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Status Report before Judge Simon regarding  

the Portland Settlement Agreement: 

Compliance Officer and Community Liaison (COCL) 

April 19, 2018 

 

Statement by Dr. Dennis Rosenbaum  

Your Honor, may it please the Court, Dennis Rosenbaum, 

Compliance Officer and Community Liaison (COCL). Before I deliver 

my presentation, I’d like to correct some statements made earlier 

today: (1) The COCL team includes both women and people of 

color; (2) most of us live in four states outside of Oregon and have 

no friends or relatives that work for the City of Portland; therefore, 

we have no reluctance whatsoever to give you an independent, 

unbiased assessment of the City’s compliance level; (3) the COCL 

is not the monitor for this Settlement Agreement – DOJ is the 

monitor; (4) I am not an attorney – I am a psychologist and 

criminologist and who has devoted his career to research on topics 

such as the role of the community in public safety, community 

policing, racial profiling, and police reform; (5) Working as a 

tenured professor at a major university for more than three 

decades – I accepted this job for one simple  reason – to help the 

City and community of Portland achieve these reforms – no other 
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reason. Finally, (6) the COCL team does not base its assessment 

of compliance on single incidents, as tragic as they can be – we 

take a scientific approach, looking at systems and patterns of 

behavior within organizations and across time.  

Over the past three years, we have had many battles with the City, 

the Police Bureau, and even DOJ because reform is a painful 

process.  But I am pleased to report that the City of Portland and 

the Portland Police Bureau have made significant progress toward 

compliance with the terms of the Settlement Agreement since we 

last presented before you in October of 2016.  I will give a brief 

overview of that progress in specific domains and highlight a few 

areas where work remains to be done.  Dr. Tom Christoff will then 

present on the mental health component of the Settlement 

Agreement and describe our recent assessment and 

recommendations published in draft form on April 2nd.   

Section III.  Use of Force 

For Section III of the Settlement Agreement, Use of Force, the 

City and Police Bureau have made considerable progress toward 

the “proper management of the use of force to meet 

constitutional standards” (Par. 173).  First, the Bureau has made 

significant changes to its policies related to use of force, force 

reporting, and force avoidance.  As we have noted in our reports, 

the Police Bureau’s policy team has worked closely with DOJ and 

COCL, with input from the community, to revise their directives. 
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However, translating policy into practice, including training to the 

policy and monitoring officers’ performance in the field, still 

requires further steps from the Police Bureau in some areas.  

Compliance with force requirements of the Settlement Agreement 

includes monitoring use of force incidents.  The Police Bureau has 

developed a two-phase force auditing program. Phase 1 is a 

conducted by the Bureau’s analysts who determine whether force 

reports are complete, accurate and reviewed by supervisors 

within the chain of command. These audits have been successful 

at identifying reporting deficiencies at the organizational and 

precinct levels and the Bureau has taken corrective action.  

The Phase II audit seek to establish a review of the force 

incidents outside of the chain-of-command to determine whether 

officers’ actions were within policy, constitutional, and represent 

good policing. Our initial review of the Phase II audit process 

indicates that it has the capability to yield useful results.  

However, more evaluation is necessary to know whether the 

results are valid and useful, and we will cover this in our 

upcoming second quarter report.   

The Police Bureau has also demonstrated an ability to utilize force 

data and force audit results to identify officer and Precinct level 

trends and has provided feedback to Unit commanders, 

supervisors and the Training Division.  However, as noted in our 
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report, a formal feedback system has yet to be fully 

implemented.  

IV. Training 

For Section IV, Training, we can’t emphasize enough that good 

training is critical for achieving and sustaining police reform. An 

effective training system, as noted in the Settlement Agreement 

(Paragraphs 78 to 87), is one where the Police Bureau has the 

capacity to: (1) identify areas where officers require training, (2) 

deliver high-quality training, (3) introduce a valid system to 

evaluate training, (4) audit the overall training system to ensure 

that it is accountable to the administration and to the public, and 

(5) keep good records of the training delivered.    

The Police Bureau has made considerable strides toward 

developing a legitimate system of training evaluation, using 

multiple methods to achieve this objective. However, the content 

and delivery of the training itself – arguably the most important 

component in the training requirement - has received mixed 

reviews from the COCL, especially the Bureau’s general In-Service 

Training. In 2017, the primary thrust of this 20-hour program was 

to train officers on specific changes to the language of the Force 

directive 1010.00, and for that purpose, the training was well 

executed. However, we have repeatedly called upon the Training 

Division to give greater attention to building verbal communication 

and de-escalation skills that are essential for preventing or 
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minimizing the use of force.  To date, however, the time and quality 

of instruction devoted to these important behaviors have been 

insufficient.  These evidence-based skill sets include remaining 

calm, taking time to listen to the subject, being polite and 

respectful, and showing concern or empathy for the subject’s 

situation – critical skills for any law enforcement officer. A large 

portion of past training time has been spent on conventional 

training, such as firearms qualification and defensive tactics but 

this has left little time to cover other topics also important to the 

Settlement Agreement.  

We have argued that the Training Division needs to rethink its 

presentation of de-escalation and procedural justice to be more 

consistent with best practices.  For example, we have read 

numerous force reports where “de-escalation” has been 

characterized by commands and warnings of impending force. We 

have a different view shared by agencies on the cutting edge of 

training. De-escalation techniques should be used to gain voluntary 

compliance that is not based on fear and coercion. In the past 

week, we have learned that the Bureau is in the process of securing 

outside experts who can train the Bureau’s instructors in de-

escalation. We look forward to seeing the results of this effort.  

The Police Bureau will also be conducting a Supervisor’s In-Service 

Training this Spring which we maintain should provide greater 

coverage of supervisory responsibilities in force events, crowd 
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control, vehicle pursuits, and other risky police operations.  As we 

have noted in past reports, supervisors would benefit from 

enhanced training on these topics as they are often the individuals 

who set the tone for acceptable police conduct and have control 

over what occurs at the scene of these incidents.   

Finally, the Police Bureau was required to conduct a training audit 

to ensure that the training requirements of the Settlement 

Agreement will be addressed in a reasonable manner. The first 

training audit, completed in December of 2017, was 

comprehensive and provided some constructive feedback to the 

Training Division.  However, some of the conclusions lacked 

supporting evidence and directly challenged our prior 

recommendations to pursue evidence-based training. 

VII. Employee Information System (EIS) 

In accordance with Section VII of the Settlement Agreement, the 

Police Bureau has agreed to enhance its Employee Information 

System (EIS) to “more effectively identify at-risk employees, 

supervisors and teams...”  As we have noted in the past, little 

progress was made during the first two years of the Agreement 

on this section.  However, in 2017, the Bureau began to 

strengthen its EIS program by assigning new administrators and 

demonstrating a new commitment to data management and data 

analysis.   
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Since our first reports in 2015, we have strongly recommended 

that the Bureau delve deeply into its own datasets in an effort to 

identify individuals and groups at risk of problematic force 

decisions and other behavior patterns (Par. 117). If patterns can 

be identified over time and across multiple factors, then early 

intervention is possible. We are encouraged by the Police 

Bureau’s preliminary work in this area but will await the results 

before providing an assessment.  

The Bureau has been responsive to our recommendation to 

document both the process around sending alerts to supervisors 

(regarding problematic officer behavior) and the type of 

supervisory action taken. We recommend that the Police Bureau 

continue to track the actions taken by supervisors for 

accountability purposes, but also to build a database over time 

that can be used to evaluate what types of interventions are the 

most effective for what types of behavior patterns. 

VIII. Officer Accountability 

Regarding Section VIII, Officer Accountability, our monitoring 

efforts focus on two key elements of the Settlement Agreement - 

due process during administrative investigations and enhanced 

civilian oversight.  

This is a work in progress, but there have been several serious 

efforts to improve accountability, including changes to city code 

regarding administrative investigations.   Additionally, the Police 
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Bureau, the City, the Independent Police Review, DOJ, and COCL 

have engaged in policy discussions of Directive 333.00 to ensure 

that both the Police Bureau and IPR’s policies are consistent. 

Thus, the groundwork for a due-process-oriented accountability 

system has been laid, particularly with changes that allow the 

investigating entity to recommend findings. However, we continue 

to see a high percentage of cases - roughly two-thirds - that exceed 

the 180-day time line when the cases involve a full investigation, 

leaving both officers and community members without an 

expeditious resolution.  Perceptions of delay can lead to distrust in 

the process and may have an impact on perceptions of procedural 

justice. However, fairness is more important than timeliness in our 

view. 

In terms of enhanced civilian oversight, IPR has dramatically 

increased the number and types of cases that it has 

independently investigated in the past few years – from only 2 

cases in 2014 to 29 cases in 2016. 

Although IPR’s caseload has increased, DOJ and the COCL have 

expressed concern about whether IPR staff had been adequately 

trained to conduct investigations of the police. In response, IPR 

and the Bureau’s Internal Affairs have jointly developed a training 

agenda and in February of 2018, the City brought in an outside 

agency to deliver 2 days of the training for IPR and IA. The training 

received mixed reviews and gaps in training were identified. 
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Consequently, additional training was developed and delivered this 

week.   

IX. Community Engagement and Creation of Community 

Oversight Advisory  

As to Section IX, Community Engagement, the City is expected to 

create an enhanced system of community engagement around the 

Settlement Agreement and the Police Bureau is expected to make 

additional community outreach efforts to promote confidence in the 

Bureau and facilitate police/community relationships.  

In our last report we provided a detailed comparison between the 

proposed Portland Committee on Community-Engaged Policing 

(PCCEP) and the original Community Oversight Advisory Board 

(COAB).  In general, we believe the PCCEP plan is reflective of the 

COAB model and includes the core elements of the Settlement 

Agreement. Should the PCCEP Amendment be approved and 

become operational, we will assess the City’s compliance with 

Section IX.   

We have previously reported on the Police Bureau’s outreach 

efforts to build police-community relations. The Bureau has made 

a concerted effort to make contact with the community on public 

safety and policing issues and build trust through a variety of 

initiatives and programs. (Many of these can be found on the 

Bureau’s website). As one example, the Police Bureau has 
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introduced a multi-stage policy review process to gather input from 

community members when revising directives.  

Finally, despite the dissolution of the COAB, our COCL team 

continues to seek the input of community members through 

surveys, Town Halls, and electronic comments on our draft reports.  

For example, we held a Town Hall meeting last night, in 

cooperation with the Mayor’s Office, to receive input from the 

community on our first quarterly report in 2018, and that resulted 

in an excellent dialogue.  For past reports, we have worked with 

AMAC to hold panel discussions, including panelists who are 

community leaders.  We want to specifically thank AMAC for 

providing leadership and helping to maintain a community voice in 

this process during 2017. 

I’m now going to introduce Dr. Christoff, who will talk about our 

first quarter report on mental health responses.  Then if it’s okay 

with your Honor, I’d like to make a few closing remarks about 

police reform. 

STATEMENT BY DR. THOMAS CHRISTOFF 

Good Afternoon, your Honor.  May it please the Court, my name 

is Tom Christoff with the COCL team.  At the beginning of this 

month, we released our draft report on Sections V and VI which 

evaluates the implementation of the Settlement Agreement and 

the systems of mental health response created by the 
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implementation.  In our report, we also evaluate the strength of 

the City’s effort in implementing the Agreement. 

I will give a brief summary of the progress reflected in our draft 

report. 

Section V of the Agreement lays out expectations for City 

Partners in the improvement of community-based mental health 

services.  For this section, we assess the City’s contribution and 

effort in this area with the understanding that they are not the 

primary driver for community-based mental health service 

delivery.   

For Section V, we believe that PPB has demonstrated a desire to 

work with such partners on improving mental health response.  

PPB either oversees or participates on a number of committees 

and workgroups.  These include the Behavioral Health Unit 

Advisory Committee, the Behavioral Health Coordination Team, 

the Unity Transportation Workgroup, and the Oregon Behavioral 

Health Collaborative.  PPB had also previously participated in a 

HealthShare subcommittee and is currently partnering with 

researchers at Portland State to obtain input from mental health 

service delivery partners within the City. 

Given their participation in such groups, the efforts of the City 

and PPB indicate to us a high level of organizational importance 

and priority in this area.  We therefore believe they have 

substantially complied with Section V. 
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I will now turn to Section VI of the Agreement (Crisis 

Intervention). 

Many of the paragraphs in this section have been substantially 

complied with for some time now.  For other paragraphs, the 

effort of PPB within the last year have brought them into 

compliance for this report.  For instance, the Behavioral Health 

Unit now regularly manages the sharing and utilization of data to 

decrease law enforcement interactions.  One example of this is 

the sharing of data with the Multnomah County Crisis Line, 

including all individuals referred through BERS as well as in all 

instances where delayed engagement or disengagement is used.  

By sharing this data, the MCCL can provide outreach and service 

linkage.  PPB has also used data on mental health contacts to 

inform organizational practices, most recently employing a 

strategy to make BERS referrals for persons who have been the 

subject of three or more mental health templates within the 

preceding 30 days.   

We also continue to believe the work performed by the Behavioral 

Health Unit Advisory Committee (BHUAC) is substantially 

responsive to the requirements of the Settlement Agreement.  

BHUAC members are representatives from City, County, and 

State agencies as well as local service providers, CCO’s, and 

advocates.  Through their meetings, BHUAC has provided 
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numerous recommendations to the City and PPB and regularly 

receives feedback on such recommendations. 

For all officers, we believe that the training received has been 

well developed and delivered.  All officers receive 40-hours of 

crisis response training as well as annual In-Service refresher 

training in crisis response.  ECIT officers receive an additional 40-

hours of crisis response training and recently went through a 10-

hour refresher training which was well delivered. 

Other teams within PPB also appear to be functioning as intended 

by the Settlement Agreement, including the Behavioral Health 

Response Team and the Service Coordination Team.  We have 

found that these teams not only conform to the language within 

Section VI but we have also evaluated outcome data suggesting a 

positive impact of these teams. For instance, we observed 

decreases in the mean number of arrest/custodies after BHRT 

intervention compared with prior to BHRT intervention.  Similarly, 

participation in SCT was also associated with decreases in 

arrest/custody.  Our complete evaluation of these to teams is 

found in our recent report. 

The Bureau of Emergency Communications have also largely 

fulfilled their obligations under the Settlement Agreement, 

including creating policies and implementing training in order to 

triage calls related to mental health crisis. 
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Based on the above information, we have found that 25 of 28 

paragraphs within Sections V and VI have been substantially 

complied with.  However, we find three paragraphs within Section 

VI wherein the City and PPB would need to meet certain criteria 

as conditions of Substantial Compliance.  First, the City has 

recently expanded the criteria for dispatching ECIT officers based 

on their own evaluation demonstrating capacity for expansion as 

well as outcome-based rationale.  For this, the City has 

demonstrated commitment to expanding the criteria, revising 

directives, training BOEC call-takers and dispatchers, and 

performing a follow-up evaluation.   

Next, the City has identified issues with their mental health 

interaction data collection tool known as the Mental Health 

Template.  PPB has already taken steps to improve the overall 

reliability of this data, though we will still need to assess whether 

those steps have resolved the overall issues. 

Finally, while we believe BOEC has demonstrated a fully operational 

Crisis Triage system based on the prior ECIT dispatch criteria, we 

will need to verify the continuation of crisis triage based on the 

recently revised dispatch criteria. 

 

CLOSING COMMENTS BY DR. ROSENBAUM 

Learning Organizations 
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Drawing on research regarding organizational behavior, I’d like to 

close with a few comments about how reform is achieved by 

creating learning organizations. The Settlement Agreement 

should not be simply about changing policies or practices to 

achieve compliance. When the Settlement Agreement refers to 

“systems,” we strongly encourage Portland to think about having 

the right measurement systems in place to monitor progress. The 

shared expectation from the COCL, DOJ and the community is 

that the Bureau, BOEC, IPR and other City agencies will continue 

to advance as learning organizations.  One of the central features 

of a learning organization is that it continuously gathers data 

about itself, both process and impact, both internally and 

externally, and is responsive to these data. By receiving and 

processing feedback from employees and community members, 

by examining patterns in use of force and non-force encounters 

with the public (especially with members of vulnerable 

populations- those living in poverty, the houseless, those living 

with mental illness, as well as racial and ethnic populations that, 

historically, have been the victims of discrimination), the City has 

the information necessary to continuously make adjustments and 

continuously improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and fairness of 

police services. Since 2014, the Portland Police Bureau has made 

significant strides toward becoming a full-fledged learning 

organization by recognizing the importance of measurement and 

seeking to introduce new systems for auditing and evaluation. We 
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hope this trend continues and the Bureau adds additional metrics, 

such as public satisfaction with police services.  

Changing Practices and Sustaining the Change 

In Portland, the mechanisms to sustain change and create a 

community-oriented police bureau are beginning to fall into place, 

including PCCEP. The Police Bureau now has new leadership at 

the top. Chief Danielle Outlaw comes to Portland with a strong 

resume and national respect from leaders in the field.  Our initial 

conversations with her suggest that she understands what needs 

to be done and is beginning to introduce critical changes, such as 

de-escalation and implicit bias training. 

Sustainable reform, however, must reach beyond top 

management.   As I implied earlier, sustainable reform means 

strengthening the capacity of middle management and 

supervisors to redefine the police culture for younger officers.  It 

means creating accountability systems where problematic 

employees are identified and provided with remediation, and 

where exemplary employees are rewarded and held up as role 

models.  It means transparency with the public about outgoing 

activities and incidents. Sustainable reform means state-of-the-

art, continuous training for all employees, with community 

participation in the training process. It means measuring what 

matters to the public, such as respectful treatment, and using 

these data to strengthen the learning organization.  
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I will close with this comment - I am deeply sensitive to the fact 

that this is a very difficult time in American history to serve in the 

law enforcement profession and my heart goes out to these 

individuals. But during this time, the police must remember that 

they are more than law enforcement officers - they are public 

servants with a higher calling to serve as the guardians of the 

most vulnerable, protectors of life and civil liberties in a free 

society, and keepers of the peace.  This will require some 

movement on the continuum from the warrior to the guardian 

mentality, which will take time and organizational commitment at 

all levels. We support them in the pursuit of these complex 

missions and maintain that the reforms introduced in Portland 

should be fair to both the officers on the street and members of 

the community.  Thank you.   


