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OLEO 2025-002

Executive Summary

Date of Incident January 29, 2025

Location of Incident Maple Valley

Date of Complaint January 29, 2025

IIU Corresponding Case Number 11U2025-051

Allegation Types Excessive Use of Force; Acts in Violation of
Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or
Procedures

On March 19, 2025, the Office of Law Enforcement Oversight (OLEO) was tasked with the classification
review of 11U2025-051. Upon review of the case, OLEO determined it qualified for an independent
investigation. The complainant alleged that King County Sheriff’s Office (Sheriff’s Office) personnel
committed misconduct by using excessive force during his arrest. It was further found that the use of
force was not recorded because the subject employee failed to activate his body-worn camera (BWC).

As part of its investigation, OLEO contacted potential withesses; obtained civilian-recorded video
footage; attempted to interview the complainant; reviewed Sheriff’s Office reports and records; and
conducted a cognitive interview of the subject employee jointly with Sheriff’s Office Internal
Investigations Unit (11U) investigators.

OLEO finds that the subject employee is exonerated of the allegation of Excessive Use of Force
because the subject employee acted in accordance with use of force and taser policy as well as his
taser training while apprehending the complainant during a domestic violence protection order
violation, during which the complainant had reportedly attempted to kill the petitioner of that order.

OLEO finds that the allegation of Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies or
Procedures is Sustained because the subject employee failed to activate his BWC prior to contacting
the complainant, despite having time and opportunity to do so.

Allegations and Findings

Sheriff’s Office Personnel Allegation Finding
Deputy Conner J. Fouts Excessive Use of Force Exonerated
Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Sustained
Office Directives, Rules,

Policies, or Procedures




Applicable Laws and GOM Policies’

GOM 3.00.015(2)(d): Excessive Use of Force

GOM 3.00.020(3): Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or Procedures
GOM 14.01.145: Activation of BWC/ICV?

GOM 6.00.000: Use of Force

GOM 6.03.030: Using the Taser EW?
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Investigative Summary

Interviews

OLEO conducted interviews with:
1. Deputy Conner J. Fouts (subject employee)

OLEO attempted to contact the complainant to conduct an interview but were unable to do so.

Digital Evidence

OLEO reviewed the following additional evidence:

1. BWC footage from January 29, 2025, recorded by responding deputies

2. Photographs taken of ||| | | | I 2n¢ Deputy Conner ). Fouts on January 29, 2025, at the
scene of the use of force

3. Security camera footage from a home near the ||| | ] ] NI s 2rrest on January 29, 2025
4. Audio of the 911 calls on January 29, 2025, which initiated the Sheriff’s Office response
5. Dispatch audio from the incident on January 29, 2025

Documentary Evidence

OLEO reviewed the following additional evidence:

1. Deputy Conner J. Fouts’s taser log for January 29, 2025

2. Sheriff’s Office reports

3. Anemail from Sheriff’s Office taser trainer Deputy Jesse Herrera including a screenshot of the
training curriculum on the “cuffing under power” technique

4. Deputy Conner J. Fouts’s training transcript

Fact Summary

On January 29, 2025, Sheriff’s Office personnel responded to the home of in Maple
Valley after multiple calls alleging domestic violence by_,inFingattempting or
threatening to kill Ms. [Jij- Mr. il was in violation of a protection order and had multiple
outstanding warrants.

"The General Orders Manual (GOM) contains policies of the King County Sheriff’s Office. Policies applied are
those that were in effect when the underlying incident giving rise to the complaint occurred.

2In-Car Video (ICV).

3 Energy Weapon (EW).
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When deputies arrived, Mr.- fled through the rear of the home and was pursued through the
neighborhood. During the pursuit, he was tased by Deputy Conner J. Fouts, at which point he was

arrested by several other responding deputies. Deputy Fouts tased Mr.- once, which briefly

disabled Mr. [}, and a second time to allow Mr. |} to be handcuffed under power by other
responding deputies.

Mr. i acknowledged that he ran from deputies but stated that when he heard Deputy Fouts order
him to stop or he would be tased, he did stop and was tased regardless. He alleged that he was tased
again while trying to put his hands behind his back. The initial tasing was not witnessed by any other
deputies and Deputy Fouts failed to activate his BWC until after the tasing had ended.

Analysis

Excessive Use of Force (Deputy Fouts): Exonerated

Mr.- alleged that he was tased after complying with an order to “stop” and again after he had put
his hands behind his back. According to Mr.-, he was aware that he was fleeing from deputies and
did so because he had warrants. BWC footage shows that deputies did announce themselves and
ordered him to come out of the home when they arrived, but Mr. [JJjJj fled through the back of the
home. BWC footage recorded by Deputy Kevin Johnson shows Deputy Fouts pursued Mr.- overa
fence and around the side of a neighboring home. When Deputy Fouts rounded the side of the home, he
can be seen raising his left arm and pointing his taser. The taser warning sound can be heard as well.
BWC footage recorded by Deputy Robert Kearney shows moments later when Deputy Kearney
approached from the other side of the home. Mr.- is seen on the ground, back towards the
camera, facing towards Deputy Fouts, with his hands behind his back. The taser is heard under
activation, briefly cutting out, and activating again approximately three seconds later as Deputy Kearney
reached Mr. ] The taser remained activated for approximately nine seconds until Mr. |JJij was
handcuffed.

In Deputy Fouts’s interview, he said that he followed Mr. ] to the side of the home where he was
eventually arrested and ordered him to stop or he would be tased. Deputy Fouts said that Mr.

then turned and exposed his back, which led him to believe Mr. ] intended to run. He said that
considering Mr. had threatened to kill Ms.-, that he did not know if Mr.- had weapons,
and that because Mr. had felony warrants, he decided to deploy his taser in order to detain him.
Deputy Fouts said that Mr. went to the ground after the initial taser application. However, a
moment later, Mr. ] displayed signs of regaining control of himself. Deputy Fouts said that
because he was a lone deputy dealing with a felonious suspect whose hands he could not see, and with
the sound of other deputies approaching, he chose to apply the taser again so that Mr.- could be
cuffed under power. During this second taser application, he noted that he accidentally turned the taser
off briefly, but quickly turned it back on and re-initiated the taser application. This statement is
consistent with what he wrote in his Mark43 report.

Photographs of Mr.- taken at the scene show a taser probe in the middle of his back, indicating
that he was turned away from Deputy Fouts when he was tased. The CAD* report shows that deputies
were informed that Mr. ] was reportedly trying to kill Ms. ] and that he had outstanding
warrants. The dispatch audio recording also shows that deputies were informed that Mr.- was
threatening to kill Ms. [ and confirmed that he has outstanding warrants.

4 Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) from the Sheriff’s Office Communications Center.
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Based on the available evidence, it is clear that Mr.- was resisting detention by attempting to flee
from deputies, that he was turned away from Deputy Fouts when he was initially tased, that Deputy
Fouts was alone with Mr. ] at the time he utilized his taser, that deputies had information that

Mr. ] had either threatened or tried to kill Ms. ] during a domestic violence protection order
violation, and that visibility was limited due to the time of day. While Mr. |Jjj can be seen on another
deputy’s BWC, briefly and with the aid of a flashlight, with his hands behind his back prior to the second
taser activation, this was likely not visible to Deputy Fouts due to the direction that Mr. [JJj was
turned and limited visibility due to the time of day. Further, “cuffing under power” is an approved
technique taught to deputies.

According to GOM 6.03.030, “The Taser EW may be used to control a physically resistive, aggressive or
violent suspect who poses a threat of physical harm to themselves, the deputy(s) or other persons or
property consistent with GOM 6.00.000.” GOM 6.00.000 states that the use of a taser falls under
“Intermediate Physical Force”, and that “intermediate physical force may be reasonable when a person
threatens imminent assault upon the officer or others.” Mr.- had physically resisted apprehension
by fleeing from Sheriff’s Office personnel and his documented history of protection order violations and
alleged earlier assault demonstrated that failure to apprehend him constituted an imminent threat to
Ms.JJJil]- Accordingly, Deputy Fouts is Exonerated of the allegation of Excessive Use of Force.

Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or
Procedures (Deputy Fouts): Sustained

Deputy Fouts most recently received training on the use of his BWC on July 7, 2024. According to his
Mark43 report, he was informed while en-route to the call that he was responding to a domestic
violence incident involving a suspect “who has multiple active felony warrants for DV [domestic
violence] assault in the second degree, DV residential burglary, and DV felony harassment, was inside
the home threatening to kill the victim.” He also wrote that upon arrival at the scene he went along the
back side of the house in case Mr. ] attempted to flee from the back. He wrote that he attempted
to activate his BWC and did not notice until later that it had not activated. He stated this was because
“upon my arrival to the scene... | double-tapped the front activation button to my BWC. Unbeknown to
me, the camera did not activate, and an audible action noise was not heard as other noises related to
the scene overpowered the noise along with my attention being on a potential fleeing suspect of a felony
crime.”

GOM 14.01.145(2)(a) states “subject to the exceptions contained in this policy, members shall activate
their BWC before community member contact occurs for all calls for service, as well as for all
enforcement and investigative contact with community members.” The applicable exception in this
case would be GOM 14.01.145(1)(b) which states “members suddenly confronted with an unexpected
event should respond to any potential threats and protect themselves and others before attempting to
activate their BWC/ICV systems.” Itis clear Deputy Fouts knew that community member contact was
likely to occur and had sufficient time to activate his BWC prior to being confronted with a fleeing
suspect. He also understood, based on what he wrote in his Mark43 report about his position at the
scene prior to contact with Mr.-, that his initial contact was likely to be with a fleeing suspect,
meaning that it was neither sudden or unexpected and does not fall under the exception contained in
the GOM. Therefore, the allegation of Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or
Procedures is Sustained.

-R.McPhail 5/30/2025

Ryan McPhail Date
Investigations Monitor 4






