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Executive Summary 

 

As part of the responsibilities of the COCL, we are 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 second semi-annual report 

regarding the City’s and PPB’s creation of such systems.  This report will address each of the five (5) 

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

currently maintains.  The COCL is currently working with the PPB in many areas related to the Settlement 

Agreement regarding proper data collection, compilation, and dissemination.  Thus, this outcomes 

assessment report includes comments 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” in the 

sense that it will take time for PPB to achieve full compliance on the creation of reliable data-based 

systems for management and oversight relevant to this Settlement Agreement.  This work is time 

consuming and resource intensive.  

PPB is required to create the five core systems described above.  The COCL is required to evaluate whether 

these systems have been created and are resulting in the desired outcomes.  We view this as two separate 

but related processes.  PPB must create the above systems to ensure transparent progress toward 

compliance with the terms of the Settlement Agreement and to provide the basis for measuring the 

effectiveness of these reforms.  As such, these robust systems must contain sufficient data for COCL and 

the PPB to evaluate both process and impact.  In addition to PPB data, 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 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 emphasize that on the whole, it is too early to draw definitive 

conclusions about the outcomes of PPB’s reform efforts.  Some systems described in this report are just 

starting while others may not be implemented in their complete form.  Thus, most systems are not at the 

point where they generate reasonably reliable and complete data. Hence, we encourage the reader to be 

cautious in drawing strong conclusions at this point in time. In this Outcome Assessment, the COCL 



analyzes various data, but also comments on the progress made by PPB and the City in creating these 

systems. We also suggest directions for future improvement of these systems.   

While this report largely overlaps the time period covered by our Compliance Assessment for Q3 and Q4 

of 2015, occasionally we discuss developments which occurred in early 2016.  For some analyses, we 

report data from before Q3 and Q4 of 2015.  By providing a longer span of data, the City, PPB, and the 

community can better identify trends and be informed of recent developments that were not possible to 

report in our Compliance Assessment.  For all sets of data, we provide the timeframe so that the reader 

is aware of the parameters of the analysis.   

 

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) Enhanced 

Crisis Intervention Team (ECIT) Template data, (2) Bureau of Emergency Communication (BOEC) ECIT Call 

Type data, (3) BOEC Suicide Attempt/Threat data, (4) Behavioral Health Response Team (BHRT) data, and 

(5) Service Coordination Team (SCT) data.  

We have reviewed call data from the first three sources for the timeframe of August 1, 2015 to February 

1, 2016 (six months).  The data suggests that PPB mental health related interactions most frequently 

involved White males under the age of 50 years old. Additionally, between 15% and 25% of the mental 

health related interactions involve an arrest and in 50% to 60% of the interactions, the community 

member was transported to the hospital. The current data have some limitations that prevent us from 

fully assessing whether capable systems are in place or if successful and effective delivery of service to 

persons in mental health crisis is occurring.  We provide an update on PPB’s progress toward addressing 

these data issues and implementing the Mental Health Mask, which is a data form that requires all officers 

to collect data on interactions involving persons in actual or perceived mental crisis. 

We provide analysis of the BHRT and SCT data similar to our previous report, including demographics, 

factors related to program inclusion, and outcomes.  For BHRT, a community member considered a risk 

to others or displaying escalating behavior accounted for nearly 70% of program clients.   For over half of 

BHRT clients, they were connected with services or were provided assistance through the mental health 

or criminal justice systems.  We also provide analysis of individuals who refuse BHRT services so that BHRT 

might tailor their approaches to engaging with them.  For SCT, only 15.6% of clients completed the 

program from start to finish, though some individuals were able to finish the low barrier portion of the 

program before leaving.  More than half of the clients were found to be non-compliant with the terms of 

SCT or engaged in criminal activity or violence, and were thus removed from the program.  We found 

differences in housing status at entry and exit related to whether a client completed the SCT program as 

well as employment status at entry and exit.  We cannot state a causal relationship between status of 

housing/employment and completing the SCT program, though the results should be useful for PPB.  

 

Competent Accountability and Oversight Systems 



For the “Competent Accountability and Oversight Systems” section, we detail PPB’s current utilization of 

the Employee Information System (EIS), describe our suggestions for expanding the use of EIS, and review 

the handling of complaints against police officers.  At present, PPB’s use of EIS could be expanded to allow 

for greater accountability and oversight of police actions.  We have discussed with PPB the type of 

expansions that we believe would enhance management’s oversight, while at the same time increase 

supervisory responsiveness to at-risk employees.   

As currently used by PPB, the EIS, specifically the Performance Discussion Tracker (PDT), is a tool for 

supervisors to manage officers and review officers’ past behavior.  The EIS is also used for flagging 

potentially problematic behaviors by officers and providing instructive intervention when appropriate.  

However, for EIS flags PPB does not currently track the elements involved in the decision making process, 

leaving the decision to forward the flag for supervisory review to the subjective judgment of the EIS 

administrators.  The rate at which flags are forwarded for supervisory review is, in our opinion, lower than 

optimal.  We also encourage PPB to use EIS in a more predictive fashion, identifying a profile of officers 

who are most likely to be the subject of complaints and providing instructive intervention before such 

complaints occur.   

PPB provided COCL with data related to the prevalence of supervisors utilizing EIS on a monthly basis to 

compare EIS activity between supervisors and units.  However, the data were in MS Word format and thus 

did not allow for in-depth analysis.  PPB provided data related to supervisory review of EIS for officer Semi-

Annual Reviews (SA Par. 116(a)) and data related to officer transfers to a new supervisor (SA Par. 116(b)).  

For the most part, the data suggest that PPB is complying with the requirements of these subsections.  

However, we maintain that their current data analyses do not adequately address their responsibilities of 

identifying and comparing “patterns of activity” (SA Par. 116(c)) nor do they address the overall function 

of EIS to “identify at-risk employees, supervisors, and teams to address potentially problematic trends in 

a timely fashion” (SA Par. 116).  Additional investment is needed in these areas to create “competent” 

systems of accountability and oversight.  

We were also provided data for allegations of policy violation against PPB officers, including data on 

allegation types, specific policy violations, average length of time for investigating complaints, and 

outcomes for complaints.  Nearly half of all allegations were related to allegations of procedure violations, 

though for allegations of specific directive violations, the most commonly cited directive was 310.40 

(Courtesy).  Nearly half of all investigations were completed between 30 and 60 days.  Approximately 73% 

of allegations were not investigated as they were either declined by the Independent Police Review (IPR) 

or Internal Affairs (IA). This low rate of investigation is one of the primary concerns of DOJ and a focal 

point of the reform efforts regarding the independent review process. 

 

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 

In November of 2015, members of the COCL team observed the Enhanced Crisis Intervention Team (ECIT) 

training for officers.  We found the overall training to be consistent with other CIT trainings held 

throughout the country, but we identified some issues in the evaluation of the training as it pertains to 

the Kirkpatrick Model of program evaluation currently used by PPB.  The identified issues pertain largely 



to how officer learning is measured. In the absence of a strong measurement and evaluation system, 

neither the PPB nor COCL can determine whether an effective training program has been implemented.  

In this section, we also recommend refresher training for Crisis Intervention (CI) skills.  PPB currently 

incorporates elements of CI training during In-Service, but it is not the primary focus of the training.  Our 

call for refresher training is based, in part, on two examples of problematic interactions with persons 

experiencing mental health crisis.  While these two cases cannot be said to constitute a trend, they do 

represent instances where CI strategies, if employed, may have improved the outcome of mental health 

interactions. We also recommend refresher training because research has shown that skill sets in the 

police force decline with the passage of time.  

 

Proper Management of the Use of Force to Meet Constitutional Standards 

PPB is still in the process of creating a system for the “proper management of use of force to meet 

constitutional standards.”  To this point, we highlight significant progress made by the PPB in utilizing a 

new force audit methodology.  Rather than reporting force trends overall (though we do discuss PPB’s 

new quarterly force reporting format), we provide a focused examination of the audit methodology.  Once 

the force audit system was in place and operational, the COCL was provided files for ten cases which 

allowed us to independently code and compare our results to those generated by the PPB.  Overall, we 

were in agreement with PPB on coding, though we highlight select instances where we disagreed and in, 

some instances, where PPB’s coding seems to contradict the information found in the case file.  These 

differences will be discussed with PPB before the methodology is finalized. 

We also provide a case study related to the proper management of use of force.  In the case study, the 

officer was deemed to be technically in policy with regard to the application of force.  However, in the 

940 command review process, multiple reviewers expressed concern regarding the officer’s decision 

making.  We find this to be problematic as the ultimate finding did not reflect the reviewers’ collective 

wisdom that the elements of the force were unnecessary given the totality of the circumstances. Because 

the action was within policy, no formal action was taken to intervene with the officer. 

In this section we also report instances of force against persons with perceived mental illness.  The data 

provided by PPB includes force options found in the Force Data Collection Report (FDCR) (e.g. takedown, 

Taser, pointing of a firearm, etc.) as well as “non-FDCR reportable force” (e.g. force to overcome resistance 

to handcuffing, grappling/wrestling not resulting in a takedown, etc.).  In approximately 91% of 

interactions where force was used against a person with mental illness, the interaction ended with the 

community member being taken into custody, taken to a medical facility, or being placed on a Police 

Officer Hold (POH).  Further, in approximately 81% of the interactions, the community member was 

reported to have been actively resistant or assaultive.  In the remaining 19% of interactions, the 

community member was reported to have been passively resistant or not resistant at all.  The COCL will 

consult with PPB on how these results might be used to reduce the rate of force events involving persons 

with perceived mental illness, but regardless, we would suggest that PPB expand the data collected to 

include specific categories of non-FDCR reportable force.  

 

Robust Systems of Community Engagement 



With regard to “Robust Systems of Community Engagement,” we begin by discussing the various ways in 

which PPB proactively attempts to engage the community through social media, their website, and 

community events.  The PPB is active with the community in many ways. We also touch upon PPB’s current 

system of reporting when an officer participates in a non-PPB sponsored event and our desire for an 

enhanced system for documenting such community interactions. 

We go on to discuss the various methodologies implemented by COCL, COAB, and the City for measuring 

community sentiment toward the PPB and police-community relations.  This includes focus groups, a 

community partner survey, and the results of the city-wide community survey.  We report the results of 

the City’s community survey developed in consultation with the COCL and COAB and administered by 

Davis, Hibbits, & Midghall, Inc. (DHM).  Overall, the survey results indicate that a slight majority of Portland 

residents hold positive perceptions of the PPB, although more work is needed regarding the PPB’s 

relationship with the community and raising public awareness of positive changes currently underway 

inside the PPB.  The results of the citywide community survey, combined with other methodologies, 

should be utilized to shape the Community Engagement and Outreach (CEO) Plan, as well as contribute 

to PPB’s overall systems of community engagement.  

Finally, we discuss our recommendation that the City institute a citywide contact survey that allows for 

the documentation of community experiences with the PPB.  In our last Outcomes report, we 

recommended two separate surveys – a mental health contact survey to capture the views of individuals 

with mental health issues during police contacts, and a community survey that captures the views of 

others who have contact with the PPB.   Based on discussions with various individuals, we have decided 

to recommend that these two surveys be combined into a single contact survey designed to capture 

community member experiences in different types of encounters with PPB.  The contact survey would 

provide a direct measure of how well PPB officers are engaging with various segments of the Portland 

community, including persons with mental health issues, as well as generate new information about the 

effectiveness of police training  overall (par. 80) and mental health response training (e.g. par. 93). We 

also recommend that the City make a version of the survey available on line for caregivers and family 

members to provide feedback to PPB related to their experiences with PPB’s mental health crisis response.  

 


