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With a little googling one discovers a number of incidents suggesting that there are racist
undertones associated with how city and state agencies deal with Portland’s Hip-Hop clubs.

How does Portland’s Hip-Hop problem fit in with the larger race issues in Oregon and the

United States? These questions will be contemplated in February’s CLE.
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l. PUTTING THE ISSUE IN CONTEXT
A. A brief historical perspective.
B. A glance into the stats regarding disparate arrest rates for African
Americans. (How does Portland compare to Ferguson?)

Written Materials Attached:

1. Power-point slides

2. PPB Stops Data Collection, 2/13/14

3. PSU Report: Public Contact With & Perceptions Regarding
Police in Portland Oregon

Links to articles and bills referenced/related to presentation:
“Racial Gap In U.S. Arrest Rates: 'Staggering Disparity,”™ Brad Heath, U.S.A. Today

(November 19, 2014) http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2014/11/18/ferguson-
black-arrest-rates/19043207/

Tool referenced in U.S.A. Today article:
http://www.gannett-cdn.com/experiments/usatoday/2014/11/arrests-interactive/

Avrticles of general interest:
http://www.oregonlive.com/data/2014/12/charting the racial breakdown.html

http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-watch/wp/2014/09/03/how-st-louis-county-
missouri-profits-from-poverty

Articles on why there aren’t more black people in Oregon:

http://walidah.com/node/125

http://walidah.com/files/hidden%20history%20section%20skin%200R%20humanities%
20magazine 0.pdf
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II. OREGON (AND MULTNOMAH COUNTY’S) GRAND JURY
PROCESS

B Given the attention the grand jury process has had in (seemingly) race-
related arrests across the country, we thought it important that Inn members
understand Oregon’s process.

Written Materials Attached:

1. Power-point slides

2. Multnomah County District Attorney’s Policy Handbook —
Excerpt on Grand Jury Proceedings

3. Flyer on reforming Oregon law to record grand jury
proceedings

4. Chart outlining grand jury laws in the 13 western United
States

Links to articles and bills referenced/used in presentation:

http://www.invw.orqg/article/grand-jury-reform-propell-1490

http://www.invw.org/article/map-grand-juries-recording-1492

http://www.statesmanjournal.com/story/news/2015/01/08/lawmaker-pushes-
transparency-grand-jury-hearings/21456899/

http://reqisterguard.com/rg/opinion/32649911-78/oreqgon-law-falls-short-on-grand-jury-
records.html.csp#

https://olis.leq.state.or.us/liz/2015R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2699/Introduced

https://olis.leq.state.or.us/liz/2015R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2701/Introduced

https://olis.leq.state.or.us/liz/2015R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2702/Introduced
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I1l. PORTLAND HAS A HIP-HOP PROBLEM
B Guest speaker: MIC CRENSHAW

Mic Crenshaw is an independent Hip Hop artist, social justice activist and
educator who combines his skills and passions into what is called Cultural
Activism.

Crenshaw was a co-founder of Anti Racist Action in the late 80's and has
toured Africa with the Afrikan Hiphop Caravan as an artist and the Lead
Organizer from the U.S.

Mic is the Station Co-Manager for KBOO Community Radio in Portland
Oregon, the Political Director for Hip Hop Congress and co-founder of Global
Fam and organization that partnered with Education Without Borders to
establish a computer center in Burundi Central Africa.

o hiphopcaravan.net
O miccrenshaw.com
o qlobalfam.org

Written Materials Attached:

1. IPR Policy Review: PPB Policies and Practices Related to
Hip-Hop Events

Links to articles and bills referenced/used in presentation:

Independent (Portland) Police Review of PPB Policies and Practices Related to Hip-Hop
Events. http://www.portlandonline.com/Auditor/Index.cfm?c=26646

Summary articles on the Report:

http://www.oregonlive.com/portland/index.ssf/2014/12/independent police reviews rep.
html

http://www.oregonlive.com/portland/index.ssf/2014/12/independent police review rele.
html

Additional Articles on Hip-Hop:
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http://www.opb.org/radio/programs/thinkoutloud/segment/are-hip-hop-shows-targeted-
by-portland-police/

http://www.lawyersgunsmoneyblog.com/2014/12/will-people
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USA TODAY compared:

2011-12 arrest data reported by

Law Enforcement Agencies to FBI by RACE
(Black / Non-Black)
TO

# of people of each race who live in agency’s jurisdiction

Extreme Example:
Dearborn, Michigan
4,000 AA live in Dearborn
(~4% of population)
4,500 arrests of AA occurred in
Dearborn in 2011-12

1,136.4 BLACK RATE
For every 1,000 AA who lived
in Dearborn, there were 1,136.4
arrests of AA.

43.7 NON-BLACK RATE
For every 1,000 non-blacks
who lived in Dearborn, there
were 43.7 arrests of non-blacks

Not easily explained. Possible causes:
o Biased policing
o Byproduct of vast economic &

educational gaps (factors tied to
crime rates)

Dearborn says, “we have many
malls, thoroughfares ...way
more AAs in our community
than AAs who live here.

Ferguson, MO Police Department
186.1 BLACK RATE (Every 1,000 AA residents,

186.1 arrests of blacks)

66 NON-BLACK RATE (Every 1,000 non-AA residents,

66 arrests of non-AA)




186.1 BLACK RATE (Every 1,000 AA residents, 186.1 arrests of blacks)

66 NON-BLACK RATE (Every 1,000 non-AA residents, 66 arrests of non-AA)

Eugene Police

513.2
130.2

ingfield Poli
Salem Police Springfield Police

Portland Police 307.1 624

130.1
258.7 90.9 39 |
63.3 Benton County Sheriff

44-8

17.1
Corvallis Police
Jackson County Sheriff 230.9

35.7 66.9
16.5

Gresham Police
344.9
54.1

Linn County Sheriff
48.7
Hillsboro Police Tigard Police 17
262.1 207.1

61.1 49.4

**Red HIGHER
than Ferguson




Portland Atlanta Baltimore (city)

2010 census: 2010 census: 2010 census:

583,776 people
36,695 AA (6%)

258.7 BLACK RATE
(258.7 arrests for every
1,000 AA residents)

63.3 NON-BLACK
RATE

(63.3 arrests for every
1,000 Non-Black
residents)

420,003 people
226,894 AA (54%)

265.4 BLACK RATE
(265.4 arrests for every
1,000 AA residents)

49.8 NON-BLACK
RATE

(49.8 arrests for every
1,000 Non-Black
residents)

622,104 people

403,998 (65.1%)

229.3 BLACK RATE
(229.3 arrests for every
1,000 AA residents)

67.4 NON-BLACK
RATE

(67.4 arrests for every
1,000 Non-Black
residents)



See in Materials:

*The Portland Police Bureau’s Response to the Criminal Justice Policy

and Research Institute’s Recommendations
*Public Contact With and Perceptions Regarding Police in Portland
Oregon 2013

PPB report observation: From August 5, 2011, to December 31, 2011,
1,296 more AA were stopped than
would be expected by based upon driving population estimates.

** AA are only group consistently stopped in greater proportion than their driving
population estimates. (Also stopped more often then expected by Census data.)

** Asians, Hispanics, and Whites are less likely to be stopped compared to either
driving population or Census data estimates.

** Native Americans are less likely to be stopped compared to Census data;
equivalent to estimate created using driving population estimates.






Grand Jury Proceedings in Oregon




Current State of the Law in Oregon for

Grand Jury Proceedings
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Multnomah County DA's Grand Jury

Proceedings for Officer-involved shootings




Multnomah County DA’s Grand Jury
Proceedings for Officer-invaolved shootings

=




Multnomah County DA’s Grand Jury
Proceedings for Officer-invaolved shootings

=







2015 Praoposed. Le



Legislative Action - Offficer Focus



Legislative Action - Offficer Focus




_ @)

2aislative Action -

srand. Jury




Jregon compared to otlher states







Portland Police Bureau

STOPS DATA COLLECTION

The Portland Police Bureau’s response to the
Criminal Justice Policy and Research Institute’s
recommendations

Presented to the Community Police Relations Committee

February 13, 2014

Sgt. Greg Stewart
Emily Covelli M.S.

Charlie Hales Mayor
Michael Reese Chief of Police



STOPS DATA COLLECTION:

The Portland Police Bureau’s response to the Criminal Justice Policy and
Research Institute’s recommendations
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Introduction

This report documents the Portland Police Bureau’s (PPB) follow up to the Portland
State University’s Criminal Justice and Policy Research Institute (CJPRI) report,
“Benchmarking Portland Police Bureau Traffic Stops and Search Data;, (Renauer,
Henning, & Covelli, Benchmarking Portland Police Bureau Traffic Stop and Search Data,
2009). That report arose out of a request for technical assistance from the CJPRI, aimed
atimproving how the PPB collects and analyzes its stop and search data.

The CJPRI report highlights issues related to appropriate benchmarking for stop

data and emphasizes the importance of a strategy employing multiple benchmarks,
including but not limited to, demographic information. The CJPRI report goes on to
make recommendations regarding how the PPB can improve both the quality of stop
data reporting and the quality of the data itself. The report is available at: http://www.
portlandoregon.gov/police/article/305171.

This document catalogs the changes made to the stops and search data collection and
analysis system (called Stops Data Collection or SDC by the Police Bureau) as a result of
the technical assistance provided by the Criminal Justice Policy Research Institute, as
well as feedback from community stakeholders. It also provides examples of additional
possible analytic approaches that may be useful for examining racial disparities in
police contacts. This report will provide:

« A review of the recommendations made by CJPRI.

+ A review of the improvements made to the stops data collection process and
updated benchmarking techniques.

- The 2011 PPB stops and search data analysis.

« Appendices containing additional analyses conducted at the request of the public
and members of the Community Police Relations Committee (CPRC).

One of the main purposes of this document is to provide a resource to those charged
with facilitating or participating in discussions around racial disparities in the Portland
Police Bureau’s stop and search data. The hope is that these analyses and information
will provide a broader understanding of where disparities exist and what types of
relationships can be explored with this type of data. This is important for enhancing
discussions around disparities and making informed decisions on strategies for
addressing racial disparities.
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CJPRI Recommendations

The CJPRI report makes recommendations around data recording, benchmarking (or
the issue of what factors to compare stops data with i.e. demographics, variations in
driving patterns, internal benchmarks, etc.) and policy. Below is a summarized list of
these recommendations:

Data coliection and recording

® I[mprove quality control

« Address issues of missing data, review database systems, conduct refresher
training for officers

- Address the issue of unknown race of drivers

® There was confusion about whether the officer’s perception of the stopped person’s
race was before or after the stop. This created a large number of individuals coded
with unknown race in traffic stops when the officer did not know the driver’s race
before the stop was initiated.

» Retain an easy link between stops and the CAD (computer aided dispatch) system.
+ Create an easy link between the stops information and the citation database.
- Adopt additional data points, particularly,

B More detailed reasons for the stop

B More detailed reason for searches, including consent, plain view, probable cause and
weapons pat down categories

® Number of passengers
® Vehicle registration
® Driver residency

Benchmarking
H Census population should not be the exclusive benchmark
« Address differential driving patterns and exposure to law enforcement

W Ensure data collection system allows the use of multiple benchmarking strategies,
including,

» Geographic information
- Time of stop

- Traffic versus Patrol designation (previously data from Traffic Division officers was
collected inconsistently) and many traffic officers (motorcycles in particular) did
not have access to an easy way to document their stops.

B Examining crash data and the racial characteristics of drivers involved in crashes

® OQbservational studies using trained observers to code race/ethnicity of drivers and
driving infractions
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B Multivariate Analysis of Search Decision-Making
M [nternal search rates examining differences in search rates between matched officers

Policy

® The CJPRI report highlights that there is “growing evidence that targeted proactive
patrol focused on hotspot crime locations can improve public safety in these areas.
However, targeted proactive patrol should entail public input and dialogue and be
weighed against intended and unintended consequences”. The report also found
that African-American residents in Portland are more likely to live in neighborhoods

with higher calls for police service and crime, creating a greater risk for being
stopped and searched.

« Utilize targeted proactive patrols, with public input and dialogue

= |deally, this will mitigate the potential damage to the community which can
occur as a result of intensive patrol of high crime areas or responses to gang
violence which drive a substantial portion of the disproportionate contact
between police and community members of color.
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Portland Police Bureau response

The Portland Police Bureau has been collecting data, in some form, on police stops
since 2001. These data are available at: http.//www.portlandoregon.gov/police/42284.

Outside reports on PPB stops data have consistently cited the lack of explanation
for why variations may occur as a weakness in the PPB’s historic approach to
ditceminating stops data. Conversations with community members have also revealed
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frustration around simply releasing data without context.

The PPB’s goal is to be a leader in the collection and analysis of stops data and to
continually improve the quality of both processes. The PPB recognizes that although
there are limitations to analyzing stop and search data, examining disparate outcomes
is an important part of assessing our services to the community.

This report aims to:

B Document and explain to the community in general and the Community and Police
Relations Committee the steps the Portland Police Bureau is taking to improve Stops
Data Collection and Analysis.

® Provide examples of different ways this data can be used.

« Analysis of the stops data for this report is intentionally presented in different
formats so that the Portland Police Bureau can work with the Community and
Police Relations Committee to determine the ideal format for future analyses.

W Provide context for why disparities exist and inform the community around tactics
employed by the police, which may increase disparities in stops.

- This will hopefully inform a discussion around which tactics to employ and how to
develop better solutions to problems related to disparities in exposure to violent
crime.

® [nform a discussion around what benchmarks will be used to determine the level of
disparity and what kinds of analysis the community and the PPB will find helpful so
that future reports can be tailored to meet the needs of the community and the PPB
in developing plans to reduce disparities in stops and searches.

The Police Bureau recognizes the importance of improving communication with the
community around the reasons disparities exist in stops and search data. The lack of
context in existing reports has been a source of frustration for both the community
and for researchers working with the PPB data. This report contains sections examining
disparities and discussing how the data can be interpreted. Some readers may find

the interpretation sections frustrating because often definite conclusions cannot be
drawn regarding the cause of racial disparities in this type of data. However, examining
racial disparities is still a critical component of identifying root causes of disparities
through a combination of data analysis and discussion, and being able to monitor
improvements over time.

It is important to remember that racism can play an important (Engel & Calnon, 2004)
direct or indirect role in disparities, even if the data to appropriately determine this as

4
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a causal component is not available, For instance, several studies (Renauer, Henning

& Covelli, 2009; Renauer, 2012) report that differential exposure to law enforcement
increases the number of people of color contacted by police. Even when race does
not impact an officer’s decision to stop a person it is likely that redlining (using

race or other factors to limit services, house, job or other opportunities) and other
segregationist policies drive the differential exposure in the first place. Similarly,
African Americans appear to be disproportionately exposed to violent Part | crime
(violent Part | crimes include: Murder, Rape, Robbery and Aggravated Assault) in

the city of Portland, according to current statistics on crime and victimization. This
exposure may iead to target enforcement in certain areas which leads to disparities

in who is contacted. Determining the role of race as a causal mechanism in
disproportionate stops and searches is beyond the data available in this report, but the
reader should remain aware that the impact of race may manifest itself at many levels.

The change over to the new reporting system resulted in three separate data sets for
2011. This report will focus on the final data set which began August 5,2011, and runs
through December 31, 2011. Tables for the other 2011 data sets are available at the
Portland Police Bureau’s website. Starting with 2012 the data will be consistent for the
year.

Data collection and recording

After the CJPRI report, which was requested by multiple stakeholders, the PPB began
restructuring how it collected stops data. These efforts include making improvements
to the quality control process, the types and volume of data collected and importantly,
developing a method for including traffic officers’ stops more consistently in the
collection process. This last piece was especially vital given that traffic officers often
conduct more than one-half of all traffic stops in the city and prior to this restructure
many of these stops were not captured.

Quality control
Reason for cancelling a stop

Efforts at improving quality control include requiring officers to provide a reason

if cancelling a SDC to increase transparency and ensure that any SDC form that is
cancelled is being done for a legitimate reason (for instance, if he or she were attached
to call by dispatch accidentally, if the officer was not the primary officer on the call, or if
the call was not actually a stop).

Ensuring completion of SDC form

In the event an officer logs off without completing an SDC, that officer is notified
when he or she logs onto the Portland Police Data System (PPDS) - this is the Bureau’s
records management system and is used regularly by officers. As an additional layer
of accountability, that officer’s lieutenant is notified via email weekly that there is

an outstanding SDC form until it is completed. This is important as officers are often
forced to abruptly end a stop in order to respond to an emergency call. This system
helps ensure that SDC forms are completed, even in the event that an emergency or
other factor prevents the officer from immediately completing the form.
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Addressing issue of overreliance on unknown race

Additional improvements include addressing the issue of the frequency at which
"unknown”was used to code the race of the driver. The new SDC format included
questions surrounding the perceived race of the driver both before and after the stop.
This has reduced the number of unknown/other race drivers from 29% in 2010 to 5.5%
between August 5 and December 31, 2011 (the data at which all stops data went live).
Of this group, 4.7% (n = 1184) of stops were of an “unknown” race at the time of the
stop and .8% (n = 194) of the drivers were coded as “other”race. Table 1 includes the
breakdown of citywide traffic stops for the August 5 through December 31, 2011, data
(both patrol officers and traffic officers):

Table 1. Citywide Race at Stop of Driver (Traffic & Patrol)

Race/Ethnicity Count Percent
African American/Black 2946 11.8%
Asian 1121 4.5%
Hispanic 1539 6.2%
Native American 66 0.3%
White 17943 71.8%
Unknown/QOther 1378 5.5%
Totl* 24993 100.1%

*Note: Five stops missing the race of driver. Total does nat
equal 100% dueto rounding.

Accessibility of stops data form for motorcycle officers

A significant improvement in the stops collection process is the development of an
application for handheld devices which allowed officers who did not have accessto a
mobile data computer (MDC), such as officers who work on motorcycles, to enter stops
data immediately. This parallel system links with the citation data (also recommended
in the CJPRI report).

Other improvements include the addition of new fields to allow for more precise
analysis. The fields included in this data set are (see Appendix C for a screen shot of the
form as it appears in an officer’s MDC):

+ Description of the stop category (traffic/patrol)

« SDC Type (driver, passenger or pedestrian)

» Race prior to stop (frequently unknown for traffic stops)

« Race at stop (see Table 2)

» Gender prior to stop

« Gender at stop

+ Age prior to stop

» Age at stop

« Reason for stop (major moving violation, minor moving violation, etc.)
« Reason for search (if conducted)




Portland Police Bureau | February 2014

« Search results

» Action taken (citation, arrest, warning, etc.)

+ Date and time of SDC

» Associated linking numbers such as citation or warning number for traffic officers
« Reason if cancelled

« Precinct of stop (if a patrol officer)

« Police district of stop (if a patrol officer)

« Geo-codabile citation location (this is only for Patrol Officers and is a result of the
limitations required by having separate systems for officers who do not have access
to MDCs)

Benchmarking

The CJPRI report and other researchers recommend utilizing multiple benchmarks

to assess racial disparities in stops and search data. This is done to help compensate
for the limitations of the data and benchmarks, ensure existing disparities will be
identified, and to better identify some of the contributing factors to racial disparities in
stops and searches.

As well as census data the following methods have been advocated:
« Adjusted census data

» Driver license data

« Not-at-fault vehicle accidents

- Blind enforcement

+ Observations of driving behavior

» Internal comparisons

(Tillyer, Engel, & Cherkauskas, 2010)

Researchers have also advocated the separate analysis of “traffic” type enforcement,
which could be expected to yield stop rates consistent with the rate at which different
demographic groups commit driving infractions and “investigative” type stops in
which officers stops vehicles and pedestrians for infractions, but the primary purpose
of these stops is to address criminal activity as opposed to traffic enforcement (Fridell,
2004). “Investigative” stops pose a particular concern to many community members s
as they often entail more subjective decision making than “traffic” stops, thus opening
the door for bias.

The following list contains the benchmarks adopted for this study and reasons for their
adoption. This does not preclude the use of additional/different benchmarks in future
analyses if the community desires and the resources necessary to conduct the analysis
are made available to the PPB:




Stops Data Collection: A Portland Police Bureau response

® Unadjusted census data on race/ethnicity
» Easily accessible
« Generally understood by the public
m Accident data (serious injury)
« Easily accessible
« An indicator of the demographics of individuals driving

« Helps control for the fact that unadjusted census data may not reflect driving
population

® Calls involving violence by neighborhood
- Easily accessible

« Reduce police discretion as these calls are primarily the result of citizens calling
police for assistance

« Provides important context for patrol division stops as the Bureau is responsive to
violent crime and focuses patrol officers in areas with violent crime

W Exposure to violent crime (measured by victimization in a violent Part | crime)
+ Easily accessible
« Reduce police discretion

= Due to the seriousness of these offenses the measure should be resistant to
police bias as estimators of the prevalence of violent crime

= Victimization data can measure who is exposed to violent crime and is less
resistant to bias than when victims recount suspect race.

- This indicator is resistant to variations within neighborhood.

= Even when people of color and whites live in the same neighborhood it is
possible that people of color live in the more dangerous sections of the
neighborhood and are therefore exposed to more violence.

= Victimization data will capture this where as neighborhood level crime
statistics (without the demographic information on victims) may not.

The first benchmarks (census data) should be expected to relate to both patrol and
Traffic Division officers. The second variables (crash data) should impact both divisions,
but be more apparent in the activity of the Traffic Division. The final two variables
should have limited impact on Traffic Division stops and searches and a greater impact
on patrol division stops and searches.

Other benchmarking strategies advocated in the CJPRI report have not been adopted.
These include internal benchmarking (which requires the examination of data at the
officer level and would require union approval) and observational studies (which can
be very costly). Both of these methods would require resources not currently available
to the Strategic Services Division and would be cost prohibitive to implement at this
time.
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Policy

The Police Bureau has begun to explore various methods for improving community
input. The PPB has been working with the Community Police Relations Committee to
identify ways to increase community input into how the Bureau can improve. Chief
Reese attended a Race Talks session in 2013 on racial profiling to hear from members
of the community who are concerned about this issue. In addition to these efforts,
the PPB will be conducting surveys of the community on issues related to police
legitimacy.

The Bureau is expioring an expanded partnership to continue to gain specific
information aimed at improving community and police relations, The Bureau hopes

to improve relationships with the community by working with the community to
create crime reduction strategies that are both effective and consistent with the values
of the citizens of Portland. Some examples of these strategies include the recent
collaboration between the PPB and 11:45 (a group of pastors and other individuals
working on gang outreach) to address gang violence and other community issues,
working with community members to make downtown safer by closing streets

and working with residents of Hayden Island to improve the livability of their
neighborhood.
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2011 Data analyses

Data

The following analyses on stops and searches utilize the PPB’s stop and search data
from the date of August 5 to December 31, 201 1. The initial dataset consisted of 31,143
records. 5,531 records were unusable and removed from the data set for the following

q-
reasons:

« 3,432 were duplicate records or the stop was cancelled (Table 2 below)
+ 1,879 occurred prior to noon on August 5, 2011"
« 7 records were actually Gresham or Troutdale Police calls

« 213 records focused on the passenger of the vehicle (these can be used for future,
separate analyses if desired)

PPB officers cancelled 11% of their SDC forms. Table 2 displays the reason officers
cancelled these SDC forms (this table includes both pedestrian and traffic stops):

Table 2. Reasons for Cancelling Stop

Reason Count Percent
Duplicate Stop 510 1.6%
Flagged Down {no stop) 83 0.3%
Mere Conversation (nostop) 2092 6.7%
Welfare Check {no stop) 336 1.1%
Other 411 1.3%
Not Cancelled 277111 89.0%
Total 31143 100.0%

The final analysis consisted of 24,998 records involving the driver of a vehicle on traffic
stops and 614 records involving pedestrian stops.

Unresolved data issues

Several issues were identified through this analysis that will need to be resolved. These
issues include:

Duplicate entries for what appears to be the same stop.

For instance, 1.5 % of patrol stops had duplicate entries where the race of the driver
was the same on both entries. This may be accurate (i.e. officers stopped multiple
persons on the same incident), but this needs to be confirmed. Initial analysis indicates
that some portion of these duplicates are legitimate (for instance duplicate entries
with different race and gender information on the same incident), others may be the
result the same data being entered multiple times (for instance several stops on the

¥ The change to the new stop and search data collection system occurred on August 5, 2011. 1,299 of the 1,879 cases prior to noon
on August 5, 2011, were at exactly 10:03:25, suggesting an initial error in the collection system. The cases after noon reflected
 reasonable activity and were likely accurate, so the data used for this report began on August 5, 2011 at noen.
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same incident each logged 18 to 24 seconds apart).

The impact of these issues on the quality of the analysis appears to be minimal. For
instance, 1.2% of stops of African-American/Black drivers by patrol had duplicate
entries (this amounts to 24 stops) while 1.4% of stops of White drivers by patrol had
duplicate entries (this amounts to 101 stops). Traffic Division had a higher percentage
of duplicate entries (approximately 3.5% of stops of drivers), but this may be due to
higher number of legitimate entries when an officer stops multiple drivers at the same
time,

Issues surrounding the recovery of property when no search was conducted

Officers can recover property and list it in the SDC form when no search has been
conducted. This was very uncommon, but creates confusion in the data analysis. Some
portion of these may be the results of officers recovering property on a stop unrelated
to the incident. However, given the SDC form's current configuration it is impossible to
determine what portion of this is the result of human error (incorrectly indicating that
no search had been conducted) and which portion is legitimate. A solution for this has
been identified and the PPB is working on implementing it. This change should resolve
this issue in future analyses.

Analysis
Benchmarks - Who is driving?

One of the most frequently used benchmarks for stops data is census data (Engel &
Calnon, 2004). Census reporting can be informative, but is generally not a sufficient
benchmark when used alone. As pointed out by Renauer et al., 2009, a variety of
benchmarks is ideal. However, census and survey data can act as one potential source
of benchmarking. Table 3 is taken from the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year
estimates for 2007 to 2011:

T:{h}eé, Race/Ethnicity in Partland - American Community Su rvey 5 Year Data

Race/Ethnicity - ) - _ Percent
Onorace ' S a8, 7%
White F1A%
Btack or African Amerncan 0.3%
American Indian and Alaska Native 1.0%
Asian 1.2%
Native tawaiian and Other Pacificislander 0.5%
Strae ather race 3.2%
Twe ormore races 43%
Hispanic orLalinooripn {of any race) 9.2%
White alone, not Hispanicoriatine 7245

The structure of Census and American Community Survey data is not consistent with
the PPB data (Withrow, 2008). The Portland Police Bureau has consistently collected
data based on the following categories: African American/Black, Asian, Hispanic, Native
American, White, and Unknown/Other. While the Census and American Community
Survey data are more descriptive, officers are coding based on their perceptions so

it would be difficult to match this level of specificity. However, because one of the
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concerns is that people are being treated unfairly based on racial perceptions and that
it may be harmful and invasive to be asking community members for their racial and
ethnic identity when stopped, this coding practice appears to be reasonable at this
time.

This limitation may make comparisons between PPB data and ACS or Census data

less accurate. For instance, some community members have justifiably pointed out
that many Native American persons may be mistakenly coded as Hispanic. Other
issues may arise when an officer attempts to code Hispanic individuals who are White.
This limitation may be insurmountable without officers asking invasive questions

not related to the stop. The PPB's position is that the damage caused by asking such
questions would outweigh any potential benefits from capturing more accurate data.

Given these limitations, direct comparisons to census data may be misleading.

An alternate for assessing who is using roadways is the use of the demographic data
of non-responsible drivers in two vehicle accidents (Alpert, Smith, & Dunham, 2004).
Unfortunately, their exact methodology could not be replicated because the PPB
data does not differentiate between single and multiple vehicle accidents. Despite
this limitation, the PPB crash data does have several attractive characteristics for a
potential benchmark.

One benefit of the data is that PPB policy (Portland Police Bureau, 2009) requires
investigations for serious injury accidents. These accident investigations are conducted
by trained traffic officers, if they are available, utilizing a standardized methodology
which limits discretion. Additionally, the demographic characteristics collected for

this data set is in a format consistent with other PPB data. As such, these accidents
represent a possible benchmark for road usage. Table 4 examines the demographic
characteristics of drivers involved in injury accidents as captured by PPDS between
August 5, 2011 and December 31, 2011:

Table 4. Drivers in Injury Accidents in Portland

. All Drivers
Race/Ethnicity Count Percent
African American/Black 23 6.6%
Asian 25 7.2%
Hispanic 32 9.2%
Native American 1 0.3%
White 262 75.5%
Unknown/Other 4 1.2%
Total 347 100.0%

The accident data for the dates of August 5 to December 31, 2011, was used in order
to match the dates of the stop data. Future analyses could also consider using an
average for 1-3 years in order to make these percentages more robust. Despite the low
counts, this data is consistent with other benchmarks (ACS 5-Year and Census 18 and
over). Having multiple benchmarks that provide similar benchmarks for who is driving
should increase our confidence in the accuracy of these benchmarks.

12
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Who is stopped and searched?

The next several pages provide the stops and searches analyses with the following
breakdowns:

« Traffic and Patrol Stops of Drivers Combined
« Traffic and Patrol Pedestrian Stops Combined
« Traffic Stops of Drivers Only

« Patrol Stops of Drivers Only

« Patrol Pedestrian Stops Only

The data for traffic and patrol officers are broken down because officers focusing on
traffic enforcement have different criteria for stops, operate in different areas and at
different times of the day than patrol officers, who tend to be more focused on crime
reduction as opposed to traffic law enforcement.

Stops of drivers for Traffic and patrol
Table 5 displays the demographic breakdown of all stops of the drivers of motor

vehicles occurring between August 5, 2011, and December 31, 2011 in the city of
Portland (both patrol and Traffic Division officers):

Table 5, Gitywide Race at Stop of Driver (Traffic & Patrol)

‘Race/Ethnicity _Count Percent
African Amarican/Black 2946 11.8%
‘Asian 121 4.5%
Hispanig 1530 6.2%
‘Native Amancan 6& ).3%
White 17943 1.8%
Unknown/Other 1378 5.5%
Total* 22993 1001%

* Note: Five stops missing the race of driver. Tolat does not
saual 100% due 16 rounding.

The main findings:

« African Americans/Blacks were more likely to be stopped compared to both
their Census and accident data estimates. This is the only racial/ethnic group in
this analysis that is consistently stopped in greater proportion than their driving
population would indicate. There were 1,296 more stops of African Americans/Blacks
than we would expect given their approximate percentage of the driving population
(using the higher estimate for their driving population).

« Asians were less likely to be stopped compared to both their Census and accident
data estimates.

« Hispanics were less likely to be stopped compared to both their Census and accident
data estimates.

« Native Americans were less likely to be stopped compared to the Census estimates
_ but are stopped at an equivalent rate compared to the accident data.
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« Whites were less likely to be stopped compared to both their Census and accident
data estimates.

« The Unknown/Other category is difficult to compare to the Census estimates. This
group was more likely to be stopped compared to their accident data estimate.

Reasons for the Stop

Table 6 displays the reasons citywide for stops. This information is collected to provide
greater clarity on the reasons for stops. One goal of this is to identify “pre-text” stops
(stops in which the traffic violation is used to initiate an investigative contact) which
may be more susceptible to bias (Fridell, 2004; Renauer et al., 2009). A potential
cause for the disproporionate use of pre-text stops against differing groups would be
large differences in the use of more subjective or lower level offenses as a reason for
stopping people of color. For instance, the use of equipment violations as a reason
for stopping drivers of color may signifiy the use of such violations as a “pre-text”

for stopping (although it may also be the result of other disparities such as socio-
economic differences). Another important consideration would be the magnitude (or
relatitve number) of such stops.

Table 6. Citywide Reasons for Stops of Drivers

RACE/ETHNIQTY City Code Equipment L cense Major* Minor® Other Total

Count  Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent
African American/Black & 0.2%% 368  12.4% 118 #.0% BE6 294% 15680 S53.0% 31 1.192 2946 100035
Asian 1 0.1% 85 B.5% 16 1.4% 388 346% 613 54.73% 3 0.7 1121 100.0%
Hispanic 5 0.3% 168 10.9% 39 2.5% 502 326% 759 519% 26 17% 1838 100.0%
Native Amnerican 0 0.0% 9 13.6% 2 3.0% 21 31.8% 33 51.5% 0 0.0% 66 100.0%
White 15 0.1% 1504 B4 393 2.2% 5840 33.1% 9993 5573 896 05% 17943 100.0%
Unknown/Other 4 0.3% 118 B6% 11 0.8% 364 264% 846 61.4% 35 25% 1378 100.035
Grand Total* 31 0.1% 2259 9.0% 581 2.3% BOB1 32.3% 13845 55.4% 196 083 24998 100.0%

iMajor Maving Violation {Traffic crime, A orB infraction)

#Minor Moving Violation {Class Cor B Infraction)
*Naote five stops missing race of driver

The main findings:

 The distribution of reasons for why drivers were stopped was fairly similar among the
six racial/ethnic groups.

« African Americans/Blacks and those in the Unknown/Other category were the least
likely to be pulled over for a major traffic violation (African American/Blacks =29.4%,
Unknown/Other = 26.4%, and Whites = 33.1%).

« Native Americans, African Americans/Blacks, and Hispanics were more likely than
Whites to be pulled over for an equipment violation (Native American = 13.6%,
African Americans/Blacks = 12.4%, Hispanics = 10.9%, and Whites = 8.4%).

+ African Americans/Blacks and Native Americans were more likely to be stopped for
a license violation than Whites (African Americans = 4.0%, Native Americans = 3.0%,
and Whites = 2.2%).

« African Americans/Blacks, Hispanics, and those in the Unknown/Other category were
more likely than Whites to be stopped for an “other” violation. (African American/
Blacks = 1.1%, Hispanics = 1.7%, Unknown/Other = 2.5%, and Whites = .5%).

~--+0One-suggestion for future analysis would be to add an indicator to the SDC form so- -
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that officers could identify which stops were the results of an emphasis on traffic
enforcement and which stops were conducted for investigative purposes (i.e.“pre-
text” stops).

Searches of drivers

Table 7 examines searches of drivers citywide within race (i.e. when a white person is
stopped a consent search is conducted 1.9% of the time):

Table 7. Reasons for Searches of Drivers Citywide (% by Ethnicity /Race)*
Consent Mo Search Plain View Probable Cause  WeaponsPatDown Tota
CE/ETHNICITY
RACE N Count  Percent  Count Percemt Count Percent  Count Percent  Count Percent Count Percent
African Amarican/Black 245 8.3% 2572 87.3% 12 0.4% 78 26% 39 1.3% 2946 100.0%

Astan 8 0.7% 1noi 98.%% 2 0.2% 9 0.8% 1 0.1% nn 100:0%
Hispanic 70 4.5% 1415 91.9%% ] 0.3% 32 21% 17 1.1% 1539 100.0%
Native American 3 4.5% 60 90.9% 1 1.5% 2 3.0% g 0.0% 66 100.0%
White 349 19% 17318 96.5% 32 0.2% 134 10 60 0.3% 17943 100:08
Unknown/Other ril 1.5% 1335 96.9% 2 0.1% 9 0.7% 11 0.8% 1378 100.054
Total ¥ 696 2.8% 23806  85.2% 54 0.2% 314 1.3% 128 0.5% 24998  100.0%

* Note % stops missing race of driver, however none of these stops resulted in asearch of adriver, These stops were added to the No Search and Total
coluning.

The main findings:

- African-American/Black, Hispanic, and Native American drivers that were stopped
were more likely than Whites to have a consent search while Asian drivers were less
likely to be searched when stopped.

« 8.3 percent of the African-American/Black drivers that were stopped had a consent
search.

« 4.5 percent of the Hispanic drivers that were stopped had a consent search.

+ 4.5 percent of the Native American drivers that were stopped had a consent search.
+ 1.9 percent of White drivers that were stopped had a consent search.

« 0.7 percent of Asian drivers that were stopped had a consent search.

« Approximately 95% of drivers that were stopped were not searched. In the roughly
five month period examined, police searched®

= 374 African-American/Black Drivers

= 20 Asian Drivers

= 124 Hispanic Drivers

= 6 Native American Drivers

® 625 White Drivers

= 43 Drivers whose race was unknown or not captured in the above categories.
Hit Rates on Searches

Fridell (2004) highlights issues that surround the use of hit rates (a hit rate is the
percentage of searches which result in finding contraband)* in general, and the

3 This number was calculated by subtracting the“No Search” value from the Total number of stops.

“ The PPB collects data on the following types of contraband: alcohol, drugs, nothing found, other, stolen property and weapons.
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problem related to the analysis of consent searches in particular®. While not addressed
by Fridell, there is an additional issue regarding searches with the PPB. Officers are
trained to ask for consent even when other legal reasons for a search exist (this is due
to the fact that consent searches are less likely to be lost in a motion to suppress).
Thus, the relatively high number of consent searches may be deceptive because other
legitimate search reasons may have existed, but not been captured. This problem
illustrates the difficulty of collecting and analyzing data of this complexity. Despite
these issues ,the use of hit rates is a viable method to examine the relative productivity
of searches. Table 8 examines the hit rates of stopped drivers citywide for various kinds
of contraband:

Tahble B. Hit Rates ofsmp@i‘prlvers Citywlde (Traffic and patrol) for all contraband, Alcohol, Drugs and Weapons®

Race/Ethnicity Tatal alfConttaband Alcohal Drugs Waeapons Contraband excluding Alcohnl
Searchas Hits Parcent Hits Percent Hits Percent Hits Percent Hits Percent

Afritan Amarizan/ Black E7a ERES 30,58 21 5.6% 65 17.4% s 4.8% 23 243
Aszizn 20 7 3508 1 B.O0¥% & 309% b3 5.0% & 30,0
Hizpanig 124 37 23.8% il 9 15.3% 4 3.3% 31 2B
Nativa Amerimn 3 g 33.3% 3 2 33.3% 3] 8.0 2 33.3¢
Whits 825 RB7 42,7% 36 133 2233 23 a7 i72 Z7ER
UnknswndOther 43 iy 44,21 E] 7 16.3% i 2.3% 15 43.9%
At RonWhits® 57 hi:-x} 32.1% 37 EZ} 17.5% 24 4.2 150 26.5%
Total® 2192 443 37,74 133 13.2% 237 18.9% 37 3.9% 322 270%

IR AT A IWRN T BT N AR I DRFLD
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Main Findings:

« African Americans/Blacks, Asians, and Hispanics that were searched were less likely
than Whites to be found with contraband.

« 29.8 percent of Hispanics that were searched had some form of contraband.

» 30.5 percent of African Americans/Blacks that were searched had some form of
contraband.

« 35.0 percent of Asians that were searched had some form of contraband.
= 427 percent of Whites that were searched had some form of contraband.

+ 83.3 percent of Native Americans that were searched had some form of contraband
(the percentages for Native Americans can be misleading due to the low search
counts for this group).

« Some of the disparity appears to be related to alcohol. The hit rates when excluding
alcohol are more similar than when alcohol is being accounted for.

Stops of pedestrians for Traffic and patrol

Table 9 displays the demographic breakdown of all pedestrians stopped by PPB
officers in the city of Portland between August 5 and December 31, 2011.The
comparison here is more difficult since we do not have an additional measure to verify
the racial/ethnic breakdown of pedestrians like we do with who is driving.

3 Please refer to Fridell {2004) for a comprehensive review of the controversy surrounding hit rates. As mentioned eatlier in this
report, without an indicator of who is asked for consent versus who grants consent any analysis is of limited utility. This is
especially relevant given that over half of actual searches by PPB officers is a consent search.
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Table 9. Citywide Race at Stops of Pedestrlans {Traffic and Patrol)

RACE/ETHNICITY Total

Count Percant
Alican American/Black 1260 11.5%
Asian 12 240
Hispanic 3/ 6.0%
Native Ainetican 10 1.6%
White 410 G0, 8%
Unkaewn/ther M 3.0%
Grand Total* 614 R 100.0%

*Note indudes one stop withaut rece of predestrian.
The main findings:

« African Americans/Blacks were more likely to have a pedestrian stop compared to
their Census estimates. The difference in the pedestrian stops was greater than the
difference for drivers.

« Asians were less likely to have a pedestrian stop compared to their Census estimates.
The difference in the pedestrian stops was greater than the difference for drivers.

« Hispanics were less likely to have a pedestrian stop compared to their Census
estimates. The difference in the pedestrian stops was similar to their difference for
drivers.

+ Native Americans were more likely to have a pedestrian stop compared to their
Census estimates.

+ Whites were less likely to have a pedestrian stop compared to their Census estimates.
The difference in the pedestrian stops was greater than the difference for drivers.

+» The Unknown/Other category is difficult to compare to the Census estimates. This
group was more likely to have a pedestrian stop compared to their accident data
estimate. This disparity was less in the pedestrian stops than for the drivers of this
category.

Table 10 listed the reasons for pedestrian stops citywide. Given the very small
number of pedestrians stopped in some racial/ethnic categories, it is difficult to draw
conclusions on the data for the Asian, Native American, Hispanic and Unknown/
Other pedestrians. Therefore the findings will focus on a comparison between African
American/Blacks and Whites.

Table 10. Citywide Reasons for Stops of Pedestrians

RACEETHNICETY City Code Equipment License Major? Minor Other Total

Count Percent Count Percerit Count Percent  Count Percent Count Percent Couat Percent Count  Percent
African American/Black 19 15.8% 8 B.7% 4 3.3% 21 17.5% &3 35.8% 25 08% 10 100.0%
Asian Fi] 0.0% 1 8.3% ] 0.0 & 50.0% 4 33.3% 1 B.3% 12 180.6%
Hispanic 2 216% 2 5.4% 1 27 7 18.%% 11 28.7% 8 21.6% 37 100.0%
Nazive Ameritan 3 30D% ] 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0% 2 20.0% 4 40.0% 10 160.0%
White -2 20.5% 27 6.6% 4 10% 78 19.0% 136 33.2% 81 188% 410 100.0%
Unknowry Other 2 8.3% 4 16.T7% 1 4.5 2 834 11 45.8% 4 16.7% 24 100.05%
Grand Total™ 116 181925 42 6.8% 10 1L6% 116 18.9% 207 337% 123 200% 614 100.0%

: fzor Moving Violation (Traffic crime, A or 8 Infraction)
* Miiner Moving Vidlation {ClassC or D Infraction)
“Noteinciudesone stopwithout race of pedestrian. This persan was stopped for amajor vislaien. tisinduded inthe major violation and totalcolumns
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The main findings:

« The distribution of reasons for why African-American/Black and White pedestrians
were stopped was fairly similar.

« African American/Blacks were slightly less likely than Whites to be stopped for a
major violation (African American/Blacks = 17.5% and Whites = 19.0%) and slightly
more likely to be stopped for a minor violation (African American/Blacks = 35.8% and
Whites = 33.2%).

+ African American/Blacks were more likely than Whites to be stopped for a license
violation (African American/Black = 3.3% and Whites = 1.0%).

There were only 614 stops of pedestrians compared with 24,998 traffic stops during
this period. However, there were approximately 2,000 stops forms cancelled which
involved mere conversation type contacts. These contacts could include a wide variety
of activities, but are different from stops in that the person being contacted is free to
leave and is not being legally detained.

Summary

As noted previously in this report, analyzing and interpreting stop and search data
has its challenges. Therefore, examining multiple analyses and considering multiple
contributing factors to why disparities exist is important. Researchers specializing

in analyzing disparities in stops data suggest examining various analyses and
looking at patterns of disparate outcomes to help identify whether the findings are
concerning. In these initial findings, of particular concern is the disparate impact

on African Americans/Blacks. They are demonstrating the greatest disparities and
concerning findings in the stops data, as the data shows consistent disparities for
this group (in traffic stops and searches, reasons for the stop, consent searches, hit
rates, and pedestrian stops). Native Americans and Hispanics had disparities in some
of the analyses, suggesting they also should be looked at in more in-depth analyses.
However, these disparities tended to be smaller and less consistent than those for the
African Americans/Blacks.

Particularly since disparities were found in these initial analyses, it was important

to conduct further analyses to better understand the reason for the disparities. For
instance, past reports have found marked difference in the findings between the traffic
and patrol divisions. Other findings have noted that the disparities in stops correlate
with areas that have more crime and therefore more proactive patrol. Although

the cause of racial disparities can be from multiple reasons that often overlap or

are interrelated and therefore challenging to analyze, better understanding these
relationships is a critical step to finding the solutions to reduce disparities.
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Stops and searches hy the Traffic Division’

Traffic officers’ primary focus should be violations related to traffic law. There may

be some variation as strategies using traffic enforcement to buttress patrol efforts

at crime reduction are becoming more common. An example of this is the federally
sponsored Data Driven Approaches to Crime and Traffic Safety (National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, 2009), which focuses traffic enforcement on areas with
both crime and traffic safety issues. The PPB has utilized a similar strategy’ (traffic
enforcement in high crime areas), which may result in some variation from the driving
estimate or census benchmarks.

Stops

Table 11 displays the demographic breakdown of vehicle stops (of the driver) by traffic
officers citywide between August 5, 2011, and December 31, 2011:

Table 11, Gitywide Race at Stop of Driver (Traffic Division)

L3 2 ... Perant
Afdcan American/Black 7.1%
Asian 570 4.1%
‘Hispanic 670 4.9%
‘Native American 18 0.1%
‘While 10784 78.3%
Unknown/Qther % 5.4%
Total* 13777 . L Anoox

“*Nate five stops missing race of driver

In the earlier section on benchmarking who is driving, we discussed several possible
benchmarks. Fridell (2004) proposes the use of a“Disparity Index” to examine disparity
in stops. This system can help examine the stops of both traffic and patrol division
more closely using various benchmarks to help assess disparities in stops. Under this
system, a value greater than “1” would indicate an over-representation of the stopped
group. Further analysis is needed to determine the cause of the disparity. Values less
than “1”would indicate under-representation. Table 12 examines the stops by Traffic
Division of African-American/Black, Asian, Hispanic, Native American, White drivers
and Unknown/Other race drivers®:

5 Because of very small numbers associated with certain activities (such as pedestrian stops) by Traffic Division officers, there is a limited
amount of analysis which can be conducted. Using a full year (or even multiple years) of data when available will allow for a more
thorough analysis,

7 Per conversations with Traffic Captain David Hendrie, the PPB Traffic officers will occasionally be detailed to enforce traffic laws in
areas experiencing high crime. Traffic officers in these details still focus on traffic enforcement but are focused in high crime areas. The
demographics of these areas may not be representative of the city as a whole.

8 Stops of Native Americans are included in this table but are difficult to interpret due to the small sample size, n = 18.
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Tahle 12.Citywide Race at Stop of Driver (Traffic Division)

Race/Ethnicity Actual Stops ACS 5-Yaar Banchmark® Injury Crash Benchmark
Count Percent Percent Disparity Index Percent Disparity Index
African American/Black 985 7.1% 6.3% 1.1 6.6% L1
Asian 570 4.1% 7.2% 0.6 7.2% 0.6
Hispanic 670 4.9% 9.2% 0.5 9.2% Q.5
Native American 18 0.1% 1.0% 0.1 1.0% 0.1
White 10784 78.3% 72.4% 1.1 75.5% 1.0
Unknown/Other 745 5.4% 3.2% 17 1.2% 4.5
Total™? 13777 100.0% 99.3% 10 100.0% 1.0

*PPB data collection around race/ethnicity is nat consistert withACS/Census data making aitempts 5t comparision difficuit and potentially inappropriate
{Withroyy, 2008). Thischan atgempts to use the most consistent categarias within eachgroup. Injurygrashdata is coltected using consistent metrics,
‘making it more usefulforcomparision purposes.

* Note five stops missing race of driver

* ArS-data dossnotsum to10B%hacausatha PPE does not colfett datamultiracial individuals(see foctnote 11

The main findings:

« African American/Black drivers constituted 7.1 percent of the traffic stops, which is
close to their compared Census and accident data estimates.

« Asian drivers were 4.1 percent of the traffic stops, which is significantly lower than
would be expected, compared to their Census and accident data estimates.

« Hispanic drivers were 4.9 percent of the stops by the Traffic Division, which is about
half of the amount that would be expected compared to their Census and accident
data estimates.

« White drivers constituted 78.3 percent of stops by the Traffic Division, which is about
equal to the expected amount from their accident data estimates and slightly greater
than their Census estimate.

+ An examination of the disparity index of the stops reveals that African-American/
Black and White drivers are stopped at rates roughly consistent with their
representation in other benchmarks. Asian, Hispanic and Native American drivers
are stopped at rates below what might be expected. Finally, Other/Unknown race
drivers are stopped at rates much higher than would be expected. While this may
be concerning it is not unexpected. Officers will regularly ask the race of the injured
party in an accident so that the appropriate forms can be completed. This is not
common in traffic stops, where asking the race of the person stopped may cause
additional stress for the stopped party and is not necessary for the completion of the
traffic citation or warning.

Table 13 examines the reasons for stops of drivers by Traffic Division officers:
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Table 13, Cltywlde Reasons for Stops of Drivers (Traffic Divislon)

RACE/ETHNICITY City Code Equipment Llcense Major? Minor® Other Total

Count Percent  Count  Percent  Count  Percent  Count  Percent  Count  Percent  Count  Percent Count Percent
African Amerivan/Black 1 0.1% 44 $.5% 9 0.9 348 35.3% 583 59.2% ] a.0% 985 10003
Asian [} .05 i 338 1 9.2% 198 347 351 51.6% i 824 573 100.0%
Hispanie Q fike P 3.9% 7 109 sl 39.4% 362 55.1%% 4 0.6% §70  100.0%
Native Amarican a 0.0v 1 S.6% 1 5.6% 5 21784 i1 611% [1] 00% 1§  100.0%
White 3 0.0% 413 414 &7 0.6% 3768 349 5,435 §0,2% 7 0.1 10784 1000
Unknswa/Other . 3 0.4% 9 265 Q 0.0% 21 28.3% 510 £8.5% 2 0.3% 745 100.0%
Grand Yorat® 7 0.1% 552 404 85 0.6% 4799 34.8% 8,310 60.4% L] 0.1% 13777 100.0%

=Majm’ Moving Viatation {Traffic crime, A ar8infraction}
*Mingr Maving Vistatin (Class Cor Dinfrastion)
“lota indudes fiva stops without race of padastdan. Ajlthesa stops wers stopped for 8 major violation. Thase numbars sr2 indud ed in tha majar violation and totat columns,

The main findings:

+ There were only minor differences in the reasons for stops between African-
American/Black, Asian, Hispanic and White drivers.

« Native American driver stop reasons are difficult to interpret due to the small number
of Native Americans in this analysis.

« Unknown/Other race drivers exhibit some differences in the reasons for stops, being
slightly less likely to be stopped for a major violation and more likely to be stopped
for a minor violation.

Searches

Traffic Division officers conduct searches in only 1.5% of all stops®, therefore, the
counts in some analyses within the racial categories is low (for instance traffic officers
conducted just ten consent searches of African-American/Black drivers, only one
consent search of a Native American driver, and did not conduct any consent searches
of Asian drivers). Having a full year of data available for analysis with the 2012 data
may provide more accurate estimates regarding the distribution of searches for these
groups. Table 14 provides the raw numbers of searches by Traffic Division officers:

Table 14, Reasons for Searches of Drivers by Traffic Division (% by Ethnicity/Race)*

RACE/ETHNICITY Consent No Search Plain View Probable Cause  Weapons:Pat Down ‘Intal

Count Percent  Count Percent  Count Percent Count  Percent  Count Percent  Count Percent
African American/Black 10 1.0% 947 96.135 1 01% 24 2.4% 3 03% 985 100.0%
Asian 0 0.0% 586 599.3% 1 02% 3 0.5% ] 0.0% 570 100.0%
Hispanic & 0.95% 647 95.6%% 2 03% 15 2.2% 1] 0.0% 670 100.0%
Native American 1 5.6% 16 88.93% ] 0.0%% b3 5.6% ] 0.0% 18 100.0%
White 51 0.5% 10645 98.7% 3 0.0% 72 0.7% & 0.1% 10784 100.0%
Unknown/Cther 1 0.13% 742 95 6% Q 0.0% 2 0.3% 0 0.0% 745 100.0%
Total* 69 0.5% 13568 98.5% 7 ‘0.1% 1723 0.9% 9 0.1% 13777  100.0%

* Mote 5 stops missing race of drver, however none of hese stops resulted ina search of a driver. Thesestops wore added to the No Szarchand Tota) columns.

The main findings:

« Drivers were very rarely searched by Traffic Division officers and when searches were
conducted they were generally (59.3%) the result of probable cause.

« African-American/Black, Hispanic, and Native American drivers that were stopped
were more likely than White drivers to have a consent search.

¥ This was calculated by subtracting the percentage of staps with “No Search” from the “Total” percentage of stops.
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« Asian drivers and those in the unknown/other category were less likely than White
drivers to have a consent search.

+ 1 percent of the African-American/Black drivers that were stopped had a consent
search. These were ten consent searches of African-American/Black drivers.

- 0.9 percent of the Hispanic drivers had a consent search. These were six consent
searches of Hispanic drivers.

« 5.6 percent of the Native American drivers had a consent search. This was one Native
American driver.

+ 0.5 percent of the White drivers had a consent search. These were 51 White drivers.
« None of the Asian drivers that were stopped had a consent search.

Hit Rates on Searches
Table 15 examines hit rates for Traffic Division officers.

Table 15. Hit Rates of Stopped Drivers by Trafflc Division for sll contraband, Alcohol, Drugs and Weapons‘

Race/Ethnicity Taral All Contraband Alcoho! Drugs Weapons Contraband axcluding Atcohal
Searches Hits Parcent Hits Percent  Hity Percent Hits Percant Hits Parcant

Afrizan Antericsn/Black 38 pit} 26.3% 3 7.9% [ 13.3% 1 2.6% 7 1845
Aiizn ~ $ z ik 0 D.0% 2 S0.0% a 0.0% 2 50.05¢
Hisganiz 23 7 30.4% s FRIH z BT ] Q.05 7 3048
HNative Amdnien 2 2 300.0% 2 300.0# g 8.0% a 0.0% 0 0.0
YWhits 133 74 [24] 4355 a2 8.65% o 0.05% s 108%
UnknownfDthar 3 g o 0.05 ] 0.0% i3 Q.05 a Q.05
A RogAvhite™ 70 2 0 24.3% # 12.9% 1 1.4% 16 22.9%
70 33.5% gl 1 0.5% 31 14.8%
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The Main Findings

Due to the small sample it is difficult to draw many conclusions from Table 15 for the
Asian, Native American or Unknown/Other category.

« African Americans/Blacks and Hispanics that were searched were less likely than
Whites to be found with contraband. When alcohol is excluded, African Americans/
Blacks were more likely than Whites to be found with contraband but Hispanics are
still slightly less likely than Whites to be found with contraband.

« 26.3 percent of African Americans/Blacks that were searched had some form of
contraband.

« 30.4 percent of Hispanics that were searched had some form of contraband.
« 53.2 percent of Whites that were searched had some form of contraband.

Summary

Overall the distribution of stops made by the Traffic Division are consistent with the
Census and accident data estimates, with the exception of Asian and Hispanic drivers
being stopped at a substantially lower rate than one would expect. African-American/
Black drivers are only slightly over-represented in stops by the Traffic Division unlike
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their findings for traffic and patrol division combined. Given that Traffic Division stops
consist of approximately 55% of all stops of drivers by PPB officers this finding is
important. It is important to note that the small number of Native American drivers
stopped made interpretation of the analyses for this group difficult.

Disparities were found in the percentage of consent searches conducted for African-
American/Black and Hispanic drivers; however, this disparity is markedly less than

in the previous analyses suggesting that much of the disparity in searches is related

to patrol stops. The numbers of consent searches (10 consent searches of African-
American/Black drivers, 6 consent searches of Hispanic drivers and 51 consent
searches of White drivers) are very small, involving 1% or less of the drivers stopped by
the Traffic Division.

Future analysis should examine this trend with an entire (or even multiple) years
worth of data. Additionally, using a multi-year dataset of injury accidents may be

the best potential benchmark'. Search data will also benefit from a larger data set.
While PPB Traffic officers make a large number of stops, the majority of these are non-
investigative and do not result in searches.

19 By evamining multiple years the demographic breakdown will be: (1) more stable (due to a larger number of stops), (2) that data is
formatted in a manner consistent with PPB stops data (over-coming issues related to multi-racial categories included in ACS and Census data
but not accounted for by PPB data) and (3) will allow us to examine the Unknown/Other category which may improve the accuracy of the
potential benchmark.

23



Stops Data Collection: A Portland Police Bureau response

Stops and searches by officers working patrol
assignments

Unlike Traffic Division, where all of the officers are assigned work in the same division
with similar goals and responsibilities, officers working patrol encompass a wide range
of divisions with various responsibilities. For instance, captured under Patrol are units
working gang enforcement, units working in Neighborhood Response Teams when

in uniform and on patrol, street crimes units which may focus on drug dealing and
other livability type crimes, transit division officers who focus on crimes related to
TriMet, district officers working in areas of the city ranging from deep in Southwest
Portland to far East Portland. These units have a range of responsibilities that

include: the enforcement of traffic laws; the prevention of property crime and violent
crime; responding to calls for service (radio calls); engaging in problem solving and
community policing activities; as well as other responsibilities. This variety makes the
analysis of stop data by officers in patrol much more difficult because there is no single
appropriate benchmark (such as representation in injury accidents) by which to gauge
potential disparities in stops and searches.

A commonly used technique to suppress violent crime is to assign additional officers
to engage in directed patrol in areas where violent crime is occurring or has historically
been prevalent. Tactical Operations Division (TOD) officers, such as gang enforcement,
are often used in this capacity. The first part of this section will provide the same
descriptive statistics as conducted in the previous sections. Three sections will

follow these analyses to explore the main factors that community members and law
enforcement officers believe contribute to the disparities found. These sections are on
disproportionate exposure to law enforcement, the local gang issue, and the impact of
racial bias. These are intended to provide information to further productive discussions
around these factors; they are not listed to imply that they are the only factors that
may be contributing to these disparities. However, exploring solutions around these
factors may provide a good starting place for those working to understand the
disparities.

Stops
Table 16 displays the demographic breakdown of vehicle stops (of the driver) by patrol
officers citywide between August 5, 2011 and December 31, 2011:

Table 16. Citywide Race at Stop of Driver (by Patrol Officers)

Race/Ethnicity Count Percent
African American/Black 1961 17.5%
Asian 551 4.9%
Hispanic 869 7.7%
Native American 48 0.4%
White 7159 63.8%
Unknown/Other 633 5.6%
Total 11221 100.0%
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Below is the demographic breakdown of people that are stopped by patrol
compared to the estimated driving populations, as is done in the previous sections.
However, many patrol officers (such as gang and beat patrol officers) are not
necessarily patrolling among these same demographics so this will also be taken
into considerations in analyses later in this report. As noted in the previous section, a
disparity index value greater than 1" indicates an over-representation compared to
the estimated driving population.

Table 17.Citywide Race at Stop of Driver (Patrol Units)

Race/Ethnicity Actual Stops ACS5-YearBenchmark' Injury Crash Benchmark
Count Percent Percent Disparity Index Percent Disparity Index
African American/Black 1961 17.5% 6.3% 2.8 6.6% 2.6
Aslan 551 4.9% 7.2% 0.7 7.2% 0.7
Hispanic 869 7.7% 9.2% 0.8 9.2% 0.8
Native American 48 0.4% 1.0% 0.4 1.0% 0.4
White 7159 63.8% 72.4% 0.9 75.5% 0.8
Unknown/Other 633 5.6% 3.2% 18 1.2% 4.7
Total’ 11221 100.0% 99.3% 1.0 100.0% 1.0

* FPB data coll ection around race/ethnicity Is not consistent withACS/Census data ta king attempts at comparision difficult and potentiallyinappropriate
{Withrow, 2008). This chart attampts to use the most consistentcategories within eachgroup. Injurycrashdata s coll ected usingcons{stent metries,
makingitmore psefuiforcomparision purposes

YACS data does notsum to 100% because the PPBdoes not colle ct data rulti-racial individuals (ses footnote 1)

The main findings:

« African-American/Black drivers constituted 17.5 percent of the stops, which is
substantially greater than their Census and accident data estimates. African-American
drivers (disparity index of 2.6 using Injury Crash Benchmark) were 3.25 times (2.6/0.8)
more likely to be pulled over than White drivers (disparity index of .8).

+ Asian drivers were 4.9 percent of the patrol stops, which is lower than would be
expected, compared to their Census and accident data estimates. White drivers
(disparity index of 0.8) were 1.14 times (0.8/0.7) more likely to be pulled over than
Asian drivers (disparity index of 0.7).

« Hispanic drivers were 7.7 percent of the stops by patrol, which is lower than would be
expected, compared to their Census and accident data estimates and were no more
likely than White drivers to be stopped.

« Native American drivers constituted 0.4 percent of the stops, which is lower than
would be expected compared to their Census estimate but greater than to be
expected given their accident data estimate.

» White drivers comprised 63.8 percent of the stops by patrol, which is lower than
would be expected, compared to their Census and accident data estimates.

« The Unknown/Other category is difficult to compare. However, they had 5.6 percent
of the stops by patrol which is greater than what would be expected compared to
their Census and accident data estimates.
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Reason for the stop
Below are the reasons that were provided for people stopped by patrol:

Tahle 18. Gtywide Reasons for Stops of Drivers (Patrol Units)

RACE/ETHNIEITY City Code Equipment License Majort Minor? Other Total

Count  Parcent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percant
African Amarican/Black 5 0.3% 321 164 109 5.6% 518 26.4% 977  458% 31 16% 1961 100.0%
Asfan 1 0.2 76 138 15 27% 180 345% 262 A75% 7 1.3% 551 100.0%
Hizpanic 5 D.6%% 142 16.3% 32 37% 238 27.4% 430  485% 22 25% 8% 100.0%
Native American 4] 0.0% g 16 % i 215 16 333% 23 47.8% [ 0.0% 48 100.0%
White 12 02% 1061 1486 328 46% 2172 303 3497 488% 88 12% 7159 100.0%
Unknown/Othar 1 0.2% 4% 15.6% 11 17% 153 242 33  53.1% 33 5.2% €33 100.0%
Grand Total 24 0.2% 1707 3152 496 44% 3287 29.3% 5625 49.2% 182  1.6% 11224 100.0%

’(‘v"a]nrMovmg Vinlation (Trafficcrime, Aor Binfraction)
* Minor Meving Vielation {Class C orInfraction)

The main findings:

« The distribution of reasons why drivers were stopped was mostly similar among the
six racial/ethnic groups; however, differences are noted. Many patterns found are
similar to those found in the traffic data.

» African American/Blacks, Hispanics, and those in the Unknown/Other category were
the least likely to be pulled over for a major moving violation and were pulled over
for more minor moving violations compared to Whites.

+ The Asian and Native American drivers were more likely to be pulled over for a major
moving violation compared to Whites and the least likely to be pulled over for a
minor moving violation.

« African American/Blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans, and those in the Unknown/
Other category were pulled over for an equipment violation more often than Whites.

Searches

Table 19 provides the demographic breakdown of the searches conducted by patrol
officers, the percent of searches among each racial/ethnic group and the percent of
stopped persons in each group that were searched. This data can be examined in
multiple ways. It is usually recommended to use the percentage of White drivers that
were searched as the base rate for measuring equity in how often people are searched
(i.e. if 6.8% of White drivers are searched then all other groups should be searched at
rates roughly similar to 6.8%).

Table 19. Citywide Race of Searches at Stops of Drivers (Patrol Units)®

Race/Ethnicity _CountStops  Count of Searches Stops with aSearch
African American/8lack 1961 336 - 17.1%
Asian 551 16 2.9%
Hispanic 869 101 11.6%
Native American 48 4 8.3%
White 7159 486 6.8%
Unknown/Other 633 40 6.3%
Total 11221 983 8.8%

. TToral Searches maynot equal searchresults because multiple items canbe recovered in the same search.
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« African-American/Black drivers were the most likely to be searched (17.1%) and were
substantially more likely to be searched than White drivers (6.8%).

+ Asian drivers were considerably less likely (2.9%) than White drivers to be searched
(6.8%).

« Hispanic drivers were more likely (11.6%) than White drivers to be searched (6.8%).

« Native American drivers were slightly more likely (8.3%) than White drivers to be
searched {6.8%).

- Those in the Unknown/Other category were slightly less likely (6.3%) than White
drivers to be searched.
Reasons for search

The following table provides the percentage of drivers in each racial/ethnic group that
were searched and what types of searches were conducted.

Table 20, Reasons for Searches of Drivers by Patrol Units (% by Ethnicity/Race)

Consent No Search Plain View Probable Cause Weapons Pat Down Total
RACE/ETHNICITY . :

Count  -Percont  Count Parcent Count Percent Count Porcent Count Parcent Count  Percent
Afrdcan American/Black 235 1308 1625 828% 11 6% 2 P33 36 18k 1861 100.6%
Aslan 8 15% 535 57.1% 1 [ [ L% 1 2% 551 100.0%
Hisparic &4 74% 768 864% 3 0.3% 17 31 17 20% 889 100.0%
Native Anidrican 2 A.2% A4 %17 1 215 1 2.3% 0 00% 48 100.0%
White 303 A4.2% 673 $3.2% 2% 0.4% hti 15% 54 0.8% 7158 100.0%
UnknownlOther 20 324 553 93.7% 2 034 7 131 11 17% 633 100:0%
Totd _ 67 5% 1018 o121 47 04 190 1% 19 13% 122 1000%

« African American/Blacks were searched more frequently than any other racial/ethnic
group and were much more likely to receive consent searches. Twelve percent of the
African American/Blacks that were stopped by patrol units received a consent search
compared to approximately 7.4% of Hispanic drivers, 4.2% of Native American and
White drivers, and 1.5% of Asian drivers.

« Hispanic drivers received consent searches more frequently than White drivers.

« Asian drivers were the least likely to be searched; 97.1% received no search compared
to 93.2% of White drivers, 88.4% of Hispanic drivers, and 82.9% of African-American/
Black drivers.

Search hit rates

The number and percentages of various types of contraband found are listed in the
table below.

Table 21. Hit Rates of Stopped Drivers Citywlde by Patrol Units for all contraband, Alcohol, Drugs and Weapons'

fince/Ethnlcity Total All Cantraband Alcohol Drugs Waapons Contraband excluding Almhol
Searchas Hits Parcent Hits Percemt  Hits Percent Hits Parcent Hits Parcant

African American/Blsck 336 304 31.0% 15 3475 & 1794 7 51 56 25.6%¢
&sian 3 5 313% 1 £3% 4 25.0% 1 B.3% 4 250%
Hispaniv it} E] IJIH £ 58% 17 18.5% 4 4.0% 24 23.8%
Native Americsn o 3 75.058 1 25.6% 2 SO0 [} 0.0% 2 5000
Whita 486 3|3 3374 35 TAR iz26 25.3% 23 4.7% 157 32.3%
Unsnowa/Other 40 i3 §7.53% 1 2.5% 7 17.5% i 2.5 38 45.05%
Al Non-Whita® 497 151 32.4% 27 5.4% 20 18.13% 23 4.85% 134 27.05
533 354 36.03% 63 6.4% pal] 22.0% A5 1.7% 291 29.6%

* Trezratc £ate 43 CIEENEA DY NBYIL OF AN IL A ST rEAuE

i
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The main findings:

« African-American/Black and Hispanic drivers were less likely than White and Asian

drivers to be found with contraband regardless of whether or not alcohol is included
in the analyses.

- Asian drivers were found to have close to the same amount of contraband as White
drivers.

» The Unknown/Other categories of drivers were found to have more contraband than
White drivers regardless of whether or not alcohol is included in the analyses.

« The largest disparity was found in the drug category. White drivers were more likely
than any other racial/ethnic group to be found with drugs.
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Stops of pedestrians by patrol officers

Many agencies, particularly on the east coast, employ strategies which utilize large
numbers of pedestrian stops (similar to “pre-text” stops of drivers, i.e. stopping a driver
for a traffic investigation when the underlying reason for the stop is not to enforce
traffic, but to look for other criminal activity such as property crime, violent crime or
drug possession). Often called “stop-and-frisk” such practices have resulted in people
of color being stopped at rates in excess of both demographic and crime-related
variables (Gelman, Fagan, & Kiss, 2007).

The Portland Police does not employ a strategy based on “stop-and-frisk.”On the
contrary, officers are trained to ask for consent to search, even if they believe they are
justified in performing a non-consensual pat down for weapons''. This leads to a larger
number of consent searches in Portland compared with weapon pat downs elsewhere.
There is also less reliance on stops and a greater emphasis on “mere conversation.’ The
difference between a stop and “mere conversation”is that the subject is free to leave

if the officer engages in “mere conversation,” but can be legally detained (although

not necessarily arrested) in a stop. Some community members have expressed
concern that “mere conversation” contacts are not tracked. This concern is valid in that
the number of such contacts exceeds the number of pedestrian stops. Despite this
concern, the logistics of collecting data on every “mere conversation” contact would
be considerable. The Portland Police respond to approximately 400,000 calls annually
and most resulted in at least one such contact and many result in multiple contacts™.

Table 22 examines the race of pedestrians stopped by patrol officers between August
5 and December 31, 2011 (this does not include mere conversations):

Table 23. Citywide Race at Stop of Pedestrians ( Patrol)

Raca/Ethnicity Count Parcent
Afdcan AmenicanfBlack 107 - 22.1%
‘Aslan 10 1%
Hispanic 3z 6.6%
‘Native Amesican 10 2.1%
‘White 05 63.0%
Uitknown/Olker X A3%
Total 484 100,0%

The total number of pedestrian stops by patrol during this time was 484. It is important
to remember this does not count the number of unique individuals stopped, but all
stops regardless of if the person is stopped multiple times by the same or different
officers. Many individuals are known to the police and are repeatedly stopped (this

1 Per conversations with Training Division officers, this is still standard practice as of 1/25/12, The benefits of having consent versus a pat
down are related with issues of admissibility of evidence in court,

"2 The PPB recognizes that if the community is sufficiently concerned it may be necessary to collect such data. However, the costs of
collecting and analyzing the data would be considerable. If officers average 1.5 routine contacts per call and collecting data on such
contacts took only 3 minutes on average the amount of time spent collecting data (filling out contact forms) would be the equivalent of
approximately 14.5 full-time police officers annually.
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is particularly true of a small number of very active gang members and individuals
who are prohibited from being in drug impact areas). Being able to separate these
stops would allow for a more refined analysis of the impact on different demographic
groups (one person being stopped repeatedly due to gang involvement would be less
impactful on the community than a large number of individuals stopped).

Tables 23 through 25 examine these stops by precinct:

Table 23. Central Pracinet Race at Stop of Pedestrians { Patrol)

Race[Eﬁmlcity Count Percent
African Amencan/Black E2 o 17.6%
Afian p) 0.9%
Hispanic i3 8.0
Mallve American 5 23%
White 157 T1.0%
Unknown/Qther 5 2.3%
Total > o 0.0%

Table 24. East Precinct Race at Stop of Pedestrians { Patrol)

Raceleumlmv Count Percant
African Amercan/Black 12 19.1%
Astan 3 3.4%
‘Hispranic L 4.5%
“Rative Amersan t 11%
White 55 H1.8%
Amknown/Other 9 19.1%
Total 89 100,0%

_Table 25. North Precinet Race at Stop of Pedestrians ( Patrol)

‘Race/Ethoicity Count Percent
African Amanican/Black 37 I.6%
Addan & 3.3%
Hispanic i0 B.4%
Native Amerizan ¢ 1.7%
White & 82.1%
tnknownfGther 5 #.1%
Totd e m 1o

What does the data mean?

Benchmarking pedestrian stops is difficult without using observational data to
examine the proportion of individuals walking and/or violating pedestrian rules. The
PPB performs very limited enforcement of jaywalking and other offenses (although
some officers may enforce these rules and very occasionally a mission is run in
response to a pedestrian death). Anecdotally’, drug enforcement in areas with open
air drug markets* often involves pedestrian stops. Another major activity involving
stops of pedestrians are citations for having open alcohol containers. Officers also
focus on violent crime and contacting individuals in areas with where violent crime
(particularly gang crime) has occurred.

13 Based on the author's personal experiences and conversations with officers still working in patrol.

14| ow-level drug deals typically involve a seller and buy who know each other communicating via phone, text or alternate means and
arrangements to meet. Some areas {Old Town or the area beneath the Burnside Bridge for mstance) are open air drug markets where drug
-~buyers and sellers, who may or may not know each other, meet fo sell/buy drugs.
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Variations in where different racial groups live as well as different enforcement
priorities may account for some of the variation in stops between precincts.

Table 26 examines the demographic characteristics of pedestrians stopped by patrol
officers against the rate of victimization in violent crime by precinct:

Table 26. Stop of Pedestrians { Patrof) Compared with Victimization in a Part | Violent Crime as a Benchmark

Race/Ethnicity

Central/Viol Exposure Central/Stops East/ViolExposure East/Stops Nonth/Viol Exposure North/Stops

African American/Black

Asian

Hispanic

Native American
White

8.8% 17.6% 21.0% 19.1% 26.2% 30.6%
3.9% 0.9% 8.9% 3.4% 4.7% 3.3%
8.8% 5.9%% 10.1% 4.5% 9.9% 8.3%
14% 2.3% 1.9% 11% 3.0% 1.7%
77.1% 71.0% ] 61.5% 61.8% 56.1% 52.1%

15 This table has no Unknown/Other race category because officers identified the race ofall individuals victimized.

This table compares stop rates against exposure to violent crime (as measured by
victimization in Part | violent crimes reported to the police)®. For instance, when using
violent Part | crime it appears that:

« The percentage of stops consisting of African-American/Black pedestrians is
approximately twice the amount than would be expected in Central Precinct, slightly
greater than would be expected in North Precinct and is slightly less than would be
expected in East Precinct.

« The number of stops consisting of Asian and Native American pedestrians stopped is
small (10 stops for each group), making it difficult to draw meaningful conclusions.

« The percentage of stops consisting of Hispanic pedestrians stopped is below what
their prevalence as victims would indicate in all three precincts.

- The number of stops consisting of Asian pedestrians is lower than their violent
exposure rate in all three precincts and substantially lower in Central and East
precinct.

« Native Americans received more pedestrian stops than would be expected by their
violent exposure in Central precinct and less than would be expected in East and
North precinct.

» The percentage of stops consisting of White pedestrians stopped is slightly lower
than would be expected in Central and North Precincts and at a rate almost exactly
the same as exposure in East.

While there are substantial disparities in victimization for violent crime reported to the
police these disparities do not account for differences in stops of pedestrians in Central
Precinct. By examining the data more closely, it becomes apparent that nearly all the

disparities in stops of pedestrians observed in Central Precinct occurred in District 822.

o

31



Stops Data Collection: A Portland Police Bureau response

Tahle 27. Central Precinct Race at Stap of Pedestrians {Patrol) - the Impact of Qldtown

Foce/Ethnicity District 822 {Oldrown east of Broadway) Central without 822  Central/Violent Expasure
Count Percent Count Percent Percent

African American/Black 22 44.0% 17 9.%% 8.8%

Astan [} 0.0% 2 12% 3.9%

Hispanic 2 4.0% 11 6.4% 8.8%

Native American 1 2.0% 4 2.3% 1.4%

White 25 50.096 132 T1.2% 77.1%

unknown/Other 1] 0.0% 5 2.9% 0:.0%

Totd 50 100.0% 171 100.0% 100.0%

It is important to note that these are stops which occur in District 822 (not stops by
any particular officer working in District 822). This district, in the heart of Old Town,
is roughly composed of the area east and south of NW Broadway and north of West
Burnside Street. Historically, this area has experienced a high volume of complaints
regarding drug activity, street drinking and other livability issues.

Summary

The examination of pedestrian stops provides an excellent illustration of the many
potential pitfalls associated with determining appropriate benchmarks for police
units who are responsible for responding to issues beyond simply traffic enforcement.
While pedestrian stops are disproportionate to Census estimates, it is likely that
patrol units are responding to increased victimization in parts of the city which are
disproportionately inhabited by residents of color. However, even after accounting
for disparate victimization, certain parts of the city have disproportionate numbers
of people of color stopped. Better understanding the cause of these disparities is
important and the following sections will explore three potential contributing factors
that PPB officers, PSU researchers and the public have noted: differential exposure to
law enforcement, the impact of local gangs and the impact of racial bias.
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Differential exposure to law enforcement

One of the concerns that the Criminal Justice Policy Research report and others have
brought up is that in Portland, some communities of color may experience a greater
amount of exposure to law enforcement due to the geographical demographics in
Portland and the distribution of police services. Some of these differences in police
response may be due to variation in crime rates and calls for service; however, this
differential response can also have a negative impact on some community groups
more than others. It may benefit the Portland Police Bureau and the police and
community advisory groups to stay aware of how dispersion of patrol and calls for
service is impacting communities so that plans to mitigate unintended consequences
can be made.

Police presence in a neighborhood can be driven by different factors. One factor
influencing exposure to police is priority calls loads. Renauer (2012) utilized such
calls to measure police presence and community consensus around the need for
enforcement in an area. :

Crime and call loads are not evenly dispersed across the city of Portland. Police officers,
particularly in the patrol division, are assigned to different parts of the city based on
factors such as call load, violent crime, geography (certain areas are difficult to access
and require more police to reduce response times) as well as dynamic factors (in
particular the city has responded to increased gang violence by applying additional
police to those areas impacted).

This section aims to examine two questions:

1) Do people of color experience a greater amount of police exposure in Portland
due to how crime and non-police initiated calls for service are dispersed around
the city? There is some extra emphasis on seeing what the relationship is for
African Americans/Blacks because the data demonstrates that they have the most
consistent and greatest amount of disparities in this dataset. If people of color in
Portland are exposed to a greater amount of police presence, the Portland Police
Bureau may want to consider how they can mitigate the negative consequences of
this through patrol strategies and police and community member interactions.

2) If people of color are disproportionately impacted, it is also important to
examine how well neighborhood levels of stops and searches correlate with the
neighborhood crime and call loads. If these factors do not correlate well, the Police
Bureau may want to further investigate why this may be the case. Regardless of
how well they correlate, finding ways to reduce disparities and mitigate negative
consequences on police and community member interactions is critical.

Do people of color experience a greater amount of police exposure in Portland due to how
crime and non-police initiated calls for service are dispersed around the city?

Data on the numbers of Part | crimes (homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault,
burglary, larceny, vehicle theft, arson), non-police initiated calls for service, stops,
searches, and the racial/ethnic resident population counts by neighborhood
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were collected for the dates between August 5 to December 31, 2011%. The data
was aggregated to 96 Portland neighborhoods. The 20 neigborhoods with the
greatest number of African Americans/Blacks in Portland were identified. These
20 neighborhoods' are where approximately 67 percent of the African American/
Blacks in Portland reside. Table 28 below provides the percentage of Part | crimes,
calls for service, patrol stops, discretionary patrol searches, and other racial/ethnic
characteristics for these neighborhoods.

Table 28, Characteristics of 20 Neighborhoads in Portland with the Largest African American/Black Population"

Characteristic Percent
% of Portland's Land Mass 37%
% of Portland's Population 38%
% of Parttand's African American/Black Population 67%
% of Portland's Hispanic Population 58%
% of Partland's Native American Population 51%
% of Partland's Asian Population 46%
% of Portland's White Pepulation 32%
% of Portland's Part 1 Crimes 20%
% of Portland’s Violent Crimes 48%
% of Partland's Aggravated Assualts involving Firearms’ 76%
% of Porltand’s Attempted Murder involving Firearms® 80%
% of Calls for Service in Portland 41%
% of Stops Conducted In Portland {by patrol) 51%
%% of Discretionary Searchas Conducted in Portland (by patrol) 62%

s Population data estimated using 2010 Census data. Crimes and calls compited using SQLserver/CAMIN 2 PPB data For Aug. 5, 2011 to Dec.
31,2011, Data isprasentad atthe offense (as opposed to incident).

*This definition Tollows federal guidelines for aggravated and does not necessarily Invalve a person being shot. Shooting at a person or even
menacing & person may qualily as an aggeavated assault with a fiream. Attempied Murder may more closely resemble the layperson's
tmpression-of what constitues an assauitwith a frearm

fiis important to remember that thers was oniy 10 of these offenses citywide during the period examined.

The main findings:

« As well as being the residence for 67% of the African American/Black population,
approximately 58% of Hispanics, 51% of Native American, 46% of Asians, and 32% of
Whites in Portland reside in these 20 neighborhoods.

1 To examine the impact of priority calls on police deployment, all priority police calls in the city of Portfand between August 5, 2017, to
December 31, 2011 were extracted from police records. Calls generated by police {called self-initiated calls) were excluded so that the data
set contained only calls to the police. This eliminated discretion on the part of officers and created a measure of demand for police services,

This resulted in 60,568 calls. Calls assigned to other agencies (such as medical calls, calls assigned to other police agencies such as Port

of Portland Police, Portland State University Campus Safety, Federal Agencies etc.) were removed as were calls which were dlassified as
information only (broadcast but no officers were dispatched to the location). This created a data set of 52,639 calls. This data set was input
into a mapping program and 48,809 calls were successfully attributed to a neighborhood (92.7%).

Demographic data at the neighborhood level was estimated by using 2010 Census data at the Census Block level, The Census blocks were
converted to point data and joined to a map file of Portland neighborhoods, This resulted in an estimate of the demographic composition of
each Portland neighborhood.

(rime data is collected at the neighborhood level by the PPB. This data was taken from PPB reports.

Stop data consists of PPB traffic stops by patrol officers (this excludes Traffic Division stops) between August 5, 2011 and December 31, 2011,
Search data consists only of descretionary searches {consent searches and weapon pat downs) which could be geocoded. 86.9% of these
searches could be geecoded to a neighborhood.

V7 These 20 neighborhoods were Cully, Portsmouth, Powellhurst-Gilbert, Hazelwood, King, Concordia, Piedmont, Woedlawn, Humboldt,
sonsn - ENTENNTaL, St. Johns, Lents, Kenton, Montavilla, Wilkes, Parkrose, Boise, Argay, Eliot, and Madison South. ..
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« Approximately 40 percent of Part | crimes and 48% of violent crimes that are reported
to the police in Portland occur in these neighborhoods.

« Approximately 41 percent of the calls for police services in Portland come from these
neighborhoods.

- Approximately 51 percent of stops and 62 percent of searches conducted in Portland
are in these neighborhoods.

« Approxmately 76 percent of Portland’s Aggravated Assaults with firearms (guns) and
80 of Portland Attempted Murder with Firearms occurred in these neighborhoods.

These 20 neighborhoods are approximately 21 percent of the 96 neighborhoods in
Portland. However, they encompass approximately 37.2% of the land mass and 38%
of the total population of all 96 Portland neighborhoods. Given this information, the
percentages of Part | crimes and calls for services are approximately what would be
expected. Violent crime, stops and searches are disproportionately higher for these
20 neighborhoods (this is not the case in each of these neighborhoods individually).
Although the amount of Part | crimes and calls for service to these areas are relatively
proportionate to what would be expected for these areas if these crimes and calls
for service were evenly distributed in Portland, the findings still point out that some
communities of color are likely experiencing a disproportionate amount of exposure
to the police.

During this time frame, approximately two-thirds of the searches in Portland occurred
in these 20 neighborhoods. This suggests two questions: 1) how well does the police
presence with respect to stops and searches correlate with the Part | crime, violent
crime and calls for service in a given area and 2) what can the Police Bureau do to
mitigate the negative consequences of a greater police presence on individuals who
are not engaging in crime.

How well do neighborhood levels of stops and searches correlate with the neighborhood
Part | crime, violent crime and calls for service?

The table below lists the correlation coefficients for how well patrol stops and patrol
discretionary searches® correlate with Part | crimes, violent Part | crimes, and calls

for service to an area. For these correlations, all variables were standardized by 1,000
people in the population to control for neighborhood population differences. A
correlation value of 0 would mean that there is no relationship between the factors
(e.g. patrol stops and Part | crimes) and a correlation value of 1 would mean that there
is a perfect relationship between the two factors (e.g. if patrol stops and Part | crimes
had a correlation of 1, the amount of stops in a neighborhood could perfectly predict
the amount of crime in the neighborhood).

Overall, the data demonstrates that the number of patrol stops increase with

the amount of Part | crime, violent Part | crime, and calls for service in an area.

The correlations are not perfect; however, they do demonstrate a considerable
relationship. The relationship between discretionary searches and Part | crimes and

18 piscretionary searches are search types where the officer is not mandated by policy to conduct a search (for instance, officers
are required to search individuals they arrest prior to transporting them to jail. This category consists of consent searches and

......... Weapon pat downs by patrol officers and excludes search types such as probable cause and plain view searches,
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calls for service are somewhat weaker. The weaker correlation may be partly dueto a
large portion of Part | crimes consisting of crimes such as shoplifts reported by large
retail establishments. Such crimes generate a police response and report, but are rarely
associated with stops and/or searches. However, it was found that overall discretionary
searches are more common in areas with more Part | crimes and calls for service. The
strongest correlation is between the patrol discretionary searches and the violent
crimes rates in an area. This would support the hypothesis that as the amount of
violent crime in an area increases the chance of an officer conducting a discretionary
search also increases. Further analysis may want to examine whether the hit rates in
areas with a greater amount of violent crime compare to areas with lower amounts of
violent crime.

Table 29. Correlation of Patrol Stops and Discretionary Searches to
Crime and Calls for Service Controlling for Population

Characteristic . Spearman's r
Patrol Stops and Part | Crime 0.672
Patrol Stops and Violent Crime 0.744
Patrol Stops and Calls Tor Service 0.740
Patrol Discretionary Searches and Part | Crime 0.572
Patrol Discretionary Searches and Violent Crime 0.7
Patrol Discretionary Searches and calls for Service _05%

Next steps: Further analysis and strategies for mitigating the unintended consequences of
a greater police presence among communities of color.

A primary goal of this report is to stimulate a discussion around steps which can

be taken to reduce disparities in stop and search outcomes while simultaneously
improving public safety outcomes. There appears to be a growing consensus that
programs such as Focused Deterrance, Hot Spot Policing and Problem-Oriented
Policing can have a positive impact on violent crime (Telep & Weisburd, 2012). Most
of these strategies, while potentially effective at reducing crime and disorder, have an
unknown impact on underrepresented populations and may negatively impact police
legitimacy (for Hot Spot Policing see: Kotchel, 2011).

As Renauer et al., 2009, found, this lack of information would argue for the importance
of improved police/community dialogue around which strategies should be employed
in order to better protect and serve the community. It would also argue for examining
the impact of these strategies on both crime and disparities in contact between police
and communities of color. Such an examination would benefit both the public, by
making the costs of crime reduction strategies on community/police relations more
explict, and patrol officers, many of who believe they are being accused of being racist
for carrying out strategies which have been endorsed by city leadership. Finally, such
an explicit accounting would force police leaders to develop new and more effective
strategies for addressing public safety in a more equitable fashion™.

19 Alternately, it may be that no single simple solution exists and police leaders may need to manage the benefits of immediate, deterrent
based crime preventions efforts against longer term issues such as the legitimacy of police in communities impacted by crime.
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Impact of local gang issues

Many people have inquired about how the demographics in local gangs impact the
disparities in the stops data. This section provides an overview of the racial/ethnic
demographics of those that have been identified by the Portland Police Bureau

as being a gang member®, the crimes they have been associated with during the
timeframe this report focuses on, and the amount of disparity that relates to units that
are designated to focus on gang enforcement.

Table 30 provides some examples of initiatives that were directed at reducing violent

crime during this time perioa:

Table 30. Initiatives Directed at Violent Crime - Active August 1st, 2011 to December 31st, 2011

Approximate Date/Time Frame Nar;;fe ::n?li;;wn Primary Unit/Division Nu;:wft;z;z:g:f;c) ars Focus of Mission
June 1through the Summer, 2011 Operation Cool Tactical Operations GangUnitplusi0  Respondedto
Down Division /Mult. Co. Parole additionalsworn  eight shootings
Officers/County officers {8 patrot including a
Prosecutors/Gang officars) hemicide inatwo-
_____________ Qutraach/All Pracinets . weekpegiod,
Septemberl, 2013 NotNamed Morth Precinct/ Tactical Mot tracked increased patrol
Operations Division following the
shooting-of six
""""" Octobe r 2428, 2011 “Faliow-upte  AllPrecingts/ Tactical | Nottracked increased patrol
Ope ration Cood Operations Division of gang hotspots
et asseesenesebasnantr s sresessansacaransassarsssnsssonsararieroenner DOV L Lol 2 [T rensit/Geng Quireach ceenennFOlOWINg A stANE
December 15-24, 2011 Mot Named Tactical Operations Not tracked Police arrested 31
Diviston/Federal people with ties
Prosécutors to 8 focat gang

noted for.its high

Intensive patrol of areas can increase disproportionate contact with people of

color. This does not mean that these techniques should be abandoned, but does
reinforce the importance of a community-wide discussion of how to address this
kind of violence in such a way as to minimize the disparate impact of enforcement.
For instance, at the end of December, 2011, PPB officers focused on arresting gang
members associated with a particularly violent gang set. This gang is an “LA style”
gang whose membership is predominately African American/Black. Officers assigned
to these missions are expected to conduct traffic stops, often “pre-text” stops which
use minor violations as a reason for the stop, and conduct consent searches aimed

at recovering weapons. Because weapons are a very infrequent “hit” on searches this
focus can create low overall hit rates as other items (such as alcohol or drugs) are much
more commonly found.

The following section examines the demographics composition of identified
gang members in Portland as well as the impact of gang related enforcement on
communities of color.

20The PPB has restructured their gang designation process. It requires more evidence of gang membership than the previous process and
also notifies individuals of their designation and provides for an appeals process (to a non-police affiliate hearings officer) if individuals
believe they have been unjustly decumented. For more information, refer to PPB Pohcy and Procedure 640.05, avarlable onlme at:
http:/fwww.portlandoregon.gov/police/article/112753 -~ ~ == - e
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Portland gang demographics*

Table 31 below displays the racial/ethnic breakdown of designated gang members

in the city of Portland. Most of these individuals are well known to the police and

may be subject to repeated stops. The Bureau's emphasis on reducing gang violence
results in increased contact between police and these individuals. It also increases the
police presense in areas which these individuals frequent. Approximately 48 percent
of identified gang members are African American/Black, 32 percent are Hispanic,

14 percent are White, 4 percent are Asian, and 1 percent are Native American. The
percentage of identified gang members in Portland who are Black and Hispanic are
concerning considering their proportions to the population in Portland. This disparity
is believed to be related to an influx of California-style gangs from the mid 1980’ and
early 1990's and is disproportionately impacting youth that are vulnerable in social
structures such as education, poverty, and intergenerational gang influences. The PPB
collaborates with the City of Portland Office of Youth Violence Prevention, Multnomah
County services and community based stakeholders to address these underlying
issues that lead youth to enter a gang impacted life style. Some of these programs are:
the Gang Violence Task Force (a public forum); the Street Level Gang Qutreach Grant
Program; Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.); the Court Probation
Mentoring Program (a collaborative effort involving City, County, 11-45 faith-based
community volunteer program and secular community leaders); 11-45 Program; the
Black Male Achievement Technical Service Grant Program sponsored by the National
League of Cities and hosted by the City of Portland; the Gang Impacted Families
Team Program; and collaborative response training programs associated with the
Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children (CSEC)%.

Prior to the mid-1980's; the known gangs to the PPB were primarily motorcycle

gangs; such as the Gypsy Jokers, Free Souls, and Outsiders which arose in the area
around the 1950s and 1960s. The local gang members associated with these gangs

in Portland were, and still are, predominantly White. These gangs are still patrolled;
however, they are less visible, more underground, and engage in less street violence.
When the California-style gangs came to the area they were more visible and engaged
in more street violence. The motorcyle gangs are still present in Portland and their
membership has remained fairly steady over the years.

2 The system Portland uses for gang designations intentionally removes the designation from individuals if those designations are not
refreshed with new, relevant information regarding gang and criminal activity. Because of this the PPB CAU could not figure out how identify
gang members during the study period. The gang numbers provided are as of 06/27/13 and are subject to changes.

22 program information obtained from the ity of Portland’s Office of Youth Violence Prevention and the Captain of the Gang Task Force. The
following sites provide more information on some of these programs:
http://www.portiandonline.com/safeyouth/index.cfm?c=49739
http://www.nationalgangcenter.gov/Comprehensive-Gang-Model/About
hitp://www.ojjdp.gov/mpg/CeaseFire—Chicago-MPGProgramDetail-835.aspx
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/police/community-involvement/cincinnati-initiative-to-reduce-violence/
http://www.nlc.org/media-center/news-search/eleven-cities-to-address-disparities-affecting-young-black-men-and-boys
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Table 31, Racial/Ethnic Breakdown of Identified Portiand Gang

Members® RO
Rxe/Ethnidty , Comnt  Percentage
sftican American/Black 307 A8 4%
Asratt pi3 4.1%
Hispranic 205 32.3%
Nalive Arperican [ 1.9%
\White 90 14.2%
Totat B3 1000%

e e

Portiand gang crimes

Crimes are coded GVRT (Gang Violence Response Team) when a responding officer
suspects that a crime may have a gang association and the gang team sergeant
determines that a serious violent crime has a gang nexus. When a responding officer
makes a referral to GVRT, the referral results in a specialized team of gang investigators
responding to the crime to conduct further investigation. For example, a shooting or
stabbing at a location where there was a party known to be associated with gang or
serious assaults on individuals with a gang association may lead to a GVRT response.

Table 32 provides a the number of all known victims and suspects to GVRT crimes
committed from August 5 to December 31,2011.

Table 32. GVRT Victim and Suspect Demographles’ o 5 o
GVRT Victims GVRT Suspects
Race/Ethnleit >
fethnleity _ Gounts  Posentoges  Counts _Percentages

“Aifcon Mgerican/Back )] 67, ¥ SR7%
Awdn 1 175 iy 11124
Hispanit 4 &55% & [X¢29
Hative American ¥4 A9% ] L1
wiare H & 5 153
nknovm/{ther B BE ¥ 19 p2. %o
s ) s3] & 10008

Toraring firie timeputing, Rig, $th, B01T 10 Dad. 318, 20V L thate wive 46 GVIRT rénpontes Rnsponses can fave
e M cneyielin or sedpec. Thi oo redaten  Wheie b penns fnd @ of which
resuttal  hemicides), oot 31360008y 409 ae enAGing Wit & irem . Pheg fefencnt g subntatial gonien
of a8t Brayrme relatod ctisne in e Uity ot Fortland dasing the aoripd shadied.

The racial/ethnic breakdown of the victims and suspects is relatively similar for
most categories. The most disparity is found in the African American/Black and
Unknown/Other categories. During this time period, it would appear that there is

a disproportionate amount of gang associated crimes that are impacting African
American/Black people. This may relate to part of the disparities in patrol stops and
searches.

Gang and beat patrol units

The gang and beat patrol units’ stops data analysis was separated from the patrol
data to help understand the impact of gang enforcement. The gang enforcement
unit focuses almost solely on gang enforcement and the beat patrols specialize in
precinct specific issues which can include gang enforcement (and did include gang
enforcement for at least one precinct during this time period).

http://web.multco.us/csec
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Table 33 provides the racial/ethnic demographic breakdown of stops by gang and
beat patrol units from August 5 to December 31, 2011.

Table 33, Citywide Race at Stop of Driver (Gang Oriented Units')

Racefethnlely  Count , .. Percent
African American/Black 401 38.1%
Asian 37 3.5%
Hispanic 48 9.3%
‘Native American 6 0.6%
“‘White A56 43.3%
Unknown/Other Ly 5.1%
Totdl U 100.0%

Fltw dyta wrs pot Y e o condutthi bins el angli, Collucting the supropaate daty rescdtedm
418 I0a 3 0T APOAONHTI Ll 256 &F e STO0N,

The racial/ethnic breakdown of drivers that were stopped by gang and beat

patrol officers was approximately 38 African American/Black, 4 percent Asian, 9
percent Hispanic, 1 percent Native American, 43 percent White, and 5 percent were
categorized as Unknown/Other. What this racial/ethnic breakdown would be expected
to look like is difficult to determine since beat cars are focused on various crime issues.

Table 34 provides the racial/ethnic breakdown of patrol stops excluding the gang and
beat units units from August 5 to December 31, 2011.

Tabls 24, titywide Race at Stap of Driver {Traffic vs, Patrol vs. Gang Oriented Units')

Race/Ethnltity Trafﬂc'ulnitsv Patrol without Gang Units  Gang/Pro-active Units

S e derEEnt o Percent I i <)) | S
African American/Black 218 15,3% 1%

‘Aslan 1% 51% 3.5%

-Hispanic A.9% 7.6% 23%

Native Amoncan 1% 0.4% 0.6%

Mhite 7R.3% 65.9% 43.3%
UnknopnfOther 54% 5.7% 5.1%
Jotak L. LAY 100.0%

e AaTA W A3 ralpas ToRitagthe dpprogins Jatarasultecin g ides o

ANEERERATE e R0 A ST

Figure One presents the above data graphically:

Wharatidrat Pr-donee)

HErE-LTtwE

0.1% 0.43% 0.6%

, African-Americsn/Black As=izn Hispanic Nztive Amarican Whit= Unknawn/Other
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By accounting for the gang and beat units, the disparity in African-American/Black
drivers stopped by all patrol slightly decreases (by approximately 2 percent) and the
amount of stops of Whites slightly increases. The percentage of stops for all other
racial/ethnic groups remains about the same. For African-American/Black, Hispanic
and Native American drivers it would appear that the percentage of individuals
stopped increases as units become less focused on traffic offenses and more focused
on gang and/or pro-active activity. This does not appear to be the case for Asian,
White or Unknown/Other race drivers.

Table 35 provides the breakdown of searches by gang and beat patro! units from

....... “Se vy J MIIILI IV

August 5 to December 31, 2011.

Tabie 35, Reasons for Searches of Drlvers by Gang Orlentad Units' (% by Ethnitelty /Race)

Consent No Search Plain View Probable Cause Weapons Pat Down Total
RACE/ETHNICITY

Count Percent  Count  Percent Count Percent Count Percant Count  Pement Count  Percent
Afrizan Amarizan/Biack 7 26.7% 71 67.6% 1 0.3 4 35 2 2.0 £01 30008
Asian 13 2.7% 36 97.3% 0 0.0% g 0.0 ) 0.0 37 100.05%
Hizpaniz 32 12, 2% &1 827% 2 2056 b3 18 2 2.0 a8 1000
Kative Amaritan a 0.0% 5 B.3% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% [¢] 0.0% & 300.0%
White ) 7.5% 404 BR.6% 2 0.4% i3 238 3 9.7% 456 0002
Unkagwi/Qther 3 678 43 72.6% i 198 i 1o% 1) 005 54 0005
Total 163 15.55% 830 79.8% L] {.6% 30 L.9% 13 1.2% 1052 100.0%

3 The dats wis 70t Istup o canductiis kingd of anayEls. Cotecting the spprepriate datavasuitad in the tos e of appamimately 25holthe stops.

The Main Findings:

+The gang and beat patrol units conduct searches, particularly consent searches,
much more frequently than the rest of the patrol. This is not surprising given
their mission of pro-actively addressing issues such as gang violence. These units
conducted searches (of any kind, not just consent searchers) on approximately 20
percent of their stops while other patrol units (not including gang and beat patrol)
conducted searches on approximately 8 percent of their stops and traffic units
conduct searches on just 1.5% of their stops. Traffic, Gang Units, Beat Units and patrol
operate differently as they are addressing different issues® with different tactics.

« All racial/ethnic groups, with the exception of Native Americans, were searched at a
greater rate by the gang and beat patrol units, compared to the rest of patrol.

+ As Table 35 indicates 26.7 percent of the African-American/Black drivers that were
stopped, 2.7 percent of Asian drivers, 12.2 percent of Hispanic drivers, 0 Native
American drivers, 7.5% of White drivers and 16.7 percent of drivers that were
classified as Unknown/Other received a consent search.

23 For instance, Traffic Division focuses primarily on traffic-related citywide concemns, Gang Units focus primarily on gang-related citywide
concerns, Beat Units focus on gang issues, drug complaints or specific issues/concerns at the precinct level, Patrol units are assigned a
spedific district and focus on the problems in that district. Different districts have different problems, thus increasing the complexity of the
analysis of stops and searches conducted by these patrol units.
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Table 36 provides the breakdown of searches by patrol officers from August 5 to
December 31, 2011 when the gang and beat patrol units are removed from the table.

Table 36. Percentage of Stops Resulting in a Consent Search (% by Race/Ethnicity)

Traffic Units Patrol Units without Gang Gang/Pro-Active Units
RACE/ETHNICITY 52 Table 14 for fult data set) ‘“"‘"':;i?:;ﬁ';";”;g;i?;;ﬁ“'“ o rcesTable 35 for full dataseq
Percent Percent Percent
African Ametican/Black 10% 8.2% B
Asan 0.0% 1.4%% 7%
Higpapic 0.93% 6.7% 12,2
Native American 5.6% 4.8% 0.0%
White 0.5% 3,9% 7.5
Unknown/Other 0.1% 1.9% 16.7%
Total' 0.5% 4.6% 15,59

PThis represeats e percentagool s1oDs for each racial sroup whichresultina constntsaarch

When accounting for the gang and beat patrol units, the percentages of drivers that
receive a consent search decreases for African-American/Black, Asian, Hispanic, White
drivers and those classified as Unknown/Other. The most substantial decreases were for
those classified as African American/Black or Unknown/Other. The amount of consent
searches decreased by 3.8 percentage points for African-Americans/Black drivers and 1.3
percentage points for Unknown/Other drivers.

Discussion

There is significant community concern regarding gang activity. At the same time there

is also significant community concern regarding racial disparities in police stops and
searches. Additionally, gang activity is among the leading causes of serious violent crime
in Portland®. This creates pressure for the PPB to address gang problems pro-actively.
Internally, the PPB places a high value on officers engaging in self-initiated activity when
not responding to radio calls. Traffic stops are the most common form of self-initiated
activity. While some portion of such stops is aimed at directly addressing concerns related
to traffic, many stops are focused on issues such as gang violence.

While disparity in victimization associate with gang violence is troubling, the use of
aggressive traffic enforcement as a tool to address gang violence may create racial
disparities in stops and searches. These disparities may be exacerbated if officers not
assigned to the gang unit also engage in such activity as part of their regular patrol
activities. Finally, if the PPB also places additional officers in those areas with significant
amounts of violent crime the potential exisits for not just increased exposure to law
enforcement (as shown in Table 29), but also for that exposure to be qualitatively different
by using stops and searches used as tactics to address violent crime as opposed to traffic
related issues. The PPB needs to be cognizant of (and constantly manage) these risks.
Clearly, gang violence must be addressed and additional enforcement appears to have
helped suppress this violence in the past. However, to be effective in the long term, the
PPB must also maintain legitimacy in the eyes of the public.

The PPB may want to examine how it utilizes its self-initiated activity so that such activity
matches community concerns as closely as possible. Additionally, the PPB must remain
aware that when engaging in additional enforcement efforts it is also necessary to spend
time communicating with, and addressing the concerns of, those communities impacted
by the additional enforcement (Renauer et al.,, 2009; Renauer, 2012).

24 The Crime Analysis Unit has observed this in prior analyses and gang related activity is consistently correlated with firearms related crime;
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Impact of racial bias

One of the main concerns around racial disparities is how often is conscious or most
often unconscious racial bias impacting police in their decision making process.

The issue of racial bias is critical and organizations of all types are becoming more
aware of how it can impact hiring practices, job satisfaction and productivity, and the
services they provide. As mentioned previously, researchers across the nation have
been discussing the importance of not relying on aggregate level of police stop and
search data to be an indication of whether and how much racial profiling occurs in

an agency. The methodological issues around this are numerous and require a longer
discussion on research methodology. In short, at an aggregate level, this data may
show no disparites yet racial profiling can be occuring in a police agency or it can show
disparities without racial profiling occuring. It simply cannot be relied on as a tool for
measuring how often racial profiling occurs. This does not mean that efforts to reduce
and address individual racial bias should be discarded.

This also does not mean that police agencies and community members should discard
the practice of collecting this data and examining it at an agency level. This data

can be extremely valuable for understanding the disparite impact of various patrol
strategies, examining search and contraband recovery rates, measuring the impact of
special missions, and examining disparities in stop outcomes. Some of these analyses
do lead to discussions and more indepth analyses that help identify racial bias, better
patrol strategies, and more systemic city level issues. The data also provides fairly
accurate information for how often officers stop, search, recover contraband, arrest,
etc. and the associated racial breakdowns. This is critical for creating meaningful
dialogue around many issues related to police patrol, whether it be an internal agency
dialogue or one between the police and community members.

The Portland Police Bureau is currently engaged in a relatively new initiative to
increase diversity and address racial disparities at an organizational level. The PPB is
also following up on the 2009 Plan to Address Racial Profiling, of which this report is
a product. The current organizational level initiative began in July of 2011, when the
Portland Police Bureau requested the assistance of the Human Rights Commission’s
(HRC) Community and Police Relations Committee (CPRC) to develop a plan to address
institutional racial issues, increase diversity, and create a more inclusive environment
within the Portland Police Bureau. Addressing institutional race issues is a critical step
in improving the PPB’s services to the community and addressing some of the issues
that were to be addressed in the PPB 2009 Plan to Address Racial Profiling. The CPRC
designated a subcommittee to work on these issues. The Subcommittee consists of
CPRC members and Bureau members, and is presently working to develop both an
equity plan for the Bureau and training for all Bureau members.
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Below is a summary of CPRC Subcommittee’s work.
« CPRC Strategic Equity Plan for the PPB

= The strategic equity plan consists of two main components: 1) a training
component and 2) organizational change strategies. The training component is
crucial in that employees can only decrease implicit bias, identify institutional
racial issues, and apply an equity lens to policies and procedures when they know
what those concepts are, and are taught skills applicable to their particular line of
work The subcommittee acknowledges that no one training wiII address all of the
the objectives that PPB will address in their tralnmg plan. Not all of the objectives
will be thoroughly covered in the initial training. Multiple trainings will be needed
to address additional needs.

= The organizational change strategies will include elements such as changing or
reviewing policies or procedures that may contribute to inequitable outcomes,
implementing systems to identify areas of disparity, and programs to address
identified issues. An example of an organizational change strategy is setting up
personnel’s data collection system so that it would be possible to analyze if racial
disparities occur within the hiring process, and if so, identify exactly where these
disparities occur to inform effective counter strategies.

+ CPRC Training Subcommittee Workgroup

= The training workgroup developed an initial training for the Portland Police
Bureau on institutional racial issues. This initial training is designed to provide
participants with an understanding of what institutional racism is, how it plays out
in organizations, and how to identify and address racial issues within an agency.
The initial outline for this training stems from the City of Seattle’s Race and Social
Justice Initiative, which serves all City of Seattle employees. Several of the training
workgroup members attended a training from Seattle to become more familiar
with the work being done there. The CPRC Subcommittee adapted the Seattle
model, yet expanded and changed several elements to include elements very
specific to Portland - including historical demographic shifts in neighborhoods,
and information on how to provide more opportunities for learning how to apply
the information to one’s own workplace. This training was first pilot tested in late
November 2012, and was delivered to Command Staff (approximately 60) the week
of December 10 of 2012. All sergeants were trained in 2013. Officers will begin
going through the training in 2014.

In addition to working with the Community and Police Relations Committee on the
initiative described previously, the PPB is also engaged in the following related efforts:

- The PPB’s Equity Leadership Council has identified the need for developing an officer
mentorship program to address some of the disparities in the promotional process.

- The PPB’s Equity Leadership Council is organizing opportunities for officers to engage
in a series of InterGroup Dialogue sessions with other officers. These sessions offer
officers with the opportunity to have indepth discussions around race, understand
the prevalence and impact of racial bias today, and explore implicit biases.
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+ The PPB’s Field Training Officer (FTO) program has begun partnering with the CJPRI to
offer classes to the FTO’s on implicit bias, biased based policing, U.S. and local racial
history and how it pertains to police and community member interactions today,
peer accountability, and the 14th Amendment.

+«The PPB has made a budget request for an equity analyst in its 2014-15 budget
package.

Finally, the PPB has continued to work on its Racial Profiling Plan Strategies. The
original document can be located at this website:

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/index.cfm?&a=230887

Appendix E has the entire plan with updates as to the status of each item as of 2013.
Below are some highlights of the work that has been done:

« Modified hiring requirements to enlarge the applicant pool (including creating a path
for individuals who serve as reserves or cadets, but do not possess the educational or
military service requirements to gain employment).

« Working with the CPRC to develop new trainings around equity issues (trainings have
already been administered to command officer).

« Provide additional training around searches and “mere consent” to ensure the
constitutionality of PPB searches.

A full list is available in Appendix E.
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Appendix A - Additional analyses

This section catalogs requests made for future analysis and will attempt to track the
progress made on meetings these request or provide a reason why the PPB is unable
to meet them.

Request #1a

Request: Provide a single table that displays the percentages and counts of stops and
discretionary searches by race.

Status m nd will be included in future reports in

Status: The following table meets this request and
the executive summary:

Citywide Stops and Searches of All Individuals (Drivers and Pedestrians) by both Traffic and Patrol Units

4

. Stops Searches
Race/Ethnicity Count Percent Count Parcent
African Amerlcan/Black 3066 12.0% 427 13.9%
Asfan 1133 A.4% 21 1.9%
Hispanic 1576 6.2% 136 8.6%
Native American 76 0.3% 10 13.2%
White 18353 71.7% 720 3.9%
Unknown/Qther 1402 5.5% 48 3.4%
Total* 25606 100.0% 1362 5.3%

* 6 stops where race of inidividual contacted was missing were removed.

Citywide Stops and Searches of All Individuals (Drivers and Pedestrians) for Patrol Units

e Stops Searches
Race/Ethnicity Count Percent Count Percent
African American/Black 2068 17.7% 388 18.8%
Asian 561 4.8% 17 3.0%
Hispanic 901 7.7% 113 12.5%
Native American 58 0.5% 8 13.8%
White 7464 63.8% S80 7.8%
Unknown/Othear 653 5.6% 45 6.9%
Total 11705 100.0% 1151 9.8%

Citywide Stops and Searches of All Individuals {Drivers and Pedestrians) for Traffic Units

- Stops Searches
Race/Ethnicity Count Percent Count Parcent
African American/Black 958 7.6% 39 3.5%
Asian 572 a4.3% 4 0.7%
Hispanic 875 5.1% 23 3.4%
Native American 18 0.1% 2 11.1%
White 10889 82.5% 140 1.3%
Unknown/Other 39 0.3% 3 7.7%
Total™ 13191 100.0% 211 1.6%

* 6 stops where race of inidividual contacted was missing were removed.
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Comment: This table examines the percentage of individuals stopped by race and the
percentage of each race of individuals stopped who are searched (i.e. when an Asian
driver is stopped they are searched 1.9% of the time not that 1.9% of searches are
Asian drivers). Future reports can include this table in the executive summary with
data by year if desired.

This will be presented annually in an executive summary and will incorporate parts of
Request 1b (see below).
Request #1b

Request: Track data on a year-to-year basis to help determine if progress is being made
in reducing disparity.

Status: The 2012 Stops Data Report will include 2011 data for comparison.

Comment: The data used in the report is structured differently from previous data
sets (including a massive reduction in Unknown race drivers) and does not support
comparisons to previous years. Next year's report will include data for comparison
purposes but even then it is important to remember that the data from 2011 is from
only 5 months of the year and seasonal variations may be result in differences in stops
and searches. Starting in the 2013 the data should be suitable for comparisons.

This will be presented annually in an executive summary (see Request 1c).

Request #1c
Request: Develop an executive summary

Status: An executive summary will be added to the beginning of future versions of this
document.

Comment: Request 1a, 1b and 1¢ will form the basis of future executive summaries.
This should provide an easily accessible source for high level data tracking stops over
time. This document does not include an executive summary because the focus of this
report is to explain changes in how stops data is being collected and analyzed.

Request #2

Request: Improve the Bureau's ability to differentiate between Native America and
Hispanic persons.

Status: The PPB is open to exploring ways to its identification of Native American
drivers and pedestrians but unsure on how to accomplish this goal without potentially
causing more distress to minority drivers and pedestrians.

Comment;: This is difficult to address and also related to another issue (although not a
formal request at this point) related to other under-represented racial/minority groups
(for instance, individuals from Southeast Asia or Eastern Europe).
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Request #3

Request: Examine dispatch or report data to see what the demographic breakdown of
subjects reported to the police is.

Status: Unresolved

Comment: To accomplish this with the PPB’s existing reporting system would require
hand searches of reports and be very labor intensive. The implementation of a new
records system is underway. The Crime Analysis Unit will explore options for using this
new system to accomplish this in a less labor-intensive manner.

Request #4

Request: Determine a way to differentiate individuals stopped repeated so that data
can be examined both the level of the individual and the stop.

Status: The PPB is exploring adding a new field to the stops data report to identify
individuals who have been stopped within the last year.

Comment: This possible change represents only a partial fix. While it will be able to
identify when the officer conducting the stop has contacted the person before it will
not be able to determine if different officers have stopped the individual. To gather
the data necessary to determine this would place an additional reporting burden on
the officers, our records personnel and would also impose additional burdens on the
individual stopped (e.g. having to answer more questions, possibly provide additional
personal information etc.).

Request #5
Request: Explore a means to quantify mere conversation contacts.
Status: Unresolved

Comment: Capturing this level of data on all mere conversation contacts is not
feasible. There are simply too many such contacts and the costs involved would be
prohibitive. One possible solution would be to capture data on searches resulting
from mere conversation contacts. This would provide data suitable for stop analysis
but would provide data to analyze searches. To accomplish this would require either
that other sections of this report be removed to reduce workload or additional
resources for the Crime Analysis Unit to assist in analysis. Finally, additional resources
would be required at the level of patrol to account for the additional workload such
reporting requirements would impose. .

Request #6
Request: Add a glossary of terms.

Status: A glossary has been added to this document as an appendix and can be
expanded as needed.

Comment: The glossary will be updated as additional questions about terminology
are identified.
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Request #7
Request: Add a number of passengers field.
Status: This is being explored (see Appendix C) and will be added if possible.

Comment: Analysis of Corvallis Police Department data has demonstrated that the
number of passengers can be a salient factor in stops and searches analysis.

Request #8
Request: Address issues with duplicate stops.

Status: A meeting was held August 21,2013, and it was determined to use the
incident number of the stop and the status of the person stopped (Driver, Passenger
and Pedestrian) as a key for stops. This will prevent duplicate stops.

Comments: There is not perfect fix for this issue. Officer may occasionally stop
multiple vehicles and/or pedestrians. This system will limit such stops to one driver,
pedestrian and passenger per stop.

The benefit of this system is that it will prevent multiple entries for the same stop. An
analysis of duplicate stops reveal that a number of stops appeared to be for the same
incident where the officer simply hit the “send” button every 15 or 20 seconds. This
created multiple entries for the same incident, potentially damaging the quality of the
data. This solution ensures the integrity of the data.

Request #9
Request: Utilize mapping to represent stops data graphically.

Status: The CAU has produced such maps and can easily produce others. Below is
an example of map produce for an earlier version of this report which explored the
relationship between calls and stops:

50



Portland Police Bureau | February 2014

Comments: Other maps can be produced, however, it is important to remember that
certain map types can be deceptive (for instance maps of neighborhoods that do not
control for factors such as population, land area or calls for service).

Request #10

Request: Include a table with hit rates for discretionary searches (weapons pat downs
and consent searches) for Patrol Division,

Status: See the table below:

Citywide Hit Rates for Consent and Weapons Pat Down Searches of Drivers {Patrol)

Total
Raca/Ethnicity Total Hits Weapons Hits Discretionary  Total HitRate  Weapon Hit Rate
) Searches
African-Amarican/Black 72 13 Tt 26.:6% A.8%
Asfan 2 0 g 28.¥% 0.0%
Hispanic 20 3 81 BT 39%
Native Amarican 2 o 2 100.0% 0.0%
White 122 i1 392 34.7% 3.1%
unkniown/Other 15 1 31 48.4% 3.2%
Total 233 28 7236 3124 3.8%

Comment: This table or a similar one can be included in future executive summaries
for this report and tracked annually.

Request #11

Request: Include a table breaking out self-initiated stops compared to stops resulting
in a call for service.

Status: The possibility of producing this table is being explored. It should be feasible
for Patrol Units but may not be possible for Traffic Units.

Comment: Traffic Units often do not have access to MDT's (in car computers) and
frequently use an alternate method for dispatching themselves on traffic stops. For
this reason prior to 2011, the PPB could often did not capture data for stops by Traffic
Units. This alternate method of capturing calls does not link directly to dispatch call
data. For this reason it appears to be impossible to link these stops. It appears to

be possible to link patrol stops to dispatched call data. If possible, this data will be
included in the 2012 report.
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Appendix B - Glossary

Accident Data: Accident data as used in this report consists of records maintained by
the Portland Police Bureau of traffic crashes meeting the following criteria:

a. Fatal crashes,

b. Physical injuries with entry into the Regional Trauma System by on-scene EMS
personnel.
¢. Accidents involving physical injury to vulnerable road users where the road user is

Lo s g s e P I | T
transporiea oy amotiiance.

d. Drivers who are under the influence of intoxicants.

e. Drivers who fail to perform the duties required of them at the scene of a traffic crash
(hitand run).

f. Hazardous material spills.

g. An emergency code run by the police regardless of whether a police vehicle was
directly involved in the crash.

h. Crashes where a driver is cited for any violation other than vehicle licensing,
operator licensing or financial responsibility statute.

Beat Unit: For purposes of this report, “Beat Units” are police units, assigned to one of
the three police precincts, who are not responsible for taking dispatched police calls.
Instead, these units are tasked with engaging in pro-active activity such as stopping
suspicious persons, conducting vehicle stops or investigating an ongoing crime.
Generally, “Beat Units” are created when specific issues, such as a gang violence or
ongoing drug dealing in an area, require a more focused response.

Benchmark: For purposes of this report, a benchmark is a number which can

be used help put context around the percentage of individuals stopped by the
police. Historically, Census data has been used for this purpose but researches have
recognized that this a poor benchmark if used in the absence of other data and
supporting benchmarks. This report uses Census data, victimization data, data on
exposure to police and other benchmarks to better inform the conversation around
disparities in police stops.

Consent Search: This is a legal/police term used to define a search where the

subject is afforded the opportunity to refuse an officer’s request to search them.
Certaincircumstances, for instance when an individual is arrested, will resultin a
search regardless of consent. To qualify for this code, the officer must have asked an
individual if they consent to be searched in a situation where they are aware that they
can refuse and the individual must agree to being searched.

Contraband: For purposes of this report contraband consists of the items identified

on the Stops Data Collection screen. This would include; alcohol, drugs, other, stolen
property and weapons. Examples of “other” types of contraband would include items
such as; juveniles in possession of tobacco, modified tools used for criminal activity (for
instance, car prowlers frequently modify spark plug porcelain to create whips which
can be used to break car windows more quietly) and other material which may not be
illegal to possess but which is commonly associated with criminal activity.
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Correlation: For purposes of this report, correlation would be defined as the degree to
which two values move relative to one another. For example, if when the amount of
violent assaults in an area goes up and the number of searches goes up in a consistent
proportion we would say they were highly correlated.

Discretionary Search: For purposes of this report, discretionary searches include
consent searches and weapons pat downs. Both these search types are optional for
the officer involved (i.e. they have a choice). Other search types, probable cause, plain
view etc. are the product of either policy/procedure (probable cause) or simply seeing
contraband (plain view).

Hit Rate: In the context used in this report a “hit rate” generally measures a successful
search (finding contraband). Higher hit rates would indicate that more searches are
resulting in the recovery of evidence or other items relevant to criminal activity.

Mere Conversation: Mere conversation is term used by police and the courts to
describe a contact where the subject being contacted by police is free to terminate the
contact. This would encompass the vast majority of police contacts.

Concerns exist around the use of mere conversation as an investigative method. Such
contacts are legally no different than an officer greeting a person in the street but can
cause distress in individuals who feel they are being targeted for police contact.

Part | Crime: This is a category used nationally for crime reporting. These crimes
consist of Murder, Rape, Robbery and Aggravated Assault (Violent Part | crimes) and
Burglary, AutoTheft, Larceny and Arson (Non-violent Part | crimes).

Part Il Crime: This is a category used nationally for crime reporting. It covers a much
wider variety of crimes than Part | crimes. An incomplete list of Part Il crimes would
include simple assault, disorderly conduct, drug offenses and offenses related to
weapons possession.

Patrol Unit: For purposes of this report, Patrol Units are police units which are focused
on patrolling the City of Portland for crime but are not focused entirely on traffic
enforcement. These units do not include units conducting investigations (such as
detectives) or providing operation support (such as officer assigned to training). They
also do not include units whose main focus is traffic enforcement. A patrol unit would
be the most likely responder to an emergency call to 911.

Pedestrian Stop: Pedestrian stops are non-consensual contacts (meaning the subject
does not have a right to terminate the contact) between a police officer and a
citizen. To initiate a stop, an officer heeds either some kind of legal violation (such

as jaywalking or the commission of a crime) or“reasonable suspicion” that criminal
activity is occurring. “Reasonable suspicion”is a legal term and is a lower standard of
evidence than “probable cause” (probable cause if required to make an arrest).

This kind of contact is a key part of “Stop and Frisk” tactics in policing. While individual
officers in the PPB may conduct pedestrian stops, such stops are not part of an
organized crime suppression effort. Furthermore, there is no expectation that patrol
officers conduct a set number of pedestrian stops (i.e. there is no quota).

Plain View Search: This definition covers instances where officer see contraband in
plain sight (i.e. they walk up to a vehicle and see a gun on the seat or similar). This
__kind of "search”is not optional in that an officer does not choose to see contraband,
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but observes it as part of their routine patrol. It would not encompass actions such
as asking to search a vehicle and then seeing contraband (this would be a consent
search).

Probable Cause Search: Probable cause searches are generally the result of an arrest
where the officer has probable cause to believe a crime has occurred, arrests a
subject for that crime and then searches their person and/or immediate surrounding
for evidence of a crime. An example of this might be an officer who responds to

a car prowl and apprehends a subject inside a car with a broken window. The
officer may search the subject for tools commonly used by car prowlers to break car
windows (often this is a modified spark plug or punch type device). This search is
not discretionary in the sense that officer should be searching individuals in such

circumstances for evidence,

Traffic Unit: For purposes of this report, a traffic unit is a police unit, generally assigned
to the Traffic Division, whose primary focus is the enforcement of traffic law. Such
units generally patrol different parts of the city than Patrol Units. The focus is driven
by traffic crash data, citizen complaints and other factors (such as around bars for DUII
enforcement) but is generally not driven by other “non-traffic” type crimes. Because of
the different focus of Traffic Units, it is often informative to contrast their activity with
“Patrol Units,’ who are more responsive to “non-traffic” crimes.

Vehicle Stop: Vehicle stops are probably the most common contact that most citizens
have with police, It involves a police officer, usually in a marked police car, using their
lights and siren to pull over an individual. This generally occurs for because of a traffic
offense.

Violent Crime: This includes the Part | crimes of Murder, Rape, Robbery, Aggravated
Assault and the Part Il crime of Simple Assault.

Weapons Pat Down Search: This is a search classification used in the PPB SDC form. It
is technically not a “search”in that the officer is only conducting the pat down to verify
that the subject they contacting does not have a weapon. While commonly used in
tactics such as “Stop and Frisk,” these “searches” are relatively uncommon in Portland.
For instance, PPB Patrol Units conducted Weapons Pat Downs in just 1.1% of vehicle
stops (see Table 20, pg. 27).
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. SEARCH TYPE (DISCRETIONARY)

‘[NO SEARCH DONE ) ]

10. RESULTS OF DISCRETIONARY SEARCH '
' " DRUGS {~ STOLEN PROPERTY ™ NOTHING FOUND
| TALCOHOL . 1~ WEAPON(S) " OTHER

1. SEARCH TYPE (NON-DISCRETIONARY The Number of Passengers is not

i Nagaﬁa-l"DONE . _ww—] currently collected. ltisa

12. RESULTS OF NON-DISCRETIONARY SEARCH proposed addition.
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I ALCOHOL I~ WEAPON(S) ™ OTHER
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13. NUMBER OF PASSENGERS (EXCLUDING DRIVER) \"\f h
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Appendix D - Data for Table 29 with the Neighborhood Level

NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFICSTOPS  DISCRETIONARY SEARCHES PART | CRIME  PART | VIOLENT CRIME CALLS
ALAMEDA 2.0 0.2 244 0.7 57.4
ARBOR LODGE 10.6 0.7 54.3 2.9 132.0
ARDENWALD 0.0 0.0 339 3.2 84.0
ARGAY 12.9 0.3 60.6 6.5 133.9
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 5.8 0.0 37.0 1.2 371.1
ARNOLD CREEK 0.6 0.0 2.5 0.3 26.8
ASHCREEK 2.4 0.0 7.1 0.5 41.7
BEAUMONT-WILSHIRE 6.0 0.2 19.1 0.5 55.3
BOISE 26.1 18 43.7 6.4 202.2
BRENTWOOD-

DARLINGTON 8.0 0.7 27.7 3.7 94.9
BRIDGETON 30.3 28 48.3 4.1 180.7
BRIDLEMILE 2.8 0.0 13.5 0.6 48.7
BROOKLYN 18.1 0.6 45.6 3.7 168.4
BUCKMAN EAST 10.3 0.0 45.0 2.2 121.3
BUCKMAN WEST 203.3 7.4 349.1 344 1278.6
CATHEDRAL PARK 6.4 0.0 85.6 8.0 145.8
CENTENNIAL 17.7 1.9 49.4 6.1 151.2
COLLINS VIEW 3.5 0.0 23.4 0.3 42.9
CONCORDIA 12.9 13 31.6 25 83.6
CRESTON- KENILWORTH 8.8 0.2 46.3 4.9 6.8
CRESTWOOD 0.0 0.0 11.5 0.8 775.5
CULLY 20.2 1.6 35.7 6.1 1443
DOWNTOWN 36.1 2.0 148.4 18.0 476.4
EAST COLUMBIA 18.9 11 93.8 8.0 256.9
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120.1
316
25.3
39.8
50.3
32.3
31.0
27.2
39.5
69.3
27.2
34.8
13.2
40.2
47.0
16.5
47.2
854
334
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1.6
14
34
4.7
11
1000.0
38.8
5.4
9.3
3.7
7.8
5.1
1.7
7.5
7.3
15
2.2
13
35
6.0
19
18
0.6
0.8
35
0.2
5.8
4.8
57

153.2

19£ £
1£0.0

64.0
79.0
153.8
201.3
28.0
29571.4
630.0
211.1
215.5
118.8
251.0
121.8
68.5
144.4
152.3
80.5
95.5
77.5
111.9
143.6
77.6
77.7
133.4
151.1
1103
62.9
161.1
164.4
180.4



SUNDERLAND 35.2 2.6 117.3 9.1 277.7
SUNNYSIDE 11.3 0.1 46.4 2.6 126.9
SYLVAN- HIGHLANDS 10.3 0.0 52.5 0.0 220.5
UNIVERISITY PARK 4.1 0.0 40.9 2.2 78.7
VERNON 15.5 2.3 36.8 5.0 155.8
WEST PORTLAND PARK 9.9 0.0 22.7 2.8 98.7
WILKES 5.9 0.7 27.7 1.6 94.6
WOODLAND PARK 8.7 0.0 29.0 29 179.7
WOODLAWN 33.8 2.2 32.8 5.9 111.0
WOODSTOCK 4.7 0.3 32.8 1.8 92.5

All variables are per 1,000 people
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Appendix E - Updated Racial Profiling Plan for 2013

Strategy

‘Why it Should Impact
Racial Profiling

Progress Prior To 2009

2009 Objectives

(objectives in blue aredn
prograss)

& Person Responsible -

2013 Status

Strategy 1.1: Review
hiring standards and
processes to efiminate
those that unintentionally
work against diversity,
while malntaining
appropriate screening
standards.

* Broaden education
requirernent.

* Offer pre-hire
education seminars and

M
&

* Improve timely
processing of
applications.

» Streamiine background
investigations to speed
up application process
and share information
where possible with
unsuccessful applicants
about reasons for
rejection,

Goal: Develop a
workforce that more
closely represents the
city's diversity to improve
mutual understanding
between the Bureau's
officers and the
communities they serve.

Education Requirement:
Jobs in the Bureau will be
more accessible to
applicants of color.
College has historically
been less affordable for
many people of color, and
it's been shown thata
variety of non-college
expariences canbe as
good or better preparation
for a career as a police
officer.

Education Requirement: In 2007, the
Bureau broadened the types of
qualifying experience and education
that applicants ¢an have.

{Revised standards can be accessed at
http:/feeerw.portiandontine.com/potlice,
index.cfm?c=29856). Since college is
not the only viable form of education,
the Bureau now requires 2 years of any
of the following: college,
police/military service, experience as a
city employee, Police Cadet, or
Reserve volunteer.

* Increase number of
officers of color and
female officers hired in

2009 by 10%.
Person Responsible:

Police Human Resources
Manager

Pre-hire education
seminars and counseling:
Applicants should become
more familiar with the
hiring process.

Pre-hire seminars and counseling:
Instituted in 2007,

* Increase number of
officers of colorand
female officers hired in
2009 by 10%.

* Survey candidates re:
satisfaction with offered
services.

Person Responsible:
Police Human Resources

iy

Since 2009 the Personnel Division has continuously reviewed recruiting, hiring
processes and requirements to attract a more diverse applicant pool; along with
increasing standards to hire entry level officers with greater capacity to positively
interact with peaple who are ethnically, racially, and or culturally different.
developlng lnvestigators'
understanding of how implicit biases and institutional racism can impact applicant
histories and experiences. In fall 2012, the entire Personnel Division attended the
Bureau's introductory training on Institutional racism, implicit blas and using an
equity lens. In 2013, background investigators voluntarily attended a follow-up
training, "Leading in a Multicuitural World", to increase capacity to address equity
issues within existinng recruiting, hiring and retention processes.

ORIV T T

ackeround process b p aimclide
&CKEIoUNG Protess unpiovements aiso inciuoe

1. Changed the minimum requirements for Initial application.

Previously applicants had to be at least 21-years-old, have a high schoo!
diploma/G.E.D. PLUS a 4-year college degree. As of 2007 applicants must be at
least 21, have a high school diploma/GED and any one of the following:

* 2 years of accredited college credits at 100-level or above,

« Hold another state’s Police Officers Standards and Training certification that is
accepted by Oregan’s DPSST,

* Two years of active duty or four years reserve U.S, military service under
honorable conditions,

* Two years of continuous service employed by law enforcement agencies
(including 911-dispatchers) within the State of Oregon,

« Two years of service as a reserve police officer or police cadet (after initial
training and with a minimum of 500 hours of service rendered),

« Two years of continuous service working for a law enforcement agency
exercising police powers, OR

« Lateral applicants: Three years of continuous setvice in another police agency as

Timeliness & background
investigations:

The Bureau’s hiring
process has long been
untimely and background
investigations have baen
both rigorous and
impersonal. Communities
of color have viewed these
processes with suspicion.
'Where feasible, the
Bureau needs to be more
forthcoming about reasons
for failure In the
background phase to allay
suspicion and build trust.

To improve the hiring process ovenall,
the Bureau hired a consultant ta
review the process and make
recommendations for change. The
Bureau has adopted almost all of the
recommendations and is implementing
them. For example, the Bureau's
written exam is no longer administered
twice a year,

but three to four times a year; the
Bureau reduced the aumber of primary
|references required from candidates
from twelve to eight and modified
guidelines on past drug use, bringing
the Bureau closer to industry
standards; and oral interviews have
been moved to the beginning of the
pracess, thereby lessening the
potential adverse impact of the testing
process on applicants of color.

* Increase number of
officers of color and
female officers hired in
2009 by 10%.

* Monitor change
process regarding
adverse impact on
women and people of
color.

Person Responsible:
Police Hurnan Resources
Manager

a sworn police officer for a recognized state, county or city {municipal) entity
{lateral} and must have been employed there within the last six months.

2. The Recruitment Coordinator along with background investigators and other
recruiting trained officers, detectives, and/or sergeants present preparatory
workshops and a practice physical ability test prior to the opening of a Community
Police Officer Recruitment. The workshops and Practice PAT are advertised
through Portland's diverse communities by various networks and community

tons cc fon

org Since 2012 the events are specifically held in
community partner sites which are welcoming to the diverse applicants we are

3. The Recruitment Officer and various background investigators regularly meet
one-on-one with future applicants and current applicants to discuss how to be
successful through the process.

4. When an applicant fails a background investigation, the investigators are now
allowed to explain the reasons as long as confidentiality is not broken with a
reference. {For instance: if a pattern of poor decision making around finances or
driving, etc is the cause.) The backgrounder can also give suggestions for
possible improvements the applicant can make prior to re-applying.

Between 2005 and 2010 hiring was 29.6% female/people of color {includes white
females) and 12% people of color. Between 2011 and 2013 hiring was 40.7%
female/people of color {includes white females and 24.7% people of color.




Strategy

Why it Should
Impact Raclal
Profiling

Progress Prior To 2009

2009 Objectives

& Person Responsible
{objectives in‘blue are in
Pprogress}

2013 Status

Strategy 1.2: Identify
and address barriers for,
members of the Police
Cadet and Reserve
Programs to get hired
as police officers.

Police Cadet and
Reserve

programs can be
mechanisms for
getting young
people and athers
from communities
of color interested
in the job.

The Bureau's new hiring standards,
adopted in 2006-2007, have made the
Cadet and Reserve programs viable
avenues for broadening the diversity of
the Bureau’s workforce. The Cadet and
Reserve programs were moved to the
Personnel Division to improve
timeliness of background investigations
as well as awareness of and access to
viable candidates from these programs.

Develop tracking
mechanism for Cadet and
Reserve programs.

Identify target for 2010,
Person Responsible:

Youth Services Division
Captain

The PPB created a path whereby individuals with two years of service as a
reserve police officer or police cadet {after initial training and with a
minimum of 500 hours of service rendered) meet the requirements for
potential employment with fufilling the educationional or military service
requirments. This was done to provide a possible path to employment for
qualified minority applicants.

Officer Ocasio (the Reserve and Cadet Coordinator) has met with Brian
Renauer the Chair of the Portland State University Criminology and Criminal
Justice Program. The goal of this meeting was to identify ways to improve
minority hiring out of Portland State University.

Strategy 1.3: Develop
more aventes for
recruiting new officers
by changing the
recruitment program.

Responsibility for
recruitment was
assighed to a
single officer in the
past. Using more
people to recruit
new officers will
increase the
number and
diversity of police
applicants.

Revamped recruiter position to
implement the Bureau’s recruitment
plan and to coordinate

recruitment by background
investigators, interested emplayees,
and community liaisons. Recruitment
coordinator hired as of September 4,
2008.

* Increase percentage of
applicants of color by
10%.

» ldentify and train
recruiters in the Bureau
and the community.

Person Responsible:
Police Human Resources
Manager

1. Throughout the year, the Recruitment Officer coordinates an informative
and inviting PPB presence at various career fairs, college classes,
networking events, open houses, community events and meetings, etc,
Each event is attended by bureau members who are familiar with or a part
of the community in which the event is held and who is able to honestly
answer questions regarding application and hiring processes along with
waork environment and experience.

2. Since 2010 Annual Recruitments (except during a hiring freeze) are held
out-of-state in areas with higher percentages of racial/ethnic diversity than
Portland. Recruitment is done widely through newspaper, diverse college
campuses, POST academies, and community organizations.

3. Instructions for how to apply for local tests are given early at preparatory
workshops and practice Physical Abilities Tests instead of large general
local announcements. This enables lacal applicants who have participated
in preparatory efforts to have an increased chance of getting into an online
open recruitment that is opened online worldwide. For the last three tests
over 40% of the written test takers were women and/or people of color.
{The last two were at least 50%).

Strategy 1.4: Create
staff position to
analyze hiring and
recruitment data.

Budget requests
were made to the
City Council in FY
2007-2008 and
2008-2009.

On hold. Budget cuts for FY
2009-2010 preclude another
request at this time.

On hold. Budget cuts for
FY 2009-2010 preclude
another request at this
time.

Person Responsible:
Assistant Chief of
Services

This position was never filled. However, the Bureau was able to use grant
money to hire Emma Covelli who worked with Personnel, Training Division
and the Chief's Office on issues of equity, community relations and issues
of race. This has allowed for some analysis of these issues. Ultimately,
Ms. Covelli's grant expired but she was retained by the Training Division to
conduct evaluations of their programs.

Emily Craig (Personnel Division) has maintained this information. Between
2005 and 2010 hiring was 29.6% female/minority {includes white females)
and 12% minority (non-white or white hispanic). Between 2011 and 2013
hiring was 40.7% female/minority {includes white fernales and 24.7%
minority (non-white or white/hispanic). This exceeds the goals for this
strategy.
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2009 Objectives

Why It Should & Person
Strategy Impact Racial { Progress Prior To 2009 Responsible 2013 Status
Profiling {objectives in blue are in
progress) :
Strategy 2.1: Learn from The Bureau can |To be done. * Meet with mentor |The Bureau is currently partnering with the Community Police Relations

organizations that have undergone
a change process to improve
internal awareness and
communication about issues of
race and culture and address
disproportionate impact of police
services on communities of color.

For example:

« obtain technical assistance from
peer organizations {e.g., the
Multhomah County Department of
Community justice and the Denver
Police Department)

* explore partnering with a
university to assist with data
analysis and/or research the
impact of change strategies
adopted to address disparate
impact of police services on
communities of color

« hire a contractor to train the
Bureau’s Training Division and
policymakers in the Chief's Office
re: cultural competency

and issues of fairness

« work with an evaluator to survey
Bureau staff cancerning racial
profiling to get a barometer of
their perspectives and strategies
for addressing racial profiling, in
order to determine thelr training
needs/interests

+ evaluate field training program
as it pertains to issues of race and
racial profiling

Goal: Police Bureau officers
consistently interact with
community members in a fair and
respectful manner,

accelerate its
learning by
consulting with
organizations
that have
consciously
worked to
educate and
dialogue with
staff on Issues
of institutional
racism and
intercuitural
communication.

organizations and
university partners.

* Hire contractor for
training.

« Complete training
assessment.

¢ Evaluate field
training program.

Person Responsible:
Chief

Committee (CPRC) and has assigned Emma Covelli to work on these tasks. In
2011, the Bureau and CPRC Subcommittee sought out recommendations and
reveiwed material from the City of Seattle on training for increasing equity
and awareness around issues of race. This committee adapted the training
material for use by the Portland Police Bureau, The training was delivered to
cormmand staff in December 2012, will be delivered to Sergeants in 2013 and
the rest of Bureau members in 2014 and 2015, This training included outside
experts such as Dr. Joseph Graves (an renown genetisist who studies the lack
of a hiological basis for the construct of race).

The CPRC Subcommittee is building a follow-up training for command staff
focusing on organizational change strategies for increasing diversity and
addressing equity issues. The committee is inviting local experts in the field
to present to PPB members and CPRC committee members to learn how other
agencies are implementing equity work into their organization.

The Tralning Division has hired Emma Covelli as a Training and Development
analyst. She will be tasked conducting evaluations of training but will also
continue to work with the CPRC on issues surrounding race, The Training
Division in coordinate with the Tralning Advisory Committe is develping a
training needs assessment around a broad array of community concerns as
well.

In the fall of 2012, the PPB began conducting Intergroup Dialogues on race
b bureau members of color and white members, Follow-up steps
include providing facilitator training for additional members, increasing the
opportunity for participation among both sworn officers and non-
swom/administrative bureau members.

in 2011 Officer Liday (of the Training Division) began partnering with the
Portland State University to deliver the Simon Weisenthal Center's
“Perspectives on Profiling” training as well as the Criminal Justice Policy
Research Institute’s "Diversity and Profiling in Contemporary Policing™
jeurriculum. This training has been focused on the PPB coaches, to provide
them additional tools for addressing these issues with trainee officers. Some
Portiand Police Officers, outside of the Field Training Program, have also
attended these trainings. Officer Occasio {the Reseve Officer and Cadet
Coordinator) has also included reserve officers in these trainings.

[The Training Division also works with Frances Pontillo, Portillo Consulting
International, to offer a cultural competency class to all Advanced Academy
students.

Strategy 2.2: Facilitate
attendance by 25-30 peer leaders,
supervisors, and command
personnel annually at “Tools for
Tolerance” program at the Simon
Wiesenthal Center in Los Angeles
(when funds are available). “Tools
for Tolerance” deals with issues
of race and ethical decision-
making as police officers, and is
funded by the Center's Museum of
Tolerance.

Helping officers
gain insight into
their own
decision-making
processes
reinforces the
expectation that
services will be
provided in a fair
and respectful
manner.

About 40 Bureau staff
have attended “Tools for
Tolerance” to date; many
attendees are line
supervisors — the key
position to effect change
in the ranks. A two-day
seminar was held in
Portland during
Novemnber 2008 for
Bureau command staff
and civilian managers,
taught by lead instructors
from the Simon
Wiesenthal Center.

* 25 members
attend “Teols for
Tolerance” training
(dependent

on grant funding).

 Initiate
beforefafter survey
to assess success.

STl

Person Resp

Grant funding is not available. If funding resumes the PPB will attempt to
send additional officers.

Assistant Chief of
Operations
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Why It Should Impact

2009 Objectives
& Person Responsible

Strate Progress Prior To 2009 2013 Status
BY Racial Profiling & (objectives In blue are in
progress)
Strategy 2.3: Develop curricufum [Help officers understand |To be done.  |dentify lead trainer  |Progress to date:

for training officers on the history
of race relations and the police in
Porttand, and impact on current
relations. Pilot training with new
officers, then evaluate and
condense for all officers.

the

community context in
which

they will work, to
reinforce

expectation that services

will be fair and respectful,

and develop curriculum.

¢ Schedule training in
next available in-
service.

Person Responsible:
Training Division
Captain

Community and Police Relations Training Subcommittee created a full-day
aquity training for PPB command officers. This tralning Includes a section
on the history of local race relations, The training is being modified for
sergeants and officers.

Some officers hav e begun attending Diversity and Profiling in
Contemporary Policing, which covers the history of race in the U.S as well
as locally, racial profiling and how implicit blas impacts police and
community member interactions.

Strategy 2.4: Develop curriculum
for training officers on
Interpersonal relationships and
the issue of race. Pilot with new
officers, then evaluate and
condense for all officers.

Tralning scenarios have

yet most police work
invalves interpersonal
ommunication, Officers
do not receive enough
training in the issues of
race, class, and politics
that can affect how they
are perceived and their
ability to do their jobs
respectfully and safely.

been traditionally tactical,

Altered the Advanced
Academy curriculum in
2008, Without
compromising tactical
safety training, the
curriculum now includes
greater emphasis on
interpersonal
communications in
scenario-based training
throughout its 12-week
length.

¢ Develop additional
issue of race.

* Review course
evaluations.

Person Responsible:
Training Division
Captain and Advanced
Academy Sergeant

training modules on the

See above tralning regarding Diversity and Profiling in Contemporary
Policing and the work of the Community and Police Relations
Subcommittee.

Officers are also engaged in Intergroup Dialogues around race. These
police specific forums where officers can discuss issues around race. It
was started by police officers (as opposed to command) in the 2012.

Course evaluations are conducted for the Diversity and Profiling in
Contemporary Policing and the Community and Police Relations
Subcommittee trainings but not for the Intergroup Dialogue program.
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Strategy

Why It Should impact
Ractal Profiling

Progress Prior To 2009

2009 Objectives

& Person Responsible
{objectives inblue are in progress)

2013 Status

Strategy 2.5: Provide customer
service training for all officers.
¢ 25,1 ~ Provide customer service

training as it relates to Community|

Policing.

¢ 2,5.2 - Re-engineer traffic and
pedestrian stops to provide
information in a more personable
way. Officers will hand

out their business cards on stops.
¢ 2,5.3 - Reduce no-enforcement
traffic stops by providing written
warnings or uniform traffic
citations {UTCs),

* 2,54 ~ Crisis Intervention Team
to train all sergeants and officers
in patrol branch on working with
people In crisis.

2.5.1 — Police services are
best accepted when
delivered professionally and
with respect. Rude conduct
can be received by
communities of color as
racially blased,

2.5.1 - Training provided
to all officers in 2007 and
2008.

2.5.1 » Monitor City of Portland's
Biennial Service, Efforts, and
Accomplishments (SEA) survey; the
Bureau Customer Service survey;
and Internal Affairs Division {IAD)
complaints involving courtesy.

 Create Bureau work group with
appointees from the Office of
Human Relations to review the
customer service curriculum,
training progress to date, and
recommend next steps.

Person Responsible: Training
Division Captain

There is not a stand alone training on customer service, however,
it is Included as discussion points [n other trainings such as CIT, K-
9 and patrol tactics.

All sergeants and officers were provided 40 hours of CIT training in
2007 and 2008, Starting after December of 2008, CIT training was
incorporated into the Advanced Academy for new recruits.

The City of Portland's SEA and the Bureau of Customer Service
surveys, and the IAD complaints are not formally integrated into
the training development and needs assessment process. The
Tralning Division Is currently working on creating a formal needs
assessment and evaluation system with the new training analyst
posi which will incorporate the utilization of these types
data resources.

TEy.

£
tion, of

2.5.2 - Officers may be less
likely to stop motorists and
pedestrians on the basis of
race —or to contribute to the

- if they are expected to
introduce themselvesand be
clear about the reason for
the stop. By handing out
business cards, officers
display accountability and
increase community trust.

perception that they do this |

2.5.2— The Bureau's entire
patral force of officers and
sergeants was trained in
2007.

252

» Evaluate impact on patrol
performance. Survey sample set of
officers to see if they are using the
training.

¢ Anzlyze Internal Affairs Division
data to see if complaints about
officer

courtesy have dropped.

* Issue a directive to officers to
provide a business card on stops.

Person Responsible: Police Chief,
Training Division Captain

The Training Division trains new recruits in the Field Training and
Evaluation Program class to hand out business cards at the end of
every stop unless there is a specific reason to believe that it would
create a risk to the officer or an investigation. It is discussed how
this act demonstrates compassion and professionalism. This is
largely reinforced and trained by their Field Training Officer.

The Training Division is just beginning to implement formal
evaluation systems (see 2.5.1 above).

Directive 312,50 on identification/Business Cards began on
September 21, 2008.

2.5,3 ~ Stops that do not
result in action by the
officer can feel fike
harassment, especially to
people of color. Requiring
officers to provide written
documentation of the
reason for the stop by
means of a citation or
written warning will address
the perception.

2.5.3 — Written wamings
and UTCs were discussed
by the Racial Profiling
Committee. The
Committee did not come
to consensus on how to
proceed.

2.5.3~

o Issue a directive to officers to
provide written wamnings and UTCs
when making a stop.

» Evaluate stop data to assure that
citations do not unintentionally
increase.

* Reduce number of no
enforcernent stops.

Person Responsible: Police Chief,
Captain of Professional Standards
and Captain of Strategic Services

Itis currently the Field Training Officers and Precinct Command
Staff's responsibility to provide guidance on when to write written
warnings or uniform traffic citatons. This can vary among precincts
and shifts.

Officers are also required to fill a stops data callection form when
conducting a traffic or person stop, however, it has not been

lyzed to assess whether they increased during this time.

2.5.4 - Police services are
best accepted when
delivered professionally and
with respect. Rude conduct
can be received by
communities of color as
racially biased.

2.5.4 — Patrol branch
trained by December
2008.

2,54 -

* Provide training as planned for
new recruits and officers
transferring in to patrol branch.

Person Responsible: Training
Division Captain

See information regarding training and customer service above.

New recruits are also evaluated by their Field Training Officers on
a weekly basis regarding their skills in community policing, ability
to interact and communicate with community members, and their
ability to form relationships with diverse community groups.
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Strategy

Why It Should Impact
Racial Profiling

Progress Prior To 2009

2009 Objectives

& Person Responsible
{objectives in blue are In progress)

2013 Status

Strategy 2.6: Revlew curricula
that teach case law on “mere
conversation”16 to ensure that
they do not encourage patrol
officers to use “mere
conversation” to request consent
to search indiscriminately. The
goal is to frame the training to
balance explanations of what is
legal with potential community
impact if the technique is over-
applied.

Academy training In case
law on search and seizures
may

inadvertently encourage
officers to use “mere
conversation” to search
individuals without
consideration for how the
work

may be percelved,
especially by communities
of color,

Initial audit of training
completed in 2008,

 Audit training by March 2009 to
ensure the message is framed
correctly.

Person Responsible: Assistant
Chief of Services, Sergeant in
charge of Advanced Academy
training

Tralning Is currently provided to new recruits on when to and when
not to conduct mere conversations, the necessity for having strong
probable cause, and how these contacts can have unintended
consequences such as offending community members. The current
training discusses the potential harms of mere conversations but
does not provide specific examples of how this can be particularly
harmful to community members of color.

Strategy 2.7: Reduce the number
of searches performed, but
increase the “hit rate” for finding
weapons and/or contraband, by
leamning

from officers with higher hit rates.

Improve community trust
that

officers are canying out
their

dutles impartially by
reducing the number of
searches that feel
gratuitous because no
weapons or contraband are
found.

* By July 2009, identify
officers with high success
rates and learn from how
they identify indicators of
criminal behavior.

eieads for the work within the
Bureau have been identified. They
met with members of the Racial
Profiling Committee in September
2008.

Person Responsible: Assistant
Chief of investigations and
committee of Bureau members and
community members

This was explored by Professional Standards but not with the same
amount of rigor as originally intended. Issues surround public
retease of the data have not been addressed making the linking of
stops data to individuals problematic (see 4.2.1).

Tralning was provided to officers on better identifying criminal
indicators and having strong probable cause before asking to
conduct a search, This was provided through in-service 2-3 years
ago.

~ s : 2009 Objectivés”
Why It Should Impact : :
Strategy il P Progress Prior To 2009 "8 Person Responsible 2013 Status
Ractal Profiling Dok ;
- B (objectivesin blue are in progress} .
Strategy 3.1: ldentify liaison Bureau officers’ relationship|In 2008, worked to provide [* Reach out to 10 new community |There are several community outreach efforts going on in the PPB

officer{s) for key persons and
groups within minority
communities.

Goal: Improved mutual trust and
communication between police
officers and communities of color
affected by racial profiling

with the community is
largely

framed by 911 calls. If
officers develop
relationships with the
community in situations not
loaded with tension, it may
reduce cynicism and
stereotyping on both sides
and make interactions with
the community safer and
mutually respectful.

Halson officers for
community groups upon
request. Now working with
Native American Youth
Association (NAYA),
Immigrant and Refugee
Community Organization,
{IRCO}, and Self-
Enhancement, Inc. (SEl}.

groups for match with liaison
officer,

Person Responsibie: Assistant
Chief of Operations and Precinct
Commanders

and each Precinct has many such functions. Cormmander Crebs has
compiled a list from all of the divisions within the PPB and is
formalizing this engagement to look for gaps and redundancies so
that community engagement is optimal. It is likely that 10 new
community groups have been connected with since 2009, however,
it Is impossible to verify since these relationships were not tracked
in the past.
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Strategy

Why it Should Impact
Racial Profiling

Progress Prior To 2009

2009 Objectives
& Persan Responsible
{objectives in-blue are In progress)

2013 Status

Strategy 3.2: Provide
opportunities for officers to gain
in-depth knowledge of the
communities they serve.

* 3.2.1 - Request mentors from
the community for individuals
within the Police Bureau, to
broaden their knowledge of the
community beyond 911 calls and
improve their ability to work
effectively within the community.
* 3.2.2 — Place newly hired
officers awaiting training slots at
the Police Acaderny in a one-week
community immersion program
with community agencies to learn
their mission, develop
relationships, and see how police
are viewed by others.

Bureau officers’ relationship
with the community is
largely

framed by 911 calls. If
officers develop
relationships with the
community in situations not
loaded with tension, it may
reduce cynicism and

stereotyping on both sides
and make interactions with
the community safer and
mutually respectful, The
goal is to have mentors
educate officers on
community strengths,
challenges, and how
officers are perceived.

3.2.1 — Progress halted
due to community
feedback that this strategy|
would be perceived as a
request for "snitches.”

3.21-N/A

Discontinued prior to 2009

3.2.2—- Discussions with
city and county
partner agencies have

hmne Indtiotad
DEEH IWLaled.

3.2.2~
* Survey participating officers and
organizations at six months and

Person Responsible: Training
Division Captain

The immersfon program is utilized when there is a defay on when
the Portfand Police Bureau can get the new recruits into the Basic
Academy. All new recruits now go through a SIRN training which

PRI T TR SR S0 SN SUP TSP

provides specialized training on how fo interact with
understanding the current research on effective practices for
rreducing cri among juvenil

ot

ot
UVENIHIES ant

et habat

The survey suggestions were not canied out due to the Training
Division not having the research capacity in the past.

obtaining an accurate picture of
the current situation, progress
being made, and to drive policy
change as needed.

refinements to information,
pathered by officers inits
Contact Data Collection
{CDC) system.

Strategy 3.3: Schedule officer Bureau officers’ relationship]3.3.1 — in 2008, PPB 3.3.1- Neorth Precinet has a weekly schedule of officers to attend Boys
time to meet with community with the community is officers held a youth = Work with the City Office of and Girls Clubs. Youth services conducted youth forums from 2006
rmembers for discussion and largely forum at Africa House at  {Human Relations and the Human {2010, reaching youth from altemative, vocational, public and
relationship-building. framed by 911 calls. If the request of the Rights Commission to format and  jprivate schools. Several PPB officers participate in Camp
* 3.3.1 - Identify the best vehicles {officers develop |immigrant and Refugee  |produce events. Appropriate Rosenbaum, a week-long summer camp for underprivileged youth.
for prace-building with minority  jrelationships with the Commumity Organization, jforums will vary by community.
[ ities community in situations not [{IRCO); a community In 2013, the Community and Police Refations Comymittee held a
« 33.2 - Schedule officers to loaded with ion, it may (i at the Blazers” Boys{» Obtain feedback from table at the Community Fest and a couple members attended a
interact with youth ide of call {uce cynicism and and Girls’ Club; “living participants to help assess table at the Hispenic Heritage Dinner with the Portfand Police
for service and enforcement stereotyping on both sides  jroom conversations” with |effectiveness. {Bureats.
activities. and make interactions with |members of the Latino

the community saferand  {community; and visits to  {Person Responsible: Assistant Moving forward, the PPB is creating a database to tract ¢ ity

martually respectiul. mosques by precinct Chief of Operations engagment.

officers and swomn officers
L 2009 Objectives
Strategy Why “_s hould I.m pact Progress Prior To 2009 & Person R:.sponsible 2013 Status
Racial Profiling p i
. {obfectives in blie are in progress)

Strategy 4.1: Analyze stop data on{lmproving the B 's data |The Office of = Publish annual report on stops.  |In 2009 the Bureau asked the Criminal Justicy Policy Research
a regular basis and identify better {collection efforts and Accountability and Institute from PSU to pravide technical assistance on stops data
data to collect for analysis. lyzing and reporting its  [Professional Standards * Perform additional data analysis |collection. The Bureau hias implemented a number of their

data helps keep the Bureau [{OAPS) produces the as needed, recommendations. The new SBC programis in place and the 2011
Goal: Collect the right data on acc ble to the Bureau's annual reports data analyses are complete. A report is in draft status and will be
police stops to aid efforis to I ity and builds trust. Jon stop data and has * Work with the state’s Law released in July 2013. The 2012 data has been collected and is in
address racial profiling by advised the Chief on Enforcement Contact Data the beginning stages of analysis. The reports will be reviewed by

Committee to identify better data
and methods of analysis.

Person Responsible: RU Manager
for Strategic Services

the CPRC. The CPRC wilf provide comment on the format and what
types of analysis they would like conducted in subsequent reports.

The PPB has started attending LECC meetings.
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Strategy

Why 1t Should Impact Racial
Profiling

Progress Prior To 2009

2009 Objectives
& Person Responsible
tves In blue are inp

abi
100j

)

2013 Status

Strategy 4.2: Collect more
specific traffic stop data to allow
improved analysis and determine
where disparities are occurring in
order to drive pollcy change. In
particular:

» 4,2,1: Collect stop data by
Individual officer to Identify
possible patterns of individual
blas (if data can be protected
from public release).

- 4.2,1a: Draft language for
legislation that would exempt
Contact Data Collection {CDC})
system data from

public records laws to aid the
analysis of traffic stop data at the
level of Individual officers.

- 4.2.1b: Develop a coalition to
sponsor and advocate for the draft
legislation exempting traffic stop
data from

public records law.

* 4,2.2; Capture police officers’
pre-stop perception of the race of
the individuals they stop when
they enter information on the
Contact Data Collection (CDC)
screen.

* 4,2.3: Collect data on “consent”
searches and “probable cause”

avase
WS

searches separately.17

Drilling down to the officer level

would provide a better basis for

analysis, particularly if individual
bias is affecting officer decision-
making

4.2,1~ Plans to address this Issue have hit a
roadblock. See 4.2.1a and 4.2.1b, below.
Because information collected for analysis from
the Bureau’s Contact Data Collection (CDC)
system Is a matter of public record, the names
of all individual officers in the stop data would
be available to the medla. This would

fally Invade thelr privacy, make them
targets, and eliminate officers’ support for the
effort {(especially if they could be scapegoated).

pe
p

4.2.1 - On hold. But see 4.2.1b,
below.

Issues surround public release of
the data have not been
addressed making the linking of
stops data to individuals
problematic (see 4.2.1)

4.2.1a — On hold. See 4.2.1b, below.

4.2.1a - On hold. See 4.2.1b, below.

See above

4.2.1b ~ Some organizations, including the ACLU
and the Portland Police Assaclation, have been
approached about possible support for
legislation. Additional supporters arebeing
sought.

4.2.1b
* Build coalition to sponsor and advocate
for the draft legislation

Person Responsible: Chief

See above

4.2.2 ~ Collecting data on how
officers perceive the race of
individuals they choose to stop
would make it possible to

identify whether individual officers
are profiling citizens

based on race and if so, would
make intervention by supervisors
possible.

4.2.2 - On hold. The City is implemanting a new,
computer-alded dispatch (CAD) system, of
which the CDC screen is a part. It should be
implemented in 2010-2011, While the
changeoveris in progress, a moratorium has
been placed on changes to the CAD system.

4.2.2

o |dentify changes to CDC screen needed
to capture pre-stop perceptions of race;
prioritize, and prepare to implement in
advance of implementation of CAD. {May
not occur in 2009. Timeline depends on
when new CAD system is adopted
[anticipated 2009-2010]).

Person Responsible: Director, Office of
Accountability & Professional Standards
{OAPS); Captain of Strategic Services

The new stops data form collects
information on the officers
perception of race prior to stop
but is not linked to individual
officers.

4.2.3 — Improve capacity to analyze
data to determine where racial bias
may be at work, A greater level of
detail looking at data will point to
decision points that could be
unfairly impacted by racial bias.

4.2.3- Discussed recommendations for
somechanges to Contact Data Collection (CDC)
screen at the Racial Profiling Committee,

4.2.3

® |dentify necessary changes to CDC
screen and priaritize. Deadline will
depend on timeline to adopt new CAD
system (see 4.2.2).

Person Responsible: Captain of Strategic
Services; Director, Office of
Accountability & Professional Standards
(OAPS})

The new data collection systems
are in place and should allow for
a more refined analysis than the
previous data collection process.
It includes a greater number of
variables, address issues of
missing/unkown race drivers and
provides more information around
of search, what was recovered
and level of the associated
offense.

15 Advanced Academy supplements the Oregon Public Safety Academy curriculum, and is mandatory for all officers beginning their careers.

16 “Mere conversation” is a legal term used to describe one of a range of interventions that officers can employ when they suspect individuals of
criminal activity, depending upon their [evel of proof. These interventions include amest, making a stop, and “mere conversation” - arrest requires the
most proof of criminal activity, and “mere conversation” none. When officers arrest someone, they have the legal authority to search that person. When
officers make a “stop,” they have the legal authority to detain the person stopped and make limited inquiries. When they engage in “mere conversation,”
they have no legal authority to detain the individual and must obtain consent in order to search him or her. When engaged by an officer in “mere
conversation,” the individual has the right to say no to a search.
17 When officers arrest an individual, they have the legal authority to search him or her without his/her consent. Without an arvest or probable cause along with exigency,
officers who wish to search an individual must request consent for the search — so-called “consent” searches — but that person may refuse.
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BACKGROUND

The “Portland Public Safety Survey” was implemented in the summer of 2013 to fulfill research needs
and begin baseline data collection necessitated by the settlement agreement approved by Portland
City Council with the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) on November 14, 2012. Here are some
examples from the settlement agreement that specify the need for a general population survey and
the focus of measures.

e Page 3 of the settlement agreement notes a need for measures that, “will assist the Parties
and the community in determining whether, (2) community trust in PPB has increased; and (3)
the improvements will be sustainable.”

e Page 52 of the settlement agreement authorizes the City to conduct a representative survey
of the Portland community, “regarding their experiences with and perceptions of PPB’s prior
community outreach efforts and accountability efforts and where those efforts could be
improved, to inform the development and implementation of the CEO Plan.”

e The bulk of the settlement agreement focuses on reforming use of force policy and training
with a particular focus on mental health crisis management.

Dr. Brian Renauer of Portland State University and his research team entered into a contract with the
Portland Police Bureau (PPB), with the approval of City Council, to address the above needs
stipulated in the settlement agreement. The methodology and content of the general population
survey was informed by the language of the settlement agreement, meetings with PPB and City
representatives, and resource constraints. This report is the second of four reports detailed in the
contract. This second report focuses on a comparison of respondents who report having a police
contact in the past 12 months to respondents who had no police contact using the general
population survey data. The purpose of this second report is to ascertain whether there is
something about voluntary and involuntary police contact experiences that appear to influence
one’s judgment of the Portland Police Bureau in a positive or negative manner. Opinions related to
the following three content areas are examined:

Section 1. Legitimacy and Trust
Section 2. Evaluation of PPB’s Performance over the Past Year
Section 3. Perceptions of Use of Force

It is important to understand how contact experiences relate to opinions of the police, because the
manner in which officers conduct themselves in police-public contacts has the potential to directly
influence public attitudes. The report examines a popular policing strategy focused on the public’s
perceptions of “procedural justice” (Tyler & Huo, 2002). The procedural justice framework proposes
that perceived treatment during a police contact has more impact on police trust, legitimacy, and
other attitudes than the actual outcome or resolution of the contact.
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METHODOLOGY

The sample used in the study was generated using the following steps. We began by using a 2012
database of 50,000 randomly selected Portland mailing addresses for houses and apartment units.
From this larger list we randomly selected 2,000 addresses to represent the city as a whole at the
95% confidence interval thus the sample is very likely to represent overall Portland attitudes despite
the small size. Based on prior survey experiences we expected that African American,
Hispanic/Latino, and younger respondents would be underrepresented in the city-wide sample. To
address this we sent additional surveys to targeted areas of the city, a procedure called
oversampling. This included: 1) 1,084 surveys sent to Census tracts with the highest percentage of
African American residents based on the 2010 Census, 2) 1,058 surveys sent to Census tracts with the
highest percentage of Hispanic/Latino residents based on the 2010 Census, and 3) 561 surveys sent
to Census tracts with a higher percentage of the population aged 18-34.

The survey mailing followed the recommended procedure to increase response rates and included
the following four mailings:

e July 24, 2013 - 15t mailing: Pre-notice postcard signed by Mayor Hales.

e July 31, 2013 — 2" mailing: Cover letter, survey instrument, & stamped-return envelope.

e August 7, 2013 — 3" mailing: Thank you/reminder postcard.

e August 19, 2013 — 4" mailing: Cover letter, survey instrument, & business return envelope.

In addition to the paper version of the survey form, respondents were offered the opportunity to
complete the form online. Everyone contacted by mail also received a Spanish version of the cover
letter and a translated version of the online survey was available in Spanish to address potential
language barriers.

Mailed and online surveys were still being received through the end of September and first week of
October at a rate of a couple per week. Surveys received after October 7 are not included in the
final sample used in the present report. The number of usable surveys returned as of this cutoff date
was 1,200. There were 240 surveys returned with vacant addresses leaving the total number of
surveys mailed to valid addresses at 4,463. This resulted in an overall return rate of 26.9%.

Analyses and Statistical Procedures

The tables in this report provide a notation if there is are statistically significant attitudinal
differences observed between those with no police contact, contact perceived as fair, and contact
perceived as unfair. “Statistical significance” (p <.05) in the present context refers to the probability
that any attitudinal differences observed between two of the groups could be due to random chance
as opposed to representing a true difference in opinions. Even though some groups appear to
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express a higher or lower average opinion on some questions, these differences in opinion are not
reliable if they do not achieve statistical significance because we use a random sample of the
population where error is a possibility. Groups that expressed statistically significant attitudes are
highlighted in the narrative summary for each of the questions. It should be noted that item scoring
and wording on some questions has been reversed from the original survey for ease of
interpretation. Higher numbers all reflect a more positive evaluation of the police for all the
guestions now. We did this so the reader will not have to figure out whether higher means positive
or negative on each question. The next sections review the specific contact questions employed in
the survey followed by comparisons of different contact groups on measures of trust and legitimacy,
quality of PPB services, and perceptions of use of force.
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CONTACT WITH POLICE

The survey asks respondents about two types of police contact experiences and whether they felt they

were treated “fairly” or “unfairly”.

Voluntary Contacts

Did you contact the Portland Police in the past year to

report a crime or ask for help? If “yes” were you

treated fairly in your most recent interaction? ................

Involuntary Contacts

Did a Portland police officer contact you in the past

year (ex. warning, traffic stop, citation, arrest)? If “yes”
were you treated fairly in your most recent interaction? .

Analysis

Voluntary Contact

No Treated

Contact Falrly 89%
69% Contact

31%
- 796
(N=796) 2 354

Unfairly
11%

Interpretation

YES YES
(TREATED (TREATED
NO FAIRLY) UNFAIRLY)
O O O
YES YES
(TREATED (TREATED
NO FAIRLY) UNFAIRLY)
@) O O

Involuntary Contact

Treated
No Fairly 73%

Contact
83% Contact

(n = 936) 17%
(n= 197)

Unfairly
27%

Close to one-third (30.8%) of Portland residents surveyed reported they had contacted the police for

help in the prior year (i.e. voluntary contact). The vast majority (88.7%) of those with voluntary contact

perceived that they were treated fairly during their most recent encounter. Roughly one in five

residents (17.4%) had an involuntary contact with Portland police in the past year (e.g., traffic stop,
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citation, arrest). Three quarters of these people (73.1%) believed they were treated fairly during their
most recent involuntary contact.

Summary

The current findings indicate that voluntary contacts, like calling the police to report a crime, are twice
as common as involuntary contacts that result from things like traffic stops, citations, or arrests. When
asked how they felt about their contact with the police, the majority of residents perceive that they
were treated fairly by the officer(s) during their encounter. Perhaps not surprising, residents were more
likely to feel positively about contacts they initiated as opposed to contacts initiated by officers in
response to an actual or suspected infraction. Even with involuntary contacts, however, the majority of
residents still perceived that they were treated fairly. This is particularly noteworthy, since many of
these interactions likely resulted in some type of aversive sanction for the citizen involved.

Overall, these findings suggest that Portland’s police officers have mostly been engaging with the public
in ways that seem fair to those involved. This finding has the potential to enhance public perceptions of
legitimacy, something addressed in the forthcoming analyses, and reflects positively on the officers as a
group and the organization as a whole.

At the same time, research suggests that aversive encounters with police have more salience and long
term effects than positive interactions in shaping public attitudes about law enforcement (Rosenbaum,
et al., 2005). One in ten residents with a voluntary contact and one out of every four of those reporting
an involuntary contact believed that they were treated unfairly during their most recent encounter with
police. Additional analysis of persons who experienced a police contact revealed certain segments of
the public were more likely to feel they were treated unfairly (Appendix; pp. 45-46). Minority
respondents, particularly Spanish/Latino and “Other” race respondents, were significantly more likely to
believe they were treated unfairly during voluntary police contacts. Males and Minority respondents
were also significantly more likely to perceive unfair treatment during involuntary police contacts. It is
unclear why some respondents felt they were treated unfairly or fairly. In some cases, officers’ style of
handling citizen contacts may contribute to dissatisfaction. As such, the Bureau should take steps to
train officers in communication “best-practices” and to consistently monitor officers’ interactions and
seek remediation where indicated. On the other hand, these negative perceptions may not always be
directly attributable to the actions of officers involved in these events. For example, people’s pre-
existing expectations about law enforcement’s capacity to solve property crimes and recover stolen
property may color their perceptions of PPB’s handling of burglaries and thefts from motor vehicles
(i.e., CSI effect). Readers interested in analyses of racial/ethnic differences in perceptions of police trust,
quality of services, and use of force should refer to the first report in this series.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

The 14 items in this section are designed to measure public perceptions of police legitimacy and public
trust in the police, which are key constructs that influence overall perceptions of police and police
behavior. The concepts of police legitimacy and trust reflect individuals’ assessments on whether the
police are seen as a rightful authority, should be respected, and whether their decisions should be
followed. Trust entails a public confidence that law enforcement officers perform their duties fairly,
equitably, and in good faith. Research demonstrates that citizens’ perceptions of police legitimacy and
trust are directly linked to their confidence in police, cooperation with law enforcement, and
compliance with the law more generally (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Similarly, the belief that police
engage in racial profiling negatively impacts citizens’ perceptions of police legitimacy, decreases trust in
police, and reduces overall support for law enforcement (Tyler & Wakslak, 2004; Weitzer & Tuch, 2005).
The 14 items employed in this section of the survey derive from criminal justice and psychological
research over the last decade that have been used in prior studies to assess police legitimacy and
community trust in police. The measures of trust and legitimacy in this survey include a focus on one’s
neighborhood, one’s social identity or personal trust in the police, and general trust in Portland Police
actions related race and mental health status. With a focus on mental health status and racial issues in
particular, these questions assess key components of the Department of Justice and City of Portland
settlement. This section tests whether police-public contacts influence perceptions of police legitimacy.
That is, does having voluntary or involuntary contact with an officer, and how one perceives they were
treated, influence trust in police?
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #1 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE ~ DISAGREE  DISAGREE
(5) 4) 3) (2) (1)
The Portland Police make decisions that are
right for the people in my neighborhood............ O O O O O
Analysis
10 15 20 25 3.0 35 4.0 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ t f ' f f | | i
Full Sample 1,170 .90 3.4 Full Sample n
Voluntary Contact? *oEx P No n
©
No 779 86 3.4 8
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 305 .87 3.5 £
>
Yes — Treated Unfairly 38 .93 2.3 S Yes—Treated Unfairly m
Involuntary Contact? *kk ?g No n
€
No 916 .84 3.5 S
g Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 139 .96 3.4 §
© .
Yes — Treated Unfairly 52 1.13 2.6 2 Yes —Treated Unfairly n

*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who contacted the police for help and felt
they were treated fairly (n=305) in the past year and persons with no police contact (n=779) in their
belief that Portland Police are making the right decisions for their neighborhood. On the other hand,
persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated unfairly expressed a significantly
lower opinion of police making decisions that are right for their neighborhood compared to those who
felt they were treated fairly and those with no police contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who were contacted by police in the past
year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were treated fairly (n=139) and those that were not contacted
(n=916) in their belief that Portland Police are making the right decisions for their neighborhood. Those
who were contacted by the police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=52) expressed a significantly
lower opinion of police making decisions that are right for their neighborhood compared to those who
expressed fair treatment or were not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #2 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE ~ DISAGREE  DISAGREE
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
The Portland Police are trustworthy ................... 0 0 0 o) O
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ t f ' ' f | | i
Full Sample 1,173 99 3.4 Full Sample n
Voluntary Contact? wokx e No -
©
€
No 780 .99 3.4 i ,
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 309 .88 3.7 ‘g
) S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 38 1.08 24
o
Involuntary Contact? *oEx I No -
c
No 920 95 35 S ,
2 Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 139 1.01 3.5 g
S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 53 1.17 2.4 =

*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=309) in the past year
were the most likely to believe Portland Police are trustworthy. This belief was significantly greater
compared to both persons with no police contact (n=780) in the prior year and persons who felt they
were treated unfairly (n=38) during the contact. Persons who felt they were treated unfairly expressed
the lowest opinion that Portland Police are trustworthy.

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=139) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=920) to believe Portland
Police are trustworthy. Those who were contacted by the police and felt they were treated unfairly
(n=53) expressed a significantly lower opinion that Portland Police are trustworthy compared to those
who expressed fair treatment or were not contacted by the police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #3 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE ~ DISAGREE  DISAGREE
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
| have confidence in the Portland Police.............. 0O 0 0 0 O
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ t ' ' f f ' i i
Full Sample 1,177 1.05 35 Full Sample n
Voluntary Contact? wokx e No n
©
=
No 783 1.03 3.5 i .
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 307 .96 3.7 ‘g
) S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 39 1.07 2.1
o~
Involuntary Contact? *oEx B No n
c
No 919 100 35 S ,
2 Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 141 1.08 3.5 g
S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 52 1.19 2.4 =

*p<.05, **p< .01, ***p< 001

Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=307) in the past year
were the most likely to express confidence in the Portland Police. Their belief in police confidence was
significantly greater compared to both persons with no police contact (n=783) in the prior year and

persons who felt they were treated unfairly (n=39) during the contact. Persons who felt they were

treated unfairly when contacting the police for help expressed the lowest confidence in the Portland

Police.

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were

treated fairly (n=141) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=919) to express

confidence in the Portland Police. Those who were contacted by the police and felt they were treated

unfairly (n=53) expressed significantly less confidence in the Portland Police compared to those who

expressed fair treatment or were not contacted by the police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #4 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE  DISAGREE DISAGREE
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

Portland Police treat people like me
respectfully* O O O O O

*|tem scoring and question wording has been reversed from original survey for ease of interpretation (i.e., higher scores now reflect a more positive
evaluation of the police).

Analysis
10 15 2.0 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. ‘ e S S
Full Sample 1,172 1.07 3.7 Full Sample n
? *% .
oy contacs [T
©
No 774 1.05 3.6 8
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 312 1.06 3.7 £
= .
Yes — Treated Unfairly 39 1.10 3.1 S Yes—Treated Unfairly -
Involuntary Contact? ok (*é No n
€
No 915 1.02 3.7 S
E Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 142 1.12 3.7 ‘g‘
© .
Yes — Treated Unfairly 53 1.34 2.9 £ Yes—Treated Unfairly n

*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who contacted the police for help and felt
they were treated fairly (n=312) in the past year and persons with no police contact (n=774) in their
belief that Portland Police treat people like them respectfully. Persons who felt they were treated
unfairly when contacting the police were significantly less likely to believe Portland Police treat people
like them respectfully compared to persons who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=142) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=915) to believe the
Portland Police treat people like them respectfully. Those who were contacted by the police and felt
they were treated unfairly (n=53) were significantly less likely to believe Portland Police treat people like
them respectfully compared to persons who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by
police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #5 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE ~ DISAGREE  DISAGREE
(5) 4) (3) (2) (1)
If I call the Portland Police | would receive the
same quality of service as others in Portland...... O O O O O
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ t ' ' f f ' i i
Full Sample 1,169 97 36 Full Sample n
Voluntary Contact? *oEx e No n
©
€
No 775 .94 3.7 S )
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 311 .95 3.7 ‘g
. S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 38 1.10 2.6
o~
Involuntary Contact? *kk S No n
c
o
(&)
Yes — Treated Fairly 141 1.00 3.7 g
S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 52 1.20 3.0 =

*p<.05, **p< .01, ***p< 001

Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who contacted the police for help and felt
they were treated fairly (n=311) in the past year and persons with no police contact (n=775) in their

belief that they would receive the same quality of service as others in Portland. Persons who felt they
were treated unfairly when contacting the police were significantly less likely to believe they would
receive the same quality of service as others in Portland compared to persons who felt they were

treated fairly or had no contact.

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=141) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=916) to believe they
would receive the same quality of service as others in Portland. Those who were contacted by the
police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=52) were significantly less likely to believe they would
receive the same quality of service as others in Portland compared to persons who felt they were

treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #6 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE ~ DISAGREE  DISAGREE
(5) 4) (3) (2) (1)
| think | would be treated fairly by Portland
POLICE .ttt O O O O O
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. f ' ' f f ' 1 1
Full sample s s 38 s | Y
8
C
No 783 87 3.8 S )
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 311 760 3.9 %
. S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 40 .96 2.5
o~
Involuntary Contact? Hokk I No n
c
No 922 82 3.8 S ,
§ Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 142 91 3.8 E
. € Yes - Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 53 1.27 2.8 £

*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=311) in the past year
were the most likely to believe they would be treated fairly by Portland Police. Those who felt they
were treated fairly were significantly more likely to believe they would be treated fairly by Portland
Police compared to both persons without police contact (n=783) and those who felt they were treated
unfairly (n=40). Those who contacted the police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=40) were
significantly less likely to believe they would be treated fairly by Portland Police compared to persons
who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=142) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=922) to believe they
would be treated fairly by Portland Police. Those who were contacted by the police and felt they were
treated unfairly (n=53) were significantly less likely to believe they would be treated fairly by Portland
Police compared to persons who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the
past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #7 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE ~ DISAGREE  DISAGREE
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
People should respect decisions Portland
POliCE MaKE.......eeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeieeiieeeieeeees O O O O O
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ t ' ' f f | i i
Full Sample 1,166 96 3.4 Full Sample n
Voluntary Contact? *oEx e No n
©
€
No 771 .96 33 S )
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 307 .89 3.5 ‘g
. S Yes—Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 40 1.13 2.7
o~
Involuntary Contact? *kk S No n
c
o
(&)
No 909 92 3.4 z Yes — Treated Fairly n
Yes — Treated Fairly 140 1.02 3.4 g
S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 53 1.03 2.5 =

*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=307) in the past year
were the most likely to believe people should respect decisions Portland Police make. Those who felt
they were treated fairly were significantly more likely to believe people should respect decisions
Portland Police make compared to both persons without police contact (n=771) and those who felt they
were treated unfairly (n=40). Those who contacted the police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=40)
were significantly less likely to believe people should respect decisions Portland Police make compared
to persons who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=140) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=909) to people should
respect decisions Portland Police make. Those who were contacted by the police and felt they were
treated unfairly (n=53) were significantly less likely to believe people should respect decisions Portland
Police make compared to persons who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in
the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #8 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
| think my values and the values of Portland
Police are very similar............ccccccoeeeeeiiieiieeiiinnnnn. O O O O O
Analysis
10 1.5 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. | —_—
Voluntary Contact? | o o n
8
No 769  1.03 3.2 S
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 307 1.00 3.4 £
E .
Yes — Treated Unfairly 39 1.15 23 S Yes—Treated Unfairly n
Involuntary Contact? *kx r‘Lg No n
€
No 907 1.01 3.2 ]
g Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 140 1.04 3.4 |5
S .
Yes — Treated Unfairly 51 1.08 2.1 g Yes—Treated Unfairly m

*p<.05, **p< .01, ***p< 001

Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=307) in the past year
were the most likely to believe their values are very similar to values of the Portland Police. Those
who felt they were treated fairly were significantly more likely to believe their values are very similar to
the values of the Portland Police compared to both persons without police contact (n=769) and those
who felt they were treated unfairly (n=39).

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=140) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=907) to believe their
values are very similar to the values of the Portland Police. Those who were contacted by the police
and felt they were treated unfairly (n=51) were significantly less likely to believe to believe their values
are very similar to the values of the Portland Police compared to persons who felt they were treated
fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #9 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE ~ DISAGREE  DISAGREE

) (4) 3) (2) (1)

The police in Portland (do not) use race and

ethnicity when deciding whether to stop
someone* O O O O O

*|tem scoring and question wording has been reversed from original survey for ease of interpretation (i.e., higher scores now reflect a more positive
evaluation of the police).

Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n (») M Sig_ ‘ . ! ! ! ! ! ! !
Full Sample 1,165 1.09 2.8 Full Sample n
Voluntary Contact? S, o n
8
No 773 1.05 2.7 S
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 307 1.14 3.0 £
>
S Yes-—Treated Unfairl
Yes — Treated Unfairly 39 1.23 2.6 > TesTlreateduntairly n
~
Involuntary Contact? okox S No n
€
No 912 1.05 2.8 S
g Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 142 1.18 2.8 |5
. S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 52 1.24 2.2 £

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=307) in the past year
were the most likely to believe police in Portland (do not) use race and ethnicity when deciding
whether to stop someone. Those who felt they were treated fairly were significantly more likely to
believe Portland Police do not use race and ethnicity when deciding whether to stop someone
compared to both persons without police contact (n=773) and those who believed they were treated
unfairly (n=39).

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=142) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=912) to believe Portland
Police do not use race and ethnicity when deciding whether to stop someone. Those who were
contacted by the police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=52) were significantly less likely to believe
Portland Police do not use race and ethnicity when deciding whether to stop someone compared to
persons who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #10 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE  DISAGREE DISAGREE
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

Portland Police (do not) treat people

disrespectfully because of their race or
ethniCity™ ... O O O O O

*|tem scoring and question wording has been reversed from original survey for ease of interpretation (i.e., higher scores now reflect a more positive
evaluation of the police).

Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ 1
Voluntary Contact? | No n
©
1
No 773 1.06 3.0 S _
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 308 1.09 3.2 ‘g
. S Yes—Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 39 1.14 2.6
~
Involuntary Contact? ok 8 No n
c
No 912 1.04 3.0 S ,
% Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 141 1.19 3.1 E
2 Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 52 1.15 2.2 =

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=308) in the past year
were the most likely to believe Portland Police (do not) treat people disrespectfully because of their
race or ethnicity. Persons who felt they were treated fairly were significantly more likely to believe
Portland Police do not treat people disrespectfully because of their race and ethnicity compared to both
persons without police contact (n=773) and those who believed they were treated unfairly (n=39).

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=141) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=912) to believe Portland
Police do not treat people disrespectfully because of their race and ethnicity. Those who were
contacted by the police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=52) were significantly less likely to believe
Portland Police do not treat people disrespectfully because of their race and ethnicity compared to
persons who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER

STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY

Question #11 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE  DISAGREE DISAGREE
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

Portland Police (do not) treat people

disrespectfully because of their mental health
status* O O O O O

*|tem scoring and question wording has been reversed from original survey for ease of interpretation (i.e., higher scores now reflect a more positive
evaluation of the police).

Analysis
10 15 2.0 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ : L ; L L ; ; L
Full sample L6l 111 29 e [N
? o .
Voluntary Contact; Y o n
©
No 771 1.09 2.9 S
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 305 1.13 3.0 £
=2 )
Yes — Treated Unfairly 39 1.02 2.5 S Yes-Treated Unfairly n
Involuntary Contact? *oEx (*é' No n
€
No 909 1.08 2.9 8
% Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 138 1.17 3.2 §
° .
Yes — Treated Unfairly 53 1.05 2.2 z Yes ~ Treated Unfairly m

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who contacted the police for help and felt
they were treated fairly (n=305) in the past year and persons with no police contact (n=771) in their
belief that Portland Police do not treat people disrespectfully because of their mental health status.
Persons who felt they were treated unfairly (n=39) were significantly less likely to believe Portland Police
do not treat people disrespectfully because of their mental health status compared to both persons who
felt they were treated fairly and those without police contact.

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=138) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=909) to believe Portland
Police do not treat people disrespectfully because of their mental health status. Those who were
contacted by the police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=53) were significantly less likely to believe
Portland Police do not treat people disrespectfully because of their mental health status compared to
persons who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

STRONGLY NAE(ISLFIEER STRONGLY
Question #12 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE  DISAGREE DISAGREE
(5) 4) (3) (2) (1)
| (do not) worry that Portland Police may
stereotype me because of my race or ethnicity*.. O O O O O

*|tem scoring and question wording has been reversed from original survey for ease of interpretation (i.e., higher scores now reflect a more positive
evaluation of the police).

Analysis
1.0 15 2.0 25 30 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. ‘ P S .
Full Sample 1,151 1.06 3.7 Full Sample n
? * KK .
oy contacs « |
©
No 760 1.07 3.7 S
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Yes — Treated Fairly 307 .95 3.8 2
2 )
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c
No 900 1.01 3.7 8
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Yes — Treated Fairly 139 1.06 3.6 §
© .
Yes — Treated Unfairly 53 1.41 2.8 £ Yes—Treated Unfairly n

*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who contacted the police for help and felt
they were treated fairly (n=307) in the past year and persons with no police contact (n=760) in worrying
that Portland Police may stereotype them because of their race or ethnicity. Persons who felt they were
treated unfairly (n=39) were significantly less likely to not worry that Portland Police may stereotype
them because of their race or ethnicity.

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=139) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=900) to not worry that
Portland Police may stereotype them because of their race or ethnicity. Those who were contacted by
the police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=53) were significantly less likely to not worry that
Portland Police may stereotype them because of their race or ethnicity compared to persons who felt
they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

NEITHER
. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #13 AGREE AGREE /IDISAGREE ~ DISAGREE DISAGREE
(5) 4) (3) (2) (1)
If | saw a crime happening in my neighborhood
| would call the Portland Police to reportit.......... O O O O O
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ ' : L L : L L :
Full sample 18 76 44 s [T
©
No 785 77 4.4 S
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 311 .67 4.5 £
2 .
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£
No 925 72 45 S
g Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 143 .79 4.3 §
° .
Yes — Treated Unfairly 52 1.11 3.9 g Yes—Treated Unfairly n

*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=311) in the past year
were the most likely to call the Portland Police if they saw a crime happening in their neighborhood.
Those who felt they were treated fairly were significantly more likely to call the Portland Police if they
saw a crime happening in their neighborhood compared to both persons without police contact (n=785)
and those who believed they were treated unfairly (n=38).

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=143) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=925) to call the Portland
Police if they saw a crime happening in their neighborhood. Those who were contacted by the police
and felt they were treated unfairly (n=52) were significantly less likely call the Portland Police if they saw
a crime happening in their neighborhood compared to persons who felt they were treated fairly or were
not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST
NEITHER

. STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY
Question #14 AGREE AGREE IDISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

) (4) 3) (2) (1)

| would work with the Portland Police to identify

a person who committed a crime in my 0] 0 0 o) 0
neighborhood ...
Analysis
1.0 15 2.0 25 30 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. ‘ —
yolunary Contact? « [T
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° .
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=311) in the past year
were the most likely to work with the Portland Police to identify a person who committed a crime in
their neighborhood. Those who felt they were treated fairly were significantly more likely to work with
the Portland Police to identify a person who committed a crime in their neighborhood compared to
both persons without police contact (n=779) and those who believed they were treated unfairly (n=39).

Persons who were contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were
treated fairly (n=142) were equally likely as those that were not contacted (n=918) to work with the
Portland Police to identify a person who committed a crime in their neighborhood. Those who were
contacted by the police and felt they were treated unfairly (n=53) were significantly less likely to work
with the Portland Police to identify a person who committed a crime in their neighborhood compared to
persons who felt they were treated fairly or were not contacted by police in the past year.
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I. LEGITIMACY AND TRUST - SUMMARY

One of the unique findings in this first section is that those who have contacts perceived as “fair”,
whether voluntary or involuntary, have greater or equal faith and trust in the Portland Police than
those who do not report any police contacts in the prior year. In some cases these differences are
statistically significant and in others it is only a small or no difference. Even among persons who report
being stopped involuntarily by the police, if they perceive fair treatment, there are potential gains for
trust and legitimacy. This is an important finding because it illustrates the potential role that recent,
direct police experiences can have in efforts to improve public trust in police.

On the other hand, persons who perceive they were treated unfairly during a voluntary or involuntary
police contact in the past year express significantly less legitimacy and trust in Portland Police compared
to both persons who report no contacts and those with fair contacts. This also is an important finding
because it shows the strong influence a negative police encounter can have and steps should be taken
to ensure positive police contacts.

The results provide support for a popular policing strategy revolving around the notion of “procedural
justice” (Tyler & Huo, 2002). A procedural justice approach focuses on identifying the communication
dynamics within police-public contacts that increase one’s perception that the encounter was resolved
in a fair manner. Officers that explain their actions, treat persons with respect, allow for questions and
appeals, show neutral and consistent behavior, and express compassion during police-public
interactions can increase a person’s sense of trust in police, and willingness to assist law enforcement.

Unfortunately our survey questionnaire did not have room for follow up questions that explore the
nature of a reported police contact to help explain why some felt they were treated fairly or unfairly.
Nonetheless, the results indicate a strong relationship between perceptions of fairness in recent police
contacts and one’s perception of police trust and legitimacy. The data is also unable to support causal
relationships due to its cross-sectional nature. In other words, we cannot conclude that contacts
perceived as fair increases a perception of trust and legitimacy because it’s also plausible that the
majority of persons who had contacts already possessed higher trust and legitimacy in the police, which
in turn may have influenced the nature of the contact in a positive fashion or their evaluation of the
contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST 12 MONTHS

The 12 items in the following section focus on individuals’ evaluations of the Portland Police Bureau’s
performance across a wide range of police activities over the past 12 months. These items are designed
to measure public perception of PPB’s activities in the community over the last year and their overall
effectiveness in policing efforts. Community outreach and accountability have been identified as
important goals by the Portland Police Bureau. The following 12 items measure how successful
Portland citizen’s feel the PPB was at achieving these important policing and departmental outcomes.
The 12 public perception items fall into three major categories: 1) general satisfaction with police
services, 2) police outreach with the community, and 3) specific changes that PPB has undertaken to
improve its policing efforts in the community, which include implementing new training procedures and
efforts to reduce use of force. The results will provide important performance feedback for PPB that
can be used as a baseline to measure subsequent changes in the public’s perceptions of police
performance. This section tests whether police-public contacts influence perceptions of PPBs
performance. That is, does having voluntary or involuntary contact with an officer influence
perceptions of how well PPB is doing?
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #1 (5) () (3) (2) (1)
Fighting crime...........ooooiiiiiiiiee e 0 0 0 o) 0
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. ‘ P S S S R
cul sample 7 &2 asonve |
Voluntary Contact? *kx o n
ks No
©
No 725 76 3.7 S
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. 2 Yes-Treated Unfairly
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*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in fighting crime
between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (h=301) and
persons without police contact (n=725) in the prior year. Persons who contacted the police for help and
believed they were treated unfairly (n=38) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in
fighting crime compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.

There is also no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year
(i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (h=134) and who were not contacted by
the police (n=863) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in fighting crime. Persons
contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated unfairly
(n=52) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in fighting crime compared to those
who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #2 (5) (4) ®3) ) (1)
Dealing with problems that concern (my)
neighborhood ... O O O O O
Analysis
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in dealing with problems
that concern my neighborhood between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were
treated fairly (n=303) and persons without police contact (n=722) in the prior year. Persons who
contacted the police for help and believed they were treated unfairly (n=39) had a significantly lower
evaluation of PPB’s performance in dealing with problems that concern my neighborhood compared to
those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.

There is also no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year
(i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=134) and persons who were not
contacted by the police (n=864) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in dealing
with problems that concern my neighborhood. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic
stop, arrest) who believed they were treated unfairly (n=52) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s
performance in dealing with problems that concern my neighborhood compared to those who felt they
were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #3 (5) @) 3) @) (1)
Being available when you need them ................. 0 0 0 o) 0
Analysis
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*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in being available when
you need them between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly
(n=303) and persons without police contact (n=720) in the prior year. Persons who contacted the police
for help and believed they were treated unfairly (n=39) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB'’s
performance in being available when you need them compared to those who felt they were treated
fairly or had no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=133) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=861) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in being available when
you need them. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who believed they
were treated unfairly (n=52) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in being available
when you need them compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #4 (5) (4) (3) @) (1)
Understanding the concerns of (my)
COMMUNIEY .. O O O O O
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*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in understanding the
concerns of my community between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were
treated fairly (n=300) and persons without police contact (n=728) in the prior year. Persons who
contacted the police for help and believed they were treated unfairly (n=37) had a significantly lower
evaluation of PPB’s performance in understanding the concerns of my community compared to those
who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=133) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=866) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in understanding the
concerns of my community. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who
believed they were treated unfairly (n=51) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in
understanding the concerns of my community compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or
had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #5 (5) @) 3) @ (1)
Building trust with (my) community ..................... 0 0 0 o) 0
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. ‘ —_—
Voluntary Contact? ek %é No n
No 731 1.02 3.2 S
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 295 .95 33 £
>
Yes — Treated Unfairly 38 .99 1.9 S Yes—Treated Unfairly m
Involuntary Contact? *kx T‘C:U' No n
<
o
o
No 868 1.00 33 % Yes — Treated Fairly n
Yes — Treated Fairly 132 1.00 3.3 g
S Yes-Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 51 1.01 2.1 =

*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in building trust with my
community between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly
(n=295) and persons without police contact (n=731) in the prior year. Persons who contacted the police
for help and believed they were treated unfairly (n=38) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB'’s
performance in understanding the concerns of my community compared to those who felt they were
treated fairly or had no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=132) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=868) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in building trust with
my community. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who believed they
were treated unfairly (n=51) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in understanding
the concerns of my community compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #6 (5) @) (3) @) (1)
Involving (my) community in crime prevention
(<1 (0) €= O O O O O
Analysis
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S Yes-Treated Unfairly n
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in involving my
community in crime prevention efforts between persons who contacted the police for help and felt
they were treated fairly (n=297) and persons without police contact (n=714) in the prior year. Persons
who contacted the police for help and believed they were treated unfairly (n=37) had a significantly
lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in involving my community in crime prevention efforts
compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=132) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=851) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in involving my
community in crime prevention efforts. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop,
arrest) who believed they were treated unfairly (n=51) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s
performance in involving my community in crime prevention efforts compared to those who felt they
were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #7 (5) @) 3) @) (1)
Reducing the use of force by police officers........ e} 0 0 o) 0
Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. ‘ —_—
Voluntary Contact? o | g No n
©
No 716 1.06 3.0 S
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 282 .98 3.1 £
>
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Yes — Treated Unfairly 52 1.20 2.3 =

*p <.05, ¥**p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in reducing the use of
force by police officers between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated
fairly (n=282) and persons without police contact (n=716) in the prior year. Persons who contacted the
police for help and believed they were treated unfairly (n=37) had a significantly lower evaluation of
PPB’s performance in reducing the use of force by police officers compared to those who felt they were
treated fairly or had no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=130) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=840) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in reducing the use of
force by police officers. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who
believed they were treated unfairly (n=52) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in
reducing the use of force by police officers compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had
no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #8 (5) (@) (3) 2) (1)
Holding police officers accountable when they
engage in improper actions..............ccceeeeeeeeeeeennn. O O O O O
Analysis
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in holding officers
accountable when they engage in improper actions between persons who contacted the police for
help and felt they were treated fairly (n=283) and persons without police contact (n=726) in the prior
year. Persons who contacted the police for help and believed they were treated unfairly (n=39) had a
significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in holding officers accountable when they engage in
improper actions compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=130) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=840) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in holding officers
accountable when they engage in improper actions. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated unfairly (n=52) had a significantly lower evaluation
of PPB’s performance in holding officers accountable when they engage in improper actions compared
to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.

Page | 31




Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
Question #9 (5) @) (3) @) (1)
Training officers to help people when they are
having a mental health crisis..............ccccccvvviniin. O O O O O
Analysis
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in training officers when
they have a mental health crisis between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were
treated fairly (n=281) and persons without police contact (n=718) in the prior year. Persons who
contacted the police for help and believed they were treated unfairly (n=38) had a significantly lower
evaluation of PPB’s performance in training officers when they have a mental health crisis compared to
those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=131) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=842) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in training officers when
they have a mental health crisis. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest)
who believed they were treated unfairly (n=52) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s
performance in training officers when they have a mental health crisis compared to those who felt they
were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
S WD 5) @) @) ) (1)
Training officers to work with people from
diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds................ O O O O O
Analysis
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in training officers to
work with people from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds between persons who contacted the
police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=279) and persons without police contact (n=709) in
the prior year. Persons who contacted the police for help and believed they were treated unfairly
(n=38) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in training officers to work with people
from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=131) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=830) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in training officers to
work with people from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds. Persons contacted by police in the past
year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated unfairly (n=52) had a significantly lower
evaluation of PPB’s performance in training officers to work with people from diverse racial and ethnic
backgrounds compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
ST LY (5) @) ) 2) (1)
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Analysis
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Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in diversifying their
workforce between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=274)
and persons without police contact (n=697) in the prior year. Persons who contacted the police for help
and believed they were treated unfairly (n=38) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s
performance in diversifying their workforce compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had
no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=130) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=816) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in diversifying their
workforce. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were
treated unfairly (n=51) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in diversifying their
workforce compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE OVER THE PAST YEAR

VERY VERY
. GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR POOR
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Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in evaluation of PPB’s performance in communicating with
the public between persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=293)
and persons without police contact (n=735) in the prior year. Persons who contacted the police for help
and believed they were treated unfairly (n=39) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB'’s
performance in communicating with the public compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or
had no contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e.
traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were treated fairly (n=136) and persons who were not contacted
by the police (n=862) in the prior year in their evaluation of PPB’s performance in communicating with
the public. Persons contacted by police in the past year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) who believed they were
treated unfairly (n=52) had a significantly lower evaluation of PPB’s performance in communicating with
the public compared to those who felt they were treated fairly or had no contact.
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Il. EVALUATION OF PPB’S PERFORMANCE - SUMMARY

Persons who felt they were treated fairly during voluntary police contacts (i.e. calling for help) and
involuntary contacts (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) in the past year had similar evaluations of PPB’s
performance across a number of indicators compared to persons reporting no police contact. These
indicators include 12 questions focusing on general satisfaction with police services, police outreach
with the community, and specific changes that PPB has undertaken to improve its policing efforts in the
community (e.g. training, diversity). A perception of fair treatment during police contacts does not have
as strong of a relationship to police performance evaluations as it does with perceptions of trust and
legitimacy illustrated in Section I. For example, in 9 out of 14 comparisons in Section |, those who
perceived being treated fairly during a voluntary contact were significantly more likely to express trust
or legitimacy in Portland Police compared to persons with no police contacts and those who felt they
were treated fairly. There were no statistical significant differences between persons with contacts
perceived as fair and persons with no contact in their evaluation of police services.

However, persons who felt they were treated unfairly express significantly lower evaluations of PPB’s
performance across all indicators compared to persons who felt they were treated fairly or had no
police contacts. These results reiterate the potential influence that negative perceptions of procedural
justice based on direct contact experiences can have on overall opinions of the Police Bureau. This is an
important finding because perceptions of how fairly one was treated impacts broader evaluations of
police effectiveness, not just an evaluation of the direct contact incident.
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lll. PERCEPTIONS REGARDING POLICE USE OF FORCE

The four items in this section are designed to measure public perceptions regarding the level of force
used by PPB officers with Portland community members. A key component of the DOJ findings
identified a pattern of excessive levels of force by PPB officers in incidents that involved individuals
experiencing a mental health crisis. The following four items assess these perceptions. Community
respondents are asked their opinion on whether force is more physical than necessary in all cases, and
then specifically for racial or ethnic minorities, for people experiencing a mental health crisis, and for
people in one’s neighborhood. Including the subgroup questions in addition to a global assessment on
use of force allows for a more nuanced understanding of the community’s use of force perception.
These measures will provide a baseline that PPB can use to evaluate the effect that subsequent use of
force policy reforms and new training procedures that are designed to reduce force have on public
perceptions of force. This section tests whether police-public contacts influence perceptions of police
use of force. That is, does having voluntary or involuntary contact with an officer influence perceptions
regarding use of force?
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lll. PERCEPTIONS REGARDING POLICE USE OF FORCE

NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE/ STRONGLY
Question #1* AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
Portland Police officers use more physical force than
necessary when dealing with:
O O O O O

Community members ingeneral ...........cccccceee.....

*Response scale and question wording is reversed from earlier questions so higher scores continue to reflect a more positive evaluation of the police.

Analysis
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Voluntary Contact? wRE S No -
©
e
No 758 .97 31 ] _
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 296 .95 33 ‘g
S Yes-—Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 39 1.06 2.6 = n
o~
Involuntary Contact? kx| G No n
5
()
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who contacted the police for help and felt
they were treated fairly (n=296) and persons without police contact (n=758) in their opinions about
Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary when dealing with community members
in general. Persons who believed they were treated unfairly (n=39) were significantly more likely to
agree Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary when dealing with community
members in general compared to persons who express fair treatment and those without contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who were contacted by police (i.e. traffic
stop, arrest) and felt they were treated fairly (n=137) and persons without police contact (n=892) in
their opinions about Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary when dealing with
community members in general. Those who were contacted by the police and felt they were treated
unfairly (n=50) were significantly more likely to agree Portland Police officers use more physical force
than necessary when dealing with community members in general compared to persons who felt they
were treated fairly and those without police contact.
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lll. PERCEPTIONS REGARDING POLICE USE OF FORCE

NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE/ STRONGLY
Question #2* AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
Portland Police officers use more physical force than
necessary when dealing with:
O O O O O

Racial or ethnic MiNOritieS..........ovevveiviiiieeienaannns

*Response scale and question wording is reversed from earlier questions so higher scores continue to reflect a more positive evaluation of the police.

Analysis
1.0 15 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50
Group n SD M Sig. \ ' f f ' | i | |
Full Sample 1,136 1.12 2.7 Full Sample n
Voluntary Contact? A No n
©
e
No 759 1.10 2.6 ] _
> Yes — Treated Fairly
Yes — Treated Fairly 299 1.14 2.8 g
S Yes-—Treated Unfairly
Yes — Treated Unfairly 36 1.22 2.3 = n
.
Involuntary Contact? kx| G No n
5
()
No 892 109 27 2 Ves— Treated aiy n
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

Persons who contacted the police for help and felt they were treated fairly (n=296) were significantly
less likely to agree that Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary when dealing
with racial or ethnic minorities compared to both persons without police contact (n=759) and persons
who felt they were treated unfairly during their contact (n=36).

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who were contacted by police (i.e. traffic
stop, arrest) and felt they were treated fairly (n=139) and persons without police contact (n=892) in
their opinions about Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary when dealing with
racial and ethnic minorities. Those who were contacted by the police and felt they were treated unfairly
(n=51) were significantly more likely to agree Portland Police officers use more physical force than
necessary when dealing with racial and ethnic minorities compared to persons who felt they were
treated fairly and those without police contact.
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lll. PERCEPTIONS REGARDING POLICE USE OF FORCE

NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE/ STRONGLY
Question #3* AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
Portland Police officers use more physical force than
necessary when dealing with:
O O O O O

People experiencing a mental health crisis .........

*Response scale and question wording is reversed from earlier questions so higher scores continue to reflect a more positive evaluation of the police.

Analysis
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference in personal opinions that Portland Police officers use more
physical force than necessary when dealing with people experiencing a mental health crisis based on
one’s contact experience, whether deemed fair or unfair, or non-contact with police over the past year.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who were contacted by police in the past
year (i.e. traffic stop, arrest) and felt they were treated fairly (n=140) and persons without police
contact (n=898) in their opinions about Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary
when dealing with people experiencing a mental health crisis. Those who were contacted by the police
and felt they were treated unfairly (n=52) were significantly more likely to agree Portland Police officers
use more physical force than necessary when dealing with people experiencing a mental health crisis
compared to persons who felt they were treated fairly and those without police contact.
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lll. PERCEPTIONS REGARDING POLICE USE OF FORCE

NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE/ STRONGLY
Question #4* AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
Portland Police officers use more physical force than
necessary when dealing with:
O O O O O

People in my neighborhood .........ccocovevveveniinnnns.

*Response scale and question wording is reversed from earlier questions so higher scores continue to reflect a more positive evaluation of the police.

Analysis
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*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001.
Interpretation

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who contacted the police for help and felt
they were treated fairly (n=297) and persons without police contact (n=760) in their opinions about
Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary when dealing with people in my
neighborhood. Persons who believed they were treated unfairly (n=37) were significantly more likely to
agree Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary when dealing with people in my
neighborhood compared to persons who felt they were treated fairly and those without police contact.

There is no statistical significant difference between persons who were contacted by police (i.e. traffic
stop, arrest) and felt they were treated fairly (n=138) and persons without police contact (n=891) in
their opinions about Portland Police officers use more physical force than necessary when dealing with
people in my neighborhood. Those who were contacted by the police and felt they were treated
unfairly (n=50) were significantly more likely to agree Portland Police officers use more physical force
than necessary when dealing with people in my neighborhood compared to persons who felt they were
treated fairly and those without police contact.
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lll. PERCEPTIONS REGARDING POLICE USE OF FORCE - SUMMARY

There was not much variation in perceptions of police use of force between persons who felt they were
treated fairly during either voluntary or involuntary contacts with police and persons who had no police
contacts in the prior year. This finding is similar to Section Il where a perception of fair treatment is not
related to differences in perceptions of quality of police services compared to those with no contact.
However, consistent throughout all three sections of the report, persons who felt they were treated
unfairly during voluntary and involuntary contacts were significantly more likely to agree that police
officers use more force than necessary when dealing with the general public, racial/ethnic minorities,
and people experiencing a mental health crisis compared to respondents who felt they were treated
fairly or had no contact. This finding demonstrates that negative perceptions of fairness in a single
incident may influence overall perceptions of police use of force.
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VI. OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this report is to ascertain whether voluntary and involuntary police contacts in the prior
year that are perceived as fair compared to unfair appear to influence opinion over the focal elements
of the DOJ settlement agreement — Legitimacy and Trust, PPB Performance, and Perceptions of Use of
Force. Do persons reporting no police contact have different attitudes towards police than those who
have had recent contacts? Further, does the type of contact — voluntary or involuntary — affect
attitudes toward the police?

The overall findings indicate that 89% of persons who voluntarily contacted the police for help and 73%
of persons who were involuntarily contacted by the police believe they were treated fairly during the
contact. It’s important to know that, on average, Portland Police officers have done a good job making
the public feel they were treated fairly during both types of recent police contacts. By increasing a sense
of fairness during public contacts the Bureau will be able to increase the public’s overall trust,
confidence, and support. The results provide evidence that it is the manner in which the public
perceives they are treated during a police contact that is critical to influencing attitudes towards the
police, not whether they were involuntary stopped by the police. Done appropriately, proactive
policing may not harm trust and legitimacy as long as persons perceive they are being treated fairly
during their contact. Developing a better understanding of what leads to perceptions of fair treatment
is an important next step.

There were; however, certain segments of the public that were significantly more likely to feel they
were treated unfairly during recent police contacts (see Appendix tables, pp. 45-46). Differences in
opinion over treatment were more pronounced among those reporting involuntary contacts compared
to voluntary contacts. Minority respondents, particularly Spanish/Latino and “Other” race respondents,
were significantly more likely to believe they were treated unfairly during voluntary police contacts.
Males and Minority respondents were also significantly more likely to perceive unfair treatment during
involuntary police contacts. It is unclear why some respondents felt they were treated unfairly or fairly.
Perceptions of treatment can be based on many circumstances including verbal
communication/miscommunication, non-verbal cues, the resolution of the contact (e.g. warning vs.
citation), response time, the reason for the contact, differences in expectations, or prior attitudes
towards the police. All we know is that race/ethnicity and gender is related to perceptions of fairness in
a police contact. Readers interested in analyses of racial/ethnic differences in perceptions of police
trust, quality of services, and use of force should refer to the first report in this series. In the future we
expect additional study on the intersection of race/ethnicity, police contact, and perceptions of police
will be conducted and made available on the CJPRI website (www.pdx.edu/cjpri)

Although contacts perceived as unfair are rare based on the survey results, social psychological research
suggests negative associations have a more powerful influence on our memory and attitude formation
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(e.g., Kensinger, 2007). Portrayals of unfair contacts shared by acquaintances, friends, family, neighbors
or in the media may also have an influence over the attitudes of the general public who have limited or
no recent police contact experiences. Thus, it is important to continually work towards understanding
how the public, particularly different demographic populations, evaluate and judge fair treatment.

The most pronounced, and perhaps surprising, finding was that persons who believed they were treated
fairly in their most recent voluntary or involuntary police contact had a higher opinion of police
legitimacy and trust than persons reporting no police contact and much higher opinion compared to
those who believed they were treated unfairly. It makes theoretical sense that persons who believe
they were treated fairly would likely express trust in police, but it’s not so obvious they would have
more positive opinions regarding trust and legitimacy than persons reporting no police contact. This
finding is supportive of the growing interest among law enforcement to reinforce for officers
communication techniques that resolve contacts in a “procedurally just” fashion. Perceptions of police
trust and legitimacy appear to be strongly influenced by real-life police contact experiences. We cannot
rule out that persons who call the police for help, on average, already have higher trust in police. Thus,
a causal relationship between perceiving a contact as fair and police trust cannot be confirmed with
cross-sectional data because we’re only measuring attitudes at one point in time. Similarly, we cannot
confirm that perceptions of unfair treatment “cause” lower evaluations of trust, quality of services, and
use of force based on the correlations we note; they may have had a lower opinion prior to the contact.

Despite these noted limitations about causality, the study results validate a key recommendation for
addressing public opinion described in our first survey report we referred to as Steps to Ensure Quality
Police-Public Encounters, which is repeated here:

Steps to Ensure Quality Police-Public Encounters

Recommendation 1: Explore the types of training content areas that would benefit the Bureau and
officers when interacting with the public around a wide variety of contexts and scenarios. Particular
emphasis should be placed on crisis intervention training, procedural justice, public relations and
communication, communication strategies in diverse communities, implicit bias, 4" and 14t
amendments, and community crime prevention and partnership development.

Recommendation 2: Assess existing trainings available and consider the following: Is there data to
support efficacy of available trainings? How will officers respond to the training? What strategies can
be used to ensure officer buy-in to the training content?

Recommendation 3: Develop evaluation plans for any training undertaken to assess outcomes (e.g. use
of force, citizen complaints) and improve training delivery.
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Recommendation 4: Increase the use of car and person cameras for officers and analysis of camera
footage. The footage could be used to inform targeted trainings on particular encounter characteristics
and assess Bureau performance.

Recommendation 5: Develop a performance recognition program that identifies and rewards officers
with a record of engaging in quality police-public encounters.

To these five steps we offer an additional research step that this report’s findings necessitate.

Recommendation 6: Develop a better understanding through research of the components of police-
public contacts that are related to why one perceived the contact as fair or unfair. The current research
is unable to discern the reasons behind respondent’s judgment of treatment. Knowing these factors
will allow the Bureau to develop targeted strategies that have the potential to improve the public’s
perceptions of their treatment during a police contact. Such research could be accomplished with a
detailed follow-up questionnaire when persons have contact with the police. In addition, having
evaluators rate real footage of police-public contacts can provide insight into the visual and audio
queues that stimulate perceptions of fairness or unfairness.

Recommendation 7: This research suggests proactive policing strategies by themselves may not harm
public perceptions, as long as officers are trained to conduct themselves in accordance with
constitutional standards and communications styles that enhance perceptions of procedural justice.
Tyler & Huo (2002) discuss the importance of officers thoroughly explaining their actions and
motivations, treating persons with respect, allowing for questions and appeals, showing neutral and
consistent behavior, and expressing compassion during police-public interactions.

The other broad recommendation category discussed in our first report we referred to as Steps to
Increase Public Knowledge is also relevant to the findings in this second report. For example, persons
who believe they were treated fairly have similar opinions of Police Bureau effectiveness and use of
force as persons who have had no recent police contacts. Thus, it is still important for the Bureau to
find ways to increase the public’s knowledge of their successes and efforts to address key issues
detailed in the DOJ findings letter. Knowledge of the Bureau’s overall successes and efforts are not
likely communicated through police contacts.

In conclusion, the good news is that the overwhelming majority of the public who comes into contact
with Police Bureau officers feel they were treated fairly. Understanding why some persons and
population groups feel they were treated unfairly is an important next step to developing strategic
efforts to improve contact experiences in the future.
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APPENDIX

Sample Characteristics of VOLUNTARY CONTACTS (i.e. asked police for help)

Demographic Factors Contact - Contact - Treated
Treated Fairly Unfairly
Males 125 88.0% 17 12.0%
Females 183 89.7% 21 10.3%
Age 45 or older 183 90.1% 20 9.9%
Age < 45 123 87.2% 18 12.8%
White Only 250 91.2% 24 8.8%
Minorities 64 80.0% 16 20.0%*
Lai?::iSh' Hispanic, 18 79.0% . 28.0%"
African American 21 87.5% 3 12.5%
Asian 14 93.3% 1 6.7%
Native American 7 70.0% 3 30.0%
Other 24 77.4% 7 22.6%°
Born in Oregon 111 87.4% 16 12.6%
Born in other U.S. 174 90.2% 19 9.8%
Born outside U.S. 25 86.5% 4 13.8%
Some High School 6 75.0% 2 25.0%
HS Degree/GED 30 81.1% 7 18.9%
Some College 74 86.0% 12 14.0%
Associate Degree 35 85.4% 6 14.6%
Bachelors or higher 165 93.2% 12 6.8%

@Minority respondents who report a voluntary police contact in the prior year were significantly more likely to believe
they were treated unfairly compared to White only respondents.

bSpanish/Latino respondents who report a voluntary police contact in the prior year were significantly more likely to
believe they were treated unfairly compared to non-Spanish/Latino respondents.

¢“Other” race respondents who report a voluntary police contact in the prior year were significantly more likely to
believe they were treated unfairly compared to all other respondents.
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Sample Characteristics of INVOLUNTARY CONTACTS (i.e. stopped by police, arrested)

Demographic Factors Contact - Contact - Treated
Treated Fairly Unfairly
Males 52 61.2% 33 38.8%°
Females 88 81.5% 20 18.5%
Age 45 or older 85 73.3% 31 26.7%
Age < 45 54 72.0% 21 28.0%
White Only 109 79.0% 29 21.0%
Minorities 35 59.3% 24 40.7%"
LaStE)rz:\;lish, Hispanic, 11 61.1% 7 38.9%
African American 9 60.0% 6 40.0%
Asian 6 66.7% 3 33.3%
Native American 4 57.1% 3 42.9%
Other 20 60.6% 13 39.4%
Born in Oregon 54 72.0% 21 28.0%
Born in other U.S. 75 75.0% 25 25.0%
Born outside U.S. 13 68.4% 6 31.6%
Some High School 4 66.7% 2 33.3%
HS Degree/GED 16 76.2% 5 23.8%
Some College 34 68.0% 16 32.0%
Associate Degree 14 63.6% 8 36.4%
Bachelors or higher 75 77.3% 22 22.7%

2Male respondents who report an involuntary police contact in the prior year were significantly more likely to believe

they were treated unfairly compared to female respondents.

b Minority respondents who report an involuntary police contact in the prior year were significantly more likely to believe

they were treated unfairly compared to White only respondents.

Page | 47




REFERENCES

Kensinger, E. A. (2007). Negative emotion enhances memory accuracy: Behavioral and neuroimaging
evidence. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 16, 213-218.

Rosenbaum, D.P.; Schuck, A.M.; Costello, S.K.; Hawkins, D.F.; & Ring, M.K. (2005). Attitudes toward
the police: The effects of direct and vicarious experience. Police Quarterly, 8: 343.

Sunshine, J.; & Tyler, T.R. (2003). The role of procedural justice and legitimacy in shaping public
support for policing. Law & Society Review, 37: 513-548,

Tyler, T.R.; & Huo, J. (2002). Trust in the Law: Encouraging Public Cooperation with the Police and
Courts. New York: Russel Sage Foundation.

Tyler, T. R., & Wakslak, C. J. (2004). Profiling and police legitimacy: Procedural justice, attributions of
motive, and acceptance of police authority. Criminology, 42, 253-281.

Weitzer, R., & Tuch, S. A. (2005). Racially biased policing: Determinants of citizen perceptions. Social
Forces, 83, 1009-1030.

Page | 48




3.06 Grand Jury

A. Preliminary Hearing

Amended Article VI, Subsection 5, of the Oregon Constitution provides two
separate procedures for charging defendants in Circuit Court. Amended Article
VII provides that defendants may be charged either by indictment by ‘the grand
jury or by an information of district attorney after a preliminary hearing. In order
to ensure that the choice between indictment and information is made according
to consistent criteria, this office will take all felony cases to grand jury unless
there is a specific evidentiary need, such as eyewitness identification or
preservation of testimony, in an individual case. The decision to take a case by
way of preliminary hearing must be approved by the Chief Deputy of the affected
division.

B. Proceedings before the grand jury

The policies in this section govern the conduct of deputy district attorneys
presenting evidence before the grand jury.

A deputy district attorney fulfills two functions before the grand jury. The first is
to present evidence to the grand jury upon which they will base their decision to
indict the suspect or to return a “not true bill.”” The second is to act as legal
advisor to the grand jury.

C. Presentation of evidence

1. Bxcept where specifically authorized by law, no evidence may be presented to
the grand jury except that which would be admissible in trial under the
Oregon Evidence Code.

2. All evidence presented to the grand jury must be presented under oath with
the names of the witnesses before the grand jury listed on the indictment, if an
indictment is returned.

3. It is not a function of the grand jury to determine if evidence should be
suppressed for constitutional violation by investigating officers. Where it is
apparent, however, that evidence was obtained in violation of a defendant’s
constitutional rights and would clearly be inadmissible at trial, a deputy
district attorney must not present that evidence before the grand jury.

4. Oregon law only permits the recording of grand jury testimony in limited
circumstances. If a decision is made to record grand jury testimony, testimony
from all witnesses in a particular case before the grand jury must be recorded.
Permission of the District Attorney, Special Counsel or Chief Deputy of the
affected/appropriate division must be obtained to record grand jury testimony.
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5. The grand jury is not required to consider defenses to charges presented to the

grand jury. However, where credible evidence known to a deputy district
attorney presenting a case before the grand jury would objectively refute the
guilt of the defendant, the deputy district attorney must present that evidence
to the grand jury.

A defendant who wishes to testify voluntarily before the grand jury and who
waives in writing any express or implied immunity for that testimony should
be allowed to testify, if practicable. A deputy district attorney, however, is
under no obligation to affirmatively offer an opportunity to testify to each
defendant investigated before the grand jury.

The compelled testimony before the grand jury of any witness who might
objectively be considered a potential suspect in the crimes under investigation
must be approved by the District Attorney, Special Counsel or Chief Deputy
of the appropriate division.

D. Deputy district attorney as legal advisor to the grand jury

1.

At the beginning of each grand jury term and prior to the presentation of any
evidence, grand jurors will receive an orientation from a deputy district
attorney or attorneys concerning the grand jury process. This orientation is
designed to provide information about the legal procedures of the grand jury
and the practical personal necessities of grand jury service. Factual
information pertaining to potential cases under investigation shall not be
presented in grand jury orientations.

As noted, no evidence must be presented to the grand jury, which would not
be admissible at trial. As legal advisors, furthermore, deputy district attorneys
should prevent grand jurors from making inquiries which would produce
inadmissible evidence.

Deputy district attorneys should not preempt the fact-finding function of the
grand jury. Advice to grand jurors should be limited to matters of law.
Deputy district attorneys should not discuss or advise grand jurors on the
significance of purely factual matters, other than to instruct them on how the
law applies to the facts presented.

Deputy district attorneys cannot advise grand jurors on how to vote. The one
exception to this rule is when a deputy district attorney believes the evidence
demonstrates that a suspect under investigation did not commit the offense. In
this situation the deputy district attorney must recommend that the grand jury
return a "not true bill.”
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5.50 Police Discharge of Firearms Involving Death or Physical Injury

The grand jury will review all cases involving a law enforcement officer’s discharge of a
firearm which results in death, serious physical injury or physical injury unless, at the
discretion of the District Attorney, it is determined that grand jury review is unwarranted.
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Recording the Grand Jury

A Reform Long Overdue in Oregon

Oregon’s Current Grand Jury Laws

Oregon is one of only three states that still rely on
non-verbatim “minutes” of grand jury proceedings.
ORS 132.080 provides:

“The members of the grand jury shall
appoint one of their number as clerk.
The clerk shall keep minutes of their
proceedings (except the votes of the
individual jurors) and of the substance of
the evidence given before them.”

These “minutes” are often illegible, abbreviated,
and inexact.

Verbatim Recording: a National Norm

The federal system has mandated verbatim
recording of grand jury proceedings since 1979.

Thirty-four (34) states mandate verbatim
recording; more states do so by adoptive practice.

Of the thirteen (13) Western states (from the
Rocky Mountains to the west), Oregon is the only
state that does not mandate creation of a
verbatim record: Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Hawaii, Montana, Nevada, New
Mexico, Utah, Washington and Wyoming all
require a verbatim record of grand jury
proceedings.

Grand Jury secrecy is maintained by stating the
record shall remain secret and may not be
accessed or distributed without order of the
court.

Verbatim Recording Curbs Abuse and
Provides Benefits

Federal courts identify four key benefits to creating
a verbatim record of grand jury proceedings:

v" Recording restrains prosecutorial abuse and
over-reaching

v" Recording acts as a circumstantial guaranty of
trustworthiness of testimony received by the
grand jury

v" Recording ensures that the accused learns
whether a witness has given prior inconsistent
testimony under oath

v" Recording allows prosecutors to rehabilitate a
government witness with prior consistent
testimony under oath

“If a district attorney wanted, a grand jury
would indict a ham sandwich.”
Sol Wachtler
New York State Chief Judge

Oregon is not immune to the hazards of relying
upon a non-verbatim record. The need for reform
is systemic and urgent.

The Oregon Criminal Defense Lawyers Association
urges your support of legislation mandating a
verbatim record of grand jury proceedings.

For further information contact Gail Meyer
Legislative Representative, OCDLA
glmlobby@nwlink.com e 503-799-8483
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“‘_"'. GRAND JURY LAWS IN THE THIRTEEN WESTERN STATES
l: Oregon alone has no mandate to record grand jury proceedings

REGON

Criminal Defense Lawyers

ASSOCIATION

STATE VERBATIM RECORDING REQUIREMENT

AK AK Rule Crim. Proc. 6(j): “All proceedings before the grand jury, including the testimony of witnesses and any statements made by the prosecuting attorney or by any of
the jurors, shall be electronically recorded.”

AZ A.R.S § 21-411 A: “The presiding judge of the superior court shall appoint a regularly appointed court reporter to record the proceedings before the grand jury, except the
deliberations of the grand jury.”

CA Cal. Penal Code & 938 (a): “Whenever criminal causes are being investigated before the grand jury, it shall appoint a competent stenographic reporter. He shall be sworn
and shall report in shorthand the testimony given in such causes and shall transcribe the shorthand in all cases where an indictment is returned or accusation presented.”

Cco Co. R. Crim. Proc., Rule 6.4: “A certified or authorized reporter shall be present at all grand jury sessions. All grand jury proceedings and testimony from commencement to
adjournment shall be reported.”

ID I.C.R. Rule 6.3: “All proceedings of the grand jury, except deliberations, shall be recorded, either stenographically or electronically.”

HA § 612-58 (c): “Allinquiries made by the grand jury of the grand jury counsel and all exchanges between them shall be recorded verbatim and made part of the record of the
grand jury proceedings.”

MT MCA 46-11-316 (1): “The grand jury shall either appoint a stenographer to take in shorthand the testimony of witnesses or the testimony must be taken by a recording
device, but the record so made must include the testimony of all witnesses on that particular investigation.”

NV N.R.S. 172.215 (1): “Whenever criminal cases are being investigated by the grand jury, it shall appoint a certified court reporter.”

NM N. M. S. A. 1978, § 31-6-8: “All proceedings in the grand jury room, with the exception of the deliberations of the grand jury, shall be reported verbatim . . “

OR No duty to create verbatim record

uT U.C.A. 1953 § 77-10a-13 (7)(a): “All proceedings, except when the grand jury is deliberating or voting, shall be recorded stenographically or by an electronic recording
device.”

WA R.C.W. 10.27.080: “No person shall be present at sessions of the grand jury or special inquiry judge except ... the reporter. ..

wy W.R. Cr. P. Rule 6 (10): “All proceedings, except when the grand jury is deliberating or voting, shall be recorded stenographically or by an electronic recording device.”

For further information, contact Gail L. Meyer, JD, OCDLA Legislative Representative
glmlobby@nwlink.com or 503-799-9493
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l. Overview

On March 1, 2014, lllmaculate, a local rapper, prematurely ended a hip-hop concert
because of his concerns that there was an unnecessary and excessive police presence at the
event. Illmaculate’s actions that night exposed a long simmering perception among those
in the hip-hop community that they faced a level of scrutiny not encountered by other music
genres in Portland.

The City Auditor’s Independent Police Review (IPR) initiated a review to look into issues
raised by members of the community. Specifically, this review is focused on answering
two questions:

1) What are the Portland Police Bureau’s (PPB) policies and practices when it comes
to hip-hop related events?

2) What is the community’s sense of how the Portland Police interacts with the hip-
hop community?

This review is not a performance audit or an administrative investigation into individual
officer misconduct. Rather, it is a look at policy issues raised by several recent incidents
at hip-hop related events. As this review is meant to look at broader systemic issues, where
possible, we attempt to let the individuals we interviewed speak for themselves.

This review focuses heavily on PPB, particularly the Entertainment Detail, and the Gang
Enforcement Team (GET). However, due to the nature of the City’s regulatory approach
to late night entertainment activities, IPR also reviewed the policies of other City and State
agencies that engage with hip-hop related events, namely, the Office of Neighborhood
Involvement (ONI), the Bureau of Development Services (BDS), the Portland Fire Bureau,
and the Oregon Liquor Control Commission (OLCC).

IPR conducted over thirty interviews with hip-hop artists, promoters, fans, police officers,
ONI staff, Fire Bureau personnel, and employees of OLCC. All of our interviews were
voluntary, no City employees were compelled or community members subpoenaed to
participate. IPR staff members attended community events and went on ride-alongs to
observe PPB’s Entertainment Detail and Gang Enforcement Team, and fire inspectors. We
also reviewed police reports, dispatch records, fire inspector reports, media reports, and
court documents.

It became clear early in our review that the issues surrounding PPB’s interaction with
Portland’s hip-hop community is part of a larger discussion of the City’s lack of a unified
policy regarding its engagement with late night entertainment activities. Much of the
regulatory approach is issue specific, centering primarily on establishments that serve
alcohol. OLCC, although a State agency, plays a large role in regulating late night
entertainment businesses due to its broad authority over individuals and businesses that
possess liquor licenses. In contrast, the City’s own “Time, Place, and Manner” ordinance
is aimed at the narrower issue of addressing “nuisance activities” associated with the sale
of alcohol. Another area of regulatory focus by the City is the capacity limit of a hosting
venue. Capacity is initially determined by BDS with the Fire Bureau’s fire inspectors
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tasked with conducting inspections to make sure bars, night clubs, and other entertainment
venues stay within their permitted occupancy limits.

The Police Bureau is the agency which looms largest in the public’s perception in this
piecemeal regulatory framework although, as mentioned, it is only one of the City and State
agencies involved in the regulation of late night entertainment. This is particularly true in
the context of hip-hop related events because of PPB’s enforcement powers and its
historically strained relationships with the local African American community. Moreover,
the lack of a broader City policy aimed at late night entertainment activities has put PPB
in a position of adapting to events as circumstances dictate. Many of the community
members that IPR spoke to did not understand PPB’s cooperation or working relationship
with fire inspectors and OLCC.

While the City agencies implicated in this area meet regularly to coordinate, their activities
and authority are not clearly understood by members of the public. There is no one person
or entity within the City that concerned individuals or business owners can make contact
with to have all of their questions answered. In addition to a lack of a centralized
information point for owners and promoters there is a lack of information about
enforcement activities available to members of the public. The lack of transparency breeds
a lack of confidence and increases the potential for miscommunication.

This review is organized into three sections. The first section is a discussion of Portland’s
hip-hop community and its concerns that the City disproportionately focuses on hip-hop
related events for enforcement actions. The second section is a look at the variety of State
and City agencies that have a role in regulating late night entertainment. The third section
is a closer look at two incidents involving PPB at venues hosting hip-hop events that caused
community concern.

II.  Portland’s Hip-Hop Community

The relatively small local hip-hop community is uniquely vulnerable in the face of the
City’s fragmented regulatory environment. The gentrification of close-in North and
Northeast Portland has strongly affected the historically black communities that reside
there and by extension, the local hip-hop culture, with the closure of many music related
cultural institutions. Local hip-hop, like other local music scenes, relies heavily on small
venues that are often on the brink of insolvency. Additionally, small venues are uniquely
vulnerable to overcapacity issues that bring additional attention from regulatory agencies,
including the police and fire inspectors.

As an art form, hip-hop is a little over forty years old and has moved far from its South
Bronx beginnings. Musically, the last decade has seen elements of hip-hop play a larger
role in contemporary music so that old divisions between rap, R&B, or even pop mean less
than they once did. Hip-hop and the more generic “urban” are often used as a short hand
or euphemism for contemporary music that is heavily influenced by African American
culture.



Portland’s hip-hop music scene is currently in the midst of a resurgence with a number of
artists receiving the attention of local and even national publications. The center of gravity
of the recent reawakening of Portland hip-hop has been out of the North Portland
community of St. Johns. Several of the hip-hop artists IPR talked with discuss hip-hop as
a medium that allows them to escape the negativity of their formative years and to
hopefully make a living out of creating music.

Most local hip-hop artists are not signed to record labels, so by necessity, many local hip-
hop performers see themselves as entrepreneurs and small business owners as well as
artists. Without label support, artists serve as their own brand that needs to be cultivated
and marketed. Several of the artists discussed their business models and how they have
attempted to establish distinctive brand identities. One way performers attempt to establish
brand identities and awareness is spreading their music across different social media
platforms. Another important aspect to their marketing strategies is having live shows as a
means of generating interest in their music and in this age of near, limitless digital
downloads, live shows are important tools in monetizing their talent.

In the midst of this new attention is a debate over whether Portland can support a self-
sustaining hip-hop scene. One thing that makes many of the hip-hop performers in Portland
stand out in this city of transplants is that a large number of them are native-born
Oregonians. Despite their relative youth, they have had a front row seat to the rapid changes
in this city and are well versed in local history. Several of the performers brought up key
events that have shaped the African American experience in Oregon from the Negro
Exclusion Law, Vanport and the 1948 flood, to the recent controversy over the possible
location of a Trader Joe’s on Northeast Alberta and Martin Luther King Boulevard.

a. Gentrification

At the heart of the debate about hip-hop’s future in Portland is the looming question of
whether a music form heavily indebted to African American culture can thrive or even
exist in the United States’ whitest major city. According to the 2010 census, Portland was
74 % white and 6 % black. While other communities of color have grown over the last 20
years, Portland’s African American population has increased only modestly. Decreases in
the black population in the post-WWII heart of African American Portland of inner North
and Northeast have been balanced by increases in areas east of Interstate 205. There is a
palpable concern that Portland’s African American community may be destined for a future
similar to San Francisco’s, which has seen the black share of its population decrease from
13.4 % in the 1970 Census to 6.1% in the 2010 Census. Seattle also faces similar issues as
the traditionally majority black Central District has become majority white.

The rapid gentrification of Portland’s close-in neighborhoods have made national headlines
but the scale of the change in Northeast Portland has been breathtaking. A striking example
of the population shift is Census Tract 36.01, which roughly corresponds with the western
half of the Woodlawn neighborhood, which went from having a majority black population
of 60.3% in the 1990 census to a black population of 26.8% in the 2010 census, with a
white population of 52.9%.



The gentrification of close-in North and Northeast has had a profound impact on many
members of the local hip-hop community, as hip-hop artist Loren Ware, who performs
under the name Glenn Waco explains:

“...it looks totally different from 15 years ago or 20 years ago whatever. And you walk

through Killingsworth and you just see - well it’s not there anymore. It’s like totally
gone. But it used to just look like decay ... This new face of what Killingsworth is
about to look like, and in a sense it’s like memories are fading away. A neighborhood’s
identity is dying, you know? In the sense of just buildings that stood there for years and
year and years or houses that are kind of monuments in and of themselves is being just
torn down in the place of little coffee shops and small restaurants and stuff ... That’s
what strains at people’s hearts, you know, and that‘s what people see and that’s on
people psyches too...”

Attendant with the rapid gentrification of North and Northeast Portland, changes in the
music industry has meant the loss of several record stores that served as anchors to the
local music industry. One of the longest tenured members of Portland hip-hop is Terrance
Scott, better known as Cool Nutz. As a performer, promoter, radio show host with over 20
years of experience in music, he has an unparalleled stature in the local hip-hop
community. Cool Nutz has been able to observe the changes from a unique vantage point:

“So I would say just I think the difference is now is that the music industry has changed,
which kind of created a — it created a shift in the landscape of how people listen to
music, how they see it, how they get to it. You know, you don’t have the hubs anymore
in terms of the record stores like we used to have. Just in Northeast Portland you had
One Stop Records, House of Sounds?, you had Music Galore, you had Pearls, you had,
of course, Music Millennium, Second Avenue, and then all of the Everyday Musics,
but the difference was back then if you were promoting a project, you could kind of
stop by all the record stores, drop off flyers, and everybody knew to go to Tower
Records ... Music Galore, and that — that — those were the hubs. So it was easy to
access the fans, because everybody was digesting and, you know, picking up the music
in the same places. It’s different now because everything is generated kind of mostly
online. Facebook and Twitter and — and a lot of people aren’t using the same physical
aspects ...”

Among some in the hip-hop community there is a concern that the current view of Portland
as a quirky playground for transplanted young college graduates leaves them out of the
equation. As Glenn Waco explained:

“Well it’s like Portland has its motto of Keep Portland Weird. Like so what are you
saying? We could have naked bike rides but hip-hop is too weird for Portland. Like
C’mon bro, we‘re making music. Like it’s a stereotype of gangster rap and they don’t

! The House of Sound was located on the corner of N. Williams Ave and N. Beech. After a long
period of being vacant, the building was demolished in 2008. The lot is now home to the Albert
Apartments, which received a 10 year Transit Oriented Development Property Tax Exemption from
the Portland City Council in 2009.
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want gangsters hanging out here. Okay. What would you rather have Mr. Police
Officer? Would you have a person performing music and selling albums or what you
have them out in the street peddling crack ...”

b. Venues

Given Portland’s demographic realities, finding a large enough audience willing to pay to
see local hip hop artists so that the event is profitable is a constant issue. Which makes
finding an appropriate sized venue critical. All the hip-hop artists IPR talked to spoke of
the difficulty of findings venues for performing. While many national touring artists will
perform at larger venues such as the Roseland Theater, locally based acts depend on
smaller venues to showcase their music. According to local artists, Portland can be a
difficult town to put on a hip-hop related event. While the difficulty of finding an
appropriate venue to play locally is an issue for many musicians irrespective of genre, for
local hip hop artists the issue is acute.

For a variety of reasons, in the last several years, a number of smaller music venues have
closed. As local hip-hop artist Rasheed Jamal explained:

“Well, we used to perform at Backspace, they got closed down. Used to perform at
Someday Lounge, it got closed down. Used to perform at Crown Room, they got closed
down ... Ted’s/Berbati’s, we used to perform there and now it’s a strip club. | don’t
know — I’ve never performed at Blue Monk?. 1 don’t know if I ever will.”

When asked if there is a dedicated hip-hop venue in Portland, Ilimaculate responded:

“...There’s some venues that do hip-hop, you know, periodically, maybe even
regularly, you know, like the Roseland hosts hip-hop. Where else? I’ve seen a good
amount of hip-hop shows at Alhambra recently ...

But as far as a dedicated venue that is able to host local hip-hop events, | would say
next to none, regularly at least, that I’ve seen. You know, because when you’re dealing
with the larger venues that do hip-hop, it’s hard to throw local shows with, you know,
because it’s hard to get people out ... and then that goes back to the developing the
scene more and, yeah, so | would say, overall, as far as dedicated to local hip-hop
venues or that have — where the local hip-hop scene has access to readily, I’m not so
sure if there is.”

Another issue for members of the hip-hop community is that some of the tools for
managing late night events that City staff often recommend to venues can be utilized
disproportionally against black patrons. One common complaint by individuals IPR
interviewed was the use of dress codes such as no “baggy pants” or prohibitions against
wearing certain colors that they witnessed bars and nightclubs applying differently
depending on the patron’s race.

2 The Blue Monk closed in April 2014.



c. Police Presence

There is a common belief among those in the hip-hop community that venues viewed as
hip-hop friendly or having a heavily black clientele will inevitably draw scrutiny from the
police or fire inspectors. As relayed to IPR, a visit by police officers to a venue hosting a
hip-hop event can often lead to sudden inspections by the OLCC and fire inspectors. The
additional attention makes it less likely that club owners will host hip-hop acts because
doing so will draw unwanted attention from regulatory agencies.

PDX Pop Now! is a long running multi-day summer music festival usually held in the
Central Eastside Industrial Area. Though known for providing exposure to local indie rock
bands, in its 2014 edition, the festival made a concerted effort to broaden its musical
selection by including more hip-hop acts. According to a statement provided to IPR by
festival organizers, of the four hip-hop acts that performed, police conducted walk-
throughs during the performances of three of the hip-hop acts.

Given its size, festival organizers are used to police conducting walk-throughs, but they
felt the attention that the festival received this year was unprecedented:

“Despite clearing our attendance and beer garden capacities in advance, the police
called the fire marshal with concerns regarding our occupancy during one of their visits
coinciding with a hip-hop show. The fire marshals then came to the event three
times. Each of the three times we were found to be in compliance with our permitted
occupancy.

Most of the police we interacted with were pleasant, but the repeated visits during the
hip-hop acts were abnormal and time-consuming for our staff. On the first visit, the
police requested to see our permits. While they are within their rights to ask for this, it
has not been standard in our experience. Given our lack of noise or other complaints,
and our decade-plus history of being permitted and in compliance, we don't get asked
for permits very frequently. In previous years, when we've had less hip-hop and more
attendees, we have not faced this level of scrutiny ... our staff and our performers
noticed that hip-hop attracted the majority of our police visits, even though it was only
performed by 4 acts out of over 40 total performances.”

In our conversations with members of Portland’s hip-hop community their feelings about
police presence at shows was intermixed with an underlying skepticism about the motives
for police presence, as Cool Nutz explained:

“... you have to understand people’s natural perception, especially in a hip-hop
environment ... especially with all the stuff that’s happening in society. When you have
the Trayvon Martin stuff and you have the stuff of Kendra James and you have different
things happening where young African Americans get killed by police or brutality or -
when your in - if you’re in Northeast Portland or you work in Northeast Portland, then
you might get pulled over for how you look, then your mindset at a hip-hop show is are
— are they here to be cool or are they here to mess with me.”



There was also a concern about calling the police for assistance because some members of
the hip-hop community felt that PPB members do not understand hip-hop culture or black
people. Several individuals stated to IPR that they felt that PPB members too often ascribed
gang links to individuals who had no gang ties, failing to recognize the interconnectedness
of Portland’s small black community. One promoter said, “It’s hard to take the police
seriously, when they don’t know what they’re talking about.”

For some hip-hop artists the police presence can alter the mood of a performance, changing
the dynamic from a focus on the music to one of tension and unease at the unexpected
presence of police. Glenn Waco was asked to clarify his description of the current situation
being inflamed:

“Just the police presence. Like I've been telling people, I don’t hate all police. | have
nothing against police officers, but just like there’s good and bad humans, there are
good and bad cops, and | believe some of the cops that are on the line of duty are just
doing their job. They don’t necessarily want to be there. But this is an issue because
as artists, we have the right to express ourselves and perform our music at these venues.
Like people come to see us perform these new songs. And they don’t come to be rowdy
or come to be against police or whatever. They just come to enjoy music ... And the
police have always come to the venue in an intimidating fashion. Like they’ll come
with the gang task force, and they’re the ones with the guns. No one in the crowd has
a gun. They come to enjoy a show, so it’s just — they come in with the fire marshal and
it just brings in a negative energy to the space, you know ... There is nothing criminal
going on in the venues.

“ ... (Dt’s not only because they are police officers in a uniform, it’s just like there’s
nothing going on. There’s nothing illegal going on. Nobody called them. They just
show up and it’s just like, why are you here? And the police presence to people, like,
it doesn’t bring a reactive response like they’re foaming at the mouth to do something
to police, but it just instills this fear like why are they here? They’re looking for a
reason to shut this down right now. Here we go again. It’s just that stigma that comes
with it.”

One PPB member that IPR talked to was Sergeant Pete Simpson, currently Public
Information Officer, but previously a sergeant with the Entertainment Detail. He discussed
his experience:

“... You know, I think, historically, there’s been —there’s been times where, you know,
clubs have had incidents and then somehow it gets turned around that the police, you
know, don’t want this club here or don’t like black people or don’t like hip-hop music
and so they’re going to shut us down. And, you know, there’s — | would say there’s no
truth to that, but it’s hard to address the perception piece that people believe that ...You
know, unfortunately, the incidents that have happened have been tragic. Fontaine
Bleau ... 915, you have outside Seeznin’s, out on 82", people killed. And, you know,
that’s not what we want. If people were doing their job running the business right, that
wouldn’t happen.”



d. Promoters

Promoters are often important intermediaries between performing artists and venues.
While larger music venues will often have an in house booker, the smaller bars, clubs, and
event spaces that local hip-hop artists perform at will often use promoters. While the
individual arrangements may vary, a promoter will organize a show or an event at a venue
by either renting the facility or arranging to split some percentage of tickets sales and/or
alcohol sales with the venue. Cool Nutz discussed his experience with club owners as a
promoter and the division of labor between the two:

“I think it depends on — on — on the relationship. Like I mean, for me, | — I believe in
partnerships and — and unions who come together and we can all work together for a —
a — a better outcome. And as that applies, like if I go — like, for instance, if | go do
something at the Roseland, | want to know that not only can | count on them to do their
job ... you have to have, you know, when you come into a venue, there’s a soundman,
there’s the person you’re going to deal with at the end of the night to settle, there’s a
stage manager, you know, there’s the security. And then there’s the — then there’s
everything outside of that, you know, like are people safe when they leave, are people
safe when they’re coming. So I — | feel like it’s not just — it’s not just the promoter and
the club — of course, the promoter — typically, the promoter just comes into a club and
maybe rents it — or — or does a door deal or whatever. And then, of course, the
promoters and, you know, the club might work with you on some type of advertising
or, okay, we want to know what the night is going to be about, different things like that,
so it’s all —it’s really just a partnership of everybody, if you want to see something be
as successful as possible.”

When asked to explain how security works at events and who has responsibility for
security, Cool Nutz clarified:

“I think it’s everybody’s responsibility. | think everybody should be concerned about
that. | feel like it’s not just one person’s — it’s not just one person’s responsibility to
make sure people are safe. | feel like any — any club in Portland, whether it’s a rock
club, a hip-hop club or whatever, there’s a — there’s always the likelihood of somebody
getting punched in the face or somebody touching somebody’s girlfriend the wrong
way, and then having people that have an understanding of how to deal with those
situations.”

According to several City staffers that IPR spoke with, the normal regulatory approach of
engaging with a problem bar or music venue does not work with outside promoters for a
variety of reasons. As the promoter usually does not have a liquor license, OLCC is not
involved. Any fines issued for violations of city code, such as being over capacity, will be
levied against the venue and not the promoter. Theresa Marchetti from the City’s Office
of Neighborhood Involvement (ONI) explained:



“...the problem is that we don’t have a good way of tracking these business entities
[promoters] because once they get in trouble, they collapse and they bring up another
business entity, and we’ve really seen them really sort of prey upon some of the clubs
in the — in the area, which is a bummer.”

Ms. Marchetti further explained there is no liability for promoters in these situations and
added some clarification:

“And they often go to places that are having a hard time, that are struggling ... They’re
like 1 will pack your bar, ... you know, you just leave everything to me, I’ll even bring
the security, so security’s not checking people, they’re not turning away people that
they probably should that are already intoxicated, so — so, yeah, that — if they are going
to do promoted events, we always advocate that they use their own security that are
under their supervision so that there isn’t that conflict there.”

In talking to some local hip-hop promoters, several felt that City representatives did not
recognize them as businessmen, who take very real financial risks when they attempt to
put on a show. Another concern was that there was an overgeneralization when it comes
to hip-hop and sends a message there’s going to be some sort of violence or scuffle at an
event. IPR asked Cool Nutz to address the fairness of such overgeneralizations based on
his 20 years of experience:

“It’s all situational, because that’s the whole thing is that I’ve been doing this for 20
years, from the small venues to the big venues, and | mean one of my main concerns
...When you’ve had to pay $800.00 for an insurance policy, or $1000.00 or $1200.00
for an insurance policy, then you have a different understanding of going into
something, you know what I’m saying, or when you — when you have $12,000.00 of
risk over your head, you know, when you lose $6000.00 on a show, that’s when it’s a
whole different perspective. So, for me, | feel like there are people in the city who have
run successful music events. It’s that when you have a certain type of people that start
showing up at the shows, and then the way that it’s dealt with might not be the most
appropriate, that’s part of the problem, because it puts people on edge and then it’s all
these conversations in the shadows of, well, I heard they said those people. Like that’s
— that’s part of the problem is that type of talk — that attitude. And I think in Portland
people’s attitude has — has to change. You know, I understand that stuff happens at
shows, but stuff happens at rock shows, stuff happens at the white clubs. People get
beat up and knocked out outside of the white clubs or, you know what I’m saying.
Country bars, you know, like — they like to drink and fight too, you know, I’m just
saying for real...”

I11. Regulatory Agencies

There are several City and State agencies that have a role in regulating late night activities,
including hip-hop related events. IPR conducted interviews with members of these
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agencies, including the Oregon Liquor Control Commission, the Office of Neighborhood
Involvement, the Bureau of Development Services, and the Portland Fire Bureau.

a. Oregon Liquor Control Commission

The Oregon Liquor Control Commission (OLCC) is a State agency created in the aftermath
of the repeal of prohibition in 1933. One of its missions is to license persons and business
entities that sell and serve alcoholic beverages. OLCC receives its authority from the
Liquor Control Act. OLCC plays an important role in Portland’s entertainment landscape
as most bars, night clubs, and event spaces have a liquor license.

OLCC has broad powers under the Liquor Control Act and through its own administrative
rule making authority. Licensees can potentially be held responsible for the actions of
patrons outside their venue. A licensee found in administrative violation can face a fine, a
license suspension of varying lengths, or in the most serious cases, the cancellation of their
liquor license. A license suspension can often lead to the permanent closing of an
establishment.

OLCC Public Safety Director John Eckhart provided an explanation of OLCC’s regulatory
role:

“We’re tasked by the legislature to enforce liquor related laws throughout the State of
Oregon. We have a program where each inspector is responsible for visiting one-fourth
of their licensed establishments every year. So every four years, even a place that’s not
having any complaint of service violations should get a visit by an inspector. There are
a lot of licensed establishments in the City of Portland though, so what we do is still a
risk-based enforcement, so as complaints come in, as crimes happen on or around a
licensed establishment, they become a focus. The more illegal behavior, the more
public safety issues, the more resources get devoted to those different establishments

According to Director Eckhart, OLCC has 19 inspectors for the Portland metropolitan area,
so it relies heavily on local law enforcement for notification of problem establishments. In
Portland, OLCC works closely with ONI and PPB to work on complaints generated by
neighborhood livability concerns.

Several of OLCC’s representatives IPR talked to said that the Commission has made a shift
in it how it engages with licensees who encounter regulatory difficulty by providing them
more education rather than using the more punitive approach of fines or license
suspensions.

One of the more persistent complaints that IPR encountered from community members in
the course of our review, including from some who had their liquor licenses suspended,
was the belief that OLCC is used by the City to close venues, particularly those related to
hip-hop. In the last several years, several nightclubs and bars that were either black-owned
or had predominately black clientele have had their licenses suspended or heavily
restricted. The suspensions have often occurred after a request by the Police Bureau in
response to a deadly shooting outside of a bar or nightclub.
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b. Office of Neighborhood Involvement (ONI)

To understand ONI’s role in regulating entertainment venues in Portland, IPR staff spoke
with Theresa Marchetti, Liquor Licensing Specialist, and Amy Archer, the manager of
ON/I’s Livability Programs, which incorporates the liquor, noise, and graffiti programs.
Ms. Marchetti described her role:

“ ... myrole is kind of three-fold, and it’s related to neighborhood input. One, I work
with the licensing investigator in DVD? to provide a recommendation on every liquor
license that comes into the City of Portland. The OLCC, the state agency, has the
ultimate authority over whether licenses are granted or not, but we do — we evaluate
the statutes and the facts of the license to provide a recommendation. We also — |
enforce the Time, Place and Manner Ordinance, which is our code, our one small sliver
of authority over liquor license locations, and related to nuisance activities, and those
can include offensive littering and noise issues and interference with vehicular ingress
and egress, all the way up to more serious public safety concerns, including sexual
assault and murder. So and then on the third hat that | wear, essentially, is policy
related. So anything that has to do with alcohol policy, I represent the City as a liaison
at the OLCC and with the neighborhoods on those issues as they come up.”

Ms. Marchetti also facilitates a bi-weekly meeting with ONI’s Crime Prevention team,
PPB, PFB, sometimes including the Bureau of Development Services and the Oregon State
Lottery with the purpose of information sharing and this group can act as a decision making
body when an issue arises.

c. Bureau of Development Services

The Bureau of Development Services (BDS) is the City agency tasked with reviewing and
regulating the development of private property. One of BDS’s duties is establishing
occupancy classifications for buildings. Several of the cases that we examined in our
review involve entertainment venues who ran afoul of the occupancy classification for
which they were originally permitted.

When a building is built it is given an occupancy classification based on the applicable
state building codes in effect at the time of construction. A change of usage from a
warehouse to a restaurant would require a change of occupancy permit, building permit,
and possibly a seismic upgrade. While BDS is the agency responsible for initially
determining a building’s occupancy limit, once the permitting process is concluded, the
Fire Bureau generally monitors compliance.

d. Portland Fire Bureau Night Inspection Program

The Fire Bureau’s Fire Prevention Division, under the direction of the Fire Marshal, runs
the Night Inspection Program, which covers establishments that have high intensity uses

3 PPB’s Drugs and Vice Division.
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like nightclubs and concert halls. A night inspection is different than the biannual
inspection required of most businesses and multifamily residences. The goal of night
inspections is to make sure there are no significant fire safety issues, such as overcrowding,
blocked fire exits, or hazardous conditions. The fire inspectors are generally long-tenured
fire fighters who are assigned to the Fire Prevention Division.

One persistent issue faced by inspectors is when an establishment changes uses without
proper permitting or wishes to change their occupancy load. Such changes require BDS
approval.

During the course of this review, an IPR investigator conducted a ride-along with members
of the Fire Bureau’s Night Inspection Program. The evening started at PPB’s Entertainment
Detail roll call briefing.

During the early evening hours, the fire inspectors drove to a number of locations
downtown and in Southeast Portland to contact business or event staff before venues
became crowded. As the evening progressed, inspectors continued to visit establishments
across the city, often while they were very busy. Throughout the evening, the inspectors
kept in regular contact with PPB Entertainment Detail officers, as well as OLCC staff.

The inspectors wore civilian attire, with Fire Bureau badges worn around their necks and
visible. One inspector also wore a ballistic vest. He indicated he began wearing the vest
after a drunken bar patron assaulted him.

The inspectors were uniform in their approach to contacting venue staff. They would first
contact a venue’s front door or security staff at the entrance to the venue, greet staff and
show their identification. The inspectors would ask venue staff questions about the
evening, including questions about how many patrons were present, and how staff
monitored the venue’s capacity. Staff at most venues downtown appeared to know the
inspectors from previous contacts. Many venues in Southeast Portland employed security
staff who also worked downtown and were familiar with the inspectors. The conversations
observed by IPR between the inspectors and venue staff were uniformly professional and
courteous.

After speaking with front door staff, the inspectors would enter the establishment. Their
initial concern appeared to be estimating the number of patrons present. After estimating
the crowd size, the inspectors would walk-through the venue, ensuring all fire exits were
functional and accessible. Inspectors also looked to see the venue’s capacity was clearly
posted, and that venue staff were aware of this capacity.

Once they entered the establishment inspectors also generally contacted a venue’s manager
or owner. These conversations were likewise cordial and polite. Generally, the inspectors
would emphasize the importance of monitoring how many people were in the venue, and
would provide information, tips, and suggestions about how staff could effectively monitor
the crowd. In some cases, the inspectors would follow up on a previously-raised concern,
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such as a blocked exit, inadequate exit signage, or other issue. At the end of their contacts
with venue managers or owners, the inspectors would provide their business cards.

In keeping track of crowding at venues, the inspectors had specific, detailed suggestions
for venue staff. These included using two mechanical counting devices at each entrance to
a venue; one to count people as they entered, and one to count people as they left. Venue
staff could then quickly estimate the number of people in the venue.

e. Bar Summits

Several times a year representatives from nightclubs and bars take part in education efforts
called bar summits put on by ONI, the Fire Bureau, and PPB, along with other agencies
such as Multnomah County and OLCC. At bar summits, attendees are educated as to the
responsibilities of different regulatory agencies and their applicable authority and
enforcement priorities.

f. Portland Police Bureau
(1) Entertainment Detail

The Entertainment Detail is a small unit of PPB officers, led by a sergeant, assigned to
Central Precinct with an assignment of working with the late night entertainment venues
that have a heavy presence in the downtown core and close-in east side. While North and
East Precincts can request assistance from the Entertainment Detalil, it is relatively rare.
Particularly in the downtown core, the detail is tasked with creating a safe environment for
the large crowds that can occur on weekends, particularly in Old Town. There is a close
working relationship, although no formal protocols, with OLCC the Fire Bureau and ONI
in addressing issues that arise.

During this review, IPR staff members were able to observe Entertainment Detail officers
while they were out on patrol. The detail members started their shift with a roll call, which
included a discussion of establishments or events happening that evening that could be
cause for concern. The nighttime base of operations for the Entertainment Detail is the Old
Town Precinct at NW 3 Avenue and NW Couch, in the heart of Portland’s bar and
nightclub district. Stepping out of the building there are several clubs within 100 feet and
many others within quick walking distance.

The officers IPR talked with felt they had an important role in making sure patrons of late
night activities could enjoy themselves and go home safely. When asked about community
perceptions that hip-hop is treated differently than other music genres, the response was
that they did not focus on types of music and tried to treat everyone the same.

An important tool for the Entertainment Detail is the bar check or walk-through of different
establishments. As explained by former Entertainment Detail Sergeant Rich Steinbronn:

“...walkthroughs of the different bars didn't just mean entering, walking through it,
looking. We would always make contact with the door person. We would make
contact with the manager. If the owner was there, we would usually make contact with
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the owner or he would make contact with us. We would let the crowd see uniform
patrol officers. It kind of takes away some of that anonymity. People are watching.
Sometimes we would even make contact with servers. Just generally, hey, how you
guys doing tonight? Are you guys seeing anything that we need to be aware of? If
we've had any information that we wanted to pass along to them, that would be our
opportunity to pass along to them. We would monitor the numbers inside the crowds.
We usually knew what their occupant load was of the location, so we would kind of
say, you know, ask the door guy how many do you have tonight?”

In the downtown core, the Entertainment Detail officers are well known by the staff and
many patrons of the area bars and nightclubs and are an accepted part of Old Town. The
officers know many of the staff, particularly those working security. On the close-in east
side there are several event spaces that are often rented out for parties or limited
engagements, where the management seemed less familiar with the officers.

While only the Fire Bureau can cite a venue for occupancy issues, possible overcrowding
IS a matter that Entertainment Detail officers pay close attention to due to public safety
concerns. Generally, officers expect a venue to be able to inform an officer of their
capacity, to reasonably estimate how many people were inside at a given time, and to use
hand held counters to keep track of patrons. If there is a possible overcrowding issue at an
establishment, a detail officer is expected to call a fire inspector for inspection of the venue
to gauge whether there is a capacity issue.

(2) Gang Enforcement Team

The Gang Enforcement Team (GET) is a small unit within the Tactical Operations Division
of the Police Bureau. GET officers respond to gang related activities city-wide. GET
officers spend approximately 40% of their time in North Precinct, 40% in East Precinct,
and 20% in Central Precinct.

GET officers must complete all the training PPB requires for its patrol officers. Every one
to two months, GET officers also go through specialized training, including going over
scenarios, field inquiries, and other instances of contact with gang members. GET officers
may also request to attend additional trainings outside of PPB. GET officers regularly
attend police summits and conferences dealing with gang issues.

An IPR staff member rode along with GET during a Saturday night shift. Additionally, an
IPR investigator and another staff member interviewed a sergeant assigned to GET. The
GET officers that IPR spoke to said that they have no police interest in music or particular
genres of music. They are interested in getting guns off the streets and are thus interested
in those individuals they believe have guns or to be the targets of others who have guns.
The GET officers stated that the people they are interested in are deeply involved in gangs
and generally do not have the time or resources to be engaged in creative community
endeavors or the local music scene.

Generally, GET has several cars out during a shift and they work very closely with each
other. While they patrol citywide, they generally plan to have all the cars within close
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proximity so that they can cover each other. If one car makes a traffic stop, generally one
or more other cars from the team will arrive quickly as backup. GET states they do this for
safety purposes.

Unlike regular patrol officers, GET officers do not take 911 calls. The GET sergeant stated,
“We do intelligence, gang suppression, and outreach.” Dayshift GET officers focus entirely
on investigating gang shootings. Nightshift GET officers focus on “suppression.” GET
officers contact gang members, arrest gang members, and collect intelligence regarding
gang members’ cars and relatives. In their work, GET officers focus on building rapport
with gang members and the community. A GET sergeant stated, “It’s not like it’s
commonly portrayed.”

Many community members are concerned that GET focuses disproportionately on the
African American community. When asked about these underlying tensions, a GET
sergeant responded that it isn’t GET’s aim or intent to harass black people or hip-hop artists
and he believes citizens’ and artists’ perceptions to the contrary are caused by their lack of
familiarity with GET’s work.

According to GET, most gang-related shootings in Portland involve predominately
African-American gangs, including Bloods, Crips, and Hoover gangs. The GET sergeant
indicated a “certain percentage” of GET’s work also focuses on gangs that are not
predominately African-American. He indicated there are active Hispanic, Asian, and white
gangs in Portland, and they also engage in violence.

According to PPB, the number of gang-related shootings “shot up” approximately 4 years
ago, and there are now approximately 100 gang-related shootings per year in the Portland
area. InPortland, a “small group of guys” is responsible for many of the city’s gang-related
shootings, and one person could be possibly involved in as many as 10 gang-related
shootings in 3 years. Police are often aware of who likely committed a particular shooting,
but they seldom have sufficient evidence to arrest and convict the person. As a result, the
“solve rate” of gang-related shootings is fairly low.

Regarding gang members going to clubs and bars in Portland, a significant concern for
GET is social gatherings organized by gang affiliated individuals.. A GET sergeant stated,
“They’re very dangerous.” In recent years, there have been several shootings at gang-
related parties held in Portland clubs and bars.

Contact with bar owners and musicians is only one facet of GET’s work. Occasionally,
GET receives information that a particular performer has a “gang background” or is
otherwise associated with a gang. A sergeant stated, “We often prepare for issues that wind
up not being issues.” When GET officers go to a music performance, they can tell
immediately if it is a gang-related performance. The same sergeant said, “We know the
difference between black people and gangsters.” For instance, according to GET officers,
at gang-related events, a relatively small group of people most likely responsible for
committing gang-related shootings, “tend to show up at the end of the night.” The sergeant
stated, “At rap shows, the gangsters come in at 1:20 [am].”
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The sergeant further indicated, “[i]n some cases, although a bar or club may put on hip-
hop shows with artists who have no gang connections, gang members will still come to the
shows. In other cases, “the artist is the connection” and they show “gang imagery” in their
videos and other material.

GET has many sources of intelligence, including telephone calls, and reviewing postings
on Facebook. Most of GET’s information regarding possible gang-related music events
comes from the Entertainment Detail. According to unit members, GET is “not really
involved” in talking to bar and club owners, and most of GET’s involvement consists of
“showing up” at possibly gang-related functions. In one case that the sergeant could recall,
GET did provide information regarding a gang-affiliated artist to a club owner. Ultimately,
the club owner decided to cancel the show.

IVV. Case Studies - Blue Monk and Kelly’s Olympian
a. Blue Monk

On March 1, 2014, Portland hip-hop artists lllmaculate, Luck-One, and Mikey Vegaz were
scheduled to perform at the Blue Monk on SE Belmont. As the name suggests, the Blue
Monk once had a reputation as a jazz bar, where patrons could watch local and national
touring acts perform in its basement. In the months leading up to the March 1 show hip-
hop acts had started to perform regularly at the Blue Monk.

The show was promoted by Green Luck Media Group and publicized as “The
Heavyweights” denoting the status of the performers within the local hip-hop scene. As
Ilimaculate, whose real name is Gregory Poe, describes it Luck-One had the idea for a
show that would have “three of the town’s best with no filler.” Ash Wendt who was DJing
for Luck-One that night describes the uniqueness of the bill:

“...this particular show was going to be a good show in my opinion because you had
two a little bit more socially conscious rappers in Luck-One and Illmaculate, and then
you had Mikey Vegaz, who does more of the kind of urban street sound. And it’s rare
that you get that kind of combination on one bill. Usually, you have hip-hop, you know,
conscious-type stuff that — that performs all together, so when you go to a conscious
hip-hop show, everybody’s doing pretty much the same thing ... And then same on the
other side. So that’s why | was like, wow, because Luck-One and Ilimaculate and
Mikey Vegaz probably, in this point time, are the three probably most talked about hip-
hop artists in the city right now, so I knew that it would be a good show.”

Ilimaculate’s climb into Portland’s hip-hop upper echelon probably began when he won a
rap battle held at the Crystal Ballroom when he was 15. While not yet 30, Illmaculate has
become an elder statesman of sorts in the local hip-hop scene and has developed a
following outside of Portland for his noted rhetorical flourishes during rap battle
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competitions. Luck-One, also known as Hanif Collins, a New York native who grew up in
Portland, is well known in the local hip-hop community for his brand of lyrical, conscious
hip-hop. His 2009 album, Beautiful Music is considered a local classic. Several months
prior to the Blue Monk show, Luck-One had relocated to New York. Mikey Vegaz is
considered an up and coming artist with a hard hitting sound.

The event was heavily publicized on social media and in local hip-hop circles. Mikey
Vegaz, whose inclusion on the bill drew the attention of GET officers, was the first artist
scheduled to perform. According to GET, Mikey Vegaz, whose given name is Eddie
Bynum Jr., was present at a Gresham recording studio when it was targeted in a shooting
a few months prior to the Blue Monk show. According to a GET sergeant, GET officers
were at the show for about twenty minutes before leaving. While at the Blue Monk, GET
officers stated that they recognized several gang members.

In the months leading up to the Blue Monk show there had been several gang involved
shootings at entertainment-related events. In August 2013, three individuals were shot
waiting in line at Waterfront Park to get on the Portland Spirit for a private party. In
November 2013, 30-year- old Duriel Harris was killed and two people injured outside the
Fontaine Bleau nightclub on Northeast Broadway. Police believe both shootings were gang
related and led to further gang violence.

Earlier in the day, on March 1, GET informed the Entertainment Detail of the show and
that Mikey Vegaz would be one of the performers. Two Entertainment Detail officers
arrived around 10:18 pm and immediately noticed a capacity issue, as the maximum
capacity for the basement where the event was being held was 85 and they counted 120
people in the crowd. The fire inspector in his report stated that the Entertainment Detail
sergeant requested that he respond to the Blue Monk to assist officers already present.
When the fire inspector arrived, he made contact with the Blue Monk’s owner who stated
that she was unaware of what the occupancy load was for the venue. The fire inspector
asked the promoter to hold the line of patrons attempting to enter the basement, while he
conducted a count. The fire inspector wrote in his report he “found 135 persons in the
basement and 20+ on the stairs.”

The fire inspector asked the promoter about the number of tickets he had sold, whether he
was keeping a count of patrons, and if he knew the capacity the room. The promoter was
unable to provide an answer to any of those questions.* The fire inspector made those
waiting on the stairs go to the main level. The fire inspector required that the several exits
out of the venue be propped open. The show was allowed to proceed and the event
organizers were told not to let anyone into the basement until there was less than 85 people.

The limiting of entry into the basement caused many of the concert goers to go outside.
The police reports document that many of the patrons were not pleased, as several
individuals reportedly cursed at the police as they were leaving and questioned the need

* IPR made numerous attempts over the course of several months to contact Green Luck Media
Group for an interview. We did not receive a response.
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for the police to be there. The Entertainment Detail sergeant made the decision to request
additional officers standby as there were large numbers of people coming out of the Blue
Monk and the venue had only one DPSST? certified security person on hand.

The arriving officers parked their patrol vehicles on SE Belmont, some with their overhead
lights on. As more officers arrived and additional patrons left the performance space, both
the fire inspector and the PPB officers present felt comfortable with allowing the show to
proceed as scheduled.

Illmaculate who was to be the final performer of the night, felt that the police presence was
intimidating and decided that he was not going to perform. He described the decision this
way:

“I just grabbed the mic and then the adrenaline was just pouring and | just addressed
the crowd and was like... we see this all the time from venues getting shut down to,
you know, dress codes being enforced targeting hip-hop crowds to all these sorts of
things and us not having an outlet and, you know, this is unacceptable and I don’t want
to come here as a — and be in this atmosphere as a fan, let alone subject my fans to this
type of hostile atmosphere.”

With Illmaculate’s figurative mic drop, the concert ended. Many of those present inside
and outside the venue blamed the police and the fire inspector for the premature end of the
concert. Both the fire inspector and PPB officers present attempted to explain that they had
in fact not shut the concert down, but the events of that night had already taken a life of
their own on social media, local publications, and eventually even national media outlets.

Several of the community members present at the Blue Monk that IPR spoke to felt that
police presence was excessive. For example, Ilimaculate said:

“And then that’s when | look outside and see five police cars blocking one lane of
Belmont and — and, at this point, I’m like what is going on, why is — I’m like why does
it look like this is, you know, a murder scene or something ... The police officers, |
would say that I, you know ... at least, and | would say at least 14 to 16 at least ... and
that’s just because | know that there was five or six at the bottom of the stairs, one on
the landing and then another five or six at the top. And then one or two outside.”

Ash Wendt explained his concerns:

“... it was a true like kind of melting pot of cultures. There was a lot of like white
people and black people there. Everybody was getting along. Everybody was having
a good time. There wasn’t even — | don’t think anybody — | didn’t even see like an
argument or, you know, everybody was being very cordial and everybody was standing
in line, waiting turns to, you know, buy drinks if that’s what they wanted to do. ... it

® Oregon Department of Public Safety Standards and Training.
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wasn’t rowdy in there | guess is what I’m saying. So they saw it and they were just like,
wow, this is an overreaction, right?”

A review of dispatch records shows that at least 14 officers were present at the Blue Monk
between 10:18 pm and 11:45 pm. Beyond a concern with the number of officers present,
some individuals felt that the officers on scene were unfriendly and intimidating.

There were several factors that led to the storm of public controversy over the Blue Monk
incident. Illmaculate and Luck-One are highly respected members of Portland’s hip-hop
community and the March 1 show at the Blue Monk had been heavily promoted and highly
anticipated by fans of local hip-hop. Given the difficulties that some local hip-hop acts
have with filling a venue, the Blue Monk show by all indications was a well-attended event.
Given the level of interest generated by the show there were several members of the local
media present, some of whom provided an almost real time narration of events on social
media.

Another factor in the controversy was that community members who left the Blue Monk
were confused as to the rationale for the heavy police presence. As later explained by the
Police Bureau, it was originally Mikey Vegaz that drew their attention, but it was the
overcapacity issue that eventually led to the additional police presence. All available
information indicates that no one connected to the Blue Monk show was aware prior to the
concert of police concerns about Mikey Vegaz until the arrival of police the night of the
show. The performers and many in attendance viewed the presence of the fire inspector as
an alternative means by the police of shutting down the show.

The events of March 1, illustrated the need for better communication between the police
and members of the hip-hop community. IPR asked Illmaculate how soon before a
performance that he might expect to hear from the police regarding a concern about a
performer at an event having possible gang affiliations:

“I mean the earlier the better. | would say, you know, at 72 hours you’re pretty mobile
to be able to make...an adjustment in security or layout or whatever, the lineup,
whatever the case is, you know, the earlier the better...”

IPR further asked if hearing from the police 72 hours before a show was preferable to
hearing from them halfway through the show, when performers are up on the stage.
Ilimaculate responded:

“Yes, definitely . . . there’s no chance to be able to correct whatever reason that they’re
there. You don’t have any buffer room to be able to address issues that they want
addressed, you know, and that’s my whole thing is being — being able to address these
issues. If we’re never given clear reasons, you know, and the story changes every
interview or whatever the case is, then we’re not being given the tools we need to be
able to correct it in the future, to be able to have this positive outlet, you know?”
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b. Kelly’s Olympian

On March 22, 2014, local hip-hop group The Resistance was scheduled to headline a
concert at Kelly’s Olympian in downtown Portland. The Resistance, composed of up and
coming rappers Rasheed Jamal, Mic Capes, and Glenn Waco, have built a following for
their brand of socially conscious hip-hop as a collective and as solo artists. According to
one of the performers, a day before the concert the promoter, Green Luck Media, was
informed by Kelly’s management that the capacity for the show had been cut from 100 to
50. Records provided to IPR indicate that the capacity was actually 49, never 100
persons, which applied “to all bodies actually in the space - band members, staff, VIPs,
etc.” As this show was three weeks after the Blue Monk incident, word of the supposed
reduced capacity spread quickly.

The night of the performance the fire inspector conducted an inspection of the venue
starting at around 9:05 pm, and remained on scene for 11 minutes noting no violations in
his report. The inspector did write, “Had unknown persons harassing us during our
inspection. They interrupted conversation with manager, took my picture and was
aggressively questioning why we had ‘targeted’ Green Luck Media that night and
reduced occupant load. Told him that occupant load had not changed in 6 years ...”

To keep in compliance with the capacity limit, admittance into Kelly’s was restricted and
individuals who had purchased tickets before hand were not able to make it into the
show. Rasheed Jamal recounted the experience that one of his friends had while trying to
enter the show after he says police arrived:

“One of my friends that purchased a ticket ... she was trying to enter the building
and, you know, there was a cop at the door instead of the bouncer for some reason
and he told her that this place is at capacity, you have to go somewhere else. And she
said, well, I have a ticket though. And she was told, well, you can either come in here
and go to jail or you can turn around and go somewhere else. And that’s offensive.”
... And I can understand there being a 49 person capacity limit, but | mean it’s just
like anything, you know.”

People who were at the show told IPR that they saw police cars on nearby streets.
According to dispatch records two officers were at Kelly’s for about 15 minutes starting
at 11:45 pm, noting as they cleared the location that the venue was “compliant
w/numbers.” All the scheduled artists were able to perform their full sets.

The fire inspector had been engaged in a series of communications with Kelly’s
Olympian staff, over a period of several weeks, about his concerns about it being over
capacity. A night inspection on February 21, 2014, led to voice and email messages
reminding the venue of its 49 person occupant load. On March 14, during the concert of
a local rock band, two inspectors each counted 120 persons in the venue. The
overcapacity on that night led to a $1000 fine for Kelly’s Olympian and a warning of
“escalating citations and possible action by other governmental agencies” if the capacity
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issues were not resolved. During a March 20 night inspection, a Kelly’s Olympian staff
member discussed with a fire inspector a variety of ways to get approval to increase the
occupancy load, including having an inspector on standby. The inspector wrote in his
report, “He [Kelly’s Olympian staff] wanted to know if we could be hired to do standby
this weekend to increase their capacity because they apparently have sold more tickets
than their occupant load allows, and | told him no.”

IPR has no information on whether the back and forth between Kelly’s Olympian and
Fire Bureau personnel in the weeks leading to the March 22 show were shared with either
the promoter, Green Luck Media, or the performers. Given that the Blue Monk incident
had occurred recently, many in the local hip-hop community were anxious about what
they viewed as a crackdown by the City on hip-hop friendly venues. The initial media
reaction was fierce, one local weekly newspaper wrote that The Resistance show had
been “marred” by the fire inspectors action on the night of the show.

VI. CONCLUSION
The review team noted several common themes during the course of our work: the need
for a more proactive regulatory structure by the City regarding late night entertainment
activities; increased transparency; and better communication with the hip-hop community.
In particular, the perception that parts of City government are engaged in discrimination
against segments of the community run against this City’s values of inclusion and diversity.

As previously discussed, IPR sought to answer two questions in conducting this review:

1) What are PPB’s policies and practices when it comes to hip-hop related
events?

2) What is the community’s sense of how the PPB interacts with the hip-hop
community?

Below are five recommendations that the review team developed through it conversations
with community members and City employees:

Recommendation 1: The City should make available to late night entertainment
venues and promoters a comprehensive checklist of its expectations.

Hip-hop events are part of a larger realm of late night entertainment events. While the
Police Bureau is implicated in some regulatory and enforcement activities, the issues that
surround hip-hop events and more broadly late night entertainment present issues that
require the attention of City government as a whole.

In IPR’s interactions with City staff tasked with regulating late night entertainment, they
were uniformly well informed and provided detailed information that facilitated this
review. Several City staff members discussed the essentially reactive nature of the Time,
Place, and Manner ordinance. While the City agencies do hold bar summits in an attempt
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to educate concerned businesses on a regular basis, by their nature they are limited in their
reach. The absence of an overarching regulatory structure or guidance for late night
entertainment has led to a concern from some community members that implementation is
arbitrary, lacking in consistency, and contributing to an environment where some
establishments can be subject to multiple visits from different regulatory agencies in one
night while others can go for years without a contact.

It is beyond the scope of this review to recommend how Portland should regulate its late
night entertainment venues or promoters, but the City does have an obligation to provide
accessible information to individuals or businesses interested in opening a late night-
orientated business. Several community members expressed their frustration about not
knowing what the City expected of individuals who organized late night activities. While
several City bureaus reported they attempt to work non-punitively with venues that run
afoul of City code provisions, there is very little proactive guidance from the City to
someone just entering the business of late night entertainment.

During our research we found several cities that provided useful information to individuals
engaged in late night entertainment. For instance, Seattle’s Office of Film and Music
provides newcomers to late night entertainment a “nightlife” handbook, available on its
website, which discusses relevant codes and statutes, introduces regulatory agencies,
makes recommendations on how to set up security for a venue, and includes a list of best
practices.

While ideally the City would provide a physical location for one stop shopping where
interested community members could learn what the City’s expectations are for individuals
opening a late night entertainment-orientated business, given current fiscal and legislative
realities, we do not believe that to be an obtainable near term goal. It is well within the
City’s capabilities to provide a checklist of what it believes are current best practices in
this area that would represent the expectations for late night entertainment venues and
promoters, which ideally would be available at City offices and on the City’s website.

Recommendation 2: PPB should develop Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) that
provide guidance to PPB members on how they will conduct bar checks/walk-
throughs of late night entertainment venues.

Recommendation 3: PPB should track walk-throughs of late night entertainment
venues in a format that would allow it to regularly report such information to the
public.

There are concrete steps that PPB can take to provide clear guidance and expectations to
its members, particularly when officers conduct walk-throughs of bars, nightclubs, and
performance venues. The thought of police officers conducting a walk-through at a bar,
nightclub, or music concert is one that makes some members of the community
uncomfortable. Most of the individuals that we talked to within the hip-hop community
understood that walk-throughs were a tool used by PPB for determining possible public
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safety problems, but had concerns with how that tool was utilized. Members of the hip-
hop community IPR spoke with had a near universal belief that the walk-throughs were
disproportionately aimed at venues holding hip-hop related events.

In our conversations with PPB officers, they were able to articulate their rationale for
conducting walk-throughs and also explained there were times when they chose against
conducting walk-throughs of a bar or nightclub because police presence may at times
escalate a situation that could resolve itself peacefully.

Unfortunately, we found no written policies or procedures that provided guidance to
officers of what PPB’s official policy was on the matter. The creation of Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) could provide a mechanism for PPB to explain to the public
as well as to its members of why and how it conducts walk-throughs.

A difficulty in conducting this review was the lack of clear protocols that governed many
of the involved regulatory agencies. Hopefully, the newly created SOPs would include the
purpose of walk-throughs, recommendations on contacting a responsible party inside the
venue, how often in one night a walk-through should happen, and possibly requiring
documentation when there are multiple walk-throughs at a venue in one night, and an
encouragement to PPB members to balance the need for police presence and that presence
causing an escalation of a situation.

The belief in the hip-hop community that hip-hop shows or other events perceived to have
a significant percentage of black patrons are subject to closer scrutiny, including walk-
throughs, than other types of music events is one that should greatly concern City officials.
Such a belief, if allowed to persist, will continue to do lasting damage to the community’s
perception of its City government and will undermine the trust and openness City leaders
have publicly embraced.

In an attempt to document those concerns, IPR searched dispatch records for police
presence at hip-hop concerts held over a three months period during the summer of 2014.
The overall results were inconclusive due to a concern that sometimes officers did not
notify dispatch if they were at an event and a lack of documentation of what led to police
presence at events where they did appear.

One way to move the conversation beyond conflicting narratives of whether police are
present at hip hop event more often that other types of music events, is for there to better
documentation by PPB on the walk-throughs it does conduct. Currently members of the
public do not have much access to a wider context of where, why, and how often PPB
units conduct walk-throughs of bars, nightclubs, and event spaces. PPB’s lack of
transparency in this regard, allows individual incidents to be magnified because concerned
members of the public do not have knowledge of the wider context. PPB should track the
walk-throughs it conducts at venues in a format that would allow it to regularly report such
information to the public.
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Recommendation 4: The City should engage in a long term dialogue with members
of the hip-hop community. Dialogue should include all City agencies that have a role
in regulating late night activities.

Beyond the facts of a particular incident, the need for greater dialogue between PPB and
members of the hip-hop community is clear to several stakeholders. The ability of hip-hop
artists, promoters, and club owners putting on events in a safe environment depends on
their ability to trust that the police are there to genuinely help them.

Cool Nutz spoke to IPR about the value of dialogue, rooted in respect, with the Police
Bureau and other regulators:

“I mean | feel like, for one, for me, this is the difference, if you want to do business,
like real business, you want to have — you want to do hip-hop business, you’re going
to have to deal with the clubs, you’re going to have to deal with the OLCC, you’re
going to have to deal potentially with the police. So, for the people that want to do real
business and for — and even for the sake of the headache of the police coming out, if
there is rapport and dialogue between people, the police know ahead of time what’s
happening. The promoter, if they’re a professional, they can have the dialogue before
something happens or before the event happens, and everyone is on the same page.
And | feel like that part of the problem is where — I think, sometimes, I think the police
feel like they’re trying to sneak these shows under our nose and we got to show up and
show them we know, you know, and — but when you show up with that mindset, that
can be part of the problem. But then it’s also on the same side, if you’re a professional,
you have to be aware that you’re going to have to deal with certain people, you know
what | mean, like you’re going to have to deal with certain people. No matter what
business you’re in, there are certain —there’s certain protocol, and | feel like in Portland,
if you understand what type of city this is and you understand that, for one, the OLCC
ain’t going nowhere, Portland Police ain’t going nowhere, you know, and some of us
are trying to make a living doing music,...”

There is a recognition by PPB members of a need for better communication and
relationship building with different stakeholders in the hip-hop community. Sgt. Pete
Simpson discussed his belief that better dialogue could resolve some of the issues between
police and the hip-hop community. Simpson stated, ... 99% of this can be resolved by
having a conversation. You’re a businessman, you want to make money, right, you want
to sell records, you want to rent venues, we have no stake in that, we want you to succeed,
we just want it to be done safely, that’s all we care about.”

One criticism of past City efforts at dialogue by members of the local hip-hop community
is the heavy emphasis on talking with bar and club owners, as opposed to engaging with
promoters and artists as well. Leading to a perception by some that the City had particular
bar and night club owners that it favored.

Since the Blue Monk incident, there have been efforts by City staff to reach out to members
of the hip-hop community in attempt to build a dialogue. Yet, several of the hip-hop artists
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that IPR talked to were unaware of these efforts. Any efforts at dialogue by the City with
the hip-hop community will by necessity be a long term proposition based on mutual
respect and understanding.

Recommendation 5: The Fire Bureau should provide to the public on a regular basis
a report that lists all businesses inspected during its night inspection program.

A recurring theme during our review has been that members of the hip-hop community
feel that hip-hop shows are subject to more fire inspections than other types of music
events. As there is very little information publicly available about the venues that the fire
inspector visits. One tangible way of increasing the public’s confidence would be to make
publicly available on a regular basis, a list of the locations visited by the fire inspector
during the reporting period.
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