TRAINING ADVISORY COUNCIL
September 12, 2018
PPB Training Complex
6:30 -8:30 p.m.

MEMBERS PRESENT
Shawn Campbell, Chair
Edward Hershey
Danielle Droppers
Robert Fischer
Judy Low
Sylvia Zingeser
Sarah Suniga
Tyler Hall
Anne Parmeter
Kezia Wanner
Venn Wilde
MEMBERS ABSENT
Sushanah Boston
McKay Fenske
David Coates
Gary Marschke
Dave Hoffman
Jeffrey Klatke

TRAINING STAFF PRESENT
Lt. Jacob Clark
Liesbeth Gerritsen
Jody Halia
PPB STAFF PRESENT
Mary Claire Buckley
Kate Bonn
Robert Day
Jeff Bell
Raven Graham

GUESTS PRESENT
Dan Handleman
Megan Mohler

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

CITY OF PORTLAND
Training Advisory Council
Training Division

Date:

09-12-2018

Recording starts here
FEMALE: Recording device is running so just a reminder that this
gets recorded and transcribed in its entirety and that’s how we have
record of this and it’s a public document.
CAMPBELL: So, please, if you speak, please say your name beforehand
just so the poor soul who transcribes this has an easier time of it.
All right as Chair I would like to open this meeting and welcome
everybody for coming today. It’s a little easier today since it’s
raining as opposed to July when it was sunny which is good. Let’s
open with our usual somebody reading the Mission Statement. Do we
have a volunteer?
ANN: The mission of the TAC is to provide ongoing advice to the
Chief of Police and the Training Division in order to continuously
improve training standards, practices, and outcomes through the
examination of training philosophy, content, delivery, tactics,
policy, equipment and facilities. The mission of the Portland Police
Bureau is to reduce crime and the fear of crime by working with all
citizens to preserve life, maintain human rights, protect property
and promote individual responsibility and community commitment.
CAMPBELL: Thank you, Ann. All right, a few announcements before we
get started. We have a few changes to the schedule. Of course,
Lieutenant Dobson isn’t able to make it tonight because of some
personal issues, but we do have Kate Vaughn from his group here who
will speak to us both about the use of force as well as our official
request. As far as the stuff about demonstrations and protests the
training dealing with that, I believe, Lieutenant Clark you are
going to speak a little bit to that just not as in depth because it
was kind of a last-minute thing, so.
CLARK: Yeah, correct.
CAMPBELL: All right. All right, to start out do we have a motion
to approve the prior meeting transcripts?
FEMALE: I didn’t finish reading them.
CAMPBELL: We need someone to—
BOB: I move we approve the prior meeting transcript.
CAMPBELL: Moved by Bob. Do we have a second?
JUDY: I’ll second it.
CAMPBELL: Thank you. Second is by Judy. Please, affirmative vote,
all in favor say aye.
GROUP: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed? Motion passes. All right, to start up
today let’s do a couple of new business announcements. The first
one is the - does anyone have an interest in doing police ride
alongs? We suggest that you contact Jody. I will - I sent it out
earlier this year about how to go about doing that, I’ll send it out
again after this meeting. As a reminder once we pass by bylaws at -

IA # TAC Meeting - 09122018
TAC Meeting / N/A
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100

09/12/2018
Page 2 of 43

hopefully at this meeting, every member is required to do a police
ride along once a year. I believe Bob, you just completed yours and
you had a heck of a good time and learned a lot in doing it.
BOB: Very busy. Do it on the East side.
TANYA: I have a - this is Tanya - I have a ride along scheduled
next week.
BOB: Oh. Eastside?
TANYA: No, out at Central. Yeah.
MALE: I also have a ride along scheduled next week with Central
Precinct.
MALE: I hope you guys don’t run into each other where they get a
lot of officers in one place.
CAMPBELL: All right, moving on from that. The second item for new
business is update on current membership and recruiting. As you can
tell by the current amount of people in this room, we are a little
low on members. In fact, we currently have a total of 16 members
intact, which is lower than we should and so we are going to start
the recruiting drive. The steering committee has talked about it
and Bob has volunteered to be the head of the task force for
recruiting. Mostly what we need is just some volunteers to help him
with that task. Judy is that you saying you’d be interested in
doing it?
JUDY: I - as I mentioned in the steering committee meeting, I
volunteer to help Bob.
BOB: Yeah, let me say (inaudible)—
CAMPBELL: Oh, yes sir.
BOB: A few things about what - what’s going to be the - I think our
goal and what’s going to be required to get to our goal. We have
some more people leaving, do we not, at the end of the year—
CAMPBELL: Yes.
BOB: So, the object is to get some people on because we’re right
down to the minimum - on bare minimum right now. So, if ideally we
could recruit ten people so we could get to the - the workings of
the number - say we can work that - and we should do that by the end
of the year. The way the timetables work on getting stuff - getting
stuff printed and - and announced and processed and so on, it - it
pretty well means we should have the application form and
application process in - started or given at least to the Portland
Police Bureau by the end of this month. Which means between now and
the end of this month I think the task force will have to meet at
least one time to go over the application forms and make sure that
this reflects what - what kind of - well, what kind of outreach we
want in - in the application. So, both - and then - then I think
we’ll be okay until the end of Oct - of Oct - November, or - or end
of October/November where we will have to then review the
applications. It is anticipated in past is any - is indicative of an indication of what the future will be, it - we probably will have
something like 20 applications. That’s kind of a rounded figure
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that - that has been the past experience and I’ve kind of whittled
that down to 10. So the end of October and into November we’ll be
having to read applications and then have them picked out together
and - and evaluate them. So, if - for those that want to
participate, I think I’d like to meet you after this - this session
and try to identify a time later this month when we can get together
and look at the application forms. I can send them - what the past
application form was out to you. I’ve already looked at it and and looked at - at some of the other applications that - that are
done in other of the police - what do you call them kind of
programs, these - well, other of the police community organizations
- community involvement, community councils and so on. And so I’ve
kind of made some suggestions, which I’d - which I’d like to share
with you all on how to maybe describe a little bit more of what this
- the - TAC is, a little bit more about what - what they’re actually
going to be evaluated on, the kind of persons we’re looking for,
which has - were - were pretty skimpy on the old applications. So,
those who would like to - to work on this subcommittee - or, this
task force, let’s get together briefly after this meeting and kind
of talk about how to - how to organize and get those sometime this
month, okay?
CAMPBELL: Thank you, Bob. Okay. So, Judy are you still in after
all that? (inaudible) Glen?
GLEN: Yes.
CAMPBELL: Would anybody else like to be part of the recruitment
task force?
ANN: Yeah.
CAMPBELL: Ann, thank you.
FEMALE: How many people do you need?
BOB: That’s probably pretty good right there, we got—
FEMALE: Okay.
FEMALE: We need as many people as possible—
CAMPBELL: Yeah.
FEMALE: Because we need to outreach to as many people as possible.
CAMPBELL: Yeah. That being said, even if you’re not part of the
committee for the task force, if you know anybody who you think
would be a good fit for TAC or you know of any groups that you think
should be more involved in TAC, I encourage you to talk with the
task force and also reach out yourself.
BOB: Yeah, we’ll - we’ll send out materials to you all when it’s when it’s finally out in the field and try to get new recruits. We
won’t be the only recruiters, but we’re trying to get the process
organized for the recruitment, okay?
CAMPBELL: Yep. Just to make everything official, do we have an
official motion to create a recruitment task force with Bob as chair
and Judy, Ann, and Ben as members?
BEN: So moved.
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CAMPBELL: So moved by Ben. Do we have a second? So seconded by
Ed. Please say aye if you agree.
GROUP: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed? Motion passes. Thank you very much for the
recruitment task force and again, please meet with Bob after the
meeting just to schedule a day this month to meet. All right,
moving on. The next item on the agenda is the formal acceptance of
the TAC Bylaws, something that many have been waiting for a long
time on. Just for a little bit of background, this updated Bylaws
were started, I don’t know - Ed, you might know how many years ago?
ED: (inaudible).
CAMPBELL: It’s been a moving target.
FEMALE: Yes, it has been, yeah.
CAMPBELL: It’s been under review by the City Attorney for about two
years, I know, and we finally got through that process and to an
actual document. At this time I would like to suggest we either
vote the Bylaws up or down. I would prefer not to make small
changes at this time as opposed to just let’s pass the Bylaws and
then if we need to make some small changes, we can do that because
that’s an easier process than trying to move the whole thing back
and forth between us and the City Attorney again. Are there any
discussions or would you like to make a motion (inaudible).
BEN: Yes, Shawn - this is Ben - I move to adopt the Bylaws as
written.
DANIELLE: I second.
CAMPBELL: We have a second from Danielle. Is there any discussion?
All right, seeing none, all in favor, please say aye.
GROUP: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed? Motion passes. We have Bylaws.
MALE: We’re 15 minutes ahead of schedule. That’s an all-time
record.
CAMPBELL: I know. All right, moving on. Next we have the Use of
Force Report presentation. The presentation will be given by Gate
Bonn - all right - Kate Bonn - that’s embarrassing for me - Analyst
from the Professional Standards Division. Thank you, Kate.
KATE: All right. Well, thank you all for being here tonight.
Those of you that were here, I last presented in October of 2017.
So, if you were a member of the TAC at that time - if you were at
that meeting - you might recognize a little bit of this presentation
and I apologize if any of it is redundant. But after I was talking
with Jody, it seems like you guys have quite a few new members and
so we wanted to kind of start from the ground up and give you guys a
good picture of how the Portland Police Bureau analyzes force and
the process that we go through for all of that. So, feel free to
interrupt me as I go through if I - if you have any questions or or if I am unclear about anything. So who are we? The Force Audit
Team of the Police Bureau - the - a three-person team - myself,
Shannon Smith, and Heidi Busche. We are supervised by Lieutenant
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Craig Dobson who you all know - and he does apologize that he’s not
here. He had a family medical emergency that happened earlier
today, so he won’t be here, but if you guys have any questions I am
happy to pass those along to him. We are assigned to the
Professional Standards Division of the Police Bureau and as I was
writing this slide from last year’s presentation I realized that I
need to make some edits to it. And the first edit is that I need to
cross myself off that list because as of today I am actually an
analyst at the Training Division. I am now going to be helping the
Curriculum Development Unit doing evaluation of our ECIT and
Advanced Academy Training so, I will no longer be on the Audit Team
but I will be helping out just for the time being while we work to
hire some new analysts and potentially expand our audit
capabilities. Auditing is becoming more and more common in law
enforcement all across the country. I just got back from a
conference of - in law enforcement inspections and auditors, really
something that the bureau does want to expand into in the very near
future. So, what we do currently is we audit Use of Force Reports
for compliance with the Settlement Agreement, specifically
Paragraphs 74 through 77. If you have not read the Settlement
Agreement, I suggest that you do so. It is a very - it’s a - it’s a
dense document, but it really guides the policies, the practices,
the directives, how the Portland Police Bureau operates. It was
passed in 2012 and it’s a constant process for the bureau to do
everything we need to do to be in compliance with that, and it’s
going to make - make us a better agency. Specifically Paragraphs 74
through 77 relates to officer reporting of force as well as the
supervisor investigation of force incidents and the chain of command
review that comes after the facts. After the Settlement Agreement,
officers have - they now have a whole host of requirements of
components that they need to include in their Use of Force Reports.
So that’s not only a detailed description of the force that they
use, the different applications of force - each one as they go
through the event - but also their attempts to contact witnesses at
the scene, their perception of the mental health status of the
subject. All of these things that - that we really want so that we
have a complete understanding of the force incident as it happened.
The sergeant also has a whole host of requirements that he has to do
during his investigations - sorry, he or she - and then also
includes various investigative components in their after-action
documents that they produce that then goes all the way through the
chain of command, ultimately comes across our desk to be audited.
We read through every single one of these documents. We read
through every single report, every after-action - we look at all the
photos, we look at all the videos. We take in this entire force
incident and see what happened and we make sure that everybody was
in policy and that they were abiding by the Settlement Agreement as
it happened. Because of how close we are with all of these various
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documents, we decided to start coding force data. It’s actually not
a requirement of the Settlement Agreement. It does say we have to
audit use of force, but specific analysis of force data - there’s
one - there’s one little line that discusses it - but the coding and
analysis of force data that we do, if you guys have all seen the
force data summary reports that we put out, they’re very extensive.
We take all of this data and we compile it and we analyze it in
every which way that we can think of. So, that is something that we
have worked very hard on and - and I can’t say having been involved
with - or, that interacted and networked with a lot of law
enforcement agencies recently, PPB is really on the forefront of
their force analysis. So, the Settlement Agreement, what does it
mean for use of force? Obviously, we have enhanced reporting
requirements for all the officers as active after-action - or, as
they go through the after-action process, we audit that for
completeness. And it also expanded the definition of force. So,
last year on August 19, of 2017, which is a date that’s permanently
engrained in my memory because it does not fall in any logical form
on - on - it’s not a quarterly basis, it’s not on a month-end and
yet we decided to change right in the middle of the quarter. Which,
for an analyst, it - it throws off your data quite a bit. So,
August 19 of 2017 we passed a new Use of Force policy, Policy 1010 I’m going to refer to it several times throughout this presentation.
But what that does is officer actions that previously would not have
been counted as force, such as resisted handcuffing or control
against resistance, we now count those as force, officers are
required to complete a Use of Force Report, a sergeant is required
to investigate, it goes as far up the chain of command as it needs
to go depending on the category of force. Now, I’m going to get the
categories here in a second. Bob, I believe you sent us a handful
of questions in an email not too long ago and so I’m going to talk a
little bit about categories. But what does all this produce? We
have our Force Audit Results which is quite literally reporting on
reporting. It’s very dry, it’s very dull, but they are produced for
the DOJ, they’re produced for the Settlement Agreement, and they’re
also produced for the precincts so that Lieutenant Dobson can go
back to the precincts and can discuss how well the officers are
doing in terms of abiding by the components of the Settlement
Agreement and all these different requirements. Force Summary
Reports, which you all have seen, they’re not required by the
Settlement Agreement, but we do produce them on a quarterly and
annual basis and we try and incorporate as many analyses as we can
so we do appreciate when you guys give us input on the kinds of
things that you want to see. And we have all of this data at our
disposal. We do love receiving feedback. We have a little link at
the end of each one of our Force Report - of our Force Reports that
you can go and you can fill out a survey and you can give us
feedback. Nobody ever does, but we would love it if somebody did.

IA # TAC Meeting - 09122018
TAC Meeting / N/A
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339

09/12/2018
Page 7 of 43

We also have a Summar - Use of Force Dashboard and an OIF Dashboard,
which I believe if you were here at the last meeting, Shannan Smith
downloaded our Force Dashboard. It’s - it’s had a facelift since
then so I do encourage you guys to go back and explore it. We went
back through - some different analysts - we made it a little bit
more versatile, it’s more interactive, it’s very fun to play around
with. And we also have the separate OIF Dashboard. And the key
distinction between these two - and when I talk about Force
Categories - officer involved shootings, they are a use of deadly
force and they are investigated as a Category 1 use of force so,
they do not come to our audit team. We analyze and we audit
Categories 2, 3, and 4 uses of force. Category 1, any use of deadly
force is investigated by Internal Affairs, by detectives, by a whole
host of people throughout the bureau. But it’s not specifically the
audit team, that’s why we have to keep those things separate.
That’s why on our Force Reports where it says does not include OIF
or - or use of deadly force on there, that’s just because it’s
investigated in different capacity so we don’t have that data mixed
in with our own. Categories - now I’m finally getting to it broadly speaking, these are the different force types that fall into
the various Category 2 and 3, and Category 4. Again, any use of
deadly force is considered a Category 1. Bob, in your questions you
are asking for a little bit of clarification around some language in
terms of Impact Weapons and Less Lethal. And I want to thank you
for that because both of these highlighted things that - yeah, we’re
in this data all day long, sometimes we overlook things, but impact
weapons we were not clearly defining it. That is actually a baton
strike, it’s a very, very rare use of force. It happens may - I
think maybe once or twice in the past couple quarters - not a common
- not a common use of force by any means - but, it’s a little bit
inconsistent with how we say impact weapons versus we have Category
4 Baton - Nonstrike over there, so. We have that and then Less
Lethal now refers to our 40mm launcher which I believe Officer
Hertzler gave you guys a - a demonstration and discussed a little
bit with you, but used to be our bean bag shotgun, is now our 40mm
launcher. We’re also going to clarify the language around that in
next quarter’s report. So, the Force Categories, how does this
work? Again, this is a - a very broad list. This is a good
starting place when you’re thinking about how we categorize force.
Force is categorized this way based on the likelihood of it
resulting in injury. That’s as defined by the Oregon Revised
Statutes physical injury, impairment of physical condition or
substantial pain, but this really is a rough framework that we start
from. Categorizing force can get very complex because there is a
lot of other factors that come into it. If you have a subject
sustaining some sort of injury or the age of the subject or if the
subject is pregnant, any one of these things can elevate it to a
serious use of force. We audit one hundred percent of serious use
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of force incidents, automatically bump something from whatever
category it was up - up the chain so that it is reviewed by a higher
level of command. And then it’s also the discretion of the
supervisor. If there’s anything that happens in this incident, if
they for any reason believes that this needs to go up higher they
have the discretion to do so. So, again, this is our starting
point. If - if one of these uses of - if one of these types of
force is used that’s kind of where it starts out, but depending on a
whole host of circumstances it can take - be elevated. Different
force types are used in response to the threat level that’s
perceived by the officer when they arrive on scene. And that’s
important to note because Portland Police does not have a force
spectrum, which is a pretty common thing in law enforcement, but we
deviated away from that a little bit. Each one of these force types
is used individually, based on the - the levels of aggression and
the circumstances of the - of the scene as the officer arrives, the
threat level that they are perceiving based on the subject’s
actions. So, for example, pointing of a firearm, which Bob asked
about in some of his questions, used in a response to an unknown
threat. So, that would a high risk traffic stop or the end of a
pursuit. Oftentimes individuals in a stolen vehicle are armed. You
don’t know their threat level when you’re arriving on the scene and
you have an automatic disadvantage from that. Therefore pointing of
a firearm is often used so that the officer can maintain some
distance as they understand a little bit more about what’s going on,
on scene. Methodology - so - first of all, does anyone have any
questions about categories?
MALE: Which is 2 and which is 3 in (inaudible)?
KATE: Category 2 and 3. So, that every - so, these are actually
mixed together and, again, that’s dependent on the circumstances
that I were talk - that I was talking about. These are not fixed in
a - in one Category 2 or one Category 3. It’s dependent on - on the
- the—
MALE: On - on the - in what - what the officer perceives as a
threat.
KATE: Yeah, well - well, yes. That’s what the - force type is
dependent on the perceived threat. The category is when the
sergeant arrives on scene and the sergeant - after the use of force
happens and the sergeant’s investigating that is when the category
is determined. Yes?
BEN: This is Ben. A question about Baton Nonstrike. It seems to
me just from my - my mental model of a baton, that anytime a baton
would be interacting with my body it would have to come in contact
with my body at some point and of course (inaudible) interaction so,
what - what’s it look like for someone to use a baton on me and not
strike me?
KATE: Specifically, it’s both. If you—
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MALE: So, if bad guy’s on the ground, laying on the ground, hands
are underneath him and you can’t get their arms up to handcuff them,
one of the things that we teach to - you can use the baton just as
leverage. You stick it in their arm—
BEN: I see, to pull their hand out, yeah.
MALE: Kind of pull on it, yeah, that lever helps get their arm out
from underneath. So, you’re not hitting them with anything, you’re
not hurting them. It’s just leverage to get their arm up.
MALE: I think you were hurting them by pushing that - pushing the
arm - by putting it by the wrist so that they had to get their arm
up. Is that—
MALE: You could hurt them. You’re not striking them with it—
MALE: Right.
MALE: You’re not intending to hurt them with it, you’re using it as
leverage.
BEN: Thank you. I’ve a second question, does this - I’m - I have
the idea that someone has covered this before, but just verify for
me again, the Use of Force Reports and Summaries, do they include
the use of force during large scale public gatherings?
KATE: So, for crowd controlment?
BEN: Yeah.
KATE: Officers do, but it - it’s audited under a different - it it’s separate - it’s audited separately. But, yes, they complete
(inaudible).
BEN: Is it included in the Summary?
KATE: In the for - is it a separate? We now report, I believe it
was in the Annual Report of last year we had a specific page of the
Annual Report that’s for crowd control events. That’s just because
there are - it’s a different set of force types. Yes?
FEMALE: I’d like to know what the PIT stands for?
KATE: Pursuit Intervention Technique.
FEMALE: What?
KATE: Pursuit Intervention Technique.
FEMALE: Okay.
KATE: Where the car bumps the other.
FEMALE: Okay. All right.
KATE: Yeah. Yes?
SARAH: This is Sarah. I have a question about how - you said that
depending on other contextual factors, pregnancy, age, these things
might then be elevated or coded differently. How does that - how’s
that reflected in the report?
KATE: Yeah, so those will be what’s called a serious use of force.
So, again, regardless of the force type. So, say you have one
officer and one subject with only resisted handcuffing so based on
that it’s only going to fall under a Category 4, but it has one of
those - one of those factors present. Automatically makes it a
serious use of force, it’s investigated as a Category 2, goes all
the way up the chain of command and it’s audited in full. So, it’s
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really a procedural thing for us. It just makes sure it goes
through every step of the investigation because of - specifically
because of those contextual factors.
SARAH: And just a follow-up question. And so, would that be
evident? Like, would I - where would I look for that to see if that
happened?
KATE: We don’t typically - we don’t have that included anywhere in
our reports how many - the number of serious uses of force what we
have, but it’s something we could - we could potentially include.
It’s separate - we code that data.
SARAH: Okay.
MALE: This might address an issue then of your pay grade, but I
take it we’re considering - I understand why deadly force is not
included in this report. But it does, as a number of people
including my friend Ben Handleman point out, over - over time - it’s
anomaly to me. It said - the thing says Use of Force and then the
most important use of force is not in the Use of Force Report. So,
I’m wondering if down the road somebody might consider renaming this
Use of Nondeadly Force.
FEMALE: Yeah, that makes sense.
CAMPBELL: This is Shawn. I would just like to point out, in the
Quarter 2 report that I just looked through today, it did have the
fatal shooting listed.
KATE: Yes, yeah. So, we—
CAMPBELL: It does not give details, but it is in there now.
MALE: Okay.
KATE: Yeah. That - that - that is a change that we made since the
Annual Report. Same with the crowd control. At the end of the 2017
Annual Report we started including additional pages for officer
involved shootings and all that and I believe, yes, at the end of
Quarter 2 we decided to just go ahead and attach that onto the end
of it and call it good.
CAMPBELL: And this is Shawn again real quick. I would just like to
say that that was part of our 2017 recommendations, and I think you
and the whole staff are already stepping forward on that.
KATE: Of course.
MALE: You know, let me - let me give it another spin on this
pointing of firearm thing if I may. My understanding is is that
within the criminal justice system, you’re going to have, say a
robbery and someone - and someone just comes up and he says I want
your money and I’m going to threaten you with my fists or something
like that and they - you - you rob. It says it’s a lower class or
robbery. Someone comes up and rips something out of your arm,
knocks you down, and robs you, it’s a higher level of - of robbery.
Someone comes up and points a gun at you, it’s a really high level
of robbery. And yet you guys seem to - the police department seems
to say well, if you point a gun at the person, well that’s a lower
level of - of - of force. I - I mean, you - I heard it said - I was
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passing one of the - officer that I was riding on - in a ride along
about - about pointing a gun and he said well, it - you know, it’s
really a compliance device and something that we - we can
immediately get - get compliance with the people. You gave a
slightly different, you know, spin on it.
MALE: (inaudible) not accurate.
MALE: That’s not accurate?
MALE: It is not a compliance.
MALE: Well, that’s - okay, that may have been - that may have been
a mistake on that idea. But - but I don’t know how - I mean, the the criminal justice system and the public in general think wait a
minute, when you’re pointing a gun at somebody, that is a real
extension of force. I mean, it - it’s a psychological force, it’s
not - it’s a minor thing? It’s down with resisting handcuffing? It
doesn’t make sense to me. Is that - is that standard across police
departments that this - one of those standards of practice or
standards - I - I’m sorry to be a little worked up about this, but
it just seems if he’s pointing a gun it’s - that’s a minor thing.
MALE: It’s not that it’s a minor thing, it’s—
MALE: The most minor category you have.
MALE: It’s not that it’s a minor thing. It is a minor use of force
because you’re not actually using force. If you utilize that—
MALE: So, that means you’re - if you’re pulling the trigger it’s
the littlest of force—
MALE: On the trigger (inaudible)—
MALE: And that goes all the way to 1.
MALE: Exactly.
BELL: So - so - so, I - I have to say, I didn’t, you know, neither
of us - and, I’m sorry, I’m Jeff Bell, I’m the Captain of
Professional Standards Division so I want to apologize for, you
know, again for Lieutenant Dobson not being here. He truly did have
a last-minute emergency. One of the things I - and I - and I
totally hear what you’re saying and I think the Training Division
has definitely gone away from - we don’t point firearms or we don’t
train people to point firearms in nearly as many situations as we
used to. The way these are laid out for the most part is based on
the actual harm to the individual in terms of physical harm. So, I
- I - again, I’m not saying that there’s not room to - to take a
look at that in a different way, but I’m just letting you know
that’s - that’s kind of how these were looked at. So, Category 4
cases where there is essentially little or the minimest, no harm to
the person. Category 2 would be - or, I’m sorry - Category 3 would
be where there is very minor kind of temporary physical injury.
Category 3 - or, I’m sorry - Category 2 - they’re really backwards
from what I think they should be - is - is, you know, when the
officer causes - when the use of force causes serious physical
injury. And then Category 1 would be a little bit different because
we still investigate any use of deadly force as a use of deadly

IA # TAC Meeting - 09122018
TAC Meeting / N/A
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539
540
541
542
543
544
545
546
547
548
549
550
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577

09/12/2018
Page 12 of 43

force regardless of whether or not there is injury. But that was
kind of the - the thought process of how those four categories were
done. I - I absolutely hear what you’re saying in terms of, you
know, in - in terms of if someone forcibly put my hand behind my
back versus someone pointing a gun at me there is a significant
difference there in the - in the probably the emotional impact on
me, but in terms of the way these are looked at, it’s based on the the actual physical harm to the community member.
FEMALE: You know, if I could follow that up with - when we were
looking at the policies many jurisdictions do not even count
pointing a firearm as a use of force. So, a lot of police bureaus
don’t even consider it a use of force.
MALE: It’s the gateway to Category 1.
CAMPBELL: This is Shawn. I think for me where it comes into it
isn’t the fact that the pointing of the gun itself is actually harms
anybody beyond emotional harm. It’s the fact that if someone
doesn’t comply with the pointing of the gun you’re really left with
two options. You either shoot the gun or you let them go. And that
seems like a much higher beyond just the actual physical harm as
much as maybe it should be considered the possible physical harm.
MALE: Oh, we - we train transitioning, too, so - and I’ve done it
myself on the job where you, yes, you have somebody at gunpoint and
they then charge at you but there’s nothing in their hands, no
weapon. You can’t use deadly force in that circumstance so you
hostile your gun and you go to other tools.
MALE: Why’d you have you gun out in the first place?
MALE: Well, in my specific example—
MALE: I - I mean, I - I was—
MALE: There’s a guy running from a stolen car after-pursuit and I
fought with him a couple times and he had run to the front door of
somebody’s home and was trying to kick the door in. So, I was - I
had him at gunpoint. He charged at me - he didn’t have anything in
his hands - so, I re-holstered, we fought, he got away from me, and
then he shot three cops. So, it - so, we train—
MALE: Yeah, I (inaudible).
MALE: But you have to react to exactly what you have right in front
of you in that moment. We train to transition to different tools if
they’re not a danger - a deadly threat anymore. The fact is they
can obviously become a deadly threat shortly thereafter again, but
that’s how we train.
CAMPBELL: As a reminder, please say your name before—
MALE: I didn’t know that, I’m sorry.
CAMPBELL: That’s all right. Well, just so the transcription can be
more easily made. Ed, do you have something?
ED: This is Edward. This - this conversation should be elucidating
reaffirms for me that context counts.
MALE: Absolutely
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MALE: And that therefore it is very difficult to apply a data set
to this subject to begin with and when you look at individual
incidents. You do it and it’s a good thing you’re doing it, but any
individual - for instance, I’m sitting here thinking of myself
before he stopped breathing, what would James Chasse be? Would it’d
been a 4 because he resisted handcuffing? Did he - was there a
takedown or was he down on the ground before the cops - the police
showed up? So that, you know, very - a 4 can become a 1—
MALE: Even a 4 can become a 1 pretty quickly, all right?
MALE: But at - when you talked about using the - the baton as a as a way to convince somebody to be handcuffed.
KATE: And that’s why I think it’s - it’s very interest - very
important to understand that again, this is the - this is the
baseline, this is where things start. So, in terms of our data
collection purposes, in terms of our - literally tracking documents,
this is where things start. But any incident can be elevated to a
higher level based on what - what happens on scene, based on what
happens throughout the incident, based on what the sergeant
determines during an investigation. So, again, a (inaudible)
starting place, but everything doesn’t have to be kept in these - in
these singular boxes throughout the entire time. But, I will say
that your - you give me a perfect transition there into the
complexity of all this that we are dealing with. So, this is our
methodology and this is where if you were here during October of
last year, you - you’ve seen this before, but just don’t give away
the ending. But I want you all to imagine - just a hypothetical for
a second - that these two parents take their three children to go
get ice cream. Now, you are charged with auditing this case, with
collecting data on this. What would you collect? Go ahead and
shout your answers out.
MALE: What were we - what?
KATE: You - you are - you are the analyst.
MALE: Yeah.
KATE: And you are collecting data on this event.
MALE: What’s the question?
KATE: The - any question you want. What kinds of data do you want
to collect?
MALE: Oh, I didn’t know.
MALE: Was it in a cone, bowl—
KATE: Mm-hm.
FEMALE: Boy, girl.
KATE: Mm-hm.
FEMALE: Servings.
KATE: Yes.
MALE: Age.
KATE: Yeah. So, there’s any name of diff - there’s no right answer
because there’s no right or wrong answers.
MALE: Nobody else could think of money?
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FEMALE: Mom and dad.
KATE: (inaudible) different ice creams, like these kids - these
kids splurged when they went to the ice cream shop. But what you
all highlight here is that based on what question you ask - based on
what data you want to collect, any one of those could be the right
answer. So, in this - in this instance right here we have one
event, we have five people that are involved - there’s two parents,
there’s three children, and honestly if we want to get it complex
there’s got to be somebody serving the ice cream in all this
process, right? They order three ice creams, but between the three
of them there’s nine scoops of ice cream and there’s four different
flavors. And just to get a little bit - just to throw a little ring
into the mix, what happens if on the way out to the car one of the
kiddos drops their ice cream cone? Sad kiddo, right? So, one of
the parents decides okay, we’re going to do the nice thing and go
back into the shop and get the kiddo another ice cream cone. Does
that mean we now have two events? Those two separate trips into the
ice cream shop, depending on the question that you’re asking, either
one of those could be correct. But now if you were here last
October you understand this event transfers right over into a force
incident. We’ve got one event but we have five people, two officers
and three subjects. They produce three force reports, there’s nine
different applications, four different types of force between them.
And then what happens if somebody tries to deploy their Taser and it
fails? For whatever reason the probes don’t make contact and the the - the suspect - subject, excuse me, never receives a current.
Does that still count as a use of force? Based on our methodology,
yes it would. We count any and all applications. If an officer
either attempts to drive-stun or have a probe deployment on their
Taser - whether it’s accidental or intentional - we count it and it
goes through this entire data collection process and it is factored
into our Force Data Reports. So, all of this really just speaks to
how complex this process is. Depending on the questions that you’re
asking, any - any - any of these factors can be relevant. But for for what we do, we read every single report, we read every single
after-actions, we look through the sergeant’s investigation, we look
through the entire chain of command review. We review any and all
information we can about the force incident to make sure that we are
capturing the most valid data possible. And the reason I put this
graphic over here on the right - this is actually a graphic from our
new Force Data Dashboard so, I encourage all of you to go and check
that out. But this is a good - a good way of thinking, when you are
reading our Force Reports, think about what the denominator is of
the section that you’re looking at. Think about what subset of data
might’ve contributed to that. So, if you’re looking at subject
demographics you’re going to be looking at subject level data. That
is data that has been cleaned so if we have multiple contacts with a
subject throughout the quarter we only represent them once - if more
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than one officer uses force on a subject, still only counted once.
But what if we want to understand which precinct officers are from
that they’re using force? Well, then we need to - we need to look
at officer level data for that. And and officer uses force in more
than one incident, they’re still only counted once because they are
a single officer. What if you want to know the total number of
force events? Well, then you’re going to be looking at the whole
thing. You want to know specific number of the - the applications
of a Taser. That’s going to be there. The number of applications
of resisted handcuffing - maybe you only have one subject, but you
have two officers both of whom - subject fights with both of the
officers. That’s two applications of resisted handcuffing even
though it’s only one force type. It’s very complex, but I’ve really
only put up here to - to illustrate that as you’re looking through
this data it’s important to be mindful. We’re very mindful as we’re
compiling it, we’re trying to make sure that this is the most - the
most robust analysis that - that we can put out there. At the end
of the day the three of, we’re just data nerds. We - we love data,
we love this kind of stuff, and we’re going to try and - try and
compile these reports in - in the best, most analytically
methodologically rigorous way that we can. Obviously everything is
audited for all the Settlement Agreement points throughout this
process and we collect all the data on it. All of this culminates
into this. Everything is so complex that we had to color code it.
Even our data sets, when we turn things over to the DOJ and the
COCL. Are you asking for red data or are you asking for blue data?
Are you asking for force data or audit data? These are all very
different things that, depending on the question that you’re asking,
any one of them might be accurate. So, if we start up here at the
top - Force Occurs. An FDCR is produced for each officer-subject
dyad. So, if you have two officers and two subjects and both
officers use force against both subjects, you have four FDCR
reports. Everything increases exponentially. As you increase
subjects and you increase officers, yes - everything increases from
there. That after-action is then completed by the sergeant, goes
all the way through lieutenant, RU manager, chief’s office, however
high it needs to go based on the category, based on the
circumstances of the event. And eventually it arrives at our team,
we compile all - we will get - we code all of the force that occurs.
We audit 20 percent of the cases that we see and we do that just
because of how many cases we - we have to look at each - every
quarter, twenty percent are randomly selected. We also perform a
full audit on all CEW’s, all Taser cases, and all serious uses of
force. Over here the inspector conducts an additional Phase 2 on
all of the cases that we audit. So, that is because, like I said,
we’re data nerds, we’re analysts, we’re not cops. We have not gone
through the training that the officers have gone through so, when it
comes to tactical and training considerations, we’re not in the best
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position to try and say the officer should or should not have done
something different. I’ve read thousands of force reports, but I
still don’t know what it’s like to be fighting with a subject on the
ground. So, I’m not going to try and assume that the officer should
or should not have done something different. Instead, Lieutenant
Dobson reads through each one of those cases and he has his own
methodology that he goes through for basically a qualitative
assessment of the officer’s skills and decision point analysis when
they arrived on scene. We will also collect data for our EIS, which
is our Employee - Early Intervention System. That is also with within PSD but it’s not within our team. I have mostly included
that in here just to say that any force event, no matter how simple
- it’s one officer, one subject, one application of resisted
handcuffing, but most basic police - police arrest action that you
can have is still going to go through this entire process, every
single one. We analyze force every which way that we can possibly
think of and we do so on a very extensive and rigorous way and we
take a lot of pride in doing that. So, here’s what I was actually
here to talk about. I think this is what’s on the agenda and that’s
a review of our Quarter 1 and Quarter 2 force data. And we realize
that because you guys did not receive the briefing on Quarter 1 data
at the last meeting, it might be helpful for me to go over that as
well as catch you up onto Quarter 2. And it’s actually kind of a
benefit because looking at one quarter’s worth of data doesn’t tell
you all that much. You can’t determine a lot in terms of trend from
one quarter’s worth. You really only have - it’s - it’s small data.
Small data problems are - are the worst problems that any analyst
can have. So, if we look all the way back to - I - I put everything
in back to a year so this is Quarter 3, 2017. And this is when that
new force policy was enacted, our new 1010 policy. It was on August
19th. We had about two weeks left of Quarter 3 for - for that to to fall into effect that has all of those resisted handcuffing,
control against resistance, all those actions that previously
would’ve been in the officer’s report but now all of a sudden we
have data that we need to compile about that. So, between Quarter 3
and Quarter 4 we had a noticeable jump here, and we knew that was
going to happen. That’s literally just from having more data, not
from force going up, not from any real - real patterns or - or
trends or anything like that other than data. So, into Q1 we saw a
noticeable jump again. We were fully anticipating that. That is
officers, sergeants, everybody becoming more clear on the
requirements of the new 1010. And now, into Quarter 2 we started to
see it come down just slightly. And what we’re expecting is that
we’re - we’re trying to - we’re sort of finding a baseline here. I
- I want to see our Quarter 3 numbers before I say if we’ve hit a
baseline or - or if it’s still going to continue to go up or down
or, you know, who knows that’s going to happen. We’ll know here in
just about a month for the Quarter 3 numbers, but in terms of
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Quarter 2 there really aren’t any noticeable trends or changes or
any big - big blips that I can report to you guys today other than
to say we are seeing what we expected to see after this new use of
force policy was enacted. Yes.
BEN: This is Ben. I’m curious on these numbers, I hear you saying
we’re seeing the kinds of shifts you expected.
KATE: Mm-hm.
BEN: And I - sorry I didn’t get this question to you sooner because
you could’ve prepared for it with a slide, but I’m wondering if you
have a way to look at what the data would be if you were using the
old (inaudible)
KATE: Ah. So yes.
BEN: And contract that through because if - if what you’re saying
is correct—
KATE: Mm-hm.
BEN: Use of force levels aren’t really changing, I would expect
those numbers to be fairly stable.
KATE: We can get very close. The issue, and I’m going to - forgive
me as I go back a whole bunch of slides here - you guys get to see
some cutesy (inaudible), but if I can go back to this category. So,
because we have Takedown over here and Controlled Takedown over
here, previously—
MALE: That was split.
KATE: Previously those would’ve been lumped into one. So, that
complicates things, but yes, we did try and do something very
similar looking only at the force types that we were collecting pre8/19 to those that we - comparing only those force types post- 8/19.
We were seeing things being fairly level as much as we can with that
- with that Takedown component. That’s the one thing that throws it
off because previously those would’ve been lumped together, and they
were one of our biggest force types. So, it’s fallen off just a
little bit, but now that they’re split into two it messes with the
data just a little bit.
MALE: Okay, thank you.
CAMPBELL: Shawn, real quick. With the Takedown and Controlled
Takedown can there be instances where you have both a Takedown and
Controlled Takedown in the same instance?
KATE: Yes - yeah, for sure. Yeah, it might as a Controlled
Takedown and then subject gets back up and it turns into a dynamic
takedown or vice versa. Yes?
CAMPBELL: I - I think Tyler was next, sorry.
TYLER: Tyler. Going back to your - the - the different quarters
with the statistic (inaudible)—
KATE: Mm-hm.
TYLER: I was noticing in this - in one of the slides prior it
mentioned that the officer-subject dyad was reported together—
KATE: Mm-hm.
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TYLER: But then I’m noticing that there’s a split in the numbers so
if an officer uses force on a subject wouldn’t those numbers be the
same?
KATE: Not necessarily because there might be multiple officers—
TYLER: Okay.
KATE: And there - or there might be multiple subjects.
TYLER: Okay.
KATE: If an officer arrives on scene and there’s two subjects and
he doesn’t have cover, they don’t have cover with them the - that that throws it off. Like usually they move in conjunction with each
other—
TYLER: Mm-hm.
KATE: But there’s always a little bit of a difference between the
two.
TYLER: Okay.
KATE: Yeah. Yes?
ANN: This is Ann. How do you know how accurate the self-reported
data is or is there - is there some gray area if something is, like
oh, we’re not really sure if that was resisted, it was kind of
resisted.
KATE: Speaking as an analyst as much as - as much as I can say I,
you know, I’m not out there on the street, but I know that
Lieutenant Dobson fields calls day in and day out of questions, of
yeah, we don’t know - this is how it played out. Do I need to fill
out as - as Category 2 or a Category 4? Is this resisted
handcuffing? What we have a lot of confusion of - and what we call
a lot of confusion especially between 2/4 and 2/1, is the
distinction between resisted handcuffing and control against
resistance because it’s very often that those occur in conjunction
with each - with each other. So Lieutenant Dobson did a lot of work
to clarify, okay - this is what we mean by resisted handcuffing and
it’s only that. This is what we mean by control against resistance
and it’s only that. Now, that’s not to say that those don’t occur,
you know, maybe an individual taken into custody and they resist
handcuffing and then after they get them up and they’re taking them
to the patrol vehicle this person is still fighting, thrashing
around, that is considered control against resistance at that point.
But what we were seeing is that officers in one motion of the
resisted handcuffing were also counting it as control against
resistance, understandably so because it was a new force type and
they’re trying to - they’re trying to understand it for themselves.
So Lieutenant Dobson did a lot of work, we put out a lot of what we
call Tips and Techniques Bulletins just trying to clarify, okay this is what this refers to. Distinguishing between controlled
takedown and a dynamic takedown, of what kinds of movement are you
seeing from the - from the subject that - or what kinds of actions
are the officers performing that make it a controlled versus a
dynamic, took a lot of clarification on that. We do - we also do a
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fair amount of data cleaning in terms of if we see - I mean,
officers may check off errors. They may mark dynamic takedown, but
in their write-up of - of the event it’s clear that this was
controlled - it was - they were completely controlled the entire way
down to the ground. We’re going to code that as a controlled
takedown because that - that was like what actually occurred. And
that’s - that’s part of what we do in the auditing process is we’re
there to notice checkbox errors. We’re there to notice disparities
between what they’re saying. So, we try and correct it for - in
whichever direction it needs to go.
CAMPBELL: This is Shawn. Just to add into that, the last couple
quarters’ reports as well included out of compliance, when people
were out of compliance—
KATE: Mm-hm.
CAMPBELL: With the - I don’t want to say the wrong word, but the
standard—
KATE: Out of policy?
CAMPBELL: Policy, thank you - and some of those are improper
reporting.
KATE: Mm-hm.
BEN: Ben. I suppose most of them were on (inaudible) Quarter 1.
KATE: Mm-hm. So, and oftentimes that - that will relate to it’s you know, there’s a lot of things going on, it’s a very volatile
scene, and - and maybe there’s - there’s largely no force that’s
used, but one single officer at one point points their firearm in
the middle of the incident and then, you know, holsters their
firearm, goes about, takes - takes - and no other force occurs. And
then as they’re driving away from the scene realizes okay, I need to
contact a sergeant. And it’s that action of you need to remain on
scene and contact your sergeant so that sergeant can come and
investigate and that’s now found out of policy, and that’s
investigated as such. Executive findings - so, this is still we’re still on the Q1, Q2’s, this is still reflecting some of this
data over here. But these are just some of the bullet points that
we have in the first couple pages of our report. Q1 we had 26,000
officer-initiated calls for service, Q2 very slight drop to 24,000.
Also saw a very slight drop in the force that was used, .28 to .24
percent. In the citizen-initiated calls we have 61,000 and we
actually rose by about 5,000 in citizen-initiated calls in Q2 and
yet we still saw a very slight drop in force. So, that’s something
to take note of. Not anything that we’re going to call a trend,
it’s not anything that we’re going to call a pattern, but does make
us wonder what Q3 is going to look like. Are we going to - are we
going to continue on that pattern of more calls for service and a
lower level of force? Yes?
BOB: Yeah, this is Bob here. What - I know this is not in the
Force Report, but is there analysis given to what happened in the in the areas where there was not a report. In other words, 61,000
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citizen calls, there was not force used - what was used? What
happened? What were those calls about?
KATE: We are actually - we’re - as soon as our - as soon as our
team has the bandwidth for it, I mentioned we’re trying to hire an
additional analyst right now - we intend to do a study on non-force
incidents so, as an analyst, that - it - it’s kind of a step-back of
our data. When we analyze data we only have force data in front of
us. We don’t have a good idea of what’s going on in the non-force
events so, what we want to find out is we want to do an analysis.
We want to collect a lot of the circumstantial factors that we have
in terms of any aggression displayed by the subject, any deescalation techniques that are utilized by the officers. We want to
perform an analysis on that and it’s on our list of things to do, we
just need more analysts to do it.
BOB: Part of the reason I’m asking - this is Bob again - part of
the reason I’m asking is that I was astounded by the number of
mental health cases that were being dealt with in - on the ride
along that I did. And - and there was, like no report done by the
officer except to say it was alcohol or mental health or I think he
had a little box that he checked.
KATE: He has a mental health template that they fill out and ask
him.
BOB: Yeah, and - and I - I know it’s not force reporting - I’m
sorry to bring that up—
KATE: No, that’s okay.
BOB: But I was kind of hoping that the police department is doing
something about documenting how much mental health problems they’re
dealing with out there. I mean, it - it’s - I mean, I know the
jails are saying we’re - we’re - we’re mental health facilities
anymore. But—
KATE: So, we do have another analyst that - that does a mental
health audit that - that works with—
BOB: Okay.
KATE: Specifically some of that mental health data, BHU Behavioral Health Unit.
BOB: Is that data made public?
KATE: That I cannot speak to.
FEMALE: I don’t think so.
KATE: Yes, it is? I don’t know if they produce reports or not.
BOB: Okay.
KATE: But, yes - but to speak to what—
MALE: Yes, yes.
KATE: Yes, we do?
MALE: It is.
KATE: Okay. Sorry. I don’t work with those reports myself, so.
FEMALE: Mental Health notes.
MALE: Okay.
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KATE: Yeah. But, yes, we do - we - very strongly as analysts, we
want to put eyes - we want to have a comparative sample is what we
want. If we wanted to do a truly rigorous statistically analysis of
this data, then you can’t only have an outcome - you can’t only have
a yes outcome, you also need to have a no outcome so that you can
compare. Well, what - what was the difference between these two?
So, our goal eventually is - is to code an ent - a non-force data
set so that we can actually run some statistical models of what are
officers doing in force events versus what are they doing in nonforce events and what can we emphasize to try and - and lower our
levels of force even more? Yes.
ED: Edward. This is sort of piggy backing on Bob’s question.
There was of a kerfuffle not long ago when the local newspaper
figured out that it was a very high rate of arrests of transients.
Some of us thought it made complete sense that there would be a high
rate of arrest of transients given the nature of what’s happening in
the streets, but I’m wondering, is there a potential here for taking
a look at use of force based on the person that force was used on
and categorizing - I won’t - I won’t call them victims because they
probably aren’t, they’re - most of them are - they’re virtually all
arrestees, they’re subjects, but by sub - is there any potential or
benefits or - or ability to figure out by subject—
KATE: Mm-hm.
ED: What use of - how use of force is.
KATE: But that’s the only variable that we code, and we do have a
page on all of our force reports right now that - one that does
mental health sub - mental - mental health crisis - specifically
mental health crisis, that’s a key thing. They’re individuals that
are actively - cannot take care of themselves, trying to harm
themselves or others, versus just a perceived mental health
influence - important data distinction. But we also have a page for
transient subjects and a page for subjects who are drug or alcohol
induced at that time - at the (inaudible).
ED: And racial minorities?
KATE: We report demographic data of those - of those populations.
Yeah. Yeah. And that would be an initial variable that we would
code in the non-force data set in, you know - hypothetically maybe
there’s an officer out there who is really good at de-escalating
drunk people. Drunk people, we all know, they’re hard to ration they’re hard to rationalize with, but maybe there’s somebody out
there who knows the trick and we just need to review some of those
data sets so that we can start training officers on - on what those
are. It’s really just a goal to collect enough data to say that
we’ve - we’re seeing a pattern here and we want to try and
investigate it further.
BEN: This is Ben.
KATE: Mm-hm.
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BEN: Would your prospective non-force audit allow you to identify
specific officers who might have more skill in certain area and then
- this is maybe more a training division question - and then work
with those officers to develop the training to share that
information or the skills with other officers?
KATE: It’s a - I mean, if I can (inaudible) - it’s a potential.
Anything is a potential. When I talk about the non-force data set,
I really say this is - this is an ambitious goal that the - that the
analysts have and it it’s given the bandwidth to do what we’d love
to and that analysis could be designed in any way. So, it could be
a design to track officers, it could be designed to be anonymous.
None of it has actually taken shape yet. It’s just something that
we recognize. If we want to truly say there is a difference between
force and non-force events, we need to collect a comparative data
set to do it before we say anybody is good or bad at - on either
side.
MALE: And Ben, that’s - we don’t have the data necessarily backing
that up, but that’s what we do at training is reach out to the folks
in the field that are the best at what they do and - and pick their
brains, what’re they doing different. We bring them in to train the
rest of your own. We just don’t have the specific statistics to
show that this officer is better at this one thing. It’s more just
experience, more anecdotal.
BEN: Thank you.
CAMPBELL: Shawn real quick, and this is just more just a comment, I
guess. Looking at this slide and being someone who also goes
through this data—
KATE: Mm-hm.
CAMPBELL: From your reports more than I like to think about
sometimes. One thing I’d be very interested in if you’re thinking
of another thing to add to your Dashboard, your online data—
KATE: Mm-hm.
CAMPBELL: Would being able to divide between the citizen initiated
and the—
KATE: Officer initiated?
CAMPBELL: Police officer initiated calls?
KATE: Yes, of course.
CAMPBELL: I think that might be of interest, depending upon what
comes out.
KATE: Yes, definitely, and that’s - I mean, yes, that’s definitely
something that we could filter for. All right, this last bit here
is about custodies. So, Quarter 1 we had 6,100 custodies to 6,300 not a huge difference there. Very small, you know, small reduction
in force again, not one of those ones that we want to say is this a
pattern but one that we want to keep our eyes on. But the reason
that I wanted to put this custody information up here is because it
relates really well to the demographic information to the census
data discussion that we’ve been having. And I know that you guys
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sent your formal request and we responded. I believe that email was
passed around to all of you, but I just wanted to discuss it a
little bit more. And I’m going - and this is from the analytical
perspective so, I’m an analyst, I’m a data nerd, and I’m interested
in doing things in the most - in the most methodologically
appropriate way that I can. So, these are extra (inaudible) Quarter
2 reports - I apologize for the small text - but this - this first
table up here, these are the subjects of the uses of force, the
demographic information for those that - the subject reports for
Quarter 2 and then these are the custodies that occurred in Quarter
2. So, if we think about this broadly, all of these people up here
are represented in this population and that is because this
population down here - these custod - these individuals who were
taken into custodies, by their very nature, were having an
interaction with the police. And that - and that - I have no idea
what that interaction was from, but they were quite literally in the
physical presence of an officer enough to be taken into custody.
When I talk about custodies I’m not only saying arrests, we - we
could be talking about individuals who are taken on mental health
holds or individuals who are taken to detox. However temporarily
they are with the police, we do still count them as a custody so
they would be reflected in that data set. What it looks like when
we graph all of this is these are all of the custodies that we had,
the people who were in contact with police, and this is the subset
right here that had force used against them. So, if we were to put
the entire population of Portland into this chunk of the pie, this
small slice would be miniscule. From an analyst’s perspective it
would be largely meaningless. We’re not going to be able to confirm
that much from it. So, if we instead compare the individuals who
had force used against them to the individuals who were taken into
custody, you have an appropriate numerator and an appropriate
denominator for the analysis. We go - we’ve got to go way back to
elementary school, but that - that’s what it all breaks down to at
the end of the day is numerators and denominators. So,
unfortunately, if we were try and use the census data here it’s just
not an appropriate comparison because the entire population of
Portland is not in a position to have force used against them.
That’s because of the entire population of Portland a very small
subset of them is coming into contact with the police on a quarterly
basis or is even having to call 911 or - or make contact with an
officer in any way, shape, or form. Whether they’re the victim of a
crime, whether they are involved in a crime, anything, you - you
have to by your very nature be in contact with the police in order
to potentially be the subject of a use of force. So, I was looking
through the news the other day and this is actually - this isn’t the
only example of this kind of analysis - this was a study that was
put out by Portland State University Criminal Justice Policy and
Research Institute just a couple of months ago. And I myself, I
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have a Masters from Portland State in Criminology and Criminal
Justice and this guy right here - Renauer, Dr. Brian Renauer, was my
advisor while I was there. So, what he was doing here is he was
doing a study that was looking at enforcement habits on TriMet so,
looking at demographic information of individuals who are issues
citations for not paying their fare or any number of different
offenses that an individual can be cited for on TriMet. And he was
asked a very similar question - well, can you compare the individual
who received citations to the population of Portland? Well, it’s
not the appropriate analysis to do and that’s because the entire
population of Portland is not riding the bus or is not riding
TriMet. They’re not even in a position oftentimes to pay fare to
TriMet so, therefore, they’re not in a position to receive a
citation from TriMet, if you understand. It’s not an appropriate
denominator to use for this analysis. Instead, if you wanted a specifically, if you wanted to look at potential bias in the
enforcement officers then you need to look at the individuals that
they issued citations to, to the individuals who are riding the bus,
the individuals who are in contact with those officers who could
potentially receive a citation. That would be the appropriate
numerator and the appropriate denominator. So, from an analytical
perspective when we received your request, we of course understand
the desire to use Census Bureau information, but it’s instead much
more appropriate analytically to use this custody information
because these are the people who could potentially have force used
against them.
MALE: But you’re missing the - I think - I’m sorry.
CAMPBELL: Let’s—
KATE: Okay.
CAMPBELL: Let’s - let’s recognize speakers on this one because I
know it’s going to be a little bit of a—
KATE: Yes, I know it’s going to be so—
CAMPBELL: If it’s okay, let’s have Danielle because this is
eventually her motion for the official request if she would like to
speak.
DANIELLE: So I think - I think the concern is the proportion. So,
less about changing your denominator and your - your sample that
you’re pulling from to be the - to move from the people who come
into contact with the police versus the population of Portland. I
think it’s more about looking at proportions of people who are
coming into contact with the Police because if you just look up here
- and I’m looking at the Quarter 1 data, you know, the - if you
combine both male and female black African American folks, they’re
representing 31 percent this - the subjects that are of uses of
force. They’re representing 31 percent here, but they only make up
6 percent of the population. So, it feels like there’s some context
that’s missing from these reports and it - it feels a little bit
misleading. And actually I have a formal statement that I want to
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read quickly if everyone could just bear with me for a second.
Because I think it - this is actually a really important issue and
I’m sorry, I’m fighting a cold so sorry for the cracking voice. But
I just want to say that formally on the record that I’m disappointed
with the response that Lieutenant Dobson provided and find the
reasoning given for not including basic races in the city
demographic data in the use of force reports insufficient. The
inclusion of the data provides meaningful context to better
understand if certain populations are overrepresented in use of
force and provides necessary information for the Portland Police
Bureau Training Advisory Committee to make better informed
recommendations. In Lieutenant Dobson’s response to the TAC’s
formal request to include basic city, race, and ethnicity
demographic data for context he stated that census data is not the
best representation of the population of subjects against whom force
is used. Custody data is a much more appropriate comparison dataset
because it identifies a population which is already in contact with
the police. Now, according to the PPB’s own 2016 Stops Data
Collection Report, we know that black African American populations
are stopped at disproportionate rates and they account for 20
percent of pedestrians stopped even though these folks only
represent about 6 percent of the population in the city. Traffic
stops among the population have increased by nearly a full percent
between 2012 and 2016 and we know that in 2017, 52 percent of
arrests were of houseless folks. So, within that context, to say
that custody data is a better comparison because it represents
populations that are already in contact with the police and we know
that certain populations are overrepresented feels like it’s skewing
the data. And Lieutenant Dobson’s response to the request has also
stated that since this data is outdated, which I agree with, but he
also alludes to census estimates not being reliable data to use and
nearly all government agencies rely on census data to inform
budgets, policy, and programmatic efforts. And in fact the Portland
Police Bureau’s 2016 Stops Data Collection Report refers to and uses
this very data within the introduction section of their report to
rightfully provide appropriate context to the report. And thus it
feels like resistance to transparency and at worst an attempt to
present data in a misleading manner and frankly such as basic
request being denied throw into question the potential efficacy of
this committee if such a simple request and recommendation is denied
and dismissed. And I became involved with this committee because I
want to be part of the solution to work together to address issues
so that all our community can live in a city where people feel
appropriately served and protected by the police. Given - and given
this important - the importance of this issue and the work that this
committee has been charged with, I will ask again for the bureau to
reconsider the decision to include in and of itself - just by itself
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- basic city demographic information for context for this data - for
the use of force data. That’s all I have to say.
CAMPBELL: Thank you, Danielle.
ED: I think the key word in Danielle’s presentation which I most most appreciate was the context. Now, we understand - I think you
misread Professor Renauer. The job then is to go out and figure out
what the demographic of the total ridership is and it shouldn’t be
too hard to do frankly. Similarly, in this instance we understand
that it’s simplistic to take the entire city and measure it against
the arrested contact base because we know certain neighborhoods are
different than other neighborhoods. When Bob said - advised the
ride along people earlier in this meeting, pick the Eastside, there
was a reason he did it, because that’s where the action is. If you
want to go on the Westside, be in Old Town on Friday nights, that’s
where the action is. So we understand that there are variables that
happen to (inaudible). But it seems to me that it’s disingenuous to
dismiss that variable of total population. Will - will the
disparity - what - what’s it, 6 percent against 30 something percent
- also reflect other hard facts about this city sociologically? In
terms of poverty, housing, sure it will and it will be a service
that’ll be around to do that. To simply deny this request on the
premise that it’s - it’s - it’s simplistic or out of date, I think
misses the point.
KATE: If I can very briefly address it and I fully understand
everything that you’re saying - I do think that it’s important to
distinguish between force data and stops data which is - which is
collected separately and stops data is compared to the entire city
as a whole because the entire city is in a potential situation where
they could be stopped by the police. So, yes, that is an
appropriate comparison to make between those two. And that’s really
what we were trying to relay because this is the Force Data
Collection Report because the - the focus of all of the amounts these - all of the data that we collect is this top most stuff section. It’s not the total custodies so, yes, I - I - I absolutely
believe that those kinds of analyses need to be performed. We were
trying to distinguish here the difference between the subjects in
uses of force versus custodies to compare - to include an analysis
that directly compares subjects of uses of force to the larger
population, which was what was implied here. Yes, to my - to my
knowledge they did go out and find demographic information of
ridership - yes, they did. But when they were specifically asked
why didn’t you compare it to the census data, this was the response.
And this is where when we’re trying to compare our subset of a
subset, we want to make sure that it has the correct comparison
there versus the entire population as a whole.
MALE: So, if I could follow-up—
MALE: Please remember that she’s an analyst presenting our numbers,
she’s—
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MALE: Right.
MALE: She’s not a policy maker, she’s not a decision maker.
MALE: I understand.
MALE: She’s just presenting—
MALE: That’s fine.
MALE: So, keep that in mind. I know you - this is a passionate
topic in the group, but—
MALE: She can defend herself.
MALE: Oh, she’s doing—
MALE: Very well.
MALE: She’s doing a great job. But I wouldn’t be doing my job if I
didn’t at least throw that out there.
KATE: Yes. I think - I think it’s - it’s Bob then - then Ben, if—
MALE: Yeah, just to quickly say, it seems to me, perhaps that using
the Stops - the Stops - using the Stops data in response to your
question Danielle would solve the problem. Let’s see the Stops
data, all of it. And we can make - we can make the comparison, you
don’t have to.
KATE: Okay. And - and that - and to that I will say, there is a there is a Use of Force Dashboard as well as a Stops Dashboard, both
are available online. It - it’s difficult to have a dashboard that
has everything all at once and that’s because the data doesn’t talk
to each other very well. All these data - they’re literally hosted
on different servers, it - it’s from a purely practical perspective.
But yes, the numbers are readily available in that - in that
analysis. Yes, that - yeah, from an analytical perspective would yes, I would agree with that.
CAMPBELL: I believe Ben and then Bob, as far as—
BEN: Thank you. Thank you, Danielle. Thank you, Ed. I appreciate
all that the two of you have said and thank you again for your
presentation.
KATE: Mm-hm.
BEN: I’ve - there’s a thing that you said and - and - and I’ve
heard it a couple of times and I just want to be really clear about
this. Are you saying that currently the custody numbers are the
denominator on the ratios shown in the subject use of force
percentages, when the use of force percentages are percentages taken
from all interactions not just the custody interactions, or am I
misunderstanding that?
KATE: So, yes, but if I’m understanding you correctly - let me
clarify here. So, this is force compared to - to calls - so, all
calls. This is subject of force to custody. So, this data - so,
this data right here, this 6351, is this 6351 right here.
BEN: Yeah. So, it goes (inaudible) slide?
KATE: Yes.
BEN: Okay. So, the top portion - the top table here—
KATE: Mm-hm.

IA # TAC Meeting - 09122018
TAC Meeting / N/A
1293
1294
1295
1296
1297
1298
1299
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339

09/12/2018
Page 28 of 43

BEN: This is still Ben, for our transcriptionist - so, the top
table here, is this - are all of the subjects in the top table
people who went into custody?
KATE: Yes, all of these people - all these subjects - would also be
in this right here and these percentages right here is this number—
BEN: I - so, I haven’t (inaudible) any differences (inaudible)—
KATE: Male whites versus 75 right there.
BEN: I have color vision differences, I don’t see your pointer
(inaudible).
KATE: Oh, of course. So, the number for male white, 120, the 44
percent right there—
BEN: Is percentage—
KATE: Is the result of this being divided by this 275 right here.
That is the numerator versus denominator. But, if we were talking so, this subset right here - and these are the exact same charts as
- as the last graph. This is - this number - this 275 to the 6,351
in terms of the - yes.
BEN: Okay, thank you. So—
KATE: Yes.
BEN: I would - and I think I hear my colleagues murmuring this
direction and I think Ed may have just pointed to it a moment ago, I
would very much like to see - along with a contextual reference to
the demographic data for the City of Portland from the Census
Bureau, I would love to see these use of force data for all calls citizen initiated and officer initiated—
KATE: Mm-hm.
BEN: To see the use of force statistics on the demographics of
those people - the subjects on whom force was used as a proportion
of all of the calls.
KATE: Of all of the calls.
BEN: Like as a comparison with all of the calls so, not—
KATE: I’m going to pull up here and - and you’ll have to forgive
me, but I - what I’m going to do as I’m still answering your
questions is pull up our new Dashboard—
BEN: Right.
KATE: And I can show you some of its capabilities because this very
likely might have that.
BEN: I guess what - what I’m thinking is, for example, if I see
that all of, you know - there were 275 subjects on whom officers
used force - so there’s 275 citizens on whom officers used force our community members on whom officers used force during the quarter
then affect - and 44 percent of them were white men then I’d like to
know what percentage of the people that officers interacted with
were white men. Because that, rather than the custody numbers,
seems like it might be the appropriate comparer there. And I would
also like to be able to compare the interaction with the demographic
date because I think that’s also informative. And, to take that one
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step further, I would love to see the 2x2 on demographics of citizen
initiated versus officer initiated calls with or without force.
KATE: Okay. So, a lot of that data is available - a lot of it.
BEN: Okay.
KATE: It’s not all in this Dashboard, it’s not all handled by my
team, but a lot of that data we have a team of about 20 analysts
that work up - up on the floor on Central Precinct and any number of
them is - one of them works specifically with stops data, one of
them works specifically with crash data, one of them works, you know
- so, we have the data that you’re asking for, whether it lives in
one place or anyone has worked through all those different analyses,
I don’t know, but I know a lot of it is readily available on the
various Dashboards and reports that we put out. So, this is the new
Dashboard that we have so this is looking purely at individual in
force incidents and it doesn’t look like we have custody information
on this page - force by subject status—
KESSIA: Can I - can I ask a question?
KATE: Of course.
KESSIA: This is Kessia. This actually is a question of Lieutenant
Clark. For all of the calls for service self initiated and not in
the calls for service, I’m assuming there’s reports written on some
of those from the officers and on some of those you’re going to get
some more thorough information collected like demographics. Some of
it you’re not—
CLARK: Correct.
KESSIA: So, I don’t - so, what you’re asking for I think you get
partial information (inaudible).
CLARK: At least most of our contacts have no paper attached to
them.
KESSIA: So, the reports now (inaudible) incomplete data, although
it’s super interesting, but it’s just being misrepresenting because
it’s impartial.
CAMPBELL: Real quick because we are starting to push our time on
this and this is obviously a subject that is much more detailed then
what our time allows - my apologies, Bob - for—
BOB: That’s all right.
CAMPBELL: I would suggest that the task moving forward, if TAC
would like to continue moving forward with this then we should
create a task force so that the dialogue can happen in the passion
it should as opposed to poor Kate here who can’t even speak for her
boss or her boss’s bosses. It should be a dialogue going with
Lieutenant Dobson and I believe the best to go forward with that is
to be with a task force.
KESSIA: I think that’s a great idea - this is Kessia - and I think
we can find out what’s possible to get from data that is collected
and what’s possible to be. And then with (inaudible) the comparers
as well and I’d be happy to serve on the task force. If - if it’s
created.
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MALE: Do you want to lead the task force?
GROUP: [laughs].
MALE: If I had the time to lead a task force.
CAMPBELL: Is there any motion to create such a task force, because
we are not going to solve this today.
KESSIA: I’ll motion to lead—
CAMPBELL: We have a motion—
KESSIA: (inaudible)
CAMPBELL: We have a motion from Kessia - did I pronounce that
right?
KESSIA: Yeah, you did.
CAMPBELL: Thank you.
SYLVIA: I’ll second it.
CAMPBELL: We have a second from Sylvia.
SYLVIA: Sylvia.
CAMPBELL: Do we have anybody who, discussion, or anybody who would
like to volunteer for the task force if it is created?
FEMALE: I will.
FEMALE: I will.
FEMALE: I will.
CAMPBELL: (inaudible) get some names here.
MALE: Sarah, I would like to also, since I have a lot of
statistical background, I feel like I could be beneficial, if that’s
all right.
BEN: This is Ben. I would also like to serve on the task force.
CAMPBELL: All right.
MALE: (inaudible) just of what - I need to understand what - one
thing she said.
CAMPBELL: Okay.
MALE: You’re using a term I didn’t hear before - Stop data?
KATE: Stops data, yeah.
MALE: What - what’s that mean?
KATE: Individuals who - who are stopped on the road, who have their
car pulled over.
MALE: For those - for those people the - the proper denominator is
the whole city population.
KATE: Yes, because—
MALE: Okay, that’s all I wanted to—
KATE: Because everyone—
MALE: That is the—
KATE: Yes.
MALE: That will show what officers are seeking out.
KATE: Yes, and it’s what - and it’s very possible, I would
encourage you to pull up our Stops Dashboard.
MALE: Okay, fine. That’s all I wanted to ask.
FEMALE: But wouldn’t custodies also fall into that?
MALE: No.
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FEMALE: I mean, doesn’t everyone have the possibility to be in
custody in - in—
CAMPBELL: At - at this time we need to move forward with the
business on the table. I understand that there are still a lot of
questions and everything involved, but (inaudible).
FEMALE: Could she - could she just ans - yes or no to the ans - to
the question first?
KATE: You’re asking about comparing custodies to population data?
FEMALE: Yeah.
KATE: Custodies to population data, that - that—
FEMALE: Yes.
KATE: Could - yes, that could be—
FEMALE: So, that’s what I’m—
KATE: That would be okay, comparing force to population—
FEMALE: Okay.
KATE: Is remove - yeah, removing one, but yes.
FEMALE: So, in - in light of that, including the census data including the census data per context because I’m looking at this
and 22 percent - I’m looking at the - the custodies data for the
Quarter 1 - and 22 percent of the African American population is
represented here. I’m sorry, but I’m not going to let it go.
KATE: And - and I - and I don’t expect you to. I - I completely
understand.
FEMALE: I mean, I - I’m not - I’m not directing this at you
personally—
KATE: Yes.
FEMALE: I know you’re just running the numbers, so it’s—
KATE: But I absolutely understand your desire.
FEMALE: I hope it doesn’t feel like I’m directing this at you.
KATE: No.
FEMALE: It’s - but this is a problem and if we don’t have a full
understanding of the data that we have, then we cannot make informed
recommendations. I’m sorry.
CAMPBELL: All right. So, we have a motion on the floor to create a
task force to investigate creating a recommendation based upon the
official request. We have Danielle, Kessia, Sarah, Shawn, and Ben.
It’ll be up to the task force to choose a lead for it and let me
know. Do we have any discussion about the creation of the task
force? Not seen. All in favor say aye.
GROUP: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed. Motion passes. Thank you. I will be in
contact to staying out to give the directions on how to move forward
on that through our official process. All right.
KATE: Are there any - are there any remaining questions that I can
answer (inaudible).
MALE: No, you’re going to get (inaudible).
GROUP: [laughs]
KATE: Well, thank you all very much.
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CAMPBELL: All right. Moving forward, if it’s all right with
everybody we’ll just skip over the break for the sake of time. If
you do need to use the bath - the bathroom, please feel free to step
out on your own.
BOB: I need another cookie.
CAMPBELL: If you need another cookie, Bob, go ahead and grab it.
We did skip over one item and my apologies, it’ll go really quick an update on current status of Study of Patterns in Use of Force
Reporting. At the July meeting I was tasked with by the TAC to
create a study of patterns that had been noted priorly - in prior
times in private discussions before in the Use of Force Reporting.
It was supposed to be done by this meeting, I apologize - it is not.
It will be done by the November meeting and it will be going through
the correct process of allowing PPB to view it and have comment to
it before we have anything final that gets passed, of course so,
just kind of an update on that. All right, moving on from there, I
believe that we have Lieutenant Clark who is going to discuss a
little bit about - to us about training around how PPB deals with
protests and demonstrations. A few comments before we get started.
Please remember that originally this was supposed to be Lieutenant
Dobson and at the last minute he had to deal with his own issue so,
obviously Lieutenant Clark doesn’t have the same prepared materials
that Lieutenant Dobson would have. Also, it should probably be
stated that I need to remind everybody, I know that protests
especially are an area that can create a lot of passion, but we need
to handle this professionally. It should be mentioned that PPB
cannot discuss anything currently under investigations and it should
be mentioned that, of course, as TAC, our emphasis is on training so
please keep that in mind as we go hear from Lieutenant Clark.
Basically we aren’t here to investigate specific events. That’s a
whole different community organization, a whole different group
that’s in charge of that. We’re here to understand the training and
suggest ways to improve the training.
CLARK: I - I guess to start with, I and Lieutenant Dobson aren’t
exactly sure what you would like to know.
MALE: We were mostly looking for kind of an - we don’t know
anything about how PPB trains for protests and demonstrations.
MALE: Every officer is not trained for that.
MALE: No.
CLARK: It - it depends. And - and that question gets more
complicated too so, are you wanting to know, like what kind of
training the - the line officer has or what kind of training the
incident commanders have that are making the - moving the chess
pieces and running the operation?
FEMALE: I think—
CLARK: All of it was—
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FEMALE: The generalist information to start with would probably be
how the line officer is given that kind of training, you know, and
then maybe normal field course training differs from that.
KATE: So, I will say having Lieutenant Dobson - we ran through a
presentation yesterday so I got to see what he had prepared for
tonight and he did have a breakdown of - of the different - the the foc - the emphasis of each training component and the number of
hours that they receive from mobile field course, for the Rapid
Response team, for all these different groups and - and the certain
kind - kinds of events that they might respond to. So, he had all
of that prepared in his PowerPoint so, that is for - a topic for the
next discussion, absolutely.
CAMPBELL: I guess given that, would the TAC like to wait until the
next meeting for this discussion so that Lieutenant Dobson and his
prepared material can actually be here? Instead just throwing poor
Lieutenant Clark out on the fire and—
CLARKATE: Well, whatever you guys want to do.
MALE: Yes.
FEMALE: Yes.
CAMPBELL: All right. We will move that to the next meeting unless
there is anybody who is against it - all right, done. That moves us
on, do we have any other new business?
MALE: Yes.
CAMPBELL: And TAC announcements. Yes, Ben.
ED: My - this - my new business is the announcement that I’m become
old business. A couple of months ago I shared with Shawn that I
intended to leave after the end of the year as it - by a quirk in
scheduling I have conflicts for both the November and January
meetings so this will be my last time with you. And it ends eight
years of volunteering starting with six years on the Police Review
Board in 2010 and with the advent of this council in 2012. I want
to thank you for your forbearance both with my tendency of sometimes
dominate conversations and also my activist instincts both online
and in the room on occasion. And I also just want to say in a word
of encouragement that I don’t think that in any of the six years
that I’ve been on the council that it is as well-equipped as you all
are making it today and I - my colleague’s—
FEMALE: I agree, yeah.
ED: Been here six years who (inaudible) as mine as well.
FEMALE: Yeah, I agree.
ED: I’m very impressed with that and I - and I wish you well. And
just finally by way of a brief valedictory I understand collegiality
is important (inaudible) if you read and go back and read the
mission does involve supporting the vision and the chief. But there
is also an implied oversight. And I think that it is to the benefit
of the Training Division - and I think that Brian and Bob and I
think Erica from what little I’ve seen so far (inaudible) represent
the best and the brightest of the - the right people have been put

IA # TAC Meeting - 09122018
TAC Meeting / N/A
1577
1578
1579
1580
1581
1582
1583
1584
1585
1586
1587
1588
1589
1590
1591
1592
1593
1594
1595
1596
1597
1598
1599
1600
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1619
1620
1621
1622
1623
1624

09/12/2018
Page 34 of 43

in place and it’s been a privilege to work with them. But I think
their feet need to be held to the fire because they need the
resources and the resolve historically - nothing special about
Portland - historically police agencies are as more resistant to
change than probably any place but the military and maybe more so.
And so, to the extent that training plays such a strong role in
that, by all means I could encourage - I apologize for what you went
through, but I took it as a good sign and I wish you all well.
FEMALE: Thank you.
GROUP: [clapping]
BEN: Think I’ll leave.
CAMPBELL: And on behalf of the TAC, I would just like to say thank
you for all your years of service. You’ve been here, I believe,
since the beginning and if it wasn’t for the people who started
putting things together, we wouldn’t be here where we are today.
Thank you. Angie, did you have something?
ANGIE: Yes, I have a couple announcements from Ann Parmeter - so,
at one point we were doing happy hours every other month and that
was an opportunity for people to come together in a casual
environment and brain storm and process. I wonder if people are
interested in picking that up again. So, they haven’t been
incredibly well attended, we had one that was a great success maybe
a year ago so, we’re trying to do them on the off months. So, the
next one would be October 10th - so, we’re doing the second Wednesday
of the month, October 10th. Is that something, by a show of hands,
would people make an attempt to attend? And if I see enough hands
then I’ll make this happen again. Okay, awesome. So, I’ll send out
an email blast as we get close to that date. Another relevant thing
for training professionals, I am speaking at the Association of
Talent Development. Their annual conference is just right down the
road at the Airport Sheraton and that is on November 8th and I’m
presenting on Rapid Video Development for E-Learning. So, if anyone
is able to attend that conference and would like to go or if you’re
not able to attend and you just want to sit with me sometime and
learn how I make videos - and you can make videos on your phone and
edit them for training—
FEMALE: Wow.
ANGIE: Whatever - let me know if you’re interested.
FEMALE: That’d be cool.
CAMPBELL: I’d like to take the opportunity real quick just to
recognize Deputy Chief Day here with us. And for some people who
came on, some of the newer members, we worked with Deputy Chief Day
for years while he was in charge of the Training Division. I just
want to say welcome and I’m glad you could make it today.
DAY: Thank you. Can I say a few words?
CAMPBELL: Of course.
DAY: Oh, thanks.
GROUP: [laughs]
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DAY: Well, I don’t know if I’ve ever said just a few words. Easy,
Ed, don’t have to follow up on that.
GROUP: [laughs]
DAY: Is this really your last hurrah?
ED: Yes, it is.
DAY: Wow. Well, thanks. I appreciate it, you know that.
ED: We’ve been through a little bit together.
DAY: We’ve been through a little bit together - yes, we have.
Thank you very much. I’ve learned from you and I’ve appreciate it.
Hey, I just wanted to take a moment and come back, say thanks. You
know, I came out here in June of 2016, I was assigned out here in
July of 2016. It was a challenging time for me personally and
professionally and many of you just, you know, welcomed me, were
gracious in allowing me to kind of get up to speed, to listen, to
learn, and I really appreciated that. And that was important to me
because the way I was promoted then I went on vacation and then
meetings-wise I didn’t get a chance to be here in the spring when I
was reassigned downtown. So, from both a personal standpoint and a
professional standpoint I wanted to say thank you for that. And I
also - I have been around a little while. I’ve been involved in a
few community-led events in my time and I don’t say lightly or
disingenuously that this is one that has the opportunity and has
displayed the ability to move the needle in some ways that makes me
hopeful that it will continue. You know, just your longevity speaks
to your faithfulness and the renewed interest in it, leadership Shawn, Suzanna, other people, I think goes a long ways. And so I
would just encourage you to keep on. I - I’ve had a long day myself
as all of you have. I know it’s not, you know, no cry-me-a-river
because we’re all working late tonight, but was energized sitting in
the back listening to the discussion. I was super impressed with
Kate, I leaned over to Leslie (inaudible) and you’re right, she
doesn’t need any defending, but I also appreciate the way Lieutenant
Clark stepped up. But just, you know, the ability to have that
conversation, the thoughtfulness. Danielle, your statements
resonated with me as a leader in the organization, I heard that loud
and clear and I appreciate your boldness and candor and
professionalism in putting that out there and the, you know, ongoing
interest that you have, you know, really that I sense to make us
better. And that’s what’s a passion of mine, that’s why I’ve stuck
around. I believe in the - in the Chief, I believe in - in where
she wants to be and where she wants to see this organization go and
that was a really a long - large motivating factor for me accepting
this appointment. So, it’s a new position, I sort of tell people
I’m building the plane while I’m flying and one hand it’s the
hardest job I’ve ever done, the hardest I’ve ever worked, but it’s
also pretty special to be able to step in and create something new
and be a part of the organization that I’ve - that I’ve spent almost
three decades serving in. So, you know, with that being said - I
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mean, I don’t mind taking a question or two. I know you’re on a
schedule, but most importantly I just wanted you to know thanks, to
hear my thank you and also to know that you, you know, you have an
advocate and a friend in the Chief’s office. And, you know, the
conversations we did have in the 22 months I’m - I was out here are
not lost on me and, you know, I continue to be a promoter of your
work and promoter of the Training Division. Although not directly
under my command the way we’re structured, but certainly I have, you
know, a role and place in that discussion. So, you know, feel free
to continue to use me as - as a resource in that regard. Any
questions or anything? I can switch gears, I can put on my Deputy
Chief hat for that if you want to ask something bureau related or—
MALE: About the demographics, Day.
GROUP: [laughs]
DAY: Yeah, when Kate starts talking about it with her educational
background and the way you guys were grilling her I’m, like I’ll
make it up and say that’s the deep end of the pool. I don’t know.
It’s why we’ve got Kate. All right. Well, thank you guys for
(inaudible).
FEMALE: I’ve got a quick question.
DAY: Yes.
FEMALE: I just first want to say thank you so much for taking the
time to come out here. I can’t even imagine - begin to imagine how
busy you must be in your new position and just that you have the
thoughtfulness enough to take the time to come out here is really
meaningful. And I think also speaks to your dedication as well. I
was just curious to hear as you’re building the plane while you’re
flying it, what do you envision being a few of your priorities in
the next year or so?
DAY: Well, primarily - and the Chief’s been very candid about this
- you know, she has three primary goals. One is, you know, and they
- you can put them into various orders, but you know, one of them is
around crime reduction, crime reduction strategies. Another one is
around, you know, community trust and relationship building.
Another one is around sort of organizational wellness, excellence,
training fits into that specifically. That’s a passion of hers,
training is a passion of hers so that’s good for this addition and
it’s good for this program. Primarily the way that it’s structured
is I have responsibility for the Operations and the Investigations
branch. So, that’s really anything “police work related.” She
chose to keep the services branch, which is the Training Division as
a direct report to her so, excuse me, services handles everything
that sort of keeps the wheels on the bus running, you know, from
Professional Standards and Training, and Fiscal, Accounting, things
like that. So, I like to joke that she gave me everything that has
risk, because I have everything to do with basic policing as you
think of it. But, you know, so some of my primary goals, you know,
is crime reduction strategies. We historically have not, you know,
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publically talked about the need around crime reduction, but
actually crime is increasing - crime reporting is increasing I
should say - and Portland is still a very - a very safe city
relatively speaking, given our size and population. But, you know,
we are seeing an increase in - in different areas. I mean, some of
that’s based on calls for service, you know, reporting crime. You
know, whether that be around shootings, stabbings, assaults, things
of that nature, property crime, car theft, you know, break-ins,
bicycle theft, etc. So, we’re intentionally looking at the numbers
and want to be mindful of the fact that if we’re not paying
attention although we’re in a pretty good place and we’ve been in a
good place, we don’t want to necessarily get to a point where all of
a sudden we’re going holy - what happened here? How’d this get away
from us? So, what that means when we talk about crime reduction
strategy for us and for me is not about we need to go out and arrest
more people, you know, we need to go out and - and, you know,
really, you know, lay down the law, it’s more about how are we using
the resources that we have. You know, I’ve been here almost 30
years and we do a lot of things the same way because as police
officers we like that consistency and I’ve really been charged with
looking at how we’re using the resources we have to impact the
numbers. So, for example, the Investigative branch, the roles of
detectives tend to be very reactive, trying to wait for the case to
come to them and then they go out and do the follow-up. They do
really good work, we have an excellent Detective Division. I’m
looking at ways to maybe reorganize that. Maybe we can break up
some of the silos, bring some kings together, have them work more
cohesively, maybe with officers in other divisions, etc. I’m
looking at ways to try and spread out some of the responsibility.
We have a reporting system where maybe this and that happens here,
the officer takes the report and ships it off over here, and then it
just sort of falls over here and nobody looks at it. I want to go
back to the commanding officer and say hey, what did you do with
this? Well, we sent it over to this unit. Well, what could you’ve
done more so while you had it and have some accountability ‘til
then. I was - earlier tonight at the Central Precinct command staff
(inaudible) all their supervisors from Central Precinct when I told
them, I said, you know, there’s going to be an expectation that from
my office on down that we’re more engaged and more aware of what’s
going on around the conversation around crime. I met with
(inaudible) of the ACLU today to talk about our numbers around
houselessness - homelessness arrests. I think you mentioned that
about, you know - you know, and once again it’s not about how - we
need to go out and arrest more people, but let’s - what are we
doing, you know. Let’s really look at that and say is that being
effective, is that making a difference. So, when we talk about
crime reduction strategy I am looking at the numbers, but I’m not
turning it into an enforcement model as much as it’s a resource
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model. How we’re managing it with 71 vacancies right now in the
officer ranks so, it’s not, like you know, we just have a plethora
of folks to draw from. We need to be wise stewards of our money,
and our people and their time, but that’s one of the objectives.
You know, another objective I have is - and I’ve spoken about this
probably it’s my responsibility to help the Chief connect, you know,
organizationally because, you know, I have the experience and the
time here, she’s from the outside. And so, I’ve really enjoyed
being an advocate for her, being able to be out and about. She
certainly doesn’t need my support in the sense that she’s highly
skilled, very relational, very personal, very personal, and super
smart. So, it’s not like, you know, she needs Bob Day for much of
anything except that I do have the history of the organization, I do
have the experience of the organization. And her schedule dwarfs
mine by any stretch of the imagination. We have never - and I say
literally - seen a Chief with as much on her plate and as high
demand as she is and so, you know, one of my basic roles in these
first few months is just continuing to bridge, you know, that
connection. Sort of like a COO of an organization, you know, she’s
the CEO but I’m the Chief Operating Officer. A lot of stuff comes
to my desk to help manage to get through and so forth. You know,
and the final piece - and I struggle because - and it is one of the
Chief’s goals around community trust and community relationship
building, but when you look back over this organization and we’ve
been talking about that since I got hired in 1990. So, although a
very important goal and - and one that we want to strive for, one of
my thoughts is, you know, what does that look like? We’ve been
trying to do it for a long time. Every chief has mentioned it as a
primary goal when they come in so, you know, I’m - I’m having
conversations with the leadership about, you know, what does that
mean? And then we’re having conversations with the community. What
does that mean, what does that look like being out and about. What
does it mean to have restored trust, you know, what does - you know,
so it’s kind of like sometimes like trying to catch smoke. And so
what I want to do is try and find some tangibles. I like to have
stuff I can touch and feel and look for, and that seems so broad and
so vague in a city so large and there’s, you know, such a - just
fine number of us. So, it’s - it is a huge priority of mine, it’s a
desire of mine. My life’s been changed through relationships in
this community. Once again I say that, you know, both on a personal
and as a Deputy Chief, but I’m looking at it from a standpoint of,
you know, is it just going to community meetings? Is it just
showing up at TAC? It seems like there’s more there, it seems like
we’re missing something, and I don’t know exactly what that is, but
I’m challenging the conversation around that. Does that make sense?
ED: You - I know you wouldn’t be happy if I didn’t put you on the
spot one last time.
DAY: Yeah, right. You’re right, yeah.
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ED: I’m wondering, you - you referenced homeless, is the bureau’s
leadership involved in attempting to craft a strategy toward dealing
with the negative impact the street people on the quality of life of
Portland, commerce, and other ways, and are you being heard?
DAY: Well, the short answer is yes on the first part. Are we being
heard? I’m not sure at this point. I’m not sure about being heard
or who’s really going to - who really needs to listen. You know, we
have strong support from the mayor in - in our work. He’s very
supportive of the Chief and her direction and he’s very supportive
of me. I don’t feel like there’s a disconnect in that way at all,
but you know, as we have pointed out the mayor has spoken too, you
know, this isn’t a mayoral problem, this is really a society
problem.
FEMALE: That’s right.
DAY: It’s really something for Portland and really us as a nation
to look at and grapple with and I fully understand and when I’m
speaking with the ACLU today, I fully understand why they look to
the police. I mean, we are the obvious, you know, starting point
for this conversation in so many ways. But in terms of a strategy,
I think about it all the time. It is literally - our phones ring
off the hook, you know, the mayor’s office gets hundreds of calls a
week and it’s a challenge that really we have never seen in - in my
career that the police are going to thousands and thousands of calls
a year around, you know, traditional 911 call - there’s somebody
camping in the park. And then the dispatcher will typically say
well, the police don’t respond to a camping call unless there’s
something more illegal going on. So, then they’ll say well, then
there’s a gun involved or they’re doing drugs, or I think they have
stolen property. And then the police show up and they have a
campsite but, excuse me, they don’t have all these things that were
alleged but now the person’s frustrated because, you know, we’re not
doing X, Y, and Z. We’ve issued one prohibited camping site in
2018, that was for a - I believe a van that was warned multiple
times. So, and the best I’ve been able to find - I’m always
cautious to quote numbers - but the best that I think we’ll find is
I think two or three prohibited camping sites in the last two to
three years. And so, it’s not a statute that we’ve been using
heavily. But, you know, on average - on the average probably citywide maybe 30 or so camps a week that are cleaned up and addressed
and, you know, largely through police and cooperation with one point
of contact and others. We are at multiple tables, I was recently
with the Home for Everyone executive board, which is led by the
County Chair and the Mayor, talking about this. I was at the
advisory board for them again last week with probably 50 people at
the County building. You know, we’re with partners all across the
spectrum, but at the end of the day what I tell people is, you know,
the police are your best outreach workers going because we’re 24
hours a day, 7 days a week. And our officers are being continually
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put in these untenable situations which are not solvable with the
things that we have on our belt or even the training we have. And
so, one of the areas that we’re trying to strategize in is really as I was explaining earlier today - is, you know, we really are
complaint driven so we don’t have the luxury to say no, we’re not
going to do that when somebody calls 911 and says hey, there’s two
people, you know, fighting or two people whatever. So, we’re show
up so we’re complaint driven and then our emphasis is service first.
So, what is it - what is the service that’s needed here? Our
officers hand out multitudes of service cards, we work with service
providers, I’ve got tons of stories of getting people in housing, we
have our own program - the Service Coordination Team, we spend - the
police bureau spends millions of dollars a year on, you know,
programs to try and support people in addition, mental health, etc.
So, you know, it’s a service of - service-minded approach, just try
and connect them to services. And then ultimately, you know, if we
can’t resolve the situation in any way, shape, or form, then
sometimes there needs to be an arrest. You know, we went to 350,000
calls for service roughly in 2017 and, you know, less than 5 percent
resulted in arrest. So, you know, the vast majority of the
interactions we’re having are not resulting in custodies, but with
that population - and I think somebody said it here earlier - you
know, was surprised - what was surprising about, you know, 50
percent of the people were arrested. I’m not saying that’s an
acceptable number, but it did not surprise me given the volume of
interaction we’re having with the houseless community at this time.
And almost exclusively, not a hundred percent - certainly not a
hundred percent, but almost exclusively driven by calls for service.
My officers are not being directed to go out and, you know, do this
and do that. We don’t have to, we’re getting calls to go on. Does
that make sense?
ED: Thank you so much.
DAY: Yeah. Yes, sir.
BOB: A quick follow up on that. My take home message from my ride
around was - well, we went to nine calls in about 4 hours, okay, was
the satisfied customers I saw. They were all initiated calls. I
mean, they were all publicly initiated calls—
DAY: Right.
BOB: And people were happy.
DAY: Mm-hm.
BOB: They were - they were thankful the officers were there. And
somehow I think with police force is missing a - missing an
opportunity to be - to build on that public satisfaction and you you seem to be kind of always protecting yourself from the criticism
you’re getting from - I won’t say crazy people - but people with a
lot of problems, all right? But I - I was astounded how - how
pleasant people were to the police that were there helping with the
situation and that - that was my biggest taken home message—
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DAY: Well, I—
MALE: Satisfied customers.
DAY: I appreciate that, you know, and our - our surveys that we’ve
done over the years has reflected similarly, you know. In fact,
ironically a lot of times people who have some unfortunate contact
with the police end up having favorable reports back to us, you
know. I mean, so - and I agree with you, Bob. I think it’s an - an
underutilized opportunity, I’m not quite sure how we’d capture that.
Oftentimes, you know, we do hear from the critics and the people who
are please, you know, that’s a reasonable expectation and, you know,
they just move on. But we do get “atta boys” and when we do, we
make sure the officers are recognized, it goes in their files, we
recog - you know, we support them. It’d be great to, you know, find
a way to maybe capture that and promote that a little bit more, but
I appreciate those comments and I’m glad that - you know, grateful
you had that experience of things.
CAMPBELL: Anything else? Well, thank you very much, sir.
DAY: All right, thanks. Thanks for your time - thanks, keep up the
good work. Thank you very much.
GROUP: [clapping]
CAMPBELL: All right, one last announcement before we move to public
comment. The members of the task force that was created for the
demographic data, please let’s just meet real quick after this
meeting so we can decide who the lead of the task force is before we
leave.
BOB: And same for the outreach (inaudible).
CAMPBELL: Yeah. Yeah, the recruitment - also remember that you
guys need to meet so you can figure out a date to—
MALE: Right.
CAMPBELL: Meet after this. Besides that we will now move into
public comment. I will mention something I didn’t mention last two months ago at the last meeting. This is the time for public
comment. It is if you have specific questions for a member of the
TAC or something like that or if a member of the TAC wants to
respond, please leave that ‘til after the meeting. Thank you.
Let’s see, we have two members of the public. Do you want to go
first, Dan, or?
DAN: Okay. I’m Dan Handelman, I’m with the group Portland
Copwatch. We just put out our 25th anniversary issue of our
newsletter so, if you’d like to get a copy of this at the end. I
also brought with the Stops Data Collection Report from 2016. It
didn’t come out until June of this year and a lot of it is, I think,
them - police trying to make statistics fit into a model that
doesn’t say they’re oh, representing African Americans because they
look at Crash Data instead of Demographic Data. So, I appreciated
your conversation before and I’d like to continue it with somebody
at some point. When you’re recruiting for your members, make sure remember to try to recruit from the African American community
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because there’s a very large girth of that population well presented
on the group. I’m glad you had discussion about pointing a firearm
being a Level 4, that’s always concerned us, especially gun safety.
You know, you point your gun at something, you have to be expected
that you’re going to be able to shoot it and it’s very disconcerting
that it’s - but I also knew that (inaudible) a lot of agencies don’t
even collect that - those data. Chief (inaudible) who is the first
one I think put that in place after a lot of community concern. I
was concerned that word bad guy was used to talk about a criminal
suspect. This isn’t the movies, you can’t shoot a gun out of a
person’s hand, you also shouldn’t call people good guys and bad
guys, it’s just not - that’s not the way the world really works.
Batons can also be used to push protestors, which of course is
counted separately from these other data (inaudible) I don’t agree,
but they explain it to you. And you can a video one of our members
being pushed up the sidewalk by a baton at May Day last year on
YouTube dot com slash PC Justice Works if you haven’t seen that
already. Just so you know, there was an alarming number of shoot officer involved shootings in the state of Oregon. We put out a
news release. It reached 25 by the end of July, which is usually
how many there are in one year. They’re now at 26 because there was
one in Beaverton last week. And interestingly, Multnomah County
Sheriff shot at somebody who was also shot at by Gresham Police. In
terms of the statistics where you have the same suspect sometimes
showing with different force events, the same person got shot at by
two different police agencies this year. That’s the first time
we’ve ever seen that. He’s still alive. People say I’m not a
police officer, I don’t know what they should or shouldn’t have
done. I’m not a doctor, but I know not to leave surgical implements
inside of somebody so I think that’s, you know, there are certain
things that we all can agree officers shouldn’t be doing. I think
there was some hint of this from the bureau that, you know, the
baseline should be moving towards zero. I’m counting the force
incidents there are in a year and I’m hopeful we can reach that
someday. I don’t - I don’t know, I don’t want to go on forever and
ever, but I do. There was - I told Captain Bell that in (inaudible)
2007, 2009 the IPR did some force reports with the bureau and I
distinctly remember that there were force cases that didn’t end in
custody, I’m going to go back and check them. I also thought there
used to be such data in these force reports here that - that showed
the outcomes, but I - I’m going to have to double back and I’ll get
back to you about that. But that was one of our big concerns, why
would there be forced used and then you don’t even take the person
into custody - there’s something going on. Police report policies
were changed when the Settlement Agreement was changed in April and
they went to (inaudible) council last week so now an officer is
accused of misconduct and says I agree I did this conduct, I’ll take
whatever punishment you give me if I don’t have to go in front of

IA # TAC Meeting - 09122018
TAC Meeting / N/A
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2042
2043
2044
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049
2050
2051
2052
2053
2054
2055
2056

09/12/2018
Page 43 of 43

the Police Review Board anymore. This is relative to you for a
reason. That being said, that case is never going to come up for
training and policy issues, for the Police Review Board right now,
get to look at the cases that come before them for training policy
issues. So, we recommend to the Chief that those cases that be
handed - the case file be handed to the Police Review Board. I hope
you’ll support us in that idea. We did manage to get the city
council to agree to put their stipulated discipline cases into the
semiannual Police Review Board reports, which were very highly
redacted but at least we’ll find out, you know, since it’s
(inaudible) an officer admitted this kind of misconduct and got some
kind of discipline for it, otherwise these cases would’ve just gone
and the public wouldn’t know about it. The DOJ agreement goes back
before Judge Simon on October 4th because the new Portland Committee
on Community-Engaged Policing was put together. I’m (inaudible) a
list of people who were picked for it, I had some questions about
that list and, again, you were all part of the Settlement Agreement
so, I’m hoping you’re following all that. And there was one meeting
here where the - the people who’ve been on it forever can explain
how it happened - where people from all the different advisory
boards walked through this facility together and I encouraged at
that time that you should all interact a lot more. I think once the
PCC is - P - is up and running that you should have contact with
them. The Citizen Review Committee, you know, the (inaudible)
Advisory Council, it would be nice for you all to kind of talk to
each other. I’m very concerned that people are calling the police
and saying homeless people have guns and drugs when they don’t.
That sounds like false reporting, it sounds like those people should
be getting taken into custody instead of the houseless people who
have nowhere else to go. And for your information, we went down cop
watching around the Bud Clark Commons and a couple people have told
us that a lot of them around there are being stopped and asked for
their ID and they said hey, is there any suspicion that I’ve
committed a crime, the police are just saying oh, this is a high
advise area, we don’t need probable cause, which is, I don’t think,
how the law works. So, I thought you might want to look into that.
I mean, I don’t know if it’s a training issue or policies, but that
- that’s what I had. Thank you.
CAMPBELL: Thank you, Dan. Any other public comment? All right,
can we have a motion to adjourn? From Ed? Ed’s last motion?
GROUP: [laughing]
CAMPBELL: A sentence from Sylvia? All in favor?
GROUP: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed? Motion carries. Thank you very much.
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