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OLEO2025-005

Executive Summary

Date of Incident Various'

Location of Incident Locations throughout King County

Date of Complaint July 18, 2025

Corresponding IlU Case Number 11U2025-165

Allegation Types Dishonesty; Conduct Unbecoming; Acts in

Violation of Sheriff’s Office Policies or Procedures

OnJuly 23, 2025, the King County Sheriff’s Office (Sheriff’s Office) Internal Investigations Unit (l1U)
notified the Office of Law Enforcement Oversight (OLEQO) that it was initiating an investigation of
communications to/from the subject employee on his department-issued cell phone. This investigation
stemmed from a previous investigation (111U2024-117) in which the subject employee was alleged to
have engaged in an inappropriate, potentially non-consensual sexual relationship, with a community
member while on duty and in uniform. Upon reviewing various text message exchanges on the subject
employee’s department-issued cell phone, it was discovered that there were several other possibly
inappropriate exchanges with women that appeared to be in violation of Sheriff’s Office policy.

During its investigation, OLEO reviewed Cellbrite data?, interviewed five community member witnesses
and an employee witness, and interviewed the subject employee jointly with IIU investigators. OLEO
also attempted to obtain statements from other potential community member witnesses but was
unsuccessful.

OLEO finds that the allegation of Dishonesty is Sustained because the subject employee repeatedly
denied the allegations against him up until the point he was presented with conclusive evidence to the
contrary. OLEO further finds that the allegation of Conduct Unbecoming is Sustained because the
subject employee repeatedly engaged in indecent communications and in-person interactions while on
duty with members of the community in a manner that was self-serving and in direct opposition of
professionalism and ethical standards expected of Sheriff’s Office members. Finally, OLEO finds that
the allegation of Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or Procedures is
Sustained because the subject employee used his department-issued cell phone to engage in personal
and inappropriate communications.

Allegations and Findings

Sheriff’s Office Personnel Allegation Finding
Detective James W. Taylor Dishonesty Sustained
Conduct Unbecoming Sustained

" This investigation covered a range of time from November 15, 2021 (the first recorded activity on the subject
employee’s department-issued cell phone), to July 9, 2025 (the date of last recorded activity and confiscation
of his device).

2 Cellebrite is a digital forensics tool used to conduct thorough examinations of mobile devices.
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Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Sustained
Office Directives, Rules,
Policies, or Procedures

Applicable Laws and GOM Policies®

GOM 3.00.015(1)(a): Dishonesty

GOM 3.00.015(2)(h): Conduct Unbecoming

GOM 3.00.020(3): Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or Procedures
GOM 14.00.000 Sheriff’s Office Technology Systems

Pobd=

Investigative Summary

Interviews

OLEO conducted interviews with:

I (\vitness)

I (\vitness)

I (\Vitness)

I (\vitness)

I, (\vitness)

Deputy (formerly Detective) James W. Taylor (subject employee)
7. Marshal Christopher D. Updyke (witness employee)

oakrwN=

Of the original six potential witnesses identified: one | " 2s excluded as they were found to
be an immediate family member of the subject employee; a second (I refused interview
due to an active romantic relationship with the subject employee; and a third | M could not
be reached. Repeated attempts were made to contact two other potential witnesses Deputy James
Taylor communicated with in excess on his department-issued cell phone IEEEEEGNG@EGEGEG - d
I Hut they were also unable to be reached for interview.

Evidence

OLEO reviewed the following additional evidence:

1. Interview recordings, transcripts, and evidence associated with case# K23322887
Cellbrite data extracted from Deputy James Taylor’s department-issued cell phone on July 10,
2025

3. CAD*history for dates associated with interactions with witness || NNENNNDDRN. B
I - d I

4. CAD history for dates associated with interactions with || NN

While some text exchanges remained on Deputy James Taylor’s department-issued cell phone, Deputy
James Taylor reported he also deleted several contacts and their associated communications once the

3The 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.
4 Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) from the Sheriff’s Office Communications Center.
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relationship ended. Therefore, deleted text exchanges were sought from several witnesses interviewed,
but they either refused to provide them, or were no longer in possession of them.

Fact Summary

As part of the previous investigation for 1U2024-117 (case# K23322887), data from Deputy (formerly
Detective) James Taylor’s department-issued cell phone was forensically obtained. This extraction was
done to substantiate statements Deputy Taylor gave during interviews in which he stated it was
common practice for him to use pet names like the ones he used with the complainant of 11U2024-117
when communicating with members of the public. A keyword search was then conducted of the entire
data extraction using terms such as “baby,” “love,” and “sweetheart.” It was through this keyword
search that five potentially inappropriate text exchanges with other women were discovered.

Additionally, OLEO extensively reviewed every text exchange discovered through the data extraction, as
well as evaluated all call log data to identify trends and locate telephone numbers associated with a
high volume of calls exchanged with individuals not associated with official Sheriff’s Office duties. From
there, a list of potential women/witnesses was compiled and sought for interviews. A detailing of those
potential witnesses is as follows:

The first text exchange found on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell phone was with | R
I \which began on January 5, 2022, and ended on November 27, 2022. During that period,
Deputy Taylor exchanged sexually explicit text messages with |, prrompted her to send
pornographic images of herself, and coordinated in-person sexual encounters with her all while he was
on duty and in uniform®.

I 2cc<d to be interviewed at her home and reported that she first encountered Deputy
Taylor in the community while accessing the Metro Transit system with her children. She reported
Deputy Taylor commented on her appearance, they flirted and exchanged contact information and text
messages, and eventually, Deputy Taylor came to her apartment in his patrol vehicle while on duty on at
least two occasions to have sex with her. | reported her encounters with Deputy Taylor were
consensual, up to the point at which Deputy Taylor refused, despite being asked, to wear a condom
during a sexual encounter. I reported she followed through with that encounter because she
felt obligated to do so. She reported this was because Deputy Taylor was a police officer, neighbors
were unlikely to hear her protests in the event an altercation occurred, and because he had placed his
duty belt (including his gun) on her bed as the sexual encounter took place which made her
uncomfortable.

The second text exchange found on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell phone was with | IR
. hich began on May 20, 2023, and ended on June 24, 2023. During that period, Deputy Taylor
exchanged flirtatious and, at times, sexually explicit text messages with |, and attempted to
coordinate in-person encounters with her while he was on duty and in uniform. | stated in an
interview that she first encountered Deputy Taylor while she waited for a bus at the Renton Transit
Center. I rcported Deputy Taylor approached her, commented on her appearance, flirted with
her, and shared with her what led to his decision to be a police officer. When |l indicated she
was interested in the forensic side of policing, Deputy Taylor offered to connect her to a recruiter from

5 This was verified through CAD records associated with dates of text exchanges and coordinated encounters
discovered on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell phone.
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the Sheriff’s Office to discuss her vocational interests. When | followed up with Deputy Taylor
in the days that followed to see if he had passed her information on, Deputy Taylor stated he would, and
then the text messages became more flirtatious in nature. It was also during this period that in three
instances, Deputy Taylor indicated he was either leading or attending Sheriff’s Office training.
Ultimately, I and Deputy Taylor never interacted in person outside of their first encounter at
the transit center, but that was not for lack of trying on the part of Deputy Taylor who attempted via text
message to meet with | three times while on duty.

The third text exchange found on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell phone was with | an
individual who was later determined to be |- Text messages exchanged with |
began on September 25, 2024, and ended on May 23, 2025. While not sexually explicit in nature, the text
messages were demonstrative of a long-term romantic relationship, one that Deputy Taylor admitted to
during both 11U2024-117 and this investigation. Pre-dating the text messages, OLEO found call logs that
revealed regular phone calls—423 in total—between | and Deputy Taylor began as early as
August 22, 2022. Of the 423 phone calls, 316 were answered and ranged in duration from 0:01s to
1h:06m:40s. Ultimately, | dcclined to provide a statement when contacted by [lU and OLEO
because she was in an active relationship with Deputy Taylor, and because |lU refused to provide her
with confidential details about the investigation.

The fourth text exchange found on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell phone was with | N
I - d took place primarily on January 14, 2023. At the time, | I " 2s an owner of
the establishment Cinnaholic in the Capitol Hill neighborhood of Seattle. Deputy Taylor had been a
patron of that establishment and provided |IIEEEEEEE his contact information in the event she
needed assistance with police related matters, despite the business being within the jurisdiction of the
Seattle Police Department. This was reportedly done due to expressed frustration with the response of
Seattle Police to address disruptions at her business. Initiallyj 3l rcached out to Deputy
Taylor via text message to indicate an attraction she had for a “friend” of his. Deputy Taylor then
commented on | s appearance and attempted to coordinate additional encounters with
her, but |- orted none took place outside of his patronage at her bakery.

The fifth text exchange found on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell phone was with [ EEEEEE
which began on July 15, 2022, and ended on September 27, 2022. The extent of Deputy Taylor’s
relationship with |IIIIIEEEE is unknown, and she could not be reached for interview. However, text
messages exchanged with | indicated that Deputy Taylor engaged with her in some capacity
while studying for a test and later tried to coordinate an in-person interaction to “grab coffee
somewhere and chat” but | declined because she had Covid at the time.

8 During Deputy Taylor’s compelled interview, he admitted to having a friend/girlfriend in the past named [JJJJl] He could
not recall her last name but reported he deleted their conversations from his phone when the relationship ended. It is
unclear whether I is thIll he mentioned in interview, but they appear to have several overlapping
characteristics in common, making it likely they were the same person.
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A text exchange with | ' 2s not found on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell
phone, but OLEO located call logs that showed 170 calls were exchanged with the contact I
between February 27, 2022, and January 25, 2024. Of the 170 phone calls, 122 were answered and
ranged in duration from 0:03s to 32m. During an interview, |l reported that she and Deputy
Taylor had been friends as she was formerly | ]l but denied that a romantic relationship
took place between them. | told 11U and OLEO that she only ever communicated with Deputy
Taylor via text message, which was contrary to what Deputy Taylor’s call log indicated. |G
reported she texted Deputy Taylor scripture and would ask about his mother who was sick at the time,
and, at one point, Deputy Taylor also attended Thanksgiving dinner at her home. Any alleged
conversations that took place via text message with I \ere not discovered on Deputy Taylor’s
department-issued cell phone.

While a text exchange with | 25 not found on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell
phone, OLEO recognized that call logs showed 30 calls were exchanged between Deputy Taylor and
I o April 6, 2022, to December 30, 2024 2<rced to talk with OLEO and
answer questions but did not want it to be recorded. The conversation was documented via a memo
that was later shared with [|UJ I »orted she first encountered Deputy Taylor while
enroute to the Mt. Baker Light Rail station. She reported Deputy Taylor approached her at a crosswalk,
offered to walk her the rest of the way to the platform, and after idle chitchat, they exchanged contact
information. | I rcoorted they later entered into a casual dating relationship where Deputy
Taylor was both on and off duty during their encounters. She reported Deputy Taylor primarily came to
her home in I via his patrol vehicle, often for an hour, during what she believed was his lunch
break. She declined to answer whether sexual encounters occurred during that time. | NG
reported she sent several images of herself to Deputy Taylor—boudoir photos and selfies—and that
they primarily communicated via text message versus phone calls. Any conversation that took place
over text message with | v 2s not discovered on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell
phone.

Additional Potential Witnhesses

During Deputy Taylor’s interview, he admitted he exchanged inappropriate and sexual text messages on
his department-issued cell phone with a woman named |l but deleted the text exchange and her
contact information when the relationship ended. Deputy Taylor could not recall her last name but
reported she had been a prior romantic relationship of his. Any alleged conversations that took place via
text message with |l were not discovered on Deputy Taylor’s department-issued cell phone, nor
could OLEO find a high volume of calls that were associated with that name.

Analysis

Dishonesty: Sustained

Itis alleged that Deputy Taylor was dishonest when he denied engaging in inappropriate encounters
while on duty until presented with direct evidence to the contrary. When confronted with this evidence,
Deputy Taylor then modified his account, offering an alternative narrative that conflicted with his earlier
statements and the digital evidence obtained during the investigation.

Pursuant to GOM 3.00.015(1)(a), “members shall be truthfulin all matters and shall not lie, falsify,
conceal, purposely distort, diminish, embellish, or fail to fully disclose facts associated with any law
enforcement business.” During Deputy Taylor’s compelled statement, he was presented with several
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opportunities to speak to the allegations against him, and in multiple instances, Deputy Taylor’s
responses were vague, circular, and temporized. Deputy Taylor was asked repeatedly to what extent he
would communicate with individuals via his department-issued cell phone and to provide specifics, and
while he acknowledged personal use of the phone, he denied or minimized the nature, frequency, and
explicit nature of the exchanges. For example, when asked whether he engaged in exchanging
inappropriate messages such as pornographic communication and images he responded, “Yes, | had
conversations with words, but | don’t want to try to guess.” When asked to expound on his
interpretation of the term “inappropriate,” he stated, “My thinking of inappropriate is anything outside of
‘here's your case number.’ So, it's such a broad thing, you know what I'm saying? Asking about what
cookies you eating or whatever. That's still, they [the Sheriff’s Office] don't want you to use their stuff for
anything.” When asked about the content of the images he was sent and whether they were
inappropriate or sexual in nature, Deputy Taylor described them as “unprofessional” because they
sometimes involved the full body versus a professional headshot or because they were “selfies” of
someone. Therefore, from his overall denial that he recalled engaging with virtually all of the women
found on his phone despite the offensiveness of his responses, and the repeated use of the terms
“pornographic” and “sexual” by investigators in his interview to give foundation to their questioning, it
seems highly implausible that Deputy Taylor at that moment, or any moment, could not understand the
questioning or recall a single sexualized conversation that he took part in. Each of these examples
further demonstrate that Deputy Taylor was not forthcoming in his answers, and more likely than not,
was lying or intentionally being deceptive to minimize the extent of his inappropriate behavior.

Deputy Taylor’s deception became most apparent when he was asked specifically about his
interactions with |- \When Deputy Taylor was asked whether he knew a woman named
I he stated he did not recall the name. When he was shown a picture of | . taken
from his phone, he responded that he believed he may have seen the picture before but again couldn’t
recall who she was. But once he was presented with his text exchange with | . he began to
acknowledge that he recalled who | 2s, where she lived, and that she had several small
children. As Deputy Taylor was reacquainted with more of his text exchange with | . Deputy
Taylor minimized their relationship and described it as a “limited” one where they simply talked and
flirted with one another. When Deputy Taylor was specifically shown the text messages where he
coordinated to meet with | at her apartment, he again stated he couldn’t recall and “didn’t
want to guess” whether he had been there. It wasn’t until Deputy Taylor was informed that | N
reported they had sex at her apartment while Deputy Taylor was on duty that he admitted to the
encounter. In the span of 18 minutes, Deputy Taylor went from not knowing | I to an
admission that he had sex with her.

However, Deputy Taylor’s narrative of what took place differed substantially from | NN s
because Deputy Taylor reported that the sexual encounter had occurred at his home and was outside of
his work hours versus at her apartment while he was on duty. During | s first interview, she
stated twice that she never went to Deputy Taylor’'s home or workplace. Following Deputy Taylor’s
acknowledgement that he had sex with | at his home, a follow-up interview was conducted
with | to verify his statement. | 2gain denied she was ever provided any
information on where he lived, reported she never went to his residence, and reiterated her previous
statement. Additionally, there were no text messages exchanged that suggested any such coordination
for her to come to his home took place, and CAD records for that date and time indicate that Deputy
Taylor was in proximity to her apartment at the time encounters took place. Instead, the text messages
demonstrated that Deputy Taylor was provided | IIIEEs address specifically, that he
acknowledged his arrival, and that their encounters were followed up with by a text message from
Deputy Taylor stating that it was nice to see her. Finally, IIIIIEEEEEE had nothing to gain in providing
her statement, did not initiate the investigation, and had to sit through what can only be described as an
awkward and embarrassing interaction with OLEO and IlIU in order to share about her experience and
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review the text messages they exchanged. Therefore, I s consistency in her account of their
relationship and the corroborative evidence to support it versus Deputy Taylor’s continued cryptic
responses and denial of wrongdoing until presented with specific evidence to the contrary,
demonstrates credibility on her part and an attempt on his part to deceive investigators and rationalize
inappropriate behavior for the purpose of his own self-preservation.

For the reasons detailed above, OLEO finds the allegation of Dishonesty is Sustained.

Conduct Unbecoming: Sustained

Itis alleged Deputy Taylor demonstrated conduct unbecoming when, while on duty, he engaged in
inappropriate communications and sexual encounters, and used his position within the Sheriff’s Office
to engage with women in the community for his own personal fulfilment.

Pursuant to GOM 3.00.015(2)(h), conduct unbecoming is “conduct that generally tends to:

= Diminish respect for the Sheriff’s Office or member.

= Diminish confidence in the operation of the Sheriff’s Office.

= Adversely affect or impair the efficiency of a member.

= Adversely affect the morale or discipline of the Sheriff’s Office.”

The evidence is overwhelming that Deputy Taylor diminished respect and confidence for the Sheriff’s
Office and himself when he knowingly engaged in inappropriate communication and encounters with
women while on duty and in uniform. Multiple text exchanges and call logs were discovered on Deputy
Taylor’s department-issued cell phone that demonstrated a pattern of using his department-issued cell
phone and on-duty time to meet, communicate, and coordinate in-person interactions, sexual or
otherwise, with women he met in the community. Police officers are entrusted with significant authority
and power based on the understanding that they will use those tools to devote their time to the service
and safety of the public. Deputy Taylor in his role as a Metro Resource Officer was positioned in a front-
line role that provided him more autonomy than a typical patrol officer to move about freely in the
community with limited accountability. Instead of spending his on-duty time performing the
responsibilities of a law enforcement officer, he neglected his duties and used department resources
for his own personal benefit, something that on its face is a clear violation of professional boundaries
and ethics. His behavior leads to an erosion of confidence and a perception that he cannot, and should
not, be trusted to exercise the authority he is granted.

Regarding his engagement in sexual activity with a community member while on duty, engaging in such
conduct is particularly concerning given the inherent authority and position of trust held by law
enforcement officers. Regardless of whether the encounter was characterized as consensual,
participating in sexual activity with a community member while on duty creates an appearance of
impropriety and a perceived abuse of authority; risks compromising his ability to be dependable to his
partners and respond to calls for service, emergencies, or officer safety situations; and opens the
department up to potential and severe legal liability.

Additionally, community members should have the right to move about their daily lives without a deputy
using what is reflective of a predatory practice via the use of a smile, a polite disposition, and a badge to
gain trust and accost them for his own personal enjoyment. Deputy Taylor’s choices demonstrated a
pattern of behavior that was both misplaced and self-serving over multiple years with the Sheriff’s
Office. Furthermore, each of the women interviewed for this investigation had no idea that he was
communicating with them through the use of a department-issued cell phone. Because of that, each of
their communications and encounters, explicit or not, are now a matter of public record. This additional
lack of insight is another example of why his actions are problematic and reflect badly on himself and
on the department.
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Ultimately, how Deputy Taylor has conducted himself would reasonably be viewed by the public,
partnering deputies, and command staff as dishonorable and inconsistent with the standards of
conduct as a Sheriff’s Office employee and he should therefore no longer be entrusted with the power
to continue interacting with the community within the capacity of law enforcement.

For these reasons, OLEO finds the allegation of Conduct Unbecoming is Sustained.

Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or

Procedures: Sustained

Itis alleged that Deputy Taylor violated Sheriff’s Office directive, policies, and procedures when he used
his department-issued cell phone to engage in inappropriate communications with women he metin
the community.

The evidence to support this allegation is again overwhelming. Deputy Taylor admitted during his
compelled interview that he used his department-issued cell phone to send and receive text messages
that were improper and sexual in nature. And any response on his part that he “didn’t know” or “didn’t
pay attention” to the policy regarding the appropriate use of department technology is too unbelievable.
Anyone with a modicum of insight would know that regardless of policy, communicating in a sexual way
on a department-issued cell phone is unacceptable.

GOM 14.00.025(8) states the “use of department wireless devices is primarily for official business only.”
Furthermore, GOM 14.00.010(5) states users are responsible for “exercising good judgement” when it
comes to using their phones or other agency technology for personal reasons. The text messages
exchanged with I 2'one demonstrate a direct violation of this policy. The text messages were
sexually explicit and graphic, and should never have been exchanged on a device subject to public
record, nor should they have been exchanged at all while Deputy Taylor was supposed to be performing
the official duties of his role with the Sheriff’s Office. Under no circumstance could it be argued that his
communication with |, or any of the women detailed in this report, fell within the scope of
what would be categorized as a “business or criminal justice purpose” as stipulated by GOM 14.00.007.
Furthermore, and although reiterative of a previous part of this report, Deputy Taylor’s poor judgement
exposes each of these women’s intimate conversations with him, all of whom denied knowledge that he
was communicating with them on a department-issued cell phone, to public disclosure and scrutiny
and thus, his behavior in general is simply inexcusable.

For these reasons, OLEO finds the allegation of Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules,
Policies, or Procedures is Sustained.

-R.McPhail 1/6/2026

Ryan McPhail Date
Investigations Monitor




