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I N T R O D U C T I O N

The Office of Citizen Complaints – Ombudsman (“OCC”) was required by a proviso in the 2003 Adopted Budget (Ordinance 14517) to submit to the Council a report evaluating the resources that would be needed to investigate and resolve citizen complaints against employees of the King County Sheriff’s Office. In addition, the proviso required that the report include historical information on the number of citizen complaints against the Sheriff’s Office that the OCC has received and completed and show the types of complaints and the types of resolution. 

B A C K G R O U N D 

This report contains the history of citizen inquiries to the OCC regarding the Sheriff’s Office for the ten-year period of 1993 through 2002. The data is gathered from three different database systems. The first system was used from 1994 through 1997, and contains complaint investigation information from 1992 through 1997. The second database was used from 1998 through 2001, and was used to record all contacts to the OCC. The third database was instituted in 2002 and contains all OCC contact data from 2002 to the present.  

From September 1997 through September 2002, the OCC’s practice was to inform citizens that OCC is not an office of first recourse for complaints about the Sheriff’s Office and to advise them to contact the Sheriff’s Internal Investigations Unit. Citizens were told that they may contact OCC again if they were dissatisfied with the Sheriff’s handling of their complaint. While these contacts from citizens were recorded as “inquiries” by OCC, the manner of the referral to IIU during this period may have resulted in fewer “investigations” being undertaken by OCC.

Before and after the 97-02 period, the OCC’s practice has been to inquire whether citizens are willing to contact the Sheriff’s Internal Investigations Unit (IIU) about their complaint. Where there is hesitation or reluctance to do so, the Office may proceed to the investigation process, or contact IIU on the citizen’s behalf. This practice may have resulted in more “investigations” being undertaken by OCC during the years before September 1997 and after September 2002.

R E S P O N S E S  TO  C I T I Z E N  I N Q U I R I E S

During the report period, the OCC employed varied data collection and classification methods. Since 1998 the Office has entered all citizen inquiries into a database. Prior to 1998, only complaints were recorded in a database so the number of citizen contacts for those years are under-reported. For the purposes of this report, we re-coded pre-98 “complaints” to reflect the current system that tracks “Inquiries” according to one of the three types of response outlined below. We also re-coded case dispositions to reflect current closing protocols. 

	Information:
	Request for information or advice which may result in referral to another agency. 

	
	

	Assistance:
	Complaint resolved through staff-level inquiry and facilitation.

	
	

	Investigation:
	Complaint is not resolvable through assistance, or is potentially systemic. Following preliminary review, complaint is summarized and transmitted to department director for response. 

	
	

	
	Investigations seek to determine if the complaint was supported or unsupported, and resolve the problem. Investigations may result in recommendations to departments for improved practices or policy changes. Investigations are closed with a finding of resolved, supported, unsupported, or discontinued.


When the OCC determines that a citizen complaint is within its jurisdiction for investigation, the complaint is assigned to an investigator for investigation. The investigation may include the collection of evidence such as complaint and witness testimony; interviews with Sheriff’s Office staff; and the review of IIU files, Sheriff’s Office manuals, state and local codes, and other relevant records. 

Upon completion of our investigation, complaints are assigned one of the following findings:

	Resolved:
	The complaint was reconciled.  

	
	

	Supported:
	The complaint was corroborated by the evidence discovered during the investigation.

	
	

	Unsupported:
	The complaint was not corroborated by the evidence discovered during the investigation.

	
	

	Discontinued:
	The complaint was withdrawn by the complainant, or discontinued due to a pending claim or legal action.


The results of our investigations are reduced to a letter or report of findings. Notice of our findings is provided to the Sheriff and complainant. 

S U B J E C T  C A T E G O R I E S 

In responding to the proviso request, we developed the following category codes for Inquiries about the Sheriff’s Office. We intend to continue to classify inquiries  with the category codes.   

	Unnecessary

Force:
	Allegation of excessive, unnecessary force, including use of restraints, pepper spray, etc.  

	
	

	Unprofessional 

Conduct:
	Allegation of abuse of authority; and harassment not based on protected class status, such as race, ethnic origin, gender, etc. 

	
	

	Policy/

Procedure:  
	Allegation of violation of rule, law, policy, and/or procedure including, but not limited to allegations of false arrest, unlawful search and seizure, mishandling of property or evidence, failure to take action on citizen report of crime, and inadequate internal investigation of citizen complaint.

	
	

	Disparate 

treatment:  
	Allegation of unfair treatment/harassment based on protected class status.  

	
	

	Rudeness:  
	Allegation of discourtesy.  

	
	

	Civil process/

Permits:  
	Allegation related to Sheriff’s Office Technical Services Division processing of concealed weapons permits, and eviction process service.

	
	

	Employment/

Personnel:  
	Allegation made by employee of Sheriff’s Office related to working conditions, payroll, benefits, and/or retirement.

	
	

	Request for Information:
	Request for basic information, e.g. request for contact information for Sheriff, how to file a complaint, records request, etc.


S T A T I S T I C S 
I N Q U I R I E S  B Y  C A S E  T Y P E 

During the report time frame of 1993 through 2002, the OCC conducted sixty investigations related to the King County Sheriff’s Office. In addition, 182 inquiries were classified as information cases, and 71 inquiries were classified as assistance cases.
 
Table A

Inquiries by Case Type 

1993 – 2002 

	Case Type
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Total

	Information
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	25
	34
	49
	26
	46
	182

	Assistance
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	7
	18
	14
	13
	16
	71

	Investigation
	20
	7
	5
	12
	5
	4
	3
	0
	1
	3
	60

	Total
	20
	7
	5
	17
	5
	36
	55
	63
	40
	65
	313


Chart A

Inquiries by Case Type 

1993 – 2002
Total=313
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I N Q U I R I E S  B Y  C A T E G O R Y 
Table B and Chart B depict the category classification for all inquiries regarding the Sheriff’s Office. Inquiries include Information, Assistance, and Investigation cases. 

Table B

Inquiries by Category, 1993 – 2002

	Category
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Total

	Policy and Procedure
	10
	2
	4
	11
	3
	19
	31
	42
	21
	32
	175

	Unprofessional Conduct
	3
	2
	0
	2
	2
	10
	9
	9
	9
	15
	61

	Unnecessary Force
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	6
	3
	2
	2
	17

	Employment/ Personnel
	4
	2
	1
	1
	0
	1
	3
	3
	2
	0
	17

	Request for Information
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	1
	4
	4
	14
	27

	Disparate Treatment
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	4

	Rudeness
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	4

	Civil Process
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	5

	Other
	0
	0
	5
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	8

	Total
	20
	7
	5
	17
	5
	36
	55
	63
	40
	65
	313


Chart B

Inquiries by Category, 1993 – 2002

Total=313
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I N V E S T I G A T I O N S  B Y  C A T E G O R Y 
Investigations against the Sheriff’s Office are depicted by category in Table C and Chart C. 

Table C

Investigations by Category, 1993 – 2002
	Category
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Total

	Policy and Procedure
	10
	2
	4
	7
	3
	4
	2
	0
	1
	3
	36

	Unprofessional Conduct
	3
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9

	Unnecessary Force
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Disparate Treatment
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Employment/ Personnel
	4
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8

	Rudeness
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Request for Information
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Civil Process
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Total
	20
	7
	5
	12
	5
	4
	3
	0
	1
	3
	60


Chart C

Investigations by Category, 1993 – 2002 

Total=60
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I N V E S T I G A T I V E  F I N D I N G S
Table D and Chart D depict the OCC’s findings in investigations related to the 
Sheriff’s Office.
Table D

Investigative Findings

1993 – 2002
	Finding
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Total

	Unsupported
	11
	5
	2
	7
	2
	4
	3
	0
	1
	3
	38

	Supported
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Resolved
	9
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	13

	Discontinued
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	Total
	20
	7
	5
	12
	5
	4
	3
	0
	1
	3
	60


Chart D

Investigative Findings 

1993 – 2002
Total=60
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P E R C E N T A G E  O F  S H E R I F F  I N V E S T I G A T I O N S 
Table E and Chart E depict the ratio of Sheriff’s Office investigations to total OCC investigations for the past ten years.
Table E
Sheriff’s Office Investigations as

Percentage of Total Investigations
1993 – 2002 

	 
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Total

	Sheriff Investigations
	20
	7
	5
	12
	5
	4
	3
	0
	1
	3
	60

	All Other Investigations
	258
	286
	182
	107
	125
	40
	23
	11
	18
	40
	1090

	Total
	278
	293
	187
	119
	130
	43
	26
	11
	19
	43
	1149

	Percentage 

of Total 
	7.0%
	2.4%
	2.7%
	10%
	3.8%
	9.3%
	1.2%
	0.0%
	5.3%
	7.0%
	5.0%


Chart E
Sheriff’s Office Investigations as

Percentage of Total Investigations
1993 – 2002 
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P E R C E N T A G E  O F  S H E R I F F  I N Q U I R I E S  

Table F and Chart F depict the ratio of Sheriff’s Office inquiries to total OCC inquiries 
for the past five years.
Table F
Sheriff’s Office Inquiries as

Percentage of Total Inquiries
1998 – 2002 

	 
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Total

	Sheriff Inquiries
	36
	55
	63
	40
	65
	259

	All Other Inquiries
	2707
	2114
	1957
	1425
	1551
	9754

	Total
	2743
	2169
	2020
	1465
	1616
	10,013

	Percentage 

of Total
	1.3%
	2.5%
	3.0%
	2.7%
	4.0%
	2.6%


Chart F
Sheriff’s Office Inquiries as

Percentage of Total Inquiries
1998 – 2002 
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C O N C L U S I O N 
During the past five years (1998 through 2002), citizen inquiries about the Sheriff’s Office has represented less than three percent (2.60%) of the total workload for the Office of Citizen Complaints – Ombudsman. During that same time period, investigations related to the Sheriff’s Office have comprised less than eight percent (7.75%) of the OCC’s total investigations. It should be noted, however, that these investigations have generally involved reviews of the work done by the Sheriff’s IIU. Assuming that the number of inquiries and investigations does not change significantly and that the nature of the investigations remains the same, we believe the OCC has adequate resources to continue handling citizen inquiries and complaints about the Sheriff’s Office with the established process. 

A P P E N D I X 

S U M M A R Y  O F  I N V E S T I G A T I O N S  1 9 9 3 – 2 0 0 2 

CIVIL PROCESS/PERMITS

	Subject
	Closing

	No uniform policy for gun permit processing at precincts.  Also, believes that having Community Service Officers process permits amounts to a misuse of staff and County funds.
	Resolved. State law requires Sheriff to issue concealed weapon permits which is done on a uniform basis at County Courthouse. There is no requirement to process permits at precincts, but it is done to better serve community. Community Service Officers assist with processing permits due to clerical staff reductions.

	Alleges that concealed weapons permit process at Southeast Precinct should be an expeditious process, yet takes three to four weeks.
	Unsupported. Reasonable options are made available to schedule and serve gun permit applicants.


DISPARATE TREATMENT

	Subject
	Closing

	Believes citation based on race; denial of access to records.
	Unsupported. Allegations of racial discrimination were unfounded based upon internal Department of Public Safety investigation. In addition, Department's denial of information sought by complainant was consistent with State statutes prohibiting the release of unfounded internal investigation complaints.


EMPLOYMENT/PERSONNEL

	Subject
	Closing

	Questions consistency with which the 911 Communications test was administered.
	Unsupported. The same instructions were given to the 140 candidates taking the test. Applicants are allowed to re-take the test after a thirty day period.  

	Department will not respond to retired employee's requests to credit vacation days not taken and refund taxes improperly withheld. 
	Resolved. Department issued a check in the amount of improperly withheld taxes. Not substantiated as to issue of vacation days charged to complainant. 

	Payroll section error resulted in complainant receiving an additional salary step. Complainant requests that orientation be provided to familiarize new employees with the County paycheck stub.
	Resolved. Department improved procedures to more rapidly identify payroll errors, present repayment options and minimize the financial hardship for employees. 

	Officer that retired from Department on medical disability was not paid for LEOFF-1 Leave Bank hours. 
	Resolved. Department will pay complainant's LEOFF bank hours consistent with Departmental policy that became effective April 14, 1993.  

	Requests reconsideration of denial for re-test on E-911 pre-employment screening simulator test.
	Unsupported. Miscommunication occurred, but division's decision was made fairly and according to policy.

	Alleges lack of accommodation with regard to scheduling, and inconsistent application of scheduling policy.
	Unsupported. Investigation revealed that department is applying scheduling policy in a consistent manner.  Complainant's accommodation request is not covered by ADA guidelines.

	Complainant questions administration of the Field Training and Evaluation Program in King County Public Safety's Southwest Precinct.  Alleges non-compliance with standards outlined in the Field Training Manual resulting in wrongful termination.
	Discontinued. Complainant was terminated during probationary period and therefore, had no rights to appeal.

	Alleges failure to process retirement medical claims in a timely manner.
	Supported. Public Safety paid complainant's medical claims. Ombudsman recommended that Public Safety meet with OHRM Employee Benefits Division to address issues in LEOFF I benefit delivery system.


POLICY/PROCEDURE

	Subject
	Closing

	Concerned that clause in new towing contract for disabled vehicles will cause substantial loss for towing companies.
	Unsupported. Public Safety staff state that tow operators were to counter-offer a rate structure and did not do so. Ombudsman staff brought tow operators concerns to attention of County Executive and Sheriff. 

	Concerned that clause in new towing contract for disabled vehicles will cause substantial loss for company.  Towing Association told by representative of  King County Police there would be further investigation, but that never occurred.
	Unsupported. Public Safety staff state the tow operators were to counter offer a rate structure and did not do so. Ombudsman staff brought tow operator concerns to attention of County Executive and Sheriff. 

	Lack of enforcement action on unlicensed youths driving all terrain vehicles.
	Resolved. Department was alerted to ongoing problem of unlicensed ATV riders on neighborhood streets and will take appropriate enforcement action. Information provided to complainant regarding enforcement of criminal trespass (on private property).

	Alleges insufficient investigation of fraud and procrastination which resulted in expiration of statute of limitations. 
	Unsupported. Case closed on basis it was civil issue.

	Questions procedures for public auctions.
	Unsupported. Sheriff's auctions are conducted in manner required by state statute, RCW 6.21. However, inexperienced bidders are confused by simultaneous private auctions, which are also held pursuant to state statute. Sheriff will explore measures to make Sheriff's auction as clear as possible.

	Complainant believes that the police are not taking action against a threatening and harassing neighbor.
	Resolved. The Department filed charges against neighbor and assisted in development of neighborhood letter regarding neighbor's threats and harassment.

	Department did not respond to request for internal investigation.
	Resolved.  Internal investigation conducted. Criminal charges against complainants were dismissed with prejudice.

	Community told at Block Watch meetings to report suspicious activity. Inadequate response by police. 
	Unsupported. Available units responded as quickly as possible in light of other high priority calls.  

	Questions citizen use of County radar equipment on busy street without supervision and refusal of Public Safety staff to look into complainant's concerns.
	Unsupported. Other than valid driver's license to move vehicle, no other license or county supervision required. Response from department shows that complainant's concerns were investigated in a timely manner.

	Inconsistent response from police regarding vehicles that appeared to be monitoring complainant's activities.
	Resolved. Police response was consistent with department policy.

	Questions Public Safety policy with regard to off-duty officers' use of police uniform and vehicle while "moonlighting" as security officers.
	Unsupported. Public Safety policy regarding off-duty policing activities provide for costs of using police uniforms and vehicles to be charged to the off-duty employer.

	Alleges lack of responsiveness from department to serve a $5,000 arrest warrant despite knowledge of defendant's whereabouts.
	Discontinued. Withdrawn by complainant. Subject of warrant arrested on other grounds.

	Alleges Public Safety not enforcing anti-harassment court order
	Supported. Officer acted on incorrect information regarding anti-harassment orders. 

	Disabled individual not allowed entrance into courthouse with service dog.
	Resolved. The officer involved was uninformed with regard to aspect of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) which provides for disabled persons to bring service animals into public buildings.  Training will be provided to officers assigned to the courthouse entrance security.

	Alleges inadequate response to incident and that subsequent investigation of incident was unfair.  Also, alleges inadequate internal investigation of police actions related to incident.
	Unsupported. Investigation by King County Detective found conflicting evidence with King County and Federal Way City prosecutors not filing charges.

	Questions findings of outcome of internal investigation of Chaplain impersonating as a police officer.  Concerned that Chaplain is not ordained by any recognized authority.
	Unsupported. Ombudsman staff reviewed Internal Investigation records and determined that the Department's findings were appropriate.  Volunteer chaplains are required to complete a background investigation questionnaire, but there is no requirement that chaplains be ordained.

	Questions conduct and judgment of officer who left responsibility of dead body with complainant.
	Discontinued. Withdrawn by complainant.

	Questions whether Internal Investigation Unit improperly disclosed information provided by complainant to other staff in the Public Safety Department, resulting in the retaliatory arrest of three people. 
	Unsupported. IIU disclosure of information to Communications Center staff was for purpose of identifying relevant contacts.  Arrests occurred when police responded to 9-1-1 call placed by citizen.

	Alleges inadequate investigation to allegation of police misconduct.
	Unsupported. The conduct described by complainant to Internal Investigations staff did not amount to misconduct.  Therefore, IIU staff declined to investigate and referred complainant's concern to officer's supervisor.

	Alleges King County Fair Office and King County Police are unresponsive to property owners' concerns regarding access to their homes during the Fair.
	Resolved. Public Safety met with complainants and agreed on resolution.  Public Safety will maintain one open lane on 284th Ave. SE from Highway 410 to SE 449th, except during emergencies, to allow residents direct access to homes during King County Fair.

	Questions thoroughness of investigation conducted by Internal Investigations regarding lack of police response to 911 calls and unprofessional conduct by officers.
	Unsupported. Officers behaved and investigated according to the appropriate Department policies and procedures.

	Alleges Internal Investigations was not responsive to complaint that Public Safety did not thoroughly investigate allegations of assault on a child.
	Unsupported. Internal Investigations conducted preliminary investigation and determined that officer did not violate law or procedure by not pursuing complainant's allegations of child abuse. Child was interviewed by Seattle Police Department and Child Protective Services, and both agencies found no basis for further action. Nevertheless, Special Assault Unit assigned detective to conduct additional investigation into alleged abuse, and evidence was forwarded to Prosecuting Attorney's Office for filing decision.

	Alleges inadequate investigation by Internal Investigations Unit of complaint about excessive force.
	Unsupported. Internal Investigations conducted a preliminary investigation and communicated findings to complainant. Allegations were investigated; departmental policies were followed.

	Alleges that the personnel assigned to the case have not been responsive to requests for progress reports on the investigation.
	Supported. Fatality accident investigation was complex and extended beyond normal time frame. Sheriff will address communication problems affecting family of victim.

	Complainant alleges her daughter was served a subpoena in the hallway outside her classroom at school by a King County police officer in full view of others students possibly putting her in danger of retaliation.
	Supported. Complainant received a call from the Prosecutor's Office with an apology.

	Questions findings of internal investigation of officer misconduct.
	Unsupported. Internal Investigations conducted investigation consistent with department procedures.

	Complainant alleges that on February 18, 1998 he was unable to obtain a list of the items which were taken in evidence on February 19, 1997.
	Unsupported. There is a three year period in felony cases before charges have to be filed, therefore, case was closed as unsupported.

	Alleges unfair response by Internal Investigation to complaint of "stalking" by police officer prior to being issued citation for defective equipment was unfair.
	Unsupported. Complainant did not allege that the officer violated any law or Departmental rule. Internal Investigations is not required to investigate allegations that do not allege violations of laws or Departmental rules. Therefore, an internal investigation was not conducted. Internal Investigations' response to complainant was consistent with Departmental rules and procedures.   

	Alleges the Internal Investigation Unit failed to adequately investigate a complaint regarding a warrant detective.
	Unsupported. Review of IIU investigation disclosed that IIU took appropriate action in response to complaint alleging police misconduct.

	Alleges Sheriff's Office failed to adequately investigate report of robbery causing the death of another person because offender was not apprehended. Alleges Sheriff failed to respond to questions about investigation of robbery. 
	Unsupported. Complainant's allegation that son's death was caused by Sheriff's Office investigation of robbery case was unsupported. Ombudsman recommended that Sheriff respond to complainant's most recent letter requesting additional information. Sheriff accepted recommendation. 

	Alleges illegal arrest. Alleges inadequate internal investigation. Alleges officer was unfairly disciplined for failure to go along with illegal arrest.
	Unsupported. Investigation disclosed that arresting officers had probable cause to stop a make arrest which was similar to one reported at the scene. Discipline of officer was determined to be appropriate. 

	Alleges department administration of 1995 AFIS levy funds constitutes improper governmental actions by gross misuse of public funds and abuse of authority under the Whistleblower Protection Code.  
	Unsupported. Ombudsman determined that improper governmental actions did not occur. Investigation disclosed no evidence of gross waste of public funds; nor was there evidence of abuse of authority. Delays in implementation of AFIS program funded by 1995 levy did not result from poor management of AFIS Management Team. Vendor was not timely in response to County's requests for negotiation meetings. Contract took several months to finalize; however County was protected from losing warranties on the system. Decisions made with regard to management of AFIS Program were within authority and prerogative of management. 

	Complainant alleges being unfairly accused of reckless driving by an officer without supporting facts and has countering evidence of the officer being untruthful.
	Unsupported. Complainant was advised that the complaint was closed regarding six allegations of inappropriate actions by a Sheriff's deputy due to the lack of any supporting data or documentation. The findings on four of the allegations were found to be unsupported with two of the allegations found to be indeterminate.

	Alleges School District hiring of Sheriff's Deputy as School Resource Officer is a conflict of interest. Also questions access of SRO to student information and need for SRO program.
	Unsupported. Complainant alleged that the Sheriff's Office as a whole was in violation of the Ethics Code. Ethics Code applies to County employees as individuals. Complaint did not meet requirements of Ethics Code. State code authorizes participation of school districts and law enforcement in the exchange of information. Policy decision of School District to contract for SRO services is not within Ombudsman's jurisdiction. 

	Questions reporting relationship of Sheriff Deputy School Resource Officer to school principal.
	Unsupported. Reporting relationship of Sheriff Deputy School Resource officer is covered by the Interlocal Agreement between King County and City of Sammamish. The SRO is an employee of the Sheriff's Office who is assigned to the City of Sammamish and the Issaquah School District

	Alleges unlawful detainment by courthouse security staff. Questions deputy’s authority to request identification, after having successfully passed through security screening. 
	Unsupported. Complainant had passed through security, then exited building, then returned minutes later. Complainant objected to having to pass through screening a second time. Screening procedures require that all persons entering court facilities undergo security screening. Complainant was not detained by deputy, but refused to leave. 


UNNECESSARY FORCE

	Subject
	Closing

	Complainant alleges that refusal of police to loosen handcuffs caused injury. Complainant questions failure of 911 Communications Center to send patrol officer to take complainant's report regarding handcuff incident.
	Unsupported. Substantiated that handcuffs caused red marks on complainant's wrists; however, unsubstantiated that handcuffs were too tight after police adjusted them or that police violated law by failing to remove them at precinct. Unfounded that 911 acted inappropriately in not sending patrol car to complainant's home 

	Alleges excessive force and misconduct by police officer.
	Unsupported. IIU investigation did not support allegation.

	Alleges unprofessional conduct by King County Police Officer when entering King County Courthouse.
	Unsupported. The force used was necessary to obtain the attention of the complainant.

	Complainant alleges officer used excessive force. Alleges officer was outside King County Sheriff jurisdiction when citation was issued. 
	Unsupported. IIU investigation determined force used was reasonable and justified. State law grants county sheriff jurisdiction anywhere within boundaries of county.


UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT

	Subject
	Closing

	Alleges reckless driving by police officer during morning rush hour traffic on busy freeway.
	Resolved. Concern was brought to agency Director's attention and appropriate corrective action was taken.

	Alleges reckless driving by police officer. 
	Unsupported. Incident was brought to driver's attention. Driver did not recall incident, though acknowledged being in the area at the time. 

	Alleges police search of home without warrant. Unprofessional conduct.
	Unsupported. Officers had arrest warrant and entered suspect's home based on neighbor's statement that suspect was inside.

	County employee operating a King County vehicle in a reckless manner.
	Unsupported. Management reminded employee to observe speed limits and drive with care at all times.

	Alleges abuse of authority for financial benefit.
	Discontinued. Withdrawn by complainant.

	Alleges that security attendant stationed at the Department of Youth Services touched complainant inappropriately with the handwand. Questions response from security supervisor.
	Resolved. Supervisor reviewed correct use of handwand with subject officer; and all officers received training in appropriate use of the handwand. Public Safety Director expressed apology for any distress caused to complainant.

	Questions Internal Investigation Unit’s refusal to investigate complaint of officer misconduct.
	Discontinued. 

	Complainant alleges inappropriate and prejudicial statements made by King County Police representative during a meeting of King County Parks maintenance personnel.
	Resolved. Appropriate corrective action taken by Department of Public Safety.

	Alleges Officer has been intervening on behalf of the brother-in-law of the officer's girlfriend in complaints to the department.
	Unsupported. Conflicting testimony of witnesses made resolution impossible.


� Information and Assistance statistics were not electronically recorded prior to 1998; therefore, the Information and Assistance are only shown for the five-year period of 1998 through 2002.






