe PPB should consider expanding their view of EIS in order to identify potentially 

problematic officers who may go on to have an adverse event. In doing so, PPB should also 

expand the variables being considered for identifying such officers. 

In the second quarter of 2016, PPB released an analysis of its EIS’ ability to predict future adverse 

events. The results of the analysis indicated that EIS could not effectively predict which officers 

would go on to experience an adverse event. However, PPB only used EIS threshold breaks as the 
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predictive variable. Furthermore, “adverse event” was defined as (1) a sustained complaint that 

resulted in 10 or more hours of suspension or (2) an action that resulted in the City losing more 

than $5,000 as a result of community member claim. We believe both the predictors and 

outcome variables could benefit from redefinition as they currently are limited in range.  

The current EIS threshold breaks should not be considered the single point of entry for enhanced 

review by EIS administrators. Other factors should include notifications by supervisors based on 

their semi-annual reviews (these do occur at times though we do not have any data about how 

often), force statistics not tied to current thresholds, Performance Discussion Tracker (PDT) 

sentiment analysis, and data from community interactions. It is commonly said that officers on 

the streets know who the “bad apples” are. The goal then is to identify how they know this and 

operationalize it for EIS input. More generally, we encourage PPB to look not for the “bad apples” 

exclusively but for officers who exhibit patterns of behavior that could get them in trouble down 

the road or jeopardize their careers. Engaging a group of officers in a focus group format would 

help to identify a larger set of predictors in the PPB environment.  

As an example, we took the data related to use of force (discussed in that section) and identified 

the officers and supervisors who were associated with the most force cases. We found that six 

officers accounted for 7.7% of all uses of force. Furthermore, there were three supervisors who 

were on-scene for 9.7% of force events. No implications can be made from these simple statistics 

as we don’t know whether these officers make more stops or arrests than other officers, whether 

they work in higher-crime areas with higher rates of noncompliance, or any other information 

that might indicate whether these officers are problematic or simply productive individuals. 

Furthermore, these data are only for six months and do not provide a long enough timeline for 

consistent patterns to be identified. Over a longer timeline, however, PPB can determine 

whether the same officers consistently are the ones using force at a higher rate than comparable 

officers and whether these rates are justified. However, we believe the data on force does 

provide an initial starting block to review these officers. 

Community complaints against officers should be another source of review for PPB and examined 

in a manner similar to force cases. Although community complaints are currently used as 

thresholds for flagging an officer, the thresholds look at absolute numbers (e.g. three or more 

complaints in a six-month period). PPB could expand this by identifying officers that have a higher 

frequency of complaints compared with the rest of the Bureau. Again, evaluation is more 

informative over a long timeline to identify potentially problematic officers, though short term 

evaluation may be helpful in identifying if an officer is having personal problems affecting his or 

her work. Complaint data has been insightful in other agencies. In Chicago, an analysis of nearly 

50 years of data on community complaints against police officers showed that nearly half of 

officers who had received at least one complaint in their career did not receive more than 5 

complaints (Chicago Tribune, October 14, 2016). At the other extreme, however, 69 officers each 

received more than 70 complaints in their career. We understand that PPB is unable to perform 

a 50-year study as the data is simply not available. However, we maintain that this type of long-



 

33 
 

term analysis, with careful comparisons, is likely to yield patterns that deserve closer scrutiny in 

Portland. The current EIS threshold (three or more complaints in a six-month span) only considers 

the short-term and not the long-term. 

We also believe that PPB should continue to pursue a police contact survey (i.e. a survey of 

community members with a recent police contact) as this would provide a starting block for 

officer review. Chief Marshman has considered a contact survey as a way to strengthen 

accountability and we endorse the idea as it would be an important accountability tool and a 

mechanism to give voice to the community. While a contact survey can be used to evaluate the 

quality of service at the precinct or shift level, it can also be used as a potential indicator of 

performance at the individual level. For example, this type of survey can inform the Bureau 

regarding which officers the community believes consistently act in a fair and respectful manner 

without the threat of force and which officers might benefit from supplemental instruction.  

Those who consistently receive lower scores than comparable officers might warrant a closer 

look to see if there is something that might be done to improve their community service, such as 

additional supervision or training.   

The Performance Discussion Tracker and sentiment analysis of its contents is another source of 

information on officers. The Performance Discussion Tracker (PDT) is part of the EIS where 

supervisors can make text entries related to the performance of officers and is part of the review 

process for individual flags. However, we believe that PDT entries can be used as an input variable 

by evaluating overall sentiment within entries for an officer. PPB began performing sentiment 

analysis on entries and reported some initial findings, though further discussion with them is 

required as to how this might be enhanced. Supervisors statements about officers provide a 

window into the officer’s work patterns and analyzing whether such statements are positive or 

negative may be beneficial for identifying officers who are more likely than others to have a 

negative encounter.  

We have also consulted with researchers at University of Chicago who are working on the 

prediction of adverse events in policing. They have found that one of the better predictors of 

adverse events is the number of suicide calls and domestic violence calls handled by an officer. 

This may indicate that handling too many stressful calls somehow create distress in the officer 

that affects his/her future interactions with the community. Neighborhood characteristics such 

as the proportion of non-emergency calls can also predict future adverse events. Finally, as we 

have claimed repeatedly, the best predictor of future behavior is usually past behavior on the 

same dimension. Officers’ previous out-of-policy force or force that is “justifiable but concerning” 

should be included in any analysis, as well as complaints from other officers. Again, other officers 

will know where to find problematic behavior and offer a different perspective than 

administrators who are no longer on the streets day in and day out.  

For these “input” variable, we do not offer exact numbers as to what might be considered 

problematic. We can say with some certainty that a 20% force-to-arrest rate is high, but for 

others, PPB should review what is average and move from there. For instance, suppose that the 
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average officer’s PDT comments are 50% positive and 50% negative. Based on this, PPB might 

consider more than 70% negative comments as one indicator. Again though, using this single 

variable as justification for enhanced review would likely not result in productive results and a 

combination of factors should be considered. For instance, we believe that an officer who is in 

the top 15% of uses of force, has higher than average negative sentiment in their PDT, and has 

lower scores in a police-contact survey would certainly warrant review. The predicted value used 

by PPB in their analysis (one-day suspension or $5,000 civil award) could also benefit from 

revision as we believe these are too high of thresholds. Again, EIS should not be considered as 

exclusively looking for “bad apples,” which these thresholds appear to do. Rather, the predicted 

value should be geared towards identifying officers at-risk of future negative behavior but should 

not be so high that it might be considered “too late.” The predictive algorithm from the University 

of Chicago researchers uses a sustained finding of a complaint as the outcome variable. This lower 

level for the predicted variable is likely to improve the overall findings of EIS analysis as well as 

better identify officers who may benefit from a helping hand. We are not saying PPB must use a 

sustained finding as the predicted variable (although we do believe it is a good one). PPB might 

decide to use any filing of a lawsuit (not just ones that it loses more than $5,000 for) or may 

decide to use a lower degree of reprimand (not just a suspension).  

For whatever considerations are used, we encourage PPB to take an active role in identifying 

both the predictive and predicted values, as priority often varies by department. There are a wide 

range of variables that might be included and they should not always be the most extreme 

outliers. For instance, the researchers at the University of Chicago ran literally thousands of 

models for one agency and found the one equation (combination of variables) which best fit 

given the that agency’s unique characteristics.  

How EIS is used and how it is messaged to officers is critically important. Previous experience 

with EIS has taught us that when officers understand the rationale behind EIS, they are likely to 

become more supportive, understanding that trouble can be prevented and careers can be 

saved. Most officers do not want to work alongside unsafe officers that could get them in trouble 

or jeopardize their own safety. They should be used as a valuable resource and voice to help plan 

a new EIS approach. 

At the end of the day, it will be the responsibility of supervisors to determine whether some type 

of intervention is appropriate or whether the flag was a true positive or a false positive. This is 

where we have argued before that supervisory insight is immensely more informative than the 

initial flag. However, styles of supervision come into play, as some supervisors may take the 

stance that officers never need intervention, while others may believe that officers always need 

intervention. Hence, one of the next big challenges for the PPB is to document the decisions of 

supervisors, and the extent and nature of interventions. This will provide the basis for eventually 

evaluating the effectiveness of the EIS program. Finally, we note that the potential need for group 

interventions (i.e. units or groups of officers) when the pattern reaches beyond the individual.  
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IPR/IA Investigations 

The Independent Police Review, which is outside the PPB, has an important function in the review 

of complaints against police officers and efforts to hold officers accountable for their actions. We 

were provided data for complaints against PPB officers for the timeframe February 1, 2016 to 

August 1, 2016. We combined these data with the six months of data we received for our last 

report and consequently, we are able to show trends over a one-year period beginning August 1, 

2015 and ending July 31, 2016. In the future, we will continue requesting the data from IPR so 

that in future reports, we can continue to monitor trends over time.  

For the entire dataset, there are a total of 423 complaints, encompassing a total of 974 individual 

allegations. Throughout the twelve-month span of data, differences by month can be seen 

regarding the number of complaints filed (see Figure 12), with many of the complaints being filed 

during the late spring and early summer months. However, we have concerns that the dataset 

provided to us may be incomplete for the months of December and January 2015. Based on the 

significant dip in complaints filed in January (8 total), we wonder whether this is a true reflection 

of complaints for this month or whether some data are missing. Furthermore, the 2015 IPR report 

indicates that the number of complaints filed in December increased from the number filed in 

November. The data provided to us does not reflect this uptick in complaints filed, leading us to 

believe that the dataset we have is missing some cases. While some cases in the dataset did not 

contain a date for when the complaint was filed, we cannot assume they all were for January or 

December. Nevertheless, the changes by month could also be due to random fluctuation in the 

data attributable to the small number of cases in the dataset.  

 

 

Figure 12 
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Of the 423 complaints within the timeframe, 165 complaints (39.0%) had only one allegation, 187 

complaints (44.2%) had two or three allegations, and 71 complaints (16.8%) had four or more 

total allegations. On average, this equates to 2.3 allegations per complaint. Of the 423 

complaints, 810 (83.2%) were initiated through the Independent Police Review (IPR), and 160 

complaints (16.4%) were initiated through Internal Affairs (IA). There were four (4) cases where 

it is unclear who was the initiating entity. 

 

Trends in Type of Complaints 

There were six allegation types found in the data: Conduct, Control, Courtesy, Disparate 

Treatment, Force, and Procedure. We were provided definitions by IPR for each of the allegation 

types: 

- Force: An allegation of use of excessive or inappropriate force. Force (as defined by PPB) 

is physical coercion used to affect, direct, or influence an individual, as well as the pointing 

of a firearm and use of maximum restraint. Control holds and un-resisted handcuffing do 

not constitute force unless physical or mechanical intervention is applied against physical 

resistance. 

- Control Techniques: An allegation that a “control technique” was used unreasonably or 

inappropriately. 

- Conduct: An allegation that tends to bring reproach or discredit upon the Police Bureau 

or the City. It involves behavior by a member that is unprofessional, unjustified, beyond 

the scope of their authority, or unsatisfactory work performance. Typically, this would 

include violation of the Bureau’s Standard of Conduct, Conform to Laws, Unsatisfactory 

Performance, Truthfulness, etc. 

- Disparate Treatment: Allegations of specific action or statement that indicate 

inappropriate treatment of an individual that is different from another because of race, 

sex, age, national origin, or physical disability. Covered by Directive 344.05 (Biased Based 

Policing) and HR Administrative Rule 2.02. 

- Courtesy: Allegations relating to attitude and rude or discourteous conduct other than 

disparate treatment. 

- Procedure: Allegation that an administrative or procedural requirement was not met. This 

would normally include areas such as failing to write a report or inappropriate handling 

of a community member’s property. 

We reviewed the 947 allegations within each of the complaints to identify trends. As seen in the 

table below (see Figure 13), for the twelve months of data from August 1, 2015 to July 31, 2016, 

allegations related to Procedure made up approximately 40% of all allegations. Allegations 

related to Conduct made up the second highest percentage (27.1%), while allegations related to 

Courtesy accounted for 18.3% of all allegations. Allegations related to Force constituted 10.4% 

of allegations, while Disparate Treatment and Control made up a combined 2% of the allegation 
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types. In the second table below (see Figure 14), we show the differences between the data for 

our last Outcome Assessment (data for August 2015 to January 2016) and the second set of data 

we received (data for February 2016 to July 2016). The comparison does not control for 

“seasonality” effects because we do not have more than one year of data, but does allow us to 

look at trends in a gross way. As seen in the table, the February through July 2016 data showed 

a substantially lower percentage of allegations related to Procedure, while the percentage of 

allegations related to conduct rose. All other allegation categories across time showed similar 

percentages between the two datasets.  

 

 

Figure 13 
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Figure 14 

 

Specific Policy Violations 

We also examine the prevalence allegations of specific policy violations. As with the above 

allegation types, the overall “most to least” order of policy violation allegations did not change 

between the two datasets, though there were some fluctuations within the policies between the 

two datasets. For the entire dataset, as shown below (see Figure 15), Courtesy (310.40) was the 

most often alleged violation (17.9%), followed Satisfactory Performance (315.30) (11.5%), 

Requests for Assistance (312.00) (10.8%), and Use of Force (1010.00) (10.8%). Conduct – 

Professional (310.00) and Laws, Rules, and Orders (315.00) made up a combined 14.9%. For all 

other categories, their combined representation in the dataset made up 34.1% of all allegations, 

though individually, none of them made up more than 3% of the data. For the comparison table 

(see Figure 16), the second set of data indicates fewer allegations related to Directives 315.30 

(Satisfactory Performance) and 312.00 (Requests for Assistance). In the other three categories, 

the percentage of policy violation allegations increased, though it must also be remembered that 

34.1% of the dataset is not reflected in these tables. 
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Figure 15 

 

Figure 16 
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Time to Complete Administrative Investigations 

We also continued to look at the length of time it took to complete an administrative 

investigation, from when the complaint was filed to when it received a finding. Please also be 

aware that these timeframes do not take into account CRC/PRB proceedings and cannot be used 

to gauge the overall time for the accountability process. In the table below (see Figure 17), cases 

are categorized by when they were initiated. We then look at the average number of days to 

complete an administrative investigation initiated in that month. Overall, there seems to be a 

decline in the average number of days it takes to complete a case during the fall and winter 

months. This is perhaps due to the corresponding fall in the number of complaints that are filed 

during these months, thus allowing IPR/IA to allocate more resources. We also caution the reader 

not too read too much into the decline in the number of days found near June and July, as cases 

which did not have a findings date are not reflected in this table. Thus, those months would only 

include cases that have been resolved quickly and not those which are still pending.  

 

 

Figure 17 

 

Disposition of Complaints 

Finally, we look at the disposition of cases for the past year. For this analysis we compare the 

commonality of findings for the first six month set of data (August 2015 to January 2016) with 

the findings for the second six month set of data (February 2016 to July 2016) (see Figure 18). In 

this way, we can see whether the percentage of dispositions has changed between the two 
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datasets. The largest change was the reduction in the percent of cases which were declined by 

IPR. In the first six months of data, IPR had declined 67.4% of complaints. In the second six months 

of data, IPR declined 54.2% of complaints. The drop in the number of cases declined by IPR also 

explains the increase in other dispositions, as an IPR declination would require that the case 

receive some other type of finding. This drop in IPR declinations suggests that IPR is making a 

concerted effort to respond to the concern of DOJ and the COCL that too many cases are not 

receiving dispositions.  

 

 

Figure 18 

 

PPB Employee Survey – Accountability 

In both the 2015 and 2016 surveys of PPB employees, respondents were asked to provide their 

perceptions of the accountability process, including investigations of complaints, community 

involvement, fairness of the process, and accountability outcomes. Recent research indicates 

that when officers feel that the department they work for does not promote “organizational 

justice” (e.g. fairness in discipline, supervision, promotions), they are less committed to 

organizational goals and more inclined to break the rules. In the tables below, we present findings 

from the 2015 and 2016 surveys for items specific to the accountability process. The tables 

present findings for sworn members only. The responses from the 2016 survey are presented in 

gray while the 2015 responses are presented in white.  
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Overall, there appears to be a decrease in satisfaction with the accountability process in the last 

year as officers find the Bureau to be less fair, less respectful, less consistent, and more punitive 

compared to the 2015 survey results. Over this one year period, there were sizeable declines in 

the percentage of officers who feel the disciplinary process is fair (minus 22.1%), that officers are 

treated with respect during formal disciplinary investigations (minus 18.2%) and that the Bureau 

helps officers with coaching and counseling rather than punishment for minor mistakes (minus 

11.7%). Although large changes were not observed on other accountability items, the absolute 

values are noteworthy. Nearly 9 out of 10 survey respondents (89.2%) do not feel that “officers 

who consistently do a poor job are held accountable” and more than 8 out of 10 (84.8%) do not 

feel that “officers who consistently do a good job are rewarded.” These two issues – the 

administration’s ability to recognize and respond appropriately to good and bad performance by 

officers – were identified as the most egregious accountability problems. 

Table 4 

The surveys also included items related to the fairness of career opportunities and advancement 

through the ranks. Here, we see relatively little change in sworn member responses between 

2015 and 2016. In both years, approximately 75% of sworn members agreed or strongly agreed 

with the statement “Getting good assignments depends on whom you know, not on merit.” 

While this indicates a perceived “old boy system” within the Bureau, respondents did not believe 

that breaking Bureau rules was necessary to “advance up the ranks.” For both years, 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

For minor mistakes, the bureau 
helps officers with coaching and 
counseling rather than 
punishment 

2015 259 4.6% 49.0% 32.0% 14.3% 

2016 391 4.3% 37.6% 32.0% 26.1% 

Officers are treated with 
respect during formal 
disciplinary investigations 

2015 253 3.2% 52.2% 30.4% 14.2% 

2016 382 2.9% 34.3% 40.1% 22.8% 

In this agency, the disciplinary 
process is fair 

2015 258 1.6% 36.4% 37.6% 24.4% 

2016 388 1.0% 14.9% 44.1% 39.9% 

Officers who consistently do a 
poor job are held accountable 

2015 260 1.9% 12.3% 52.7% 33.1% 

2016 390 .3% 10.5% 44.6% 44.6% 

Employees who consistently do 
a good job are rewarded 

2015 256 1.2% 21.9% 48.8% 28.1% 

2016 389 .5% 14.7% 50.4% 34.4% 
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approximately 75-85% did not endorse breaking the rules to get ahead, though there was less 

disagreement in 2016.  

 

Table 5 

The survey also asked about the accountability process as it related to community involvement 

and the time it takes to resolve community complaints against officers. The vast majority of 

officers (more than 8 out of 10 each year) believe that the length of time to investigate and 

resolve community complaints is too long. Between 2015 and 2016 there was a decline in the 

percentage of officers who believe that “civilian oversight in Portland is a good thing” (from 46% 

to 33%).  

Table 6 

 

PPB officers were asked to comment upon PPB’s Employee Information System (EIS) for 

identifying and responding to “at-risk” officers. Negative sentiment toward EIS continued in 2016 

and became more extreme. The percentage officers who do not believe that PPB’s EIS “is 

effective at identifying officers who are at risk of getting in trouble” grew from 77.6% to 82.3%. 

We emphasize that officers were presumably evaluating PPB’s current EIS. The COCL and DOJ 

have recommended changes and upgrades to this system, so officers may feel differently in the 

future. However, based on field interviews, we suspect that officers’ negative sentiments are 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Getting good assignments 
depends on who you know, not 
on merit  

2015 253 29.2% 47.8% 21.3% 1.6% 

2016 382 31.7% 42.7% 23.8% 1.8% 

It is sometimes necessary to 
break bureau rules in order to 
advance up the ranks 

2015 248 4.4% 10.5% 62.9% 22.2% 

2016 370 5.7% 17.6% 53.8% 23.0% 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Having civilian oversight in 
Portland is a good thing 

2015 227 3.5% 43.2% 34.4% 18.9% 

2016 357 1.4% 31.4% 38.4% 32.8% 

It takes too long to resolve 
citizen complaints in Portland 

2015 224 30.4% 52.7% 17.0% 0.0% 

2016 353 39.9% 47.6% 11.0% 1.4% 

It takes too long to investigate 
accusations of police 
misconduct in Portland 

2015 225 35.1% 48.9% 15.6% .4% 

2016 353 42.5% 43.1% 13.0% 1.4% 
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based on concerns that EIS will be used as punitive tool for discipline rather than coaching or 

supervision.  

 

Table 7 

 

  

Question/Statement (All 
Respondents) 

Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

PPB’s Employee Information 
System is effective at identifying 
officers who are at-risk of 
getting in trouble 

2015 219 .9% 21.5% 52.5% 25.1% 

2016 346 3.8% 13.9% 48.8% 33.5% 
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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 

 

When examining whether PPB has the ability to provide effective training and measure outcomes 

related to training, we have concentrated on three principles. The first principle is that training 

should reflect policy. This is an area that, through no fault of PPB, cannot currently be addressed 

as efforts by the City and DOJ to review policy and make changes have been slow. Although the 

previous reviews of policy have been comprehensive, they have not occurred quickly. We have 

commented in our previous reports that the slow progress has come as a source of frustration 

for all affected entities, including the Portland community. We expect policy revisions and 

reviews will be a higher priority in 2017. Without new policies in place, however, we cannot fully 

evaluate whether PPB is training to policy.  

The second principle is that the training delivered by PPB, particularly training that relates to 

mental health response, should be (1) positively received by PPB officers, (2) result in officer 

knowledge and attitude changes, (3) result in officer behavioral change on the street, and (4) 

result in organizational change for PPB. These four tenants are the focus of the Kirkpatrick model 

of program evaluation which has been adopted by PPB. Thus, we feel that the structure for 

measuring training success has been established, though we do not feel that PPB has 

comprehensively implemented this model to date.  

In August of 2016, we provided PPB a Technical Assistance Statement (TA Statement) discussing 

our analysis of PPB’s implementation of the Kirkpatrick model. In summary, we believe the 

current system lacks the methodological rigor necessary to be confident that training produces 

the desired results. Specifically, we provided PPB a list of methods by which to measure the 

quality and impact of training, including tests for reaction to the training, tests for learning and 

attitudes, community surveys, contact surveys, record reviews, and organizational surveys. When 

appropriate, we have also recommended that methods be conducted in a pre- and post-test 

format in order to be more confident that relevant outcome measures are registering change 

within and across police officers. 

PPB has begun to include some of these methods to evaluate their most recent ECIT training. 

These trainings included a brief post-training evaluation of officers’ reaction to the training. We 

note in our TA Statement that, while limited classroom time may prohibit long surveys, PPB 

should consider expanding the scope of items to include questions about the presenter, 

presentation materials, and/or presentation style. Although PPB contends that these 

considerations are addressed in responses to open-ended questions included in the evaluation, 

we believe more reliable data can be gathered by including Likert-type close-ended questions, 

which take considerably less time to administer. We also believe PPB should gather perceptions 
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from the trainers themselves via a brief survey of instructors in addition to their current approach 

of verbally debriefing with the instructor.  

PPB also includes measures of behavioral and organizational change in their evaluation of 

training. However, the behavioral change data evaluated specific incidents and are not 

particularly related to the cohort or individual officers. For instance, as part of the 2015 In-

Service, PPB provided training on the use of tourniquets. The behavioral change evaluation 

looked at uses of tourniquets after the training and evaluated the proficiency with which they 

were used. This evaluation says nothing about whether the behavior of individual officers 

changed, nor does it inform PPB whether the cohort improved since there was no measurement 

of cohort tourniquet use before the training. Finally, our TA Statement commented on measures 

of organizational change and provided some suggestions as to how this might be accomplished. 

 

Impact of ECIT Training 

At the time we submitted the Training TA Statement, we did not have raw data associated with 

individual learning measures and results. Thus we were unable to comment on them at that 

point. However, for this Outcome Assessment, PPB provided the data for pre- and post-test 

measures for ECIT training to assess changes in officer knowledge and attitudes. In August of 

2016 (after our TA Statement) PPB released their evaluation report of the 2015 ECIT Training 

which included the pre-test and post-test results as recommended by the COCL. Based on 

analyses conducted by PPB, officers who went through the 2015 training showed (in general) 

increases in knowledge related to mental health and mental health response.  

PPB’s analysis of the pre- and post-test data focuses on cohort and item review. For instance, PPB 

evaluated the impact of the training as a cohort effect, i.e., combined results from a group of 

officers who took the classes together — increased from 70% correct to 86% correct answers. 

PPB also evaluated individual items on the survey (e.g. which items showed no increase in 

knowledge, which items showed the largest increase in knowledge, etc.). In addition, PPB 

evaluated three attitude items and found that all three were positively increased within the 

cohort and that the attitude item “I believe a person with mental illness can eventually recover” 

showed the largest cohort change of the three (.44 change between pre- and post-test means). 

Reviewing the data for cohort effects and individual survey items will help the PPB to evaluate 

training and identify topics or classes where additional enhancements are needed. However, we 

feel that PPB should also consider expanding their evaluation to include the measurement of 

change in the knowledge and skills of individual officers. This approach is absent from their 2015 

ECIT Evaluation. For instance, our analysis of the data indicated that, on average, officers 

increased their individual scores by 2.56 points – that is to say, the average training attendee got 

2.56 more questions right during the post-test evaluation. The standard deviation of 1.53 

suggests there is considerable variation among officers in the amount of knowledge gained, 

which underscores the need to look at individual differences in officers’ training performance.  
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It may be useful to examine factors associated with the variation in knowledge change. For 

example, does experience in the field affect learning in the classroom? PPB asked officers how 

often they respond to a person with an obvious mental illness in a given month. The table below 

provides a review of pre-test scores, post-test scores, and size of the test score increase. Those 

with least field experience showed the most points gained while those with most field experience 

showed the least points gained. While the differences are not statistically significant (possibly 

due to a small sample size), the findings are interesting and PPB may want to examine scores 

from future classes to see if this type of pattern persists. PPB may even want to explore other 

personal differences which may result in some students gaining more from the training than 

others, and adjust the lessons accordingly.  

 

 PRE-TEST (MEAN) POST-TEST 
(MEAN) 

POINTS GAINED 
(MEAN) 

0-5 INTERACTIONS PER MONTH (N=2) 12.00 16.50 4.50 

6-10 INTERACTIONS PER MONTH (N=4) 11.25 14.00 2.75 

11-15 INTERACTIONS PER MONTH 
(N=6) 

12.00 14.67 2.67 

16-20 INTERACTIONS PER MONTH 
(N=4) 

12.00 14.25 2.25 

MORE THAN 20 INTERACTIONS PER 
MONTH (N=9) 

12.33 14.44 2.11 

Table 8 

Individual differences in classroom learning was also apparent when we took a closer look at the 

change scores for individual survey questions. There were eight (8) questions where at least one 

person who marked the correct response in the pre-test marked an incorrect response for the 

same item on the post-test. In their report, PPB touches upon this issue but we reach a different 

conclusion. PPB points to Question 4 of the tests saying that it “decreased from 20 correct 

answers on the pre-test to 16 on the post-test…The post-test results showed that four students 

incorrectly changed their answer to addressed [sic] learning about the individual’s history, which 

was also covered in the class.” While it is true that the number of correct answers dropped from 

20 to 16, the data actually show that six people had negative change scores (i.e. were correct on 

the pre-test and incorrect on the post-test). There were two people who had positive change 

scores on this item, thus making up the difference.  

PPB provides a possible explanation for this change in that it was not clear if “the instruction 

confused the students, or if the question was poorly constructed.” This is a potential explanation 

but only focuses on the item and not the student. PPB might consider the potential for student 

“guessing” to explain negative change scores. As Question 4 had six people with negative change 

scores, it is possible that a poorly worded item or confusing instruction played a part. However, 
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other questions had four or five individuals with negative change scores. Thus while the overall 

question change may have been minimal, individual student change for some may have been 

larger.  

In another example of this issue, Question 3 showed an overall item change of negative one (i.e. 

20 people got the correct answer on the pre-test and 19 got the correct answer on the post-test). 

However, by looking at the individual changes, there were five people who went from the correct 

answer on the pre-test to the incorrect answer on the post-test. There were four people who 

went from the incorrect answer on the pre-test to the correct answer on the post-test, thus 

explaining the overall item change of negative one.  

We also note that we have primarily focused on individual learning in this Outcome Assessment 

because PPB already does a reasonably good job of measuring the training on the cohort and 

item levels. The remaining issue is whether the survey items are valid and reliable. This will 

require a larger sample and additional psychometric analyses.  

Finally, as our third principle for review, we would expect that training results are utilized to drive 

the future direction of training. It makes no sense to expend resources to carefully evaluate 

training, and then have nothing come of those evaluations. Currently, it is unclear how the results 

of the training evaluation are incorporated into subsequent years’ Training Needs Assessments 

and how training is modified based on the evaluations. We have informally discussed linking 

evaluation with future training considerations, though have yet to engage in detailed planning 

with PPB on this issue. We believe that more work is required on all three fronts (evaluation, 

needs assessment, and linking the two).  

We also urge PPB to consider establishing pass/fail criteria for the training. Once PPB is 

comfortable that it has developed a valid assessment of ECIT knowledge (which will require item 

analysis and potentially items covering additional content), a minimum passing score should be 

established, along with remedial steps for officers who do not pass initially.  

In the ECIT pre- and post-test data, there were several individuals who did not show substantial 

changes in their knowledge and we ask PPB to consider the implications of this. For instance, four 

individuals that had an overall change score of one or zero had pre-test scores near the mean 

(approximately 12). Thus, the lack of improvement does not represent a ceiling effect for these 

officers; there was plenty of room for them to demonstrate improvement.  

We emphasize that a larger set of test questions is needed (beyond 17) and a larger sample size 

(beyond 25) to establish the reliability and validity of the evaluation methodology. No strong 

conclusions should be drawn from the present data. However, with good test items – items that 

both (a) discriminate between low and high performing students and (b) reliably measure 

learning with respect to the curriculum content – the PPB would be prepared to monitor student 

performance at the individual level and identify subject matter where all students need more or 

less attention. We urge PPB to expand the number of questions to better measure the content 

of the training and document change at the individual and group level. We also urge the PPB to 
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conduct analyses that will identity survey questions that are best suited for the training 

objectives. We have heard the argument that surveys take up valuable training time in the 

classroom. However, we maintain that conducting evaluations of the curriculum and student 

learning is a valuable use of training time. It is only through careful evaluation that PPB can 

determine if the training itself is a valuable or a poor use of training time. 

 

Focus Groups – Mental Health Training 

Our focus groups with ECIT and non-ECIT officers touched upon many aspects related to the 

training provided to both groups. One of the most common themes that emerged was that ECIT 

training does not necessarily make officers better communicators, rather it is street experience 

that teaches officers how to talk to people in crisis. Non-ECIT officers felt they could communicate 

with people in crisis as well as ECIT officers. Several ECIT officers indicated that they did not learn 

much in the extra training they received. However, both groups agreed that the scenario portions 

of their mental health response trainings were beneficial. The scenarios were commonly pointed 

to as a good way to practice skills and more than one officer indicated that more scenarios during 

training would help sharpen skills.  

ECIT officers did feel that the volunteer nature of being an ECIT was something that set them 

apart and there is value in making sure officers who want to respond to mental health crisis are 

identified and sent to those calls. Many officers pointed out that the personality of an officer was 

more important than their training when it comes to communicating with someone experiencing 

a mental health crisis. A number of officers believed that, although many ECIT officers have the 

right personality, this did not mean that non-ECIT officers did not. Therefore, they believed that 

it was more important to get the right person to call rather than an officer with the additional 

training. 

In our focus groups, we asked about when non-ECIT officers request ECIT assistance with calls. 

Responses were varied in their specific views, though nearly all showed a negative perception of 

having to call an ECIT officer in to assist with a call. Non-ECIT officers expressed that they call ECIT 

only when policy requires it (i.e. “check the box”) or when it might look better on their report. 

Other officers were more blunt in saying they would do it to “cover their ass.” Some officers felt 

that the requirements to call for an ECIT response was a legal solution rather than a practical 

solution for mental health response. Finally, certain officers felt that it is an effort to look good 

on paper, but it is not practical.  

 

Organizational Survey – Mental Health Training 

We asked officers to provide their perceptions of training they have received on mental health 

response. As seen in the tables below, officers on the whole felt they were sufficiently trained to 

interact with persons in mental health crisis. A total of 86.5% of respondents indicated they had 
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“more than enough training” or “just the right amount” of training for responding to mental 

health crisis calls. Furthermore, respondents were not only supportive of the quantity of training 

they received, but also the quality, as 73.2%** indicated the training they received was evaluated 

as “excellent” or “good.” For both of these survey questions, responses were essentially the same 

between the 2015 and 2016 surveys. 

 

 
Do you feel the PPB has provided you 
with enough training on how to 
effectively respond to calls involving 
mental health crisis? 
 

2015 
N=243 

2016 
N=386 

Yes, More Than Enough Training 36.6% 43.5% 

Yes, Just the Right Amount 49.4% 43.0% 

No, Not Enough Training 9.9% 11.4% 

No, Not Nearly Enough Training 4.1% 2.1% 
Table 9 

 

 
How would you rate the training you 
have received on how to handle calls 
that involve a mental health crisis?** 
 

2015 
N=242 

2016 
N=384 

Excellent 22.7% 24.5% 
Good 56.2% 48.7% 

Average 15.3% 21.9% 

Poor 5.4% 4.7% 

Did not receive any training .4% .3% 
Table 10 

 

As a result of training received, officers also had a high degree of confidence in their (and their 

fellow officers’) knowledge and skills in recognizing mental illness, interacting with persons with 

mental illness, connecting consumers with services, and initiating a follow-up with the Behavioral 

Health Response Team. For each of the questions in the table below, officers were asked about 

their level of confidence. In terms of officer confidence for recognizing mental illness and 

interacting with persons with mental illness (as well as their colleagues’ abilities), responses were 

approximately 95% “very confident” or “moderately confident” for both the 2015 and 2016 

survey. When it came to linking persons with mental health services or making referrals to the 

BHU, respondents were less confident, though more than 75% were confident in their abilities in 

this respect**.  
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Table 11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question/Statement 
How confident are you… 

Year N 
Very 

Confiden
t 

Moderat
ely 

Confiden
t 

Not Very 
Confiden

t 

Not at all 
Confiden

t 

That you have the knowledge 
and skills to recognize signs 
and symptoms of a mental 
illness when responding to a 
call? 

2015 245 68.6% 27.8% 2.9% .8% 

2016 383 67.1% 29.0% 2.9% 1.0% 

That you have adequate skills 
to de-escalate a situation 
involving a person 
experiencing a mental health 
crisis?** 

2015 243 53.5% 41.2% 2.9% 2.5% 

2016 381 58.8% 36.2% 3.4% 1.6% 

In linking a person 
experiencing a mental health 
crisis to appropriate mental 
health services? 

2015 242 34.3% 45.0% 17.4% 3.3% 

2016 378 34.7% 40.7% 20.4% 4.2% 

In your fellow officers’ 
abilities to manage persons 
with mental illness? 

2015 240 38.8% 55.0% 5.4% .8% 

2016 378 42.6% 49.5% 6.1% 1.9% 

In using the BHU Electronic 
Referral System (BERS) to 
make a referral to the 
Behavioral Health Unit?** 

2015 238 50.4% 29.0% 15.5% 5.0% 

2016 377 46.7% 31.6% 15.4% 6.4% 
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PROPER MANAGEMENT OF THE USE OF FORCE TO MEET 

CONSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS 

 

Force Audit 

As part of our data request for this report, we asked PPB to provide a summary document of the 

Force Audit progress and asked that the summary document contain the following points: 

- An overview of changes to the number and scope of variables for the audit 

- An overview of the findings to date 

- An overall statement of what is needed for the Force Audit to be most informative to PPB 

while still satisfying the requirements of the Settlement Agreement 

- A proposal for auditing use of force incidents by type (as opposed to all force events) 

We provide PPB’s response to each of these points below. Before discussing the progress of the 

Force Audit’s specific points, we make mention of the overall effort by the Inspector and Strategic 

Services Division (SSD) analysts within the past six months as related to the Force Audit. This 

section of Settlement Agreement related requirements has been a large undertaking. We worked 

closely with the PPB to develop the original audit framework. The Inspector and analysts have 

taken a lead role in envisioning, crafting, implementing, and revising the Force Audit and their 

efforts should be recognized. 

The initial form of the Force Audit was purposefully over-expansive, as we wanted to make sure 

that no stone was left unturned. As the Inspector and SSD analysts worked through data 

collection, opportunities for removing repeated variables and simplifying data collection 

presented themselves. Reductions in the number of collected variables only relate to these 

considerations (repetitiveness and simplification) and therefore, the overall ability of the audit 

to identify deficient force reporting and maintain a chain of accountability within has not been 

lost. For example, one item the force audit is designed to capture is whether the force options 

checked on the FDCR matched up with the force options described in the narrative. Previously, 

there was a question for each option as it related to both checkbox and narrative: “Was 

Takedown checked on the FDCR?” and “Was Takedown described in the narrative?” In an effort 

to reduce the redundancy of asking this for every potential force option, these items were 

replaced by the more parsimonious item “Were the correct force options selected on the FDCR?” 

This way, the analyst looks at all force options of the event and then confirms that they are all 

reflected in both the checkbox and narrative sections of the FDCR.  

The changes to the Force Audit also allow PPB to more directly address the specific items found 

within Pars. 74-77 of the Settlement Agreement. The original methodology was successful in 

laying out the types of considerations necessary for the evaluation of these paragraphs. However, 

the items were indirect and did not lend themselves to specifically addressing the Settlement 
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Agreement’s requirements without the complicated combination of different items. Again, this 

was done purposefully in order to identify the elements necessary for supervisors to “accurately 

evaluate the quality of the officer’s decision making and performance”. However, now that these 

elements have been identified, they can be more directly assessed with a smaller number of 

necessary variables. 

Changes to the Force Audit began in the first quarter of 2016 when the number of variables 

collected was reduced to 205 (if an ECW was not used) and 262 (if an ECW was used). In the 

second quarter of 2016, the number was again reduced to 203 (no ECW) and 260 (ECW) variables. 

Finally, in the third quarter of 2016, the number was further reduced to its current stance of 113 

(no ECW) and 136 (ECW) variables. Changes to the form of the Force Audit also occurred. In the 

initial methodology, there was one data collection form with all the audit questions. PPB has 

changed this to consist of four surveys in order to make analysis more concise and valuable: 

- Event Level: Consists of 86 variables and is completed once for every case audited 

- Subject Level: Consists of 12 variables about the subject and is completed for every 

officer-subject dyad. For example, if two officers used force on a single person, the survey 

would be completed twice (once for each officer’s force on the community member). If 

two officers each used force on two community members, the survey would be 

completed four times (once for each possible officer-community member dyad). 

- Officer Level: Consists of 15 variables about the officer and is completed for every officer-

subject dyad. For example, if two officers used force on a single person, the survey would 

be completed twice (once for each officer’s force on the community member). If two 

officers each used force on two community members, the survey would be completed 

four times (once for each officer-community member dyad). 

- Taser: Consists of 23 variables and only is completed when an ECW is used. 

 

Future of Force Audit 

The current Force Audit has been exceptional at identifying deficiencies in how officers write 

force reports and how supervisors write After Action Reviews (see results below). While this 

initial function is crucial for identifying where information gaps exist, it is also limited as it does 

not cover the process of reviewing what are and what are not acceptable uses of force. In 

combination with the sampling process (described below), future Force Audits will be able to 

identify elements of Settlement Agreement Paragraph 76, notably whether there is “variation in 

force practice away from PPB policy in any unit” and whether “any officer, PPB unit, or group of 

officers is using force differently or at a different rate than others.” The current audit 

methodology will continue to ensure that reports are accurately and comprehensively written, 

though more effort will focus on the overall force picture.  

We also envision the Force Audit as a way to independently review whether force events should 

be considered in or out of policy and whether additional training would be beneficial for the PPB. 
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We also welcome PPB insights as to the types of revelations possible using the Force Audit data. 

The Inspector and SSD analysts have already identified potential uses for the Force Audit outside 

the scope of merely responding to the Settlement Agreement. We view the Force Audit as the 

center-point for all things related to force and will continue to consult with PPB as to how it might 

be used to encourage reform throughout the Bureau.  

We also make note here that, when reviewing force incidents, PPB must provide sufficient 

independence for the Inspector to contradict the findings of the After Action Reports. For 

instance, if a force event is found to be in-policy, the Inspector must be able to provide an 

independent viewpoint that the event was not in-policy and include that event in determining 

whether insufficient review of force events is an identifiable trend. While we don’t envision the 

role of the Inspector as being able to have findings changed, the Inspector must not be influenced 

in a way that his or her independent assessment of trends will be affected. The reorganization of 

the Bureau by Chief Marshman, specifically elevating the status of the Inspector, goes a long way 

toward achieving this goal.  

 

Force Audit Results 

The current results of the Force Audit only cover deficiencies found in the report writing/After 

Action Review process. When deficiencies are found, they are forwarded to the appropriate 

Assistant Chief, who sends out the Audit Findings Report to the responsible parties in the chain-

of-command. The responsible persons are then required to send a response to the found 

deficiency, including what remedies were taken (e.g. EIS entry, revised force report, meeting 

between those involved, etc.). The Assistant Chief then reviews the response and determines 

whether the action taken was appropriate and sufficient. This process is appropriate to address 

report deficiencies and reduce them in the long run and we expect this process will continue for 

the sampling methodology described below. 

One of the most common deficiencies found relates to supervisors expressly identifying things 

that may have been covered in subordinates’ review. For example, if a sergeant identified a 

training implication as a result of the force event, the reviewing lieutenant would not repeat the 

finding of the training implication. We have been told this is because they believed the sergeant’s 

recommendation to be considered sufficient. With the previous methodology, all people in the 

chain-of-command would need to expressly identify the training implication. This led to many 

chain-of-command reviews simply re-stating the findings of the subordinate. This is time-

consuming and unnecessary. If the commanding officer approves the After Action Review of the 

subordinate, they should not be required to regurgitate the findings. However, in the end, the 

commanding officer is still accountable if deficiencies are not properly identified. This will be 

memorialized in PPB policy when COCL, PPB, and DOJ engage in policy discussion related to 

Directive 940.00. 
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Finally, COCL and PPB have agreed that it is no longer necessary to audit every force event that 

occurs. Auditing should serve two functions: identifying the scope of deficiencies (accomplished 

through auditing every force event) and deterrence (accomplished through sampling). Through 

sampling, PPB will still be able to identify whether force reports are deficient in the included 

information. However, PPB will be able to reallocate resources from examining every force report 

to examining overall trends and the meaning of audit findings. PPB will continue to audit all ECW 

events (as these are relatively few) while all other force types will be audited at 20% capacity. 

PPB has recommended that every fifth case be audited and “if a specific case type is under-

represented in the sample, additional cases will be randomly selected for an audit.”   

 

RegJIN Data System Issues 

In previous reports, we identified issues with PPB’s data collection system (RegJIN) and how such 

issues prohibited PPB from collecting complete and reliable data. We requested an update from 

PPB as to how the issues were being resolved and were provided a document indicating where 

improvements have been made. Of the fourteen main issues that were affecting data collection, 

eight have been resolved or have had significant progress made on resolving them. These include 

the transition from UCR data codes to NIBRS data codes (allowing for an incident-based reporting 

system and therefore more detailed information on interactions), eliminating the use of paper 

force reports (now all electronic submission), and increasing the scope of information that can 

be easily gleaned from force reports, including demographic and precinct information.  

There has also been significant improvement in the size of record backlogs in the PPB. In the past 

year, PPB has gone from a backlog of 17,000 cases to only 1,225 cases as of October 18, 2016. 

Thus, they are 94% complete with catching up to current data being in their system. If Records 

personnel maintain their current pace, all 2015 records will be completed by the end of 

November, 2016 – nearly a year ahead of the projected completion date. This has been an 

impressive endeavor to get up-to-date on entering records into the PPB data system.  

Although the RegJIN system has made improvements, some issues remain. One such issue is the 

development of the Cognos software to properly analyze the data for force reports. PPB is 

required to develop specific data models to extract sets of information, though this can be a time-

consuming process. Also, officers on the street feel that RegJIN is a major burden. A number of 

officers have told us that the system takes hours of their time each day to enter and extract data. 

This frustration in turn lowers morale and reduces the time available for proactive, community-

oriented police work. We will continue to investigate these matters to determine the extent to 

which this problem is inherent in the system or may perhaps be alleviated with supplemental 

training.  
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Force Reporting 

We take the opportunity to lay out the different ways which force may be reported in order for 

PPB and the Portland community to engage in a conversation as to which style of reporting is 

most informative for both groups and what the different ways of reporting mean for each group. 

We put this forward for information with the understanding that is no single best or valid way of 

reporting force provided they are consistently measured in that way.  

For this demonstration, we use data from February 2016 to June of 2016. We use this short 

timeframe because the data were taken from PPB’s current system (RegJIN) as opposed to 

previous data that were provided to us that came from PPB’s old data system (PPDS) (thus making 

it impossible to compare). We also use these data as some variables within this demonstration 

needed to be taken from PPB’s most recent Quarterly Force Summary Reports, including calls for 

service. These variables were unavailable in previous years. Finally, this timeframe was chosen 

as information from the MHM mask could also be used, providing other considerations which 

can affect how force is reported. We re-state that the MHM dataset is not considered fully 

reliable but for the purposes of this demonstration, the data are sufficient. As we are at times 

comparing data across datasets, the demonstration below should not be considered an absolute 

reporting of force statistics. This would require a single database for all things considered, which 

PPB does not currently have. However, this demonstration is for illustrative purposes only and 

therefore a unified data system is not absolutely necessary. 

As seen in the table below, there are a variety of ways that PPB can measure the rate by which 

they are using force. Each way can be used to give the Portland community a better 

understanding of how often PPB uses force. For instance, every single day (on average), Portland 

Police officers collectively have approximately 2 force events. This uses a whole number, though, 

and does not reflect a rate. Another way to report force would be as a rate relative to the number 

of calls for service. In this case, force is used approximately .2% of the time. This means that for 

every 1,000 calls for service that PPB goes on, force is used an average of 2 times. However, not 

all calls for service actually involve a subject interaction. Some calls are to check on a suspicious 

car or for animal control. When only including calls that involve a human being, force is used 

about .35% of the time – or 3.5 times for every 1000 human interactions.  

Many calls involving a human interaction do not hold the potential for force. Most individuals 

who call the police to report a crime are not likely to have force used on them – they are victims 

of property crime. With this in mind, another way to look at the rate of force is by the number of 

custodies. When looking at this situation, PPB uses force 2-3 times for every 100 custodies. This 

is consistent with the national average. Furthermore, for every event when force is used, on 

average between 1 and 2 force reports (FDCR’s) are completed. This could mean that one officer 

used force on two people or that two officers used force on one person. However, it also indicates 

that the majority of time when force is used, there are less than two people involved. 
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 February 2016 March 2016 April 2016 May 2016 June 2016 

Number of 
Events (FDCR 

Data) 
50 61 62 74 57 

Number of 
FDCRs Written 

(FDCR Data) 
83 92 99 127 87 

Events per 
Calls for 

Service (FDCR 
Data/PPB 
Quarterly 

Force Report) 

.17% .21% .21% .24% .19% 

Events per 
Subject 

Interaction 
(FDCR 

Data/Mental 
Health Mask) 

Data Not 
Available 

.34% .34% .39% .31% 

FDCRs per 
Event (FDCR 

Data) 
1.66 1.51 1.60 1.72 1.53 

 

 

 2015 Q3 2015 Q4 2016 Q1 2016 Q2 

Events per 
Custody (PPB 

Quarterly 
Force 

Report)* 

2.4% 2.9% 2.6% 2.9% 

Table 12 
*Custody data was not available by month and therefore was calculated by quarter using PPB’s 
Quarterly Force Report. 
 

While using these numbers as a frame of reference for the reader, we point out that no 

judgments can be made about the reasonableness of these force events. We remind the reader 

that, given the nature of police work and the authority we have invested in the police, some force 
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is appropriate and justified. For certain force events strong arguments might be made as to 

whether the level of force was justified or whether force at all was justified. However, we believe 

that for other force events, there would be no argument as to the justification. Thus, the 

“justifiable but concerning” events would actually constitute a seemingly smaller percentage of 

calls for service, subject interactions, and custodies.  

There are other issues related to measuring and reporting force which we feel PPB and the 

community would benefit from considering. Reviewers of force may want to look at the sequence 

of events that led up to the application of force, including both subject and officer actions. We 

would encourage PPB to look at officer-level factors as they relate to the use of force, including 

how long the officer has been with the Bureau, how many arrests the officer makes (compared 

with officers in similar circumstances), and whether other background factors might be 

correlated with higher uses of force. Situational factors may also be considered, such as the 

seriousness of the resistance, the level of force, and the degree of injuries. These considerations 

may reveal training implications that address organizational trends rather than an individual 

officer/smaller groups of officers (as is the case with EIS). 

The Division of Policing of the American Society of Criminology, chaired by Dr. Rosenbaum, has 

created a Committee on National Data Collection. In 2015 and 2016, the committee worked 

closely with the Bureau of Justice Statistics, making a series of recommendations about how to 

measure use of force in a standardized way among law enforcement agencies nationwide.  

Regardless of how force is being reported, there is clear evidence that over the past five to ten 

years, the number of force events and rate of force has steadily declined in Portland. We have 

demonstrated this in our first Outcome Assessment (October of 2015) and other external reviews 

have found this as well (see Cawthrey, et al, in press). Thus, as to whether PPB has created 

“proper management of the use of force to meet constitutional standards” (Par. 173), we believe 

they have managed the number and rate of force to be consistent with national standards. While 

this does not address constitutional standards, it is nevertheless a necessary first step. 

To this degree, the force audit has not yet achieved an ability to identify events that are 

“justifiable but concerning” and document them. This is because limited resources have been 

allocated to coding force events for report deficiencies. Where the force audit will eventually 

prove insightful is by shining a light on force that may be considered excessive compared with 

the subject’s resistance (even if the force is within policy), identifying when an officer’s overall 

decision making could have been improved, and when an officer did not use alternative methods 

that might have prevented force.  

The documentation of “justifiable but concerning” events should not be used as a means of 

discipline for officers. The final determination of “in or out of policy” rests within the 940 review 

process and the Inspector’s role is not to usurp the 940 review (unless the 940 finding is clearly 

flawed prima facia). Rather, reviews for “justifiable but concerning” should inform PPB when 

force is getting close to being problematic. The Inspector’s review should focus on whether 
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patterns of questionable force can be identified by individuals or groups and how these patterns 

might have training implications. These points of review by the Inspector’s team, combined with 

the overall force numbers (however PPB and community feel they are best presented) should 

then give a much clearer picture of force and how PPB might improve. 

 

Organizational Survey – Use of Force 

For the survey of PPB employees, we conceptualize the management of force as falling into two 

categories: supervisory oversight and quality of related policies. As related to supervisory 

oversight, the perception of sworn members is that supervisors do not always provide 

meaningful guidance for issues surrounding force. For instance, 47.4% of sworn members in 2016 

indicated their supervisor rarely or never provided “clear guidance on the use of Electronic 

Control Weapons (ECWs).” Furthermore, approximately 30% of sworn members feel their 

supervisors rarely or never clearly explain the use of force policies and 40% do not receive specific 

guidance on de-escalating situations. As with previous results, the results between the two years 

of surveys indicate a movement away from the middle response options and towards the 

extremes. For instance, for all three items, more respondents selected “always” in 2016 than in 

2015; however, the same can be said for the selection of “never”.  

Table 13 

*Please note, the 2016 survey used the term “revised”. The 2015 survey used the term “new”. 

 

Supervisors also indicated less satisfaction with the training they received on their responsibilities 

in a force event in the 2016 survey compared to the 2015 survey. In the 2015 survey, 34.4% 

indicated they were either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with such training. In the 2016 survey, 

dissatisfaction increased to 48.1%. 

 

 

Question/Statement Year N Always Often 
Some-
times 

Rarely 
Never 

Clearly explains the 
new/revised* policies on 
use of force  

2015 256 14.5% 30.9% 28.5% 14.8% 11.3% 

2016 385 16.9% 30.1% 21.8% 16.4% 14.8% 

Gives specific guidance on 
how to de-escalate a 
situation  

2015 253 8.7% 20.6% 32.8% 21.7% 16.2% 

2016 380 11.8% 24.2% 23.9% 19.5% 20.5% 

Provides clear guidance on 
use of Electronic Control 
Weapons (ECWs) 

2016 251 10.4% 19.1% 26.7% 24.7% 19.1% 

2016 373 11.0% 20.4% 21.2% 17.4% 30.0% 
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Table 14 

 

We also asked respondents to think about force-related directives and comment on the 

directive’s clarity, usefulness, and the respondent’s familiarity with it. We chose three directives 

that we believe are important for officers to understand: 1010.00 (Use of Force); 1010.10 (Post 

Deadly Force Procedures) and; 1051.00 (Electronic Control Weapons System). While similar items 

were included on the 2015 survey, we changed some items’ focus and changed other items’ 

response option range. Therefore, comparisons between the two years are not possible. For this 

report, we only provide the 2016 results here. 

In general, sworn members are familiar with the three directives. More than 90% of respondents 

for each directive stated they were very familiar or somewhat familiar with the directive. 

Furthermore, more than 80% indicated for all three that they believed the directive was very 

useful or somewhat useful. However, the results indicate that the directives may suffer from a 

lack of clarity. For example, a sizeable number of officers reported that the directions were not 

too clear or not clear at all — 29.9% for Directive 1010.00, 15.2% for Directive 1010.10 and 20.9% 

for Directive 1051.00. The clarity of policy is necessary for officers to be able to adequately follow 

them and therefore training might need to focus on officers understanding of the policies’ 

requirements. 

Table 15 

 

Question/Statement Year N 
Very 

Satisfied 
Satisfied Dissatisfied 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

Did Not 
Receive 

any 
Supervisory 

Training 

Your supervisory 
responsibilities in a 
use of force event 

2015 61 9.8% 55.7% 26.2% 8.2% 0.0% 

2016 102 9.8% 36.3% 31.4% 16.7% 5.9% 

 
Very 

Familiar 
Somewhat 

Familiar 
Not Too 
Familiar 

Not Familiar 
at All 

Use of Force (1010.00) (N=374) 67.4% 28.9% 3.2% .5% 

Post Deadly Force Procedures 
(1010.10) (N=368) 

45.4% 45.4% 8.2% 1.1% 

Electronic Control Weapon 
System (1051.00) (N=373) 

51.7% 39.3% 7.0% 1.3% 

Mental Health Crisis Response 
(850.20) (N=374)** 

47.9% 42.0% 8.6% 1.6% 
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Table 16 

Table 17 

 

We further asked the sworn members whether they believed the policies on use of force are an 

improvement from previous directives. This item was included on both the 2015 and 2016 survey 

(though with a minor word change). For both years, officers did not agree that the policies were 

an improvement, with 2016 respondents indicating less agreement than 2015. Approximately 

70% of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. 

Table 18 

*Please note, the 2016 survey used the term “revised.” The 2015 survey used the term “new.” 

 

Finally, there has been significant discussion and steps taken in Portland to implement body 

cameras as a tool of police accountability. As a way to assess organizational attitudes toward the 

use of body cameras, we included a question in the 2016 survey regarding the member’s personal 

viewpoint. The results show that 78.4% of the officers indicated that they personally favor the 

 Very Useful 
Somewhat 

Useful 
Not Too 
Useful 

Not Useful 
at All 

Use of Force (1010.00) (N=356) 38.8% 47.8% 11.2% 2.2% 

Post Deadly Force Procedures 
(1010.10) (N=350) 

36.0% 51.1% 11.7% 1.1% 

Electronic Control Weapon 
System (1051.00) (N=351) 

33.3% 51.3% 12.5% 2.8% 

Mental Health Crisis Response 
(850.20) (N=352) 

30.7% 53.1% 12.5% 3.7% 

 Very Clear 
Somewhat 

Clear 
Not Too 

Clear 
Not Clear at 

All 

Use of Force (1010.00) (N=358) 31.3% 38.8% 21.5% 8.4% 

Post Deadly Force Procedures 
(1010.10) (N=356) 

35.1% 49.7% 12.4% 2.8% 

Electronic Control Weapon 
System (1051.00) (N=354) 

29.1% 50.0% 16.1% 4.8% 

Mental Health Crisis Response 
(850.20) (N=355) 

27.0% 54.6% 15.5% 2.8% 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The new/revised* policies on 
use of force are an 
improvement 

2015 222 3.2% 29.7% 47.7% 19.4% 

2016 344 1.5% 25.0% 50.3% 23.3% 
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use of body cameras by police. This item will be included on future surveys in order to observe 

any changes over time.  

 

 

 

 

Table 19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Question/Statement Year N Favor Oppose 

Do you personally 
favor or oppose the 
use of body cameras 
by police? 

2016 361 78.4% 21.6% 
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ROBUST SYSTEMS OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

 

Community Oversight and Advisory Board 

As part of the Settlement Agreement, a primary system of community engagement was to be the 

Community Oversight and Advisory Board (COAB). Within the past two years, the COAB 

experienced a multitude of issues that ultimately led to a recent recess while the City considered 

options for enhancing the community engagement process. Our assessment of the COAB process 

has been documented in previous reports and COCL statements, including promising 

contributions from COAB and substantial barriers to COAB’s success. At this point, we will simply 

state that the City and PPB have yet to fully create “robust systems of community engagement.” 

While awaiting the City’s plan, here we summarize some of the other methods that the COCL, 

COAB and City have employed to seek community input in the reform process.  

 

Community Focus Groups 

In the middle of August, 2016, the City utilized the services of Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall (DHM) 

Research to conduct a series of focus groups with members of the Portland community. The focus 

groups were designed to supplement data from a community-wide survey performed in 2015. 

(We reported the results of that community-wide survey in our April 2016 Outcome Assessment). 

A total of six focus groups were conducted, including three focus groups for community members 

who identified as having lived experience with mental health issues (one each for PPB Precinct, 

North, East, and Central), one focus group for houseless community members, one focus group 

for LGBTQ+ community members, and one focus group for young community members (aged 15-

17). A total of fifty-four community members participated in the focus groups, including twenty-

six people within the groups who self-identified as having a mental illness. 

The focus groups touched upon a number of issues important to the Settlement Agreement and 

the Portland community. Focus group participants were asked about their perceptions of public 

safety and policing in Portland, their public safety values, impressions of the Portland police 

(recruitment, training, and community involvement), and the overall relationship between the 

community and police. The results of the focus groups should provide PPB and the City with richer 

data than can be gained from a survey in order for them to improve their relationships with the 

specific populations. 

As of the writing of this report, the results of the focus groups have not been provided to the 

community in a report and no community presentation has occurred. As we do not have access 

to the data, we cannot report on the findings here. We will cover the findings of the focus group 

in our next report though would encourage PPB and the City to begin acting on the findings upon 

their release. 
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PPB/City Community Outreach 

In our April, 2016 Outcome Assessment, we detailed the various ways in which PPB has engaged 

in community outreach. We believe PPB does a substantial amount of community engagement 

and refer members of the public to PPB’s website for a list of PPB’s efforts 

(http://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/30379). 

We have in the past recommended PPB engage in a community partnership survey to assess their 

relationships with businesses, community groups, neighborhood associations, and other entities 

found in the community. We have been informed that this would occur sometime during FY2016-

2017. Our data request for this report asked for progress on the partnership survey though no 

documentation was available as it relates to this. We continue to recommend PPB engage in a 

partnership survey and look forward to seeing it carried out in the near future. 

Previous funds set aside for a partnership survey were not sufficient in FY2015-2016 to 

comprehensively capture the data needed. As an alternative, the funds were to be diverted to 

community outreach specific to the Latino community. Our data request for this report asked for 

progress on the outreach to the Latino community. In response, the city informed us that the 

work has yet to move forward.  As Latino outreach was identified by PPB and the City as one area 

where additional work was needed, we encourage them to move the work forward. More 

generally, we would recommend meetings or focus groups to capture the views of the Latino and 

Asian segments of the Portland community who are not well represented in this process to date.  

Finally, we strongly recommend that one system of community engagement is captured in the 

day-to-day encounters between Portland police officers and members of the community. We 

have recommended a Respectful Engagement Policing model in the past, defined by foot patrol 

and problem oriented policing at the neighborhood level. PPB already does these in some 

capacity, though positive proactive policing could be better documented systematically.  

  

City Focus Groups on Accountability 

Finally, there is the question of whether the Settlement Agreement has created “robust systems 

of community engagement” in two relevant areas – the focus group meetings on the 

accountability system and police contract negotiations. Here, we do not comment on the totality 

of circumstances related to these occurrences. Rather, we only speak to the community’s 

concern that they were resolved, in whole or in part, behind closed doors. 

The focus group related to the accountability process revisions was convened outside the public 

eye, thus prohibiting open community input put or open observance of deliberations. The final 

proposal was largely met with community opposition as a result. Similarly, the recent 

negotiations of the PPA contract were done behind closed doors. Although there is no legal 

requirement for negotiations to be held in the eye of the public, the collective bargaining process 

in 2010 and 2013 had some public meetings associated with them.  

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/30379
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The discussion of these items behind closed doors had consequences that were perhaps 

unintended by the City. Although progress has been made in both the accountability process and 

the PPA contract negotiations, those gains have been largely overlooked because of the 

controversy surrounding community input. For example, the PPA contract negotiations resulted 

in the removal of the 48-hour rule, which is a major accomplishment called for by the community. 

In conclusion, in the future, we recommend that the City consider ways to formally engage the 

community earlier in these processes.  

 

Organizational Survey – Community Engagement 

The 2015 and 2016 surveys included items designed to provide insight into sworn members’ 

views of the community and how they feel the community views the PPB. The results of the 

surveys are somewhat mixed as they relate to sworn members’ perceptions. On a positive note, 

more than 8 out of 10 officers disagreed with the statement that “Officers have reason to be 

distrustful of most citizens.” These numbers were relatively unchanged from the 2015 survey. 

However, two-thirds of respondents admit that the relationship between the police and 

community at this time is not very good. This percentage increased from the 2015 survey, 

showing increased perceptions of divide between the police and community. There is also a 

nearly even split between respondents who feel that most people respect the police (59.0%) and 

those who disagree (41.1%). In addition, there is strong sentiment that the public doesn’t 

understand what it means to be an officer and that the media generally treat the police unfairly. 

For both of these statements, agreement is over 90% with no change between the 2015 and 2016 

surveys. 

Table 20 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Officers have reason to be 
distrustful of most citizens 

2015 257 2.7% 13.6% 62.3% 21.4% 

2016 383 3.9% 14.4% 62.9% 18.8% 

Most people respect the police 2015 233 7.3% 60.5% 24.5% 7.7% 

2016 370 4.1% 54.9% 29.7% 11.4% 

The public doesn’t understand 
what it means to be an officer 

2015 230 53.5% 42.6% 3.9% 0.0% 

2016 368 57.3% 39.4% 2.7% .5% 

The relationship between the 
police and the people of this 
city is very good 

2015 230 1.7% 43.9% 43.0% 11.3% 

2016 367 .3% 33.0% 47.7% 19.1% 

In general, the media treat the 
police unfairly 

2015 233 54.9% 32.2% 9.0% 3.9% 

2016 372 57.8% 32.3% 5.9% 4.0% 
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With regard to police treatment of specific populations, sworn members indicated a higher 

degree of respect toward racial/ethnic populations, the poor, persons with mental illness, and 

LGBTQ people compared with 2015. For the four populations, 80% or more respondents either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that some officers treated them 

disrespectfully.  

Table 21 

 

We also asked officers to provide their opinions on certain policing tactics that may impact PPB’s 

relationship with the community. Three of the items focused on aggressive policing tactics: “Stop 

and Frisk,” physicality, and aggressiveness. A majority of officers felt that “Stop and Frisk” had 

earned a bad reputation for no reason (71.9%) and that some people can only be brought to 

reason the hard, physical way (59.5%). These represent increases over 2015 percentages. 

However, 45% believe that it was more useful for officers to be aggressive than courteous in 

certain areas of the city, a slight decline from 2015. Additionally, two thirds of the officers felt 

that foot patrol is a promising strategy for building rapport with the community, though this 

represents a decrease from the 2015 survey (81.0%). 

 

 

 

 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

There are some Portland 
officers who treat racial and 
ethnic populations 
disrespectfully 

2015 222 2.3% 20.7% 38.3% 38.7% 

2016 357 1.1% 11.5% 45.9% 41.5% 

There are some Portland 
officers who treat poor people 
disrespectfully 

2015 223 2.2% 30.5% 39.5% 27.8% 

2016 358 1.1% 20.7% 43.6% 34.6% 

There are some Portland 
officers who treat persons with 
mental illness disrespectfully 

2015 222 1.4% 24.8% 43.2% 30.6% 

2016 356 .3% 18.5% 44.7% 36.5% 

There are some Portland 
officers who treat LGBTQ 
people disrespectfully 

2015 219 1.4% 19.2% 39.7% 39.7% 

2016 356 .6% 9.8% 45.2% 44.4% 
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Table 22 

 

When asked about community engagement tactics that sworn members have personally 

participated in, responses remained essentially the same between the 2015 and 2016 survey. 

Foot patrol and community meeting attendance did not show any significant changes between 

the two surveys. Again, nearly one third of officers report “never” engaging in these activities 

and another third report that this questions does not apply to them.  

Table 23 

 

 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

“Stop and Frisk” has gotten a 
bad reputation for no reason 

2015 248 16.9% 44.0% 33.1% 6.0% 

2016 374 24.6% 47.3% 25.1% 2.9% 

Foot patrol is a promising 
strategy for building rapport 
with the community 

2015 248 26.6% 54.4% 14.9% 4.0% 

2016 379 21.1% 46.7% 22.7% 9.5% 

Some people can only be 
brought to reason the hard, 
physical way 

2015 227 8.4% 43.6% 34.8% 13.2% 

2016 363 11.3% 48.2% 32.5% 8.0% 

In certain areas of the city it is 
more useful for an officer to be 
aggressive than to be courteous 

2015 230 21.7% 30.0% 36.1% 12.2% 

2016 366 13.1% 32.0% 44.5% 10.4% 

Question/ 
Statement 

Year N 
At least 

once 
per day 

About 
1-2 

times 
per 

week 

About 
1-2 

times 
per 

month 

1-5 
times 

per 
year 

Never 
Not 

Applica
ble 

Foot patrol 
(walking 
continuously for 
at least 30 
minutes on 
patrol) 

2015 226 4.9% 7.1% 5.8% 17.7% 33.6% 31.0% 

2016 355 3.1% 8.2% 5.9% 16.1% 30.7% 36.1% 

Attend 
community 
meetings 

2015 227 .4% 11.5% 18.1% 33.5% 25.6% 11.0% 

2016 358 1.4% 7.0% 22.1% 32.1% 21.8% 15.6% 
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ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE, LEADERSHIP, COMMITMENT 

Although not directly identified as one of the five areas of review by Par. 173 of the Settlement 

Agreement, we included a series of questions to capture core aspects of organizational culture 

that can impact reform initiatives. Organizational change is more likely when officers have good 

morale, have confidence in the leadership of the organization, feel that the reasons for change 

have been clearly explained, and believe they have a voice in the process. These factors tend to 

increase commitment to the goals of an organization, which was also measured in this survey. In 

addition, the survey measured factors that may be affected by the reforms, including officers’ 

level of burn out, feelings of personal safety, willingness to conduct investigatory stops and use 

force. Many of these survey questions were included on both the 2015 and 2016 survey of PPB 

officers. The 2016 results are highlighted in gray.  

As noted earlier, the 2016 survey was administered in two weeks during which the previous PPB 

Chief was on administrative leave. We discontinued data collection when the new chief was 

sworn in, as we wanted survey responses to focus only on the previous administration. Thus, 

where necessary, we instructed respondents to provide answers based on their experiences with 

the previous chief and the PPB during the past year. 

Job satisfaction: Between 2015 and 2016 job satisfaction declined dramatically. The largest 

change in responses pertained to the Bureau as a place to work. In 2015, 56.9% of sworn 

members indicated they were satisfied or very satisfied with working at PPB, while only 20.8% 

felt this way in 2016. Satisfaction with present job assignment also dropped from 83.5% in 2015 

to 69.2% in 2016. 

Table 24 

 

Views of leadership: Survey items asking about sworn members’ perceptions on the Chief were 

significantly lower. Combining response options “rarely” and “never” resulted in increases of 

more than 30 percentage points for each item. In a nutshell, officers had lost confidence in the 

Chief’s ability to inspire them, make clear what was expected of them, seek their input on 

decisions, and communicate effectively with the public.  

Question/Statement Year N 
Very 

Satisfied 
Satisfied Dissatisfied 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

Please rate your 
overall satisfaction 
with your present job 
assignment 

2015 267 30.3% 53.2% 12.7% 3.4% 

2016 405 22.0% 47.2% 19.5% 11.4% 

Please rate your 
overall satisfaction 
with the bureau as a 
place to work 

2015 262 6.5% 50.4% 31.7% 11.5% 

2016 404 2.2% 18.6% 42.6% 36.6% 
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Table 25 

 

Similar results were found when sworn personnel were asked about their views of how top 

management is leading and directing the Bureau. The percentage of officers who reported they 

were “not supportive at all” of the direction that top management is taking the organization 

increased from 25.4% in 2015 to 55.4% in 2016. Furthermore, when the Bureau wants to 

introduce something new, the majority of officers reported that the reason for the change is 

rarely or never communicated clearly to the employees who are directly affected (61.4% in 2016, 

up from 41.8% in 2015).  

 

 
How supportive are you of the direction 
that top management is taking this 
organization? 
 

2015 
N=268 

2016 
N=399 

Extremely Supportive 2.2% .5% 

Very Supportive 13.8% 1.5% 

Moderately Supportive 22.8% 8.3% 

Slightly Supportive 26.5% 15.5% 

Not Supportive at All 25.4% 55.4% 

I do not know management’s direction 9.3% 18.8% 

Table 26 

 

Question/Statement Year N Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Don’t 
Know 

Inspires me to work to 
the best of my abilities  

2015 265 4.5% 17.7% 31.7% 29.4% 12.8% 3.8% 

2016 402 .5% 4.0% 14.7% 32.1% 47.3% 1.5% 

Makes clear what is 
expected of employees 

2015 268 6.3% 34.0% 33.6% 17.5% 6.0% 2.6% 

2016 403 2.5% 10.7% 25.6% 37.0% 23.1% 1.2% 

Encourages input from 
employees when 
important decisions 
must be made 

2015 268 3.0% 22.4% 29.1% 25.4% 13.4% 6.7% 

2016 402 .2% 3.7% 13.7% 30.8% 48.0% 3.5% 

Communicates 
effectively with the 
media and the public 

2015 267 6.0% 25.1% 31.1% 20.6% 7.1% 10.1% 

2016 402 1.0% 5.0% 20.4% 37.1% 34.3% 2.2% 



 

70 
 

 
When the bureau wants to introduce 
something new, how often is the reason 
for the change communicated clearly to 
all employees who are affected by the 
change? 
 

2015 
N=268 

2016 
N=399 

Very Frequently .7% 1.5% 

Frequently 22.0% 7.5% 

Occasionally 35.4% 29.6% 

Rarely 34.7% 50.4% 

Never 7.1% 11.0% 

Table 27 

Views of immediate supervisor: A similar set of questions was asked about the sworn member’s 

immediate supervisor, as this individual has a large influence on line officers. In general, sworn 

member perceptions of their immediate supervisor did not show noticeable change between 

2015 and 2016. Between 65% and 75% of respondents indicated their direct supervisor always 

or often inspired them, clarified expectations, encouraged input, and made fair and consistent 

decisions. 

Table 28 

Organizational commitment: A decline in commitment to organizational goals would be expected 

with a decline in views of management. However, the decreases in commitment are noticeably 

smaller than the decreases found in tables above, suggesting that while sworn members were 

unsatisfied with senior management at the time of this survey, their loyalty to the organization 

was less affected. On the whole, most officers remain committed to making the organization 

Question/Statement Year N Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

Inspires me to work to the 
best of my abilities 

2015 264 17.4% 36.4% 21.2% 20.5% 4.5% 

2016 397 18.6% 36.5% 26.7% 12.6% 5.5% 

Makes clear what is 
expected of employees 

2015 264 22.0% 43.2% 20.5% 11.0% 3.4% 

2016 398 28.6% 38.9% 18.6% 11.3% 2.5% 

Encourages input from 
employees when 
important decisions must 
be made 

2015 264 22.0% 31.1% 25.8% 15.2% 6.1% 

2016 397 26.2% 33.5% 21.7% 12.6% 6.0% 

Makes decisions that are 
fair and consistent across 
people and situations 

2015 264 28.0% 40.9% 20.8% 8.3% 1.9% 

2016 396 33.3% 39.9% 15.9% 8.6% 2.3% 



 

71 
 

successful (78.0% in 2016 vs. 88.7% in 2015) and continue to value the goals of the Bureau (66.0% 

in 2016 vs. 72.6% in 2015). 

Table 29 

 

Burnout and emotional stress: We included several measures of officers’ level of burnout and 

their emotional states that could be affected by recent events. For instance, 41.4% of sworn 

members reported feeling burnt out at least once a week or more, an increase from 29.2% in 

2015.Respondents also felt emotionally drained from work more often in 2016 compared with 

2015. In addition to this, there was a slight increase (7.9 percentage point increase) in sworn 

members believing the job was hardening them emotionally. Despite this, there was no change 

in sworn members reporting callousness towards other people since taking the job.  

Table 30 

Table 31 

 

Adding to other measures of mental stress, sworn members also indicated they have serious 

concerns regarding their physical safety when they are at work. This item was not included in the 

2015 survey and therefore no changes can be observed. However, nearly three quarters (72.5%) 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

I am strongly committed to 
making the agency successful 

2015 257 35.0% 53.7% 9.7% 1.6% 
2016 386 24.1% 53.9% 16.6% 5.4% 

The Bureau’s goals are 
important to me 

2015 252 12.7% 59.9% 21.0% 6.3% 

2016 385 7.8% 58.2% 26.2% 7.8% 

Question/Statement Year N Never 

Less 
than 

once a 
month 

Once a 
month 

2-3 
times 

a 
month 

Once 
a 

week 

2-3 
times 

a 
week 

Daily 

I feel burned out 
from my work 

2015 227 8.8% 20.3% 20.3% 22.5% 12.8% 8.4% 7.0% 

2016 355 5.4% 14.9% 16.9% 21.4% 16.1% 13.2% 12.1% 

I feel emotionally 
drained from work 

2015 226 5.8% 21.7% 15.9% 19.5% 16.4% 11.5% 9.3% 

2016 347 3.7% 16.1% 14.7% 17.9% 18.2% 16.7% 12.7% 

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

This job is hardening me 
emotionally 

2015 260 38.8% 40.0% 18.5% 2.7% 

2016 391 46.3% 40.4% 11.8% 1.5% 

I’ve become more callous 
toward people since I took this 
job 

2015 230 17.8% 56.1% 20.9% 5.2% 

2016 368 19.8% 50.8% 25.8% 3.5% 
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of sworn members indicated they have serious concerns about their physical safety at least 

sometimes. This concern likely adds to officer perceptions of burn out and mental stress.  

Table 32 

 

De-policing: For the 2016 survey, we included items related to the concept of de-policing, which 

may be defined as a “reduction in effort by police officers because of fear that they will be 

identified and punished by new accountability measures” (Walker, 2014). We included three 

measures which asked, given the “criticism directed at the police today”, do they believe officers 

are less willing to stop and question people who seem suspicious and do they believe officers are 

more reluctant to use force against a person when force would be appropriate. There were two 

measures of reluctance to use force: against a person in general and against a person with mental 

illness. For all three questions, between 80% and 90% of respondents indicated that police 

officers are less willingness/more reluctance to engage in these behaviors as a result of the 

criticism aimed at the police. Less than 2% of sworn members reported that nothing has changed 

as a result of the criticism.  

Table 33 

 

 

 

Question/Statement Year N 
Nearly 
Always 

Often 
Some-
times 

Hardly 
Ever 

Never 

How often, if ever, do 
you have serious 
concerns about your 
physical safety when 
you are at work? 

2016 363 6.1% 23.4% 43.0% 23.4% 4.1% 

Question/Statement Year N 

Yes, Much 
Less Willing 
to Stop and 

Question 

Yes, 
Somewhat 
Less Willing 
to Stop and 

Question 

No, Nothing 
Has Changed 

With all the criticism 
directed at the police 
today, are officers less 
willing to stop and 
question people who 
seem suspicious, or 
has nothing changed? 

2016 358 87.7% 12.0% .3% 
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Table 34 

 

Table 35 

 

Finally, the organizational survey covered officer perceptions on the Settlement Agreement 

overall. In general, most officers (82.4%) did not believe that the Settlement Agreement would 

improve PPB in the long run. Furthermore, most officers (91.9%) felt that the Settlement 

Agreement was a distraction, keeping officers from doing their jobs. 

 

 

 

 

Question/Statement Year N 

Yes, Much 
More 

Reluctant to 
Use Force 

Yes, 
Somewhat 

More 
Reluctant to 

Use Force 

No, Nothing 
Has Changed 

With all the criticism 
directed at the police 
today, are officers 
more reluctant in 
general to use force 
when it is appropriate, 
or has nothing 
changed? 

2016 363 80.2% 18.7% 1.1% 

Question/Statement Year N 

Yes, Much 
More 

Reluctant to 
Use Force 

Yes, 
Somewhat 

More 
Reluctant to 

Use Force 

No, Nothing 
Has Changed 

With all the criticism 
directed at the police 
today, are officers 
more reluctant to use 
force on a person with 
mental illness when it 
is appropriate, or has 
nothing changed? 

2016 358 85.2% 14.0% .8% 
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Table 36 

 

Focus Groups – Organizational Culture, Leadership, and Commitment 

We touched upon these issues during the focus groups with ECIT and non-ECIT officers and 

received some responses which may clarify officer sentiment towards the Settlement 

Agreement. As a result of the Settlement Agreement, many officers in the focus groups relayed 

a sense of trepidation to do anything that could be seen as having potential negative 

consequences for their career, even at the expense of their own safety. Officers described an 

intense sense of scrutiny that prohibits them from “doing their job.” A number of officers stated 

that they fear for officer safety because of such scrutiny.  

Despite this, some officers believed that the level of scrutiny has resulted in some organizational 

benefits. For instance, non-ECIT officers have improved in setting up a scene for when an ECIT 

officer arrives. Another result is that the Settlement Agreement has facilitated the provision of 

additional resources. Therefore, although officers may feel they are overly scrutinized, some 

believe has caused the organization to provide additional tools for the officers.  

In conclusion, substantial progress has been made to create systems and metrics that document 

the implementation of reforms, changes in police perceptions and behaviors regarding force and 

force reporting, changes in police culture, and other outcomes associated with reforms required 

by the Settlement Agreement. Where systems or metrics were absence of deficient, the COCL 

has stepped in to recommend change, provide technical assistance, or create new metrics, 

including community surveys, officer surveys, focus groups, training surveys, and force auditing 

systems.  

 

 

  

Question/Statement Year N 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The Settlement 
Agreement with DOJ is 
a good thing that will 
improve the PPB in the 
long run 

2016 357 2.5% 15.1% 31.7% 50.7% 

The Settlement 
Agreement with DOJ is 
a distraction that is 
keeping us from doing 
our job 

2016 356 55.1% 36.8% 5.6% 2.5% 
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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 
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DSUFCS: Data Systems, Use of Force, and Compliance Subcommittee (COAB) 

ECIT: Enhanced Crisis Intervention Team 

ECW: Electronic Control Weapons 

EIS: Employee Information System 

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 

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 

Previous Chief of Police: Larry O’Dea 

Current Chief of Police: Mike Marshman 

Assistant Chief of Police: Matt Wagenknecht 

Assistant Chief of Police: Mike Leloff 

Assistant Chief of Police: Chris Uehara 

Previous Compliance Coordinator: Mike Marshman 

Current Compliance Coordinator: Steve Jones 

Previous Inspector: Steve Jones 

Current Inspector: Mike Krantz 

Behavioral Health Unit (BHU) Manager: Tashia Hager 

Training Manager: Bob Day 

Auditor: Mary Hull Caballero 

IPR Director: Constantin Severe 
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	- Current
	o Shift Force Ratio: a sworn member’s force ratio is greater than or equal to 3x their shift’s average ratio in the preceding six (6) months;
	- Proposed Revision(s)
	o Officer Shift Force Ratio: A sworn member has a force ratio that is in the top 15% of their shift in the preceding three (3) months; or
	o Officer Precinct Force Ratio: A sworn member has a force ratio that is in the top 15% of their Precinct in the preceding three (3) months; or
	o Shift Force Ratio: A shift has a force ratio that is greater than 5% above the average shift force ratio in the preceding three (3) months; or
	o Precinct Force Ratio: A Precinct has a force ratio that is greater than 5% above the Bureau-wide average in the preceding three (3) months.
	- Current
	o Force Ratio: a sworn member’s force ratio is greater than or equal to 20% of his or her arrests in the preceding six (6) months;
	- Proposed Revision
	- Current
	o Force Count: a sworn member uses force three (3) or more times in the preceding thirty (30) days;
	- No Proposed Revision
	- Current
	o Criminal Complaint: a member receives a complaint with an allegation of criminal misconduct;
	- Current
	o Complaint in Same Category: a member receives two (2) or more complaints with at least one (1) allegation in each complaint being in the same category (such as two (2) complaints that both have conduct allegations) for events in the preceding six mo...
	- Proposed Revision
	o Complaint in Same Category: A member receives two (2) or more complaints for events in the preceding three months.
	- Current
	o Complaint Count: a member receives three (3) or more complaints for events in the preceding six (6) months;
	- No Proposed Revision
	- Current
	o Traumatic Incidents: a member experiences three (3) or traumatic incidents in the preceding thirty (30) days;
	- Proposed Revision
	o Traumatic Incidents: A member experiences two (2) or traumatic incidents in the preceding thirty (30) days
	- Current
	o Commendations: a member receives two (2) or more commendations for events in the preceding six (6) months.

