Office of Police

\ \ Seattle CLOSED CASE SUMMARY
\ Accountability

ISSUED DATE: JUNE 22, 2022

FROM: INTERIM DIRECTOR GRAINNE PERKINS
OFFICE OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY

CASE NUMBER:  20210PA-0559

Allegations of Misconduct & Director’s Findings

Named Employee #1

Allegation(s): Director’s Findings

#1 | 5.001 - Standards and Duties 5.001-POL 10. Employees Will Not Sustained - Unfounded
Strive to be Professional
#2 | 5.001 - Standards and Duties 5.001-POL 6. Employees May Use | Not Sustained - Unfounded
Discretion

Named Employee #2

Allegation(s): Director’s Findings

#1 | 5.001 - Standards and Duties 5.001-POL 10. Employees Will Not Sustained - Unfounded
Strive to be Professional
#2 | 5.001 - Standards and Duties 5.001-POL 6. Employees May Use | Not Sustained - Unfounded
Discretion

This Closed Case Summary (CCS) represents the opinion of the OPA Director regarding the misconduct alleged and
therefore sections are written in the first person.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

It was alleged that on December 28, 2021, Named Employee #1 (NE#1) and Named Employee #2 (NE#2) responded to
a 911 call at the Complainant’s residence, during which time the Named Employees were “dismissive” of the
Complainant’s crime reporting, did not seem to care about the reported criminal activity, and were unwilling to arrest
suspects to the underlying crime.

ADMINISTRATIVE NOTE:

Due to present OPA staff limitations, this is an abbreviated Director’s Certification Memorandum. At the Director’s
discretion, an expanded Director’s Certification Memorandum may be completed at a later time.

This case was designated as an Expedited Investigation. This means that OPA, with the Office of Inspector General’s
review and approval, believed that it could reach and issue recommended findings based solely on its intake
investigation and without interviewing the involved employees. As such, OPA did not interview the involved
employees in this case.
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ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS:

Named Employee #1 - Allegation #1
5.001 - Standards and Duties 5.001-POL 10. Employees Will Strive to be Professional

The Complainant alleged that NE#1 was dismissive and uncaring of the Complainant’s crime reporting.

SPD Policy 5.001-POL-10 requires that SPD employees “strive to be professional.” The policy further instructs that
“employees may not engage in behavior that undermines public trust in the Department, the officer, or other officers”
whether on or off duty. (SPD Policy 5.001-POL-10.) The policy further states the following: “Any time employees
represent the Department or identify themselves as police officers or Department employees, they will not use
profanity directed as an insult or any language that is derogatory, contemptuous, or disrespectful toward any person.”
(1d.) Lastly, the policy instructs Department employees to “avoid unnecessary escalation of events even if those events
do not end in reportable uses of force.” (Id.)

OPA reviewed the Named Employees’ Body-Worn Video (BWV) of their interaction with the Complainant, which
showed that NE#2 was on scene for a brief amount of time, whereupon he was dispatched to another event. NE#1
remained on scene to speak with the Complainant, taking down the details of his complaint. OPA found no evidence
that either Named Employee acted unprofessionally toward the Complainant.

Accordingly, OPA recommends that this allegation be Not Sustained — Unfounded.

Recommended Finding: Not Sustained - Unfounded

Named Employee #1 - Allegation #2
5.001 - Standards and Duties 5.001-POL 6. Employees May Use Discretion

The Complainant alleged that NE#1 was unwilling to arrest the criminal suspect.

As indicated in SPD Policy 5.001-POL-6, “[elmployees are authorized and expected to use discretion in a reasonable
manner consistent with the mission of the department and duties of their office and assignment.” This policy further
states that “[DJiscretion is proportional to the severity of the crime or public safety issue being addressed.” (SPD Policy

5.001-POL-6.)

On the matter of the Named Employees not making an arrest, OPA’s review of BWV and the police report suggested
that there were no suspects on scene to make an arrest, nor was it clear who the suspects might be.

Accordingly, OPA recommends that this allegation be Not Sustained — Unfounded.

Recommended Finding: Not Sustained - Unfounded
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Named Employee #2 - Allegation #1
5.001 - Standards and Duties 5.001-POL 10. Employees Will Strive to be Professional

For the reasons set forth above at Named Employee #1, Allegation #1, OPA recommends that this allegation be Not
Sustained — Unfounded.

Recommended Finding: Not Sustained - Unfounded

Named Employee #2 - Allegation #2
5.001 - Standards and Duties 5.001-POL 6. Employees May Use Discretion

For the reasons set forth above at Named Employee #1, Allegation #2, OPA recommends that this allegation be Not
Sustained — Unfounded.

Recommended Finding: Not Sustained - Unfounded
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