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My name is Michael Hopcroft. I’m a member of the board of the Mental Health
Association of Portland, which is a member of the Mental Health Alliance.
I’m going to speak in response to the claim of success of this settlement agreement.
All we asked was that you not kill us.
In 2019 the Portland Police Bureau killed five people - all people in mental health crisis.
At the same time in New York City - with ten times the population - police killed ten
people. According to the Washington Post’s “Fatal Force” database, none were in a
mental health crisis.
To bring attention to excessive use of force by Portland Police, the Mental Health
Association of Portland highlighted a single case of use of force to explain the
complexity and lack of regulation. In October 2006 James Chasse was brutally killed by
three Portland Police officers, and the organization used advocacy tools to raise
awareness about his life and death, and the inability of the Portland Police Bureau or
City of Portland to hold individual officers accountable for actions which are abhorrent to
community values. This advocacy included public testimony and private meetings with
city, county and police leadership, extensive education of journalists and thought
leaders, collaboration with racial justice and police accountability advocates, organizing
a memorial and various community meetings, educating community mental health
leaders, and making an award-winning documentary film in 2014.
The organization focused on police use of force as a durable indicator - a canary in the
coalmine - of a dangerous multi-jurisdictional service system for people with mental
illness. The hypothesis was as acuity - the number of persons with acute, or actively
symptomatic severe and persistent mental illness engaging with public services increases or decreases, police use of force would also increase or decrease. Because
the use of force data was not collected and not made available to the public, because
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the PPB had no internal process to review the use of force, and no external oversight
agency had access to data, the organization could only track the lethal use of force.
In the duration 2012-2019, there were overall reductions in services available to people
with severe and persistent mental illness in the Portland area - and this increased
acuity. This affected people of all races and economic classes. Inpatient treatment, both
public and private, were reduced. Outpatient services became largely reliant on
medication with services such as individual therapy, group therapy, case management,
and crisis intervention becoming less available. Medicaid payments did not match
inflation or healthcare costs. Peer-based services went under-managed by the state and
under-utilized by service providers. The availability and potency of legal and illegal
drugs increased, including very potent forms of marijuana, legal kratom, and
inexpensive methamphetamine. There is more alcohol and lower prices from more
businesses than ever before. Prevention and treatment services for addiction and
alcoholism were reduced, placing Oregon in the top ten states for addiction and last for
access to addiction services. Equally, services for people with mental illness in Oregon
counties were reduced, forcing people requiring services to migrate to Portland. All
these factors increased acuity.
Because even fewer treatment resources are available for persons of color, use of force
against persons of color are higher than against white people. This is all outrageous and
unacceptable.
Then in 2014 the US Department of Justice issued their surprising findings statement,
which resulted in this settlement agreement, which in part requires the PPB to collect
and express data about the use of force against people with mental illness. That data,
beginning in the Third Quarter of 2015, is available online.
The reported data has many problems that reduce its usefulness, both as a mechanism
of transparency and accounting of activity.
1. The data is entirely collected by the police officers themselves - meaning they
are required to both enforce their own behavior and report their own violations.
2. The data is not available in a raw form. What we have is the work of several PPB
data analysts. Access to the raw data for outside analysis is necessary for any
independent or critical review of police use of force and prevents different
conclusions from being made. There is a link to the raw data online - it does not
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work.
3. There are three categories of cases we examined in our evaluation of these
reports -- Mental Health Crisis, Drug/Alcohol, and “Transient” (presumably those
perceived to be homeless at the time). These categories are not mutually
exclusive, yet the data available to us does not indicate which incidents involve a
person in multiple categories. It is likely, given the realities of homelessness,
addiction, and mental illness, that incidents will involve single subjects that fit into
two or all of these categories. Without knowing about these combinations the
data becomes less clear and less reliable.
4. How the data has been collected has changed over the duration of collection.
a. The use of force data collection began in 2012 after initial intervention by
US DOJ.
b. The use of force data reports began to be posted online in 2015.
c. In 2016 the PPB made a change to data collection and began using a
“mental health mask” to prompt officers to include information about
mental illness. This affected the data so prior data should be calibrated to
match the new method. It’s unknown / unclear if that was done. The effect
in the illustrations below is substantial.
d. More types of force began to be collected in 2Q 2017 resulting in an
increase in incident numbers that may or may not reflect changes in police
action but obscures the frequency of force being used over time. This also
makes it difficult to directly compare results in 2019 to results when online
reporting began in 2015.
5. The data does not qualify instances of use of force. Some instances of use of
force may be justified and some may not. Some instances of use of force may
follow PPB policy, and some may not. Because PPB does not routinely release
an internal administrative review of instances of use of force, the only
qualification metric the public can access comes from the District Attorney’s
release of investigations prior to their decision to not file charges in cases of
lethal use of force. The lethal uses of force are a small percentage of use of
force, and likely not representative of the whole. The DA’s decision is a metric of
crime, not policy, and since the criteria for a criminal conviction of a police officer
for use of force in Oregon law is so high, no officer has been prosecuted for
lethal use of force in Multnomah County since 1969.
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6. We note from public record and discussion with surviving family members that all
cases of lethal use of force by members of the Portland Police Bureau since the
Settlement Agreement have been against people in some sort of mental health
crisis. The term “mental health crisis” has grown over the past few years to be
inclusive of persons with severe and persistent mental illness, as well as persons
acutely affected by drugs and or alcohol.
7. The PPB has recently again upgraded the online “dashboard” which might be
used to segment use of force data. We’ve visited this website several times over
several months using different computers and different browsers each with the
same result - the dashboard doesn’t work. The illustrations below come from the
quarterly force data reports, posted by the Portland Police Bureau and available
online. As we see in illustrations 1, 2, 3 use of force against the three categories
of persons has, while fluctuating wildly, not decreased consistently over the
reporting period. The data does not adequately explain these fluctuations. Note
that these illustrations do not show deadly force per se, as that data is not
included by the data sources.
In conclusion, the data as produced by the police bureau is insufficient to claim a
reduction in use of force against people with mental illness, in a crisis with alcohol and
or drugs, or who are categorized as “transient.”

Sources:
Portland Police Bureau - Force Data Summary Quarterly Reports
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/police/62708
“Portland Police Bureau to Begin New Method of Reviewing Officers Use of Force - 1 2012”
http://www.mentalhealthportland.org/portland-police-bureau-to-begin-new-method-of-reviewingofficers-use-of-force/
“Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Multnomah County W. Haywood Burns Institute for Justice
Fairness and Equity November 2019”
https://multco.us/file/84525/download
“Fatal Force - 1004 people have been shot and killed by police in 2019,” Washington Post
https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2019/national/police-shootings-2019/
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As you can see from Illustration 1, despite the decline in 2016 likely caused by a change
in collection, use of force against persons designated as “Mental Health Crisis” had no
change from 2015 to 2019.

Illustration 1 - use of force against persons designated as “Mental Health Crisis”
2015-2019

Data illustrations by Mark (Harmon) Leymon, Ph.D.
Associate Professor, Criminology & Criminal Justice, Portland State University
Dr. Leymon’s affidavit is attached to this testimony
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Illustration 2 shows a substantial increase of use of force by Portland Police against
persons categorized as “transient.”

Illustration 2 - use of force against persons designated as “Transient” 2015-2019

Data illustrations by Mark (Harmon) Leymon, Ph.D.
Associate Professor, Criminology & Criminal Justice, Portland State University
Dr. Leymon’s affidavit is attached to this testimony
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Illustration 3 shows another increase in use of force, this time against persons
categorized by the PPB as “drugs / alcohol.”

Illustration 3 - use of force against persons designated as “Drug/Alcohol” 2015-2019

Data illustrations by Mark (Harmon) Leymon, Ph.D.
Associate Professor, Criminology & Criminal Justice, Portland State University
Dr. Leymon’s affidavit is attached to this testimony
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