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Office of Law Enforcement Oversight 

 

DATE:  November 12, 2025 

 

TO: Kelly Park, Chief of Patrol Operations, King County Sheriff’s Office 

 

FR: Ryan McPhail, Investigations Monitor, Office of Law Enforcement Oversight 

RE: Recommended findings for IIU2025-153 

 

The Office of Law Enforcement Oversight (OLEO) certified the fact-finding portion of investigation 

number IIU2025-153 as thorough, objective, and timely on April 8, 2025. The King County Sherif’s Office 

(“Sheriff’s Office”) notified OLEO that the Commander’s Findings were completed on October 9, 2025. 

OLEO has independently reviewed the findings and makes the following findings recommendation 

pursuant to King County Code (KCC) 2.75.040(C). 

 

Allegations Against Subject Employee 

 

General Orders Manual (GOM) 

Allegation 

Sheriff’s Office 

Commander 

Findings 

OLEO 

Recommended Findings 

(1) 3.00.015(1)(a) – Dishonesty    Non-Sustained    Non-Sustained    

(2) 3.00.015(2)(h) – Conduct 

Unbecoming  

Exonerated  Sustained     

(3) 3.00.020(3) – Acts in 

Violation of Sherriff’s Office 

Directives, Rules, Policies, or 

Procedures 

Performance Related Training     Sustained – Lesser Included   

 

 

 

Summary of the Incident 

 

This investigation centered on an allegation that Subject Deputy knowingly withheld that an arrestee had 

recently been involved in a car accident while attempting to have him booked into custody at the South 

Correctional Entity (SCORE) jail. The complaint was made by two booking officers at SCORE, A.S. and 
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R.M. In a written memo, A.S. stated that she interviewed the arrestee about possible medical concerns after 

Subject Deputy brought him to SCORE, and the suspect stated that he had been in a car accident where the 

airbags were deployed within the last two or three hours. A.S. wrote that, when she asked Subject Deputy 

about the accident, she stated that she was unaware of the accident because she had not responded to the 

scene of the arrest, did not look inside the suspect’s vehicle, and was only involved in transporting the 

suspect. A.S. then reviewed the Officer Assessment Form that Subject Deputy completed when she arrived 

with the suspect, and noted that Subject Deputy marked that the subject had not been involved in a vehicle 

accident. Per A.S.’ written statement, a nurse assessed the situation and told Subject Deputy that SCORE 

would not accept the suspect until he was medically cleared at a hospital. A.S. wrote that R.M. apologized to 

Subject Deputy for declining to admit the suspect, and Subject Deputy responded: “That’s okay – we 

assumed this might happen. We figured we’d try anyway,” as she left. R.M. gave investigators a recorded 

statement, in which he said that he could not recall exactly what Subject Deputy said when asked about 

omitting the car accident from the intake form, but confirmed A.S.’s account of the comments that Subject 

Deputy made while leaving the jail.  

 

SCORE gave the Sheriff’s Office a copy of the Officer Assessment Form that Subject Deputy filled out 

during the booking. It contained a list of yes or no questions about the person being booked and the 

circumstances of their arrest. One question read: “Was this arrestee involved in a motor vehicle accident? 

Were ANY airbags deployed in the vehicle? (If yes, to your knowledge, was the subject wearing a seatbelt).” 

The box “No” was checked to the question. Subject Deputy’s name, signature, and badge number were 

written at the bottom of the form under the bolded attestation, “I declare (or certify, verify, or state) under 

penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the foregoing is true and correct.”  

 
As documented in written reports, the suspect was contacted by police after he crashed his car into a parked 

van. Witness MPO and her trainee, Witness Deputy, responded to the scene. The CAD log from the incident 

showed that, upon arriving, they called for medical aid because the airbags in the suspect’s car had deployed. 

Subject Deputy arrived approximately twenty minutes after the other officers and had her BWC activated the 

entire time she was at the scene of the accident. The video showed that, after exiting her patrol car, Subject 

Deputy observed Witness Deputy and Witness MPO discussing the fact that the suspect was driving with a 

suspended license and that his car would need to be towed. They made a plan for arresting the suspect, 

including having Subject Deputy transport him to SCORE. Subject Deputy then walked with the other 

officers passed the suspect’s car, which was still crashed into the back of a parked van with its hood 

crunched up. Per the video, Subject Deputy walked the handcuffed suspect back to the patrol cars and stood 

by as Witness Deputy searched him. Witness MPO showed a tow truck driver to the suspect’s car as they put 

the suspect into the back of Subject Deputy’s patrol car.  

 

Subject Deputy’s BWC video showed that Subject Deputy spent the next several minutes observing the 

suspect talk with a friend through her patrol car window until she got into the driver’s seat, apparently to 

begin leaving. Witness MPO then approached the window and told Subject Deputy: “He might get declined. 

If he gets declined, just take him to the hospital and dump him, because of the accident.” Witness MPO also 

told Subject Deputy that firefighters had put an icepack on the suspect’s leg, which Witness Deputy may 

have failed to remove during the search. Subject Deputy asked the suspect if he still had the icepack on his 

leg, and he confirmed that he did. Subject Deputy proceeded to search the suspect again, remove the ice 

pack, and depart for SCORE jail. Her BWC was not activated during the booking process at the jail, in 

accordance with Sheriff’s Office policy.  

 

The investigator interviewed both Witness MPO and Witness Deputy. Witness MPO confirmed that she 

made the comments to Subject Deputy about the suspect being medically declined. She explained that it was 

a known policy at SCORE to refuse to admit suspects who had recently been involved in car accidents. She 

stated that she saw that the airbag had deployed inside the suspect’s car, which is why she called medical aid 

to the scene. Witness Deputy also believed the airbags had been deployed, and said he would have been 

surprised if they didn’t because the collision was a “pretty bad accident.” Neither he nor Witness MPO 
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recalled having any conversations with Subject Deputy about what occurred during the jail booking.  

In her compelled interview, Subject Deputy recalled that there was significant front-end damage to the 

suspect’s car and that a request for medical aid at the scene was made, but that she did not specifically 

remember whether the airbags were deployed. When asked about her conversation with Witness MPO about 

the suspect being medically declined at SCORE, Subject Deputy stated she did not recall the specifics of the 

conversation, but that it is a common conversation for deputies to have when trying to book someone after a 

car accident. Subject Deputy stated that she was “kind of on autopilot” when filling out the Officer 

Assessment Form at SCORE and overlooked the question. She claimed that she was not intending to be 

misleading or deceitful, but did state that she was frustrated when the suspect was declined. She also did not 

recall making any comments to the booking officers at SCORE about her involvement in the arrest or 

whether she expected the suspect to be medically declined.  

 

Analysis 

 

1. Dishonesty – NON-SUSTAINED  

 

OLEO concurs with the Sheriff’s Office Commander’s findings for this allegation.  
 

2. Conduct Unbecoming – SUSTAINED    

 

As articulated in GOM 3.00.015(2)(h), conduct unbecoming includes, in part, any behavior that tends to 

diminish respect for the Sheriff’s Office or member; diminish confidence in the operation of the Sheriff’s 

Office; or adversely affect or impair the efficiency of a member. Conduct unbecoming is defined as “general 

misconduct” in GOM 3.00.000, and thus is subject to a preponderance of the evidence standard of proof. A 

“preponderance of evidence” means that after considering all the evidence a fact is more likely true than not 

true.1  

 

Here, it is undisputed that Subject Deputy did not disclose that the suspect was in a car accident when filling 

out the Officer Assessment Form – on the form, Subject Deputy selected “no” in response to the question 

asking whether the arrestee was involved in a motor vehicle accident, and signed the form’s declaration that 

the information on the form was true under penalty of perjury. In her compelled interview, Subject Deputy 

stated that she was not paying close attention and accidentally checked the incorrect box. Even if the mistake 

was the result of inattention, Subject Deputy’s omission should be treated as more serious than a mere 

administrative error because it undermined her working relationship with SCORE staff, as evidenced by the 

fact that they took the exceptional step of making an official complaint about what happened. Simply stated, 

jail staff need to be able to rely on the booking officer’s representations in order to properly evaluate whether 

a suspect can safely be taken into custody. Subject Deputy’s negligence likely diminished the booking 

officers’ confidence in her ability to thoroughly and honestly do an important function of her job.  

 

Subject Deputy’s comments during the failed jail admission further hindered her ability to work effectively 

with SCORE staff. Both SCORE officers who witnessed the incident, R.M. and A.S., recalled Subject 

Deputy making comments minimizing her role in the arrest when being asked whether she knew the arrestee 

was involved in a car accident, and stating “we figured we’d try anyway,” after the admission was declined. 

According to R.M., A.S. told him that she found Subject Deputy’s remarks “unprofessional” because they 

assumed Subject Deputy was familiar with the facility’s booking requirements and was attempting to subvert 

them.  

 

 
1 Washington Pattern Jury Instruction 21.01, available at 

https://govt.westlaw.com/wciji/Document/I2c855158e10d11dab058a118868d70a9?transitionType=Default&contextDat

a=%28sc.Default%29  

https://govt.westlaw.com/wciji/Document/I2c855158e10d11dab058a118868d70a9?transitionType=Default&contextData=%28sc.Default%29
https://govt.westlaw.com/wciji/Document/I2c855158e10d11dab058a118868d70a9?transitionType=Default&contextData=%28sc.Default%29


4 of 4 for IIU2025-153 

 

 

The SCORE officers’ conclusions are reasonable in light of the fact that deputies generally are motivated to 

avoid having an arrestee medically declined for jail admission. As explained by Witness MPO in her 

interview, a medical decline requires the officer to do the additional work of transporting an arrestee to a 

hospital for evaluation and, if staffing allows, wait with them while they receive medical treatment before 

returning to jail. When an arrest is for a low-level offense or staffing is particularly low, deputies will release 

arrestees from custody once they arrive at the hospital, which may also be a source of irritation. Indeed, in 

her compelled interview, Subject Deputy admitted that she felt frustrated when the arrestee in this case was 

medically declined. Given this larger context, Subject Deputy’s comments likely diminished SCORE staff’s 

confidence in her ability to honestly and respectfully book an arrestee.   

 

It also bears noting that Subject Deputy’s negligence could have had serious medical consequences for the 

suspect in this case. Car accidents can cause internal injuries, including concussions,2 that may not have 

immediate symptoms or be readily visible to outside observers. Had the arrestee in this case been unable to 

communicate with booking staff about what happened (for example, due to a language barrier or symptoms 

of a head injury), he could have been denied medical treatment because SCORE staff would have remained 

unaware of his potential injuries.3 For these reasons, OLEO recommends that the allegation of conduct 

unbecoming be sustained.  

 

3. Acts in Violation of Sherriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or Procedures – SUSTAINED – 

LESSER INCLUDED  

 

OLEO agrees with the commander’s conclusion that there is sufficient evidence to support sustaining this 

allegation, but recommends that the finding of “sustained – lesser included” be used because the more 

serious allegation of “conduct unbecoming” is based on the same conduct.  

 

 

 

 

 

_-R McPhail_________________________ _______11/12/2025___________________ 

Ryan McPhail 

Investigations Monitor 

 

Date 

 

 
2 See https://www.cdc.gov/traumatic-brain-injury/data-research/facts-stats/index.html  
3 This risk is particularly concerning at SCORE, which has come under public scrutiny for its poor medical care and 

high number of in-custody deaths. See e.g. https://publicola.com/2025/02/21/eleven-people-have-died-at-this-south-

king-county-jail-in-the-last-two-years-their-families-are-demanding-answers/ 

https://www.cdc.gov/traumatic-brain-injury/data-research/facts-stats/index.html
https://publicola.com/2025/02/21/eleven-people-have-died-at-this-south-king-county-jail-in-the-last-two-years-their-families-are-demanding-answers/
https://publicola.com/2025/02/21/eleven-people-have-died-at-this-south-king-county-jail-in-the-last-two-years-their-families-are-demanding-answers/

