
 

Nathan Vasquez, Multnomah County District Attorney 

1200 SW 1st Avenue, Suite 5200, Portland, OR 97204-1193 
P: (503) 988-3162 | F: (503) 988-3643 | www.mcda.us 

 
 April 20, 2025 
via email only 

Nicholas Rinne 
auroras985@tutamail.com 

Eric Van Hagen 
Legal Services Director – TriMet 
vanhagee@trimet.org 

Re: Petition of Nicholas Rinne seeking access to certain TriMet video recordings 

Dear Mr. Rinne and Mr. Van Hagen:  

On March 26, 2025 petitioner submitted a public records request to TriMet for the video 
footage of an unfavorable interaction between himself and a TriMet bus operator as well as the 
name of the operator. TriMet denied the request, asserting that the video was covered by ORS 
192.345(12), the personnel discipline exemption. This exemption prevents disclosure of materials 
supporting a completed personnel discipline action, or pending disciplinary investigation, unless 
the public interest nonetheless requires release. Petition of Mayne, MCDA PRO 18-52 (2018), see 
also ATTORNEY GENERAL’S PUBLIC RECORDS AND MEETINGS MANUAL at 53 (2024) (“When a 
records request is received during the course of a personnel investigation, and unless the public 
interest requires disclosure, the records can be withheld until the investigation concludes so that 
the public body can determine whether this exemption applies or not.”) 

Because this office has already decided precisely the question presented here in a previous 
public records order, and there has been no intervening change in circumstances or law requiring 
a different outcome, I must deny the petition. See, Petition of Odighizuwa, MCDA PRO 21-23 
(2021).  

In Odighizuwa, an individual had a dispute with two TriMet bus operators and, shortly 
after, filed both a complaint against the operators and a public records request for the video footage 
of the incident. TriMet had opened a disciplinary investigation as a result of the complaint. As we 
wrote then: 

We have declined in the past to extend the provisions of ORS 192.345(12) to 
materials that, although relevant to a personnel discipline action, were created 
outside of it. Petition of Barnes, MCDA PRO 17-01 (2017). In this case, however, 
TriMet informs us that the video would have been purged as part of its routine 
process except for the initiation of a personnel investigation. That is, but for the 
investigation, the video would not exist. The video, in that context, is covered by 
this section. 
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Id  at 2.  In its  response  to the  present  petition  TriMet  articulates the same factual  basis  today  as  it
did  in  Odighizuwa: the video  has been pulled out of  its  ordinary retention schedule and  preserved
as part of  a  personnel  investigation.

  Although  the  public records exemption  in ORS 192.345(12)  can be overcome by a showing
that  the  public  interest  requires  disclosure,  we  have  concluded  in  similar  cases  that  a  person
requesting video directly  relating  to him or herself does not establish a public interest.  See,  Petition
of Jay Shore, MCDA PRO 17-53 (2017),  MANUAL  at  19  (“if a requester seeks records relating to
the requester, a mere allegation that the public body has treated the individual oppressively, absent
a broader public interest, does not satisfy the public interest standard.”)

  ORDER

Accordingly,  the petition is  denied.

Regards,

NATHAN VASQUEZ
District Attorney
Multnomah County, Oregon

By:
Adam Gibbs
General Counsel
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