
May 9, 2018 
 

To:  Micaiah Titus Ragins  

Compliance Coordinator Public Disclosure Commission 

From: Leeon Leyde 

Re:  PDC Violation Allegation 

I am writing in response to the allegation made by Chris Piepel that my 
campaign violated RCW 42.17A.555 which states “No elective official nor any 

employee of his or her office nor any person appointed to or employed by 
any public office or agency may use or authorize the use of any of the 

facilities of a public office or agency, directly or indirectly, for the purpose of 

assisting a campaign for election of any person to any office or for the 
promotion of or opposition to any ballot proposition. Facilities of a public 

office or agency include, but are not limited to, use of stationery, postage, 
machines, and equipment, use of employees of the office or agency during 

working hours, vehicles, office space, publications of the office or agency, 
and clientele lists of persons served by the office or agency. However, this 

does not apply to the following activities: 
(1) Action taken at an open public meeting by members of an elected 

legislative body or by an elected board, council, or commission of a special 
purpose district including, but not limited to, fire districts, public hospital 

districts, library districts, park districts, port districts, public utility districts, 
school districts, sewer districts, and water districts, to express a collective 

decision, or to actually vote upon a motion, proposal, resolution, order, or 
ordinance, or to support or oppose a ballot proposition so long as (a) any 

required notice of the meeting includes the title and number of the ballot 

proposition, and (b) members of the legislative body, members of the board, 
council, or commission of the special purpose district, or members of the 

public are afforded an approximately equal opportunity for the expression of 
an opposing view; 

(2) A statement by an elected official in support of or in opposition to any 
ballot proposition at an open press conference or in response to a specific 

inquiry; 
(3) Activities which are part of the normal and regular conduct of the 

office or agency. 
(4) This section does not apply to any person who is a state officer or 

state employee as defined in RCW 42.52.010. 

 

I (we) have not used stationery, postage, machines, and equipment, use of 

employees of the office or agency during working hours, vehicles, office 



space, publications of the office or agency, and clientele lists of persons 

served by the office or agency.  

The complaint also mentioned pictures on my website showing myself and 

other Troopers prior to my retirement 7 years ago from the Washington 

State Patrol. None of the uniforms in questions are owned by the WSP and 

have been either destroyed or decommissioned since the photographs were 

taken during the regular course of business.  The following article explains 

that I am allowed to use those pictures since my uniform at the time was 

also retired and became my personal property. 

Wearing Uniforms in Political Advertisements 

September 4, 2012 by Paul Sullivan 

Category: Elections  

This fall’s election is only a couple of months away, and candidates 

for office or proponents/opponents of ballot measures may be 

wondering if their advertisements may make use of photographs 

showing police officers, deputy sheriffs, firefighters, or other 

uniformed employees dressed in their agency uniforms. State law, 

specifically RCW 42.17A.555, prohibits the use of public facilities for 

the support or opposition of candidates or ballot propositions; does 

this prohibition include the use of official uniforms? 

The state Public Disclosure Commission, which enforces state 

political campaign regulations, recently issued revised election 

campaign guidelines that, among other things, specifically address 

the use of uniforms in political campaigns. (The revisions also 

provide guidance relating generally to the use of government 

facilities in campaigns; it is an excellent source of information.) Here 

is a summary of some of the guidelines that apply to the use of 

uniforms in campaigns: 

1. Employees may use uniforms they own during non-work hours to 

assist a campaign; they may not use agency-purchased, agency-

owned, or agency-replaced uniforms to assist a campaign. 



2. “Former” uniforms, those that are no longer used by an agency, 

may be used in a campaign, provided that they have exceeded 

their life expectancy or have been “retired,” they have been sold 

to an employee or other person following agency procedures, and 

there is no expectation the uniform will be returned to or used by 

the agency in the future. The fact that the uniform is no longer 

used should be documented. 

3. Photos and videos showing uniformed employees may be used in 

a campaign if they were made in the ordinary course of business, 

were not staged for campaign purposes, and are made available to 

a campaign under the same terms as they would be made 

available to the public. It is suggested that any advertisement 

using a photo or video that includes a uniformed employee make 

it clear through a disclaimer that the public agency is not 

supporting or endorsing a candidate or ballot measure. 

4. Uniforms that are not property of the agency, that have been 

rented or purchased with non-public funds, may be used in a 

campaign. 

The guidelines for uniforms also apply to parts of uniforms, such as 

shirts and pants, and to related items, such as badges, firearms, 

handcuffs, logos, emblems, radios, etc. 

This allegation is unfounded and an obvious action by my competitor’s 

campaign to discredit me as a qualified candidate for Douglas County 

Sheriff. 

 


