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Office of Law Enforcement Oversight 

 

DATE: March 10, 2026 

TO: Steven T. Smithmeyer, Chief of Patrol Operations Division, King County Sheriff’s Office 

(KCSO)  

FR: Office of Law Enforcement Oversight (OLEO) 

RE: Recommended findings for IIU2025-273 

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

IIU2025-073 as thorough and objective on February 12, 2026. It should be noted, however, that some 

concerns arose regarding the follow-up report completed by the IIU investigator. OLEO found that the 

report contained some conclusory language and opinions rather than consisting solely of a summary of 

facts as is best practice. OLEO was notified that findings were completed. OLEO has independently 

reviewed the findings and makes the following findings recommendation pursuant to King County Code 

2.75.040(C). 

Allegation Against Subject 

 

 General Orders Manual (GOM) 

Allegation 

Sheriff’s Office 

Commander 

Findings 

OLEO 

Recommended Finding 

Subject Deputy (1) 3.00.015(2)(h): Conduct 

Unbecoming  

Unfounded SUSTAINED 

 (2) 03.00.020(3): Acts in Violation of 

Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, 

Policies, or Procedures  

  Sustained  SUSTAINED 
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Summary of the Incident 

On 11/12/2025 a community member called to report that his elderly father had left his home between 

12:30 PM and 2:30 PM. The reporting party explained that his father had Alzheimer’s and had left the 

residence before but had always been located. According to CAD, the subject employee responded to the 

call for service, arriving at approximately 4:35 PM. The subject employee advised the reporting party to call 

the call center and report his father as missing so that the paperwork could be filed. The subject employee 

contacted Edmonds Police Department to request an area check as the reporting party’s father had been 

found there previously. During this time, the witness deputy conducted an area check nearby, however did 

not report having any contact with the subject employee nor the reporting party. The subject employee 

stacked the call and responded to other unrelated calls for service throughout his shift before clearing the 

call with the Final Classification Code “563B0” (Person Lost, Found, or Missing; Assistance 

Rendered/Assignment Completed on Scene – No Incident Report; No Apparent Hazard) at 9:44 PM. The 

missing person was later found outside, deceased, on 11/15/2025.  

During his compelled interview, the subject employee explained that he had been dispatched to an area 

check for a missing person but that it had not come up as a missing person call on CAD. He advised the 

reporting party to file an official missing persons report and left to respond to another call. The subject 

employee said that when he looked back at the CAD later, he saw that the reporting party had called and 

filed a missing persons report at 5:23 PM, however the subject employee said that he had not been 

notified at the time. The subject employee said that he believed he would have been notified by dispatch 

had the reporting party called to file the official report, and since he had not been notified, he did not 

believe the situation required follow up. The subject employee stated, “I didn’t do any follow up. I was not 

advised by the dispatch that the son called twice, and we needed to go back, and I was busy with other 

calls.” When asked what his understanding of the missing persons policy was, the subject employee said 

that at the time of the incident he did not believe the situation was urgent and because the reporting party 

had not filed a missing persons report, he did not believe he was required to notify his sergeant. The 

subject employee said he had not intentionally violated any policy related to this incident. When asked 

whether he could have checked the CAD notes, the subject employee said that he could have but that he 

was dealing with other calls. The subject employee said that when closing out the stacked calls, he did not 

think about checking the CAD notes for follow up because he thought dispatch would alert him to any 

updates. The subject employee acknowledged that he did not contact dispatch to see if there had been any 

updates.  

The witness deputy (Witness 1) was asked to complete an OWS due to attaching herself to the call for an 

area check. Witness 1 denied having any interaction with the reporting party and did not recall 

communicating with the subject employee beyond informing him that she would check the area. Witness 1 

said she was familiar with the missing subject from previous calls and asked dispatch to contact Edmonds 

PD to inform their officers of the missing person as he had been found there before. Witness 1 completed 

the area check and then responded to another call when she did not find the missing person. 
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According to the follow-up incident report, on 11/13/2025 another KCSO employee was reviewing the case 

and, upon calling Search and Rescue, discovered it had not been reported to them. At this point the 

employee initiated missing persons protocol; a Silver Alert was issued, contact was made with the 

reporting party, and local hospitals and other police departments were contacted. On 11/15/2025 the 

missing person was discovered deceased in Mountlake Terrace. 

Analysis 

Allegation against subject deputy: 

1) Conduct Unbecoming – SUSTAINED 

According to GOM 3.00.015(2)(h), Conduct Unbecoming includes, in part, 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 affects or impairs the efficiency of a member. Conduct Unbecoming is defined in the GOM as 

“general misconduct,” therefore it is subject to a preponderance of the evidence standard of proof which is 

defined as a standard of proof holding that an allegation is true if the evidence shows that it is more 

probable than not that the allegation is true.  

In this case, the subject employee responded to a call for service regarding a missing vulnerable adult with 

known Alzheimer’s disease. The subject employee instructed the reporting party to follow up with the 

communications center and report his father missing in order to initiate the missing persons protocol and 

said that he would return to obtain the reporting party’s signature after that was complete. The reporting 

party followed his instructions and less than one hour later, at 5:23 PM, a note was added to CAD 

informing the subject employee that the report was filed and that he should contact the reporting party 

again to sign the paperwork. The subject employee did not follow up and did not make further contact with 

the reporting party. Further, the subject employee admitted that he did not review the CAD notes related 

to this call for service and did not see that the reporting party had filed the missing persons report before 

closing out the call for service. Due to the subject employee’s actions, the missing persons protocol was not 

initiated and no search was conducted for the missing person who was found deceased three days later on 

11/15/25. The subject employee also admitted that he did not notify a supervisor of the missing person.  

According to GOM 12.02.000 Missing Persons: "A report is required when a person of any age is reported 

missing for any period of time and falls into one or more of the following categories: c. The person is 

physically/medically disabled which might cause the person to be endangered." GOM 12.02.030 also 

mandates that deputies notify the on-duty supervisor if a missing subject “is a medically vulnerable person 

(i.e. Alzheimer’s, Dementia, etc.).” The missing person in this case had a documented history of Alzheimer’s 

disease and leaving the home. The subject employee failed to abide by the GOM by not submitting a report 

nor notifying a supervisor of the missing person who was known to be medically vulnerable. The subject 

employee claimed that based on his observations at the time, the case did not seem urgent; he said that 

because it was reported that the missing person had moderate Alzheimer’s and that he had been found 
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before, it was his understanding the reporting party just wanted to talk to an officer and see what needed 

to be done. The subject employee said that he believed that he could handle the situation himself without 

notifying a sergeant, seemingly unaware of or unbothered by the GOM missing persons response protocol 

and the fact that it was 4:50 PM in November when he first spoke to the reporting party. The subject 

employee did not contact the communication center regarding whether the reporting party had followed 

up and did not check the notes in CAD for an update, instead he closed it out as assistance rendered with 

no report or apparent hazard. Even if the subject employee believed he could handle this case on his own, 

he did not follow up on the status of the case or put forth any further effort in order to do so.  

There is no question in this case that the subject employee failed to follow the GOM as he admitted to not 

submitting a report or contacting a supervisor in his interview. Due to the subject employee’s negligence in 

this case, a silver alert was not issued until the following day and efforts to locate the missing person were 

delayed. While it cannot be determined whether this case would have had a different outcome had the 

subject employee followed the GOM, the subject employee’s lack of follow up after the family contact 

KCSO for help, could reasonably lead the deceased’s family to believe that the subject employee (and 

through him, the King County Sheriff’s Office) share some responsibility in the loss of a loved one. Such a 

belief would inevitably lead to a diminished view of the King County Sheriff’s office in the eyes of anyone 

connected to this family.  

Based on the above analysis, OLEO recommends that the allegation of Conduct Unbecoming be sustained.   

2) Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or Procedures – Sustained – 

Lesser Included  

OLEO agrees with the conclusion that there is sufficient evidence to support sustaining this allegation but 

recommends that the finding of “sustained – lesser included” be used as the allegation of “Conduct 

Unbecoming” is based on the same conduct.  

 

 

 

 

 

-R.McPhail 

Ryan McPhail 

Investigations Monitor 

3/10/2026 

Date 


