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Investigative Summary 
Interviews 
OLEO conducted interviews with: 

1. Deputy Garrett Bergeron (witness employee)  
2. Deputy Isiah Shealey (subject employee)  

The complainants initially made their complaint to the Sheriff’s Office and gave recorded statements 
about the incident to a sergeant. Upon beginning its investigation, OLEO contacted the complainants to 
request an interview, but did not receive a response.  

Evidence 
OLEO reviewed the following additional evidence: 

1. Body-worn camera (BWC) video of incident from Deputy Isiah Shealey  
2. BWC video from Deputy Garrett Bergeron   
3. BWC video from Deputy Alexander Glavin  
4. BWC video from Deputy Krishan Goundar  
5. BWC video from Deputy Patricia West  
6. Recorded statement of , March 11, 2025  
7. Recorded statement of , March 11, 2025  
8. Photographs of scene, March 16, 2025   
9. CAD2 on incident day, February 16, 2025 

OLEO visited the West Coast Self-Storage facility where the incident occurred to request security 
camera video of the incident. After speaking with the manager, it was discovered that none of the 
cameras on the premise at the time captured the incident.3 

Fact Summary 
On February 16, 2025,  rented a U-Haul truck from the West Coast Self-Storage facility 
at 14535 Bothell Way NE, in Shoreline. The business had a small parking lot near its storefront entrance 
that was separated from the rentable storage units by a large gate. Ms.  planned to return the 
U-Haul after the storefront closed and did not want to leave her car unattended in the facility’s parking 
at night. An employee told her that she could park inside the gate near the entrance to the storage units 
and retrieve her car when she brought the truck back. The employee gave Ms.  a code that 
could open the gate using an electronic keypad, which was handwritten on her rental agreement.  

The detention at issue in this investigation occurred when Ms.  and her friend  
returned the U-Haul truck.  At approximately 1:13 a.m., Deputy Isiah Shealey saw Mr.  and 
Ms.  behind the closed gate standing near the U-Haul while driving by the facility in his patrol 
car. He turned around and stopped in the facility’s parking lot with his emergency lights activated. As 
shown on Deputy Shealey’s BWC video, when he walked over to the complainants, Ms.  and 
Mr.  had driven her car out of the gated area into the parking lot. The car was stopped parallel to 
the building’s storefront entrance near the door, with Ms.  was in the driver’s seat. Deputy 

 
2 Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) from the Sheriff’s Office Communications Center. 
3 For more detailed information, see the report titled “2025.4.1 Fieldwork Memo signed” in OLEO’s 
investigative file.  
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Shealey stood while Mr.  got out of the front passenger’s seat and walked towards an orange 
drop box on the side of the building. He left the car door open behind him. The front of the lockbox said 
“U-Haul Key Drop Box” with an illustration of a key. A green sticker that said “CUSTOMER RETURN 24/7” 
and instructions for returning truck after hours was affixed to the top of the box.  

When Mr.  was a few feet from the box, Deputy Shealey stated, “Hey, what’s up man? Get back 
in the car.” Mr.  responded, “Fucking what?” and proceeded to lift the lid of the orange drop 
box and put something inside. Deputy Shaley continued to walk towards him, stating, “Get back in the 
car.” Mr.  responded, “No shit” and started walking back to Ms. ’s car in silence. 
Deputy Shealey ordered that the vehicle be turned off, and Ms.  complied. Mr.  then 
sat in the front passenger seat and started to pull the door closed behind him. Deputy Shealey 
instructed Ms.  to take the keys out of the ignition and told Mr.  to not close the door 
while using his hand to keep it open.  Mr.  stated, “Don’t touch the door, stay off the car.” 
Deputy Shealey responded, “I’m the fucking police. You’re being detained, get the fuck out of the car.”  

Mr.  asked why he was being detained and, while grabbing his shoulder, Deputy Shealey 
explained that they were on the property when the business was closed. Mr.  rotated in his seat 
so that his feet were out of the car. Ms.  stated that they were there to return the truck, and 
Mr.  pointed out that Deputy Shealey had just watched him put the key back in the drop box. 
Deputy Shealey told Mr.  that he wasn’t going to have a problem if he didn’t do anything wrong 
and again ordered him out of the car. Mr.  voluntarily stood up, faced the car, and put his hands 
behind his back. While Deputy Shealey handcuffed Mr. , Ms.  stated that she had the 
U-Haul rental paperwork. Deputy Shealey responded, “Ma’am, just give me two fucking seconds 
please.” Still in the process of being handcuffed, Mr.  raised his voice and asked, “Who the 
fuck are you talking to?” Deputy Shealey responded, “I’m the police, that’s who,” while continuing to 
apply the handcuffs. As he spoke, Mr.  remained still with his hands behind his back.  
Ms.  called Deputy Shealey a “new boot trying to get his stripes,” while he began patting 
Mr.  down.  

While Deputy Shealey stopped the complainants, a sergeant who was not at the scene sent a CAD 
message to Deputy Shealey about the West Coast Self-Storage facility. It read, in part: “NO ONE HAS 
ACCESS AFTER 10PM BEFORE 10AM? ANYONE ON THE PREMISES IS TRESPASSING AND THEY ARE 
WILLING TO ASSIST.” The sergeant also sent a code that purportedly opened the gate and door to the 
storage units, and a phone number to reach off-duty managers after hours.  

Deputy Garrett Bergeron then arrived on the scene. Deputy Shealey asked Deputy Bergeron to handcuff 
and search Ms. . Deputy Shealey and Mr.  briefly argued about the reason for the 
detention. Mr.  eventually agreed to cooperate while the deputies checked to see if anything 
had been stolen. He provided the deputy with his name. Deputy Shealey asked over the radio if there 
was an outstanding trespass letter for the West-Coast Self Storage4 and read Mr. ’s name to 
dispatch.  

At the same time, Deputy Bergeron handcuffed and patted down Ms. . She explained to him 
that they were there to return a U-Haul truck and encouraged him to look at the rental agreement on her 
dashboard. Deputy Bergeron reviewed the agreement with Ms. , confirming her name and the 
date of the rental. He then went to his car and continued looking over the rental paperwork. He 
confirmed with dispatch that Ms.  was the registered owner of the car.  

 

 
4 Some businesses provide the Sheriff’s Office with written authorization to take enforcement action against 
suspected trespassers on their premises, known informally as a “trespass letter.”  
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Two more officers, Deputy Patricia West and Deputy Alexander Glavin arrived on the scene 
approximately nine minutes after Deputy Shealey contacted the complainants. Deputy Shealey asked 
them to go inside the facility to see if any storage units had been broken into. Returning from his car, 
Deputy Bergeron joined them with the U-Haul rental agreement still in hand. Deputy Shealey told the 
three officers that he first saw the complainants behind the gate near the parked truck and that he saw 
them return the key, but that he was going to call the manager to see if they wanted to pursue 
trespassing charges. He then walked to his patrol car and called West Coast Self-Storage.  

As Deputy Shealey waited for someone to answer the phone, Deputy Bergeron approached his patrol 
car and handed him the U-Haul rental paperwork. Shortly afterwards, and about twelve minutes after 
Deputy Shealey first detained the complainants, an operator answered the phone. Deputy Shealey 
appeared to put the rental agreement down in his lap without reading it and started speaking to the 
operator. He stated that he found two people on the property after hours and wanted to speak to 
someone about pressing trespass charges. He was then placed on hold.   

Deputy Bergeron took the rental agreement out of Deputy Shealey’s lap while he spoke. He entered a 
handwritten code from the top of the agreement into the gate’s keypad and confirmed that it opened the 
gate. 

Within a few moments, Deputy West and Deputy Glavin returned from checking the storage units. 
Deputy West told Deputy Shealey that they did not see any damage on the outside of the building but 
was not able to get inside. Deputy Bergeron also approached to show Deputy Shealey the paperwork he 
received from Ms.  again. Deputy Shealey asked what the document was, and Deputy Bergeron 
explained it was a U-Haul agreement with a working gate code written on it. Deputy Shealey asked him 
to try to open the doors to the facility and confirm none of the storage units inside appeared damaged. 
At this point, approximately fifteen minutes had passed since the complainants were stopped. Deputy 
Bergeron, Deputy Glavin, and Deputy West returned to the gated area to try to access the storage units, 
but did not have a security code that let them inside the building. Deputy Bergeron returned to Deputy 
Shealey’s patrol car to relay what happened a few minutes later.  

Deputy Shealey remained on hold until the manager of another location answered the call at about 1:37 
a.m., approximately 22 minutes since the complainants were stopped. The manager stated that there is 
only a “small list of tenants” who are allowed to be in the facility after 10 p.m. and asked for the code 
that the complainants had used. Deputy Shealey read the manager the code from Ms. ’s 
paperwork, and she confirmed it was the code that they gave out to people returning U-Haul rentals. 
Despite the managers expressed desire to pursue charges, Deputy Shealey released the complainants 
two minutes later.  

In his compelled statement, Deputy Shealey stated that he was driving past West Coast Self-Storage on 
patrol when he first saw the complainants behind the gate and immediately decided to stop them. He 
stated that he had not investigated a burglary at that facility before but had responded to a similar 
incident at a storage complex nearby and understood that customers were not supposed to be on the 
premises after hours.  

When asked about his initial contact with the complainants, Deputy Shealey stated that Ms.  
was immediately “verbally aggressive” towards him. He also alleged that Mr.  hit him with the 
car door when he tried to close it, and then “[got] in my face to try to intimidate me, like he wants to 
fight” immediately before Deputy Shealey handcuffed him. Deputy Shealey admitted that he was 
“pissed off” during the encounter, but that he felt he needed to be “verbally aggressive” in order to gain 
compliance from the complainants while he waited for backup to arrive. He recalled that he heard the 
complainants state that were there to return a U-Haul, but did not find it credible at the time. Deputy 
Shealey stated that he decided to release the complainants after speaking with the manager because 
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he believed they did not have the criminal intent to trespass when they were returning the U-Haul. He 
stated that he believed the duration of the detention was reasonable because he was waiting to speak 
with the manager. Deputy Shealey further explained that he believed he could have extended the 
detention longer to go inside the building and confirm none of the storage lockers had been broken into. 
At the conclusion of the interview, Deputy Shealey stated the encounter would have been “a lot more 
professional, cordial, shorter detention” if the complainants had cooperated with him.  

Analysis 
Discourtesy: Sustained  
The complainants alleged that Deputy Shealey was discourteous when he yelled and swore while 
detaining them. GOM 3.00.015(2)(i) states that deputies “shall not be discourteous to members of the 
public.” Generally, a discourtesy allegation must be proven by a preponderance of the evidence to be 
sustained.5 

As described above, before Deputy Bergeron arrived at the scene, Deputy Shealey repeatedly used 
unprofessional language while detaining Ms.  and Mr. . For example, when 
Mr.  questioned why he was being stopped, Deputy Shealey ordered him to “get the fuck out of 
the car” because he was the “fucking police.” He also told Ms.  to “give me two fucking 
seconds please” when she tried to show him the U-Haul rental paperwork. The BWC video therefore 
establishes by a preponderance of the evidence that Deputy Shealey was discourteous.  

In reaching this conclusion, OLEO did not give weight to Deputy’s Shealey’s claim that his tone and 
language were necessary to gain compliance from the complainants because it was not supported by 
the BWC video. To be clear, the video does show Mr.  and Ms.  using swear words and 
vocalizing their objection to being detained. However, the video also shows that the complainants 
physically complied with all of Deputy Shealey’s commands. Mr.  sat in the car when 
instructed, then got out when Deputy Shealey instructed him to do so, and allowed himself to be 
handcuffed without apparent resistance. At no point did he appear to get in Deputy Shealey’s face or 
attempt to fight him, as the deputy claimed in his compelled statement.  

Ms.  similarly remained in seated in the car and turned off the vehicle when she was instructed 
to do so by Deputy Shealey. Notably, when Deputy Bergeron arrived and both officers spoke to them 
respectfully, the complainants appeared to also behave more calmly, suggesting that Deputy Shealey’s 
actions may have needlessly escalated the encounter. OLEO thus findsthe allegation of Discourtesy is 
Sustained . 

 

Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Polices, Practices, Rules, or 
Procedures: Sustained  
Ms.  and Mr.  alleged that Deputy Shealey lacked legal authority to detain them for 
approximately twenty minutes while he investigated whether their presence at the storage facility after 
hours was lawful.   

Citing Terry v. Ohio, GOM 5.00.020 states that an officer may stop and question someone if they have 
“reasonable suspicion (not a hunch or a guess)” that the person committed or is about to commit a 
crime. The Washington Supreme Court has described reasonable suspicion as “a substantial 

 
5 GOM 3.03.185. 
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possibility” that a crime has occurred.6 GOM 5.00.020 further states that an investigatory detention 
should be “brief,” and its purpose is for the officer to ask questions and make observations that could 
allow them to develop probable cause. An investigatory detention must last no longer than necessary to 
satisfy the purpose of the stop.7 In assessing the length of a detention, courts consider whether law 
enforcement diligently pursued their investigation.8 

The evidence showed that Deputy Shealey initially had reasonable suspicion to stop and question the 
complainants. The deputy stated in his interview that he decided to initiate the stop when he saw the 
Mr.  and Ms.  behind the closed gates of the storage facility at approximately 1:15 am. 
He also stated that there were no lights on at the facility, making it appear closed. As reflected in the 
CAD, his sergeant told him the facility was closed after 10 p.m. and that anyone on the premise after 
that time was trespassing. A posted sign on the gate also said that the building was open from 8 a.m. to 
10 p.m. Taken together, these facts created reasonable suspicion that the complainants may have 
trespassing or burglarizing the business.  

Deputy Shealey’s decision to pat down the complainants was similarly reasonable under the 
circumstances.9 In his compelled statement, the deputy stated that he was concerned about his safety 
when he stopped Mr.  because he was the only deputy on-scene in a dark parking lot, and the 
complainants were being “verbally aggressive” towards him. Deputy Shealey also believed that he was 
encountering the complainants immediately after committing a burglary, raising the possibility that they 
could be armed or carrying burglary tools that could be used a weapon. Given these circumstances, 
and the fact that the pat downs were limited to a brief sweep for weapons as shown in the BWC video, 
the frisk of the complainants was justified.  

However, even though the stop was justified at its inception, the duration of this detention exceeded the 
deputy’s legal authority because it lasted longer than was necessary for a deputy conducting a diligent 
investigation to conclude there was not probable cause to arrest the complainants. As described 
above, after stopping the complainants, Deputy Shealey kept them standing outside in handcuffs for 
approximately twenty minutes while he tried to contact the building management and instructed other 
deputies to search the building for evidence of burglary. Almost immediately upon being stopped, Mr. 

 and Ms.  told Deputy Shealey that they had been behind the gate in order to a return a 
U-Haul truck. Several readily accessible facts supported their account. Deputy Shealey first observed 
the complainants standing near the rental truck when they were behind the gate. He also watched Mr. 

 drop a key into the orange lockbox immediately before contacting him. The lockbox had a U-
Haul logo and was labeled “CUSTOMER RETURN 24/7”. Deputy Shealey also frisked Mr.  after 
handcuffing him, and did not find any weapons or burglary tools. Perhaps most importantly, the 
complainants were in the possession of a written U-Haul rental agreement with a working gate code 
written on the top, which clearly established that they were more likely on the premise to return the 
truck than for criminal purposes.  

Had he conducted a more diligent investigation, Deputy Shealey easily could have reached this 
conclusion earlier. Specifically, Deputy Shealey was offered the U-Haul rental agreement three times 
before he actually reviewed it. Ms.  first offered to show Deputy Shealey the paperwork when 
they were initially stopped, but he instead chose to handcuff Mr.  and did not follow-up with 
Ms.  Deputy Bergeron ultimately reviewed the rental agreement with Ms.  and 

 
6 State v. Kennedy, 107 Wn.2d 1, 4 (1986).  
7 State v. Williams, 102 Wn.2d 733, 738 (1984).  
8 U.S. v. Place, 462 U.S. 696, 709-10 (1983).  
9 A limited pat down for weapons is justified during an investigatory detention when (1) the officer justifiably 
stopped the person before the frisk; (2) the officer had an objectively reasonable concern of danger; and (3) 
the scope of the search was limited to finding weapons. State v. Setterstrom, 163 Wn.2d 621, 626 (2008).  
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confirmed that the name and date on the paperwork were accurate. He then presented the agreement 
to Deputy Shealey while he was waiting for someone who worked for West Coast Self-Storage to answer 
his call, but the Deputy Shealey did not look at the paperwork. Deputy Bergeron then took the document 
back and confirmed that the code handwritten on the agreement opened the gate before re-handing it to 
Deputy Shealey. Only then, twenty minutes after the initial detention, did Deputy Shealey ask what the 
paperwork was and review it. Notably, he decided to release the complainants shortly afterwards, 
despite the fact that the manager he spoke to on the phone wanted to pursue prosecution for 
trespassing.  

Deputy Shealey’s repeated failure to review evidence of the complainants’ innocence is particularly 
concerning in light of his admissions during the interview that he was “pretty pissed” during the call and 
would have ended the detention sooner if the complainants had been more cooperative. GOM 5.00.020 
specifically instructs officers that citizens have no obligations to answer questions during an 
investigative detention, and must be released “promptly” if nothing supporting probable cause is 
observed. Because a more diligent investigation would have quickly revealed that the complainants 
were not engaged in criminal activity, there is a preponderance of the evidence that Deputy Shealey 
exceeded his legal authority during the detention, and OLEO finds that the allegation of Acts in Violation 
of Sheriff’s Office Polices, Practices, Rules, or Procedures is Sustained.  

 

 

 

 -R.McPhail 
Ryan McPhail 
Investigations Monitor 
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