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Violations of Washington Election Law
and Seattle Ethics and Election Law by
Seattle Director Markham Mcintyre, and
by the Bruce Harrell Reelection Campaign

Per reporting in Publicola based on public records and additional reporting, Seattle Office of
Economic Development director Markham Mcintyre, an appointed Seattle government
official, used Seattle city resources to ask Seattle city employees for their personal contact
information so that he could put them on a mailing list to solicit support for Mayor Bruce Harrell's
campaign. This appears to be a flagrant violation of RCW 42.17A.555 and SMC 4.16.070
prohibiting use of public resources for the purposes of assisting a campaign or for the private
benefit of an individual rather than the city.

Additionally, Bruce Harrell's campaign violated Seattle laws and ethics rules for targeting city
employees in campaign solicitations. If there were collusion between Mr Harrell and Mr
Mcintyre, Mr Harrell violated state law as well.

For expediency | am submitting a combined complaint to both the Washington Public
Disclosure Commission and Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission. | urge the
Washington Public Disclosure Commission and Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission to
investigate this matter thoroughly, including interviewing all impacted Seattle City Directors and
reviewing all email correspondence from Mr Mcintyre, Marta Johnson, and the Harrell
Campaign on this matter.

| am alleging the following:

e Per RCW 42.17A.555 Mr Mclntyre violated Washington law because as a Seattle City
employee he used the facilities of a public office directly for the purpose of assisting a
campaign for election of Bruce Harrell to the office of Mayor of Seattle.

e Per SMC 4.16.070 - Prohibited conduct Mr Mclntyre violated Seattle municipal code and
ethics rules because he used his official position for a purpose that is, or would to a
reasonable person appear to be, primarily for the private benefit of Mayor Bruce
Harrell rather than primarily for the benefit of the City, and that he used or attempted to
use City property for a purpose which is, or to a reasonable person would appear to
be, for other than a City purpose.

e If Mr Mcintyre acted in concert with Mayor Harrell, then Mayor Harrell may also have
violated RCW 42.17A.555 by encouraging the use of any of the facilities of a public
office for the purpose of assisting his campaign.




e The Harrell Campaign violated SMC 2.04.380 through solicitations that specifically
targeted City employees and by not limiting other solicitations only to City employees
who expressly requested to be added to a mailing list.

e Additionally, Mayor Bruce Harrell violated Seattle Ethics Rules by knowingly and
explicitly soliciting contributions from people in Mayor Harrell's chain of command.

Seattle Ethics Commission Director Wayne Barnett has already weighed in on this with a
reporter, stating that Mcintyre’s initial request “doesn’t expressly mention it's for campaign
purposes, so | don't think it's an improper use of city resources.”

| am appealing this decision upon the basis that this decision by Ethics Commission Director
Wayne Barnett has no rational basis and is not grounded in the facts. Director Barnett's decision
implies that unless a city employee expressly states that they are violating the law they cannot
be violating the law.

We should instead look at Mr Mcintyre's actions, which a reasonable observer would
understand, and in fact per reporting some department heads did understand, o be collecting
contact information for the express purpose of assisting the campaign.

Facts of the case

On 8/5/2025 at about 8pm initial primary election results were released, showing Mayor Bruce
Harrell was trailing challenger Katie Wilson by 1.3%.

On 8/6/2025 at 4:06am (per city documents) Mr Mcintyre, sent a message to a City of Seattle
Microsoft Teams chat with all City of Seattle department heads, who all report up to Mayor
Bruce Harrell. The message was “Hi friends, I'm interested in connecting you y'all outside of
work. Can you put your personal cell and email into the chat?” After receiving a number of
replies, about an hour later Mr Mcintyre replied on the group chat “Thanks! I'll put these into a
spreadsheet and share via personal email.”

(I'll note here that the timestamp on the Teams chat states 4.06am. Given the flurry of
responses, it may be that the timestamp is in GMT rather than local Pacific time, in which case
the Teams message would have been sent at 9:06pm on August 5, primary election night.)

On September 8 Mr Mcintyre sent an email from his personal address to the personal
addresses of city coworkers who had provided their contact information in the Teams group
chat. This email stated he was reaching out as part of an effort to support Mayor Harrell's
reelection effort, and that if recipients didn’t want their contact information shared with the
campaign, they should let him know by the next day.



Shortly thereafter, Bruce Harrell Campaign Manager Marta Johnson began sending emails to
department heads’ personal addresses. The first one thanked them for agreeing to help the
campaign of their boss “in the final stretch.”

To summarize:

Ll
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Mr Mclntyre solicited personal contact information from his coworkers.

Mr Mclintyre told them he was providing that contact information to the Harrell campaign.
Mr Mcintyre did provide that contact information to the Harrell campaign.

The Harrell campaign knowingly accepted this contact information.

The Harrell campaign created a mailing list or added to a mailing list the contact
information of known city employees obtained from Mr Mcintyre .

The Harrell campaign then contacted these city employees.

Presumably at least some of the emails from the Harrell campaign included solicitation
for contributions.

Violations of Washington Election and Seattle Ethics & Election
Laws by Mr Mcintyre

1.

RCW 42.17A.555 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”.
Additionally, the Seattle Ethics Public loyee Rights document” stipulates that “City
employees also may not: Use or allow others to use City facilities and equipment,
including the following, to assist a candidate or to support or oppose a ballot measure:
office equipment, including: phone, cell phone, computer”

a. Mr Mcintyre used city equipment to assist a candidate by messaging his
coworkers via Microsoft Teams to obtain their personal contact information which
he shortly thereafter provided to the Harrell Campaign.

The Seattle Ethics Frequentily Asked Questions stipulates that “City employees cannot

use City resources for campaign purposes”.
a. Mr Mcintyre used the City’s Microsoft Teams account to solicit personal contact
information which he then provided in a timely manner to the Harrell campaign.
The Seattle Ethics Frequently Asked Questions stipulates that City employees cannot
give information to campaign committees unless it is “information that would be provided
to any member of the general public who requests it. Information should not be
developed for the exclusive use of a campaign.”
a. Mr Mcintyre developed information (the spreadsheet of non-public and personal
contact information) for the exclusive use of the Harrell campaign.
The Seattle Ethics Freguently Asked Questions stipulates that City “employees are

prohibited by State and City laws from using City resources--including fax and e-mail--for
campaign purposes”.




a. Mr Mcintyre used the City’s Microsoft Teams account as part of his effort to assist
the Harrell campaign.

5. The Seattle Ethics Public Employee Righis document stipulates that “A city official,
candidate or their representative may not ask a city employee to be on a mailing list, if
the mailing list will be used to solicit campaign contributions.”

a. Mr Mclintyre asked his coworkers for their contact information to put them onto a
Harrell mailing list where, presumably requests for contributions were made.

6. Finally per SMC 4.16.070 - Prohibited conduct Mr Mcintyre violated Seattle municipal
code and ethics rules because he used his official position for a purpose that is, or would
to a reasonable person appear to be, primarily for the private benefit of Mayor Bruce
Harrell rather than primarily for the benefit of the City, and that he used or attempted to
use City property for a purpose which is, or to a reasonable person would appear to be,
for other than a City purpose.

Violations of Seattle Municipal Code and Ethics Rules by the
Bruce Harrell Campaign

1. The Seattle Ethics Public Employee Rights document states “A Seattle City official,
candidate or someone representing a candidate or official may not knowingly solicit
campaign contributions from any Seattle City employee”. And SMC 2.04 380 states such
solicitation is allowed if the “solicitation is part of a general solicitation made to a
significant segment of the public that may include, but does not target, City employees”
or if “solicitation is made to a City employee who expressly requests to be added to a
mailing list from the elected official or candidate for public office, political party, or
political committee”.

a. The contact information was not given to the Harrell Campaign by express
request. Mr Mclntyre collected contact information first and subsequently
disclosed that it would be given to the Harrell Campaign. He also told his
coworkers that they must opt-out of being added to a Harrell Campaign mailing
list rather than opting-in.

b. Ms Johnson knowingly added known City employees to her list obtained through
Mr Mcintyre’s opt-out process.

c. It also appears that at least some of the emails sent to City employees were
targeted to them.

d. Additionally, the fact that City employees were targeted to be added to a Harrell
Campaign list without express request, should poison their subsequent inclusion
on even a general mass solicitation unless they separately expressly requested
to be added.

2. The Seattle Ethics Public Employee Rights document states “A manager or supervisor
cannot solicit campaign contributions from anyone in his or her chain of command”.

a. Ms Johnson in her capacity as an agent of Mayor Bruce Harrell knowingly and
explicitly solicited contributions from people in Mayor Harrell's chain of command.




This discussion leaves open the question of whether Mr Mcintyre acted solely on his own
accord, or if his actions were taken at the behest of Mayor Bruce Harrell. | urge the PDC and
Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission to subpoena both Mr Mcintyre and Mr Harrell to obtain
their statements under oath with penalty of perjury. If Mr Mclntyre acted in concert with Mayor
Harrell, then Mayor Harrell may also have violated RCW 42.17A.555 by encouraging the use
of any of the facilities of a public office for the purpose of assisting his campaign.

Relevant Rules and Laws

Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission: Frequently Asked
Questions

1. If a City employee wants to run for public office or be active in a campaign, what
restrictions apply?

Answer: City employees cannot use City resources for campaign purposes. For
example, they cannot do campaign work at their City work stations or using City
equipment, make campaign calls when they are on City time or in the workplace, place
bumper stickers on City cars, display campaign signs or buttons in public work areas, or
solicit contributions on City time or premises.

7. Can City employees give out or fax information to campaign committees?

Answer: Yes, employees may give information that is requested by campaigns if it is the
employees' normal and regular job activity to do so. The information that is provided
must be information that would be provided to any member of the general public
who requests it. Information should not be developed for the exclusive use of a

campaign.

Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission: PublicEmploveeRights.pdf

PROHIBITED ACTIVITY

The City’s Elections Code has recently been amended to mirror some state law

provisions. City law now provides that:

e A Seattle City official, candidate or someone representing a candidate or
official may not knowingly solicit campaign contributions from any Seattle City

employee.




e A manager or supervisor cannot solicit campaign contributions from anyone in
his or her chain of command.

e A city official, candidate or their representative may not ask a city employee to
be on a mailing list, if the mailing list will be used to solicit campaign
contributions.

e A city official, candidate or their representative may not target city employees
in any mass solicitation of campaign contributions.

City employees also may not:

e Use or allow others to use City facilities and equipment, including the following,
to assist a candidate or to support or oppose a ballot measure:

o office equipment, including: phone, cell phone, computer, photocopier, fax
machine, pager; stationery, postage; employees; public office space; property;
vehicle; tools; publications of the agency; clientele lists of persons served by the
agency.

e Do campaign work (volunteer or paid) on City paid time, except vacation and
holidays. Be especially alert to conversations that start out as City business and
gradually transition into campaigning. When that happens, stop the conversation
and continue it when you are not on City time and not using City resources.

RCW 42.17A.555: Use of public office or agency facilities in
campaigns—Prohibition—Exceptions.

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.

ter 4,16 - E ETHIC e Muni

4.16.070 - Prohibited conduct

A covered individual may not engage in any of the following acts:

B. Improper use of official position

1. Use or attempt to use his or her official position for a purpose that is, or would
to a reasonable person appear to be, primarily for the private benefit of the
covered individual or any other person, rather than primarily for the benefit of the
City, except as permitted by Section 4.16.071;



2. Use or attempt to use, or permit the use of any City funds, property, or
personnel, for a purpose which is, or to a reasonable person would appear to be,
for other than a City purpose, except as permitted by Section 4.16.071; provided,
that nothing shall prevent the private use of City property which is available on equal
terms to the public generally (such as the use of library books or tennis courts), the use
of City property in accordance with municipal policy for the conduct of official City
business (such as the use of a City automobile), if in fact the property is used
appropriately; or the use of City property for participation of the City or its officials in
activities of associations that include other governments or governmental officials;

or their agents | Seattle Municipal Code

8

No elected official, candidate, or an official’s or candidate's agent may knowingly
solicit, directly or indirectly, a contribution to an office fund created under Section
2.04.180, a candidate for public office, a political party, or a political committee from a
City employee or any member of a City board or commission.

This Section 2.04.380 shall not prohibit an elected official or a candidate from
soliciting contributions from City employees if any of the following conditions apply,
and the solicitation does not otherwise violate the provisions of this Chapter 2.04:

1. The solicitation is part of a general solicitation made to a significant
segment of the public that may include, but does not target, City
employees;

2. The solicitation is part of a general solicitation made at a gathering that may
include, but does not target, City employees;

3. The solicitation is made to a City employee who, subsequent to July 24, 2009,
makes an unsolicited contribution to the elected official or candidate for public
office, political party, or political committee making the solicitation;

4. The solicitation is made to a City employee who expressly requests fo be
added to a mailing list from the elected official or candidate for public
office, political party, or political committee; and

5. Any other similar circumstance as may be prescribed by rule by the Commission
pursuant to Section 3.70.100.

| certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
information provided with this complaint is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Paul Chapman
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Q@ SrpofSeae

BY E-MAIL ONLY

February 26, 2026

Paul Chapman
Seattle, WA

Re:  Case No. 25-2-1029-1

Dear Mr. Chapman:

You filed a complaint with us and with the state Public Disclosure Commission (PDC) on
October 29, 2025. Based on reporting in Publicola, you complained that Markham McIntyre,
then the Director of the Office of Economic Development, had violated state and city law when
he used a City of Seattle Microsoft Teams account to ask other department heads for their
personal contact information. The personal contact information was subsequently used to assist
the campaign. The PDC issued Mr. Mclntyre a formal written warning but determined that the
“evidence [did] not support the finding of a violation that warrants further investigation or formal
enforcement action.” (I am appending the PDC’s February 24, 2026 letter to this one.)

Discussion

Having reviewed the PDC’s letter of February 24, I agree with their conclusion that the
evidence collected (and summarized in their February 24 letter) does not warrant further
investigation. Mr. Mclntyre is no longer a City employee, and Bruce Harrell lost his bid for
reelection. Accordingly, I am dismissing your complaint.

If you wish to appeal, please submit your letter before the 21-day appeal period expires.
Very truly yours,

Wayhe Barnett

Wayne Barnett
Executive Director

700 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 4010, P.O. BOX 94729, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98124-4729
(206) 684-8500 FAX (206) 684-8590
An equal employ pportunity employ
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State of Washington
PUBLIC DISCLOSURE COMMISSION
711 Capitol Way Rm. 206, PO Box 40908 e Olympia, Washington 98504-0908
(360) 7563-1111 « FAX (360) 7563-1112

Toll Free 1-877-601-2828 « E-mail: pdc@pdc.wa.gov « Website: www.pdc.wa.gov
NOTE: On Jan. 1, 2026, Chapter 42.17A was recodified to Title 29B RCW

February 24, 2026

Delivered electronically
Subject: PDC Case 180925 regarding Markham Mclntyre

Markham Mclntyre:

The Public Disclosure Commission (PDC) has completed its review of the complaint filed by Paul
Chapman on Oct. 29, 2025. The complaint alleged that you may have used City of Seattle facilities to
collect information that was used to aid the 2025 mayoral campaign of Bruce Harrell.

Applicable Laws and Rules

RCW 42.17A.555 prohibits elected or appointed officials, their employees, and employees of a public
office or agency from using, or authorizing the use of, public office/agency facilities (resources),
directly or indirectly, for the purpose of assisting an election campaign or for the promotion of, or
opposition to, any candidate or ballot proposition. The law makes narrow exceptions for actions taken at
an open public meeting provided specific conditions are met, certain statements by an elected official,
and activities that are part of the normal and regular conduct of an agency.

Background and Findings

e Markham Mclntyre served as director of the City of Seattle’s Office of Economic Development.

e Mcintyre was named to that position by Mayor Bruce Harrell, who was running for re-election in
the 2025 election.

e In August 2025, Mcintyre used the city’s Microsoft Teams system to request that other
department directors provide him with their personal contact information.

e Using that information, Mclntyre sent emails from his personal email account to the directors’
personal email accounts on Sept. 8, 2025.

e At the request of PDC staff, Mclntyre provided a copy of the Sept. 8 email. It read: “A little
while ago, I asked for your personal information. Part of my intent is to help the campaign. If
you are not OK with me sharing your contact information with them, please let me know by
tomorrow night. For those you are interested in helping out: we need ideas! Yes, we can do all of




the traditional campaign activities (door knocking, phone banking, etc.) but is there something
special that we could contribute as City leaders? Now’s the time to get in the game!”
Mclntyre stated he later sent a follow-up email to clarify the separation between official and
campaign activities. That email read, “I want to clarify that I’m not suggesting that we use our
offices or official positions in support of the campaign — there’s a bright line separating official
and campaign activities.”

Response to Complaint

Mclintyre denies that he used city resources to benefit a political campaign. He stated that his
request for directors’ personal emails was intended to help separate personal from professional
communications. “There have been numerous instances when [ wanted to reach out to a fellow
director about a personal matter, such as attending a concert or discussing a topic not germane to
our work.”

Mclntyre further stated that he did not share any contact information with the Harrell campaign,
except to connect interested individuals with the campaign for volunteer purposes. He stated he
was unaware of whether the Harrell campaign solicited financial contributions from those
volunteers.

Summary and Resolution

As demonstrated by the content of the Sept. 8 email Mclntyre sent to fellow directors, a primary
reason he used city resources to request their email addresses was to solicit their help in
supporting the Harrell campaign.

While the use of the Teams chat channel appears to have been minor and PDC staff have no
evidence there was further use of public facilities, state law does not permit any use of public
facilities to benefit a campaign outside the narrow exceptions stated in the law. PDC staff
determined that the use of City of Seattle resources in this case does not qualify for one of those
exceptions.

Based on our findings, staff has determined that, in this instance, the evidence does not support the
finding of a violation that warrants further investigation or formal enforcement action for a prohibited
use of public facilities to assist election campaigns.

However, pursuant to WAC 390-37-060(1)(d), you are receiving a formal written warning concerning
your use of City of Seattle systems to assist a campaign. Staff expect that you will refrain from any use
of city equipment, staff or other resources for any effort tied to support or opposition of a candidate or
ballot measure. The Commission will consider this formal written warning in deciding on further
Commission action if there are future violations of PDC laws or rules.

Based on this information, the PDC has dismissed this matter in accordance with RCW 42.17A.755(1).

If you have questions, contact PDC staff at 1-877-601-2828 or by e-mail at pdc@pdc.wa.gov.




Sincerely, Endorsed by,

Electronically signed by Kim Bradford Electronically signed by Peter Frey Lavallee
Kim Bradford Peter Frey Lavallee
Deputy Director Executive Director

cc:  Paul Chapman
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From: Paul Chapman

Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2026 2:27 PM

To: Barnett, Wayne <Wayne.Barnett@seattle.gov>

Cc: Duggan, Cliff <Cliff. Duggan@seattle.gov>; Elections, Ethics
<ethicsandelections@seattle.gov>; Erica Barnett <erica@publicola.com>
Subject: Re: Case No. 25-2-1029-1

CAUTION: External Email

| am appealing this decision as having no rational basis. Additionally | am lodging an ethics
complaint against Director Wayne Barnett for violation of his responsibilities as Executive
Director of the Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission per SMC 4.16 as this decision makes a
mockery of his role and the Seattle Elections Ethics laws.

It is clear from his letter dismissing this complaint that Director Barnett - contrary to the
requirements of Seattle Ethics law and his clear assurances to me -- did NOT investigate
potential violations of Seattle law. He did NOT review the evidence himself. He did NOT talk with
impacted city employees or the alleged violators. He did NOT investigate whether city
employees felt pressured to support Bruce Harrell's candidacy. He did NOT investigate whether
there was collusion between Bruce Harrell and Markham Mclintyre. He did NOT investigate
whether Bruce Harrell violated Seattle elections laws by soliciting support from city employees
who did not voluntarily opt in. Instead, he merely read a memo and gave it a +1.

Incredibly, even while Director Barnett agrees with the PDC that Markham Mclintyre violated the
law, he dismissed my complaint without any action—not even a letter from the City of Seattle
reminding Mr Mcintyre of the law. In doing so, Director Barnett has violated his responsibility to
enforce Seattle Ethics laws.

There is no rational basis to agree that a violation occurred and yet dismiss the complaint
concerning that violation.

Further, Director Barnett, given his handling of this case, sets a standard that encourages bad
actors to engage in unlawful conduct because if it helps them win, they won, and if they lose the
Director shrugs his shoulders because "they lost the election and don't work here anymore;
whatcha gonna do, amirite?!"

By refusing to investigate this violation despite his repeated assuring me otherwise and by not
issuing a notice of violation of Seattle Elections law, Director Barnett neuters the very purpose of
Seattle Ethics law to ensure that “the proper operation of democratic representative government
requires that public officers and employees be independent, impartial, and responsible to the
people". If there is NO penalty for the mayor's office using city resources and rallying city
employees to support his campaign then there is no independence, impartiality, and
responsibility toward the people.

Sadly, Director Barnett has consistently shown partiality toward Bruce Harrell by severely
penalizing his opponents for violations while at every turn ginning up excuses for Bruce Harrell's
actions.

I've attached my original complaint, the PDC finding, and the Director Barnett's dismissal.

Paul Chapman
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