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CAMPBELL: So, just as a reminder, we record each (inaudible) and
then get put in the transcripts up on the website. That’s our way of
taking minutes. So, when you speak, please start by saying your name
so the transcriber can actually figure out who you are because with
this many voices, it would be pretty impressive if they could get it
right otherwise. I call this meeting to order. As usual, we will
start with the reading of the mission statement. Does somebody want
to read the mission statement. Don’t everybody –
WANNER: I’ll read it.
CAMPBELL: Thank you, Kezia.
WANNER: This is Kezia. 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. Right. First thing, do we have a motion to
approve the minutes from the last meeting according to the
transcription on the website?
FISHER: Bob Fisher. Yes, I so move.
CAMPBELL: Thank you, Bob. Do we have a second?
ZINGESER: This is Sylvia Zingeser. I second that.
CAMPBELL: Thank you. All approved signified by saying aye?
ALL: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed? Motion carries. All right. Now that all of
the official starter stuff is done, I would like to say welcome to
everybody who is new here this evening. It was a long recruitment
process, and it’s very exciting to see so many new faces here. Given
that, I think it would be probably a good idea if we kind of go
around the room and each of us kind of give our little 1-minute, 30
seconds – the 1-minute spiel about who we are, kind of our
background, and why we are interested in being part of the work that
TAC does. Since I called for it, I’ll start. My name is Shawn
Campbell, and I am the chair for at least the next year and month.
We’ll see how it goes from there. My background is in economics and
data and policy analysis, and I joined the TAC because I wanted to be
part of some of the changes I saw coming in the Portland police and
the national policing as a whole. How about we go to the right?
PAHLKE: All right. My name is John Pahlke. My first meeting. I’m
pretty excited about it. I was happy to see food out there.
Background is in business, business operations, HR, staffing. I got
involved – I have a connection to the police department and want to
participate in how they are represented and see what impact I can
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have here and, frankly, maybe be mayor someday. So, I wanted to start
getting involved in the city.
ZINGESER: I’m Sylvia Zingeser, and I’m a charter member, and I’m
with NAMI, Multnomah National Alliance of Mental Illness of Multnomah
County, and I do have a son who lives with a mental illness, and we
have had contact with the police, and what I can tell you is that
things are much, much better than our first encounter that we had.
COATES: I’m Dave Coates. I’m a native Portlander. My background is
human resources management, and I joined TAC to get reengaged with
the community.
HALL: My name is Walt Hall. I am the executive officer of the
Disabled Parking Enforcement, Traffic Division, of the Portland
Bureau of Police. And I was approached to belong to this particular
unit because of my background in (inaudible) work. But at any rate,
the fact is that I decided that this could be a good fit for me, and
I really appreciate you approving my application, and I’m a new
person, and thank you very much, and this is my first meeting. Thank
you.
WILDE: My name is Venn Wilde. My pronouns are they, them, their. I’m
a transgender, non-binary community activist, mathematician, context
disruptor, and dancer and many other things besides. I joined the
training advisory council because I care deeply about how policing
impacts the many communities that I’m a part of and the many
communities of which I’m not part and yet which I feel deeply in my
heart to be interconnected with me, and you’ll learn more about he as
we go on together (inaudible).
STEWART: Greg Stewart. I am new to the training division (inaudible)
lieutenant. I am here to help supervise the analysts. I used to work
in the bureau’s crime analysis unit, so I have a background in that.
We have several (inaudible) division that help with training
evaluation and other sorts of evaluations of the division. I’m very
excited to be here.
FISHER: My name is Bob Fisher. I am a retired public health
physician. I retired to Oregon about 10 years ago, and to get
engaged, I started volunteering for a number of civic organizations.
I thought this would be somewhere that I could maybe help. It’s
simple as that. No agenda.
SANTOS: Frank Santos. I’m new to the board, and my background is in
town development, and I just thought it would be a great way to give
back to the community.
WANNER: I’m Kezia Wanner, and I’ve worked in the past for the
Portland Police Bureau. I currently work for the Multnomah County
Sheriff’s office, and I’m a believer and advocate of our public
safety system in the region and making the improvements that we need
to make to the system so that it can serve our community. So, I’m
happy to be here. I’ve been on the TAC for about two years now.
DANIELS: I’m Karen Daniels. I have a head cold. I just moved here
about almost two years ago from a very small town, so it’s been an
adventure. And I just – same thing. I just wanted to get engaged with
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other members of the community, so I applied, and here I am. I also
have a bit of a connection to law enforcement, so I’m on their side.
MOWLIE: My name is Richard Mowlie, and I am currently the chairman
of the Wilkes Community Group that surrounds this area. And a couple
years ago, one of our members had a rather unfortunately run in – he
was 85 years old and ran into the police and I couldn’t – I did not
know how to find out anything, and he didn’t either. And so, Judy
Lowe, I know from some other place, suggested that I come here, and I
did come here, and they helped me a lot, and I got a lot of answers,
and that really helped. So, I was kind of focused on this group which
is a good thing. I am a retire bank examiner from Texas. I do a lot
of emergency work with Bob over there on the emergency team,
Multnomah County amateur radio guys – the guys who go beep, beep,
beep, beep, beep, beep. Those guys, they are a strange group. But
this is my first meeting, and I am glad to be here, so thank you.
LINDSEY: My name is Chris Lindsey. I’m a lieutenant with the
Portland Police Bureau. I am filling in for Lieutenant Craig Dobson
while he is away at the national academy. So, I apologize. I’m still
new to this like some of you all here. So, I’m learning as well as
we’re going along. I’m also not trying to sit away from anyone. I
thought my analyst team over there may work. (Inaudible) but I work
with the force auditor group and the force analysts over there who do
amazing work every day, and I’m here to help (inaudible).
HALL: Hi, everybody. My name is Tyler. This is my second term on the
Training Advisory Council. I have been interested as a person with a
psychology degree and issues affecting mental health crisis and
homelessness. That’s been something I’ve been involved with outside
of this group for several years. And that’s part of the reason I came
to this group was to try and focus on many issues that we could do to
improve community policing but also specifically around homelessness
and mental health.
ROSSI: Good evening. My name is Chris Rossi. I have an emergency
management background. New to the group, but just kind of wanted to
get more involved with the community. And so, that’s why I’m here.
CRAWLSON: Sarah Crawlson. I’ve been in town for about 17 years. I
was originally from the East Coast, and I am a management consultant.
I’ve spent – I’ve done a lot of volunteer work in the community. I
was a (inaudible) for several years. I spent the last five years
working with a veteran’s non-profit, and I felt like this was a good
fit to get a little bit more engaged in the community. I’m sort of
interested in how different community groups and different issues
that are affecting Portlanders are really interrelated. So, I’m
excited to be here.
DROPPERS: Good evening, everyone. My name is Danielle Droppers. In
my day job, I work for the Oregon Health Authority Office of Equity
and Inclusion. I’ve been part of the TAC for a little over a year
now, and I’m especially interested in issues related to racial equity
and strengthening some of those issues that continue to persist in
the system. Thank you.
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EDNA: Good evening, everyone. My name is Edna (inaudible), and this
is my first day here. I work for a non-profit organization for
community health workers around the state. And why I’m here, I
usually participate for interview panel Downtown for new officers.
So, I got the invitation, and I applied, and I got it. But I also
want to be here because I think it’s very important to increase
diversity as I can see in the room. So, I think we need more voices
of people of color, and I’m happy to be here.
GERRITSON: My name is Liesbeth Gerritson, and I work for the
Portland Police Bureau. I’m a civilian. I’m a non-sworn member. I
work in the training division, and my background is in mental health,
and I’m an organizational psychologist.
HURLEY: Thanks. My name is Erica Hurley. I am the captain of the
training division, so this is my humble abode out here, and this is
not my first meeting.
CAMPBELL: Let’s go ahead and get the non-members also that are not
sitting at the table.
HALIA: Hello, all. I am Jody Halia. I’ve probably emailed all of
you. I’ve worked at the training division for about four and a half
years here, and I will be your primary contact really behind the
scenes. When I’m not organizing this, I assist in developing
curriculum.
CAMPBELL: Let’s go ahead – and if we could go down this end too.
Just given all the new members, some people might not recognize
(inaudible) who is here.
AIONE: Do you want the public too or just –
CAMPBELL: Yes, the public, please.
AIONE: Oh, Debbie Aione, (inaudible) Portland.
LAUREN: I’m Lauren (inaudible). I’m one of the (inaudible) auditors
at PPB. I’ve been there for about three months, and I’m excited to be
here.
SMITH: I’m Shannon Smith. I am also an auditor with PPB.
GOMEZ: Calista Gomez. Also a force auditor. Been here less than a
month.
AMANDA: I’m Amanda Trey (sp) (inaudible), and I’ve been here for
about a month.
MARY: I’m Mary (inaudible) police bureau (inaudible) months.
MORRISON: Hi, I’m Ryan Morrison. I was a police officer in Houston,
Texas until December, and I’ve been in Portland for three weeks. I
just wanted to see what this was all about.
HANDLEMAN: I’m Dan Handleman. I’m with the group Portland Cop Watch,
and I’ve been coming to these meetings since you all started.
CAMPBELL: All right. Thank you everybody. Just for a quick update
that I forgot to mention, many of you will probably notice that the
agenda before you is slightly different than the agenda that was sent
out. That was because of a sudden change – today, in fact – where we
were going to have time to comment on the upcoming body cam system
that was going to be adopted by the city, but it was recently decided
by City Council not to move forward with that at this time. And so,
that portion has been cancelled for now until City Council figures
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out what they want to do. If you have any more questions about that,
I’m sure the paper will (inaudible) after the meeting. But on the
plus side, it gives us more time to kind of handle some other areas
and maybe actually have a meeting that doesn’t go long which would be
nice. All right. So, how about for the starter, we’ll have Captain
Hurley give us an overview of what the training division does, kind
of give a sense to some of our newer members of exactly what kind of
our purview is as the training advisory council.
HURLEY: So, those of you over here, if could get you to turn around
a little bit. So, the training division. Many of you have been here,
and some of the tech members have been here for years, obviously, so
you will know this information, but for those of you that are new, it
might interest you. So, this is the training division which doesn’t
work – Oh, how about turning it on. See, that’s why we have Jody. She
runs all this. Without her, I would have no idea. There you go. So,
the building that you’re in here is a little over 62,000 square feet.
It has four classrooms, the largest being this one that you’re in.
They can also divide into two classrooms. We also have a PVO, or
Patrol Vehicle Operations, that’s in the back where we can do driving
and driving skills in the back, and that’s about three and a half
acres. We also have our admins. We have a whole video studio so we
can actually create videos and to be able to push out information. We
also have a defensive tactics area which is our mat room so that we
can work on that which is about 5,000 square feet. Scenario Village
which is actually is buildings put together inside so we can learn
how to clear buildings, how to - We can actually drive our cars into
the streets so we can do scenarios throughout that in cars. We have –
each of the buildings is a little different. So, we have one that
looks like a bank. We have one that looks like an apartment building.
We have a couple that look like houses, some that have basements in
them and crawlspaces so you can learn how to clear and how to deal
with those particular obstacles in a house. And then we have two
actual shooting ranges. This is our organizational chart that – I
don’t think I’m that old and I can’t read because it’s so tiny, but
it’s basically the chief of police and it goes all the way through
the investigations and each of the branches and so forth. So, we are
the training division, and we fall under the services branch which is
AC Davis. And this is the organizational chart for us. So, as you can
see, I’m up there at the top as the captain, and then we have three
lieutenants, we have four sergeants, and then a various number of
officers each that teach in different areas. And some of the things
that people always ask questions about is kind of our hiring process,
right? How do you become a Portland police officer? And it is a
somewhat long process, but it’s an intensive process, and we do that
specifically for a reason. So, the first thing that they do is the
written test, and it’s a pass/fail. So, there’s no – it doesn’t
really matter where you get on that list. As long as you pass it, you
move onto the next section which is the physical ability test, and
you can see on the side there what that physical ability test is.
And, again, it too is a pass/fail. So, it doesn’t matter how fast or
slow. As long as you do it within the time frame, you pass it and
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move on. Then we do an oral board. The oral board is made up of a
sworn member as well as community members. Again, that is a
pass/fail. So, once they go through those questions, they either pass
that section and move on or they don’t. The background investigation
is the longest portion of it, and it is the most intense portion of
the process in order to get hired, and there is a reason for that,
right? I mean, you don’t want any of your Portland police officers
out there with a background that questions their ability to be able
to do this job or their ethics or any of those things. So, that
background looks very intensely into that. So, not only the people
that they tell us they want to talk to, but then we ask those people
and a then few more, and we keep going on down the list until maybe
we get to the people you didn’t really want us to talk to to
determine whether or not you are for this job. We then do a
psychological evaluation. And so, we have a psychologist company that
is on staff, and all of our people go through that. And then the very
last is the medical evaluation to make sure that you can see and do
all of the basic medical things to be able to do the police work. The
new officer training which is really part of what we are – so the
first thing they do is they go down to DPSST, and that’s in Salem.
It’s a 16-week course where they actually live on campus down there
for 16 weeks, and they go through the process to become a police
officer. That is run by the state, and every officer that is a
certified law enforcement person in the State of Oregon has to attend
that. So, that is required. And then they come back here. We actually
normally send them out to the street with a field training officer.
They spend anywhere from three to four months on the street with a
field training officer, and then they come back to us for what we
call the advanced academy. So, Portland does things a little bit
differently than the rest of the state in a good way, but we are a
large city versus some of the small, rural counties. So, DPSST
teaches to a one or two-man department as well as teaching,
obviously, to us. So, some of the things that they teach at DPSST
doesn’t really work for a city our size. We have more cover. We have
more people. We have traffic division and canine division and all of
these other specialty units that a lot of small agencies don’t have.
So, we bring them back, and we have another 10 to 12-week advanced
academy to go over the skills that we expect as well as our policies,
right? So, our policies are actually stricter than state law. And so,
we want them to understand what our policies are and be able to use
those in their job. And then they – and throughout that time, they
head back out to the street, and they have a field training officer
for that time. It is an 18-month period, so they are on probation for
18 months from the time they are hired until they get off, and during
that time, they are evaluated for the entirety of the 18 months to
determine whether or not they are fit to be a Portland police
officer. Well, actually, I already just said all this. So, the basic
academy – you can tell I don’t do this one very often – is the 16
weeks. That’s a picture of it. Again, it’s down in Salem, and they
live down there. And then we have our 10 weeks. So, this is 10 weeks.
That’s what we cut it down to. We’re actually, I think, going to
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increase it back up to 12 weeks. There’s some things in it when I
took over the training division that I think were missing and just
some new needs that we have. And so, I think we’re going to add a few
things. One of them being a bike course because, for whatever reason,
our officers aren’t – we don’t have enough of bicycle trained. And
then, again, or EFTAT (sp) program. So, it’s 18 months. They have an
FTO. They work a minimum of 24 weeks with a coach actually in the car
with them, and then we do what’s called Phase 5. So, they have a
coach that follows them around, but they are actually in a separate
car so that they can make some decisions. And then we do ongoing
officer training. So, the training division here does what we call
in-services, and it’s an annual in-service. We have an annual service
for every rank now. So, every officer goes through a minimum of 40
hours a year of in-service, and then each of the ranks actually
increase that. So, when you go up to lieutenant, commander, and so
forth, you’ll get additional training on top of this. This is kind of
where you guys come into play. The TAC makes recommendations for us
on what training we need. So, we talk to you about some of things
that we may see as a police officer to say, “Hey, this is some needs
that we see of this is what we are observing.” The TAC also looks at
things, asks questions. They look at our force report. You look at
all of those different things, and you give us feedback. That goes
into our Needs Assessment so that we can determine how to use that
and to train on it the following year. The training division has a
patrol vehicle. It’s called PDO. They have control tactics which is
your hands on. We do firearms. We do patrol procedures which is
really an overview of all of those things. So, when I say that, it
means that you learn how to drive a car, you learn how to do control
tactics, and you learn how to do firearms, and then we put you
through a scenario where you should be using all of the skills. You
should be using interdisciplinary skills also, which is our language
skills, our ECIT, all of those things. They should all come together
in patrol procedures to make sure that you can actually take all of
these things that we teach you separately and in the classroom and
use them when you are out on the street. We do crisis intervention.
We have a 40-hour class all new officers are required to go to and
then the ECIT which is an additional certification on top of that. It
is with BHU. Liesbeth is very key in that training. It’s an
additional 40 hours.
CAMPBELL: Maybe just mention what the acronyms stand for.
HURLEY: Well, that’s not as much fun. So, crisis intervention is a
CIT officer. Everybody is CIT trained or crisis intervention trained.
And ECIT is – give me the E.
GERRITSON: Enhanced.
HURLEY: Thank you. Enhance. I knew it was something extra. Enhanced
crisis intervention team member. So, they do additional training. And
then in-services ongoing refresher training for crisis intervention.
We do it yearly.
MALE: And what is BHU?
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HURLEY: Oh, sorry. BHU, Behavioral Health Unit. So, the bureau has
its own unit called Behavioral Health Unit that ECIT and the CIT is
run out of. Well, they help create the curriculum for, I guess I
should say. Is that correct?
GERRITSON: Yep
HURLEY: Is that accurate enough, Liesbeth.
GERRITSON: Yep.
HURLEY: And any questions on any of that? That was a lot.
FISHER: Yeah. Bob Fisher here. About how many staff do you have –
HURLEY: Here?
FISHER: In the training unit, permanent staff. What is your budget,
and what is – about, and what percentage of the police budget is the
training bureau?
HURLEY: So, the two budget questions, I actually cannot answer to
you. I don’t know what my percentage of my budget is, the bureau, and
we’re about a $1 million dollars out here for budget now. Having said
that, it covers a whole lot of things. So, we do all of the
ammunition which is about $800,000 for ammunition, firearms, nonlethal weapons, all of that kind of stuff. So, that’s the biggest
budget, and that’s why we have the biggest budget at the training
division. Staffing-wise, I have about 42 officers out here including
four sergeants and three lieutenants.
FISHER: Thank you.
HURLEY: You’re welcome. Anything else?
SMITH: I want to say that this city’s entire budget is available
online.
HURLEY: Oh, thank you.
FISHER: Oh, thank you.
HURLEY: Anything else? Well, that was easy.
CAMPBELL: Right. I know that we sent some materials out to the new
people as far as our bylaws and orientation, but I imagine – I
remember my first meeting where it kind of felt like getting thrown
in the deep end a little bit. I promise that passes. Did anybody not
receive those materials?
FEMALE: I don’t know that I got the minutes. I’ll check.
CAMPBELL: The minutes are just on the website.
FEMALE: I’ll check.
CAMPBELL: Okay. All right. Given that, does anybody have any
specific questions about what the TAC does or what we are doing or
how we function that we can answer real quick because we have a
little bit of extra time. Does anyone have something that they didn’t
understand from the orientation materials or anything? Bob?
FISHER: Bob Fisher here again. I hope you stress that we get the
pictures and a brief bio online. I mean, it was a very brief bio
around here, but I think it was useful. And so, please, has there
been follow up on that, Jody?
HALIA: I think I have five of them.
FISHER: Do you have mine? Okay.
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CAMPBELL: Yeah, I have it here to mention it a little later in the
agenda.
FISHER: Thank you.
CAMPBELL: All right. Well, given that, we will move on with our
normal kind of meeting agenda. Next up, we will have an update on the
current status of existing task forces. For people who are new, we
create task forces that begin the work on creating recommendations
towards specific areas. The task forces are created by a vote of the
full TAC, and then they work until their work is done, and then they
present recommendations to us which are then also voted on by the
full TAC. So, let’s start with the emotional intelligence task force
led by Venn.
WILDE: This is Ven Wild. I’m on the emotional intelligence task
force. We have been slowly putting together availability for our
first meeting. We have not yet scheduled our first meeting. I would
love to meet with my task force members after this meeting to nail
down a time when we could meet so that we can move forward.
CAMPBELL: Given our new members, could you just kind of describe
real quick what your task force is looking into?
WILDE: Yeah. So, we are looking at the ways in which officer and
non-sworn police bureau members might benefit from additional
training around how they relate with themselves, their own emotions,
their ability to recognize, understand, locate, express, and regulate
their feelings and take better care of themselves is the very
succinct way of putting it.
CAMPBELL: Thank you. The second task force active at this time is
the patterns in use of force task force led by myself. One of the
things that TAC is given as an area that we focus on is every
quarter, we are presented with Portland Police Bureau use of force
data, and that is a requirement of the – oh, what’s the right word?
HURLEY: DOJ agreement.
CAMPBELL: DOJ agreement that came about in 2012 where TAC was given
that as one of the things they were supposed to do. Personally, I
think partially was because we were the only organization existing at
the time for the community groups, but it is within our purview. So,
this – the task force, Patterns in Use of Force, is basically looking
at long-term data sets and annual data sets to try to assert if there
is any patterns that would be of interest to TAC. This task for has
been a little delayed because of data coming out basically. So, 2018
is the first year when the police bureau made full detailed use-offorce data publicly available. And so, we’ve been going through that.
The data has been out, and the analysis is currently ongoing, and
we’re hoping to be able to move forward with something by the next
meeting if not the one after. All right. Any questions or comments
about any of these task forces? You guys are too easy today. All
right. Moving on to the next portion will be the discussion on a task
force that has finished its work. The demographic data inclusion
recommendation. This task force was led by Sarah, but she is
unfortunately out today. So, I’ll be handling it on her behalf. The
demographic data inclusion task force began with basically work that
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Danielle started that was basically questioning why city demographic
data was not included in the use of force data that was presented to
us every quarter. Based upon the idea of without demographic data,
it’s hard to get a context of exactly how certain groups are affected
and how certain groups are not based upon the numbers of custodies
and use of force represented by each. This task force met over a
period of about six months including meetings with the police bureau
where there are some disagreements over some things in it, but I hope
everyone had a chance to read it. We sent it out earlier this week or
– sorry. Late last week. Let’s see. What can we say? Basically, to
summarize what the task force is recommending is that the task force
is recommending in order for the TAC to carry out its duties, it is
important for the reporting of use of force to be put into context.
While PPB currently includes custody data in its reporting, this is
felt to be insufficient given that certain populations tend to
interact with police to a greater degree than others. To rectify
this, the TAC recommends the inclusion of US Census Bureau race and
ethnicity demographic data for Portland and annual and quarterly PPB
use of force of force reports to aid in contextualizing data.
Demographic data should be included in all areas of the report where
a sample is comparatively appropriate or a comparable sample can be
utilized such as a similar city based on population. Specifically and
at minimum, this data should be included for comparison on the same
page of the report as the total PPB custodies. Any additional data
that can help strengthen the context of proportion of representation
should be considered for inclusion as well. To mitigate concerns
about comparability of data between US census and PPB custody and use
of force data, a disclaimer should be included along the lines of,
“It should be noted that a direct comparison between city census,
demographic data, and PPB demographic data cannot be made due to
differences in data sets.” Are there any questions or comments about
this recommendation? To kind of give a bit of background about where
the area of dispute has been between various parties in – well, not
necessarily within the TAC but with the groups that we’re working
with with this recommendation – is the idea that having demographic
data is statistically inappropriate because it is not a direct
comparison. Based up on the idea that right now, use of force is
compared to custodies because people who are taken into custody are
the one most likely to have use of force used against them. On the
other end of the argument is the idea that, yes, even though it is
not a direct comparison, it is still helpful to give an idea that
certain populations are more affected by the use of force than others
just because they have a higher custody rate. And that’s kind of the
crux of what the TAC at this time and this recommendation is calling
for is basically, we understand that it’s not a direct statistical
comparison and should not be treated as one, but we still want that
data included in the use of force to help us get a better idea and
help us visualize what the data is telling us and how it affects
people city wide. Questions? Comments? Venn?
WILDE: Venn Wilde. I’m happy to see this recommendation coming
forward at this point. It’s been a conversation we’ve been in for a
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year now? Longer? And it’s the – you know, the thing that we’re
asking for looks to me like the comparison that everyone I know
points to when people talk about use-of-force data. Like, folks on
the street or at the coffee shop are talking about how police are
using force, they’re talking about the difference in terms of stops
versus the population data. People are talking about the difference
in use of force versus population data. And I think in order to
contextualize the use-of-force reports, it’s essential that we
include that data that the public is thinking in terms of already.
So, I’m happy to support this recommendation.
CAMPBELL: Thank you. Any other discussion? Danielle, I know this has
been a big – would you like to say anything or –
DROPPERS: I think I’ve said a lot over the year of working on moving
this forward. So, I – at the risk of repeating myself, I think I’ll
just echo Venn’s sentiments that I’m really excited and grateful that
this is moving forward and grateful to all the folks who participated
in having these conversations. And I think the feeling of partnership
to want to move this forward and have some better contextualized data
that we can look to – you know, this is a public report, and I think
it’s important that we provide the appropriate context to be able to
put the figures into perspective. That’s part of transparency,
frankly, and it’s important. So, thank you.
CAMPBELL: Yes, Frank.
SANTOS: Frank Santos. A question I had: Is this the best practice
that we see outside of Oregon as well, or how did the TAC board come
to this – is it unique to Oregon, or is it – do we see this as a best
practice outside of Oregon?
DROPPERS: Providing demographic data?
SANTOS: Using – providing the demographic information.
DROPPERS: I think – I mean, in my work prior to going to work for
the Oregon Health Authority, I spent about eight years doing research
and evaluation on children and family mental health. And generally,
when you’re providing a researcher evaluation report, you do try to
contextualize the data that you’re providing. So, it’s pretty
standard, I would say. And also at the same time, you know, I think
Shawn pointed out some limitation to the data because it’s not – and
we’re not – we’re not saying that it is a direct comparison. However,
I think that not everybody has the background in statistical analysis
to be able to think about contextualizing the figures that are
provided. And so, it’s just a piece of the context that we feel is
important. And it is, I think, generally pretty standard to try to
provide some context when you’re – rather than just lots of
statistical figures. I mean, it’s not very helpful otherwise without
the background information, right? So.
HURLEY: To clarify, I do not believe it is best practice within
police agencies to do that. It may be for other types of research for
other deals –
SANTOS: Sure.
HURLEY: But not in this.
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FISHER: Excuse me. I have my hearing aids turned up, but I can’t
hear you. I’m reading your lips pretty well, but going forward, I’ll
do better.
HURLEY: I apologize.
FISHER: That’s all right.
HURLEY: Do you want me to repeat that?
FISHER: Yes, please.
HURLEY: Okay. So, this is Captain Hurley. I forgot to tell that to
the recorder. It is not necessarily best practice within law
enforcement to do that demographic, to add that to force data. So,
although it may be a context that they use in things outside of law
enforcement, it is not necessarily best practice for law enforcement
agencies to use it.
CAMPBELL: Bob?
FISHER: Bob Fisher here. Contextually, in reference to Frank’s
question here, this is a report which is required by DOJ, is it not?
CAMPBELL: Yes.
FISHER: And my understanding would be that other police forces don’t
normally even report this data. Is that correct? I publicly report
this data. I don’t know.
HURLEY: Use-of-force data is – yeah, go ahead.
LINDSEY: Use-of-force data is normally publicized – sorry.
Lieutenant Chris Lindsey – is generally publicized. I can’t say
regarding this specific task force. A recommendation has been written
and has been delivered to Captain Hurley and to the chief’s office
for the chief’s review because it’s the chief’s final decision. I can
say – I know my predecessor who will be coming back to this position
within a month or so – I know he’s taken this on over the last year.
I believe this has been discussed, and, you know, there are – there
are some concerns regarding the data and the accuracy of it if we
publish it based off of current – the current census data being
updated – as one of the issues to bring up. So.
CAMPBELL: Bob?
FISHER: Was this kind of data put up before the DOJ settlement?
LINDSEY: I don’t remember if it was or not.
HURLEY: No.
FISHER: Do you expect it will continue if and when the DOJ agreement
is resolved?
HURLEY: This is Captain Hurley. Maybe I should clarify that
question. Did you ask if we did force data before?
FISHER: Use-of-force data.
HURLEY: Yes. Use-of-force data has been gathered, and I don’t know
how public – I mean, it’s been somewhat public for years prior to
DOJ.
FISHER: Not with the detail that we give now though?
HURLEY: No. No. We give much more detail now than we did before.
FISHER: So, I think this is a – I would understand this to be an
issue that is particular to the amount of transparency that is
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required by DOJ at this point, and this falls out of that – that
extensive reporting. Is that correct?
LINDSEY: Well – Lieutenant Chris – it is my understanding that this
– capturing this particular data of demographics is not a part of the
DOJ agreement.
HURLEY: Correct.
LINDSEY: So, it doesn’t fall within the scope of that.
FISHER: Thank you.
LINDSEY: Capturing the data does not – the demographic.
CAMPBELL: Venn?
WILDE: This is Venn Wilde again. I will just say that I don’t aspire
for the Portland Police Bureau to be playing catchup with best
practices around the nation. I’d like us to be (inaudible), and I
think that one of the ways in which the Portland Police Bureau has an
opportunity to lead is by working towards creating trust and
connection with the community. For example, through transparency like
what we’re asking for here.
HURLEY: So – Captain Hurley. One of the things we have discussed,
and we’ve said this to the TAC as Dobson, who is normally sitting in
your seat, has said when we’ve had this conversation historically,
anyone in the public can get the demographics of the City of
Portland, and anyone in the public can get our force report, and
anybody can put those numbers together if they want to put those
numbers together and figure that out. Based on the way our data is
brought in, and based on the demographics, last was 2010, right? It’s
2019. They’re completely inaccurate probably for what we have today.
We, the police bureau, will not be putting those things together and
putting them out in a public manner at this time. So, it’s not that
the information isn’t out there if people want to put it together.
CAMPBELL: Shawn Campbell. I think one thing that provides a bit of
context though is this census data along with extra data such as
violent crimes reports or traffic accident reports that kind of give
even more context to the data that’s shown is included in the annual
traffic report, traffic stops report. And I guess that’s part of the
hang up for me is I don’t understand why we can include that in a
traffic stop report and not include it in a use-of-force report.
FISHER: And – Bob Fisher. Captain Hurley, there’s something wrong
with anybody can do it, but we can’t.
HURLEY: So – this is Captain Hurley again.
FISHER: If anybody can do it –
HURLEY: We are asked – we are asked to put data together in a
specific way for DOJ and to package it in a specific way. We are
doing what they are requesting us to do. So, if somebody wants that
information in a different way, they have the ability to put that
together and do it. The stops data is state mandated driven, and so
it is done differently because it is asked for differently. So,
that’s why the stops data is done the way the stops data is done.
Just to clarify.
CAMPBELL: Thank you.
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DROPPERS: This is Danielle. I just wanted to really quickly add
that, you know, I understand that this census data out of date. The
decennial census is out of date given that it was last issued in
2010. However, there are also estimates that are provided along the
way, and most state agencies use those for their budgets. It’s pretty
standard across state agencies to use census data estimates,
decennial census. I think the argument that we can’t use it because
it’s not accurate falls a little flat, frankly. And I think that if
we want to espouse transparency from the bureau, part of building
trusting relationships with the community is to go the extra mile. To
be truly transparent through action and not just by saying that we
want to be transparent, but you have to put action to that, and I
think that this is one of the ways of going the extra mile for our
communities, and it’s time to lead to Venn’s point. Thank you, Venn.
PAHLKE: All right. This is John Pahlke. So, a couple questions. I
don’t understand how data that’s inaccurate can fall flat. I mean, if
it’s inaccurate, it’s inaccurate. So, why are we proposing that we
put out a report that everybody seems to agree is based on data
that’s not accurate? What’s it going to take to get that data
accurate? Where are we finding those numbers or estimates so we can
agree on something that says, “These are the number’s we’re going to
use,” and that’s going to be consistently used so that the
information that does get sent out is accurate? If you’re sending out
inaccurate information and basing your decisions on inaccurate
information, you’re not serving anybody.
CAMPBELL: So, for a point of clarification – this is Shawn – the US
Census Bureau as we know it every ten years puts out the US census
which is an actual go out and count how many people exist.
FISHER: It’s an estimate.
PAHLKE: Right. Do we have –
CAMPBELL: And then every year after that, the US Census Bureau also
releases what they call and Annual Community Survey which is more of
an estimate based on surveying a certain percentage of the population
and then using the previous – the census and what’s happened since to
try to guesstimate what the population is until it gets corrected by
the next 10-years census.
PAHLKE: So, there is a standard number that can be looked at
consistently even though – then why do we keep saying it’s
inaccurate?
CAMPBELL: This disagreement is because the 2010 census, we don’t
know how accurate it is anymore.
FEMALE: We’re too close to the 10.
CAMPBELL: Because it’s been 10 years, and that’s just how census’s
work.
PAHLKE: But if there’s a yearly update of an estimate.
CAMPBELL: Right. The disagreement is how accurate that is and
whether or not it’s accurate enough to put into the report. Now most
state agencies and community agencies do use US census data of that
type for those kind of demographic estimations.
PAHLKE: And that’s the information we’re talking about basing this –
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CAMPBELL: Yes.
PAHLKE: Percentages on?
CAMPBELL: Yes.
PAHLKE: Okay.
CAMPBELL: Any other questions or comments? Yes, Dave?
COATES: This Dave Coates. The question I’m going to ask is we now
have a full year of data for calendar year 2018. I’d just be
interested to see what does the demographic – I don’t know if I’m
ready to say, “Let’s incorporate it going forward.” Part of it, I’d
be interested to see 2018 data. What does it look like? I mean, if
the data is available, we should be able to do that analysis. So.
HURLEY: This is Captain Hurley. The data for what? Our force data?
COATES: Comparing the force data to the demographic data for – force
data from calendar year 2018. The Q4 report just came out, so we
should be able to get 2018 rollup and be able to analysis there.
HURLEY: Okay.
COATES: I’d just be interested to see what it looks like before I’m
willing to put a formal proposal together.
CAMPBELL: Any other comments or –
HALL: Walt Hall. A point of order – you said – Dave, you said
something about a proposal of what this data was going to bring?
Recommendations of actions or what are you speaking of?
COATES: I have no idea what the data is going to look like.
HALL: Okay.
COATES: I think we’ve all got an opinion on what the data is going
to look like, but, again, until you actually see the data line up,
use-of-force report and the demographic data, we just don’t know. So,
I think it’s worth taking a look. You know, we finally have a full
year of data that’s similar in 2018. My proposal would be let’s –
let’s take a look at that data and see what it tells us. If it really
is something that is going to truly add value, then I think that’s
when we make the proposal. But right now, there’s a lot of
assumptions being made of what the data is going to look like, and
none of us have seen it.
CAMPBELL: I’ve seen it, but I look at the data all the time.
COATES: Okay.
CAMPBELL: And that’s one of the things that the patterns of use of
force task force is tasked to give is what the 2018 and that kind of
information. Sorry, actually –
WANNER: This is Kezia, and the thing that strikes me about getting
more data sets and putting them together is that it gives more
information. It also raise more questions, and then the onus is going
to be on the police bureau to try to succinctly tie together the
corollaries and how the data sets relate to one another such as you
have demographic data, you’ll have a census or the community survey,
you’ll have the use of force, and then a breakdown of demographics of
use of force. But then you’ll also have to do the same, which you do
now, for the demographics of those that you have in custody. So, I
think it’s really going to be multiple data sets and the
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interrelatedness of those which just means that it gets more
complicated, probably a little bit more difficult to explain to those
that don’t live in this world. And so, I think that’s just where it
needs to go because people will draw really easy corollaries if you
were to have the census demographic information, use-of-force
demographics, and they would say, “This looks odd,” or “it looks
wrong.” But there’s a lot more context that needs to go along with
that to explain the situation and the numbers.
STEWART: Greg Stewart. I would like – I think you hit the nail on
the head. I was involved in the creation of our stop (inaudible)
reporting, and I do a lot of research with Portland state on both
police stops and police use of force nationally. And the issue in
both of those areas is what’s called benchmarking. If you research,
like, police use of force or police stops data, it’s, “We’re going to
report the amount of force we use,” and it’s what do you benchmark
that against. Census data is in traffic stops, a commonly used
benchmark, but it’s also accepted in that study, that field, to be a
poor benchmark. It’s not considered a good benchmark. What’s sort of
the gold standard of benchmarks and what we started trying to do with
traffic stops, which led to the issues Kezia’s speaking about, is
providing – the best practice is to provide a range of potential
benchmarks. So, you might look at – use daylight savings to look at
stopped before and after daylight savings in what’s called the veil
of darkness study. You might use arrest data. You might use the
census data, but what happened is we ended up going down this rabbit
hole where these reports we were creating became ever larger and
larger and larger. And we actually scaled back our efforts at
reporting stops data when the DOJ came into town because the
reporting requirements became so globally large. So, I’m not – I’m
agnostic on whether to include census data in this report – if you
asked Greg Stewart personally, not Greg Stewart, police Greg Stewart
– I’m, like, I don’t think it’s a particular useful benchmark. I’m
sort of agnostic about it. What I would argue is that we have that
sort of best becomes the enemy of the good where we start down a
rabbit hole. Because once we report this, my experience has been then
somebody else is going to be, “Well, you should also include that,”
then “You shouldn’t do that,” and then “We need this other piece of
data.” And what happens is we spend a tremendous amount of time
collecting data that’s readily available elsewhere and have less time
to analyze the data. The census data is super – it’s not like – I
mean, like, if you told me, “Greg, would you rather have arrest data
in this report or census data,” I would say, “Let’s include the
arrest data,” because that’s something public can’t get. The public
can google census. You know what I mean? Like, you can google – and
there’s some other technical reasons why it’s not super appropriate,
and that has to do with, like, ethnicity. We report ethnicity as a
race. The census data reports race and ethnicity. So, even if you
were to put the two numbers together, every Hispanic person who also
happens to be African-American is going to get reported differently
in the two data sets. And, again, I’m agnostic. Whatever sort of
makes the group happy, but I do think we need to be fully aware of
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sort of the complexity of the issue. And I think Kezia kind of hit on
it where it’s, like, if you’re going to ask for stuff that’s going to
create more work forever, I would try to choose things that are super
meaningful in terms of benchmarking. And, again, I would say that the
arrest data is a much more relevant benchmark and on that, again, the
public can’t access as easily. You know, the format of the current
report, I think, optimizes on both – in terms of optimizing the
amount of effort it takes to create the report but providing the
maximum amount of information to the public. And that’s just
something to think about.
CAMPBELL: Venn?
WILDE: A comment and motion. The comment is I appreciate (inaudible)
say, Kezia, which I understand you to be saying this a direction we
need to go that, yes, there will be more work of explaining some of
the correlations, and that’s work that needs to be done, and partly
because – I think I understood you to be saying that the – you know,
as people have pointed out, the general public can and many of us in
the general public do google the census data and make comparison
ourselves, and when that comparison is made by us sort of off line,
we don’t get the benefit of whatever insights you might have from the
bureau about how those things compare to each other or if you think
that they don’t. And if you include the data, then you have the
opportunity to say, like, this data refers to this data and this kind
of information, and this data refers to that kind of information. So,
yes, that is a little more work, but it’s the direction, I think, you
were saying Kezia we need to be headed. And I have a motion, but I
see your lips moving and wanted to clarify.
WANNER: Almost. This is Kezia again. I do think that we need to be
able to have good data sets around this information, and I think if
the census is determined to be one of the best ways that we get sort
of the environmental scan of demographic data that is a foundation of
what Portland police operate within the community and it serves a
purpose for us or serves – serves a purpose for the police or serves
a purpose for the community to have that data, I think it should be
provided. But I also think that it’s useful for us to be judicious in
the data that we think should be combined with force data, what is
the purpose, what would be most relevant, what tells the story, or
whatever, you know, sort of helps unwind what’s going on behind the
use of force numbers. And I don’t know all of the data sets to make a
recommendation. The census is widely used. It’s a foundation for a
lot of different conversations that are data specific. There may be
others. So, I just think we should be judicious in sort of making a
recommendation that would task police with doing a lot of work when
maybe that is or isn’t the best data set. I think if there are
others, we could hear about them, and I’m just not sure what those
are.
WILDE: And then, Venn Wilde again, I would move that we adopt the
recommendation that’s been put together by the demographic data
inclusion and annual report (inaudible) use-of-force reports task
force.
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CAMPBELL: Do we have a second?
DROPPERS: Second from Danielle.
CAMPBELL: Second from Danielle. We kind of jumped the gun on the
discussion. So, we can continue the discussion if anyone wants to.
DROPPERS: This is Danielle. I want to add one other point and just
say what actually hasn’t been said. We have a national epidemic of
people of color being over represented in all interactions with the
police force, and I think that is the true importance of this, and I
don’t want lose sight of that. And I think that’s ultimately why this
has come forward. That’s ultimately why the transparency is so
important, and that’s ultimately why if – again, if we want to build
trust, if we want to have transparency, this is part of that work. I
welcome further conversations to talk about additional data sets. I
wants us to have the best data possible too, but I haven’t heard
anybody come forward with something that feels like it wouldn’t be
skewed because we also have to, again, keep it in context. We can’t
use a denominator that’s going to be over represented with people of
color. We can’t use custodies as our denominator. It’s skewed because
those communities of color are coming into contact with our police
force far more often. That is not a legitimate denominator. It does
not work. That is not an appropriate data set to use. So, if someone
can bring that forward and be helpful in this conversation and
suggest something that is not the census data, I would completely
welcome that, but I haven’t heard that as part of this conversation.
WANNER: This is Kezia. If that’s really the purpose of us trying to
ferret out the percentage of individuals in the census population,
the percentage demographically of the population of the city of
Portland that end up being, I’ll just say, arrested, because that’s
really thing. It’s not – use of force is the next step. I’m going to
say it’s those that come into contact and then are detained or
arrested by police. It’s more of the relationship between those two
things that I think is sort of the underpinning of the data that
we’re trying to talk about here. That’s what I’m understanding from a
lot of our conversations is that it’s – that’s a corollary right
there.
FISHER: Call to question.
CAMPBELL: Hold on. Please don’t interrupt when –
FISHER: Oh, I’m sorry.
CAMPBELL: It’s all right.
WANNER: Oh, I’m almost done. But, I mean, I’m really – that’s the
thing that I see that is missing because it’s, like, you’re taking it
– it’s like you’re taking two steps here. You’re taking demographic
data, which is everybody, the percentage of our population and break
it down by demographics that are coming into contact and getting
arrested by police or detained, and then those that are in that group
that then are having use of force, their experience of use of force.
So, I think we’re missing that middle piece which is demographic
population of our – demographic breakdown of our population and those
that are getting arrested and coming into custody. So, I think that
that piece maybe we haven’t talked really very fully about.
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DROPPERS This is Danielle, and I agree, but I also don’t think it’s
an either/or. I think it’s an and. I agree.
CAMPBELL: Did you have a motion that you’d like?
FISHER: Yes, call to question.
CAMPBELL: We haven’t done call to question in a long dang time. Call
to question is basically like this half vote, right?
FISHER: Yes.
CAMPBELL: Let’s see. We’d have to have a vote on that. Is there a
second to call to question? Lack of a second, motion fails. I would
just like to say one last thing before I ask for any more discussion.
I guess for me, part of this is the fact that the groups that are
watching the police that are not a community group, they are using
demographic data, and regardless of whether the city or the police
bureau thinks it’s proper or not, they do use it, and it seems
important to me that if these groups are going to be using that data,
then the police bureau themselves should probably as well use it just
so that they can put in that context in their reports so that
hopefully, it’s used properly in these ways because right now, I
don’t think it’s used properly all of the time because, I agree, it’s
not the best measure against custodies. Custodies are the best
measure for use of force, but it is missing that added piece of every
time a person of color has a use of force done against them, it is a
larger portion of their population in the city being affected than
the other groups, and that’s why I support this. Because, to
summarize again, other groups are using it, so we might as well be
able to say why we think it either is important or isn’t important as
a police bureau and because certain groups are more affected by it.
It’s because their custody ratios are different, and that has a lot
of things beyond just what the police do. It has to do with the
justice system, it has to do with history, socioeconomic issues, all
these other things. But just because it’s complicated doesn’t mean we
shouldn’t talk about it, and it doesn’t mean that we shouldn’t be
willing to say if everyone else is using this measurement, then we’re
going to use it to, and we’re going to tell you how to use it
properly. Is there any more discussion?
DANIELS: This is Karen Daniels, and I’m with Dave. I just think it
would be nice to see, like, the quarterly report sample report with
the data in it, with the demographic data in it, because I’m a visual
person, and, you know, it would be, I guess, nice to see what it’s
going to look like.
CAMPBELL: All right. So, these are – would you (inaudible) do a
motion to table which would basically be set this down until the next
meeting?
FISHER: We have a motion on the floor though already, don’t we?
CAMPBELL: A motion to table would be with that.
MALE: It would postpone the motion.
CAMPBELL: Correct.
MALE: I call to question.
CAMPBELL: Do we have a second for call to question which would force
a vote?
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FISHER: Second.
CAMPBELL: All in favor of having a vote, say aye.
MULTIPLE: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed?
MULTIPLE: Nay.
CAMPBELL: All right. We’re going to have to a hand raised vote here.
All in favor, please raise your hand.
WILDE: This is to end discussion?
CAMPBELL: Yeah. All right. All opposed? Motion carries. All right.
We will now have a vote on the motion on the table to formally accept
the demographic data inclusion and annual and quarter use of force
recommendation. When – if this is approved, it will be sent to the
chief of police. All right. All in favor, please signify by saying
aye.
MULTIPLE: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed.
MULTIPLE: Nay.
CAMPBELL: Let’s do a hand vote. Please raise your hands if you are
in favor. All opposed? 11-3, motion passes. Thank you. As – since
this has been passed, it will be added to the next needs assessment
which is sent to the chief of police. Is that the proper way of –
HURLEY: So – this is Captain Hurley. Basically, what happens is this
is now a formal recommendation from the TAC committee, okay? So, the
TAC is saying to the chief of police, “We would like this done.” The
chief of police then will look at what you have recommended, and then
she will make a response to this about whether or not she would like
to adopt it or not, and sometimes it’s adopt part of it or not,
right? So, this is just now – you voted to say officially from the
TAC, “We are making this request of the chief of police.” Okay?
CAMPBELL: Thank you for the clarification. All right. Moving on. We
will now move on to the update on moving forward regarding a wellness
program. To give a bit of background, this was a discussion that
started at our last meeting following basically a discussion between
Captain Hurley and myself and then discussion amongst the group that
basically showed that there really exists no form of any kind of
wellness program that’s significant within the Portland Police
Bureau. A wellness program basically handling mental and physical
needs to make sure that people are in the top condition to do the
jobs that we send them out to do. From that discussion, we had some
discussion with the steering committee about where to go from here,
and it was decided that we would create a task – with approval from
the TAC, of course, we would create a task force that would move
forward on creating kind of a recommendation of what we would like to
see a wellness program include and kind of the direction we would
like to go with that. To kind of give a little context, we’re not
talking about designing a wellness program to the nitty gritty at
this point just because we as a group do not have the knowledge or
time to do that. This would be pretty much trying to form a
recommendation saying, “We as the TAC support the creation of a
wellness program that meets this criteria.” I would like to put a
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motion on the floor for the creation of a wellness program task force
led by myself.
WILDE: Second.
CAMPBELL: We have a second from Venn. Discussion? I think I laid out
everything on my end before the discussion. I need to work on that.
Any other discussion? All right. All in favor of creating a wellness
program task force, please signify by saying aye.
MULTIPLE: Aye.
CAMPBELL: All opposed. All right. Do we have anybody who would like
to volunteer to be a part of this task force? Let me write this down
real quick.
ZINGESER: Sylvia.
CAMPBELL: Okay. Sylvia, Kezia, Richard. Anybody over here? All
right. I will get in touch with you after the meeting. Thank you.
Motion passes. Task force is created. Myself, Sylvia, Kezia, and
Richard. All right. Moving on. We have a quarter-four update for the
use of force, overview from the professional standards division. To
give background to the new members, about once every quarter, the
Portland Police Bureau puts out a report on their use-of-force data,
and we are required by the DOJ to get an update of it. And so, we sit
down and get an update. Yes, Bob?
FISHER: Are we required to comment on it officially or just to look
at it?
CAMPBELL: We are required to look at it, and if we see anything of
interest, we are to comment on it.
FISHER: Thank you.
SMITH: All right. My name is Shannon Smith. I am one of the analyst
auditors. I work for the inspector. For those who are new, the
inspector, like he just explained, is required to come and talk about
any potential trends or anything like that that we’ve seen in our
quarterly force reports, and we already introduced new team members
over there, so I’m just going to jump right in.
CAMPBELL: So, this question real quick, with the new team members,
how many analysts do you have now on the staff?
SMITH: We currently have four.
CAMPBELL: Okay.
SMITH: Last time, for those who are new, we had discussed – there
was a large decrease in the amount of force. We had a 30 percent
reduction in the FDCR. We really don’t have an explanation for why
that occurred, but as you can see this quarter, it still remains
pretty flat. There’s not a decrease of – well, it went down by one,
but it did not go back to where we were seen in previous quarters. We
did have a decrease in the number of cases. It amounts to about 5
percent. It’s actually only nine cases that decreased this quarter.
Again, we can’t really pinpoint into something specific. It could be
a multitude of factors contributing to it. Again, comparison of our
executive findings, you did see a pretty substantial decrease in
officer-initiated calls. That caused the percentage of force that
resulted from an officer-initiated call to go up a little bit. It’s
still less than one percent (inaudible).
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CAMPBELL: And maybe real quick, just mention what the difference
between an officer-initiated and a citizen-initiated call is.
SMITH: So, officer initiated, a self-initiated, activity is often
what it’s called. Like, those are your traffic stops or subject
stops. Citizen initiated, they have called the police for services
basically. That’s essentially it. Those are always typically less –
well, they have been always less than one percent result in a use of
force. Custodies also decreased rather substantially this quarter,
but we’re still right around three percent of our custodies resulting
in a use of force.
MALE: Is custody arrest or what’s the –
SMITH: So, in Portland, because they have a lot of custodies that
aren’t true arrests, like an arrested for a crime, they have a
custody for, let’s say, a civil hold to transport someone on a mental
health hold or someone (inaudible). Those are called custodies. And
because force can arise from the custody, now (inaudible) resistance,
holding someone down on a gurney or something like that, that counted
as a use of force. That occurs a lot in, like, a mental health hold
situation. So, that’s why use custodies versus just arrest.
HURLEY: And, can you – just because we have so many people here, can
you give them a quick definition for our force because for us, right,
what you believe force may be and what we call force may be two
different things.
SMITH: Right. Right. So, PPB considers things such as resistant
handcuffing. So, if someone resists while the officer is attempting
to put handcuffs on, that is a use of force. Control against
resistance, which I just talked about, is literally someone who
resists an officer attempting to hold them or control them in some
way to get them into custody. That’s another form of force. There’s
the other ones that are probably more familiar to you like a CEW or
Tasers. We call them CEWs here, pointing of a firearm, things of that
nature. This report – this quarterly report has a separate section
for officer-involved shootings. That’s typically what people hear
about in the media. But in Portland Police Bureau, they literally
report force for thing such as resisting handcuffing and control
against resistance. That’s not common for too many police bureaus.
HURLEY: So, to clarify, if you go to take someone in the custody,
and you grab their arm, and they pull away from you, that’s force.
SMITH: Right.
HURLEY: So, that is counted in this. So, when you look at our force
data, right, if you go to take someone into custody and they pull
away, and you hold on, which is you using your muscle against their
muscle, right, and then you use that muscle to put them into
handcuffs, that is force. So, there’s no injury. There’s not taking
them to the ground. There’s no what you kind of look at in the media
as being – you know, this isn’t NYPD. So, don’t think TV. Force for
us is a little as that. So, three percent of custodies, right, result
in force, but when we mean force, we mean as little as pulling away.
Does that make sense to everybody? Okay. I see a look of what?
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SANTOS: Well, I just wasn’t’ – this is Frank Santos. I just have a
clarifying question. So, you mentioned an individual on a gurney?
SMITH: Right.
SANTOS: And if an officer has to – if they’re thrashing about and an
officer has to get them to stay on the – that’s considered use of
force?
HURLEY: Yes. Yes, it is. So, for instance if – this is Captain
Hurley again. So, for instance, if an officer is asked to go to a
location to take somebody to put them on a hold or a mental health
hold and they sit on the gurney or they are placed on the gurney, and
they just hold their arm down while they put the restraints on, that
is a use of force.
SANTOS: All right.
MALE: In my ride along, there was a mental health case that was not
cooperating, and they called an ambulance, and the ambulance people
used for force to hold the person down.
HURLEY: Yes.
MALE: And –
HURLEY: So, the fire and ambulance can –
MALE: Officers don’t usually have gurneys around them, do they?
GERRITSON: No. It’s only with an ambulance.
SMITH: Yeah, the gurney was assisting medical (inaudible) custody.
EDNA: I have a quick – this is Edna. So, for example, the community
member is already expecting the police coming. They have their hands
up, they’re kneeling down, and still the police come with a lot of
force. Is that count for still a force from – is that force used
there if the person is, like, having hands up.
HURLEY: What does the officer do though. It’s the officer’s action
that we’re looking at.
EDNA: Like, the officer will come and just really use a lot of force
to handcuff the person or put the person down who is already, like,
hands up and just trying to follow the instructions.
HURLEY: So, force is only force if there’s a resistance, right. So,
if we – if we ask – if we decided – if say to somebody, “You’re under
arrest,” right, and we hold their arm and put it where we need it –
excuse me – put it where we need it in order to put handcuffs on.
That is not force. It’s only if they pull away, then it’s force.
EDNA: But that aside, the person who say the police used force.
HURLEY: Yeah.
EDNA: But it does not count on the police side as force, what I see
like is force.
HURLEY: If you say it’s force and make a complaint of force, we will
investigate it. Every single one, we investigate. They go to internal
affairs.
STEWART: Also, if there’s likelihood of injury. So, like, even if
they didn’t resist, if the person was, like, thrown to the ground,
that would get investigated as force. Like, if like what you’re
saying – you’re saying they’re up and the officer just tackles them
or something, then even if they didn’t resist, if the action is, you
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know, reasonably likely to cause injury, that would be investigated
as well.
CAMPBELL: Say your name.
STEWART: Greg Stewart.
SMITH: Another point, important point, about the percentage of use
of force that results from custodies is, and we talked about it last
time, is it had previously been just over four percent, and it
decreased to three percent. The remaining standing three percent,
that’s probably also due to decrease in force overall. Regarding
persons involved in force, for those who are new, we capture in our
quarterly report. We report on drug and alcohol-affected persons,
armed persons, people in mental health crisis, and those who are
considered transient at the time that force is used. Importance this
quarter that we noted, there’s a pretty substantial increase in the
number of armed persons, and you’ll perhaps see some – when we get to
the point of the firearm numbers, you’ll see why that’s important.
Yes, sir.
FISHER: Bob Fisher here. I don’t see the numbers there, but in the
report that you sent us, okay, there was a big discrepancy, as I saw
it, between the number of cases of people who were armed and then –
or it was reported armed or armed, and then the actual arms were at
much, much smaller.
SMITH Yes.
FISHER: In other words, there was a big number of people who were
reported armed, but they’re not armed. Is that correct?
SMITH: Correct. Yes, often that’s the case. An officer gets
information that the person is armed and whatever their crime is, you
know, potentially a robbery or a report of someone armed with a
firearm menacing someone or something like that. When they get to the
scene, they find out, well, there’s no weapon, there isn’t actually a
weapon, but the officer’s initial perception is that they’re arriving
onto the scene to an armed person. So, that’s the (inaudible). Yes?
WILDE: This is Venn Wilde. You said there’s a significant increase
in the number of armed persons involved in force. What I’m noticing
looking at this table is that it’s a return –
SMITH: Yes.
WILDE: To the Q4 numbers last year and the Q2 numbers earlier – Q4
numbers from the prior year and Q2 numbers from last year, and it’s
still lower than Q1 numbers last year.
SMITH Yes. Yeah. And that’s often the case with our force numbers.
That’s one of the challenges of reporting force quarterly. Because
there’s so little force, you see all these little variations in
percentages every single quarter, and oftentimes, everything just
sort of, like, goes back and forth. One quarter it’s up, next quarter
it’s down. That’s why we try to watch these trends over a long period
of time just to see if there’s anything meaningful with them. It
takes quite a while to collect enough data to determine if it’s an
actual long-term trend.
CAMPBELL: Just real quick.
SMITH Yes.
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CAMPBELL: Just to make sure I have everything right in my head, the
Under the Influence of Drugs and Alcohol, the Armed, and the Mental
Health Crisis are all based upon the officer’s perception, correct?
SMITH: Mental health crisis, yes, I mean, to some degree. They
usually – it’s not just someone who is perceived as having mental
health issues. It’s someone who is actually in crisis. So, that’s the
differentiation there.
CAMPBELL: Okay.
SMITH: So, it’s not just someone that’s perceived as having mental
health issues.
CAMPBELL: And then transient can include both people without houses
as people who refuse to give their address?
SMITH: It can, yes. And that one is very fluid too. We see a lot of
the same subjects come up in our use-of-force cases, and sometimes
they have an address, sometimes they have a residence, and then
sometimes they’re (inaudible). So, it varies as well for subjects.
It’s very fluid. The other –
CAMPBELL: Oh, sorry. One last question over here.
DROPPERS: Sorry. It’s quick. And these figure also do not – this is
Danielle. Sorry. These figure do not include use of deadly force,
right?
SMITH: That’s correct. Yes.
DROPPERS: Because that’s presented separately?
SMITH: Yes. It’s presented separately. The other notable thing that
we noted this quarter is that the number of subjects who are having
mental health crisis has dropped below 10 percent, which that’s the
first time that we’ve seen that occur. Again, I’m not sure exactly –
it could be up next quarter. It’s hard to say, but this quarter
(inaudible).
FISHER: Yeah, follow – Bob Fisher. The officer goes and says that
the person was armed or thought they were armed. Is that always – the
benchmark there is what they were told on the call? Most of these are
going to be called in, are they not?
SMITH: Oftentimes, yes. I mean, not all armed are reported armed.
So, there are some armed actually when an officer arrives and, of
course, has a weapon in their hand.
FISHER: Okay. I’ll drop it for now. Thank you.
SMITH: The applications of force piece. I feel like we always
struggle to figure out a way to present this in a meaningful way.
Last time I trimmed it down to the top five highest or ones with the
largest number of applications, and I felt like, well, I probably
left something out that might be meaningful for you or not, but this
really does demonstrate the variability in it a great deal. There’s a
lot of numbers. It’s, again, making the point about, like, let’s say
for example, “Strikes/Kicks,” increase in 91 percent. That seems
massive, but if you look at it in reference to the last four
quarters, it’s basically returning back to a level that it was at in
previous quarters. So, again, it’s hard to say these things are a
particular trend or something that really needs to be analyzed
further until we see more data over time.
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HURLEY: And the percentages change quite a bit because, I mean, when
you look at it really between 24 and 12, I mean, you’re looking at
the difference is such a small number, right?
SMITH: Yes, and it causes a lot percentage –
HURLEY: So, it causes a lot of percentages, but in reality, you’re
talking about, you know, 12.
SMITH: Yes. Exactly. Yes.
HURLEY: Right .
DANIELS: This is Karen Daniels. And do you make note of, like, there
was a big demonstration this month in this quarter, more like unusual
activity?
SMITH: So, this also does not include the crowd control data as
well. So, that’s not included in this data. That is in a separate
area as well. That’s because largely because timing, and there are so
many other force types. Because there’s 19 force types that are just
sort of the standard force types that we collect, but in crowd
control, it expands even further. They use a lot of different force
types in some (inaudible). So, that what (inaudible) report.
HURLEY: Can I clarify something just for me because I think – I’m
not positive. When you look at something like less lethal, right, and
so you go from 9 to 24, if you have one incident where you use a less
lethal tool more than one time – so, you tried to do the Taser that
failed to work. So, they went to the FM or the 40 mm, and that failed
to work, so you went – does each one of those count even though it’s
one call, one incident?
SMITH: Yes, so this is applications. So, literally, that could be
one call.
HURLEY: So, it could be one call that skews that all the way –
SMITH: Yes, and it could be multiple officers.
HURLEY: Right. That’s – right. So, if you have one call, but three
different officers use the Taser, that’s three applications even
though it’s really one call?
SMITH: Yes. Absolutely. So, any particular questions that I can
clarify? I know it’s a lot of data. It’s hard to take that many force
types and make it tidy. Yes.
DROPPERS: This is Danielle. Can you remind me again what is a hobble
restraint?
LINDSEY: So, a hobble restraint is essentially – this is Lieutenant
Lindsey. I keep forgetting. A hobble restraint is used on a subject
who is – like, let’s say you take a person into custody and you put
them in the back of your – you put them in the back of the patrol
car, and then – their, you know, hands are restrained behind them
with handcuffs, but then they start, like, kicking violently at the
door or they start, you know, kicking in windows. What will happen is
a hobble restraint is typically used to control a subject’s legs. We
used to apply different methods, but we don’t do that anymore. So
essentially, a hobble is just – it looks like, kind of like a nylon –
a nylon strap that’s used just to contain a subject’s legs who is
kicking violently.
DROPPERS: Thank you.
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SMITH: That is all. That is a brief synopsis of the force summary
report.
FISHER: Bob Fisher here. How big of a staff do you have?
SMITH: We now have four members.
FISHER: You have four members. Is this typical for a police
department to have this much staff looking at force? Does this sound
typical?
SMITH: It’s the result of the settlement agreement.
FISHER: After the settlement agreement, is there some expectation
that it will decrease? You don’t know?
SMITH: I don’t.
FISHER: Okay. Thank you.
SMITH: Any questions? Okay.
CAMPBELL: I just wanted to mention one thing. Having been on TAC
since – I believe my first meeting was in early 2016, and one of the
very first things we got were one of these reports. And I was looking
at some of the old reports that I went over when I was first joining
TAC compared to now, looking at annual data, and I thought it was
interesting, and I just kind of wanted to bring it up because a lot
of the work that we do here, as you new members are going to learn,
are not immediate change things. And they’re not even things where
you can definitely say, “We did this, and then this happens.” But I
just wanted to mention this. So, for all of 2015, there’s various
types of force that have always been measured. And looking at 2015
compared to 2018 shows some interesting trends. In 2015, there were
27 control holds with injuries. In 2018, there was one. In 2015,
there was 90 incidents of police striking or kicking someone as a use
of force. In 2018, that dropped to 38. Aerosol restraint, which is
pepper spray, there was 29 in 2015. In 2018, there were 18 incidents.
Tasers, CEW, 72 in 2015, 2018 40. Pointing of firearms, 390 in 2015;
2018 153. Now, there’s a lot of things that are still problems, and
we don’t know what’s going to happen in the future with this. We
don’t know if next year maybe some of these uses of force won’t go up
because we don’t know exactly what caused these declines to happen.
But I think it is worth mentioning publicly that the trend is going
the right way right now. And I’ll be honest, I’ve been in this group
for three years, and there’s times where I wonder why I do it because
it’s a lot of debate, and it’s a lot of things that are slow, and you
don’t think you’re doing a lot. But I think it’s important given just
how things appear in the news and stuff that if you look at the data,
things are getting better in a lot of ways. It doesn’t mean that
there’s not a lot work still to do, and I’m sure Dan and some other
people bring up ways that we do need to improve, but I just wanted to
bring that up in context of the use of force (inaudible). All right.
Any – yes, Tyler?
HALL: Tyler. I think that’s a really excellent summation of –
especially because I’ve been with the TAC the same amount of time as
you. So, for me, I’ve seen that too, and even from the first meeting
when use of force data was presented to me, I noticed that there was
some striking pieces that stood out that you are describing. And the
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thing that I would also like to add to that, all that being great,
the thing that I am also still seeing that does come up, speaking of
the media and the news, is this going back to the initial intention
of why this group was set up to begin with. And the Department of
Justice settlement was around the use of force against an unarmed,
disabled person of color, and that caused their death, and I just
read another article about Sam Rice who recently was the officer who
shot him in the head through his motel room window – the guy was
paranoid schizophrenic – but it’s a complicated case. But I still see
in the news there are still fatal incidents with the police and the
mentally ill in the city that seem like, if you read it at face value
and didn’t know the data, you might draw the conclusion that things
are changing slower than we would like. So, I would like to just
bring that one case up as we have gone farther in a lot of ways, but
there are still some similarities that keep coming up.
CAMPBELL: Yes.
EDNA: I think he had his –
FISHER: No, no, no. You can go first.
EDNA: Yeah, this is Edna. I agree with you. I mean, looking –
listening at the numbers, I feel good about it, but then being in the
community still tells a different story. And I think it will be
helpful to know, yes, from 2015, things were really different from
now. What caused that to – the numbers to go down? I think it to be –
if we know, then we can say, “Okay, these are the reasons that caused
the numbers to go down, so let’s keep up with that.” But if no one is
keeping track of that, we just don’t know why the numbers went down.
It’s, like, okay maybe next year numbers will go up because we are
not following, like, “Oh, okay.” It’s, like, if you – you know, it
would be helpful. I know it takes money (inaudible) capacity, but it
would be really good to know, “Okay, these are the reasons. Let’s
keep up and maybe pull from that.”
CAMPBELL: Bob?
FISHER: I wonder, Captain Hurley and Liesbeth, we’re not sure why
that is happening, but wouldn’t you think that the very fact that
it’s so visible now – in other words, this information is so public
that the officers themselves and the department itself would say,
“Wait a minute. These numbers are bothersome.” I wonder whether you
think the fact that it’s so public now, this kind of information –
it’s being sent to Washington. It’s being sent all around. Did that
change the behavior of the department’s police at all?
GERRITSON: I’ll let Captain Hurley address that since she would know
a lot more about that, frankly, than me, but thank you.
HURLEY: As – this is Captain Hurley. I wouldn’t put that correlation
together. There’s too many variables in this to know the answer. We
have increased our training. We’ve changed our training, tools have
changed –
FISHER: Speak up.
HURLEY: Oh, sorry. We’ve increased training, we’ve changed training,
tools have changed, the number of stops, the number of custodies. I
mean, there are way too many things as a variable to answer to what
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one thing is that may have changed those numbers. I couldn’t answer
that.
FISHER: That contributed to it?
HURLEY: I can’t answer that. The data wouldn’t – I would be making
up stuff.
FISHER: Thank you.
CAMPBELL: Yes, Karen?
DANIELS: But then I also think this will be a good place for the
demographic data. I mean, if you look, and you see all of this stuff
is going down, and the population is growing, then we’re doing even
better than – you know, if the population is going down and, you know
– so, I do think the demographic information will be a good way to
compare – I don’t know. Make it so this report isn’t just in a
vacuum.
CAMPBELL: Any other comments or anything? Yes, Danielle.
DROPPERS: This is Danielle. I’m just wondering – and I’m sorry. I’m
sure I’ve asked this question before, but when do we get to review
the use-of-deadly force data? Can you remind me of the timeline of
when those reports come out? Is that the same time frame of the
general use of force?
SMITH: The deadly force data is included in the quarterly and the
annual reports. So, it’s towards the back.
DROPPERS: But we’re just not reviewing it tonight?
SMITH: Not in the summary view of it. It’s just literally a table
with the events, the date that it occurred, the demographics. Those
cases are handled by the detective division, so we don’t get a lot of
information on those. There’s not a lot of additional variables that
we can collect on that information.
CAMPBELL: Danielle are you just looking to where it would at least
be mentioned in these summaries when something like that happens?
DROPPERS: Absolutely. I mean, it feels like a really important part
of the data that should be included – I mean, it’s a type of force.
It’s the highest level of force, and so I’m just a little perplexed
why it’s not even included.
CAMPBELL: I’d say for myself too, the next time we have one of these
updates, I would like to see – I mean, obviously, you can’t got into
a great amount of detail on it, but just having it mentioned just so
people remember as well as kind of talking about some of the
demographics data as well as the use of force would be. As far as,
like, the racial breakdown, I know that data is in the report, but it
would be (inaudible) because that’s something that has been brought
up before too. Thank you. Yes, Tyler.
HALL: Tyler. I would just like to add one follow-up thing to my
comment from prior about this article referring to Sam Rice. I’m
happy to share. There’s a great article that we written in January in
the Portland Mercury about this entire case and goes through kind of
the details of that case as it transpired. So, I’m happy to share
that to the group as well for reference in case anybody would like to
read more about that.
CAMPBELL: Okay. Thank you. Yes?

TAC Meeting 031319

1446
1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1460
1461
1462
1463
1464
1465
1466
1467
1468
1469
1470
1471
1472
1473
1474
1475
1476
1477
1478
1479
1480
1481
1482
1483
1484
1485
1486
1487
1488
1489
1490
1491
1492
1493
1494
1495

03/13/2019
Page 30 of 35

STEWART: Greg Stewart. I wanted to make the group aware that most of
the data is available online at our dashboards. So, if anybody wants
this data, you can just google – I was just googling to make sure it
was still there, but if you get on your phone and google “Portland
police open data,” you’ve got our use of deadly force incidents going
back to 2010. There’s a tremendous amount of data available on our
regular uses of force, calls – and this is all on the website and
available, like, right now. So, it is – it is – it’s really if folks
haven’t seen – we purchased Tableau and have been making really
extensive efforts to provide data to the public in an open-data
format which does get back to that idea that, like, where is our best
use of our analytic resources. We’ve added a lot of analysts, but
having supervised the analysts, therefore I know the amount of work
that they have. And I think it’s important that we be really
judicious because, again, my experience having managed the analysts
in the past is everybody is, like, “It would be great if we had
this.” So, then it’s, like, “Let’s add this.” Then it would be great
if we had that, so let’s add that. So, if we could provide it like an
open-data format where we can build a Tableau dashboard that’s
totally available. And then that just let’s our analysts do – I would
prefer our analysts spend more time digging into, like, the long-term
trends so that we can actually get at some of the root causes of this
and address the real needs versus saying – but if we tell them you’ve
got to add this piece of data, and you’ve got to add that piece of,
and we have to know – this went up six and that went down four. I
mean, that just takes away from them doing the more important longerterm work. So, I would ask, if anybody is interested, I would
recommend they go to our open-data Google Form, Police Open Data, and
you can see all of the – all of what we’re already making available
just at everybody’s fingertips.
CAMPBELL: Thank you.
PAHLKE: This is John Pahlke. So, the numbers look like they’re
getting better. What’s getting worse? Is their higher crime rate,
more officer injuries? Are we responding the less calls? (Inaudible)
what you said about behaviors changing, is it possible one of those
behaviors was, “We’ll just do less,” and therefore those numbers are
changing?
STEWART: This is Greg. We’ve seen dramatic increases in selfinitiated activity on the order of, depending on how you measure it,
50-70 percent, and we’ve seen dramatic increases in received calls
for service. So, our calls for service – I haven’t looked at it
lately, but when I was last in the unit, we were looking at, oh,
between 20-35 percent increase in calls to us from the public and,
like, a 60 percent decrease in officers doing – choosing to do
something. But those two actually sort of equal out because the calls
– even though calls from the public went up less and officer selfinitiated went down, calls from the public take longer. So, if our
calls from the public go up by, like, 20 percent, they take about 50
percent longer than an officer doing a self – so, when they go up –
and we’ve seen workload increases. When I left, the average officer
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was responding to, like, 40 percent more calls for service which,
getting to your wellness idea, I think, is having come here form the
street – not all the time because it’s highly variable, the amount of
activity, but there were days where people were just getting run into
the ground. So, there is – I mean, like there are, like you say, a
number of other things that operate beyond just – and I didn’t want
to go into it before, but if you look at our long-term use of force,
it’s been dropping since 2007. We instituted our first use-of-force
task force – again, the reports are online – in 2007. We haven’t
measured force continuously since then, so we’ve changed some of the
definitions. So, you have to look at, like, force types, but, like,
I’ll look at something like CEW or Taser usage which is fairly
consistent. Again, you’ll see 60-80 percent drops in use of force,
and when we’ve done surveys on that – we did a survey in 2012, less
than 1 percent of the public was aware that force had dropped. So,
this was during the hype of the DOJ agreement, so I also really
appreciate you bringing up that piece because we – at that point,
force had been cut nearly in half, and the DOJ was here looking at
our force usage, and less than 1 percent of the public knew that we
had actually cut force in half already before the DOJ account. So, I
think that’s a really valuable point.
HURLEY: And this is Captain Hurley. To speak to the work of an
officer, we had a test – a study done, and now it’s been almost a
year, but each precinct, I believe it was day shift/afternoon shift,
they looked at the number of – amount of time they were on the street
that they were actually on a 911 call. They had 15 minutes of their
10-hour shift that they were not on a 911 call. So, I mean, just if
you look at it, they’re not taking lunch. There’s no breaks in there.
That’s on a 911 call. And then you asked about crime data, and crime
actually has gone up pretty much across the board.
PAHLKE: And I don’t want to make – I wasn’t implying that you’re not
doing anything –
HURLEY: No, no! Yeah. No, no. I just – you know, just that – just –
no, no, no. Just so you understand the data. Yeah.
PAHLKE: Yeah, no. Just if – usually, if something goes down,
sometimes – a lot of times, something else is getting worse.
GERRITSON: That’s a good question.
PAHLKE: It was more of are we not responding to as many things. Not
as an intentional activity but just, you know, to – because those are
dramatic increases that we aren’t hearing about, but is something
else happening as a result of that improvement?
HURLEY: Yep.
PAHLKE: That’s, you know, that’s the questions.
CAMPBELL: This is Shawn, and one other part that was actually very
good article in Oregon Live today about – that covered some of this
stuff, and one of the things they mentioned was because of the number
of officers available and the increasing workload, the time it takes
to respond on the calls has been steadily increasing over the years
which anyone who has ever had to call the police, that doesn’t really
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work well for you. You’re not exactly in the best situation of your
mind to be patient at that point. Yes?
HALL: This is Tyler, and to, I think, just bring to light one thing
about the data that was presented to us about officer-initiated. For
example, just to go to your question, one thing that is kind of worth
noting is that in top line, it appears, like, between Q3 and Q4 that
officer-initiated went down. And I believe it went from something
like 26 or 27,000 down to 22,000; however, the use of force in those
incidences went up from 0.14 percent to 0.21 percent. And so, you
might be led to conclude, “Oh, well, those officer-initiated
instances went down,” but in actuality, the amount of times that
force was used went up, and it went up just by doing basic, you know,
calculator math here. It was up from 35 in Q3 to almost 50 at about
48 times that force was used. So, there’s times where in between the
numbers and the details, there is actually evidence that there is
increases and when it shows a decrease. Yeah.
CAMPBELL: All right. Anymore discussion on that before we move
forward to the last bit of today?
DROPPERS: This is Danielle.
CAMPBELL: Yes.
DROPPERS: I just want to make one quick comment. Talking about the
dashboard. I know I say a lot of critical things in these meetings,
but I think the dashboard is such a great tool, and I want to give
credit where it’s due because, I think, in a lot of ways, it’s trying
to make this data more accessible to the public, and I think it’s
great.
MALE: Thank you very much.
DROPPERS: Yeah.
CAMPBELL: All right. Anything else? All right. Moving on to other
new business and TAC announcements. One announcement we have is
steering committee elections will be in May. Steering committee
members are basically the executive committee of the TAC, and they
serve for one year. So, if you have any interest in being part of
that, please let us know before the May meeting. For you new members,
in the last steering committee, there were new members who were part
of it then. So, if you’re interested, please feel (inaudible). And,
of course, everyone who is currently serving on steering committee,
I’d be more than happy to continue serving with you. It’s been a
pleasure. Last announcement. This doesn’t mean much to the new
people, but two members, Sushanah Boston and Anne Parmeter – I’ve
known her for, like, 10 years, and I continually butcher her last
name – are both stepping off of TAC. They were both long-term
members. Sushanah served at chair previous to me, so I just wanted to
say here in a public forum thank you for their years of service. All
right. Any other new business or TAC announcements? Oh, yeah. We will
be sending some information new members about doing their community
academy training here. Usually, is it two nights or one night?
HURLEY: It’s usually two nights or one Saturday.
CAMPBELL: Right. We’ll send you out more information of some of the
options. It’s basically kind of giving you a very quick, basic
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overview of some of the types of training that they – the officers
get here at the training facility. Other than that, we do need bio
information from everybody. It doesn’t have to be much. If you want
to send in a picture, feel free, but you don’t have to. You can look
up on the website for some of the – are any of the bios up already?
SMITH: No. I was going to wait until we had them all.
CAMPBELL: Okay. They’re, like, two or three sentences. Basically,
the kind of stuff that you said during your stuff. It’s a requirement
of the bylaws. Also, everyone is required to do a ride along with
officers once a year as a TAC member. We’ll send out information
about how to schedule those. Obviously, we have time. Just kind of
giving you thoughts. All right. From there, we will move into public
comment. Who wants to start? Dan?
HANDLEMAN: Sure. I’m Dan Handleman. I’m with a group called cop
watch, you know, police accountability through citizen action. I
publish a newsletter three times a year. For those of you are new,
there’s a little stack of them over here. You can pick one of them
up. And if you would like, we also put out – I brought a copy with me
– (inaudible) is the OIR report. The OIR group is a group from
California that looks at shootings, deaths, and custody by the
Portland police on an annual basis more or less, and that report,
just referring back to something that came up at your table today, I
looked at the numbers. They put a table out of the 50 deaths,
shootings and death, they put down since 2010. Fifty-five percent of
the ones before the DOJ came to town were of people with mental
illness. Sixty-five percent of the ones after the DOJ came to town
are people with mental illness. So, there is indeed something going
on, and if there’s not a change, it’s change going in the wrong
direction. Also noted in our analysis that we’re in the context, and
I think I said this at your last meeting, but where there was seven
deadly-force incidents between September and January, and there’s
been no entire year that’s had that many incidents since 2006. So,
again, something is going in the wrong direction there. And
furthermore, there had not been an African-American Portlander shot
and killed by the Portland police since Keith Notice (sp) was killed
in 2010 until Quanice Hayes was killed in early 2017. Now there’s
been four just in the last two years, and then a fifth person, an
African-American man, was shot at and wounded. In our report, we
noted this is since the election of Donald Trump. You can make up
your own mind if that has something to do with it, but this is just
something – you know, it’s a trend that needs to be looked at. In
terms of the presentation of the force data, you know, I couldn’t
actually find the page numbers that matched what was being presented,
and none of them matched exactly what was said in the report. So, it
would be helpful to have presentation of the actual – what’s in the
report. And then if there’s going to be further analysis, they can
say, “We also broke down the numbers this different way.” It’s very
confusing as a member of the public trying to figure out where those
numbers are because I couldn’t find all of them. But I did find page
15 had the deadly force cases in it. And then – I don’t know if
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anybody else wants to use any of this time, but another report that
came out since your last meeting was the compliance officer’s report
about compliance with the DOJ agreement, and there was a segment in
the community engagement part about those traffic-stop data that
Officer Greg Stewart was talking about that he used to work on. And
the report for 2016 came out last June, you know, in 2018, so it was
more than year late. And then the 2017 numbers came out too, and they
used the same analysis in both years. The compliance officer was very
complimentary for the bureau going deep into these numbers, but the
number – what they did was they said, “The gang enforcement team had
61 percent of the people they stopped are African-American even
though the population of Portland has six percent African-Americans.
And they said though 71 percent of people who are victims of gang
crimes are African-American. Therefore, the Portland police should
have stopped more black people which makes absolutely no sense. But
that was not only written by the Portland police bureau, but it was
echoed by a compliance officer as a good job. So, there’s a lot of
things to consider when we’re looking at this demographic data and
the things you’re trying to get at by posting those demographic data
in these reports, and I agree with you. When you see those numbers
next to each other, you know, it’s between 25-31 percent of the
people who are subjected to force are African-American in a city that
is 6 percent black. The question is why? Why are so many people
stopped by police? Why are so many people subjected to force by
police? And that should be part of this data analysis. They’re not
just numbers, and they’re all people, and we know some of those
people. So, I’m sorry you didn’t get to your presentation about body
cameras today. I’m very interested to find out why. The city council
is supposed to be voting about this tomorrow. I don’t know if they’ve
dropped that. It means I have my afternoon back. Thank you. But a
point that we brought up in there is that we thought body cameras
should be activated when officers engage in what we they call mere
conversation, but to you and me, it’s not mere conversation. So, mere
conversation by law, technically, is, “Hi. How are you doing? Nice
day. How about them Blazers?” But then I was talking about this –
Chief Davis was at one of the body camera forums, and when I raised
this issue about police go beyond that, he said, “Oh, yeah. Sometimes
we say, ‘Oh, this is a high crime neighborhood. You’re not involved
in any of that, are you?’” I thought – that to me – that’s – you’ve
crossed the line there. That’s not a mere conversation anymore. Now
you’re trying to get information from the person about whether
they’re involved in criminal activity. So, I hope at some point mere
conversation becomes a discussion for this group, training and
policy, and all of the other implications. I will type of some more
comments and send them to the chair later. Thank you, everyone.
CAMPBELL: Thank you, Dan. Any other public comment? All right. Can I
have a motion to adjourn?
WILDE: So moved. This is Venn.
CAMPBELL: Do we have a second?
FISHER: Second.
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All in favor?
Aye.
All opposed? Motion passes. Thank you very much for
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