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I N THE SUPERI OR COURT OF WASHI NGTON
I N AND FOR KI NG COUNTY

RYAN SANTHUFF, an
i ndi vi dual ,

Plaintiff,
VS. Case No. 19-2-04610-4 KNT
STATE OF WASHI NGTQN,

and DAVI D JAMES NOBACH
an i ndi vi dual ,

N N N N N N N N N N N

Def endant s.

Vi deo Deposition Upon Oral Exam nation
of

M KE SAUNDERS

Taken at 7141 d eanwater Drive Sout hwest

A ynpi a, Washi ngt on

DATE: Cct ober 25, 2019

REPORTED BY: Lori K. Haworth, RPR
Li cense No. : 2958
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APPEARANCES
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The Sheridan Law Firm P.S.
Hoge Bui l di ng, Suite 2000
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For the Defendants: ANDREW BI GGS
Assi stant Attorney General
Ofice of the Attorney GCeneral
800 Fifth Avenue
Suite 2000
Seattl e, WAshi ngton 98104
Andr ew. Bi ggs@t g. wa. gov

Al so Present: RYAN SANTHUFF
JUSTI N ABBASI
The Sheridan Law Firm
DAN BASSETT
Vi deogr apher, SRS Prenier
Real ti ne
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I NDE X
EXAM NATI ON BY: Page
M . Sheri dan 5
EXH BI TS FOR | DENTI FI CATI ON:
Nunmber Page
Exhi bit 1 Docunment, Enmil, October 20, 2016,
to Bruce Mayer from Ryan Sant huff,
2 pages e e e e 43
Exhi bit 2 Docunent , V\ashi ngton State Patr ol
| nvestigator's Case Log,
JPSSANT001265- JPSSANT001271,
7 pages 48
Exhi bit 3 Docunent, Washi ngton State Patrol
Regul ati on Manual , 8 pages 51
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OLYMPI A, WASHI NGTON; FRI DAY, OCTOBER 25, 2019
9:24 A M

--000- -

THE VI DEOGRAPHER: W are on-record.
nowis 9:24 a.m Today's date is Cctober 25, 2019.

This is Volune 1, Media Unit 1 of the video deposition
of M ke Saunders taken in the matter of Santhuff versus
the State of Washington, et al., filed in the Superior
Court, the State of Washington, in King County. Case

nunber is 19-2-04610-4 KNT
This deposition is being held at 7141
Cl eanwater Drive Southwest in dynpia, Washi ngton.

nanme i s Dan Bassett. | amthe videographer. Qur court

reporter is Lori Haworth. W are both with SRS Prem er

Real ti me.

Counsel and all present, please identify
yourselves for the record, and the witness nmay be
swor n-in.

MR. SHERIDAN: This is Jack Sheridan
representing the plaintiff, Trooper Ryan Sant huff.
the roomwith us is -- well, why don't you guys say

nanme | oudly.

MR ABBASI: Justin Abbasi. | amwth the

Ti me

My

I'n

your

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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Sheridan Law Firm

MR, SANTHUFF: Ryan Sant huff.

MR BIGGS: This is Andrew Biggs. |
represent the State of WAshi ngton and Lieutenant Nobach.
M KE SAUNDERS, deponent herein, being

first duly sworn on oath,
was exam ned and testified
as foll ows:
EXAMI NATI ON
BY MR SHERI DAN:
Q Pl ease state your full nanme for the record.
A. M chael S. Saunders.
Q Al right. And M. Saunders, can you tell us
whet her you are currently enpl oyed.
A No, | am not.
Q Al right. And are you retired?
A Yes.
Q And from what organi zation?
A The Washington State Patrol.
Q And how | ong were you with the patrol ?
A Just short of 33 years. 32 years and 10
nmont hs, | believe.
206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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Q Al right. And tell us at what rank you
retired.

A. Capt ai n.

Q Al right. And at the tinme of your retirenent,
to whom did you report?

A To the Investigative Services Bureau chief, who
was Assi stant Chief Jason Berry.

Q kay. And do you know to whom he reported at
the tinme?

A Chi ef Batiste.

Q VWhat's Chief Batiste's first nane?

A John.

Q Okay. Were you ever a direct report to Chief

Bati ste?
A. No.
Q Were you ever the conmmander of O fice of

Pr of essi onal Standards?

A Yes.

Q And when was t hat?

A The | ast three-plus years of ny career.
believe | started there in 2015.

Q Ckay. And that was through re- -- to
retirenment?

A. Yes.

Q And what was the -- what was the date of

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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retirenment, if you recall?

A The end of June 2019.

Q Ckay. And could you give us in |ayperson terns
a thunbnai|l understandi ng of what the Ofice of
Pr of essi onal Standards does.

A Vell, we do internal investigations. So |
oversaw all of the adm nistrative investigations that
took place in the State Patrol. And then | was al so
what they call the standards officer, so | would have
concurrence authority on all of the discipline that was
I ssued as a result of those investigations.

Q Anyt hi ng el se?

A. Well, | nean, | had a lot of collateral duties
revising and witing policy, reviewng policy, bill
reviews, those types of adm nistrative functions that |
woul d do.

Q Ckay. And could you give us a | ayperson
under standing of what it neans to have concurrence
aut hority.

A So the appointing authority is a decisi onnmaker
on an adm nistrative case, and usually that's the
district or division commander that oversees the
di vision that the enpl oyee is assigned to.

Concurrence authority; | would have to agree

with the level of discipline that was being issued to

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com
2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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the enpl oyee as a result of an investigation. And what
that | ooked like, | would usually go back and | ook at a
standard. | would ook at simlar |ike cases and see
what type of discipline was issued in those cases, and
the idea being that discipline is issued fairly across
the state for |ike violations.

Q Al right. And does that nean that every form
of discipline conmes across your -- cane across your desk
at the tinme that you held that position?

A. Well, every formof discipline that was a
result of an adm nistrative investigation. So a
di strict or division conmander still had the latitude to
I ssue certain | evels of discipline outside of the
adm ni strative investigation process, but when things
rose to a certain level, they would cone to ny office.
So there was sone discretion there by the district or
di vi si on commander on how they proceeded with viol ati ons
that they may have identifi ed.

Q kay. Is it -- is an admnistrative
I nvestigation required in every case?

A Not necessarily. No.

Q Ckay. How about, can you explain now in
| ayperson terns what's the difference between a
prelimnary investigation and an adm ni strative

I nvestigati on.

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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RYAN SANTHUFF vs STATE OF WASHINGTON
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A. Well, a prelimnary investigation cones to our
office. And in a prelim we are doing a little bit of
research, limted research, at the front end of an
I nvestigation to determne if there actually was a
policy violation or if the violations that are all eged
occurred wth one of our enployees. W ask sone
clarifying questions. W usually gave excul patory
questions that were voluntary to the enpl oyee through
the union. And we would use all that information to
determ ne whether an adm nistrative investigation was
war r ant ed.

Q Ckay. Wien | think of "excul patory," | think
of that having a neaning of to find sonebody not quilty
of sonmething. Wuld you agree with that understandi ng

or do you have a different understandi ng?

A. No. | have a different understanding.
Q Pl ease expl ain
A "Excul patory,” in nmy mnd, for the purposes of

my office, was just an attenpt to gather nore
information to determ ne whether it was actually our
enpl oyee and whether the violations -- or, the all eged
violations rose to the |Ievel of investigation.

Q Al right. Now, if we -- let's begin at the
prelimnary investigative phase. W initiates that

process saying, "I want to have a prelimnary

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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I nvestigation versus an adm ni strative investigation"?

A. Well, it would be initiated by the district or
di vi sion commander. They would call ne, and they'd say,
“"This is what | have, this is what the allegation is,
this is the enployee that's accused.”" And there would
be a |lot of different things that may factor in to that.
|f the allegations seened |ike they are totally
out-of-character for the enployee. If it doesn't appear
that those allegations would have actually rose to the
| evel of a policy violation. Maybe the enpl oyee worked
in atotally different area at that tinme of day. Those
types of things that we would try to get a better
under st andi ng t hrough the prelim

So the appointing authority woul d contact ne.
We woul d discuss it and deci de whether to just nove
forward with an adm nistrative investigation or whether
we coul d benefit froma prelim

Q | have seen in sone of the notes the phrase
“roundtable."” Does that have any relationship to the
deci si onmaki ng for prelimnary versus admnistrative?

A Yes. We would assenble all the enployees in ny
office and sit down and do what we call a roundtable.
And in that, we would | ook at the violations that are
al l eged and determ ne the best -- we would discuss the

best way to nove forward, and that would help ne nmake a

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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RYAN SANTHUFF vs STATE OF WASHINGTON
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better recommendation to the appointing authority
potentially.

Q Ckay. And when you say a recommendati on, you
mean a recommendation of, should we do a prelimnary

versus should we do an adm ni strative or should we do

not hi ng?
A. Yes.
Q Ckay.
A. And - -
Q So typically in your experience, in your

personal experience, who was sitting at the roundtabl e?
A. Well, ny investigators and ny adm nistrative
staff participated, as well. So whoever was in the
office that day would join in the roundtabl e.
Q Ckay. And were roundtabl es basically set up on
a specific day, at a specific tinme, to go over whatever
had -- was -- had cone in, or sort of an ad hoc as

clains cane in, or --

A. They were nore ad hoc, spontaneous as clains
came in -- or, as conplaints cane in
Q Was the -- was there any format to the

roundt abl e proceeding or was it just an infornal
proceeding within your office?
A Well, | would say it's an informal proceeding,

but there was a process that we used.

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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| nmean, we would start off by |ooking at the
al l egations. And considering the different types of
regul ations that may or nmay not apply to that
al l egation, we would work to craft a summary of
al l egations that we would put on the internal incident
report form which is a formthat we use to initiate the
I nvestigation, and we woul d tal k about whet her the
violation rose to the level of a mnor, noderate, or a
maj or investigation; who woul d have investigative
responsibility. So those are the types of things that
we woul d di scuss during a roundtabl e.

Q Al right. And is it fair to say that the
appoi nting authority was not a participant in the
roundt abl e?

A Cccasionally they would participate. |t was
not sonething that we pressed for, but if they were in
the area and they wanted to cone in. | had good people
in OPS. | had very good investigators, and they were a
great resource for ne. So to sit down and to be able to
listen to their thought process benefited ne, and
sonetinmes the appointing authority felt that it was
beneficial to them as well. So they were certainly
wel cone to join us.

Q s it true that in the prelimnary

i nvestigative realm the appointing authority gets to

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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define the scope of the prelimnary investigation?

A Vell, | think it's a collaborative effort
bet ween the appointing authority and the standards
officer. And there is a need to maintain a | evel of
consi stency in the way we apply these things, so | don't
think it -- they relied a |lot on the standards officer
to help themcraft summaries of allegations in term of
what regul ati ons were applicable or best used because
that's sonething the standards officer does all the
time. They are very famliar with it, and having the
know edge, the historical know edge of other cases that
have occurred in there. That's why the standards
of fi cer exists.

So I'd have to go back to your original
question. Did | answer it for you.

Q Let me ask a followup. Could you tell us in
| ayperson terns, what is a standards officer and how
many are there.

A. Well, there is only one standards officer, and
that person is a peer to the appointing authorities, so
there is not any pressure by the standards officer or
the appointing authorities as far as rank i s concerned.
They are peers.

Q So during the tine that you were commander, who

filled the position of standards officer?

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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A That was ne.

Q Ckay. Al right, fair enough. Wat's an 095,
in | ayperson terns?

A An 095 is a counseling docunent that would be
I ssued to enpl oyees for positive or negative job
per f or mance.

Q Is it fair to say that it was your practice to
get involved in whether or not to give an 095?

A Only when it was a result of an adm nistrative
I nvestigation. So district and division commanders
could issue an 095 anytine they felt it was appropriate.
They didn't have to consult ne.

| f we conpleted an investigation and it was
determ ned that the violation was m nor and that an 095
was an appropriate | evel of counseling, then that woul d
be sonething that we woul d di scuss. CQutside of the
adm ni strative format, no.

Q Can you overrule -- was it within your
authority to overrule an appointing authority on whet her
or not to have a prelimnary versus adm ni strative
I nvestigation?

A To overrule them no, | don't believe that was
in nmy authority. If -- if the appointing authority and
nmysel f di sagreed on any of the points concerning an

I nvestigation, the prelim any of those things, then it

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121
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rose to the level of an assistant chief. So the

assi stant chief that oversaw the bureau that that
district or division resided in would be the ultimte
deci si onmaker.

Q So was there a process, or especially a witten

process, to follow -- let's say the appointing authority
said, "I think it's prelimnary,” and you said, "I think
it's -- we need a full-blowm adm nistrative

I nvestigation.” Ws there a witten process to foll ow

upon such a di sagreenent ?

A Yes. It would be elevated to the assistant
chi ef.

Q Al right. And was that a witten -- was there
a witten policy or procedure that one could follow to

know what to do next?

A. It's in the adm nistrative investigation
manual .
Q Al right. And in your career, has that ever

happened during the tine that you were conmander of OPS?
A. | think it may have happened once.
Q Can you tell us about that one.
A Vell, it was on the back end of an
i nvestigation where nyself and the appointing authority
didn't agree on -- it was really nore structured towards

the format of his report and the findings that he had.

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com
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So that was elevated to the assistant chi ef who made t he

ulti mate deci sion on how things woul d nove forward.

Q And was this while you were commander ?

A. Yes.

Q And who was the person who disagreed with you?
A It was another captain. | don't --

Q VWi ch captain? Wat's his nane?

A. |'d prefer not to -- to say.

Q Yeah. Sorry. You have to.

A | have to say?

Q Yeah.

A. Well, it was a captain who is now a |ieutenant.

Hi s nane is Captain Coley.

Q How do you spell that, if you renenber?

A Co-l-e-y.

Q Al right. And so you said "his" report. Does
that nean that the appointing authority actually gets to
draft a report?

A. Right. The Ofice of Professional Standards
conpl etes the admni strative investigation, and we do a
final report that's provided to the appointing
aut hority.

The appointing authority reviews that report
along with all the supporting docunents, and they

would -- then they would wite an admnistrative

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com
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concl usi on where they -- they have their findings, and
they address the 11 elenents. W had 11 el enents of
just cause, and they woul d address all of those issues.
That report would include the discipline,

contenpl ated di scipline that would cone to ne, and then
| would reviewit, and we would di scuss the content of
that report, the decision on the discipline, and whet her
t hat was appropriate or not.

Q Now, what you have just described, are we
tal king about a prelimnary investigation or an
adm ni strative investigation or both?

A. No. W are tal king about a conpl et ed
adm ni strative investigation.

Q So even when there is a conpleted -- let ne
break that down a little bit. |If we say "admnistrative

i nvestigation,” that neans that one of your subordi nates
conducts the investigation, right?

A Not al ways. Sone of them depending on the
severity, would go back out to the district or division
for a supervisor to investigate.

Q kay. And so who nakes that decision as to who
gets appointed to do the investigation?

A. Usual |y the OPS conmander. M.

Q Ckay. And does that depend on if it's -- the

| evel of m sconduct all eged?

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com
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A. It depends on the |evel of m sconduct, but
al so, we woul d consider any kind of geographi cal
chal | enges.

So if a case spanned several districts where
there were witnesses that were identified in a broader
area, we would often handl e those because it was easier
for us to do it than a | ocal supervisor.

Q Al right. And could we just also sort of
fill-in sonme blanks from-- again, for |ayperson
purposes. Wat's a -- what is a -- what did we just
say. Appointing authority.

A. The appointing authority is the person given
the responsibility of making decision for disciplinary
I ssues over the subordi nate enpl oyee.

Q Sois it typically sonebody that is at a
captain | evel ?

A. Yes. The comm ssioned would be a captain
|l evel. And then on the Gvil Service side, because we
also did Cvil Service investigations, it would be a
di vi si on commander .

Q Okay. And rank-wi se, where do you fit in that
pecki ng order as a commander ?

A. | was also a captain, so | was a peer to all of
t he appointing authorities.

Q |s that an inportant rank to have to do the job

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com
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you were doi ng?

A | think so. Yes.

Q Because if you didn't, you would be subordi nate
to the people that you are, in sone ways, overseeing?

A Correct.

Q Ckay. |Is it also true that OPS may be referred
to as "Internal Affairs"?

A. Yes.

Q All right. And so when you say "adm ni strative

I nvestigations," does that nean that you are not

I nvestigating allegations of crinme or wongdoi ng by
peopl e who are not enployed with the Washington State
Patrol ?

A Correct.

Q So you are basically |ooking at policies and
procedures applicable to enpl oyees of the Washi ngton
State Patrol to determne if sonebody has breached sone
policy or procedure?

A. Yes. There were tinmes when allegations broke
the crimnal threshold, but we wouldn't investigate
those. We would refer themto another agency for the
right of first refusal or our Investigative unit outside
of OPS would handle it.

Q Ckay. And just -- if you would just spend a

sentence on, when you say "lnvestigative unit," what do
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you nean?

A Well, our Crimnal Investigation division my
handle it. Qur Investigative Assistance division. |
got to renenber all these terns. They handl ed sone of
them It depended on the type of the allegation.

Ceneral ly, again, we would go to the | ocal
authority, whether it's a sheriff's office or nunici pal
police departnent, and advise themof the crim nal
al l egations and give themthe right of first refusal.

Q Al right. And going back nowto March of -- |
will pull it up. To March of 2016. It's true, is it
not, that it cane to your attention that Jim--

Li eut enant Ji m Nobach was receiving an 0957

A. | don't recall the date that all that happened.
|'d have to see the docunents for that.

Q Yeah. W have sone of the -- sone exhibits for
you. And it looks like -- | don't know why the -- oh, |
see. | understand what's happening. GCkay. | am going
to hand you, fromthe Al exander deposition, Exhibits 3
and 4 and ask you to just take a | ook at those and use
themto refresh your recollection. | wll be asking you
nor e about Nobach, but you will see that they are pretty
much the sane content.

A Ckay.

Q Al right. And does this -- is it true, is it
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not -- strike that. |It's true, is it not, that --
that -- is -- was it Captain Jerry Alexander? |Is he a
captain at the tinme in 20167?

MR, BI GGS:  Johnny.

Q Johnny Al exander.

A Ri ght .

Q Captain? Al right. Let ne say it again. So
it's true, is it not, that the Captain Johnny Al exander
cane to you to tal k about what to do about an allegation
agai nst Ji m Nobach and Brenda Bi scay; that they had
engaged in inproper behavior?

A Yes.

Q kay. And it's true, is it not, that this was
in the March tine franme, probably before the 095 was
I ssued?

A. Yes.

Q kay. Al right. And were you given -- did
you give any advice to Captain Al exander about whet her
or not an 095 was a proper renedy in this particul ar
situation?

A. Yes.

Q Al right. And did you have an under st andi ng
that the allegation was that Ms. Biscay basically cane
up behind Lieutenant -- let ne ask that again.

That it's true, is it not, that you understood
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that the allegation was that Brenda Bi scay cane up
behi nd Ji m Nobach whil e he was seated at his desk with
Trooper Santhuff in the room and she basically rubbed
her breasts on the back of his head?

A On his back of his head or his shoul ders. Yes.
Sonet hing |ike that.

Q Ckay. Al right. And how did you go about
determning if that actually happened?

A. | didn't. Captain Al exander did.

Q Al right. And is that wwthin the process, as
you understand it, for what to do in -- if such an event
al | egedl y happens?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. So it's not your organi zation's deci sion
as to whether or not to see if it happened and to
interview witnesses. |It's -- it's his organization that
makes the deci sions?

A Well, right. Wen a captain or division
commander becones aware of allegations that are nade,
it's their responsibility to do the initial questioning
to determ ne whether that actually occurred or not. And
they -- there -- there were tines when they woul d make
deci sions without comng to ne at all. That was within
their job responsibility.

Q But this tinme, Captain Al exander cane to you?
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A Yes.

Q Al right. And was he seeking advice, as
you -- if you recall?

A Yes.

Q Al right. And can you tell us what advice he
was seeki ng.

A When he cane to ne, he nmade ne aware of this
al l egation that was made, and then he al so nade ne aware
of the fact that this type of behavior was engrained in
t he division where Nobach worked. That there were nany
peopl e that were routinely participating in this type of
behavi or. | nappropriate conments, i nappropriate
actions. It was sonething that was bigger than what was
just reported here.

Q You understood at the tine, did you not, that
this was the Aviation organization, right?

A Yes.

Q And you al so understood who was in charge of it
at the tinme, right?

A Yes.

Q And who was that?

A Well, Jim Nobach was in charge of Aviation.

Q Ckay, and you al so understood, did you not,
that Ms. Biscay was a civilian, right?

A Cvil Service enpl oyee. Yes.
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Q Al right. And you also understood that she
was a direct report to Jim Nobach, right?

A | believe so. Yes.

Q All right. And so did you basically -- the
advi ce that you gave, was it on the assunption that what
was described to you by Captain Al exander was true,
meani ng that she actually canme up behind him rubbed her
breasts on the back of his head?

A | don't renmenber there being a | ot of
controversy about whether it was true or not. It
appeared that it happened.

Q Ckay.

A. Yeah.

Q Al right. And so did you and he tal k about --
strike that.

You have just given us an understandi ng that
the problens in Aviation apparently were bigger than
just this one incident, right? So the question then is,
I's, given the fact that this behavior involved the guy
in charge, did you and Captain Al exander discuss whet her
an 095 was an appropriate renmedy?

MR BIGES: (bjection; formof the
gquestion. Go ahead and answer.

A. Yes.

Q Tel | us about that.
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A. Well, the 095 was the beginning of this. So
this was issued to these two people, Brenda Biscay and
Li eut enant Nobach, but he al so made sure that there was
training that was provided to hel p them nake -- becone
aware of what was appropriate and not appropriate for
t he workplace and to attenpt to renedy this type of a
behavi or that had becone nore of a culture within that
section.

Q Al right. GOay. And did you ultimtely agree
wi th Captain Al exander that the 095s were the
appropriate tool to use to renedy the situation?

A. | felt it was appropriate. Yes.

Q Al'l right. Can you tell us -- do you have an
under st andi ng of whether or not -- strike that.

It's true, is it not, that Nobach was a union
menber ?

A Yes.

Q Al right. 1Is it also true that having given
hi man 095 woul d essentially prevent any nore serious
di sci pli ne being targeted against himfor the sane
I nci dent ?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And did you and Captain Al exander
di scuss that?

A. | don't believe so.
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Q Ckay. So if you understood that this was a
bi gger problemw thin Aviation and that the facts were
fairly uncontested, did you express any concerns that
such a -- that basically counseling w thout discipline
of the top person m ght send the wong signals to the
rest of the people that were working there?

MR, BIGGS: bjection; formof the
guesti on.

A. Yeah. First of all, you're msinterpreting

what | descri bed as a bigger problem

Q Pl ease.
A. | am not tal king about "bigger" as far as
seriousness of the violations. | amtalking about

“bi gger" because there were many enpl oyees that were
participating in this kind of behavior, and it was
clearly inappropriate and needed to be corrected.

So in Captain Al exander and ny conversation, it
was, how do we change the culture that exists in the
Avi ation section right now Well, it does start with
the supervisor. And the first thing that we felt was
appropriate was to sit down wth the supervisor and
Brenda and nmake them aware that this is going to stop,
it's totally inappropriate, and by the way, we are
providing training to the whole group so that they all

now become awar e.

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121

Page 26




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N D N D DNMNMNDNN P P PP PP PR
o A W N P O © 00 N O O b W N B, O

RYAN SANTHUFF vs STATE OF WASHINGTON
Saunders, Michael - October 25, 2019

Utimately, it is a supervisor's
responsibility. Clearly he is responsible for the unit.
And the mnute this started in his presence, he should
have shut it down. But we also have docunentation in
our Adm n manual and also in the -- | believe in the
contract wwth the lieutenants association that talks
about how we are supposed to start with the | owest |evel
of discipline that's appropriate.

Now, sonetines a counseling formisn't the
appropriate level of discipline. But in this case, we
felt it was.

Q Ckay. Fair enough. Was this the type of
managenent you expected to see from Li eut enant Nobach?

A. Absol utely not.

MR, BIGGS: bjection; formof the
question. Go ahead.

A. Absol utely not.

Q Al right. And did you and he ever have a
nmeeting, and perhaps with others in the room to talk
about that managenent style?

A Me and Li eutenant Nobach, or --

Q You or -- and anybody el se and Li eut enant
Nobach. Any face-to-face with Nobach?

A No. | never -- | never had any face tine with

Li eut enant Nobach over this issue.
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Q And is that owng to the procedures that are
di ctated by the union contract?

A. (No response.)

Q My question is: It's hard to know whet her he
I's not interviewed because of -- because he is in a
union and they don't allowit, or is he not being
interviewed or talked to for sone other reason? And if
you -- if you have any knowl edge as to -- if you can
tell us why you didn't have a face-to-face with him
pl ease do.

A Wel |, Lieutenant Nobach wasn't interviewed
because there wasn't an adm ni strative investigation.
It was clear the allegations were true. W had -- |
don't think he ever denied that this occurred. | don't
know about Brenda Bi scay. But when he was confronted, |
believe that he admtted that the violation occurred.
So there was nothing to investigate. |t happened. It
was | happropri ate.

What was the second part of your question?

Q Well, | think -- | think you -- you have
answered the first part, and the second part is: Wy
didn't you have a face-to-face with hinf

A. So |l didn't -- | oversaw the adm ni strative
i nvestigations, but it was up to the appointing

authority or the district or division commander to run
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their district and their division. Part of that is
dealing with the disciplinary issues of the enployees
wi thin those areas.

It would be inappropriate for the OPS commander
to go basically subvert the appointing authority and
district commander and go talk to an enpl oyee, a
subordi nate of theirs, and take corrective neasures.

Q Got it. So with regard to this particular
situation, once you heard that -- or, once you and
Captai n Al exander di scussed the appropri ateness of the
095, were you pretty nmuch out of it at that tine? You
had exited the scene in terns of what to do next or
nonitoring, training, et cetera?

A. We had several conversations about how to
proceed with this. Captain Al exander was very thorough,
very sel f-consci ous about naking the right decision, the
best infornmed decision. So | believe we tal ked about
this several tines. But once this was done, | was -- |
was out of the |oop.

Q I n your personal experience, have you ever been
Iin a situation where the manager of a particular -- do
you call them departnents or divisions or --

A. District or division. Yes.

Q Al right. So -- all right. So let nme start

t hat agai n.
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Have you ever experienced personally a
situati on where the manager of a district or a division
was seeking to protect fromdiscipline a favored
enpl oyee?

A No.

Q Al right. Never?

A. Never saw t hat.

Q Got it. Okay.

A As a matter of fact, just the opposite. Wen
we had sonebody that was in a position of supervision or
| eadership, we tended to be harder on themthan we woul d
have of a subordi nate enpl oyee, and that's clearly
denonstrated in our -- when we go back and | ook at our

di sci plinary records, we always held | eaders to higher

st andar ds.

Q Ckay.

A. And | would also |like to say that once this
process was conpl eted, | never becane aware of any

addi tional violations that ever occurred in that unit.
So as far as | know, this type of behavior stopped, so,
which is evidence that it was a proper renedy.

Q Ckay. But it's true, is it not, that you did
becone aware that Trooper Santhuff had -- had made a
conplaint that he was being retaliated for having been

the wtness who essentially turned in Nobach?
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A Yes.

Q Ckay. Al right. And so when -- do you recall
when you becane aware of that allegation that -- from
Trooper Santhuff that he was a victimof retaliation as
a result of having stood up in this situation?

A | can't give you any dates. | know it occurred
after all this process was over with, but 1'd have to
revi ew docunents to --

Q Fai r enough

A -- narrow down the tinme line on that.

Q Ckay. Fair enough. GCkay. Ws -- so there was
no prelimnary investigation into the incident between
Nobach and Bi scay, right?

A. No. Again, a prelimnary investigation was
used when there were questions about whether the
vi ol ation occurred or whether our enpl oyee commtted
those violations. It may have been another enpl oyee
froma different agency. W don't know that. So there
was no reason to do a prelim W knew this occurred.

Q Ckay. And so nobody contested the event, so
you don't need a prelimnary investigation?

A Correct.

Q Got it. Okay. Howdid -- do you recall how it
cane to your attention that Trooper Santhuff had

expressed concern that he was being retaliated agai nst?
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Do you renenber who told you?

A. | don't recall specifically. | know whether --
there were -- at sone point, there was a letter, |
believe, that was witten -- | can't renmenber who that
was addressed to -- that spelled out different things
that he believed were violations, retaliation agai nst
him Again, | -- |I'd have to review docunents to know
dates and the chronol ogi cal order because there were
several conplaints that occurred about retaliation that
we addressed.

Q Al right. Fair enough. Is it true that the
roundt abl e neetings are not docunented in any way, SO
there is no paper record?

A That's true.

Q Al right. Is it also true that when you do
adm ni strative investigations, you -- your investigators
typically audi o-record conversations with w tnesses?

A Yes.

Q And does that include the all eged perpetrator
of the wrongdoi ng?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. |Is it also true that when you do
prelimnary investigations, you don't?

A That's true.

Q Wy is that?
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A Vell, we don't conduct invest- -- we don't
conduct interviews for a prelimnary investigation. The
only thing that we would do as far as any type of an
i nterview woul d be those, what we call ed excul patory
questions that would be provided to the enpl oyee's union
rep who woul d then contact the enpl oyee and deci de
whet her they wanted to answer those questions or not,
because the formal investigation process hasn't actually
even begun.

Q | see. So what you nean, that's the one with
the excul patory that goes to the union, gets filled out

by the witness, and sent back to you?

A. Ri ght.
Q How do -- so you can't assess credibility,
then, right? | nean, your investigators or whoever

can't assess credibility in that particular style of
prelimnary investigation.

A Credibility of witnesses, | would agree you
can't assess that, but that's not really the goal of a
prelimnary investigation.

Q What is the goal ?

A Well, again, it's to determ ne whether it was
actual ly our enployee who the violations are agai nst.
Whet her they had the opportunity to commt those

violations. Otentines it was totally out-of-character
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for the enpl oyee and seened to be highly unlikely that
they woul d have commtted those types of offenses, so we
woul d ask the enpl oyee through the excul patory questions
to provide us nore details.

There was one other thing | was going to throw
in there, too. Wether the violations that were all eged
were actually even a policy violation.

Q Ch. Meaning that sonebody could conpl ain that,
you know, the officer was going too fast with his siren
on and that's not an issue? |It's okay for himto go
fast with his siren on? O however you --

A. Well, | would stay away fromthat one. But
nore -- nore -- how about -- how about the exanple of,
"He put handcuffs on ne and they hurt."

Q Fai r enough

A. So that m ght be a conplaint that we woul d
receive that we would look at initially and say, "Wll,
okay, that's -- that's consistent with our expectations
because you were under arrest. Unfortunately, they do
hurt, but that's a result of being arrested, and that's
what we expect our enployees to do."

Q Al right. So -- so, you know, in this
particul ar case, there is a couple of other things that
were brought to your attention, one being the allegation

from Trooper Sant huff of Nobach destroying or ordering
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the destruction of emails, right?

A Yes.

Q So that was addressed in a prelimnary
i nvestigation, was it not?

A |'d have to | ook at the docunents to renenber.

Q Fai r enough. Could you tell us, just based on
your personal experience, what guidelines would
determine if that was a -- resulted in an investigation
versus a prelimnary investigation.

A The destruction of docunents for public

di scl osur e?

Q Yes.

A. | amsorry, can you ask that question again for
ne?

Q Yeah. So -- so in general terns, based on your

per sonal experience, what factors would determ ne

whet her or not you would do a prelimnary investigation
or a full-blown adm nistrative investigation on an

al l egation that -- that a Washington State Patr ol

supervi sor ordered the destruction of emails?

A Again, we look at the -- the initial conplaint
that canme in, and we look at tinme lines. If we -- if we
didn't feel |Iike we had enough to nove forward with a

full -blown adm nistrative investigation, then we woul d

ask nore questions, and we would likely do that through
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the use of a prelimnary investigation. That's the best
answer | can give you.

Q Al right. So | assunme you nmust have done
hundreds of investigations of crimnal -- alleged
crimnals, right?

A Sur e.

Q Ckay. So -- so | assune there is also a
protocol, and it's sort of a, how to do these
I nvestigations, right?

A ( Nodded. )

Q And so -- you have to -- you have to say "yes"
audi bly so --

A Ch.

Q -- she can type it down.

A Yes.

Q Al right. Thanks. So | assune that the
I nvestigation is pretty robust in terns of trying to,
you know, find the truth, right?
MR, BIGGS: bjection; formof the

guesti on.

A It depends on the -- the nature of the
vi ol ati on.

Q Sure. Well, let's say -- | nean, let's say a
shooting in -- you know, where sonebody has been shot.

There is a gun on the street. There is a partial video
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of the alleged perpetrator. | nean, | assune that you
woul d -- you would want to do a bunch of things |like

I nterview people, and you' d want to do forensics on the
materials, you'd want to | ook at the video, all those
things, right?

A There woul d be definitely a different standard
for that type of an investigation versus investigating
sonebody for driving on a suspended |icense or a DU
arrest. There is different standards, depending on the
type of the allegation.

Q That's what | was |looking for. So -- so if a
supervisor is ordering the destruction of emails, what
| evel of seriousness would that be? And | think you
characterize these, don't you? You have categories?

A Yes. And if | renenber correctly, we actually
had that reviewed by our Crimnal Investigation division
to determ ne whether that was a crimnal violation or
not .

Q kay. And so -- and who woul d have -- who did
that investigation? The crimnal investigation person.
A | don't renenber who the investigator would
have been or who we -- we nornmally ran these past a

| ieutenant that was in the Crimnal I|nvestigation
division. H's nane is Bruce Lance.

Q Ckay.
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A. And he would assign it to an investigator or he
woul d have those initial conversation with a prosecutor
to determ ne whether it rose to the level of a crimnal
viol ation that they woul d prosecute.

Q Ckay. Al right. So -- and | guess | wll
show you this in alittle while, but we -- so we have
recei ved certain discovery docunents -- or we have
obt ai ned certain docunents, and there appears to be sort
of a report from Captain Al exander that sort of goes
through his assessnment of all of this.

If it had gone to a crimnal investigator, is
it fair to say that Captain Al exander woul d not be
witing his own report?

MR, BIGGS: bjection; formof the
guesti on.

A. Right. If it went to a crimnal investigation,
the adm nistrative investigation stops.

Q Ckay.

A So there -- there wouldn't have been an
adm ni strative investigation until the crimnal was done
or until the prosecuting attorney that would be charging
t hat case gave us authorization to nove forward with the
adm nistrative investigation. So there wouldn't be a
conflict between the crimnal and the adm nistrative.

Q And has it been your personal experience that
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if acrimnal investigation gets started and the

adm ni strative stopped, that that investigation has its
own paraneters for what they should be | ooking for and
how far they go and how many w tnesses, based on the

al | eged seriousness of the act?

A | believe that's accurate, based on what |
know. Yes.

Q Ckay. So do you have any information about
whet her there was a crimnal investigation regarding the
al | eged destruction of emails?

A. Do | have any information? No. As | recall,
there was not a crimnal admnistrative -- a crimnal
I nvestigation because the prosecutor determ ned that it
was nore of an adm nistrative law violation and it's not
sonething that they would crimnally prosecute.

Q Al right. And can you give us, based on your
personal experience -- first tell us, what are the
categories of seriousness for adm nistrative m sconduct,
and then which -- where did that one fall.

A So the categories that we woul d assign them
under, we had a matrix in our adm nistrative
I nvestigation manual that we used. So there would be
m nor, noderate, and nmmjor investigations. And within
those, there would be a mnor first-second-third,

noderate first-second-third, and maj or
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first-second-third.

Q Ckay. Can -- in your personal experience, can
maj or allegations of -- is this called "m sconduct"? Do
you call it --

A ( Nodded. )

Q Ckay. So let ne start again.

So in your personal experience, if there is an
al |l egation of major m sconduct, can that be resol ved by
a prelimnary investigation?

A Again, the prelimnary investigation is just
that, it's prelimnary, to determ ne whether there is
enough information to nove forward with a fornal
I nvestigation. So we are kind of talking about two
di fferent things.

Q Ri ght, right, because what you nean is, is
that -- that -- that if you are involved, it's because
It 1s an invest- -- it's an admnistrative
i nvestigation, not a prelimnary.

MR, BIGGS: bjection; formof the
guesti on.

A The prelimnary investigation hel ps us gather
additional information to determ ne whether there is --
whether it's appropriate to nove forward with a fornmal
adm nistrative investigation. So there are two

di fferent processes.
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Most of the tinme, we nove forward with an
adm ni strative investigation without a prelim They
only occurred when there were unanswered questions
that -- that we needed answered before we could even --
a lot of tinmes, before we could even initiate an
internal incident report to begin an adm nistrative
I nvesti gati on.

Q Wul d you expect that there would be w tness
interviews in a prelimnary investigation?

A No. Again, we don't -- we don't generally
interview witnesses. | nean, we would potentially talk
to the conplainant to get additional information if we
felt that was appropriate, but that very rarely
occurr ed.

Q Ckay.

A. Usually we -- we only checked things |ike CAD
| ogs to determ ne an enpl oyee's | ocation. \Wether they
were in service. Wether they had the ability to commt
the violation they are being accused of. Whatever
docunents we had. Video. Any kind of reports that may
have been witten in relation to that arrest or incident
or conplaint. The things that were i medi ately
avai |l able to us were the things that we generally | ooked
at. We didn't do interviews outside of the excul patory

guestions for the accused for a prelimnary
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I nvesti gati on.
Q Al right. And then for a full-blown -- do you
have any recollection as to whether the email issue that

was raised resulted in an adm nistrative investigation?

A The deletion of email --

Q Yes.

A. Yes. That was done through an investigation,
adm ni strative investigation, | believe.

Q And who did that? |If you recall. Wich one of

your subordinates did that?

A Well, | want to say it was Bruce Maier, but |1'd
have to probably | ook at sone docunents to confirmthat.
Q Al right. And so if Bruce Maier did the
I nvestigation, then would Bruce Maier wite the report?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And in this particular situation, this
specific situation, would Captain Al exander have the
authority to change the report?

A. To change ny investigator's report?

Q Yes.

A He woul d have the ability to talk with us, to
ask us to investigate things a little bit further if he
felt that there were things that were unanswered, but |
don't ever recall an appointing authority asking or

telling any of ny investigators to change the content of
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the report unless it was seeking additional information
based on sonething they felt an investigator m ssed.

Q Ckay. Al right. And how about the King Air
situation? Didthat result in an investigation?

A |'d have to | ook at the docunents. | believe
that was included in one of the investigations. Yes.

Q Ckay. Did your people investigate the
al l egations of retaliation by Trooper Santhuff?

A. Yes.

Q And was that done in a separate investigation,
to your know edge?

A. Again, | believe there were two different
I nvestigations that we did in regards to the
retaliation, but I'd have to | ook at the docunents.

Q Ckay. Wiich two are you thinking of?

A. There -- there were several conplaints that
were nmade by Sant huff about retaliation. Were each one
was placed within the different admnistrative
I nvestigations, | couldn't tell you w thout | ooking at
t he docunents.

Q Ckay. Fair enough. Let ne show you this one.
Let's have this marked as the first exhibit.

(Exhi bit 1 marked for
I dentification.)

A. | amjust browsing this, but --
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Q Take your tine.

A -- go ahead and ask questions if you have any
for ne.
Q Well, first of all, you did receive this ennil

from-- and | guess let ne just state for the record
this is Exhibit 5 to the -- did you say "Maier"?

A. Bruce Maier. Yeah.

Q Maier. To the Maier deposition. You recognize
this docunent, do you not?

A. Yes.

Q Al right. And M. Miier actually gave you a
copy of this, did he not?

A. | amsure he did. Yes.

Q Al right. And could you tell us, after you

received this, | gather you would have read it, right?
A. Yes.
Q And did you take any further action as a result

of having received this email?

A |"d have to | ook at the internal incident
reports to find out when all of that occurred.

Q Ckay. And when you say "internal incident
reports,"” could you give us a little explanation of what
you nean.

A. That's a formthat we use to craft -- or to

docunent the allegations that are nade agai nst an

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N D N D DNMNMNDN P P PP PR R R R
o A W N P O © 00 N O O b W N B+, O

RYAN SANTHUFF vs STATE OF WASHINGTON

Saunders, Michael - October 25, 2019 Page 45

enpl oyee and the policies that woul d have been viol at ed,
and then that formis provided to the enployee to nmake
them aware of the investigation.

Q Al right. And let's just take a nonent to

| ook at this docunent. It's dated COctober 20, 2016,
correct?
A. Yes.

Q Al right. And let's look at the second

par agraph. Trooper Santhuff wites that:
"At the beginning of our neeting on October 3rd

you asked ne if | knew why we were having the neeting.
| told you | believed it was regarding the del etion of
emails to avoid a pendi ng public disclosure request.
You advised | was incorrect and the neeting was about
two issues filed in an IRR by Captain Al exander. The
first conplaint was indicating Lieutenant Nobach
retaliated agai nst ne, and the second about Lieutenant
Nobach intentionally refusing to provide the Governor
with a transport flight upon request. | was unaware an
| RR had been filed; however | nmade a retaliation
conplaint to Captain Al exander in My, which was
di sm ssed without further followup. Both of these
i ssues recently discussed -- | recently discussed with
my union rep.”

As we tal k about this, do you have a
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recoll ection of what was going on at that tinme with
regard to Trooper Santhuff?

A. Cenerally. Yes.

Q Al right. Sois it -- was it your
understanding that M. Mier was investigating
retaliation as well as the King Air incident?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And then the next paragraph is -- oh.

Strike that.
Is it -- do you know the nane, is it "Kenyon
Wl ey"?
A. Yes. He was a union rep | believe out of the

Seattl e area.

Q Did there cone a tine that he cane and tal ked
to you about Trooper Santhuff's allegations and the
retaliation? |f you recall.

A | don't recall.

Q Ckay. Fair enough. Al right. Let's |ook at
t he next paragraph that begins, "During our neeting."
So in this email, Trooper Santhuff wites:

“During our neeting you asked ne why | felt |
was being retaliated against. | described an incident
i nvol vi ng physical contact, sexual in nature, between
Li eut enant Nobach and a fenml e subordi nate assigned to

Aviation. This incident occurred in front of ne and |
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was the only witness. | described the situation in
detail and | expl ai ned how t he sexual harassnent
situation was handl ed wel | outside WSP policy."

And was it your understanding by this tine that
the conplaint of Trooper Santhuff in ternms of it being
retaliation was that it began with this incident?

A. Yes.

Q Al right. And -- and do you have any
recol |l ecti on of your having done anything to -- to
resol ve whether he was in fact being retaliated agai nst?

A Resol ving any issues of retaliation wasn't
Wi thin my scope of responsibilities. That would have
been the responsibility of, at the tinme, Captain
Al exander and our Human Resources di vi sion.

So when there was all egati ons of harassnent or
retaliation or anything |ike that, we made both of those
entities aware of the allegations, and they would go to
the enployee if it was appropriate and address the
| ssues.

Q Okay. Al right. Dd you also |learn at sone
point around this tinme frame that Trooper Noll had al so
all eged retaliation?

A. No. | amnot aware of that.

Q Do you know whet her he was a witness in any of

the i nvestigations?
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A. | know the nane, but | don't even know if he

was a current enployee or if he was a retired enpl oyee.

| don't.
Q kay.
A It seened |i ke he was a current enpl oyee, but |

don't renmenber ever receiving any allegations of

retaliation by him

Q Fair enough. And he was also in Aviation,
right?

A Yes. At sone point.

Q So he woul d have still been in the chain of

command of Captain Al exander, right?
Well, | don't know when he was in there.
Fai r enough.

But if he was in there at that tine, sure.

o >» O >

Got it. Al right. | amgoing to have the
next exhi bit marked.

(Exhi bit 2 marked for

I dentification.)

Q Take a nonment and |l ook at this, if you woul d,
and tell nme if you can tell us in |layperson terns what
this is.

A. This is a case log for apparently a prelimnary
I nvestigation that was conpl eted by Sergeant Maier.

Q Coul d you just help us find what the subject of
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the investigation was. | realize it mght take you a
coupl e m nutes, but please do so if you can.

A. Well, | believe this is in regards to the
retaliation that Trooper Santhuff felt was occurring.

Q Ckay. Wuld you turn to page 4, please, and
| ook at the bottomentry. The tine is 1630. Take a
nmoment to | ook at that.

A Ckay.

Q Ckay. So the author | suppose nust be Mier,
right, of this?

A. Yes.

Q kay. So he writes:

"Briefed Captain Al exander on the status of the
I nvestigation and went over the detailed summary of the
Sant huff and Sergeant Hatteberg interviews. At this
time Captain Al exander requested the prelimnary
I nvestigation be conpleted with the addition of Sergeant
Sweeney as a witness."

Do you know whet her or not these three
i ndi viduals were actually intervi ewed?

A | amonly assumng it was because it says SO in
the log, but | don't have any independent recoll ection
of that.

Q For a prelimnary investigation, would that be

out - of -character?
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A. It depends. It would be out-of-character, yes.
|'d say generally again we don't interview w tnesses.

Q kay. And you -- there is no way you would
know who did the interviews or under whose direction the
I nterviews were done, right?

A Well, | amassumng it was done by Sergeant
Maier. And | probably woul d have been aware of it,
al though I don't renenber right now, to be honest with
you.

Q Al right. Now, wll you go all the way to
page 6, please, and |look at the |ast entry, dated
Cctober 12, 2016, at 8:30 in the norning. It says, "Put
together Prelimcase file in Cte and -- and on share
poi nt for Captain Al exander."

Can you sort of translate that, if you
under st and what that neans?

A. Yeah. So Sergeant Maier had conpleted the
prelimnary investigation, and he provided it to the
captain for himto review. Captain Al exander woul d have
reviewed it and then cone and discussed it with ne on
whet her to nove forward with a formal investigation or
not .

Q Al right. It's true, is it not, that during
the tinme that you were conmmander of OPS, you were also a

desi gnee public official under the \Whistlebl ower
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statute?
A Are you asking ne if that's true?
Q Yes.
A | don't know. |'d have to reviewthe
Wi st | ebl ower statute. | probably bore sone
responsibility there, | suppose.
Q Let's take a | ook at this exhibit.
(Exhi bit 3 marked for
i dentification.)
Q And this is the regul ati on manual from 2010.
And it has sone excerpts init, but -- and let ne -- you
will see, in the upper |eft-hand corner, thereis -- it

| ooks |i ke page nunbers. And so on page 176 begins the
section 8.00.30, "Whistleblower - |Inproper CGovernnental
Action." And if we junp ahead to the next page, 177.
Take a | ook at that.

A. (Wtness conplies.)

Q And take a | ook at 178, if you would. And I am
just going to read that. | amgoing to start at the
bottom there under "Procedures.” On 177, it says,
"Refer to Washington State Auditor's Ofice."

Did you have an understandi ng as to whet her or
not a person who believed that they were reporting
| nproper governnental action could report it to the

State Auditor's Ofice?
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A. You're asking ne if | amaware of that?

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q Al right. And they could also report it to
persons wthin the Washington State Patrol, correct?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And was it your understanding that you
were one of the designees to receive that infornmation?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And | amgoing to look at the -- just
the | ast page of our exhibit. It's on page 178. At the
top, "a," it says, "Directly to the agency designee,"
and it says, "The agency desi gnee includes the Deputy
Chi ef, Commander of the O fice of Professional
St andards, and the Conmander of the Human Resource
Division," right?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. And you, at the tine, were the conmander
of the Ofice of Professional Standards, right?

A. No. Not in 2010.

Q Oh. I n what years?

A Like | said, | think I started in 2014.

Q So '14, '15, and Six...

A. No. That's -- let nme revise that.

Q Try agai n.
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A. "15, '16, Seven...no. Thought | was assi gned
there in 2015.

Q | was just going back to ny notes and seeing
that. Al right. So is it fair to say that from 2015
until you retired in 2019, you were one of the agency
desi gnees to receive --

A. Yes.

Q -- reports of inproper governnental actions?

A. Yes.

Q Thank you. Al right. And let's take a | ook,
if we can, at the policy, itself, okay? And so if you
will turn back to page 176 and | ook under "Policy."
Under A4, it has sort of a laundry list of events. And
you see sub D, "Is gross m smanagenent"?

A. Yes.

Q Al right. You would agree, would you not,
that the incident that happened in March where
Ms. Biscay is rubbing her breasts against -- agai nst
Li eut enant Nobach woul d, in your view, be a credible
case for gross m snmanagenent ?

A Yes.

MR BIGES: (bjection; formof the
qguesti on.

Q You can answer.

A Sorry. Yes.

206.583.8711 Marlis J. DeJongh & Associates www.marlisdejongh.com

2200 Sixth Ave, Suite 425 Seattle, WA 98121

Page 53



jacksheridan
Highlight

johnsheridan
Highlight


© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N D N D DNMNMNDN P P PP PR R R R
o A W N P O © 00 N O O b W N B+, O

RYAN SANTHUFF vs STATE OF WASHINGTON

Saunders, Michael - October 25, 2019 Page 54

Q Ckay. So, and it's also true that you received
that information in March of 2016, right?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. So did you nmake any effort to report
that on to the State Auditor's O fice as an exanple --
as a -- basically, inproper governnental action?

A. | didn't, no.

Q Ckay. And did you receive any training in your
duties in that regard?

A In regards to reporting things as far as a
whi st | ebl ower is concerned to the State --

Q Yes.

A. -- Auditor? No. | don't believe -- | don't
believe it would have been ny responsibility to report
to the State Auditor. | think the policy says that the
whi st | ebl ower can report it to the State Auditor if they

want to.
Q Ckay.
A. | am not aware of any requirenent for ne to

report it to the State Auditor, but | would have been
happy to.

Q Ckay. And is it fair to say that Captain
Bati ste never -- or, Chief Batiste never discussed the
need to make such a report to you, right?

A. Chi ef Bati ste. No.
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Q And is it also fair to say that you -- that one
of your jobs was to keep Chief Batiste infornmed of the
things that you were working on in your office?

A No. Generally, | kept ny bureau conmander, the
assistant chief, infornmed of the things that occurred in
my office. So then he relayed that information to Chief
Bat i st e.

Q Ckay.

A. Cccasionally, Chief Batiste would consult ne on
sone of these, but very rarely.

Q Fair enough. Wuld you tell ne the nane of the
assi stant agai n.

A. Well, | had several during ny tine there.

Q  2016.

A. During -- when all of this occurred, it was
Assi stant Chi ef Randy Drake.

Q Ch, okay. It's fair to say, is it not, that
you spoke to Assistant Chief Drake about the incident
i nvol vi ng Nobach and Bi scay?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And it would be your -- your
under st andi ng of the policies and procedures woul d be
that he woul d have infornmed the chief?

MR, BIGGS: Objection; formof the
guesti on.
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A | don't know if he did or not. | assune he

di d.
Q Ckay.
A | hope he did.
Q Ckay. Al right.
A Can | -- can | --
Q Go ahead.
A. Can | nake a statenment, or can | -- naybe even

in the formof a question, | guess. | don't really

all egation -- Santhuff reported i nappropriate
behavi or that occurred in the workpl ace,
addressed. And in that transaction,

whi stl ebl ower. That was dealt w th.

behavi or by a supervisor to a direct

gross ni smanagenent ?

A Absol utel y.

Q Ckay.

A Total ly 1 nappropri ate.

Q Fai r enough

A So all that is addressed. Now, cone

get to the retaliation.

under stand where you're going with this because the

and t hat was

he was t he

Q You understood he was a whi stl ebl ower?
A Yes.
Q But you al so understood, did you not,

report fenmal e was

So we are tal king about two

sexual

t hat t hat

| ater, we
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separate things. |In the retaliation, he is not a
whi stl eblower. He is the victimwho is nmaking a
conpl ai nt against the |ieutenant. So --

Q Ri ght .

A -- | just want to nmake sure there is a clear
di stinction between himbeing the whistleblower in the
sexual harassnent behavior and then himbeing the victim
of retaliation.

Q | understand what you are saying.

A kay. In ny mind, | had to get there, | guess.

Q Al right. Fair enough.

A. To make sure that we were tal king about the
same t hing.

Q Did you have any understandi ng, whet her or not
havi ng received the information that anmounts to gross
m smanagenent, that you had an obligation within 15 days
to report it to the auditor?

A | wasn't aware of that.

Q Al right. And nobody gave you any advice on
t hat ?

A ( Shakes head.)

Q Al right.

A. | certainly don't recall. | probably should
have known nore about the Wi stl ebl ower program

Q Soif we take this -- if we look at this
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i nci dent through the | ens of inproper -- reporting
I nproper governnental action, would you concede that
when -- when Trooper Santhuff reported that and it

reached you, that was a report of inproper governnental

action?
A | agree, but now as | think about it, | don't
believe that | was the one that respon- -- was

responsi ble for reporting that to the State Auditor. |
believe that was a function that the Human Resources
di vi si on conpl et ed.

Q And that was -- was that Matheson, Captain
Mat heson?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. Yeah. Actually, | think, as you becone
nmore famliar with this and refresh your recollection
fromretirenent, you may find that there is nore than
one person that can receive it.

A Sur e.

Q kay. So. Al right. Fair enough. And
then -- sois it also fair to say that you never -- that
when you becane aware that there were allegations of
retaliation by -- by Trooper Santhuff that pertained to
his having reported this incident regarding Bi scay and
Nobach, that you never connected the dots for this being

an issue, retaliation owng to his actions of reporting
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| nproper governnental action?
MR, BIGGS: bjection; formof the
guesti on.

A No, | don't agree with that. | think fromthe
very beginning, | was aware of -- he nmade us aware that
he felt it was retaliation for hi mreporting the sexual
harassnment, so | think I --

Q You understood that to be the incident we have
been describing with the rubbing the breasts on the head
t hi ng?

A. Yes.

MR, SHERIDAN. All right. Let's take a
br eak.
THE VI DEOGRAPHER: (Going off-record. The
time nowis 10:35 a. m
(Short recess.)
THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Back on-record. Tine
now i s 10:47 a. m

Q Do you recogni ze the nane "Jason Caton,"
Ca-t-0-n?

A Yes.

Q And it's true, is it not, that M. Caton --
guess he is a trooper in Aviation -- reported
retaliation in 2017, and your office |ooked at it?

A. Boy, | don't renenber there being a retaliation
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el ement to that.

Q Just tell us what you do recall

A. VWhat | do recall, he was a pilot | believe out
of the Moses Lake area. Sonmewhere in Eastern
Washington. | think he flew out of Mses Lake.

He had cal | ed Li eutenant Nobach, | believe, or
maybe it was his supervisor. He had been requested for
a flight. And | don't know how all that works, but he
had been requested to do sone sort of a flight. Called
t he supervisor concerned that he was sick. Apparently,
there is sone sort of a checklist that they have to run
t hrough when -- to determ ne whether they are able to
fly. And he didn't pass the criteria that -- so he
couldn't do the flight. So I think he called his
supervi sor and explained that to him and then they
redid the criteria. And that tinme, he did qualify. So
he went out and did the flight.

| think when he cane back, he was in the hangar
or he was around the hangar. At sone point, he passed
out, fell, and there was -- there was sone issues about
how that all occurred. There was sone danmage to the
plane. | can't renenber if the plane was inside or
outside. He was trying to nove it into the hangar,
sonething like that, but --

Q Do you recall himbeing a wtness in the
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I nvestigation pertaining to Trooper Santhuff?

A No. | think that that whole situation occurred
wel | after the Santhuff investigation had been
conpl et ed.

Q Ckay.

A | don't think he was, but maybe | am w ong.

MR. SHERI DAN. Fair enough. Ckay, fair
enough. Ckay. That's all | have. Thanks very nuch

MR, BIGGS: No questions. Thanks. You
have the right to reserve signature, which | would
recomend that you do.

THE W TNESS: Ckay.

MR. BIGGS: And then the court reporter
will get you a transcript. You can take a look at it.

MR. SHERIDAN. OCh. Did we get your hone
address -- did we get your honme address? | don't
r emenber .

THE W TNESS: You did not.

MR, SHERI DAN. So could we go back on the
record --

THE VI DEOGRAPHER: | haven't taken us
of f-record.

MR. SHERIDAN. -- for a second? | just
want to have you say it on the record because we got a

issue with the trial subpoenas. Trial is next year, and
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| want to ask you if you are going to be here. Ckay?
So let's go back on just for that.
THE VI DEOGRAPHER: | amstill on.
Q Al right. Could you tell us your current
resi dence address.
A 3228 Sheaser -- let ne spell that.
S-h-e-a-s-e-r -- Way in DuPont, WAshi ngton.
Q Al right. And how | ong have you lived there?
A. Four years.
Q Any plans of relocating?
A. No.
Q Fair enough. Okay. And we are going to have a
trial. | think it's next June.
MR, ABBASI: May.
Q May. Next May. Do you have any plans to be
out of the state or out of the country in May?
A Not at this tine.
Q Al right. And is it okay if we seek to
contact you through counsel for the defense?
A Absol utel y.
MR. SHERIDAN: Al right, thanks. All
right. Thank you.
MR, BIGGS: Thank you. No questions.
THE VI DEOGRAPHER: This is the end of
Media 2 and concl udes the deposition of Mke Saunders.
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Time nowis 10:51 a.m CGoing off-record.
(The deposition was concl uded,
adjourning at 10:51 a.m)

(Signature was reserved.)
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AFFI DAVI

under penalty of perjury that |

deposition and that the testinony contained thereinis a

true and correct transcript of nmy testinony, noting the

corrections attached.

Si gnat ur e:

have read the foregoing

T

her eby decl are

Dat e:
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CERTI FI CATE

STATE OF WASHI NGTON )
) Ss
COUNTY OF PI ERCE )

|, the undersi gned Washi ngton Certified Court
Reporter, pursuant to RCWH5. 28. 010, authorized to
adm ni ster oaths and affirmations in and for the State
of Washi ngton, do hereby certify: That the foregoing
deposition of the wi tness naned herein was taken
st enographically before ne and reduced to a typed format
under ny direction;

That, according to CR 30(e), the witness was given
t he opportunity to exam ne, read and sign the deposition
after the sane was transcri bed, unless indicated in the
record that the revi ew was wai ved,;

That all objections made at the tine of said
exam nati on have been noted by ne;

That | amnot a relative or enployee of any
attorney or counsel or participant and that | am not
financially or otherw se interested in the action or the
out cone her ei n;

That the witness com ng before ne was duly sworn
or did affirmto tell the truth;

That the deposition, as transcribed, is a full,
true and correct transcript of the testinony, including
questi ons and answers and all objections, nobtions and
excepti ons of counsel nade at the tinme of the foregoing
exam nation and said transcript was prepared pursuant to
t he Washi ngton Adm ni strati ve Code 308-14-135
preparati on gui deli nes;

Edr? é%\(dx JLUMKVX’

Lori K. Haworth, Cbrt|f|ed Cour t
Reporter 2958 for the State of
Washi ngton residing at G g Harbor,
Washi ngt on.
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SRS PREM ER REALTI ME
2200 SI XTH AVENUE, SUI TE 425
SEATTLE, WASHI NGTON 98121
206. 389. 9321

Cct ober 31, 2019

To: Andrew Bi ggs
OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
800 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000
Seattl e, Washi ngton 98104
Andr ew. Bi ggs@t g. wa. gov

Case Nane: Santhuff v. State of Washi ngton, Nobach
Vi deo Deposition of: M ke Saunder s

Dat e Taken: Cct ober 25, 2019

Court Reporter: Lori K Haworth, CCR, RPR

This letter is to advise you of the foll ow ng:

X Si gnature was reserved. The Affidavit and
correction sheet are being forwarded to you
in electronic form Pl ease have t he deponent
review the transcript, note any corrections
on the corrections page, and return the
signed affidavit and correction page to us
wi thin 30 days of this notice. According to
Court Rule 30(e), the deposition affidavit
shoul d be signed within thirty (30) days or
signature i s considered wai ved.

Signature was reserved. The transcript is
ready for review and signature. Your office
did not order a copy of the deposition
transcri pt. Pl ease contact our office to
make an appoi ntnment for review. Signature
must be conpleted within 30 days of this
noti ce.

(Sent without signature to avoid del ay)
Lori K. Haworth, CCR, RPR

CC:. JOHN P. SHERI DAN
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SRS PREM ER REALTI ME
2200 SI XTH AVENUE, SUI TE 425
SEATTLE, WASHI NGTON 98121
206. 389. 9321

CORRECTI ON SHEET

PLEASE NOTE ALL CHANGES OR CORRECTI ONS ON THI S SHEET BY

PAGE AND LI NE NUMBER, AND THE REASON THEREFOR.

PAGE L1 NE CORRECTI ON AND REASON
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similar 8:3
siren 34:9,11
sit 10:22 12:19 26:21
sitting 11:11

situation 21:20 25:11 29:9,21 30:2
31:542:16,17 43:4 47:1,3 61:2

SIXTH 66:1

sort 11:17 18:8 36:8 38:8,9 50:15
53:13 60:9,11

Southwest 4:14
spanned 18:4
specific 11:16 42:17
specifically 32:2
spell 16:14 62:6
spelled 32:5
spend 19:24
spoke 55:18
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statement 56:8
status 49:13

statute 51:1,5

stay 34:12
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stood 31:5

stop 26:22

stopped 30:20 39:2
stops 38:17

street 36:25

strike 21:1 24:15 25:14 46:9
structured 15:24
style 27:20 33:16
subject 48:25

subordinate 18:14 19:3 29:7 30:12
46:24

subordinates 17:16 42:10
subpoenas 61:25
subvert 29:5

Suite 66:1,6

summaries 13:7
summary 12:4 49:14
Superior 4:10

supervision 30:10

supervisor 17:20 18:7 26:20,21
35:20 37:12 56:18 60:7,10,15

supervisor's 27:1
supporting 16:24
suppose 49:9 51:6
supposed 27:7
suspended 37:8
Sweeney 49:18
sworn 5:8 65:16

sworn-in 4:20

T

talk 12:7 21:9 24:14 27:19 29:6
41:11 42:21 45:25

talked 28:7 29:17 46:14

talking 17:10,12 26:12,13 40:13
56:2557:12

talks 27:6
targeted 25:20
telling 42:25
tended 30:11
term 13:7

terms 7:38:23 13:17 14:3 20:4
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57:1

thinking 43:15
thirty 66:17
thought 12:20 53:1
three-plus 6:20
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throw 34:5
thumbnail 7:4
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tool 25:11

top 26:552:12

totally 10:7,11 26:23 33:25 56:22
training 25:4 26:24 29:13 54:8
transaction 56:13

transcribed 65:11,18

transcript 61:14 64:8 65:18,20
66:14,19,20

translate 50:15
transport 45:19
trial 61:2562:13

trooper 4:22 22:3 30:23 31:4,24
34:25 43:8 45:9 46:2,15,20 47:5,21
49:4 58:3,22 59:23 61:1

true 12:24 19:6 20:11,25 21:1,8,13,
25 24:6,10 25:15,18 28:13 30:22
32:11,14,15,22,24 50:23 51:2 54:1
59:22 64:8 65:18

truth 36:18 65:17
turn 49:553:12
turned 30:25

type 8:420:523:9,11 25:6 27:12
30:20 33:3 36:14 37:7,10

typed 65:8
types 7:1510:12 12:2,10 34:2
typically 11:10 18:15 32:17

u

ultimate 15:3 16:2
ultimately 25:9 27:1
unanswered 41:3 42:23
unaware 45:19

uncontested 26:3
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28:16 31:16 34:7 36:22 37:17 38:4
39:14 41:19
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26:13 30:19 31:17 32:6 33:23,25
34:6

Volume 4:8

voluntary 9:8
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waived 65:11 66:17
wanted 12:17 33:7
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Washington 4:1,10,11,14 5:4,22
19:12,16 35:19 51:21 52:5 60:5 62:7
65:3,6,7,20,24 66:2,7,8

ways 19:4
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54:11,16 56:14,15 57:2,6,24

Wiley 46:11
witnesses 18:522:16 32:17 33:18

39:4 41:11 50:2
work 12:4
worked 10:10 23:10
working 26:6 55:3
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works 60:8
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Maier, Bruce (WSP)

From: Santhuff, Ryan (WSP)

Sent: Thursday, Cctober 20, 2016 9:18 PM
To: Maier, Bruce (WSP)

Subject: Aviation investigation

Detettive Sergeant Maier,

Thank you again for meeting with me on October 3", It has been over two weeks since we last spoke and |
want to take a minute and relterate the important issues we discussed abaut the Aviation Section.
Furthermore, | want to express how grateful | am to work for an agency that values strong leadership,
professional excellence, acting with integrity and accountability, respecting and protecting individual rights,
and a culture of continuous improvement: | have been placed in positions where | had to make very difficult
decisions in my career, | can tell you these decisions have been some of the most challenging times in my life
but | believe in the importance of upholding my own reputation, all WSP Trooper’'s reputation, and the
reputatian of the employees around me. | have great respect for the Sergeants, Lieutenants, and Captain, of
the Office of Professional Standards (OPS). You are instilled with the responsibility of retaining all our
reputation and keeping the WSP an organization we are all proud to work for. Thank you for what you do.

At the beginning of our meeting on October 3" you asked me if L knew why we were having the meeting. 1 told
you | believed it was regarding the deletion of emails to avoid a pending public disclosure request. You
advised | was incorrect and the meeting was abot two issues filed in an IR by Captain Alexander. The first
complaint was indicating Lieutenant Nobach retaliated against me, and the second about Lieutenant Nobach
intentionally refusing to provide the Governor with a transport flight upon request. | was unaware an iR had
been filed; however | made a retaliation complaint to Captain Alexander in May, which was dismissed without
further follow-up. Both of these issues | recently discussed with my union representative.

During our meeting you asked me why | felt | was being retaliated against. 1 described an incident involving
physical contact, sexual in nature, between Lieutenant Nobach and a female subordinate assigned to
Aviation. This incident occurred in front of me and | was the only witness. | described the situation in detall
and | explained how the sexual harassment situstion was handled well outside WSP policy. | explained how |
tried to smooth out an extremely uncomfortable work environment for others and me by initiating a meeting
with Lieutenant Nobach. This and future meetings did not seem to help and the work related issues have
continued. 1 advised of numerous potential retaliatory situations that occurred over the last seven months. |
fater provided you with a copy of a timeline and other documents | referenced during our meeting. | also
advised of eight previous Aviation employees that havé brought forward complaints of retaliation by

Lieutenant Nobach.

When you asked about Lieutenant Nobach denying the Governor flight; | explained | remember standing near
the secretary’s desk where the flight schedule is located when Lieutenant Nobach told the secretary to deny
the flight and tell them the aircraft (King Air) was down for maintenance. | remember the King Air was actuaily
not down for maintenance but the master schedule was changed to reflect the King Air down. | explained |
believed Lieutenant Nobach refused the flight because he wanted to force a political issue, and I vaguely
remember lieutenant Nobach stating this as the reason for the denial. Lieutenant Nobach was trying to push
the Governor to suppori a pending funding request for the maintenance on a King Air. | explained | remember
this happening because | believed it was unethical and 1 was surprised Lieutenant Nobach would intentionally
1
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mass with tha Governor office. |.also explained a retired Aviation Section King Air mechanic can tell you there
was nathing wrong with the King Air when this happened and it apparently happeried on numerous
occasions. Furthermore, | suggested you speak with one of our current aircraft mechanics | believe has more

knowledge of this occurring..

Although not associated with the JIR, we also discussed further unethical and potentially ctiminal beliavior
regarding deletion of email to aveid a pending Public Disclosure request {(possible May Day request}. |
explained an Incident where Lieutenant Nobach-advised the pilots of a public disclosure requést that was.
coming and he said he needed us to delete our emails to prevent disclosure. Lieutenant Nobach instructed all
the pilots to log into their email accounts, delete our deleted folder then showed us how to access an emall
récovery folder and delete those also. Trooper Noll also remembers the incident and believed the public
disclosure request pertained to.a May Day Protest. You explained Captain Alexander was handling the
situation and Lleuténarit Nobach stated he was instructed years ago by retired Captain Cooey to delete emails
to remove the Governot’s schedule. | explained this feasoning was false because other pilots arid | were never
provided the Goverrior’s schedule other than flightarrival and departures. | can’ttell you exactly the coritent
Lieutenant Nobach wanted deleted, but | think you can ahsolutely rule out it had hothing to do with the
Governot's schedule. Based on my tralning provided by this ageney, | beliéve what we were required to do

was dishonest and unethical.

‘Since our meeting, on October 7" Captain Alexander had my Sergeant advise me to stop doing my own
investigdtion within aviation, 1 questioned as to'what Alexander was talking about and the Sergeant said | was
doing things In the office that were makthg people feel uncomfortable. Asto what that is, [ have no idea. The
only conclusion | can come up with i is Lieutenant Nobach is concerned what an investigation may reveal. On
October'10™ Captain Alexander had a meeting with all personnel within aviation and explained there was an
OPS$ investigation heing conducted dand agdin requested we not interfere with the investigation. Healso
advised all employees to not delete emails even if they were instructed to in the past. On October 20" the
secretary told me she has been advised to lock all cabinets in the office. | wonder why? | personally believe in

an open and transparent workplace and government.

Yesterday my union representative advised me he spoke with Captain Saunders (the Captain of OPS) and he
didn't believe any of the topics we discussed were going to be addressed. ftrue, why? Unethical, dishonest,
and potentially criminal behaviar rieeds to be addressed to uphold the reputation of you, me, and the rest of
the employees in this agency. | do understand a couple of these topics are very sensitive in nature and could
b very dainaging to the agency reputation if tonfirmed. It is not my intention to create damage, as | love this
agency arid the Aviation Section, but my conscience is weighted by possible unethical behavior. | respectfully
request Office of Proféssional Standards to mvesﬁga’cé"why tha sexual harassment complaint was not handled
per pohcv“hosts}e work enviranment/relation, intentionally refusing a Governor flight for political reasons, and

the Public Disclosure violation.

Sincerely, o
Trooper Ryan Santhuff
WSP Aviation







WASHINGTON STATE PATROL
INVESTIGATOR’S CASE LOG

OPS CASENO.: 16-1151 Prelim __ INVESTIGATOR: _Det. Sgt. Maier i Acting Lt.) -

B e

OTES:
Preliminary Investigation assigned to Acting OPS Lieutenant, Defective | i
9/26/16 1100 Sergeant Bruce Majer,

: ?i*éiiﬁainary anvfégﬁgaﬁcn extension Mm%;uest email séntw.t'o WSPLA
1352 Representative, Captain Swainson. Requested due date exctension until
’ Qcrober 14, 2016.

Received email appmv;imfc;r iﬁvestigafién eﬁtéxlsi(;nwt;“’f;tﬁw Ociebe:r 11,5815?* :

from WSPLA President and Represenfative, Captain Swainson. Sent fo AA4 i

1626 ) i H
CGulfer and placed in Cite.

‘Received 'I;r“;}:bpér Santhuffs 2016 c?cm{lwruxuseiing documentation and associated

0/28/16 1422 emuils.

T “Emailed Qgt‘s 'Sﬁéeeney and He;ttgi)erg 10 ass‘igtmégé—d“uuimmg{rgapér Santhuff |
1440 for his complainant inferview.

S AR OURNIA N

- Arraigned mecting, through Sgt. Sweeney, with Trooper Santhuff at SOD GA
0/29/16 1125 Office on Monday, October 3, 2816, at 1600,

Tat T&S&Qér Santhuffs request, changed the October 3 mx;c:ating location with
9/30/16 1030 him to OPS, h

TR

Aviation Section as a pilot in Janvary 2015, Santhuff stated for the first year
and a half his velationship with Lt Nobdch went very well. Santhoff
explained the saying was,” don’t poke the bear,” meaning Nobach and it was
-common knowledge in Aviation o not make waves because Nobach could be
somewhat retaliatory in his management style.

b

Santhuff said at the end of Feb or early March 20186, he was in Nobach’s
office and witnessed the Office Assistant, Brenda Biscay, rub Nobach’s
shoulders and move her breasts across his bead. Santhuff stated he confided

e

g

10/3/16 1330 what e witnessed to Sgt. Sweeney and » fow weeks later, he noticed litle to
no communication from either Brends or Nobach and another mechanic
Brenda was good fiends with. Saathuff described he felt ostracized.
According to Santhuff, no one had ever tatked to him gbout what he witnessed

XHIBIT .~ § in Nobach’s office.
1elzlig Gb

B e e 3

g 5 Santhuff stated at the end of March he was alone in Nobach’s office to discuss

= ¢ the work environment in aviation and could tell Nobach was upset with him.
Maie Santhuff said Nobach told him if he was going to be held accountable then
everyone n Aviation would be held accountable. Santhuff explamed Nobach
told hits he had made him look like he was not doin:: his job. Banthuff
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WASHINGTON STATE PATROL .5 N
INVESTIGATOR’S CASE LOG WL

OPS CASENO.: 16-1151 Prelim _ INVESTIGATOR: _Det. Sgt. Maier (Acting Lt.) R

NOTES

i

indicated he belisved that was dirccted specifically at him for reporting what
he saw to Sweeney. Santhuff admitted he was not aware what Nobach had
been held accountable for or what kind of documentation, if any he had
received. He was not shown an 095 that Nobach may have received.

Santhuff described several instances he believed Nobach retaliated and/or
singled him out in 2016 after that meeting:

- Shortly after the office meeting, during an all section meeting with all
staff, Nobach was conducting sexval harassment training and reading
regulations to them. According to Santhuff, Nobach stared him down
while he was reading, directing it all towards him. Santhuff said
afterward, a mechanic commented to him that he noticed Nobach
seemad to stare directly t Santhuff. Santhuff said he believed it was
“intimidation” by Nobach.

- Nobach extended his pilct progression time line for no apparent
resson, Santhuff said Nobach told him it was just a fime line thing
and nothing more and Santhuff accepted it and moved on.

- InApril 2016, afier an evaluation flight for his right seat instructor
qualification, Nobach failed him for something he had been told no
other pilots had been required to do. Nobach then stopped his right
seat training. Santhuff said he believed he was again getting singled
out.

- April or May 20186, after a training flight with Nobach practicing ILS
approaches under the hood, Santhuff requested a debriefing but
Nobach had no tirme because he was late for s meeting. According fo
Santhuff, Nobach told him there was nothing sigaificant to discuss,
only minor issaes to work on. Santhuff said later that day, Sweeney
told him Nobach told Sweeney that Santhuff almost flew the plane
into the trees on approach. Santhuff stated that did not happen and he
had never been told that by Nobach.

< May 2016, on another iraining flight'with Nobach, Nabach failed him
on several things he did not do and toid him it was a “check flight.”
According to Santhuff, he had not been aware it was a check flight
and had litile to no communication from Nobach. Santhuff believed
he was again being singled out in retaliation for reporting the incident
in Nobach’s office in March 2016

- Banthuff had been scheduled for King Air training i CA during the
smmmer of 2016, They cancslled the training for coverage since
another pilot was on FMLA leave. According to Santhuft, he was still
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WASHINGTON STATE PATROL B —
INVESTIGATOR’S CASE LOG - War

OPS CASENO.: 16-1151 Prelim  INVESTIGATOR: Det. Sgt. Maier (Acting Lt.)

denied the training after the other pilot returned o work and Santhaff
volunteered to attend the training on his own time during leave, but
was not allowed to adjust bis vacation time. Santhuff said he found
out later the other pilot had been allowed fo adjust his vacation time to
accommodate his FMLA and training, Santhuff believed he again had
been singled out.

Santhutf verified the counseling (393 he received from Hatteberg in Sept.
2016, and said he provided a rebuttal email to it explaining how he had not
missed the scheduled flight on the schedule as he had beeh counseled for (See
Copy of rebuttal email). Santhuff said he belisved Nobach directed the
counseling because when he asked Hatteberg if Nobach had anything to do
with the 093, Hatteberg remained silent. Santhuff said he believes Nobach
was stilf angry at him for reporting the incident in March 2016,

Santhuff explained he vaguely vecalled in the spring of 2015 he overheard a
conversation between Nobach and Brenda Biscay at her desk where Nobach
told her he was extending or changing scheduled King Air maintenance over a
roquested Governor transportation flight fo malke the King Air unavailable to
the Governor, Santhuff said he asked retired Maintenance Mechanic Gary
Bender and othess in aviation and was told Nobach has chatiged the King Air
maintenance schedule numerous times to make it unavailable fof the
Governor, Santhoff admitted he had no othar proof of mainfenance schedule
manipulation by Nobach and could only concur on his own that the
manipulation would have been for political ressons so the Governor would
fund new engines for the second King Air that never flies. Santhuff stated he
had not heard of any maintenance schedirling manipulation since early 2015,

Completed Sgt. Hatteberg™s witness interview by phone. Hatteberg verified
he issued and wrote himself the O%3 given to Santhuff on Sept. 19, 2016.
Hatteberg explained he discussed the issue with Nobach and Lt. Nobach
agreed for him to handle the situation with the O95. Hatieberg said Nobach
showed him how 1o modify the last two sentences of the document fo make it
more positive and constructive for Santhuff.

Hatteberg verified the Section did a Sgt. Swap of subordinates in Aug 20186, to
10/4/16 1236 balance out experienced employees with newer employecs and he became
Santhuff’s supetvisor then.

Hatteberg said Santhuff had not received any discipling from him or Nobach,
but counseling and or memerialized discussions regarding concerns noted in
2016. Hatteberg expressed they were always done in a positive manner for
Santhuff to learn from and be more suceessful in Aviation.
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WASHINGTON STATE PATROL U5 R m— i

INVESTIGATOR’S CASE LOG War ;

OPS CASENO.: 16-1151 Prelim _ INVESTIGATOR: _Det. Sgt. Maier (Acting Lt) o |
|

'NOTES.
‘ Haiteberg denied Nobach had singled out or treated Santhuff any different
than any other employess in avistion. And no one, inchuding Nobach, had
been “retaliatory™ towards Santhuff or any other eraployees. According to
Haiteberyg, sinee March of this year, at the direction of Caplain Alexander,
‘Nobach has been more open and embraces participation of all employees in
Awviation,

Hatiebery acknowledged Nobach had been upset and frustrated he received an
095 in March 20186, but did not see him direet any attention or anpger fowards
any employees, including Santhuff, over it.

Hatiebery said he had not observed Nobach single out or treat Santhuff
differently in any way. Hatteberg expressed Lt Nobach has a groat
responsibility to ensure all the pilots are proficient in their flying duties and
takes great cars to ensore standardization, consistency and safety with all,
Hatteberg said it was in Nobach’s best interest for Santhuff and others to §
progress in thelr trafning and get flight Bmitations and vestrictions lifled as -
soom as they could.

L

Hatieberg ackniowledged Nobach fried a combination instrument/right seat
iraining Hght with Santhoft once, but i was too much for Banthnff, so
Nohach told Santhuff and the 8gt’s to have him focus on instrument
proficiency first before right seat guulification.

Hatlteberg expliined he and Nobach deried Santhuff to adjust his vacation
time because of pilot availability, nothing else. Hatteberg explained they
would have accommodated him i they could have,

sy

Hatreberg said he had never boen aware of Nobech manipulating the King Alr
malntenanee schedule for personal or political veasons. 1latteberg stressed that
King Alr ransporiation flights are a priority for the section and it gets very ;
important attention from all, including Nobach, Hatfteberg explained if j
anything, the mainienance schedule is changed or adjusted by Nobach in order
to maximize the availability for transportation flights, especially for the
Governor atid staff,

| Hatieberg said Nobach wants all aviation staff, including Santhuf{'to be
successful. Hatteberg stated they have provided Santhuff and others
accelerated King Air training even before compieting normal Cessna
nrogréssion ahing,

[EN—— e T

Brisfed Coptain Alexander vn the siatus of the investigation and went ovar the
detailed summary of the Santhuff and Sgt. Hatteberg Interviews, At this time
Captain Alexander requested the preliminary investigation be completed with
the addition of But, Sweeney as 4 withess, Emailed and advised Captain
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WASHINGTON STATE PATROL 9 3 s

INVESTIGATOR’S CASE LOG WL

OPS CASENO.: 16-1151 Prelim _ INVESTIGATOR: _Det. Sgt. Maier fActingLt)

19/5/16

1645

Saunders.

supervised Santhuff until the summer of 2016, when Santhuff switched
supervisors to Hatteberg to balance out the trooper experience levels each
supervisor had responsibility for. .

Sweeny said Santhuff received no diseiphne or formal counseling under him,
just novmal discussions of small concems. Sweeney explained Santhuff was
frustrated at times with the progression or lack of progression of his flight
training and removal of his flight limitations.

Sweeney stated he was not aware Nobach treated Santhuff differently than
anyone else in Aviation, other than one training flight where Nobach
evaluated Santhuff for a right seat qualification in combination with under the
hood instruments, According to Swesney, that was net normal and was oo
much for Santhuff to handle and he had difffoulties with that flight. Sweeney
said he did not know why that flight was evaluated like that, but said it did not
appear retaliatory since Nobach just had Santhuff focus only on instraments
after fhat for his progression.

Sweeney said he was aware Nobach was upset with both him and Santhuff
after the March 2018, incident and reporting, but expressed Nobach did not
act on it towards either himn or Santhuff. Sweeney stated Nobach told
everyone in Aviation to just move forward and they did,

Sweeney acknowledged after an ILS instrument training flight Nobach had
with Santhuff, Nobach told Sweeney that on otie of the approachies, Sanfhuff
came dangerously close to the trees. Sweeney said he later asked Santhuff
about the flight and Santhuff said Nobach never told hiin about the trees and
Santhuff was upset Nobach told Sweeny since Nobach never discussed the
incident with him in person.

Sweeney reiterated Nobach never appeared fo treat Santhuff or anyone in
Aviation differently and that Nobach was a great flight instructorand
evaluator,

Sweeny acknowledged Santhuff was not allowed to adjust his vacation time in
2018, after Santhuff attended King Alr training on his own vacation time and
was not sure why. Sweeney said he believed it had to do with pilot
availability. According to Sweeney, Santhuff had his King Air Command
Pilot timeline pushed back, but was unsure why again, but did not believe it
was retaliatory.
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OPS CASENO.:

WASHINGTON STATE PATROL

16-1151 Prelim
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WSF

INVESTIGATOR’S CASE LOG

10/06/16

1105

' wgcmpietedﬂglwxbr;é interview with Aviation Maintenance Supervisor, Sam

Sweeney said he was not aware that Nobach purposefully manipulated the
King Air Maintenance schedule in any way other than o make it more
available for important transportation flights. Sweeney stressed they all,
including Nobach, put a priovity on Governor transporlation flights.

SO U R e hsbmimccsenp o s e

Loska,

Loska said he had not been aware of Nobach purposefully manipulating the
King Air maintenance schedule for any reason since he has been in the unit,

Loska explained he and Nohach discuss, plan and communicate the
maintenance schedules up to six months in advance and have Brenda Biscay
soordinate transportation flight availability with the Governor and WSP Chief

and staffs,

Loska stressed he has never had a conversation with Nobach about
manipulating the maintenance schedules and all thelr conversations are
maintenance driven not political or personal.

10/11/16

e Al it e

1340

1638

Sent WSPLA President and Representative Captain Swamson excnlpato
questions for Lt Nobach. Reguested a response NLT Tue, Get 11, 2016,

question responses from Lieutenant Nobach. See attached.

10/12/16

SR —

G830

Put together Prelim case file in Cite and on share point for Captain Alexander,

PAGE

3000-371-008 R 11/06

JPSSANT001270

Py e

o

S %





WASHINGTON STATE PATROL BN a—
INVESTIGATOR’S CASE LOG War

OPS CASENO.: 16-1151 Prelim _ INVESTIGATOR: _Det, S¢t. Maier (Acting Lt)

PAGE 7 OF -
3000-371-008 R 11/06 ot e e

JPSSANT001271

Ereen

P






WASHINGTON STATE PATROL

REGULATION MANUAL

THIS MANUAL 1S THE PROPERTY OF THE WASHINGTON
STATE PATROL. IF FOUND, PLEASE NOTIFY THE EMPLOYEE
NAMED BELOW OR YOUR NEAREST STATE PATROL OFFICE.

NAME BADGE NUMBER ___

DISTRICT PHONE NO.

77N
3000-365-100 (Rev. 210) *ifg






The Washington State Patrol Regulation Manual is for internal use only and
is not intended to enlarge an employee's civil or criminal liability in any way.
The directives contained within should not be construed as the creation of a
higher standard of safety or care in an evidentiary sense, with respect io
third party claims. Violations of these directives, if proven, should only form
the basis of a complaint by this department, and then only in a non-judicial

administrative setting.






INTEROFFICE COMMUMIGCATION
WASHINGTON STATE PATROL
TO:  Ab Employees
FROM:  Chief Jobn R, Batisf
SUBJECT: Regulaisn Mark
DATE: Fobruary 26, 2010

The 2070 Regulation Manual nas besn approved for deparment use.
The manuals are color-coded into four sections acconding 1o salély and nsk lactors:

Rad Section {Chaplers 1.8 This section consists of policies that sncompass
areas sonceming officer safely and agency risk managemenrt.

Yeillow Section (Chavters 6-8); This section addresses policies related W the
agensy's vaiues and standards of employee conduct and-agency fisk management
of an atmiristralive natars.

White Section {Chapters 9-32): The policies m this sectior address the standands
wldepariment authority and organization; managament; personnal fssuss
complaint and disciphnary procedures; communicatiorn systems; unfforms; venicles
and eqmpmem- wraffic rosponsibilities; investigations: evitlence systam? and
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Five Seetion (Appendix]: “This section containg misceliznsous information.

Msny policies havs been revigad, ons has bean eliminated, and four new policies were added,
“This printing of the 2070 Reguistion Manual contains all General Crder revsions from 08-001

through 09004
Employess are required 1o know and foliow the policiss and procedings in the 2010 Regulation
Mavival. Supenvisors will ensurs ali employess have {0 a hard copy of the manual, which

may also be sccessed on the agency iniranel.

Changas o the policies and procedwres of the 2010 Ragulation Menualwitl be made trough Ha
msuance of General Orders; shangas shall be noted in printea sapiss of the curent 2070
Regiiation Manual, Supervisors will ansurs amployess review alf Ganeral Orders and signa
Directive Coritral Shest (3000-323-070). Birective Control Sheets shall be maintained perthe
WSPUmqueF ds Retention Schedil
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USER'S GUIDE CALEA1221,24.12

» GENERAL

This manual provides employees of the department with a readily accessible source of
policy, procedure, and information which comply with the standards set by the
Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA). The manual is
intended to serve as a guide and framework within which employees can make
decisions. It is not intended to cover every situation that may arise in the discharge of an
employee's duties.

This manual is issued on the authority of the Chief of the Washington State Patrol. All
members are required to familiarize themselves with the contents and keep them at their
work place or in their assigned vehicle for immediate access. Because this manual
contains sensitive information, employees are responsible for its security. Employees
must immediately report the loss of 2 manual to a supervisor.

Certain policies in the manual may be covered by bargaining agreements. In the case
where department policy differs from language in an agreement, the language in the
agreement shall take precedence. In those areas where the agreement language covers
part, but not all, of a department policy, the areas of the department policy not covered
will control,

> ORDERS AND DIRECTIVES
Changes to information contained in this manual will be by General Order (G0) from the
Office of the Chief or the yearly revision of the manual. Employees shall update their
manual from the information on a General Order by highlighting the policy title and
writing "Refer to GO 10-__" or by whatever means they deem appropriate.

» ReVISION OF POLICIES
This edition of the manual contains many policy revisions. One policy was removed.
Four new policies have been added. A list of policies not distributed in a General Order
in 2009 is included in the Section 2010 Changes by Chapter. Employees are
responsible for reviewing all changes and shall be familiar with all new policies and
procedures.

» REPRINTING

This manual is intended to be republished yearly. Al General Orders in effect at the time of
reprinting will be included.

> ManUAL ORGANIZATION

This manu:al contains policies of the department. The policies are grouped into chapters
numbered from 1 through 22. Refer to the Table of Contents for more information.

P GLOSSARY OF TERMS
Employees should familiarize themselves with the glossary terms.
» INDEX

The Index is an alphabetical listing of subject matter by topic and key words to assist
employees in locating policy or procedure,
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USER'S GUIDE

} MaNUAL COMMENTS

If any area of this manual needs correction or if you have any suggestions or comments
for future editions, please notify the Strategic Planning and Performance Section at
(360} 596-4141 or by e-mail to SPPSubmissions@wsp.wa.gov. Any assistance is
appreciated.
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176 Rules of Conduct Chapter 8

2.

Applies to:

See Also:

8.00.300

{. POLICY

If there is a written agreement with another agency and that
agreement contains a specific clause outlining the need for, and
parameters of, the commission or deputization of a department
employee, the Chief's signature upon the agreement indicates
approval. If no such written agreement exists, the requesting
employee shall submit an 10C through the chain of command to the
Chief that requests approvai and outlines all pertinent information,
including the hame of the agency, reason for and duration of the
commission or deputization, and any other special circumstances.

Employees deputized or commissioned by another law enforcement
agency shall not carry any badge, commission card, or insignia
representing any other agency without approval from the Chief of
the Washington State Pairol.

All WSP Employees
WSP Policy Off-Duty Employment Regulations

WHISTLEELOWER ~ IMPROPER GOVERNMENTAL ACTION

A. Reporting of Improper Governmental Actions

1.

Employees shail be encouraged 1o report, to the extent not
prohibited by law, improper governmental actions.

Whistleblower complainis may be submitted anonymously.

For an improper governmental action to be investigated, it must be

provided to the State Auditor's Office, agency designee, or state

%ubtic government official within ane year after the occurrence of
e action.

improper governmental action is defined as any action by an
employee undertaken in the performance of the empioyee’s official
duties that:

a. s agross waste of pubiic funds or resources.

b. Is in violation of federal or state law or rule, if the violation is
not merely technical or of a minimum nature.

c. Is of substantial and specific danger to the public heath or
safely. )

d. Is gross mismanagement.

e. Prevents dissemination of scientific opinion or alters technical
findings.

it does not include personnel actions such as grievances,
complaints, appointments, promotions, transfers, assignments,
reassignments, reinstatements, restorations, reemployments,
performance evaluations, reductions in pay, dismissals,

Washington State Pairof 2010 Reguiation Manual





" Chapter 8

10.

11.

Rules of Conduct 177

suspensions, demotions, violations of state civil service law, alleged
labor agreement violations, reprimands, or any action taken under
chapters 41.06 or 28B.16 RCW, or other disciplinary action except
as provided in 42.40.030.

A Whistleblower is one who, in good faith, reports alleged improper
governmental action to the State Auditor’s Office, agency designes,
or other public official, or who provides information o the State
Auditor’s Office, agency designee, or other public official in
connection with an investigation, or who is believed to have
reporied alleged improper governmental action to the State
Auditor’s Office, agency designee, or other public official or
provided information in connection with an investigation, but who, in
fact, has or has not done so.

Employees may not use or atternpt fo use their official authority or
influence 1o interfere with another's right to disclose information of
improper governmental action. Use of official authority or influence
includes iaking, directing others to take, recommending, processing
or approving any personnel action.

The Whistleblower and withesses wh?&rcwiﬁe information during
the investigation will ba provided confidentiality.

Employees will cooperate in the investigations, including the
ronibition to destroy any of the evidence during the course of the
investigation.

The Whistleblower, perceived Whistlebiower, and/or witnesses who
provide information during the invesﬁFation or perceived to be
witnesses during the investigation will not be retaliated against.

Employees who feel they are being retaliated against can file a
compiaint at the Human Rights Commission
http/Awww.hum.wa.gov.

B. Notification of Employees

1.

The depariment shall provide each employee a copy of this policy.
New employees must be notified upon entering employment, and all
employees must be re-informed annually.

Il. PROCEDURES
A. Refer to Washington State Auditor’s Office

1.

2.

The procedures for filing a Whistlebiower complaint and ali other
pertinent procedural information are located at the State Auditor’s
Office Web site: hitp://www.sao.wa.qov/Whistieblower/index.htm.

Whisteblower compiaints shall be reported on the State Auditor's
Office Whistleblower Form:

hitp:/Avww.sao.wa.gov/whistieblower/WBReportForm.htm.

The following are methods for reporting/submitting a Whistleblower
complaint:
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" 178 Rules of Conduct Chapter 8

a. Directly to the agenv:édesignee. The agency designee
includes the Deputy Chief, Commander of the Office of
Professional Standards, and the Commander of the Human
Resource Division.

b. Directly to the State Auditor's Office at:
Fax: (360) 586-3519

E-mail: whistieblower@sao.wa.qov/whistieblower/WBReportForm.him

Mail:  Washington State Auditor's Office
Attn: State Employee Whistieblower Program
PO Box 40031
QOlympia, WA 98504-0031

c. Directly to any state government “public official” to receive and
go?umdent Whistleblower complaints. A “public official” is
efined as:

{1) The director or equivalent in the agency where the
employee works.

{2) An appropriate number of individuals designated to
receive Whistleblower reporis by the head of each
agency.

{3) The Attorney General’s designee or designees.

Whistleblower complaints received by the Deputy Chief, Office of
Professional Standards Commander or the Human Resource
Division Commander shall be forwarded o the State Auditor’s

Ali empioyees are expected to complete the online Employee
Annual Review Checklist each year. The checklist contains a link to
the Washington State Auditor’s Office Web site
hitp://www.saoc.wa.gov/Whistieblower/index.htm.

RCW 28B.16, 41.06, 42.40; Employee Annual Review

3.
Office within 15 days.

4.
Applies to: Alt WSP Employees
See Also:

Checklist

8.00.310 SERVICE DOGS
i. POLICY

A. Service Dog Description and Purpose

1.

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and RCW recognize
“service dogs” as having the same access to public use facilities as
the person they service. By definition, a service dog is "an animal
that is trained for the purposes of assisting or accommodating a
disabled person's sensory, mental, or physical disability.” Public
use faciities include those fo which the %eneral public is invited
(e.g., motor buses, hotels, offices, hospitals, etc.).

Washington State Patrol 2010 Reguiation Manual
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 1              IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON

 2                    IN AND FOR KING COUNTY

     ________________________________________________________

 3

      RYAN SANTHUFF, an          )

 4    individual,                )

                                 )

 5              Plaintiff,       )

                                 )

 6        vs.                    )  Case No. 19-2-04610-4 KNT

                                 )

 7    STATE OF WASHINGTON,       )

      and DAVID JAMES NOBACH,    )

 8    an individual,             )

                                 )

 9              Defendants.      )

     ________________________________________________________

10

11            Video Deposition Upon Oral Examination

12                              of

13                         MIKE SAUNDERS

14   ________________________________________________________

15

16           Taken at 7141 Cleanwater Drive Southwest

17                      Olympia, Washington

18

19

20

21

22

23

24   DATE:  October 25, 2019

25   REPORTED BY:  Lori K. Haworth, RPR

                   License No.:  2958
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 1                     A P P E A R A N C E S

 2   For the Plaintiff:       JOHN P. SHERIDAN

                              The Sheridan Law Firm, P.S.

 3                            Hoge Building, Suite 2000

                              705 Second Avenue

 4                            Seattle, Washington 98104

                              jack@sheridanlawfirm.com

 5

     For the Defendants:      ANDREW BIGGS

 6                            Assistant Attorney General

                              Office of the Attorney General

 7                            800 Fifth Avenue

                              Suite 2000

 8                            Seattle, Washington 98104

                              Andrew.Biggs@atg.wa.gov

 9

     Also Present:            RYAN SANTHUFF

10

                              JUSTIN ABBASI

11                            The Sheridan Law Firm

12                            DAN BASSETT

                              Videographer, SRS Premier

13                            Realtime

14                            --o0o--

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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 1                           I N D E X

 2   EXAMINATION BY:                                     Page

 3   Mr. Sheridan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

 4                             * * *

 5   EXHIBITS FOR IDENTIFICATION:

 6   Number                                              Page

 7   Exhibit 1    Document, Email, October 20, 2016,

                  to Bruce Mayer from Ryan Santhuff,

 8                2 pages  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

 9   Exhibit 2    Document, Washington State Patrol

                  Investigator's Case Log,

10                JPSSANT001265-JPSSANT001271,

                  7 pages  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

11

     Exhibit 3    Document, Washington State Patrol

12                Regulation Manual, 8 pages . . . . . . . 51

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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 1         OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON; FRIDAY, OCTOBER 25, 2019

 2                           9:24 A.M.

 3                            --o0o--

 4

 5

 6                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We are on-record.  Time

 7   now is 9:24 a.m.  Today's date is October 25, 2019.

 8   This is Volume 1, Media Unit 1 of the video deposition

 9   of Mike Saunders taken in the matter of Santhuff versus

10   the State of Washington, et al., filed in the Superior

11   Court, the State of Washington, in King County.  Case

12   number is 19-2-04610-4 KNT.

13            This deposition is being held at 7141

14   Cleanwater Drive Southwest in Olympia, Washington.  My

15   name is Dan Bassett.  I am the videographer.  Our court

16   reporter is Lori Haworth.  We are both with SRS Premier

17   Realtime.

18            Counsel and all present, please identify

19   yourselves for the record, and the witness may be

20   sworn-in.

21                 MR. SHERIDAN:  This is Jack Sheridan

22   representing the plaintiff, Trooper Ryan Santhuff.  In

23   the room with us is -- well, why don't you guys say your

24   name loudly.

25                 MR. ABBASI:  Justin Abbasi.  I am with the

0005

 1   Sheridan Law Firm.

 2                 MR. SANTHUFF:  Ryan Santhuff.

 3                 MR. BIGGS:  This is Andrew Biggs.  I

 4   represent the State of Washington and Lieutenant Nobach.

 5

 6

 7   MIKE SAUNDERS,                deponent herein, being

 8                                 first duly sworn on oath,

 9                                 was examined and testified

10                                 as follows:

11

12                     E X A M I N A T I O N

13   BY MR. SHERIDAN:

14       Q.   Please state your full name for the record.

15       A.   Michael S. Saunders.

16       Q.   All right.  And Mr. Saunders, can you tell us

17   whether you are currently employed.

18       A.   No, I am not.

19       Q.   All right.  And are you retired?

20       A.   Yes.

21       Q.   And from what organization?

22       A.   The Washington State Patrol.

23       Q.   And how long were you with the patrol?

24       A.   Just short of 33 years.  32 years and 10

25   months, I believe.

0006

 1       Q.   All right.  And tell us at what rank you

 2   retired.

 3       A.   Captain.

 4       Q.   All right.  And at the time of your retirement,

 5   to whom did you report?

 6       A.   To the Investigative Services Bureau chief, who

 7   was Assistant Chief Jason Berry.

 8       Q.   Okay.  And do you know to whom he reported at

 9   the time?

10       A.   Chief Batiste.

11       Q.   What's Chief Batiste's first name?

12       A.   John.

13       Q.   Okay.  Were you ever a direct report to Chief

14   Batiste?

15       A.   No.

16       Q.   Were you ever the commander of Office of

17   Professional Standards?

18       A.   Yes.

19       Q.   And when was that?

20       A.   The last three-plus years of my career.  I

21   believe I started there in 2015.

22       Q.   Okay.  And that was through re- -- to

23   retirement?

24       A.   Yes.

25       Q.   And what was the -- what was the date of

0007

 1   retirement, if you recall?

 2       A.   The end of June 2019.

 3       Q.   Okay.  And could you give us in layperson terms

 4   a thumbnail understanding of what the Office of

 5   Professional Standards does.

 6       A.   Well, we do internal investigations.  So I

 7   oversaw all of the administrative investigations that

 8   took place in the State Patrol.  And then I was also

 9   what they call the standards officer, so I would have

10   concurrence authority on all of the discipline that was

11   issued as a result of those investigations.

12       Q.   Anything else?

13       A.   Well, I mean, I had a lot of collateral duties

14   revising and writing policy, reviewing policy, bill

15   reviews, those types of administrative functions that I

16   would do.

17       Q.   Okay.  And could you give us a layperson

18   understanding of what it means to have concurrence

19   authority.

20       A.   So the appointing authority is a decisionmaker

21   on an administrative case, and usually that's the

22   district or division commander that oversees the

23   division that the employee is assigned to.

24            Concurrence authority; I would have to agree

25   with the level of discipline that was being issued to

0008

 1   the employee as a result of an investigation.  And what

 2   that looked like, I would usually go back and look at a

 3   standard.  I would look at similar like cases and see

 4   what type of discipline was issued in those cases, and

 5   the idea being that discipline is issued fairly across

 6   the state for like violations.

 7       Q.   All right.  And does that mean that every form

 8   of discipline comes across your -- came across your desk

 9   at the time that you held that position?

10       A.   Well, every form of discipline that was a

11   result of an administrative investigation.  So a

12   district or division commander still had the latitude to

13   issue certain levels of discipline outside of the

14   administrative investigation process, but when things

15   rose to a certain level, they would come to my office.

16   So there was some discretion there by the district or

17   division commander on how they proceeded with violations

18   that they may have identified.

19       Q.   Okay.  Is it -- is an administrative

20   investigation required in every case?

21       A.   Not necessarily.  No.

22       Q.   Okay.  How about, can you explain now in

23   layperson terms what's the difference between a

24   preliminary investigation and an administrative

25   investigation.

0009

 1       A.   Well, a preliminary investigation comes to our

 2   office.  And in a prelim, we are doing a little bit of

 3   research, limited research, at the front end of an

 4   investigation to determine if there actually was a

 5   policy violation or if the violations that are alleged

 6   occurred with one of our employees.  We ask some

 7   clarifying questions.  We usually gave exculpatory

 8   questions that were voluntary to the employee through

 9   the union.  And we would use all that information to

10   determine whether an administrative investigation was

11   warranted.

12       Q.   Okay.  When I think of "exculpatory," I think

13   of that having a meaning of to find somebody not guilty

14   of something.  Would you agree with that understanding

15   or do you have a different understanding?

16       A.   No.  I have a different understanding.

17       Q.   Please explain.

18       A.   "Exculpatory," in my mind, for the purposes of

19   my office, was just an attempt to gather more

20   information to determine whether it was actually our

21   employee and whether the violations -- or, the alleged

22   violations rose to the level of investigation.

23       Q.   All right.  Now, if we -- let's begin at the

24   preliminary investigative phase.  Who initiates that

25   process saying, "I want to have a preliminary

0010

 1   investigation versus an administrative investigation"?

 2       A.   Well, it would be initiated by the district or

 3   division commander.  They would call me, and they'd say,

 4   "This is what I have, this is what the allegation is,

 5   this is the employee that's accused."  And there would

 6   be a lot of different things that may factor in to that.

 7   If the allegations seemed like they are totally

 8   out-of-character for the employee.  If it doesn't appear

 9   that those allegations would have actually rose to the

10   level of a policy violation.  Maybe the employee worked

11   in a totally different area at that time of day.  Those

12   types of things that we would try to get a better

13   understanding through the prelim.

14            So the appointing authority would contact me.

15   We would discuss it and decide whether to just move

16   forward with an administrative investigation or whether

17   we could benefit from a prelim.

18       Q.   I have seen in some of the notes the phrase

19   "roundtable."  Does that have any relationship to the

20   decisionmaking for preliminary versus administrative?

21       A.   Yes.  We would assemble all the employees in my

22   office and sit down and do what we call a roundtable.

23   And in that, we would look at the violations that are

24   alleged and determine the best -- we would discuss the

25   best way to move forward, and that would help me make a

0011

 1   better recommendation to the appointing authority

 2   potentially.

 3       Q.   Okay.  And when you say a recommendation, you

 4   mean a recommendation of, should we do a preliminary

 5   versus should we do an administrative or should we do

 6   nothing?

 7       A.   Yes.

 8       Q.   Okay.

 9       A.   And --

10       Q.   So typically in your experience, in your

11   personal experience, who was sitting at the roundtable?

12       A.   Well, my investigators and my administrative

13   staff participated, as well.  So whoever was in the

14   office that day would join in the roundtable.

15       Q.   Okay.  And were roundtables basically set up on

16   a specific day, at a specific time, to go over whatever

17   had -- was -- had come in, or sort of an ad hoc as

18   claims came in, or --

19       A.   They were more ad hoc, spontaneous as claims

20   came in -- or, as complaints came in.

21       Q.   Was the -- was there any format to the

22   roundtable proceeding or was it just an informal

23   proceeding within your office?

24       A.   Well, I would say it's an informal proceeding,

25   but there was a process that we used.
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 1            I mean, we would start off by looking at the

 2   allegations.  And considering the different types of

 3   regulations that may or may not apply to that

 4   allegation, we would work to craft a summary of

 5   allegations that we would put on the internal incident

 6   report form, which is a form that we use to initiate the

 7   investigation, and we would talk about whether the

 8   violation rose to the level of a minor, moderate, or a

 9   major investigation; who would have investigative

10   responsibility.  So those are the types of things that

11   we would discuss during a roundtable.

12       Q.   All right.  And is it fair to say that the

13   appointing authority was not a participant in the

14   roundtable?

15       A.   Occasionally they would participate.  It was

16   not something that we pressed for, but if they were in

17   the area and they wanted to come in.  I had good people

18   in OPS.  I had very good investigators, and they were a

19   great resource for me.  So to sit down and to be able to

20   listen to their thought process benefited me, and

21   sometimes the appointing authority felt that it was

22   beneficial to them, as well.  So they were certainly

23   welcome to join us.

24       Q.   Is it true that in the preliminary

25   investigative realm, the appointing authority gets to
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 1   define the scope of the preliminary investigation?

 2       A.   Well, I think it's a collaborative effort

 3   between the appointing authority and the standards

 4   officer.  And there is a need to maintain a level of

 5   consistency in the way we apply these things, so I don't

 6   think it -- they relied a lot on the standards officer

 7   to help them craft summaries of allegations in term of

 8   what regulations were applicable or best used because

 9   that's something the standards officer does all the

10   time.  They are very familiar with it, and having the

11   knowledge, the historical knowledge of other cases that

12   have occurred in there.  That's why the standards

13   officer exists.

14            So I'd have to go back to your original

15   question.  Did I answer it for you.

16       Q.   Let me ask a follow-up.  Could you tell us in

17   layperson terms, what is a standards officer and how

18   many are there.

19       A.   Well, there is only one standards officer, and

20   that person is a peer to the appointing authorities, so

21   there is not any pressure by the standards officer or

22   the appointing authorities as far as rank is concerned.

23   They are peers.

24       Q.   So during the time that you were commander, who

25   filled the position of standards officer?
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 1       A.   That was me.

 2       Q.   Okay.  All right, fair enough.  What's an 095,

 3   in layperson terms?

 4       A.   An 095 is a counseling document that would be

 5   issued to employees for positive or negative job

 6   performance.

 7       Q.   Is it fair to say that it was your practice to

 8   get involved in whether or not to give an 095?

 9       A.   Only when it was a result of an administrative

10   investigation.  So district and division commanders

11   could issue an 095 anytime they felt it was appropriate.

12   They didn't have to consult me.

13            If we completed an investigation and it was

14   determined that the violation was minor and that an 095

15   was an appropriate level of counseling, then that would

16   be something that we would discuss.  Outside of the

17   administrative format, no.

18       Q.   Can you overrule -- was it within your

19   authority to overrule an appointing authority on whether

20   or not to have a preliminary versus administrative

21   investigation?

22       A.   To overrule them, no, I don't believe that was

23   in my authority.  If -- if the appointing authority and

24   myself disagreed on any of the points concerning an

25   investigation, the prelim, any of those things, then it
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 1   rose to the level of an assistant chief.  So the

 2   assistant chief that oversaw the bureau that that

 3   district or division resided in would be the ultimate

 4   decisionmaker.

 5       Q.   So was there a process, or especially a written

 6   process, to follow -- let's say the appointing authority

 7   said, "I think it's preliminary," and you said, "I think

 8   it's -- we need a full-blown administrative

 9   investigation."  Was there a written process to follow

10   upon such a disagreement?

11       A.   Yes.  It would be elevated to the assistant

12   chief.

13       Q.   All right.  And was that a written -- was there

14   a written policy or procedure that one could follow to

15   know what to do next?

16       A.   It's in the administrative investigation

17   manual.

18       Q.   All right.  And in your career, has that ever

19   happened during the time that you were commander of OPS?

20       A.   I think it may have happened once.

21       Q.   Can you tell us about that one.

22       A.   Well, it was on the back end of an

23   investigation where myself and the appointing authority

24   didn't agree on -- it was really more structured towards

25   the format of his report and the findings that he had.
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 1   So that was elevated to the assistant chief who made the

 2   ultimate decision on how things would move forward.

 3       Q.   And was this while you were commander?

 4       A.   Yes.

 5       Q.   And who was the person who disagreed with you?

 6       A.   It was another captain.  I don't --

 7       Q.   Which captain?  What's his name?

 8       A.   I'd prefer not to -- to say.

 9       Q.   Yeah.  Sorry.  You have to.

10       A.   I have to say?

11       Q.   Yeah.

12       A.   Well, it was a captain who is now a lieutenant.

13   His name is Captain Coley.

14       Q.   How do you spell that, if you remember?

15       A.   C-o-l-e-y.

16       Q.   All right.  And so you said "his" report.  Does

17   that mean that the appointing authority actually gets to

18   draft a report?

19       A.   Right.  The Office of Professional Standards

20   completes the administrative investigation, and we do a

21   final report that's provided to the appointing

22   authority.

23            The appointing authority reviews that report

24   along with all the supporting documents, and they

25   would -- then they would write an administrative
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 1   conclusion where they -- they have their findings, and

 2   they address the 11 elements.  We had 11 elements of

 3   just cause, and they would address all of those issues.

 4            That report would include the discipline,

 5   contemplated discipline that would come to me, and then

 6   I would review it, and we would discuss the content of

 7   that report, the decision on the discipline, and whether

 8   that was appropriate or not.

 9       Q.   Now, what you have just described, are we

10   talking about a preliminary investigation or an

11   administrative investigation or both?

12       A.   No.  We are talking about a completed

13   administrative investigation.

14       Q.   So even when there is a completed -- let me

15   break that down a little bit.  If we say "administrative

16   investigation," that means that one of your subordinates

17   conducts the investigation, right?

18       A.   Not always.  Some of them, depending on the

19   severity, would go back out to the district or division

20   for a supervisor to investigate.

21       Q.   Okay.  And so who makes that decision as to who

22   gets appointed to do the investigation?

23       A.   Usually the OPS commander.  Me.

24       Q.   Okay.  And does that depend on if it's -- the

25   level of misconduct alleged?
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 1       A.   It depends on the level of misconduct, but

 2   also, we would consider any kind of geographical

 3   challenges.

 4            So if a case spanned several districts where

 5   there were witnesses that were identified in a broader

 6   area, we would often handle those because it was easier

 7   for us to do it than a local supervisor.

 8       Q.   All right.  And could we just also sort of

 9   fill-in some blanks from -- again, for layperson

10   purposes.  What's a -- what is a -- what did we just

11   say.  Appointing authority.

12       A.   The appointing authority is the person given

13   the responsibility of making decision for disciplinary

14   issues over the subordinate employee.

15       Q.   So is it typically somebody that is at a

16   captain level?

17       A.   Yes.  The commissioned would be a captain

18   level.  And then on the Civil Service side, because we

19   also did Civil Service investigations, it would be a

20   division commander.

21       Q.   Okay.  And rank-wise, where do you fit in that

22   pecking order as a commander?

23       A.   I was also a captain, so I was a peer to all of

24   the appointing authorities.

25       Q.   Is that an important rank to have to do the job
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 1   you were doing?

 2       A.   I think so.  Yes.

 3       Q.   Because if you didn't, you would be subordinate

 4   to the people that you are, in some ways, overseeing?

 5       A.   Correct.

 6       Q.   Okay.  Is it also true that OPS may be referred

 7   to as "Internal Affairs"?

 8       A.   Yes.

 9       Q.   All right.  And so when you say "administrative

10   investigations," does that mean that you are not

11   investigating allegations of crime or wrongdoing by

12   people who are not employed with the Washington State

13   Patrol?

14       A.   Correct.

15       Q.   So you are basically looking at policies and

16   procedures applicable to employees of the Washington

17   State Patrol to determine if somebody has breached some

18   policy or procedure?

19       A.   Yes.  There were times when allegations broke

20   the criminal threshold, but we wouldn't investigate

21   those.  We would refer them to another agency for the

22   right of first refusal or our Investigative unit outside

23   of OPS would handle it.

24       Q.   Okay.  And just -- if you would just spend a

25   sentence on, when you say "Investigative unit," what do
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 1   you mean?

 2       A.   Well, our Criminal Investigation division may

 3   handle it.  Our Investigative Assistance division.  I

 4   got to remember all these terms.  They handled some of

 5   them.  It depended on the type of the allegation.

 6            Generally, again, we would go to the local

 7   authority, whether it's a sheriff's office or municipal

 8   police department, and advise them of the criminal

 9   allegations and give them the right of first refusal.

10       Q.   All right.  And going back now to March of -- I

11   will pull it up.  To March of 2016.  It's true, is it

12   not, that it came to your attention that Jim --

13   Lieutenant Jim Nobach was receiving an 095?

14       A.   I don't recall the date that all that happened.

15   I'd have to see the documents for that.

16       Q.   Yeah.  We have some of the -- some exhibits for

17   you.  And it looks like -- I don't know why the -- oh, I

18   see.  I understand what's happening.  Okay.  I am going

19   to hand you, from the Alexander deposition, Exhibits 3

20   and 4 and ask you to just take a look at those and use

21   them to refresh your recollection.  I will be asking you

22   more about Nobach, but you will see that they are pretty

23   much the same content.

24       A.   Okay.

25       Q.   All right.  And does this -- is it true, is it
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 1   not -- strike that.  It's true, is it not, that --

 2   that -- is -- was it Captain Jerry Alexander?  Is he a

 3   captain at the time in 2016?

 4                 MR. BIGGS:  Johnny.

 5       Q.   Johnny Alexander.

 6       A.   Right.

 7       Q.   Captain?  All right.  Let me say it again.  So

 8   it's true, is it not, that the Captain Johnny Alexander

 9   came to you to talk about what to do about an allegation

10   against Jim Nobach and Brenda Biscay; that they had

11   engaged in improper behavior?

12       A.   Yes.

13       Q.   Okay.  And it's true, is it not, that this was

14   in the March time frame, probably before the 095 was

15   issued?

16       A.   Yes.

17       Q.   Okay.  All right.  And were you given -- did

18   you give any advice to Captain Alexander about whether

19   or not an 095 was a proper remedy in this particular

20   situation?

21       A.   Yes.

22       Q.   All right.  And did you have an understanding

23   that the allegation was that Ms. Biscay basically came

24   up behind Lieutenant -- let me ask that again.

25            That it's true, is it not, that you understood

0022

 1   that the allegation was that Brenda Biscay came up

 2   behind Jim Nobach while he was seated at his desk with

 3   Trooper Santhuff in the room, and she basically rubbed

 4   her breasts on the back of his head?

 5       A.   On his back of his head or his shoulders.  Yes.

 6   Something like that.

 7       Q.   Okay.  All right.  And how did you go about

 8   determining if that actually happened?

 9       A.   I didn't.  Captain Alexander did.

10       Q.   All right.  And is that within the process, as

11   you understand it, for what to do in -- if such an event

12   allegedly happens?

13       A.   Yes.

14       Q.   Okay.  So it's not your organization's decision

15   as to whether or not to see if it happened and to

16   interview witnesses.  It's -- it's his organization that

17   makes the decisions?

18       A.   Well, right.  When a captain or division

19   commander becomes aware of allegations that are made,

20   it's their responsibility to do the initial questioning

21   to determine whether that actually occurred or not.  And

22   they -- there -- there were times when they would make

23   decisions without coming to me at all.  That was within

24   their job responsibility.

25       Q.   But this time, Captain Alexander came to you?
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 1       A.   Yes.

 2       Q.   All right.  And was he seeking advice, as

 3   you -- if you recall?

 4       A.   Yes.

 5       Q.   All right.  And can you tell us what advice he

 6   was seeking.

 7       A.   When he came to me, he made me aware of this

 8   allegation that was made, and then he also made me aware

 9   of the fact that this type of behavior was engrained in

10   the division where Nobach worked.  That there were many

11   people that were routinely participating in this type of

12   behavior.  Inappropriate comments, inappropriate

13   actions.  It was something that was bigger than what was

14   just reported here.

15       Q.   You understood at the time, did you not, that

16   this was the Aviation organization, right?

17       A.   Yes.

18       Q.   And you also understood who was in charge of it

19   at the time, right?

20       A.   Yes.

21       Q.   And who was that?

22       A.   Well, Jim Nobach was in charge of Aviation.

23       Q.   Okay, and you also understood, did you not,

24   that Ms. Biscay was a civilian, right?

25       A.   Civil Service employee.  Yes.
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 1       Q.   All right.  And you also understood that she

 2   was a direct report to Jim Nobach, right?

 3       A.   I believe so.  Yes.

 4       Q.   All right.  And so did you basically -- the

 5   advice that you gave, was it on the assumption that what

 6   was described to you by Captain Alexander was true,

 7   meaning that she actually came up behind him; rubbed her

 8   breasts on the back of his head?

 9       A.   I don't remember there being a lot of

10   controversy about whether it was true or not.  It

11   appeared that it happened.

12       Q.   Okay.

13       A.   Yeah.

14       Q.   All right.  And so did you and he talk about --

15   strike that.

16            You have just given us an understanding that

17   the problems in Aviation apparently were bigger than

18   just this one incident, right?  So the question then is,

19   is, given the fact that this behavior involved the guy

20   in charge, did you and Captain Alexander discuss whether

21   an 095 was an appropriate remedy?

22                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

23   question.  Go ahead and answer.

24       A.   Yes.

25       Q.   Tell us about that.
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 1       A.   Well, the 095 was the beginning of this.  So

 2   this was issued to these two people, Brenda Biscay and

 3   Lieutenant Nobach, but he also made sure that there was

 4   training that was provided to help them make -- become

 5   aware of what was appropriate and not appropriate for

 6   the workplace and to attempt to remedy this type of a

 7   behavior that had become more of a culture within that

 8   section.

 9       Q.   All right.  Okay.  And did you ultimately agree

10   with Captain Alexander that the 095s were the

11   appropriate tool to use to remedy the situation?

12       A.   I felt it was appropriate.  Yes.

13       Q.   All right.  Can you tell us -- do you have an

14   understanding of whether or not -- strike that.

15            It's true, is it not, that Nobach was a union

16   member?

17       A.   Yes.

18       Q.   All right.  Is it also true that having given

19   him an 095 would essentially prevent any more serious

20   discipline being targeted against him for the same

21   incident?

22       A.   Yes.

23       Q.   Okay.  And did you and Captain Alexander

24   discuss that?

25       A.   I don't believe so.
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 1       Q.   Okay.  So if you understood that this was a

 2   bigger problem within Aviation and that the facts were

 3   fairly uncontested, did you express any concerns that

 4   such a -- that basically counseling without discipline

 5   of the top person might send the wrong signals to the

 6   rest of the people that were working there?

 7                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

 8   question.

 9       A.   Yeah.  First of all, you're misinterpreting

10   what I described as a bigger problem.

11       Q.   Please.

12       A.   I am not talking about "bigger" as far as

13   seriousness of the violations.  I am talking about

14   "bigger" because there were many employees that were

15   participating in this kind of behavior, and it was

16   clearly inappropriate and needed to be corrected.

17            So in Captain Alexander and my conversation, it

18   was, how do we change the culture that exists in the

19   Aviation section right now.  Well, it does start with

20   the supervisor.  And the first thing that we felt was

21   appropriate was to sit down with the supervisor and

22   Brenda and make them aware that this is going to stop,

23   it's totally inappropriate, and by the way, we are

24   providing training to the whole group so that they all

25   now become aware.
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 1            Ultimately, it is a supervisor's

 2   responsibility.  Clearly he is responsible for the unit.

 3   And the minute this started in his presence, he should

 4   have shut it down.  But we also have documentation in

 5   our Admin manual and also in the -- I believe in the

 6   contract with the lieutenants association that talks

 7   about how we are supposed to start with the lowest level

 8   of discipline that's appropriate.

 9            Now, sometimes a counseling form isn't the

10   appropriate level of discipline.  But in this case, we

11   felt it was.

12       Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Was this the type of

13   management you expected to see from Lieutenant Nobach?

14       A.   Absolutely not.

15                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

16   question.  Go ahead.

17       A.   Absolutely not.

18       Q.   All right.  And did you and he ever have a

19   meeting, and perhaps with others in the room, to talk

20   about that management style?

21       A.   Me and Lieutenant Nobach, or --

22       Q.   You or -- and anybody else and Lieutenant

23   Nobach.  Any face-to-face with Nobach?

24       A.   No.  I never -- I never had any face time with

25   Lieutenant Nobach over this issue.
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 1       Q.   And is that owing to the procedures that are

 2   dictated by the union contract?

 3       A.   (No response.)

 4       Q.   My question is:  It's hard to know whether he

 5   is not interviewed because of -- because he is in a

 6   union and they don't allow it, or is he not being

 7   interviewed or talked to for some other reason?  And if

 8   you -- if you have any knowledge as to -- if you can

 9   tell us why you didn't have a face-to-face with him,

10   please do.

11       A.   Well, Lieutenant Nobach wasn't interviewed

12   because there wasn't an administrative investigation.

13   It was clear the allegations were true.  We had -- I

14   don't think he ever denied that this occurred.  I don't

15   know about Brenda Biscay.  But when he was confronted, I

16   believe that he admitted that the violation occurred.

17   So there was nothing to investigate.  It happened.  It

18   was inappropriate.

19            What was the second part of your question?

20       Q.   Well, I think -- I think you -- you have

21   answered the first part, and the second part is:  Why

22   didn't you have a face-to-face with him?

23       A.   So I didn't -- I oversaw the administrative

24   investigations, but it was up to the appointing

25   authority or the district or division commander to run
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 1   their district and their division.  Part of that is

 2   dealing with the disciplinary issues of the employees

 3   within those areas.

 4            It would be inappropriate for the OPS commander

 5   to go basically subvert the appointing authority and

 6   district commander and go talk to an employee, a

 7   subordinate of theirs, and take corrective measures.

 8       Q.   Got it.  So with regard to this particular

 9   situation, once you heard that -- or, once you and

10   Captain Alexander discussed the appropriateness of the

11   095, were you pretty much out of it at that time?  You

12   had exited the scene in terms of what to do next or

13   monitoring, training, et cetera?

14       A.   We had several conversations about how to

15   proceed with this.  Captain Alexander was very thorough,

16   very self-conscious about making the right decision, the

17   best informed decision.  So I believe we talked about

18   this several times.  But once this was done, I was -- I

19   was out of the loop.

20       Q.   In your personal experience, have you ever been

21   in a situation where the manager of a particular -- do

22   you call them departments or divisions or --

23       A.   District or division.  Yes.

24       Q.   All right.  So -- all right.  So let me start

25   that again.
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 1            Have you ever experienced personally a

 2   situation where the manager of a district or a division

 3   was seeking to protect from discipline a favored

 4   employee?

 5       A.   No.

 6       Q.   All right.  Never?

 7       A.   Never saw that.

 8       Q.   Got it.  Okay.

 9       A.   As a matter of fact, just the opposite.  When

10   we had somebody that was in a position of supervision or

11   leadership, we tended to be harder on them than we would

12   have of a subordinate employee, and that's clearly

13   demonstrated in our -- when we go back and look at our

14   disciplinary records, we always held leaders to higher

15   standards.

16       Q.   Okay.

17       A.   And I would also like to say that once this

18   process was completed, I never became aware of any

19   additional violations that ever occurred in that unit.

20   So as far as I know, this type of behavior stopped, so,

21   which is evidence that it was a proper remedy.

22       Q.   Okay.  But it's true, is it not, that you did

23   become aware that Trooper Santhuff had -- had made a

24   complaint that he was being retaliated for having been

25   the witness who essentially turned in Nobach?
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 1       A.   Yes.

 2       Q.   Okay.  All right.  And so when -- do you recall

 3   when you became aware of that allegation that -- from

 4   Trooper Santhuff that he was a victim of retaliation as

 5   a result of having stood up in this situation?

 6       A.   I can't give you any dates.  I know it occurred

 7   after all this process was over with, but I'd have to

 8   review documents to --

 9       Q.   Fair enough.

10       A.   -- narrow down the time line on that.

11       Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Okay.  Was -- so there was

12   no preliminary investigation into the incident between

13   Nobach and Biscay, right?

14       A.   No.  Again, a preliminary investigation was

15   used when there were questions about whether the

16   violation occurred or whether our employee committed

17   those violations.  It may have been another employee

18   from a different agency.  We don't know that.  So there

19   was no reason to do a prelim.  We knew this occurred.

20       Q.   Okay.  And so nobody contested the event, so

21   you don't need a preliminary investigation?

22       A.   Correct.

23       Q.   Got it.  Okay.  How did -- do you recall how it

24   came to your attention that Trooper Santhuff had

25   expressed concern that he was being retaliated against?
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 1   Do you remember who told you?

 2       A.   I don't recall specifically.  I know whether --

 3   there were -- at some point, there was a letter, I

 4   believe, that was written -- I can't remember who that

 5   was addressed to -- that spelled out different things

 6   that he believed were violations, retaliation against

 7   him.  Again, I -- I'd have to review documents to know

 8   dates and the chronological order because there were

 9   several complaints that occurred about retaliation that

10   we addressed.

11       Q.   All right.  Fair enough.  Is it true that the

12   roundtable meetings are not documented in any way, so

13   there is no paper record?

14       A.   That's true.

15       Q.   All right.  Is it also true that when you do

16   administrative investigations, you -- your investigators

17   typically audio-record conversations with witnesses?

18       A.   Yes.

19       Q.   And does that include the alleged perpetrator

20   of the wrongdoing?

21       A.   Yes.

22       Q.   Okay.  Is it also true that when you do

23   preliminary investigations, you don't?

24       A.   That's true.

25       Q.   Why is that?
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 1       A.   Well, we don't conduct invest- -- we don't

 2   conduct interviews for a preliminary investigation.  The

 3   only thing that we would do as far as any type of an

 4   interview would be those, what we called exculpatory

 5   questions that would be provided to the employee's union

 6   rep who would then contact the employee and decide

 7   whether they wanted to answer those questions or not,

 8   because the formal investigation process hasn't actually

 9   even begun.

10       Q.   I see.  So what you mean, that's the one with

11   the exculpatory that goes to the union, gets filled out

12   by the witness, and sent back to you?

13       A.   Right.

14       Q.   How do -- so you can't assess credibility,

15   then, right?  I mean, your investigators or whoever

16   can't assess credibility in that particular style of

17   preliminary investigation.

18       A.   Credibility of witnesses, I would agree you

19   can't assess that, but that's not really the goal of a

20   preliminary investigation.

21       Q.   What is the goal?

22       A.   Well, again, it's to determine whether it was

23   actually our employee who the violations are against.

24   Whether they had the opportunity to commit those

25   violations.  Oftentimes it was totally out-of-character
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 1   for the employee and seemed to be highly unlikely that

 2   they would have committed those types of offenses, so we

 3   would ask the employee through the exculpatory questions

 4   to provide us more details.

 5            There was one other thing I was going to throw

 6   in there, too.  Whether the violations that were alleged

 7   were actually even a policy violation.

 8       Q.   Oh.  Meaning that somebody could complain that,

 9   you know, the officer was going too fast with his siren

10   on and that's not an issue?  It's okay for him to go

11   fast with his siren on?  Or however you --

12       A.   Well, I would stay away from that one.  But

13   more -- more -- how about -- how about the example of,

14   "He put handcuffs on me and they hurt."

15       Q.   Fair enough.

16       A.   So that might be a complaint that we would

17   receive that we would look at initially and say, "Well,

18   okay, that's -- that's consistent with our expectations

19   because you were under arrest.  Unfortunately, they do

20   hurt, but that's a result of being arrested, and that's

21   what we expect our employees to do."

22       Q.   All right.  So -- so, you know, in this

23   particular case, there is a couple of other things that

24   were brought to your attention, one being the allegation

25   from Trooper Santhuff of Nobach destroying or ordering
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 1   the destruction of emails, right?

 2       A.   Yes.

 3       Q.   So that was addressed in a preliminary

 4   investigation, was it not?

 5       A.   I'd have to look at the documents to remember.

 6       Q.   Fair enough.  Could you tell us, just based on

 7   your personal experience, what guidelines would

 8   determine if that was a -- resulted in an investigation

 9   versus a preliminary investigation.

10       A.   The destruction of documents for public

11   disclosure?

12       Q.   Yes.

13       A.   I am sorry, can you ask that question again for

14   me?

15       Q.   Yeah.  So -- so in general terms, based on your

16   personal experience, what factors would determine

17   whether or not you would do a preliminary investigation

18   or a full-blown administrative investigation on an

19   allegation that -- that a Washington State Patrol

20   supervisor ordered the destruction of emails?

21       A.   Again, we look at the -- the initial complaint

22   that came in, and we look at time lines.  If we -- if we

23   didn't feel like we had enough to move forward with a

24   full-blown administrative investigation, then we would

25   ask more questions, and we would likely do that through
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 1   the use of a preliminary investigation.  That's the best

 2   answer I can give you.

 3       Q.   All right.  So I assume you must have done

 4   hundreds of investigations of criminal -- alleged

 5   criminals, right?

 6       A.   Sure.

 7       Q.   Okay.  So -- so I assume there is also a

 8   protocol, and it's sort of a, how to do these

 9   investigations, right?

10       A.   (Nodded.)

11       Q.   And so -- you have to -- you have to say "yes"

12   audibly so --

13       A.   Oh.

14       Q.   -- she can type it down.

15       A.   Yes.

16       Q.   All right.  Thanks.  So I assume that the

17   investigation is pretty robust in terms of trying to,

18   you know, find the truth, right?

19                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

20   question.

21       A.   It depends on the -- the nature of the

22   violation.

23       Q.   Sure.  Well, let's say -- I mean, let's say a

24   shooting in -- you know, where somebody has been shot.

25   There is a gun on the street.  There is a partial video
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 1   of the alleged perpetrator.  I mean, I assume that you

 2   would -- you would want to do a bunch of things like

 3   interview people, and you'd want to do forensics on the

 4   materials, you'd want to look at the video, all those

 5   things, right?

 6       A.   There would be definitely a different standard

 7   for that type of an investigation versus investigating

 8   somebody for driving on a suspended license or a DUI

 9   arrest.  There is different standards, depending on the

10   type of the allegation.

11       Q.   That's what I was looking for.  So -- so if a

12   supervisor is ordering the destruction of emails, what

13   level of seriousness would that be?  And I think you

14   characterize these, don't you?  You have categories?

15       A.   Yes.  And if I remember correctly, we actually

16   had that reviewed by our Criminal Investigation division

17   to determine whether that was a criminal violation or

18   not.

19       Q.   Okay.  And so -- and who would have -- who did

20   that investigation?  The criminal investigation person.

21       A.   I don't remember who the investigator would

22   have been or who we -- we normally ran these past a

23   lieutenant that was in the Criminal Investigation

24   division.  His name is Bruce Lance.

25       Q.   Okay.
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 1       A.   And he would assign it to an investigator or he

 2   would have those initial conversation with a prosecutor

 3   to determine whether it rose to the level of a criminal

 4   violation that they would prosecute.

 5       Q.   Okay.  All right.  So -- and I guess I will

 6   show you this in a little while, but we -- so we have

 7   received certain discovery documents -- or we have

 8   obtained certain documents, and there appears to be sort

 9   of a report from Captain Alexander that sort of goes

10   through his assessment of all of this.

11            If it had gone to a criminal investigator, is

12   it fair to say that Captain Alexander would not be

13   writing his own report?

14                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

15   question.

16       A.   Right.  If it went to a criminal investigation,

17   the administrative investigation stops.

18       Q.   Okay.

19       A.   So there -- there wouldn't have been an

20   administrative investigation until the criminal was done

21   or until the prosecuting attorney that would be charging

22   that case gave us authorization to move forward with the

23   administrative investigation.  So there wouldn't be a

24   conflict between the criminal and the administrative.

25       Q.   And has it been your personal experience that
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 1   if a criminal investigation gets started and the

 2   administrative stopped, that that investigation has its

 3   own parameters for what they should be looking for and

 4   how far they go and how many witnesses, based on the

 5   alleged seriousness of the act?

 6       A.   I believe that's accurate, based on what I

 7   know.  Yes.

 8       Q.   Okay.  So do you have any information about

 9   whether there was a criminal investigation regarding the

10   alleged destruction of emails?

11       A.   Do I have any information?  No.  As I recall,

12   there was not a criminal administrative -- a criminal

13   investigation because the prosecutor determined that it

14   was more of an administrative law violation and it's not

15   something that they would criminally prosecute.

16       Q.   All right.  And can you give us, based on your

17   personal experience -- first tell us, what are the

18   categories of seriousness for administrative misconduct,

19   and then which -- where did that one fall.

20       A.   So the categories that we would assign them

21   under, we had a matrix in our administrative

22   investigation manual that we used.  So there would be

23   minor, moderate, and major investigations.  And within

24   those, there would be a minor first-second-third,

25   moderate first-second-third, and major
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 1   first-second-third.

 2       Q.   Okay.  Can -- in your personal experience, can

 3   major allegations of -- is this called "misconduct"?  Do

 4   you call it --

 5       A.   (Nodded.)

 6       Q.   Okay.  So let me start again.

 7            So in your personal experience, if there is an

 8   allegation of major misconduct, can that be resolved by

 9   a preliminary investigation?

10       A.   Again, the preliminary investigation is just

11   that, it's preliminary, to determine whether there is

12   enough information to move forward with a formal

13   investigation.  So we are kind of talking about two

14   different things.

15       Q.   Right, right, because what you mean is, is

16   that -- that -- that if you are involved, it's because

17   it is an invest- -- it's an administrative

18   investigation, not a preliminary.

19                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

20   question.

21       A.   The preliminary investigation helps us gather

22   additional information to determine whether there is --

23   whether it's appropriate to move forward with a formal

24   administrative investigation.  So there are two

25   different processes.

0041

 1            Most of the time, we move forward with an

 2   administrative investigation without a prelim.  They

 3   only occurred when there were unanswered questions

 4   that -- that we needed answered before we could even --

 5   a lot of times, before we could even initiate an

 6   internal incident report to begin an administrative

 7   investigation.

 8       Q.   Would you expect that there would be witness

 9   interviews in a preliminary investigation?

10       A.   No.  Again, we don't -- we don't generally

11   interview witnesses.  I mean, we would potentially talk

12   to the complainant to get additional information if we

13   felt that was appropriate, but that very rarely

14   occurred.

15       Q.   Okay.

16       A.   Usually we -- we only checked things like CAD

17   logs to determine an employee's location.  Whether they

18   were in service.  Whether they had the ability to commit

19   the violation they are being accused of.  Whatever

20   documents we had.  Video.  Any kind of reports that may

21   have been written in relation to that arrest or incident

22   or complaint.  The things that were immediately

23   available to us were the things that we generally looked

24   at.  We didn't do interviews outside of the exculpatory

25   questions for the accused for a preliminary

0042

 1   investigation.

 2       Q.   All right.  And then for a full-blown -- do you

 3   have any recollection as to whether the email issue that

 4   was raised resulted in an administrative investigation?

 5       A.   The deletion of email --

 6       Q.   Yes.

 7       A.   Yes.  That was done through an investigation,

 8   administrative investigation, I believe.

 9       Q.   And who did that?  If you recall.  Which one of

10   your subordinates did that?

11       A.   Well, I want to say it was Bruce Maier, but I'd

12   have to probably look at some documents to confirm that.

13       Q.   All right.  And so if Bruce Maier did the

14   investigation, then would Bruce Maier write the report?

15       A.   Yes.

16       Q.   Okay.  And in this particular situation, this

17   specific situation, would Captain Alexander have the

18   authority to change the report?

19       A.   To change my investigator's report?

20       Q.   Yes.

21       A.   He would have the ability to talk with us, to

22   ask us to investigate things a little bit further if he

23   felt that there were things that were unanswered, but I

24   don't ever recall an appointing authority asking or

25   telling any of my investigators to change the content of
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 1   the report unless it was seeking additional information

 2   based on something they felt an investigator missed.

 3       Q.   Okay.  All right.  And how about the King Air

 4   situation?  Did that result in an investigation?

 5       A.   I'd have to look at the documents.  I believe

 6   that was included in one of the investigations.  Yes.

 7       Q.   Okay.  Did your people investigate the

 8   allegations of retaliation by Trooper Santhuff?

 9       A.   Yes.

10       Q.   And was that done in a separate investigation,

11   to your knowledge?

12       A.   Again, I believe there were two different

13   investigations that we did in regards to the

14   retaliation, but I'd have to look at the documents.

15       Q.   Okay.  Which two are you thinking of?

16       A.   There -- there were several complaints that

17   were made by Santhuff about retaliation.  Where each one

18   was placed within the different administrative

19   investigations, I couldn't tell you without looking at

20   the documents.

21       Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Let me show you this one.

22   Let's have this marked as the first exhibit.

23                           (Exhibit 1 marked for

24                            identification.)

25       A.   I am just browsing this, but --
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 1       Q.   Take your time.

 2       A.   -- go ahead and ask questions if you have any

 3   for me.

 4       Q.   Well, first of all, you did receive this email

 5   from -- and I guess let me just state for the record

 6   this is Exhibit 5 to the -- did you say "Maier"?

 7       A.   Bruce Maier.  Yeah.

 8       Q.   Maier.  To the Maier deposition.  You recognize

 9   this document, do you not?

10       A.   Yes.

11       Q.   All right.  And Mr. Maier actually gave you a

12   copy of this, did he not?

13       A.   I am sure he did.  Yes.

14       Q.   All right.  And could you tell us, after you

15   received this, I gather you would have read it, right?

16       A.   Yes.

17       Q.   And did you take any further action as a result

18   of having received this email?

19       A.   I'd have to look at the internal incident

20   reports to find out when all of that occurred.

21       Q.   Okay.  And when you say "internal incident

22   reports," could you give us a little explanation of what

23   you mean.

24       A.   That's a form that we use to craft -- or to

25   document the allegations that are made against an
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 1   employee and the policies that would have been violated,

 2   and then that form is provided to the employee to make

 3   them aware of the investigation.

 4       Q.   All right.  And let's just take a moment to

 5   look at this document.  It's dated October 20, 2016,

 6   correct?

 7       A.   Yes.

 8       Q.   All right.  And let's look at the second

 9   paragraph.  Trooper Santhuff writes that:

10            "At the beginning of our meeting on October 3rd

11   you asked me if I knew why we were having the meeting.

12   I told you I believed it was regarding the deletion of

13   emails to avoid a pending public disclosure request.

14   You advised I was incorrect and the meeting was about

15   two issues filed in an IRR by Captain Alexander.  The

16   first complaint was indicating Lieutenant Nobach

17   retaliated against me, and the second about Lieutenant

18   Nobach intentionally refusing to provide the Governor

19   with a transport flight upon request.  I was unaware an

20   IRR had been filed; however I made a retaliation

21   complaint to Captain Alexander in May, which was

22   dismissed without further follow-up.  Both of these

23   issues recently discussed -- I recently discussed with

24   my union rep."

25            As we talk about this, do you have a
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 1   recollection of what was going on at that time with

 2   regard to Trooper Santhuff?

 3       A.   Generally.  Yes.

 4       Q.   All right.  So is it -- was it your

 5   understanding that Mr. Maier was investigating

 6   retaliation as well as the King Air incident?

 7       A.   Yes.

 8       Q.   Okay.  And then the next paragraph is -- oh.

 9   Strike that.

10            Is it -- do you know the name, is it "Kenyon

11   Wiley"?

12       A.   Yes.  He was a union rep I believe out of the

13   Seattle area.

14       Q.   Did there come a time that he came and talked

15   to you about Trooper Santhuff's allegations and the

16   retaliation?  If you recall.

17       A.   I don't recall.

18       Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  All right.  Let's look at

19   the next paragraph that begins, "During our meeting."

20   So in this email, Trooper Santhuff writes:

21            "During our meeting you asked me why I felt I

22   was being retaliated against.  I described an incident

23   involving physical contact, sexual in nature, between

24   Lieutenant Nobach and a female subordinate assigned to

25   Aviation.  This incident occurred in front of me and I
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 1   was the only witness.  I described the situation in

 2   detail and I explained how the sexual harassment

 3   situation was handled well outside WSP policy."

 4            And was it your understanding by this time that

 5   the complaint of Trooper Santhuff in terms of it being

 6   retaliation was that it began with this incident?

 7       A.   Yes.

 8       Q.   All right.  And -- and do you have any

 9   recollection of your having done anything to -- to

10   resolve whether he was in fact being retaliated against?

11       A.   Resolving any issues of retaliation wasn't

12   within my scope of responsibilities.  That would have

13   been the responsibility of, at the time, Captain

14   Alexander and our Human Resources division.

15            So when there was allegations of harassment or

16   retaliation or anything like that, we made both of those

17   entities aware of the allegations, and they would go to

18   the employee if it was appropriate and address the

19   issues.

20       Q.   Okay.  All right.  Did you also learn at some

21   point around this time frame that Trooper Noll had also

22   alleged retaliation?

23       A.   No.  I am not aware of that.

24       Q.   Do you know whether he was a witness in any of

25   the investigations?
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 1       A.   I know the name, but I don't even know if he

 2   was a current employee or if he was a retired employee.

 3   I don't.

 4       Q.   Okay.

 5       A.   It seemed like he was a current employee, but I

 6   don't remember ever receiving any allegations of

 7   retaliation by him.

 8       Q.   Fair enough.  And he was also in Aviation,

 9   right?

10       A.   Yes.  At some point.

11       Q.   So he would have still been in the chain of

12   command of Captain Alexander, right?

13       A.   Well, I don't know when he was in there.

14       Q.   Fair enough.

15       A.   But if he was in there at that time, sure.

16       Q.   Got it.  All right.  I am going to have the

17   next exhibit marked.

18                           (Exhibit 2 marked for

19                            identification.)

20       Q.   Take a moment and look at this, if you would,

21   and tell me if you can tell us in layperson terms what

22   this is.

23       A.   This is a case log for apparently a preliminary

24   investigation that was completed by Sergeant Maier.

25       Q.   Could you just help us find what the subject of
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 1   the investigation was.  I realize it might take you a

 2   couple minutes, but please do so if you can.

 3       A.   Well, I believe this is in regards to the

 4   retaliation that Trooper Santhuff felt was occurring.

 5       Q.   Okay.  Would you turn to page 4, please, and

 6   look at the bottom entry.  The time is 1630.  Take a

 7   moment to look at that.

 8       A.   Okay.

 9       Q.   Okay.  So the author I suppose must be Maier,

10   right, of this?

11       A.   Yes.

12       Q.   Okay.  So he writes:

13            "Briefed Captain Alexander on the status of the

14   investigation and went over the detailed summary of the

15   Santhuff and Sergeant Hatteberg interviews.  At this

16   time Captain Alexander requested the preliminary

17   investigation be completed with the addition of Sergeant

18   Sweeney as a witness."

19            Do you know whether or not these three

20   individuals were actually interviewed?

21       A.   I am only assuming it was because it says so in

22   the log, but I don't have any independent recollection

23   of that.

24       Q.   For a preliminary investigation, would that be

25   out-of-character?
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 1       A.   It depends.  It would be out-of-character, yes.

 2   I'd say generally again we don't interview witnesses.

 3       Q.   Okay.  And you -- there is no way you would

 4   know who did the interviews or under whose direction the

 5   interviews were done, right?

 6       A.   Well, I am assuming it was done by Sergeant

 7   Maier.  And I probably would have been aware of it,

 8   although I don't remember right now, to be honest with

 9   you.

10       Q.   All right.  Now, will you go all the way to

11   page 6, please, and look at the last entry, dated

12   October 12, 2016, at 8:30 in the morning.  It says, "Put

13   together Prelim case file in Cite and -- and on share

14   point for Captain Alexander."

15            Can you sort of translate that, if you

16   understand what that means?

17       A.   Yeah.  So Sergeant Maier had completed the

18   preliminary investigation, and he provided it to the

19   captain for him to review.  Captain Alexander would have

20   reviewed it and then come and discussed it with me on

21   whether to move forward with a formal investigation or

22   not.

23       Q.   All right.  It's true, is it not, that during

24   the time that you were commander of OPS, you were also a

25   designee public official under the Whistleblower
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 1   statute?

 2       A.   Are you asking me if that's true?

 3       Q.   Yes.

 4       A.   I don't know.  I'd have to review the

 5   Whistleblower statute.  I probably bore some

 6   responsibility there, I suppose.

 7       Q.   Let's take a look at this exhibit.

 8                           (Exhibit 3 marked for

 9                            identification.)

10       Q.   And this is the regulation manual from 2010.

11   And it has some excerpts in it, but -- and let me -- you

12   will see, in the upper left-hand corner, there is -- it

13   looks like page numbers.  And so on page 176 begins the

14   section 8.00.30, "Whistleblower - Improper Governmental

15   Action."  And if we jump ahead to the next page, 177.

16   Take a look at that.

17       A.   (Witness complies.)

18       Q.   And take a look at 178, if you would.  And I am

19   just going to read that.  I am going to start at the

20   bottom there under "Procedures."  On 177, it says,

21   "Refer to Washington State Auditor's Office."

22            Did you have an understanding as to whether or

23   not a person who believed that they were reporting

24   improper governmental action could report it to the

25   State Auditor's Office?
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 1       A.   You're asking me if I am aware of that?

 2       Q.   Yes.

 3       A.   Yes.

 4       Q.   All right.  And they could also report it to

 5   persons within the Washington State Patrol, correct?

 6       A.   Yes.

 7       Q.   Okay.  And was it your understanding that you

 8   were one of the designees to receive that information?

 9       A.   Yes.

10       Q.   Okay.  And I am going to look at the -- just

11   the last page of our exhibit.  It's on page 178.  At the

12   top, "a," it says, "Directly to the agency designee,"

13   and it says, "The agency designee includes the Deputy

14   Chief, Commander of the Office of Professional

15   Standards, and the Commander of the Human Resource

16   Division," right?

17       A.   Yes.

18       Q.   Okay.  And you, at the time, were the commander

19   of the Office of Professional Standards, right?

20       A.   No.  Not in 2010.

21       Q.   Oh.  In what years?

22       A.   Like I said, I think I started in 2014.

23       Q.   So '14, '15, and Six...

24       A.   No.  That's -- let me revise that.

25       Q.   Try again.
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 1       A.   '15, '16, Seven...no.  Thought I was assigned

 2   there in 2015.

 3       Q.   I was just going back to my notes and seeing

 4   that.  All right.  So is it fair to say that from 2015

 5   until you retired in 2019, you were one of the agency

 6   designees to receive --

 7       A.   Yes.

 8       Q.   -- reports of improper governmental actions?

 9       A.   Yes.

10       Q.   Thank you.  All right.  And let's take a look,

11   if we can, at the policy, itself, okay?  And so if you

12   will turn back to page 176 and look under "Policy."

13   Under A4, it has sort of a laundry list of events.  And

14   you see sub D, "Is gross mismanagement"?

15       A.   Yes.

16       Q.   All right.  You would agree, would you not,

17   that the incident that happened in March where

18   Ms. Biscay is rubbing her breasts against -- against

19   Lieutenant Nobach would, in your view, be a credible

20   case for gross mismanagement?

21       A.   Yes.

22                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

23   question.

24       Q.   You can answer.

25       A.   Sorry.  Yes.
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 1       Q.   Okay.  So, and it's also true that you received

 2   that information in March of 2016, right?

 3       A.   Yes.

 4       Q.   Okay.  So did you make any effort to report

 5   that on to the State Auditor's Office as an example --

 6   as a -- basically, improper governmental action?

 7       A.   I didn't, no.

 8       Q.   Okay.  And did you receive any training in your

 9   duties in that regard?

10       A.   In regards to reporting things as far as a

11   whistleblower is concerned to the State --

12       Q.   Yes.

13       A.   -- Auditor?  No.  I don't believe -- I don't

14   believe it would have been my responsibility to report

15   to the State Auditor.  I think the policy says that the

16   whistleblower can report it to the State Auditor if they

17   want to.

18       Q.   Okay.

19       A.   I am not aware of any requirement for me to

20   report it to the State Auditor, but I would have been

21   happy to.

22       Q.   Okay.  And is it fair to say that Captain

23   Batiste never -- or, Chief Batiste never discussed the

24   need to make such a report to you, right?

25       A.   Chief Batiste.  No.
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 1       Q.   And is it also fair to say that you -- that one

 2   of your jobs was to keep Chief Batiste informed of the

 3   things that you were working on in your office?

 4       A.   No.  Generally, I kept my bureau commander, the

 5   assistant chief, informed of the things that occurred in

 6   my office.  So then he relayed that information to Chief

 7   Batiste.

 8       Q.   Okay.

 9       A.   Occasionally, Chief Batiste would consult me on

10   some of these, but very rarely.

11       Q.   Fair enough.  Would you tell me the name of the

12   assistant again.

13       A.   Well, I had several during my time there.

14       Q.   2016.

15       A.   During -- when all of this occurred, it was

16   Assistant Chief Randy Drake.

17       Q.   Oh, okay.  It's fair to say, is it not, that

18   you spoke to Assistant Chief Drake about the incident

19   involving Nobach and Biscay?

20       A.   Yes.

21       Q.   Okay.  And it would be your -- your

22   understanding of the policies and procedures would be

23   that he would have informed the chief?

24                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

25   question.
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 1       A.   I don't know if he did or not.  I assume he

 2   did.

 3       Q.   Okay.

 4       A.   I hope he did.

 5       Q.   Okay.  All right.

 6       A.   Can I -- can I --

 7       Q.   Go ahead.

 8       A.   Can I make a statement, or can I -- maybe even

 9   in the form of a question, I guess.  I don't really

10   understand where you're going with this because the

11   allegation -- Santhuff reported inappropriate sexual

12   behavior that occurred in the workplace, and that was

13   addressed.  And in that transaction, he was the

14   whistleblower.  That was dealt with.

15       Q.   You understood he was a whistleblower?

16       A.   Yes.

17       Q.   But you also understood, did you not, that that

18   behavior by a supervisor to a direct report female was

19   gross mismanagement?

20       A.   Absolutely.

21       Q.   Okay.

22       A.   Totally inappropriate.

23       Q.   Fair enough.

24       A.   So all that is addressed.  Now, come later, we

25   get to the retaliation.  So we are talking about two
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 1   separate things.  In the retaliation, he is not a

 2   whistleblower.  He is the victim who is making a

 3   complaint against the lieutenant.  So --

 4       Q.   Right.

 5       A.   -- I just want to make sure there is a clear

 6   distinction between him being the whistleblower in the

 7   sexual harassment behavior and then him being the victim

 8   of retaliation.

 9       Q.   I understand what you are saying.

10       A.   Okay.  In my mind, I had to get there, I guess.

11       Q.   All right.  Fair enough.

12       A.   To make sure that we were talking about the

13   same thing.

14       Q.   Did you have any understanding, whether or not

15   having received the information that amounts to gross

16   mismanagement, that you had an obligation within 15 days

17   to report it to the auditor?

18       A.   I wasn't aware of that.

19       Q.   All right.  And nobody gave you any advice on

20   that?

21       A.   (Shakes head.)

22       Q.   All right.

23       A.   I certainly don't recall.  I probably should

24   have known more about the Whistleblower program.

25       Q.   So if we take this -- if we look at this
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 1   incident through the lens of improper -- reporting

 2   improper governmental action, would you concede that

 3   when -- when Trooper Santhuff reported that and it

 4   reached you, that was a report of improper governmental

 5   action?

 6       A.   I agree, but now as I think about it, I don't

 7   believe that I was the one that respon- -- was

 8   responsible for reporting that to the State Auditor.  I

 9   believe that was a function that the Human Resources

10   division completed.

11       Q.   And that was -- was that Matheson, Captain

12   Matheson?

13       A.   Yes.

14       Q.   Okay.  Yeah.  Actually, I think, as you become

15   more familiar with this and refresh your recollection

16   from retirement, you may find that there is more than

17   one person that can receive it.

18       A.   Sure.

19       Q.   Okay.  So.  All right.  Fair enough.  And

20   then -- so is it also fair to say that you never -- that

21   when you became aware that there were allegations of

22   retaliation by -- by Trooper Santhuff that pertained to

23   his having reported this incident regarding Biscay and

24   Nobach, that you never connected the dots for this being

25   an issue, retaliation owing to his actions of reporting
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 1   improper governmental action?

 2                 MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the

 3   question.

 4       A.   No, I don't agree with that.  I think from the

 5   very beginning, I was aware of -- he made us aware that

 6   he felt it was retaliation for him reporting the sexual

 7   harassment, so I think I --

 8       Q.   You understood that to be the incident we have

 9   been describing with the rubbing the breasts on the head

10   thing?

11       A.   Yes.

12                 MR. SHERIDAN:  All right.  Let's take a

13   break.

14                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off-record.  The

15   time now is 10:35 a.m.

16                           (Short recess.)

17                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Back on-record.  Time

18   now is 10:47 a.m.

19       Q.   Do you recognize the name "Jason Caton,"

20   C-a-t-o-n?

21       A.   Yes.

22       Q.   And it's true, is it not, that Mr. Caton -- I

23   guess he is a trooper in Aviation -- reported

24   retaliation in 2017, and your office looked at it?

25       A.   Boy, I don't remember there being a retaliation
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 1   element to that.

 2       Q.   Just tell us what you do recall.

 3       A.   What I do recall, he was a pilot I believe out

 4   of the Moses Lake area.  Somewhere in Eastern

 5   Washington.  I think he flew out of Moses Lake.

 6            He had called Lieutenant Nobach, I believe, or

 7   maybe it was his supervisor.  He had been requested for

 8   a flight.  And I don't know how all that works, but he

 9   had been requested to do some sort of a flight.  Called

10   the supervisor concerned that he was sick.  Apparently,

11   there is some sort of a checklist that they have to run

12   through when -- to determine whether they are able to

13   fly.  And he didn't pass the criteria that -- so he

14   couldn't do the flight.  So I think he called his

15   supervisor and explained that to him, and then they

16   redid the criteria.  And that time, he did qualify.  So

17   he went out and did the flight.

18            I think when he came back, he was in the hangar

19   or he was around the hangar.  At some point, he passed

20   out, fell, and there was -- there was some issues about

21   how that all occurred.  There was some damage to the

22   plane.  I can't remember if the plane was inside or

23   outside.  He was trying to move it into the hangar,

24   something like that, but --

25       Q.   Do you recall him being a witness in the
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 1   investigation pertaining to Trooper Santhuff?

 2       A.   No.  I think that that whole situation occurred

 3   well after the Santhuff investigation had been

 4   completed.

 5       Q.   Okay.

 6       A.   I don't think he was, but maybe I am wrong.

 7                 MR. SHERIDAN:  Fair enough.  Okay, fair

 8   enough.  Okay.  That's all I have.  Thanks very much.

 9                 MR. BIGGS:  No questions.  Thanks.  You

10   have the right to reserve signature, which I would

11   recommend that you do.

12                 THE WITNESS:  Okay.

13                 MR. BIGGS:  And then the court reporter

14   will get you a transcript.  You can take a look at it.

15                 MR. SHERIDAN:  Oh.  Did we get your home

16   address -- did we get your home address?  I don't

17   remember.

18                 THE WITNESS:  You did not.

19                 MR. SHERIDAN:  So could we go back on the

20   record --

21                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  I haven't taken us

22   off-record.

23                 MR. SHERIDAN:  -- for a second?  I just

24   want to have you say it on the record because we got a

25   issue with the trial subpoenas.  Trial is next year, and
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 1   I want to ask you if you are going to be here.  Okay?

 2   So let's go back on just for that.

 3                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  I am still on.

 4       Q.   All right.  Could you tell us your current

 5   residence address.

 6       A.   3228 Sheaser -- let me spell that.

 7   S-h-e-a-s-e-r -- Way in DuPont, Washington.

 8       Q.   All right.  And how long have you lived there?

 9       A.   Four years.

10       Q.   Any plans of relocating?

11       A.   No.

12       Q.   Fair enough.  Okay.  And we are going to have a

13   trial.  I think it's next June.

14                 MR. ABBASI:  May.

15       Q.   May.  Next May.  Do you have any plans to be

16   out of the state or out of the country in May?

17       A.   Not at this time.

18       Q.   All right.  And is it okay if we seek to

19   contact you through counsel for the defense?

20       A.   Absolutely.

21                 MR. SHERIDAN:  All right, thanks.  All

22   right.  Thank you.

23                 MR. BIGGS:  Thank you.  No questions.

24                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  This is the end of

25   Media 2 and concludes the deposition of Mike Saunders.
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 1   Time now is 10:51 a.m.  Going off-record.

 2                           (The deposition was concluded,

 3                            adjourning at 10:51 a.m.)

 4                           (Signature was reserved.)
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 1                       A F F I D A V I T

 2

 3

 4

 5        I, __________________________, hereby declare

 6   under penalty of perjury that I have read the foregoing

 7   deposition and that the testimony contained therein is a

 8   true and correct transcript of my testimony, noting the

 9   corrections attached.

10

11

12

13

14   Signature:____________________________Date:_____________
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 1                     C E R T I F I C A T E

 2

 3   STATE OF WASHINGTON )

                         )   ss

 4   COUNTY OF PIERCE    )

 5

 6        I, the undersigned Washington Certified Court

     Reporter, pursuant to RCW 5.28.010, authorized to

 7   administer oaths and affirmations in and for the State

     of Washington, do hereby certify:  That the foregoing

 8   deposition of the witness named herein was taken

     stenographically before me and reduced to a typed format

 9   under my direction;

10        That, according to CR 30(e), the witness was given

     the opportunity to examine, read and sign the deposition

11   after the same was transcribed, unless indicated in the

     record that the review was waived;

12

          That all objections made at the time of said

13   examination have been noted by me;

14        That I am not a relative or employee of any

     attorney or counsel or participant and that I am not

15   financially or otherwise interested in the action or the

     outcome herein;

16

          That the witness coming before me was duly sworn

17   or did affirm to tell the truth;

18        That the deposition, as transcribed, is a full,

     true and correct transcript of the testimony, including

19   questions and answers and all objections, motions and

     exceptions of counsel made at the time of the foregoing

20   examination and said transcript was prepared pursuant to

     the Washington Administrative Code 308-14-135

21   preparation guidelines;

22

                               Lori K. Haworth

23                       Lori K. Haworth, Certified Court

                         Reporter 2958 for the State of

24                       Washington residing at Gig Harbor,

                         Washington.

25
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 1                     SRS PREMIER REALTIME

                   2200 SIXTH AVENUE, SUITE 425

 2                   SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98121

                           206.389.9321

 3

                         October 31, 2019

 4

 5

     To:  Andrew Biggs

 6        OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

          800 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

 7        Seattle, Washington 98104

          Andrew.Biggs@atg.wa.gov

 8

     Case Name:  Santhuff v. State of Washington, Nobach

 9   Video Deposition of:  Mike Saunders

     Date Taken:  October 25, 2019

10   Court Reporter:  Lori K. Haworth, CCR, RPR

11

     This letter is to advise you of the following:

12

13      X       Signature was reserved.  The Affidavit and

                correction sheet are being forwarded to you

14              in electronic form.  Please have the deponent

                review the transcript, note any corrections

15              on the corrections page, and return the

                signed affidavit and correction page to us

16              within 30 days of this notice.  According to

                Court Rule 30(e), the deposition affidavit

17              should be signed within thirty (30) days or

                signature is considered waived.

18

19   ________   Signature was reserved.  The transcript is

                ready for review and signature.  Your office

20              did not order a copy of the deposition

                transcript.  Please contact our office to

21              make an appointment for review.  Signature

                must be completed within 30 days of this

22              notice.

23

                    (Sent without signature to avoid delay)

24                       Lori K. Haworth, CCR, RPR

25   CC:  JOHN P. SHERIDAN
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		185						LN		7		5		false		          5        Professional Standards does.				false

		186						LN		7		6		false		          6            A.   Well, we do internal investigations.  So I				false

		187						LN		7		7		false		          7        oversaw all of the administrative investigations that				false

		188						LN		7		8		false		          8        took place in the State Patrol.  And then I was also				false

		189						LN		7		9		false		          9        what they call the standards officer, so I would have				false

		190						LN		7		10		false		         10        concurrence authority on all of the discipline that was				false

		191						LN		7		11		false		         11        issued as a result of those investigations.				false

		192						LN		7		12		false		         12            Q.   Anything else?				false

		193						LN		7		13		false		         13            A.   Well, I mean, I had a lot of collateral duties				false

		194						LN		7		14		false		         14        revising and writing policy, reviewing policy, bill				false

		195						LN		7		15		false		         15        reviews, those types of administrative functions that I				false

		196						LN		7		16		false		         16        would do.				false

		197						LN		7		17		false		         17            Q.   Okay.  And could you give us a layperson				false

		198						LN		7		18		false		         18        understanding of what it means to have concurrence				false

		199						LN		7		19		false		         19        authority.				false

		200						LN		7		20		false		         20            A.   So the appointing authority is a decisionmaker				false

		201						LN		7		21		false		         21        on an administrative case, and usually that's the				false

		202						LN		7		22		false		         22        district or division commander that oversees the				false

		203						LN		7		23		false		         23        division that the employee is assigned to.				false

		204						LN		7		24		false		         24                 Concurrence authority; I would have to agree				false

		205						LN		7		25		false		         25        with the level of discipline that was being issued to				false

		206						PG		8		0		false		page 8				false

		207						LN		8		1		false		          1        the employee as a result of an investigation.  And what				false

		208						LN		8		2		false		          2        that looked like, I would usually go back and look at a				false

		209						LN		8		3		false		          3        standard.  I would look at similar like cases and see				false

		210						LN		8		4		false		          4        what type of discipline was issued in those cases, and				false

		211						LN		8		5		false		          5        the idea being that discipline is issued fairly across				false

		212						LN		8		6		false		          6        the state for like violations.				false

		213						LN		8		7		false		          7            Q.   All right.  And does that mean that every form				false

		214						LN		8		8		false		          8        of discipline comes across your -- came across your desk				false

		215						LN		8		9		false		          9        at the time that you held that position?				false

		216						LN		8		10		false		         10            A.   Well, every form of discipline that was a				false

		217						LN		8		11		false		         11        result of an administrative investigation.  So a				false

		218						LN		8		12		false		         12        district or division commander still had the latitude to				false

		219						LN		8		13		false		         13        issue certain levels of discipline outside of the				false

		220						LN		8		14		false		         14        administrative investigation process, but when things				false

		221						LN		8		15		false		         15        rose to a certain level, they would come to my office.				false

		222						LN		8		16		false		         16        So there was some discretion there by the district or				false

		223						LN		8		17		false		         17        division commander on how they proceeded with violations				false

		224						LN		8		18		false		         18        that they may have identified.				false

		225						LN		8		19		false		         19            Q.   Okay.  Is it -- is an administrative				false

		226						LN		8		20		false		         20        investigation required in every case?				false

		227						LN		8		21		false		         21            A.   Not necessarily.  No.				false

		228						LN		8		22		false		         22            Q.   Okay.  How about, can you explain now in				false

		229						LN		8		23		false		         23        layperson terms what's the difference between a				false

		230						LN		8		24		false		         24        preliminary investigation and an administrative				false

		231						LN		8		25		false		         25        investigation.				false

		232						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		233						LN		9		1		false		          1            A.   Well, a preliminary investigation comes to our				false

		234						LN		9		2		false		          2        office.  And in a prelim, we are doing a little bit of				false

		235						LN		9		3		false		          3        research, limited research, at the front end of an				false

		236						LN		9		4		false		          4        investigation to determine if there actually was a				false

		237						LN		9		5		false		          5        policy violation or if the violations that are alleged				false

		238						LN		9		6		false		          6        occurred with one of our employees.  We ask some				false

		239						LN		9		7		false		          7        clarifying questions.  We usually gave exculpatory				false

		240						LN		9		8		false		          8        questions that were voluntary to the employee through				false

		241						LN		9		9		false		          9        the union.  And we would use all that information to				false

		242						LN		9		10		false		         10        determine whether an administrative investigation was				false

		243						LN		9		11		false		         11        warranted.				false

		244						LN		9		12		false		         12            Q.   Okay.  When I think of "exculpatory," I think				false

		245						LN		9		13		false		         13        of that having a meaning of to find somebody not guilty				false

		246						LN		9		14		false		         14        of something.  Would you agree with that understanding				false

		247						LN		9		15		false		         15        or do you have a different understanding?				false

		248						LN		9		16		false		         16            A.   No.  I have a different understanding.				false

		249						LN		9		17		false		         17            Q.   Please explain.				false

		250						LN		9		18		false		         18            A.   "Exculpatory," in my mind, for the purposes of				false

		251						LN		9		19		false		         19        my office, was just an attempt to gather more				false

		252						LN		9		20		false		         20        information to determine whether it was actually our				false

		253						LN		9		21		false		         21        employee and whether the violations -- or, the alleged				false

		254						LN		9		22		false		         22        violations rose to the level of investigation.				false

		255						LN		9		23		false		         23            Q.   All right.  Now, if we -- let's begin at the				false

		256						LN		9		24		false		         24        preliminary investigative phase.  Who initiates that				false

		257						LN		9		25		false		         25        process saying, "I want to have a preliminary				false

		258						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		259						LN		10		1		false		          1        investigation versus an administrative investigation"?				false

		260						LN		10		2		false		          2            A.   Well, it would be initiated by the district or				false

		261						LN		10		3		false		          3        division commander.  They would call me, and they'd say,				false

		262						LN		10		4		false		          4        "This is what I have, this is what the allegation is,				false

		263						LN		10		5		false		          5        this is the employee that's accused."  And there would				false

		264						LN		10		6		false		          6        be a lot of different things that may factor in to that.				false

		265						LN		10		7		false		          7        If the allegations seemed like they are totally				false

		266						LN		10		8		false		          8        out-of-character for the employee.  If it doesn't appear				false

		267						LN		10		9		false		          9        that those allegations would have actually rose to the				false

		268						LN		10		10		false		         10        level of a policy violation.  Maybe the employee worked				false

		269						LN		10		11		false		         11        in a totally different area at that time of day.  Those				false

		270						LN		10		12		false		         12        types of things that we would try to get a better				false

		271						LN		10		13		false		         13        understanding through the prelim.				false

		272						LN		10		14		false		         14                 So the appointing authority would contact me.				false

		273						LN		10		15		false		         15        We would discuss it and decide whether to just move				false

		274						LN		10		16		false		         16        forward with an administrative investigation or whether				false

		275						LN		10		17		false		         17        we could benefit from a prelim.				false

		276						LN		10		18		false		         18            Q.   I have seen in some of the notes the phrase				false

		277						LN		10		19		false		         19        "roundtable."  Does that have any relationship to the				false

		278						LN		10		20		false		         20        decisionmaking for preliminary versus administrative?				false

		279						LN		10		21		false		         21            A.   Yes.  We would assemble all the employees in my				false

		280						LN		10		22		false		         22        office and sit down and do what we call a roundtable.				false

		281						LN		10		23		false		         23        And in that, we would look at the violations that are				false

		282						LN		10		24		false		         24        alleged and determine the best -- we would discuss the				false

		283						LN		10		25		false		         25        best way to move forward, and that would help me make a				false

		284						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		285						LN		11		1		false		          1        better recommendation to the appointing authority				false

		286						LN		11		2		false		          2        potentially.				false

		287						LN		11		3		false		          3            Q.   Okay.  And when you say a recommendation, you				false

		288						LN		11		4		false		          4        mean a recommendation of, should we do a preliminary				false

		289						LN		11		5		false		          5        versus should we do an administrative or should we do				false

		290						LN		11		6		false		          6        nothing?				false

		291						LN		11		7		false		          7            A.   Yes.				false

		292						LN		11		8		false		          8            Q.   Okay.				false

		293						LN		11		9		false		          9            A.   And --				false

		294						LN		11		10		false		         10            Q.   So typically in your experience, in your				false

		295						LN		11		11		false		         11        personal experience, who was sitting at the roundtable?				false

		296						LN		11		12		false		         12            A.   Well, my investigators and my administrative				false

		297						LN		11		13		false		         13        staff participated, as well.  So whoever was in the				false

		298						LN		11		14		false		         14        office that day would join in the roundtable.				false

		299						LN		11		15		false		         15            Q.   Okay.  And were roundtables basically set up on				false

		300						LN		11		16		false		         16        a specific day, at a specific time, to go over whatever				false

		301						LN		11		17		false		         17        had -- was -- had come in, or sort of an ad hoc as				false

		302						LN		11		18		false		         18        claims came in, or --				false

		303						LN		11		19		false		         19            A.   They were more ad hoc, spontaneous as claims				false

		304						LN		11		20		false		         20        came in -- or, as complaints came in.				false

		305						LN		11		21		false		         21            Q.   Was the -- was there any format to the				false

		306						LN		11		22		false		         22        roundtable proceeding or was it just an informal				false

		307						LN		11		23		false		         23        proceeding within your office?				false

		308						LN		11		24		false		         24            A.   Well, I would say it's an informal proceeding,				false

		309						LN		11		25		false		         25        but there was a process that we used.				false

		310						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		311						LN		12		1		false		          1                 I mean, we would start off by looking at the				false

		312						LN		12		2		false		          2        allegations.  And considering the different types of				false

		313						LN		12		3		false		          3        regulations that may or may not apply to that				false

		314						LN		12		4		false		          4        allegation, we would work to craft a summary of				false

		315						LN		12		5		false		          5        allegations that we would put on the internal incident				false

		316						LN		12		6		false		          6        report form, which is a form that we use to initiate the				false

		317						LN		12		7		false		          7        investigation, and we would talk about whether the				false

		318						LN		12		8		false		          8        violation rose to the level of a minor, moderate, or a				false

		319						LN		12		9		false		          9        major investigation; who would have investigative				false

		320						LN		12		10		false		         10        responsibility.  So those are the types of things that				false

		321						LN		12		11		false		         11        we would discuss during a roundtable.				false

		322						LN		12		12		false		         12            Q.   All right.  And is it fair to say that the				false

		323						LN		12		13		false		         13        appointing authority was not a participant in the				false

		324						LN		12		14		false		         14        roundtable?				false

		325						LN		12		15		false		         15            A.   Occasionally they would participate.  It was				false

		326						LN		12		16		false		         16        not something that we pressed for, but if they were in				false

		327						LN		12		17		false		         17        the area and they wanted to come in.  I had good people				false

		328						LN		12		18		false		         18        in OPS.  I had very good investigators, and they were a				false

		329						LN		12		19		false		         19        great resource for me.  So to sit down and to be able to				false

		330						LN		12		20		false		         20        listen to their thought process benefited me, and				false

		331						LN		12		21		false		         21        sometimes the appointing authority felt that it was				false

		332						LN		12		22		false		         22        beneficial to them, as well.  So they were certainly				false

		333						LN		12		23		false		         23        welcome to join us.				false

		334						LN		12		24		false		         24            Q.   Is it true that in the preliminary				false

		335						LN		12		25		false		         25        investigative realm, the appointing authority gets to				false

		336						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		337						LN		13		1		false		          1        define the scope of the preliminary investigation?				false

		338						LN		13		2		false		          2            A.   Well, I think it's a collaborative effort				false

		339						LN		13		3		false		          3        between the appointing authority and the standards				false

		340						LN		13		4		false		          4        officer.  And there is a need to maintain a level of				false

		341						LN		13		5		false		          5        consistency in the way we apply these things, so I don't				false

		342						LN		13		6		false		          6        think it -- they relied a lot on the standards officer				false

		343						LN		13		7		false		          7        to help them craft summaries of allegations in term of				false

		344						LN		13		8		false		          8        what regulations were applicable or best used because				false

		345						LN		13		9		false		          9        that's something the standards officer does all the				false

		346						LN		13		10		false		         10        time.  They are very familiar with it, and having the				false

		347						LN		13		11		false		         11        knowledge, the historical knowledge of other cases that				false

		348						LN		13		12		false		         12        have occurred in there.  That's why the standards				false

		349						LN		13		13		false		         13        officer exists.				false

		350						LN		13		14		false		         14                 So I'd have to go back to your original				false

		351						LN		13		15		false		         15        question.  Did I answer it for you.				false

		352						LN		13		16		false		         16            Q.   Let me ask a follow-up.  Could you tell us in				false

		353						LN		13		17		false		         17        layperson terms, what is a standards officer and how				false

		354						LN		13		18		false		         18        many are there.				false

		355						LN		13		19		false		         19            A.   Well, there is only one standards officer, and				false

		356						LN		13		20		false		         20        that person is a peer to the appointing authorities, so				false

		357						LN		13		21		false		         21        there is not any pressure by the standards officer or				false

		358						LN		13		22		false		         22        the appointing authorities as far as rank is concerned.				false

		359						LN		13		23		false		         23        They are peers.				false

		360						LN		13		24		false		         24            Q.   So during the time that you were commander, who				false

		361						LN		13		25		false		         25        filled the position of standards officer?				false

		362						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		363						LN		14		1		false		          1            A.   That was me.				false

		364						LN		14		2		false		          2            Q.   Okay.  All right, fair enough.  What's an 095,				false

		365						LN		14		3		false		          3        in layperson terms?				false

		366						LN		14		4		false		          4            A.   An 095 is a counseling document that would be				false

		367						LN		14		5		false		          5        issued to employees for positive or negative job				false

		368						LN		14		6		false		          6        performance.				false

		369						LN		14		7		false		          7            Q.   Is it fair to say that it was your practice to				false

		370						LN		14		8		false		          8        get involved in whether or not to give an 095?				false

		371						LN		14		9		false		          9            A.   Only when it was a result of an administrative				false

		372						LN		14		10		false		         10        investigation.  So district and division commanders				false

		373						LN		14		11		false		         11        could issue an 095 anytime they felt it was appropriate.				false

		374						LN		14		12		false		         12        They didn't have to consult me.				false

		375						LN		14		13		false		         13                 If we completed an investigation and it was				false

		376						LN		14		14		false		         14        determined that the violation was minor and that an 095				false

		377						LN		14		15		false		         15        was an appropriate level of counseling, then that would				false

		378						LN		14		16		false		         16        be something that we would discuss.  Outside of the				false

		379						LN		14		17		false		         17        administrative format, no.				false

		380						LN		14		18		false		         18            Q.   Can you overrule -- was it within your				false

		381						LN		14		19		false		         19        authority to overrule an appointing authority on whether				false

		382						LN		14		20		false		         20        or not to have a preliminary versus administrative				false

		383						LN		14		21		false		         21        investigation?				false

		384						LN		14		22		false		         22            A.   To overrule them, no, I don't believe that was				false

		385						LN		14		23		false		         23        in my authority.  If -- if the appointing authority and				false

		386						LN		14		24		false		         24        myself disagreed on any of the points concerning an				false

		387						LN		14		25		false		         25        investigation, the prelim, any of those things, then it				false

		388						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		389						LN		15		1		false		          1        rose to the level of an assistant chief.  So the				false

		390						LN		15		2		false		          2        assistant chief that oversaw the bureau that that				false

		391						LN		15		3		false		          3        district or division resided in would be the ultimate				false

		392						LN		15		4		false		          4        decisionmaker.				false

		393						LN		15		5		false		          5            Q.   So was there a process, or especially a written				false

		394						LN		15		6		false		          6        process, to follow -- let's say the appointing authority				false

		395						LN		15		7		false		          7        said, "I think it's preliminary," and you said, "I think				false

		396						LN		15		8		false		          8        it's -- we need a full-blown administrative				false

		397						LN		15		9		false		          9        investigation."  Was there a written process to follow				false

		398						LN		15		10		false		         10        upon such a disagreement?				false

		399						LN		15		11		false		         11            A.   Yes.  It would be elevated to the assistant				false

		400						LN		15		12		false		         12        chief.				false

		401						LN		15		13		false		         13            Q.   All right.  And was that a written -- was there				false

		402						LN		15		14		false		         14        a written policy or procedure that one could follow to				false

		403						LN		15		15		false		         15        know what to do next?				false

		404						LN		15		16		false		         16            A.   It's in the administrative investigation				false

		405						LN		15		17		false		         17        manual.				false

		406						LN		15		18		false		         18            Q.   All right.  And in your career, has that ever				false

		407						LN		15		19		false		         19        happened during the time that you were commander of OPS?				false

		408						LN		15		20		false		         20            A.   I think it may have happened once.				false

		409						LN		15		21		false		         21            Q.   Can you tell us about that one.				false

		410						LN		15		22		false		         22            A.   Well, it was on the back end of an				false

		411						LN		15		23		false		         23        investigation where myself and the appointing authority				false

		412						LN		15		24		false		         24        didn't agree on -- it was really more structured towards				false

		413						LN		15		25		false		         25        the format of his report and the findings that he had.				false

		414						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		415						LN		16		1		false		          1        So that was elevated to the assistant chief who made the				false

		416						LN		16		2		false		          2        ultimate decision on how things would move forward.				false

		417						LN		16		3		false		          3            Q.   And was this while you were commander?				false

		418						LN		16		4		false		          4            A.   Yes.				false

		419						LN		16		5		false		          5            Q.   And who was the person who disagreed with you?				false

		420						LN		16		6		false		          6            A.   It was another captain.  I don't --				false

		421						LN		16		7		false		          7            Q.   Which captain?  What's his name?				false

		422						LN		16		8		false		          8            A.   I'd prefer not to -- to say.				false

		423						LN		16		9		false		          9            Q.   Yeah.  Sorry.  You have to.				false

		424						LN		16		10		false		         10            A.   I have to say?				false

		425						LN		16		11		false		         11            Q.   Yeah.				false

		426						LN		16		12		false		         12            A.   Well, it was a captain who is now a lieutenant.				false

		427						LN		16		13		false		         13        His name is Captain Coley.				false

		428						LN		16		14		false		         14            Q.   How do you spell that, if you remember?				false

		429						LN		16		15		false		         15            A.   C-o-l-e-y.				false

		430						LN		16		16		false		         16            Q.   All right.  And so you said "his" report.  Does				false

		431						LN		16		17		false		         17        that mean that the appointing authority actually gets to				false

		432						LN		16		18		false		         18        draft a report?				false

		433						LN		16		19		false		         19            A.   Right.  The Office of Professional Standards				false

		434						LN		16		20		false		         20        completes the administrative investigation, and we do a				false

		435						LN		16		21		false		         21        final report that's provided to the appointing				false

		436						LN		16		22		false		         22        authority.				false

		437						LN		16		23		false		         23                 The appointing authority reviews that report				false

		438						LN		16		24		false		         24        along with all the supporting documents, and they				false

		439						LN		16		25		false		         25        would -- then they would write an administrative				false

		440						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		441						LN		17		1		false		          1        conclusion where they -- they have their findings, and				false

		442						LN		17		2		false		          2        they address the 11 elements.  We had 11 elements of				false

		443						LN		17		3		false		          3        just cause, and they would address all of those issues.				false

		444						LN		17		4		false		          4                 That report would include the discipline,				false

		445						LN		17		5		false		          5        contemplated discipline that would come to me, and then				false

		446						LN		17		6		false		          6        I would review it, and we would discuss the content of				false

		447						LN		17		7		false		          7        that report, the decision on the discipline, and whether				false

		448						LN		17		8		false		          8        that was appropriate or not.				false

		449						LN		17		9		false		          9            Q.   Now, what you have just described, are we				false

		450						LN		17		10		false		         10        talking about a preliminary investigation or an				false

		451						LN		17		11		false		         11        administrative investigation or both?				false

		452						LN		17		12		false		         12            A.   No.  We are talking about a completed				false

		453						LN		17		13		false		         13        administrative investigation.				false

		454						LN		17		14		false		         14            Q.   So even when there is a completed -- let me				false

		455						LN		17		15		false		         15        break that down a little bit.  If we say "administrative				false

		456						LN		17		16		false		         16        investigation," that means that one of your subordinates				false

		457						LN		17		17		false		         17        conducts the investigation, right?				false

		458						LN		17		18		false		         18            A.   Not always.  Some of them, depending on the				false

		459						LN		17		19		false		         19        severity, would go back out to the district or division				false

		460						LN		17		20		false		         20        for a supervisor to investigate.				false

		461						LN		17		21		false		         21            Q.   Okay.  And so who makes that decision as to who				false

		462						LN		17		22		false		         22        gets appointed to do the investigation?				false

		463						LN		17		23		false		         23            A.   Usually the OPS commander.  Me.				false

		464						LN		17		24		false		         24            Q.   Okay.  And does that depend on if it's -- the				false

		465						LN		17		25		false		         25        level of misconduct alleged?				false

		466						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		467						LN		18		1		false		          1            A.   It depends on the level of misconduct, but				false

		468						LN		18		2		false		          2        also, we would consider any kind of geographical				false

		469						LN		18		3		false		          3        challenges.				false

		470						LN		18		4		false		          4                 So if a case spanned several districts where				false

		471						LN		18		5		false		          5        there were witnesses that were identified in a broader				false

		472						LN		18		6		false		          6        area, we would often handle those because it was easier				false

		473						LN		18		7		false		          7        for us to do it than a local supervisor.				false

		474						LN		18		8		false		          8            Q.   All right.  And could we just also sort of				false

		475						LN		18		9		false		          9        fill-in some blanks from -- again, for layperson				false

		476						LN		18		10		false		         10        purposes.  What's a -- what is a -- what did we just				false

		477						LN		18		11		false		         11        say.  Appointing authority.				false

		478						LN		18		12		false		         12            A.   The appointing authority is the person given				false

		479						LN		18		13		false		         13        the responsibility of making decision for disciplinary				false

		480						LN		18		14		false		         14        issues over the subordinate employee.				false

		481						LN		18		15		false		         15            Q.   So is it typically somebody that is at a				false

		482						LN		18		16		false		         16        captain level?				false

		483						LN		18		17		false		         17            A.   Yes.  The commissioned would be a captain				false

		484						LN		18		18		false		         18        level.  And then on the Civil Service side, because we				false

		485						LN		18		19		false		         19        also did Civil Service investigations, it would be a				false

		486						LN		18		20		false		         20        division commander.				false

		487						LN		18		21		false		         21            Q.   Okay.  And rank-wise, where do you fit in that				false

		488						LN		18		22		false		         22        pecking order as a commander?				false

		489						LN		18		23		false		         23            A.   I was also a captain, so I was a peer to all of				false

		490						LN		18		24		false		         24        the appointing authorities.				false

		491						LN		18		25		false		         25            Q.   Is that an important rank to have to do the job				false

		492						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		493						LN		19		1		false		          1        you were doing?				false

		494						LN		19		2		false		          2            A.   I think so.  Yes.				false

		495						LN		19		3		false		          3            Q.   Because if you didn't, you would be subordinate				false

		496						LN		19		4		false		          4        to the people that you are, in some ways, overseeing?				false

		497						LN		19		5		false		          5            A.   Correct.				false

		498						LN		19		6		false		          6            Q.   Okay.  Is it also true that OPS may be referred				false

		499						LN		19		7		false		          7        to as "Internal Affairs"?				false

		500						LN		19		8		false		          8            A.   Yes.				false

		501						LN		19		9		false		          9            Q.   All right.  And so when you say "administrative				false

		502						LN		19		10		false		         10        investigations," does that mean that you are not				false

		503						LN		19		11		false		         11        investigating allegations of crime or wrongdoing by				false

		504						LN		19		12		false		         12        people who are not employed with the Washington State				false

		505						LN		19		13		false		         13        Patrol?				false

		506						LN		19		14		false		         14            A.   Correct.				false

		507						LN		19		15		false		         15            Q.   So you are basically looking at policies and				false

		508						LN		19		16		false		         16        procedures applicable to employees of the Washington				false

		509						LN		19		17		false		         17        State Patrol to determine if somebody has breached some				false

		510						LN		19		18		false		         18        policy or procedure?				false

		511						LN		19		19		false		         19            A.   Yes.  There were times when allegations broke				false

		512						LN		19		20		false		         20        the criminal threshold, but we wouldn't investigate				false

		513						LN		19		21		false		         21        those.  We would refer them to another agency for the				false

		514						LN		19		22		false		         22        right of first refusal or our Investigative unit outside				false

		515						LN		19		23		false		         23        of OPS would handle it.				false

		516						LN		19		24		false		         24            Q.   Okay.  And just -- if you would just spend a				false

		517						LN		19		25		false		         25        sentence on, when you say "Investigative unit," what do				false

		518						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		519						LN		20		1		false		          1        you mean?				false

		520						LN		20		2		false		          2            A.   Well, our Criminal Investigation division may				false

		521						LN		20		3		false		          3        handle it.  Our Investigative Assistance division.  I				false

		522						LN		20		4		false		          4        got to remember all these terms.  They handled some of				false

		523						LN		20		5		false		          5        them.  It depended on the type of the allegation.				false

		524						LN		20		6		false		          6                 Generally, again, we would go to the local				false

		525						LN		20		7		false		          7        authority, whether it's a sheriff's office or municipal				false

		526						LN		20		8		false		          8        police department, and advise them of the criminal				false

		527						LN		20		9		false		          9        allegations and give them the right of first refusal.				false

		528						LN		20		10		false		         10            Q.   All right.  And going back now to March of -- I				false

		529						LN		20		11		false		         11        will pull it up.  To March of 2016.  It's true, is it				false

		530						LN		20		12		false		         12        not, that it came to your attention that Jim --				false

		531						LN		20		13		false		         13        Lieutenant Jim Nobach was receiving an 095?				false

		532						LN		20		14		false		         14            A.   I don't recall the date that all that happened.				false

		533						LN		20		15		false		         15        I'd have to see the documents for that.				false

		534						LN		20		16		false		         16            Q.   Yeah.  We have some of the -- some exhibits for				false

		535						LN		20		17		false		         17        you.  And it looks like -- I don't know why the -- oh, I				false

		536						LN		20		18		false		         18        see.  I understand what's happening.  Okay.  I am going				false

		537						LN		20		19		false		         19        to hand you, from the Alexander deposition, Exhibits 3				false

		538						LN		20		20		false		         20        and 4 and ask you to just take a look at those and use				false

		539						LN		20		21		false		         21        them to refresh your recollection.  I will be asking you				false

		540						LN		20		22		false		         22        more about Nobach, but you will see that they are pretty				false

		541						LN		20		23		false		         23        much the same content.				false

		542						LN		20		24		false		         24            A.   Okay.				false

		543						LN		20		25		false		         25            Q.   All right.  And does this -- is it true, is it				false

		544						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		545						LN		21		1		false		          1        not -- strike that.  It's true, is it not, that --				false

		546						LN		21		2		false		          2        that -- is -- was it Captain Jerry Alexander?  Is he a				false

		547						LN		21		3		false		          3        captain at the time in 2016?				false

		548						LN		21		4		false		          4                      MR. BIGGS:  Johnny.				false

		549						LN		21		5		false		          5            Q.   Johnny Alexander.				false

		550						LN		21		6		false		          6            A.   Right.				false

		551						LN		21		7		false		          7            Q.   Captain?  All right.  Let me say it again.  So				false

		552						LN		21		8		false		          8        it's true, is it not, that the Captain Johnny Alexander				false

		553						LN		21		9		false		          9        came to you to talk about what to do about an allegation				false

		554						LN		21		10		false		         10        against Jim Nobach and Brenda Biscay; that they had				false

		555						LN		21		11		false		         11        engaged in improper behavior?				false

		556						LN		21		12		false		         12            A.   Yes.				false

		557						LN		21		13		false		         13            Q.   Okay.  And it's true, is it not, that this was				false

		558						LN		21		14		false		         14        in the March time frame, probably before the 095 was				false

		559						LN		21		15		false		         15        issued?				false

		560						LN		21		16		false		         16            A.   Yes.				false

		561						LN		21		17		false		         17            Q.   Okay.  All right.  And were you given -- did				false

		562						LN		21		18		false		         18        you give any advice to Captain Alexander about whether				false

		563						LN		21		19		false		         19        or not an 095 was a proper remedy in this particular				false

		564						LN		21		20		false		         20        situation?				false

		565						LN		21		21		false		         21            A.   Yes.				false

		566						LN		21		22		false		         22            Q.   All right.  And did you have an understanding				false

		567						LN		21		23		false		         23        that the allegation was that Ms. Biscay basically came				false

		568						LN		21		24		false		         24        up behind Lieutenant -- let me ask that again.				false

		569						LN		21		25		false		         25                 That it's true, is it not, that you understood				false

		570						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		571						LN		22		1		false		          1        that the allegation was that Brenda Biscay came up				false

		572						LN		22		2		false		          2        behind Jim Nobach while he was seated at his desk with				false

		573						LN		22		3		false		          3        Trooper Santhuff in the room, and she basically rubbed				false

		574						LN		22		4		false		          4        her breasts on the back of his head?				false

		575						LN		22		5		false		          5            A.   On his back of his head or his shoulders.  Yes.				false

		576						LN		22		6		false		          6        Something like that.				false

		577						LN		22		7		false		          7            Q.   Okay.  All right.  And how did you go about				false

		578						LN		22		8		false		          8        determining if that actually happened?				false

		579						LN		22		9		false		          9            A.   I didn't.  Captain Alexander did.				false

		580						LN		22		10		false		         10            Q.   All right.  And is that within the process, as				false

		581						LN		22		11		false		         11        you understand it, for what to do in -- if such an event				false

		582						LN		22		12		false		         12        allegedly happens?				false

		583						LN		22		13		false		         13            A.   Yes.				false

		584						LN		22		14		false		         14            Q.   Okay.  So it's not your organization's decision				false

		585						LN		22		15		false		         15        as to whether or not to see if it happened and to				false

		586						LN		22		16		false		         16        interview witnesses.  It's -- it's his organization that				false

		587						LN		22		17		false		         17        makes the decisions?				false

		588						LN		22		18		false		         18            A.   Well, right.  When a captain or division				false

		589						LN		22		19		false		         19        commander becomes aware of allegations that are made,				false

		590						LN		22		20		false		         20        it's their responsibility to do the initial questioning				false

		591						LN		22		21		false		         21        to determine whether that actually occurred or not.  And				false

		592						LN		22		22		false		         22        they -- there -- there were times when they would make				false

		593						LN		22		23		false		         23        decisions without coming to me at all.  That was within				false

		594						LN		22		24		false		         24        their job responsibility.				false

		595						LN		22		25		false		         25            Q.   But this time, Captain Alexander came to you?				false

		596						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		597						LN		23		1		false		          1            A.   Yes.				false

		598						LN		23		2		false		          2            Q.   All right.  And was he seeking advice, as				false

		599						LN		23		3		false		          3        you -- if you recall?				false

		600						LN		23		4		false		          4            A.   Yes.				false

		601						LN		23		5		false		          5            Q.   All right.  And can you tell us what advice he				false

		602						LN		23		6		false		          6        was seeking.				false

		603						LN		23		7		false		          7            A.   When he came to me, he made me aware of this				false

		604						LN		23		8		false		          8        allegation that was made, and then he also made me aware				false

		605						LN		23		9		false		          9        of the fact that this type of behavior was engrained in				false

		606						LN		23		10		false		         10        the division where Nobach worked.  That there were many				false

		607						LN		23		11		false		         11        people that were routinely participating in this type of				false

		608						LN		23		12		false		         12        behavior.  Inappropriate comments, inappropriate				false

		609						LN		23		13		false		         13        actions.  It was something that was bigger than what was				false

		610						LN		23		14		false		         14        just reported here.				false

		611						LN		23		15		false		         15            Q.   You understood at the time, did you not, that				false

		612						LN		23		16		false		         16        this was the Aviation organization, right?				false

		613						LN		23		17		false		         17            A.   Yes.				false

		614						LN		23		18		false		         18            Q.   And you also understood who was in charge of it				false

		615						LN		23		19		false		         19        at the time, right?				false

		616						LN		23		20		false		         20            A.   Yes.				false

		617						LN		23		21		false		         21            Q.   And who was that?				false

		618						LN		23		22		false		         22            A.   Well, Jim Nobach was in charge of Aviation.				false

		619						LN		23		23		false		         23            Q.   Okay, and you also understood, did you not,				false

		620						LN		23		24		false		         24        that Ms. Biscay was a civilian, right?				false

		621						LN		23		25		false		         25            A.   Civil Service employee.  Yes.				false

		622						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		623						LN		24		1		false		          1            Q.   All right.  And you also understood that she				false

		624						LN		24		2		false		          2        was a direct report to Jim Nobach, right?				false

		625						LN		24		3		false		          3            A.   I believe so.  Yes.				false

		626						LN		24		4		false		          4            Q.   All right.  And so did you basically -- the				false

		627						LN		24		5		false		          5        advice that you gave, was it on the assumption that what				false

		628						LN		24		6		false		          6        was described to you by Captain Alexander was true,				false

		629						LN		24		7		false		          7        meaning that she actually came up behind him; rubbed her				false

		630						LN		24		8		false		          8        breasts on the back of his head?				false

		631						LN		24		9		false		          9            A.   I don't remember there being a lot of				false

		632						LN		24		10		false		         10        controversy about whether it was true or not.  It				false

		633						LN		24		11		false		         11        appeared that it happened.				false

		634						LN		24		12		false		         12            Q.   Okay.				false

		635						LN		24		13		false		         13            A.   Yeah.				false

		636						LN		24		14		false		         14            Q.   All right.  And so did you and he talk about --				false

		637						LN		24		15		false		         15        strike that.				false

		638						LN		24		16		false		         16                 You have just given us an understanding that				false

		639						LN		24		17		false		         17        the problems in Aviation apparently were bigger than				false

		640						LN		24		18		false		         18        just this one incident, right?  So the question then is,				false

		641						LN		24		19		false		         19        is, given the fact that this behavior involved the guy				false

		642						LN		24		20		false		         20        in charge, did you and Captain Alexander discuss whether				false

		643						LN		24		21		false		         21        an 095 was an appropriate remedy?				false

		644						LN		24		22		false		         22                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		645						LN		24		23		false		         23        question.  Go ahead and answer.				false

		646						LN		24		24		false		         24            A.   Yes.				false

		647						LN		24		25		false		         25            Q.   Tell us about that.				false

		648						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		649						LN		25		1		false		          1            A.   Well, the 095 was the beginning of this.  So				false

		650						LN		25		2		false		          2        this was issued to these two people, Brenda Biscay and				false

		651						LN		25		3		false		          3        Lieutenant Nobach, but he also made sure that there was				false

		652						LN		25		4		false		          4        training that was provided to help them make -- become				false

		653						LN		25		5		false		          5        aware of what was appropriate and not appropriate for				false

		654						LN		25		6		false		          6        the workplace and to attempt to remedy this type of a				false

		655						LN		25		7		false		          7        behavior that had become more of a culture within that				false

		656						LN		25		8		false		          8        section.				false

		657						LN		25		9		false		          9            Q.   All right.  Okay.  And did you ultimately agree				false

		658						LN		25		10		false		         10        with Captain Alexander that the 095s were the				false

		659						LN		25		11		false		         11        appropriate tool to use to remedy the situation?				false

		660						LN		25		12		false		         12            A.   I felt it was appropriate.  Yes.				false

		661						LN		25		13		false		         13            Q.   All right.  Can you tell us -- do you have an				false

		662						LN		25		14		false		         14        understanding of whether or not -- strike that.				false

		663						LN		25		15		false		         15                 It's true, is it not, that Nobach was a union				false

		664						LN		25		16		false		         16        member?				false

		665						LN		25		17		false		         17            A.   Yes.				false

		666						LN		25		18		false		         18            Q.   All right.  Is it also true that having given				false

		667						LN		25		19		false		         19        him an 095 would essentially prevent any more serious				false

		668						LN		25		20		false		         20        discipline being targeted against him for the same				false

		669						LN		25		21		false		         21        incident?				false

		670						LN		25		22		false		         22            A.   Yes.				false

		671						LN		25		23		false		         23            Q.   Okay.  And did you and Captain Alexander				false

		672						LN		25		24		false		         24        discuss that?				false

		673						LN		25		25		false		         25            A.   I don't believe so.				false

		674						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		675						LN		26		1		false		          1            Q.   Okay.  So if you understood that this was a				false

		676						LN		26		2		false		          2        bigger problem within Aviation and that the facts were				false

		677						LN		26		3		false		          3        fairly uncontested, did you express any concerns that				false

		678						LN		26		4		false		          4        such a -- that basically counseling without discipline				false

		679						LN		26		5		false		          5        of the top person might send the wrong signals to the				false

		680						LN		26		6		false		          6        rest of the people that were working there?				false

		681						LN		26		7		false		          7                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		682						LN		26		8		false		          8        question.				false

		683						LN		26		9		false		          9            A.   Yeah.  First of all, you're misinterpreting				false

		684						LN		26		10		false		         10        what I described as a bigger problem.				false

		685						LN		26		11		false		         11            Q.   Please.				false

		686						LN		26		12		false		         12            A.   I am not talking about "bigger" as far as				false

		687						LN		26		13		false		         13        seriousness of the violations.  I am talking about				false

		688						LN		26		14		false		         14        "bigger" because there were many employees that were				false

		689						LN		26		15		false		         15        participating in this kind of behavior, and it was				false

		690						LN		26		16		false		         16        clearly inappropriate and needed to be corrected.				false

		691						LN		26		17		false		         17                 So in Captain Alexander and my conversation, it				false

		692						LN		26		18		false		         18        was, how do we change the culture that exists in the				false

		693						LN		26		19		false		         19        Aviation section right now.  Well, it does start with				false

		694						LN		26		20		false		         20        the supervisor.  And the first thing that we felt was				false

		695						LN		26		21		false		         21        appropriate was to sit down with the supervisor and				false

		696						LN		26		22		false		         22        Brenda and make them aware that this is going to stop,				false

		697						LN		26		23		false		         23        it's totally inappropriate, and by the way, we are				false

		698						LN		26		24		false		         24        providing training to the whole group so that they all				false

		699						LN		26		25		false		         25        now become aware.				false
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		701						LN		27		1		false		          1                 Ultimately, it is a supervisor's				false

		702						LN		27		2		false		          2        responsibility.  Clearly he is responsible for the unit.				false

		703						LN		27		3		false		          3        And the minute this started in his presence, he should				false

		704						LN		27		4		false		          4        have shut it down.  But we also have documentation in				false

		705						LN		27		5		false		          5        our Admin manual and also in the -- I believe in the				false

		706						LN		27		6		false		          6        contract with the lieutenants association that talks				false

		707						LN		27		7		false		          7        about how we are supposed to start with the lowest level				false

		708						LN		27		8		false		          8        of discipline that's appropriate.				false

		709						LN		27		9		false		          9                 Now, sometimes a counseling form isn't the				false

		710						LN		27		10		false		         10        appropriate level of discipline.  But in this case, we				false

		711						LN		27		11		false		         11        felt it was.				false

		712						LN		27		12		false		         12            Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Was this the type of				false

		713						LN		27		13		false		         13        management you expected to see from Lieutenant Nobach?				false

		714						LN		27		14		false		         14            A.   Absolutely not.				false

		715						LN		27		15		false		         15                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		716						LN		27		16		false		         16        question.  Go ahead.				false

		717						LN		27		17		false		         17            A.   Absolutely not.				false

		718						LN		27		18		false		         18            Q.   All right.  And did you and he ever have a				false

		719						LN		27		19		false		         19        meeting, and perhaps with others in the room, to talk				false

		720						LN		27		20		false		         20        about that management style?				false

		721						LN		27		21		false		         21            A.   Me and Lieutenant Nobach, or --				false

		722						LN		27		22		false		         22            Q.   You or -- and anybody else and Lieutenant				false

		723						LN		27		23		false		         23        Nobach.  Any face-to-face with Nobach?				false

		724						LN		27		24		false		         24            A.   No.  I never -- I never had any face time with				false

		725						LN		27		25		false		         25        Lieutenant Nobach over this issue.				false
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		727						LN		28		1		false		          1            Q.   And is that owing to the procedures that are				false

		728						LN		28		2		false		          2        dictated by the union contract?				false

		729						LN		28		3		false		          3            A.   (No response.)				false

		730						LN		28		4		false		          4            Q.   My question is:  It's hard to know whether he				false

		731						LN		28		5		false		          5        is not interviewed because of -- because he is in a				false

		732						LN		28		6		false		          6        union and they don't allow it, or is he not being				false

		733						LN		28		7		false		          7        interviewed or talked to for some other reason?  And if				false

		734						LN		28		8		false		          8        you -- if you have any knowledge as to -- if you can				false

		735						LN		28		9		false		          9        tell us why you didn't have a face-to-face with him,				false

		736						LN		28		10		false		         10        please do.				false

		737						LN		28		11		false		         11            A.   Well, Lieutenant Nobach wasn't interviewed				false

		738						LN		28		12		false		         12        because there wasn't an administrative investigation.				false

		739						LN		28		13		false		         13        It was clear the allegations were true.  We had -- I				false

		740						LN		28		14		false		         14        don't think he ever denied that this occurred.  I don't				false

		741						LN		28		15		false		         15        know about Brenda Biscay.  But when he was confronted, I				false

		742						LN		28		16		false		         16        believe that he admitted that the violation occurred.				false

		743						LN		28		17		false		         17        So there was nothing to investigate.  It happened.  It				false

		744						LN		28		18		false		         18        was inappropriate.				false

		745						LN		28		19		false		         19                 What was the second part of your question?				false

		746						LN		28		20		false		         20            Q.   Well, I think -- I think you -- you have				false

		747						LN		28		21		false		         21        answered the first part, and the second part is:  Why				false

		748						LN		28		22		false		         22        didn't you have a face-to-face with him?				false

		749						LN		28		23		false		         23            A.   So I didn't -- I oversaw the administrative				false

		750						LN		28		24		false		         24        investigations, but it was up to the appointing				false

		751						LN		28		25		false		         25        authority or the district or division commander to run				false
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		753						LN		29		1		false		          1        their district and their division.  Part of that is				false

		754						LN		29		2		false		          2        dealing with the disciplinary issues of the employees				false

		755						LN		29		3		false		          3        within those areas.				false

		756						LN		29		4		false		          4                 It would be inappropriate for the OPS commander				false

		757						LN		29		5		false		          5        to go basically subvert the appointing authority and				false

		758						LN		29		6		false		          6        district commander and go talk to an employee, a				false

		759						LN		29		7		false		          7        subordinate of theirs, and take corrective measures.				false

		760						LN		29		8		false		          8            Q.   Got it.  So with regard to this particular				false

		761						LN		29		9		false		          9        situation, once you heard that -- or, once you and				false

		762						LN		29		10		false		         10        Captain Alexander discussed the appropriateness of the				false

		763						LN		29		11		false		         11        095, were you pretty much out of it at that time?  You				false

		764						LN		29		12		false		         12        had exited the scene in terms of what to do next or				false

		765						LN		29		13		false		         13        monitoring, training, et cetera?				false

		766						LN		29		14		false		         14            A.   We had several conversations about how to				false

		767						LN		29		15		false		         15        proceed with this.  Captain Alexander was very thorough,				false

		768						LN		29		16		false		         16        very self-conscious about making the right decision, the				false

		769						LN		29		17		false		         17        best informed decision.  So I believe we talked about				false

		770						LN		29		18		false		         18        this several times.  But once this was done, I was -- I				false

		771						LN		29		19		false		         19        was out of the loop.				false

		772						LN		29		20		false		         20            Q.   In your personal experience, have you ever been				false

		773						LN		29		21		false		         21        in a situation where the manager of a particular -- do				false

		774						LN		29		22		false		         22        you call them departments or divisions or --				false

		775						LN		29		23		false		         23            A.   District or division.  Yes.				false

		776						LN		29		24		false		         24            Q.   All right.  So -- all right.  So let me start				false

		777						LN		29		25		false		         25        that again.				false

		778						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		779						LN		30		1		false		          1                 Have you ever experienced personally a				false

		780						LN		30		2		false		          2        situation where the manager of a district or a division				false

		781						LN		30		3		false		          3        was seeking to protect from discipline a favored				false

		782						LN		30		4		false		          4        employee?				false

		783						LN		30		5		false		          5            A.   No.				false

		784						LN		30		6		false		          6            Q.   All right.  Never?				false

		785						LN		30		7		false		          7            A.   Never saw that.				false

		786						LN		30		8		false		          8            Q.   Got it.  Okay.				false

		787						LN		30		9		false		          9            A.   As a matter of fact, just the opposite.  When				false

		788						LN		30		10		false		         10        we had somebody that was in a position of supervision or				false

		789						LN		30		11		false		         11        leadership, we tended to be harder on them than we would				false

		790						LN		30		12		false		         12        have of a subordinate employee, and that's clearly				false

		791						LN		30		13		false		         13        demonstrated in our -- when we go back and look at our				false

		792						LN		30		14		false		         14        disciplinary records, we always held leaders to higher				false

		793						LN		30		15		false		         15        standards.				false

		794						LN		30		16		false		         16            Q.   Okay.				false

		795						LN		30		17		false		         17            A.   And I would also like to say that once this				false

		796						LN		30		18		false		         18        process was completed, I never became aware of any				false

		797						LN		30		19		false		         19        additional violations that ever occurred in that unit.				false

		798						LN		30		20		false		         20        So as far as I know, this type of behavior stopped, so,				false

		799						LN		30		21		false		         21        which is evidence that it was a proper remedy.				false

		800						LN		30		22		false		         22            Q.   Okay.  But it's true, is it not, that you did				false

		801						LN		30		23		false		         23        become aware that Trooper Santhuff had -- had made a				false

		802						LN		30		24		false		         24        complaint that he was being retaliated for having been				false

		803						LN		30		25		false		         25        the witness who essentially turned in Nobach?				false

		804						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		805						LN		31		1		false		          1            A.   Yes.				false

		806						LN		31		2		false		          2            Q.   Okay.  All right.  And so when -- do you recall				false

		807						LN		31		3		false		          3        when you became aware of that allegation that -- from				false

		808						LN		31		4		false		          4        Trooper Santhuff that he was a victim of retaliation as				false

		809						LN		31		5		false		          5        a result of having stood up in this situation?				false

		810						LN		31		6		false		          6            A.   I can't give you any dates.  I know it occurred				false

		811						LN		31		7		false		          7        after all this process was over with, but I'd have to				false

		812						LN		31		8		false		          8        review documents to --				false

		813						LN		31		9		false		          9            Q.   Fair enough.				false

		814						LN		31		10		false		         10            A.   -- narrow down the time line on that.				false

		815						LN		31		11		false		         11            Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Okay.  Was -- so there was				false

		816						LN		31		12		false		         12        no preliminary investigation into the incident between				false

		817						LN		31		13		false		         13        Nobach and Biscay, right?				false

		818						LN		31		14		false		         14            A.   No.  Again, a preliminary investigation was				false

		819						LN		31		15		false		         15        used when there were questions about whether the				false

		820						LN		31		16		false		         16        violation occurred or whether our employee committed				false

		821						LN		31		17		false		         17        those violations.  It may have been another employee				false

		822						LN		31		18		false		         18        from a different agency.  We don't know that.  So there				false

		823						LN		31		19		false		         19        was no reason to do a prelim.  We knew this occurred.				false

		824						LN		31		20		false		         20            Q.   Okay.  And so nobody contested the event, so				false

		825						LN		31		21		false		         21        you don't need a preliminary investigation?				false

		826						LN		31		22		false		         22            A.   Correct.				false

		827						LN		31		23		false		         23            Q.   Got it.  Okay.  How did -- do you recall how it				false

		828						LN		31		24		false		         24        came to your attention that Trooper Santhuff had				false

		829						LN		31		25		false		         25        expressed concern that he was being retaliated against?				false
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		831						LN		32		1		false		          1        Do you remember who told you?				false

		832						LN		32		2		false		          2            A.   I don't recall specifically.  I know whether --				false

		833						LN		32		3		false		          3        there were -- at some point, there was a letter, I				false

		834						LN		32		4		false		          4        believe, that was written -- I can't remember who that				false

		835						LN		32		5		false		          5        was addressed to -- that spelled out different things				false

		836						LN		32		6		false		          6        that he believed were violations, retaliation against				false

		837						LN		32		7		false		          7        him.  Again, I -- I'd have to review documents to know				false

		838						LN		32		8		false		          8        dates and the chronological order because there were				false

		839						LN		32		9		false		          9        several complaints that occurred about retaliation that				false

		840						LN		32		10		false		         10        we addressed.				false

		841						LN		32		11		false		         11            Q.   All right.  Fair enough.  Is it true that the				false

		842						LN		32		12		false		         12        roundtable meetings are not documented in any way, so				false

		843						LN		32		13		false		         13        there is no paper record?				false

		844						LN		32		14		false		         14            A.   That's true.				false

		845						LN		32		15		false		         15            Q.   All right.  Is it also true that when you do				false

		846						LN		32		16		false		         16        administrative investigations, you -- your investigators				false

		847						LN		32		17		false		         17        typically audio-record conversations with witnesses?				false

		848						LN		32		18		false		         18            A.   Yes.				false

		849						LN		32		19		false		         19            Q.   And does that include the alleged perpetrator				false

		850						LN		32		20		false		         20        of the wrongdoing?				false

		851						LN		32		21		false		         21            A.   Yes.				false

		852						LN		32		22		false		         22            Q.   Okay.  Is it also true that when you do				false

		853						LN		32		23		false		         23        preliminary investigations, you don't?				false

		854						LN		32		24		false		         24            A.   That's true.				false

		855						LN		32		25		false		         25            Q.   Why is that?				false
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		857						LN		33		1		false		          1            A.   Well, we don't conduct invest- -- we don't				false

		858						LN		33		2		false		          2        conduct interviews for a preliminary investigation.  The				false

		859						LN		33		3		false		          3        only thing that we would do as far as any type of an				false

		860						LN		33		4		false		          4        interview would be those, what we called exculpatory				false

		861						LN		33		5		false		          5        questions that would be provided to the employee's union				false

		862						LN		33		6		false		          6        rep who would then contact the employee and decide				false

		863						LN		33		7		false		          7        whether they wanted to answer those questions or not,				false

		864						LN		33		8		false		          8        because the formal investigation process hasn't actually				false

		865						LN		33		9		false		          9        even begun.				false

		866						LN		33		10		false		         10            Q.   I see.  So what you mean, that's the one with				false

		867						LN		33		11		false		         11        the exculpatory that goes to the union, gets filled out				false

		868						LN		33		12		false		         12        by the witness, and sent back to you?				false

		869						LN		33		13		false		         13            A.   Right.				false

		870						LN		33		14		false		         14            Q.   How do -- so you can't assess credibility,				false

		871						LN		33		15		false		         15        then, right?  I mean, your investigators or whoever				false

		872						LN		33		16		false		         16        can't assess credibility in that particular style of				false

		873						LN		33		17		false		         17        preliminary investigation.				false

		874						LN		33		18		false		         18            A.   Credibility of witnesses, I would agree you				false

		875						LN		33		19		false		         19        can't assess that, but that's not really the goal of a				false

		876						LN		33		20		false		         20        preliminary investigation.				false

		877						LN		33		21		false		         21            Q.   What is the goal?				false

		878						LN		33		22		false		         22            A.   Well, again, it's to determine whether it was				false

		879						LN		33		23		false		         23        actually our employee who the violations are against.				false

		880						LN		33		24		false		         24        Whether they had the opportunity to commit those				false

		881						LN		33		25		false		         25        violations.  Oftentimes it was totally out-of-character				false
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		883						LN		34		1		false		          1        for the employee and seemed to be highly unlikely that				false

		884						LN		34		2		false		          2        they would have committed those types of offenses, so we				false

		885						LN		34		3		false		          3        would ask the employee through the exculpatory questions				false

		886						LN		34		4		false		          4        to provide us more details.				false

		887						LN		34		5		false		          5                 There was one other thing I was going to throw				false

		888						LN		34		6		false		          6        in there, too.  Whether the violations that were alleged				false

		889						LN		34		7		false		          7        were actually even a policy violation.				false

		890						LN		34		8		false		          8            Q.   Oh.  Meaning that somebody could complain that,				false

		891						LN		34		9		false		          9        you know, the officer was going too fast with his siren				false

		892						LN		34		10		false		         10        on and that's not an issue?  It's okay for him to go				false

		893						LN		34		11		false		         11        fast with his siren on?  Or however you --				false

		894						LN		34		12		false		         12            A.   Well, I would stay away from that one.  But				false

		895						LN		34		13		false		         13        more -- more -- how about -- how about the example of,				false

		896						LN		34		14		false		         14        "He put handcuffs on me and they hurt."				false

		897						LN		34		15		false		         15            Q.   Fair enough.				false

		898						LN		34		16		false		         16            A.   So that might be a complaint that we would				false

		899						LN		34		17		false		         17        receive that we would look at initially and say, "Well,				false

		900						LN		34		18		false		         18        okay, that's -- that's consistent with our expectations				false

		901						LN		34		19		false		         19        because you were under arrest.  Unfortunately, they do				false

		902						LN		34		20		false		         20        hurt, but that's a result of being arrested, and that's				false

		903						LN		34		21		false		         21        what we expect our employees to do."				false

		904						LN		34		22		false		         22            Q.   All right.  So -- so, you know, in this				false

		905						LN		34		23		false		         23        particular case, there is a couple of other things that				false

		906						LN		34		24		false		         24        were brought to your attention, one being the allegation				false

		907						LN		34		25		false		         25        from Trooper Santhuff of Nobach destroying or ordering				false
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		909						LN		35		1		false		          1        the destruction of emails, right?				false

		910						LN		35		2		false		          2            A.   Yes.				false

		911						LN		35		3		false		          3            Q.   So that was addressed in a preliminary				false

		912						LN		35		4		false		          4        investigation, was it not?				false

		913						LN		35		5		false		          5            A.   I'd have to look at the documents to remember.				false

		914						LN		35		6		false		          6            Q.   Fair enough.  Could you tell us, just based on				false

		915						LN		35		7		false		          7        your personal experience, what guidelines would				false

		916						LN		35		8		false		          8        determine if that was a -- resulted in an investigation				false

		917						LN		35		9		false		          9        versus a preliminary investigation.				false

		918						LN		35		10		false		         10            A.   The destruction of documents for public				false

		919						LN		35		11		false		         11        disclosure?				false

		920						LN		35		12		false		         12            Q.   Yes.				false

		921						LN		35		13		false		         13            A.   I am sorry, can you ask that question again for				false

		922						LN		35		14		false		         14        me?				false

		923						LN		35		15		false		         15            Q.   Yeah.  So -- so in general terms, based on your				false

		924						LN		35		16		false		         16        personal experience, what factors would determine				false

		925						LN		35		17		false		         17        whether or not you would do a preliminary investigation				false

		926						LN		35		18		false		         18        or a full-blown administrative investigation on an				false

		927						LN		35		19		false		         19        allegation that -- that a Washington State Patrol				false

		928						LN		35		20		false		         20        supervisor ordered the destruction of emails?				false

		929						LN		35		21		false		         21            A.   Again, we look at the -- the initial complaint				false

		930						LN		35		22		false		         22        that came in, and we look at time lines.  If we -- if we				false

		931						LN		35		23		false		         23        didn't feel like we had enough to move forward with a				false

		932						LN		35		24		false		         24        full-blown administrative investigation, then we would				false

		933						LN		35		25		false		         25        ask more questions, and we would likely do that through				false

		934						PG		36		0		false		page 36				false

		935						LN		36		1		false		          1        the use of a preliminary investigation.  That's the best				false

		936						LN		36		2		false		          2        answer I can give you.				false

		937						LN		36		3		false		          3            Q.   All right.  So I assume you must have done				false

		938						LN		36		4		false		          4        hundreds of investigations of criminal -- alleged				false

		939						LN		36		5		false		          5        criminals, right?				false

		940						LN		36		6		false		          6            A.   Sure.				false

		941						LN		36		7		false		          7            Q.   Okay.  So -- so I assume there is also a				false

		942						LN		36		8		false		          8        protocol, and it's sort of a, how to do these				false

		943						LN		36		9		false		          9        investigations, right?				false

		944						LN		36		10		false		         10            A.   (Nodded.)				false

		945						LN		36		11		false		         11            Q.   And so -- you have to -- you have to say "yes"				false

		946						LN		36		12		false		         12        audibly so --				false

		947						LN		36		13		false		         13            A.   Oh.				false

		948						LN		36		14		false		         14            Q.   -- she can type it down.				false

		949						LN		36		15		false		         15            A.   Yes.				false

		950						LN		36		16		false		         16            Q.   All right.  Thanks.  So I assume that the				false

		951						LN		36		17		false		         17        investigation is pretty robust in terms of trying to,				false

		952						LN		36		18		false		         18        you know, find the truth, right?				false

		953						LN		36		19		false		         19                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		954						LN		36		20		false		         20        question.				false

		955						LN		36		21		false		         21            A.   It depends on the -- the nature of the				false

		956						LN		36		22		false		         22        violation.				false

		957						LN		36		23		false		         23            Q.   Sure.  Well, let's say -- I mean, let's say a				false

		958						LN		36		24		false		         24        shooting in -- you know, where somebody has been shot.				false

		959						LN		36		25		false		         25        There is a gun on the street.  There is a partial video				false

		960						PG		37		0		false		page 37				false

		961						LN		37		1		false		          1        of the alleged perpetrator.  I mean, I assume that you				false

		962						LN		37		2		false		          2        would -- you would want to do a bunch of things like				false

		963						LN		37		3		false		          3        interview people, and you'd want to do forensics on the				false

		964						LN		37		4		false		          4        materials, you'd want to look at the video, all those				false

		965						LN		37		5		false		          5        things, right?				false

		966						LN		37		6		false		          6            A.   There would be definitely a different standard				false

		967						LN		37		7		false		          7        for that type of an investigation versus investigating				false

		968						LN		37		8		false		          8        somebody for driving on a suspended license or a DUI				false

		969						LN		37		9		false		          9        arrest.  There is different standards, depending on the				false

		970						LN		37		10		false		         10        type of the allegation.				false

		971						LN		37		11		false		         11            Q.   That's what I was looking for.  So -- so if a				false

		972						LN		37		12		false		         12        supervisor is ordering the destruction of emails, what				false

		973						LN		37		13		false		         13        level of seriousness would that be?  And I think you				false

		974						LN		37		14		false		         14        characterize these, don't you?  You have categories?				false

		975						LN		37		15		false		         15            A.   Yes.  And if I remember correctly, we actually				false

		976						LN		37		16		false		         16        had that reviewed by our Criminal Investigation division				false

		977						LN		37		17		false		         17        to determine whether that was a criminal violation or				false

		978						LN		37		18		false		         18        not.				false

		979						LN		37		19		false		         19            Q.   Okay.  And so -- and who would have -- who did				false

		980						LN		37		20		false		         20        that investigation?  The criminal investigation person.				false

		981						LN		37		21		false		         21            A.   I don't remember who the investigator would				false

		982						LN		37		22		false		         22        have been or who we -- we normally ran these past a				false

		983						LN		37		23		false		         23        lieutenant that was in the Criminal Investigation				false

		984						LN		37		24		false		         24        division.  His name is Bruce Lance.				false

		985						LN		37		25		false		         25            Q.   Okay.				false

		986						PG		38		0		false		page 38				false

		987						LN		38		1		false		          1            A.   And he would assign it to an investigator or he				false

		988						LN		38		2		false		          2        would have those initial conversation with a prosecutor				false

		989						LN		38		3		false		          3        to determine whether it rose to the level of a criminal				false

		990						LN		38		4		false		          4        violation that they would prosecute.				false

		991						LN		38		5		false		          5            Q.   Okay.  All right.  So -- and I guess I will				false

		992						LN		38		6		false		          6        show you this in a little while, but we -- so we have				false

		993						LN		38		7		false		          7        received certain discovery documents -- or we have				false

		994						LN		38		8		false		          8        obtained certain documents, and there appears to be sort				false

		995						LN		38		9		false		          9        of a report from Captain Alexander that sort of goes				false

		996						LN		38		10		false		         10        through his assessment of all of this.				false

		997						LN		38		11		false		         11                 If it had gone to a criminal investigator, is				false

		998						LN		38		12		false		         12        it fair to say that Captain Alexander would not be				false

		999						LN		38		13		false		         13        writing his own report?				false

		1000						LN		38		14		false		         14                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		1001						LN		38		15		false		         15        question.				false

		1002						LN		38		16		false		         16            A.   Right.  If it went to a criminal investigation,				false

		1003						LN		38		17		false		         17        the administrative investigation stops.				false

		1004						LN		38		18		false		         18            Q.   Okay.				false

		1005						LN		38		19		false		         19            A.   So there -- there wouldn't have been an				false

		1006						LN		38		20		false		         20        administrative investigation until the criminal was done				false

		1007						LN		38		21		false		         21        or until the prosecuting attorney that would be charging				false

		1008						LN		38		22		false		         22        that case gave us authorization to move forward with the				false

		1009						LN		38		23		false		         23        administrative investigation.  So there wouldn't be a				false

		1010						LN		38		24		false		         24        conflict between the criminal and the administrative.				false

		1011						LN		38		25		false		         25            Q.   And has it been your personal experience that				false
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		1013						LN		39		1		false		          1        if a criminal investigation gets started and the				false

		1014						LN		39		2		false		          2        administrative stopped, that that investigation has its				false

		1015						LN		39		3		false		          3        own parameters for what they should be looking for and				false

		1016						LN		39		4		false		          4        how far they go and how many witnesses, based on the				false

		1017						LN		39		5		false		          5        alleged seriousness of the act?				false

		1018						LN		39		6		false		          6            A.   I believe that's accurate, based on what I				false

		1019						LN		39		7		false		          7        know.  Yes.				false

		1020						LN		39		8		false		          8            Q.   Okay.  So do you have any information about				false

		1021						LN		39		9		false		          9        whether there was a criminal investigation regarding the				false

		1022						LN		39		10		false		         10        alleged destruction of emails?				false

		1023						LN		39		11		false		         11            A.   Do I have any information?  No.  As I recall,				false

		1024						LN		39		12		false		         12        there was not a criminal administrative -- a criminal				false

		1025						LN		39		13		false		         13        investigation because the prosecutor determined that it				false

		1026						LN		39		14		false		         14        was more of an administrative law violation and it's not				false

		1027						LN		39		15		false		         15        something that they would criminally prosecute.				false

		1028						LN		39		16		false		         16            Q.   All right.  And can you give us, based on your				false

		1029						LN		39		17		false		         17        personal experience -- first tell us, what are the				false

		1030						LN		39		18		false		         18        categories of seriousness for administrative misconduct,				false

		1031						LN		39		19		false		         19        and then which -- where did that one fall.				false

		1032						LN		39		20		false		         20            A.   So the categories that we would assign them				false

		1033						LN		39		21		false		         21        under, we had a matrix in our administrative				false

		1034						LN		39		22		false		         22        investigation manual that we used.  So there would be				false

		1035						LN		39		23		false		         23        minor, moderate, and major investigations.  And within				false

		1036						LN		39		24		false		         24        those, there would be a minor first-second-third,				false

		1037						LN		39		25		false		         25        moderate first-second-third, and major				false

		1038						PG		40		0		false		page 40				false

		1039						LN		40		1		false		          1        first-second-third.				false

		1040						LN		40		2		false		          2            Q.   Okay.  Can -- in your personal experience, can				false

		1041						LN		40		3		false		          3        major allegations of -- is this called "misconduct"?  Do				false

		1042						LN		40		4		false		          4        you call it --				false

		1043						LN		40		5		false		          5            A.   (Nodded.)				false

		1044						LN		40		6		false		          6            Q.   Okay.  So let me start again.				false

		1045						LN		40		7		false		          7                 So in your personal experience, if there is an				false

		1046						LN		40		8		false		          8        allegation of major misconduct, can that be resolved by				false

		1047						LN		40		9		false		          9        a preliminary investigation?				false

		1048						LN		40		10		false		         10            A.   Again, the preliminary investigation is just				false

		1049						LN		40		11		false		         11        that, it's preliminary, to determine whether there is				false

		1050						LN		40		12		false		         12        enough information to move forward with a formal				false

		1051						LN		40		13		false		         13        investigation.  So we are kind of talking about two				false

		1052						LN		40		14		false		         14        different things.				false

		1053						LN		40		15		false		         15            Q.   Right, right, because what you mean is, is				false

		1054						LN		40		16		false		         16        that -- that -- that if you are involved, it's because				false

		1055						LN		40		17		false		         17        it is an invest- -- it's an administrative				false

		1056						LN		40		18		false		         18        investigation, not a preliminary.				false

		1057						LN		40		19		false		         19                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		1058						LN		40		20		false		         20        question.				false

		1059						LN		40		21		false		         21            A.   The preliminary investigation helps us gather				false

		1060						LN		40		22		false		         22        additional information to determine whether there is --				false

		1061						LN		40		23		false		         23        whether it's appropriate to move forward with a formal				false

		1062						LN		40		24		false		         24        administrative investigation.  So there are two				false

		1063						LN		40		25		false		         25        different processes.				false
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		1065						LN		41		1		false		          1                 Most of the time, we move forward with an				false

		1066						LN		41		2		false		          2        administrative investigation without a prelim.  They				false

		1067						LN		41		3		false		          3        only occurred when there were unanswered questions				false

		1068						LN		41		4		false		          4        that -- that we needed answered before we could even --				false

		1069						LN		41		5		false		          5        a lot of times, before we could even initiate an				false

		1070						LN		41		6		false		          6        internal incident report to begin an administrative				false

		1071						LN		41		7		false		          7        investigation.				false

		1072						LN		41		8		false		          8            Q.   Would you expect that there would be witness				false

		1073						LN		41		9		false		          9        interviews in a preliminary investigation?				false

		1074						LN		41		10		false		         10            A.   No.  Again, we don't -- we don't generally				false

		1075						LN		41		11		false		         11        interview witnesses.  I mean, we would potentially talk				false

		1076						LN		41		12		false		         12        to the complainant to get additional information if we				false

		1077						LN		41		13		false		         13        felt that was appropriate, but that very rarely				false

		1078						LN		41		14		false		         14        occurred.				false

		1079						LN		41		15		false		         15            Q.   Okay.				false

		1080						LN		41		16		false		         16            A.   Usually we -- we only checked things like CAD				false

		1081						LN		41		17		false		         17        logs to determine an employee's location.  Whether they				false

		1082						LN		41		18		false		         18        were in service.  Whether they had the ability to commit				false

		1083						LN		41		19		false		         19        the violation they are being accused of.  Whatever				false

		1084						LN		41		20		false		         20        documents we had.  Video.  Any kind of reports that may				false

		1085						LN		41		21		false		         21        have been written in relation to that arrest or incident				false

		1086						LN		41		22		false		         22        or complaint.  The things that were immediately				false

		1087						LN		41		23		false		         23        available to us were the things that we generally looked				false

		1088						LN		41		24		false		         24        at.  We didn't do interviews outside of the exculpatory				false

		1089						LN		41		25		false		         25        questions for the accused for a preliminary				false
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		1091						LN		42		1		false		          1        investigation.				false

		1092						LN		42		2		false		          2            Q.   All right.  And then for a full-blown -- do you				false

		1093						LN		42		3		false		          3        have any recollection as to whether the email issue that				false

		1094						LN		42		4		false		          4        was raised resulted in an administrative investigation?				false

		1095						LN		42		5		false		          5            A.   The deletion of email --				false

		1096						LN		42		6		false		          6            Q.   Yes.				false

		1097						LN		42		7		false		          7            A.   Yes.  That was done through an investigation,				false

		1098						LN		42		8		false		          8        administrative investigation, I believe.				false

		1099						LN		42		9		false		          9            Q.   And who did that?  If you recall.  Which one of				false

		1100						LN		42		10		false		         10        your subordinates did that?				false

		1101						LN		42		11		false		         11            A.   Well, I want to say it was Bruce Maier, but I'd				false

		1102						LN		42		12		false		         12        have to probably look at some documents to confirm that.				false

		1103						LN		42		13		false		         13            Q.   All right.  And so if Bruce Maier did the				false

		1104						LN		42		14		false		         14        investigation, then would Bruce Maier write the report?				false

		1105						LN		42		15		false		         15            A.   Yes.				false

		1106						LN		42		16		false		         16            Q.   Okay.  And in this particular situation, this				false

		1107						LN		42		17		false		         17        specific situation, would Captain Alexander have the				false

		1108						LN		42		18		false		         18        authority to change the report?				false

		1109						LN		42		19		false		         19            A.   To change my investigator's report?				false

		1110						LN		42		20		false		         20            Q.   Yes.				false

		1111						LN		42		21		false		         21            A.   He would have the ability to talk with us, to				false

		1112						LN		42		22		false		         22        ask us to investigate things a little bit further if he				false

		1113						LN		42		23		false		         23        felt that there were things that were unanswered, but I				false

		1114						LN		42		24		false		         24        don't ever recall an appointing authority asking or				false

		1115						LN		42		25		false		         25        telling any of my investigators to change the content of				false
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		1117						LN		43		1		false		          1        the report unless it was seeking additional information				false

		1118						LN		43		2		false		          2        based on something they felt an investigator missed.				false

		1119						LN		43		3		false		          3            Q.   Okay.  All right.  And how about the King Air				false

		1120						LN		43		4		false		          4        situation?  Did that result in an investigation?				false

		1121						LN		43		5		false		          5            A.   I'd have to look at the documents.  I believe				false

		1122						LN		43		6		false		          6        that was included in one of the investigations.  Yes.				false

		1123						LN		43		7		false		          7            Q.   Okay.  Did your people investigate the				false

		1124						LN		43		8		false		          8        allegations of retaliation by Trooper Santhuff?				false

		1125						LN		43		9		false		          9            A.   Yes.				false

		1126						LN		43		10		false		         10            Q.   And was that done in a separate investigation,				false

		1127						LN		43		11		false		         11        to your knowledge?				false

		1128						LN		43		12		false		         12            A.   Again, I believe there were two different				false

		1129						LN		43		13		false		         13        investigations that we did in regards to the				false

		1130						LN		43		14		false		         14        retaliation, but I'd have to look at the documents.				false

		1131						LN		43		15		false		         15            Q.   Okay.  Which two are you thinking of?				false

		1132						LN		43		16		false		         16            A.   There -- there were several complaints that				false

		1133						LN		43		17		false		         17        were made by Santhuff about retaliation.  Where each one				false

		1134						LN		43		18		false		         18        was placed within the different administrative				false

		1135						LN		43		19		false		         19        investigations, I couldn't tell you without looking at				false

		1136						LN		43		20		false		         20        the documents.				false

		1137						LN		43		21		false		         21            Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Let me show you this one.				false

		1138						LN		43		22		false		         22        Let's have this marked as the first exhibit.				false

		1139						LN		43		23		false		         23                                (Exhibit 1 marked for				false

		1140						LN		43		24		false		         24                                 identification.)				false

		1141						LN		43		25		false		         25            A.   I am just browsing this, but --				false
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		1143						LN		44		1		false		          1            Q.   Take your time.				false

		1144						LN		44		2		false		          2            A.   -- go ahead and ask questions if you have any				false

		1145						LN		44		3		false		          3        for me.				false

		1146						LN		44		4		false		          4            Q.   Well, first of all, you did receive this email				false

		1147						LN		44		5		false		          5        from -- and I guess let me just state for the record				false

		1148						LN		44		6		false		          6        this is Exhibit 5 to the -- did you say "Maier"?				false

		1149						LN		44		7		false		          7            A.   Bruce Maier.  Yeah.				false

		1150						LN		44		8		false		          8            Q.   Maier.  To the Maier deposition.  You recognize				false

		1151						LN		44		9		false		          9        this document, do you not?				false

		1152						LN		44		10		false		         10            A.   Yes.				false

		1153						LN		44		11		false		         11            Q.   All right.  And Mr. Maier actually gave you a				false

		1154						LN		44		12		false		         12        copy of this, did he not?				false

		1155						LN		44		13		false		         13            A.   I am sure he did.  Yes.				false

		1156						LN		44		14		false		         14            Q.   All right.  And could you tell us, after you				false

		1157						LN		44		15		false		         15        received this, I gather you would have read it, right?				false

		1158						LN		44		16		false		         16            A.   Yes.				false

		1159						LN		44		17		false		         17            Q.   And did you take any further action as a result				false

		1160						LN		44		18		false		         18        of having received this email?				false

		1161						LN		44		19		false		         19            A.   I'd have to look at the internal incident				false

		1162						LN		44		20		false		         20        reports to find out when all of that occurred.				false

		1163						LN		44		21		false		         21            Q.   Okay.  And when you say "internal incident				false

		1164						LN		44		22		false		         22        reports," could you give us a little explanation of what				false

		1165						LN		44		23		false		         23        you mean.				false

		1166						LN		44		24		false		         24            A.   That's a form that we use to craft -- or to				false

		1167						LN		44		25		false		         25        document the allegations that are made against an				false
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		1169						LN		45		1		false		          1        employee and the policies that would have been violated,				false

		1170						LN		45		2		false		          2        and then that form is provided to the employee to make				false

		1171						LN		45		3		false		          3        them aware of the investigation.				false

		1172						LN		45		4		false		          4            Q.   All right.  And let's just take a moment to				false

		1173						LN		45		5		false		          5        look at this document.  It's dated October 20, 2016,				false

		1174						LN		45		6		false		          6        correct?				false

		1175						LN		45		7		false		          7            A.   Yes.				false

		1176						LN		45		8		false		          8            Q.   All right.  And let's look at the second				false

		1177						LN		45		9		false		          9        paragraph.  Trooper Santhuff writes that:				false

		1178						LN		45		10		false		         10                 "At the beginning of our meeting on October 3rd				false

		1179						LN		45		11		false		         11        you asked me if I knew why we were having the meeting.				false

		1180						LN		45		12		false		         12        I told you I believed it was regarding the deletion of				false

		1181						LN		45		13		false		         13        emails to avoid a pending public disclosure request.				false

		1182						LN		45		14		false		         14        You advised I was incorrect and the meeting was about				false

		1183						LN		45		15		false		         15        two issues filed in an IRR by Captain Alexander.  The				false

		1184						LN		45		16		false		         16        first complaint was indicating Lieutenant Nobach				false

		1185						LN		45		17		false		         17        retaliated against me, and the second about Lieutenant				false

		1186						LN		45		18		false		         18        Nobach intentionally refusing to provide the Governor				false

		1187						LN		45		19		false		         19        with a transport flight upon request.  I was unaware an				false

		1188						LN		45		20		false		         20        IRR had been filed; however I made a retaliation				false

		1189						LN		45		21		false		         21        complaint to Captain Alexander in May, which was				false

		1190						LN		45		22		false		         22        dismissed without further follow-up.  Both of these				false

		1191						LN		45		23		false		         23        issues recently discussed -- I recently discussed with				false

		1192						LN		45		24		false		         24        my union rep."				false

		1193						LN		45		25		false		         25                 As we talk about this, do you have a				false

		1194						PG		46		0		false		page 46				false

		1195						LN		46		1		false		          1        recollection of what was going on at that time with				false

		1196						LN		46		2		false		          2        regard to Trooper Santhuff?				false

		1197						LN		46		3		false		          3            A.   Generally.  Yes.				false

		1198						LN		46		4		false		          4            Q.   All right.  So is it -- was it your				false

		1199						LN		46		5		false		          5        understanding that Mr. Maier was investigating				false

		1200						LN		46		6		false		          6        retaliation as well as the King Air incident?				false

		1201						LN		46		7		false		          7            A.   Yes.				false

		1202						LN		46		8		false		          8            Q.   Okay.  And then the next paragraph is -- oh.				false

		1203						LN		46		9		false		          9        Strike that.				false

		1204						LN		46		10		false		         10                 Is it -- do you know the name, is it "Kenyon				false

		1205						LN		46		11		false		         11        Wiley"?				false

		1206						LN		46		12		false		         12            A.   Yes.  He was a union rep I believe out of the				false

		1207						LN		46		13		false		         13        Seattle area.				false

		1208						LN		46		14		false		         14            Q.   Did there come a time that he came and talked				false

		1209						LN		46		15		false		         15        to you about Trooper Santhuff's allegations and the				false

		1210						LN		46		16		false		         16        retaliation?  If you recall.				false

		1211						LN		46		17		false		         17            A.   I don't recall.				false

		1212						LN		46		18		false		         18            Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  All right.  Let's look at				false

		1213						LN		46		19		false		         19        the next paragraph that begins, "During our meeting."				false

		1214						LN		46		20		false		         20        So in this email, Trooper Santhuff writes:				false

		1215						LN		46		21		false		         21                 "During our meeting you asked me why I felt I				false

		1216						LN		46		22		false		         22        was being retaliated against.  I described an incident				false

		1217						LN		46		23		false		         23        involving physical contact, sexual in nature, between				false

		1218						LN		46		24		false		         24        Lieutenant Nobach and a female subordinate assigned to				false

		1219						LN		46		25		false		         25        Aviation.  This incident occurred in front of me and I				false

		1220						PG		47		0		false		page 47				false

		1221						LN		47		1		false		          1        was the only witness.  I described the situation in				false

		1222						LN		47		2		false		          2        detail and I explained how the sexual harassment				false

		1223						LN		47		3		false		          3        situation was handled well outside WSP policy."				false

		1224						LN		47		4		false		          4                 And was it your understanding by this time that				false

		1225						LN		47		5		false		          5        the complaint of Trooper Santhuff in terms of it being				false

		1226						LN		47		6		false		          6        retaliation was that it began with this incident?				false

		1227						LN		47		7		false		          7            A.   Yes.				false

		1228						LN		47		8		false		          8            Q.   All right.  And -- and do you have any				false

		1229						LN		47		9		false		          9        recollection of your having done anything to -- to				false

		1230						LN		47		10		false		         10        resolve whether he was in fact being retaliated against?				false

		1231						LN		47		11		false		         11            A.   Resolving any issues of retaliation wasn't				false

		1232						LN		47		12		false		         12        within my scope of responsibilities.  That would have				false

		1233						LN		47		13		false		         13        been the responsibility of, at the time, Captain				false

		1234						LN		47		14		false		         14        Alexander and our Human Resources division.				false

		1235						LN		47		15		false		         15                 So when there was allegations of harassment or				false

		1236						LN		47		16		false		         16        retaliation or anything like that, we made both of those				false

		1237						LN		47		17		false		         17        entities aware of the allegations, and they would go to				false

		1238						LN		47		18		false		         18        the employee if it was appropriate and address the				false

		1239						LN		47		19		false		         19        issues.				false

		1240						LN		47		20		false		         20            Q.   Okay.  All right.  Did you also learn at some				false

		1241						LN		47		21		false		         21        point around this time frame that Trooper Noll had also				false

		1242						LN		47		22		false		         22        alleged retaliation?				false

		1243						LN		47		23		false		         23            A.   No.  I am not aware of that.				false

		1244						LN		47		24		false		         24            Q.   Do you know whether he was a witness in any of				false

		1245						LN		47		25		false		         25        the investigations?				false

		1246						PG		48		0		false		page 48				false

		1247						LN		48		1		false		          1            A.   I know the name, but I don't even know if he				false

		1248						LN		48		2		false		          2        was a current employee or if he was a retired employee.				false

		1249						LN		48		3		false		          3        I don't.				false

		1250						LN		48		4		false		          4            Q.   Okay.				false

		1251						LN		48		5		false		          5            A.   It seemed like he was a current employee, but I				false

		1252						LN		48		6		false		          6        don't remember ever receiving any allegations of				false

		1253						LN		48		7		false		          7        retaliation by him.				false

		1254						LN		48		8		false		          8            Q.   Fair enough.  And he was also in Aviation,				false

		1255						LN		48		9		false		          9        right?				false

		1256						LN		48		10		false		         10            A.   Yes.  At some point.				false

		1257						LN		48		11		false		         11            Q.   So he would have still been in the chain of				false

		1258						LN		48		12		false		         12        command of Captain Alexander, right?				false

		1259						LN		48		13		false		         13            A.   Well, I don't know when he was in there.				false

		1260						LN		48		14		false		         14            Q.   Fair enough.				false

		1261						LN		48		15		false		         15            A.   But if he was in there at that time, sure.				false

		1262						LN		48		16		false		         16            Q.   Got it.  All right.  I am going to have the				false

		1263						LN		48		17		false		         17        next exhibit marked.				false

		1264						LN		48		18		false		         18                                (Exhibit 2 marked for				false

		1265						LN		48		19		false		         19                                 identification.)				false

		1266						LN		48		20		false		         20            Q.   Take a moment and look at this, if you would,				false

		1267						LN		48		21		false		         21        and tell me if you can tell us in layperson terms what				false

		1268						LN		48		22		false		         22        this is.				false

		1269						LN		48		23		false		         23            A.   This is a case log for apparently a preliminary				false

		1270						LN		48		24		false		         24        investigation that was completed by Sergeant Maier.				false

		1271						LN		48		25		false		         25            Q.   Could you just help us find what the subject of				false

		1272						PG		49		0		false		page 49				false

		1273						LN		49		1		false		          1        the investigation was.  I realize it might take you a				false

		1274						LN		49		2		false		          2        couple minutes, but please do so if you can.				false

		1275						LN		49		3		false		          3            A.   Well, I believe this is in regards to the				false

		1276						LN		49		4		false		          4        retaliation that Trooper Santhuff felt was occurring.				false

		1277						LN		49		5		false		          5            Q.   Okay.  Would you turn to page 4, please, and				false

		1278						LN		49		6		false		          6        look at the bottom entry.  The time is 1630.  Take a				false

		1279						LN		49		7		false		          7        moment to look at that.				false

		1280						LN		49		8		false		          8            A.   Okay.				false

		1281						LN		49		9		false		          9            Q.   Okay.  So the author I suppose must be Maier,				false

		1282						LN		49		10		false		         10        right, of this?				false

		1283						LN		49		11		false		         11            A.   Yes.				false

		1284						LN		49		12		false		         12            Q.   Okay.  So he writes:				false

		1285						LN		49		13		false		         13                 "Briefed Captain Alexander on the status of the				false

		1286						LN		49		14		false		         14        investigation and went over the detailed summary of the				false

		1287						LN		49		15		false		         15        Santhuff and Sergeant Hatteberg interviews.  At this				false

		1288						LN		49		16		false		         16        time Captain Alexander requested the preliminary				false

		1289						LN		49		17		false		         17        investigation be completed with the addition of Sergeant				false

		1290						LN		49		18		false		         18        Sweeney as a witness."				false

		1291						LN		49		19		false		         19                 Do you know whether or not these three				false

		1292						LN		49		20		false		         20        individuals were actually interviewed?				false

		1293						LN		49		21		false		         21            A.   I am only assuming it was because it says so in				false

		1294						LN		49		22		false		         22        the log, but I don't have any independent recollection				false

		1295						LN		49		23		false		         23        of that.				false

		1296						LN		49		24		false		         24            Q.   For a preliminary investigation, would that be				false

		1297						LN		49		25		false		         25        out-of-character?				false

		1298						PG		50		0		false		page 50				false

		1299						LN		50		1		false		          1            A.   It depends.  It would be out-of-character, yes.				false

		1300						LN		50		2		false		          2        I'd say generally again we don't interview witnesses.				false

		1301						LN		50		3		false		          3            Q.   Okay.  And you -- there is no way you would				false

		1302						LN		50		4		false		          4        know who did the interviews or under whose direction the				false

		1303						LN		50		5		false		          5        interviews were done, right?				false

		1304						LN		50		6		false		          6            A.   Well, I am assuming it was done by Sergeant				false

		1305						LN		50		7		false		          7        Maier.  And I probably would have been aware of it,				false

		1306						LN		50		8		false		          8        although I don't remember right now, to be honest with				false

		1307						LN		50		9		false		          9        you.				false

		1308						LN		50		10		false		         10            Q.   All right.  Now, will you go all the way to				false

		1309						LN		50		11		false		         11        page 6, please, and look at the last entry, dated				false

		1310						LN		50		12		false		         12        October 12, 2016, at 8:30 in the morning.  It says, "Put				false

		1311						LN		50		13		false		         13        together Prelim case file in Cite and -- and on share				false

		1312						LN		50		14		false		         14        point for Captain Alexander."				false

		1313						LN		50		15		false		         15                 Can you sort of translate that, if you				false

		1314						LN		50		16		false		         16        understand what that means?				false

		1315						LN		50		17		false		         17            A.   Yeah.  So Sergeant Maier had completed the				false

		1316						LN		50		18		false		         18        preliminary investigation, and he provided it to the				false

		1317						LN		50		19		false		         19        captain for him to review.  Captain Alexander would have				false

		1318						LN		50		20		false		         20        reviewed it and then come and discussed it with me on				false

		1319						LN		50		21		false		         21        whether to move forward with a formal investigation or				false

		1320						LN		50		22		false		         22        not.				false

		1321						LN		50		23		false		         23            Q.   All right.  It's true, is it not, that during				false

		1322						LN		50		24		false		         24        the time that you were commander of OPS, you were also a				false

		1323						LN		50		25		false		         25        designee public official under the Whistleblower				false

		1324						PG		51		0		false		page 51				false

		1325						LN		51		1		false		          1        statute?				false

		1326						LN		51		2		false		          2            A.   Are you asking me if that's true?				false

		1327						LN		51		3		false		          3            Q.   Yes.				false

		1328						LN		51		4		false		          4            A.   I don't know.  I'd have to review the				false

		1329						LN		51		5		false		          5        Whistleblower statute.  I probably bore some				false

		1330						LN		51		6		false		          6        responsibility there, I suppose.				false

		1331						LN		51		7		false		          7            Q.   Let's take a look at this exhibit.				false

		1332						LN		51		8		false		          8                                (Exhibit 3 marked for				false

		1333						LN		51		9		false		          9                                 identification.)				false

		1334						LN		51		10		false		         10            Q.   And this is the regulation manual from 2010.				false

		1335						LN		51		11		false		         11        And it has some excerpts in it, but -- and let me -- you				false

		1336						LN		51		12		false		         12        will see, in the upper left-hand corner, there is -- it				false

		1337						LN		51		13		false		         13        looks like page numbers.  And so on page 176 begins the				false

		1338						LN		51		14		false		         14        section 8.00.30, "Whistleblower - Improper Governmental				false

		1339						LN		51		15		false		         15        Action."  And if we jump ahead to the next page, 177.				false

		1340						LN		51		16		false		         16        Take a look at that.				false

		1341						LN		51		17		false		         17            A.   (Witness complies.)				false

		1342						LN		51		18		false		         18            Q.   And take a look at 178, if you would.  And I am				false

		1343						LN		51		19		false		         19        just going to read that.  I am going to start at the				false

		1344						LN		51		20		false		         20        bottom there under "Procedures."  On 177, it says,				false

		1345						LN		51		21		false		         21        "Refer to Washington State Auditor's Office."				false

		1346						LN		51		22		false		         22                 Did you have an understanding as to whether or				false

		1347						LN		51		23		false		         23        not a person who believed that they were reporting				false

		1348						LN		51		24		false		         24        improper governmental action could report it to the				false

		1349						LN		51		25		false		         25        State Auditor's Office?				false

		1350						PG		52		0		false		page 52				false

		1351						LN		52		1		false		          1            A.   You're asking me if I am aware of that?				false

		1352						LN		52		2		false		          2            Q.   Yes.				false

		1353						LN		52		3		false		          3            A.   Yes.				false

		1354						LN		52		4		false		          4            Q.   All right.  And they could also report it to				false

		1355						LN		52		5		false		          5        persons within the Washington State Patrol, correct?				false

		1356						LN		52		6		false		          6            A.   Yes.				false

		1357						LN		52		7		false		          7            Q.   Okay.  And was it your understanding that you				false

		1358						LN		52		8		false		          8        were one of the designees to receive that information?				false

		1359						LN		52		9		false		          9            A.   Yes.				false

		1360						LN		52		10		false		         10            Q.   Okay.  And I am going to look at the -- just				false

		1361						LN		52		11		false		         11        the last page of our exhibit.  It's on page 178.  At the				false

		1362						LN		52		12		false		         12        top, "a," it says, "Directly to the agency designee,"				false

		1363						LN		52		13		false		         13        and it says, "The agency designee includes the Deputy				false

		1364						LN		52		14		false		         14        Chief, Commander of the Office of Professional				false

		1365						LN		52		15		false		         15        Standards, and the Commander of the Human Resource				false

		1366						LN		52		16		false		         16        Division," right?				false

		1367						LN		52		17		false		         17            A.   Yes.				false

		1368						LN		52		18		false		         18            Q.   Okay.  And you, at the time, were the commander				false

		1369						LN		52		19		false		         19        of the Office of Professional Standards, right?				false

		1370						LN		52		20		false		         20            A.   No.  Not in 2010.				false

		1371						LN		52		21		false		         21            Q.   Oh.  In what years?				false

		1372						LN		52		22		false		         22            A.   Like I said, I think I started in 2014.				false

		1373						LN		52		23		false		         23            Q.   So '14, '15, and Six...				false

		1374						LN		52		24		false		         24            A.   No.  That's -- let me revise that.				false

		1375						LN		52		25		false		         25            Q.   Try again.				false

		1376						PG		53		0		false		page 53				false

		1377						LN		53		1		false		          1            A.   '15, '16, Seven...no.  Thought I was assigned				false

		1378						LN		53		2		false		          2        there in 2015.				false

		1379						LN		53		3		false		          3            Q.   I was just going back to my notes and seeing				false

		1380						LN		53		4		false		          4        that.  All right.  So is it fair to say that from 2015				false

		1381						LN		53		5		false		          5        until you retired in 2019, you were one of the agency				false

		1382						LN		53		6		false		          6        designees to receive --				false

		1383						LN		53		7		false		          7            A.   Yes.				false

		1384						LN		53		8		false		          8            Q.   -- reports of improper governmental actions?				false

		1385						LN		53		9		false		          9            A.   Yes.				false

		1386						LN		53		10		false		         10            Q.   Thank you.  All right.  And let's take a look,				false

		1387						LN		53		11		false		         11        if we can, at the policy, itself, okay?  And so if you				false

		1388						LN		53		12		false		         12        will turn back to page 176 and look under "Policy."				false

		1389						LN		53		13		false		         13        Under A4, it has sort of a laundry list of events.  And				false

		1390						LN		53		14		false		         14        you see sub D, "Is gross mismanagement"?				false

		1391						LN		53		15		false		         15            A.   Yes.				false

		1392						LN		53		16		false		         16            Q.   All right.  You would agree, would you not,				false

		1393						LN		53		17		false		         17        that the incident that happened in March where				false

		1394						LN		53		18		false		         18        Ms. Biscay is rubbing her breasts against -- against				false

		1395						LN		53		19		false		         19        Lieutenant Nobach would, in your view, be a credible				false

		1396						LN		53		20		false		         20        case for gross mismanagement?				false

		1397						LN		53		21		false		         21            A.   Yes.				false

		1398						LN		53		22		false		         22                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		1399						LN		53		23		false		         23        question.				false

		1400						LN		53		24		false		         24            Q.   You can answer.				false

		1401						LN		53		25		false		         25            A.   Sorry.  Yes.				false

		1402						PG		54		0		false		page 54				false

		1403						LN		54		1		false		          1            Q.   Okay.  So, and it's also true that you received				false

		1404						LN		54		2		false		          2        that information in March of 2016, right?				false

		1405						LN		54		3		false		          3            A.   Yes.				false

		1406						LN		54		4		false		          4            Q.   Okay.  So did you make any effort to report				false

		1407						LN		54		5		false		          5        that on to the State Auditor's Office as an example --				false

		1408						LN		54		6		false		          6        as a -- basically, improper governmental action?				false

		1409						LN		54		7		false		          7            A.   I didn't, no.				false

		1410						LN		54		8		false		          8            Q.   Okay.  And did you receive any training in your				false

		1411						LN		54		9		false		          9        duties in that regard?				false

		1412						LN		54		10		false		         10            A.   In regards to reporting things as far as a				false

		1413						LN		54		11		false		         11        whistleblower is concerned to the State --				false

		1414						LN		54		12		false		         12            Q.   Yes.				false

		1415						LN		54		13		false		         13            A.   -- Auditor?  No.  I don't believe -- I don't				false

		1416						LN		54		14		false		         14        believe it would have been my responsibility to report				false

		1417						LN		54		15		false		         15        to the State Auditor.  I think the policy says that the				false

		1418						LN		54		16		false		         16        whistleblower can report it to the State Auditor if they				false

		1419						LN		54		17		false		         17        want to.				false

		1420						LN		54		18		false		         18            Q.   Okay.				false

		1421						LN		54		19		false		         19            A.   I am not aware of any requirement for me to				false

		1422						LN		54		20		false		         20        report it to the State Auditor, but I would have been				false

		1423						LN		54		21		false		         21        happy to.				false

		1424						LN		54		22		false		         22            Q.   Okay.  And is it fair to say that Captain				false

		1425						LN		54		23		false		         23        Batiste never -- or, Chief Batiste never discussed the				false

		1426						LN		54		24		false		         24        need to make such a report to you, right?				false

		1427						LN		54		25		false		         25            A.   Chief Batiste.  No.				false

		1428						PG		55		0		false		page 55				false

		1429						LN		55		1		false		          1            Q.   And is it also fair to say that you -- that one				false

		1430						LN		55		2		false		          2        of your jobs was to keep Chief Batiste informed of the				false

		1431						LN		55		3		false		          3        things that you were working on in your office?				false

		1432						LN		55		4		false		          4            A.   No.  Generally, I kept my bureau commander, the				false

		1433						LN		55		5		false		          5        assistant chief, informed of the things that occurred in				false

		1434						LN		55		6		false		          6        my office.  So then he relayed that information to Chief				false

		1435						LN		55		7		false		          7        Batiste.				false

		1436						LN		55		8		false		          8            Q.   Okay.				false

		1437						LN		55		9		false		          9            A.   Occasionally, Chief Batiste would consult me on				false

		1438						LN		55		10		false		         10        some of these, but very rarely.				false

		1439						LN		55		11		false		         11            Q.   Fair enough.  Would you tell me the name of the				false

		1440						LN		55		12		false		         12        assistant again.				false

		1441						LN		55		13		false		         13            A.   Well, I had several during my time there.				false

		1442						LN		55		14		false		         14            Q.   2016.				false

		1443						LN		55		15		false		         15            A.   During -- when all of this occurred, it was				false

		1444						LN		55		16		false		         16        Assistant Chief Randy Drake.				false

		1445						LN		55		17		false		         17            Q.   Oh, okay.  It's fair to say, is it not, that				false

		1446						LN		55		18		false		         18        you spoke to Assistant Chief Drake about the incident				false

		1447						LN		55		19		false		         19        involving Nobach and Biscay?				false

		1448						LN		55		20		false		         20            A.   Yes.				false

		1449						LN		55		21		false		         21            Q.   Okay.  And it would be your -- your				false

		1450						LN		55		22		false		         22        understanding of the policies and procedures would be				false

		1451						LN		55		23		false		         23        that he would have informed the chief?				false

		1452						LN		55		24		false		         24                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		1453						LN		55		25		false		         25        question.				false

		1454						PG		56		0		false		page 56				false

		1455						LN		56		1		false		          1            A.   I don't know if he did or not.  I assume he				false

		1456						LN		56		2		false		          2        did.				false

		1457						LN		56		3		false		          3            Q.   Okay.				false

		1458						LN		56		4		false		          4            A.   I hope he did.				false

		1459						LN		56		5		false		          5            Q.   Okay.  All right.				false

		1460						LN		56		6		false		          6            A.   Can I -- can I --				false

		1461						LN		56		7		false		          7            Q.   Go ahead.				false

		1462						LN		56		8		false		          8            A.   Can I make a statement, or can I -- maybe even				false

		1463						LN		56		9		false		          9        in the form of a question, I guess.  I don't really				false

		1464						LN		56		10		false		         10        understand where you're going with this because the				false

		1465						LN		56		11		false		         11        allegation -- Santhuff reported inappropriate sexual				false

		1466						LN		56		12		false		         12        behavior that occurred in the workplace, and that was				false

		1467						LN		56		13		false		         13        addressed.  And in that transaction, he was the				false

		1468						LN		56		14		false		         14        whistleblower.  That was dealt with.				false

		1469						LN		56		15		false		         15            Q.   You understood he was a whistleblower?				false

		1470						LN		56		16		false		         16            A.   Yes.				false

		1471						LN		56		17		false		         17            Q.   But you also understood, did you not, that that				false

		1472						LN		56		18		false		         18        behavior by a supervisor to a direct report female was				false

		1473						LN		56		19		false		         19        gross mismanagement?				false

		1474						LN		56		20		false		         20            A.   Absolutely.				false

		1475						LN		56		21		false		         21            Q.   Okay.				false

		1476						LN		56		22		false		         22            A.   Totally inappropriate.				false

		1477						LN		56		23		false		         23            Q.   Fair enough.				false

		1478						LN		56		24		false		         24            A.   So all that is addressed.  Now, come later, we				false

		1479						LN		56		25		false		         25        get to the retaliation.  So we are talking about two				false

		1480						PG		57		0		false		page 57				false

		1481						LN		57		1		false		          1        separate things.  In the retaliation, he is not a				false

		1482						LN		57		2		false		          2        whistleblower.  He is the victim who is making a				false

		1483						LN		57		3		false		          3        complaint against the lieutenant.  So --				false

		1484						LN		57		4		false		          4            Q.   Right.				false

		1485						LN		57		5		false		          5            A.   -- I just want to make sure there is a clear				false

		1486						LN		57		6		false		          6        distinction between him being the whistleblower in the				false

		1487						LN		57		7		false		          7        sexual harassment behavior and then him being the victim				false

		1488						LN		57		8		false		          8        of retaliation.				false

		1489						LN		57		9		false		          9            Q.   I understand what you are saying.				false

		1490						LN		57		10		false		         10            A.   Okay.  In my mind, I had to get there, I guess.				false

		1491						LN		57		11		false		         11            Q.   All right.  Fair enough.				false

		1492						LN		57		12		false		         12            A.   To make sure that we were talking about the				false

		1493						LN		57		13		false		         13        same thing.				false

		1494						LN		57		14		false		         14            Q.   Did you have any understanding, whether or not				false

		1495						LN		57		15		false		         15        having received the information that amounts to gross				false

		1496						LN		57		16		false		         16        mismanagement, that you had an obligation within 15 days				false

		1497						LN		57		17		false		         17        to report it to the auditor?				false

		1498						LN		57		18		false		         18            A.   I wasn't aware of that.				false

		1499						LN		57		19		false		         19            Q.   All right.  And nobody gave you any advice on				false

		1500						LN		57		20		false		         20        that?				false

		1501						LN		57		21		false		         21            A.   (Shakes head.)				false

		1502						LN		57		22		false		         22            Q.   All right.				false

		1503						LN		57		23		false		         23            A.   I certainly don't recall.  I probably should				false

		1504						LN		57		24		false		         24        have known more about the Whistleblower program.				false

		1505						LN		57		25		false		         25            Q.   So if we take this -- if we look at this				false

		1506						PG		58		0		false		page 58				false

		1507						LN		58		1		false		          1        incident through the lens of improper -- reporting				false

		1508						LN		58		2		false		          2        improper governmental action, would you concede that				false

		1509						LN		58		3		false		          3        when -- when Trooper Santhuff reported that and it				false

		1510						LN		58		4		false		          4        reached you, that was a report of improper governmental				false

		1511						LN		58		5		false		          5        action?				false

		1512						LN		58		6		false		          6            A.   I agree, but now as I think about it, I don't				false

		1513						LN		58		7		false		          7        believe that I was the one that respon- -- was				false

		1514						LN		58		8		false		          8        responsible for reporting that to the State Auditor.  I				false

		1515						LN		58		9		false		          9        believe that was a function that the Human Resources				false

		1516						LN		58		10		false		         10        division completed.				false

		1517						LN		58		11		false		         11            Q.   And that was -- was that Matheson, Captain				false

		1518						LN		58		12		false		         12        Matheson?				false

		1519						LN		58		13		false		         13            A.   Yes.				false

		1520						LN		58		14		false		         14            Q.   Okay.  Yeah.  Actually, I think, as you become				false

		1521						LN		58		15		false		         15        more familiar with this and refresh your recollection				false

		1522						LN		58		16		false		         16        from retirement, you may find that there is more than				false

		1523						LN		58		17		false		         17        one person that can receive it.				false

		1524						LN		58		18		false		         18            A.   Sure.				false

		1525						LN		58		19		false		         19            Q.   Okay.  So.  All right.  Fair enough.  And				false

		1526						LN		58		20		false		         20        then -- so is it also fair to say that you never -- that				false

		1527						LN		58		21		false		         21        when you became aware that there were allegations of				false

		1528						LN		58		22		false		         22        retaliation by -- by Trooper Santhuff that pertained to				false

		1529						LN		58		23		false		         23        his having reported this incident regarding Biscay and				false

		1530						LN		58		24		false		         24        Nobach, that you never connected the dots for this being				false

		1531						LN		58		25		false		         25        an issue, retaliation owing to his actions of reporting				false

		1532						PG		59		0		false		page 59				false

		1533						LN		59		1		false		          1        improper governmental action?				false

		1534						LN		59		2		false		          2                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the				false

		1535						LN		59		3		false		          3        question.				false

		1536						LN		59		4		false		          4            A.   No, I don't agree with that.  I think from the				false

		1537						LN		59		5		false		          5        very beginning, I was aware of -- he made us aware that				false

		1538						LN		59		6		false		          6        he felt it was retaliation for him reporting the sexual				false

		1539						LN		59		7		false		          7        harassment, so I think I --				false

		1540						LN		59		8		false		          8            Q.   You understood that to be the incident we have				false

		1541						LN		59		9		false		          9        been describing with the rubbing the breasts on the head				false

		1542						LN		59		10		false		         10        thing?				false

		1543						LN		59		11		false		         11            A.   Yes.				false

		1544						LN		59		12		false		         12                      MR. SHERIDAN:  All right.  Let's take a				false

		1545						LN		59		13		false		         13        break.				false

		1546						LN		59		14		false		         14                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off-record.  The				false

		1547						LN		59		15		false		         15        time now is 10:35 a.m.				false

		1548						LN		59		16		false		         16                                (Short recess.)				false

		1549						LN		59		17		false		         17                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Back on-record.  Time				false

		1550						LN		59		18		false		         18        now is 10:47 a.m.				false

		1551						LN		59		19		false		         19            Q.   Do you recognize the name "Jason Caton,"				false

		1552						LN		59		20		false		         20        C-a-t-o-n?				false

		1553						LN		59		21		false		         21            A.   Yes.				false

		1554						LN		59		22		false		         22            Q.   And it's true, is it not, that Mr. Caton -- I				false

		1555						LN		59		23		false		         23        guess he is a trooper in Aviation -- reported				false

		1556						LN		59		24		false		         24        retaliation in 2017, and your office looked at it?				false

		1557						LN		59		25		false		         25            A.   Boy, I don't remember there being a retaliation				false

		1558						PG		60		0		false		page 60				false

		1559						LN		60		1		false		          1        element to that.				false

		1560						LN		60		2		false		          2            Q.   Just tell us what you do recall.				false

		1561						LN		60		3		false		          3            A.   What I do recall, he was a pilot I believe out				false

		1562						LN		60		4		false		          4        of the Moses Lake area.  Somewhere in Eastern				false

		1563						LN		60		5		false		          5        Washington.  I think he flew out of Moses Lake.				false

		1564						LN		60		6		false		          6                 He had called Lieutenant Nobach, I believe, or				false

		1565						LN		60		7		false		          7        maybe it was his supervisor.  He had been requested for				false

		1566						LN		60		8		false		          8        a flight.  And I don't know how all that works, but he				false

		1567						LN		60		9		false		          9        had been requested to do some sort of a flight.  Called				false

		1568						LN		60		10		false		         10        the supervisor concerned that he was sick.  Apparently,				false

		1569						LN		60		11		false		         11        there is some sort of a checklist that they have to run				false

		1570						LN		60		12		false		         12        through when -- to determine whether they are able to				false

		1571						LN		60		13		false		         13        fly.  And he didn't pass the criteria that -- so he				false

		1572						LN		60		14		false		         14        couldn't do the flight.  So I think he called his				false

		1573						LN		60		15		false		         15        supervisor and explained that to him, and then they				false

		1574						LN		60		16		false		         16        redid the criteria.  And that time, he did qualify.  So				false

		1575						LN		60		17		false		         17        he went out and did the flight.				false

		1576						LN		60		18		false		         18                 I think when he came back, he was in the hangar				false

		1577						LN		60		19		false		         19        or he was around the hangar.  At some point, he passed				false

		1578						LN		60		20		false		         20        out, fell, and there was -- there was some issues about				false

		1579						LN		60		21		false		         21        how that all occurred.  There was some damage to the				false

		1580						LN		60		22		false		         22        plane.  I can't remember if the plane was inside or				false

		1581						LN		60		23		false		         23        outside.  He was trying to move it into the hangar,				false

		1582						LN		60		24		false		         24        something like that, but --				false

		1583						LN		60		25		false		         25            Q.   Do you recall him being a witness in the				false

		1584						PG		61		0		false		page 61				false

		1585						LN		61		1		false		          1        investigation pertaining to Trooper Santhuff?				false

		1586						LN		61		2		false		          2            A.   No.  I think that that whole situation occurred				false

		1587						LN		61		3		false		          3        well after the Santhuff investigation had been				false

		1588						LN		61		4		false		          4        completed.				false

		1589						LN		61		5		false		          5            Q.   Okay.				false

		1590						LN		61		6		false		          6            A.   I don't think he was, but maybe I am wrong.				false

		1591						LN		61		7		false		          7                      MR. SHERIDAN:  Fair enough.  Okay, fair				false

		1592						LN		61		8		false		          8        enough.  Okay.  That's all I have.  Thanks very much.				false

		1593						LN		61		9		false		          9                      MR. BIGGS:  No questions.  Thanks.  You				false

		1594						LN		61		10		false		         10        have the right to reserve signature, which I would				false

		1595						LN		61		11		false		         11        recommend that you do.				false

		1596						LN		61		12		false		         12                      THE WITNESS:  Okay.				false

		1597						LN		61		13		false		         13                      MR. BIGGS:  And then the court reporter				false

		1598						LN		61		14		false		         14        will get you a transcript.  You can take a look at it.				false

		1599						LN		61		15		false		         15                      MR. SHERIDAN:  Oh.  Did we get your home				false

		1600						LN		61		16		false		         16        address -- did we get your home address?  I don't				false

		1601						LN		61		17		false		         17        remember.				false

		1602						LN		61		18		false		         18                      THE WITNESS:  You did not.				false

		1603						LN		61		19		false		         19                      MR. SHERIDAN:  So could we go back on the				false

		1604						LN		61		20		false		         20        record --				false

		1605						LN		61		21		false		         21                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  I haven't taken us				false

		1606						LN		61		22		false		         22        off-record.				false

		1607						LN		61		23		false		         23                      MR. SHERIDAN:  -- for a second?  I just				false

		1608						LN		61		24		false		         24        want to have you say it on the record because we got a				false

		1609						LN		61		25		false		         25        issue with the trial subpoenas.  Trial is next year, and				false

		1610						PG		62		0		false		page 62				false

		1611						LN		62		1		false		          1        I want to ask you if you are going to be here.  Okay?				false

		1612						LN		62		2		false		          2        So let's go back on just for that.				false

		1613						LN		62		3		false		          3                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  I am still on.				false

		1614						LN		62		4		false		          4            Q.   All right.  Could you tell us your current				false

		1615						LN		62		5		false		          5        residence address.				false

		1616						LN		62		6		false		          6            A.   3228 Sheaser -- let me spell that.				false

		1617						LN		62		7		false		          7        S-h-e-a-s-e-r -- Way in DuPont, Washington.				false

		1618						LN		62		8		false		          8            Q.   All right.  And how long have you lived there?				false

		1619						LN		62		9		false		          9            A.   Four years.				false

		1620						LN		62		10		false		         10            Q.   Any plans of relocating?				false

		1621						LN		62		11		false		         11            A.   No.				false

		1622						LN		62		12		false		         12            Q.   Fair enough.  Okay.  And we are going to have a				false

		1623						LN		62		13		false		         13        trial.  I think it's next June.				false

		1624						LN		62		14		false		         14                      MR. ABBASI:  May.				false

		1625						LN		62		15		false		         15            Q.   May.  Next May.  Do you have any plans to be				false

		1626						LN		62		16		false		         16        out of the state or out of the country in May?				false

		1627						LN		62		17		false		         17            A.   Not at this time.				false

		1628						LN		62		18		false		         18            Q.   All right.  And is it okay if we seek to				false

		1629						LN		62		19		false		         19        contact you through counsel for the defense?				false

		1630						LN		62		20		false		         20            A.   Absolutely.				false

		1631						LN		62		21		false		         21                      MR. SHERIDAN:  All right, thanks.  All				false

		1632						LN		62		22		false		         22        right.  Thank you.				false

		1633						LN		62		23		false		         23                      MR. BIGGS:  Thank you.  No questions.				false

		1634						LN		62		24		false		         24                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  This is the end of				false

		1635						LN		62		25		false		         25        Media 2 and concludes the deposition of Mike Saunders.				false

		1636						PG		63		0		false		page 63				false

		1637						LN		63		1		false		          1        Time now is 10:51 a.m.  Going off-record.				false

		1638						LN		63		2		false		          2                                (The deposition was concluded,				false

		1639						LN		63		3		false		          3                                 adjourning at 10:51 a.m.)				false

		1640						LN		63		4		false		          4                                (Signature was reserved.)				false

		1641						LN		63		5		false		          5				false

		1642						LN		63		6		false		          6				false

		1643						LN		63		7		false		          7				false

		1644						LN		63		8		false		          8				false

		1645						LN		63		9		false		          9				false

		1646						LN		63		10		false		         10				false

		1647						LN		63		11		false		         11				false

		1648						LN		63		12		false		         12				false

		1649						LN		63		13		false		         13				false

		1650						LN		63		14		false		         14				false

		1651						LN		63		15		false		         15				false

		1652						LN		63		16		false		         16				false

		1653						LN		63		17		false		         17				false

		1654						LN		63		18		false		         18				false

		1655						LN		63		19		false		         19				false

		1656						LN		63		20		false		         20				false

		1657						LN		63		21		false		         21				false

		1658						LN		63		22		false		         22				false

		1659						LN		63		23		false		         23				false

		1660						LN		63		24		false		         24				false

		1661						LN		63		25		false		         25				false

		1662						PG		64		0		false		page 64				false

		1663						LN		64		1		false		          1                            A F F I D A V I T				false

		1664						LN		64		2		false		          2				false
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          1                   IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON



          2                         IN AND FOR KING COUNTY

                   ________________________________________________________

          3

                    RYAN SANTHUFF, an          )

          4         individual,                )

                                               )

          5                   Plaintiff,       )

                                               )

          6             vs.                    )  Case No. 19-2-04610-4 KNT

                                               )

          7         STATE OF WASHINGTON,       )

                    and DAVID JAMES NOBACH,    )

          8         an individual,             )

                                               )

          9                   Defendants.      )

                   ________________________________________________________

         10



         11                 Video Deposition Upon Oral Examination



         12                                   of



         13                              MIKE SAUNDERS



         14        ________________________________________________________



         15



         16                Taken at 7141 Cleanwater Drive Southwest



         17                           Olympia, Washington



         18



         19



         20



         21



         22



         23



         24        DATE:  October 25, 2019



         25        REPORTED BY:  Lori K. Haworth, RPR

                                 License No.:  2958
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          1                          A P P E A R A N C E S



          2        For the Plaintiff:       JOHN P. SHERIDAN

                                            The Sheridan Law Firm, P.S.

          3                                 Hoge Building, Suite 2000

                                            705 Second Avenue

          4                                 Seattle, Washington 98104

                                            jack@sheridanlawfirm.com

          5

                   For the Defendants:      ANDREW BIGGS

          6                                 Assistant Attorney General

                                            Office of the Attorney General

          7                                 800 Fifth Avenue

                                            Suite 2000

          8                                 Seattle, Washington 98104

                                            Andrew.Biggs@atg.wa.gov

          9

                   Also Present:            RYAN SANTHUFF

         10

                                            JUSTIN ABBASI

         11                                 The Sheridan Law Firm



         12                                 DAN BASSETT

                                            Videographer, SRS Premier

         13                                 Realtime



         14                                 --o0o--
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          6        Number                                              Page



          7        Exhibit 1    Document, Email, October 20, 2016,
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          9        Exhibit 2    Document, Washington State Patrol

                                Investigator's Case Log,

         10                     JPSSANT001265-JPSSANT001271,

                                7 pages  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

         11
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          1              OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON; FRIDAY, OCTOBER 25, 2019



          2                                9:24 A.M.



          3                                 --o0o--



          4



          5



          6                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We are on-record.  Time



          7        now is 9:24 a.m.  Today's date is October 25, 2019.



          8        This is Volume 1, Media Unit 1 of the video deposition



          9        of Mike Saunders taken in the matter of Santhuff versus



         10        the State of Washington, et al., filed in the Superior



         11        Court, the State of Washington, in King County.  Case



         12        number is 19-2-04610-4 KNT.



         13                 This deposition is being held at 7141



         14        Cleanwater Drive Southwest in Olympia, Washington.  My



         15        name is Dan Bassett.  I am the videographer.  Our court



         16        reporter is Lori Haworth.  We are both with SRS Premier



         17        Realtime.



         18                 Counsel and all present, please identify



         19        yourselves for the record, and the witness may be



         20        sworn-in.



         21                      MR. SHERIDAN:  This is Jack Sheridan



         22        representing the plaintiff, Trooper Ryan Santhuff.  In



         23        the room with us is -- well, why don't you guys say your



         24        name loudly.



         25                      MR. ABBASI:  Justin Abbasi.  I am with the
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          1        Sheridan Law Firm.



          2                      MR. SANTHUFF:  Ryan Santhuff.



          3                      MR. BIGGS:  This is Andrew Biggs.  I



          4        represent the State of Washington and Lieutenant Nobach.



          5



          6



          7        MIKE SAUNDERS,                deponent herein, being



          8                                      first duly sworn on oath,



          9                                      was examined and testified



         10                                      as follows:



         11



         12                          E X A M I N A T I O N



         13        BY MR. SHERIDAN:



         14            Q.   Please state your full name for the record.



         15            A.   Michael S. Saunders.



         16            Q.   All right.  And Mr. Saunders, can you tell us



         17        whether you are currently employed.



         18            A.   No, I am not.



         19            Q.   All right.  And are you retired?



         20            A.   Yes.



         21            Q.   And from what organization?



         22            A.   The Washington State Patrol.



         23            Q.   And how long were you with the patrol?



         24            A.   Just short of 33 years.  32 years and 10



         25        months, I believe.
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          1            Q.   All right.  And tell us at what rank you



          2        retired.



          3            A.   Captain.



          4            Q.   All right.  And at the time of your retirement,



          5        to whom did you report?



          6            A.   To the Investigative Services Bureau chief, who



          7        was Assistant Chief Jason Berry.



          8            Q.   Okay.  And do you know to whom he reported at



          9        the time?



         10            A.   Chief Batiste.



         11            Q.   What's Chief Batiste's first name?



         12            A.   John.



         13            Q.   Okay.  Were you ever a direct report to Chief



         14        Batiste?



         15            A.   No.



         16            Q.   Were you ever the commander of Office of



         17        Professional Standards?



         18            A.   Yes.



         19            Q.   And when was that?



         20            A.   The last three-plus years of my career.  I



         21        believe I started there in 2015.



         22            Q.   Okay.  And that was through re- -- to



         23        retirement?



         24            A.   Yes.



         25            Q.   And what was the -- what was the date of
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          1        retirement, if you recall?



          2            A.   The end of June 2019.



          3            Q.   Okay.  And could you give us in layperson terms



          4        a thumbnail understanding of what the Office of



          5        Professional Standards does.



          6            A.   Well, we do internal investigations.  So I



          7        oversaw all of the administrative investigations that



          8        took place in the State Patrol.  And then I was also



          9        what they call the standards officer, so I would have



         10        concurrence authority on all of the discipline that was



         11        issued as a result of those investigations.



         12            Q.   Anything else?



         13            A.   Well, I mean, I had a lot of collateral duties



         14        revising and writing policy, reviewing policy, bill



         15        reviews, those types of administrative functions that I



         16        would do.



         17            Q.   Okay.  And could you give us a layperson



         18        understanding of what it means to have concurrence



         19        authority.



         20            A.   So the appointing authority is a decisionmaker



         21        on an administrative case, and usually that's the



         22        district or division commander that oversees the



         23        division that the employee is assigned to.



         24                 Concurrence authority; I would have to agree



         25        with the level of discipline that was being issued to
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          1        the employee as a result of an investigation.  And what



          2        that looked like, I would usually go back and look at a



          3        standard.  I would look at similar like cases and see



          4        what type of discipline was issued in those cases, and



          5        the idea being that discipline is issued fairly across



          6        the state for like violations.



          7            Q.   All right.  And does that mean that every form



          8        of discipline comes across your -- came across your desk



          9        at the time that you held that position?



         10            A.   Well, every form of discipline that was a



         11        result of an administrative investigation.  So a



         12        district or division commander still had the latitude to



         13        issue certain levels of discipline outside of the



         14        administrative investigation process, but when things



         15        rose to a certain level, they would come to my office.



         16        So there was some discretion there by the district or



         17        division commander on how they proceeded with violations



         18        that they may have identified.



         19            Q.   Okay.  Is it -- is an administrative



         20        investigation required in every case?



         21            A.   Not necessarily.  No.



         22            Q.   Okay.  How about, can you explain now in



         23        layperson terms what's the difference between a



         24        preliminary investigation and an administrative



         25        investigation.
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          1            A.   Well, a preliminary investigation comes to our



          2        office.  And in a prelim, we are doing a little bit of



          3        research, limited research, at the front end of an



          4        investigation to determine if there actually was a



          5        policy violation or if the violations that are alleged



          6        occurred with one of our employees.  We ask some



          7        clarifying questions.  We usually gave exculpatory



          8        questions that were voluntary to the employee through



          9        the union.  And we would use all that information to



         10        determine whether an administrative investigation was



         11        warranted.



         12            Q.   Okay.  When I think of "exculpatory," I think



         13        of that having a meaning of to find somebody not guilty



         14        of something.  Would you agree with that understanding



         15        or do you have a different understanding?



         16            A.   No.  I have a different understanding.



         17            Q.   Please explain.



         18            A.   "Exculpatory," in my mind, for the purposes of



         19        my office, was just an attempt to gather more



         20        information to determine whether it was actually our



         21        employee and whether the violations -- or, the alleged



         22        violations rose to the level of investigation.



         23            Q.   All right.  Now, if we -- let's begin at the



         24        preliminary investigative phase.  Who initiates that



         25        process saying, "I want to have a preliminary
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          1        investigation versus an administrative investigation"?



          2            A.   Well, it would be initiated by the district or



          3        division commander.  They would call me, and they'd say,



          4        "This is what I have, this is what the allegation is,



          5        this is the employee that's accused."  And there would



          6        be a lot of different things that may factor in to that.



          7        If the allegations seemed like they are totally



          8        out-of-character for the employee.  If it doesn't appear



          9        that those allegations would have actually rose to the



         10        level of a policy violation.  Maybe the employee worked



         11        in a totally different area at that time of day.  Those



         12        types of things that we would try to get a better



         13        understanding through the prelim.



         14                 So the appointing authority would contact me.



         15        We would discuss it and decide whether to just move



         16        forward with an administrative investigation or whether



         17        we could benefit from a prelim.



         18            Q.   I have seen in some of the notes the phrase



         19        "roundtable."  Does that have any relationship to the



         20        decisionmaking for preliminary versus administrative?



         21            A.   Yes.  We would assemble all the employees in my



         22        office and sit down and do what we call a roundtable.



         23        And in that, we would look at the violations that are



         24        alleged and determine the best -- we would discuss the



         25        best way to move forward, and that would help me make a
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          1        better recommendation to the appointing authority



          2        potentially.



          3            Q.   Okay.  And when you say a recommendation, you



          4        mean a recommendation of, should we do a preliminary



          5        versus should we do an administrative or should we do



          6        nothing?



          7            A.   Yes.



          8            Q.   Okay.



          9            A.   And --



         10            Q.   So typically in your experience, in your



         11        personal experience, who was sitting at the roundtable?



         12            A.   Well, my investigators and my administrative



         13        staff participated, as well.  So whoever was in the



         14        office that day would join in the roundtable.



         15            Q.   Okay.  And were roundtables basically set up on



         16        a specific day, at a specific time, to go over whatever



         17        had -- was -- had come in, or sort of an ad hoc as



         18        claims came in, or --



         19            A.   They were more ad hoc, spontaneous as claims



         20        came in -- or, as complaints came in.



         21            Q.   Was the -- was there any format to the



         22        roundtable proceeding or was it just an informal



         23        proceeding within your office?



         24            A.   Well, I would say it's an informal proceeding,



         25        but there was a process that we used.
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          1                 I mean, we would start off by looking at the



          2        allegations.  And considering the different types of



          3        regulations that may or may not apply to that



          4        allegation, we would work to craft a summary of



          5        allegations that we would put on the internal incident



          6        report form, which is a form that we use to initiate the



          7        investigation, and we would talk about whether the



          8        violation rose to the level of a minor, moderate, or a



          9        major investigation; who would have investigative



         10        responsibility.  So those are the types of things that



         11        we would discuss during a roundtable.



         12            Q.   All right.  And is it fair to say that the



         13        appointing authority was not a participant in the



         14        roundtable?



         15            A.   Occasionally they would participate.  It was



         16        not something that we pressed for, but if they were in



         17        the area and they wanted to come in.  I had good people



         18        in OPS.  I had very good investigators, and they were a



         19        great resource for me.  So to sit down and to be able to



         20        listen to their thought process benefited me, and



         21        sometimes the appointing authority felt that it was



         22        beneficial to them, as well.  So they were certainly



         23        welcome to join us.



         24            Q.   Is it true that in the preliminary



         25        investigative realm, the appointing authority gets to
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          1        define the scope of the preliminary investigation?



          2            A.   Well, I think it's a collaborative effort



          3        between the appointing authority and the standards



          4        officer.  And there is a need to maintain a level of



          5        consistency in the way we apply these things, so I don't



          6        think it -- they relied a lot on the standards officer



          7        to help them craft summaries of allegations in term of



          8        what regulations were applicable or best used because



          9        that's something the standards officer does all the



         10        time.  They are very familiar with it, and having the



         11        knowledge, the historical knowledge of other cases that



         12        have occurred in there.  That's why the standards



         13        officer exists.



         14                 So I'd have to go back to your original



         15        question.  Did I answer it for you.



         16            Q.   Let me ask a follow-up.  Could you tell us in



         17        layperson terms, what is a standards officer and how



         18        many are there.



         19            A.   Well, there is only one standards officer, and



         20        that person is a peer to the appointing authorities, so



         21        there is not any pressure by the standards officer or



         22        the appointing authorities as far as rank is concerned.



         23        They are peers.



         24            Q.   So during the time that you were commander, who



         25        filled the position of standards officer?
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          1            A.   That was me.



          2            Q.   Okay.  All right, fair enough.  What's an 095,



          3        in layperson terms?



          4            A.   An 095 is a counseling document that would be



          5        issued to employees for positive or negative job



          6        performance.



          7            Q.   Is it fair to say that it was your practice to



          8        get involved in whether or not to give an 095?



          9            A.   Only when it was a result of an administrative



         10        investigation.  So district and division commanders



         11        could issue an 095 anytime they felt it was appropriate.



         12        They didn't have to consult me.



         13                 If we completed an investigation and it was



         14        determined that the violation was minor and that an 095



         15        was an appropriate level of counseling, then that would



         16        be something that we would discuss.  Outside of the



         17        administrative format, no.



         18            Q.   Can you overrule -- was it within your



         19        authority to overrule an appointing authority on whether



         20        or not to have a preliminary versus administrative



         21        investigation?



         22            A.   To overrule them, no, I don't believe that was



         23        in my authority.  If -- if the appointing authority and



         24        myself disagreed on any of the points concerning an



         25        investigation, the prelim, any of those things, then it
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          1        rose to the level of an assistant chief.  So the



          2        assistant chief that oversaw the bureau that that



          3        district or division resided in would be the ultimate



          4        decisionmaker.



          5            Q.   So was there a process, or especially a written



          6        process, to follow -- let's say the appointing authority



          7        said, "I think it's preliminary," and you said, "I think



          8        it's -- we need a full-blown administrative



          9        investigation."  Was there a written process to follow



         10        upon such a disagreement?



         11            A.   Yes.  It would be elevated to the assistant



         12        chief.



         13            Q.   All right.  And was that a written -- was there



         14        a written policy or procedure that one could follow to



         15        know what to do next?



         16            A.   It's in the administrative investigation



         17        manual.



         18            Q.   All right.  And in your career, has that ever



         19        happened during the time that you were commander of OPS?



         20            A.   I think it may have happened once.



         21            Q.   Can you tell us about that one.



         22            A.   Well, it was on the back end of an



         23        investigation where myself and the appointing authority



         24        didn't agree on -- it was really more structured towards



         25        the format of his report and the findings that he had.
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          1        So that was elevated to the assistant chief who made the



          2        ultimate decision on how things would move forward.



          3            Q.   And was this while you were commander?



          4            A.   Yes.



          5            Q.   And who was the person who disagreed with you?



          6            A.   It was another captain.  I don't --



          7            Q.   Which captain?  What's his name?



          8            A.   I'd prefer not to -- to say.



          9            Q.   Yeah.  Sorry.  You have to.



         10            A.   I have to say?



         11            Q.   Yeah.



         12            A.   Well, it was a captain who is now a lieutenant.



         13        His name is Captain Coley.



         14            Q.   How do you spell that, if you remember?



         15            A.   C-o-l-e-y.



         16            Q.   All right.  And so you said "his" report.  Does



         17        that mean that the appointing authority actually gets to



         18        draft a report?



         19            A.   Right.  The Office of Professional Standards



         20        completes the administrative investigation, and we do a



         21        final report that's provided to the appointing



         22        authority.



         23                 The appointing authority reviews that report



         24        along with all the supporting documents, and they



         25        would -- then they would write an administrative
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          1        conclusion where they -- they have their findings, and



          2        they address the 11 elements.  We had 11 elements of



          3        just cause, and they would address all of those issues.



          4                 That report would include the discipline,



          5        contemplated discipline that would come to me, and then



          6        I would review it, and we would discuss the content of



          7        that report, the decision on the discipline, and whether



          8        that was appropriate or not.



          9            Q.   Now, what you have just described, are we



         10        talking about a preliminary investigation or an



         11        administrative investigation or both?



         12            A.   No.  We are talking about a completed



         13        administrative investigation.



         14            Q.   So even when there is a completed -- let me



         15        break that down a little bit.  If we say "administrative



         16        investigation," that means that one of your subordinates



         17        conducts the investigation, right?



         18            A.   Not always.  Some of them, depending on the



         19        severity, would go back out to the district or division



         20        for a supervisor to investigate.



         21            Q.   Okay.  And so who makes that decision as to who



         22        gets appointed to do the investigation?



         23            A.   Usually the OPS commander.  Me.



         24            Q.   Okay.  And does that depend on if it's -- the



         25        level of misconduct alleged?

�







                                                                         18







          1            A.   It depends on the level of misconduct, but



          2        also, we would consider any kind of geographical



          3        challenges.



          4                 So if a case spanned several districts where



          5        there were witnesses that were identified in a broader



          6        area, we would often handle those because it was easier



          7        for us to do it than a local supervisor.



          8            Q.   All right.  And could we just also sort of



          9        fill-in some blanks from -- again, for layperson



         10        purposes.  What's a -- what is a -- what did we just



         11        say.  Appointing authority.



         12            A.   The appointing authority is the person given



         13        the responsibility of making decision for disciplinary



         14        issues over the subordinate employee.



         15            Q.   So is it typically somebody that is at a



         16        captain level?



         17            A.   Yes.  The commissioned would be a captain



         18        level.  And then on the Civil Service side, because we



         19        also did Civil Service investigations, it would be a



         20        division commander.



         21            Q.   Okay.  And rank-wise, where do you fit in that



         22        pecking order as a commander?



         23            A.   I was also a captain, so I was a peer to all of



         24        the appointing authorities.



         25            Q.   Is that an important rank to have to do the job
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          1        you were doing?



          2            A.   I think so.  Yes.



          3            Q.   Because if you didn't, you would be subordinate



          4        to the people that you are, in some ways, overseeing?



          5            A.   Correct.



          6            Q.   Okay.  Is it also true that OPS may be referred



          7        to as "Internal Affairs"?



          8            A.   Yes.



          9            Q.   All right.  And so when you say "administrative



         10        investigations," does that mean that you are not



         11        investigating allegations of crime or wrongdoing by



         12        people who are not employed with the Washington State



         13        Patrol?



         14            A.   Correct.



         15            Q.   So you are basically looking at policies and



         16        procedures applicable to employees of the Washington



         17        State Patrol to determine if somebody has breached some



         18        policy or procedure?



         19            A.   Yes.  There were times when allegations broke



         20        the criminal threshold, but we wouldn't investigate



         21        those.  We would refer them to another agency for the



         22        right of first refusal or our Investigative unit outside



         23        of OPS would handle it.



         24            Q.   Okay.  And just -- if you would just spend a



         25        sentence on, when you say "Investigative unit," what do
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          1        you mean?



          2            A.   Well, our Criminal Investigation division may



          3        handle it.  Our Investigative Assistance division.  I



          4        got to remember all these terms.  They handled some of



          5        them.  It depended on the type of the allegation.



          6                 Generally, again, we would go to the local



          7        authority, whether it's a sheriff's office or municipal



          8        police department, and advise them of the criminal



          9        allegations and give them the right of first refusal.



         10            Q.   All right.  And going back now to March of -- I



         11        will pull it up.  To March of 2016.  It's true, is it



         12        not, that it came to your attention that Jim --



         13        Lieutenant Jim Nobach was receiving an 095?



         14            A.   I don't recall the date that all that happened.



         15        I'd have to see the documents for that.



         16            Q.   Yeah.  We have some of the -- some exhibits for



         17        you.  And it looks like -- I don't know why the -- oh, I



         18        see.  I understand what's happening.  Okay.  I am going



         19        to hand you, from the Alexander deposition, Exhibits 3



         20        and 4 and ask you to just take a look at those and use



         21        them to refresh your recollection.  I will be asking you



         22        more about Nobach, but you will see that they are pretty



         23        much the same content.



         24            A.   Okay.



         25            Q.   All right.  And does this -- is it true, is it

�







                                                                         21







          1        not -- strike that.  It's true, is it not, that --



          2        that -- is -- was it Captain Jerry Alexander?  Is he a



          3        captain at the time in 2016?



          4                      MR. BIGGS:  Johnny.



          5            Q.   Johnny Alexander.



          6            A.   Right.



          7            Q.   Captain?  All right.  Let me say it again.  So



          8        it's true, is it not, that the Captain Johnny Alexander



          9        came to you to talk about what to do about an allegation



         10        against Jim Nobach and Brenda Biscay; that they had



         11        engaged in improper behavior?



         12            A.   Yes.



         13            Q.   Okay.  And it's true, is it not, that this was



         14        in the March time frame, probably before the 095 was



         15        issued?



         16            A.   Yes.



         17            Q.   Okay.  All right.  And were you given -- did



         18        you give any advice to Captain Alexander about whether



         19        or not an 095 was a proper remedy in this particular



         20        situation?



         21            A.   Yes.



         22            Q.   All right.  And did you have an understanding



         23        that the allegation was that Ms. Biscay basically came



         24        up behind Lieutenant -- let me ask that again.



         25                 That it's true, is it not, that you understood
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          1        that the allegation was that Brenda Biscay came up



          2        behind Jim Nobach while he was seated at his desk with



          3        Trooper Santhuff in the room, and she basically rubbed



          4        her breasts on the back of his head?



          5            A.   On his back of his head or his shoulders.  Yes.



          6        Something like that.



          7            Q.   Okay.  All right.  And how did you go about



          8        determining if that actually happened?



          9            A.   I didn't.  Captain Alexander did.



         10            Q.   All right.  And is that within the process, as



         11        you understand it, for what to do in -- if such an event



         12        allegedly happens?



         13            A.   Yes.



         14            Q.   Okay.  So it's not your organization's decision



         15        as to whether or not to see if it happened and to



         16        interview witnesses.  It's -- it's his organization that



         17        makes the decisions?



         18            A.   Well, right.  When a captain or division



         19        commander becomes aware of allegations that are made,



         20        it's their responsibility to do the initial questioning



         21        to determine whether that actually occurred or not.  And



         22        they -- there -- there were times when they would make



         23        decisions without coming to me at all.  That was within



         24        their job responsibility.



         25            Q.   But this time, Captain Alexander came to you?
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          1            A.   Yes.



          2            Q.   All right.  And was he seeking advice, as



          3        you -- if you recall?



          4            A.   Yes.



          5            Q.   All right.  And can you tell us what advice he



          6        was seeking.



          7            A.   When he came to me, he made me aware of this



          8        allegation that was made, and then he also made me aware



          9        of the fact that this type of behavior was engrained in



         10        the division where Nobach worked.  That there were many



         11        people that were routinely participating in this type of



         12        behavior.  Inappropriate comments, inappropriate



         13        actions.  It was something that was bigger than what was



         14        just reported here.



         15            Q.   You understood at the time, did you not, that



         16        this was the Aviation organization, right?



         17            A.   Yes.



         18            Q.   And you also understood who was in charge of it



         19        at the time, right?



         20            A.   Yes.



         21            Q.   And who was that?



         22            A.   Well, Jim Nobach was in charge of Aviation.



         23            Q.   Okay, and you also understood, did you not,



         24        that Ms. Biscay was a civilian, right?



         25            A.   Civil Service employee.  Yes.
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          1            Q.   All right.  And you also understood that she



          2        was a direct report to Jim Nobach, right?



          3            A.   I believe so.  Yes.



          4            Q.   All right.  And so did you basically -- the



          5        advice that you gave, was it on the assumption that what



          6        was described to you by Captain Alexander was true,



          7        meaning that she actually came up behind him; rubbed her



          8        breasts on the back of his head?



          9            A.   I don't remember there being a lot of



         10        controversy about whether it was true or not.  It



         11        appeared that it happened.



         12            Q.   Okay.



         13            A.   Yeah.



         14            Q.   All right.  And so did you and he talk about --



         15        strike that.



         16                 You have just given us an understanding that



         17        the problems in Aviation apparently were bigger than



         18        just this one incident, right?  So the question then is,



         19        is, given the fact that this behavior involved the guy



         20        in charge, did you and Captain Alexander discuss whether



         21        an 095 was an appropriate remedy?



         22                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



         23        question.  Go ahead and answer.



         24            A.   Yes.



         25            Q.   Tell us about that.
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          1            A.   Well, the 095 was the beginning of this.  So



          2        this was issued to these two people, Brenda Biscay and



          3        Lieutenant Nobach, but he also made sure that there was



          4        training that was provided to help them make -- become



          5        aware of what was appropriate and not appropriate for



          6        the workplace and to attempt to remedy this type of a



          7        behavior that had become more of a culture within that



          8        section.



          9            Q.   All right.  Okay.  And did you ultimately agree



         10        with Captain Alexander that the 095s were the



         11        appropriate tool to use to remedy the situation?



         12            A.   I felt it was appropriate.  Yes.



         13            Q.   All right.  Can you tell us -- do you have an



         14        understanding of whether or not -- strike that.



         15                 It's true, is it not, that Nobach was a union



         16        member?



         17            A.   Yes.



         18            Q.   All right.  Is it also true that having given



         19        him an 095 would essentially prevent any more serious



         20        discipline being targeted against him for the same



         21        incident?



         22            A.   Yes.



         23            Q.   Okay.  And did you and Captain Alexander



         24        discuss that?



         25            A.   I don't believe so.
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          1            Q.   Okay.  So if you understood that this was a



          2        bigger problem within Aviation and that the facts were



          3        fairly uncontested, did you express any concerns that



          4        such a -- that basically counseling without discipline



          5        of the top person might send the wrong signals to the



          6        rest of the people that were working there?



          7                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



          8        question.



          9            A.   Yeah.  First of all, you're misinterpreting



         10        what I described as a bigger problem.



         11            Q.   Please.



         12            A.   I am not talking about "bigger" as far as



         13        seriousness of the violations.  I am talking about



         14        "bigger" because there were many employees that were



         15        participating in this kind of behavior, and it was



         16        clearly inappropriate and needed to be corrected.



         17                 So in Captain Alexander and my conversation, it



         18        was, how do we change the culture that exists in the



         19        Aviation section right now.  Well, it does start with



         20        the supervisor.  And the first thing that we felt was



         21        appropriate was to sit down with the supervisor and



         22        Brenda and make them aware that this is going to stop,



         23        it's totally inappropriate, and by the way, we are



         24        providing training to the whole group so that they all



         25        now become aware.
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          1                 Ultimately, it is a supervisor's



          2        responsibility.  Clearly he is responsible for the unit.



          3        And the minute this started in his presence, he should



          4        have shut it down.  But we also have documentation in



          5        our Admin manual and also in the -- I believe in the



          6        contract with the lieutenants association that talks



          7        about how we are supposed to start with the lowest level



          8        of discipline that's appropriate.



          9                 Now, sometimes a counseling form isn't the



         10        appropriate level of discipline.  But in this case, we



         11        felt it was.



         12            Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Was this the type of



         13        management you expected to see from Lieutenant Nobach?



         14            A.   Absolutely not.



         15                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



         16        question.  Go ahead.



         17            A.   Absolutely not.



         18            Q.   All right.  And did you and he ever have a



         19        meeting, and perhaps with others in the room, to talk



         20        about that management style?



         21            A.   Me and Lieutenant Nobach, or --



         22            Q.   You or -- and anybody else and Lieutenant



         23        Nobach.  Any face-to-face with Nobach?



         24            A.   No.  I never -- I never had any face time with



         25        Lieutenant Nobach over this issue.

�







                                                                         28







          1            Q.   And is that owing to the procedures that are



          2        dictated by the union contract?



          3            A.   (No response.)



          4            Q.   My question is:  It's hard to know whether he



          5        is not interviewed because of -- because he is in a



          6        union and they don't allow it, or is he not being



          7        interviewed or talked to for some other reason?  And if



          8        you -- if you have any knowledge as to -- if you can



          9        tell us why you didn't have a face-to-face with him,



         10        please do.



         11            A.   Well, Lieutenant Nobach wasn't interviewed



         12        because there wasn't an administrative investigation.



         13        It was clear the allegations were true.  We had -- I



         14        don't think he ever denied that this occurred.  I don't



         15        know about Brenda Biscay.  But when he was confronted, I



         16        believe that he admitted that the violation occurred.



         17        So there was nothing to investigate.  It happened.  It



         18        was inappropriate.



         19                 What was the second part of your question?



         20            Q.   Well, I think -- I think you -- you have



         21        answered the first part, and the second part is:  Why



         22        didn't you have a face-to-face with him?



         23            A.   So I didn't -- I oversaw the administrative



         24        investigations, but it was up to the appointing



         25        authority or the district or division commander to run

�







                                                                         29







          1        their district and their division.  Part of that is



          2        dealing with the disciplinary issues of the employees



          3        within those areas.



          4                 It would be inappropriate for the OPS commander



          5        to go basically subvert the appointing authority and



          6        district commander and go talk to an employee, a



          7        subordinate of theirs, and take corrective measures.



          8            Q.   Got it.  So with regard to this particular



          9        situation, once you heard that -- or, once you and



         10        Captain Alexander discussed the appropriateness of the



         11        095, were you pretty much out of it at that time?  You



         12        had exited the scene in terms of what to do next or



         13        monitoring, training, et cetera?



         14            A.   We had several conversations about how to



         15        proceed with this.  Captain Alexander was very thorough,



         16        very self-conscious about making the right decision, the



         17        best informed decision.  So I believe we talked about



         18        this several times.  But once this was done, I was -- I



         19        was out of the loop.



         20            Q.   In your personal experience, have you ever been



         21        in a situation where the manager of a particular -- do



         22        you call them departments or divisions or --



         23            A.   District or division.  Yes.



         24            Q.   All right.  So -- all right.  So let me start



         25        that again.
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          1                 Have you ever experienced personally a



          2        situation where the manager of a district or a division



          3        was seeking to protect from discipline a favored



          4        employee?



          5            A.   No.



          6            Q.   All right.  Never?



          7            A.   Never saw that.



          8            Q.   Got it.  Okay.



          9            A.   As a matter of fact, just the opposite.  When



         10        we had somebody that was in a position of supervision or



         11        leadership, we tended to be harder on them than we would



         12        have of a subordinate employee, and that's clearly



         13        demonstrated in our -- when we go back and look at our



         14        disciplinary records, we always held leaders to higher



         15        standards.



         16            Q.   Okay.



         17            A.   And I would also like to say that once this



         18        process was completed, I never became aware of any



         19        additional violations that ever occurred in that unit.



         20        So as far as I know, this type of behavior stopped, so,



         21        which is evidence that it was a proper remedy.



         22            Q.   Okay.  But it's true, is it not, that you did



         23        become aware that Trooper Santhuff had -- had made a



         24        complaint that he was being retaliated for having been



         25        the witness who essentially turned in Nobach?
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          1            A.   Yes.



          2            Q.   Okay.  All right.  And so when -- do you recall



          3        when you became aware of that allegation that -- from



          4        Trooper Santhuff that he was a victim of retaliation as



          5        a result of having stood up in this situation?



          6            A.   I can't give you any dates.  I know it occurred



          7        after all this process was over with, but I'd have to



          8        review documents to --



          9            Q.   Fair enough.



         10            A.   -- narrow down the time line on that.



         11            Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Okay.  Was -- so there was



         12        no preliminary investigation into the incident between



         13        Nobach and Biscay, right?



         14            A.   No.  Again, a preliminary investigation was



         15        used when there were questions about whether the



         16        violation occurred or whether our employee committed



         17        those violations.  It may have been another employee



         18        from a different agency.  We don't know that.  So there



         19        was no reason to do a prelim.  We knew this occurred.



         20            Q.   Okay.  And so nobody contested the event, so



         21        you don't need a preliminary investigation?



         22            A.   Correct.



         23            Q.   Got it.  Okay.  How did -- do you recall how it



         24        came to your attention that Trooper Santhuff had



         25        expressed concern that he was being retaliated against?

�







                                                                         32







          1        Do you remember who told you?



          2            A.   I don't recall specifically.  I know whether --



          3        there were -- at some point, there was a letter, I



          4        believe, that was written -- I can't remember who that



          5        was addressed to -- that spelled out different things



          6        that he believed were violations, retaliation against



          7        him.  Again, I -- I'd have to review documents to know



          8        dates and the chronological order because there were



          9        several complaints that occurred about retaliation that



         10        we addressed.



         11            Q.   All right.  Fair enough.  Is it true that the



         12        roundtable meetings are not documented in any way, so



         13        there is no paper record?



         14            A.   That's true.



         15            Q.   All right.  Is it also true that when you do



         16        administrative investigations, you -- your investigators



         17        typically audio-record conversations with witnesses?



         18            A.   Yes.



         19            Q.   And does that include the alleged perpetrator



         20        of the wrongdoing?



         21            A.   Yes.



         22            Q.   Okay.  Is it also true that when you do



         23        preliminary investigations, you don't?



         24            A.   That's true.



         25            Q.   Why is that?
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          1            A.   Well, we don't conduct invest- -- we don't



          2        conduct interviews for a preliminary investigation.  The



          3        only thing that we would do as far as any type of an



          4        interview would be those, what we called exculpatory



          5        questions that would be provided to the employee's union



          6        rep who would then contact the employee and decide



          7        whether they wanted to answer those questions or not,



          8        because the formal investigation process hasn't actually



          9        even begun.



         10            Q.   I see.  So what you mean, that's the one with



         11        the exculpatory that goes to the union, gets filled out



         12        by the witness, and sent back to you?



         13            A.   Right.



         14            Q.   How do -- so you can't assess credibility,



         15        then, right?  I mean, your investigators or whoever



         16        can't assess credibility in that particular style of



         17        preliminary investigation.



         18            A.   Credibility of witnesses, I would agree you



         19        can't assess that, but that's not really the goal of a



         20        preliminary investigation.



         21            Q.   What is the goal?



         22            A.   Well, again, it's to determine whether it was



         23        actually our employee who the violations are against.



         24        Whether they had the opportunity to commit those



         25        violations.  Oftentimes it was totally out-of-character
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          1        for the employee and seemed to be highly unlikely that



          2        they would have committed those types of offenses, so we



          3        would ask the employee through the exculpatory questions



          4        to provide us more details.



          5                 There was one other thing I was going to throw



          6        in there, too.  Whether the violations that were alleged



          7        were actually even a policy violation.



          8            Q.   Oh.  Meaning that somebody could complain that,



          9        you know, the officer was going too fast with his siren



         10        on and that's not an issue?  It's okay for him to go



         11        fast with his siren on?  Or however you --



         12            A.   Well, I would stay away from that one.  But



         13        more -- more -- how about -- how about the example of,



         14        "He put handcuffs on me and they hurt."



         15            Q.   Fair enough.



         16            A.   So that might be a complaint that we would



         17        receive that we would look at initially and say, "Well,



         18        okay, that's -- that's consistent with our expectations



         19        because you were under arrest.  Unfortunately, they do



         20        hurt, but that's a result of being arrested, and that's



         21        what we expect our employees to do."



         22            Q.   All right.  So -- so, you know, in this



         23        particular case, there is a couple of other things that



         24        were brought to your attention, one being the allegation



         25        from Trooper Santhuff of Nobach destroying or ordering
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          1        the destruction of emails, right?



          2            A.   Yes.



          3            Q.   So that was addressed in a preliminary



          4        investigation, was it not?



          5            A.   I'd have to look at the documents to remember.



          6            Q.   Fair enough.  Could you tell us, just based on



          7        your personal experience, what guidelines would



          8        determine if that was a -- resulted in an investigation



          9        versus a preliminary investigation.



         10            A.   The destruction of documents for public



         11        disclosure?



         12            Q.   Yes.



         13            A.   I am sorry, can you ask that question again for



         14        me?



         15            Q.   Yeah.  So -- so in general terms, based on your



         16        personal experience, what factors would determine



         17        whether or not you would do a preliminary investigation



         18        or a full-blown administrative investigation on an



         19        allegation that -- that a Washington State Patrol



         20        supervisor ordered the destruction of emails?



         21            A.   Again, we look at the -- the initial complaint



         22        that came in, and we look at time lines.  If we -- if we



         23        didn't feel like we had enough to move forward with a



         24        full-blown administrative investigation, then we would



         25        ask more questions, and we would likely do that through
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          1        the use of a preliminary investigation.  That's the best



          2        answer I can give you.



          3            Q.   All right.  So I assume you must have done



          4        hundreds of investigations of criminal -- alleged



          5        criminals, right?



          6            A.   Sure.



          7            Q.   Okay.  So -- so I assume there is also a



          8        protocol, and it's sort of a, how to do these



          9        investigations, right?



         10            A.   (Nodded.)



         11            Q.   And so -- you have to -- you have to say "yes"



         12        audibly so --



         13            A.   Oh.



         14            Q.   -- she can type it down.



         15            A.   Yes.



         16            Q.   All right.  Thanks.  So I assume that the



         17        investigation is pretty robust in terms of trying to,



         18        you know, find the truth, right?



         19                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



         20        question.



         21            A.   It depends on the -- the nature of the



         22        violation.



         23            Q.   Sure.  Well, let's say -- I mean, let's say a



         24        shooting in -- you know, where somebody has been shot.



         25        There is a gun on the street.  There is a partial video
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          1        of the alleged perpetrator.  I mean, I assume that you



          2        would -- you would want to do a bunch of things like



          3        interview people, and you'd want to do forensics on the



          4        materials, you'd want to look at the video, all those



          5        things, right?



          6            A.   There would be definitely a different standard



          7        for that type of an investigation versus investigating



          8        somebody for driving on a suspended license or a DUI



          9        arrest.  There is different standards, depending on the



         10        type of the allegation.



         11            Q.   That's what I was looking for.  So -- so if a



         12        supervisor is ordering the destruction of emails, what



         13        level of seriousness would that be?  And I think you



         14        characterize these, don't you?  You have categories?



         15            A.   Yes.  And if I remember correctly, we actually



         16        had that reviewed by our Criminal Investigation division



         17        to determine whether that was a criminal violation or



         18        not.



         19            Q.   Okay.  And so -- and who would have -- who did



         20        that investigation?  The criminal investigation person.



         21            A.   I don't remember who the investigator would



         22        have been or who we -- we normally ran these past a



         23        lieutenant that was in the Criminal Investigation



         24        division.  His name is Bruce Lance.



         25            Q.   Okay.
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          1            A.   And he would assign it to an investigator or he



          2        would have those initial conversation with a prosecutor



          3        to determine whether it rose to the level of a criminal



          4        violation that they would prosecute.



          5            Q.   Okay.  All right.  So -- and I guess I will



          6        show you this in a little while, but we -- so we have



          7        received certain discovery documents -- or we have



          8        obtained certain documents, and there appears to be sort



          9        of a report from Captain Alexander that sort of goes



         10        through his assessment of all of this.



         11                 If it had gone to a criminal investigator, is



         12        it fair to say that Captain Alexander would not be



         13        writing his own report?



         14                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



         15        question.



         16            A.   Right.  If it went to a criminal investigation,



         17        the administrative investigation stops.



         18            Q.   Okay.



         19            A.   So there -- there wouldn't have been an



         20        administrative investigation until the criminal was done



         21        or until the prosecuting attorney that would be charging



         22        that case gave us authorization to move forward with the



         23        administrative investigation.  So there wouldn't be a



         24        conflict between the criminal and the administrative.



         25            Q.   And has it been your personal experience that
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          1        if a criminal investigation gets started and the



          2        administrative stopped, that that investigation has its



          3        own parameters for what they should be looking for and



          4        how far they go and how many witnesses, based on the



          5        alleged seriousness of the act?



          6            A.   I believe that's accurate, based on what I



          7        know.  Yes.



          8            Q.   Okay.  So do you have any information about



          9        whether there was a criminal investigation regarding the



         10        alleged destruction of emails?



         11            A.   Do I have any information?  No.  As I recall,



         12        there was not a criminal administrative -- a criminal



         13        investigation because the prosecutor determined that it



         14        was more of an administrative law violation and it's not



         15        something that they would criminally prosecute.



         16            Q.   All right.  And can you give us, based on your



         17        personal experience -- first tell us, what are the



         18        categories of seriousness for administrative misconduct,



         19        and then which -- where did that one fall.



         20            A.   So the categories that we would assign them



         21        under, we had a matrix in our administrative



         22        investigation manual that we used.  So there would be



         23        minor, moderate, and major investigations.  And within



         24        those, there would be a minor first-second-third,



         25        moderate first-second-third, and major
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          1        first-second-third.



          2            Q.   Okay.  Can -- in your personal experience, can



          3        major allegations of -- is this called "misconduct"?  Do



          4        you call it --



          5            A.   (Nodded.)



          6            Q.   Okay.  So let me start again.



          7                 So in your personal experience, if there is an



          8        allegation of major misconduct, can that be resolved by



          9        a preliminary investigation?



         10            A.   Again, the preliminary investigation is just



         11        that, it's preliminary, to determine whether there is



         12        enough information to move forward with a formal



         13        investigation.  So we are kind of talking about two



         14        different things.



         15            Q.   Right, right, because what you mean is, is



         16        that -- that -- that if you are involved, it's because



         17        it is an invest- -- it's an administrative



         18        investigation, not a preliminary.



         19                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



         20        question.



         21            A.   The preliminary investigation helps us gather



         22        additional information to determine whether there is --



         23        whether it's appropriate to move forward with a formal



         24        administrative investigation.  So there are two



         25        different processes.

�







                                                                         41







          1                 Most of the time, we move forward with an



          2        administrative investigation without a prelim.  They



          3        only occurred when there were unanswered questions



          4        that -- that we needed answered before we could even --



          5        a lot of times, before we could even initiate an



          6        internal incident report to begin an administrative



          7        investigation.



          8            Q.   Would you expect that there would be witness



          9        interviews in a preliminary investigation?



         10            A.   No.  Again, we don't -- we don't generally



         11        interview witnesses.  I mean, we would potentially talk



         12        to the complainant to get additional information if we



         13        felt that was appropriate, but that very rarely



         14        occurred.



         15            Q.   Okay.



         16            A.   Usually we -- we only checked things like CAD



         17        logs to determine an employee's location.  Whether they



         18        were in service.  Whether they had the ability to commit



         19        the violation they are being accused of.  Whatever



         20        documents we had.  Video.  Any kind of reports that may



         21        have been written in relation to that arrest or incident



         22        or complaint.  The things that were immediately



         23        available to us were the things that we generally looked



         24        at.  We didn't do interviews outside of the exculpatory



         25        questions for the accused for a preliminary
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          1        investigation.



          2            Q.   All right.  And then for a full-blown -- do you



          3        have any recollection as to whether the email issue that



          4        was raised resulted in an administrative investigation?



          5            A.   The deletion of email --



          6            Q.   Yes.



          7            A.   Yes.  That was done through an investigation,



          8        administrative investigation, I believe.



          9            Q.   And who did that?  If you recall.  Which one of



         10        your subordinates did that?



         11            A.   Well, I want to say it was Bruce Maier, but I'd



         12        have to probably look at some documents to confirm that.



         13            Q.   All right.  And so if Bruce Maier did the



         14        investigation, then would Bruce Maier write the report?



         15            A.   Yes.



         16            Q.   Okay.  And in this particular situation, this



         17        specific situation, would Captain Alexander have the



         18        authority to change the report?



         19            A.   To change my investigator's report?



         20            Q.   Yes.



         21            A.   He would have the ability to talk with us, to



         22        ask us to investigate things a little bit further if he



         23        felt that there were things that were unanswered, but I



         24        don't ever recall an appointing authority asking or



         25        telling any of my investigators to change the content of
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          1        the report unless it was seeking additional information



          2        based on something they felt an investigator missed.



          3            Q.   Okay.  All right.  And how about the King Air



          4        situation?  Did that result in an investigation?



          5            A.   I'd have to look at the documents.  I believe



          6        that was included in one of the investigations.  Yes.



          7            Q.   Okay.  Did your people investigate the



          8        allegations of retaliation by Trooper Santhuff?



          9            A.   Yes.



         10            Q.   And was that done in a separate investigation,



         11        to your knowledge?



         12            A.   Again, I believe there were two different



         13        investigations that we did in regards to the



         14        retaliation, but I'd have to look at the documents.



         15            Q.   Okay.  Which two are you thinking of?



         16            A.   There -- there were several complaints that



         17        were made by Santhuff about retaliation.  Where each one



         18        was placed within the different administrative



         19        investigations, I couldn't tell you without looking at



         20        the documents.



         21            Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  Let me show you this one.



         22        Let's have this marked as the first exhibit.



         23                                (Exhibit 1 marked for



         24                                 identification.)



         25            A.   I am just browsing this, but --
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          1            Q.   Take your time.



          2            A.   -- go ahead and ask questions if you have any



          3        for me.



          4            Q.   Well, first of all, you did receive this email



          5        from -- and I guess let me just state for the record



          6        this is Exhibit 5 to the -- did you say "Maier"?



          7            A.   Bruce Maier.  Yeah.



          8            Q.   Maier.  To the Maier deposition.  You recognize



          9        this document, do you not?



         10            A.   Yes.



         11            Q.   All right.  And Mr. Maier actually gave you a



         12        copy of this, did he not?



         13            A.   I am sure he did.  Yes.



         14            Q.   All right.  And could you tell us, after you



         15        received this, I gather you would have read it, right?



         16            A.   Yes.



         17            Q.   And did you take any further action as a result



         18        of having received this email?



         19            A.   I'd have to look at the internal incident



         20        reports to find out when all of that occurred.



         21            Q.   Okay.  And when you say "internal incident



         22        reports," could you give us a little explanation of what



         23        you mean.



         24            A.   That's a form that we use to craft -- or to



         25        document the allegations that are made against an
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          1        employee and the policies that would have been violated,



          2        and then that form is provided to the employee to make



          3        them aware of the investigation.



          4            Q.   All right.  And let's just take a moment to



          5        look at this document.  It's dated October 20, 2016,



          6        correct?



          7            A.   Yes.



          8            Q.   All right.  And let's look at the second



          9        paragraph.  Trooper Santhuff writes that:



         10                 "At the beginning of our meeting on October 3rd



         11        you asked me if I knew why we were having the meeting.



         12        I told you I believed it was regarding the deletion of



         13        emails to avoid a pending public disclosure request.



         14        You advised I was incorrect and the meeting was about



         15        two issues filed in an IRR by Captain Alexander.  The



         16        first complaint was indicating Lieutenant Nobach



         17        retaliated against me, and the second about Lieutenant



         18        Nobach intentionally refusing to provide the Governor



         19        with a transport flight upon request.  I was unaware an



         20        IRR had been filed; however I made a retaliation



         21        complaint to Captain Alexander in May, which was



         22        dismissed without further follow-up.  Both of these



         23        issues recently discussed -- I recently discussed with



         24        my union rep."



         25                 As we talk about this, do you have a
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          1        recollection of what was going on at that time with



          2        regard to Trooper Santhuff?



          3            A.   Generally.  Yes.



          4            Q.   All right.  So is it -- was it your



          5        understanding that Mr. Maier was investigating



          6        retaliation as well as the King Air incident?



          7            A.   Yes.



          8            Q.   Okay.  And then the next paragraph is -- oh.



          9        Strike that.



         10                 Is it -- do you know the name, is it "Kenyon



         11        Wiley"?



         12            A.   Yes.  He was a union rep I believe out of the



         13        Seattle area.



         14            Q.   Did there come a time that he came and talked



         15        to you about Trooper Santhuff's allegations and the



         16        retaliation?  If you recall.



         17            A.   I don't recall.



         18            Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.  All right.  Let's look at



         19        the next paragraph that begins, "During our meeting."



         20        So in this email, Trooper Santhuff writes:



         21                 "During our meeting you asked me why I felt I



         22        was being retaliated against.  I described an incident



         23        involving physical contact, sexual in nature, between



         24        Lieutenant Nobach and a female subordinate assigned to



         25        Aviation.  This incident occurred in front of me and I
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          1        was the only witness.  I described the situation in



          2        detail and I explained how the sexual harassment



          3        situation was handled well outside WSP policy."



          4                 And was it your understanding by this time that



          5        the complaint of Trooper Santhuff in terms of it being



          6        retaliation was that it began with this incident?



          7            A.   Yes.



          8            Q.   All right.  And -- and do you have any



          9        recollection of your having done anything to -- to



         10        resolve whether he was in fact being retaliated against?



         11            A.   Resolving any issues of retaliation wasn't



         12        within my scope of responsibilities.  That would have



         13        been the responsibility of, at the time, Captain



         14        Alexander and our Human Resources division.



         15                 So when there was allegations of harassment or



         16        retaliation or anything like that, we made both of those



         17        entities aware of the allegations, and they would go to



         18        the employee if it was appropriate and address the



         19        issues.



         20            Q.   Okay.  All right.  Did you also learn at some



         21        point around this time frame that Trooper Noll had also



         22        alleged retaliation?



         23            A.   No.  I am not aware of that.



         24            Q.   Do you know whether he was a witness in any of



         25        the investigations?
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          1            A.   I know the name, but I don't even know if he



          2        was a current employee or if he was a retired employee.



          3        I don't.



          4            Q.   Okay.



          5            A.   It seemed like he was a current employee, but I



          6        don't remember ever receiving any allegations of



          7        retaliation by him.



          8            Q.   Fair enough.  And he was also in Aviation,



          9        right?



         10            A.   Yes.  At some point.



         11            Q.   So he would have still been in the chain of



         12        command of Captain Alexander, right?



         13            A.   Well, I don't know when he was in there.



         14            Q.   Fair enough.



         15            A.   But if he was in there at that time, sure.



         16            Q.   Got it.  All right.  I am going to have the



         17        next exhibit marked.



         18                                (Exhibit 2 marked for



         19                                 identification.)



         20            Q.   Take a moment and look at this, if you would,



         21        and tell me if you can tell us in layperson terms what



         22        this is.



         23            A.   This is a case log for apparently a preliminary



         24        investigation that was completed by Sergeant Maier.



         25            Q.   Could you just help us find what the subject of
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          1        the investigation was.  I realize it might take you a



          2        couple minutes, but please do so if you can.



          3            A.   Well, I believe this is in regards to the



          4        retaliation that Trooper Santhuff felt was occurring.



          5            Q.   Okay.  Would you turn to page 4, please, and



          6        look at the bottom entry.  The time is 1630.  Take a



          7        moment to look at that.



          8            A.   Okay.



          9            Q.   Okay.  So the author I suppose must be Maier,



         10        right, of this?



         11            A.   Yes.



         12            Q.   Okay.  So he writes:



         13                 "Briefed Captain Alexander on the status of the



         14        investigation and went over the detailed summary of the



         15        Santhuff and Sergeant Hatteberg interviews.  At this



         16        time Captain Alexander requested the preliminary



         17        investigation be completed with the addition of Sergeant



         18        Sweeney as a witness."



         19                 Do you know whether or not these three



         20        individuals were actually interviewed?



         21            A.   I am only assuming it was because it says so in



         22        the log, but I don't have any independent recollection



         23        of that.



         24            Q.   For a preliminary investigation, would that be



         25        out-of-character?
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          1            A.   It depends.  It would be out-of-character, yes.



          2        I'd say generally again we don't interview witnesses.



          3            Q.   Okay.  And you -- there is no way you would



          4        know who did the interviews or under whose direction the



          5        interviews were done, right?



          6            A.   Well, I am assuming it was done by Sergeant



          7        Maier.  And I probably would have been aware of it,



          8        although I don't remember right now, to be honest with



          9        you.



         10            Q.   All right.  Now, will you go all the way to



         11        page 6, please, and look at the last entry, dated



         12        October 12, 2016, at 8:30 in the morning.  It says, "Put



         13        together Prelim case file in Cite and -- and on share



         14        point for Captain Alexander."



         15                 Can you sort of translate that, if you



         16        understand what that means?



         17            A.   Yeah.  So Sergeant Maier had completed the



         18        preliminary investigation, and he provided it to the



         19        captain for him to review.  Captain Alexander would have



         20        reviewed it and then come and discussed it with me on



         21        whether to move forward with a formal investigation or



         22        not.



         23            Q.   All right.  It's true, is it not, that during



         24        the time that you were commander of OPS, you were also a



         25        designee public official under the Whistleblower
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          1        statute?



          2            A.   Are you asking me if that's true?



          3            Q.   Yes.



          4            A.   I don't know.  I'd have to review the



          5        Whistleblower statute.  I probably bore some



          6        responsibility there, I suppose.



          7            Q.   Let's take a look at this exhibit.



          8                                (Exhibit 3 marked for



          9                                 identification.)



         10            Q.   And this is the regulation manual from 2010.



         11        And it has some excerpts in it, but -- and let me -- you



         12        will see, in the upper left-hand corner, there is -- it



         13        looks like page numbers.  And so on page 176 begins the



         14        section 8.00.30, "Whistleblower - Improper Governmental



         15        Action."  And if we jump ahead to the next page, 177.



         16        Take a look at that.



         17            A.   (Witness complies.)



         18            Q.   And take a look at 178, if you would.  And I am



         19        just going to read that.  I am going to start at the



         20        bottom there under "Procedures."  On 177, it says,



         21        "Refer to Washington State Auditor's Office."



         22                 Did you have an understanding as to whether or



         23        not a person who believed that they were reporting



         24        improper governmental action could report it to the



         25        State Auditor's Office?
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          1            A.   You're asking me if I am aware of that?



          2            Q.   Yes.



          3            A.   Yes.



          4            Q.   All right.  And they could also report it to



          5        persons within the Washington State Patrol, correct?



          6            A.   Yes.



          7            Q.   Okay.  And was it your understanding that you



          8        were one of the designees to receive that information?



          9            A.   Yes.



         10            Q.   Okay.  And I am going to look at the -- just



         11        the last page of our exhibit.  It's on page 178.  At the



         12        top, "a," it says, "Directly to the agency designee,"



         13        and it says, "The agency designee includes the Deputy



         14        Chief, Commander of the Office of Professional



         15        Standards, and the Commander of the Human Resource



         16        Division," right?



         17            A.   Yes.



         18            Q.   Okay.  And you, at the time, were the commander



         19        of the Office of Professional Standards, right?



         20            A.   No.  Not in 2010.



         21            Q.   Oh.  In what years?



         22            A.   Like I said, I think I started in 2014.



         23            Q.   So '14, '15, and Six...



         24            A.   No.  That's -- let me revise that.



         25            Q.   Try again.
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          1            A.   '15, '16, Seven...no.  Thought I was assigned



          2        there in 2015.



          3            Q.   I was just going back to my notes and seeing



          4        that.  All right.  So is it fair to say that from 2015



          5        until you retired in 2019, you were one of the agency



          6        designees to receive --



          7            A.   Yes.



          8            Q.   -- reports of improper governmental actions?



          9            A.   Yes.



         10            Q.   Thank you.  All right.  And let's take a look,



         11        if we can, at the policy, itself, okay?  And so if you



         12        will turn back to page 176 and look under "Policy."



         13        Under A4, it has sort of a laundry list of events.  And



         14        you see sub D, "Is gross mismanagement"?



         15            A.   Yes.



         16            Q.   All right.  You would agree, would you not,



         17        that the incident that happened in March where



         18        Ms. Biscay is rubbing her breasts against -- against



         19        Lieutenant Nobach would, in your view, be a credible



         20        case for gross mismanagement?



         21            A.   Yes.



         22                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



         23        question.



         24            Q.   You can answer.



         25            A.   Sorry.  Yes.
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          1            Q.   Okay.  So, and it's also true that you received



          2        that information in March of 2016, right?



          3            A.   Yes.



          4            Q.   Okay.  So did you make any effort to report



          5        that on to the State Auditor's Office as an example --



          6        as a -- basically, improper governmental action?



          7            A.   I didn't, no.



          8            Q.   Okay.  And did you receive any training in your



          9        duties in that regard?



         10            A.   In regards to reporting things as far as a



         11        whistleblower is concerned to the State --



         12            Q.   Yes.



         13            A.   -- Auditor?  No.  I don't believe -- I don't



         14        believe it would have been my responsibility to report



         15        to the State Auditor.  I think the policy says that the



         16        whistleblower can report it to the State Auditor if they



         17        want to.



         18            Q.   Okay.



         19            A.   I am not aware of any requirement for me to



         20        report it to the State Auditor, but I would have been



         21        happy to.



         22            Q.   Okay.  And is it fair to say that Captain



         23        Batiste never -- or, Chief Batiste never discussed the



         24        need to make such a report to you, right?



         25            A.   Chief Batiste.  No.
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          1            Q.   And is it also fair to say that you -- that one



          2        of your jobs was to keep Chief Batiste informed of the



          3        things that you were working on in your office?



          4            A.   No.  Generally, I kept my bureau commander, the



          5        assistant chief, informed of the things that occurred in



          6        my office.  So then he relayed that information to Chief



          7        Batiste.



          8            Q.   Okay.



          9            A.   Occasionally, Chief Batiste would consult me on



         10        some of these, but very rarely.



         11            Q.   Fair enough.  Would you tell me the name of the



         12        assistant again.



         13            A.   Well, I had several during my time there.



         14            Q.   2016.



         15            A.   During -- when all of this occurred, it was



         16        Assistant Chief Randy Drake.



         17            Q.   Oh, okay.  It's fair to say, is it not, that



         18        you spoke to Assistant Chief Drake about the incident



         19        involving Nobach and Biscay?



         20            A.   Yes.



         21            Q.   Okay.  And it would be your -- your



         22        understanding of the policies and procedures would be



         23        that he would have informed the chief?



         24                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



         25        question.
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          1            A.   I don't know if he did or not.  I assume he



          2        did.



          3            Q.   Okay.



          4            A.   I hope he did.



          5            Q.   Okay.  All right.



          6            A.   Can I -- can I --



          7            Q.   Go ahead.



          8            A.   Can I make a statement, or can I -- maybe even



          9        in the form of a question, I guess.  I don't really



         10        understand where you're going with this because the



         11        allegation -- Santhuff reported inappropriate sexual



         12        behavior that occurred in the workplace, and that was



         13        addressed.  And in that transaction, he was the



         14        whistleblower.  That was dealt with.



         15            Q.   You understood he was a whistleblower?



         16            A.   Yes.



         17            Q.   But you also understood, did you not, that that



         18        behavior by a supervisor to a direct report female was



         19        gross mismanagement?



         20            A.   Absolutely.



         21            Q.   Okay.



         22            A.   Totally inappropriate.



         23            Q.   Fair enough.



         24            A.   So all that is addressed.  Now, come later, we



         25        get to the retaliation.  So we are talking about two
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          1        separate things.  In the retaliation, he is not a



          2        whistleblower.  He is the victim who is making a



          3        complaint against the lieutenant.  So --



          4            Q.   Right.



          5            A.   -- I just want to make sure there is a clear



          6        distinction between him being the whistleblower in the



          7        sexual harassment behavior and then him being the victim



          8        of retaliation.



          9            Q.   I understand what you are saying.



         10            A.   Okay.  In my mind, I had to get there, I guess.



         11            Q.   All right.  Fair enough.



         12            A.   To make sure that we were talking about the



         13        same thing.



         14            Q.   Did you have any understanding, whether or not



         15        having received the information that amounts to gross



         16        mismanagement, that you had an obligation within 15 days



         17        to report it to the auditor?



         18            A.   I wasn't aware of that.



         19            Q.   All right.  And nobody gave you any advice on



         20        that?



         21            A.   (Shakes head.)



         22            Q.   All right.



         23            A.   I certainly don't recall.  I probably should



         24        have known more about the Whistleblower program.



         25            Q.   So if we take this -- if we look at this

�







                                                                         58







          1        incident through the lens of improper -- reporting



          2        improper governmental action, would you concede that



          3        when -- when Trooper Santhuff reported that and it



          4        reached you, that was a report of improper governmental



          5        action?



          6            A.   I agree, but now as I think about it, I don't



          7        believe that I was the one that respon- -- was



          8        responsible for reporting that to the State Auditor.  I



          9        believe that was a function that the Human Resources



         10        division completed.



         11            Q.   And that was -- was that Matheson, Captain



         12        Matheson?



         13            A.   Yes.



         14            Q.   Okay.  Yeah.  Actually, I think, as you become



         15        more familiar with this and refresh your recollection



         16        from retirement, you may find that there is more than



         17        one person that can receive it.



         18            A.   Sure.



         19            Q.   Okay.  So.  All right.  Fair enough.  And



         20        then -- so is it also fair to say that you never -- that



         21        when you became aware that there were allegations of



         22        retaliation by -- by Trooper Santhuff that pertained to



         23        his having reported this incident regarding Biscay and



         24        Nobach, that you never connected the dots for this being



         25        an issue, retaliation owing to his actions of reporting
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          1        improper governmental action?



          2                      MR. BIGGS:  Objection; form of the



          3        question.



          4            A.   No, I don't agree with that.  I think from the



          5        very beginning, I was aware of -- he made us aware that



          6        he felt it was retaliation for him reporting the sexual



          7        harassment, so I think I --



          8            Q.   You understood that to be the incident we have



          9        been describing with the rubbing the breasts on the head



         10        thing?



         11            A.   Yes.



         12                      MR. SHERIDAN:  All right.  Let's take a



         13        break.



         14                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off-record.  The



         15        time now is 10:35 a.m.



         16                                (Short recess.)



         17                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Back on-record.  Time



         18        now is 10:47 a.m.



         19            Q.   Do you recognize the name "Jason Caton,"



         20        C-a-t-o-n?



         21            A.   Yes.



         22            Q.   And it's true, is it not, that Mr. Caton -- I



         23        guess he is a trooper in Aviation -- reported



         24        retaliation in 2017, and your office looked at it?



         25            A.   Boy, I don't remember there being a retaliation
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          1        element to that.



          2            Q.   Just tell us what you do recall.



          3            A.   What I do recall, he was a pilot I believe out



          4        of the Moses Lake area.  Somewhere in Eastern



          5        Washington.  I think he flew out of Moses Lake.



          6                 He had called Lieutenant Nobach, I believe, or



          7        maybe it was his supervisor.  He had been requested for



          8        a flight.  And I don't know how all that works, but he



          9        had been requested to do some sort of a flight.  Called



         10        the supervisor concerned that he was sick.  Apparently,



         11        there is some sort of a checklist that they have to run



         12        through when -- to determine whether they are able to



         13        fly.  And he didn't pass the criteria that -- so he



         14        couldn't do the flight.  So I think he called his



         15        supervisor and explained that to him, and then they



         16        redid the criteria.  And that time, he did qualify.  So



         17        he went out and did the flight.



         18                 I think when he came back, he was in the hangar



         19        or he was around the hangar.  At some point, he passed



         20        out, fell, and there was -- there was some issues about



         21        how that all occurred.  There was some damage to the



         22        plane.  I can't remember if the plane was inside or



         23        outside.  He was trying to move it into the hangar,



         24        something like that, but --



         25            Q.   Do you recall him being a witness in the
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          1        investigation pertaining to Trooper Santhuff?



          2            A.   No.  I think that that whole situation occurred



          3        well after the Santhuff investigation had been



          4        completed.



          5            Q.   Okay.



          6            A.   I don't think he was, but maybe I am wrong.



          7                      MR. SHERIDAN:  Fair enough.  Okay, fair



          8        enough.  Okay.  That's all I have.  Thanks very much.



          9                      MR. BIGGS:  No questions.  Thanks.  You



         10        have the right to reserve signature, which I would



         11        recommend that you do.



         12                      THE WITNESS:  Okay.



         13                      MR. BIGGS:  And then the court reporter



         14        will get you a transcript.  You can take a look at it.



         15                      MR. SHERIDAN:  Oh.  Did we get your home



         16        address -- did we get your home address?  I don't



         17        remember.



         18                      THE WITNESS:  You did not.



         19                      MR. SHERIDAN:  So could we go back on the



         20        record --



         21                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  I haven't taken us



         22        off-record.



         23                      MR. SHERIDAN:  -- for a second?  I just



         24        want to have you say it on the record because we got a



         25        issue with the trial subpoenas.  Trial is next year, and
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          1        I want to ask you if you are going to be here.  Okay?



          2        So let's go back on just for that.



          3                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  I am still on.



          4            Q.   All right.  Could you tell us your current



          5        residence address.



          6            A.   3228 Sheaser -- let me spell that.



          7        S-h-e-a-s-e-r -- Way in DuPont, Washington.



          8            Q.   All right.  And how long have you lived there?



          9            A.   Four years.



         10            Q.   Any plans of relocating?



         11            A.   No.



         12            Q.   Fair enough.  Okay.  And we are going to have a



         13        trial.  I think it's next June.



         14                      MR. ABBASI:  May.



         15            Q.   May.  Next May.  Do you have any plans to be



         16        out of the state or out of the country in May?



         17            A.   Not at this time.



         18            Q.   All right.  And is it okay if we seek to



         19        contact you through counsel for the defense?



         20            A.   Absolutely.



         21                      MR. SHERIDAN:  All right, thanks.  All



         22        right.  Thank you.



         23                      MR. BIGGS:  Thank you.  No questions.



         24                      THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  This is the end of



         25        Media 2 and concludes the deposition of Mike Saunders.
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          1        Time now is 10:51 a.m.  Going off-record.



          2                                (The deposition was concluded,



          3                                 adjourning at 10:51 a.m.)



          4                                (Signature was reserved.)
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          1                            A F F I D A V I T



          2



          3



          4



          5             I, __________________________, hereby declare



          6        under penalty of perjury that I have read the foregoing



          7        deposition and that the testimony contained therein is a



          8        true and correct transcript of my testimony, noting the



          9        corrections attached.



         10



         11



         12



         13



         14        Signature:____________________________Date:_____________
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         17
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          1                          C E R T I F I C A T E



          2



          3        STATE OF WASHINGTON )

                                       )   ss

          4        COUNTY OF PIERCE    )



          5



          6             I, the undersigned Washington Certified Court

                   Reporter, pursuant to RCW 5.28.010, authorized to

          7        administer oaths and affirmations in and for the State

                   of Washington, do hereby certify:  That the foregoing

          8        deposition of the witness named herein was taken

                   stenographically before me and reduced to a typed format

          9        under my direction;



         10             That, according to CR 30(e), the witness was given

                   the opportunity to examine, read and sign the deposition

         11        after the same was transcribed, unless indicated in the

                   record that the review was waived;

         12

                        That all objections made at the time of said

         13        examination have been noted by me;



         14             That I am not a relative or employee of any

                   attorney or counsel or participant and that I am not

         15        financially or otherwise interested in the action or the

                   outcome herein;

         16

                        That the witness coming before me was duly sworn

         17        or did affirm to tell the truth;



         18             That the deposition, as transcribed, is a full,

                   true and correct transcript of the testimony, including

         19        questions and answers and all objections, motions and

                   exceptions of counsel made at the time of the foregoing

         20        examination and said transcript was prepared pursuant to

                   the Washington Administrative Code 308-14-135

         21        preparation guidelines;



         22

                                             Lori K. Haworth

         23                            Lori K. Haworth, Certified Court

                                       Reporter 2958 for the State of

         24                            Washington residing at Gig Harbor,

                                       Washington.

         25
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          1                          SRS PREMIER REALTIME

                                 2200 SIXTH AVENUE, SUITE 425

          2                        SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98121

                                         206.389.9321

          3

                                       October 31, 2019

          4



          5

                   To:  Andrew Biggs

          6             OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

                        800 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

          7             Seattle, Washington 98104

                        Andrew.Biggs@atg.wa.gov

          8

                   Case Name:  Santhuff v. State of Washington, Nobach

          9        Video Deposition of:  Mike Saunders

                   Date Taken:  October 25, 2019

         10        Court Reporter:  Lori K. Haworth, CCR, RPR



         11

                   This letter is to advise you of the following:

         12



         13           X       Signature was reserved.  The Affidavit and

                              correction sheet are being forwarded to you

         14                   in electronic form.  Please have the deponent

                              review the transcript, note any corrections

         15                   on the corrections page, and return the

                              signed affidavit and correction page to us

         16                   within 30 days of this notice.  According to

                              Court Rule 30(e), the deposition affidavit

         17                   should be signed within thirty (30) days or

                              signature is considered waived.

         18



         19        ________   Signature was reserved.  The transcript is

                              ready for review and signature.  Your office

         20                   did not order a copy of the deposition

                              transcript.  Please contact our office to

         21                   make an appointment for review.  Signature

                              must be completed within 30 days of this

         22                   notice.



         23

                                  (Sent without signature to avoid delay)

         24                            Lori K. Haworth, CCR, RPR



         25        CC:  JOHN P. SHERIDAN
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