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Fax: (503) 823-4019 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC SAFETY randy(11r ci. portlan d. or. us 

Re¡rort to Cr¡uncil 

Novelnber I 6. 201 0 

To:	 Ma¡,or Sam Aclatrls 
Comnr issiouer Arnanc{a Fritz 
Coulr i ssioner N ich l'- ish 
Comm issiclner Dan Saltzrran 

From: 	Courmissionel Rancly [,eonarcl 

Subject: Report lrom the Police Oi,elsight Stal<eholcier Conrmittee 

OnMarch3l,2010.Cit¡,Council urtauinrouslypassedOrdinanceNo. 183567toadoptCityCoclc 
cltan-9es that u,oulcl streugtheu the City's Incle¡renclent Police lìevierv (lPR) by enr¡roweriug the 
lPlì to initiate investigations, issue sutrpoenas and send police investigntions lrack if they f-elt that 
it neeclecl Jirrther revierv. 'ì'he chauges to the Cìity Cocle rvillgive: 

'fhe Inclependent Police Revievv Division clversight o1'all iuternal allàirs iuvestigations, 
including contplaints against Portl¿rnd police fì'om other of'f icers or bure¿ru supervisors.
'fhe IPR dilector will be required to sigrr o1'f'ou the investig¿rtions to ensule they'r'e 
tltorottglt aud untriased, ancl if'not, sencl cases bacl< f'or acldition¿rl interviews or eviclence 
gathering. IPIì also citu challeuge the cliscipline reconrnencleci by Police Bureau 
n-ìanagefs. 

The clivisiou the por,vel trl irritiatc invcsti-qations of'police of'Tcels at tlle c'lirector's 
cliscretion. Currentlv the IPR can onlv initiate investigations basecl on canrplaints lÌlecl b¡, 
lesicl ents. 

. 	 'l'he ciivision subpoeua po\\/er to recluirc witucss tcsl.inrony ancl production ol'cloculrents,
 
photos ¿rncl other evidence 1'or its investigations.
 

'l'he cltanges r,vill also establish a new Police Revier.r' Boalci to t¿rl<e the place clf'the tvvo existing 
panels: the Perfbnnarrce Ilevier.v Boalci aud the Use of Force Boarcl. The IPR clirectorrvill uor,v 

be voting urerlber olthe uelv boarcl. This no,r,[roalcl rvill have the ability to ntalte 
I'econ.tn'lcuclatiolls to the chief aboutthe finclings o1'au investigation anc[atroul ciisciplinc in use­
oÈlblce clr r.nisconclLlct cases. 

LJnder tlte ap¡:rovecl Orclinance No. 183657. section (cl) stal.es: 

"A stalicholcler comurittce consisting of'one memlrcr each fì'onr the Albin¿r Ministerial Alliancc. 
the IPIì Citizeu Revierv C'omnrittee, Oregou Action, the Portlancl Police Bure¿ru. the llunlan 
lìights Comlission. the OlTice of'lucle¡reuclcnl Police lìeview. the National Alliance ou Mental 



lllness, the National Larvyers Guild. the League of Wornen Voters. ACLU olOregon. Copwatch. 
the Office of the Colnlnissioner in Charge of Police, olle representative froni the Latino Network 
Center f-or IntercLrltural Orgauizing and one Native Arnerican representative. the Cit¡r Attorney's 
Offìce, ancl a representative of each Council rlleruber's ofÏce shall convene to recourmend 
additional improveurents to the City's oversight of the Portland Police Bureau. Grant 
Comrnissioner Leonard the aclministrative authority to rnake sr¡re that the community is well 
represetttecl as a whole, including sexual rrinorities. The recomrnendations, including anv 
proposed code atnendments, shall be presenteclto the City Council within 90 clays of the effective 
date of this ordinance." 

I arn pleased to sponsor for Council consideration the fìnal report fìorn the Police Oversight 
Stakeholder Comnrittee that was assembled at the direction of City Council Ordinance No. 
183657. The Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee was facilitated by John H. Carnpbell of 
Carnpbell Delong Resources, Inc. I sincerely appreciate Mr. Campbell. the stakeholders and city 
staffèrs that participated on this corrrnittee. Together with important changes that are being macle 
at the Police Bureatt, I believe our collective efTofts will soon bear fì'Lrit irr improving the 
relatiorrship betlveen Portland's police and the comrnunity it serves. 

To the Council: 

The Comrnissioner of Public Safèty accepts tlre recornmenclations rnade by the Police Oversight 
stakeholder committee ftrr consideration to irnprove ordinance No. 183657. 

Recommends: 

That the Council accepts the reporl as set f'orth in Exhibit A. 

Respectfìrl ly subm ittecl, 

Randy Leonard 
Commissioner of Public Safèty 

Enclosu res: 

l)olice Ovclsiglìt Strkchol(lcr Conrnrittcc [inal Report (l:xhibit A) 

Rcsponsc to lìnal lcport fiom thc Stakchoklcr Conrmirrcc I Cit¡, z\uditor I Datccl: I l/812010 

Ortlinarrcc No. ltl3(r57 l[stablish Policc [ìcvio.v lJoalcl ancl claril,v invcstig¿ttorv po\\,crs... I l)atc Filctl: 3/3112(ll0 
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Frnal Reponr 

SepreMBEn 21,2010 

"A stakeholder committee consisfing of one member each from the Albina Ministeriat Alliance, 
the IPR Citizen Review Committee, Oregon Action, the Portland Police Bureau, the Human 
Rþhfs Commission, the Office of lndependent Police Review, the Nationat Attiance on Mental 
///ness, the National Lawyers Guild, the League of Women Voters, ACLU of Oregon, Copwatch, 
the Office of the Commrssloner in Charge of Police, one representative from the Latino Network 
Center for lntercultural Organizing and one Native American representative, the City Attorney's 
Office, and a representative of each Council member's office shall convene to recommend 
additional improvements to the City's oversight of the Portland Potice Bureau. Grant 
Commissioner Leonard the administrative authority to make sure that the community is wett 
represented as a whole, including sexual minorities. The recommendations, including any
proposed code amendments, shall be presented to the City Council within g0 days of the 
effective date of this ordinance." 

From the March 2010 enabling ordinance-fhaf esfab/rshed the Stakeholder Committee 



Facilitator's Note 

The directive given to the Committee by City Council to recommend additional improvements-to the City's oversight of the Portland Police Bureau has been met with the presentation of-this report. While the committee did not complete its work in the 90-day timeframe defined in 
the enabling ordinance, the committee did conclude the work in as timely a manner as was 
likely possible. 

While some areas of broad consensus were reached (and are noted as such in this report), and 
every recommendation described in this report earned the support of the great majority of 
committee members who expressed an opinion on it, many recommendations did not earn 
consensus support from traditionally opposing groups. Therefore, one of the specific tasks we 
undertook in preparing this report of the Committee's work was to accurately reflect the degree 
of support expressed either from the general committee discussion or from the final "ballot"-used to assess opinions on selected remaining issues in a timely manner for each-recommendation listed. By making sure that the degree of support for each suggestion is 
appropriately represented, we believe the original intent of convening the committee to-provide a diverse group of defined community stakeholders an opportunity to recommend 
changes in the oversight system following the passage of a related ordinance in March of 2010 

has been fulfilled.-
We also acknowledge that, in the highly charged environment in which this committee was 
convened, it was not always easy for those with differing opinions to express them and it had to 
be difficult at times for those with a long history in this subject area to find the necessary will to 
listen with fresh ears. We particularly thank all committee members who were willing to 
articulate views that seemed unpopular, consistently participate in the give and take of the 
discussion, or genuinely consider the nuance of differing opinions. And, of course most 
importantly, we wish allcommittee members the best in helping Portland to achieve one goalwe 
may all agree on: a still safer city where the experience of trust, mutual respect, welcome 
partnership, and effective problem solving between community and police is increasingly shared 
by all. 

John H. Campbell, Committee Facilitator - Campbell DeLong Resources, /nc. 
September,2010 
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Common initials or acronyms used in this report: 

ACLU.......... ..................4merican Civil Liberties Union of Oregon 

4M4............ ..Albina MinisterialAlliance 

CRC............ Citizen Review Committee of the lndependent Police Review Division 

IAD ............. lnternal Affairs Division of the Portland Police Bureau 

|PR............. lndependent Police Review Division of the Office of the City Auditor 

NAMI .......... ........ National Alliance on Mental lllness 

N4Y4.......... Native American Youth & Family Center 

PP4............ Portland Police Association 

PP8............ ...... Portland Police Bureau 

PPCOA....... ... Portland Police Commanding Officers Association 

PR8............ ........-ro,,* Review Board 



2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee	 FinalReport 

Committee Membership 

1. 	Office of Mayor Sam Adams: Warren Jimenez. Amy Stephens, alternate. 
2. 	Office of Commissioner Amanda Fritz: Dora Perry. Tom Bizeau, alternate. 
3. 	Office of Commissioner Nick Fish: Jim Blackwood. George Hocker, alternate. 
4. 	Office of Commissioner Dan Saltzman: Shannon Callahan. 
5. Office of Commissioner Randy Leonard: Commissioner Leonard. Ty Kovatch, Stuarl Oishi, 

alternates. 
6. 	Office of the City Auditor: City Auditor LaVonne Griffin-Valade. 
7. 	lndependent Police Review Division (lPR) of the Office of the City Auditor: Mary-Beth 

Baptista, Director. Constantin Severe, lrene Konev, alternates. 
L IPR Citizen Review Committee (CRC): Michael Bigham, Chairperson. 
9. 	City Attorney's Office: Linly Rees. 
10. Portland Police Bureau (PPB) Chiefs Office: Chief Mike Reese. Lt. Pat Walsh, alternate. 
11. Portland Police Bureau lnternal Affairs Division (lAD): Lt. Eric Schober. Captain Edward R. 

Brumfield, alternate. 
12. Portland 	Police Commanding Officers Association: Commander Dave Benson. Commander 

Jim Ferraris, Lt. Robert King, alternates. 
13. Portland Police Association: Doug Justus. DarylTurner, Dave Dobler, alternates. 
14. Human Rights Commission: Damon lsiah Turner. Maria Lisa Johnson, alternate. 
15. American Civil Liberties Union of Oregon (ACLU): Andrea Meyer. 
16. Albina Ministerial Alliance (AMA): Dr. LeRoy Haynes, Jr. 
17. Basic Rights Oregon: Jeana Frazzinl 
18. (l'm) Everyday People: Moses Rosen. (Also represented by CommissionerAppointee Rev. 

Renee Ward) 
19. Latino Network: Carmen Rubio. Maria Serrano, alternate. 
20. Center for lntercultural Organizing: Kayse Jama. Andrew Riley, alternate. 
21. League of Women Voters of Portland: Debbie Aiona. 
22. NationalAlliance on Mental lllness (NAMI): Sylvia Zingeser. 
23. Portland National Lawyers Guild: Ashlee Albies. Mark Kramer, alternate. 
24. Native American Youth & Family Center (NAYA): Donita Sue Fry. 
25. Oregon Action: Sally Joughin. Ron Williams, alternate. 
26. Portland Copwatch: Dan Handelman. 
27. Sisters of the Road: Chani Geigle-Teller. 
28. Truth and Justice for All (TAJFA): A.L. "Skipper" Osborne. 
29. Jo Ann Bowman, Commissioner appointee. 
30. T.J. Browning, Commissioner appointee. 
31. Dorothy Elmore, Commissioner appointee. 
32. James Kahan, Commissioner appointee. 
33. Rev. Renee Ward, Commissioner appointee, also representing (l'm) Everyday People. 
34. Gregory Willeford, Commissioner appointee. 
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Key Outcomes 

The following core outcomes were reviewed, discussed, and revised at the June 3,2010 
Committee meeting. 

1. lncrease community faith that the oversight system is independent, fair, appropriate, 
wodhwhile. 

2. Reduce use-of-force incidents generally and use of deadly force incidents, specifically. 
Prevent all shootings of unarmed subjects and achieve fewer injuries to unarmed subþcts 
who have mental illness or are in crisis. 

3. lmprove City's response to people who are mentally ill. 

4. Demonstrate clearer Bureau commitment to improving trust and partnership r,elationships 
with communities served. 

5. lncrease percentage of community members experiencing officers as welcome and as safe 
to call and interact with. 

September 2010 
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Definition of a Gommittee "Recommendation" 

The committee worked with a limited timeframe to identify recommendations that could be 
fonvarded to City Council. While attempts were made to reach broad consensus from 
traditionally opposing groups, the great majority of recommendations provided in this report 
have been specifically endorsed by most, or all, of the independent community groups and 
individuals serving on the committee, with the majority of the representatives of the City offices, 
departments, and bureaus electing to abstain from taking a position on specific issues raised. 

Therefore, that the committee recommends a given idea should not be construed as indicating 
approval or endorsement of any particular Bureau, Deparfment, Office, or labor organization 
within the City of Portland. While the committee's discussions often benefited from the 
expressed observations, concerns, or suggestions of City of Portland staff, it was the choice of 
many City staff on the committee to participate as subject matter experts or observers on behalf 
of their agency rather than to engage in voting on each issue. 

ln addition, we specifically note the following: 

Þ Those participating on behalf of organized labor at the Portland Police Bureau contributed 
periodic observations, opinions, and ideas under the express understanding that their 
comments would in no way be construed as representing a position of their respective 
associations. Therefore, no part of this report should be interpreted as reflecting the settled 
opinion (whether favoring, opposing, or neutral) of the Portland Police Associaúion or the 
Portland Police Commanding Officers Associatíon. 

Þ The lndependent Police Review Division of the City Auditor's Office participated primarily 
as subject matter experts and generally refrained from taking a position during committee 
meetings about the specific recommendations discussed in this report. 

) 	 The representative from the Office of the City Attorney participated with the understanding 
that her role would not be that of a voting member, but rather as a resource available to the 
committee when questions or issues within the purview of her office were raised. 

September 2010 
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Recommendations of the Gommittee 

Two types of recommendations are shown in this report: 

Committee discussion recommendations. These items were discussed in the full committee 
and reached sufficiently broad endorsement by committee members to merit listing as a 
recommendation in the report. For these items, individual voting positions were not recorded 
and, as such, the level of agreement is described in a somewhat qualitative manner. Note that, 
with these recommendations, two types of consensus are described: 

þ 	General consensus, which means that no members of the committee voiced opposition to 
the recommendation; and 

) 	 "Community" consensus, which means that the recommendation is endorsed by those, 
committee members who represent independent groups or otherwise do not represent a 
City agency specifically. 

Ballot recommendations. These are items voted on in a final "ballot" survey distributed to all 
committee members in the interests of determining opinions on selected remaining issues in as 
timely a manner as possible. For these items, individual voting positions were recorded and are 
noted as such in the text. (While the details and language of the ballot recommendations were 
proposed by a volunteer subcommittee and further refined by the entire committee, the relative 
merits or drawbacks of specific ballot recomnrendations were not discussed in detail by the 
entire group. ln addition, the purpose of the subcommittee was not to endorse any ballot item, 
but simply to select and clarify remaining issues for a vote by the full committee.) 

The Ballot allowed committee members to indicate whether they wished their votes to be 
considered representative of their agency or to represent their opinions alone. Pursuant to 
those preferences stated, the 1B organizations or individuals voting are shown as the following: 

A.M.A. Coalition League of Women Voters of Portland 
ACLU of Oregon NAMI Multnomah 
Basic Rrgfrfs Oregon Native American Youth and Family 
Michael Bigham Oregon Action 
Jo Ann Bowman Portland Copwatch 
T.J. Browning Portland National Lawyers Guild 
Dorothy Elmore Srsfers Of The Road 
(l'm) Everyday People Damon lsiah Turner 
James Kahan Pat Walsh 

For the sake of avoiding the obvious redundancy, we have not listed under each relevant 
recommendation the names of the agencies (or individuals) on the committee who chose not to 
return a ballot. Those committee participants include: All participating City elected officials or 
their representatives, IPR Division of the Office of the City Auditor, lnternal Affairs Division of the 
Porttand Potice Bureau, Porttand Police Assocrafion,l Portland Potice Commanding Officers 
Association, one at-large commrssioner appointee, and representatives from the organizations 
Center for lntercultural Organizing, Latino Network, and Truth and Justice for All. 

Cnecf mark = recommendations without any stated opposition. While all recommendationsffio shown have the support of many committee members, some became recommendations without 
any stated opposition that is, they either had no opposing "ballot" votes or no opposing views -offered during the relevant committee discussion even when, to test the validity of a potential 
emerging consensus, opposing viewpoints were directly requested. At the request of the 
committee, those particularly high-consensus recommendations are indicated with a check mark 
symbol. 
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2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee	 Final Report 

L IPR authority & structure 

A.	 Repair community distrust of use-of-force investigations (up to and including
shootings and in-custody deaths). While other recommendations in this report are more 
specific in the nature, this first one is a general observation about the perception of use-of­
force investigations. Public faith in the oversight system is critically important and, 
regardless of the steps taken in the past to improve public faith in the investigation of police 
use-of-force incidents, it is the position of many on the committee that public faith has not 
sufficiently improved. 

Committee drscussion recommendation: Community consensus. There is consensus 
from community stakeholders around this general concept. The specific steps 
recommended to accomplish this general recommendation generated leòs consensus and 
were voted on in the final "ballot" distributed to committee members. The related votes are 
reflected in the ballot recommendations listed in this report and include many of the 
following recommendations in this report section. 

B.	 Ensure that IPR investigations include specified more serious complaints (Baltot 
survey item 3). When IPR conducts administrative investigations they should be of use-of­
force complaints, particularly those including shootings, deaths in custody, and physical 
injury requiring hospitalization. IPR should monitor any associated criminal investigation as 
well. IPR should conduct other investigations involving allegations of racial profiling, illegal 
searches, conflicts of interest, or other "high emotion in the community" issues. 
(Background: This recommendation is intended to be consistent with the findings of the 
Luna-Firebaugh report which includes various statements in support of IPR using its 
investigative authority in particular cases. For example, page 12 of the report indicates, 
"The Office of lndependent Police Review should exercise their authority under the 
ordinance to conduct independent investigations where the complaint is one of public 
import...") 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 16 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, and I abstained. Voting infavor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights 
Oregon, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, James 
Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth 
and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch,2 Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters 
Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Vofers who opposed. Michael Bigham3. Voters who 
abstained: Pat Walsh. 

C. Ensure that IPR has, and exercises, the power to conduct or participate in 
investigations (from time zero) of specified serious incidents (Ballot survey item 4), 
including police shootings, deaths in custody, and other serious injury incidents consistent 
with the intent of the recommendations of the PARC report on the subject. (Background: 
Chapter 4 of the August 2003 PARC reporta recommends that "The PPB shoutd replace its 
Homicide-only investigative model with one that takes a multidisciplinary approach to deadly 
force and in-custody death cases. We believe either the lA Overlay model as enhanced by 

The term "administrative' investigation is used here to draw a distinction from the criminal investigation which would 
seek to determine if a crime has been committed. An administrative investigation would, for example, evaluate 
whether the offìcer acted in a manner that is consistent with Bureau policy and training or evaluate whether a review 
of policy or training practices is warranted. 
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the LASD, or the enhanced Specra/isf Team model used in Washington, D.C., would work 
well in Portland." The approaches discussed are designed to accomplish the goal of more 
timely investigation without unnecessary conflicts during any initial time period when both 
criminal and administrative investigations are being conducted.) 

Ballot recommendatìon. Of those who participated in the voting, 17 voted in favor, none 
opposed, and 1 chose not to vote. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic 
Rights Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, 
James Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American 
Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, 
Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. Voters who chose not to voþ: f J 
Browning. 

D. Ensure that IPR has the authority to compel officer testimony and directly interview 
police officers in administrative investigations (Ballot survey item 6). 

Ballot recommendatíon. Of those who participated in the voting, 16 voted in favor, I 
opposed, and 1 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) "Everyday People, James 
Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth 
and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of 
The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Voters who opposed: Pat Walsh. Vofers who abstained: 
Basic Rights Oregon. 

-E. Ensure investigations conducted by IPR or IAD and reviews by CRC can procee d in a S 12 
manner that is consistently and objectively independent. There is a general consensus MJ 
that both investigations by IPR and reviews by CRC should be consistently permitted to "go 
where the investigation takes them" without delays associated with concerns that the 
resulting findings could have an impact on a civil claim against the City. 

Committee drscussíon recommendation: General consensus. A broad consensus on 
this general recommendation was reached with no opposition voiced when opposing views 
were requested. A related, supporting recommendation associated with granting the City 
Auditor more authority to hire outside counsel is described below. 

F. Make it easier for the Auditor to hire outside counsel at the Auditor's discretion r z 
(Ballot survey item 1). Specifically, change Portland City Code g.21.070.O. to read: ùaJ 
The Auditor may werlc threugh the €.iV Atterney's Sffioe ts hire outside legal counsel to 
support the purpose and duties of IPR when the Auditor determinesW 
*ørney-agree that outside legal advice rs necessa4z or advisable. 

ln addition, if it is determined that the above change cannot oocur without a Charter change, 
then such a change should be supported to enable it. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 17 voted in favor, none 
opposed, and I voted "no opinion." Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, 
Basic Rights Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) 
Everyday People, James Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, 
Native American Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch,s Portland National 
Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Voting "no opinion:"Pat Walsh. 
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G. Require that IPR investigate or actively participate in the Investigation of all [-lf
complaints of those with the rank of captain or higher (Ballot survey item 5). NaJ 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 15 voted in favor, none 
opposed, 1 voted "no opinion," and 2 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of 
Oregon, Michael Bigham, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. Voters who selected "no opinion:" Jo Ann Bowman. Voters who 
abstained: Basic Rights Oregon, James Kahan. 

H. Diversify the pool of investigators at both IPR and IAD to include 1) People with 
investigative skills who have not been police officers in general, nor Portland officers 
specifically, per Luna-Firebaugh recommendations6, and 2) A much greater demographic 
(racial, ethnic, cultural) diversity and competency (one suggestion is to apply the diversity 
and conflict-of-interest guidelines already existent for the CRC.?) 

Committee díscussion recommendation: Generalconsensus. A broad consensus was 
reached on this recommendation with no opposition voiced when opposing views were 
requested. 

Ask every complainant if they would prefer to have IPR or IAD investigate their [ ]]
complaint and document the response. This recommendation is suggested primarily as a M I 

method to gather data that may help measure community trust in the complaint system. The 
concept is that IPR can immediately begin measuring complainant faith in the system by 
asking each complainant their opinion of whether they would prefer to have the complaint 
investigated by the Auditor's Office lndependent Police Review Division or by the Portland 
Police Bureau's lnternal Affairs Division. 

Committee discussion recommendation: Community consensus. No opposition to this 
recommendation was voiced when opposing views were reguested in the committee 
meeting.s 

J.	 lf complainant opinions support doing so, increase investigative resources at IPR 
(Ballot survey item 2). This is a follow-on recommendation to the above community 
consensus recommendation to ask complainants, at intake, their opinions of whether, if they 
had the choice, they would prefer to have IPR or IAD investigate the complaint. The 
additional recommendation is this: lf the resu/fs of such measurements indicate a 
substantive preference for investigations by lPR, increase investigative resources af /PR. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 16 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, and 1 abstained. Vofing in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights 
Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday 
People, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth 
and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild,e Sisters 
Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Opposed: Pat Walsh. Voters who abstained. James 
Kahan. 

K.	 Formalize/mandate what is current practice to not use mediation in serious use-of- [,2
force cases. lt is the consensus of t-he committee that cases involving use of force that MJ 
result in hospitalization should always be investigated and, as such, should not be eligible
for mediation. Specifically Portland City Code 3.21.120 (A) Mediation should have an 
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additional sentence added to the end of the paragraph that would read as follows: 'No uge: 
of-force complaint that results in hospitalization shall be eliqible for mediation." While the 
committee members recognize, and appreciate, that this is current practice, the desire is to 
ensure that the practice remains policy regardless of personnel/management turnovers. 

Committee discussíon recommendation: General consensus. A broad consensus was 
reached on this recommendation with no opposition voiced when opposing views were 
requested. 

ll. CRC and Council oversight authority/structure 

A. Ghange the definition of "supported by the evidence" as that term is used in Portland 
City Code 3.21.160 Hearíng Appeals. The definition should change from the "reasonable 
person" standard defined in 3.21.020 Defínitions to a "preponderance of the evidence" 
standard, per the discussion in the Luna-Firebaugh report.10 

Committee díscussíon recommendation: General consensus. This recommendation 
was supported by the committee with no opposition stated. 

B. Give GRC the authority/permission to make policy recommendations directly to PPB. 
Specifically, that Portland City Code 3.21.090 Powers and Duties of the Committee section 
(AX3) be modified to read: "Recommend policy changes. To help+he-Ðireete+-identify
specificpatternsofproblemsandto@evelopment--efpolicy 
recommendations." 

Committee discusslon recommendation: General consensus. The committee voted to 
endorse this recommendation with no opposing votes, a majority in favor, and a limited 
number of staff abstentions. 

C. lncrease the length of term for CRC members from two years to three years. 
Specifically, that Portland City Code 3.21.080(BX2) be modified to read: 'Each serve a term ffi 
of twe three years, subject to reappointment by Council. Upon expiration of the term, a 
committee member shall serve until re-appointed or replaced." 

Committee discussion recommendation: General consensus. The committee voted to 
endorse this recommendation with no opposing votes, a majority in favor, and a limited 
number of staff abstentions. 

D. Ensure CRC may hold hearings on all appeals requested by complainants or Bureau 
members (Ballot survey item 12). Ensure that the CRC may conduct hearíngs on all uf 
appeals within its purview without delays associated with concerns that the outcome of their 
review could have an impact on a civil claim against the City. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 17 voted in favor, none 
opposed, and 1 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, James 
Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth 
and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of 
The Road, Damon lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. Voters who absÍained: Basic Rights Oregon. 
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E. Clarify CRC authority to present directly to Council (Ballot suruey item 13). Ensure [-,?
that the CRC has the authority to make its own presentations in cases that go to Councilfor M-J 
resolution when the CRC and Bureau do not reach agreement on findings in an appealed 
case. Specifically: Modify Portland City Code 3.21.160.C. to include the sentence: The 
Committee shall preçent its recommendations before Council. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, all 1B voted in favor a-unanimous vote in favor. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights 
Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday 
People, James Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native 
American Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers 
Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. 

F. Permit CRC to compel testimony (Ballot survey item 14). Ensure that the CRC has 
power to compel officer testimony and the testimony of other witnesses at appeal hearings. 
Suggest changing Portland City Code 3.21.090.4. to include a new numbered paragraph 
that would read: Compel testimonv. At appeal hearinøs CRC shall have the power to 
compel officers and other witnesses to testifv reqardinø the incident or incidents under 
review. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 15 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, and 2 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights 
Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch,ll Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lSiah Turner. Vofers who opposed: Pat Walsh. Voters who abstained: Dorothy Elmore, 
James Kahan. 

G. lf the GRC is not given authority to compel testimony, then grant City Council the 
power to hear new evidence (Ballot survey item 15). (Background: Currently, the CRC 
may hear new evidence when holding hearings on appeals, but cannot compel testimony, 
while the City Council can compel testimony but may not hear new evidence. The 
overriding recommendation is to vest the power to do both in one review body.) 

Ballot recommendatíon. Of those who participated in the voting, 17 voted in favor and I 
opposed. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. Voters who opposed. James Kahan. 

H. lncrease size of CRC (Ballot survey item 16). lncrease the size of the CRC from 9 to 11 
members. This has been recommended as a method to encourage more diversity and 
spread out the workload. Changes Portland City Code 3.21.080.4. to read: The Committee 
sha// consrst of eleven nine-citizens... 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 14 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, 1 voted "no opinion," and 2 abstained or chose not to vote. Voting in favor: A.M.A. 
Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Jo Ann Bowman, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, 
James Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American 
Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, 
Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Voters who opposed: Pat Walsh. Voters 
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indicating "no opinion"; Michael Bigham. Voters who selected "Abstain" or chose not to vote: 
Basic Rights Oregon, TJ Browning. 

l. 	Allow CRC to review proposed allegations prior to investigation (Ballot survey item 
17l'. Develop a method that is consistent with the benefits of timely investigation (such as 
providing a limited time or opportunity to review) that allows the CRC, prior to IAD or IPR 
initiating a full investigation, to review the proposed allegations to ensure they match the 
complainant's concerns and align with Police Bureau policies. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 16 voted in favor and 2 
opposed. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner. Voters who opposed. James Kahan, Pat Walsh. 

J. lncrease CRC authority to act on dismissed complaints, "service improvement 
opportunities," and formulation of allegations (Ballot survey item 18). Specifically: 
Strengthen CRC's independent authority to send complaints back for further investigation, to 
re-categorize allegatíons, and to review dismissed and declined complaints. (Would modify 
Podland City Code 3.21 .160.4.1.b. to broaden authority from revision of findings.) 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 15 voted in favor, I 
opposed, and 2 abstaíned or chose not to vote. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of 
Oregon, Basic Rights Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) 
Everyday People, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American 
Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch,l2 Portland National Lawyers Guild, 
Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Voters who opposed: Pal Walsh. Voters who 
abstained or chose not to vofe; James Kahan, TJ Browning. 

K. Establish an avenue for appea! or reconsideration for cases involving quality-of­
service or minor rule violations (Ballot survey item 19). For example, allow community 
members to appeal dismissed complaints or low-level, "service improvement opportunity" 
complaints against officers to the Citizen Review Committee. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 15 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, and 2 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch,l3 Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner. Volers who opposed: Pat Walsh. Vofers who abstained. James Kahan, Basic 
Rights Oregon. 

L. Provide dedicated staff to support the CRC (Ballot survey item 20). Specifically: 
Change Portland City Code 3.21.090.4. to include a new numbered paragraph that would 
read: Direct commíttee staff. To direct a staff person assiqned to the Committee to 
provide staff support for the powers and duties outlined in this chapter. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who pafticipated in the voting, 15 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, and 2 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Ëveryday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
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Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner. Voters who opposed: Pal Walsh. Voters who abstained; James Kahan, Basic 
Rights Oregon. 

lll, Openness, usefulness, and speed of reporting 

A. Develop categories of findings regarding the specific allegation that includes four l-/f
categories, instead of the current three. While some committee members envision these MJ 
categoríes as exonerated/in policy, unfounded/not supported, insufficient evidence and 
sustained/out of policy (along with the currently-in-use with/without debriefing qualifiers), 
there is nof a full consensus on using those terms specifically. There is, however, a 
General Consensus Recommendation regarding the need to achieve the fourth category 
by separating the current category of "unproven" into categories approximately equivalent to 
the technical understanding of the terms "unfounded" (meaning that the evidence does not, 
in fact, support the allegation) and "insufficient evidence" (meaning that there is simply not 
enough evidence to draw a conclusion as fo whether the allegation is true or not). The 
distinction is one that is understood to be important in the mind of complainants, because 
the former is, roughly speaking, a finding in the officer's favor, while the latter is simply a 
statement that the investigation is inconclusive. 

The specific definitions recommended to accomplish the above did not reach a full 
consensus and were voted on in the final ballot, with the following recommendation 
resulting: 

Use the following definitions specified for the four-category finding method (Ballot t ä 
survey item 8). Definitions for separating the current three categories of findings into four M I 

categories (a concept that the committee has already agreed on), should be as follows: 
Unfounded/Not supported: Over 50% of the evidence shows that the officer did not do 
what the complainant alleges (the evidence does not support this allegation). 

Exonerated/ln policy: Over 50% of the evidence shows that the officer did what the 
complainant alleges, but it was within Bureau policy. 

lnsufficient Evidence: There is not enough evidence to show either (a) whether the 
officer did what was alleged or (b) whether the officer's actions were within Bureau policy. 

Sustained/Out of policy: Over 50% of the evidence shows that the officer did what the 
complainant alleges, and it was not within Bureau policy. 

All of the above could be qualified by "With debriefing:" While the officer was not 
necessarily out of policy, a supervisor will discuss ways the incident could have been 
handled better. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 17 voted in favor, none 
opposed, and 1 elected not to vote on this question. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU 
of Oregon, Basic Rights Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) 
Everyday People, James Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, 
Native American Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National 
Lawyers Guild,la Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. Vofers who chose 
not to vote on this question; TJ Browning. 

11 September 2010 



2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee Final Report 

B. Ensure that findings indicate a separate rating regarding the overall incident thatl¡l
woufd identify the presence of any policy-related íssues as that term is defined in M*l 
Portland City Gode1s (as opposed to allegations regarding a specific Bureau member). 
Recommended categories for this data are as follows: Communicafion lssues, Management 
rssues, Training rssues, Equipment lssues and Other policy-related rssues. lt must be 
emphasized that the General consensus recommendation that underlines this 
recommendation hinges on these categories being used to identify associated system 
deficiencies and expressly nof used for the more narrow purpose of identifying an individual 
whose specific behavior associated with the complaint-incident requires investigation. The 
purpose of these categories, rather, is to identify important institutional/administrative issues 
that do not rise to the level of possible individual employee misconduct. (As is the current 
practice, instances of potential supervisory / management misconduct would continue to be 
dealt with through the process of investigating that specific behavior.) 

The specific definitions recommended to accomplish the above did not reach a full 
consensus in committee discussion and were voted on in the final ballot, with the following 
re com me nd ation re su lti ng : 

Use the following definitions specified for policy-related issue findings (Ballot survey [-jrf
item 9). (Background. The committee has already agreed to the concept of ensuring that iìr/ I 

findings routinely indicate a separate rating regarding the overall incident that would identify 
the presence of any "policy-related ,ssues" a term defined in Portland City Code-3.21.010.U which is essenfra//y intended to describe rssues that perlain to Police Bureau 
practices but not perlaining specifically to the propriety or impropriety of a particular Bureau 
member's conduct). lt is recommended that the following definitions for those,.elements be 
as follows: 

Training issue: 

(i) One or more Bureau members did not receive adequate training about actions in 
question, or 

(ii) The Bureau's training on this action is inadequate. 

Communication issue: Relevant information was not communicated... 

(i)Among Bureau members, or 

(ii) From another agency to Bureau members. 

Management issue: The outcome of the incident was due in part to 

(i) The command structure and supervisory protocols surrounding the incident, or 

(ii) Supervisory instructions, decisions, or behaviors that did not involve misconduct but did 
lead to action prompting the complaint. 

Equipment issue: A better incident outcome would have been possible had improved, 
different, or additional equipment been available for use during the incident. 

Other policy-related issue: While the Bureau member did not violate policy, (i) The 
polícy appears either inadequate or incomplete for proper management of the incident and 
can be detrimental to community-police relations or public safety in this type of incident; or 
(ii) A policy does not exist to address the actions that prompted the complaint. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, all 18 voted in favor a-unanimous vote in favor. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights 
Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Ëveryday 
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c. 

D. 

E. 

People, James Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native 
American Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers 
Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. 

Replace the term "service improvement opportunity" with the term "non-disciplinary
complaint" (Ballot survey item 10). (Background: These are complaints about the quality 
of an officer's service or minor rule violations that are typically handled through a process 
that includes an officer's supervisor first speaking with the community member making the 
complaint, then to the officer, and then re-contacting the community member to explain the 
outcome. Supervisors document their conversations, recommendations, and actions in a 
memo, which must be approved by the precinct Commander, lAD, and lPR. Note that, while 
"minor complaint" was initially suggested for the new term, "non-disciplinary complaint" has 
been suggested because it describes the situation without the need to characterize a 
complainant's concern as necessarily "minor" in nature.) 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 15 voted in favor, with 1 

opposing and 2 voting "no opinion." Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, 
Basic Rights Oregon, TJ Browning, (l'm) Everyday People, James Kahan, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. Voters who opposed: Jo Ann Bowman. Voters who selected "no 
opinion:" Michael Bigham, Dorothy Elmore. 

Ask opinion on complaint-handling preference (Ballot survey item 1l). For tracking
and other purposes at intake, when applicable, the IPR will ask and record the 
complainant's opinion in response to this question: lf the choice were the complainant's, 
would he or she prefer to have a full investigation or to have the complaint handled through 
the non-disciplinary complaint (or Service Improvement Opportunity as it is currently calted) 
process? 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who par.ticipated in the voting, 13 voted in favor, 2 
opposed, and 3 abstained, did not vote, or voted "no opinion." Voting in favor: A.M.A. 
Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael Bigham, (l'm) Everyday People, James Kahan, League
of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, 
Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, 
Pat Walsh. Voters who opposed: Jo Ann Bowman, Damon lsiah Turner. Abstained: Basic 
Rights Oregon. Voted "no opinion:" Dorothy Elmore. Chose not to vote on the question: TJ 
Browning. 

Make it easier for complainants to get publicly available records (Ballot survey item 
211. Direct IPR and PPB to establish an interagency agreement that would allow the 
Director discretion to release case-specific records that are already generally available to 
the public to complainants or their representatives. (Background. The concept is to allow 
complainants a greater likelihood of being able to gain publicly-available information about 
their cases at one location IPR in this case rather than having to physically wait for - -service at both IPR and the Police Bureau Records Division for complete information.) 

Ballot recommendatíon. Of those who participated in the voting, 17 voted in favor and 1 

opposed. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, (l'm) Everyday People, James Kahan, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
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Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh . Opposed: Dorothy Elmore.16 

F. Make certain CRC review documents available to the public (Ballot survey item 221. 
Ensure that documents utilized by the CRC in reviewing complaints are also accessible to 
the public, with the understanding that some documents may require redaction to protect the 
security of complainants, officers, and witnesses. 

Ballot recommendatìon. Of those who pafticipated in the voting, 16 voted in favor and 2 
opposed. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights Oregon, Jo Ann 
Bowman, TJ Browning, (l'm) Everyday People, James Kahan, League of Women Voters of 
Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland 
Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner, Pat 
Walsh. Oppose: Michael Bigham, Dorothy Elmore17. 

G. Required reporting on reasons for long investigations (Ballot survey item 23). Require p¡ 
monthly public reporting (including, but not limited to, reporting to the CRC at regularly M= I 

scheduled meetings), by the investigating unit (either IPR or IAD) on the specific reasons 
that investigations lasting over 150 days have not been completed. 

Ballot recommendation, Of those who part'rcipated in the voting, 16 voted in favor, none 
opposed, and 2 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native Amer'rcan Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. Abstain: Basic Rights Oregon, James Kahan. 

H. Make certain task forces public (Ballot survey item 25). Require that any task force 
charged with policy review that includes members of IPR or the CRC be open to public 
observation. (Background: This recommendation grows out of concerns about a Use-of-
Force Task Force whose meetings were not open to the public.) 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 14 voted in tavor, 2 
opposed, and 2 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Jo Ann 
Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of Women Voters of 
Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland 
Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. 
Oppose; Michael Bigham, Pat Walsh. Abstain: Basic Rights Oregon, James Kahan. 

l. 	Mandate investigative resource levels (Ballot survey item 26). Mandate a level of 
investigation resources that is sufficient to ensure all investigations can be completed in a 
timely manner. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 16 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, and 1 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. €oalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, James 
Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth 
and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of 
The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Oppose; Pat Walsh. Abstain: Basic Rights Oregon, 
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J. Require prompt explanat¡on for decisions that differ from the Police Review Board's l-t;l!'
recommendations (Ballot survey item 28). Require the Chief or Commissioner to explain M I

in writing, publicly, the basis for their decision when it differs from the PRB's 
recommendation and to do so in 30 days. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 17 voted in favor, none 
opposed, and 1 voted "no opinion." Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon,
Basic Rights oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, (l'm) Everyday 
People, James Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native 
American Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers 
Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner, Pat Walsh. Voting "no opinion;" Dorothy 
Elmore. 

K. Require more specific reporting on the relationship between sustained findings and 
discipline (Ballot survey item 29). Require that the IPR annual report provide additional, 
non-officer-specific information about the scope of discipline imposed for specific categories 
of sustained findings. The intent of this recommendation is to encourage reporting that 
would allow better public understanding of the correlation between the seriousness of a 
sustained complaint and the level of discipline commonly imposed. 

Ballot recommendatíon. Of those who participated in the voting, 14 voted in favor, I 
opposed,2 voted "no opinion" and 1 abstained. Voting infavor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of 
oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, (l'm) Everyday people, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Poftland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner. Oppose: James Kahan. Voted "no opinion"' Dorothy Elmore, Pat Walsh. 
Abstain: Basic Rights Oregon. 

L. Report on aspects of the "mitigation" process (Ballot survey item 30). The public shall 
be informed regarding the rate at which recommended discipline for cases that involve 
shootings, deaths in custody, or use-of-force injury requiring hospitalization is changed in 
mitigation. The intent of this recommendation is to encourage reporting that would allow 
better public understanding of the correlation between the level of discipline recommended 
for particularly serious cases and the level of discipline commonly imposed. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 15 voted infavor,2 
opposed, and I abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild,18 Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner. Oppose: Pat Walsh, James Kahan. Abstain: Basic Rights Oregon. 

M. Order another expert review in 2012 (Ballot survey item 31). On or before July 1 ,2012,
order an independent expert review of the Police Review system and the impact of the 
changes made by ordinance and practices since March of 2010. 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 15 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, and 2 abstained. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsíah Turner. Oppose: Pat Walsh. Abstain: Basic Rights Oregon, James Kahan. 
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N. Hold another stakeholder review (Ballot survey item 32). Have City Council require 
another stakeholder review to begin no later than upon completion of an expert review 
initiated in2012 or, if no expert review is initiated, January 15,2013. 

Ballot recommendatíon. Of those who participated in the voting, 14 voted in favor, 1 

opposed, 2 abstained, and 1 chose not to vote on the question. Voting in favor: A.M.A. 
Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Michael Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) 
Everyday People, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American 
Youth and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, 
Sisters Of The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Oppose: Pat Walsh. Abstain: Basic Rights 
Oregon, James Kahan. Choosing not to vote on the question: TJ Browning. 

lV. Police Review Board structure/process 

A. Do not permit the supervising RU (Resource Unit) commander to vote as a member of 
the Police Review Board (PRB) in specific situations. The supervising RU commander 
should not be a voting member of the Police Review Board in cases of deadly force, in­
custody death, or physical injury requiring hospitalization. 

Background: This topic was taken up at the July 1 ,2010 meeting in response to expressed 
concerns by sonre committee members regarding Ordinance 183995 that was subsequently 
passed by City Council on July 14,2010. While there were no objections raised regarding 
other parts of that ordinance, there was strong opinion regarding the desire to go on record 
in this report regarding the specific issue described above. ln particular, committee 
members referenced the findings of two PARC reports that recommended against having 
RU commanders vote in the situations described.le 

Committee discussíon recommendation: Split vote. Favored by most community 
stakeholders. After considerable discussion on the topic, this recommendation was not 
supported by a consensus of the committee but was supported by a vote of 11 to 1 (with 1 

abstention) by community stakeholders present, and opposed by a vote of 5 to 1 (with 5 
abstentions) by city staff persons present. 

B. Add another citizen member to PRB for use-of-force incidents (Ballot survey item 27). 
3.20.140.C.2. Police Review Board (Composition of Board) should be modified to read as 
follows: 

"However, when the incident to be reviewed by the board involves the following use of force 
incidents, ene-lwo additional citizen membergand one additional peer member shall serve 
on the Board, for a total sf 6sven eiqht voting members. A quorum of six seven voting 
members, including two three citizen members, and the RU manager or designee, and four 
Advisory members is required to be present to make recommendations to the Chief. 

a. All officer involved shoofrngs. 

b. Physical injury caused by an officer that requires hospitalization. 

c. All in-custody deaths. 

d. Less lethal incidents where the recommended finding is'out of policy"." 

Ballot recommendatÍon. Of those who participated in the voting, 16 voted in favor and 2 
opposed. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, BasicRights Oregon, Michael 
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Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, League of 
Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth and Family, Oregon 
Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of The Road, Damon 
lsiah Turner. Oppose: James Kahan, Pat Walsh. 

V. Gomplaint-driven PPB pol¡cy improvement process 

A'. IPR & CRC to be provided drafts of cedain policy-change decisions (Ballot survey 
item 24). All changes to Police Bureau policies that relate to Bureau member interactions 
with the public (or to the investigation of such interactions), including, but not limited to, use­
of-force policies, should be provided to both IPR and CRC, in draft form prior to policy 
adoption, who shall then be given the opportunity to review and make recommendations. 

Ballot recommendatíon. Of those who participated in the voting, 15 voted in favor, none 
opposed,2 voted "no opinion" and 1 abstained. Voting infavor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of 
Oregon, Michael Bigham, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, James 
Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth 
and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of 
The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Voted "no opinion"'Jo Ann Bowman, Pat Walsh. Abstain: 
Basic Rights Oregon. 

Vl. Non-compla¡nt-driven PPB improvement process 

A. Request that Auditor's Office provide regular reports on the status of the Bureau's 
Employee lnformation System and on independent analysis of police stop data (Ballot 
survey item 7). The recommended approach: 

Revise 3.21.070 B. to read: "Report on complaint and related activities. IPR shall track 
and report on the disposition of complaints to the public, lAD, the Chief, and the Council 
and monitor and report measures of activity and performance of IAD and lPR. IPR will 
also monitor,-afid track and report to the same parties reqardinq trends relating to Bureau 
member interactions with the oublic as documented bv other available data sources such 
as the Employee lnformation System (or equivalent). police stop data. member history 
and complaint type and frequency, consistency and adequacy of discipline imposed. ln 
performing these duties, IPR shall have access to Bureau data and records, including but 
not limited to raw data, tabulated summary statistics, other source materials, and any 
other format source necessary for IPR to pefform its duties. IPR shall also have direct 
access to original database sources as permitted by state and federal law." 

Ballot recommendation. Of those who participated in the voting, 17 voted in favor and 1 

opposed. Voting in favor: A.M.A. Coalition, ACLU of Oregon, Basic Rights Oregon, Michael 
Bigham, Jo Ann Bowman, TJ Browning, Dorothy Elmore, (l'm) Everyday People, James 
Kahan, League of Women Voters of Portland, NAMI Multnomah, Native American Youth 
and Family, Oregon Action, Portland Copwatch, Portland National Lawyers Guild, Sisters Of 
The Road, Damon lsiah Turner. Opposed: Pat Walsh. 
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Appendix 

Other suggestions not vetted 
Committee members raised a wide range of topics and concerns, not all of which could be 
addressed in the timeline allotted. The following briefly summarizes suggestions that were 
either not discussed by the full committee or (where noted) were discussed without a 
substantive conclusion being reached. As such, these concepts do not necessarily represent a 
majority or consensus view of the Oversight Committee. ln addition, as will be obvious, many 
are less specific in nature than the recommendations provided in the main body of the report. 
The following listing is only an attempt to summarize, in very compact form, examples of the 
nature of the other comments offered. /f ls possible that some comments offered are based on 
inaccurate or outdated information about process or policies. 

) 	 Consider changing the policy on mediation for complaints involving use of a racial, ethnic, 
gender or sexual-orientation-related epithet; or in cases of officers with a pattern of 
misconduct. This discussion relates to a recommendation discussed in the Luna-Firebaugh 
report.2o Facilitator's comment: White the committee endorsed forbidding mediation rn cases 
involving use-of-force resulting in hospitalization, no consensus on forbidding mediation in 
the conditions described above was reached. The arguments in favor hinge on the concern 
that, unlike non-mediated complaints, the nature of mediated complaints are not recorded in 
an officer's personnel record. The argumenÍs in opposition relate substantially to the 
benefits that both complainants and officers are said to experience when mediation is 
conducted. 

Þ Consider funding adoption of technology that would video record, or at least audio 
record, every interaction with the public. Existing technology would permit the creation of 
the functional equivalent of a 9-1-1 tape for every interaction. (May require legislative 
change to permit full use.) Facilitator's comment: Full discussion of this topic was not 
explored. While preliminary discussions suggesf inferesf by some Bureau members, there 
is subsfanfral resistance among at least some community stakeholders to the concept of 
audio or video documentation of police/public interdctions. 

þ 	Consider creation of a separate civilian committee within lPR, perhaps made up of 
former CRC members, to focus on policy review as its sole duty. There should be overlap 
with the CRC because in many cases of civilian complaints about officer conduct there is no 
violation of policy, but those complaints help identify policies that need to be revised or 
improved. Facilitator's comment: lf the CRC is granted the committee's recommended 
permission to make recommendations directly to the Police BLtreau, it would seem that the 
CRC would have allnecessary authority to implement this type of approach under existing 
code which already permits it to create subcommittees with members who are not on the 
CRC (see PCC 3.21.090.A.7.) 

) 	 Consider limiting, or further clarifying, the IPR Director's discretion to dismiss complaints 
when "it is more likely than not that no misconduct was committed" (see PCC 3.21.120 
C.4.9.) Facilitator's comment: While this recommendation was suggesfed in early surueys 
collected, it was not recommended for priority drscussion in the formal committee meetings 
and preliminary discussions with individual committee members on this point did not indicate 
a substantive history of rssues associafed with this specific part of the code. 

Þ Consider modifying the CRC member selection process to further improve transparency, 
inclusiveness. 
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þ 	Consider methods to ensure that future appointed IPR directors will continue to be fully
sympathetic to the purpose of independent police review. 

) 	 Consider giv¡ng complainants the right to waive the time limits and to receive written 
notification of time extensions. 

Consider clarifying the process to ensure that voting Police Review Board members 
have access to all information pertaining to the incident. For example, clarify the process 
for determining which documents are "necessary and relevant" and thus available for voting 
PRB members to review. 

Consider methods to require better reporting of policy recommendations received, and 
policy changes made, by PPB. 

Consider requiring that public reports summarizing statements of findings and concerns 
about training and investigations should include summaries of policy recommendations 
the Police Review Board submitted to the Chief of Police. 

Consider preserving investigation information throughout the entire career of each officer 
investigated. 

Consider implementing a "Quality Assurance" program to better identify, correct, and 
improve institutional practices through a system that is not based on determining blame, but 
based on finding and correcting errors. (The concept is not to replace complaint-based 
oversight tools, but to provide an alternate method to ensure responsive change regardless 
of whether specific proof of wrong-doing has been established.) 

Consider enhancing efforts to recruit minority officers and those with high cultural 
competency in order to improve the environment for building better police/community trust 
and partnership. 

Consider providing more training of police on mental health and other issues where 
enhanced skills can increase the likelihood of resolving incidents without the need to use 
lethalforce. 

Consider expanding police training on de-escalation techniques and keep the Crisis 
lntervention Training program intact. 
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"Ballot" survey used in final vote 
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Opinion Survey for Selected Suggestions 

A reminder about the process: At the July 15rh meeting it was decided that a subcommittee would recommend 
a process for wrapping up the committee's work in a timely manner. Membership on the subcommittee was 
open to all, with a total of 8 individuals volunteering to participate. The subcommittee was formed because the 
number of remaining issues committee members desired to discuss was far greater than the full committee's 
ability to complete the discussion in the time permitted by the enabling ordinance. Rather than simply stop the 
committee's work as of the recommendations established by the 15'n of July, the subcommittee was formed to 
determine a pathway to vet at least some additional suggestions in an efficient manner before the final report 
was completed. The following survey is the result of that work. Keep in mind that the items on the list are not 
necessarily endorsed by individual subcommittee members they are simply presented here to solicit your-opinion. ln addition, remember that this list was further reviewed and refined by the full committee on August 
12"', again for the purpose of clarifying intent, not endorsing, the suggestions listed. 

The results of the survey, combined with the decisions already made by the committee, will be reflected in the 
final draft report, which will be reviewed at the September 16, 2010 meeting at which time changes noted that 
are necessary to correct factual errors will be addressed prior to submitting the final report to City Council. 

Return your response via e-mai!, fax, or mail. Ihis form is designed to be filled in electronically or by hand, 
whichever rs easier for you. To fill it in electronically (which we encourage), either use the "submit form" button 
within the PDF file (which should open an e-mail to send it back to us), or simply save the file and send a copy 
by return e-mail. lf you prefer to fill it in by hand, print the file, fill it in and return it by fax to 503-2214541 or mail 
to Campbell DeLong Resources, \nc.,2627 NE 33'o Avenue, Portland, OR97212. 

Please respond by Monday, August 30th. We have allowed two full weeks for fllling in the survey in the 
interest of providing each of you sufficient time to consider the issues carefully and, as needed, consult 
background reports, other committee members, or people from your respective organizations. 

We anticipate counting only one "vote" per committee member that is, if both a committee member and one-or more alternates fills in a survey, we will count the survey of the primary committee member. ln addition, as 
discussed, we will report the survey tally in a manner that provides appropriate information beyond the simple 
question of majority result. 

The following information is requ¡red. Votes provided anonymously will not be counted, 

Name 

Stakeholder represented...... 

PLEASE cHEcK oNE: For reporting purposes, my answers should be understood as... 

Opinions provided on behalf of my agency or organization .......................¡
 

My own opinions that do nof necessarily representing the official position of 
my agency or organization............ .......D 
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'l M¡lra if aeciar fnr fha Àrrdifnr fn Jrira n¡lfcirla ¡nrrneal af fha Ârrdifnrt 

discretion. Specifically, change Portland City Code 3.21.070.O. to read: 

The Auditor may hire outside legal 
counselto support the purpose and duties of IPR when the Auditor determines 

that outside legal advice is necessary 
or advisable. 

ln addition, if it is determined that the above change cannot occur without a 
Charter chanoe. then such a chanoe should be supported to enable it. 

2. lf complainant op¡n¡ons support doing so, increase investigative 
resources at lPR. (Background. There is already a committee consensus that it 
would he a heneficial measrlrement fool to ask comnlainanls- af intake. their 
opinions of whether, if they had the choice, they would prefer to have IPR or IAD 
investigate the complaint.) The additional recommendation is this: /f fhe resu/fs of 
such measurements indicate a substantive preference for investigations by lPR, 
increase investigative resources at lPR. 

3. Ensure that IPR investigations include specified more serious 
complaints. When IPR conducts administrativel investigations they should be of 
use-of-force comnlaints. oarticularlv those includino shootinos. deaths in custodv­
anrl nhrrci¡al inir rnr ronr ririnn hncnifqlizqfinn lÞP chnr rlrl rnnnifnr anrr aqcnnialad 
criminal investigation as well. IPR should conduct other investigations involving 
allegations of racial profiling, illegal searches, conflicts of interest, or other "high 
emotion in the community" issues. (Background: This recommendation is 
intended to be consistent with the findings of the Luna-Firebaugh report which 
includes various statements in support of IPR us¡ng its investigative authority in 
particular cases. For example, page 12 of the report indicates, "The Office of 
lndependent Police Review should exercise their authority under the ordinance to 
conduct independent investigations where the complaint is one of public 
impoft...") 

4. Ensure that IPR has, and exercises, the power to conduct or participate 
in inwoclinafinne lfrnm fima zarnl nf cna¡ifia¡l cariarre in¡irlanfe innlrrrlina 
police shootings, deaths in custody, and other serious injury incidents consistent 
with the intent of the recommendations of the PARC report on the subject. 
(Background: Chapter 4 of the August 2003 PARC report2 recommends that "Ihe 
PPB should replace its Homicide-only investigative modelwith one that takes a 
multidisciplinary approach to deadly force and in-custody deafh cases. We believe 
eíther the lA Overlay model as enhanced by the LASD, or the enhanced 
Specra/rsf Team model used in Washington, D.C., would work well in Poñland." 
The approaches discussed are designed to accomplish the goal of more timely 
investigation without unnecessary conflicts during any initial time period when 
both criminal and administrative investigations are being conducted.) 

Favor........ t 
Oppose..... t 
No Opinion o 
Abstain ..... E 

Favor........ E
Oppose..... J 
No Opinion t 
Ahstain t'I 

Favor........ t 
Oppose..... D 
No Opinion 0 
Abstain ..... 0 

Favor........ 0 
Oppose..... ¡
No Opinion û 
Abstain..... D 

1 The term "administrative' investigation is used here to draw a distinction from the criminal investigation which would seek 
to determine if a crime has been committed. An administrative investigation would, for example, evaluate whether the 
offìcer acted in a manner that is consistent with Bureau policy and training. 

2 Available online at the IPR report page at: http://www.portlandonline.comlauditor/index,cfm?c=270ô8. 
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5. Require that IPR investigate or actively participate in the investigation of 
all complaints of those with the rank of captain or higher. 

6. Ensure that IPR has the authority to compel officer testimony and
 
d irectly i nterview police officers in adm in istrative i nvesti gations.
 

7. Request that Auditor's Office provide regular reports on the status of the 
Bureau's Employee lnformation System and on independent analysis of 
police stop data. The recommended approach: 

Revise 3.21.070 B. to read: "Report on complaint and related activities. IPR 
shall track and repod on the disposition of complaints to the public, lAD, the 
Chief, and the Council and monitor and report measures of activity and 
performance of IAD and lPR. IPR will also monitor,-af,C track and report to the 
same padies reqardinq trends relating to Bureau member interactions with the 
public as documented bv other available data sources such as the Emplovee 
lnformation System (or equivalentl. police stop data. member history and 
complaint type and frequency, consistency and adequacy of discipline 
imposed. ln performing these duties, IPR shall have access to Bureau data 
and records, including but not limited to raw data, tabulated summary 
statistics, other source materials, and any other format source necessary for 
IPR to perform its duties. IPR shall also have direct access to original 
database sources as permitted by state and federal law." 

L Use definitions specified for the four-category finding method. 
Definitions for separating the current three categories of findings ínto four 
categories (a concept that the committee has already agreed on), should be as 
follows: 

Unfounded/Not supported: Over 50% of the evidence shows that the officer 
did not do what the complainant alleges (the evidence does not support this 
allegation). 

Exonerated/ln policy: Over 50% of the evidence shows that the officer did 
what the complainant alleges, but it was within Bureau policy 

lnsufficient Evidence: There is not enough evidence to show either (a) 
whether the officer did what was alleged or (b) whether the officer's actions 
were within Bureau policy 

Sustained/Out of policy: Over 50% of the evidence shows that the officer did 
what the complainant alleges, and it was not within Bureau policy 

All of the above could be qualified by "with debriefing:" while the officer was 
not necessarily out of policy, a supervisor will discuss ways the incident could 
have been handled better. 

Favor ................ tr
 
Oppose............. t
 
No Opinion ....... tl
 
Abstain ............. tI
 

Favor........ ..ú 
Oppose..... ..D 
No Opinion 
Abstain ..... 

..¡ 

.. tl 

Favor o 
Oppose........... D
 
No Opinion ..... t
 
Abstain t
 

Favor ................ D
 
Oppose............. D
 
No Opinion.......u
 
Abstain ............. O
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O I fea rlafinifirrne cnacifiad far nnlinw-ralafo¡l icçr¡a fin¡linne I Ra¡karnun¡l' 
Tho nnmmiffao hac alraedtt anrood fn fha nnnnonf nf ancrrrinn fhaf findinnc 

routinely indicate a separate rating regarding the overall incident that would 
identify the presence of any "pol¡cy-related ,ssues" a term defined in Portland-City Code 3.21.010.U which is essentially intended to describe rssues that pertain 
to Police Bureau practices but not pertaining specif¡cally to the propriety or 
impropriety of a particular Bureau member's conduct).lt has been recommended 
that the following definitions for the those elements be as follows: 

Training issue: 
(i) One or more Bureau members did not receive adequate training about 
actions in question, or 
(ii) The Bureau's training on this action is inadequate. 

Communication issue: Relevant information was not communicated... 
(i)Among Bureau members, or 
(ii) From another agency to Bureau members.
 

Management issue: The outcome of the incident was due in part to
 
(i) The command structure and supervisory protocols surrounding the 
incident, or 
(ii) Supervisory instructíons, decisions, or behaviors that did not involve 
misconduct but did lead to action prompting the complaint. 

Equipment issue: A better incident outcome would have been possible had 
improved, different, or additional equipment been available for use dur¡ng the 
incident. 
Other policy-related issue: While the Bureau member did not violate pol¡cy, 
(i) The policy appears either inadequate or incomplete for proper management 
of the incident and can be detrimental to commun¡ty-police relations or public 
safety in this type of incident; or 
(ii) A policy does not exist to address the actions that prompted the complaint. 

10. Replace the term "service improvement opportunity" with the term "non­
disninlinarv nnrnnlainf tt lRaekarornd' Thoqe aro nomnlainfq ahnt ¡f fho nualifv 
nf an nffinortc can¡ino nr minn,. rr llo rrinlafinnc fhaf aro frrninallrr henr{larl fhrnl rnh 

process that includes an officer's supervisor first speaking with the community 
member making the complaint, then to the officer, and then re-contacting the 
community member to explain the outcome. Supervisors document their 
conversations, recommendations, and actions in a memo, which must be 
approved by the precinct Commander, lAD, and lPR. Note that, while "minor 
complaint" was initially suggested for the new term, "non-disciplinary complaint" 
has been suggested because it describes the situation without the need to 
characterize a complainant's concern as necessarily "mino/' in nature.) 

11. Ask opinion on complaint-handling preference. Fortracking and other 
purposes at intake, when applicable, the IPR will ask and record the 
complainant's opinion in response to this question: lf the choice were the 
complainant's, would he or she prefer to have a full investigation or to have the 
complaint handled through the non-disciplinary complaint (or Service 
lmprovement Opportunity as it is currently called) process? 

Favor........ ......t 
Oppose..... ......t 
No Opinion ......ú 
Abstain ..... ......t 

Favor................ ú
 
Oppose............. tl
 
No Opinion.......t
 
Abstain ............. fl
 

Favor ................ tr
 
Oppose.............O
 
No Opinion .......0
 
Abstain ............. tr
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12. Ensure CRC may hold hearings on all appeals requested by 
complainants or Bureau members. Ensure that the CRC may conduct hearings 
on all aooeals within its ourview without clelavs associafecl wifh thaf the 
outcome of their review could have an impact on a civil claim against the City. 

13. Clarify CRC authority to present directly to Council. Ensure that the CRC 
has the authority to make its own presentations in cases that go to Councilfor 
resolution when the CRC and Bureau do not reach agreement on findings in an 
appealed case. Specifically: Modify Portland City Code 3.21.160.C. to include the 
sentence: The Committee shall present its recommendations before Council. 

14. Permit CRC to compel testimony. Ensure that the CRC has power to 
compel officer testimony and the testimony of other witnesses at appeal hearings. 
Suggest changing Portland City Code 3.21.090.4. to include a new numbered 
paragraph that would read: Compel testimonv. At appeal hearinqs CRC shall 
have the power to compel officers and other witnesses to testifv reoardinq the 
incident or incidents under review. 

15. lf the CRC is not given authority tò compel testimony, then grant City 
Council the power to hear new evidence. (Background: Currently, the CRC 
may hear new evidence when holding hearings on appeals, but cannot compel 
testimony, while the City Council can compeltestimony but may not hear new 
evidence. The overriding recommendation is to vest the power to do both in one 
review body.) 

16. lncrease size of CRC. lncrease the size of the CRC from 9 to 11 members. 
This has been recommended as a method to encourage more diversity and 
spread out the workload. 

Changes Portland City Code 3.21.080.4. to read: The Committee shallconsrsf of 
eleve n nine-citizens... 

17. Allow CRG to review proposed allegations prior to investigation. 
Develop a method that is consistent with the benefits of timely investigation (such 
as providing a limited time or opportunity to review) that allows the CRC, prior to 
IAD or IPR initiating a full investigation, to review the proposed allegations to 
ensure they match the complainant's concerns and align with Police Bureau 
policies. 

18. lncrease CRC authority to act on dismissed complaints, "service 
improvement opportunities," and formulation of allegations. Specifically: 
Strengthen CRC's independent authority to send complaints back for further 
investigation, to re-categorize allegations, and to review dismissed and declined 
complaints. (Would modify Portland City Code 3.21.160.4.1.b. to broaden 
authority from revision of findings.) 

Favor ¡

Oppose........ t]

No Opinion .. tl
 
Abstain ........ tl
 

Favor ................ û
 
Oppose............. D
 
No Opinion .......3
 
Abstain ............. D
 

Favor................ D
 
Oppose............. B
 
No Opinion.......ú
 
Abstain ............. n
 

Favor........ D 
Oppose..... t 
No Opinion t 
Abstain..... ú 

Favor D 
Oppose........ TI 
No Opinion .. Ú 
Abstain ........ o 

Favor ................ ú
 
Oppose............. tl
 
No Opinion.......tI
 
Abstain ............. õ
 

Favor ................ t
 
Oppose............. õ
 
No Opinion .......D
 
Abstain ............. D
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'lO trsfahlic,hin¡r an âvênuê for annaal nr reconqiderafion fnr naqes involvinn 
qual¡ty-of-serv¡ce or m¡nor rule violations. For example, allow community 
members to appeal dismissed complaints or low-level, "service improvement 
opportunity" complaints against officers to the Citizen Review Committee. 

20. Provide dedicated staff to support the GRC. Specifically: 

Change Portland City Code 3.21.090.4. to include a new numbered paragraph 
that would read: Direct committee staff. To direct a staff person assiqned to the 
Çommrttee to prowde stafl support lor me powers and dutrcs ouilrned rn tnts 
chapter. 

)1 Nlaka if easier for comnlainanfs fo oef nulrliclv availalrle records- Direcf 
IPR and PPB to establish an interager'Ìcy agreement that would allow the Director 
r{icnrofinn ln roloaco naca-cna¡ifi¡ rannrdc lh-el era alrøqdv nonaralh¡ arrailahlp fn 
the public to complainants or their representatives. (Background. The concept is 
to allow complainants a greater likelihood of being able to gain publicly-available 
information about their cases at one location IPR in this case rather than 
having to physically wait for service at both IPR and the Police Bureau Records 
Division for complete information.) 

)) illaka carfain CRC raviaw dncumenfs availahla frr fhe nuhlin Fnqr rre lhal 
dn¡rlrnanfq rfilizad hrr iha CRli in rarriprruinn nnmnlainfq arp alqn annpqqihlro lo fho 
publ¡c, with the understanding that some documents may require redaction to 
protect the security of complainants, officers, and witnesses. 

?? Elanlrirad rannrfi fnr lrrnn inwacfinafirrne Ronr riro rnnnfhlrr 

public reporting (including, but not limited to, reporting to the CRC at regularly 
scheduler'l meefinosì hv fhe invesfioatino unif leifher IPR or IADì on the snecific 
reasons that investigations lasting over 150 days have not been completed. 

24. IPR & CRC to be provided drafts of certain policy-change decisions. Ail 
hannac fn Þnlino Rrrroarr nnlinioc fhef rolafo fn Rr inforanfi rrrifh 

fhe oublic lor to the investioation of such interactions). includino. hut not limited to 
use-of-force nolicies should he nrovided fo bofh IPR ancl CRC in draff form nrior 
to policy adoption, who shall then be given the opportun¡ty to review and make 
recommendations. 

)E lúqþa ¡arfqin facl¡ farnac nr¡hli¡ Þonr riro fhaf enrr facl¿ fnrno nharna¡l urifh 

policy review that includes members of IPR or the CRC be open to publio 
observation. (Background: This recommendation grows out of concerns about a 
Use-of-Force Task Force whose meetings were not open to the public.) 

?A Mandafa inwacfi¿rafiwa raearrrca Iawalc lt/landefa e lor¡al nf inrrpqlinafinn 
resources that is sufficient to ensure all investigations can be completed in a 
timely manner. 

Favor ................ tl
 
Oppose............. tl
 
No Opinion.......t
 
Abstain ............. EI
 

Favor........ fI 
Oppose..... õ 
No Opinion û 
Abstain ..... t 

Favor........ ...ú 
Oppose..... ... tl 
No Opinion ...û
Abstain..... ...Í 

Favor ................ tl
 
Oppose.............ü
 
No Opinion .......f|
 
Abstain ............. tl
 

Favor................ fl
 
Oppose.............5
 
No Opinion.......t
 
4bstain ............. t
 

Favor ................ O 
ônnnco ll 

No Opinion ..t 
Abstain..... ..o 

Favor ................ O
 
Oppose............. õ
 
No Opinion.......t
 
4bstain ............. fl
 

Favor ................C! 
Oppose.............O 
No Opinion .......f| 
Abstain D 
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27. Add another c¡t¡zen member to PRB for use-of-force ¡nc¡dents. 
3.20.140.C.2. Police Review Board (Composition of Board) should be modified to 
read as follows: 

"However, when the incident to be reviewed by the board involves the 
following use of force incidents, eae-twp_additional citizen members and one 
additional peer member shall serve on the Board, for a total of Geve$ eioht 
voting members. A quorum of eix seven voting members, including twe three 
citizen members, and the RU manager or designee, and four Advisory 
members is required to be present to make recommendations to the Chief. 
a. Allofficer involved shootings. 
b. Physical injury caused by an officer that requires hospitatization. 
c. All in-custody deaths. 
d. Less lethal incidents where the recommended finding is "out of policy"." 

28. Require prompt explanation for decisions that differ from the Police 
Review Board's recommendations. Require the chief or commissioner to 
explain in writing, publicly, the basis for their decision when it differs from the 
PRB's recommendation and to do so in 30 days. 

29. Require more specific reporting on the relationship between sustained 
findings and discipline. Require that the IPR annual report provide additional, 
non-officer-specific information about the scope of discipline imposed for specific 
categories of sustained findings. The intent of this recommendation is to 
encourage reporting that would allow better public understanding of the 
correlation between the seriousness of a sustained complaint and the level of 
discipline commonly imposed. 

30. Report on aspects of the "mitigation" process. The public shall be 
informed regarding the rate at which recommended discipline for cases that 
involve shootings, deaths in custody, or use-of-force injury requiring 
hospitalization is changed in mitigation. The intent of this recommendation is to 
encourage reporting that would allow better public understanding of the 
correlation between the level of discipline recommended for particularly serious 
cases and the level of discipline commonly imposed. 

31. Order another expert review in 2012. On or before July 1 ,2012, order an 
independent expert review of the Police Review system and the impact of the 
changes made by ordinance and practices since March of 2010. 

32. Hold another stakeholder review. Have City Council require another 
stakeholder review to begin no later than upon completion of an expert review 
initiated in 2012 or, if no expert review is initiated, January 15, 2013. 

Favor ................ tl
 
Oppose............. ú
 
No Opinion.......t
 
Abstain ............. 


Favor........ 
Oppose..... 
No Opinion 
Abstain..... 

Favor 
Oppose........ 
No Opinion .. 

Abstain........ 

Favor ................ 

Oppose............. D
 
No Opinion.......B
 
Abstain ............. n
 

¡ 

o 
û 
t 
D 

õ 
ú 
D 
D 

D 

Favor........ 
Oppose..... 
No Opinion 
Abstain...,. 

Favor........ 
Oppose..... 
No Opinion 
Abstain..... 

t 
D 
õ 
t 
¡ 
D 
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n 
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Gity of Portland
 
lndependent Police Review
 

Police Oversight Stakeholder Group
 

Meeting minutes for May 27,2010 

Stakeholder Group Attendees : 

Commissioner Randy Leonard 
LaVonne Griffin-Valade, City Auditor 
Chief of Police Mike Reese 
Debbie Aiona, League of Women Voters 
Ashlee Albies, National Lawyers Guild 
Mary-Beth Baptista, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor 
Cmdr. Dave Benson, Portland Police Commanding Officers Association 
Michael Bigham, IPR Citizen Review Committee 
TJ Browning, Commissioner appointee 
Shannon Callahan, Office of City Commissioner Dan Saltzman 
Dorothy Elmore, Commissioner appointee 
Cmdr. Jim Ferraris, Portland Police Commanding Officers Association 
Jeana Frazzini, Basic Rights Oregon 
Donita Fry, Native American Representativei NAYA 
Dan Handelman, Portland Copwatch 
Dr. LeRoy Haynes, Jr., Albina MinisterialAlliance 
Kayse Jama, Center for lntercultural Organizing 
Warren Jimenez, Office of Mayor Sam Adams 
Sally Joughin, Oregon Action 
Doug Justus, Portland Police Association 
James Kahan, Commissioner appointee 
Ty Kovatch, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Mark Kramer, National Lawyers Guild (Alternate for NLG) 
Andrea Meyer, ACLU of Oregon 
Stuart Oishi, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Dora Perry, Office of City Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
Linly Rees, Office of the City Attorney 
Carmen Rubio, Latino Network 
Lt. Eric Schober, lnternal Affairs, Portland Police Bureau 
Damon lsiah Turner, Human Rights Commission, Office of Human Relations 
Lt. Pat Walsh, Chiefs Office, Portland Police Bureau 
Rev. Renee Ward, Commissioner appointee 
Gregory Willeford, Commissioner appointee 
Sylvia Zingeser, NationalAlliance on Mental lllness 

Facilitation Staff: 
John Campbell, Facilitator, Campbell DeLong Resources, lnc. 
Alicia Cash, Campbell DeLong Resources, lnc. 

Location: Rose Room, City Hall 

Meeting began at 10:10 a.m. 
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The meeting began with opening comments from the facilitator, followed by opening comments 
from Commissioner Randy Leonard, City Auditor Griffin-Valade, and Chief of Police Chief Mike 
Reese. The facilitator discussed intent for the group's focus and process. lntroductions 
continued with brief introductions and statements of intent from all group members. 

Following a short discussion about process and roles, the facilitator presented a very brief 
summary of responses to the meeting's advance suruey sent to all members as a means to 
introduce a framework for the group's next steps, with additional discussion postponed to the 
next meeting. 

The facilitator went over the remaining meeting schedule; the next meeting will be Thursday,
June 3, 2010, tentatively scheduled to be in the Rose Room at City Hall. ln advance of that 
meeting, the facilitator will send an email announcement to group members that will also include 
additional reference information discussed during the meeting. 

Meeting adjourned at 1 1:40 a.m. 
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Gity of Portland
 
lndependent Police Review
 

Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee
 

Meeting minutes for June 3, 2010 

Stakeholder Gommittee Attendees: 
Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Mary-Beth Baptista, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of theCity Auditor 
Cmdr. Dave Benson, Portland Police Commanding Officers Association 
Michael Bigham, IPR Citizen Review Committee 
TJ Browning, Commissioner appointee 
Capt. Edward R. Brumfield, Portland Police Bureau (lAD Alternate) 
Shannon Callahan, Office of City Commissioner Dan Saltzman 
Jeana Frazzini, Basic Rights Oregon 
Donita Fry, Native American Representative/ NAYA 
Dan Handelman, Poñland Copwatch 
Dr. LeRoy Haynes, Jr., Albina MinisterialAlliance 
George E. Hocker, Jr., Office of City Commissioner Nick Fish (Alternate) 
Warren Jimenez, Office of Mayor Sam Adams 
Doug Justus, Portland Police Association 
Ty Kovatch, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Mark Kramer, National Lawyers Guild (Alternate) 
Stuart Oishi, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Dora Perry, Office of City Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
Linly Rees, Office of the City Attorney 
Andrew Riley, Center for lntercultural Organizing (Alternate) 
Lt. Eric Schober, lnternal Affairs, Portland Police Bureau 
Damon lsiah Turner, Human Rights Commission, Office of Human Relations 
Lt. Pat Walsh, Chiefs Office, Portland Police Bureau 
Rev. Renee Ward, Commissioner appointee 
Gregory Willeford, Commissioner appointee 
Ron Williams, Oregon Action 
Sylvia Zingeser, NationalAlliance on Mental lllness 

Facilitation Staff:
 
John Campbell, Facilitator, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 
Alicia Cash, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 

Location:Rose Room, City Hall 

Meeting began at 10:04 a.m. 

The meeting began with introductions of Stakeholder Committee members. The minutes of the 
May 27 ,2010 meeting were distributed; no changes were suggested. 

The facilitator presented responses to questions posed at the last meeting regarding the 
purpose of the stakeholder committee. As defined by City ordinance, the committee is 
convened to recommend additional improvements to the City's oversight of the Portland Police 
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Bureau, which includes both the specific question of additional changes to the system modified 
by the recent ordinance and may also include other methods that contribute specifically to the 
intended outcome of oversight (e.9., improved accountability and police/community trust). 

The limits of the group's mission was also discussed, in part to clarify that the committee's 
role is limited to recommending and is not intended to supplant other areas of responsibility in 
the City. Specifically, it was clarified by Commissioner Leonard that, in order to ensure a free 
flow of discussion, comments offered by representatives of police collective bargaining units will 
not be construed as representative of the union's bargaining position. 

Next, there was a discussion of desired outcomes as compiled from committee members 
through the advance survey and interviews. Handouts were distributed for both the outcomes 
as well as the facilitator's Web page (www.cdri.com/oversighV) for committee documents. 

The facilitator then distributed a summary of suggested methods to achieve the outcomes 
that were also gathered from members in the survey and interview process. Comments and 
discussion followed focusing on the summary as a means to manage the conversation 
regarding potentia I resulting recommendations. 

An overview of the current efforts and investigation process utilized by the lndependent 
Police Review Division was provided by IPR Director Mary-Beth Baptista. Following her 
presentation, Michael Bigham, Chair of the Citizen Review Committee, gave an overview of the 
committee and distributed copies of its recent report from the PARC Report Workgroup. 

After the resulting discussion, the facilitator indicated that the next meeting's focus would be 
specifically on suggested methods relating to the system of police oversight. He will provide the 
committee members with a summary of key themes discussed as well as links on the group's 
Web site for documents referred to during discussions. ln addition, the facilitator asked that if 
members want additional documents to be linked on the Web site, that the necessary 
information to do so be fon¡¡arded to him. 

The next meeting will be on Thursday, June 10,2010 beginning at 9:30 a.m. in the Rose Room 
of City Hall. 

Meeting adjourned at approximately 11:55 a.m. 

(Minutes amended July 1, 2010 to correct clerical error in date of next meeting.) 

33 September 2010 

www.cdri.com/oversighV


2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee Append ix: Meeti ng M inute s 

City of Portland
 
lndependent Police Review
 

Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee
 
Meeting minutes for June 10, 2010 

Stakeholder Committee Attendees: 
Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Ashlee Albies, National Lawyers Guild 
Mary-Beth Baptista, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor 
Cmdr. Dave Benson, Portland Police Commanding Officers'Association 
Michael Bigham, IPR Citizen Review Committee 
Jo Ann Bowman, Commissioner Appointee 
TJ Browning, Commissioner appointee 
Dave Dobler, Portland Police Association 
Dorothy Elmore, Commissioner appointee 
Cmdr. Jim Ferraris, Portland Police Commanding Officers'Association 
Donita Fry, Native American Representative/ NAYA 
Chani Geigle-Teller, Sisters of the Road 
Dan Handelman, Portland Copwatch 
Dr. LeRoy Haynes, Jr., Albina MinisterialAlliance 
George E. Hocker, Jr., Office of City Commissioner Nick-Fish (Alternate) 
Kayse Jama, Center for lntercultural Organizing (Alternate) 
James Kahan, Commissioner appointee 
Ty Kovatch, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Andrea Meyer, American Civil Liberties Union of Oregon 
Stuart Oishi, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Dora Perry, Office of City Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
Linly Rees, Office of the City Attorney 
Moses Rosen, I'm Everyday People 
Lt. Eric Schober, lnternal Affairs Division, Portland Police Bureau 
Maria Serrano, Latino Network (Alternate) 
Amy Stephens, Office of Mayor Sam Adams (Alternate) 
Damon lsiah Turner, Human Rights Commission, Office of Human Relations 
Lt. Pat Walsh, Chiefs Office, Portland Police Bureau 
Rev. Renee Ward, Commissioner appointee 
Gregory Willeford, Commissioner appointee 
Sylvia Zingeser, NationalAlliance on Mental lllness 

Facilitation Staff: 
John Campbell, Facilitator, Campbell DeLong Resources, lnc. 
Alicia Cash, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc. 

Location: Rose Room, City Hall 

Meeting began at 9:35 a.rn. 

The meeting began with brief introductions of committee members present and review of the 
June 3,2010 meeting minutes. 

34 September 2010 



2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee	 Appendix: Meeting Minutes 

The facilitator addressed an issue raised in the last meeting regarding the process for identifying 
supporUvotes for recommendations on issues where a reasonable consensus cannot be 
reached. ln order to address ongoing concerns expressed by community members on the 
committee regarding the ratio of City staff to non-City staff on the committee, it was suggested 
that, only when a consensus is not possible, votes would be recorded in two parts, in order to 
identify the position of non-City staff committee members for the benefit of reporting. The 
discussion indicated general support of the approach. 

IPR Authority and Structure Discussion 

A Facilitation Draft document was distributed as a tool to assist in focusing the discussion and 
the topic of the IPR's authority and structure was opened for discussion. 

Director Baptista gave a brief overview of lPR, including scope of authority, resources and 
budget. An extended and broad ranging discussion of IPR scope and authority that followed 
resulted in the following broad recommendations: 

Þ ln response to an extended discussion on the topic of IPR investigation resources, there 
was general agreement that it would make sense for IPR to measure complainant faith in 
the system by asking each complainant their opinion of whether they would prefer to have 
the complaint investigated by IPR or by the lnternal Affairs Division. ln addition, if the 
results of such measurements indicate a substantive preference for investigations by lPR, 
then such findings should be used to inform future decision-making about whether 
investigative resources should be moved from IAD to lPR. 

Þ There is consensus from community stakeholders around this concept: Public faith in the 
oversight system is critically important and, regardless of the steps taken in the past to 
improve public faith in the investigation of police use-of-force incidents, public faith has not 
improved. The specific steps recommended to accomplish this have generated less 
consensus, with recommendations along the following lines mentioned more frequently: 

/ 	 Have IPR conduct all administrative investigations of use of force complaints, and in 
particular, all shootings, deaths in custody, and other serious injury incidents. Monitor 
any associated criminal investigation as well. Have IPR conduct all other investigations 
involving allegations of racial profiling, illegal searches, conflicts of interest, or other 
"high emotion in the community" issues. 

,/ 	Ensure that IPR has, and exercises, power to conduct the above described 
investigations with no waiting period. 

Þ There is a consensus to support further diversifying the pool of investigators at both IPR and 
IAD to include: 

r' 	People with investigative skills who have not been police officers in general, nor Portland 
officers specifically, per Luna-Firebaug h recommendations. 

'...1n order to balance the IPR office, these new investigators should not have a police background. While it is 
important to retain existing staff, it is also important to broaden the recruitment, and selection process. Outreach for 
new staff positions should include civilian investigative arenas, for example, organizations that have investigators
(e.9. OSHA, Housing authorities, health care programs and others), Public Defenders, Private lnvestigators, 
attorneys and legal workers. This will enhance public confidence in the offìce, while preserving dedicated staff in 
their positions." From Luna-Firebaugh report, Recommendation 4 shown on page 117. 
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r' A much greater demographic (racial, ethnic, cultural) diversíty and competency. (One 
suggestio.n is to apply the diversity and conflict-of-interest guidelines already existent for 
the CRC. ) 

There was general agreement in support of requiring that IPR investigate complaints of 
those with the rank of captain or higher. 

Þ There is a consensus among community stakeholders that both IPR and CRC should be 
able to "go where the investigation takes them," to do so without delay, and to appropriately 
publicly disclose the result. Concepts offered in support of the above consensus statement 
include: 

r' 	Make it easier for the Auditor to hire outside counsel at the Auditor's discretion. 

/ 	 Ensure that the CRC may conduct all reviews within its purview at its own option 
exclusively. 

The meeting closed with facilitator committing to summarizing the areas of agreement that had 
emerged from the discussions and encouraging members to contact him before the next 
meeting. 

Meeting adjourned at 1 1:39 a.m. 

3.21.080 A3: "Selection criteria shall include...[the] absence of any real or perceived conflict of interest." And 
3.21.080 A6: "...consideration shall be given to the current composition of the Committee and appointments should 
be made that will cause the group to best reflect the demographic make-up of the community." 
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City of Portland
 
lndependent Police Review
 

Police Oversight Stakeholder Gommittee
 

Meeting minutes for July 1,2010 

Stakeholder Committee Attendees: 
Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Mary-Beth Baptista, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor 
Mike Reese, Chief of Police, Portland Police Bureau 
Debbie Aiona, League of Women Voters 
Ashlee Albies, National Lawyers Guild 
Dr. T. Allen Bethel, Albina MinisterialAlliance (Alternate) 
Michael Bigham, IPR Citizen Review Committee 
Jo Ann Bowman, Commissioner Appointee 
TJ Browning, Commissioner appointee 
Capt. Edward R. Brumfield, Portland Police Bureau (lAD Alternate) 
Shannon Callahan, Office of City Commissioner Dan Saltzman 
Dorothy Elmore, Commissioner appointee 
Chani Geigle-Teller, Sisters of the Road 
Dan Handelman, Portland Copwatch 
George E. Hocker, Jr., Office of City Commissioner Nick Fish (Alternate) 
Doug Justus, Portland Police Association 
Sally Joughin, Oregon Action 
James Kahan, Commissioner appointee 
Lt. Robert King, Portland Police Commanding Officers'Association (Alternate) 
Mark Kramer, National Lawyers Guild (Alternate) 
Andrea Meyer, American Civil Liberties Union of Oregon 
Stuart Oishi, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Linly Rees, Office of the City Attorney 
Amy Stephens, Office of Mayor Sam Adams (Alternate)
 
Taj Suleyman, Center for lntercultural Organizing (Alternate)
 
Damon lsiah Turner, Human Rights Commission, Office of Human Relations
 
Rev. Renee Ward, Commissioner appointee
 
Sylvia Zingeser, NationalAlliance on Mental lllness
 

Facilitation Staff:
 
John Campbell, Facilitator, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 
Alicia Cash, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 

Location: Rose Room, City Hall 

Meeting began at g:35 a.m. with all present introducing themselves. 

The minutes of the last meeting were not available for distribution and will be reviewed at the 
next meeting. 

Discussion on scheduled meeting topics were suspended to allow the committee to discuss an 
ordinance before City Council that would allow an officer's RU Commander to act as a voting 

37 September 2010 



2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee ,Appendx Meefrng Mrnufes 

member on the Police Review Board. After considerable discussion, with it being apparent that 
no meaningful consensus was likely to be reached, and in the interest of moving the agenda, a 
vote was recorded on the question of whether a supervising RU commander should not be 
permitted to be a voting member of the Police Review Board in the specific cases of deadly 
force, in-custody death, or physical injury requiring hospitalization. Using the split vote model 
agreed upon atthe June 10 meeting, community stakeholders voted 11 to 1 (with 1 abstention) 
in favor of disallowing the supervising RU commander a PRB vote in the specified situations, 
while City staff members present opposed the same question by a vote of 5 to 1 (with 5 
abstentions). Commissioner Leonard committed to bring the results of the vote, and the fact of 
this discussion, to the City Council upon the next reading of the proposed ordinance. 

After a break, the facilitator addressed the facilitation draft document, summarizing the 
introduction and asked for comments. There was a suggestion to change wording from 
"citizens" and "citizenry" to "community." There was a request to rework language in one 
section in order to improve the balance in the tone. No further comments were offered. 

The section of the draft document that summarized the general recommendations from the 
previous meeting was discussed. Clarifications and corrections in language were requested, 
including clarifying the CRC's role is more properly described as "review" not "investigation" and 
a request to provide a definition of what is meant by "administrative" (as opposed to criminal) 
investigation. 

The topic of changing the standard for the CRC to determine whether a finding ís "supported by 
the evidence" from a "reasonable person" standard to a "preponderance of the evidence" was 
discussed. After discussion that included recommendations in support of the change, the 
facilitator asked for comments from others who had not spoken on the topic or any who could 
offer opposing views on the subject. There being none offered, a general consensus was 
reached to include the recommendation in the report. 

ln closing the meeting, the facilitator encouraged group members to contact him, prior to the 
next meeting, with any comments and recommendations regarding likely consensus topics that 
could be reviewed at the next meeting. 

Meeting adjourned at 1 1:34 a.m. 

38 September 2010 



2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee Append ix : Meeti ng M in utes 

Gity of Portland
 
lndependent Police Review
 

Police Oversight Stakeholder Comm ittee
 
Meeting minutes for July 15,2010 

Stakeholder Committee Attendees:
 
LaVonne Griffin-Valade, City Auditor
 
Commissioner Randy Leonard
 
Mary-Beth Baptista, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor
 
Mike Reese, Chief of Police, Portland Police Bureau
 
Debbíe Aiona, League of Women Voters
 
Michael Bigham, IPR Citizen Review Committee
 
Jo Ann Bowman, Commissioner Appointee
 
Capt. Edward R. Brumfield, Portland Police Bureau (lAD Alternate)
 
Shannon Callahan, Office of City Commissioner Dan Saltzman
 
Dorothy Elmore, Commissioner appointee
 
Donita Fry, Native American Representative/ NAYA
 
Dan Handelman, Portland Copwatch
 
George E. Hocker, Jr., Office of City Commissioner Nick Fish (Alternate)
 
Sally Joughin, Oregon Action
 
James Kahan, Commissioner appointee
 
lrene Konev, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor
 
Mark Kramer, National Lawyers Guild
 
Andrea Meyer, American Civil Liberties Union of Oregon
 
Stuart Oishi, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard
 
Bryan Parman, Portland Police Commanding Officers' Association (Alternate)
 
Tom Perkins, Portland Police Association
 
Dora Perry, Office of City Commissioner Amanda Fritz
 
Linly Rees, Office of the City Attorney
 
Carmen Rubio, Latino Network
 
Amy Stephens, Office of Mayor Sam Adams (Alternate)
 
Rev. Renee Ward, Commissioner appointee
 
Sylvia Zingeser, NationalAlliance on Mental lllness
 

Facilitation Staff:
 
John Campbell, Facilitator, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 
Alicia Cash, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 

Location: Pettygrove Room, City Hall 

Meeting began at 9:39 a.m. with all present introducing themselves. 

The minutes of the June 1Oth and July 1"t meetings were distributed and summarized with no 
comments or requested corrections offered from members. 

Discussion began on the updated version of the facilitation draft document. The changes made 
in the document since the last meeting were summarized; without additional comments or 
corrections requested from members. 
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Creation of a subcommittee to accelerate completion. The concept of creating a 
subcommittee to discuss items not having a clear consensus and to recommend to the larger 
committee a methodology for completing the work within the time frame of the remaining 
meetings scheduled. Members expressed general agreement with the approach. 

Discussion topics. Discussion began on topics in the document listed under the heading 
"Recommended July 15 Discussion Top'rcs." The topics discussed included the following: 

1, Whether to recommend giving the CRC the authority/permission to make policy 
recommendations directly to the Police Bureau. After discussion, the committee voted 
to endorse this recommendation with no opposing votes, a majority in favor, and a limited 
number of abstentions. 

2. Whether to recommend increasing the length of the term for CRC members from two to 
three years. After the CRC Chair and IPR Direc{or described the current process for 
recruitment of CRC members and their associated tasks, with a show of hands the 
committee voted to endorse this recommendation with no opposing votes, a majority in 
favor, and a limited number of abstentions. 

3. Whether to recommend revising the definition and categories of findings. Discussion 
included description of current and past practices, rationales for change, rationales for the 
current system, concerns about the utility of current categories for measuremenVanalysis, 
and possibilities for identifying changes needed in policies or training. A consensus was 
reached for there to be four categories of findings, increased from the current number of 
three, with the current category of "unproven" separated into two. The committee did not 
reach agreement on the specific language for these two finding definitions, though the 
general intent was for them to describe the differing scenarios approximately equivalent to 
the technical understanding of the terms "unfounded" (meaning that the evidence does not, 
in fact, support the allegation) and "insufficient evidence" (meaning that there is simply not 
enough evidence to draw a conclusion as to whether the allegation is true or not). 

Consensus was also reach on the concept that, in addition to the recommendation on the 
number and definition of findings, the Committee would also recommend that a system for 
identifying concerns regarding "policy-related issues" associated with the incident or 
allegation also be implemented. Consensus hinged significantly and the need to make clear 
that the purpose of these additional categories is nof to single out individual misconduct 
(which would be dealt with as a separate allegation, instead) but to capture information 
about the issues related to communication, management, policy, or training that may have 
contributed to the outcome as well. 

4. Whether to recommend having the Auditor's Office monitor the Police Bureau's 
Employee lnformation System and provide independent analysis of police stop data 
and related management information. Discussion included current practices and reasons 
forthe recommendation. No final.conclusion was reached. Two members agreed to further 
refine details and report back to the Committee. 

5. Whether to fund adoption of technology that would provide video or audio recordings of 
all police interactions with the public. With limited time remaining in the meeting, the 
discussion on this topic was brief and not in-depth. After a number of critical initial 
comments, it seemed apparent that it would be appropriate to table further discussion on the 
topic at least for the duration of the current meeting. 
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6. Whether to recommend a change in the policy for when mediation is an option for certain 
types of complaints. Members provided information on current practices, the implications of 
changes, and the relative benefits and drawbacks of mediation. After clarification, 
committee achieved consensus to recommend that mediation not be an option in 
cases involving use of force resulting in hospitalization, (itwas noted thatthis is already 
current practice but is not require by code). No consensus was reached on restricting 
mediation for any other type of complaint. 

The facilitator called for those members interested in being on the subcommittee to 
identify themselves so that he could contact them to schedule meetings. The following 
did so: Debbie Aiona, League of Women Voters; Dorothy Elmore, Commissioner appointee; 
Dan Handelman, Portland Copwatch; Jim Kahan, Commissioner appointee; Stuart Oishi, Office 
of Commissioner Leonard; Dora Perry, Office of Commissioner Fritz; Sylvia Zingeser, National 
Alliance on Mental lllness; and Sally Joughin, Oregon Action. 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 11:40 a.m. 

The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, August 12, 2010 at 9:30 a.m. in the Rose Room, 
City Hall. 
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Gity of Portland
 
lndependent Police Review
 

Police Oversight Stakeholder Gommittee
 

Meeting minutes for August 12,2010 

Stakeholder Committee Attendees: 
LaVonne Griffin-Valade, City Auditor 
Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Mary-Beth Baptista, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor 
Mike Reese, Chief of Police, Portland Police Bureau 
Debbie Aiona, League of Women Voters 
Ashlee Albies, National Lawyers Guild 
Cmdr. Dave Benson, Portland Police Commanding Officers'Association 
TJ Browning, Commissioner appointee 
Shannon Callahan, Office of City Commissioner Dan Saltzman 
Dave Dobler, Portland Police Association (Alternate) 
Dorothy Elmore, .Commissioner appointee 
Cmdr. Jim Ferraris, Portland Police Commanding Officers' Association {Alternate) 
Dan Handelman, Portland Copwatch 
George E. Hocker, Jr., Office of City Commissioner Nick Fish (Alternate) 
Sally Joughin, Oregon Action 
lrene Konev, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor 
Andrea Meyer, American Civil Liberties Union of Oregon 
Stuart Oishi, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard (Alternate) 
Dora Perry, Office of City Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
Linly Rees, Office of the City Attorney 
Lt. Eric Schober, Portland Police Bureau lnternalAffairs 
Amy Stephens, Office of Mayor Sam Adams 
Jamie Troy, IPR Citizen Review Committee (Alternate) 
Daryl Turner, Portland Police Association (Alternate) 
Rev. Renee Ward, Commissioner appointee 

Facilitation Staff:
 
John Campbell, Facilitator, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 
Alicia Cash, Campbell DeLong Resources, lnc.
 

Location: Pettygrove Room, City Hall 

Meeting began at 9:37 a.m. with the facilitator providing an overview of the proposed process 
for the committee to accomplish its work by the next and final meeting. Following this 
introduction, all members present introduced themselves. 

The minutes of the July 1Sth meeting were distributed and summarized with no corrections or 
revisions requested by members. 

Committee discussion began with an overview of the work of the subcommittee that met weekly 
since the July 15 meeting to discuss and design an approachfordealing with the remaining list 
of suggested recommendations that had not yet been discuss by the full committee. 
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A draft of the recommendations of the committee as of the conclusion of the July 15th meeting 
was distributed and reviewed with clarifications in language recommended by committee 
members, with agreement by the facilitator to make such changes in the final document. 

Discussion then moved to the subcommittee's work to clarify and refine a selection of remaining 
items for voting on by the committee members, with the review of a draft "ballot" suryey with 32 
suggested items on it. Each of the 32 suggestions were briefly discussed, not for the purpose of 
establishing support or opposition, but for the purpose of clarifying language and intent of the 
item in question for the benefit of each committee member intending to vote. Suggested 
revisions in language to the draft "ballot" were discussed, and agreed upon, to items 2, 3, 5, 6, 
g, 12, 18, 19,27, and 32. 

Following the discussion, the facilitator committed to 1) lntegrating the changes agreed upon
and distributing the "ballot" electronically to members well in advance of the August 30th return 
due date; and 2) Providing a recommended draft final report well in advance of the final meeting 
on September 16th, 2010 at which meeting the remaining agenda item would be to review the 
report and make any final corrections to information it provides. 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 1l:30 a.m. 
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Gity of Portland
 
lndependent Police Review
 

Police Oversight Stakeholder Gommittee
 

Meeting minutes for September 16,2010 

Stakeholder Committee Attendees: 
LaVonne Griffin-Valade, City Auditor 
Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Mary-Beth Baptista, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor 
Debbie Aiona, League of Women Voters 
Ashlee Albies, National Lawyers Guild 
Michael Bigham, IPR Citizen Review Committee (Alternate) 
Jo Ann Bowman, Commissioner Appointee 
TJ Browning, Commissioner Appointee 
Dorothy Elmore, Commissioner Appointee 
Donita Fry, Native American Representative/ NAYA 
Dan Handelman, Podland Copwatch 
George E. Hocker, Jr., Office of City Commissioner Nick Fish (Alternate) 
ChaniGeigle-Teller, Sisters of the Road 
Warren Jimenez, Office of Mayor Sam Adams 
Sally Joughin, Oregon Action 
James Kahan, Commissioner appointee 
lrene Konev, lndependent Police Review Division, Office of the City Auditor 
Ty Kovatch, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard (Alternate) 
Mark Kramer, National Lawyers Guild (Alternate) 
Andrea Meyer, American Civil Liberties Union of Oregon 
Stuart Oishi, Office of City Commissioner Randy Leonard (Alternate) 
Dora Perry, Office of City Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
Linly Rees, Office of the City Attorney 
Lt. Eric Schober, Portland Police Bureau lnternalAffairs 
Damon lsiah Turner, Human Rights Commission 
Rev. Renee Ward, Commissioner appointee 
Sylvia Zingeser, NationalAlliance on Mental lllness 

Facilitation Staff:
 
John Campbell, Facilitator, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 
Alicia Cash, Campbell Delong Resources, lnc.
 

Location: Pettygrove Room, City Hall 

Meeting began at 9:37 a.m. with the facilitator providing an overview of the agenda and process 
for the final meeting of the committee. Following this introduction, all members present 
introduced themselves. 

The minutes of the August 12th meeting were distributed and summarized. The list of attendees 
will be amended to reflect that TJ Browning was in attendance; no other corrections or revisions 
requested. 
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REV¡EW OF DRAFT FINAL REPORT 

Disappointment in participation levels noted. Discussion of the fìnal report began with 
multiple committee members raising concerns regarding the choice of members who elected not 
to participate in final "ballot" voting or otherwise refrained from expressing opinions during 
committee meetings. While comments were not limited to the choice of the two police unions, 
there was particular disappointment that representatives on the unions' behalf had refrained 
from greater participation in light of the prior agreement that their opinions could be expressed 
without being construed as representative of any labor position in contract negotiations. After 
various committee members offered expressions of disappointment and/or opinions regarding 
the importance of participation in committee give-and-take, the facilitator committed to ensuring 
that the disappointment would be noted in the final minutes and then requested that the 
discussion move on to other topics necessary to complete the final report. 

Appreciation/acknowledgements also noted. Comments were also offered to express 
appreciation for committee members with current or past Police Bureau experience who 
participated more fully. The work of the facilitator was also acknowledged as beneficial. 

Specific report changes requested. After discussion and clarification of each issue raised, 
the facilitator committed to ensuring that the following changes would be reflected in the final 
report: 

) 	A graphical device or other indicator (rendered as check marks in the final report) will be 
added that will allow the reader to more quickly observe which recommendations have the 
highest support that is, those for which no opposing opinions or votes were offered.-

) 	 Corrections/clarification will be made in the language on two recommendations that had 
earned consensus during full committee meetings but that the facilitator had added 
equivocating language in the draft report as a result of out-of-committee concerns 
expressed to the facilitator by City employees on the committee. ln addition to process 
concerns expressed, the request was to make the language more clear. lt was agreed that 
modified language would be developed and, upon meeting the approval of committee 
members JoAnn Bowman, TJ Browning, and Andrea Meyer, will be included in the final 
report. 

) 	 A formatting change will be made to more clearly and consistently reflect the difference 
between a "committee discussion recommendation" and a "ballot recommendation." 

Þ Various typographical errors and other incidental corrections were noted and will be 
corrected for the final report, as will formatting issues associated with some footnotes. 

Þ The footnote regarding the definition of "administrative" versus "criminal" investigation was 
further revised to provide two examples instead of the single example provided in all earlier 
drafts. 

Þ 	The word "routinely" was removed from recommendation lll.B. 

) 	 The addition of references to the relevant findings of past PARC reports will be added 
to recommendation lV. A. 

Þ Bolding will be added to selected phrasing in the section on "other suggestions not 
vetted." 

). Additional endnotes will be added to clarify the position of certain key ballot votes or to 
provide req uested references. 
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Approval of final report. After no response to the facilitator's call for any additional revisions, 
a motion was made by committee member Andrea Meyer to accept the draft report with the 
changes agreed on at the meeting; the motion was seconded by committee member James 
Kahan. The motion passed with the majority voting in favor, none voting to oppose, and a 
limited number of staff abstentions. 

WRAP-UP DISCUSSIoN 

ln the remaining time, members engaged in discussion on a range of topics relating to the 
committee's work including past efforts of citizens providing input to the City regarding police 
oversight, desires for future ongoing efforts, the process that members experienced during the 
development of the recommendations, next steps, and presentation of the report to-City Council. 
Commissioner Leonard stated that, after receiving the final report, committee members would 
be notified of the further process for presentation of the recommendations to City Council. 
Auditor Griffin-Valade committed to providing am Auditor's Office response to the committee's 
report. 

The meeting adjourned at 11:30 a.m. when a motion to adjourn for the final time was made, 
seconded, and approved by voice vote. 

The minutes of the final meeting were drafted by facilitation staff 
and reviewed by selected committee members. 

46 September20l0 



2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee Appendix: End notes 

End notes 

1 Representatives of both the PPA and the PPCOA notifìed the committee of their choice to respectfully 
decline to participate in the balloUsurvey out of a stated concern that many of included items are topics 
relevant to contract negations. 
2 Portland Copwatch offers this ballot comment on survey items 3 & 4 (items between "++" marks indicate 
suggested additions): 3.21.020 (L) Review of closed investigations. (add at end) ++This provision does 
not exclude the IPR from conducting investigations into such cases.++ 3.21.120 Handling Complaints.
(B) (1) Complaint Type l: (add at end) ++T¡¡s may include offìcer involved shootings and deaths in 
custody.++ (B) (2) Complaint Type ll: (add at end) ++T¡¡s may include any incident involving the 
discharge of a firearm or less lethal weapo¡.++ (B) (3) Complaint Type lll: (add at end) ++This may 
include offìcer involved shootings and deaths in custody.++
3 Michael Bigham offers this ballot comment: I do favor IPR participation in investigating serious 
complaints, (i.e., shootings and deaths in custody) but I would prefer that role be similar to its monitoring 
of IAD investigation of B and C complaints currently. This would include rollout to the scene and being 
present for interviews, but I don't think they have the resources or expertise to conduct or be the lead 
agency in those investigations. 
4 Available online at the IPR report page at: www.oortlandonline.com/auditor/index.cfm?c=27068. 
5 Portland Copwatch Offers this ballot comment: We strongly recommend that Council have the next 
Charter commission allow the Auditor a separate legal counsel either for the entire Auditor's office, or in 
particular for the lPR, while also providing counsel to the ombudsman and the Office of Human Relations. 
This change would eliminate the inherent conflict of interest of the City Attorney providing legal advice to 
two sides of the same issue. 
u From the Luna-Firebaugh report: "...|n order to balance the IPR office, these new investigators should 
not have a police background. While it is important to retain existing staff, it is also important to broaden 
the recruitment, and selection process. Outreach for new staff positions should include civilian 
investigative arenas, for example, organizations that have investigators (e.9. OSHA, Housing authorities, 
health care programs and others), Public Defenders, Private lnvestigators, attorneys and legal workers. 
This will enhance public confidence in the offìce, while preserving dedicated staff in their positions." See: 
Performance Review of the lndependent Police Review Division, January 2008, Recommendation 4, 
shown on Page 117, available online at: www.portlandonline.com/auditor/index.cfm?c=27068. 
7 Selection criteria description for CRC membership per Portland City Code: 3.21.080 A3: "selection 
criteria shall include...[the] absence of any real or perceived conflict of interest." And 3.21.080 A6: 
"...consideration shall be given to the current composition of the Committee and appointments should be 
made that will cause the group to best reflect the demographic make-up of the community.'
t While not part of the committee meetíng discussion at the time this recommendation (Section l. Letter l.) 
was approved, follow-up conversations indicate concerns about this approach from the IPR Director and 
at least one committee member attending on behalf of the Portland Police Commanding Officers 
Association. 
n The Portland National Lawyers Guild notes in ballot comments a preference to 'ensure that analysis of 
poll results is completed and presented to the Council before the next budget cycle for 2011." 

'o See: Performance Review of the tndependent Potice Review Division, January 2008, available online 
at: www. portlandonli ne.com/auditor/index.cfm?c=27068. 
11 Portland Copwatch offers this ballot comment:We checked both boxes [for items 14 & 15]because we 
hope Council will opt for one of the two methods to fìx the current catch-22 that exists at the appeal level. 
Either one is an acceptable fix, but we prefer CRC have the power to compel so that their hearing is as 
complete as possible. We had made a specific recommendation that CRC be able to recommend 
discipline (though not necessarily the level of discipline) and it appears that issue did not end up in the 
final document. We hope that Council will add this, particularly because court cases indicate that CRC 
needs to be "an integral part of the disciplinary process" to compel officer testimony. [Suggested changes 
shown between "++" symbols include:l 3.21.090 Powers and Duties of the Committee ++(A) (9) 
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Recommend discipline. To recommend that discipline should occur for complaints with sustained findings 
that are more than minor complaints.++ 

Portland Copwatch offers this ballot comment, with suggested changes indicated between "++" symbol: 
3.21.160 Hearing Appeals. (A) (1) When a complainant or member appeals the finding the Committee 
shall decide:. . (b) lf the finding is not supported by the evidence. The Committee shall inform the 
complainant, member, IAD and the Chief of what finding should have been made, ++send the case back 
for further investigation by IPR or lAD, and/or send back the case to reclassify allegations++, 
13 Portland Copwatch offers these ballot comments with suggested changes shown belveen "++" marks: 
3.21.140 Filing of requests for review. (A) Any complainant or member who is dissatisfied with an 
investigation of alleged member misconduct that occurred during an encounter with a community member 
may request a review. ++This provision includes third party complainants in cases in which the subject of 
alleged misconduct has not objected to the third party complaint or cannot file his/her own complaint. IPR 
shall also provide avenues for review in cases that are dismissed or handled as minor complaints.++ 
1o The National Lawyers Guild offers the following additional ballot comment: Where the bureau member's 
actions are ln Policy, but present policy related concerns, ensure a mechanism/category exists to record 
or relay (so the public can understand) where ln Policy findings nonetheless raise "policy related issues." 

" The current definition of "Policy-related issues" in Portland City Code "3.21.020.U:'Policy-related issue' 
means a topic pertaining to the Police Bureau's hiring and training practices, the Manual of Policies and 
Procedures, equipment, and general supervision and management practices, but nof pertaining 
specifically to the propriety or impropriety of a particular officer's conduct." þmphasis added.l 
16 Dorothy Elmore provides this notation regarding hervotes on survey items2l and22: "Although ldo 
favor a process that would make it easier for complainants to get publicly available records (ballot survey 
item 21), I have a few concerns of allowing IPR or any other outside æency that is not the "official keeper 
of record" having the authority to release police reports to citizens. 1) A staff person in the polioe records 
division has full knowledge of state laws governing public records and follows strict guidelines to protect 
the public's interest. I don't know if IPR has such expertise. 2) The police bureau records staff reviews 
each report for information that may need to be redacted prior to release and to determíne if the case has 
been adjudicated (if applicable). The requestor's information is logged in a database that is maintained 
with each report that was released. IPR would need the resources to implement a similar process and 
there would need to be a method to bridge the IPR process with the police records tracking system. 
Another way to make obtaining police records more easily accessible to the public would be for the Police 
Records Division to move this parficular seruice to Central Precinct and/or out to the community precincts 
where there is easier access, free parking, and less waiting. There are fiscal challenges to this but many 
past chiefs and community groups have talked about it in regards to meeting the needs of the 
community." 
tt See immediately previous endnote by Dorothy Elmore on survey items 21 and 22. 

" The National Lawyers Guild offers this ballot comment on recommendation lll.L (Ballot survey item 30): 
We support this recommendation but strongly encourage that all use-of-force incidents that result in 
injuries, regardless of hospitalization, are publicly reported, so as not to dilute the power of this 
recommendation. 
tn See PARC Report: Officer-involved Shoofings and ln-custody Deaths, Originat Report, August 2003, 
Recommendation 6.7: "The PPB should revise Section 1010.10 to make the unit commander a non­
voting member of the Review Level Committee when it reviews officer-involved shootings, other deadly 
force cases, and in-custody death incidents." Also see follow-up discussion of the same recommendation 
on page 32 of PARC Repoft: Officer-involved Shootings and ln-custody Deaths, Second Follow-up 
Report December,2006. Both reports are online at:www.portlandonline.com/auditor/index.cfm?c=27068. 

'0 See Luna-Firebaugh report, page 118: "The IPR should offer and conduct the mediation of complaints 
at the request of either party, and the concurrence of both, on all complaints that make allegations of 
discourtesy or procedural complaints. The IPR should not offer mediation for complaints that allege use of 
force, legal violations such as improper stop, detention, search, or arrest, or where the officer has a 
pattern of misconducf." [emphasis added]. See: Performance Review of the lndependent Police Review 
Division, January 2008, available online at: www.portlandqnline.com/auditor/index.cfm?c=27068. 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: November 8, zoro 

To: Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee 

f 6#,ùù"¿"*From: LaVonne Griffin-Valade, City Auditor 

Subject: Response to Septemb er 21j 2o!o final report from the Stakeholder Committee 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the recommendations put forward by the Police Oversight 
Stakeholder Committee in its final report. Recommendations and my responses are listed below. ln 
most cases, I have included only the summary recommendation as presented in the Committee's 
report. lt may be helpful for readers to refer to the Committee's full report when reviewing my 
responses. 

I want to acknowledge the commitment and dedication of the individuals and groups actively 
involved in strengthening police oversight in our community, including the Police Oversight 
Stakeholder Committee. I want to also extend my appreciation for the ongoing work of the Citizen 
Review Committee (CRC), the volunteer body that advises and monitors the Auditor's lndependent 
Police Review division and hears appeals of complaint decisions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS & RESPONSES 

l. IPR authority & structure 
A. Repair community distrust of use-of-force investigations (up to and including 

shootings and in-custody deaths). I agree, I have undertaken such efforts overthe past eighteen 
months and will continue to do so. For example, the March zoro changes to the ordinance 
authorizing the work of the Auditor's lndependent Police Review (lPR) division in my office, as well as 
the changes to the Police Review Board, strengthened the civilian oversight role of IPR considerably. 
ln addition, IPR's community outreach function expanded greatly through the hiring of a coordinator. 
As a result, IPR now has a more effective and positive link to the community. 

B. Ensure that IPR investigations include specified more serious complaints. I agree. 
However, decisions regarding any investigations conducted by IPR will be made on a case-by-case 
basis and will be subject to available staff resources and to budget constraints. 

C. Ensure that IPR has, and exercises, the power to conduct or participate in 
investigations (from time zero) of specified serious incidents...including police shootings, deaths 
in custody, and other serious injury incidents... I agree. This is largely current practice in lPR. 
Regarding IPR's participation in investigations of officer-involved shootings and in-custody deaths, 
we are currently developing a process to participate "from time zero" in the investigations of any such 
future incidents involving Portland Police Bureau members. 
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D. Ensure that IPR has the authority to compel officer testimony and directly interview 
police officers in administrative investigations. I do not disagree, but this matter is up to Council 
and subject to collective bargaining. 

E. Ensure investigations conducted by IPR or IAD and reviews by CRC can proceed in a 
manner that is consistently and objectively independent. I agree. As the independentlyelected 
Auditor, I am responsible to the public and to the Police Bureau for ensuring a high level of 
consistency, objectivity, and neutrality in the investigations IPR conducts, the audits of the Audit 
Services Division in my office, and any other review of the Police Bureau conducted under my 
authority. 

F. Make it easier for the Auditor to hire outside counsel at the Auditor's discretion. I agree 
that the City Auditor needs the authority to hire outside legal counsel where potentialconflicts of 
interest exist. The responsibilities of the Auditor's Office were established as part of theCity Charter 
and through the mutual agreement of Council and the Auditor. This allows for independence 
regarding the management and operations of those accountability programs and divisions in the 
Auditor's portfolio. Some decisions made by the Auditor directly or through the various oversight 
functions within the Auditor's Office, are in conflict with the decisions made by other City bureaus 
also represented by the City Attorney's Office. My position on this matter should not be viewed as a 

criticism of the City Attorney's Office. However, from my perspective, instances of actual or 
perceived conflict of interest have occurred, and I plan to ask the ChaÉer ReviewCommission to take 
up the issue when they convene in zorr. 

G. Require that IPR investigate or actively partkipate in the investigation of all 
complaints of those with the rank of captain or higher. I agree that IPR should actively participate 
in investigations of sworn Police Bureau members at the rank of captain or higher, and such 
participation is current practice. Decisions to investigate any sworn Police Bureau members of any 
rank must be made on a case-by-case basis and must be subþt to available resources. 

H. Diversify the pool of investigators at both IPR and lAD... I agree, and as future 
opportunities become available, I will make every effort to ensur€ that the pool of investigators at IPR 

is demographically diverse and from diverse experiences. 
L Ask every complainant if they would prefer to have IPR or IAD investigate their 

complaint and document the response. I disagree. Doing so would notcontribute to the neutral, 
objective tone that IPR is responsible for establishing and maintaining with complainants and with 
the Police Bureau throughout the complaint intake, review, and decision-making process. 

J. lf complainant opinions support doing so, increase investigative resources at lPR. I do 
not disagree. However, there may be many reasons for increasing investigative r€sources at lPR, 
including greater workload demands, diversifying the workforce, and adding staff with specialized 
skills and training. Any effort to increase investigative r€sources is subject to funding approval by 
Council. 

K. Formalize/mandate what is current practice to not use mediation in serious use-of­
force cases. I agree. I have directed IPR to confer with other jurisdictions on this matter and to 
develop language that formalizes current practice. 

ll. CRC and Council oversight authorityJstructure 
A. Change the definition of "supported by the evidence" as that term is used in Portland 

City Code 3.zr.16o Hearing Appeals. The definition should change from the "reasonable person" 
standard ...to a "preponderance of the evidence" standard... I disagree. The "preponderance of 
the evidence" standard is used by those responsible for deciding whether it is more likely than not 
that a cornplainant's allegations are true based on the facts of a case. ln our system, the commander 
and voting members of the Police Review Board (PRB) are the fact finders, and they determine 
whetherthat standard has been met and make a recommendation to theChief of Police. 

The purpose of an appeal is to allow a complainant or Police Bureau member tochallenge-fact 
finder recommendations. The role of the CRC in an appeal hearing is to assess whether or not 
recommendationsmadetotheChiefwe.rereasonable. ltisnottheroleorresponsibilityofC-RCto 
make independent judgmentsregarding the facts of the case ortheefficacy of atrlegations. Rather, 



the role of CRC is to determine whether the fact finders acted reasonably in making 
recommendations. Therefore, the "reasonable person" standard is the appropríate standard. 

B. Give CRC the authority/permission to make policy recommendations directly to PPB. 
I agree. 

C. lncrease the length of term for CRC members from two years to three years. I agree. 
D. Ensure CRC may hold hearings on all appeals requested by complainants or Bureau 

members. Ensure that CRC may conduct hearings on all appeals within its purview without 
delays associated with concerns that the outcome of their review could have an impact on a civil 
claim against the City. I agree, and this is current practice. 

E. Clarify CRC authority to present directly to Council. I agree. 
F. Permit CRC to compeltestimony. I disagree. The appeal of a Police Bureau decision is 

notanoppoftunitytore-investigateacase. Rather,CRChastheauthoritytoassessthequalityand 
appropriateness of the Police Bureau's decision on a complainant's allegations and recommend that 
the Chief of Police or City Council take an alternative action. Further, there is no requirement for 
anyone to attend or participate in an appeal, including the complainant, and there is no sanction for 
nottestifying in such instances. 

G. lf the CRC is not given authority to compeltestimony, then grant City Councilthe 
power to hear new evidence. I disagree. City Council's role is to provide the final avenue for an 
appellant, lt would be counter to Council's role to hear new evidence that was unavailable to the 
commander or Police Review Board during the findíng of facts. Further, it would not be appropriate 
for Councilto hear new evidence that also was not available to CRC during its review of fact finder 
recommendations in an appeal hearing. 

H. lncrease the size of CRC. CRC members recently discussed this issue at length and the 
consensus opinion was notto increase the size of this body, citing concerns about the practicality of 
doing so. As such, I will defer to the judgment of CRC. 

l. Allow CRC to review proposed allegations prior to investigation. I disagree. One of 
CRC's roles is to review IPR's case handling process and raise potential policy or procedural issues 
identified in that review. However, it is not CRC's role to make case handling decisions or factual 
determinations on individual cases. Allegations are formed based on the facts of the case. 
Allegations are also fluid and may change over the course of an investigation as more facts come to 
light. 

ln addition, the workload for these volunteers is considerable, and timeliness of completing 
investigations, already an issue for the civilian oversight system, would be further impacted by the 
need to accommodate CRC members'schedules. 

J, lncrease CRC authority to act on dismissed complaints, "service improvement 
opportunitiesr" and formulation of allegations. I disagree. IPR already has an internal process in 
place to provide complainants with an avenue for reconsideration of dismissals. 

Also, in addition to reviewing IPR's case handling process, it is CRC's role to monitor and 
advise lPR, and as such, CRC established the recurring audit work group. That work group is currently 
conducting a review of closed service improvement opportunities and will release its assessment and 
recommendations to the public in the coming months. Once that report is issued, the recurring audit 
work group plans to review IPR's dismissal decisions and again release its assessment and 
recommendations. 

K. Establish an avenue for appeal or reconsideration for cases involving quality-of-service 
or minor rule violations. I disagree. Again, this is not the role of CRC for those reasons outlined in 
responses to l. and J. above. 

L. Provide dedicated staff to support the CRC. I disagree. IPR currently provides CRC with 
extensive suppoft including the following: the analyst on staff assists a nurnber of work groups with 
data collection and analysis; the outreach coordinator assists the outreach work group and works 
with CRC members on a variety of projects; the Director and Assistant Director assist multiple work 
grouPs; and two administrative support staff, one of whom is the CRC's designated point person at 
lPR, assist CRC members on an ongoing basis. 



ln addition, I would not be able to hold a "direct staff person assigned to the Committee"
 
accountable for his/her performance, and that is unacceptable. Finally, no other City commission,
 
committee, or board is given the budget or supervisory authority to hire and direct the work of City
 
employees.
 

lll. O.penness. usefulness. and speed of reporting 
A. Develop categories of findings regarding the specific allegation that includes four 

categories, instead of the current three. I do not disagree, but this is a matter for the Police Bureau 
to address. 

B. Ensure that findings indicate a separate ruling regarding the overall incident that
 
would identify the presence of any policy-related issues as that term is defined in Portland City
 
Code. I do not disagree, but this is a matter for the Police Bureau to address.
 

C. Replace the term "service improvement opportunity" with the term "non-disciplinary
complaint." I do not disagree, but this is a matter for the Police Bureau to address. 

D. Ask opinion on complaint-handling preference. I disagree. IPR management must base 
case handling decisions solely on the facts in any given case. Asking a complainant his or her 
preference on how their case is handled would intefere with IPR's responsibility to make neutral and 
independent decisions. 

E. Make it easier for complainants to get publicly available records. Direct IPR and PPB to 
establish an interagency agreement that would allow the Director discretion to release case­
specific records... I disagree, and as the elected Auditor in charge of lPR, I would not be willing to 
authorize or sign an interagency agr€ement allowing the Directorto release any Police Bureau 
records. Case-specific records that are generated by and/or are the custodial property and 
responsibility of the Police Bureau can only be released by the Police Bureau. lt would be 
inappropriate for the Auditor or any staff employed by the Auditor to release any documents made 
available to them by the Police Bureau during the course of a review, audit, or other analysis. 

F. Make certain CRC review documents available to the public. I disagree. Generally, 
items reviewed by CRC are either Police Bur.eau documents or IPR case files containing.complainant 
information, correspondence, or Police Bureau generated materials. IPR and C'RC are not at liberty to 
release these confidential records, and as discussed above, Police Bureau documents are the 
custodial property and responsibility of the Police Bureau, even while being reviewed by CRC. 

G. Required reporting on reasons for long investigations. I agree. IPR iscurrently 
developing a process for this. 

H. Make certain task forces public. I agree. High levels of transparency strengthen 
accounta bi lity a nd improve pu bl ic per,ception. 

l. Mandate investigative resource levels. I agree as long as this is not an unfunded mandate. 
J. Require prompt explanation for decisions that differ from the Police Review Board's 

recommendations. I agree, but this is a matter for the Police Bureau to address. 
K. Require more specific reporting on the relationship between sustained findings and 

discipline. I will consider reporting on this in future repofts. Howev€r, this matter should not be a 

requirement placed in the ordinance since decisíons about the scope and content of any report 
released by the Auditor's Office are at my discretion and are based on a number of factors. 

L. Report on aspects of the "mitigation" proc€ss. I do not disagree, butthis is a matter for 
the Police Bureau to address. 

M. Order another expert review in zorz. I have alreadycommitted to an independent 
review of the revised Police Review Board processes one year after implementation and barring 
budget constraints. 

N. Hold another stakeholder review. I do not disagree, butCouncil will need to be prepared 
to fund facilitation of such a review. 

lV. Police Review Board structure/process 
A. Do not permit the supervising RU,"{Resource Unit) commander to vote as a member of 

the Police Review Board (PRB) in specific situations. I disagree. I support the view of Police 



Bureau command staff and the Commissioner-in-Charge that as the direct supervisor, the RU 

commander's participation on a PRB creates greater accountability and transparency regarding the 
RU commander's performance as a supervisor, Further, IPR managers are active participants in 

investigations and are now voting members during PRB sessions. Any concerns they observe 
regarding the participation of RU commanders or any other voting member on a PRB will be reported 
to the Auditor and brought before Councilforfurther revisions of PRB processes if needed. 

B. Add another citizen member to PRB for use-of-force incidents. I do not disaqree, but 
this is a matter for the Police Bureau to address. 

V. Complaint-driven PPB policy improvement process 
A. IPR & CRC to be provided drafts of certain policy-change decisions. I agree; however, 

this is a matter for the Police Bureau to address. 

Vl. Non-complaint-driven PPB improvement process 
A. Request that the Auditor's Office provide regular reports on the status of the Bureau's 

Employee lnformation System and on independent analysis of police stop data. I agree. IPR is in 

the process of doing this. 

cc: 	 Mayor Adams 
Commissioner Leonard 
Commissioner Saltzman 
Commissioner Fish 

Commissioner Fritz 



Randy Leonard, CommissionerCITY OF 
122 I S.Vl 4th Avenue, Room 2 l0 

Portland, Oregon 97204PORTLAND, OREGON Têlephone: (503) 823-4682 
Fax: (503) 823-4019 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC SAFETY randy(a,ci. portland. or. us 

Date: October 25, 20IO 

To: The Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee 

Fronr: Commissioner Randy Leonard 

Subject: Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee Report to City Council 

**t< ,< >k 

Annou ncement:
 
Police Oversig ht Stakeholder Committee
 

Report to City Council
 

Presented by:
 
John Campbell, Campbell Delong Resources, Inc.
 

When: 
Wednesday, December l't at 2:00 PM 

Where:
 
Portland City Hall, Council Chambers
 

I22t SW 4th Avenue, Portland
 

City Council will hold a session on The Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee 
Report on December 1't at 2:OO PM. See the attached PDF for the final report being 
presented to the City Council. 

You can comment on this report by testifying at the City Council session, or you can 
send a written comment to: 

The Council Clerk 
1221 SW Fourth Avenue, Room 140, 
Portland, OR 97204 

fax: 503.823.4577 

or by email to: Karla.Moore-Love@portlandoregon.gov 

mailto:Karla.Moore-Love@portlandoregon.gov
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*Esi¿rblish Police l{eview l3oal'cl ancl clarify investigatoly powers ancl cornplaint hanclling 
proceclures of the Office of lnclepenclent Police Review (Orrlinance; amencl Coile Chapters 3.20 a¡cl 
3.2r) 

'lhe Clity of'Portlaud olclains: 

Section l. The Council finds: 

1, 	 The City believes that an effuctive poiice i'orce rcquircs the comrnunity's tnlst ancl 
oonfidence. 

2. 	 The City rem¿rins conrrnittccl to hearing cornmunity concenÌs and complaints ¿rbout 
polico services aucl t'esponcling quickly so that service is improvecl. 

3. 	 Crc¿rtion of a Police Ilevier.v Iloard tirat will inclucle the Director of'the Inclepenclent 
Police Review Division as a voting member ancl provicle a relrort of its activities on a 

regular basis will iuclease the putrlic's trust and encoulage transparcncy, 

4. 	 hnploving the Indepenclent Police Review Division's investigator:y and cornplaint 
hanclling proceclures is an importeurl step in increasing the publio's confidence in 
police accountability. 

5. 	 Provicling the Inclepenclent Police Review Division r.vith an enhance<l ability to galher 
infnrmation will leacl to rnore clfective hanciling of complaints. 

Ó. 	 The Cor-rucil's intent is that ¿rdtnirristrative investigalions and subsccluent clisciplinary 
actions regarcling police ofÏicers empioyed by the City of Portland ocour in an 
expeclitious fashion. 

7. 	 'lhe Couucil t'ecognizes thiit iurplcmenlation of certain plovisions ol'this orditrance 
ttray be subject to an obligation unclel' state lar,v to collectively bargain the impacts of 
this ordinattce's provisious on the wages, hours, and olher con<ljtions employrnent ol' 
non-probationary police ofTìcers employed by the City o1'Portland who arc 
representecl by a labor organization. 

NOW, ]'HEItEIrOllE, the Council dirccts; 

a. 	 Cocle CLraptcr'3.20 is amendeclby replacing cocle section 3.2.0.140 Disciplinc 
Comrlittee as shown in Exhibit A. The amentJurents to Code Chapter 3.20,140 shall 
apply to cotlplaints fileci on or allcr the effbctivc clate of the amenclurcnts, as 

spcoifiecl in Section 3 of'this orclinaurce; 

b. 	 Codc Chapter 3.2i is arlenclecl as shown in lrxhibit Cl. 'Ihc anlenclments to Cocle 
Chaptcr 3,21 shall apply to cclmplaiuts fìlecl on or after thc cl'lbctive datc ol'the 
alnenclrnents, as spccilìccl in Scctiou 3 of this olcfinance; 

http:CLraptcr'3.20


'I'ltc Ï)ortl¿lncl I'rolicc LJulcnr: sh¿rll rcrriclv ancJ revisr: its clircctivcs to the cxtcnt that 
the dircctives confJic;f. lvith thcse cocle provisions; 

(1. ¡\ stalieh<lldcr courmittee oonsisting ol'onc rternbeL each tì'om the Albina N4inisterial 
Alliance, tlie [PIì Citizcu Rcview Cornrrrittee, Oregon Actron. the Prtrilancl Potice 
LJut'cau, the l-luman lì"ights C]omurission, l.he Oltìce o1'lndepenclent Police lTcvielv, tlie 
Nlatiouai ¡\liiatrcc ou Menl.al Illncss. the l'lational l.awyers Gr.rilcl, the l-eagr"Lc of' 
Womclt Voters, ,'\CILU o1'Orcgon, Copivatch, the ()11rcc ol'the Clommissioner írr 
Charge of'Police, oile lcprcscntative linm thc f ,atino Netr,vol"k Center for"inierculttral 
Organizing ttucl onr: N¿tive ¡\merican represcLrtative. lhe City Attorney's Of ficc, a¡cl a 
tcpreseutütivc o1'each Couucil urenrbcr's ollice shall convene to rccctrluncncl 
aciclitiorlal itnprovements to the City's oversight of the Poltlancl Policc lJureau. Cirant 
Cotlllissiotter l,eon¿ìrcl thc aclministrative authority to rnake sure that the oommuuity 
is r,veil rcptesenteci as a rvhole, including sexual miriorities. 'T"ho rccourmcncl¿ltions, 
inclr"rcling ¿tny pi'oposcd code arlrenclrlents, shall lre pr"eserrteci to tire City Co¡ncil
within !)0 days o{'tlie ef'lective clate of this or.ciinance; 

'fhe Poltlanc{ Policc ßLtreÍLLr, Inclepenclent Police Review Division, ¿incl thc [Jln.eau ci{. 
Ilum¿tn [ìesources are ciirectecl to reseerLch, consult rvith impactccl laboi. 
orgauizittions, iurcl clevelop cliscipline guriclelines consistent u¡ith l3ure¿lu o{'FI¡unan 
Resclttrces Administratitze Ilules f'trr use iii makiug cliscipline t'eÇorìlmçn(iations to the 
ChÍelì and rcturn r,vith a Lecommenclation to Cor_rncil. 

fl 'I'hc Portiaud Police Bureau nnd Inclepenclcnt Police Reviow Division are clìrec1.otl to 
cotrfèt'with cach othct ancl irupactecl labor organizatious regarciing proiroseci 
tirnelines intloclucecl ¿rt the lVlarch 18, 2010, Cor-Lncii nrceting. F'ollowing conf'erral, 
the lJureau olllutnau llesourccs shall provicic notice ancl bargain about timelirres 
thnt ¿re mancintory fbr bar.gnining. 

Sectiolt 2. Thc Cot¡ncil cleclares tltat nr-l cllìorger'ìcy exists beciluse o1'tlic Inclepcnclenl Polico 
I{et'ict'v Divisittn's necd to quiclcly irrplerlcnt thesc relÌlrms; therefo¡e, this orclinancc sliall bc in 
lirll fi>r'ce ancl cf f'ect lì'onr anci alier its ila$sage by the coLurcii, 

Sectiott -1, To ¡ilor,v thc luclcpcncieut Policc Review and the Pr>rtlanclPolicc llure¿lu tillre to prclliÌr.c 
{br"irnplemcntal.ion, thc rtlcnclncnts to Clocle Chaptet'3,21ancl Secl.ign 3,20.1110 shall Lre elTÈctivc 
1ì'orn anrf aftcr -10 clays alicr thc ef teciivc cl¿rte o1'thc orclìn¿rnce. 

Scction 4' CoLrLrcil hcrebytlcclittes that if any scction, subsection, seutÇlioc, c.laurjeor phrase of't6is 
O|clirlarlcc' tll"the coclc arueticltlents it aclopts, is fbr any re¿tsot'ì helcl to bc invnlicl or uncoustitntip'al.
lhat shall not al'f'cct thc valirlil-y of tlrc rernaining portious of the Portlancl Clity CJo<lc. 

Passccl by tìrc Couucil: [,aVonne ürifÍin*V*narte 
z\uclitor of thc City ol'liorf$ancf 

u\r"rcl itor L¿rVonne Gri tlrn-V¡tl ¡rclc l3v- .,/ 
i tt r¡'-n"''¡i-r""'Clouuniss i rlncl lìancly I-.conar.cl {i,-* )i ,? "t' 

Prcparecl b1,: Mary-lìcth B¿ptisfa, IJircct6r of IPR ../, [)e pLrty 
I)atc: Prcparecl: Malch :l I , 2010 
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Scction 3"20.'t40 
Police llcviclv Bo:rrd 

3.20.140 Policc Rcvien, Ilo¿¡rct. 

A.	 Purpose. The Police Revierv Bo¿rd ("Ììoarcl") is ¿rn aclvisory body to the Chief of 
Police ("Chief'), The Review Boarcl will make recomrnenclations as to fì¡clings 
anclproposed ofhcer cliscipline to the Chiel.of.police. 

B.	 Powers of'lhe l3oard: 

t. Review iuciclents ancl investigations. Thc Boarcl shall review rnciclents 
ancl investigatecl cornplaints of allcgecl misconduct by non-proLratio¡ary 
swolll off,rcers ("ofl'tcers") who ¿rre ernployecl by the Portiancl Police 
Bureau ("Bureau") in the f'o1lowing cases: 

iì.	 The supervising Assistant chief, the Directol of the rnclepenclent 
Police Review l)ivision of the Auclitor ("lPR") or the captain oir 
the lrrtelnal AfTails Division of the Burean ("lAn") controverts the 
fìndings ol proposecl cliscipline of the Repor.ting Unit (,,1{U") 
nranager pursuant to Code Seotion 3.21.120. 

b.	 Investigations resulting in a recomrlenclecl sustainecl finciing ancl 
the proposed discipline is suspeusion without pay or.greatel.. 

c.	 'i'he lirllor.ving incidcnts involving use o1'f'ol.ce: 

(1) 	 All officer involveci slrootings 

(2) 	 Physical injury cansecl by an ofTrcer that requires 
hospitalization, 

(3)	 All in custociy cleaths 

(4)	 I-css lethal incicJents whcrc thc r.ecommendecl finding is 
"out of policy" 

d.	 All inveslig¿rtions regarding allegecl viol¿rtions ol' I-luman 
Resources Administrative IìuIes r:egar-ding corn¡rIaints oI' 
clisorinination resulting in a recornrncnded sustainerl fincling. 

Disoretiou¿ury cases ref'cllecl lry the chieli ì3ranch ciriet, or-the Iplì 
Director. 

., Ptobationary swom ofTìct:rs. 'l-lie Boarcl sir¿ill review inciclcnts ancl 
investigateci courplainl.s ol'allegccl misconcluct by Portlancl Políce IJure¿ru 
plotratiorrary olfìcels when ref'erred by the Ciricl, Branch Chicf or-the IpR
Dilcctor. I'lor,vcvcr, nothing in fhis section prohibits the Burear-r lìonr 
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Scction 3.20.140 
I,o licc lì.cvicrv f3o I rd 

tet'urinating the eurploytneut of a probationary ofäcer r,vi1Íout fbllor.ving 
the procedures o1'this section. 

3. 	 Iìecommendations to Chiel. T'he Board shall mal<e recommcnd¿rtions to 
the Chiel'regarciing finclings and discipline. 'I'he Iloald rnay urake 
recornniendalions regarcling the acleciuacy ancl completeness oJ an 
investigation. 'fhe l3oarcl rnay eriso make policy ol training 
recornrnendalions lo the Clllief. 

C.	 Composilion ol Boarcl 

l, 	 'fhe Boarcl sh¿rll be courposed o1'live voting lnembers and nine aclvisory 
metnbet's. All Boalcl tleurbers will be ¿dvised of every case presentecl to 
the Board. A quorum of four Voting Mernbers, including the Citizen 
tnet"tlber, and four Advisory metnbcrs, including tlle RiJ lllallager ot' 
clesignee, is requiled to be present to urake recolnmenclations to the Chief . 

¿1. Voting members 

(1)	 One citizen lnember frour a pool of citizen volunteers 
recclmmended by the Auciitor ancl coltfinned by the City 
Council. 

(a)	 Citizens shall be appointecl lbr a tcrrn of no rnore than 
thlee years. Citizens lray serve two full terms plus the 
remaincier of any unexpired vac¿ìl-ìcy they may be 
appointcd to lill. 

i. The Bureau and IPIì. shall clevelop a 

Ilurcau Directivc setting the critclia for 
CitizeLi seleotion to be approved by Cil.y 
Council. 

(b)	 'Ihe Auclitor ancl the Chief shall h¿lve the autholity 
to recolrnrenii to City Council the removal ol 
citizen mcrnbcrs {r'om tho pool. 

i. The Bureau alld iPR shail clevelop a 

Ilureau Dilective setting the criteria for 
removal to be approveci by City C-ouncil. 

(2)	 One pee r rnemlrer of the same rank/classifìcaf ion ¿rs the 
involvecl oificer; peor nrember r,vill be sclcclecl 1ì'om a pool 
of lJureau replesentatives pre-approverl by the Clilef. 

(3)	 'I'he Assistant Branch Chief r,vho is thc sqrervisor of tlic 
involvecl officer. 

Exhibit A 
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Scction 3.20.140 
Policc Rcview lloarcl 

(4) 	 'I'he Director oi'lPlì (or clesignee) 

(5) 	 A Commancler or Captain who is not the supervisor of the 
involvecl ofiicer. 

b. 	 Aclvisory rlembers 

(l) 	 The Office o1'Accountability ¿inci Professional Standalcls 
1ÌlAnager 

(2) 	 Re1:resentative fì'om Bure¿ru o1'I-{uman Resourccs 

(3) 	 Representative from City Atlorney's Offìce 

(4) 	 The Intcrnal Affairs Division Manager 

(5) 	 Review Boald Coordinator 

(6) 	 Representative of Commissioner iu Charge of thc llureau 
("Cornmissioner in Charge") 

(7) 	 Representative ol'the Tlaining Division 

(8) 	 lìU N4anager' 

(9) 	 'fhe Assistant Clhief(s) tirat are no1 the supelvisor of the 
involvccl mcmtrer. 

c. Iìeplesentatives/lnclivicluals that may also be presenl. during the
 
presentation ofthe case includc:
 

(1) Bargaining Units 

(2) Involved Mernber 

2. 	 IIoweveL, wheu the incident to be reviewecl by the borrtl involves thc 
fbllowing use of force inciclents, t)ne aclciitional citizen rnembcr ancl ole 
aclclitiorral pcet't-uerntrcr siraì1 sel've oll tlle Ilo¿rrcl, fìrr a total of seven 
voting members. A c1u<>rum of six vofing mclrbc:t's, inclr.rcling two citize¡ 
1lelnl)ers, ancl f'our Advisory [ìcml)ers, inclucling the Ru managel-or 
c1esigttee, is lequilecl to be 1:r'cscnt to malçc lecorlmendations to thc Cþicl. 

¿r. 	 Ali offìcer involved shootiugs 

Exhibit A 
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Scction 3.20.140 
Policc Ilcvicrv Iloarcl 

I 

b. Physical injr-u'y callsed by an officel thett r-equircs irospitaliz¿rtion. 

c. All in custocly rleaths 

d. Less lethal incidents wherc the recollmendecl finciing is "ont of' 
polioy" 

D" Access to infirrm¿rtion 

l. All members of the Boarcl shall have access to necessary and relevant 
clocuments and an equal oppoltr-urity to paltioipate in Boarcl clelibelations. 

¿ì. The Bureau and IPR shall develop a lìureau Directive establishing 
conlìdentiality provisions and cli stribution timeline provisions ol' 
Boarcl materials. 

1 The RtJ ln¿Ìnager ol designee r,vill provicle a written recommendation of 
tlie linclings, reasoning for the recontmendation anci disposition 
recorlmenclation, The RIJ rlanager will attenci and lemain for the 
duration of thc mceting to ¿tnswel any cluestions lì'om the IJoard mernbers. 

E. Boarci Facilitator 

1. The Boarcl shall be lÌrcilitatecl by a ¡rersou who is not employed by the Bureau 
ancl who is not a rnernber of the Boarci, 

¿1. 'lhe Bureau and IPR shall clovelop a Bureau Directive establisiring 
selection criteria and conficlentiality provisions for the Facilitator(s). 

b. 'lìhe voting urembers o1'the lloarcl shall schedule a meeting to 
recourmcncl a 1:ool of lircilitators based the Bureail Directive fbr 
approval of the Commissioncr in Charge in accorclance with City 
contr¿rct ru1es. 

?, 'fhe ìloald iàcilitatoL shall write th<: staternent of rccomrlencied finclings 
ancl cliscipline and a suurrary o1'any tlaining and/or investigation issues 
or conccnls on beLlall of thc Boarcl ancl sribrnit thrl statemeut to thc Chief 
within two weeks of the Boarcl mcctiug clatc. 

F. Bclard Recornrlenclations 

1. 'llic lloarcl shall prepar"c ¿t st¿ttement oi'its rccornnrcnclcd finclirrgs ancl 

¡:roposecl cliscipline, il'any, in evcry o¿ise fòr subrnission to the Clhief. 
Such statement shall incLLrde : 
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Scction 3.20.140 
Folicc trìcviov lloarcl 

Ít. 	 The Board's rcoonìlÌìencleci findings ancl a brief ex1:lanatìon of thr: 
ISoarcl's ralic¡nale firr its lecommcndation, ancl a record of tlic 
Boarcl's votc, 

b. 	 In thc evertt that thc IJoard is not unaninrous, the statcrnellt shall 
contain a portion cletailing the minority's recommenclation. 

2" The lloard fìlcilitabr shall lvrite the Boarci's statement of rccommenclecl 
1ìndìngs ancl proposed discipline and a sulrm¿lry of any policy trai¡i¡g 
audlor investigation issues or concerrls on behalf of thc Bo¿rtd ancl submit 
the st¿rtement kr the Chief, 

å1. IPR and the lJuleau will clevelop a Bureau Dilective setting firrth the 
timelinrlss provisions of the statement. 

G. 	 AppeaJofBoarcllìecornrnendation. 

1. As provicied ill Code Chal:ter 3.21, once the lloarci has pleparefl a 
statemeut of proposecl f,urdings lelating to compiaints of alleged 
misconduct of au oflicer duling an encounter involving a citizen, thc 
complainaut or involvecl offìcer may have the opporlunity to appeal the 
recorrtmeilded Iìnclings to the IPR Citizen Review Comrlittce. 

2. 	 llntil the appeal peliod ¿illowcd by Codc Chapter 3.21 has expired, ancl ii' 
an appeai is filecl, until there is a final ciecision by the IPR Citizen Rcvicrv 
Colnlnil1ec or Council, the Chief'may not issue proposeci cliscipline or 
makc lecolnlnendations to the Colnmissir-rner in Clrarge. 

3. 	 The Dilector of IPR, the Chief of Policc, or Commissioner in Cliar.ge may 
request au expedited hearing by thc IPR Citizen Review Comn"littee of an 
appeal when cleemecl nccessary cluc to 1ùe natut'e ol'the r.urcier'lying 
complaint. 

X{' 	 Action by Cliief'of Police ancl Conurissioner in Chargc. After rcceiving tlie 
Boarcl's statetlcnt clescriired above ancl ailel the appeal perioci allowccl by Cocie 
Chtrpter 3.21 lias tlxpirccl, or i1'au ap¡real is lÌlec1, after the Chief receives the lplì
Cil.izen l{cview C,'olnlliltec or the Council's recollmenclalion in accorclance with 
Code Clrapter 3.21: 

1" 	 Ill the fÌr11or,ving c¿ìscs, thc Chiel'sh¿illlnalce ä reconlulcncl¿rtion regalciipg 
the appropriatc lìnclings anci ievel of c'lisoipline to the Clonrmissioncr in 
Charge: 

iì. 	 Lrvcstigatiotts resulting in a sustainecl lÌncling ancl the proposecl 
cliscipline is suspcnsion r,vithout pay or gr.catcr.. 
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Section 3.20.140 
Pr¡li cc lìcvic'rv llo¿rrd 

b. The 1Ìlllowing inciclents involving use of lbrco: 

(1) All ofiicer involvecl shootings 

(2) Physical injury car¡seci by an officcr that rcquircs 
hospitaiization, 

(3) All in custody cleaths 

(4) Less lethal inciderrts where the recommencled finding "out 
of policy" 

) In the cases described in Subsectiou I above, the Cornlnissioner in Charge 
shall make thc fÌnal clecision on finclings and discipline, consistent with 
obligations uncler state and f'ederal law, Portlancl City Charter and 

collective b argaining agreements 

J. In all othcr cases) unless the Commissioner in Charge exelcises irutholity 
ovcr the case, the Chief shall make the fìnal <lecision otr proposecl lìndings 
ancl cliscipline, consistent with obligatiorrs uncler state and fèderal 1aw, 

Portlanci City Charter ancl collective bargaining agrccmcnts. 

I. Putrlic leports. As often as cle emed necessal'y by the l3oar cl, but at least twice 
cach calenclar ycar, thc Boarcl shall publish pubiio reports summanzing its 
statements of'finciings ¿rnci a sumrnaly of any training ancl/or invcstigation issues 
or colrcr:rns. The reports shall kecp confìdential and not inciucle invoivecl olLìcers' 
nalrcs, the nanles o1'witnesses, or the namc of any complainants. T'he repolts 
shail be written by the Board làcilitator. 'Ihe reports may not be releaseci belbre a 

fìn¿rl cle cision, inclucling cliscipline if any, is maclc by the Chief or Comlnissioner 
in Charge. 
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Chaptcr' 3.21 

CITY,,\UD[T'OR'S
 
IND{ìPE¡{DIINT PO LICTI R IiVIIIW DIVISION
 

(Chapter replacecl by Ordinance No. 
175652, ef1èctive Jr-rly 1,2001.) 

Se ctions: 
3.21.010 Putpose.
 
3.2L020 Dehnitions.
 
3.21.030 Independent Police Review Division. 
3.21.040 Dircctor Selection. 
3.21.050 Staff ancl Delegation, 
3.2r.060 Ofïìcc Facilities and Acfuninistration.
 
3.2L070 Pou,eLS anci Dnties of IPR.
 
3.21 .080 Citizen Review (lorlrnittee 
3.211090 Powers anci ì)uties of tile Committee, 
3.21 .1 00 Council Role.
 
3.2t.110 Intake.
 
3.21.120 Iìandling Cornplaints. 
3.21 . i 30 Communications.
 
3,21.140 Filing l{equests lbl Ileview.
 
3.21,150 Revier,vs ancl Supplcmcntary Investigations.
 
3.21 .160 Flearing Appeals.
 
3.21.11A Monitoring ancl Repclrting.
 
3.21,1 80 Incleasing Public Access.
 
3.21 . t 90 Iìesponse ol'Cirief . 

3.21.200 Lilnitation ou Powcr'. 
3.21.210 Subpoenas. 

3.21.010 Pur'¡rosc.
'fhe City heleby establishes an inclependent, impartial olfice, rea<lily avail¿ble to tlie 
public, responsible to the City AucÌitor, empo\,vereci to act on complaints against Police 
lJureau persoutrcl fbr allegcd lnisconcluct, ancl lecommencl applopliato changes of Police 
Bureau policics ancl procecìures towarcl the goals of safeguarcling the rights of persons 
aucl oi'prouroting highel stanclards of compctency, efliciency ancl justice in the pr:ovisiol 
of comntuttity policing services. This oflice shall be known ¿rs tl.re Inclepencle¡t Police 
Ruview Division. 

3.2t.020 l)efi¡rÍtions. 
(Arrrenclecl by Ortlinance No. 176317, effeotive z\pril 12" 2002.) ln this chapter: 

A. "Appe11ant" nleaus cither: 
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1. 	 A pclson rvho h¿is filecl a complaint with IPIì aucl subsecluently recluestecl 

review by-the{'onrnrittee of the iuvestigtrtion cx' 

2. 	 A rnernber about whorn a complaint has been fileci wìth lPIì ancl r.vho has 

subsequently recluestecl review by the Cornmittee of'the investigation. 

B. 	 "Bureau" rreans thrl Bureau o1 Police of the City of Poltl:urcl, Oregon. 

C. 	 "Chief'meaus the Chief of the Bureau. 

D. 	 "Citizeu" a{ coln¡fU!11y_$gnþg: lrea11s alry pcrsolr who is rìot an employee ol 
thc Bureau. 

E. 	 "Commissioner In Cirarge" nleans the Cotnmissioner lrr Cliargc of the Bureau. 

F. 	 "Committee" treans the IPR Citizcn llevicw Cornmittce, whicir is airpointecl by 
City Courrcil members to assist the IPR in the perfbmrauce ol' its <luties and 

responsibilities pursuant to this Chapter, 

G. 	 "Conrplaint" urealls a conrplaint by a citizcn. llfe 
Dircotor'. ¿r member ol other employee of' the Bureau ol' allegeci member 
misoonduct. 

H. 	 "Complainant" means any persoll who fìles a oompiaint against tur-er-npioyee a 

member of the Poltiand llut'eau. 

"Director" means thc clil'ector ol the Indel:euclent Police l{eview Division. 

.I. 	 "Finding" 1l1eârls a conclusion reached aller investigation as to wirether I'acts show 
a violirtion of'Bureau jrolicy. 

K. 	 "Early Warning Systern" me¿ìrls the llureau's urcthocl of iclentilyiug ofTcels 
exhibitirrg a pattern ol' bch¿rvior that signals potential problems fbr both the 
Ilureau and ilublic, as explainecl in Gcneral Order 345.00. 

L. 	 "lAD" rrt:ans the Llternal Affairs Dìvision of the Bureau, whose responsibilities 
ancl procedures are describecl in Section 330.00 of the Manual of Rules ancl 

Proceclurcs o1'the Burcau, as anrenclecl fronr time to titne, 

M. 	 "lPIl Investigator" means drc an investigator of the Indepenclent PoJice Revicw 
Division, 

N. 	 "lPlì" nleaus the luclepeuclent Police Revicw Division. 

O. 	 "Merrbcr" nlealls ¿r swol'n employec o['tho Brlreau;!¡-ij-ilvs¡¿çilþfç1¡ìbçL6-ê 
ulsulber ¿rbout whorn a complaint has bcen suburittccl to IPR ol the Burqatl. 
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Ir.	 "Mjscotlcluct" nleÍìns coucluct by a member during-+n-eneounter-wi{F¿r-ej{.i*cr+, 
rl'hich concluct violates l3ureau regulatious oL orclers, or othcr stanclarcls oI 
concluct recluirecl of City employees. 

a.	 "Requcst lòr'Review" lne¿uls a request by an appellant ilrat the Comlnittce rcview 
an IAD or IPIì investig¿rtion o1'al1egecl meurber lnisconduct, 

tì.	 "lìLI (Responsibilitv LJrlit) ManageL" meanq-Q_çor.u¡nêrcL_Lg_qü_c_glalrltalagar:d' 
a Bure4u clivision. r"urit or pr-!:cir-ict. 

SR.	 "Supported by thc Eviclence." A linding regalcling a complaint is suppoltecl by
tire eviclence r.vhen ¿r reason¿¡ble person could make the finding in light of the 
eviclcnce, whether or not the reviewing body agrces with the lincling, 

TS.	 "Police.Rwiew Bo.afdl1l@liql¡gd by Cod, Section 3 

U.	 "Policy-rclated issue" neans zr topio pertaining to the Poiice Bureau's hiring ancl 
training practices, the Manual o1'Policies and Procedures, equipment, ancl gener.al 
supervision ancl mantrgetnent practices, but not pertaining specilÌcally to the 
propr"iety or irnpropliety of a particular ofTcer's conduct. 

3.21.030 InclepenclentPolicclìeviewDivision. 
There is establishecl by the City Cor¡ncil the Inclepenclent Police Revie',v Divisio¡ witliin 
the Auditor's OfIÌce. 

3,2I.040 Dircctor Sclcction. 
'I'hc City Auditol sh¿rll select the f)irccl.ol of thc IPR in accorclarcc with any applicable
oivil service legulations aucl other' larvs. The Director shall be a pcrson of recognizecl
judgrnent, objeciivity anci integrity who is well-equippecl to analyzc problems of 
aclmitlistratiou, and public polioy, and sliall have a working knowleclge in criurinaljustice 
coltllllensul:ate to the powers alicl duties of the ofIìce. 

3.2 t.050 Stafï ancl f,)clcgation. 

A.	 Thc Dircctor may appoint other personnel necessary to car-r'y out thc provisions olÌ 
this chapter, when in keeping within tire acloptecl budget lbr the IPR. 

B,	 'fhe Director ntay clelcgate to his ol hcr staff mcmbers any of his or her clutics, 
uuless otiterwise specifìed in this chapter'. The IPR Investigator shall succeerl tcr 
all duties ancl rcspousibilities ol' the Dilector, inolucling those specil'recl by 
orclinance, when he ol she is ser:ving as the acting Director. 

3.21.060 Ofïicc I¡¿r cilil ics and ¿\clministr¿rtion. 

¡d.	 'I'ltc City shall provicle sLritable olfice f'¿rcilities fol' the Direclor ancl staff i¡ ¡ 
iocalion oonvcnicnt lbl'the public but separatc Í.ì.om tlie llureau. 
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IJ,	 'Ihe IPIì olïìce shall be locatccl u,ithin thc Clity Auditor's olfì<;e, and be 
accountablc to the City Auditor. 'l-lle Director si.rall comply with City purcirasing 
proceclures but sha11 liave sole clisoletion in choosing consult¿urts to assist with 
investigzitions. 

3.2t.070 Powcrs ancl Dutics of IPIì.. 
(Arnenclecl by Orciinanco No. 176317, ei.fcclivc April 12, 2002.) 'Ihe Directr)r's porvors 
ancl cluties are the fbilowing: 

A"	 Intakc. IPR shall To rcceive cotnplaints ancl select the appropriate manner to 
aclclress the complaint, 

B.	 Repolt on complaint activities. To IPR shall track and report on the clispositiorr of 
courplaints to tlie public, IAD, the Chiefì and the Council;-+o and nlonitor and 
report mcasures of' aotivity ancl perfonnanoe oi' IAD ancl IPR. IPR will also 
tnouitot and traok trencls rel¿rting to member' history and compl¿rint tvpe ancl 
fiequencv. consistenc)¡ arrcl aclcquac), qf discipline imposed. ln Þçr:lonningfrqfç 
cluties. IPR shall have access to Brireûu data and records. incluclius but not limited 
to raw d¿rta, tatrulatecl summ¿uJ/_slAüSiU¿¡llfef q(Lq!ce,.11lAle¡Uls, a¡lcl an)/ otllcr 
format soLlrce necessary for IPR to peribmr its cluties. IPR shall also have clilect 
access to original clatabase souroes as pcrmitted bl/.state rud&dgatlayf 

C.	 Access to Police cl+ta and ciat¿r sources. IPIì shall have ¿rooess to Bureau clata ancl 
recorcls, inclucling but not lirniteci to raw clata. tabulated surnmary statistics. other 
soulce matet'ials. ancl auy other ftlrmat source necessary for IPR to perfonl its 
çl¡lieL IPIì shall also have cJirect ¿rccess to origin¿rl ciatabase sources as pennitteci 
bLstate ¿rncl fcclcral l¿rw. 

DG; Initiate, mMonit<lr ¿rnd conduct investigations. IPR is authorized to initiate, 
monitor aird coucluct achninistr¿rtive investigations. IPR is authorized to T<l 

identify cornplaints qr itfgfdi¿1!q1]1yalyl¡]g¡1q$þ_qr5_j1¡r[are of cornmunily 
çelt-QgLll which nrerit aclditionai involvenrent. o{'the Director Ald; to rcvicw 
eviclence ancl IAD investigatiou ef1Ìlrts, participate in investigations with IAI) 
investigatols, or conduct thc inititil investigations in coniunction with ol' 
inclepenclcnt of thc Bureau. ]lhe Bureau shall notif)¡ thc Dileotol that it intencls to 
concluct an adUUUlf¿Iife*Uyçltlgation into rnisccincluct bef'ole_jnitiating_.!þ9
investigation, ations in accordance with l-luman 
Ile54n"rrces Ad!1qú$t!è!iyq,Lþlc:s tçgUrlugprqç,e_s¡ arld_t¡ySSjte4liA! of 
oorlìp@ 

fl.	 Compcl rcvicw. In accorclancc with thc proccclurcs o1'Code Scction 3.20.140. 
IlR!ùector (ot'clesig _þ:_tl:c_fc]_çç*ßçylc¡l_Qoard of 
anl/ rccolnnìcuilccl_ fìnclings sf or l'ccornrncnclatiqn fur ijisoipline bv an RU 
M an a sel o r C o rnrttljLn cl i n g QI|ìC eU_çlUllitigliAffpl ) i rì tern al o r I PRacilrrilljstra 
investigatiou ol a nlctnbet'. IPII Directot (.ol ciesignee.) ma.r¡ compel review bl, the 
&ttioe ncvicw noarfu ïre basrs ol'recommcnded discilriine whether'_!-LJel 
c1 i ¡çjpli1¡c_ w a s rcçq¡lxqUdçcl_¡¡1r rcsr¡ 1 t o f th c i nv c s ti ga ti o n. 
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Ir-Ð. Colnlnutticate with Cotnlllainants. {rs IPR rvill bc the pl'ilnary contact u¡ith the
 
courirlainaut legarding tlie status ancl lesults o1' the courplaint; to assist I¡\l) i¡

comtlunic¿ìting witli lhe M ember..
 

,GÐ' Arrauge hearìngs of appeals. To IPR wiU. expiain the appeal optiorrs to
 
cotnplainants aucl scheclule hearings beforc the Committee ancl Council.
 

U'ts. Recotnmencl policy changes. To IPR wiil evaiuate cornplaint ancl other
 
inl'ormation an<l investigation practices to make rccommondations to the Chiel'to
 
preru errt {ìltr"rre ploblems. Polic)¡ changc rccommenclations ghall*þ,e publishecl lbr
 
pgþlic review,
 

Ic.	 Outt'each. Ts IPR will widely clistribute oomirlaint foms in languages and formats
 
acccssible to citizens, educate them on the irnpoltance o1'r'eporting complaints,
 
ancl hold public rneetings to hear general concerlls abclut police services.
 

JLì. 	Access to records, Notlvithstanciing any other plovision of City law, {o lP-e_lb¿lj
have access to aucl be authorizeci to examine and copy, without payurent of a fee, 
any bureau rccords, inclucling recolds which are conliciential by city law, and 
police databases, subject to any applicable state or fi¿cleral laws. The Director shall 
not have access to legally privileged documents held by the City Attorncy or 
Attorney-Client cotlmuuications held by the City Attomey clients. .l"lre l)irector 
shali not disclose coufidential recorcls and shali be sutrject to tire same penalties as 
the legal custoclian of the rccorcls lor any unlawful or unauthorizecl clisclclsure. 

KI.	 Adqpl¡ql-afr.ql,e,a. .lPß*qhêil T:o aclopt, proLnulgate, arnencl and r"escincl rules and 
procedures reqr-iirecl fcr tire disoharge of thc Director's duties, inclucling policies
ancl procedut'es for leceiving and prooessing complaints, conducting 
iuvesfigations, aucl repotting 1ìnclings, conclusions ancl recomrnencl¿rtions. 
I-Iowever, thc Dircctol'may not lcvy any lees fbr the sulrrnission or investigation 
of complaints. 

f,J.	 Iþvie¡ry-qj c-Lo.sccl-tuvesjlgations. IPII shall To hire a qualilìecl person to revicw 
closcd irrvestigations pcrtaitring to olficer-involveci shootiugs ancl cleaths in 
cusbcly on an ongoing basis. -To IPR shall issue repotts on an annual basis 
identifying any policy-related issues or cprality of investigatiou issucs that coulcl 
be improved. The Director ancl the Citizen Review Clolnmittce shzili aclcL.ess any 
policy-relateci or cluality of investigtLtion issues that would warrant further revier,v. 

N,T.	 .4cldtlt_q]l.1] public rpports. 'liie Director lna], issue public reports rel¿itec1 to 
m em tr er nr i Ëçgfil! 01 trontl s a n d B Ll rcar'rdisciplin a1y1¿4c_!i ces. 

N.	 All bureau errlrlryqes__$lf4l! be tmthful. p¡A,{ç5$taq_al QU_d qau[Sa6_ in all_ 
r¡,|ç¡1fç-1!at1S-¡v1!l¡.IlR. No mornber slfatt conceat" irrrc inter.fère r,i,ilh 1he 
fi Ul¡e¡ ayçñt! e a t i o@_qe_lrlp!ún r-
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O. 	 'Ilie ALrclitor mal¡ work through thc Clit), Attornc)¡ls _O$ìce to hirc outsidc leqal 
counsel r,vhen the Audilor Aircl the City Attomev agree that outside legal aclvice iq 
necessar)¡ or aclvisable. 

3.21.080 Citize¡r Rcvierv Committec, 
(Arnende<l by Ordinance No. 1 77688, effective .luly 9, 2003.) 

A. 	 The Cornurittee shall consist o1'nine citizens. 'fhe Committee mcmbcrs shall be 
appointecl as follolvs : 

1. 	 The Dircctor shall solicit a1:plioations 1ì<¡m the Of{ice oi'Neighborliood 
Invoivement, the severl Neiglibolhood Coalition offices, Mayor ancl 

cornmissioners' offìces, PPB advisory comrnittees, eurcl the genelal public. 

2. 	 'î'he City Auditor shall appoilrt a comnrittee that shall recornmen<l to the 
Auditot the appropriate nurlber of nominees to fill impenciing vacancies. 
The committee shall consist of three CRC representatives, cithel past or 
not applying for reappointment, two nrembers o1'the comrnunity, ancl tlie 
Director. 'fhree of the committee members, inclucling one CRC 
representative anci tire Director', shall serve as tire interview panel. 

3. 	 Selection criteria shall inclutle a recorcl of community involvernenl, 
passing a crin-rinal backglound check ¡ler'lbrinecl by an agency other than 
the l3ureau, ancl ¿rbsence of any lcal or perceivecl conflict of intcrest. The 
Ivfayor and commissioners may each submit an applicant lvho rnay be 
given prefererlco over others of ecluivalent backgrouncl ancl qualifìcations. 

4. 	 '['he Auciitor shall recomrnencl nominees to Council fbr appointrnent. 

5. 	 In the event a rnajority oi'the Council làils to appoint a persoll nominated 
uncler the provisions of City Code Section 3.21.080 the Auclitor shall 
initiate the process again within 30 clays after the Council action. 

6. 	 In selecting Comrlittee members, consicleration shali be given to the 
current con-rposition of the Committce erncl appointrnents shoulcl bc ln¿rcle 

that will canse the group to best rellcct the dernogr:aphio rnake-up ol'thc 
cornrnunity. 

B. 	 The Committce menrbers shali: 

1. 	 Participate in orientation ancl training activities that rnay inclucle review of 
Ilureari ancl IPI{ proceclures, attencling the llureau Citizens' Acaclemy, 
ricle-alongs with offìcers, ancl training on investigative practices. 
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2.	 B¿Loh scrve a term ol' two ye¿ìrs) sutrjeot to rcappointr.ncut by Council. 
lJpon cxpit'ation ofì tlie tenll, il cornmittee member sh¿rll serve until rcr­

appointecl ol replaced. 

-1- Attencl conulittc.e meetings ol provicle an explanntion in aclvauce lbr ¿ln 

absence. 

4.	 Serve slaggerecl tenns to bcttei' cusure cclntinuity. Four members of thc 
Conilnittee shall be appoinled t<t one year tenns in July 2001. 

Select a chair fioln among their rnernbers. z\dopt such operating policies 
and proccdures âs necessary to carry out their duties, 

3.27.090	 I'owcrs and Duties of thc Colunlittec. 
(Arnerrdecl by Oldinance No. 177688, cffcotive.luly 9,2003.) 

A. 	 The Comlnittee's duties anci powers are the following: 

t, 	 Conduct ureetings. To schedule ancl conduct at least lbur rneetirìgs per 
year for the lrurpose of exercising tlie Lrutholity delcgatccl to it in this 
ohapter. Quarterly meetings and hearings concluctecì pursuant to the 
Chaptel sh¿rll bc sub.ject to thc Oregon Public Meetings Law, OlìS 
192,610 thr:ough 192.710. The number of CornmÌttee members lcquired 
for a c¡uorum sir¿rli be five. 

2, 	 Gather courtnuuity corìcerns, To palticipate in various community 
meetings to hear concenls about police services. 

3. 	 Reccltntnend policy changes. 'Io heþ the Directol identily speoifìc 
ptttterus of ploblenis and to partioipate iu the clevcloprnent of policy 
l'ecornmenclatiorrs 

4.	 Aclvise on operations. To revìew methocls for handling corlplaints ancl 

acivise on criteria l'or dismissal, mecliation, and investigation, 

ileär' appeals. 'I'o hold hearings of complainant or nerlber appcals as 

cleliued in Cil.y Cocle Section 3.21.160; to rccommend rcferral to ¿r fìnal 
hearing before Council; to publicly report its finclings, conclusions ancl 
lecomrnencl ati clr-ls. 

6. 	 Outrcach to public. 'Io aclvise ¿urcl assist the Dilector to clissemin¿rtc 
inibrmation about IPIì ancl Cornmittee aclivities to olganizalions in thc 
cornmunity; to prescnt repclrts to Cor,urcil. 

7, 	 Create other comtnittees. 'lo create speci;rl purpose subconrmiltces or 
cotnrnittees iuc,lucliug other citizens to addrcss palticular shol't-terll issr.lcs 
ancl ncecls. 
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3.21.100 Council Rolc. 

¡\. Ctluncil sliall review applications of nollinees to the Corlurittee and vote whether 
to approve each appointment. 

ß. Council shall hear fìnal appeals as specil'recl in 3.21.160. 

3.21.110 Intal<c. 
(Amended by Ordinance No. 179162, effectivc Malch 30, 2005.) 
A. 	 fhe Director sir¿rll receive complaints t'om any source concerring allegecl 

member misconduct. The Director sh¿rll make reasonable accolnmod¿tion when 
cotnplaiuants caunot fìle theil cornpiaint at the IPI{ oflice. 

B. 	 'I'hc Dilector shall clcvelop proceclules iòr handling complaints and appeals 
involving m¿rtters currently in litigation or where a notice of tolt clairn has been 
filecl. The Director sha1l not initìate ¿ì c¿ìse where a glievance or other appeal has 
been lileii Lrnder a collective bargaining agreement or City personnel rules; or 
with respect to employec or a¡rplicant cliscriminatiou contplaints. 

C. 	 The Director, when requested, shall protect the conficlentiality of complainants, 
rnembers or- rvitnesses cousistent with thc reciuirements of' the Oregon Public 
Rccords Lalv, except insolàr as clisclosures may be necessaly to enablc the 
Director to oat't'y out his or her cluties, or to cornply with applicable collective 
balgaining agreemeuts, or the disoiosure of recorcls is dilectecJ by the District 
Attomcy. Whcn consicleriug a lequest for public Lecords, tire Director sliall 
coltsult with appropliatc Bureau pclsonnel and obtain approval ä'om the Bureau 
prior to clisclosure of records under tire Oregon Public Recorcls Law. 

3.21,120 Ilandling Cour¡rlaints. 
(Arlenclccl by Ordiuance No. 179162, el'Íective March 30, 200,5.) To onsrtre 
appropriateness ancl consistency in handling cornplaints the Director shall rvorlc r,vith the 
Courmittee to eslablish proceclules lirl taking action basecl upon the oharactcristics of thc 
complaint. 

A. 	 Mccliation. The complainatrt, the Member who is the subj-qcl_Q_l_th_qlej¡pþl1 and 
Buteau administlation urust all aglee belbre ¿i rlediation can bc conductecl. A 
cotnplaiut that unclcrgocs meciiation shall not bc investigatccl. A mcdiation may be 
suspetrdecl if, in the opinion of'the mecliator, there is no reason¿rirle likelihood of 
reaching resolution. 

B. 	 Clourplaint'f]¿pes: 

t. 	 Cq¡¡1ÌLaj¡-tJy,p*q-l: The Auclital::¡_InclepencieûL.!-Qliçf-ßçytqw divisron iq 
the iutake i:oint fbl colnplaints fì'om communit)¡ merrbers arrd otirels 
¡egqgfqg the concluct of tlcmtrers clnrinq an encounter involving a 
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lv e al 1çgç{¡¡i-qco_¡¡-clg_çJ t q_o 

Llfgqfþq cfuLl¡fg an en co url t erJrySþiUg_4_çoU4t ut¡Iy__1Ug1.ntr er-. 

2.	 ÇeU¡plarqt-1_VpçI-_ê_çsu:fl¿rq!_aþ9U!_sì1 1 e ged rn omlr er 
dAql community rneurber !s i¡ 

ïy12 e _t]_CS!f Ut_@ b e i ni ti atecl b )¡ ano tl"r er B ureau 
enployee or supervisor. or nta)u be basccl on infomration obtainecj fi.onl 
iU1qltçl_ I a1¡¿__qu{_o rcenr en t a gçrl @_o:Cg_ç{_ga ygfU1lre¡Igl agq!çy
qqlling-i0 iris/her olficial o¿rpacitv or a colnrnunitv rìlerrbel "fhese 
gqrqrblrlts_.$¿ry_þ e jll-qllrryl{rlbe llgrc4!_ olwrlhlp& 

Complaint Type III: A compl¿rint rna)¡ be initialed b)¡ the IPIì Directqr. at 
tl:e ¿isct"etion of tn ¡:U¡r.sl¡;¡llve j¡ygqfu4l¡aq_Ë 
waruantecl. IPR can initiate a compiaint whether or not the allegeci 
rliscor$rpl oçlì;Ilgd dL[U1g an encounter. involving a comrnunit], member 
¿[ -3complaint. 

¿t. 

¿rccordauce w.ith llrUU¿u ltegoqqgl_Achnir-ristrative Rules 
regarciing process ¿rncl investigation of cornplaints of 
discrirnination. 

b.	 if a climinal investigation has been initiated against thc involvecl 
member. or during *t_be cpufqe--,of ¿m lPI{ aclminjstrative 
investigation a basjs lbr conclucúng a critninal investiqation 
aUfçq-_ltR shall aclvise the Citv Attor-ncl¡ anclior District 
Attornev prior to initiati'g or conti'uing a' 4cl'rinis-traiivç 
investigation. IPR shall take all steÞs necessary to meet 
conslitutionqll,gqg!_el1¡g¡Ig_Anci comply_ltitlt existing pror,ìsior_Ìö 
o{' City labor agleernents. 

4. 	 ÇQr1plaiut Tyt2q iV: Wheu Bureau supervisors gcnerate cornlrlaintr -abq_Ul 
poor nember perl'onnance or otirer work rule violations. ßU_1rr¿4¡ro 
a re resÞ-gqsibl c f or intake anil¡ryçS1igdtp_rl Of_irllçgqtlq$*al f ypg_Iy 
0ases. 

C.	 lnitial Flandlinq ancl Investigation of Typc I Colnplaints 

1. 	 Q4çç_!!!t rcccir¡es a T)¡pe I cornplaint regarding_allqgçC1_:U¡çoncluçlt of a 
merlber during an encounter involving a communii), mernber. lplì will; 

¿r. 	 G¿rther infÌ:rmation about tire colltplaint Urcffglf_ Ap in!4þ 
intervicw; 

b.	 _A¡s tgtl¡n IP R/lAD*_Cl¡sç ¡ulþç¡: 
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c.	 lvlahc a case hanclling decision: and 

d.	 S,:¡1d_iL 1et!er_lq__[r up.lÀ[!_ a¡.]si 

the Director's case h¿rncllinq clecision, 

prqpriêtLç-llR will iclentif/ the 
courlrIainanl.'s allcqalions ancl either: 

ir.	 l{econ-lmcnci that thc Bureau/lAD concluct an investig¿rtion 

Thc IPR shall qather information fir¡m the complair-rant and 
f'orward it to the Bureau/lAD. The IPR shall monitol the on-soing 
Ilureau investig¿ttion. The Director may*fl9tç¡¡fne_*_tilgl__a 
Bureau/IAD investigation shoulcl also involve IPR pel's<lnncl. 

When forwarding the colnplaint to the Bureau/lAD the Director 
shall nolilV the IAD Conrmandel of the extcnt that IPR pclsollnel 
must be inclucled in the investig¿rtion. Burear"r/lAD rrersonnel shall 
gcþ¡þþ interviews and other investiqative 4çlLivitics to enqU¡_ç_Ut4! 

IPR personnel can ¿ttencl ¿ìncl particip¿rte. 

When a collective bargaininq aqreement is itpplicable ancl specifies 
that a urember may oltlJ¿ Lle interviervecl bJ¡ a polioe SL[ççLlÌß 
lret:sonnel shall d 

IAD investigator may repeat tht: question to the member ancl/or 
direct the member to ansr,ver the cluestion, 

IPII personnel shall have an oppelli¡¡¡lglo_review anci comment on 
clrafl reports regarcling a Bureau/lAD invcstiqation to ellsure 
accurac)¡. thoroughness. ancl fàirness. The investigation cannot be 
closccl or sent to the RU lnan¿rgel without IBR¡_de!_ç¡¡lUUAtipUllæt 
tlie investigation is complete, 

To facilitate revielv. IAD shall tape record ail intcrviews ly_{h 
witnesse_s. inclucling membels of the Bure¿ru. concluotcd ciuring an 
IAD invcstigatioll ancl shall rr.lake thgse- tapsL oI_4ççrUAlLc cglt-ies. 
available clr"rring a leview clflan IAD investigation, 

In carr)¡ing out its {unotions. the IPR ura)¿ visil. IAD ofïiccs­
exauriue clocuments, reports aucl files ancl take such other ¿rctions 
as thc Director deeurs necessarlz and consistenl with thc purposes 

of' this *Chqplgf-lo_1Urlint¿in the securitv of' IAD clocumeUlq 
rcpç¿!¡ or fi l-e_s. thc Ç_higl-!,r.ùy- .¡¡:gU1¡c lþ¿L-tJ¡ç_c¡¡rni na t i o ns b e 

çqUiqçLed in the IAD oiÍces. 

b.	 Itllt_¡¡tOyfqdUç! au i ncl cp en d cn t i nv cs t i g ati o n. 
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'llhc IPR l)irect.or- ix clesignee maly _'clç1çrl¡i:tç_--]:el-lt&_¡irqdd 
i nves ti ga t_e_ ¿r co mp 1 ai n {=þ[þ D ire cto r con cl U ¿Cs t]14t_LADIUS_¡ei 
d on e all a cl eq.u ate j ob investigati ll g ool¡p!ru!å_Qga,i LgL a paflfçUl ar. 
ureurlrer. tlte Dilccior t't'tay deteruriqg that IPR shoulcl illygqljgate a 
cornplaint against the member'. I1'thÐffqdqr_çqrS]Uc1es thai IAD 
haq_t1()Llg4q sll-êdgquate job investigating a particular categor.-y of 
complaints. thc Dìrector mav iletenninc tirat IPIì slloul_cl i¡ryestieatc 
_qlAtullêUfl olçot11plainis ftrlling in that categor)¡. if the Dir eqlql 
çoqqþles lùat IAD has not cornpleted its investigatiq!]s t-U.4llt1gly
lllâllt1er^ the Director may detetmine that IPR shoulcl iuvestiqatc 
somc cotnplaints. The Directo_L has tl-re discretior-r to concluct an 
lUllepqrlent investig an 
ínclepenclent-I]lagstigatinu wil*tl-t"r n. nc,t 1h* allãg.',úlrisr-rciuct 
lqyqlves an encounte unitlz member. 

IPR invesrigatio's shall be conductecl i' confoirrlarce w¡llllcg¿l
and collective bargaiuiugr provisioi-rs. When a coller:tivg 
bírrq¿rininq aqreement is apl{içaþþ_AUd specifies that a mcmber 

qqll& _lliçJ 
i'vestiqqlion afd 1he rcasou. The IAD cornrna'der shall-qp_pq¡!L a 
lleiipn r4y$jigatoL ùo!q_!td! oI1ìce within two r,vorking clays to 
¿rn'an s c a n cl p art i ci p ate i n i ntefyfqfq!-lvhçU_lfqUþçfq_¡çtUg¡qflgçi 
b)' a collective bargair-ring unit are being interviewecl bv IÞß 
perqe.lngl,*l,he _LaÐ__UyqSUgAqL rna)¡ rep grt th e questi on ancl/ot­
dgçqt_¡þg_¡nember to answor th a_ rqllçqltyS 
b ar qa i n i n q a gre em cn t i s no t app i i c_ablç¡lcl _dqgqfAl_$!ç o{ylhjil_g 
mcrnber mav only bc interwioved_ þy a police olficer. then thq
Director shall ask the member the question clirectl:¡ ancl/or clirect 
.ü:c_¡1qu¡q_t o¡n qrv er-!]r_c¡uent¡a!. 

Ihq_Dtrector snatt pr policg 
Chief with d_Iq2Alt_on rhe inve$Iig¿lioU, ¿UC1_ p1qsst|_Urq_l!!_ì 
investigation to thc RU rnan¿Uter fbl preparatìon of finclings and 
t¿r'ole¡sd cli¡çrpl ine. AL -tlrrcqtupl cti 
atæcal- prr: cess the recorcis o I th e investi gqlquihq!_þ e tlins feri-ecl 
to the IAD offices i'or retention, 

t)ari	 'I'4Ð{*ves{iêa{'iofi-The{-PR-*h.illgatìcr-ìnfsrmatir¡nlìonrtlre--eompldl+a#-an<l 
'f€r1#ûrdi{-t€+læJAÐ-Ëhe-lPlLshall-nrs*it<¡r-tnneHness--anel-disposi{,i<+n-rl,:tåe 
fuive'stiga{,ion 
Ts--{àeilital'e reirielv; {-AÞ-s-h+li-{apc'--reeord-all -+nterviews-with--¡*,+tn€$s€s; 
inr,=luef i'ng-meinbe**-o{i*he-Br+r:eau;-eenr-luetee1*<itrring*arrlAÐ-investiga{ion-ant1 
shall-rnakelùo*+-ttrpest-ar'{ìer.L+r+te'-€<+pies, a,vai{.abie--ehlnag-a-levii."w-o{,kn*\D 
ir+ves{iga{ion 
hreiu'rying-otr+-i{$-ltinetions, the-lPR*tntiy+rsit-{-AÐ<rårrees;-r*x*u+ine-deeun+en-tq 
Fq:ol{+ture1-{ill;s+urtl-lakcr..;uc'll o+l+et-ae flons-as-the Di¡eetor-dr"c'tql$fle€€ss{}r,y+urtl 

Exhibit C 
Page11of21 

u 

http:l)irect.or


i t' I ', 

t¡onsislent-wi{h*the-purposes*oÈthis-Ghapter=--fo¡lrainttill-the-seeuity*oÊ-lÂÐ 
doet-tmen{s;+eperr+-or.-{ìJest41e-€hieËrnay-rcqui-re-{l+u1-{hc.-¿x¿n+ina,tkins-be 
condt¡et,t,¡d--ililh+{*!}of üces. 

t:	 trAÐ*ln+sJrya+lol r--+r+ay-determi*,-Hrat-+ul
l.4Dìave#igatiolr*hou{d-+1sô+üvo'l+e-JPR-Þel*efilelJÄ41ì ng{Jre 
etx*plainfloJA-D{he-Di.reet*¡-sha}1-noti{¡¡+lrelAÐ-€b:nmaRtlt"r.o{Jlrc-eNten{-tåat 
trP&-per*erurel--r+rr+sf-be-ineiudetl--irptlrejnvesfiga+ion-JAÐ1t"r*onr+el-*shail 
so=hed¡-ie-h-Ì+ervrew{iafid-o+lrcr--1fi1,€{rtrgr+tive-dþ+iì¡itres{o-ensutr,-t]ral]PRpel*onne} 
ea n-a{"tend-anêpartieipa te, 
Whc*--Burc'au-pe*sennel---tne--åclng-ì+*ervieweti-lPl{--perux+nel--+lml]--dheet 
q++c+tltx* tlu'suglr the I'\Ð investigator', Tl*e-tr'\Ð inr,'e*;t'ga*ourray-eittrlerr.epeat 
thequestion-to-the-enqiloye eo+direet4eernployee-to-armwertheques$<¡n.
-IlìRper*en*el-slrall{ravc-+n-opport+nity-l el-eonurren{.on-dr*$+epor-ls 
rega*l i+rg=an-tAFHn+esfu t+tlttn+r_+4iieh+,hey-pa*ieipateel-{o*ensr}r€-€€eif ü?rìt 
t-iroro+gl+ress,-+Hdlar+tress. 

t} lPlè-i*vesÍiga+ioa-¡¡¡itþ{,{Ð-iiweh'ement--+h{}Ðheet<¡r-*+a-¡de*en+rine-tj+at{PR 
i+eeter-eoneludes-tlraçlAÐ-has*et-ée+le-al 

adeqtrate-joFinves+igating-eonqrla-ink;-against_a-partier*lttrllrerúer;tlrc-Ðirce+<li 
nmy+ief o'urrile-th+l-ll1lt-*hould-mvestrgat€-+..€snaplai*@ 
Ðirce{rl r=eoÐstrudffi fi €-}r1--rxl€quafijo bìnves+ig'{ì,tinya 
pa*eu+a++a+eg 
*rves+gû+e-.ì-€ola?laint--or-esmp@egor¡¡Jå+he-Ðìrec.tor 
eonel udcsllmllAÐlm s+rot-eolllp lef edì{sìn vest-iga{ionsåraJir¡ely<nan ner;+læ 
Ði-reesor-may-delei.mine-tlrat-{Plè-shouk*-+rweshgiìte-+€r]:H3--€offi:plâi{1ts--IPR 
i*vc's+igalion+-shal-1-'be--eoruluetetlì-n--eo*Rrnnturec'-w,it1l--legal---and---e<¡ileeti+e 
b*rg.uir+urgprevisior*.---Suel+-itwestigatìer+-shalì-not-$e-ilutiatr;<1-$y-+he--{PR 
Ðhæeto¡-rnvt+lvi¡rg+r.attenr+trnc+rt1¡in-li+igatio+;er-wåere--r-llstjee-of+s+l+lainr 
lias-bccH-{ìlcd. 
Tl re-Ðirc'etor-sha1]=n<¡tdi-11rc*L4,Ð--e<rnullanffi dertaken--+lll 
ifives+tg..$lo+1-ånt1-+he-_rcason'.--The{AÐ-ei:nlrnanr-iei=--shall-appein+--iliaison 
inves{igaior,*ìen¡t{mf-s{Jiee-'u,i.thin{,wo.we*mg€ays{o-al+angc-and1a+{+erpa{e-i+l 
intervi*,+1"s.-*Vl+c*l-J}ureûu=psr-son+e1-are-betng il+l,ewiewerl-åy{PRpersofirel-+he 
#rÞfu:'rø"+lg'ì+oFfiìdfdLher+epea+the-€Ìu€$[ior]--or-t]i.rect-t'l+e-en+1rl+yeo{+ans:\ry€t 
tJle-que;h<+n. 

The-Dil'eetopsllallfrovide-thelAÐ-eonlmandsruilr<J-{,he-Polieo-Ghief:uríflr-ftlePo1,[ 
on-rhe-in-vesfigation--*læ-Þircc{or--slrall-pr,ovide-the--ktÐ-esnuna*ltJs-i-+u*i-the 
.Po{iee-Chie{:q¡i+l¡++clrert-o*t{rc-nwes{iga+ienSrx!*esent{lre-{Pll4rclirrg*{o+]+e 

Cfllie{:orele.siË¡ee-to-*ssirit-{$e-Cl+ie1ìt-delennir+ilg-+vl*{;--iJ=-an5-e¡etronìs 
qrpoprialx,*. A1-the-eon¡+letion-oÈËlie-irwc++t+ga{ìoa-+urd-+ury+4ryetr1--proees¡;-t{+e 
rceor4¡¡oNfl+ei-n ¿estiga{ion-slml}-betr,ul*fer+etilo-t'1*e-l-AÐ-olJ*ees-krH+{entio* 
Çonqrltrì.rm;rts-arNl-+rcmber*-+4sì+ilg-{o-iq¡rea[-+rn-ì+x+.s1,i-g.a{ion-t+y-¡p¡1-q-15u 
{Ìrxür¡gs+lial-l-appeâl+o-{ìL'{i:tïmi++€e+s<{r,'srelibed-,m4{yå-lele.section€-2-1-t60 
A-+ 
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3 l$. Rcl'èrral. IPI{_¡¿ry,_ç!b¡a qluplAlu!.cgadilg_$¿al¡.rJ"_ståelyrçs ar olpr
iolations lhat 1i ulcl not l'esult it rijsciplinc accordinr¡ to the 

Bureit¡.t 'Ihe DirectÒr l1tay lef'er thc complainant to another bureau in the 
City clr another agency tilat would be more applopriate to adclress the 
complaint. 

4 F. 	 Dismissal. If IPR cleçllJfçÅtAl¡kp_¡t_clfon on the corUpla 
<Jisrliss¿rl letter to the complainant. IPR will also llotìlv the involved 
off cer(s) arrci tlre involvecl commql_rcljng _ofïiccr within 30 calenclar clal¡spJ 
the dismissal. 'Ilie Dilcctor nray clismiss flre complaint 1-or tire fbliowing 
l'easo11s: 

4{. 	 the comlilainant could reasonably be expecteci to use, or is usi¡g, 
another remedy or chanuel ot'tott claim for the grievance statecl ip 
the compiailtt; 

Þ?.	 the oomplainant delayeci too long in fìling the complaint to justify 
present examination; 

ç3.	 even il'all aspects of the cornplaint weLe tLue, no act of rnisconcluct 
woulcl have occuned; 

d4.	 the cornplairit is trivial, f ivolous or not macle in goocl fàith, 

c5,	 othcr complaints rnust take prececlence due to liuritecl public 
resources, 

f6.	 the complailrant withdlaws the complaint ol firils to compiete 
necess¿il'y courlrla.i n t steps. 

1' 
li:	 it j_s more likel)¡ than not that aclclitieqql*ltiygslig¿Ulo!_wç¡ld uot 

þqcljqlSoncl usi on that t 

D.	 Initial Llancllins and Invest.igatjorr of T)/pc II Corlplaints 

1. 	 If a T)¡pe II cornplai¡t is fìlec1 wjth IPR, IPß_lyilL gallq:plquuêI4r¡3þglX 
the cornpl¿rint and makejr case handling decision. wheu approllr!4jq-Ilß
will assiqn ¿rn IPß1IAD-qNç uuurber. Bclore ctispos mplaint o1' 

ellegeci miscondlÌc ting an investisation. lpR sharl notil_y tlç 
Bl¡qêuir w rt¡u -ltqwJ-l- iuxs¡rds-laluaçç¡ s lh@ 
!lLg!dr; to lef'er the case to lhe Burqau/lAD to concluct ¿ur investigatie4 or 
condusl-atu]Kl-el.r-.c-u-clqrrt-tuv9$aation as_$.çt forth below. IpR will make aq
ent¡y*-rygardilrgjle ¿lllegations in the Aclministrativc hlvestisatjorr 
Malr0g-qlqtt (-¿Ul\4) or othel'¿rp¡2¡opriate dat¿rbase whicl'r can be i'eviewcci 
LyllrçllR-Duqctat 
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?.	 If a T'vpe II corlplaint is 1Ìled withirr lìe Bureau, Bu{¿I/lAD S!ìn Wdl 
create an intake r.vorksircet3¡¡¡(_a.ss,ign an ll'll/lAD cjåe nurnber lbr usc bv 
IAD. Before disposing of a complaint o1'aileged urìsconcluct or initiating 
Ol_$yestigation. the B e Directqr*i_U*r.1,f iti¡rg how 
it intends to plocess each courplaint ancl r,vhet,her it intends to concluct an 

i.aLçuul -ilyqs!¡glrli9r¡= - lL idditjqq,, {p-B-urçqdt¡!_B_¡aill_make au s¡!¡¿ 
reqarding the allesations in the Adurinistrative Investigation lvlanagement 
(AIMI database or other aþpropriate clatabase which can be rsviqyleci by 
tile IPII Director. 

J.	 Bureau/JAD lnvestisation. lf the Type II cornplaint is 1'1letj with_lPR, thc 
IPIì shall gather information fiom the complainant and fbrwald it to tlie 
Blrreau/lAD. 'fhe IPR shall morritor tire or.r-qoing investisation. The 
Diteclor rnav cletenline thal a Bureau/lAD irrvestiqatior-ì should also 
involve IPR personnel. When forwardinq the cornplaint to thr¡ 
BLrreau/lAD. the Director sirall notif)¿ the Bureau/IAD Commanclet of the 
extent that IPR personnel must be incluclecl in Jhq-'*i¡tyËllgAtlg_q. 
BuleauilAl) personnel shall schedulc interviews ancl otirer investigative 
activities to ensure that llìlì personnel can attencl ancl participate. 

When a collcctive bargaiuing agleement is applicable ¿rnd specifies that a 
tnember n'raJ¡ only be interviewed b)¡ a Lroiice officer. IPR persoruclslfAll 
direct questions throuqh the IAD investifÌator. The IAD investigator m¿ly 
rcpeat the question to the member ancl/ol clirect the mernber to answel the 
question. When a collectivc bal'gaining agreement is not applicatrlc arrd 

clQ_es__nol_qpeçr Iy t}ìat a ûrernt)o 
oflÌcer" then the Director shal1 ¿rsk the rlernber the question clirectl)¡ ancl/or 
ciirect the rlember to ¿rnswer the question. 

IPR 1rcrsonnel shall have an opportunitJ/ to review and comtnent on dl'afl 
reports.r.egarclinq a Bureau / IAD investigation to errsure acculacv. 
thoroughncss" ancl fhirness. J'he invcstif¡ation can not be closeci or sent to 
the illj 	managcr without IPIì's cietcr-mination that tlie investigation is 

ç_omp|qle, 

To tàcilitate review^ IAD shall tape r'ecold all inten ier,vs with witnesses. 
iuclucling rlembets ol'the llureau. conciuctecl cluring an IAD inrrestigation 
ancl shall rnakc those tapes. or accurate oopies. avail¿rble ch"rring_A_l'sy_gy 

of ¿rn IAD investigation. 

blqaq'yinq out its Iìn ma)¡ visit IAD <úfices, examirtq 
cloouments. relæ{¡ ancl frles and take e Director 
dccms nccessar)/ and cçr¡sþþlt with the purposes ol'thisfuplgr. T.o­

lnaintain the secut'it)¡ of IAD docl¡monts. reports or 1Ìles, the Chiei'may 
Iqgl[r<: j]f¡!l]]e gðjltnlnations be cond IAD otfl ccs. 
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4. IPR iudependcnt investieation. T'he IPR Director __o-¡Íletlgllge nr¿ì)1 

tþ19¡¡_!ne that IPR shot¡lcl investf_ 
qoncluclesllral IAD has rlot clonc an aclequate job investigating_c,al,rtul¿ultIq 
¿gq5t_Lp¿ìl'ti oul qLL' nlen 
i n v esti gat e a coulr l a jtr t a g¿¿ j nst 1 h e m emb er. lfihe ÐUgg!AI_ç_o3çhI{e s lhql
IAD llaS-11ot dajæjqldeqt¡ale iob ìnvestisating a. particular categorl, of 
co¡rylaints, the Oir@ detenline that IpR shoulcl inves!_igitLç_¿ 
comp I a ig!- orpqruplqr nts f all ing in th@oirchrçlcs 
that IAD has not compiqlecl_¡Iq_¡:ycsligations in a timelv uranner. ille 
,Diæ-clqlUfAyrletelrnine that IPIì shoulcl investigate some complaints. The 
Director ma)¡ conclr¡ct an indepenclent investigation base<J on the 
Directorì's cliscretion that it is r.varrantqcl. 'rhe Director rnal¿ concluct an 
inclepenclent investigation wlLqther o_f_Ao*t _tlfe alleeed tniscollffiolves 
an encounter with a conlnrrnit)¡ lncurber. 

IPR investigations shall be concluctecl in conform¿urc1¿with legal and 
co l l ective b arqainin g provis ions. When a col lective b ar.ga i npg¿gtgçlfq$ 
is applicable ancl specifìes that a menibel ma)¡ onl), be inte¡_Uflygd_þ_y_,a 
police ollicer'. the Director shall notitv the Bureau / TAD cor¡1r1g¡dç¡lhql 
U ll_l14il¿ldp{Akg1r_-an11rVq¡1iga ti o! ancl th e r e as o 
cornrnander shall appoint a lìaisort lnvestisator Ê'orr that olfice witirilltwe 
workltg d4y¡=¡!a_Aq4teg_Atd p arti cipate in 
tg 
pelsonnel. the IAD investigator m¿rJ repeat the queslion.ancl/or ciirect thc 
member to answer the question. When a collective bargailring agreernent 
is not aptlicablg¡¡ld clagq not specilJ that a lnember mav onlalrc 
inþlyiewecl by_appljçc pffiCçf, then the l)irector shall ask the membg1-l¡g 
question ciirectlv ancl/or clirect the member to ¿rnswer the_q-r¡e5_tjon. 

Tnc nirectot' snal@ couqgancler ancl the Police Chief witlt 
a report on the investigation. ancl present the IPIì invcstieation to the RLI 
l¡qi1ìggr' &! 1¿gr_4I4IiAq qt f r ncl i ¡ ì gs and pr.
 

complQI_LQ! eü¡çj¡t_veslleAljon the recorcls of rh g¡þ¡_g.lrall be
 
tt_¿UUfe¡1rillajte IAD ofliçes 1òr retention.
 

5.	 lìeferral. IPR maly ïefcr a complaint reearding qualit)¡ of service or other 
rule violAliç¡Ltb.4iljkgly woulcl not reslrl 

fU_tl¡e 
Ç.'it)¡ ol auother agenc)¡ tirat would be more alrtrropriate jp_gidfç¡s l]æ
cQtrpk]]1l-

E.	 hritiall-Ianrllilr@il:p9lllÇ-g:rip*1¡ru:tç 

ppoq openUrg-_4_lypç_UllPn nitrate¿ comp invesliqarior!__l_p,lt;la[y¡_d1 
çLe_1l t e_i}11l11tak q W_arkd]gg! .Utd 

çeöqitlvolvesallegcd t_scorìductdut'ing¿rryAulÌ1e¡_lnvjþ_Ug-it 
_cQ UtufUU_t y rn en rb er, thocasewilibe ir a ¡tdl od fo l l o wi n g_Llrr¿s aUte ËOçeil ulçs jl s 3 
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TyUe*i_çpUplaint. 11'a'fvpe III case iuvolves alleqecl rnember misconJluct th¿rt 

does uot ocour during an encouirtcr involvinq î comnlunit_v_ UIC¡¡fþç¡'lhC_Casc will 
þc hanclled fblloiUing tl¡ç_qg.rne pro.ceclurcs as a Tvpe II cornfrlaint. 

F.	 Initial I-lanclliuq and lnvestigation of "fvÞc IV Colnplaints 

RLI managcrs are responsible lìor iutake altd investigation o1'allegations o1'TJ/p_e 

iV cases, The IìU rnanager r,vill provide the IPI{ Dilectoj_A_çt¡¡¡t¡lq¡y*Af-lbç 
comlrlaint ancl ¿r sul¡urar)¡ of any subsequellt ìnvesl.iqation of a sworn member. 

TbeIPR Director may Lefu 

additional investigatiou. or controvcrt the R[,] manager's lecomlnenciations and 
cotnpel 	review bv tlie Policc Review Boarcl alter receiving the conurletecl 
invepligation. 

G.	 -Iy:rej,-U.-Ule-I@e*Li!1ld1ir-rgPrpççdures: 

1.	 Adequacy of investigatigU-l{hen an investigat pç of 
complaint is couductecl þy IAD ol other clesignatecl PPB divisiou. allçLtlfç 
investigation is oolnplete. IAD will provide the IPR Dircctor or desienec 

,\yith a*-CApJ_aland provide unrestlictcd access to the entire investigation 
file. Upon review of the {ile. the Direcbr or designee nust detemrine 
whether ol not the investiqation is acleqUate. gangillqtl4g_s_Uçh fAqteIS at 
thoroughness, lack of bias. obiectivit)¿. ancl completeness, I1'1ile Director 
or designee cletermines th¿rt the invesligation is not adeqgelg-lbç 
investigation shall be retumecl to the IAD or other designated clivisiell 
'uvitirin tlle Bureau explainitiq the determin¿rtion ancl ploviding directiorl 
Sucl:_c1uçq1_iq4_q!¡4il include. blt r:ot_liuþd tq. rewritingpp¡_tio¿¡of the 
summalJ¡. gathering aclditional evidcnce, conducting aclclitionai interviews. 
or re-interviewing of lÌcels ol civìlians. Tire investig¿rtion can not lre closecl 
or sent to the RU rnanaser without IPR's cietcr[rination ti$_t¡ç 
investigation is complete. Upon receip r¿rtion that the 
invest jgationiscomplete,_l$Ð*f-bgllSgqçlJ!1-e_14¡fe¡1lgalf<¡tt<¡_1h_ci 

appropriate lìtJ M¿rnager. 

1 Suþu_liSqlol of rt:colìlnlclldcd discipline. 'Ihc RU 
managel will review the itlvestigatioir {br any tvpe oi'complaint wiien thc 
nr-	 IlE-diu¡rqu odtR 
ancl subrnit lecommendecl fìnclings ancl proposed ciiscipline to the 
supervisins Assisl¿lu!_Cbigt.lþg,ru_p"9.ryj$11g Aq_úst4!É_C,lr-t-ç{wrll 
circulate thc recornmerrclerl 1-rnrlings and proposeci discipline trt the 

DUector anct ttre Cap :Uþr_Içqgrpt"oj_lhç:ç.eqluqrqryUl 
fiUi1-U:gq_And_Ulaf2a$çd ciiscipline. the supervisinq Assistant Cllief. thc 
Di¡.s,qto_l' súbe_C.tpjalr p_llÀD__¡ray_çÌ9rt¡-Q,v-_e{ !he_IlU_.Ma11ags]jq 
recom m en cl ecl fi ncl i n gs and/o r propp¡qllgc !pþç. 

3. Police Review Boarci meeting. If the recommencieci finclings anci/or: 

I2.r'opqseil-di$-çitü¡-e-aç-coutxryçr!çd* L[e-J]-urqiu¡.rhail --s,çll-q.cl-ulp- ir- Il-ehçg 
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Iìevierv Boarcj meetitrg on the complaint. As specilìccl in Coclc Scction 
3.20.I 40, the P¡_liç_ç_Ilgyt_e¡UËoard shall also l ns Iò1' revlçrv of 
.ùtöc if it involve g¡:-¡.fy_Q-bled shooting. pll 
þV_ ¿ tL¿ m qgl-¡!]r4lfçgùtr es h o s UX4liZ:{i_o. lf, a n i n - c u s t o d-v cl c 
inoident where the recommcnded fincling is "out of policy" clr if the 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n re s u 1 t qd_llr_Q Iç q _oguçn d ed s u s t a i n e d fi lrc1illgalldthe 
pro¡2osecl cliscipline is sl,ispension lvitheut pa)¡ or greater. 

4. Noti{ìcation anclAppeats of fwe t an¿ ln cgmplaints without Policc 
I{eview Boarcl tUgelilflU-|ype t cascs. an¿'t'ru g4qgurybglç_lhg 
alleged niisconduct occurrecl clurinq an encountcr involving a communitv 
qe_¡rlfq _tllbe recommende¿ tìn 
Boalcl fbr a meeting. the Dircctor shall send a ietter to the cornolain_an! 
explaining the clisposition of the complaint ancl acld an.v_ appropriate 
cornur ent re garcl in g the r ea s o ni n g b ehi ndjfq dpqtlg¡. U]li_W:]!¡ elifu_llp 
compi¿rina.nt that they have ¿r riqht to l'ecluest a review of the Bureau's 
recomrnenclecl fìrTlit:g$gltç _Ç-q¡Uql!,ee and provide an a 

ISureau will ntttifv the involveci rnen'iber regalciing the clisposition of thcì 
cqmplaint. 'fhe B 
rcquçSllq reviel of'tire recommencled fìnciings to the Commi-ttee. 'l¡e 
Bureau will be respunsible ibr provicling the mcnlber and union 
Igplsqquldlygl4lh !.1rç_4pp_e_AL_&!.!q-Açqpy o f rh e comm un i c 
bl¡ IPIì. and IAD rviil be placecl jnto the AIM clata base or othcr appropriate 
_d¡fqþaso fbr both IPIì ancl lAD_review. 

5. Nol.ification and Appeals of T)¡pe I_An 

-Boat'¿heat'ine. -!y¿@
¡¡þconclu ct occurred durin g an eucounteruvith a cornmunlty_Eq¡Uþgryffd 
!he_.ç_c¡1114]_e¡c|ç_d_ü!dfngs are sent to the Police Review Boarcl fòr a 

meetiilq."lhqüIoctor shall send a _t.q the complainant e iry_tltç 
cl i s p o si ti o n o 1' the coulp l ai nt ancl ad d an)r iyt1¡ 9-p1þþç9f nlnplf|1qg41 d11U 
thc rcasoninq behincl the deciffqlr-lP&1ry1!-Uot,Liy*tle c_at112l4tnqtìt th4l 
they havc a right to requcst a revielv of the recommelicf ed fìnclings to the 
Çç1n:rtltec_zufu¿- _s4ill noriii rhc 
iuvoh,cd uremtrer reqarriing ilre p¡()poqgii fìldinqs ol'the Poiice Rqyierv 
Boarci, 'fhe Burcau will notiiy the involved meurbel of'the rigirt to requesl 
a rcvierv o1'the recommended fìirclings to the Cq¡t1q11lleeJlJfç]ì__U¡C¿u¡ry1]1 
be lesponsible fþr providing the member ¿urcl union replesentative r,vith thc 
dpp_94l_&_1¡rl.,AçqpJ_af tlqp_of UULuricatiorrsse 
placecl into thr; AIM_Cl4lA_þase or oltgl ¿ì,pl2lpprial.c clara base for boülpß 
artd_!!p_. rçyierv. 

6. N c, qpp qql-a{lyt e*l.l- au_q1_!çr!41liluæ I I I co rlplarult-i¡tlyls-ll ea$¡ 
it¡d T¡ -1¡çInhq_f¡1êçAUdUAl thar cJocs nor 
o cc Lrr clulilg a n. 9_U_c_!Ì!lu!qf uryglvutåa co rx u] r,l r ì i t y rñ th e 
t'ecomureucled 1Ìnclings rn¿r), not be altpcaled to 1tg_Çell1!nl-!1çq 
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7. 	 Nothinq iq.this section prohibits tirc Burcau liom terminating the 
enlplovrnent o1'a probation¿lr_v ollìcer withor-rt 1òllc;wing the prooeclures of 
this secticln. 

3.21.130 Communications. 
The IPR shall ensure that the coml;lainant ancl lnembel complainecl ¿rbout are inlòunecl of 
the progress and status of the courplaint or appeal. Comrnunication may be accornplishcci 
orally or by fìrst class rn¿ril. 

3.21.140 Filing of requests for revielv. 

A.	 Any cornplainant or mem.bel' who is clissatisfiecl with an investigation of alleged 
member tlisconduct that qccu$ccl durinq an encounter with a comrnunitlv member 
may requsst a reviel. 

The request lor l'eview must be filecl witliin 30 gaþ¡clar days of the cornplainant 
or rnember receiving IPR's notificatiou regarcling ciisposition of the casc, Thc 
Dil'ectol may aclopt rules lbr pennitting late lilings. 

C.	 A request for review must be fìled in r,vriting personaliy, by rnail or email witli the 
IPI{ OfÏìce, ot through other an'angelnents approve<i by the Dilector', 

D.	 The request lòr review shali include: 

1. 	 The naure, acldress, and telephone number ol'the appellant; 

2, 	 The apploximate clate the complaint was filecl (ii'known); 

3. 	 'Ihc substance of tlic complaint; 

4. 	 The reâson or reasolls the appellaut is clissatisliecl with the investigzition. 

'I'he complainant or meurber may r,vithdraw the request for rcview at any timc, 

3.21.150 ReviewsitnclSu¡r¡rlerncntalylnvcstigations.
A cornplaint resulting in an investigation lnay be leviewecl or supplemented with 
¿rdclitional investigative wolk as a result of au appeal. 'l'he IPIì. will act in accorcl¿rnce lvith 
applicable plovisions of the collective bargaining agreements coveling lJure¿ru personnel 
whcn it participates in au IAD investigation, or when it initiates an investigation. 'I'he 

f)irector shall conduot it plolirlinaly rcvicw of IAD's invcstigation ilncl mäy con<luct arr 

invesl.igation to supplemcnt IAD rvork. 'fhe Director sh¿1l1 decicle: 

A. 	 I{'no f ulther investigation aud consideration of ovidcnce is w¿u'r'anted the Dil'ector 
shall infomr the complainant or membel o{'the basis lirr the clecisíou and the 
opirortunity fbr ¿r iiearing bclbre the Clomrnittec or, 

Exhibit C 
Page 18 of 21 

18 



j ,r,, .l 
'r), 
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3.21.160 

r\. 

B. 

C. 

ll'aclclitional irrvcstigation ancl consideratiorl of eviclence is \,vallanted the Dir.ector 
shall recluest I¡\D reconsicÌer its t:lfolts ancl lesults. 'fhe Direct<tr shall rer¡ie,uv thc 
adclitional work of' IAD and may conclnct supplemental investigätion. 'l'he 
Director shall schedule the a¡rpeal 1òr a hearing belirro the committee. 

llcaring z\¡r¡rcals. 

Appeal hearings niay be concluctecl either at the fbilowing points: 

l, 	 When a cotnplaiuant ot'nlerrber appeals the fìnding the Colnmittee sirall 
decicic: 

,,|, if the finding is snpported by the evidence. The Direotor shall 
inforrn tire cornplainant, member, IAD and tlie Chief of the 
Cornmittee's dccision ancl close the complaint; or 

b.	 If the fìnding is not sulrporled by the eviclence. 'llie committee 
sh¿ril inlbmr the conrplainant, rnembcr", IAD ancl the cliiel-ol'wh$t 
frncling should have been macle. The t)irectol shail schcclule a 

hearing befble council fìrl linai disposition. The cornrnittce shall 
select one of its mcmbcrs to represent the committee's viewlroint 
before Councii. 

2. 	 In its hearing the Council shall clecíde: 

Ít. 	 If the fincling is suppor:tec1 by the eviclence, Thc Directol shall 
inlonn the complainant. mernber, IAD and tire Chìef of tLrc 
Conncil's clecision ancl close the complaint; or 

b. 	 I1 the finding is not st4lportecl by the eviclencc. 'Ì-he Council shall 
<iecirle wh¿rt the lincling is. The l)iroctor shall inf'or"m the 
complainatit, tnetnber, IAD and the Chicl'of the CourLcil's cleoision 
aricl closo thc cornplaint. 

ln rcvier,ving the investigation, the Corlrlittee rnay exarnine the appcal fòrrn a¡cl
ally supporting clocunrents, tire file anci repofi of the IAD ancl IpR, ancl any 
clocutnents ¿rccumulated ciuring the investigation ancl rnay listen to tire tapc 
t'ecorclings of the lvituesses plochrcecl by IPR and IAD. The Comllittee ¡ray
reoeive atty oral or written statements voluntect'ecl by the complainunt or the 
nrenrber ol' othct' ol'ficers iirvolved ol any other citizen. 'l'lre coilpl¿rinant or­
metnber nìay appear rvith counscl, 

Itt reviewirtg the invcstigattion, Lhe Clouncil may exarliue the a¡rpeal fbnn ancl any 
supporting iloculncuts, thc lÌle ancl report of tlie IAD alld IPIì., ancl any clgcn¡rents 
accurnulatecl tiLuing thc investigatjon ancl may listcn to the tapc recolclings ol'the 
witlrcsscs proclucecl by IPIì. and lAD. 'Ihc Council uray receive any oral or. r.l,rittcp 
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statetncnts v<llunteerecl by the courplainaut or the member about whether ol not 
tliey believc the finciing is or is trot suppor-tccl by the evidence in the recorci. No 
neu, eviclence may be introclucecl in the hearing. The corlpiainant or urember rlay 
appcilr witll counscl. 

D.	 Witncsses. 

1.	 1'he Committee anci Council may rcquire within its soope of review the 
invesligators ancl Commancler of IAD and thc Directol to appear ancl 
¿ìrìs\.ver qucstions regarcling thc investigation and may also require tlie 
responsible Bureau Commancler to answer questions legarciing the basis 
ancl the rationale fbr a pariicular decision. 

2.	 Otirer Witnesses. Other witnesses shall not be requirecl to appear 
involuntarily belble tlie Committee. 

-1.	 Courrcil may utilize the full powers grantcd by Seotion 2-109 of the 
Chalter, incluciing the power to cornpel the attendance an<i tcstirnony of 
r,vitnesses, administer oaths ancl to cornpel the production of documents 
atrd other evidence. The power to compel the attenclance ancl testimony of 
witnesses in accorclance with City Code Sectiolt 3.21.160 C.3. shall notbe 
delegateci by the Council to the Coulnittee. 

3.21.170 Monitoring ancl Rcporting 
(Arnenclecl by Orclinance No. lBI4B3, efÏeotìve January 18, 2008.) 

¡\..	 'fhc Director shali develop a dat¿r systeur to track all cornplaints receivccl, dcvelop 
monthly reports to inform lAD ancl the Chicf regarding IAD r.vorklo¿icl and 
pcrlbrmance, ancl infblur complainants ancl mcnlrcrs rcgärclirrg the status of 
coml:lirints ancl a1:peirl s. 

B.	 'I'he Director silall use cornplaint ancl OMIr l{isk Manergement Division clat¿r to 
sqrport the llureau's Early Waming System. 

C.	 'Ihc Director shall wolk with l.hc Colnmittee to develop recomrnenclations to 
mociify Bureau policies ancl ploceclures in olcler to prcvent problems, imprclvc the 
quality o f investi gations, an cl implove police-commnnity relations. 

D.	 The Direotor shall wolk with the Conmitlec to develop cluarterly ¿rncl annua-l 
sluìxnâl'y lc¡rolts 1'or the Chief, Commissioner in Cirargc, Council ancl public ou 
lPR and Iz\D activities, policy recornrnendations, ancl Bureau lbllow-tlirough on 
recotrtnoncl¿rlions. Thc relrort may inclr.ulc analysis ol'closecl filcs r.vhich were not 
appealed, but it is not the inteut that the lilcs bc reopenccl. 

3.21.I80 Incrcasing Prrblic Access 
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A. 	 T'hc l)irector shall lvorlt tvith tlie Conrnittee to rlake complaint lòr'rns ¿rvailablc i¡
1'brrnats attcl locations tcl rcach as üìauy cournunity meurbers as possiblc.

iì' 	 l'hc l)it'ector shall wort u,ith the Comrnittee to cleveiop pl'ogranìs to educate the 
public ¿lbout tlte IPR ancl thc irnportanoe o1'reporting problerns. 

C' 	 'I'hc Director shall worlc witlt the Committee to develop p1'ogr-ams to eclucate 
Bureatl pcrsrltrtrei on thc cornplaint llrocess, meciiaticln, alicl IPR activitics. lJureau 
¡rel'sotrtrel shall be inlbrmed tir¿rt thc IPIì is the plirlary meatls fbl citizens to fÌle 
corrplainls. 

Ð. Tirc IPR. Comrnittee ancl Bureau shall cieveiop gurclelines for situations w¡en a 
corntrlander Or supervisor in a precinct is directly cclntacteci by a cornplainar.rt with 
a coutplaiut. In gcnet'al, they may intervcne ancl attempt 1o resolvc the co¡rplaint
themselves, but thcy :lust also inlbrrn complainants that they cau sti11 fìle with 
IPR if they clo ¡rot achieve satislàction. 

3"21"I90 Response of Chiclì 

A. 	 'Ihe Chiel, afier reviewing a repolt plovided by the IPR unclel City Cocle Scctiop 
3.21.170, shali respond promptly to IPI{ in writing, but in no event more than 60 
days afier receipt of the report. The rcsponse shall indicate lvliat. i f any, policy or 
llrocedural chatrges are to be rnade rvithin thc IAD or thc llureau. 

B. 	 Il' the Cllicl fàils to resl:oncl within 60 days afì.er receipt of the Committce llcport,
the Au<Jitol shall place the matter on the Clouncil CalencÌar, lol consideration bv 
Clity Cor-rncil, witirin 1.5 days thereallcr. 

3.21.200 	 Li¡nitation <¡ll Porvcr. 
The Colnmittee ancl Direotor are not authorized to set the level of'cliscipline for an¡z
lllctnbcr pursuattt to any fcquest lbr revier,v maclc uncler tliis Chapter'. LIowever, this 
Sectiou shall not be construed to limit the authority grantccl to City Council by the City
Charter', City Coclc, statc st¿rtntes, a'cl other iLplrlicable law. 

3.21.2L0 Subpocnas. 
Jf&¡natt iiavc tne au s[þpq-auaç-1þr-Il-¡-e-p-Llu¿gie-ql-qqup-9i]rus wirÌrqss 
t-e¡ti1lrQ-D-v or the pïoducfi r.alhs. or an-y othcr evic-lcnce necqssaÑ 
fqr -ll R Iq,û¿ll y-alcl Urçro u gh l y-1¡ vep¡llgäte ¿ì co rnp l a int or concl uct a rev i ew. 

onnei rvili no )elìa il s\.vofu tu rnember eu-l 1ic Porl 
UfejlL_brLl_ls ¿tutirorizecl tti ctrirect IJurcat¡ rrq]l1Þq_Ls__ tst ç_o opçt¿lq__ylur 

ad rr i n i s tr¿rtiv c inv cs ti Ki ti ons ¿u_dç¡cfdæ1|u i .Z L I ZO, 

Atty-¡¡9¡¡o]t wlrtrlatlqla-qltuply with a subpoena will be subjcct to conterlnt rr:clgccclings 
.4!l2l-ç.1-cllþ-c(1-1]y s-tato brql2ravldçd ll-r¿!-¡uclrl!öatu¡lull lot þq.Leq]lt9d-tq_4!${cr' .ury
cluestiou o¡ ac1-ut,vrqþIiatl-çf¡ghluudc¡-tl¡ç-qelöuxui!.ns oi'rhe stare or ol'the Uritcd 
Statcs. 
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