Accountability Subcommittee recommendations regarding the complaint system, the operation of
the Independent Police Review Division and Citizen Review Committee, and a new position of
Police Auditor
The AS developed and approved recommendations to streamline the complaint system by
moving all community complaints to the purview of the Independent Police Review Division and
Citizen Review Committee, eliminating unnecessary and duplicative parts of the current process,
and adding the new position of Police Auditor to oversee the proper functioning of the system.
The recommendations to accomplish these changes and some related recommendations to further
the transparency of the accountability systems related to the operation of the Portland Police
Bureau (PPB) are set forth in detail below.
All of the following recommendations were approved by the Accountability Subcommittee (AS)
and forwarded to the full COAB with the exception of #s 29 and 30. Those two
recommendations are being reconsidered by the AS.
1. The AS recommends streamlining the complaint system by moving all community complaints
to the purview of the IPR and CRC, eliminating unnecessary and duplicative parts of the current
process, and adding the new position of Police Auditor to oversee the proper functioning of the
system.
a. Overall Operation of the IPR and CRC
2. The Director of the IPR shall be selected by the CRC in conjunction with the Portland
Auditor. When evaluating the performance of the Director of the IPR, the Portland Auditor shall
consult with and seek the input of the CRC.
3. The IPR should have an annual budget and administrative staff adequate enough to allow it to
effectively perform its responsibilities.
4. The IPR should have a sufficient number of full-time complaint investigators to ensure the
timely investigation of complaints against members of the PPB involving the public.
5. When the Police Auditor (PA) (see Recommendations 24-36, below) determines that the
Portland’s City Attorney Office may have a conflict in advising or representing the IPR and/or
CRC, the IPR and/or CRC should have private, outside legal counsel separate from the Portland
City Attorney’s Office.
6. The IPR will provide comprehensive information to the PA for use in annual reports.
7. The current role of the IPR in auditing and reviewing the overall operation of the PPB should
be reduced to the extent the position of PA is created, becomes fully operational and assumes
those responsibilities of the IPR.

8. The CRC should be expanded to at least 15 members.
b. Complaints Involving Members of the Public and
Investigation Procedures for Those Complaints
IPR’s Role:
9. The IPR should have jurisdiction and authority over the administrative investigation of all
complaints of misconduct by a PPB member involving a member of the public (community
complaints), whether made by a community member, a PPB member, or the IPR Director. There
should be no exception for complaints related to officer involved shootings or in-custody deaths.
The PPB’s Internal Affairs Division should no longer conduct administrative investigations of
community complaints.
10. The IPR should take steps to significantly reduce the number of complaints which it
dismisses without an investigation. To assist the IPR in doing that, the PA should audit the IPR’s
dismissal of complaints and make recommendations for improving the dismissal rate.
11. The IPR should conduct on-scene administrative investigations.
12. During its investigations, the IPR should have the authority to compel the testimony of a
sworn PPB member.
13. The IPR should accept and investigate anonymous complaints of misconduct by a PPB
member.
14. Once a community complaint has been received, the IPR should immediately assign an
advocate to assist the complainant in navigating the IPR’s investigation process.
15. The IPR should have the authority to recommend all types and levels of discipline allowed
by law and as set forth in the PPB’s Discipline Guide.
16. The IPR should operate a 24 hour tip line for PPB members to report misconduct of a fellow
PPB member.
CRC’s Role:
17. Following the IPR’s investigation and with input from the Commander of the PPB member
who was investigated, 5 members of the CRC will conduct a hearing and make findings on the
disposition of individual community complaints. The community member and his/her advocate,
as well as the involved officer, will appear at this hearing. This hearing will be open to the

public and the media. Police accountability is in the public interest, which under state law means
certain personnel matters may be handled openly.
18. The CRC should also have authority to hear appeals by community members (complainantsappellants) of all complaints of misconduct investigated by the IPR, including those involving
officer involved shootings and in-custody deaths. The CRC members who made the findings
will be recused from participating the appeal process.
19. Complainants shall have 30 days to file an appeal.
20. Community members should have the option to retain the same advocate from
recommendation #14 or to have the IPR assign a new advocate to assist them in formulating an
appeal, to navigate the appeal process, and to appear with them at the appeal hearing.
21. The CRC should have the authority to recommend a reformulation of the allegations and
issues being considered at either the initial or appeal stage if the IPR’s categorization doesn’t
properly match the complainant’s concern to PPB policies.
22. The CRC should have the authority to compel the appearance and testimony of a PPB
member during an appeal.
23. The definition of “supported by the evidence” and the standard of review should be changed
to “preponderance of the evidence.”
24. The CRC should have the authority to recommend all types and levels of discipline allowed
by law and as set forth in the PPB’s Discipline Guide.
25. The PPB’s ability to request a conference hearing with the CRC should be eliminated.
26. The time which the CRC has to complete the appeal process should be expanded from the
current 21 days to a more reasonable period consistent with a recommendation to be made by the
PA. Delays caused by further investigation by the IPR or refusal by the PPB to accept
recommendations should not count against the CRC as part of the appeal timeline.
PRB’s Role:
27. The Police Review Board (PRB) should no longer review community complaints, whether
made by a community member, a PPB member, or the IPR Director. This recommendation is not
intended to impact the PPB’s use of the PRB to review complaints that do not involve a member
of the public.

c. Policy-related Issues Pertaining to Hiring and Firing of Officers, Policy Making, Trainnag, Equipment, Supervision, Early Intervention, Investigation of Misconduct Complaints,
Discipline, Allocation of Police Resources, and Other Issues of Concern to the Community
and Other Interested Stakeholders
28. The position of Police Auditor (PA) should be created. The PA should be independent and
separate from the PPB.
29. The PA should be selected by the CRC in conjunction with the Portland City Auditor. The
PA may be removed from office by the Portland City Auditor and only for cause and through a
clearly defined removal process.
30. The Portland City Auditor should develop a list of the qualifications necessary for the PA.
To avoid the appearance of possible bias, the PA should not be a former police officer.
31. The PA should have an annual budget and adequate staffing to fulfill its responsibilities.
32. The PA should have the authority and responsibility under the direction of the CRC to carry
out audits and reviews and make findings and recommendations regarding policies and practices
related to hiring and firing of PPB members, policy making, training, equipment, supervision,
early intervention, investigation of misconduct complaints, discipline, firing, allocation of police
resources, the operation of the IPR, and other issues of concern to the community and other
interested stakeholders regarding the PPB. In doing so, the PA should have unfettered access to
PPB data, records, reports, materials, and personnel, like the IPR is currently authorized.
33. In conjunction with the PA, the CRC should be responsible for (a) assessing whether the IPR
is effectively performing its duties, (b) handling appeals regarding community complaints about
PPB misconduct, (c) making recommendations on policies and practices related to hiring and
firing of PPB members, policy making, training, equipment, supervision, early intervention,
investigation of misconduct complaints, discipline, and allocation of police resources, (d) and
addressing issues of concern to the community and other interested stakeholders regarding the
PPB. In addition to hearing appeals, the CRC should meet at least quarterly in public with the
Commissioner in Charge of the PPB and the Chief of Police and should conduct at least three
public forums annually for public comment. The CRC should also make an annual
comprehensive report to the public, Mayor, Commissioner in Charge of the PPB, City Council,
Police Chief and PPB and furnish additional public reports as necessary.
34. The PA should have the authority to examine individual incidents and complaints and raise
concerns about the quality and integrity of an investigation generally as well as the quality and
integrity of the findings.
35. The PA should obtain input from members of the public to aid its work.

36. The PA should have the authority to examine information and data in the aggregate and
identify patterns, determine whether the patterns reflect systemic problems, and, if so, make
findings and recommendations on how to address them.
37. The PA should investigate the use of mediation to resolve complaints investigated by the IPR
to ensure it is only used in appropriate cases and not in cases involving the use of force, bias and
other significant matters of police misconduct.
38. The PA should investigate the time which the CRC needs to complete the appeal process and
make a finding and recommendation to the CRC as to what a reasonable period would be.
39. The PA will make an annual comprehensive report to the public, Mayor, Commissioner in
Charge of the PPB, City Council, Police Chief and PPB and may furnish additional public
reports as necessary. The annual report will include information previously reported by the IPR,
with a summary section but also complete with tables,data and analysis similar to the IPR’s
pre-2009 reports.
40. When the PA determines that Portland’s City Attorney Office may have a conflict in advising
or representing the PA, the PA should have private, outside legal counsel separate from the
Portland City Attorney’s Office.
d. Other Recommendations
41. The range of possible findings for the resolution of a complaint investigated by the IPR
should be restored to “Unfounded, Insufficient Evidence, Sustained, and Exonerated.”
42. The Portland City Council will retain its authority to make the last determination regarding a
community member-appellant’s appeal of a complaint. The Council should be authorized to
consider new evidence.
43. In its reporting of officer involved shootings and in-custody deaths, the PPB should include
data for all such incidents regardless of what the Medical Examiner may have determined was
the cause of death.
44. The PPB should list all disciplinary actions on its website, including a brief description of
the violation(s) of policy or reason(s) for the discipline, officer’s name, number of years on the
force, gender, and race. The PPB should also include the age, gender, and race of the community
member(s) subjected to the conduct for which the officer was disciplined.
45. There should be an explicit PPB policy stating that PPB members have a duty to report
misconduct by another PPB member and to ensure that the complaint, if it relates to misconduct
involving a public member, is made to the IPR.

46. Meetings held by the IPR, CRC (including appeals by community members), Training
Advisory Council, and Behavioral Health Unit Advisory Committee shall be open to the general
public.

