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In 2016 and 2017, the Independent Police Review (IPR) engaged in a strategic planning process to assess
current practices, identify opportunities for improvement, and incorporate U.S. Department of Justice
and community feedback into short-and-long-term goals for the office. To reach community members
living in different parts of the City, community forums were held at Immigrant and Refugee Community
Organization, Matt Dishman Community Center, Charles Jordan Community Center, and Multnomah
Arts Center. As a result of this process, IPR identified three areas of focus:
1. Developing further autonomy from the Police Bureau to maintain independence and promote
accountability;
2. Creating clear criteria for IPR action to promote transparency in decision-making; and
3. Clearly communicating IPR processes and action to promote community engagement.
The strategic plan itself is attached, as are public comments collected from the community forums and
comments submitted directly to IPR.

Note: This document was edited in 2020 while the strategic plan was active to reflect the vision of new
IPR leadership.

INDEPENDENT POLICE REVIEW 2017 2021 STRATEGIC PLAN

MISSION

STRATEGIC GOALS

The City Auditor’s
Independent Police
Review is a police
oversight agency, and is

IPR AUTONOMY FROM THE
POLICE BUREAU

CLEAR AND TRANSPARENT
CRITERIA FOR IPR ACTION

COMMUNICATION ABOUT
IPR PROCESS AND ACTION

independent and
autonomous from the
Portland Police Bureau.

Seek meaningful, practical

Establish criteria to

Improve quality and clarity

autonomy:

prioritize work:

of information:

• Direct, unfettered,
timely access to all
PPB records and data
• Directly compel
officers
• Authority to write
findings
• Track policy
recommendations
and Chief’s response
to recommendations
• Civilian monitoring of
PPB hiring and
promotion processes

• Priority reasons for
investigations that
result in findings
• Scope of
investigation tasks
and tracking
investigations
• Collect and track
concerns about PPB
as a whole, including
actions within policy
• Increase ability to
assist with common
requests

• Videos and written
answers to common
questions
• Develop routes for
direct referrals to
other jurisdictions
• Summarize improved
process
• Collect and track
concerns outside the
investigation scope
• Increase educational
materials about PPB
policies & practices

IPR:
•

•

•

•

Seeks diverse
community input
regarding Portland
Police Bureau
conduct, practices,
and policies.
Investigates
complaints
regarding the
Portland Police
in a transparent
manner.
Monitors emerging
incidents, issues,
and patterns in
Portland Police
conduct.
Reports to the
public and
recommends
changes to the
Portland Police
Bureau.

IPR AUTONOMY FROM THE POLICE BUREAU:
EXAMPLES OF THIS STRATEGIC GOAL
Direct, unfettered, timely access to all PPB records and data
•
•
•

Develop more agreements where IPR directly accesses a database or records source, rather than
making a request through a PPB employee
Advocate for legislative changes, if necessary to facilitate access to law enforcement data that is
relevant to IPR investigations
IPR Investigators have access to systems such as: daily rosters to confirm officer schedules, GPS
data to identify the officer in a complaint, reports written after a use of force

Directly compel officers
•
•
•
•
•

Advocate for changes to collective bargaining agreements and City Code to allow IPR the
authority to directly compel officers
Authority to contact and schedule officers for interviews, independent of Internal Affairs liaison
Authority to provide notice to officers, independent of Internal Affairs liaison
Authority to compel the interview, independent of Internal Affairs liaison
Pending the authority to directly compel officers, improve communication and working
relationship with Internal Affairs to reduce delays or inefficiencies in scheduling interviews

Authority to write findings
•
•
•

After IPR completes an administrative investigation of officer misconduct, IPR writes the
findings; findings are the judgment of whether action by an officer violated Police Bureau policy
Increase transparency on the ultimate dispositions of types of cases
Report on patterns of findings based on the type of case, including the basis for findings

Track policy recommendations and Chief’s response to recommendations
•
•
•
•

Based on existing authority to make recommendations of policy or practice change to the Chief
of Police, build IPR’s practice of making recommendations
Seek a database, software, or system to track policy recommendations to the Chief of Police
Track the timelines for response, and track the responses from the Chief of Police
Build on recommendation to report, over time, on the areas and efficacy of IPR
recommendations to the Chief of Police

Civilian monitoring of PPB hiring and promotion processes
•
•
•

Facilitate either direct community input or the collection of community-wide input into PPB
practices, with an eye toward City of Portland equity goals
Increase community input on hiring practices, up to or including community members on
screening or hiring panels
Increase community input on promotions, such as criteria for promotions, up to or including
community members providing input on individual promotion decisions

CLEAR AND TRANSPARENT CRITERIA FOR IPR ACTION:
EXAMPLES OF THIS STRATEGIC GOAL

Priority reasons for investigations that result in findings
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Transparent criteria and thresholds for prioritizing cases to be full administrative investigations
conducted independently by IPR
Prioritize investigations with greatest potential community impact, using an equity lens
Strive for criteria and process that can be explained fully and quickly, without jargon
Establish a transparent referral track for complaints that speak to training issues, concerns
about current Police Bureau policy, and other systemic concerns
Seek a technological solution for tracking referrals and results of referrals
If a complaint alleges conduct which is condoned by current Police Bureau policy or practice,
provide informational material to complainant; bypass full investigation, but inform complainant
about how comments and concerns about policy and practice will be handled.
Improve options and access for resolutions outside of misconduct investigations: for example,
expand Mediation Program option to allow for officers to initiate mediation even when no
misconduct is alleged; use mediation and other resolutions to improve community trust
Develop alternatives to complaints-based system to better capture concerns that have
community impact, but which may not come to IPR’s attention through proactive complaints

Scope of investigation tasks and tracking investigations
•
•
•
•
•

Investigative tasks and breadth and depth of investigation is proportional to the type of
allegation and severity of alleged misconduct
Investigative plans guided by allegations of individual officer misconduct; policy and practice
concerns are tracked and handled outside of the misconduct investigation system
Formal triage system for investigations and assignments
Seek a technological solution to collecting and maintaining all evidence and records for an
investigation in one place
Seek solutions for updating case status and providing regular communication about case status

Collect and track concerns about PPB as a whole, including actions within policy
•
•
•

Collect questions, comments, and concerns from community members who disagree with a
current Police Bureau policy or practice
Seek a technological solution for tracking concerns and complaints about systemic issues
Seek a technological solution for tracking Chief of Police response to IPR recommendations

Increase ability to assist with common requests
•
•
•

Establish a procedure for assisting a person who has faced barriers to filing a police report
Identify current common requests received by members of the community who contact IPR
For identified priority areas, establish procedures for IPR to assist; strive for outcomes that
acknowledge when a person contacting IPR seeks resolution, and a misconduct investigation
may not resolve the issue for the community member

COMMUNICATION ABOUT IPR PROCESS AND ACTION:
EXAMPLES OF THIS STRATEGIC GOAL

Videos and written answers to common questions:
•
•
•

Track questions received from the community, and update “Frequently Asked Questions” to
reflect common questions
Film a mock complaint intake, so that potential complainants can see what will happen, and
what kind of questions investigators will ask
Film a mock mediation, to help explain the process and answer questions about its benefits

Summarize improved process:
•
•
•
•
•

Clearly articulate the possible outcomes of a complaint or concern received at IPR
Seek a system or software that improves the ability of IPR to provide quick or automatic
responses to requests for updates on the status of a complaint
Publish informational material that makes the process as understandable and transparent as
possible
Publish information when IPR makes improvements to intake or investigation procedures
Write procedures and communications that use common terms and avoid legal jargon or police
jargon

Develop routes for direct referrals to other jurisdictions
•
•
•
•
•

Identify common areas where IPR receives requests for assistance from police, from community
service agencies, or from other areas of government
Identify areas where IPR can facilitate a community member receiving better service
Develop direct referral procedure for a response or action from the Police Bureau
Improve service to community members by helping them to get their complaint to the attention
of the correct agency
Develop working relationships with state and local agencies or units tasked with oversight
duties, so that IPR can directly send a complaint or concern to the correct jurisdiction

Track and report on concerns outside the investigation scope
•
•
•

Explain how IPR will track or use comments or concerns outside of a misconduct investigation
Seek a system or software that can aid in tracking concerns about policing methods, policies,
and practices
Report on trends in concerns received from the community about Police Bureau practices

Increase educational materials about PPB policies and practices
•
•
•

Develop materials about Police Bureau policies or practices, to respond to common questions or
patterns of concern
When IPR spends time on a policy review, make available materials about that review, to answer
questions from community members on the same topic
Have materials available to answer common questions about Police Bureau policies, such as
questions about whether police will respond to a traffic accident

PROJECTED FUTURE IPR GOALS
The Independent Police Review actively participated in a collaborative process to identify ideas for
improvement. The three Strategic Goals that comprise the proposed 2017-2021 IPR Strategic Plan are
the areas IPR staff identified as foundational to solidifying IPR’s mission-driven work. Additional areas
for improvement were recorded as potential future goals, where IPR can turn its strategic focus after
putting resources and energy toward the first three Strategic Goals. Below are projected future goals:
Create Comprehensive Policy Review System
•
•
•
•
•
•

Maintain a regular schedule for reviewing policy concerns, responsive to public input on areas of
concern, as well as trends in complaints and concerns presented directly to IPR
Review PPB policy and practices with an eye toward systemic change
Dedicate investigative resource to policy reviews
Develop an active, responsive, and safe operational program for monitoring policing of protests
Compare areas of concern to baseline police activity data; identify disparate enforcement or
inaction
Monitor PPB pilot programs to identify potential areas of concern or successful practices

Track IPR Policy Recommendations to PPB
•
•
•

Facilitate input/suggestions to PPB officers on how to better interact with vulnerable
community members
Provide recommendations on data PPB should collect, particularly on metrics pertaining to IPR
recommendations
Recommendations are based on sound evidence & analysis

New Database System for Tracking Results
•
•
•

Develop tracking mechanism for Chief’s response to recommendations
Database accommodates policy review work by IPR and non-complaint-based feedback to PPB,
in addition to tracking investigations and providing accurate and timely updates on case status
Report non-confidential recommendations publicly for accountability

Public Reporting and Information Accessibility
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Communicate the concerns we’ve heard from communities in different formats
More de-identified data available and accessible to the public
Improve IPR website to make it more interactive
Live reporting online of case categories and outcomes connected to database
Database directly updates to live data dashboard on the web
More public reports and relevant media shared online
Report complaint trends and categories more often than the annual report. Provide details
without any confidential information about the investigation.

Create Comprehensive Community Outreach Plan
•

Identify communities underrepresented IPR’s in complaint demographics and further engage
with underrepresented communities to identify concerns and oversight-related needs

PROJECTED FUTURE IPR GOALS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Develop a comprehensive, culturally competent, yearly dedicated outreach budget that
removes barriers to community engagement
Expand what outreach means, and how all staff are involved
Establish metrics for success of outreach
Identify data system for tracking engagement, and for organizing contacts and relationships
Maintain an Outreach event calendar for public and all staff engagement
Increase communication and promotion of events
IPR releases factual statements to clarify misinformation regarding hot topics
Develop a press release protocol to address current issues
Develop and write info sheets on particular topics, including PPB stated practices
Show our competence and expertise in public reports and policy reviews
Identify areas of community concern where IPR can provide value added based on staff
expertise
Money to hire a consultant/staff to help with CRC issues and concerns – to support IPR/Auditor
and keep the CRC on track
Invite People to CRC meetings while on phone/in person – have a direct policy to get more
people to CRC meetings
Strategies for CRC recruitment, retention and support (may include ongoing training,
communicate on IPR activities, and update on IPR work)
Consistent contact with LECC on racial profiling
Demonstration video of IPR complaint process in several languages
Proactively collect community concerns about police practices and transparently track our
actions
Get direct general concern feedback from community members
Community concerns and issues with PPB are collected by an equitable process

PREVIOUS COMMUNITY INPUT ABOUT IPR WORK
The mission and work of the Independent Police Review falls within authority granted by Portland City
Code. The U.S. Department of Justice settlement agreement with the City of Portland provided
additional guidelines for IPR’s work. Beyond that legal guidance, IPR strives to learn about community
expectations for IPR’s mission and work. The following list captures expectations and wishes that IPR
has heard represented in Portland community feedback over time:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Outreach involves contacting the public;
Outreach is wide-ranging;
Outreach is consistent and widespread;
Outreach includes PPA and PPB;
Outreach and Process should acknowledge and address fear and distrust in IPR process;
Process is fair, equitable, and accessible for complainants;
Process ensures that the complainant is heard and is given an outlet to voice concerns;
Process includes accepting all complaints;
Complainants are validated and given the necessary information to participate in the process;
Complainants’ concerns are reflected accurately and complaints culturally competent;
Complainants are provided assistance in navigating the review and appeals processes;
Reviews are fair, legitimate, independent, transparent, and unbiased;
Review process acknowledges the complainant as a person with a stake in the result;
Review process should mention issues that are within policy but need review;
Review process is impartial, in compliance, and within DOJ standards;
Review process is done in a timely manner;
Allegations are legally sound;
Allegations reflect the complainants’ concerns;
Investigations are fair to complainants;
Investigations are fair to officers;
Investigations are transparent;
Investigations are thorough, timely and accurate;
Investigations are extensive, robust, understandable, and culturally competent;
Investigations are independent;
Findings are appropriate, reasonable, consistently applied, fair, logical and equitable;
Appeals are available, legitimate, accessible, and supportive;
Appeals are timely and independent;
Appeal process is orderly and timely;
Appeals meet the standard of review;
Results are logical, justifiable, legally sound, and equitable;
Discipline process should be transparent, commensurate, and fair.

PREVIOUS COMMUNITY INPUT ABOUT IPR WORK
In addition to attending meetings across the city, outreach events, receiving direct communications to
IPR, and other means of collecting questions and feedback, the IPR staff reviews new articles and other
sources of potential feedback on the oversight system in Portland. Below are some sources of written
recommendations and recent input from stakeholders and community members:
Stakeholder Groups convened by City of Portland:
http://www.cdri.com/library/PoliceOversightStakeholderReport2010_V2.pdf
http://www.cdri.com/images/PDFs2016Forward/StakeholderMeeting11416minV1.pdf
http://www.cdri.com/images/PDFs2016Forward/2016_DRAFT_StakeholderResultsV2_2.pdf
COCL Surveys and Reports:
http://www.coclcoab.org/sites/default/files/City%20of%20Portland%20Police%20Community%20Relations%20SurveyReport_FINAL-00211-January%202016_0.pdf
http://www.cocl-coab.org/sites/default/files/COCL_PPB_Employee_Survey_Report_2015_posted.pdf
http://www.cocl-coab.org/content/comment-cocls-draft-quarterly-report-1
DOJ Settlement Agreement with the City of Portland:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/article/506328
Community Reactions to 2016 proposed Code Changes:
http://www.portlandmercury.com/blogtown/2016/08/01/18439309/in-september-portland-citycouncil-will-vote-on-huge-police-oversight-changes-tonight-you-can-make-your-voice-heard
http://www.portlandmercury.com/blogtown/2016/04/21/17934827/police-dont-show-up-foroversight-meeting-frustrated-committee-votes-to-legally-force-them-to-show-up-next-time/comments
http://www.portlandmercury.com/blogtown/2016/05/05/18019245/portland-police-show-up-again-tooversight-meeting-score-victory-in-confusing-complaint-hearing
http://www.portlandmercury.com/news/2016/09/14/18564973/city-council-will-soon-vote-onchanges-to-portlands-police-oversight-system
PPA Response to Code Changes:
http://pparapsheet.org/ppa-statement-to-city-council-regarding-iprs-proposed-ordinance-12-18-13/

Listening Session Feedback
•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•

Much of what is said is contrary to the contract with the Portland Police Bureau. How will IPR
overcome that obstacle?
Mediation: Is this the right word, and the right process to use? Due to past outcomes with
mediation, create alternative, whether counseling or other option. Heard from community
members that they’re afraid of mediation with a police officer who has trashed them one way or
another. Psychological damage has occurred. There needs to be a tender way for the
community members and the police officer to be treated or handled, because of the trauma
involved. May have to create special language for what trying to do, such as Let us counsel
together in wisdom and kindness.
How are concerns that are not misconduct used to inform policy? Holding the Police Bureau
accountable to the community for behavior as well as policies; accountability for policies is just
as important. How do you use feedback to influence policy? Using feedback to influence policy
is a major goal.
If this was done well, it could influence policy changes by impressing on Police or City leaders, by
emphasizing that people deeply care. Citizens are saying, we don’t like what you’re doing to us,
so could you change what you’re doing; at the same time, Police are seeing IPR as punishment.
A lot of citizens believe that if they can’t go to IPR and talk and really be heard, then they have
to go to the street to be heard.
Increasing the legitimacy of IPR if increase ability to collect and act on concerns of community
members.
Avoid and/or explain legal or police jargon. Use this as a chance to educate, or be helpful. For
example, a glossary.
Routes for direct referrals to other jurisdictions: This is an impressive section, because it is
focused on service to the community. Cannot think of a better thing for taxpayers to want from
an agency, then knowing they are service-focused.
“Identify common areas where IPR receives requests” – Make this point clearer, about
categories.
There were really great things that came up, and one was the topic of how to increase the
legitimacy of IPR. Relationship building, and how does the Police Bureau and Police Association
(union) play into that?
Issue of reaching out to get feedback: Do not assume that people are going to feel comfortable
calling. Example of a situation of bias that occurred that was not reported. It is an important
issue to examine how feedback is biased by the method of collecting feedback.
There is a cycle of fear and mistrust that develops after negative interactions with police, and
many are not reported. Examples provided about police aggressively confronting and overly
intimidating children of color. Youth: Think about sections to address the tender care of young
Portlanders. How do we change the culture of intimidation?
Need good solid leadership and communication; these events are a good example of leadership.
Regarding legislative changes, is there currently a lobbyist? Answer: IPR would go through
Government Relations for the City’s lobbyist.
Directly compel officers: What happens if an officer is compelled and they say no? What would
change if IPR directly compelled officers? It sounds more forceful in print than it turns out to be.
Wondering how these changes fit with the collective bargaining agreement? Are these changes
possible, given the collective bargaining agreement?

Listening Session Feedback
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

Civilian monitoring of PPB hiring & promotion: I don’t see the police saying that this sounds
good, so wondering about how to put this into practice.
Would love a bullet point to suggest that this includes the hiring of the Chief of Police and the
leadership team of the Chief.
First, even if only a portion of this wish list were to become reality, there would be staffing and
budget issues. Government is notorious in terms of IT.
Even at this early stage, is there acknowledgement that IPR might be looking for
budget/resource support.
One barrier would be that we have to ask the Mayor for money that will then be used to critique
the Mayor’s Bureau.
Glad to see in previous community input that first four items are outreach; outreach is
extremely important.
Work done by Portland Copwatch and outreach: major concern about people who are
homeless. Wondering if outreach is getting to people who are homeless. Have not seen
appeals about homeless interactions with the Police Bureau. Would like to suggest that this be
part of strategic goals.
General comments, based on a career that has intersected with police in different
areas/professions, as well as a citizen service including currently on Training Advisory Council:
In this city, with commission form of government (executive and legislative functions the same),
where status quo is lack of oversight: applaud, and encourage IPR to push for more of this.
It almost feels as if this is pointing toward a post-DOJ world, where COCL/COAB and judge are
no longer present. A caution about all of this: it is a thin line between advocacy and
impartiality. How do you maintain, particularly with the Bureau and the public, both effective
advocacy and impartiality?
Access to Records: Specifically, call out access to training records and materials such as
chemicals and crowd control munitions that are being used. Rosters of special assignment
teams such as RRT and SERT. Hope that “all” records includes these items. (add to last bullet)
Wondering about recommending discipline and/or deciding discipline: IPR should be involved in
discipline. Would characterize it as an abject failure if the discipline recommendations and
decision of discipline is only within the Police Bureau.
Civilian monitoring of PPB hiring/promotion: Would like to add: AND report them to the public
in some manner, whether in the monthly Director’s Report or in beefing up quarterly reports. If
compare recent quarterly reports with ones that used to come up, the recent ones are sorely
lacking in information (gradual over the last 3-4 years).
Developing systems/technology: Using an equity lens also means multiple languages, in-person
meetings as an option, and paper/electronic/other options for information. For example, if only
available on-line, that’s a barrier. Define what “using an equity lens” means. An equity lens also
includes approaching trusted community-based specific neighborhood or demographic groups,
especially where people may not otherwise feel comfortable coming to an event / office. For
folks who are overworked and underpaid, it would be helpful to communicate if there is a quick
and simple way to give input. Recommend add “equity lens” to the fifth point under this goal.
Not sure where this fits, but question about what the equivalent to a class-action suit would be,
for example, if receive more than five complaints about a protest enforcement: how address
those concerns in the aggregate, e.g. to detect emerging issues or types of concern / repeat

Listening Session Feedback

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

officer. Use data analysis to detect trends. Identify how to create a larger thing that can move
forward as one unit. Look for specific types of incidents, specific officer, time, date, or location,
or a specific team of officers – to look for trends.
Reflection on sitting through appeals or observing cases dropped: system is based on a “one-onone” match of complainant to officer. There is nothing currently in the system that would look
at a team, versus a complaint against an individual supervisor or officer. No current opportunity
to make a systemic complaint, other than reviewing policy. Is there a place in-between
individual officer and the whole policy? There should be something.
It would be helpful to have oversight similar to a class-action lawsuit, because the aggregate of
many small complaints is a big deal.
This may be a gray area between discipline and policy change, but anything in the area would be
helpful.
Question about assisting a person with filing a police report: this could be a large area – what
are the criteria?
Add “through an equity lens” – notice where saying “publish” or “write” (look at other options
of communication)
Direct referrals: Another problem that comes with that, is that the officer in question that the
complaint is about, may not be a PPB officer. It would be great if those complaints could be
channeled to the agencies that shared their officers. This also depends on that other agency
having a complaint process.
Access to PPB records proposed changes would help a lot, if IPR could see which agencies were
assisting at any given time. Collaborative relationships with other jurisdictions for records, as
well.
Track and report on concerns outside investigation scope: Also links in with making
recommendations. Collect the data, report on the trends, and make a policy recommendation:
make it clear that this is the order it would happen.
There used to be a survey of complainants afterward, and these contact surveys no longer being
done. Might be good to re-establish the process of contact surveys of complainants.
Increase educational materials about PPB policies and practices:
Add: if talking to the public about these things anyway, then collect public comment and
include the public comments in the policy review or other publication.
Public comment solicited by IPR can also inform the policy review and recommendations, and to
add weight to what IPR is recommending.
Luna-Firebaugh report in 2008: has been almost 10 years. It is time for another outside
performance review to be done, to review the IPR process: from viewpoint of someone who
looks at oversight systems throughout the nation. It says somewhere that this should be done
every period of years (5 years?)
This seems particularly important in a time where oversight of the DOJ is questionable because
of national administration. Any other outside body or process that could provide oversight is
particularly important in the near future: to give some teeth to IPR. Let’s use all available.

NATIONAL LAWYERS GUILD
PORTLAND, OREGON CHAPTER
3519 NE 15TH AVE #155
PORTLAND, OREGON 97212

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
CC:

May 15, 2017
IPR Director Constantin Severe
Portland Chapter of the National Lawyers Guild
Auditor Mary Hull Caballero
Citizen Review Committee Chair Kristin Malone

RE:

NLG INPUT ON IPR’S FIVE YEAR STRATEGIC PLAN

Dear Mr. Severe:
The Portland Chapter of the National Lawyers’ Guild (NLG) has been working on
improving oversight of the Portland Police for more than two decades. In 2000, we joined with
17 other stakeholders as part of the Mayor Katz PIIAC Work Group. We were also members of
the 2010 Police Oversight Stakeholder Committee which issued 41 recommendations. Many of
the reforms the NLG and other community groups have sought have not been pursued. We are
pleased to see that IPR is looking to pursue some of these recommendations in the next five
years.
In particular, we are very pleased to hear that IPR will be pursuing authority to compel
officer testimony. IPR’s lack of authority to compel officer testimony and inability to directly
interview police officers in administrative investigations has consistently undermined public
trust in police review and police accountability, perpetuating the notion identified as early as
2000 that review of police action lacks independence, lacks teeth, and lacks community trust.
See the 2000 Mayor’s PIIAC Work Group Report. The 2010 Stakeholder Committee again found
for the importance of ensuring IPR has authority to compel officer testimony and directly
interview police officers in administrative investigations. We continue to recommend IPR has
real independence to review and investigate police conduct, which must include authority to
compel officer testimony. We encourage IPR not be deterred by potential legal and political
challenges as a barrier to accomplishing this goal. We have briefed the legal arguments
supporting the City’s ability to compel officer testimony despite the PPA’s arguments to the

Page -2contrary. We hope IPR will use this information to aggressively pursue this much-needed
authority as soon as possible.
We also hope that IPR will simultaneously seek authority for CRC to compel officer
testimony and the testimony of other witnesses at appeal hearings; or if CRC is not given
authority to compel testimony, then grant City Council the power to hear new evidence. This has
been recommended since the 2000 PIIAC Work Group (rec #20) as part of an overall ability to
perform independent investigations of allegations of police misconduct.
We are disappointed that many of the recommendations that the community has pursued
for decades are not fully considered in IPR’s five year plan or in its longer term goals. We ask
that IPR seriously consider the following recommendations, and, if there are reasons why it
cannot or will not pursue these recommendations, that it tell the community why.
1.

Seek to change the definition of when CRC finds an allegation “supported by

the evidence” from the “reasonable person” standard defined in 3.21.020 (Definitions) to a
“preponderance of the evidence” standard. This recommendation, proposed by the
stakeholder committee in the 2010, stems from the 2008 Luna-Firebaugh IPR Performance
Review, which found Portland’s reasonable person standard inconsistent with other Auditor
models in which the standard of proof for hearing decisions is a preponderance of the evidence
standard. The 2008 Report cited concerns that the reasonable person standard was too confusing
and presented an inequitable burden on the complainant/appellee. If the concern is that PRB uses
preponderance standards, in those cases heard by both bodies CRC can use “reasonable person”
or other appellate standard. A preponderance of the evidence standard will help diminish
inequity and bring the process into conformity with comparable Auditor models.
2.

From the moment a complaint is made, assign an advocate or facilitator to

the complainant to assist them through the complaint (and potential appeal) process, and
provide staff support for persons with mental health issues. The community and independent
experts have consistently made this recommendation for almost two decades. The 2000 PIIAC
Work Group recommended that training be made available for volunteers to help complainants
file complaints and navigate the complex process (Rec #25). The 2008 IPR Performance Review
specifically recommended that student organizations and law school clinics be solicited to assist

Page -3complainants in the writing and filing of complaints. Stakeholder workgroups, independent
consultants, and the community at large highlight the need for advocates to assist complainants
throughout the complicated and at times intimidating complaint and appeals process in order to
promote accessibility and advance efficiency for all involved. As it stands, complainants are
only offered Appeals Process Advisors (“APA”) if they file an appeal. APAs may not advocate
on behalf of complainants, and volunteer attorneys may not read the case files. The CRC has
asked NLG to provide volunteer law-students to help complainants through the complaint and
appeals process. NLG has a group of volunteers trained and available to provide this service.
However, because IPR does not advertise this to complainants, they are often unaware of NLG’s
services. Since IPR cannot act as an advocate in this admittedly confusing and complicated
process, it should make sure that it provides easy access to advocates or facilitators for
complainants.
3.

All complaints from community members should be investigated by IPR; the

PRB should not continue. Until that can be accomplished IPR investigations should include
more serious complaints. Particularly those including shootings, deaths in custody, and
physical injury requiring hospitalization; racial profiling, illegal searches, conflicts of
interest, or other “high emotion in the community” issues; and 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.
The 2008 IPR Performance Review’s findings and recommendations acknowledged the
importance of IPR’s response to complaints that were of high public importance. We recognize
that IPR has increased its involvement in some of these cases, such as by going to the scene of
shootings, but this does not go far enough. Police shootings, in-custody deaths, racial profiling,
illegal searches, and other issues of high emotion and high importance to the community deserve
to be treated as such in order to comport with the community’s concerns and expectations.
4.

Ask every complainant if they would prefer to have IPR or IA investigate

their complaint and document the response. The long term goal of this effort is to collect data
that may help measure faith in the system. If the results of such measurements indicate a
substantive preference for investigations by IPR, this will support increasing investigative

Page -4resources for IPR. The 2000 PIIAC Work Group emphasized the importance of a community
member’s ability to choose either an IA or a civilian investigation, and the 2010 Stakeholder
Committee’s Final Report explicitly recommended complainants be able to state their preference
for IPR or IA to investigate their complaint. No member of the stakeholder group voiced
opposition to this recommendation. In 2017, we again make this recommendation.
5.

Seek to prohibit the supervising RU (Resource Unit) commander to vote as a

member of the Police Review Board (PRB) in cases of deadly force, in custody death, or
physical injury requiring hospitalization. This was a recommended by the 2010 Stakeholder
Committee. The supervising RU makes the recommended findings in the first place and should
not get another vote to enforce their own recommendations.
6.

Require more specific reporting on the relationship between sustained

findings and discipline. The IPR annual report should provide additional, non-officerspecific information about the scope of discipline imposed for specific categories of
sustained findings. The 2010 Stakeholder Committee made this recommendation. The intent 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. Specific
reporting about sustained findings and discipline improves public understanding, promotes
transparency of the overall process, and contributes to engendering the community’s trust in the
principal purpose of this system: police accountability.
7.

Seek to provide dedicated staff to support the CRC. Change Portland City

Code 3.21.090.A. to include a new numbered paragraph that would read: Direct committee
staff. To direct a staff person assigned to the Committee to provide staff support for the
powers and duties outlined in this chapter. The 2008 IPR Performance Review identified
adequate resources as a core principle for an effective police auditor’s office. The 2010
Stakeholder Committee specifically recommended dedicated staff be provided to support the
CRC. The CRC, as the community police oversight body, needs dedicated support staff in order
to function effectively, especially given the body’s composition of all-volunteer members.
8.

Make it easier for complainants to get publicly available records, including

via digital means, by developing an interagency agreement with PPB that would allow IPR
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2010 Stakeholder Committee’s made this recommendation with the goal of allowing
complainants a greater likelihood of being able to gain publicly-available information about their
cases at one location, rather than having to physically wait for service at both IPR and the PPB
Records Division for complete information. Streamlining the process will lessen the burden on
complainants as well as achieve greater efficiency for both IPR and PPB.
9.

Seek to allow CRC to review proposed allegations prior to investigation to

ensure they match the complainant’s concerns and align with Police Bureau policies and to
send complaints back to re-categorize or refine allegations, and to review dismissed and
declined complaints, with increased funding to do this work. The 2010 Police Oversight
Stakeholder Committee’s Final Report made these recommendations. Allegation formulation
continues to be an issue at CRC hearings. Complainants should not be penalized because an IPR
investigator did not capture all of the policies that the complainants’ allegations apply to.
10.

Seek to make task forces charged with policy review that includes members

of IPR or the CRC open to public observation. The community has always emphasized public
involvement in the police accountability system. The 2000 PIIAC Work Group highlighted the
importance of public hearings to discuss policy and to recommend changes to the City. The 2010
Stakeholder Committee made the above recommendation verbatim, partly because the
community was concerned with a Use-of-Force Task Force whose meetings were not open to the
public. In the seven years since, the community has reiterated its belief that public participation
is essential to a transparent process. We were disappointed to see that the Focus Group on
changes to IPR and CRC in 2016 was closed to the public.
It is great that IPR has a long term goal of improved community relations, and we hope
that work begins now. We ask IPR to take these recommendations seriously and respond directly
to the NLG and other community-group recommendations that are not incorporated into IPR’s
plan. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Portland NLG Policy Board

From: Portland Copwatch [mailto:copwatch@portlandcopwatch.org]
Sent: Sunday, May 14, 2017 4:34 PM
To: Auditor, IPR Mail <ipr@portlandoregon.gov>
Cc: Auditor, CRC Mail <crc@portlandoregon.gov>; News Media <newsmedia@portlandcopwatch.org>
Subject: COMMENTS on Independent Police Review 5-Year Strategic Plan
Comments on the Independent Police Review 5-Year Strategic Plan by Portland Copwatch May 14, 2017
In general, the Independent Police Review (IPR)'s strategic plan
<https://www.portlandoregon.gov/ipr/article/636005>
contains many goals that Portland Copwatch (PCW) can support. The oversight agency is looking to
become more independent, provide more assistance to people calling with concerns, and engage in
more communication. However, IPR doesn't respond to some longstanding community concerns which
have been raised for years, such as the investigations of deadly force cases. Also, while it is good that
IPR currently tends to let the Citizen Review Committee (CRC) make its own decisions and requests
without interference, it is unfortunate the IPR won't use its considerable sway to lift up the CRC's
recommendations. Instead, it is listed in the "future goals" section (for after 2021) to seek a consultant
or staff person to help with CRC. This needs to be made a high priority.
Additionally, CRC is given the authority in the existing ordinance to advise IPR on operations, yet IPR
doesn't actively seek such input nor refer to this important dynamic in the document. For that matter,
there is no mention at all of the Police Review Board (PRB), even though IPR sits on that Board as a
voting member and could play a significant role in making that secretive body even more transparent.
(We acknowledge that the limited reporting we receive was thanks to IPR recommending changes to the
City Code). In addition, IPR's outreach about this plan has been weak and rushed. There should have
been discussions at public meetings such as with CRC and at City Council before community forums were
held, and those forums should have had at least 4 weeks advance notice rather than the one to three
day notice given before they began.
IPR AUTONOMY
PCW certainly agrees with the goal for IPR to compel officer testimony, which the plan acknowledges
will require changes in collective bargaining agreements. It is too bad this goal wasn't put forward
before the City secretly opened negotiations on the contract that was going to expire in June 2017, but
was instead set in stone for four years last October.
We are intrigued by the idea of IPR attaching findings to the cases it investigates. We would like a full
and public explanation why that proposal, which was in the September ordinance considered by Council,
disappeared when the new code was passed in April. We have heard that the Police Association was
unhappy with this provision. If so, they should be required to come before Council in a public setting to
discuss their concerns rather than doing business behind closed doors.
We support IPR's idea of tracking recommendations to the Chief, but they should not be limited to IPR's
own recommendations. Rather, they should include the Police Review Board (PRB) on which IPR sits,
and CRC. The tracking list should be appended to IPR annual reports, if not quarterly reports as well.
While we're not clear how IPR fits into the hiring and promotion practices it seeks to improve, we
welcome a city agency finding a way for the public to be more involved in these practices. Perhaps IPR
can use its commendation and complaint forms as one place to gather such input.

CRITERIA FOR ACTION
PCW supports IPR creating clear and transparent (ie, published on the internet and along with complaint
forms) criteria for conducting investigations. Using the IPR's idea to "prioritize investigations with
greatest potential community impact, using an equity lens" is good. We just want to be sure that
prioritizing such cases which "result in findings" means that even coming up with an "insufficient
evidence (Not Sustained)" finding is better to build community trust than a dismissal.
Part of such transparency should include an overall reporting of how many person-hours IPR
investigations take over the course of a year, or at least one sample case explaining how IPR staff time is
used. When looking at the number of actual investigations (about 20 per year) and investigators (7) at
40 hours a week and, say, 45 weeks per year give or take vacation time and other tasks, it is hard to
understand why IPR is unable to take on more investigations, and why, given the goal about "community
impact," IPR isn't contemplating investigating shootings and deaths-in-custody cases.
We're particularly interested in IPR tracking when it refers complainants to other agencies, in the
context of increased violence by visiting officers at protests and Transit police incidents-- such as the
shooting of Tyrell Johnson on May 10. (This also applies to IPR's goal of helping complainants who need
to go to other agencies in the Communications
section.)
In the section about using the allegations to frame how resources will be attached to a case, IPR should
also do something to improve the initial development of allegations so they fully reflect the complaint,
and to investigate allegations dropped by Internal Affairs (such as the retaliation allegation dropped in a
recent case appealed to CRC).

