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ABOUT THIS REPORT
This comprehensive assessment report prepared for the King County
Auditor’s Office was authored by strategic security advisory firm,
Hillard Heintze, with support from Hillard Heintze’s Senior Leadership
Council (SLC).
The Hillard Heintze Senior Leadership Council is an independent
council of retired major city police chiefs dedicated exclusively to
advancing excellence in policing and public safety. Individually,
its members have been personally responsible for leading the
significant transformation of major city police departments and law
enforcement agencies for many of the largest municipalities across
this nation – including Chicago, Boston, Cincinnati, Miami-Dade, San
Jose and Virginia Beach, among others. For more information, visit
www.hillardheintze.com.
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The King County Sheriff’s Office: Policies and
Procedures for Internal Affairs Investigations
An Independent Assessment
Why is it so vital that law enforcement agencies ensure that their
internal affairs units embrace best practices in their operations?
Why is it so critical that these units demonstrate an unwavering
commitment to ensuring that every single complaint they investigate
is addressed in a thorough, fair, objective and timely manner?
First, because in so many ways – both transparent and invisible – the
ethics and integrity of a law enforcement agency reside in its internal
audit division.
Second, because when this ethical center of the agency is strong
and purposeful in carrying out its responsibilities, the culture of
the organization can begin to expand beyond mere complaint
investigation to deterrence and prevention.
And third, when the internal affairs unit is strong, community trust
in the law enforcement agency grows – and this trust, as so many
leading, progressive policing and public safety agencies are learning
across the country – is enormously important if the agency is to be
effective in preventing and solving crimes.
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Executive Summary
Scope and Assignment
In November 2011, the King County Auditor’s Office engaged Hillard Heintze to conduct
a review of both the Washington State King County Sheriff’s Office (KCSO) Internal
Investigations Unit (IIU) and the Office of Law Enforcement Oversight (OLEO), and to
analyze current internal investigations operations and practices at these respective entities.
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About Hillard Heintze
To protect what matters most, the Hillard Heintze team believes that immediate access to
trusted counsel, critical insights, and the full scope of information vital to strategic decision
making is absolutely essential. In line with this conviction, the firm develops best-in-class
security strategies and investigations to protect and preserve the safety of our clients’
people, property, performance and reputation in the U.S. and worldwide. “We view our
role as a trusted advisor as a noble and honorable pursuit,” says Arnette Heintze, the firm’s
Chief Executive Officer. “This is our purpose. It’s who we are. It’s why our clients trust us.”
For the last three years, Hillard Heintze has been recognized by Inc. Magazine as one of
America’s fastest-growing private companies – and ranked on the annual Inc. 500/5000
list. The company has also been acknowledged by the Initiative for a Competitive Inner
City (ICIC) as one of the 100 fastest-growing inner city firms in the United States, ranking
#6 in the nation in 2011 and #11 in 2012. Headquartered in Chicago, Hillard Heintze also
has operations in seven major U.S. metropolitan centers as well as operating capabilities
across North and South America, Europe, the Middle East, Africa, Russia and Asia.
The Hillard Heintze Senior Leadership Council
This assessment and report were supported by the Hillard Heintze Senior Leadership
Council (SLC). The SLC is an independent council of retired major city police chiefs and
other law enforcement experts dedicated exclusively to advancing excellence in policing
and public safety. Individually, its members have been personally responsible for leading
the significant transformation of major city police departments and law enforcement
agencies for many of the largest municipalities across this nation – including Chicago,
Boston, Cincinnati, Miami-Dade, San Jose and Virginia Beach, among others.
Actions Taken
We examined the current environment with a focus on comparing and contrasting KCSO’s
practices with standards, techniques and methodologies in use by similar law enforcement
agencies to ensure that best practices are being implemented and followed. We did this
by reviewing documents, undertaking research and conducting stakeholder interviews
with individuals both within and outside the KCSO.

Critical Issues: This assessment uncovered a number of
critical issues relating to the following three strategic areas: (1)
organizational issues, (2) policy and procedural issues, and (3)
investigative issues. These three categories form the structural
core of our report – from our Key Findings to Recommendations.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC
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Overview of Key Findings
As discussed in greater detail in the report, Hillard Heintze’s key findings include the following:

1. KCSO’s Overall Command Culture and Approach
We find that – in spite of some recent efforts – the single greatest deficit currently faced by the
King County Sheriff’s Office is that, over time, it has developed a passive and reactive approach
to the way it receives, manages and investigates internal affairs complaints. This state of affairs,
due in great measure to a general lack of department-wide recognition of the important role
played by the IIU, represents KCSO’s greatest obstacle to gaining and retaining the trust of
the King County community in its law enforcement agency today, and if left unaddressed, for
decades to come. The internal affairs unit is one of the most important platforms for sustaining
ethics and integrity across KCSO’s operations. Transforming it into a proactive, best-practice
pursuing unit will require a number of specific, highly actionable commitments in the months
and years ahead, as specified in this report.

2. OLEO Authority and Mission
While significant effort has been invested in creating the King County OLEO, the recently
appointed Director does not have a clearly defined role, responsibilities and authorities –
drawbacks which severely hamper his ability to begin doing the work he was hired to do.

3. Internal Investigations Unit
KCSO’s Internal Investigations Unit is not positioned or empowered to fulfill the role it should
play as the central receiver and coordinator of all department internal affairs complaints.

4. General Orders Manual
Although KCSO’s General Orders Manual contains many policies and procedures designed to
ensure internal affairs complaints are received and thorough, fair, and objective investigations
are completed, we find significant inconsistencies in the way these policies and procedures
are implemented.

6
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5. Supervision
Field supervisors in many patrol areas are unable to monitor the day-to-day work product and
behaviors of their subordinates, due to a high supervisor-to-deputy ratio and the fact that some
supervisors can go for a week at a time without seeing their subordinates. This span of control
issue negatively affects a supervisor’s ability to 1) ensure policies and procedures are followed; 2)
complete accurate employee appraisals; 3) identify problem employees; and 4) communicate and
work with superior officers to address any issues of concern.

6. CALEA Accreditation
We learned that KCSO was recently certified as a department meeting the requirements to be
accredited by the Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA), and we
applaud such efforts. We also discovered, however, that some KCSO policies and procedures
required by CALEA with a direct impact on reducing citizen complaints are not always followed –
which, in some cases, may well put KCSO’s CALEA certification at risk.

7. The IA Pro’s Blue Team Analysis
As a critical system used to track and
manage the complaint process, IA
Pro and its Blue Team component are
not being used to their full capability.
This represents a missed opportunity
for KCSO management to use readily
available tools to help it become
more proactive in its management
of complaints.

8. Assessment of IIU Cases
During our assessment of approximately
20% of the cases the IIU investigated in
2011, (14 randomly selected misconduct
cases drawn from the 73 handled or
coordinated by the IIU during the year),
we found that the overwhelming majority
of the cases lacked any significant or
substantial documentation that explained
the rationale underlying the case
resolution and closure. This includes a
complete lack of documentation for
one case.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC
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Examples of Comparable
Internal Affairs Agencies
We have summarized key data
points, metrics and benchmarks
from other internal affairs agencies
across the country, with some
level of comparability. These
include Albuquerque, New Mexico;
Chicago, Illinois; Cincinnati,
Ohio; Denver, Colorado; Eugene,
Oregon; New York City, New York;
Portland, Oregon; San Diego,
California; San Jose, California;
San Francisco, California; Seattle,
Washington; and Washington, D.C.

Based on our findings, we
have identified the following
18 recommendations
designed to bring KCSO
more in line with what we
believe are contemporary best
practices in law enforcement
across the nation.

18
RECOMMENDATIONS
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On Organizational Issues
1.

Review the policies and procedures outlined in the General Orders Manual
(GOM) and rewrite or create new sections, as indicated later in this report.

2.

Enact a series of administrative, policy and procedural changes for the
KCSO Internal Investigations Unit, as indicated later in this report.

3.

Conduct a detailed review and assessment of staffing levels to determine
whether the IIU is presently understaffed for a department the size of KCSO
and for a jurisdiction the size of King County.

4.

Undertake a detailed review of the process KCSO uses to complete annual
performance appraisals for each department member.

5.

Although KCSO and the new OLEO Director are working toward creating
and instituting a new Formal Mediation Process that could help address
lower-level citizen complaints while reducing IIU case workload, put a plan
in place to conduct an assessment of the new program one year after
implementation.

6.

Place a high priority on reviewing the training procedures provided by
the Training Unit on an annual basis to ensure that mandated training is
occurring that meets KCSO’s GOM requirements as well as those of the
State of Washington and CALEA.

7.

Consider the benefits of acquiring Shoot-Don’t-Shoot and Driver Simulator
training equipment to provide training that can reduce injury, civil liability
and unnecessary use of force cases. If funding is problematic, consider
acquiring such equipment jointly with a nearby law enforcement agency.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC
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On Policy and Procedural Issues

10

8.

Work with the COPS Office in Washington, D.C. to continue learning
about efforts to address the emerging topic of procedural justice in
law enforcement.

9.

Provide ongoing training to all supervisors on the effective use of the
Blue Team system, as well as ongoing training on how to investigate and
document misconduct complaints and inquiries using the Investigative
Report Format outlined in GOM Section 3.03.175.

10.

Evaluate the process by which use of force is reviewed and documented
by supervisors to ensure that consistent adherence to GOM policies
and procedures in this area are followed by all department members,
including those in contract cities.

11.

Create a policy stating that any use of pepper spray on a subject is a use
of force requiring a review by a supervisor and documentation on the
department’s use of force form.

12.

Conduct a review and qualitative assessment to determine whether
the IIU is taking full advantage of the capabilities of its IA Pro database
program, particularly to determine if the program can help KCSO support
an early warning system for potential misconduct.

13.

Explore the use of a discipline matrix when determining the varying
degrees of discipline that should be levied for misconduct based upon
factors that take into account the concept of progressive discipline.
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18 RECOMMENDATIONS

On Investigative Issues
14.

Undertake a collaborative effort promptly to create a clear and
concise policy outlining the specific roles and authorities for
the new OLEO.

15.

Allow the OLEO Director or his designee to attend the formal
Shooting Review Board, once it has been established that no
criminal charges will be filed against a department member
involved in any deputy-involved shooting under review.

16.

Ensure that OLEO has the authority, structure and support to
fulfill its mission.

17.

Establish clear distinctions in writing between the roles and
authorities of OLEO and the King County Ombudsman’s
Office (KCOO) to ensure that OLEO has the primary role of
monitoring misconduct complaints involving KCSO as well as
to ensure OLEO does not become involved in areas of KCOO’s
responsibilities.

18.

Consider sending a small contingent of KCSO stakeholders
and Police Guild representatives to meet with their
counterparts in other major law enforcement agencies that
have already been through the experience of establishing a
working relationship with a new OLEO.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC
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| INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND: UNDERSTANDING THE BROADER CONTEXT

The Establishment of the King County
Office of Law Enforcement Oversight

The King County Sheriff’s Office, comprised of
over 1,000 employees, serves over 1.8 million
residents in the largest county in the State of
Washington.
Deputies in the department are responsible
for providing law enforcement services to a
geographical area covering more than 2,100
square miles, including 12 contract cities.
The department has a proud tradition
of striving to provide professional law
enforcement services to its many residents.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC

13

AN INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF KCSO’S INTERNAL AFFAIRS INVESTIGATIONS

In January 2006, a review of how KCSO
handled its internal misconduct cases was
initiated. Then-Sheriff Susan Rahr established
a blue ribbon panel, comprised of county
officials and community stakeholders, that
conducted research into other agencies’ internal
investigations methodologies and other cities’
efforts to establish civilian oversight of law
enforcement.
One of the outcomes of this work was the
initiative to create an Office of Law Enforcement
Oversight, to provide input to KCSO on
whether its procedures for handling misconduct
complaints are thorough, fair, objective and
handled according to department policies.
With the Director of OLEO answering directly
to the King County Council, it was also hoped
that this level of civilian oversight would help
enhance the community’s trust in the Sheriff
Department’s ability to handle its internal
misconduct cases.
On May 11, 2009, the King County Council
passed legislation creating OLEO, and on
September 19, 2011, Charles Gaither was hired
as the first OLEO Director.

OLEO

Office of Law
Enforcement
Oversight
14
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Left: Report of the King
County Sheriff’s Blue Ribbon
Panel. Center: OLEO Report
2011 Right: Charles Gaither,
OLEO Director

IIU

Description of the KCSO Internal Investigations Unit (IIU)

The King County Sheriff’s Office has approximately
650 deputies and hundreds of non-sworn personnel
within its ranks. The internal affairs function of the
department is handled by the Internal Investigations
Unit which is responsible for the investigation of
department members accused of misconduct.
•

The IIU is managed by a captain who reports to the civilian manager
of the KCSO Professional Standards Division, the manager of the
Human Resources Section.

•

This captain oversees a staff of three detective sergeants, whose
responsibility is to receive and investigate misconduct complaints,
as well as to coordinate the handling of IIU cases assigned to field
commanders throughout the department’s numerous divisions.

•

The IIU is currently staffed with only two detective sergeants, as one
is on extended military duty abroad. A non-sworn administrative
assistant from the department’s Human Resources Section is also
assigned to the IIU on a full-time basis.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC
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PURPOSE: WHAT WE SET OUT TO ACHIEVE
With the creation of OLEO, the King County Council tasked the
King County Auditor’s Office, led by Cheryle A. Broom, with the
responsibility of conducting an annual review of both the King
County Sheriff Department’s Internal Investigations Unit as well
as the new OLEO.

Hillard Heintze
was asked to focus
its assessment on
comparing the
policies, procedures
and case outcomes
of the KCSO Internal
Investigations Unit.
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In November 2011, following the Auditor’s Office’s 2011 review
of the 2006 Sheriff’s Office Misconduct and Use of Force
Complaints analysis, the Auditor’s Office contracted with Hillard
Heintze to assist with the inaugural review of both the KCSO IIU
and OLEO since the appointment of the OLEO Director. Hillard
Heintze was asked to focus its assessment on comparing the
KCSO IIU’s policies, procedures and case outcomes with those of
other law enforcement agencies nationwide, with an emphasis on
determining whether best practices were either in use or should
be implemented.1
Hillard Heintze was also asked to review OLEO’s initial efforts
to provide civilian oversight, as well as make recommendations
regarding what steps could be taken to assist OLEO in fulfilling
its mission.

| INTRODUCTION

Based on our review and assessment of KCSO IIU policies and
procedures, coupled with in-depth interviews of numerous King County
stakeholders, the goal of this report is to:
• Highlight the positive factors we observed regarding KCSO, the
IIU and OLEO during our assessment that should help ensure and
advance operational effectiveness and efficiency.
• Recommend to the Sheriff of King County additional best practices
that could be implemented within the department to help ensure
the efficiency, effectiveness and credibility of the IIU’s process
immediately and in the months and years ahead.
• Recommend best practices that could help King County create its
new OLEO, including changes to OLEO’s work plan.
• Provide the King County Auditor’s Office with recommendations that
would serve to assist it in future audits regarding the effectiveness of
OLEO and the IIU.

ASSESSORS: THE HILLARD HEINTZE SENIOR LEADERSHIP COUNCIL
This assessment and report was supported by the Hillard Heintze Senior
Leadership Council (SLC).
The Hillard Heintze SLC is an independent council of retired major city
police chiefs and other law enforcement experts dedicated exclusively
to advancing excellence in policing and public safety. Individually, its
members have been personally responsible for leading the significant
transformation of major city police departments and law enforcement
agencies for many of the largest municipalities across this nation –
including Chicago, Boston, Cincinnati, Miami-Dade, San Jose and Virginia
Beach, among others.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC
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Engagement Leadership: Arnette Heintze and Terry Hillard

Arnette Heintze and Terry Hillard, together and with other principal
members of the Hillard Heintze team, have led the planning for some
of the most critical public safety security and investigative challenges
confronting the United States over the last three decades.
Arnette Heintze
As Hillard Heintze’s co-founder and Chief Executive Officer, Arnette Heintze has transformed a
small, high-performing cadre of senior experts into a globally recognized strategic security and
investigations firm. Under his leadership, Hillard Heintze has emerged today as one of the fastestgrowing private companies in the United States. For three years in a row, it has been ranked on the
annual Inc. 500/5000 list. In 2010 and 2011, the Initiative for a Competitive Inner City extended the
firm its annual award for the fastest-growing inner city firm in the U.S., ranking Hillard Heintze #6 in
the nation in 2011 and #11 in 2012.
Under Heintze’s direction, the expanding Hillard Heintze team is systematically setting new
best practices in security and investigations across the board – a track record that has quickly
and dramatically expanded the firm’s client list to include a “Who’s Who” of Fortune-ranked
corporations with leading positions in their industries – across the country and, in many cases,
worldwide.
As a senior executive in the U.S. Secret Service and the Special Agent in Charge in Chicago,
Arnette Heintze planned, designed and implemented security strategies for U.S. presidents and
world leaders as well as high-profile events of national significance and the integrity of America’s
financial infrastructure. As the U.S. Secret Service’s chief spokesperson, he also led the crisis
communications team during some of the nation’s most trying times. After retiring from the U.S.
Secret Service in 2003, Heintze served as Chief Security Officer for PepsiCo Beverages and Foods
where he led the development of a comprehensive security strategy for a $30 billion division of
the company.
Terry Hillard
Until 2003, as Chicago Police Superintendent, Terry Hillard led 13,500 officers in protecting
one of the country’s largest metropolitan centers. Hillard is nationally regarded for his resultsdriven leadership as well as his intensely personal commitment to individuals. At the helm of the
Chicago Police Department, he created one of the most collaborative cultures in the history of law
enforcement. During his tenure as the head of the nation’s second largest police department, he
initiated innovative, community-sponsored crime-prevention programs to protect and serve the
citizens of Chicago – programs that today still help define national standards in community-based
policing.
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Hillard Heintze Co-founders
Arnette Heintze (left) and
Terry Hillard (right).

Project Director and Lead Subject-Matter Expert: Robert Davis
Robert Davis is a highly regarded and innovative national leader and expert in policing
and public safety with a special emphasis on ethics and integrity programs. As Senior
Vice President and Managing Director at Hillard Heintze, Davis is responsible for the
firm’s West Coast operations and leads the Hillard Heintze Senior Leadership Council.
Most recently, as a member of the Senior Leadership Council, he distinguished himself
as a critical senior advisor on a high-level 2011 engagement that Hillard Heintze
conducted in partnership with DHS’s Homeland Security Studies and Analysis Institute to
evaluate the existing integrity and counter-corruption programs within U.S. Customs and
Border Protection.
Innovation has been the cornerstone of his career in policing and public safety. A 30year veteran of the San Jose, California Police Department, Davis rose from patrol officer
to Chief of Police of the 10 th largest city in the nation (2004-2010). He gained recognition
for his progressive use of technology, his sensitivity to the diversity of the citizens under
his protection and his department’s internationally lauded model of gang prevention,
intervention and suppression.

Primary Supporting Subject-Matter Expert: Thomas Streicher
Davis was closely supported in this analysis by Thomas Streicher, a current SLC member
and retired Chief of the Cincinnati Police Department. Streicher is a police executive
recognized for adhering to Agreements with the U.S. Department of Justice and District
Court while being awarded the ACLU Leadership Award, the International Association of
Chiefs of Police (IACP) Weber Seavey Award and the IACP West Award for Investigative
Excellence.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC
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Quality and Best Practices Review: The Broader SLC Team
Davis and Streicher were supported by other members of the SLC team which, in addition to
Terry Hillard and Arnette Heintze, includes:

20

•

Kenneth A. Bouche – Hillard Heintze Chief Operating Officer; Retired Colonel, Illinois
State Police. Bouche is an executive leader at the forefront of applying best practices in
technology, information sharing and intelligence to the highly specialized needs of law
enforcement, homeland security, justice, emergency preparedness and crisis response.

•

Scott Greenwood – General Counsel to the national ACLU and ACLU of Ohio Board of
Directors national board representative. Greenwood is a nationally known constitutional
rights and civil liberties lawyer and police accountability expert.

•

A.M. “Jake” Jacocks, Jr. – Retired Chief of Police, Virginia Beach; Retired Commander,
Naval Reserve. Jacocks is a respected police executive active in the law enforcement
community through the Major Cities Chiefs Association and the International Association
of Chiefs of Police.

•

Thomas O’Reilly – Director, Nationwide Suspicious Activity Reporting (SAR) Initiative of the
U.S. Department of Justice and Administrator, New Jersey Department of Law and Public
Safety, Office of the New Jersey Attorney General. O’Reilly is a national leader in Fusion
Center development and intelligence-sharing initiatives.

•

Kathleen M. O’Toole – Retired Commissioner, Boston Police Department; Chief Inspector
of the Garda Síochána Inspectorate (Ireland); and, Massachusetts Secretary of Public
Service. O’Toole is a police reform expert known for a cooperative style of leadership, a
collaborative, consultative and grassroots-oriented approach that emphasizes partnership
with community groups and city organizations to reduce crime and engage people directly
in helping to make their neighborhoods safe.

•

Robert Parker – Retired Director, Miami-Dade Police Department. Parker is an experienced
police executive known nationally for promoting standardization in law enforcement and for
proactively establishing Florida’s first mortgage fraud task force, which became a national
model.

•

Carl Peed – Retired Director of the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services
(COPS), U.S. Department of Justice; Sheriff, Fairfax County, Virginia, Sheriff’s Office. Peed
is a nationally recognized leader among federal, state, local and tribal law enforcements
agencies known for advancing and expanding the concept of community policing.

•

Alexander Weiss – Former Director of the Northwestern University Center for Public
Safety and Professor of Management and Strategy at the J.L. Kellogg Graduate School of
Management. Weiss is a nationally prominent expert and specialist in public safety, law
enforcement and police department operational analysis who has served as both a law
enforcement officer and consultant to numerous agencies as well as the National Institute
of Justice.
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APPROACH: THE HILLARD HEINTZE ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

The Hillard Heintze methodology for this assessment
was based on several key principles:
1. Rigor in Primary and Secondary Data Collection
It was important to our assessment that we review current policies and procedures for handling
complaints and misconduct investigations within KCSO. We did so by reviewing the following,
among other materials:
•

KCSO’s General Orders Manual, particularly Section 2.17.005 – Mandatory Training
(Appendix A)2; and Section 3.00.000 – Personnel Conduct, especially Section
3.03.175 (Appendix B).

•

IIU’s Standard Operating Procedures manual, revised January 12, 2012
(Appendix C).

•

Documents describing the creation of OLEO and its role and authorities. This
included a memorandum from newly appointed OLEO Director Charles Gaither to
then-Sheriff Susan Rahr, dated December 13, 2011, entitled “OLEO and the powers
granted under Ordinance 16511” (Appendix D).

•

Document entitled “Office of Law Enforcement Oversight – Proposed Mission and
Enhancements to OLEO’s Authority,” which was provided to us by OLEO Director
Gaither on January 24, 2012 (Appendix E).

•

Document entitled “King County Signature Report, [Dated] May 12, 2009, Ordinance
16511,” which established the county ordinance that clarified OLEO’s role and
authority (Appendix F).

We also conducted an in-depth, hands-on assessment of a random selection of approximately
20% of the 73 IIU investigative cases handled or coordinated by the IIU in 2011. In addition, we
reviewed the investigative files for the two use of force cases handled by the IIU in 2011. This
comparison afforded us the opportunity to evaluate whether these cases were handled according
to the IIU’s written policies and procedures and to the General Orders Manual. It also allowed
us the opportunity to make recommendations for improvements to KCSO’s process for handling
complaints.
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2. Benchmarking Against
Appropriate Best Practices

3. Diligence in Capturing the
Insights of an Experienced Team

Our review of KCSO’s written policies
and procedures for handling misconduct
complaints and our hands-on assessment
of IIU investigative cases allowed us to
compare what KCSO is currently doing to
investigate misconduct complaints with our
own experiences as well as to contrast what
KCSO is doing to what we and others have
come to recognize as best practices for
handling misconduct complaints within law
enforcement agencies. Our review of the
primary and secondary data we collected
also provided an opportunity to analyze what
steps KCSO, OLEO and the Police Guild may
take to enhance their ability to establish a
positive working relationship, based upon
our own experiences working with entities
similar to King County’s OLEO and organized
labor groups.

We deemed it imperative that various
members of the SLC review and analyze
the data collected by Davis and Streicher,
thereby collecting insight from a number
of nationally recognized law enforcement
operations experts with many years of
practical law enforcement experience,
including field patrol, investigative and
executive management experience as well
as expertise in conducting scientific research
in the law enforcement field. Our specific
recommendations made throughout this
report are based upon this thorough review.
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PLAN: TWO KEY ASSESSMENT PHASES

The Hillard Heintze team undertook this assessment
in the following phases:
Phase I: Internal Review and Analysis
•

Reviewed current documents including manuals, written guidelines, policies
and procedures memos for the KCSO’s Internal Investigations Unit and
KCSO General Orders Manual as they pertain to any and all components
of the disciplinary process, including the current sections on what violations
are subject to informal and/or formal discipline.

•

Interviewed the King County Auditor, the King County Sheriff, the King
County Ombudsman, the lead attorney/legal counsel for King County,
the head of OLEO, the current Commanding Officer of the KCSO Internal
Investigations Unit and the leader of the bargaining groups for KCSO
employees.

•

Conducted a review and analysis of the cases handled on a routine basis
by those working in the KCSO Internal Investigations Unit, with a focus
on the number of cases assigned to each investigator, the time it takes to
complete a case from initial complaint to case closure, and the time it takes
to complete all of the investigative and review steps in between.

•

Reviewed the current software program used to track cases within the
KCSO IIU to determine its effectiveness in ensuring timely investigations.

•

Reviewed the current systems KCSO uses that establish an Early Warning
System to identify employees who would require preventive intervention
based upon key criteria within the agency such as the number of
complaints, time between complaints, formal performance appraisal, traffic
accidents and number of use of force cases.

Phase II: Summary Review and Analysis
With knowledge gained from Phase I, we then conducted a detailed analysis
of the current effectiveness of the KCSO Internal Investigations Unit, including
identifying and recommending additional best practices, policies and procedures
implemented around the country by agencies that have sought to improve the
effectiveness of their internal affairs processes as well as the level of confidence
with which their communities view these key protocols.
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INTERVIEWS: WHO WE TAPPED FOR INSIGHTS
From January 23 through January 27, 2012, Hillard Heintze’s Davis
and Streicher met with the following stakeholders:
King County Auditor’s Office

Cheryle Broom

Auditor

Ron Perry

Deputy County Auditor

Susan Baugh

Senior Principal Management Auditor

Justin Anderson

Senior Management Auditor

Scott Kimerer

KCSO Major who serves as Chief of
Police of the City of Burien, a contract
city within King County (Chief Kimerer is
a KCSO sworn deputy)

Office of Citizen Complaints/
Ombudsman’s Office

Jonathon Stier

Senior Deputy Ombudsman

Janna Lewis

Deputy Ombudsman

Office of Law Enforcement
Oversight

Charles Gaither

Director

Office of Labor Relations

Lance King

Labor Negotiator

King County Prosecuting
Attorney’s Office

Kevin Wright

Chief Civil Deputy

King County Council Staff

Clif Curry

Senior Principal Legislative Analyst

John Resha

Senior Legislative Analyst

Office of Risk Management

Jennifer Hills

Director

King County Prosecuting
Attorney’s Office

Lynne Kalina

Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
Civil Division, Employment Section

KCSO Internal
Investigations Unit

Tony Burtt

Former Captain and IIU Commander

Sgt. Mike Mullinax

Investigator

Sgt. Don Davis

Investigator

Cheryl Chaltry

Human Resource Associate

King County Sheriff’s Office
Police Officers’ Guild

Steve Eggert

President

King County Sheriff’s Office

Steven Strachan

Then-Chief Deputy, now Interim-Sheriff

Virginia Gleason

Professional Standards Manager

Patricia Shelledy

Legal Unit

Sue Rahr

Former Sheriff
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Key Findings
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Based upon our independent
assessment of the policies,
procedures and practices
of the internal complaints
investigation process of
the King County Sheriff’s
Office and the initial work
of the new Office of Law
Enforcement Oversight,
Hillard Heintze has identified
eight key findings.
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KCSO’s Overall Command Culture and Approach

We find that – in spite of some recent efforts – the single greatest deficit currently
faced by the King County Sheriff’s Office is that, over time, it has developed a
passive and reactive approach to the way it receives, manages and investigates
internal affairs complaints.
This state of affairs, due in great measure to a general lack of department-wide
recognition of the important role played by the IIU, represents KCSO’s greatest
obstacle to gaining and retaining the trust of the King County community in its law
enforcement agency today, and if left unaddressed, for decades to come.
The internal affairs unit is one of the most important platforms for sustaining ethics
and integrity across KCSO’s operations. Transforming it into a proactive, bestpractice pursuing unit will require:

28

•

A different departmental mindset that acknowledges and embraces the
importance of the complaint management process to the work of the
department and to the confidence of those it serves;

•

Specific commitments both from the King County Sheriff – who has the
necessary leadership skills to tackle this important task and needs to
take the lead as a change agent – as well as from his commanders and
supervisors, who must champion and support the Sheriff’s efforts visibly,
enthusiastically, and continuously;

•

A new and abiding focus on department-wide changes to key policies
and procedures, with an emphasis on consistently following many of the
protocols that already exist;

•

Care in ensuring that the IIU’s staff works proactively with the Sheriff,
command officers and supervisors to identify employees who receive a
high number of complaints so that (a) intervention counseling can occur;
(b) complaint trend analysis is conducted on an ongoing basis so training
can be customized to address those behaviors driving complaints in the
field; and (c) all misconduct complaints, even those low-level complaints
handled in the field, are reported to and coordinated by the IIU; and,

•

A sincere willingness on the part of the Police Guild to work collaboratively
with both the Sheriff and the new OLEO Director in this effort.

Protecting What Matters
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OLEO Authority and Mission
While significant effort has been invested in creating the King County OLEO, the recently
appointed Director does not have a clearly defined role, responsibilities and authorities –
drawbacks which severely hamper his ability to begin doing the work he was hired to do.

3

Of significant concern is the ongoing confusion and disagreement over exactly what the
Director is expected and authorized to do when interacting with the IIU personnel and
Police Guild representatives during complaint investigations. It is very important that the
King County Council codify OLEO’s roles and responsibilities so everyone knows what the
OLEO Director can and should be doing. Our report lists a number of recommendations
detailing what roles and authorities the OLEO Director should have to facilitate a successful
collaboration among OLEO, KCSO and the Police Guild, with some of these recommendations
based upon the personal experiences of Hillard Heintze members who have had direct
experience in implementing an OLEO-type agency within their own jurisdictions.

Internal Investigations Unit
KCSO’s Internal Investigations Unit is not
positioned or empowered to fulfill the role
as the central receiver and coordinator of all
department internal affairs complaints.
The IIU Commander of the unit can go for
months without having any face-to-face
interaction with the Sheriff or Assistant Sheriff.
This is highly unusual for a law enforcement
agency the size of KCSO. Indeed, the unit
does not answer directly to the Sheriff’s
Office in the department’s organizational
chart, which again is highly unusual for a

department of its size. This serves to diminish
the importance of the IIU in the eyes of
department personnel. It also diminishes
the very important role an internal affairs
unit should play in ensuring that problem
employees are identified, that complaint
trends are revealed, that training needs are
assessed and that the department maintains
greater community trust. The IIU also
appears to be understaffed, as we discuss in
greater detail later in this report.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC
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General Orders Manual
Although KCSO’s General Orders Manual contains many policies and procedures
designed to ensure internal affairs complaints are received and that thorough, fair, and
objective investigations are completed, we find significant inconsistencies in the way
these policies and procedures are implemented.
It is evident that not all complaints received throughout the department are forwarded
to the IIU, either for investigation or trend analysis, and the department’s report
writing format designed for documenting such cases is not used consistently. There
are also inconsistencies in the way complaints are handled in the numerous contract
cities, and it is also clear that not all formal cases forwarded from the IIU to other
supervisors for investigation and follow-up are adequately monitored for completion.
In fact, many cases never make their way back to the IIU. This report outlines a
number of policy and procedural recommendations that will help address these
concerns.
We also found the KCSO’s General Orders
Manual overly lax with respect to the
documentation required for the use of
pepper spray. The Manual refers to a
policy requiring written documentation for
using different types of force, including
“… any chemical agent (i.e., mace, tear
gas).” However, the Manual states in the
same section that a use of force report is
not required when “using pepper spray
[in circumstances] in which there are no
additional injuries or unusual occurrences.”3
It is a best practice to document as a use
of force the use of pepper spray under
any circumstances, due to the potential
for misuse of such a tool as well as for the
importance of the training value that comes
from determining how pepper spray is used
and whether or not it is effective. Since
unnecessary use of force is one of the most
common citizen complaints, our report
discusses this issue in greater detail.

30

Protecting What Matters

4

5

|I KEY FINDINGS

Supervision
Field supervisors in many patrol areas are
unable to monitor the day-to-day work
product and behaviors of their subordinates,
due to a high supervisor-to-deputy ratio
and the fact that some supervisors can go
for a week at a time without seeing their
subordinates.
This span of control issue negatively affects
a supervisor’s ability to 1) ensure policies
and procedures are followed; 2) complete
accurate employee appraisals; 3) identify
problem employees; and 4) communicate
and work with superior officers to address any
issues of concern.
The KCSO’s General Orders Manual has many
policies and procedures outlining steps that

should be taken to address issues impacting
the successful investigation and management
of internal affairs complaints. One policy we
did not find in KCSO’s GOM addresses the
important role supervisors play in KCSO’s
success. Many of the most progressive law
enforcement agencies in the nation have
sections that address a supervisor’s failure to
supervise subordinates and ensure they are
adhering to written policies and procedures.
Such policies also indicate that formal
discipline can be taken against supervisors
who fail to supervise (Appendix G). We
recommend the inclusion of such a policy in
KCSO’s GOM, and our report provides further
reasons why. Our report also explores these
issues in detail and offers recommendations
on how to address them.

CALEA Accreditation

CALEA Accreditation
We learned that KCSO was recently certified as a department meeting the
requirements to be accredited by the Commission on Accreditation for Law
Enforcement Agencies (CALEA), and we applaud such efforts. We also discovered,
however, that some KCSO policies and procedures required by CALEA with a direct
impact on reducing citizen complaints are not always followed – which, in some cases,
may well put KCSO’s CALEA certification at risk.

6

For example, CALEA requires annual in-service training for all personnel authorized
to carry weapons and electronic devices, and this training requires employees to
demonstrate proficiency while being monitored by a certified weapons or tactics
instructor. We learned that this use of force in-service training is not occurring
annually, as required for continued CALEA certification.4
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The IA Pro’s Blue Team Analysis
As a critical system used to track and manage the complaint process, IA Pro
and its Blue Team component are not being used to their full capability. This
represents a missed opportunity for KCSO management to use readily available
tools to help it become more proactive in its management of complaints.

8

The Blue Team component allows supervisors to enter into a computer
database a variety of work-related data that assist in the trend analysis
necessary to recognize both good and poor behavioral trends that impact
complaint statistics. An additional Early Intervention System (EIS) component
of IA Pro then draws upon Blue Team data to generate reports that alert
supervisors to potential problems whenever a given employee generates an
inordinate number of Blue Team data entries, thereby facilitating an Early
Warning System that leads to supervisory intervention with the employee.
Our report provides further details as to how and why this system should be
embraced across the department, with emphasis on a recommendation that the
rolling time period for EIS to track Blue Team data entries be increased from its
current 90-day period.

Assessment of IIU Cases
During our assessment of approximately 20% of the cases the IIU investigated
in 2011, the overwhelming majority of the cases lacked any significant or
substantial documentation that explained the rationale underlying the case
resolution and closure.
Our on-site review of 14 randomly selected misconduct investigations drawn
from the 73 cases handled or coordinated by the IIU in 2011 revealed numerous
documentation issues, including a complete lack of documentation for one case.
This vital matter needs to be addressed. We also learned that the department
handled only two formal use of force complaints in 2011. This is an extremely
low number of cases for an agency the size of KCSO and for a jurisdiction the
size of King County.
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A Clear and Compelling Opportunity
In sum, we recognize that the challenge of addressing the key findings in our
report will not be easy, since leading significant change in any organization
is a daunting task. In today’s law enforcement environment, however, the
department needs to recognize that it can lead this change itself or other
community stakeholders will begin to demand that an outside entity be asked
to step in and lead the way. We have specifically crafted the recommendations
throughout our report to serve as a road map to help leaders and decision
makers at KCSO, OLEO and the Police Guild succeed in taking this lead
themselves.
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Detailed Results of
Our Assessment
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Earning the community’s trust is the cornerstone
of any law enforcement agency’s efforts to
leverage the benefits of community policing
Today, a growing number of communities have chosen to add some
form of civilian oversight to help maintain the community’s trust in
its law enforcement agency’s internal affairs process.5
Naturally, there are often initial conflicts between a law enforcement
agency and any newly formed civilian oversight entity – due to a
variety of issues that include settling concerns regarding employee
rights, confidentiality issues and lines of authority. Within the
Senior Leadership Council, however, we recognize, as do many of
our colleagues throughout law enforcement, that there are a wealth
of benefits in quickly establishing a positive working relationship
between a civilian oversight entity and a police department.
Motivated, in part, by this conviction in the vital importance of
law enforcement internal affairs operations, the Hillard Heintze
assessment team’s review of KCSO’s process of handling misconduct
investigations resulted in the identification of the following critical
issues.
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ORGANIZATIONAL ISSUES

Through the interviews we conducted with various stakeholders, as
well as a review of the KCSO General Orders Manual, the KCSO
IIU Standard Operating Procedures manual and various documents
outlining the role and responsibilities of the Office of Law Enforcement
Oversight, we identified several issues relating to organizational
operations dealing with the management of the complaint process.
We believe these issues strongly merit discussion and an appropriate
administrative response.

OLEO and the Ombudsman’s Office: Differentiating Their Missions
Because King County has had an Ombudsman’s Office that handles citizen complaints, there is
confusion over what appear to be overlapping roles and responsibilities between the Ombudsman’s
Office and the Office of Law Enforcement Oversight. While our review did not reveal any “turf
battles” as yet between these two entities, we suggest documenting precisely when and how the
two offices should interact in the future, while also clarifying OLEO’s role as the lead department
when it comes to citizen complaints concerning the Sheriff’s Office.
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Identity: Better Defining the Role and Authority of OLEO
One of the greatest concerns in terms of successfully creating the new OLEO is the uncertainty
about the powers and authorities of the new OLEO Director. Changes were made to OLEO
because the Police Officers’ Guild filed an Unfair Labor Practices grievance with the county over
the language in the original county legislation that created it. One of the changes apparently is
interpreted by some as stating that, if the OLEO Director violates any part of the Guild’s collective
bargaining agreement with the City, a grievance could be filed and an arbitrator could choose to
dismiss the OLEO Director.
It is difficult to expect the new OLEO Director to work effectively if he and others are unclear
about what, exactly, his roles, responsibilities and authorities will be within the oversight process.
Some action on the part of the King County Council is necessary if the successful creation of an
OLEO is to occur.
A written document outlining, in layman’s terms, exactly what the OLEO Director and his staff
do and do not have the ability to do needs to be created. Other agencies across the country
have dealt with similar issues, and a review of working guidelines created by these agencies for
their Offices of Civilian Oversight could prove helpful to King County. Such documents not only
illustrate how to establish clear lines of authority for the OLEO Director, but also serve as best
practices for an OLEO Director’s efforts based upon many years of collaborative give-and-take
between such OLEO entities and the law enforcement agencies with whom they work.

THE KING COUNTY OMBUDSMAN MISSION
“To promote public confidence in King County government by responding to citizen complaints in
an impartial, efficient and timely manner, and to contribute to the improved operation of County
government by making recommendations based upon the results of complaint investigations.”
“The Office of Citizen Complaints — Ombudsman is authorized, by King County Code (KCC)
2.52, to investigate complaints regarding administrative conduct by King County agencies, and
to publish recommendations for change based on the results of investigations. In addition, the
Ombudsman’s Office investigates possible violations of the King County Employee Code of Ethics
(KCC 3.04), and reports of improper governmental action and retaliation under the Whistleblower
Protection Code (KCC 3.42).”
Source: http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/ Ombudsman.aspx, Retrieved April 26, 2012
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AREAS FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION

We noted in the document entitled “Office of Law Enforcement
Oversight – Proposed Mission and Enhancements to OLEO’s Authority”
(Appendix E) that OLEO Director Gaither offers proposals to create
clear guidelines for his role and authorities as he endeavors to establish
OLEO’s place in the county’s efforts to address misconduct issues within
KCSO. While we concur with many of the proposals he offers, we note
a few areas we believe need further thought and consideration prior to
implementation.
Use of Force Incidents
One proposal in the use of force section of the document indicates
OLEO should be ‘’…immediately notified by the KCSO Command
Post of a critical incident…” involving a major use of force. While
we concur that OLEO should be notified in the event of an incident
in which serious use of force was used, as defined within the
document, it is difficult to expect a command officer at the scene
who is overseeing the Department’s overall response to the incident
to add coordination with OLEO to the immediate list of operational
concerns.
It would be more effective from an operational viewpoint to create
policy that requires 9-1-1 personnel coordinating the requests from
the Command Post, or the KCSO Command Post itself, to notify
immediately the Commander of the KCSO IIU of the incident.
Policy should then require that the IIU Commander or his designee
immediately notify the OLEO Director of the incident, and that an
invitation to meet the IIU Commander or designee at the scene
should be offered to the OLEO Director or his designee. Such
a process would allow OLEO to observe KCSO’s response to an
investigation of a major use of force incident in tandem with the
Internal Investigations Commander, whose interests in how the
incident investigation is handled are essentially the same as OLEO.
The IIU Commander could then serve as the liaison between the
department and OLEO should any questions arise concerning the
immediate investigation. This relieves the busy KCSO Command
Post Commander of the additional burden of coordinating the
department’s response with another entity.
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Response and Review Authority
In the Operational Authority section of the document, the OLEO
Director proposes that he be granted the authority “to respond
to and review” a long list of various incidents. We concur for
most of the incidents he has listed. We caution, however, that
more thought and consideration be given to when OLEO would
be granted authority to respond to “criminal investigations
involving KCSO deputies” (Item H in the document’s Operational
Authority Section).
•

Best practices for internal affairs investigations clearly
indicate that a distinct line should be drawn between
the roles and responsibilities of an investigator in
criminal investigations and internal affairs investigations.
For a variety of legal and administrative reasons, it is
imperative that a criminal investigator focus on the
criminal aspects of an investigation while an internal
affairs investigator focus on the administrative concerns
of the incident in question; the two priorities should not
be mixed during the ongoing investigation.

•

While it is certainly the role of an internal affairs
investigator and an OLEO representative (if the criminal
conduct in question is actually associated with a citizen’s
complaint) to monitor whether or not policies and
procedures are being followed, having either of them
directly involved in directing or controlling the aspects of
a criminal investigation is not wise.

•

As such, before any such protocol as currently described
in the OLEO document goes forward, we recommend
that the KCSO administration, the county’s Prosecuting
Attorney’s Office, the county’s legal team and the
county’s Human Resources team work with OLEO to
establish clear language that ensures any OLEO activity
in this regard would not interfere either with the potential
criminal prosecution of a case or the department’s ability
to complete successfully any necessary administrative
actions taken against any KCSO employee involved in
such incidents.

Three Examples of Practices
Worth Considering
The following are some of the
leading practices that have been
established for entities similar to
King County’s OLEO:
•

Immediate notification of
the OLEO Director by the
IIU Commander of any inprogress Deputy-InvolvedShooting cases (or cases
involving significant use
of force with injuries) that
just occurred. This should
include an invitation to meet
with the IIU Commander at
the location of the incident
to observe the investigative
follow-up.

•

Participation in a
department’s Shooting
Review Board after a
determination that no
deputies would be facing
criminal charges.

•

Ability to audit or monitor
any citizen’s complaint
investigation.
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Audit and Review Authority
In the document, the OLEO Director recommends being given authority to:
•

Audit KCSO standards and procedures to identify risk, adequacy of policies, adequacy of
internal training, and whether there are sufficient controls.

•

Audit and review investigative reports to assure compliance with department policy and the
rule of law.

•

Audit and review allegations of racial profiling and other Constitutional violations such as
those involving search and seizure, Miranda, and due process.

 e find that these recommendations seek authority that goes beyond the scope of the role and
W
function of an entity whose responsibility it is to monitor and audit a law enforcement agency’s
handling of employee misconduct issues. While there may very well be misconduct issues that
raise concerns about any or all of the issues noted in these OLEO recommendations, such concerns
should have some nexus to actual citizen complaint cases that OLEO is monitoring. Without such
a nexus, OLEO could find itself taking on the lead role of KCSO’s Inspectional Services Unit or the
lead role of the County Auditor’s Office.
Undoubtedly, if the citizen complaint cases OLEO is monitoring raises concerns about any KCSO
policies or procedures, OLEO would raise such concerns; indeed, we believe that is part of OLEO’s
responsibility. Yet we recommend that rather than taking on any additional auditing role that goes
beyond monitoring citizen complaint cases, OLEO should raise such concerns to the Sheriff directly
and, if necessary, to the King County Council, either directly or through the quarterly or annual
reports OLEO is required to file. These additional stakeholders could then determine whether the
issues raised by OLEO could be handled directly by the Sheriff or should be referred to the County
Auditor’s Office or another entity for proper follow up.
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Access to Records, Evidence and Employees
The OLEO proposals also state OLEO should have unfettered access to any and all records,
evidence, and even employees of KCSO. While the document indicates that such access should be
subject to limitations imposed by law or by any collective bargaining agreement, it is our opinion
that any such authority needs to be determined through a collaborative process involving the
Sheriff, the county’s Prosecuting Attorney, the county’s legal representatives, the county’s Human
Resources team and any other stakeholders as deemed necessary to ensure compliance with a
variety of important legal requirements.

We would like to state our overall support for the
establishment of the King County OLEO, noting that
the experience of our SLC members in our various law
enforcement agencies has led us to believe there is indeed
great value derived from a concerted effort to forge a
positive working relationship between a police agency and
a government-appointed monitoring entity.
Many of us are members of departments that went through
what we could term “growing pains” when our own agencies
were first confronted with the equivalent of an OLEO. Over
time, most of our rank-and-file members came to embrace
units like OLEO, recognizing that the collaborative efforts
of an OLEO and a law enforcement agency go a long way
to reassure the public of the fine service provided by the
overwhelming majority of a law enforcement agency’s
members.
There have been many times when a law enforcement
agency has come under fire for a high-profile incident and
members of an OLEO, who are seen as neutral by the public,
have come to the defense of a department because they
have been allowed to act as a neutral third-party who has
been able to monitor the department’s response to the
incident.6 We encourage the KCSO’s rank-and-file members
and the Police Guild to make every effort to establish a
positive and collaborative working relationship with the new
OLEO Director in the shortest timeframe possible.
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The IIU Departmental Stance:
Shifting from Reaction to Prevention
It is readily apparent that King County employees are striving
to provide professional services to the county’s residents.
Also, efforts such as KCSO’s undertaking to become CALEAcertified a short while ago indicates it is serious in its efforts to
ensure it implements best practices whenever possible. Yet, in
general, when it comes to addressing its misconduct issues on
a department-wide level, KCSO appears to be more reactive to
handling complaints than proactive.
For example, although there are GOM policies and procedures
in Section 3.00.000 (Appendix B) that outline how to handle
complaints, when speaking with a number of sworn employees
working in a variety of different areas and units, including
contract cities, it was apparent there is not one overriding set of
policies and procedures to guide the way a misconduct complaint
is brought forward to the IIU through the chain of command.
For example:
•

If a citizen or employee complaint is brought forward to
personnel in one contract city, are they responding to
the complaint in the same way as personnel in another
contract city?

•

Are the supervisors documenting the complaint in a
consistent manner?

•

Are all complaints forwarded through the chain of
command, reviewed by commanders and eventually
passed on to the IIU for documentation or follow-up
coordination?

These are questions for which we could get no clear answers,
and our sense is that even if the complaints are being handled
to the satisfaction of the complainants, not documenting these
actions represents a missed opportunity for the department to
take advantage of what can be gained by entering all relevant
complaint data into an automated Early Warning System (KCSO’s
IA Pro software program and its Blue Team and EIS components).
Doing so would permit ongoing trend analysis that helps identify
employees receiving an inordinate number of complaints, as
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well as provide an assessment of current training needs that
can address the real-time behavioral trends that are leading
to complaints. Another concern is that perhaps some of
these unreported complaints are not being handled to the
satisfaction of the complainants, and KCSO management
is unaware of it. It is very difficult to manage what is not
measured.
It also became clear that the Internal Investigations Unit was
not seen by some as the central repository of misconduct
complaints. This indicates to us that many of the complaints
the department should be aware of are not coming to
the attention of the IIU; hence, they are not coming to the
attention of the Sheriff or his executive staff. Being proactive
in tracking complaints within a law enforcement agency
has become a best practice nationally for those agencies
recognized as taking a leadership role in police management.
King County has the capacity to do this and realize many
organizational advantages from such an effort.
After reviewing GOM Section 3.03.015, which spells out
Procedures for Accepting Misconduct Complaints (NonCriminal), we believe these written policies and procedures
could be enhanced to specify clearly what affirmative actions a
department member must take when a misconduct complaint
is brought forward or misconduct is observed. For example,
we believe this GOM section should also specify that failure to
report a complaint through the chain of command may result
in formal discipline.
We also believe the GOM should clearly define what types of
inaction would indicate that a supervisor failed to take action
in accordance with a GOM policy or procedure, and that such
failure to take action could result in formal discipline. While
such clear statements in a GOM would require KCSO to create
clear policies and procedures for the reporting of misconduct,
it would help enable the department, through an automated
Early Warning System, to track all cases of misconduct, and
this can help it identify and focus on those issues that need to
be addressed through training to reduce complaints and to
increase positive behavior.
		

WHAT OTHER EXPERTS
SAY ON THIS ISSUE
“Precursory signs, or instances of
police deviance, may be agencyspecific, or generic and found in
law enforcement as a profession.
Unprofessional on- and off-duty
misconduct, isolated instances
of misuse of position, improper
relationships with informants or
criminals, sexual harassment,
disparaging racial or sexual
comments, embellished/falsified
reporting, time and attendance
abuse, insubordination, nepotism,
cronyism, and noncriminal
unauthorized disclosure of
information all represent
precursory signs of police
deviance that inspection and
internal affairs components must
monitor.
When agencies determine a
trend of increasing frequency and
egregiousness of such deviance,
they must take steps before classic
quid pro quo corruption occurs.
An organization with an increase in
such deviance becomes a ‘rotten
barrel,’ even without completely
‘rotten apples’.”
Source: Perry, Frank L. “Repairing Broken
Windows: Preventing Corruption within
Our Ranks.” FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin.
February 2001: Page 23.
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Effective use of an
automated Early
Warning System
enables a department
to track in real
time the types of
complaints it is
receiving generally,
as well as identify
any employee that
begins to generate
an inordinate number
of complaints.
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Indeed, effective use of an automated Early Warning System
enables a department to track in real time the types of
complaints it is receiving generally, as well as identify any
employee that begins to generate an inordinate amount of
complaints. Data such as this allows a department to initiate
preventive counseling sessions between supervisors and an
employee with a high number of factors indicating potential
misconduct issues, thereby allowing for individualized training
and counseling before additional complaints are generated.7
This data collection also enables a department to identify
complaint trends so it can rely upon its Training Unit and
employees’ supervisors to address such issues in a timely
manner, which in turn helps to prevent additional complaints.
This data may also indicate that a department needs to review its
written policies and procedures, either to determine whether or
not they need to be changed or whether department members
are unclear about the standards. In short, the absence of a
department-wide system for ensuring that all such complaint
data is tracked and forwarded to the IIU – including those minor
complaints handled by supervisors in the field without additional
formal follow up – deprives the department of the ability to
track the very data that would help it prevent future complaints,
customize the training that may be needed, and focus on
potential policy and procedural changes.
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Having said this, we would like to point
out that when we were conducting
our assessment of the IIU misconduct
cases, we saw some good examples of
complaints forwarded through the chain
of command through the Blue Team
system, a software program that allows
supervisors to forward through the chain
of command information, both positive
and negative, about employees that
either initiates IIU follow up or initiates a
commendation for an employee.
We believe a strong effort to ensure all
supervisors are taking advantage of the
Blue Team system of documenting both
poor and good behavior would be a
positive step, and complaint information
sent to Blue Team should automatically
be routed to both an employee’s chain of
command as well as to the IIU.
Best practices in handling misconduct
complaints require a clear, universal
understanding among all members of
a law enforcement agency on exactly
what steps they must take if a complaint
is brought forward to them or if they
observe misconduct themselves. Having
such an understanding among employees
not only goes a long way in ensuring
that all misconduct issues are identified
and addressed, it also helps ensure the
employees themselves know exactly
what is expected of them in adhering
to the policies and procedures of the
agency. This knowledge can help reduce
misunderstandings that might lead to
disciplinary action and, by extension, help
strengthen the community’s confidence
that its law enforcement agency can be
trusted to uphold its values and ethics.

THE BLUE TEAM EARLY WARNING SYSTEM

53 Total Formal Interventions
July 1, 2009 through December 31, 2011

Verbal
Counseling

29

Termination

1

Performance
Improvement
Plan

Written
Reprimand

1

15

Punctuality
Memo

1
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Corrective
Counseling
Memo

6
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Structural Matters: Chain of Command and Reporting Protocols
Interim-Sheriff Strachan has initiated a noteworthy and worthwhile effort to give geographic control
over given sectors of the county to commanders who would have responsibility for the area on
an ongoing, around-the-clock basis. We consider this a best practice that would lead to greater
accountability for adherence to policies and procedures as well as to enhanced effectiveness of
the police services delivered in the area. This is an effort that deserves ongoing analysis once the
process is fully implemented, due to its potential to contribute to the measurable effectiveness of
any community-oriented policing efforts in these areas. Such action could strengthen any efforts
to ensure a proactive approach is taken to identify, report and handle any complaints that come
forward, as we have already discussed in this report. Our own experiences have shown us that
when commanders of a geographical sector have authority over what happens in a given area at all
times, the sense of ownership by them and their staff increases the level of accountability one should
expect to have of them for all activity in their sectors.
We highlight this chain of command issue and accountability concern because, as noted throughout
this report, it is apparent that when it comes to handling misconduct cases in a routine, consistent
manner, not everyone at KCSO appears to be working on the proverbial same page. Again, every
department member needs to have a clearly defined set of policies and procedures that outlines
specifically what constitutes a complaint that needs to be reported and how these complaints will be
received and forwarded through the chain of command. There needs to be a clear understanding
of how the IIU will coordinate the reception of the complaints and how it will determine what should
be done with them, of how the KCSO administration will be made aware of ongoing trends with the
complaints, and of how the department will coordinate follow-up action by the Training Unit and
those responsible for reviewing and updating policies and procedures.

King County
Sheriff Contract
Communities
and Chiefs
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Beaux Arts
Burien
Covington
Kenmore
Maple Valley
Newcastle
North Bend
Sammamish
SeaTac
Shoreline
Skykomish
Woodinville
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It was also of great interest to us to
learn that the Commander of the IIU
does not answer directly in the chain of
command to the Sheriff and the Chief
Deputy. The overwhelming majority of
law enforcement agencies across the
country eliminate any “middleman”
in the communication chain of this
important and critical unit within a law
enforcement agency. Interestingly, we
found in a 2004 version of the KCSO
Organizational Chart that the Office of
Professional Standards once was listed
as having a direct reporting relationship
to the Sheriff (Appendix H). Yet,
currently, the KCSO IIU Commander
answers directly to a non-sworn county
employee identified as the Professional
Standards Manager (PSM), whom we
found to be, along with the Legal
Advisor to the Sheriff, competent,
knowledgeable, capable, professional
and well-respected individuals within
KCSO who add great value to the
Internal Investigations process.

As can be seen in the most recent
Organizational Chart from 2009
(Appendix I), the IIU does not report
directly to the Sheriff. This clearly calls
into question the importance of the IIU
in the eyes of the organization.
We recommend that further
consideration be given to restoring
the IIU Commander to a position in
the organization in which he answers
directly to the Sheriff without losing the
benefits of working in tandem with the
PSM and the Legal Advisor. This will
help cement the importance of the IIU’s
work in the eyes of the department’s
rank-and-file, as well as ensure that
the Sheriff is as informed as possible
concerning the critical issues associated
with work-related misconduct
complaints and concerns over policies
and procedures.
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Overall IIU Staffing Levels: Challenges in Meeting its Mission
While KCSO has over 650 deputies and its
work is spread out over more than 2,100 square
miles, there are only four sworn employees
(one captain and three detective sergeants)
and one non-sworn human resources employee
assigned to the IIU (Appendix J). The IIU may
be significantly understaffed compared to other
law enforcement jurisdictions of its size (a brief
overview of staffing for selected internal affairs
units for agencies across the nation is provided
in Section IV of this report). The concern with
the current level of IIU staffing is compounded
given that one of the IIU’s detective sergeants
is currently on extended military leave abroad,
leaving the unit with only two investigators. We
also believe this to be an issue of concern. As
we indicate later in this report where we provide
details on our assessment of IIU misconduct
investigations, the unit should be coordinating
and handling more work than it does now.
We gave a great deal of consideration before
making the statement that IIU staffing appears to
be an issue of concern. This is because it could
seem to some too easy to suggest that simply
adding more staff could improve the IIU’s ability
to operate more effectively. Nearly all members
of the SLC team reviewing the King County
data have been responsible for implementing
budget cuts as Chiefs in their own departments
over the last several years, and we are sensitive
to the importance of putting an agency’s human
resources in those areas that provide the most
benefit to the department and community.

to address misconduct issues. We strongly
question if only three IIU investigators can meet
the needs of KCSO and the greater King County
community.
Indeed, King County is the 14th most populous
county in the nation, covering a geographical
area of more than 2,100 square miles with nearly
2 million residents. It is unclear how the IIU, with
so few people covering a large department and
large geographical area, can manage to provide
the type of internal affairs services needed by
King County from a single centralized location
in the Sheriff’s Office headquarters in downtown
Seattle.
The sheer size of the county, as well as the
number of contract cities located within it that
receive specialized services, indicate that few
people would make the trip to Seattle to register
a complaint in person. As Sanja Kutnjak Ivkovic
points out, “the issue of resources can also affect
the work of internal affairs units through denial
of resources and/or staff to the units assigned to
internal control.”8

We believe this is an area of
concern that clearly needs further
analysis and review.

Yet we have also come to know the value
and benefits that result from placing a high
priority on an IIU and a department-wide effort
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Span of Control: Supervisors Are Central to
Preventing and Managing Complaints
Over the last several decades, many research reports have highlighted the high degree of
importance a law enforcement agency should place on ensuring its personnel have an adequate
level of supervision to oversee that the department’s policies and procedures are followed. The
importance of assigning enough well-trained supervisors who have the ability to lead, control
and direct the work of their subordinates is crucial in law enforcement, especially given the highrisk, high-profile work in which deputies are engaged. This is also important from a civil liability
viewpoint, given the negative economic impact to a community resulting from a lawsuit. It is also
valuable from a public relations viewpoint, given that the community’s perception of an agency’s
level of competency and professionalism is critical to the agency’s ability to leverage community
support for the department’s crime prevention and community policing programs.
Based upon our interviews with King County stakeholders, as well as our assessment of the IIU’s
misconduct investigations, the issue of span of control appears to be a big challenge for KCSO,
especially considering how spread out the patrol teams are throughout the organization and how
rarely some patrol deputies in the outlying areas see their supervisor. The span of control issue is
also compounded by the fact there are 12 individual cities in the county that have contracts with
KCSO to provide law enforcement services, and each of these contract cities is led by a KCSO sworn
employee who serves as the city’s Chief of Police. While the scope and purpose of our current
review and assessment of King County was not to study span of control issues within KCSO per
se, there was great concern during our assessment as to whether or not the span of control issues
we were seeing would have a negative impact on the ability of KCSO to manage effectively the
reporting and investigation of misconduct issues. We believe, in fact, that it would.
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These span of control issues include the following:
•

Is there consistency in the size of the teams within the contract cities and the rest of the
county that allows for an adequate level of supervision of deputies?

•

Considering that it might be much easier to manage the police activities of deputies in a
smaller contract city than those in a large outlying, unincorporated area of the county, are
supervisors trained sufficiently to address the differences, and have such differences been
identified and addressed through the supervisors’ training?

•

Does each contract city adhere to the department-wide policies and procedures for
receiving, reporting, investigating and coordinating complaints generated within these
separate jurisdictions, as outlined in GOM Chapter 3.00.000, or does it have separate
policies and procedures that have become the norm within the municipality?

•

Of greatest concern is that, as we have already noted, some deputies only see their
supervisors once or twice a week, if at all, which begs the question as to whether or not
there is any actual supervision of these subordinates on a day-to-day basis. Given these
challenges, how would many KCSO supervisors have the ability to lead, control and direct
the work of such subordinates, let alone be aware of how these subordinates conduct
themselves with members of the public?

We acknowledge that an effort is underway to have KCSO sergeants other than those assigned
to the IIU complete the investigations and documentation portions of the Internal Affairs process,
which is a policy practiced by many large police agencies. The advantages to doing this are that
it reduces some of the workload on the IIU investigators, particularly for lower-level misconduct
violations, but also because it makes the supervisors of individuals generating complaints aware of
those aspects of their subordinates’ work-related activities that are generating complaints, thereby
allowing them to address the problems. While this is a worthwhile effort we believe should be
continued, a more intense focus and emphasis on ongoing training for the sergeants and other
supervisors should be initiated to help them accomplish this task.
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There was an initial four-hour block of training for
supervisors on how to conduct and document
findings and recommendations for misconduct cases
when this responsibility is passed along to them,
but it does not appear to have had a lasting effect.
Problems continue to surface in terms of supervisors
not recognizing the role they play in reporting and
documenting discipline (they may want to pass the
hard decisions on to the captains to avoid conflicts
with their subordinates). This training should stress the
importance of the internal investigations process, as
well as provide specific, hands-on training about how to
conduct complete investigations and how to document
the work appropriately according to GOM Section
3.03.175. Quality control issues, as well as consistency in
investigations and discipline recommendations, should
also be covered, not only for the sergeants but for the
entire chain of command.
One troubling fact we learned during our review is that
a large number of lower-level complaints (approximately
100 cases) that had been forwarded to supervisors
in the field over the last few years for investigation
and subsequent findings and recommendations
documentation never made it back to the IIU, and
there is no accounting for these items at this time. This
indicates that there is indeed a tracking issue for IIU
cases throughout the organization that needs to be
resolved, and it tends to suggest that span of control
issues might also have contributed to the loss of these
cases.
Span of control issues also surfaced when we learned
that each patrol deputy is assigned his or her own
individual patrol car that they may take to and from work.
While this may make economic sense for the department
for some of the deputies serving in the outlying
unincorporated areas of the county, this fact alone
contributes to the elimination of a daily briefing with
all officers who work the same shift. It also effectively
eliminates the ability of many supervisors to have daily
interactions with all their subordinates. Many of the
deputies working patrol in the field may never really
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see each other very much, and their sergeants do not have
the ability to provide the level of first-line supervision that
has become the standard in professional law enforcement
agencies across the country. In such an environment, it
seems challenging to ensure quality control for police
activities that would help to prevent complaints, as well as to
ensure that complaints that are brought forward are handled
appropriately. The lack of routine daily interactions between
supervisors and subordinates could also contribute to an
erosion of esprit de corps and morale within a department,
since many employees could feel disconnected to the larger
organization.
Indeed, we were advised that the span of control ratio of
sergeants to deputies in the incorporated parts of the county
was approximately 1 to 7, but also that this ratio climbed to
approximately 1 to 25 in the unincorporated areas, which
is a large ratio when compared to other agencies of similar
size and structure. A 2006 survey of 140 law enforcement
agencies across the country found that the average span
of control was 1 to 7, with the largest at 1 to 15.9 Hence,
while providing personally assigned vehicles to deputies
in outlying areas of the county may continue to provide
economic benefits to the county’s budget by cutting down
on transportation costs and by reducing lost patrol time
due to commuting issues, we believe this is an area that
needs further study to determine whether there are ways to
keep deputies and their supervisors connected on a dayto-day basis while still allowing them to have personally
assigned vehicles. Indeed, technology such as Skype
videoconferencing and other social media venues might
allow some sergeants to have virtual daily briefings with
subordinates.

Technology
such as Skype
videoconferencing
and other social
media venues might
allow some sergeants
to have virtual
daily briefings with
subordinates.

Simply adding supervisors to address span of control issues
and the other concerns we raise in this report will not, in
and of itself, resolve these issues and concerns. Of greater
importance is ensuring that all supervisors and command
officers are following current policies and procedures for
handling complaints, that appropriate new policies and
procedures are created and implemented, and that the
entire organization is shifting from a reactive to a proactive
approach to its internal affairs efforts.
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Formal Mediation Process: Progressive
Agencies Are Embracing This Tool
Many law enforcement agencies in the nation are embracing the concept
of a Formal Mediation Process, which usually calls for a third-party, such
as a retired volunteer judge, to act as a mediator or facilitator between a
citizen who makes a complaint and the deputy involved. The complainant
and the deputy meet face-to-face with the mediator so all may discuss
the issues surrounding the complaint. In most agencies, it is typical that
the complainant and the deputy, as well as the department, must agree
to engage in the mediation before it proceeds. If an agreement is not
reached, then a regular IIU investigation is initiated and completed, which
could expose a deputy to formal discipline.
Obviously, the advantage to a deputy is that the mediation process allows
a complaint to proceed without subjecting the deputy to potential formal
discipline. The deputy also has the opportunity to learn just what it was
he or she may have done to cause the complaint; hence, it allows him
or her the ability to learn how to avoid such results in the future. The
advantage to a complainant is that the case potentially is resolved more
quickly, and the complainant has the opportunity to explain to the deputy
why the complainant took issue with the deputy’s actions. The advantage
to the department is that the complainant can usually get satisfaction and
possibly closure more quickly for a given complaint, which contributes
to positive relations between the department and the community. The
department is also able to reduce the amount of time spent conducting
full-length IIU investigations for lower-level complaints that can be
resolved more quickly. The formal mediation process still affords the
department the ability to track complaints against individual deputies
through an Early Warning System.
We learned that Section 7 of Ordinance 16511 authorizes KCSO and OLEO
to establish a voluntary citizen-officer mediation program as an alternative
method to resolve citizen complaints. Our research and review, however,
indicated that to date, no such formal mediations have occurred, due to
the fact the OLEO Director and others are currently working to set up the
program. This is a best practice that merits KCSO’s and OLEO’s efforts
to establish it. We also recommend that proactive steps be taken as soon
as the program is in place to educate both the public and the rank-andfile members about the program, with a special focus on having both IIU
staff and OLEO staff explain and offer the program to people when they
initially want to file what could be considered a lower-level complaint.
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POLICY AND PROCEDURAL ISSUES
A General Orders Manual is, for all intents and purposes, the
controlling document prescribing exactly what actions department
members should or should not take when performing their
duties, as well as outlining the operating philosophies of the
department. Ensuring that proper policies and procedures are
in place to facilitate effective reception, identification, reporting,
investigation and management of misconduct complaints is critical
if a department is to maintain its credibility with the public it serves.
The following are some areas where we believe KCSO administrative
attention is needed to ensure that best practices are established
and followed when handling misconduct complaints.

Key Policies and Procedures:
The Importance of Documentation
There is room for improvement when it comes to establishing
and following specific policies and procedures for completing the
written documentation that should occur during a number of steps
in the complaint management process. For example, while KCSO
personnel who provide law enforcement services to the County’s
contract cities handle internally some of the lower-level, day-to-day
complaints that arise, they forward on to the KCSO IIU all major
internal affairs investigations, including use of force complaints. Yet
it does not appear there are specific written policies and procedures
indicating when and how cases within the contract cities will be
handled formally or coordinated with the KCSO IIU.
We recognize that one of the great values of having dedicated
KCSO personnel assigned to the contract cities is that law
enforcement priorities can be customized for each of those
communities, thereby enhancing the ability of the department
to incorporate community policing philosophies into its service
deliveries in those cities.
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Yet a citizen complaint in one contract city should not be handled differently than one in another
contract city, since this impedes the ability of the Sheriff to ensure his personnel are adhering to
what should be the guiding policies and procedures for his entire department.
Any and all complaints, however small, whether they occur in a contract city or in another
unincorporated area of the county, should be handled in exactly the same manner, with
the following:
•

A defined template including all elements required in the written documentation;

•

A clear process identifying who is responsible for completing the documentation;

•

An established understanding of who is responsible for reviewing the written
documentation and forwarding it up the chain of command to the IIU; and,

•

A clear determination that all such documents should be centrally stored in one common
location – the IIU.

We are not suggesting that lengthy documents need to be completed for low-level complaints
that have already been handled to the satisfaction of a complainant. Indeed, supervisors currently
have an ability to create short reports documenting their actions through the use of the Blue Team
program in IIU’s IA Pro software program, and formal policies and procedures could be created that
specify exactly how this documentation should be completed when handling complaints.

IMPORTANT QUESTIONS TO ANSWER
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•

Who determines what is considered a major incident in
the contract cities?

•

Do all of the contract cities follow the same guidelines?

•

Who is tasked with completing written documentation
for the complaint, and where is this document kept?

•

Is there a consistent investigative and reporting format
to the written documentation?
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We did learn that Interim-Sheriff Strachan has taken steps to
reassign lower-level complaints so they are handled outside of
the formal disciplinary process using training and performance
plans. Advantages can certainly be gained from having first-line
supervisors handle low-level complaints, since it 1) cuts down on
the work of the IIU so their efforts are focused on more serious
complaints and, 2) supervisors can become more aware of the
behavior of their subordinates. Yet it does not appear the Interim
Sheriff’s approach is successful since the IIU is not routinely made
aware of them, nor does it routinely track them.
Also, this effort to handle any complaints outside of the IIU
tracking process may actually be contributing to the sentiment
that the IIU process is not important to the organization.
Externalizing the task also removes the ability of the department
to manage all of its complaints. It does not have visibility into
how many cases exist, how they are being handled, or whether a
low-level case should be treated at a higher priority level.
Instead, we suggest that forwarding any and all complaint
information in written form to IIU so it can be entered into the
IA Pro database and an automated Early Warning System allows
the department to conduct trend analysis on the complaints it
receives. These analyses can indicate to KCSO administration
what training issues need to be addressed to reduce behaviors
that drive complaints. Such data also allows for Early Intervention
Counseling sessions to occur because the Early Warning System
can indicate when an individual deputy has been identified as
having an inordinate number of complaints reported.
We recommend creating more detailed and specific GOM
policies and procedures that outline the exact reporting process
for complaints, and standardizing these procedures throughout
the department. This would include creating separate policies
that indicate exactly what investigative steps will be taken and
what written content will be included in standardized, uniform
complaint reports used throughout the department for formal
complaints and for those low-level complaints supervisors handle
in the field, with the Blue Team system a readily-available option
for reporting low-level complaints.

WHAT OTHER EXPERTS
SAY ON THIS ISSUE
“Another important element
in the policy and procedure
[of investigating complaints]
is ensuring that no matter
where in the agency the
complaint is received, there
is a process to notify the IA
[Internal Affairs] investigator.
And, finally, processes for
documenting, recording and
controlling investigations,
as well as maintaining
confidentiality, should be
addressed in the written
policy.
Maintaining a comprehensive
internal affairs policy
will establish a uniform
procedure that is adhered
to for each case, with no
single complaint getting less
consideration than another.”

Source: Marko, Jennifer. “IPTM’s
[Institute of Police Technology
and Management] Internal Affairs
Course.” Law and Order. 52.6
(2004): 84: Print.
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The Blue Team Early Warning System: Ensuring its Application
KCSO’s computerized Blue Team system has
recently been put into place and our review of
the process a supervisor would use to input
information into the system appears to indicate
it is simple and effective. Based upon our
discussions with KCSO personnel at a variety
of rank levels, however, it was unclear to us
just how many supervisors on the department,
particularly first-line supervisors, have taken
advantage of this system’s capabilities.
For example, while it was explained to us that
early warning reports go directly to supervisors,
one upper-level KCSO command officer said he
had never seen any of the early warning reports.
It also is unclear just how much KCSO is actually
using the Blue Team and EIS components of its
IA Pro software program to generate real-time
data that would facilitate Early Intervention
Counseling with department members who are
receiving unusual numbers of complaints. We
observed the type of information entered into
the Blue Team system, yet the EIS component
only generates early intervention alerts for Blue
Team data entries for an individual employee
occurring within a rolling 90-day period.
This is too short a period for the system to
provide trend analysis that will help highlight
potential employee problems that could be
addressed before problems occur. While it
appears that this short time period may have
been established to gain rank-and-file support
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for implementing the system to begin with,
consideration should be given to lengthening
the rolling time period that data is kept in
the system. It also appears that when the EIS
system flags an employee for an inordinate
number of complaints, the information is
eventually forwarded to the supervisor for
follow up but the details and results of what
occurred does not flow back to IIU. It is critical
that IIU serve as the central repository for all
of this information so there is one place in
the department that tracks all of this data for
analysis and reporting purposes, as well as to
coordinate Early Intervention Counseling for
employees.
The department needs to focus on the proactive
steps that everyone, particularly supervisors,
can take to prevent complaints, and the Blue
Team and EIS components’ capacity to support
an early warning system appears to be an
underutilized tool that may help KCSO do this.
The valuable information the Blue Team system
generates also would allow KCSO to update
training priorities to help reduce complaints, as
it would identify the main causes for complaints
as well as areas where supervisors could take
a more proactive role to help ensure a quality
level of service from their subordinates. We
believe further review and study of how the Blue
Team and EIS systems are actually being used
would prove helpful to the department.
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WHAT OTHER EXPERTS
SAY ON THIS ISSUE
“One of the most difficult
aspects of conducting
evaluations for supervisors is
verification of performance.
Technically, the assessment
of officer performance
is dependent upon the
ability of supervisors to
observe what occurred.
Unfortunately, the verification
of performance does not
always occur, for a number
of legitimate reasons. For
example, the span of control
can make it very difficult for
a supervisor to consistently
view officer performance.
Too many officers going in
too many directions make
it hard for a supervisor to
observe performance.”
Source: Kenney and McNamara,
ibid, page 71.

Annual Appraisals and Evaluations:
Key Tools That Help Minimize
Complaints
There are written KCSO policies and procedures in
place outlining how and when department members’
performance appraisals need to be completed.
At the same time, completing such performance
appraisals were successfully bargained for in the
2008-to-2012 contract with the Police Guild. We
were surprised to learn, however, that routine,
annual employee appraisals or evaluations are rarely
completed. Even the appraisals that are completed
are not used to help identify potential complaintgenerating work habits or traits that could help the
department be proactive in outlining performance
improvement goals to reduce or eliminate
complaints for a given employee.
The purpose and scope of our review was not to
focus on KCSO’s performance appraisal process.
However, upon hearing the comments about how
the performance appraisal process functions within
KCSO, we are compelled to point out that an
effective performance appraisal process is a key
tool for any law enforcement agency whose goal it
is to have supervisors lead, control and direct the
work product of department members to ensure
the quality of their subordinates’ work, which in
turn helps to reduce complaints. We believe the
need for effective performance appraisal processes
is especially true for law enforcement agencies,
given the high-risk and sensitive nature of the work
deputies do in a community.
It should be noted, however, that one argument
we heard against requiring some supervisors to
complete performance appraisals is that some
supervisors rarely see their subordinates, which
calls into question their ability to complete accurate
evaluations. It supports our concern regarding the
span of control issues previously discussed in this
report.
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CALEA Policies: The Importance of Consistent Implementation
We compliment KCSO for its recent efforts to become certified with the Commission on
Accreditation for Law Enforcement (CALEA). There is great value to any law enforcement agency
that is compliant with the standards set for CALEA-accredited agencies. What we learned through
our interviews with a number of stakeholders, however, raised some questions as to whether or not
some of the CALEA-compliant policies and procedures KCSO has are actually being implemented.
For example, we learned that it has been several years since the KCSO Training Unit has provided
department-wide use of force training, which is considered a best practice not only by CALEA
but by departments across the country. KCSO GOM Section 2.17.005, which lists training that
is mandatory, states that less-lethal options/use of force training is mandatory every two years,
and that use of force policy training is mandatory every year. That this training is reportedly
not occurring is of concern when assessing how effective KCSO is in ensuring that department
members’ uses of force are compliant with departmental policies and procedures. Clearly, ongoing
training for the topic of use of force could serve to reduce use of force complaints.
The concern we identified over the ongoing use of force training issue emerged again when we
reviewed other policies and procedures. KCSO has written policies and procedures in place
that address a number of IIU-related concerns, but it was not always evident that the policies
and procedures are, in fact, being followed uniformly throughout the department. The issue of
department member compliance with the GOM in its entirety goes well beyond the scope of our
current assessment. Yet, to the extent that any policies or procedures are not being followed, it is
clear to see how this could have a negative impact on the department’s ability to take a proactive
role in complaint prevention, as well as complaint management. We believe this needs further
review and analysis.

There is great value to
any law enforcement
agency that is
compliant with the
standards set for
CALEA-accredited
agencies.
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The General Orders Manual: The Need for a Few Key New Sections
KCSO General Orders Manual Section 3.03.000, entitled Investigation of Personnel Misconduct,
contains numerous subsections addressing the policies and procedures pertaining to misconduct
reporting and investigation. We recommend that some of the sections be strengthened to ensure
the desired outcomes are actually produced, based upon our interviews of stakeholders and our
review of IIU investigative files. We also recommend the creation of some new sections that clearly
specify what is required of personnel responsible for investigating and documenting misconduct
allegations.
GOM Section 3.03.015 states that KCSO members “…will accept all complaints of misconduct.”
This section also spells out that all KCSO members will refer all complaints received to a supervisor.
While it is generally known that any failure to comply with any section of the GOM could subject
a department member to discipline, due to the important nature of these particular sections
in maintaining the confidence and trust of the community, we believe there is value in adding
narrative to this specific section that spells out that failure to comply with this section could subject
an employee to formal discipline. The GOM does provide such suggested language in Section
3.02.020 for the failure of a KCSO department member to report any domestic violence committed
by a department member, stating, “failure to report [a member’s commission of domestic violence]
may result in disciplinary action.” Similar language should be added to the GOM somewhere in
Section 3.00.000 for failure to report misconduct.
GOM section 3.03.175 outlines an investigative report format for misconduct cases which states,
“the investigative format report will be submitted in a Follow-Up Report format and should [italics
added] contain:” a list of report headings that includes the following:
•

Accused Member Allegations

•

Evidence

•

Persons Interviewed

•

Investigative Steps

•

Summary

Based upon our assessment of IIU misconduct investigations, we strongly recommend that the word
“should” in section 3.03.175 be changed to “shall.” Out of the 14 cases we reviewed, few of them
had any documentation that followed the format in section 3.03.175, and many of them had no
significant documentation of any kind. While our report will go into more detail later about what we
learned in our assessment of IIU misconduct investigations, it became evident that more detailed
requirements about what must be included in the standardized investigative report format should
be codified in this GOM section, with clear requirements for who is responsible for completing and
forwarding such reports through the chain of command.
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It would be helpful to provide written examples of what well-written
misconduct investigations should look like so it is clear what qualities a
final report should possess. It might also be helpful to create templates
that would guide the written documentation for different kinds of
complaints, to ensure that key issues such as use of force complaints are
addressed.
As noted earlier, also missing from the General Orders Manual is
a specific Failure to Supervise section that defines clearly what the
expectations are for any department supervisors. The section should
clearly state that formal discipline for a supervisor who fails to supervise
adequately or appropriately is a possible outcome, especially given
the key role an effective supervisor plays in preventing and addressing
misconduct cases.

Workload and Case Closure Processes:
Tightening Up Procedures
As alluded to in other sections of this report,
there is a loose, almost informal manner in the
way KCSO misconduct cases are reported,
assigned and tracked throughout the
department. This might help explain why there
were more than 100 misconduct cases assigned
to supervisors outside of IIU that cannot be
accounted for. It was also difficult to determine
whether or not the cases assigned outside of IIU
were burdensome to those supervisors assigned
to handle them, since we found so little written
documentation when reviewing these. In other
words, it is difficult to estimate how much
time such cases took to complete because
of a general lack of quality in the written
documentation, if any such documentation even
exists for some cases.
This is an area that needs greater administrative
attention. A complete review and overhaul of
the misconduct complaint workflow process

64

Protecting What Matters

may be needed to establish clear guidelines
identifying who has responsibility to move
complaint investigations forward at each stage
of the process. The overhaul should also
address how IIU will track the entire workflow
process so misconduct cases can be completed
within the 180-day time limit outlined in the
GOM.
In terms of workload allocations for those
working within IIU, as stated earlier, we believe
that IIU may very well be understaffed for
a department the size of KCSO and for a
jurisdiction as large as King County. When
looking at the number of actual misconduct
cases assigned to each IIU investigator, the
number – on its face – might seem manageable.
We believe, however, that the number of
complaints referred to IIU for investigation
may well be fewer than the number of actual
complaints that should be referred.
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IIU STAFFING WORKLOAD CLOSURE
KING COUNTY

Internal
Investigators
(Sergeants)

Number of
Cases Per
Investigator

Average Time
to Complete
Each Case

2011

3

23

140 days

2010

3

24

109 days

2009

2a

12a

121 days

2008

3

22b

Unknown

2007

3

25b

Unknown

Average Time
to Complete
Each Case

a. Partial year of data.

b. Estimated.

COMPLAINTS
KING COUNTY

Complaints

Number of
Cases Per
Investigator

2011

128

33

3

2010

190

44

0

2009

138a

48

0

2008

67

49

0

2007

77

43

0

a. Estimated number due to new system implemented mid-year.
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If all of the complaints actually made were
being forwarded to the IIU, and clearer
guidelines were put in place for how the
IIU would track and manage the complaint
investigations workload department-wide, the
current staff could become overwhelmed. The
types of work processes and IIU activities we
are recommending, however, are the norm for
most law enforcement agencies the size of King
County – and additional IIU staffing may be
needed to address this.
We would like to believe that complaints
made but not forwarded to the IIU are perhaps
handled to the satisfaction of complainants.
The dilemma, however, is that neither we
nor KCSO can make a qualitative judgment
about this, since the failure to document these
incidents and forward the information to the IIU
deprives the department of its ability to enter
such data into its IA Pro database so it can
manage, track and report on complaint issues
more effectively. It will take a major effort by
the Sheriff to lead all of the rank and file in the
department to change this status quo.
Of particular mention is the fact that for all
of 2011, there were only two use of force
complaint cases reviewed by the IIU. This
is an extremely low number of use of force
complaints processed by an internal affairs
unit for an agency the size of King County,
especially when compared to the 69 use of
force incident reports generated by 47 sworn
deputies that were reviewed by the KCSO Use
of Force Review Committee.
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Use of Force
Use of Force Issues

Type

Employees

King County

2

Complaint

1,021

Albuquerque

Unknown

Unknown

1,710

1,754

Allegation

13,857

Cincinnati

64

Allegation

1,172

Denver

145

Allegation

1,415a

Eugene

14

Allegation

300

3,273

Allegation

34,500a

Portland

41

Allegation

1,244

San Diego

39

Allegation

2,413

San Francisco

234

Allegation

2,235

San Jose

72

Complaint

1,093

Seattle

159

Allegation

1,820

Washington, D.C.

280

Allegation

4,457

JURISDICTION

Chicago

New York City

Allegations are typically higher than complaints as a single complaint may contain multiple allegations.
a. Sworn officers.
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INVESTIGATIVE ISSUES

The following are some areas where we believe KCSO
investigative attention is needed to ensure that best
practices are established and followed when handling
misconduct complaints.
Use of Force Policies: Opportunities for Improvements
KCSO has a committee that conducts a quarterly review of use of force incidents,
which includes a number of department managers as well as Training Unit
personnel. KCSO staff advised that the Director of OLEO is also invited to
the meetings.
As noted earlier, it is surprising that in 2011 we uncovered only two formal use of
force complaint cases on file in the IIU. While further review is required, it appears
that either (1) some complaints which should be formalized are not, or (2) that
residents may not be coming forward to file complaints for a variety of reasons.
This issue is of interest to us because we also learned that the Blue Ribbon Panel
that recommended the creation of OLEO apparently noted some complaints were
held back at the first-line supervisors’ level in the precincts and never made their
way up to the IIU.
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It should also be noted that although a use of force incident requires a deputy
to file a use of force incident report, and that this report must be signed by a
supervisor, the use of pepper spray does not count as a use of force incident;
hence, no report or supervisor’s review is required for pepper spray incidents.
We believe this policy also needs further review and that serious administrative
consideration be given to recognizing the use of pepper spray as a use of force
incident.

Deputy-Involved Shooting Procedures:
Cooperation Within the Department
We learned that deputies involved in a shooting are not required to make a
statement to department investigators until 72 hours have passed. This is
apparently designed to ensure that deputies are not subjected to undue stress
and to help them avoid making factual errors in statements while they are under
duress. There are major law enforcement agencies across the country that have
established protocol agreements between law enforcement labor groups and
police administrators that facilitate acquiring voluntary and cooperative statements
from law enforcement officers involved in shootings soon after the incident. These
agreements have gone a long way toward enhancing a community’s confidence in
the way its law enforcement agency investigates shootings involving police officers.
Consideration should be given to contacting those agencies that have such
agreements to learn more about the benefits.
We also learned that when a deputy-involved shooting occurs, there is no protocol
requiring the Internal Investigations Unit Commander to be notified, nor is there a
requirement that he or she respond to the scene of the shooting to monitor what
is occurring on behalf of the Sheriff. The OLEO Director also is not notified. As
we mentioned earlier in this report, at a minimum the Internal Investigations Unit
Commander or his designee should be notified immediately and should respond to
the scene to ensure administrative integrity.
Best practices also require that the IIU
Commander notify OLEO and, should the
OLEO Director choose to respond to the
scene of a deputy-involved shooting, the
IIU Commander should meet with him and
provide a briefing on what is occurring and
address any questions OLEO may have.
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Discipline and Enforcement: The Value of a Formal Matrix
To help ensure consistency in applying discipline, the IIU Advisory Group meets every other week
to discuss the outcomes of misconduct cases. These meetings typically are attended by the
Commander of the IIU; Virginia Gleason, KCSO’s Professional Standards Manager; Lynne Kalina,
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney Civil Division, Employment Section; Lance King, Labor
Negotiator; and the IIU investigators. The chart below highlights the outcomes of the misconduct
cases the IIU Advisory Group reviewed for the years noted.
However, KCSO does not have a formal written matrix to guide discipline procedures and outcomes.
Such matrices clearly spell out in greater detail what types of discipline should be implemented for
specific types of misconduct, taking into account factors such as a Subject Deputy’s longevity with
the department and his or her past performance appraisal ratings. While the value and effectiveness
of having such a matrix has become a point of much discussion within law enforcement agencies
nationwide, there are a number of agencies that have researched and created more effective
and robust matrices over the past few years. It might well be worth the effort to explore the
implementation of such a matrix within KCSO to ensure consistency within the discipline process.

Discipline in Sustained Cases
2011

2010

2009

Corrective Counseling

6

7

6

Oral Reprimand

1

3

1

Performance Improvement Plan

6

–

–

Resignation

–

1

1

Suspension

11

15

6

Termination

3

2

2

Training

8

–

–

Transfer

–

1

1

22

19

10

KING COUNTY

Written Reprimand
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Training and Education:
The Frontline of Program Excellence
Ongoing professional training
both for new deputies as well as
supervisors and commanders
is a key tool when it comes to
managing work behaviors that
can lead to complaints. As
noted earlier in the report, a
big concern for us is that KCSO
has not provided official use of
force training since 2001, eleven
years ago. We also learned that
there is not a formal Continuous
Professional Training Program
requiring deputies to attend
training sessions either once a
year or once every other year.
This is unusual for an agency the
size of KCSO, and seems to put
KCSO out of compliance with the
CALEA standards to which it has
committed.
One issue a perceptive KCSO
employee raised is that training
needs to occur to help deputies,
especially newer ones, gain
a better perspective on what
they perceive as fear. This was
insightful, in that unwarranted
fear could certainly lead to
unnecessary force. This issue

also relates in part to a larger
national law enforcement effort
that emphasizes that deputies
should not only ask what they can
do legally, but what they should
do in given circumstances. This
ongoing national discussion
includes what is being referred
to as “procedural justice.” The
COPS Office is currently leading an
effort to address procedural justice
issues within law enforcement, and
we recommend KCSO continue
any initial efforts in which it is
engaged with the COPS Office in
Washington, D.C. to explore this
important area of training.

One issue a
perceptive KCSO
employee raised is
that training needs
to occur to help
deputies, especially
newer ones, gain a
better perspective on
what they perceive as
fear.

We also learned that KCSO does
not have Shoot-Don’t-Shoot
firearms training equipment, or
Driver Training Simulators, which
is unusual for an agency such as
KCSO. We recommend that KCSO
consider the acquisition of such
equipment to assist in its efforts
to address use of force issues –
and partnering with surrounding
jurisdictions, if necessary, to gain
access to this valuable equipment.
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Spotlight on
Random Internal
Investigations
Unit Cases
72
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As part of our detailed review and assessment
of the effectiveness of the King County Sheriff’s
Department’s Internal Investigations Unit, SLC
member Rob Davis, accompanied at varying
times by members of the King County Auditor’s
Office, conducted a random assessment of 14
cases – or approximately 20% – of the 73 formal
misconduct investigations the IIU handled or
coordinated for 2011.
On the day of our review, we used a random number generator
Davis brought to the IIU to select 14 of the 73 misconduct
investigations cases for review. This resulted in an unbiased sample,
and a sample that was also quite representative. Some of the cases
generated were hard copy documents, which IIU personnel provided
for our hands-on review in a private office in the IIU facility. Other
cases consisted of digital reports and digital audio files contained
within the automated IA Pro software program, which we accessed
via a personal computer located within the IIU office.
We used a customized template created by the Senior Leadership
Council to ensure we looked at the same data points for all the
cases. Below is a list of the data points that we tracked on our
template, based upon policies and procedures as outlined in the IIU’s
Standard Operating Procedures manual (Appendix C).
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?
General Questions

Complainant and
Witness Interviews

•

Was the initial complaint taken in
person, by telephone or by e-mail?

•

Was the interview conducted in
person or on the telephone?

•

Was the case completed within
180 days of receipt by a Command
Officer (including disciplinary
disposition)?

•

Was the interview tape-recorded?

•

Was the complainant cooperative?

•

Was the complainant allowed to
make statements in his/her own
words?

•

Did the IIU Investigator use any
leading questions?

•

Did the interview appear to be
thorough, objective and fair?

•

If the allegations were of a sensitive
nature, was the IIU Investigator
sensitive to this during the
interview?

•

Was the IIU Investigator of the same
gender as the complainant if the
complaint was of a sensitive, sexual
nature?

•

Did the IIU Investigator ask the
complainant if he or she had any
questions, or if there was anything
he or she would like to add?

•

Did the IIU Commander review the
case and note recommendations?

•

Did the IIU Commander update IA
Pro with recommendations from the
Chain of Command?

•

•
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?

Did the IIU Commander write
a Memo to the Subject Deputy
notifying him or her of the Findings
and Recommendations in the case?
Was a Loudermill Hearing needed,
and was one held?

•

Did the IIU HR Analyst send a
closing letter to the Complainant?

•

Was the case formally closed in IIU’s
IA Pro database?
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?

?
Subject Member Interview
•

Was the interview tape-recorded?

•

Did the IIU Investigator advise the
Subject Deputy of the need to
cooperate, with discipline possible
for any refusal?

•

•

Other Issues
•

Did any written allegations exist that
drew conclusions?

•

If necessary, were medical records
and photos included in the case file?

•

Did the IIU Investigator allow the
Subject Deputy to read a copy of
the Peace Officer Bill of Rights/
Garrity Rights if requested?

Was any exculpatory evidence
investigated?

•

Did the IIU Investigator use a list of
prepared, written questions during
the interview, and was a copy on file
in the IIU file?

Did the final case Write-Up Memo
contain all of the components of
the Investigative Report Format as
outlined in GOM Section 3.03.175?

•

Did the investigator’s Write-Up
Memo appear to be thorough, fair
and objective?

•

Did the IIU Investigator advise
the Subject Deputy not to discuss
the case after the interview, with
discipline possible if this occurred?

•

Did the interview appear to be
thorough, fair and objective?

•

Did the IIU Investigator use leading
questions?

•

Did the IIU Investigator ask the
Subject Deputy if he or she had any
questions, or if there was anything
he or she would like to add?

•

Did the Subject Deputy’s Police
Guild representative or attorney
seem cooperative and effective
during the interview?
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Of the 14 cases randomly generated for review, the IIU was unable to locate any documentation of
any kind, either in hard copy or in IA Pro, for one of the cases. There is no record whatsoever of the
complaint or what was done with it. This left us with a total of 13 cases to review.
Of these remaining 13 cases, seven were identified as being Inquiries (lower-level issues brought
forward and resolved relatively quickly). Three were defined as Citizen-Initiated complaints and
three were defined as Department-Initiated complaints. Of the 13 cases, nine (69%) were completed
within the 180-day deadline. The following is the breakdown for the outcomes of the 13 cases we
reviewed. Percentages don’t add up to 100% due to rounding.
•

Sustained: 3 (23%)

•

Not Sustained: 3 (23%)

•

Exonerated: 2 (15%)

•

Unfounded: 2 (15%)

•

Undetermined: 1 (8%)

•

Information Only: 2 (15%)
(Note: KCSO IIU personnel advised that the Information Only category was eliminated as a
Case Closure definition after our initial assessment of IIU cases.)

In general, we found that when the IIU investigators interviewed a complainant, witness or a subject,
their interviewing methods comported with policies and procedures outlined by the GOM and the
IIU Standard Operating Procedures manual. We found only one example of a question posed by
an IIU investigator to a complainant that could be considered leading in nature. We also found that
when an investigation was assigned to other supervisors in the field, the final memos documenting
those supervisors’ investigative follow up were mostly well written and sufficiently detailed. Indeed,
it appeared that a number of these field supervisors had reached out at some point for advice from
IIU investigators and received some worthwhile recommendations concerning how to complete
and document their cases so that they met departmental standards. We also found that the IIU
did a great job of ensuring that what someone said during a taped interview was accurately and
scrupulously transcribed in their written IIU documents, which indicates integrity and professionalism
on IIU’s part.
However, the overwhelming majority of the cases we reviewed lacked any significant or substantial
documentation that explained the rationale underlying the cases’ resolution and closure. We also
noted that there were several conflicting or confusing entries in the IA Pro database that detracted
from the ability to determine what actually occurred as the case was investigated and closed.
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Here are a few examples that highlight some of the
issues we encountered during the assessment:
•

One case involved some serious concerns that triggered a significant amount of time and
attention. The case was eventually escalated to the IIU Advisory Group for determination.
While the complainant was interviewed, the file was not clear on whether the Subject
Deputy was ever interviewed. The first three sections of the Investigative Report Format
in GOM Section 3.03.175 were completed, but there was no Summary section detailing the
rationale for the outcome of the case. Based upon what we learned while reviewing the
case, this case was a clear example of one that should have been documented using all of
the Investigative Reporting Format sections specified for misconduct cases in GOM Section
3.03.175.

•

An internal case involving issues between employees had investigative time invested,
including written statements from a complainant and a witness. Yet, according to the files,
no interview was ever conducted with the Subject Member. Indeed, the case was closed
as “Undetermined” with no formal documentation included in the file. Hence, we do not
know the specific logic or rationale for how or why the case was closed.

•

One case had some written documentation describing the incident and follow up, but,
again, there was no written documentation stating the rationale for the Not Sustained
finding, other than an extremely brief comment written by the IIU Commander which
indicated he was satisfied with what he had reviewed. We noted the case also had some
factual errors in the documentation, in that the date listed in a memo for when an interview
had been recorded was actually the date the memo had been written, not the day of
the actual interview. This was also a case where the Subject Member was never formally
interviewed – only the complainant.
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•

A case involving a Sustained finding was missing the hard copy of the final memo in the IIU
file. The completion date of the case was missing from the IA Pro entry.

•

A case included written statements from several witnesses, but again it lacked any formal
interview of or written statement from the Subject Member. The IA Pro entry showed the
case was assigned to an IIU Investigator when it actually was assigned to a field supervisor.

•

A case included a formal write-up by a field supervisor who did a good job with the
documentation. However, the investigative memo the supervisor wrote was completed
almost five months before the case was formally closed in IA Pro. There was no formal
documentation explaining the finding in the case, nor was there a record of whether a letter
was sent to the Subject Member advising of the closing of the case.

•

A case was closed with a finding of “Not Sustained,” meaning the allegation could neither
be proved nor disproved. Yet our review of the case indicated that a finding of Sustained
would most likely have been the appropriate finding, since the Subject Deputy admitted
to one of the allegations and commented that the action taken was inappropriate. If
the Department’s determination was that the action was acceptable conduct given the
circumstances of the case, then the appropriate finding should have been “Exonerated.”
There was formal documentation for this case, yet it lacked detailed information to explain
the logic behind the finding. It appears the Subject Deputy in this case has a history of IIU
complaints, which served to heighten our concern for the stated finding in this case.

In regards to the two use of force cases we reviewed, one case was closed as Within Policy. This
case involved what appeared to be a semi-hostile complainant, and there was a written statement
from the Subject Deputy. We located the details of the investigation and reviewed a digital file, but
it would have been more appropriate to have a formal write-up on this case as outlined in GOM
Section 3.03.175. The other case involved a situation where the initial complainant was a relative of
the citizen involved in the incident, and the involved citizen did not want to follow up with the IIU, so
the case was closed.
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An interesting point about our assessment
was that in the 14 randomly selected cases
we assessed, all of the cases with sustained
findings involved non-sworn personnel.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC

79

AN INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF KCSO’S INTERNAL AFFAIRS INVESTIGATIONS

OLEO Metrics and
Benchmarks from Similar
Internal Affairs Units
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V OLEO METRICS AND BENCHMARKS FROM SIMILAR INTERNAL AFFAIRS UNITS

Comparative Data Tables

To compare the KCSO IIU’s
policies, procedures and
statistics with other similar-sized
law enforcement agencies and
departments recognized as being
progressive in their internal affairs
efforts, the following tables are
provided for easy reference.

Given the wide variety in complaint definitions
used by the following agencies and the manner
and timing of their complaint data collection
process, it is difficult to attempt to create a
single table that includes all of these agencies
that could adequately or accurately depict the
differences and similarities across them. Also
complicating such a table is that policies and
procedures change at various times for these
agencies, making it difficult to ensure that no
policy changes are occurring within the time
periods depicted. Therefore, this information
is best suited for its insights into how KCSO’s
statistics compare in general with these other
agencies, and should not be construed as a
precise statistical comparison.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC

81

AN INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF KCSO’S INTERNAL AFFAIRS INVESTIGATIONS

For example, the following insights are but a few that can be gleaned
from these data:
•

The number of use of force complaints handled by the KCSO IIU
is extremely low in comparison with other agencies. For example,
in 2011, KCSO handled only two formal complaints, while Seattle
processed 159, Denver addressed 145, San Jose handled 72
and Eugene reported 14. Even with differences in policies and
procedures, KCSO’s low number calls into question whether KCSO
is forwarding all use of force complaints it receives to the IIU, and
whether an adequate mechanism exists to receive such complaints
and to manage their subsequent investigation throughout the
department. This observation also contributes to our finding that
KCSO is more reactive to handling its complaints than proactive.

•

The low staffing levels of the KCSO IIU also stand out in
comparison with other listed agencies. While there are three
individuals assigned to the KCSO IIU, there are effectively only
two, since one is on extended military leave. For an agency that
serves a population of 1,931,249, this is extremely low compared
to other law enforcement agencies, including those listed in
the tables provided. For example, Oregon’s Eugene Police
Department, which serves a population of less than a 10th of King
County’s, has two internal affairs investigators who handled 42
misconduct and criminal complaints against officers, about a third
of what was assigned to KCSO’s investigators.

•

Cities like San Jose (population 945,942) and San Francisco
(population 805,235) both have significantly larger internal
investigations staff than does KCSO, although they both serve
approximately half the number of residents that King County does
(San Jose has a lieutenant and 14 internal audit investigators,
while San Francisco currently has 15 and is allotted 17). The
Seattle Police Department has nine investigators, in addition to
a captain and a lieutenant. These 11 employees handled 585
total complaint cases, a metric which suggests KCSO’s total
number of complaints should be higher, and calls into question
whether all KCSO complaints are being documented and tracked
appropriately. If they were, KCSO may well need the additional
personnel to handle the caseload that apparently is unreported.

Note: Comparable data for the following tables was obtained from the U.S.
Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010. In order to provide a more
comprehensive snapshot for the various Internal Affairs Units, additional statespecific sources were used. Sources and time periods for each are noted.
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KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON – OFFICE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT OVERSIGHT

pop. 1,931,249

OFFICE INFORMATION
KCSO Employees

1,021

Internal Investigators

3

Number of Cases Per Investigator

23

Average Time to Complete Each Case

140 days

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Complaints Filed

128

Complaints Sustained

33

Complaints Overturned or Altered

3

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Use of Force Complaints

2

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Not Tracked

Officers

Not Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-Line Employees

Not Tracked

Other Rank and Civilian

Not Tracked

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Corrective Counseling

6

Oral Reprimand

1

Performance Improvement Plan

6

Resignation

--

Suspension

11

Termination

3

Training

8

Transfer

--

Written Reprimand

22

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and Internal Investigations Audit: Statistical Data Follow-Up, March 14, 2012.
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SEATTLE, WASHINGTON – OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY

pop. 608,660

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

1,820 (1,340 Sworn)

Internal Investigatorsa

9

Number of Cases Per Investigator

Unknown

Average Time to Complete Each Case

177 days

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Total Filed

585

Supervisory Action (PIR or SR)b

344

Full Investigation (LI or OPA-IS)

214

Mediation

27

c

Sustained (based on full investigation cases)

23%

Overturned or Altered

Unknown

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Use of Force Allegations

159

Sustained

Unknown

Officers with One Use of Force Complaint

98

Officers with Two Use of Force Complaints

13

Officers with Three+ Use of Force Complaints

3

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Tracked

Precinct

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

65%

Other Rank and Civilian

35%

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Termination

0

Suspension

5

Written Reprimand

9

Oral Reprimand

4

Transfer

0

Alternative Discipline

d

5

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and Seattle Police Department, Office of Professional Accountability, 2010 Report.
a. Staffing includes eight sergeants and one EEO investigator (plus a supervisory captain and lieutenant). b. “PIR”= Preliminary Investigation Report, “SR” = Supervisory
Referral. “In both of these classifications, the complaint is referred to the named employee’s supervisor. Generally, PIRs are for information only, while SRs require that the
supervisor informally resolve the complaint and report back to OPA after contact with both the citizen and the named employee.” c. “LI” = Line Investigation handled by the
named employee’s Line of Command, usually at the rank of Lieutenant or above.“ OPA-IS” = OPA Investigation Section investigations. “In both LI and OPA-IS investigations,
there are specific requirements about notice, interview procedures and the right to appear before the Chief if certain types of discipline result.” d. Alternative Discipline can
include training, requiring an officer to review and recommend revisions on SPD policy, report writing or other nontraditional approaches to behavioral change..
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EUGENE, OREGON – OFFICE OF THE INDEPENDENT POLICE AUDITOR

pop. 156,185

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

300 (175 Sworn)

Internal Investigators

2

Number of Cases Per Investigator
Average Time to Complete Each Case

Unknown
a

79 days

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Total

326

Allegations of Criminal Conduct

2

Allegations of Misconduct

40

Service Complaints

214

Inquiries

36

Policy Complaints

34

Sustained

32

Overturned or Altered

Unknown

b

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Excessive Force Allegations

14

Force Allegations Sustained

1

Officers with Excessive Force Complaints

Unknown

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Unknown

Officers

Unknown

Precinct

Unknown

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Coaching

1

Documented Counseling

17

Written Reprimand

7

Resignation

2

Suspension

4

Oral Reprimand

3

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and City of Eugene, Office of the Police Auditor Annual Report, 2010.
a. From complaint to adjudication. b. Based on Table 1, page 19 of report.
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PORTLAND, OREGON – INDEPENDENT POLICE REVIEW

pop. 583,776

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

1,244 (977 Sworn)

Internal Investigatorsa

3

Number of Cases Per Investigator
Average Time to Complete Each Case
Process Complete

Unknown
b

c

67 days
247 days

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Total

409

Community Complaints

385

Bureau Complaints

24

Sustained - Community Complaints

7

Sustained - Bureau Complaints

16

Overturned or Altered

Unknown

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Excessive Force Allegations

41

Force Allegations Sustained – Community

3

Force Allegations Sustained – Bureau

1

Officers with One Excessive Force Complaint

42

Officers with Two Excessive Force Complaints

4

Officers with Three+ Excessive Force Complaints

1

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Unknown

Precinct

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Termination

3

Suspension

14

Letter of Reprimand

5

Command Counseling

7

Non-disciplinary Service Improvement Opportunity Discussion

67

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and Portland, Office of the City Auditor, Independent Police Review, 2010 Annual Report; Portland
Police Bureau 2009 Statistical Report a. Supported by six Internal Affairs investigators. b. Overall Case Closure. c. Includes Findings, Review Level, etc.
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA – CITIZENS LAW ENFORCEMENT REVIEW BOARD

pop. 1,307,402

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

2,413 (1,815 Sworn)

Internal Investigatorsa

12

Number of Cases Per Investigator

Unknown

Average Time to Complete Each Case

Unknown

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Total Complaints

135

Sheriff's Detention Facilities

56

Sheriff's Law Enforcement Services and Other

61

Probation Department - All

13

Unknown Sheriff's Unit

5

Sustained

5

Overturned or Altered

Unknown

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Total Excessive Force Allegations

39

Total Sustained

Unknown

Officers with Excessive Force Complaints

Unknown

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Unknown

Officers

Unknown

Precinct

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Unknown
SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and County of San Diego, Citizens Law Enforcement Review Board, 2009 Annual Report.
a. Overseen by two lieutenants.
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA – OFFICE OF CITIZEN COMPLAINTS

pop. 805,235

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees (Sworn Officers)

2,235

Internal Investigatorsa

15

Number of Cases Per Investigator

31

Average Time to Complete Each Case

166 days

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Cases Opened

854

Sustained

12

Overturned or Altered

Unknown

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Total Unnecessary Force Allegations

234

Total Sustained

2

Officers with Excessive Force Complaints

Unknown

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Unknown

Precinct

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Unknown

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and City and County of San Francisco, Police Commission, Office of Citizen Complaints, 2010 Annual
Report. a. 17 positions are allotted, however budget constraints limited staffing to 15.
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SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA – OFFICE OF THE INDEPENDENT POLICE AUDITOR

pop. 945,942

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

1,093

Internal Investigatorsa

14

Number of Cases Per Investigator

Unknown

Average Time to Complete Each Case

Unknown

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
IPA Conduct Complaints

133

IA Conduct Complaints

137

IPA Policy Complaints

5

IA Policy Complaints

2

IPA Non-misconduct Concerns

22

IA Non-misconduct Concerns

40

IPA Other

11

IA Other

5

Total Filed

355

Total Closed

246

Sustained

44

Other

48

b

USE OF FORCE INFORMATIONc
Use of Force Complaints

72

Force Complaints Sustained

1

Officers with One Use of Force Complaint

Unknown

Officers with Two Use of Force Complaints

Unknown

Officers with Three+ Use of Force Complaints

Unknown

DEMOGRAPHICSd
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Tracked

Precinct

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Training

7

Counseling

2

Training and Counseling

10

Documented Oral Counseling (DOC)

10

DOC and Training

0

Letter of Reprimand

1

Suspension

6

Disciplinary Transfer

1

Settlement Agreement

2

Resigned in Lieu of Termination

1

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and Office of the Independent Police Auditor, 2011 IPA Year-end Report.a. Also supported by a
Lieutenant. b. IPA “Disagreed With” or “Closed with Concern” IA Outcome. c. Per 2011 report, p45, the number of “Force allegations in complaints is higher than the
annual number of Force Cases because … each single complaint may contain more than one Force allegation.” d. Also track complaints by years of experience.
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ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO – POLICE OVERSIGHT COMMISSION

pop. 545,852

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

1,710 (1,097 Sworn)

Internal Investigators

3

Number of Cases Per Investigator

Unknown

Average Time to Complete Each Case

Unknown

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Complaints Filed

272

Complaints Sustained

95

Cases Overturned or Altered

0

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Use of Force Allegations

–

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Tracked

Command Area

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Supervisors

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Unknown

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010; Independent Review Office of the Police Oversight Commission; 2010 Annual Report and
Albuquerque Police Department, Annual Report 2011.
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DENVER, COLORADO – OFFICE OF THE INDEPENDENT MONITOR

pop. 600,158

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees (Sworn Officers)

1,415

Internal Investigators

Unknown

Number of Cases Per Investigator
Average Time to Complete Each Case

Unknown
a

Average Time to Complete Full IA Investigation Cases

56.2 days
68.8 days

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Total Complaints Filed

566

Internal Complaint Filed

92

Citizen Complaint Filed

474

Total Complaints Sustained

155

Internal Complaint Sustained

86

Citizen Complaint Sustained

69

Overturned or Altered

Unknown

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Use of Force Allegations

145

Force Allegations Sustained

Unknown

Officers with No Excessive Force Complaints

1,297

Officers with One Excessive Force Complaint

99

Officers with Two Excessive Force Complaints

17

Officers with Three+ Excessive Force Complaints

2

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Unknown

District

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Termination

12

Resignation/Retired Prior to Discipline

1

Demotion

0

Suspension Without Pay

28

Fined Time

41

Written Reprimand

36

Oral Reprimand

10

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and Denver, Office of the Independent Monitor, 2011 Annual Report.
a. All complaint cases.
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CHICAGO, ILLINOIS – INDEPENDENT POLICE REVIEW AUTHORITY

pop. 2,695,598

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

13,857 (12,244 Sworn)

Internal Investigatorsa

53

Number of Cases Per Investigator

Unknown

Average Time to Complete Each Case

Unknown

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Total Allegations and Notifications

9,643

Total Retained by IPRA

3,067

Total Referred to State’s Attorney's Office

81

Total Investigations Closed by OPRA

2,882

Sustained

47

Overturned or Altered

Unknown

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Total Excessive Force Allegations

1,754

Total Sustained

Unknown

b

Officers with Excessive Force Complaintsb

Unknown

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Unknown

Officers

Unknown

Precinct

Unknown

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONc
Discharge Cases

15

Guilty and Discharged

5

Guilty and Suspended

2

Not Guilty

5

Resigned

3

Suspension Cases, 6-30 Days

12

Sustained, Full Penalty

5

Sustained, Reduced Penalty

6

Reversed

1

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and City of Chicago, Independent Police Review Authority, Annual Report 2009-2010; Chicago Police
Board, 2010 Annual Report. a. Including four vacant positions. b. IPRA publishes monthly reports detailing information on sustained cases, but does not include this
information in the annual report. c. Includes only cases covered by the Chicago Police Board. The Board reviews all discharge cases and may, upon request of the
officer, review suspension cases greater than six days. Suspensions of five days or less are not reviewed.
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CINCINNATI, OHIO – CITIZEN COMPLAINT AUTHORITY

pop. 296,943

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

1,172 (1,053 Sworn)

Internal Investigatorsa

2

Number of Cases Per Investigator
Average Time to Complete Each Case

Unknown
a

Unknown

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Total Complaints

324

Citizen Complaint Authority (CCA) Complaints

66

Citizen Complaint Resolution Process (CCRP) Complaints

258

Sustained – CCA

10

Sustained – CCRPc

44

Overturned or Altered

0

b

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Total Excessive Force Allegations

64

Total Sustained

Unknown

Officers with Excessive Force Complaints

Unknown

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Tracked

Precinct

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Unknown
SSOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and City of Cincinnati, Citizen Complaint Authority,
2011 Annual Report. a. There were two detail officers from the 66 CCA investigations and three detail officers from the 258 CCRP investigations. b. An additional 6
cases were pending at the time of the report. c. An additional 14 cases were pending at the time of the report.
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NEW YORK CITY, NEW YORK – CIVILIAN COMPLAINT REVIEW BOARD

pop. 8,175,133

OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees (Sworn Officers)

34,500

Internal Investigators

88

Number of Cases Per Investigator

Unknown

Average Case Closure Time

299 days

a

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Total Complaintsb

6,476

Sustained

260

Overturned or Altered
USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Total Excessive Force Allegations

3,273

Total Sustained
Officers with Excessive Force Complaints
DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Tracked

Precinct

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Unknown

Other Rank and Civilian

Unknown

DISCIPLINARY ACTION
Dismissal

1

Filed (Officer Resigned)

1

Statute of Limitations Expired

1

NYPD Pursued Discipline

225

Instructions Given

137

Command Discipline

66

Administrative Trial

14

Other

8

NYPD Pursued No Discipline

48

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010 and NYC, Civilian Complaint Review Board, 2010 Annual Report.
a. Full investigations. b. An additional 10,548 complaints were received that were outside the CCRB jurisdiction.
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WASHINGTON, D.C. – POLICE COMPLAINTS BOARD, OFFICE OF POLICE COMPLAINTS pop. 601,723
OFFICE INFORMATION
Agency Employees

4,457 (3,924 Sworn)

Internal Investigators

12

Number of Cases Per Investigator

Unknown

Average Case Closure Time

Unknown

COMPLAINT INFORMATION
Formal Complaints Received

557

Sustained

7

Overturned or Altered

a

1

USE OF FORCE INFORMATION
Total Excessive Force Allegations

280

Total Sustained

3

Officers with Excessive Force Complaintsb

Unknown

DEMOGRAPHICS
Complainants

Tracked

Officers

Tracked

Precinct

Tracked

COMPLAINTS AGAINST
Front-line Employees

Tracked

Other Rank and Civilian

Tracked

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONc
Termination

1

Official Reprimand

3

Suspension

1

Job Performance Documentation

1

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, 2010, Government of the District of Columbia, Police Complaints Board, Annual Report Fiscal Year 2011
and Metropolitan Police Department Annual Report 2010. a. Police Chief sent a letter requesting OPC reconsider a case. Outcome pending at time of report. b. OPC
provides information on officers who were the subject of multiple complaints across all categories, not specifically use of force allegations. c. One disciplinary case was
pending at the time of the report.
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VI SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

We believe that the present moment represents
a crucial opportunity to introduce best
practices in the organization that will ensure
KCSO’s process for handling its internal
investigations and citizen complaints meets
the expectations of both the community and
the law enforcement profession. We also
see this as a great opportunity for KCSO to
embrace the advantages that will emerge from a
collaborative working relationship with the new
OLEO to enhance the community’s trust in the
department even further.
In order to support and accelerate this process, the Hillard Heintze
team has compiled the following strategic recommendations.
These are intended to assist the King County Sheriff’s Office to
improve the management of its internal investigations process,
which would bring KCSO more in line with what we believe
are contemporary best practices in law enforcement. These
recommendations are also intended to enable the Office of Law
Enforcement Oversight to succeed in its efforts to provide effective
monitoring of KCSO internal investigations in a collaborative fashion
with the department and with the Police Guild.
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Recommendation #1:
Review and strengthen the policies and procedures outlined in the GOM as follows:
1.1	Make it very clear to all department members that not reporting misconduct complaints to
a supervisor will lead to formal discipline. Use language similar to what the GOM already
uses for reporting domestic violence incidents involving department members.
1.2	Create a policy and procedures section stating that Failure to Supervise could lead to
formal discipline, and provide specific types of inaction to define it.
1.3	Outline policies and procedures for supervisors that will increase the variety of data that
must be entered into the Blue Team system and forwarded to the IIU for entry into the
IA Pro system, thereby enabling a more effective Early Warning System. Such a system
will allow KCSO to manage more effectively an Early Intervention Counseling protocol, as
well as provide data that can help to prioritize training to address behaviors that generate
complaints.
1.4	Although some lower-level citizen complaints may be handled efficiently and quickly at the
first-line supervisor level, create a template that allows such information to be entered into
the Blue Team system, reviewed and approved by a supervisor, and forwarded to the IIU for
entry into the IA Pro system for Early Warning purposes.
1.5	Ensure that the entire Investigative Report Format required when documenting the
investigation of misconduct complaints (Section 3.03.175) is mandated. It needs to be clear
that any and all complaints, no matter how large or small, need to have formal, standardized
written documentation that provides the specific details of the investigation and the reason
the case received the closure disposition that it did.
1.6	Add language indicating that the receipt, investigation, and documentation of all citizen
complaints, regardless of where they are generated in the county, will follow the exact
policies and procedures as outlined in the GOM sections that address this topic.
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Recommendation #2:
Enact the following administrative, policy and procedural changes for the KCSO Internal
Investigations Unit:
2.1	Relocate the IIU in the KCSO Organizational Chart so the captain commanding the unit
reports directly to the Office of the Sheriff. This action will also communicate to the entire
department the high degree of importance the work of the IIU represents to the overall
success of KCSO. Make sure any internal or public-facing organizational charts of KCSO
depict this new arrangement.
2.2	Require either 9-1-1 Communications personnel or a commander to notify immediately the
Captain of the IIU or his designee whenever a deputy-involved shooting or a major use of
force incident requiring the hospitalization of a suspect occurs. Also require that the IIU
Captain or his designee respond to the scene or hospital to monitor and report details of
the incident to the Sheriff.
2.3	Stipulate that whenever an IIU Captain or his designee is called to the scene of a deputyinvolved shooting or major use of force incident requiring the formal hospitalization of the
suspect, the IIU Captain or his designee must immediately notify the Director of OLEO
of the incident and invite the OLEO member to meet him at the investigation scene or
hospital.
2.4	Ensure that the IIU Captain will be notified immediately by the most appropriate KCSO
department supervisor whenever the department becomes aware that a member is
suspected of committing a misdemeanor or felony, and require the IIU Captain to
determine what immediate course of action to take to monitor the incident.
2.5	Require that misconduct cases, including inquiries, not be closed in the IA Pro system until
an IIU investigator has verified that formal documentation following the Investigative Report
Format specified in GOM Section 3.03.175 has been completed properly and forwarded to
the IIU. Ensure that incomplete documentation is returned to its author through the chain
of command for completion.
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Recommendation #3:
Conduct a detailed review and assessment of staffing levels in the IIU to determine whether the IIU
is presently understaffed for the work it is doing and should be doing for a department the size of
KCSO and for a county the size of King County.
3.1	Complete a detailed analysis that revisits the span of control concerns that surfaced during
our assessment. Evaluate the apparent disparity in the low ratio of officers-to-supervisor in
the contract cities compared to some of the patrol teams working in more remote areas of
the unincorporated county.
3.2	Review, in particular, the inability of a supervisor to have day-to-day contact with deputies
working patrol.

Recommendation #4:
Undertake a detailed review of the process KCSO uses to complete annual performance appraisals
for each department member. Effective and accurate appraisals play a key role in a department’s
ability to manage an effective Early Warning System for department personnel, which allows a
department to be proactive in reducing citizen complaints.

Recommendation #5:
Although KCSO and the new OLEO Director are working toward creating and instituting a new
Formal Mediation Process that could help address lower-level citizen complaints while reducing IIU
case workload, put a plan in place to conduct an assessment of the new program one year to the
date after implementation to evaluate it.
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Recommendation #6:
Place a high priority on reviewing the training provided by the Training Unit on an
annual basis to ensure that mandated training is occurring that meets both KCSO’s
GOM requirements as well as those of the State of Washington and CALEA.
Confirm that the biannual use of force training for each sworn department
member occurs, as well as the annual use of force policy update training.

Recommendation #7:
Consider the benefits of acquiring Shoot-Don’t-Shoot and Driver Simulator training
equipment to provide training that can reduce civil liability and unnecessary use of
force cases. If funding is problematic, consider acquiring such equipment jointly
with a nearby law enforcement agency.

Recommendation #8:
Consider contacting the COPS Office in Washington, D.C. to learn more about
the ongoing effort to address the emerging topic of Procedural Justice in law
enforcement. An effort to include the concepts of Procedural Justice in KCSO’s
training and in its policies and procedures could serve to reduce citizen complaints
as well as unnecessary force incidents.

Recommendation #9:
Provide ongoing training to all supervisors on the effective use of the Blue
Team system, as well as ongoing training on how to investigate and document
misconduct complaints and inquiries using the Investigative Report Format
outlined in GOM Section 3.03.175.

Recommendation #10:
Review the process by which use of force is reviewed and documented by
supervisors, ensuring that consistent adherence to GOM policies and procedures
in this area are followed by all department members, including those in contract
cities.
10.1	Pay particular attention to ensuring that all cases are documented properly
and reported through the chain of command.
10.2	Determine why so few formal use of force complaints are made to and
handled by the IIU compared to other agencies serving communities of
size similar to King County.

© 2012 HILLARD HEINTZE LLC

101

AN INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF KCSO’S INTERNAL AFFAIRS INVESTIGATIONS

Recommendation #11:
Create a policy that states that any use of pepper spray on a subject is a use of force, requiring a
review by a supervisor and documentation on the department’s use of force form.

Recommendation #12:
Conduct a review and qualitative assessment to determine whether the IIU is taking full advantage
of the capabilities of its IA Pro database program, particularly to determine if the program can help
KCSO support an Early Warning System for potential misconduct.

Recommendation #13:
Explore the use of a Discipline Matrix when determining the varying degrees of discipline that
should be levied for misconduct based upon factors that take into account the concept of
progressive discipline. While such matrices have existed for a number of years, a number of law
enforcement agencies have recently revisited the use of this tool and have created some promising
new versions to help ensure consistency in a department’s use of discipline.

Recommendation #14:
Undertake a collaborative effort
promptly to create clear and concise
policy outlining in laymen’s terms the
specific roles and authorities for the
new OLEO. It is difficult to expect the
new OLEO Director to succeed in the
county’s effort to provide meaningful
monitoring of KCSO misconduct
investigations without providing a clear
role for him.

Recommendation #15:
Allow the OLEO Director or his
designee to attend the formal Shooting
Review Board, once it has been
established that no criminal charges will
be filed against a department member
involved in any deputy-involved
shooting being reviewed.
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Recommendation #16:
Ensure OLEO has the authority, structure and support to fulfill its mission.
16.1	Evaluate the possibility that – apart from the benefits OLEO can provide to KCSO and the
King County community, and in addition to the OLEO Director’s proposals for his roles and
authorities – a few of them may pose significant operational concerns for KCSO and other
government agencies.
16.2	Examine whether or not some OLEO proposals exceed the scope of OLEO’s mission to
provide monitoring oversight of KCSO’s handling of citizen complaints, potentially competing
with the responsibilities of KCSO’s Inspectional Services Unit and the Office of the County
Auditor.
16.3	Ensure careful consideration by various King County officials and stakeholders prior to
providing OLEO with some of the authorities it seeks, particularly as they pertain to the
following:
•

 eing notified by a KCSO Command Post of what is defined in the OLEO proposal
B
as a critical incident.

•

Being given the ability “to respond to and review” a long list of different kinds of incidents,
including criminal investigations, particularly when there is no nexus to a citizen complaint.

•

 aving the ability to conduct performance audits of KCSO and gain access to investigative
H
reports, particularly when there is no nexus to an actual citizen’s complaint.

•

Having the ability to gain unfettered access to nearly all KCSO reports, records, evidence
and even employees.

Recommendation #17:
Establish clear distinctions in writing between the roles and authorities of OLEO and the King
County Ombudsman’s Office to ensure that OLEO has the primary role of monitoring misconduct
complaints involving KCSO, as well as to ensure OLEO does not become involved in areas of KCOO’s
responsibilities.
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Recommendation #18:
Consider sending a small contingent
of KCSO stakeholders and Police Guild
representatives to meet with their
counterparts in other major law enforcement
agencies that have already been through
the experience of establishing a working
relationship with a new OLEO.
18.1	While KCSO personnel previously
visited an outside agency to
explore how to create an Office
of Law Enforcement Oversight,
KCSO should view this networking
as a means of educating KCSO
personnel about the benefits the
rank-and-file members of these
outside agencies eventually realized
from its collaborative working
relationship with an OLEO – and as
a tactic to help reduce the learning
curve for KCSO personnel.
18.2	Consider such networking for
KCSO and Police Guild members
to learn more about those agencies
which have realized positive
benefits to both the department
and its members after establishing
a protocol to gain voluntary
statements from department
members involved in officerinvolved shootings within a short
timeframe after the actual incident
occurred. Ask Hillard Heintze for
the names of recommended law
enforcement agencies to visit.
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A.	KCSO, General Orders Manual, Section 2.17.005
– Mandatory Training
B.	KCSO, General Orders Manual, Section 3.03.175
– Investigative Report Format
C.	KCSO, Internal Investigations Unit, Standard
Operating Procedures
D. 	Memo from Charles Gaither to Sue Rahr
Re: OLEO and Ordinance 16511
E. 	OLEO, Proposed Mission and Enhancements to
OLEO’s Authority
F.	King County Signature Report, May 12, 2009, Ordinance 16511
G. San Jose Police Department’s Failure to Supervise Policy
H. King County Sheriff’s Office, Organizational Chart 2004
I. King County Sheriff’s Office, Organizational Chart 2009
J. K
 CSO – Professional Standards Division: 2012
Adopted Staffing Allocation
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B. KCSO, GENERAL ORDERS MANUAL, SECTION 3.03.175 – INVESTIGATIVE REPORT FORMAT
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H. KING COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE, ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 2004

FUND

FUND

CRIMINAL
JUSTICE

CURRENT
EXPENSE

FUND

AUTOMATED
FINGERPRINT
IDENTIFICATION
SYSTEM
Sheriff

Office of
Professional Standards

Division
SPECIAL
OPERATIONS

Division
CRIMINAL
INVESTIGATIONS

Green River Homicide
Investigation

Division
TECHNICAL
SERVICES

Division
FIELD
OPERATIONS
Chaplain

BUDGET &
ACCOUNTING

PATROL
SUPPORT
Marine
Air Support
Canine
AIRPORT &
SPECIAL SERVICES
Traffic Unit
STEP (Roads Div)
Airport Security
TRANSIT
SECURITY

MAJOR
INVESTIGATIONS
Domestic Violence
Intervention Unit
Major Crimes
Special Assault
MARR
SPECIAL
INVESTIGATIONS

Special Support
Enforcement
Criminal Warrants
Fraud/Computer
Forensics
Court Security

Criminal Profiteering
Investigative Unit
CRIMINAL
INFO UNIT

Payroll
Purchasing/AP
LEOFF I Med Claims
Cash Management
ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICES
Training/Academy
Civil Process
Personnel
Property Mgmt
Police Recruiter
Background Investigator

COMMUNICATIONS

Operations
Data
Technical Support
BUSINESS
SYSTEMS

PRECINCT 2
Administration
Kenmore
Woodinville
Carnation

Operations
Skykomish
North Bend
Sammamish

PRECINCT 3
Administration
Operations
Beaux Arts

Maple Valley
Covington
Newcastle
Muckleshoot

PRECINCT 4
Admin.
Burien

Operations
SeaTac

SHORELINE
PRECINCT 5

Records
Technology
Research, Planning
& Info Services
Crime Analysis

CONTRACT
SERVICES

AFIS
Jail ID
Photo/Latent Lab
10 Print
Jail ID - RJC
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I.
OFFICE,
ORGANIZATIONAL
CHART 2009
F. KING
KING COUNTY
COUNTY SHERIFF’S
SIGNATURE
REPORT,
MAY 12, 2009, ORDINANCE
16511

FUND

FUND

AUTOMATED
FINGERPRINT
IDENTIFICATION
SYSTEM

GENERAL

Sheriff

Division

Division

Division

Division

Division

SPECIAL
OPERATIONS

CRIMINAL
INVESTIGATIONS

FIELD
OPERATIONS

TECHNICAL
SERVICES

PROFESSIONAL
STANDARDS

PATROL

MAJOR

PRECINCT 2

ACCOUNTING

SUPPORT

INVESTIGATIONS
Patrol / 911

Kenmore

Accounting/Purchasing

Personnel

Air Support

Child Abuse/Neglect

Response

North Bend

Payroll/Health Benefits

Recruiting

BUDGET &

Canine

Child Find

DUI Enforcement

Sammamish

Budget Development

Search & Rescue

Custodial Interference

Problem Solving

Skykomish

& Administration

INTERNAL

Tow Contracts /

Homicide / Death

Property Crimes

Woodinville

Grants

INVESTIGATIONS

Investigations

Misd. Assault

Domestic Violence

Investigations

Tracking

KING COUNTY

Felony Assault

Storefronts

Contract Support

AIRPORT

Kidnapping

Demonstration

MARR (Accident

Management

Coordination

Forfeited Asset

SERVICES

Investigations)

Airport Rescue &

Missing Persons

Fire Fighting

Polygraph

METRO

Sex Offender Invest.

Patrol / 911

Beaux Arts

TRANSIT

Sexual Assault

Response

Village

Street Crimes

TRAINING
PRECINCT 3

DUI Enforcement

Covington

SPECIAL

Problem Solving

Maple Valley

INVESTIGATIONS

Property Crimes

Newcastle

Uniformed Patrol

Misd. Assault

Muckleshoot

Investigations

Tribal Policing

Civil Process
Recruiting

Advanced Traning

Property Mgmt. Training

Unit

COMMUNICATIONS

911 Call Center

Bike Patrol

Court Security

Metro Facilities

Centralized Drug &

Storefronts

INFORMATION

Crime Analysis

Vice Investigations

Demonstration

SERVICES

Security Liaison

Criminal Warrants

Management

SOUND

Fraud / Computer

Drug Task Force
TRANSIT

Forensics

POLICE

Hazardous Drug Labs
Support Enforcement

Uniformed Patrol
CRITICAL
INCIDENT

REGIONAL
CRIMINAL
INTELLIGENCE
GROUP

RESPONSE
Criminal Intelligence

Computer Resources
PRECINCT 4
AFIS
Patrol / 911

Burien

Response

SeaTac

DUI Enforcement

Tenprint
KCCF Jail ID

Problem Solving

RJC Jail ID

Property Crimes

Latent Print Lab

Misd. Assault

Photo Lab

Investigations

Bomb Disposal

Organized Crime

Storefronts

AUXILIARY

Demonstration

Executive Security

Demonstration

SERVICES

Mgmt Coordination

Anti-terrorism

Management

Dignitary Protection

(including domestic)

Forest Patrol

FBI Joint Terrorism

PRECINCT 5/

Records

Honor Guard

Task Force

City of Shoreline

Data Control

Contract Management

Hostage Negotiations
Special Events

Crime Analysis
Patrol / 911

Strategic Planning &

STEP & DOT Traffic

Response

Performance Measures

SWAT Team

DUI Enforcement

Tactical Training &

Problem Solving

Range Training

Property Crimes
Misd. Assault
Investigations
Storefronts
Demonstration
Management
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Backgrounds

ADMINISTRATIVE

Airport Police /

POLICE

Internal Investigations
Inspectional Services

Robbery
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J.
KCSOCOUNTY
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STANDARDS
DIVISION:
2012
ADOPTED STAFFING
ALLOCATION
F. KING
SIGNATURE
REPORT, MAY
12, 2009,
ORDINANCE
16511
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