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OLEO2025-011

Executive Summary

Date of Incident August 04, 2025
~ Location of Incident Seattle (White Center)
 Date of Complaint August 21, 2025
Corresponding IlU Case Number 11U2025-207
Allegation Types Fourth Amendment Violation; Dishonesty

On September 3, 2025, the King County Sheriff’s Office (Sheriff’s Office) Internal Investigations Unit (IIU)
notified the Office of Law Enforcement Oversight (OLEO) that it was initiating an investigation into an
incident in which the subject employee conducted an unlawful search on private property, arrested a
community member, and failed to thoroughly document the circumstances in his report. A Detective
Sergeant received the original criminal case for a follow up investigation and assigned it to a Deputy and
Detective on his team. The assigned Detective discovered that there were potential issues with the
search of the vehicle and the subsequent arrest of the community member. The Detective Sergeant
then reviewed the case and agreed, and a meeting was held with the subject employee. Through the
direction of a Captain, the case was referred to llU. After a review of the available evidence and a
disagreement on proposed allegations, OLEO decided to conduct an independent investigation.

During its investigation, OLEO reviewed body-worn camera (BWC) footage of the incident, conducted a
jointinterview of the subject employee with IIU investigators, and reviewed Sheriff’s Office reports.
OLEO attempted to obtain a statement from the involved community member but was unsuccessful.

OLEO finds that the allegation of Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Office Directives, Rules, Policies, or
Procedures is Sustained because the subject employee lacked the authority to conduct a search on
private property without consent which therefore led to an unlawful arrest, and failed to thoroughly and
accurately document his actions in his report after the fact.

Allegations and Findings

Sheriff’s Office Personnel Allegation Finding
Deputy Conner Fouts Acts in Violation of Sheriff’s Sustained
Office Directives, Rules,

Policies, or Procedures

Applicable Laws and GOM Policies’

1. GOM 3.00.020(3) Performance Standards
2. GOM 5.00.025 General Prohibition Against Entry into Primary Residences

"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.
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GOM 5.00.055(3) Searches: Open View/Plain View Doctrines

GOM 15.01.000 Department Report Forms

U.S. Const. amend. IV

RCW 9A.56.068

King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Filing and Disposition Standards §16

Noopko

Investigative Summary

Interviews

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

OLEO made multiple attempts to contact the subject of the unlawful arrest, ||| | | | . however.
was unable to obtain a recorded statement.

Evidence

OLEO reviewed the following additional evidence:

BWC video from Deputy Conner Fouts on August 4, 2025

In-car video from Deputy Conner Fouts’ patrol vehicle on August 4, 2025
Sheriff’s Office reports from Case #C25023565

CAD? history for Event #K25213557

Emails between Sergeant Michael Glasgow and Deputy Conner Fouts
Photographs taken of the property line and alleyway

U

Fact Summary

On August 4, 2025, at approximately 8:57 p.m., a CAD notification was created for [JJjjj 102" St with a
report of suspicious circumstances. The entry included information that an anonymous neighbor had
observed suspicious activity in the alleyway behind the address throughout the day. According to the
CAD detail, Deputy Conner Fouts was dispatched to the call at approximately 9:54 p.m. and arrived at
approximately 9:58 p.m. According to Deputy Fouts’ report, he was conducting the area check at
10:06 p.m. when he observed a white male, later identified as ||| | | | qdJJJJEE . doing maintenance on
a dirt bike which, according to Deputy Fouts, appeared to be “newer.” During his compelled interview,
Deputy Fouts explained that he had “a very high suspicion that [the dirt bike] was stolen due to the
activity in the area and the fact that the bike was pretty much almost stripped.” According to Deputy
Fouts’ written report, he observed Mr. ] cover the bike with a tarp as he approached. The dirt
bike was located in an alleyway behind a home and was within a paved area marked with a painted
yellow line which visibly separated the public alleyway from private property.

Deputy Fouts’ BWC footage began as he approached Mr. [Jij and the covered bike on foot. Deputy
Fouts used his left hand to shine his flashlight into a hole in the tarp while he used his right hand to hold

and manipulate the tarp. Deputy Fouts stated that “the VIN® is gone” and asked Mr. if he was
going to uncover the bike, but Mr. ] refused. Deputy Fouts asked Mr. to remove the tarp

2 Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) from the Sheriff’s Office Communications Center.
3Vehicle identification number.
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multiple times and was not given consent to do so. Mr. |Jij denied being the owner of the bike and
maintained that he was working on it for a friend.

There is conflicting evidence regarding the discovery of the VIN by Deputy Fouts. BWC video shows
Deputy Fouts continued to look through the hole in the tarp near the top of the bike but was unable to
see the VIN. In his written report, Deputy Fouts stated: “Unbeknownst to him, VIN...located on the right
side of the dirt bike frame, was visible through a gap of the tarp and the ground on the right-hand side of
the bike.” During his compelled interview, Deputy Fouts said that he looked through holes in the tarp
with a flashlight and “then on the right-hand side of the bike there was a gap in the tarp from the ground
to the tarp.” Deputy Fouts said he then looked underneath and could see part of the VIN. He further
stated, “l picked part of the tarp up...” When asked in his interview why he did not document his
manipulation of the tarp in his written report, Deputy Fouts said that it was “strictly poor
documentation” in order to save some time. Deputy Fouts said in the interview that he had been able to
see a couple of numbers of the VIN prior to manipulating the tarp. A review of BWC video shows that
Deputy Fouts walked around to the right side of the bike and used his left hand to pinch the tarp and lift
it up while using his right hand to shine the flashlight on the bike. Deputy Fouts continued to hold part of
the tarp up while looking underneath it until he was able to find the VIN, at which point he called itin and
discovered that Seattle Police Department had listed the bike as a stolen vehicle. During his compelled
interview, Deputy Fouts said that he knew he “couldn’t remove the tarp completely, so [he] was trying to
find viewpoints where [he] could see the VIN...” When asked whether the gap between the tarp and the
ground was there before he manipulated the tarp, Deputy Fouts stated, “There was no movement of the
tarp until | lifted it up in that small section,” however, it is clear in the BWC video that the tarp was
moved on several instances as he held part of it to look through the hole with his flashlight. After
discovering that the bike was reported as stolen, Deputy Fouts arrested Mr. ] for Possession of a
Stolen Vehicle, read him his Miranda rights, and placed him in the patrol vehicle.

Upon further review of the case by Deputy Jonathan Shanks and Detective Nicholas Van Wie in the
Criminal Investigations Unit, it was determined that this arrest did not meet the King County Felony
Filing Standards for Possession of a Stolen Vehicle and Mr. | ] was released from King County Jail.
According to Deputy Shanks’ follow up report, there were “questions regarding the legality of the
continued manipulation of the tarp.” Further, Deputy Shanks reviewed BWC video and did not observe
any “obvious and apparent damage to the motorcycle that would immediately lend [ iij. or anyone
else, to believe the motorcycle was likely stolen.” Sergeant Michael Glasgow and Deputy Fouts’
supervisor, Sergeant David Mendez, had a meeting with Deputy Fouts to discuss the search of the dirt
bike. During Deputy Fouts’ interview, it was also disclosed that Sergeant John Pavlovich was present for
that meeting and was also acting as Deputy Fouts’ Guild representative during the interview.

Analysis

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

Procedures: Sustained

The first part of the allegation is that Deputy Fouts conducted an illegal search of the dirt bike on private
property. Deputy Fouts approached Mr.- and the dirt bike which was within a painted property
line separating the private property from the public alleyway. Furthermore, the bike that Deputy Fouts
discovered was listed as stolen was covered with a tarp and the VIN was not visible from the public
roadway. GOM 5.00.055 states: “Searches and seizures generally must be made pursuant to a warrant.
There are, however exceptions when searches and seizures may be made without warrants.” Two of
these exceptions are the Open View Doctrine and the Plain View Doctrine. The Open View Doctrine
requires that observations of contraband or evidence must be made from an area open to public view
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and not an area protected by the Constitution. The Plain View Doctrine requires that a deputy be in a
protected place with permission in order to allow the seizure of contraband found after entering the
constitutionally protected area. Deputy Fouts was not given permission to be on the private property
and did not find the VIN or discover that the bike was stolen prior to stepping onto the private property;
therefore, neither the Open View Doctrine nor the Plain View Doctrine are valid Fourth Amendment
exceptions in this case. Additionally, in Collins v. Virginia, the United States Supreme Court held that
the curtilage of a home is afforded the same constitutional privacy protections as the home itself;
therefore, the fact that Deputy Fouts entered onto private property without consent and without a
warrant makes the search and seizure of the bike unlawful. Lastly, according to the King County
Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Filing and Disposition Standards: “Possession of a stolen vehicle shall be
charged when a defendant can be shown to have been exercising dominion and control with knowledge
that the vehicle was stolen.” Mr. ] maintained that he did not believe that the vehicle was stolen
even after he was placed under arrest. According to Deputy Shanks’ follow up report, there were no
obvious signs that would lead one to believe the vehicle was stolen; therefore it could not be shown that
Mr. ] was aware of the origin of the bike that he was working on. In summary, Deputy Fouts could
not see the VIN from the public alleyway, was not authorized to enter onto the private property, was not
authorized to conduct a search of the bike present on that private property, and was denied access to
the bike but searched it anyway. Deputy Fouts admitted in his interview that he now believed he violated
the GOM as it pertains to arrests and searches.

The second part of the allegation is that Deputy Fouts failed to document his search properly in his
report. GOM 15.01.020 states that Sheriff’s Office members shall comply with the following guidelines
when completing forms: “a. Be concise, factual, and thorough” and “b. Avoid being vague or
ambiguous.” Deputy Fouts did not document lifting or moving the tarp in order to see the VIN, and in
fact simply stated, “Unbeknownst to him, VIN...located on the right side of the dirt bike frame, was
visible through a gap of the tarp and the ground on the right-hand side of the bike.” This statement is
neither factual nor thorough as it is clear in the BWC video that Deputy Fouts manipulated the tarp in
order to see the VIN. While OLEO requested that this discrepancy be addressed through the additional
allegation of Dishonesty, IIU disagreed, and the questioning of Deputy Fouts was limited to the original
allegation. During his compelled interview, Deputy Fouts could not recall how large the gap between the
tarp and the ground was; believed that he had observed some numbers of the VIN prior to manipulating
the tarp; did not recall when he observed this gap; and stated that he in no way moved the tarp prior to
lifting it to see the full VIN. Deputy Fouts failed to thoroughly document the incident in his written report
and the discrepancies between the BWC video, the written report, and his interview raise concerns of
his recollection of events, the accuracy in which he perceived them, as well as his credibility regarding
future documentation of interactions with community members. Deputy Fouts explained that he
omitted details regarding the search in order to save time while writing his report, however, there is no
exception in the GOM to being thorough should the deputy wish to save some time. If Deputy Fouts
believed that the search was legal and proper, one would expect the details of that search to be
included in a report that is created to document events that will lead to a prosecution. Because Deputy
Fouts conducted an unlawful search and arrest, and because he failed to thoroughly and accurately
document the events that led to that arrest, 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






