
PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS ACCOUNTABILITY ADVISORY BOARD

July 16, 2025
AGENDA
10:00 AM

 

Meeting Location: 860 Stillwater Road, West Sacramento, CA 95605

The Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board (Board) operates under the
requirements set forth by the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act (Bagley-Keene) under
Government Code sections 11120 through 11132. Bagley-Keene generally requires that the
Board publicly notice meetings, prepare agendas, allow public participation, and conduct
meetings in a location accessible to public members unless specifically authorized by Bagley-
Keene to meet in closed session. 

Public comment will be limited in time at the discretion of the Board Chair. The public comment
period preceding items on the agenda will allow members of the public to comment on items
not on the agenda but that are within the Board's jurisdiction. The Board cannot act on or
deliberate on items not on the agenda and can discuss the matter only to the extent necessary
to determine whether it should be made an agenda item at a future meeting, to respond briefly
to statements or questions posed during public comment or to request clarification, or to refer
the item to staff. Agenda items may be taken out of order and action (e.g., voting) may be
taken on any agenda item. Public comment relating to each item on the agenda will be
allowed at the time each matter is heard. Members of the public who wish to participate during
public comment may do so in person by attending the meeting, or, as stated hereafter, by
telephonic means or by submitting written public comment. 

Written public comment is intended to allow members of the public, if unable to attend in
person, an opportunity to participate to the same degree as if they attended in person; as
such, written comments should be limited to no more than three pages in length and longer
written comment will not be accepted or distributed to Board members. To be considered for
inclusion in the meeting record, written comments by no later than 10 a.m. on the fourth
business day before the scheduled meeting. Accepted written public comments will be
published on POST's website under the Public Comment section under the corresponding
meeting date. Written public comments can be submitted via email to posadpc@post.ca.gov.
Telephonic public comment can be made by dialing +1 669 444 9171 US or +1 669 900 6833
US and entering the Webinar ID: 817 3463 0494 and Passcode: 749503

Persons requesting disability-related accommodations or modifications may do so by
contacting the Board assistant at (916) 227-3909 (voice), posadpc@post.ca.gov (email), or
Speech-to-Speech users may dial 7-1-1 for the California Relay Service to request special
accommodations. Please note: This meeting and all public meetings will be recorded. 

No weapons are allowed on the premises during public meetings. Upon entering POST's
facility, you are subject to a weapons screening and will be denied entry if you possess any

1

mailto:posadpc@post.ca.gov
mailto:posadpc@post.ca.gov


I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL OF POSAAB MEMBERS

III. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

IV. APPROVAL OF MEETING TRANSCRIPTS

a. Approval of Meeting Transcript from the January 16, 2025 Meeting

V. ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR COMMENTS

a. Report on Case Status Update from the March 05-06, 2025 Commission Meeting

VI. NEW BUSINESS

a. Report on Data for Serious Misconduct Reporting, Investigations, and Disciplinary
Action Outcomes

VII. NEW CASES - REVIEW, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO COMMISSION

weapon. POST's Executive Director retains the discretion to grant exceptions for duly-
authorized individuals, such as on or off-duty law enforcement officers who are not the subject
of a POST administrative investigation, suspension, or decertification action.

 

 Elizabeth T. Buchen - Senate Rules Appointee - Public Member 
Dr. Nicole Clavo, Psy.D  - Governor Appointee - Public Member 
Regina Hatcher-Crawford -  Governor Appointee - Public Member  
Robert Doyle - Governor Appointee - Former Command Rank Peace Officer 
Joyce E. Dudley  - Chair - Governor Appointee - Attorney
Professor Jack Glaser - Governor Appointee - Public Member   
Cephus Johnson - Governor Appointee - Public Member
Captain Charles Lara - Governor Appointee - Management Rank Peace Officer
Margaret Pena - Speaker of Assembly Appointee - Public Member 

 The Board Chair will advise the audience of the following:
 
This time is set aside for members of the public who wish to comment on items not on the
agenda but within the board's jurisdiction. Public comment on matters on the agenda will
be heard at the time each item is called. Public comment on specific peace officer
revocation cases to be heard today will be heard at the time of the hearing of each such
matter. Members of the public who wish to speak during the public comment period may
be asked to limit their remarks in time at the discretion of the Board Chair.

 Approval of meeting transcripts from the previous Peace Officer Standards Accountability
Advisory Board Meeting held on January 16, 2025.

 If the Board concurs, the appropriate action would be a MOTION to approve the
meeting transcripts from the last Board meeting.

 

 This report is presented for information only. No action is required.

 

 This item is presented for information only. No action is required.
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a. POST2305110 - Brian Kawamoto (POST ID: C34-D38) Last employing Agency:
Torrance Police Department

b. POST2305111 - Christopher Allen-Young (POST ID:C46-H76) Last Employing
Agency: Torrance Police Department

c. POST2306324 - Luke Baxter Walden (POST ID: A95-T18) Last employing Agency:
Los Angeles Police Department (Current)

VIII. CLOSED SESSION

IX. FUTURE BOARD MEETING DATES

X. ADJOURNMENT

 The Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board (POSAAB) shall review
the findings of investigation presented by the Peace Officer Standards Accountability
Division (POSAD) and make a recommendation regarding what action should be
taken, suspension or revocation, on the certification of the subject peace officer.

 The Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board (POSAAB) shall review
the findings of investigations presented by the Peace Officer Standards
Accountability Division (POSAD) and make a recommendation regarding what action
should be taken, suspension or revocation, on the certification of the subject peace
officer.

 The Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board (POSAAB) shall review
the findings of investigation presented by the Peace Officer Standards Accountability
Division (POSAD) and make a recommendation regarding what action should be
taken, suspension or revocation, on the certification of the subject peace officer.

 At this time the meeting will adjourn into closed session for for deliberations on the cases
presented today.

 Upcoming Board meetings will be held: 
 

October 08-09, 2025 - POST, West Sacramento 
February 04-05, 2026 - POST, West Sacramento 
April 15-16, 2026 - POST, West Sacramento 
July 15-16, 2026 - POST, West Sacramento 
October 14-15, 2026 - POST, West Sacramento 

 
Board meeting dates are tentative and subject to cancellation pending POST
receiving requests from subject officers to have their cases heard before the
Board. 
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ISSUE:

BACKGROUND:

ANALYSIS:

RECOMMENDATION: If the Board concurs, the appropriate action would be a
MOTION to approve the meeting transcripts from the last
Board meeting.

AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Title: APPROVAL OF MEETING TRANSCRIPT FROM THE JANUARY 16, 2025 MEETING

REPORT PROFILE

MEETING DATE
07/16/2025

BUREAU SUBMITTING THE REPORT
Executive Office

RESEARCHED BY REVIEWED BY
REPORT DATE APPROVED BY DATE APPROVED

PURPOSE FINANCIAL IMPACT
No

ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, & RECOMMENDATION

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT(S):
2025 01-16 POSAAB.pdf
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 

COMMISSION ON 

PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING 

 

PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS ACCOUNTABILITY ADVISORY BOARD  

(POSAAB) MEETING 

 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 16, 2025 
 

9:01 A.M. 

 

MEETING HELD  

AT THE OFFICES OF  

COMMISSION ON POST 

860 STILLWATER ROAD, SUITE 100  

  WEST SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

 

 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

 

 

 

 
 
Stenographically Reported By: 
Kathryn S. Swank 
California Certified Shorthand Reporter #13061 
Registered Professional Reporter 
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     POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

A P P E A R A N C E S 

POSAAB MEMBERS PRESENT 

 
JOYCE E. DUDLEY 

(Board Chairperson) 
Governor Appointee 

Attorney 
 

NICOLE CLAVO, Psy.D. 
Governor Appointee 

Public Member 
  

REGINA HATCHER-CRAWFORD 
Governor Appointee 

Public Member 
 

ROBERT DOYLE 
Governor Appointee 

Former Command Rank Peace Officer 
 

JACK GLASER 
Governor Appointee 

Public Member 
 

CEPHUS JOHNSON 
Governor Appointee 

Public Member 
 

CHARLES LARA 
Governor Appointee 

Management Rank Peace Officer 
 

MARGARET PENA 
Speaker of Assembly Appointee 

Public Member 
 
 

---o0o--- 
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     POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

A P P E A R A N C E S  C O N T I N U E D 
 
 

POST COMMISSION STAFF  
 
 

ROBERT BRINGOLF 
Law Enforcement Consultant 

Professional Conduct Los Angeles County Bureau 
 

ANNEMARIE DEL MUGNAIO 
Assistant Executive Director 

Peace Officer Standards 
Accountability Division 

Executive Office 
 

BRAD EHRMAN 
Law Enforcement Consultant  

Professional Conduct Los Angeles County Bureau 
 

CHRISTINE FORD 
Bureau Chief 

Professional Conduct Southern Bureau 
 

BRYANT HENLEY 
Attorney IV 

Legal Affairs Bureau 
 

CHANDLER KNAPP 
Staff Services Manager 

Executive Office 
 

LORALYNNE KONG 
Law Enforcement Consultant 

Professional Conduct Los Angeles County Bureau 
 

SARAH WALLACE 
Bureau Chief 

Intake & Disposition Bureau 
 

CARRIE WOOLLEY 
Attorney IV 

Legal Affairs Bureau 
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     POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

A P P E A R A N C E S  C O N T I N U E D 

 
PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS ACCOUNTABILITY  

ADVISORY BOARD LEGAL COUNSEL 
 

CHRISTOPHER BEATTY 
Deputy Attorney General 
Department of Justice 

Office of the Attorney General 
 

---o0o--- 

 
ALSO PRESENT 

 
ELIZABETH GIBBONS 

Counsel for 
Braulio Robledo 
POST ID A83-R39 

(Via videoconference) 
 

COREY GLAVE 
Counsel for  

Blake Williams 
POST ID C57-X01 

(Via videoconference) 
 

BEATRICE JOHNSON 
Public Comment 

 
BRAULIO ROBLEDO 
POST ID A83-R39 

(Via videoconference) 
 

DANNY SANCHEZ 
Public Comment 

(Via videoconference) 
 

TOMMY THOMPSON 
POST ID B81-T83 

(Via videoconference) 
 

LESLIE WILCOX 
Counsel for 

Gabriel Gaxiola 
POST ID B9-S96 
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     POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

A P P E A R A N C E S  C O N T I N U E D 

 
 

TOM YU 
Counsel for  

Joshua Satterfield 
POST ID C46-V20 

(Via videoconference) 
 

---o0o--- 
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POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

I N D E X 

PROCEEDINGS                    PAGE 
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II. ROLL CALL OF POSAAB MEMBERS    8 
 
III PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA     9 
 
IV. APPROVAL OF MEETING TRANSCRIPTS   11 
 
V. ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR COMMENTS   14 
 
VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

a. Report on Data for Serious Misconduct     15 
Reporting, Investigations, and  
Disciplinary Action Outcomes 

 
VII.NEW CASES – REVIEW, DISCUSSION, AND  

RECOMMENDATIONS TO COMMISSION 
 

a. POST2400920 - Tommy Thompson   39 
(POST ID: B81-T83) Last employing  
agency:  Los Angeles Police Department 

 
b. POST2302971 - Gabriel Gaxiola     90 

(POST ID: B49-S96) Last employing  
agency: Los Angeles Police Department 

 
c. POST2305109 - Joshua Satterfield   124 

(POST ID: C46-V20) Last employing  
agency:  Torrance Police Department 

 
d. POST2305781 - Blake Williams   153 

(POST ID: C57-X01) Last employing  
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e. POST2309558 - Braulio Robledo   187 
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POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

Thursday, January 16, 2025, 9:01 a.m. 

West Sacramento, California 

---o0o--- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you all for being on

time.

Good morning, everyone.  Today is Thursday,

January 16th.  And the time is 9:00 a.m.  Thank you  all

for attending the Peace Officer Standards Accountab ility

Advisory Board hearing. 

Please note that this hearing is being

live-streamed, recorded, and transcribed.  Further,

please note that the microphones are auto on/off.  When

you begin speaking, they will go live.  With this i n

mind, you will need to watch your cross-talk.

We will now start with our roll call for our board

meetings.

Mr. Knapp, please take roll call.

MR. KNAPP:  Good morning, Members of the Board.

Welcome.  Good to see you today.

Board Member Buchen.

(No response.) 

MR. KNAPP:  Board Member Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Present.

MR. KNAPP:  Board Member Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Present.
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MR. KNAPP:  Board Member Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Here.

MR. KNAPP:  Chair Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Here.  

MR. KNAPP:  Board Member Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Present.

MR. KNAPP:  Board Member Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Present.

MR. KNAPP:  Board Member Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Present.

MR. KNAPP:  And Board Member Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Present.

MR. KNAPP:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  It looks like we are just

missing one person, and a quorum has been establish ed.

I would now like to introduce Board Counsel

Christopher Beatty and Board Assistant Executive

Director Annemarie Del Mugnaio.  Right?

This time is set aside for members of the public

who wish to comment on items not on the agenda but

with -- excuse me -- but those within the Board's

jurisdiction.

Public comment on matters on the agenda will be

heard after each item is presented.

Public comment on specific peace officer revocation
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POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

cases to be heard today will be heard at the time o f the

hearing of each subject matter.

Please be advised that the Board cannot take action

on items not on the agenda but only to the extent

necessary to determine whether they should be made an

agenda item at a future meeting, respond briefly to

statements or questions posed, request clarificatio n, or

refer to the items to staff.

Please remember that this meeting is being

transcribed, so I may politely interrupt and ask yo u to

repeat and speak slowly and clearly so your comment  can

be correctly captured in the transcript.

As the Board Chair, I may ask members of the public

to limit their remarks to no more than three minute s,

pursuant to existing Board policy.

I may conclude the public comment period if

multiple speakers are voicing repetitive or similar

statements, and the 15 minute set aside for public

comments has expired.

You will be given four minutes to speak, and the

time limits will be strictly enforced.  So please e nsure

that you complete your thoughts within the allotted

time.

Before I open public comment on matters not on the

agenda, please note that if you have a specific
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complaint about an officer that is not on today's

agenda, you should file a complaint with POST or wi th

the officer's employing agency.  Staff will assist you

in that regard.

And I would like to remind individuals making

comments to not discuss pending complaints or pendi ng

disciplinary actions that may later come before the

Board for recommendation.  If the Board takes actio n on

your complaint, you will have an opportunity to add ress

the Board at that time.  Following these rules is

necessary to comply with the law and to avoid

compromising the Board's mission.

So at this point, is there anyone present in the

audience or appearing remotely who would like to ad dress

the Board during public comment?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Looking into the audience, I

see no one.

And do we have anybody online?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No.  Okay.

Now, we're going to go on to the minutes of the

meeting.  

Is there anyone present or appearing remotely by

phone who would like to address the Board regarding  the
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POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

approval of the October 17th, 2024, transcripts?

When it is your turn, you may state your name

and/or organization if you wish.  Anybody want to

comment on the agenda?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Remotely?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Are there any comments

or questions from the Board?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Seeing none, hearing none, if

the Board concurs, the appropriate action would be a

motion to approve the meeting transcript from the

October 17th, 2024, meeting.

Is there such a motion?

MEMBER GLASER:  I move.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Second.  Doyle.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Second?

MEMBER LARA:  Second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Any opposed?  Any abstentions?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  We will now call roll on the

approval of the minutes and transcript.  

Mr. Knapp.
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MR. KNAPP:  Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo, aye.

Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, aye.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, aye.

Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, aye.

Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, aye.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, aye.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara, aye.

Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Abstain.  I wasn't present.

MR. KNAPP:  Motion passes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

17



    14

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

And that passes.

At this time, POST Assistant Executive Director

Annemarie Del Mugnaio would like to address the Boa rd

and introduce the new business items.

Ms. Del Mugnaio.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

Good morning, Board Members, and thank you for your

time this morning and afternoon.  I think it is goi ng to

be a full day.

There are no new business items.

However, I wanted an opportunity to address the

committee report that was sent to you previously

regarding cases that were heard at the last Board

hearing, that were heard by the Commission on

November 21st, 2024, to answer any questions you ma y

have regarding the status of those cases.

Are there any questions regarding the report?

(No response.)

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  Okay.  No questions.

The only other item we have before you today in

terms of administrative reports is our data report;  to

go over some of the statistical data profile inform ation

that we try to provide to you at each and every boa rd

meeting to give you an update on the volume, the st atus

of complaints, charges, and allegations that come b efore
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the Board and the Commission.  And with Dr. Glaser' s

help, we started refining these.  We have got a lon g way

to go.

But we have done some things that we hope will help

paint a better picture of the 33,000 complaints,

charges, and allegations that come in.  Where do al l of

those go?  And what's the status of those reports a fter

they are through our intake bureau?  

So I would like to invite Bureau Chief Christine

Ford to come forward.  She will be providing the re port

for you today.

MS. FORD:  Good morning, Chair Dudley, Board

Members.

I would be happy to provide you with up to date on

the statistics for the Division.

Okay.  As you can see from our statistics, as of

December 31st, prior -- there you go.  Our top thre e

areas of serious misconduct allegations remain:

Physical abuse, excessive use of force, demonstrati ng

bias, and abuse of power.

As you can see, we have over 31,000 agency

misconduct reports that have been received, which a re

unique to over 18,000 law enforcement officers.  We  do,

as of right now, have over 82,000 officers in the s tate.

53 percent of those 31,000 are retro or are
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look-back cases.

We have taken over 1400 public complaints, 9400

unassigned reports.  And I will explain a little bi t

about what "unassigned" means on a later slide.

22,000 of those 31,000 cases are now cases, which

means that they have been assigned to personnel to

actively work.

12,000 of those are open.  And 9600, we have

closed.

Next slide, please.

So if we look at our agency misconduct reports, as

we talked about, 9400 are unassigned; 12,000 are op en;

and 9,000 are closed.  And I will talk specifically

about each one of those categories on the next slid es.

Next.

Unassigned reports.  The best description I can

give you is that they are not actively being worked  by

law enforcement consultant or our staff.  How we br eak

those down right now are Priority 1, 2, 3, 4, and o pen

cases -- open investigations, which basically means  they

are open with the agency. 

As a reminder, our Priority 1 cases are cases where

the agency has a sustained finding on the officer.

Priority 2s are the same thing.  There's a

sustained finding, but in a further investigation, we

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

20



    17

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

find that it does not meet the definition of seriou s

misconduct.  So on some of those cases, we will not  move

forward with.

Priority 3s are cases where the agency has a

unfounded, exonerated, or not sustained finding.

Our Priority 4s are cases where -- those were our

retro cases where due to the date, we could not tak e

action on them.

And, again, if you look at the open investigations,

those are cases that the agencies have not complete d

their investigation.

So if you look at that slide on open investigation

and on Priority 3s, they basically are 95 percent o f our

unassigned cases right now, or unassigned reports.

Next slide.

Our current open cases right now, as you can see,

over 10,000 are open with POST.  Five, you are goin g to

be hearing today, which are going to the Board hear ing.

Six are pending executive review.  2500 are open wi th

the agency.  And then those other numbers show some  of

the progress that -- some of the other cases we hav e.

As you can see, the majority of the open cases

right now are with POST.

Next slide.

Our closed cases, as you can see, 9,000 are no

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

21



    18

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

Further Action.  Some of the descriptions I want to  just

provide just briefly.  

Disqualified means that we -- the person -- we

closed the case, but they were disqualified, which means

that they didn't have a basic certificate or a POE.   So,

basically, we revoked them, but they didn't have

anything to revoke.

Ineligibles are our folks that fall under that

Government Code 1029.

Issued in error.  Those could be an example of

where an agency submitted a case twice, which in tu rn we

would issue that one case in error.

And then no Commission Action.

Revocation are our cases which they have been

revoked.

And then suspension and voluntary surrenders.

But as you can see, the bulk of our closures are --

POST chose to review them and do an investigation, and

there was no further action, and we closed it.

Next slide.

So if we break down some of our no further action

closures, which we just talked about, 49 percent fa ll

under the category of not Serious Misconduct.  We d id

the investigation; did not meet the definitions of

"serious misconduct."
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34 percent we closed with not clear and convincing,

which mean that is during the investigation and the

completion of it, we could not get to clear and

convincing evidence, which is our threshold for

evidence.

And then not actionable, 17 percent.  Bulk of those

cases are we couldn't take action based on the date  of

the occurrence.

Next.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Let me interrupt for a second.

MS. FORD:  Sure.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm a little concerned -- I'm

not sure what I understand what "not actionable" is .

MS. FORD:  Those would be our retro cases where,

based on the date of the closure, we could not take

action on it.

So as of date -- as of the date, we have 39 Notice

of Intent to Revoke letters that have been sent out .  To

break those down, out of those 39, 15 have appealed ; 22

were defaults; one was a 1029 revocation; and then one

was a voluntary surrender.

Some other certification actions.  Government Code

1029 ineligibilities is 123.  We have had 71 volunt ary

surrenders thus far and 85 revocations.

Now some of these slides, I'm not going to cover.
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I will take questions if you are interested in.  Bu t I

do --

Yes, Member -- yes. 

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I didn't know if it was

appropriate --

MS. FORD:  Sure.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  -- to ask.  Could you go

back, like, four slides?  Next one.

The one right here.  The 224 issued in error. It is

probably like 1 percent probably of all the cases.

Probably less than.

It is probably less than -- but still enough, 224

is kind of a high number of, you know, issues in er ror.

So I want to compliment Ms. Annemarie and Director

Alvarez for taking their time at one point to come to

Ventura County to talk to all of our law enforcemen t

agencies to discuss SB 2.

And I just kind of wonder if that type of outreach

is continuing, and if this would probably lessen an

issued in error because that's a number that we

shouldn't even have on there, if possible.

You did an excellent job on this, by the way.

Issued in error.  You know, so that's -- that was

my only comment about it was the 224 number.

MS. FORD:  Yes.  Thank you for the comment.
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I know that our Mark43 trainings have begun, and we

have reached out to a lot of agencies to put on Mar k43

training on a monthly basis.

We also have all of our bureaus go out.  And this

year we have concentrated on some of the associatio ns to

go out, like you said in Ventura, to go out and con tinue

training.

I do want to note that one of the primary reasons

there's an issued in Error, which I mentioned, was a

double entry.  It could also be that we have had

agencies input the incorrect POST ID number, where an

officer is put in, and it is not really exactly the

officer.  So -- and that's human error.

And so we have talked to agencies about ensuring

that they are putting in the correct number.  So th ose

would be examples of the issued in Error numbers.

So we look for that number to decrease as we move

forward.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Thank you.

MEMBER LARA:  And just so you know, the POST number

is also -- and I'm a former training lieutenant -- so

there are oftentimes, very strange, not intuitive,

assortments of like -- almost like a code password.

So if they are hand-keyed, that is going to be a

place where that human error can take place.  They are

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

25



    22

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

not necessarily intuitive or alphabetical.  They ar e

random kind of groups of numbers.  So I can see whe re

that human keying error can happen.

MS. FORD:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Along those same lines, there

was a report by public versus a report by agency.

How often do you get a report by public which is

also a report by agency?  And how does that affect your

statistics?

Do you understand my question?

MS. FORD:  Yeah.  I got your question to the last

section.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Go ahead.

MS. FORD:  What I wanted to -- actually, it will

kind of meld into the future slides that are on her e

is...

So for public complaints, we take -- it is

increased.  We have taken over 900 public complaint s

from last year.  And prior to that, 500.  So you ar e

looking at almost a 47 percent increase as we are m oving

forward.

Many of those complaints do become and are already

reported by the agency, but some aren't.  I don't h ave

the specific numbers as to how many actually are

reported already and which are new.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Let me just ask then.  Is that

number public -- so that number could be duplicativ e at

this point?

MS. FORD:  Correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So we are looking at that

number.  That number could be 50 percent already, t he

agency had reported.  I'm just making up the 50 per cent.

MS. FORD:  I don't think it's that high.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  Yeah.  I don't think so, either.

Sarah, do you want to approach, please?  So our

Bureau Chief for Intake and Disposition Bureau, Sar ah

Wallace, can speak to that.  If there was a duplica te

entry, we would merge those cases, so that AMR woul d

probably basically be obsolete because we wouldn't

maintain two, you know, cases against the same offi cer

from different complainants, if you will.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Got it.

MS. WALLACE:  Good morning.  My name is Sarah

Wallace.  I'm the Bureau Chief for Intake and

Disposition Bureau.

So as Annemarie mentioned --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I think I need you closer to

the mic or the mic closer to you.  Thank you so muc h.

MS. WALLACE:  As Annemarie mentioned, when we

receive public complaints, our Intake and Dispositi on
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Bureau does a review.  We review to see if we have

already received an agency misconduct report, or th e

agency has already reported that.

If they do, then we link -- it's called linking a

report.  So it comes into the same case docket, and  so

it is all reviewed at the same time.

If we come across a situation where we have not

already been notified by the agency, then we work w ith

the agency to get the appropriate information.

And I know, as Christine will mention in her

report, there are some -- some public complaints th at

come in that are serious misconduct allegations, bu t a

great majority of the complaints that we receive ar e not

serious misconduct-related.

And so many times, those will be closed out.  We

will reach out to the agency, confirm nothing had

happened, and move those along.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Not to create more work for

you, but I think we would be interested -- first of  all,

when there's a duplicate reporting, I think that's a

good thing.  That means both the agency and the pub lic

are on the same page when they made that.

But then it would be important for us, as a hearing

board, to know how many of those public complaints did

not rise to the level of serious misconduct.  So it  will
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give us a better handle on that because there's bee n

lots of discussion since we've been created about, jeez,

the agency really passing things on.  Jeez, the pub lic

really communicating with you.

So I think, you know, shining a light on that would

give us more information if possible.

MS. WALLACE:  Definitely.  We will take that back

and look at what we can provide in future reports a s it

relates to agencies that have already reported or h ave

linked agency misconduct reports.  

And I think some of the information Christine has

also sheds light on the breakdown of serious miscon duct

versus nonserious misconduct as well.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Anything else on that?

Yes.  

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I definitely have one

more thing.  The report is wonderful.  I would like  to

say something positive.

I think if you were to look at it as a quick glance

for the public -- and I'm just speaking for me -- t he

first thing is always alarming when we see that 32

number from where we started to where we are now, w here

the Board has been in existence approximately about  two

years.  It is alarming because it's a quick look.  And
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you don't look like we're seeing any movement.

I'm glad that you gave us this breakdown, but is

there any way to create like a -- kind of something  that

gives the public the sense that these cases are mov ing

along and -- at a quick glance, though?

You know, because it is like that 10-second,

30-second elevator thing.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yeah.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  People see it, they look

at it, and all they are going to remember is that l arge

top number.

MEMBER GLASER:  The small top member.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  The small top number,

right.

So I'm just concerned that as -- I think we're

doing an effective job.  I don't think the public i s

seeing that.

Especially, like I said, if I have to look at that

report at a quick glance, that's what's going to st ick

out in my mind.

And maybe I'm asking too much.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  No, you are not.  And we're

continuing to kind of fine-tune the visuals on this ,

right?

So I think the point is exactly what you said.  You
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see 33,000, and that's alarming.  With 82,000 peace

officers, and now you see 33,000 complaints, charge s,

and allegations.  Not cases.  But the public doesn' t

distinguish between those two, and we shouldn't exp ect

them to.

But that's why we are trying to break down 10,000

of those were not serious misconduct.  Another 9,00 0 are

in investigation.

And then you have that number that is unassigned

because it is waiting in queue because those were t he

complaints, charges, and allegations that the agenc y

investigated that were not sustained, or the office r is

no longer working, so those are less priority case.

So I think just having that on one page and some

sort of graph or pie chart or something will help, I

think, distill that 33,000 number into something th at's

a little more palatable as to what the actuality is  of

cases that look to be serious misconduct.  They fal l

into one of the nine categories, and they are in so me

stage of review by POST.  And that's our end goal.

So every year, we do a report to the legislature

that is supposed to do just that, right?  It is kin d of

distilling that information so it's something that they

can take in and understand the volume, the scope, t he

staffing levels of POST, you know, how quickly we c an
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really address these cases that are coming before u s.

So as we work to look at different opportunities

for those graphics, we will provide you perhaps

different samples for you to look at to see what's the

most digestible for you at a quick glance.

I think to -- a question our chair had.  Chair

Dudley had a question of:  Of those public complain ts,

how many of those actually are not serious miscondu ct?

Because the public doesn't have the full breadth an d

understanding of what SB 2 really is, the general

public.  Law enforcement is starting to get the ful l

breadth and understanding.

So of those, you know, 1400, over 800 of them, 837

of them had nothing to do with serious misconduct.

So the public may go online and file a complaint.

And they may be complaining about the city manager.

They may be complaining about the lack of law

enforcement officers for a particular, you know, ar ea.

Time it gets -- you know, the time it takes for the m to

respond to a call.  And those things, obviously, ou tside

of the realm of SB 2 and individual peace officer

serious misconduct.

But that is part of this learning curve that I

think we're going to continue to go through for man y,

many years with the general public.  Because it's n ot as
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easy for us to reach those masses.  But we will con tinue

to provide information to you.  I mean, I think it is a

positive that we have seen this jump 46 percent, th at

there's some awareness that POST is out there doing  some

of this work.

To the extent that they start to familiarize

themselves with the type of serious misconduct that

falls within our jurisdiction is going to take time .

Over the course of the next year -- and there's

already many of these, I would say, presentations, you

know, town halls scheduled, we're starting to do mo re

with the line staff as opposed to just hitting kind  of

command staff, IA staff, the leadership in the law

enforcement profession.  We're trying to hit more o f the

masses in terms of explaining what happens if you g et a

complaint charge or allegation against you.  What d oes

it look like?  What's the process?

And I think as we continue to do that outreach,

there's going to be more familiarity with it.

But these are things still in the early stages,

trying to even get familiar ourselves with the type  of

data we're seeing and what to do with that data to be

responsible when reporting.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Thank you.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  You are welcome.
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MS. FORD:  Just one -- just one last comment I want

to make as far as an agency misconduct trend.

So per quarter, we're taking in about 2500 reports,

which is quite lower than what you are going to see  for

the 33,000.

So as the numbers trend down, it will give staff

more time to address and tackle the 33,000 as we re duce

that number.  So that will obviously help.

That's all I have.  If there's any questions about

any of the slides.

MEMBER GLASER:  Yeah.  First, you know, thank you

to the staff for improving this data presentation a nd

for your responsiveness to the Board's needs and th e

public's needs.  I just want to commend that and ex press

my appreciation.

I think on the topic of the public complaints what

could be very useful would be a separate breakdown of

disposition and status, just for the public complai nts

because I think, you know, with regard to being

responsive to the public, it would be -- it would b e

really useful to know that.  I know that there's

duplication, but maybe even breaking out the ones t hat

aren't duplicates and seeing what happens as a resu lt of

those.

And I think in general on a -- with respect to
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reporting out on the disposition of these cases, to  the

extent that the decision-making can be made transpa rent.

Because when we -- that will, I think, benefit

everybody.  When we say that a lot of these public

complaints just warrant serious misconduct, you kno w,

that's pretty opaque.  And that's a determination m ade

by a staff member that is -- or members who are unk nown

to the public.  

And so in terms of valid feedback, to the extent

that that can be broken down even more.

So, for example, you know, it doesn't fall into one

of the nine categories or, you know, what else goes  into

a determination of not serious.  So that would be

useful.

And then one very specific data question that I

had.  On one of the slides, it says that there have  been

83 revocations on the closed cases slide.  But then

there have only been 39 Letters of Intent to Revoke .  So

how do we reconcile those two numbers?

MS. FORD:  Many of those could be voluntarily

surrenders.

MS. WALLACE:  They also include our 1029

revocations.  And so those 1029 -- so for disqualif iers,

through Government Code section 1029, those cases d o not

come to the Board because they are automatic.  And so
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those revocations are also included in that total c ount.

MEMBER GLASER:  So letters of intent for -- would

just be cases where there is a determination of ser ious

misconduct reaching clear and convincing evidence.  And

then -- but there hasn't been voluntary surrender o r a

1029?

MS. WALLACE:  Correct.  

So we have two separate pathways.  So we have the

1029 revocations, but then for those 39 Letters of

Intent to Revoke, that's the letter that triggers t he

potential to have a Board hearing.

If they do not appeal, then they do end up in a

default revocation status.  Again, those cases do n ot go

to the Board because they fail to appeal.  Those th at do

appeal would move forward to the Board.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  Dr. Glaser, one other thing just

to qualify 1029 primarily felony convictions, some

qualifying misdemeanors.  So when we talk about 102 9,

this is by operation of law; that if a officer is

charged with a felony or a qualifying misdemeanor, which

there's -- they are enumerated in 1029, they cannot  be a

peace officer.  They are disqualified.

And the law essentially says, through Senate

Bill 2, that POST shall revoke.  So there's no

discretion on the part of the Board and the Commiss ion.
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They just -- they are revoked automatically based u pon

operation of law.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Dr. Glaser, when you are

talking about the further breakdown of public, I'm

envisioning something like a checklist.  But I

understand shining a light on it, there would still  be

some confusion about that.

But, you know, if there were six different things,

and one of them was "did not meet the elements of

serious misconduct," another was "outdated," things  like

that, were you thinking something like that that?  Or

were you thinking of highlighting more depth?

MEMBER GLASER:  You know, I wouldn't know it until

I saw it.  We've had some conversations about this.

I -- you know, at the very least, I think it would

be useful just to provide a separate breakdown of

disposition of cases that come in through public

comment.

But then within that, yeah, some -- some

specification of the causes of the determination, o f for

example, it doesn't rise to serious misconduct, or it's

not clear and convincing.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So what I'm sort of

envisioning -- and again, I have no idea if this is

possible -- is if it is a checklist, you would come  up
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with the criteria of that checklist; and then benea th

that would be something that you could republish ev ery

month or every quarter, whenever you do that, which  is

reminding people what the serious crimes are, remin ding

what the statute of limitations is, if there is one ,

reminding about the difference between a felony and  a

misdemeanor.  That, every time you publish stats, c ould

come out.  But the checklist would relate to that.  So

it's a possible way of quickly getting to that.

I think the reason I'm so supportive of this is it

gives the public confidence that why decisions are made,

because if not, they are going to think it is just made

on this wild discretion, and they will be offended one

way or another.  That's a little more linear and

possible.  But in your good hands.

Is that what you had in mind?

(No verbal response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Excellent.  Thank you.

Anything else?

MS. WALLACE:  Thank you.  

We will take that feedback, and we will put some

documents together and bring it back to the Board.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Did you want to comment on

that or not?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  No.  I think we're good.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Is there anyone present or

appearing remotely, by phone, who would like to add ress

the Board regarding the data for serious misconduct

reporting, investigations, and the outcome of cases  that

we talked about ten minutes and disciplinary outcom es?

When it comes to your turn, you may state your

name, organization, etc.

So we just handled two areas.  One is the result of

the outcomes.  The other was data.

Anybody look -- here or remote who would like to

comment on either one of those things?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Moving on -- do you

have anything else?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  I'm good.  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  I think we will take a

half hour and start.  We will stop at 10:00.  

We will now move to the next items on the agenda.

We have four [sic] cases to hear today.  We will on ly be

reviewing the facts and evidence as presented by th e

Division.  This is not an evidentiary hearing.  The

rules of evidence do not apply here.  Evidence is n ot

formally admitted into the record.  There is no nee d to

make any objections, and objections will not be rul ed

upon.
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Under the Penal Code and applicable state

regulations, this initial hearing will determine on ly if

the matter will proceed forward were the Commission 's

review.  And then should the Commission approve for  a

full evidentiary hearing before an administrative l aw

judge to determine whether the allegations are true  and

justify discipline.

For those commenting on each item at this early

stage, the Board must only consider the facts that

are -- that the Division, after investigation, beli eves

can be proved at a later evidentiary hearing.

For that reason today, the Board will entertain

arguments as to whether or not those facts as prese nted

by the Division demonstrate a high probability that

serious misconduct, as defined in Penal Code

section 13510.8 and Commission Regulation 1205,

occurred. 

This finding results in a matter being moved

forward.  No action by the Board or the Commission prior

to a full evidentiary hearing amounts to a final

determination that an officer did, in fact, engage in

misconduct or that revocation or suspension is orde red.

That will be determined after the evidentiary heari ng.

At the conclusion of each law enforcement

consultant's presentation, the Board will have the

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

40



    37

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

opportunity to ask questions; then public comment f rom

the subject officer and/or their counsel will be ta ken;

followed by members of the public.  Further discuss ion

of the Board will be allowed, if necessary.

The Board may then go into closed session,

deliberate after each case, or wait until all cases  have

been presented and adjourn into closed session to

deliberate on all cases presented.

After reconvening into regular session, votes will

be taken on each case.

So a couple of things:

One is:  In the past, you as a Board has decided

after each case you want to go discuss them.  We ha ve

the option to discuss it in public, go ahead and do  that

after each case, or discuss them all after all four

cases have been presented.

How would you like to proceed?

MEMBER CLAVO:  Discuss each one separately.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry?  Separately?  Okay.

So the way we have done it in the past.

Okay.  Anybody disagree with that?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Fine.

Okay.  One more -- a couple more things.  These

cases are all from the Los Angeles area.  I live in

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

41



    38

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

Santa Barbara.  And we have been living what -- in a

very soft way with what Los Angeles has been going

through.  It is an unbelievable, unbelievable disas ter.

For those of you that have come up from Los

Angeles, I'm sure your hearts are very heavy in ter ms of

what is happening to your communities.  For those

calling in, again, please know that you have our

empathy, our concern, our love from POST and from

everybody here today.

So we're going to proceed, but understanding that

this is a very difficult time for all of you.

The other thing is later on, we're going to have

some cases with alleged statements of bias in texts .

Some of those are very difficult for people to hear ,

very difficult for people to consider.  And I just want

to, again, acknowledge that it is difficult to read

those texts, to see the words, and to make decision s on

them.

So, again, our empathy for those people that are

feeling those sense of violation if, in fact, anyon e is

going through that.

Tough cases require a tough board, and we have got

you here today for that.

So at this time, I will call upon Law Enforcement

Consultant Brad Ehrman, Professional Conduct Los An geles
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County Bureau; and Carrie Woolley, Attorney IV, Leg al

Affairs Bureau, to provide a report on Case POST240 0920,

Tommy Thompson, who at the time of the events at is sue

in this case, were employed with the Los Angeles Po lice

Department.

Thank you.

Please go ahead whenever you are ready.

MR. EHRMAN:  Good morning, Chair and Members of the

Board.

My name is Brad Ehrman.  I'm a -- I'm one of the

law enforcement consultants assigned to the Profess ional

Conduct Bureau Los Angeles County in the Peace Offi cer

Standards and Accountability Division.  With me tod ay is

Carrie Woolley, an attorney with our Legal Affairs

Bureau.

I am here today to present Case POST2400920,

involving Tommy Thompson, formerly with the Los Ang eles

Police Department.

It is the Division's determination that clear and

convincing evidence exists to demonstrate that

Mr. Thompson committed an act of serious misconduct , as

set forth in Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(6) on

March 14th, 2023, and March 17th, 2023.

Specifically, the Division has determined that

Mr. Thompson committed the following acts of seriou s
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misconduct: 

Acts that violate the law and that -- and that are

sufficiently egregious or repeated as to be inconsi stent

with a peace officer's obligation to uphold the law  when

he drove under the influence of alcohol and drugs o n two

separate occasions during work hours.

In this presentation, I will present a brief

outline of the Division's findings of investigation s in

this matter.

Mr. Thompson began his career with the Los Angeles

Police Department on June 10th, 1996.  On June 25th ,

2006, Mr. Thompson was promoted to the position of

Detective I.  On November 3rd, 2013, Mr. Thompson w as

promoted to the position of Detective II.  On July 30th,

2023, Mr. Thompson was demoted to the position of

Detective I.  

Mr. Thompson holds the following POST certificates:

He has a basic, intermediate, advanced, and supervi sory.

Mr. Thompson has a prior alcohol-related discipline

from March 13th, 1998, for which he received a thre e-day

suspension.

Mr. Thompson's other disciplinary matters are not

relevant in these proceedings.

As set forth in the ISF, Mr. Thompson was arrested

for a DUI twice in a four-day period while on duty.
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The first incident occurred on March 14th, 2023, at

approximately 9:30 a.m.  According to the Californi a

Highway Patrol report, Mr. Thompson, who was drivin g an

unmarked LAPD vehicle, was involved in a single-veh icle

accident after he attempted to make a U-turn and lo st

traction.  He drove over a raised curb and struck a  tree

located on the side of the roadway.

Mr. Thompson left the scene of the accident and

drove to a nearby ARCO gas station where he spent

approximately 40 minutes attempting to fix the dama ge to

the front of his vehicle.

Mr. Thompson then left the ARCO gas station and

drove to a Mobil gas station where he continued -- where

he contacted the supervisor about the accident and that

he was involved in -- sorry.

And then he was involved in a second minor vehicle

accident when he backed into another vehicle at the  gas

station.

Mr. Thompson then spent approximately 30 minutes

trying to fix the damage to his vehicle.

Mr. Thompson left the Mobil gas station, and his

vehicle became disabled in the roadway.  A LA sheri ff

deputy discovered him stalled in the roadway and ca lled

the CHP to respond.

The CHP -- the CHP officer conducting the
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investigation conducted -- conducted the investigat ion

and determined that Mr. Thompson was under the infl uence

of alcohol or drugs, prescription Ambien, and arres ted

Mr. Thompson.

At approximately 1308 hours, Mr. Thompson submitted

to a chemical breath test, which showed he had a bl ood

alcohol content of .03 percent.  The CHP also took a

blood sample from Mr. Thompson to test him for the

admitted prescription drugs.

Since Mr. Thompson's sample showed a drug -- drugs

in his system, the Los Angeles County District

Attorney's Office charged him with a violation of

Vehicle Code section 23152(g), driving under the

combination and influence of any alcohol and drug.

On February 22nd, 2024, Mr. Thompson pled no

contest to one misdemeanor count of Vehicle Code se ction

23152(a), driving under the influence of alcohol.

The conviction included the sentence of 14 days'

time served, fines, and he was ordered to complete an

18-month driver -- driving under the influence prog ram. 

The second incident occurred on March 17th, 2023,

while assigned to home duty because of the March 14 th

DUI arrest.  Mr. Thompson was driving his personal

vehicle and lost control when the vehicle ran out o f

gas.  The vehicle then hit a pole.
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Los Angeles sheriffs responded and conducted an

investigation, which found that Mr. Thompson was

operating his vehicle while under the influence of

alcohol.  Mr. Thompson provided a breath sample, wh ich

showed that he had a BAC of .08 and .09.  

On February 22nd, 2024, Mr. Thompson pled no

contest to one misdemeanor count of wet reckless

driving.

Mr. Thompson was assessed fines, fees, and ordered

to complete an 18-month driving-under-the-influence

program, which he could complete concurrent with hi s

first DUI conviction.

The Los Angeles Police Department conducted an

Internal Affairs investigation on both DUI arrests.   The

Internal Affairs investigation resulted in five

sustained policy violations with a recommendation t hat

Mr. Thompson be directed to a Board of Rights heari ng,

with the proposed penalty of termination.

During Mr. Thompson's Internal Affairs interview,

Mr. Thompson stated that after his -- after his two  DUI

arrests, he checked himself into the Betty Ford cli nic

for treatment and was attending    anonymous -- Alc ohol

[sic] Anonymous meetings.

On February 22nd, 2024, Mr. Thompson signed a

settlement agreement with the Los Angeles County Po lice
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Department that imposed a 22-day suspension as a re sult

of the two DUI arrests; and while employed with the  Los

Angeles Police Department for a period of three yea rs,

required him to:  

One, abstain from the use of alcohol -- alcoholic

beverages;

Two, not enter any establishment whose primary

business is selling alcoholic beverages while

on off-duty;

Not purchase any alcoholic beverages while

off-duty;

Four, submit to a substance test up to three times

a month as directed by a supervisor;

And, five, submit to unscheduled, unannounced

directed testing for controlled substances up to fi ve

times a month as directed by a department superviso r.

The facts I have just recited support the

Division's findings that Mr. Thompson was involved in

serious misconduct, specifically acts that violate the

law.

For the purpose of this -- for the purpose of the

Division's analysis, clear and convincing evidence means

evidence of -- of a charge is clear and convincing so

long as there is a high probability that the charge  is

true.  The evidence need not establish a fact beyon d a
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reasonable doubt.

The Division recommends that Mr. Thompson's POST

certificate be revoked.  The Division recommends th is

based on the following:

Between March 14th and March 17th, 2023,

Mr. Thompson engaged in conduct that would lead to two

separate arrests and convictions for DUI.  Impaired

driving is illegal because of inherent dangers to t he

drivers themselves and to others.

Under Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(6), and POST

Regulations 1205(a)(6), acts that violate the law

constitute serious misconduct when they are suffici ently

egregious or repeated as to be inconsistent with a peace

officer's obligations to uphold the law or respect the

rights of the members of the public.

Impaired driving and repeated acts of impaired

driving are acts that violate the law and are both

sufficiently egregious and sufficiently repeated as  to

be inconsistent with Mr. Thompson's obligation to u phold

the law, respect the rights of the members of the

public.

As a homicide detective charged with investigating

our most serious crimes, Mr. Thompson's actions and

driving impaired on two occasions established that he

committed serious misconduct.
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With that, I'm happy to answer any questions that

the Board has.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I have a few.  Thank you so

much.

I may have misheard this.

In '98, was there a first DUI?

MR. EHRMAN:  It was a alcohol-related.  It didn't

say DUI.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  What was it?

MR. EHRMAN:  We don't know.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MR. EHRMAN:  I think it's based on the time --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry, what?

MR. EHRMAN:  It was over 20 years ago.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  In the future, if it's

ever possible to get more information about if we'r e

looking at a second DUI but, in fact, it is somehow

related a prior alcohol offense, it's helpful for t he

Board to know more about that.

And I really appreciate the timeline there.  That

is very helpful.

I'm trying -- now could you -- Chandler, are you

controlling that?  Whoever is controlling that, can  we

start at the beginning there?  I can't see it from here.

Okay.  Great.
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Now, this is for the second DUI; is that right?

MR. EHRMAN:  No.

MS. WOOLLEY:  This is for the first DUI.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  The first DUI.  Or -- right.

So this is the one where he hit the tree --

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  -- correct?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So -- okay.  Respondent

arrives at -- keep it there.  Don't move it.  Take it

back to the beginning.

Who is controlling that?  I can't -- oh, okay.  You

guys are.

So is that the time that he arrived at work,

6:00 a.m.?  

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes, Chair Dudley.  That's the time

he arrived at work that morning.  He arrives at wor k at

6:00 a.m.  He takes an LAPD car out sometime that

morning, and then he is coming back from retrieving  his

cell phone in Santa Clarita.  Hits a tree at around

9:35.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Now, I want to go

slower.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Sorry.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  That's okay.  
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We don't have any information that he had been

drinking prior to coming to work at 6:00 a.m.?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Well, his blood alcohol is .03 when

they take it at 1:00 p.m.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.  

MS. WOOLLEY:  And he does have drugs in his system.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Generally, if you have a blood

alcohol at .03 at 1:00 p.m., you have probably cons umed

alcohol at some point earlier in the day.

It is unknown when he consumed it.  His statements

at the IA were that he had consumed alcohol earlier  in

the morning.  I believe it was somewhere in the

neighborhood of 4:00 a.m.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Name of what?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Neighborhood of 4:00 a.m.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  4:00 a.m. 

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And that would be inconsistent

with the blood alcohol level at 1:00 of .03, correc t?  

MS. WOOLLEY:  Well, if he had stopped drinking at

about 4:00 a.m., his blood alcohol could have gone down

to .03 because it would have continued to lower.

There's a formula that LAPD could have applied to

determine what his blood alcohol would have been at
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9:35.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  They just did not do so.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Was there any information when

he arrived at work at 6:00 a.m. that he was -- that

anyone made any comments about him being under the

influence of alcohol?

MS. WOOLLEY:  There was no indication in the IA

investigation that that was done.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So the next thing we

have is he allegedly had left his cell phone at hom e.  

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And we're going to assume

there's alcohol in his home because he said he cons umed

some before 4:00 a.m.  So what we know is that afte r he

received his cell phone, this hit-and-run occurred?

MS. WOOLLEY:  There's our information, yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So the alleged

hit-and-run.

And then what is the distance between -- okay, let

me just start with that alleged hit-and-run there a t

9:38.

Oh, no -- that's when he arrived at the ARCO

station.  We don't know what time the hit-and-run

happened.
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MR. EHRMAN:  The bottom square.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Right.  It's about 9:35.  It's

probably three minutes or so before.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  The ARCO station is right around the

area of where that tree was.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So let me say that

again, then.

From the -- the distance between the tree that was

hit and the ARCO station was about a three-minute d rive?

MS. WOOLLEY:  About, yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So then he gets -- now,

would -- if he had left the car where the tree was,

would that have created a -- an issue in terms of s afety

for other drivers?

MS. WOOLLEY:  That would require speculation on the

part of the Division at this point.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  It wasn't something that LAPD had

looked at in their investigation.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  It wasn't something that the Division

looked at in our investigation.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  It was something, though, that was
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sustained that it was a hit-and-run.  He was --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Last part again?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It was sustained as a hit-and-run as

part of the sustained findings.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  We will get back to --

MS. WOOLLEY:  He was charged with that, yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm just trying to take it

piece by piece.

Then during that 40-minute encounter, there is some

information about him spending some time dealing wi th

the car.

And then he drives from the ARCO station to the

Mobil station.  And that's about 40 minutes apart?

MS. WOOLLEY:  He spends approximately 40 minutes at

that ARCO station, and then goes to the Mobil stati on,

which is also nearby.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Then at the Mobil

station, tell me about the minor incident with anot her

car.

MS. WOOLLEY:  He pulls into a parking spot at the

Mobil station.  He is there for about a minute or t wo.

This is all in surveillance camera footage.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MS. WOOLLEY:  He then pulls out of that parking

space and backs into a Kia that has pulled in behin d
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him, causing some minor damage.  He does get out of  the

car.  The CHP investigation says that it appears th at he

has -- exchanges some information with that driver,  but

neither LAPD nor CHP did any further investigation to

determine if they exchanged, like, insurance inform ation

or something.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Then he hits another

vehicle 10:24.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Let's stop it again.

So after he's hit the tree, gone to the ARCO

station, gone to the Mobil station, and hit the sec ond

vehicle, that is when he calls his supervisor?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And that's from the Mobil

station?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Then after that, he --

his car becomes disabled, and it's on the side of t he

road, on the roadway?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It's in the number one lane of a

roadway.  And LASD deputy sees him, is going the

opposite direction, makes a U-turn, comes up behind  him,

determines his car is disabled, blocking traffic, c alls

CHP.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  What information, if

any, do you have about the nature of the conversati on he

had with his supervisor about whether he should pro ceed,

stay there, come into the station, if they discusse d the

damage to the car at that point.

Any ideas?

MS. WOOLLEY:  We do not have any information in

regards to that conversation.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MR. EHRMAN:  I think the only thing that was said

was to contact CHP for the report.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Thank you,

Mr. Ehrman.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Say it again.

MR. EHRMAN:  It said -- the only thing in the IA

report it said for him -- the supervisor requested him

call CHP to come investigate -- to do a traffic rep ort.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  But he doesn't, as far

as we know, call CHP.  CHP sees the car in the road way?

MS. WOOLLEY:  They are notified by LASD.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So I'm assuming then

the supervisor or somebody notified CHP?

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  LASD notified CHP.

MR. EHRMAN:  There was nothing stated that anyone

from LAPD --
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  All right.  And then the CHP

arrives.  I may have been confused about this .

At some point, was the respondent asked about the

tree incident?

MS. WOOLLEY:  He was asked where he -- what he hit

and where the accident occurred.

The CHP -- or it appears from the CHP investigation

that he was asked that.  But it is not very clear i n the

CHP investigation at what point that question happe ned.

What is in the investigation is that the CHP

officer, who was conducting the investigation, made  some

assumptions that he thought the accident may have

occurred in a couple of locations.

And so he took the respondent to two different

locations that involved a pole that had been hit.

Mr. Thompson was able to categorically tell the CHP

officer, no, that was not what I hit.  That's not w here

the accident occurred.

They then took Mr. Thompson to a hospital to get

him medically cleared and then cited and released h im.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Go back to that.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Sure.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I want to understand this a

little bit more.

The respondent has some discussion with the
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investigating CHP officer.  And as a result of that

discussion, they go to two -- three places.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Two different places at this point.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Two different.  And then is it

the second or the third place that ends up being th e

tree?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It ends up being a fourth place.  So

they go two places with Mr. Thompson.  Mr. Thompson  is

able to exclude both places.  They then take

Mr. Thompson to a hospital to get him medically cle ared

since he's been in an accident, and he is under the

influence.  It also appears they take the blood sam ple

at that time.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So we have no idea what led

the CHP officer to take Mr. Thompson to place one o r

place two?

MS. WOOLLEY:  The CHP officer states in his report

that he believes, based on damages he had seen from  the

poles, that he suspects those may have been where t he

accidents were.

So they are basing it off of the damage to the car

and where he is seeing damage to objects that look like

they could have caused damage to the vehicle.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Just so I can understand this

better, there's some discussion prior to going to p lace
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one and place two that it was a pole versus a tree?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It's not clear --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  If you don't know, that's

fine.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Right.  It's not clear how the CHP

drew that conclusion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  But that's what they did.

MR. EHRMAN:  I believe there was damage at those

locations.  

MS. WOOLLEY:  Right.  

MR. EHRMAN:  So he naturally thought, okay, there's

damage, we're going to go to that location.  Previo us.

Then after that he goes back, and he is able to

determine that those other locations were prior

accidents and not this vehicle.  

And then he locates the other location of the

actual accident.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So why this is

interesting to me is if we're looking at dishonesty  as

one of the issues here, I don't know -- the Board

doesn't know whether it was as a result of dishones ty

that they ended up at those two prior locations and  even

the third location, and then it wasn't until the fo urth.

So that's where there's some confusion.  I'm not
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even sure we can answer that question at this point .

MR. EHRMAN:  That wasn't in the CHP report what

they specifically asked him -- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MR. EHRMAN:  -- or what he answered.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MR. EHRMAN:  Besides the -- that's not it.  He --

when he gave the -- when they rolled up, and he gav e the

answer to that, "This is not the location; it's fur ther

down," those are the only statements that they wrot e in

the report.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So then am I also to

understand that both the second -- excuse me, the - -

we'll call it -- no, we don't know about the prior

alcohol-related offense.

So the first DUI and the second DUI both had to do

with the hit-and-run issues, right?

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  The second DUI, he stayed at the

scene.  His vehicle, which was his personal vehicle , ran

out of gas.  And he was pushing it to get to a gas

station.  And it got away from him.  It hit a pole in

front of some Southern Cal Edison employees.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And he stayed there?

MS. WOOLLEY:  And he stayed at the scene.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So as to the first DUI,
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the arrest was made, including the DUI and the

hit-and-run.  And the District Attorney's Office di d not

proceed on the hit-and-run?

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  They did charge him with a

hit-and-run, but the plea deal was just DUI -- a

straight DUI under subdivision (a).

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Those are my questions.

By the way, again, thank you for this timeline.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Of course.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Other questions from the

Board?

MEMBER LARA:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.

MEMBER LARA:  So these are for Brad.

So is it clear -- I believe it's clear --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Would you move the mic a

little closer?

MEMBER LARA:  Okay.  It appears clear to me, but I

want to ask you as the investigator:  Did the -- di d

Mr. Thompson have the ability after the first colli sion

to immediately notify his supervisor?

MR. EHRMAN:  It is not clear exactly what his

condition was.

We're assuming that based on his alcohol content

that he wasn't making rash decisions on that.  And he
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didn't make it -- I don't know if -- we would -- we

couldn't figure out if he was trying to see if he c ould

fix the car enough where he -- you know, he could g et

away.

But it was, obviously, that the car was not in that

condition.  So he could have --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Was your question whether he

had a phone?

MEMBER LARA:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.  That's what I thought. 

MR. EHRMAN:  Oh, sorry.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  He's not talking about his

mental state.  He's merely saying, did he have a ph one

in order to do it?

MR. EHRMAN:  Yes.  Because he called later on.

MEMBER LARA:  And because the point of my question

is, is one of, you are in a hole, and you have the

ability to stop digging, then you should probably d o so.

If he had the means immediately at his disposal,

rather than attempting to repair his vehicle, and

move -- and then ultimately cause yet another colli sion

at another scene and impair people further, I wante d to

see if there was some way at that point he could st op

digging.

And he -- your answer is, yes, he had the means.
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MR. EHRMAN:  He had a phone.

MEMBER LARA:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Other questions?

Yes.

MEMBER DOYLE:  I just wanted clarification.

I saw somewhere -- and I think it was in the court

notes -- that on the 17th, was a wet reckless.  The

14th was DUI, no contest.  And an admission of a

previous DUI, so that had to have been in the 1990 --

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  That's not how they did it.

What they did was, is they had him admit to -- I'm

going to get this wrong -- the -- they had him admi t to

the March 17th incident first.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Right.

MS. WOOLLEY:  It was part of the plea deal.

So what they did was, they had him admit to the

March 17th deal first, and then the March 14th deal

second.  And because the admission for the

March 17th deal came in first, it became a prior

conviction that he had had to admit for the March 1 4th

one.

So they did --

MEMBER DOYLE:  But that was a wet reckless; that

was not a DUI.
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MS. WOOLLEY:  But that can be a prior conviction

for a DUI.  A wet reckless can be, yes.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Can we go back to the timeline

again?

What I'm looking for here is, we can extrapolate

what his blood alcohol level was at the time of the

first -- let's go to -- move over to the left a lit tle

more if you would, please.  I want to see.  Yeah.  Thank

you.  And then if you can close in -- do a close-up .

Thank you.  

So at approximately 9:38, he arrived at the ARCO

station.  We said it was three minutes away.

So 9:35 a.m. would have been about the time that he

hit the tree.  And the blood alcohol of .03, was th at

based on blood or breath?

MS. WOOLLEY:  That was a breathalyzer test.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry?

MS. WOOLLEY:  That was a breathalyzer test.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  And the breathalyzer --

how much time went by between 9:35 and the blood --  and

the PAS device?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It's three and a half hours.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So regardless of when

he started the drinking, can you give the Board a s ense
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of what his blood alcohol level was at the time, 9: 35 --

assuming he had nothing alcoholic to drink between the

9:35 and the PAS device?

MS. WOOLLEY:  There is a formula that the DMV has

as part of the driver's manual.  However, the

application of that formula really does require spe cial

training, which none of us have.  That would be

something if this went to hearing, we would hire an

expert -- employ an expert to present at trial as p art

of the evidence, to say, you know, whether or not

Mr. Thompson was over the legal limit at the time h e had

his accident.

So at this time, we would not be in the position to

opine what his blood alcohol would have been at.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Fair enough.

And then the blood sample, what was that result?

MS. WOOLLEY:  We do not have the blood sample.  But

we do know, because the DA, the Los Angeles Distric t

Attorney's Office, charged him with the (g) count o f

23152, that he would have had some form of a drug i n his

system as well, because in order for the DA to be a ble

to charge him with that, he had to have had alcohol  plus

a drug in his system.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So allegedly he took

the Ambien -- 
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MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  -- the night before and had a

prescription for that.

Do we know if the blood test would show the

percentage of the drug Ambien?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It probably did, but we do not have

that information.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

Thank you.

MS. WOOLLEY:  You're welcome.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Other questions from other

hearing officers?

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Hi, Counsel.

For clarification, the wet and reckless law is not

really familiar to many.  I have a little bit of

knowledge of it.

Could you give us a little bit of summary about the

wet and reckless law and why it was applied?

And to my second question of the wet and reckless

law, from my understanding in that, in the first ar rest,

which was March 14th, if I'm correct, March 14th; a nd

then he had a second incident, March 17th.  But the  wet

and reckless was applied to the March 17th -- 

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  -- and not the
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March 14th?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  That was my confusion.

MS. WOOLLEY:  It's --

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Go ahead.

MS. WOOLLEY:  It will make more sense when I

explain what wet and reckless means.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. WOOLLEY:  So wet and reckless is something that

is available to prosecutors as a plea -- as a plea deal,

essentially.

So a prosecutor has some discretion to offer a wet

and reckless to those defendants who are close to t he

legal limit.

So on the March 17th incident, Mr. Thompson was at

a .08, .09.  So he was close to the legal limit.

As far as we know, he only had alcohol in his

system.

So the prosecutor had the discretion to offer what

is known as a wet reckless, which means you had alc ohol

in your system, and you were driving, and you engag ed in

conduct that ended up being reckless on the streets .

Because, by definition, if you are driving with any

alcohol in your system you are, in fact, reckless u nder

the law.  So that's what wet and reckless means.  
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And it ends up being a driving under the influence

of alcohol conviction on your record for purposes o f,

like, prior convictions for DUI and that sort of th ing.

So that's where that comes in.

And Chair Dudley can correct me if I'm wrong about

any of this, since she's got such a history of bein g --

well, a lot of experience, obviously, of being a

district attorney.

For the March 14th incident, however, that probably

was not available to the district attorney, or just

wasn't something the district attorney would have b een

interested in offering because of that drug that wa s in

Mr. Thompson's system.

And under that one, the (g) count, if you have any

alcohol in your system and you have a drug, it is a  --

it's a DUI just full stop under (g).

So if you have got something that's a controlled

substance, such as Ambien.  Xanax would be another one

that's common.  People will get some alcohol in the ir

system and have something like a Xanax.  It's a DUI .  It

is a full-on DUI misdemeanor under (g).

And frequently, it's not uncommon for a district

attorney to not offer wet reckless in that situatio n

because you are so impaired at that point for drivi ng.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  And so in a wet reckless,
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because of the accidents -- this is where I was kin d of

confused on -- is both of them involved accidents,

14th and the --

MS. WOOLLEY:  They did.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  They both involved that.

And the district attorney has a discretion to

apply.

Now, here's the next question.  On a wet and

reckless -- because to me, it sounded like it was a  DUI,

and because I'm not familiar with either/or.

But what is the purpose of even offering the wet

and reckless?  I mean, what is -- is the penalty

different or less -- 

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  -- or same?

MS. WOOLLEY:  The fines and fees for a wet reckless

are significantly less.  There's less jail time.  I

believe, but I would have to check, there may, in f act,

not be a mandatory jail sentence for a wet reckless .

The DUI program's usually less for a wet reckless

for the first offender.  Since he had two in a row,

that's how he got the 18-month program.  And he als o had

a drug in his system, which is probably also why th e

18-month was imposed.

So there are significantly less penalties imposed

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

70



    67

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

for somebody with a wet reckless.

So that's one of the reasons why it gets offered in

those kinds of cases and why defendants will take t hat.

Even though there's a consequence of it being a pri or

conviction if you get a second.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  So the wet reckless is

not really held -- held as high as regard compared to

the DUI.  But he was offered it.  That's...

MS. WOOLLEY:  For criminal penalties, yes.  But on

your driver's record, it is going to have a similar

effect, is my understanding.  Yes.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Thank you.

MS. WOOLLEY:  You are welcome.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Any other questions or

comments?

Yes, Dr. Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Thank you.  One question.  There

was some contradiction or inconsistencies among the

various documents that we reviewed about when he wa s on

duty and when he was off duty.  

And I just wanted to get clarification.  I think he

was on duty on the 14th and off duty on the 17th?

MS. WOOLLEY:  He -- 

MEMBER GLASER:  No?

MS. WOOLLEY:  There was some contradiction in the
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records.

So LAPD initially said in their IA documents he was

off duty on the 17th.  That is incorrect.  He was

actually on duty on the 17th as well, but he was on  what

they call "home duty."

So a lot of agencies will call it, like,

administrative leave.  He was sent home.  But he wa s

supposed to be on duty.  He was just at home.  So h e

wasn't coming into the office.  He wouldn't be like  what

they would consider active.

There's a follow-up memorandum in his IA

investigation that said he had to report in.  I thi nk he

had a meeting with another department.  He had just

finished at that point right before he left to go g et

food, and then ended up in the accident.  So he was  on

duty.

MEMBER GLASER:  And then on the 17th --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Let me respond to that a

little further.

So even though he was at home, the concept of being

on duty relates to the fact that they could call hi m in

and, therefore, could call him in.  And being at th at

blood alcohol level is part of this whole scenario.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Correct.  Yes.

MEMBER GLASER:  And on the 17th, there was also an
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indication that he had a nearly empty open containe r in

his vehicle.  And I was just wanting to know if we could

get some clarification on how nearly empty.  But al so an

open container that is empty is problematic anyway.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Right.  

The police report from Los Angeles Sheriff's

Department said there was an open vodka container t hat

was nearly empty, yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Any other questions?

Yes.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Yes.  Johnson.

I had heard you mention something about dishonesty.

And you didn't go into the detail of that.

Then Board Member Charles talked about, at some

point, when do you stop digging a hole for yourself ?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry.  Could you move the

mic closer?

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Yes.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.  

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Board Member Charles spoke about,

at some point, when do you stop digging a hole for

yourself?

So we do know that he lied to the officer in the

first incident that he wasn't drinking.  Three days
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later, he got pulled over, and he lied to that offi cer

that he wasn't drinking.

I mean, it is obvious that the facts show that he

was under the influence.

At some point, it is troubling that an officer

consistently can try to fabricate a situation that he's

in.  Now, he has signed a document that I believe i s

supposed to save his job.  And so we're here gather ed

today to discuss on whether to decertify him even t hough

he has signed is this document.

Is there a conflict with that?

MS. WOOLLEY:  The civil settlement that he filed

with LAPD is separate from these proceedings.  POST  has

independent jurisdiction as to Mr. Thompson's

certification.  So there's no conflict.

POST can proceed separate from any actions that

LAPD chose to take.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  So he can still be decertified?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Even though he made an agreement

with LAPD that if I do this, this, this, and that, can I

keep my job?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Absolutely, yes.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  So now I guess I'm jumping ahead.

How would an administrative judge look at that?
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MS. WOOLLEY:  The administrative judge would give

it the weight that they felt was appropriate.  So t hey

could take it and decide it had no weight.  They co uld

take it and decide that it should be given great we ight.

One of the things that they would be looking at is

the terms that Mr. Thompson had agreed to.  So the terms

that he had agreed -- the agency had proven -- it w ould

just depend upon the administrative law judge.

But, again, these proceedings are entirely

independent, so POST's position would be that it re ally

does not have much weight, since the agency acts

independently from POST.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  And I guess the last follow-up

question.

I think it's been a history that POST normally

would grant the right for that officer to continue on

his job if he signs off on an agreement.

So even though we may feel he should be decertified

because of the history that has been established, t hat

most officers that sign an agreement to stay on the  job,

if they follow this, this, this, and this, normally  is

granted that at the POST level.

So I'm trying to see if we can break that cycle.

But, anyhow, yes, I'm listening to figure this out.

MS. WOOLLEY:  The Board will make its
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recommendation, and it will go to the Commission, w ho

will be able to either adopt the recommendation or do

what the Commission wants to do.

This particular case is a bit different than the

other DUI cases we have taken.

As you have -- as everybody has pointed out, these

particular DUIs did happen on duty.  There was some

concealing conduct.  I don't -- we don't know how t he

Commission is going to respond to this particular c ase.

But the Board does make its own recommendation.

MR. BEATTY:  Board Member Johnson, I think it's

productive just to remind ourselves of sort of the

grounding trajectory that we're supposed to be taki ng as

a Board.

And it's, you know, 13510.85, right, which is to

say, basically does the investigation, summary of

findings, and the recommendation by the Division, d oes

that justify decertification under the Board's

perspectives?

And so, you know, not getting outside the four

squares of what we have in the investigation, and b ased

on the presentation, I think we should really be gu ided

by those perspectives.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And I -- I would like to call

upon our Assistant Executive Director for some comm ents.
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MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  Thank you, Board Member Johnson,

for the questions.  I would like to speak to all of  them

if I can.

In terms of the settlement agreement that the

respondent signed, he subsequently retired from Los

Angeles Police Department on August 31st, 2024.  He 's

not currently working.

Second, apart from that, you asked about ALJ

weighing the employment agreement versus the

certification status, that would be the interest of  the

state.

In my experience with administrative law

judges, what they are looking at is:  Does this

individual pose a threat to the public health, safe ty,

and welfare through his inability to make choices t hat

pose an immediate threat?

In this situation, the employment status and

the agreement, what the judge would be looking at i s any

rehabilitative efforts on the part of the individua l to

prevent this from happening again.

And the respondent would have to demonstrate

that he no longer poses this threat.  And it would be

difficult for us to assess whether or not he can ma ke

those claims at this point.

The employment status is not what's considered,
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if you will, from the administrative law judge.  It 's

whether or not this individual still poses a threat

because the behaviors and judgments and decisions m ade

that has brought this case before us today.

In terms of making a decision on a stipulated

settlement, I think you have talked about in previo us

DUI cases, it's not POST that is making the decisio n.

The Commission itself can make the decision to ente r

into a stipulated settlement.

Again, those are not perfunctory.  They do not

happen in every case, and they have to examine the very

specific circumstances of each and every case to

determine whether the public would be well served b y

entering into an agreement with the individual who has

overcome whatever those issues with and has proven,  for

a period of time, that they can, in fact, engage in  the

professional conduct of a peace officer safely,

effectively, and without issue of controlled substa nces

in their system.

So it is not an automatic.  It is not

perfunctory.  And the Commission would have to weig h

those very same things in this case and make the

determination that they do not believe that the pub lic

would be at risk by allowing this individual to ret urn

to the profession.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  You are welcome.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  We're going to need a break.

But I want to say are there any other questions for  --

yes, please.

MEMBER PENA:  How long of a delay was there between

the time he encountered, I guess it was, CHP that c ame

on the scene and when he was actually tested?

It was a -- it was a lengthy period of time,

correct?

MS. WOOLLEY:  CHP got on the scene at around 11:05,

and he doesn't take the alcohol screening test unti l

1:00 o'clock, a little after 1:00 o'clock.

So, yes, it takes them some time.

MEMBER PENA:  Is that -- is that typical?

MS. WOOLLEY:  I wouldn't be able to answer that

question.  I think each investigation is unique.  I t

probably depends upon the facts and circumstances.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Anything else?  Any other

questions?

Yes.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  So -- Johnson.

He has retired in August.  What -- I don't want to

say what bearings would it have with the settle- --  with

the agreement that he's made.  To me, it becomes a moot
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point, I mean, because he's no longer employed by t he LA

Police Department.

So I guess I'm saying that being that there was an

egregious act and a violation of law, it should be

pretty simple.  It is like him not appealing the is sue.

So there should not be no reason, I believe, for hi m to

be so much concerned of whether he's certified or

decertified.  He's no longer a police agent -- a po lice

officer in the state of California, anyway.

So this should be an easy fix by simply

decertifying him for the egregious act that the

Division, as well as the agency, saw that he had ac ted

in.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Mr. Thompson is available by phone.

I believe he would be able to answer that question best.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Anything else for now?

Otherwise, we will take a ten-minute break and then  come

back and ask if Mr. Thompson or his attorney has an y

comments for us.

Okay.  So the time is now 10:21.  If you could come

back at 10:30.

(Break taken in proceedings.) 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  At this time, does the subject

officer and/or their counsel wish to make public

comment?  If so, you will each be given four minute s to
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speak, and the time limits will be strictly enforce d.

So please ensure that you are -- complete your comm ents

within the allotted time.  There will be a clock on  the

screen that will start counting down from three min utes.

Because the discussion this morning was so lengthy,

I'm going to extend it, at my discretion, to four

minutes to ensure that each of you get to say what you

want to say.

So while commenting, keep in mind that the Board

will only consider the facts as presented by the

Division today and will not consider any additional

facts or defense at this time.

The sole question before the Board today is the

following:  If the facts offered by the Division to day

are, in fact, proven at a later hearing, do these f acts

demonstrate a high probability that serious miscond uct,

as defined by Penal Code section 13510.8, and Commi ssion

Regulation 1205 occurred?

So is there anyone from the public who would like

to address the Board at this time?  When it is your

turn, you may state your name and the organization you

wish.  

And we will limit it to three or four minutes,

depending who you are, in terms of this case.  And I

said, it's generally three minutes, but leaving
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additional time for the respondent and his counsel.   The

time limits will be strictly enforced.  So please e nsure

you complete your comments within the allotted time .

So is there anyone here on this case?

Remote or in person?

MR. THOMPSON:  Ma'am, I'm the officer involved in

this incident.

Can you hear me?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Is this Mr. Thompson?

MR. THOMPSON:  Yes, ma'am.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.  We can hear you.  Please

go on.

MR. THOMPSON:  I'm sorry.  If I could, I would just

like to summarize a couple things.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Sure.

MR. THOMPSON:  First and foremost, I want to -- I

want to thank the Board for giving me the opportuni ty to

speak and kind of maybe hopefully clear some things  up

if needed.

I understand why the Board needs to convene on this

matter and what's led for us to be here today.

And just a brief summary:  

I'm a 28-year veteran with LAPD.  I was hired in

1996.  I have worked in South LA for all but one ye ar of

that.
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I have been one of the highest, if not the highest,

producer in all areas of works.  I received hundred s of

commendations for productivity.  I patrolled areas

troubled by gun -- gang violence.  And I've made

hundreds of observational felony arrests, including  many

gun arrests, of armed gang members.

I received a Master 10851 Award from the CHP, all

of which were occupied stolen vehicles, several of them

being used for the purpose of drive-by shootings.

I always wanted to be a detective and started --

started in it working the due diligence unit, which

finds suspects of 187, of homicides that have warra nts.

I then linked into being investigator and within a

few years received a Detective of the Year from my

division and also Detective of the Bureau -- for

essentially the bureau in Los Angeles.

I received several mayor -- several citations from

the mayor for my clearance of homicides.  And I hav e

been involved in arresting and convicting hundreds of

murder -- homicide suspects.

I promoted to supervisor and received -- as you

know, I'm -- I have supervisor POST certificate.

I was on call for several years working homicides,

and it took its toll.  It all came to a head March 14th

and 17th where these incidents occurred.
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I did -- I did understand that -- that the

development of alcoholism, and I checked myself int o

Betty Ford.  And I'm still in -- I go to AA meeting s,

and I'm still in the DUI program with the state.

I have a sponsor.  I have a very good support

system.  My partner, who I live with, she's a super ior

court judge with the state of California.  I've bee n

with her for 13 years.  My mother, who has been sob er

for over 40 years.  I have two children, Isabella a nd

Shae (phonetic).  Bella finished her college and is

pursuing her law degree.  My second -- my younger c hild

is in her third year of college.

I'm very proud of the badge that I wore, and I'm

sad that I tarnished it.

I did -- I did retire from the department.  I did

so after I did my suspension days because I wanted to

retire honorably.  And, you know, during this proce ss

and working so long, over 20 years as a homicide

investigator took its toll, which led into -- to th e

events that happened in these two days.

I developed a sleep disorder that -- because of

it -- because of the hours I worked.  I worked seve ral

days straight, and that's why I was prescribed Ambi en.

I did -- again, I did and do acknowledge that I am

an alcoholic.  I have quit drinking since, and cont inue
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with my -- with my efforts to remain sober and, aga in, I

have a very good support system that assures that I  am.

In conclusion, if the Board needs any clarification

on any of the matters or -- I would be happy to spe ak on

that.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Let me just, on behalf

of the Board, thank you for your years of public

service.  Thank you for calling us.  Clearly, you d o

have a distinguished career.  And to extend our

understanding and appreciation of the actions you h ave

taken to deal with your alcoholism.

So aside from that, I will see if the Board has any

other comments or questions.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Board Member Clavo.

Are you attending AA?  Do you have a sponsor?  What

are you doing to --

MR. THOMPSON:  Yes, I do go to several AA meetings

a week and I do have a sponsor.

MEMBER CLAVO:  How long have you been sober?

MR. THOMPSON:  Since this incident.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Anything else?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Mr. Thompson, are you

being represented by counsel, or are you here by
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yourself today on the phone?

MR. THOMPSON:  I'm here by myself, ma'am.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  I think there are no

other questions.

Is there anyone from the public who would like to

address this matter?  Anybody on the phone?  Anybod y

here with us?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Seeing none and hearing

none, Mr. Thompson, thank you for calling in, and w e

wish you the best.

MR. THOMPSON:  Thank you, ma'am.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So at this time, the

Board's -- we can adjourn into closed session and

discuss this case.  Ready?  Where are we going toda y?

MR. KNAPP:  The executive conference room.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Mr. Chandler is going

to show us where to go.  Thank you.  Okay.  We'll b e

back.

This meeting will adjourn into closed session for

deliberation on this case.  The board members will now

exit the room and be back for regular session short ly.

(Time noted:  10:43 a.m.)

---o0o--- 
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(Closed session was held:

10:48 a.m. to 11:20 a.m.)

---o0o--- 

(Time noted:  11:25 a.m.) 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  We will now reconvene to

regular session to take a vote on the Board's

recommendation in the matter of Case POST Number

2400920, Tommy Thompson, who, at the time of the ev ents

at issue in this case, was employed with the Los An geles

Police Department.

What comments does the Board have on this matter?

Please.  Dr. Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Oh, I'm ready to make a motion

unless there are people who want to make comments p rior

to that.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry.  I couldn't hear

you.

MEMBER GLASER:  I'm ready to make a motion unless

there are people who want to make comments prior to

that.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Does anybody want to make any

comments before a motion is called?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Go ahead.  Is there a

motion -- excuse me.  Is there a motion to make a
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recommendation to the Commission on this matter?

MEMBER GLASER:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  What is that motion?

MEMBER GLASER:  I move that we recommend to the

Commission that Mr. Thompson's certification be rev oked,

and that that revocation be stayed contingent on a

settlement agreement between Mr. Thompson and POST that

would suspend his -- or that would put him in a per iod

of probation of ten years, during which he would ha ve to

submit to the standard agreement that we have seen

unfold in the past.

And I defer to counsel to provide any further

detail on that, but I have no pride of memory on th at

matter.

And that should he violate the terms of that

settlement during that period, that there would be

automatic revocation.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Is there a

second?

MEMBER PENA:  I second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  The second was?

MEMBER PENA:  Margaret Pena.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Ms. Pena.  Okay.

Now, Mr. Knapp, if you would call for a roll call

vote on that. 
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MR. KNAPP:  Yes, Madam Chair.  Thank you.

Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Nay.

Clavo, nay.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, aye.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, nay.

Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, nay.

Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, aye.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Nay.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, nay.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Nay.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara, nay.

And Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Motion fails.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry?  Motion failed?

MR. KNAPP:  Motion failed.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  And the numbers, for

the record?

MR. KNAPP:  We had two yes -- I'm sorry.  Three

yeses and six -- or five noes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  That motion failed.

Is there another motion?

MEMBER DOYLE:  Doyle.  Motion to decertify.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Doyle made a motion to

decertify.

Is there a second?

MEMBER LARA:  I second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Lara seconded.

Would you please call roll call now.

MR. KNAPP:  Yes.  

Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Aye.

Clavo, aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, Nay.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, aye.
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Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, aye.

Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, aye.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, aye.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara, Aye.

Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena, aye.

The motion carries.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  That motion -- so there

was not a unanimous motion.  There were, in fact, t hree

negatives, but there were five positives.  So that

motion does, in fact, pass.

Okay.  No?

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Everyone else agreed.

MEMBER GLASER:  There was only one no.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Oh, I'm sorry.  So on the

second vote?
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MR. KNAPP:  Madam Chair, for the record, that

motion carried with seven yeses and two noes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Seven and two.  All

right.  Thank you very much.  Thanks for clarifying

that.

MEMBER DOYLE:  There's only eight of us here.  How

could it be 7-2?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I couldn't hear you.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Sorry.

MR. KNAPP:  It's one of those mornings.  Seven

ayes.  One nay vote.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  For the record, I wanted

to say -- (inaudible) -- I'm sorry.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I can't hear you.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  For the record, I meant

to say "abstain," but I said "no."

MEMBER PENA:  She meant to say "abstain."

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  You know, this has

gotten a little too confusing for the record, so we 're

going to do that one again.  Okay.  

I want to make sure everybody votes what they want

to vote.

MR. KNAPP:  I think that's a good idea.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So there was a motion to

decertify.  And that was made by Doyle and that was
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seconded by Lara.

So let me ask you again, would you please take that

vote.

MR. KNAPP:  Yes, Madam Chair.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No, not your fault.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo, aye.

Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Abstain.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, abstain.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, aye.

Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, aye.

Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, aye.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, aye.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.
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MR. KNAPP:  Lara, aye.

Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena, aye.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Now, would you give us the

final record on that, please.

MR. KNAPP:  We have seven ayes and one abstention.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  There were no noes?

MR. KNAPP:  No noes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

Okay.  Moving on to the next case, and, again, we

will break at noon.  

At this time, I will call upon Law Enforcement

Consultant Robert Bringolf, Professional Conduct Lo s

Angeles Bureau; and Carrie Woolley, Attorney, Legal

Affairs Bureau, to provide a report on Case POST230 2971,

Gabriel Gaxiola, who, at the time of the events at issue

in this case, was employed by the Los Angeles Polic e

Department.

Please.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Good morning, everybody.  My name is

Robert Bringolf.  I'm one of the law enforcement

consultants assigned to the Professional Conduct Bu reau

for Los Angeles County.

With me today is Carrie Woolley, an attorney with
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our Legal Affairs Bureau.  

I'm here to present Case 232971 [sic], involving

LAPD Sergeant Gabriel Gaxiola.  

It's the Division's determination that clear and

convincing evidence exists to demonstrate that Serg eant

Gaxiola committed an act of serious misconduct, as set

forth in Penal Code section 13510.8, being arrested  --

by being arrested while off duty for driving under the

influence of alcohol on May 13th, 2022.

Specifically, the Division has determined that

Sergeant Gaxiola committed the following acts of se rious

misconduct:

And that would be acts that violate the law and are

sufficiently egregious or repeated as to be inconsi stent

with the peace officer's obligation to uphold the l aw or

respect the rights of a member of the public, as

determined by the Commission.

And that's Penal Code section 13510.8(b), as in

boy, sub (6).

So this morning, I'm going to present a brief

outline of the Division's findings of my investigat ion

in this matter.

Sergeant Gaxiola was hired by LAPD on October 26th,

1998.  He was promoted to Sergeant July 7th, 2019.

On May 13th, 2022, Sergeant Gaxiola was arrested
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for his second DUI while employed as a peace office r for

the Los Angeles Police Department.  He was off duty  and

driving his personal vehicle on State Route 110 in the

area of North Avenue 52 overpass.  

His vehicle collided with a stopped vehicle, which,

in turn, collided with another vehicle that had bee n

stopped in the Number 3 lane of traffic.

Just so everybody is on the same page, the lanes

are numbered from the inside of the roadway to the

outside:  1, 2, and 3.

Gaxiola immediately contacted emergency services,

which resulted in the California Highway Patrol

responding to the scene.

The CHP officer observed Sergeant Gaxiola had red

watery eyes; an odor of alcoholic beverages emittin g

from his breath and person; he had an unsteady gait , and

that was observed while he was walking around the

accident scene.  He had slurred and delayed speech.   And

when one of the officers asked for his insurance ca rd,

he handed him his debit card instead.

A CHP officer conducted a standard field sobriety

test and determined Mr. Gaxiola had been driving wh ile

under the influence of alcohol.  He was arrested fo r

driving under the influence in violation of 23152(a ) VC;

that's the Vehicle Code.
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Sergeant Gaxiola refused to submit to a chemical

test, at which time a search warrant was sought for  a

sample of his blood.

The warrant was granted and executed on May 14th,

2022, at 0122 hours.  That's approximately five hou rs

after the accident occurred.

And he was also arrested for section 23152(b) of

the Vehicle Code.

On May 17th of that same year, 2022, the lab report

came back and showed that the analysis of the blood

sample for Mr. Gaxiola resulted in an average of

0.155 percent blood alcohol concentration; or BAC, as

you might hear me say.  The legal limit is 0.08 BAC .  

An LAPD subject matter expert later calculated that

an average male of Gaxiola's build would have had a n

approximate BAC of .23 five hours prior to the

collection of that .155 sample.

As an aggravating factor, Sergeant Gaxiola was

found to be carrying his handgun in his waistband a t the

time of his arrest while he was driving intoxicated .

In relation to that case, on February 9th, 2024,

Sergeant Gaxiola pled no contest to and was convict ed of

one misdemeanor count of driving under the influenc e of

alcohol, with a BAC of over 0.08 percent.  That's a

violation of California Vehicle Code section 23152( b).
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During that same proceeding, Sergeant Gaxiola

admitted to a prior conviction for driving under th e

influence in Los Angeles County Superior Court.  Th at's

related to a 2016 case, or arrest, case 16HM08811.  And

that is from January of 2017. 

On February 9th, 2024, Mr. Gaxiola was placed on

summary probation for a period of 60 months.  The

conditions of that probation are that he not operat e a

motor vehicle with any measurable amount of alcohol  in

his blood; 

He's not to drive a motor vehicle without a valid

driver's license in his possession, or without liab ility

insurance in the minimum requirements by law; 

He is to comply, if ordered, by Department of Motor

Vehicles, to install an ignition interlock device a s a

condition of probation; 

He's ordered to make restitution to the victim per

Penal Code section 1202.4(f) in an amount determine d at

the hearing; 

He is to pay a probation revocation restitution

fine pursuant to Penal Code section 1202.44, which might

be enforced in the manner provided for the enforcem ent

of money judgment in the amount of $150; 

He is to obey all laws and orders of the court; 

He was also ordered to serve four days in city jail
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as a condition of his probation; 

And to pay a fine of $500 plus penalty assessments;  

And enroll within 21 days from the date of his

court hearing or his release from custody; and

successfully complete an approved, licensed 18-mont h

driving under the influence program; 

As well as enroll in and complete a MADD, M-A-D-D,

Victim Impact Program; 

And attend 52 Alcoholics or Narcotics Anonymous

meetings at a rate of two per week.

In addition to those court proceedings, on

January 26, 2024, Gaxiola signed a rehabilitation

agreement with the LAPD in relation to the second D UI

case.

In that agreement, he admitted he engaged in

misconduct that warranted discipline, and he agreed  he

understood the Board of Rights was agreeing to hold  his

discipline in abeyance until he completed the terms  of

his rehabilitation agreement.

The Division has also examined and considered his

first DUI arrest as a peace officer, and that case was

considered pursuant to California Code of Regulatio ns,

Title 11, section 1213.

Brief summary of that:  

On July 10th, 2016, around zero-two hours, Sergeant
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Gaxiola, then Officer Gaxiola, was off duty in the city

of Laguna Beach, California.  He was driving his

assigned police vehicle.  He had been assigned to t he

SWAT team at the time of this event.  And he had ta ken

his city vehicle to a wedding in Huntington Beach,

California.

At the wedding, he had consumed mixed drinks, but

didn't know how many.

After leaving the wedding in his City vehicle, he

was stopped for a traffic violation by an on-duty L aguna

Beach police officer.  

During that traffic stop, he displayed objective

signs of alcohol intoxication and was given a horiz ontal

gaze nystagmus test and was arrested for violation of

section 23152(a), VC, which is driving under the

influence.  And it's a misdemeanor.

After his arrest, he refused to submit to a

preliminary alcohol screening test, but did submit to a

blood test.  He was found to have a blood alcohol

content, or BAC, of 0.202 percent.  

To further aggravate that situation, his City-owned

vehicle had to be towed to Laguna Beach Police

Department and secured in their sally port as the

vehicle contained department-issued equipment and

weapons.
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And while that victim [sic] was being secured,

officers located an open bottle of beer in the fron t

passenger compartment.

He ultimately received a 22-day suspension without

pay for that 2016 DUI arrest.  

And in 2017, he received a misdemeanor conviction

for violation of section 23152(b).  The charge of

23152(a) was dismissed.  And he received three year s of

informal probation; $140 fine; a mandated six-month

first offender's program; and some victim impact

counseling.

So the facts, as I have just recited, support the

Division's finding that Mr. Gaxiola was involved in  a --

in serious misconduct, specifically acts that viola te

the law and are sufficiently egregious or repeated as to

be inconsistent with a peace officer's obligation t o

uphold the law.

For purpose of our findings at the Division, clear

and convincing evidence means evidence of a charge is

clear and convincing so long as there is a high

probability that the charge is true.  The evidence need

not establish a fact beyond a reasonable doubt.

The Division recommends that Sergeant Gaxiola's

POST certifications be revoked.  And the Division's

recommendation is based on the following:
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He had been arrested for violating the law on two

occasions during his employment as a police officer .

More specifically, both arrests have occurred while

Sergeant Gaxiola has held the rank of sergeant.  Wh ile a

repeated violation of the law alone may not always rise

to the level of serious misconduct, it's the nature  of

these arrests and the aggregating factors that led the

Division to find clear and convincing evidence exis t to

prove he had been involved in serious misconduct;

specifically that described in 13510.8(b)(6) and

California Regulation 1205(a)(6).

The public has a right to expect high moral and

ethical standards from the police.  And Sergeant

Gaxiola's wanton disregard for public safety on mor e

than one occasion merits decertification.

Further, the public has the right to be policed by

individuals who are held to a higher standard.  Ser geant

Gaxiola's actions and arrests do not meet this stan dard.

Sergeant Gaxiola's blood alcohol concentration at

each arrest was remarkably high.  Expert opinion

indicated that at the time of Gaxiola's recent acci dent,

his blood alcohol content was likely around .23 per cent,

which is approximately three times the legal limit.

Evidence from Gaxiola's previous arrests for

driving under the influence of alcohol showed his b lood
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alcohol at the time of the sample was .202 and then

.200.

For his part in these arrests and incidents,

Gaxiola put number -- numerous lives in jeopardy on  at

least two occasions:  Once in a City vehicle filled  with

his SWAT gear and weapons; and once in his personal

vehicle while armed off duty.

The latter of the two resulted in a vehicle

accident which caused damage to Gaxiola's vehicle a nd

two additional vehicles.

For these reasons, the Division finds the repeat

offenses particularly egregious.

With that, I'm happy to try and answer any

questions that you as the Board may have.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Can you give me a couple of

answers, please.

When was the first DUI?

MR. BRINGOLF:  The question was when was the first

DUI?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yeah.  Because you said

something about 2016, and then you said '17.  Was ' 17

the plea, or when did the event occur?

MR. BRINGOLF:  Yes, ma'am.  Good question.  

'17 was the plea.  '16 was the arrest.  July 10th,

2016, at 2:07 in the morning was the -- was the sto p.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  A couple more questions

about that.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Do you have any information as

to why he took a City vehicle to the wedding?

MR. BRINGOLF:  I don't have any information, and it

would just be supposition on my part.

I can tell you that as a SWAT team member he is

likely on call.  Though why he would drink on call is

beyond me.  So...

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  The other question is, thank

you for your description of -- on the 5/17/22, that  the

assessment is at the time of the driving, he was at  a

.23.

Can you tell me about the time discrepancy and what

the time would have been at the driving of the 2016

event where he got a .2?

MR. BRINGOLF:  He was -- that was an on-view

arrest.  And I don't know how long it took for him to

get a blood test.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So there was some time

between the time that he was driving and the time t hat

he got a blood test, but we don't know how much tim e?

MR. BRINGOLF:  Yeah.  And I don't know that it is

necessarily remarkable outside of other DUI arrests .
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On the second DUI, it was remarkable in the sense

they had to seek a search warrant, and then that

protracted the amount of time. 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MR. BRINGOLF:  But in the first arrest, there was

no indication that there was a protracted amount ti me

that would have been abnormal for a DUI arrest.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  But generally, blood

tests are not done in the field.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Blood tests, generally, are not done

in the field.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Did you say this was a blood

test -- 

MR. BRINGOLF:  A blood alcohol test -- it is sort

of a misnomer.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MR. BRINGOLF:  It is testing one's blood alcohol

concentration.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.  Right.

MR. BRINGOLF:  It can be done by drawing blood --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MR. BRINGOLF:  -- or by taking a breath sample.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And what happened in 2016?

MR. BRINGOLF:  It's -- I don't know.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So we don't know
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whether it was a bled -- excuse me -- breath, blood , or

urine test.  We just know that there was a -- when it

was tested, it ended up being a .2.

MR. BRINGOLF:  I believe it is in the record, and I

can look at it.

Did you have that answer, Carrie?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It's a blood test in 2016.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Okay.  There you go.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I thought it was a blood test.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And so generally, again, blood

tests are not done in the field.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Blood tests are -- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So some time goes by.

MR. BRINGOLF:  -- typically not done in the field,

yeah.  I don't want to say never, but --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  No.  Definitely,

there's some jurisdictions where ambulances were

allowed.  But in general.  Okay.

All right.  Those are my specific questions.

Members of the Board?  Questions?

Yes.

MEMBER LARA:  So this is for the investigator.

The second collision, when he was a supervisor, he

collided with another citizen's vehicle.  I want to  make
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sure I'm clear about that.

MR. BRINGOLF:  That's right.

My understanding of the accident.  I believe

there's a diagram in the -- in the attachments that  you

received.  The accident diagram.

My understanding is he's coming around a corner on

an offramp.  And there were two vehicles that were

disabled on the side of that offramp or "exitway" f rom

the highway.  And he collided with the rear of the

vehicle in the back of that two-vehicle --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Which then collided with the

one in front of him?

MR. BRINGOLF:  Yes, ma'am.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Okay.  

MR. BRINGOLF:  And then that moved it forward and

collided with the rear of the vehicle in front.

Does that help, Captain?

MEMBER LARA:  Very much so.  Thank you.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.  Dr. Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Hi.  Thank you.  A couple of

questions.

One is:  On his record of disciplinary action

within the department, there are three cases of

discourtesy, and they are all -- there's an indicat ion
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on all of them that they were not resolved.

And I'm wondering if we can get some clarification

on what that means.

MR. BRINGOLF:  We may be able to, but not from me.

And that wasn't included in the record, specificall y.  

So those cases were -- when we asked for previous

work history and any discipline history, sometimes these

things are pretty old, and they may not have those.

In this case, I don't remember specifically, but I

didn't find that it was necessarily probative to th e

DUI, so I didn't look into it anymore.

So, yeah, that -- the discourtesy didn't

necessarily lend me to think the DUI was --

MEMBER GLASER:  We don't have a clear sense of what

LAPD means when they say "not resolved"?

MR. BRINGOLF:  No.  And I also, again, don't want

to -- I don't want to speak for LAPD.  I have an id ea

that maybe -- I can tell you in general terms that there

are instances where they can't get ahold of the

complainant a second time.

Sometimes, they -- sometimes the complainant

decides they don't want to do anything.

Sometimes the -- they handle it administratively

because maybe it wasn't necessarily outside of thei r

policy, but it needed to be addressed if somebody i s
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rude.

But so it's really hard to say.  But, again, it

wasn't necessarily important to the DUI part of thi s.

MEMBER GLASER:  A question that is probably for

Counsel, for Christopher Beatty.

And that's:  We're supposed to be making

determinations here based on egregiousness and

repetition.  And I'm just wondering how we treat th e

2016 offense when it predates the law.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Let me interrupt for a second.

I think the standard is either/or.

MEMBER GLASER:  Yeah.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I don't think it's -- okay.

MEMBER GLASER:  But we're -- I -- you know,

whichever we're thinking about -- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yeah.

MEMBER GLASER:  If we're thinking about repeated,

are we allowed to consider 2016, which predates the

period that the law covers?

MR. BEATTY:  I think it is appropriate for

consideration.  But it can be a factor of whether - - how

much weight that the board members want to give it.

In other words, there's both the passage of time,

and then sort of the jurisdictional limit there, th at

the Board can factor into its calculation -- board
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members can factor into their individual calculatio ns

and give that the weight that they individually -- so I

don't want to dodge the question, but I think it's

appropriate to consider those factors.

Is that helpful?

MEMBER GLASER:  Yeah.  

MS. WOOLLEY:  And from the Division's standpoint,

we just brought this in because it's evidence of pr ior

conduct that's similar to the evidence that's broug ht

before you today.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Just for information, typically "not

resolved" means the complaint can't be proved or

disproved.

MS. WOOLLEY:  That would be consistent with my

experience, as well, as an agency attorney, yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Any other comments or

questions from hearing board members?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Seeing none, thank you very

much.

At this point, does the subject officer and/or

their counsel wish to make a public comment?

MS. WILCOX:  Yes, ma'am.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  If so, you will each be

given four minutes to speak, and time limits will b e
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strictly enforced.  Please sit down.

So please ensure that you complete your comments

within the allotted time while commenting.  Keep in  mind

that the Board will only consider the facts as pres ented

by the Division today, and will not consider any

additional facts or defenses at this time.

The sole question before the Board today is the

following:  If the facts offered by the Division to day

are, in fact, proven at a later hearing, do those f acts

demonstrate a high probability that serious miscond uct,

as defined in Penal Code section 13510.8, and Commi ssion

Regulation 1205, occurred?

Please.

MS. WILCOX:  Thank you.  Good morning, still.  I

wanted to point out just a couple of things.  I bel ieve

that --

THE COURT REPORTER:  Please state your name.

MS. WILCOX:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Leslie Wilcox,

W-I-L-C-O-X.  I'm a union attorney for the Los Ange les

Police Protective League.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Would you mind also moving the

mic a little closer.  Thank you.

Welcome and please go on.

MS. WILCOX:  Do you need me to repeat any of that?  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes, thank you.
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MS. WILCOX:  Okay.  I'm a union attorney for the

Los Angeles Police Protective League, and I represe nt

Sergeant Gaxiola for this particular POST hearing.

He was planning on being here today remotely, but

he's been assigned to the Palisade fires for the ne xt

few days, which I'm sure you all know, is something

that's happening regularly with LAPD.

He is back at work as a sergeant in relation to the

rehab agreement that Mr. Bringolf mentioned.  

That is separate from a settlement agreement, so if

anyone has questions about that, let me know.

I just wanted to clarify he was not promoted to

sergeant until 2019.  So the 2016 DUI did not occur

while he was a supervisor.  

And I wanted to answer the question about "not

resolved."

Sir, you were correct.  LAPD did not have body-worn

cameras until 2015 is when they first came.  And so  a

lot of the discourtesy allegations of that type wer e

deemed not resolved, because there was no way to sh ow if

a person did or did not say what was alleged.  Thos e are

adjudicated slightly differently now that we have

cameras recording everything.

I wanted to point out to you that you do have

information in the documents that the Division prov ided
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to you specifically in the Internal Affairs

investigation that LAPD provided to POST showing wh at

Sergeant Gaxiola has done since this incident.  Tha t

particular investigation indicated that he had comp leted

a 90-day rehabilitation program.  It was specifical ly

for first responders and dealing with post-traumati c

stress disorder.

He did the Alcoholics Anonymous meetings as a

result of not only his criminal case in 2022, but f or

his own betterment as well, and continues that to t his

day.

And he participates in the alcohol abuse unit

through the behavioral science services at LAPD, wh ich

is meetings with psychologists, as often as they de em

necessary, as well as a peer support member through  that

specific unit.

So the information that you have in front of you

from the Division already shows the work that he ha s

done since this incident occurred, which was in 202 2,

which is almost three years now, that that has occu rred.

I believe you also have the information of the

rehabilitation agreement.  It is not through the

department.  It is through the Board of Rights, whi ch

are three civilian members selected by the LA Polic e

Commission to hear his case.  And they are the ones  that

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

113



   110

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

entered into that rehabilitation agreement with him  and

requires at least two times a month that he be test ed

for alcohol use, in addition to the rehabilitation

programs that he's done separate from the 90-day on e,

the Alcoholics Anonymous meetings, his -- maintaini ng

his relationship with his sponsor and meeting with him

regularly.

As you see in that agreement, he's required to

report quarterly back to the Board of Rights with h is

progress.  

And the next Board date for that is actually next

week, and they will be making a determination at th at

point as to whether or not he has lived up to his e nd of

the bargain.  And then they will make a decision ab out

discipline for this 2022 DUI, just so you are aware  of

that.

So I wanted to bring that to the Board's attention.

I know you have those documents, but I wanted to br ing

those to your attention and see if there was any ot her

questions that I could answer for you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you, Counsel.

Also please thank him for the service he's

providing now for the fire victims.

MS. WILCOX:  I will do that.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.
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Questions?

Questions for Counsel?  

Yes, please.  Ms. Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  How long is this agreement in effect?

MS. WILCOX:  So this agreement is in effect for one

year typically.  However, there's a caveat in the

agreement that if the Board -- sorry, not the Board .

On January 24th, when they have their meeting, they

will make a determination about discipline.  They c an

either choose to terminate him, or they can give hi m a

number of suspension days up to 65 days.  Whatever they

decide, if they don't determine to terminate him, i f

they give him some amount of suspension days, then LAPD

itself has the option to extend that same rehabilit ation

agreement for another two years.

So with the Board of Rights, it's one-year

agreement, and they have held that penalty in abeya nce.

They will make the penalty decision.  And then the

department can determine if they want to keep him o n

that same agreement for another two years.

And he is required to agree to that if they choose

it.

MEMBER PENA:  If that -- you may not be able to

answer this.  But if that agreement goes away, if h e

serves his one year under that agreement, does he
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continue going to AA and have a sponsor and partici pate

in the programs that work?

MS. WILCOX:  He will, because it has proved to be

very beneficial to him in this time period.  He has

learned a lot since 2022.  

So he will continue going because he now

understands that he is an alcoholic and will need t o

maintain that level of sobriety for the rest of his

life.

And the department has provided him a lot of

support in reality.  They have done a very good job  of

supporting him through this and providing a lot of

resources, both at the police station where he work s, in

Newton Division, as well as just department-wide wi th

their behavioral science services, which provides a  lot

of supports to officers with addiction.

MEMBER PENA:  And he's held accountable?  I mean,

people are making sure that he's attending two AA

meetings a week?

MS. WILCOX:  Yes.  For the Board of Rights, he has

to provide proof of that, and they do a quarterly

report.  I made some notes about it.  I know you do n't

have that yet.

But in the first quarter, he attended 98 Alcoholics

Anonymous meetings; the second quarter, he attended  39;

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

116



   113

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

the third quarter, he attended 42. 

He is -- the next report will be given to the board

next week, and I assume it will be similar numbers to

that.  I believe he goes at least two times a week.

And he is tested twice a month for alcohol.  It is

twice a month, but it is randomly.  Sometimes it's six

days apart.  Sometimes it's four weeks apart.  But it is

a random test where he's tested, and those have all  --

and he has passed all of those.

MEMBER PENA:  Have they all been negative --

MS. WILCOX:  Yes.

MEMBER PENA:  -- for alcohol?

MS. WILCOX:  Yes.  Every one.  

And he gave me a list of things that he's doing in

relation to your question:

He meets and speaks with one of the peer-support

members from the alcohol abuse unit on a regular ba sis.

There are two people that he became friends with

and supports with that first responder group that h e

meets with weekly to work out, as well as discuss t heir

stresses.

He has another support group made up of five

officers from the Task Force Heroes program that he

participated in, that he has a group chat with wher e

they text each other regularly for support.
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He has a live-in partner that he cohabitates with,

and she is his main pillar of support.

And then he relies on his family, his church, and

he does a lot of physical activity to keep himself at a

lower stress level so that he can maintain his sobr iety.

And he intends on doing that for the rest of his

life.

MEMBER PENA:  Thank you.

MR. BEATTY:  Just as a kind of reminder to the

board members, the things that are outside the four

squares of the investigation report, such as things  that

prospectively might mitigate or trend towards a

rehabilitation, are not really in front of us now a nd

shouldn't be given weight.  Rather, we're looking a t

what the investigation report recommendation by the

Division is.  

And that's -- you know, and also consider this

point:  There could be things that could be brought  in

front of the ALJ that would militate towards a

rehabilitation outlook.  But those would need to be

developed factually, and can't be infused into the

report by Counsel's statements.  

So that's just something to keep our eye on.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you, Counsel.

Yes.  Mr. Lara.
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MEMBER LARA:  All right.  What is the ascension and

how rapid is it if he fails any of these alcohol te sts

right now?

MS. WILCOX:  The agreement that he has with the

Board of Rights?

MEMBER LARA:  Yes.

MS. WILCOX:  It would be on the 24th of January.

Then they would make a decision that they believed he

violated that agreement.  And my experience in that  area

is that they would terminate him on that day.

MEMBER LARA:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Any other questions for

Counsel by any other member of the Board?

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Johnson.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Mr. Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Yes.  I'm not clear on -- maybe

you can explain the Board of Rights.  Who are they?

MS. WILCOX:  So LAPD's discipline system has a

Board of Rights to adjudicate any discipline that i s

intended to be imposed by the Chief of Police.  It is

similar to a civil service hearing or an arbitratio n in

other agencies.

In LAPD's system, it's under their city charter.

They can either choose to have civilians that are

appointed by the Police Commission, or they can cho ose
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to have sworn law enforcement members of their own

department decide their case.

And it's like a little trial but not like in front

of a jury.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  The other part of the question:  I

have heard an agreement with the Board of Rights.  But

did I also hear he had a second agreement?

MS. WILCOX:  I was just clarifying that that

rehabilitation agreement that was mentioned by

Mr. Bringolf was not like a settlement agreement in  the

previous case that you had heard about from LAPD.  They

are different types of agreements.

But it is essentially like a probationary term to

see if he can behave.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  And the Board of Rights agreement

is just for one year?

MS. WILCOX:  Correct.

With the caveat that if the Board of Rights

determines that he, in fact, followed all of the pa rts

of that agreement, and they want to suspend him ins tead

of fire him, then the department has the option to

extend that agreement for up to two years at their

discretion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you, Mr. Johnson.

Any other questions or comments at this point?
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MS. WILCOX:  May I just add one:  I just meant to

say that Sergeant Gaxiola is not disputing that thi s is

a problem and that POST has the right to look at hi s

actions on -- I think it was May of 2022.  He is ju st

requesting that the Board recommend a suspension in stead

of a revocation.

He is not asking that nothing happen.  He

understands that his actions have consequences.  I just

wanted to be clear about that.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you, Counsel.

Okay.  Thank you so much.

MS. WILCOX:  You are welcome.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Is there anyone in the public

that would like to address the Board at this time?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Anyone on the phone who would

like to do so?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Well, we are going to

take a break.  It is now 12:01.  Although the Board  will

be meeting in the room next door, we are not going to

discuss this case at all because the court reporter  will

not be in the room with us.

So what we will do is -- do you think a half hour

is enough time for lunch everybody?  Yeah.
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And does that give you enough time, Court Reporter?

THE COURT REPORTER:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So let's plan on not

talking about this case for the next half hour, eat ing

our lunch, and then asking the reporter to join at

12:31.

Thank you.

(Time noted:  12:01 p.m.)

---o0o--- 

(Break taken in proceedings:

12:01 p.m. to 12:39 p.m.)

---o0o--- 

(Closed session was held:

12:40 p.m. to 1:02 p.m.)

---o0o--- 

(Time noted:  1:06 p.m.) 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Back on the record.

We are now convened -- reconvened to regular

session to take a vote on the Board's recommendatio n in

the matter of Case POST2302971, Gabriel Gaxiola, wh o, at

the time of the events at issue in the case, was

employed with the Los Angeles Police Department.

Any comments on the matter?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Is there a motion?
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MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.  I would like to make a motion,

Madam Chair.

I will need some help from staff.

And my motion would be along the lines of what the

POST Commission has -- has proposed with the DUI ca ses.

And I don't know exactly every element of that.  Bu t

that's what I -- that's my motion, and that's what I

support.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Is that for a five- or a

ten-year period?

MEMBER DOYLE:  Five-year.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So that's the motion.

Is there a second?

MEMBER LARA:  Second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MEMBER GLASER:  Can I get some clarification?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Please.

MEMBER GLASER:  Because there are several versions

of this.

Is this decertify with a stay of the

decertification?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  What was your motion?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  I'm sorry.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Go ahead.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  To answer your question,
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Dr. Glaser, it would be deemed a revocation stayed for

an order of stipulated settlement.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Is that your understanding?

MEMBER DOYLE:  That is my understanding.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  And the second that you

made, Mr. Lara, is that based on what was just stat ed?

MEMBER LARA:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Fine.

So now we have a first; we have a second.  And we

got clarification.

Would you please call the roll vote.

MR. KNAPP:  Yes.  Thank you, Madam Chair.

Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Abstain. 

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson.
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MEMBER JOHNSON:  Not in agreement.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Mr. Johnson, I think he needs

a "no" or a "yes" from you, please.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  I'm sorry.  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Motion fails.  That's four yeses; three

noes; and one abstention.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Motion fails.

Okay.  So more discussion?  Or do people just want

to take a second vote?

MEMBER DOYLE:  I have a question.  How does the

Board -- how does it fail?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Well, because we didn't get a

majority.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Oh, okay. 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  We have to have five.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So I guess we could -- now

that everybody knows that, we can just take another

vote, see if that changes anything.  Or we could st art

looking at new motions.

Let's try it again.
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Let's revote on the last motion that was made by

Doyle and seconded by Lara.

And if you could take a vote, please, again.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Abstain.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  And Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So the votes came out

the same.  And, therefore, that motion doesn't pass .

Is there any further discussion?

MEMBER LARA:  Can another motion be brought

forward?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry?
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MEMBER LARA:  Can another motion be brought

forward?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.  Absolutely.  That motion

failed, and we have no motion before us now.

Go ahead.

MEMBER LARA:  Then I would move that if we could

consider the same revocation stayed and ten years i n the

alternative, in terms of the additional time for it .

MEMBER DOYLE:  Is that a motion?

MEMBER LARA:  That was a motion.  Sorry.

MEMBER DOYLE:  I will second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So now if you could

take another vote.

MR. KNAPP:  Okay.  Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo, aye.

Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, aye.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, aye.

Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, nay.
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Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, aye.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, aye.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara, aye.

Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena, aye.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  6-1.

So there were no abstentions this time.

Okay.  That motion passes six to one.  

Did I get that right?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  7-1.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  7-1, and that motion passes.

No abstentions.  One no.

Okay.  Thank you, everyone.

Okay.  Moving on to case 3.  

At this time, I will call upon Law Enforcement

Consultant Robert Bringolf, Professional Conduct Lo s

Angeles County Bureau; and Bryant Henley, Attorney IV,

Legal Affairs Bureau, to provide a report on case
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POST2305109, Joshua Satterfield, who, at the time o f the

events at issue in this case, was employed with the

Torrance Police Department.

Please begin.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Thanks.  Good afternoon, everybody.

I am still Robert Bringolf, and next to me is Bryan t

Henley.

I just want to put a little disclaimer out in front

of this case.  There's going to be some offensive

language.  So allegedly racist terms, some racist t erms.

So I want to put that out there and just kind of

forewarn everybody.

As I said, I'm still Robert Bringolf.  This is

Bryant Henley.  I'm assigned to PCLA.

I'm here today to present Case 235109 [sic]

involving Joshua Satterfield.

It is the Division's determination that clear and

convincing evidence exists to demonstrate that Josh ua

Satterfield committed an act of serious misconduct,  as

set forth in Penal Code section 13510.8, while send ing

text messages to coworkers between August 2018 and

April 2019.

Specifically, the Division has determined that

Joshua Satterfield committed the following acts of

serious misconduct:
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Demonstrating bias as defined in

section 13510.8(b)(5) of the Penal Code.

This afternoon I'm going to present a brief outline

of our findings.  And I will begin doing that now.

So Mr. Satterfield began his law enforcement career

with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Office as a d eputy

trainee on January 9th of 2014.

After that, he was promoted to deputy sheriff on

June 1st of 2014.

He had ten days off between working as a deputy

sheriff and starting as a police officer at the Tor rance

Police Department.

And he holds a POST basic certificate, which was

issued July 14th, 2015.

On March 26, 2023, Torrance Police Department -- or

TPD as I may refer to them -- reported allegations of

serious misconduct against Mr. Satterfield to POST,

pursuant to California Penal Code section 13510.9(a )(3).  

The allegations stem from the discovery of

homophobic, transphobic, and racist texts sent betw een

members of the TPD between May 2018 and February 20 22.

When analyzing the serious misconduct allegation of

Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5), and Regulation

1205(a)(5), demonstrating bias, the Division evalua tes

whether the subject officer through words, action, or
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other conduct, showed prejudice, intolerance, conte mpt,

or hatred towards a protected class of persons.

If the subject officer did show prejudice,

intolerance, contempt, or hatred towards a protecte d

class of persons, the Division then considers wheth er

the words, action, or conduct would lead a reasonab le

person to conclude that the officer has not or will  not

fairly and impartially perform the officer's law

enforcement duties.

If so, serious misconduct is shown if the officer's

words, action, or conduct either:  One, violate

applicable law; two, violate department policy; or,

three, are inconsistent with the officer's obligati on to

carry out the officer's duties in a fair and unbias ed

manner.

During the analysis of each instance of potentially

biased behavior, the conduct was analyzed based on the

guidelines I just mentioned to determine whether th e

allegation of bias was true to a clear and convinci ng

standard.

Regarding a message sent an August 23rd, 2018,

Torrance Police Officer Chavez sent a text to Offic er

Satterfield that was a link to an article titled, q uote,

"Grand Rapids Man Accused of Urinating on Black Chi ld,

Calling her N-word," end quote.
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Chavez wrote:  "Josh when he's older."

Satterfield wrote:  "What's the crime," end quote.

The exchange between Officer Chavez and Officer

Satterfield is inherently offensive and racist.

Satterfield's conduct in sending the message "what' s the

crime" in response to an article describing allegat ions

of an adult male urinating on a female child and ca lling

her the N-word clearly shows prejudice.

Even when viewed in the light most favorable to

Officer Satterfield, the "what's the crime" respons e

shows his indifference towards a specific protected

class.  This necessarily erodes the public's confid ence

in his ability to fairly perform his law enforcemen t

duties.  This message constitutes a demonstration o f

bias.

It is also highly probable that a reasonable person

would conclude that Mr. Satterfield's August 23rd

message -- in which he asked "What's the crime" in

response to an article entitled "Grand Rapids Man

Accused of Urinating on a Black Child, Calling Her the

N-word" -- demonstrates that Mr. Satterfield has no t or

will not fairly and impartially perform his law

enforcement duties when interacting with a protecte d

class of persons.  

The message exchange in respondent's -- sorry about
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that.

I just lost my spot here.  My computer was helping

me in going back to the top of the page.  So give m e a

second.

Okay.  The message exchanged in Respondent's

"what's the crime" response violated several of the

Torrance Police Department's policies, including bu t not

limited to, TPD's Anti-Harassment Policy, which is

34.05, et seq., and General Orders 1.10, 1.10.3(B),  and

2.33.1(D).

Accordingly, the Division finds that Satterfield

demonstrated bias with the meaning of Penal Code

section 13510.8(b)(5) and Regulation 1205(a)(5), wh en he

responded "what's the crime" to Chavez's message.

On December 13th, 2018, Officer Chavez sent a group

text thread a photo from the social media account o f a T

Flats rapper that contained an image of an assault rifle

sitting upright on a table with a target underneath .

Under some discussion, Satterfield messaged the

group:  "You happen to notice the rounds put throug h

that target on the table?  I'm confident he won't b e

hitting any of us with that unzeroed Eotech."

E-O-T-E-C-H.  "Kinda reminds me of Chandler's targe ts by

evidence of" --

And then he named a member of the Torrance
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community that I refer to as IP1 in the Division's

Investigative Summary and Findings.

Officer Chandler responded, "I'm a deadeye shot,

biotch.  Who is IP1?"

Officer Satterfield replied: "That nigglet you

failed to kill.  Grandma said you need to be a bett er

shot," end quote.  

Mr. Satterfield's message clearly shows prejudice

and intolerance.  Satterfield refers to a member of  the

Torrance community as "that nigglet" and goes on to

criticize Officer Chandler because he, quote, "fail ed to

kill" the individual during a previous police encou nter.

Even when viewed in the light most favorable to

Mr. Satterfield, his racist epithet used to describ e a

member of the Torrance community, and statement tha t

Officer Chandler failed to kill the Torrance commun ity

member shows his indifference toward a specific

protected class.

Again, this necessarily erodes the public's

confidence in his ability to fairly perform his law

enforcement duties.  And a reasonable person would

conclude that Mr. Satterfield's message shows he ha s not

or will not fairly and impartially perform his law

enforcement duties when interacting with certain

protected classes of the persons -- sorry, protecte d
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classes of persons in the Torrance community.

Further, the specificity of the language in this

exchange is severe.  And Satterfield asserts that

Officer Chavez failed to kill a member of the Torra nce

community, an individual Satterfield identified usi ng an

offensive term associated with that community membe r's

apparent race.

Coupling the racist epithets with the implication

that the appropriate outcome through a use of letha l

force is the death of the suspect, rather than stop ping

the threat, also suggests a reasonable person could

conclude Satterfield's statement reveals Satterfiel d's

predisposition to use force in an unfair or unbiase d

manner.  I'm sorry.  Unfair or biased manner.

Stated another way, a reasonable person would also

conclude that Satterfield believes the appropriate use

of force will depend on the suspect's race.

This type of statement violates several department

policies and discredits the Torrance Police Departm ent

in potentially irreparable ways.  

His remarks violated several of the TPD policies,

including but not limited to TPD's Anti-Harassment

Policy in General Orders.  Accordingly, the Divisio n

finds that Mr. Satterfield demonstrated bias with t he

meaning of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and
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Regulation 1205(a)(5) when he wrote "That nigglet y ou

failed to kill.  Grandma said you needed to be a be tter

shot."

On April 30th, 2019, Torrance Police Officer Nelson

shared a Black Lives Matter Instagram post to, quot e,

"The Boys" group chat.

The post read, quote, "Torrance, California, police

shot and killed" -- and then we have omitted the

decedent's name -- "within 15 seconds."

"Just released bodycam footage shows police

murder" -- decedent's name is omitted -- and then

there's ellipses, end quote.

Mr. Satterfield replied, "Aww" and "His little son

will grow up without a father now.  Oh wait, that's

standard for any African American family to be abse nt a

father.  He'll be fine," end quote.

Mr. Satterfield's April 30th message shows

prejudice, intolerance, contempt, and hatred toward  a

protected class of persons.

Mr. Satterfield facetiously laments the death of a

member of the Torrance community by messaging "Aww. "  He

then goes on to reinforce racist stereotypes and

expresses a callous indifference concerning the fut ure

of the decedent's child, when he states, quote, the

decedent's "little son will grow up without a fathe r
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now.  Oh way [sic] that's standard for any African

American family to be absent a father.  He'll be fi ne."

End quote.

Satterfield reacted to the death of a member of the

Torrance community by using racist stereotypes whil e, at

the same time, displaying no empathy for the decede nt's

young son.

A reasonable person would conclude that

Satterfield's message demonstrates he has not or wi ll

not fairly and impartially perform his law enforcem ent

duties when interacting with certain protected clas ses

of persons in the Torrance community.

Further, the April 30th message is another message

that discredits the Torrance Police Department in

potentially irreparable ways.

His remarks violated a number of their policies, to

include but not limited to, TPD's Anti-Harassment

Policy, as I have mentioned before; the General Ord ers

1.10, 1.10.3(B) and 2.33.1(D).

And accordingly, the Division finds that

Mr. Satterfield demonstrated bias within the meanin g of

Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and Regulation

1205(a)(5) when he wrote, "Aww" and when he wrote,

quote, "His little son will grow up without a fathe r

now."
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The facts I have just recited support the

Division's finding that Joshua Satterfield was invo lved

in serious misconduct, specifically demonstrating b ias.

For purposes of the Division's analysis, clear and

convincing evidence means evidence of a charge is c lear

and convincing so long as there is a high probabili ty

that the charge is true.  The evidence need not

establish a fact beyond a reasonable doubt.

The Division recommends that Joshua Satterfield

POST's certification be revoked.  

With that, I'm happy to answer any questions that

the Board may have.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Does anybody have any

questions?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Is there anyone in the public

that would like to address the Board at this time?

Yes.

And let me just say that -- pardon me?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  We have the officer's attorney on

the line.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  We haven't gotten to

that.

You may state your name and organization if you

wish.  You will be given three minutes to speak, an d the
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time limits will be strictly enforced, so please en sure

that you complete your comments within that allotte d

time.

MS. JOHNSON:  My name is Beatrice Johnson.  And I'm

here with Families United for Justice, which is a

network of families who have lost loved ones to pol ice

killing.  And some have actually had racial epithet s

before they were killed, including Oscar Grant.

I want to talk about the mindset.  It's devastating

that in 2025, 2024, this kind of mindset still exis ts,

and it still exists in the police department.

As you know, for the community like mine, we

understand that policing started with slavery.  Cat ching

slaves.  That mentality that still exists today is very

heartbreaking.  It is painful.  It was very painful  to

hear this case in reading this case.  I really wasn 't

prepared for it today.

Because we do have a network of over 1500 families

who have lost loved ones to police, and a lot have

experienced these racial epithets before their love d

ones was killed.

So I feel like if we're going to change the culture

of policing, that mindsets like this should not be

tolerated in any way.  In any way.

That's all I want to say.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you, Mrs. Johnson.

At this time, does the subject officer and/or their

counsel wish to make a public statement?

If so, you will each be given four minutes to

speak, and the time limit will be strictly enforced .  So

please ensure that you complete your comments withi n the

allotted time.  

While commenting, keep in mind that the Board will

only consider the facts presented from the Division

today, and will not consider any additional facts o r

defenses at this time.

The sole question before the Board today is the

following:  If the facts offered by the Division to day

are, in fact, proven at later hearing, do these fac ts

demonstrate a high probability that serious miscond uct,

as defined in Penal Code section 13501.8 [sic] and

Commission Regulation 1205 occurred?

So do we have the attorney or the respondent?

MR. YU:  Yes.  Can you hear me?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes, we can.  Thank you.

MR. YU:  Yes.  Hi.  Good afternoon.

My name is Tom Yu.  I am Officer Satterfield's

legal counsel.

I just want to make sure my sound bite is coming in

because it's not -- it's not -- I don't see myself on
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the Zoom meeting.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm hearing you --

MR. YU:  Okay.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  -- and the Board is hearing

you perfectly well.  Thank you for checking.

MR. YU:  Okay.  Very well.

I wanted to comment on three things, and I will go

in turn.  If the facts proven in this allegation is

true, there is not a amount of evidence that would tend

to prove that any of these text messages, number on e,

was sent by my client, Officer Satterfield.  Nothin g in

the record would show that Officer Satterfield, him self,

sent this message.

The standard is:  Words of tolerance or contempt

for hatred of a protected class and whether or not 

that -- those action would implicate any type of ef fect

that my client cannot perform his official duties i n a

manner consistent with department policy.

There has been zero evidence of all the

investigations that Officer Satterfield had any rac ial

bias towards any minority groups. 

The T Flats case that the law enforcement

consultant was talking about was a Hispanic gang me mber

that was killed after the confrontation with Office r

Chavez and Concannon. 
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That was the separate incident that my client was

not involved in.  The facts in this case tends to

conflate that Officer Satterfield had some involvem ent

in that shooting.  In fact, my client had zero

involvement in that shooting.  And nothing here

demonstrated or would tend to prove that Officer

Satterfield took any enforcement actions that were

biased or had any kind of ill will towards any race  --

of any minority races.

The Anti-Harassment Policy that the Commission has

referred to does not apply here.  If proven at a

hearing, the Anti-Harassment Policy for the Torranc e

Police Department is not to use any race, gender, o r

otherwise protected class to engage in inappropriat e

behavior of city employees.

So when the consultant is talking about this

Anti-Harassment Policy, that is very misleading.  T he

Anti-Harassment Policy is not to prevent off- -- I' m not

saying the officer should harass the citizens.  But  the

policy that he cited does not apply to this case.  Nor

is there any kind of evidence that tends to point o ut

the disposition that my client has any kind of ill will

towards minority groups.

That type of reasonable person predisposition is

founded on nothing but speculation.  It is speculat ion
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that my client did something to a citizen of the

Torrance community because of their race.

In fact, if you look at Officer Satterfield's

arrest, most of the people he arrested were Caucasi an.

They are not Blacks or Hispanics.

I think to end the public comment, what is shameful

for the Torrance Police Department is how they got these

messages.  They illegally searched another officer' s

phone and extracted private text messages that they

would not otherwise be in possession of.

I think it should not be lost on this Commission

that law enforcement officers in all fronts should

uphold the law, and they cannot break a law to enfo rce a

law.

Thank you for your time.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

And just a comment back.  There has been no

designation -- no lawful designation that the takin g of

those -- that messages was illegal.

Okay.  Any other questions or comments from the

Board for Mr. Yu?

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.  So Mr. Yu, so it is your

position that there's no proof that your client sen t

those text messages?

MR. YU:  Correct.
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MEMBER DOYLE:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Anything else?

MR. YU:  It is my position for the purpose of

public comment with the evidence presented.

Yes, Mr. Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Ms. Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  So just to follow up on that, because

I'm a little bit confused.

So your first argument is Satterfield didn't send

these messages, and there's no evidence to prove th at.

But your second argument is even if he did, it does n't

show he doesn't have racial bias?

MR. YU:  No.  The second argument I have is from

the messages presented by the consultant to -- in t his

hearing.  Those messages, themselves, do not demons trate

the second prong of whether these words or actions or

conduct have an impact of my client's official

performance of his duties as a law enforcement offi cer.

His comment and plain jokes of African Americans or

Hispanics, whatever race, there's no evidence that is

linked to any of his performance as a law enforceme nt

officer or whether or not those text messages were or

statements purportedly made by him had any impact o n him

performing his duties as a police officer.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm not sure that Ms. Pena is

done.  Hang on.

Ms. Pena, did you have anything else?

MEMBER PENA:  That's fine.  I'm fine.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Board Member Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  As a Black female, as a Black woman,

as the mother of a Black child, I'm having difficul ty

understanding or hearing that you think or you beli eve

that racial epithets in a text message has no weigh t or

bearing on how a person goes about their daily

responsibilities in completing their job.

I, as a citizen, tax-paying citizen, could not put

my trust in any organization, be it police, fire, a ny

type of public service, medical, into a person who

thinks it's okay to have those type of conversation s.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I don't think that was a

question for you, Mr. Yu.  I think that was a state ment

as to her feelings.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

So moving on to Ms. Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Thank you.

She pretty much said the same thing I'm thinking,

as a mother, as a community leader, as a community
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citizen.

One of the things that I find insulting is that he

hisself did not appear before this Board.  What you  --

what we read and what we seen in evidence is seriou s.

I am a mother of two sons and a daughter, and I

have a grandson now.  And I pray every day that my

children do not come before an officer with that ty pe of

mindset or spirit or in their heart.

It would have been better for him to come before

this Board.  Because as we know, you are a paid

attorney.  And the best attorneys who tell -- who m ay

project a story is not always evidence to truly how  he

felt.  He did himself a disservice because if he tr uly

believed this, or it wasn't him, he should have bee n

before this Board, and that was my comment.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Let me just make sure

everybody understands.

He had no duty to appear before this Board.  We

don't know why he's not appearing before this Board .  It

just is that he's not appearing before this Board.

Any other questions or comments?

Dr. Glaser.

Then Mr. Lara.

MEMBER GLASER:  Just for clarification, given that

Mr. Yu implied or insinuated that there would need to be
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evidence linking the expression of these racial -- of

racial bias with actual performance, or actual beha vior,

the Penal Code -- the relevant Penal Code language says:  

"An officer is demonstrating bias for purposes of

this Regulation when the officer either shows or

displays, by words, actions or other conduct prejud ice,

intolerance, contempt, or hatred towards one or mor e

persons due to that person's membership within a cl ass

of persons identified in Penal Code

section 13510.8(b)(5), when such words, actions, or

other conduct would lead a reasonable person to con clude

that the officer has not fairly and impartially

performed, or will not fairly and impartially perfo rm"

their law enforcement duties.

And that is our guiding language.

And then I would like to say, as researcher of

prejudice and discrimination who has been studying that

for over 30 years, that attitudes do affect behavio r,

and it is a reasonable inference that if somebody

expresses these kinds of hateful, racist attitudes in

one context, it could very well influence their beh avior

in another.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you, Dr. Glaser.

Yes.  Mr. Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Just a question, again, for the
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investigator.

Robert, the -- the -- it is being said by the

attorney that the -- it was not established that

Mr. Satterfield sent these messages.

Could you just lay out to us how you established

that he sent these messages.

MR. BRINGOLF:  I would direct your attention to

Attachment E, which are transcripts from his interv iew

with Internal Affairs.

We were able to correlate the phone number that was

on the WhatsApp messages to his personal cell phone

number.

And then in his interview -- I could read it to

you, or you could just take a look at Attachment E.   But

essentially they ask him about, "Have you had this cell

phone?  How long have you had this cell phone prior  to

working at Torrance?  Did anybody else use your cel l

phone?"

So his attorney, Mr. Yu, I believe, at the time,

said, "Well, that assumes that person told him that  they

used his cell phone."

But then it was clear -- cleared up so that no one

has told you or that no -- he hadn't discovered tha t

anybody else used his cell phone to send these mess ages.

There's no indication to believe that somebody else
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sent those messages.

So I believe the clear and convincing evidence

standard has been met.  So, yeah, I would bring you r

attention to Attachment E.  There's not a doubt fro m

this investigator's standpoint that those messages were

sent by his phone and likely sent by him.

MEMBER LARA:  I asked the question.  I saw the

attachment.  I asked the question in the vein of ju st

making it clear for the listeners who may not be pr ivy

to that material.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Yeah.  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON SALAZAR:  Thank you, Mr. Lara.

MR. YU:  Madam Chair, may I respond to the comments

that were made?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Not yet.

Let me make sure there aren't any more comments.  

Looks like Mr. Johnson has a comment.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  I do.  And I believe this is also

for the Division.

The particular group that his number and his

association with, what -- do we know what this

particular group was formed for, and were there oth er

racial epithets used in this same group?

MR. BRINGOLF:  Yeah, there were.

I don't know why it was formed, necessarily.  I
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think it was just a communication platform.  So it was

like a group of people from an agency that would al l

text and communicate on the same platform.  I think  they

used WhatsApp in one of these instances.  Other

instances where they are just texts, like iChat tex ts.

Yes.  There were other racial epithets used.

You will hear another case today.  A case following

mine is another case that the case came -- was born e out

of the same incident.  Right?  So same agency, and a

different officer and different text messages that are

all related to one another.  That's the next case t hat

you will be hearing.

So, yes, there are others.

Does that answer your question, Mr. Johnson?

MEMBER JOHNSON:  It does to a degree.

What about the size of the group?  How big was the

group?

MR. BRINGOLF:  Oh, gosh, I don't remember

specifically.  But so the one thing -- yeah, the on e

thing to remember is not all of these messages happ ened

in the same group.

So some of these text messages were sent in smaller

groups of texts sent between different people.  The y all

have a common person, though, or common people.  An d

those people were two officers who were subject to a
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search warrant.

And so those people had to be involved in the text

chains.  We don't know what texts happened outside of

those.  And so these are different groups that all

involved two specific officers.

MR. HENLEY:  If I may.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Please, yeah.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Please, go ahead.

MR. HENLEY:  Madam Chair, if I may -- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Sure.

MR. HENLEY:  -- just to add to Mr. Bringolf's

answer, Board Member Johnson.

This particular -- these threads of texts that you

have heard today came from a group chat.  There's - - so

WhatsApp being one of the applications that you can

communicate via text.  These were handled on WhatsA pp.

There was a group of 15 police officers, either

former or current police officers, working for the

Torrance Police Department that were part of this g roup.

The group was labeled "The Boys," quote/unquote.  A nd

the messages were communicated to quote/unquote "Th e

Boys."  Respondent, Officer Satterfield, former Off icer

Satterfield, was among the 15 persons who were part  of

that messaging thread.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Right.  Okay.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Any other comments before I

turn it back over to Mr. Yu for a minute?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Seeing none.

Mr. Yu, I will give you one minute to respond.

MR. YU:  Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

The standard of what would lead a reasonable person

to conclude is purely speculative.  The evidence be fore

this Commission has zero evidence that would lead a

reasonable person to believe that Officer Satterfie ld

used some kind of racial bias when he was performin g his

job as a police officer.

You would think the Torrance Police Department

would go back through years and years of arrests,

citizens' complaint, nothing to that sort.  You are

looking forward where you should be looking backwar ds.

Looking forward is speculation.  When you are looki ng

forward, you are saying what might happen.  What co uld

happen, as Dr. Glaser could say.

What could this officer have done?  But what did

happen was nothing happened.  Nothing of racial

discrimination.  Nothing of racial harassment occur red.

Torrance Police Department did an in-depth

investigation on the entirety of all of Officer

Satterfield's arrests, and they came up with nothin g.
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Zero evidence to show that race was even a factor i n his

previous arrests.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Yu.  You

did get your minute.

And everybody heard the piece that Dr. Glaser read,

and you also heard from Mr. Yu.

Mr. Yu, thank you.

Are there -- would you like to deliberate or not?

MR. HENLEY:  Madam Chair -- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.

MR. HENLEY:  If appropriate, I would like to

respond to Mr. Yu's comments.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Sure.  Absolutely.  

MR. HENLEY:  I defer to you.  Thank you.

There are really two points.

And Mr. Glaser of your Board has already addressed

one, and I don't want to belabor it.

But I respectfully want to submit that Mr. Yu has

mischaracterized what the statute and the regulatio ns

say.

And just to try to bring us back to what the

regulation says, it is important to emphasize, it i s not

a question of whether Mr. Yu or his client believe that

they are engaging in racial behavior -- racist

behaviors.  The question is whether through the wor ds,
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acts, or other conduct, would a reasonable person

conclude that the officer has not fairly and impart ially

performed or will not fairly and impartially perfor m

their law enforcement duties.

We would respectfully submit to you that the

evidence is much higher than clear and convincing.

There is a monument of evidence to demonstrate that  a

reasonable person reading these text messages among  15

officers would easily conclude this officer cannot

fairly and impartially perform his duties.

The last point I would just like to make briefly

is, Mr. Yu references that there is no evidence tha t

these texts resulted in any racial or discriminator y

behavior.  And I think it is worth mentioning at th is

point -- it is in the Investigative Summary and

Findings.  The reason these text messages came to l ight

started with two other peace officers:  Officers We ldin

and Tomsic, former officers.  They are currently un der a

criminal prosecution for their conduct.

What led to these texts being found was that a

swastika was spray-painted on a victim's car.

It turns out that, right now, those individuals,

Officer Tomsic and Weldin, are being prosecuted for  the

spray painting and vandalism in a felony case; spra y

painting that swastika on a vehicle.  Precise --
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precisely the types of behaviors that are abhorrent  and

can be found within the text messages that were fou nd

following that investigation.

And so I respectfully, but strongly, disagree with

Mr. Yu's characterization as to whether these messa ges

have any importance or not.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So here's my question:

Would anybody like to go in the back room and

deliberate on this case?

(Noes.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  There is a "no" response from

everybody.

So now let me ask if there's a motion.

MEMBER LARA:  I would like to make a motion to

revoke.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I second it.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Discussion?  Comments?

Questions?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  All right.  Please take a roll

call.

MR. KNAPP:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

Clavo.
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MEMBER CLAVO:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo, aye.

Crawford. 

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, aye.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, aye.

Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, aye.

Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, aye.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, aye.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara, aye.

Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena, aye.

Motion passes unanimously.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.
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Are you ready for a break?  

THE COURT REPORTER:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Let's take a break now.  It is

1:45.  And if I could please ask everybody to come back

at 1:55.  We still have three [sic] more cases.  An d it

is close to 2:00 o'clock.  Thank you.

(Break taken in proceedings.) 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  It is now 1:55.  Thank you all

for being on time.

And let's move on to the next case.  That is Blake

Williams.

At this time, I will now call upon Law Enforcement

Consultant Loralynne Kong, Professional Conduct Los

Angeles County Bureau; and Bryant Henley, Attorney IV,

Legal Affairs Bureau, to provide a report on Case

POST2305781, Blake Williams, who, at the time of th e

events at issue in this case, was employed by the

Torrance Police Department.

Thank you.

MS. KONG:  Good afternoon, Chair Dudley and members

of the Board.  My name is Loralynne Kong.  I'm one of

the law enforcement consultants assigned to the

Professional Conduct Los Angeles County Bureau in t he

Peace Officer Standard and Accountability Division.

With me today, again, is Bryant Henley, an attorney
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with our Legal Affairs Bureau.

I'm here today to present Case Number POST2305781

involving Blake Williams and the Torrance Police

Department.

It is the Division's determination that clear and

convincing evidence exists to demonstrate that Blak e

Williams committed acts of serious misconduct as se t

forth in Penal Code section 13510.8, between

July 2028 -- July 2018, sorry -- and September 2019 .

Specifically, the Division has determined that

Blake Williams committed the following acts of seri ous

misconduct:

Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and Commission

Regulation 1205(a)(5), demonstrating bias on the ba sis

of race, religion, and sexual orientation.

The serious misconduct in this case is -- in this

case not only violated the Torrance Police Departme nt's

policies, the misconduct was completely inconsisten t

with the peace officer's obligation to carry out th e

officer's duties in a fair and unbiased manner.

In this presentation, I will present a brief

outline of the Division's findings of investigation  in

this matter.

Blake Williams began his career with the Torrance

Police Department on June 9, 2016, as an officer.  Blake
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William holds POST certification, their basic

certificate, which was issued in June -- on June 12 th,

2017. 

He has two previous incidents of discipline:  One

was for an incident that occurred on July 5th, 2018 ,

related to policy violations associated with a vehi cle

pursuit.  Respondent was issued a one-day suspensio n.

The other was for an incident that occurred on

May 11, 2020, related to policy violations associat ed

with discourteous, disrespectful, or discriminatory

treatment of any member of the public or any member  of

the Torrance Police Department or the City of Torra nce.

On May 20th, 2020, Respondent was issued a written

reprimand.

The courteous -- the discourteous treatment at

issue did not involve bias. 

Just to give you a little background on this

investigation, I know some of it is a little repeti tive

from the last one.

In 2000 -- in January 2020, two Torrance police

officers were the subjects of a criminal investigat ion,

wherein it was alleged they had vandalized an arres tee's

vehicle by, among other things, spray painting a

swastika on the interior of the arrestee's vehicle.

As a result of the criminal investigation, Torrance
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Police detectives obtained a search warrant for the

officer's personally-owned cellular telephones.

The data extracted from the cellular telephones was

forensically analyzed by an investigator with the i ntent

to determine whether the two suspect officers had a ny

ties to white supremacy.

During the review of that data, it was discovered

that approximately 390 messages were sent between t he

two officers, as well as other officers, including

respondent.

Several of the messages were believed to

contained -- contain or reference racist,

discriminatory, and/or anti-Semitic remarks.

The forensic review revealed Respondent was part of

a WhatsApp group text titled "The Boys," which incl uded

approximately 15 members of the Torrance Police

Department.  WhatsApp is a cellular telephone app u sed

for sending text messages.

Based on this information, the Torrance Police

Department utilized Norman A. Traub & Associates to

conduct the administrative investigation.

This investigation was separate from the other two

officers' criminal investigation.  The administrati ve

investigation as it relates to Respondent focused o n 13

messages that were received, sent, or responded to by

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

160



   157

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

Respondent while on- and off-duty, that were allege d to

demonstrate bias.

Of the 13 messages, all but one were sustained as

being policy violations related to receiving, sendi ng,

and responding to discriminatory text messages.

Six of these messages are described in further

detail within the Investigative Summary and Finding s,

and are the subject of today's meeting.

I will review the actual text messages and photos

with you and then address each one.

Please be advised, the content about to be shown

contains offensive material due to the topic of the

allegations.

Next slide.

In July 4th, 2018, in a WhatsApp message to "The

Boys" group, Respondent mentions Officer David Chan dler

needing to get off probation.

Officer Chandler responds, "I'll eat sweaty ass at

this point with dingleberries," end quote.

Slide 4.

A few minutes later, Respondent replied with an

image of a male adult in blackface.

Respondent's post:  "I googled dingle berry and

this popped up.  Way funnier."

According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary,
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blackface is a dark makeup worn to mimic the appear ance

of a Black person and especially to mock or ridicul e

Black people.  Note:  The wearing of blackface by w hite

performers was from early 19th through

mid-20th centuries, a prominent feature of minstrel

shows and similar forms of entertainment featuring

exaggerated and inaccurate caricatures of Black peo ple.

The use of blackface is considered deeply offensive .

The Division believes the respondent's statement

that the blackface photo is way funnier than other

Google search results he obtained for the term

"dingleberry" shows his disregard for a specific

protected class of persons and is inconsistent with  the

respondent's obligation to carry out his duties in a

fair and unbiased manner.

It is highly probable if a reasonable person saw or

heard about this message, they would conclude that the

officer will not fairly and impartially perform the ir

law enforcement duties.

The Torrance Police Department found the message

violated several of the Department's policies, incl uding

but not limited to the prohibited use of obscene,

indecent, profane, or derogatory language while on- duty

or in uniform, and the prohibition against bias-bas ed

policing.
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It is the Torrance Police Department policy to

provide law enforcement services and to enforce the  law

equally, fairly, and objectively, and without

discrimination toward any individual group.

Torrance Police Department reviewed several text

messages, including the same text messages which ar e

part of this Division's Investigative Summary and

Findings.  The department concluded that the

respondent's involvement in sending, receiving, and

responding to discriminatory messaging constituted

grounds for Respondent's termination.

Next slide.

On July 5th, 2018, Respondent sent a WhatsApp group

message to "The Boys."  The message contained an im age

of two muscular Black males fighting or wrestling.

Respondent's captioned message was as follows:

"Hey Young, everyday you don't work out, just know some

gorilla looking fuck is getting it in over in the s hadow

lands."

Young is believed to be Torrance Police Department

Officer Young, a member of "The Boys" group chat.

The Division believes the reference "gorilla

looking fuck" is referring to the two muscular Blac k

males in this photo.

This message is racist and offensive -- and an
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offensive characterization of the individuals in th is

photograph.

It is also inconsistent with the respondent's

obligation to carry out his duties in a fair and

unbiased manner.  It is highly probable if a reason able

person saw or heard about this message, they would

conclude that the officer will not fairly or im- --  and

impartially perform the officer's law enforcement

duties.

The Torrance Police Department found this message

violated several of the Department's policies, incl uding

but not limited to the prohibited use of obscene,

indecent, profane, or derogatory language while on- duty

or in uniform; and the prohibition against bias-bas ed

policing.

It is the Torrance Police Department's policy to

provide law enforcement services to enforce the law

equally, fairly, and objectively, and without

discrimination toward any individual group.

The department concluded that this message, along

with other discriminatory message that -- messages that

Respondent either sent, received, or responded to,

constituted grounds for Respondent's termination.

On August 23rd, 2018, one of the messages to "The

Boys" mentioned Omar, who was believed to be a Torr ance
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Police Department Omar Alonso, who was one of the

members of the text group.

The message string began with Respondent:  "Omar

was though."

"Jam him up."

Officer Joshua Satterfield responds, "I'll Superman

punch Omar on the run and then just keep going and see

if they chase me."

Respondent replied:  "Bro ... not a good idea.  The

big brown war machine would not be pleased.  Genera tions

of field work has left his knees numb and calloused ."

Officer Satterfield responds:  "I can out run Omar.

I would have to be careful hopping fences though.

That's where he'd gain his ground."

Respondent replied:  "Omar's people excel at fence

hopping -- at fence hopping to."

Officer Satterfield replied:  "Oh, shit lol sick

burn."

The Division's analysis is, the Division believes

this message is a stereotypical and derogatory refe rence

toward Latin Americans.  The use of stereotypical a nd

demeaning descriptions of Latin-American persons as

means of amusement or any joking manner are inconsi stent

with an officer's obligation to carry out his dutie s

when interacting with this protected class of perso ns in
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the Torrance community.

It is highly probable if a person -- if a

reasonable person saw or heard about this message, they

would be offended by the stereotyping of Latin-Amer ican

field workers and/or the reference to Latin America n

fence hopping.

The Torrance Police Department found this message

violated several of the Department's policies, incl uding

but not limited to prohibited acts on- or off-duty that

brings discredit to the department; and prohibition

against bias-based policing.

It is the Torrance Police Department's policy to

provide law enforcement services and to encourage t he

law -- to enforce the law -- sorry -- equally, fair ly

and objectively, and without discrimination toward any

individual group.

The Department included that this message, along

with other discriminatory messages that respondent

either sent, received, or responded to, constituted

grounds for respondent's termination.

Next slide.

On November 4th, 2018, members of "The Boys" chat

group were discussing the types of inappropriate co ntent

that might be found on other Torrance police office rs'

social media accounts.
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The text message from Officer David Chandler to

"The Boys" WhatsApp group reads:  "Dude, you have n o

idea.  I am literally on fire right now.  I can't

believe we hired a racist cock like this.  Don't we

check facebooks and shit.  WTF is this."

Next slide.

Shortly after, the respondent sent a message that

contained the image of a scene of a lynching, inclu ding

two apparently deceased Black males who had been hu ng,

and a third apparently deceased Black male down on the

ground.  There was a group of older white males loo king

on.

Respondent commented:  "They missed this on mine."

Officer Chandler responds:  "Geezus Blake haha.

 "That's history though.  There's knowledge in

that."

Short after -- shortly after that message,

Respondent sent another message:  "Hanging with the

homies."

According to the NAACP, a lynching --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Ms. Kong, let me just stop you

for one second.

MS. KONG:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I want to ask the board

members:  Is there anybody who hasn't read all this  and
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considered all this?  Do you need this reiterated i n any

way, shape, or form; the evidence that was in your

binder?

Yes.  Dr. Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  I will say that some of the context

is somewhat helpful.  I didn't understand the refer ence

previously to "They missed this one on mine," for

example.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MEMBER GLASER:  That just was the beginning of the

quote.

So if there's any context like that, that explains

and clarifies some of this, that would be welcome.

Otherwise, I think we get the point.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Anybody else have

any -- we'll keep going, then.  Because I want you to

feel that you have gotten all the information.

Okay.  Thank you, Ms. Kong.  Please go ahead.

MS. KONG:  Okay.

I will just go through the slides.

According to the NAACP, the lynching is a public

killing of an individual who has not received any d ue

process.  They were violent, public acts with white

people used to terrorize and control Black people i n the

19th and 20th Centuries, particularly in the South.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Again, the message for the

Board was if there's any context, additional contex t.

So Dr. Glaser, just to be clear, you don't need

anything reiterated that was in your binder.  It is  just

if there's anything additional.

So given the nature of this information, given that

the Board has seen it, let me just ask you to short en

your comments to just include anything along the li nes

that Dr. Glaser was requesting.

MR. HENLEY:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  I think with

that, we will -- because I think this Board underst ands

the regulation and how it applies with regard to th ese

messages, I don't think we will have to describe ho w we

concluded that.

But, of course, we're prepared to answer any

questions you may have.

And Lora, with that, I think kind of moving through

the rest of the slides.  I would just go to the nex t

slide for context.

Maybe we can just allow the Board to read it.  It

is -- this provides the context for the messaging.

We'll give the Board some time to read this message , and

we'll move on to the next one if that's appropriate .

If the Board -- we have one more slide to show.

And if the Board is finished reading this slide.  O kay.
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This is the final message that is within the

Investigative Summary and Findings.  Of course, if there

are -- if there are questions, the slide speaks for

itself.

But if there are any questions, we are prepared to

answer any questions.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Again, I think you have

all seen this.

So are there any questions about context or

anything else?

Yes.

MEMBER PENA:  I just have one.  In an earlier

slide, there's a reference in one of the messages t o

"shadow lands."  Is that -- does that have any

significance, or does that mean something?

MR. HENLEY:  Thank you, Board Member Pena.  

Yeah, it is certainly speculation.  

But the reference to "shadow lands" meaning sort of

a darker area, it is really derived -- derogatory

towards persons of a certain race.  That's, I think , how

some reasonable persons could construe it.

I defer to every board member to interpret it as

they will.

But I think there's -- it is certainly an

implication there:  "Shadow lands" was meant as a
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reference to persons of a certain color who are not  in

the open, but in the shadows.

MEMBER PENA:  It is not a specific location?

MR. HENLEY:  Certainly, I don't think either of us

construed it to be a specific location, no.

MEMBER PENA:  Okay.  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Any other questions for either

the consultant, Ms. Kong, or the attorney, Mr. Henl ey?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you, both.

At this time, does the subject officer and/or their

counsel wish to make public comment?  If so, you wi ll

each be given four minutes to speak, and the time l imits

will be strictly enforced.  So please ensure that y ou

complete your comments within the allotted time.  

While commenting, keep in mind that the Board will

only consider the facts as presented by the Divisio n

today, and will not consider any additional facts o r

defenses at this time.

The sole question before the Board today is the

following:  If the facts offered by the Division to day

are, in fact, proven at a later hearing, do those f acts

demonstrate a high probability that serious miscond uct,

as defined in Penal Code section 13510.8 and Commis sion

Regulation 1205, occurred?
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Now, is there anyone what would like to make a

comment?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Either the Respondent or

Counsel?

MR. HENLEY:  We may have Counsel online.  I'm

looking to our colleagues here.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MR. GLAVE:  Good afternoon.  Corey Glave is online.

My mic is open, but my video is not.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Now, Mr. Glaves [sic].  Joyce

Dudley here.  We can hear you.

MR. GLAVE:  All right.  Thank you, Chair Dudley.

It is nice to see you again.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.

MR. GLAVE:  Honorable Board Members, thank you for

the opportunity to address you.

This matter comes before you without a final

decision from the employer, as the appeal process f or

the discipline is still pending.

We would ask that you do not attribute other

officers' conduct to my client, as it's not relevan t,

and he did not participate in those other activitie s for

which you heard discussed.

The search warrant that brought the messages here
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had a specific order from the court that has been

reaffirmed by the court.  They could not use, revie w, or

disclose, yet here we are using the same messages.

Even if the facts are true, there is no actual

conduct for POST to act on.  No evidence the office r

acted inconsistent with peace officer obligations t o

carry out his duties in a fair and unbiased manner.

No allegations of bias, other than certain memes.

No allegations of excessive force or any other

allegation that falls under Penal Code

section 13510.8(b).

There is no comments here directed towards any

community members or anybody of the community.

The investigator has analytical gaps that the use

of memes created by others in access -- accessible on

the internet would lead a reasonable person that

Respondent has not acted or will not act fairly in his

law enforcement duties.  

In fact, there's no evidence of any bias.  The

department looked into it on his arrest and his act ions

and determined there was no other bias.

I understand you are now using a regulation that

has recently been enacted, and it appears using a l aw

that doesn't go into effect until January 2026.

Importantly, supposition and belief, or
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speculation, does not constitute facts, let alone c lear

and convincing evidence.  And throughout this, you have

heard suppositions.

There is no evidence -- and it is important to note

that these are messages from 2018, one in 2019, bef ore

the laws that you are now acting under.  And there' s no

exception of -- excuse me -- 1315 -- 13510.8(g), as  far

as the subsections.

You have heard a reference to other cases that

aren't before you in the arguments.  And in one cas e,

there was a shooting.  My client showed no bias and , in

fact, he was the officer that moved forward in fron t of

other officers, pulled the suspect out of the car, and

tried to save his life.

On multiple occasions, he's tried to save people's

lives.  He was a combat medic.  He treats people wi thout

regard to bias, both American soldiers and enemy

combatants.

As POST trains, all persons have bias:  Myself, my

client, everybody on this board; some of them have been

expressed today.

The problem is only where you show that you act on

that bias and it interferes with one's profession.

There is no evidence of that in this case.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Mr. Glaves, you have another
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25 seconds.

MR. GLAVE:  I have much more than that, but I know

how the Board is going to vote and probably won't e ven

deliberate.  So I will allow them to take the actio ns

that they need, so that we can get to appeal hearin g.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  That's your choice.

Thank you.

Any -- any comment from either of the attorneys at

this point?

MR. HENLEY:  I would address a couple of -- there

are obviously a litany of arguments that were prese nted

here; maybe only a couple that are worth emphasizin g.  

There was -- there's a suggestion that there hasn't

been a final decision from the employer.  That's

incorrect, as the Investigative Summary and Finding s

shows.

That finding -- the way that the City of Torrance

policies work, they have -- they have an ordinance that

they impose.  It is Torrance Municipal Code section

14.47.1.  It provides the city manager with the

authority to make a final decision on termination.  The

city manager, indeed, has made that determination.  It

is among the attachments you have to this Investiga tive

Summary and Findings.

What Mr. Glave, I believe, is referring to is the
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fact that his client has appealed that decision.

But, again, that is of no matter, as the Penal Code

provides in Penal Code section 13510.8(c)(6), that an

action by an agency or a decision that results from

appeal -- from an appeal of an agency's decision do es

not preclude action by the Commission.

So suffice it to say, even were this -- it is under

appeal.  That has no import on whether this Board a nd

the Commission can take action, irrespective of som e

appeal that may be existing.

Keeping in mind that from these are -- this is

conduct.  The first was discovered in 2020.  We're now

in 2025, and that begs the question how long we sho uld

wait to take action in this case.

The only other matter I would address is there is a

discussion about a search warrant.  The fact that t he

search warrant -- that there were orders from the c ourt

regarding how that search warrant could be used.  

As Chair Dudley has already referenced -- and it's

in your Investigative Summary and Findings -- Mr. G laves

and his colleague, Mr. Yu, on behalf of their clien ts,

went to the court, attempted to make the very argum ents

they are making for you today.  The trial judge rej ected

those arguments.  Mr. Yu and Mr. Glave appealed tha t

decision.  The court of appeal summarily denied tho se
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arguments.  

And if Mr. Glave and Mr. Yu wish to make those

arguments again, if this Board recommends revocatio n,

and the Commission concurs, there will certainly be

another opportunity for them to brief it in more fu lsome

detail if they wish to do so.

The other last piece I will say -- and, again, I

don't want to belabor it, but it's really important  to

emphasize, since these are the first two bias cases  that

have been presented to this Board; there's been a l ot of

argument and suggestion that somehow if you can pro ve

that you have acted on your bias, that's what's req uired

for this regulation.  That seems to be the argument

we're hearing.

That is absolutely incorrect.  That's a

mischaracterization of what the regulation says.  A nd I

see heads nodding, so I won't belabor it.  

But I will finally say, for the record, the

question here, for this Board, is:  Would a reasona ble

person believe, after seeing the messages, the

communications, would they believe that that office r who

communicates in these ways could fairly and imparti ally

perform their duties?

We respectfully submit, absolutely not.  And that's

why we have brought this case to you today.
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And with that, Madam Chair, I have no further

comment.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Yes.  Please, Ms. Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I would like to have a

discussion quickly with Christopher, if that's okay .

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  You want to ask a question of

the attorney?

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Offline, for a second,

real quick.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Well, there's nothing offline.

But you can certainly ask a question.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Okay.  So that is -- it

is publicly known, I am a representative of the NAA CP.

MR. GLAVE:  Madam Chair, if we could ask her to

bring her mic down.  I can't hear her.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Sure.  Yeah.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  You know I hate this

thing.

It is known that I am a representative of the

NAACP, serving in several different capacities.

I do not want to taint the counselor's position or

POST.  So I don't know if I should recuse myself fr om

this or not.  

And so, Christopher, I'm looking for your advice.
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MR. BEATTY:  Yeah.  I mean, I think in an abundance

of caution, that when somebody feels like a presenc e of

potential bias could impact the progress of a case --

without specific to this one individually -- I thin k it

may be that a recusal makes sense.

And so in that context, without like analysis of if

there's an actual issue of bias, and you're -- beca use I

have not heard enough from you to make a determinat ion

of law, right?  Like, this is what I advise as lega l

counsel.

But based on the potential, sometimes recusal is a

wise decision.  So that's my knee-jerk reaction.  A nd,

you know, potentially some of your other colleagues  --

well, that's what I would say.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I think you described it

beautifully.

And I think you could make that internal decision.

Thank you.

Other questions or comments?

MEMBER DOYLE:  I just wanted to clarification with

POST Counsel.

In the appeal to the city manager, it really

doesn't matter how that appeal comes out because SB  2 is

independent of any finding, correct?

MR. HENLEY:  That's exactly correct, Board Member
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Doyle.

The statute and Senate Bill 2, that statute I

referenced -- 13510.8 -- specifically says that

regardless of what happens on an appeal or ultimate

outcome of a termination decision of a local agency , it

is of no import or consequence for the Board or the

Commission to take action.

The only exception to that is -- and it's not true

in this case -- but there could be a circumstance w here

a agency has a hearing, that hearing concludes, and

there's a finding based on that hearing.

That procedure could have some collateral estoppel

effect.  That's a legal term that basically says, c an

you retry something that's been heard by another bo dy?

So that's the one exception.  It's not applicable h ere.

And so you said it more succinctly than I, and I

probably should have gone with your interpretation

because that's correct.  That is -- that is true.  This

Board can proceed irrespective of what happens with  any

appeal.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Yes.

MEMBER CLAVO:  I wanted to ask the attorney what

law was he referring to that is not in place until 2026.

I'm not familiar with --
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Are you asking Corey

Glaves that question?

MEMBER CLAVO:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Please.  

Mr. Glaves.

MR. GLAVE:  Yes, thank you.

We -- in researching for this hearing, we noticed

that there was a regulations by your board created,  I

believe it's December of 2024, and then Penal Code

13510.6, which goes into the standards for bias.  I t is

not operative until January 1, 2026.

MR. HENLEY:  And Madam Chair, I'm happy to comment

on that, if you would like.

Well, first and foremost, I will have to go back

and look at the statute that Mr. Glave is referring  to.

But it is really not important to look at it becaus e it

is not the authority upon which this regulation was

adopted.

This regulation was adopted based upon Senate

Bill 2.  The regulation was in effect prior to this  case

coming to POST.  And so the statute, 13510.6, wheth er it

was adopted in 2024 or not -- I can go back and loo k --

but either way, it's not the statute that resulted in

this regulation.  It's not relied upon for this

regulation.  And so it has no application to this c ase.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Any other questions of Mr. Glaves or the attorney

or Investigator Kong?

Yes.  Dr. Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Before -- there's a motion or a

further comment?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right now it's just -- 

MEMBER GLASER:  I'm going to make a motion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  What I'm going to tell

you is that there's also a caller on the line.  So we

have more.

So just as to my question related just to Glaves,

Attorney Glaves, or the attorneys here or Ms. Kong,

Investigator Kong.

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Thank you,

Mr. Glaves.

And we have another call on public comment.

MR. SANCHEZ:  Hi there.  Hi everyone.  My name is

Danny Sanchez (phonetic).  I'm a 19-year veteran in  law

enforcement.  

And it's been an interesting hearing today,

especially this -- this sort of hearing.

I would like to add that this type of behavior is

very, very common in law enforcement.  It's also ve ry
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common within law enforcement, within departments.  You

know, not only do -- do some of us have to deal wit h

employees who think this way, privileged employees and

entitled employees, you know, but we also have to d eal

with it when retaliation happens against some of us  who

are minorities who speak out.  You know, like I sai d,

it's a very, very common behavior.

Public perception is very important.  I mean,

officers like this make the rest of us look like ba d --

bad employees.  And it is very hard to convince the

public that we're doing the right thing when we hav e --

when we have employees who do -- who behave in this

manner.

Now, to add to the comment from earlier in regards

to, you know, clear and convincing evidence and the

nexus between this behavior and interfering with a

person's career, there are many other ways that a p erson

can act out when they have these kind of thoughts, and

one of them is use of force.

If a person has these biases, they will tend to act

out in a more aggressive manner when it comes to us e of

force against specific type of person or protected

person.

You know, in my experience, I have crossed paths

with employees who are biased, who seem to target o nly a
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certain group of people and who seem to be more

aggressive with a certain group of people.

Again, I think that the work that you are doing is

great work and is very interesting.  I appreciate w hat

you guys are doing.

I think that these things -- things like this need

to come out more often.  I think that you guys are

giving us officers who work in law enforcement the

ability to report these kind of things wherever we come

across them.

You know, there's something that didn't exist in

the past.  And a lot of times, you know, we were

basically taking steps and nobody would listen to u s or

hold anybody accountable for this kind of behavior.

Again, it's a very common behavior.  It's happening

within the organization that I work with.  It still

happens.  It's changed over time because of SB 2 an d

because of the DOJ follow -- coming into the depart ments

and investigating them.  It is changing this whole --

this whole behavior.

And again, thank you.  I appreciate you guys.  Keep

doing the good work.  Keep doing this kind of work.   It

is necessary.  

And, you know, this whole behavior in law

enforcement, the wrong behavior in law enforcement needs
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to change.  And it is changing slowly, but it is

happening.

And I want the public to understand that, that law

enforcement has come a long way, considering how it  used

to behave decades ago.  We are advancing little by

little.  We are changing.

And, again, it is kind of root out all these people

who have been destroying law enforcement for years.

It's time to get rid of them.

Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you for your call.  Very

much appreciate it.

Any other public comment either on the lines or

here?  Did I see a hand raised?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  It appears there is no

further public comment.

Would you like to -- would any individual like to

deliberate privately on this case?  Any member of t he

Board?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Is there a motion?

MEMBER DOYLE:  I will make a motion to decertify.

Doyle.

MEMBER LARA:  Second.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Second.  Lara.

Okay.  Any further discussion?  Questions?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Would you take the roll

call, please.

MEMBER GLASER:  Can I provide some discussion?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes, please.

MEMBER GLASER:  One of my roles as an appointee on

this Board is as an academic.  That's an official

capacity that I serve.

And I am -- I specialize my research in prejudice,

discrimination, and hate crime.  And I want to refl ect

on the evidence that we have seen and to say that t he

combination of image of blackface, of the very -- I

don't even want to say insensitive -- but the

indifferent view of lynchings of Black men and the

approving response of the surrounding white men, an d the

sub-humanization of Black men and the reference to the

gorilla-like people, this is a recognizable pattern  of

bigotry that is quite potent and should not be dism issed

by any means.

I have seen this before, and it is quite predictive

of behavior.  I'm not saying that this officer enga ged

in biased behavior on the job, but this is not a tr ivial

constellation of evidence.  This is quite, quite
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dramatic.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you, Dr. Glaser.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  And so --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes, please.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I'm going to -- only

simply because the NAACP's name was used in your

presentation.  I do not want to taint anything.  

But my personal comment:  As the professor said,

this is what SB 2 was built on, to -- to outsource the

officers who are taking this type of bigotry stance .  

And as a representative of the NAACP, I'm sorry,

I'm appalled.  But I do not want to taint it.  So,

therefore, I'm going to recuse myself so I have

confidence in my colleagues.

So I guess I have to go outside during the vote,

correct?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No.  You don't have to go

outside during the vote.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Okay.  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  But you can -- when the roll

is called, you can then articulate what your positi on is

or just say "abstain" or whatever you would like to  do.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  If there was a discussion that

you would ultimately make a decision on, then you w ould
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step outside, but since you have already said you a re

not making a decision, you can stay.

Now, anybody else have anything else to say?  

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So what we have is a first and

a second.

Yes.  Mr. Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  I'm just thinking -- and I believe

the attorney stated that in deed or in an action --

there has been no "demonstratable" biases.  

So are we being asked to exclude texts and words

when a person utilized those?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  I mean, according to the -- to the

regulation, it states that we can consider the word s in

the texts.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  That's right.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  And that's what we're looking at

today.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  You can consider the words in

the text.

If I understood the attorney's argument, it was

based upon the fact that there wasn't any discernib le

action beyond the words and the texts.

But, absolutely, for purposes of your vote, you can
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consider the texts because they are written, and wr itten

is part of the criteria.

Thank you.

Any other questions?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Comments?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  We have a first.  We

have a second.  We have had some discussion.  It ap pears

that there's no further discussion.

So Chandler, please go ahead with the vote.

MR. KNAPP:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo, aye.

Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I recuse myself.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, recused.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, aye.

Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, aye.

Glaser.
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MEMBER GLASER:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, aye.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, aye.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara, aye.

Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena, aye.

Seven yeses; one recusal.  Motion passes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Just checking with the reporter.  How are you

doing?

THE COURT REPORTER:  I'm okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  You're okay.  Keep going.

Okay, then we are on to the last case.

One moment, please.

In the matter case of POST 2305781, Blake Williams,

who, at the time of the event at issues in this cas e,

was employed with the Torrance Police Department.

(Commotion.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  We just did that one.

As soon as I said that, I thought, no, that's not
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right.

Now we're going to go on to Braulio Robledo.  Thank

you.  

In the matter of Case POST2309558, Braulio Robledo,

who, at the time of the events at issue in the case , was

employed with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's

Department.

Let's hear from -- sorry, everybody.  We'll move

this along.

Okay.

MR. BRINGOLF:  It's just me again, ma'am.  Law

Enforcement Consultant Robert Bringolf.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Nice to see you again.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Thank you, ma'am.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  It's been a while.

MR. BRINGOLF:  I'm here to provide a familiar face.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And, Counsel, would you

restate --

MR. BRINGOLF:  Counsel is Carrie Woolley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Again, I'm one of the consultants

assigned to the bureau that takes care of Los Angel es

County for professional conduct.

You have all met Carrie Woolley.

I'm here today to present Case 23-9958 [sic],
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involving former Los Angeles County Deputy Braulio

Robledo.  

Of note, and as a point for your consideration,

this case was originally assigned to Law Enforcemen t

Consultant Mark Evenson for investigation.  About a

month ago, Mr. Evenson left POST to enjoy his retir ement

and time with his growing number of grandchildren.  And

as such, this case was assigned to me for presentat ion.

So I'm going to try my best to answer questions

related to the record provided by Mr. Evenson, but I may

call on Ms. Woolley, as she had been prepping this case

with Mr. Evenson prior to his departure from POST.

So that said, it's the Division's determination

that clear and convincing evidence exists to demons trate

that Deputy Braulio Robledo committed an act of ser ious

misconduct, as set forth in Penal Code section 1351 0.8,

when he lied to his supervisors and IA investigator s

about his actions related to a citizen's complaint of

theft.

Specifically, the Division has determined that

Deputy Robledo committed the following acts of seri ous

misconduct:

Dishonesty relating to the reporting,

investigation, or prosecution of a crime; or relati ng to

the reporting of or investigation of misconduct by a
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peace officer or a custodial officer, including but  not

limited to false statements, intentionally filing f alse

reports, tampering with, falsifying, destroying, or

concealing evidence, perjury, and tampering with da ta

recorded by a body-worn camera or other recording d evice

for purposes of concealing misconduct.  

Just to be really clear, that's the entire statute.

We're not saying he did all those things.

So that's Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(1).  

I will present a brief outline as follows:

Deputy Robledo was hired by the Los Angeles County

Sheriff's Department on March 11th, 2005.  He was

terminated from the Los Angeles County Sheriff's

Department on August 2nd, 2024.

Penal Code section 13510.8(c)(5) provides that the

Commission shall consider the peace officer's prior

conduct and service record and any instances of

misconduct, including any incidents occurring beyon d the

time limitation for investigation in evaluating whe ther

to revoke certification for the incident under

investigation.

As such, there's a couple prior instances that we

considered:

The respondent has a prior sustained finding for

dishonesty.  On April 11th, 2023, the Los Angeles C ounty
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Sheriff's Department found that the respondent viol ated

department policy and procedures.

Number 1, sections 3-01030.10.  

I might just say that he violated some procedures.

And if you want the specific ones, I will just spar e

you me reciting numbers.

Obedience to laws, regulations, and orders for

misusing department resources to query a subject's name

on the MDC, or the Mobile Data Computer, for

unauthorized and nonofficial business purposes.

He violated some other sections for performance to

standards by admitting to spending approximately 40

minutes "socialiding" -- socializing with three fem ales

while on duty in a secluded, dark parking lot, and

having a conversation, which was personal in nature ,

with one of the females; and admitting to using the  MDC

to conduct a wanted person's check on her ex-husban d to

verify if there was a restraining order.

And, three, some other sections for dishonesty and

false statements and dishonesty or failure to make

statements and/or making false statements during

department -- departmental internal investigations.

During his administrative interview with the IA

Bureau, Respondent contradicted his unit history re port

by stating he did not run the name of one of his fe male
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companions on his MDC on the night in question.

The preponderance of evidence supported that the

respondent did run the female's name on his MDC and  lied

about it during his IA interview.  

He received a 30-day suspension by his agency for

that event.

The agency reported that case to POST in April of

2023 as a possible violation of the dishonesty

regulation.

And on November 9th, we closed that case with a "no

further action" because the conduct didn't meet the

clear and convincing standard for serious misconduc t for

our Division and as defined in section 13510.8.

October 9th of '21, the Los Angeles Sheriff's

Department Undersheriff conducted an audit of misco nduct

investigations and found that the respondent had tw o

separate investigations -- one in 2018 and one in

2019 -- where fellow LASD deputies alleged he was a

member of a law enforcement gang called the Bandito s.

Each incident involved a different deputy making th e

allegation.

Based on that information, the undersheriff

directed the agency to conduct an administrative

investigation into the allegations.

That investigation failed to substantiate the
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allegations and was closed by the agency on July 19 th,

2024, as unresolved.

We have discussed what "unresolved" can mean.

Respondent received no discipline.

The agency reported this case to POST on May 25th,

2023.  So the -- it was -- the investigation was

completed later, but it was reported to us on May 2 5th,

2023, as a possible violation of POST regulation

1205(a)(7), which is the participation in a law

enforcement gang.  That case is POST2309109.

On October 8th, 2024, POST closed that case with a

status of "no further action," or NFA, because ther e was

no evidence presented by the agency or in the

investigations to prove that the respondent was a m ember

of the law enforcement gang.

So I will move on to the present allegation of

serious misconduct.

A citizen called the Los Angeles County Sheriff's

Department, East Los Angeles Station, and stated he  was

stopped by an unknown officer in the early morning of

January 2nd, 2020, immediately after leaving the

Commerce Casino.

During the stop, the citizen alleged that officer

searched his vehicle and stole five poker chips wor th

$100 each.
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When asked directly by his supervisors, a sergeant

and a lieutenant, if he had made the traffic stop i n

front of the Commerce Casino, Respondent adamantly

stated he did not.

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department

submitted this case to POST, in which they alleged

Deputy Robledo was involved in serious misconduct w hen

he lied to his supervisors and lied during an Inter nal

Affairs investigation regarding the previously ment ioned

citizen's complaint; and that Respondent conducted a

traffic stop in front of the Commerce Casino and, d uring

a search of the vehicle, stole $500 in poker chips.

So after reviewing this investigation, the Division

has determined the Respondent committed serious

misconduct as defined in Penal Code

section 13510.8(b)(1) and California Regulation

1205(a)(1).  That's the dishonesty section that I

previously told you about.

The respondent committed serious misconduct when he

lied to his supervisors; when he denied any knowled ge of

a traffic stop that he clearly conducted just a few

hours earlier; and he lied during his IA inter-

interviews when he claimed his supervisors never as ked

him about the specific traffic stop near the Commer ce

Casino.
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Deputy Robledo claimed he received information that

supervisors were inquiring about a stop that occurr ed in

Montebello, and Deputy Robledo claimed he deleted t he

MDC messages sent by the watch sergeant without rea ding

him; and he claimed he never responded to the serge ant's

MDC messages inquiring who made the stop.

Deputy Robledo claimed he had no knowledge of why

the watch sergeant was trying to get ahold of him; and

he denied he called into the East LA sheriff's stat ion

and spoke to Deputy Strelow about the traffic stop in

front of the Commerce Casino.

The evidence overwhelmingly supports that the

respondent did stop the complainant at Telegraph Ro ad

and Washington Boulevard and lied to his supervisor s

about the traffic stop.

The evidence also overwhelmingly supports that

Respondent lied to the IA investigators during his IA

interview.

While investigating a citizen's complaint alleging

that the officer stole $500 worth of poker chips,

supervisors asked the respondent if he had stopped the

complainant around the Commerce Casino.  He adamant ly

denied he was the one who stopped the vehicle.

This conversation took place approximately three

hours after the time of the traffic stop.  
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There is indisputable evidence that the respondent

was the one who conducted the traffic stop.  

This evidence includes a unit history report

showing that the respondent ran the complainant's

license plate; a GPS tracking report showing the

respondent stopped his vehicle at the exact time an d

location alleged by the complainant; and video

surveillance footage confirming that it was the

respondent's patrol car making the traffic stop.

The respondent later admitted to making the traffic

stop during his IA interviews.  Respondent claimed to

supervisors that he never specifically -- that his

supervisors never specifically asked him about the stop

in front of the Commerce Casino, and assumed they w ere

asking him about a stop that occurred in Montebello .

These statements are refuted by clear and

convincing evidence.

Another allegation is the respondent lied to IA

investigators when he stated he did not know his

supervisors were asking about a traffic stop that

occurred in front of the Commerce Casino.

During his IA interviews, Respondent tried to claim

that he had no idea that his supervisors were askin g

about the traffic stop in front of the Commerce Cas ino.

The evidence supports that this is a false
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statement.

Both the watch commander and the watch sergeant

made it abundantly clear that they were inquiring a bout

the specific stop that occurred in front of the Com merce

Casino.  And there was no question that the respond ent

understood which stop they were referring to.

There is no reason why the watch commander and

watch sergeant would lie in their statements.  And their

statements are more credible than the respondent's in

this case.

The respondent received two MDC messages from the

watch sergeant inquiring about a traffic stop in fr ont

of the Commerce Casino around Washington Boulevard and

Telegraph Road.

The first MDC message was sent to three deputies

that were working in the City of Commerce, to inclu de

the respondent.  It stated, "Did any of you stop" - - and

then we redacted the complainant's name -- "at

Washington/Telegraph earlier at" -- and then an ell ipses

and end quotes.

Two other deputies replied immediately, but the

respondent did not respond.

The second MDC message was sent directly to the

respondent and said, "Did you pull over" the compla inant

"at Washington/Telegraph a few hours ago?"
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Again, he didn't respond to the question.

But approximately twelve minutes after receiving

the second MDC message, the respondent sent the wat ch

sergeant an MDC message that says "CALLED YOU SARGE ."

This provides clear and convincing evidence that

Respondent did -- did receive and read the sergeant 's

MDC messages and was fully aware of what traffic st op

his supervisors were inquiring about.

Respondent's refusal to ask the sergeant's -- to

answer the sergeant's MDC messages supports the

conclusion that Respondent was being deceitful and

trying to hide the fact that he was the one who sto pped

the complainant in front of the Commerce Casino.

The respondent's claim that he had no idea what

traffic stop his supervisors were asking him about is

further refuted by the fact that approximately 35

minutes prior to meeting with his supervisors, he c alled

the East LA Station and spoke to Deputy Strelow on a

recorded line.

Deputy Strelow told Respondent that the watch

sergeant was inquiring about a stop in front of the

Commerce Casino.  

This provides clear and convincing evidence that

Respondent knew exactly what traffic stop he was be ing

asked about during his meeting with supervisors.
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The Respondent's claim during his second IA

interview that he did not remember the conversation  with

Deputy Strelow is not believable, particularly as t he

respondent was able to provide details about a

conversation he claimed to have had with Deputy Pal acios

early -- earlier during that same shift about a

different stop allegedly in Montebello.

Further, the respondent lied to IA investigators

when he stated he received information that supervi sors

were inquiring about a traffic stop that occurred i n

Montebello.

During his IA interviews, Respondent tried to claim

that he didn't lie to his supervisors because he th ought

they were asking him about a stop that occurred in

Montebello.  

It has already been established that based on the

supervisor's testimony, the MDC messages, and the

Respondent's phone conversation with Deputy Strelow ,

that he knew his supervisors were inquiring about a  stop

in front of the Commerce Casino.

When asked by IA investigators why he thought they

were talking about a stop in Montebello, he said he

received one or two MDC messages inquiring about a

Montebello stop.  

He also claimed that he called Deputy Manuel
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Palacios on his cell phone, and Palacios told him t hat

someone was calling in about a stop in Montebello.

Respondent's statements are refuted by indisputable

facts:

One, there's no record of any MDC messages being

sent out about a stop that occurred in Montebello;

And, two, when Deputy Palacios was interviewed, he

stated he had no recollection of a phone conversati on

with the respondent.

There is clear and convincing evidence to support

the conclusion that Respondent created a narrative about

a fictitious Montebello traffic stop to cover up th e

fact that he lied to his supervisors and to

disingenuously claim to IA investigators that his

previous denial to his supervisors did not constitu te

dishonesty because he allegedly believed they were

asking him about a stop in Montebello.

However, the clear and convincing evidence shows

that Respondent lied to IA investigators when he cl aimed

he received MDC messages about a Montebello stop; a nd

when he later claimed that Deputy Palacios gave him

information about a Montebello traffic stop.

Outside of the respondent, no one else had any

knowledge of an alleged traffic stop in Montebello.

Respondent lied to IA investigators when he stated
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he was not aware the watch sergeant was trying to

contact him.  Respondent told IA investigators that  he

was not aware that the watch sergeant was trying to

contact him.

This statement is disputed by indisputable facts:  

One, the respondent sent that message that I

discussed to the watch sergeant on the MDC that sai d

"CALLED YOU SARGE."  

This message was sent approximately 12 minutes

after the respondent received a direct MDC message from

the watch sergeant asking if he had recently stoppe d the

complainant in front of the Commerce Casino.

Two, during his recorded phone conversation with

Deputy Strelow, Respondent stated he and the other

Commerce units received a text from the watch serge ant.  

This provides clear and convincing evidence that

Respondent lied when he said he was not aware that the

watch sergeant was trying to contact him.

The respondent lied to IA investigators when he

stated he deleted the MDC messages from the watch

sergeant without reading them.

The evidence clearly proves the respondent did read

the MDC messages from the watch sergeant.

As we discussed, approximately 12 minutes after

receiving the watch sergeant's second MDC message, he
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sent an MDC message to the watch sergeant saying,

"CALLED YOU SARGE."

Two, during his recorded conversation with Deputy

Strelow, Respondent told Strelow that he and the ot her

Commerce units received a text from the watch serge ant.

This provides clear and convincing evidence that

the respondent lied to IA investigators when he sta ted

he deleted the sergeant's MDC messages without read ing

them.

The respondent lied to IA investigators when he

stated he never responded to any of the sergeant's MDC

messages.

Just for clarification, I want to -- I just want to

put to the point here, I am reciting each instance of an

act of dishonesty.  So there are certainly some of these

that overlap.  And I'm -- I'm noticing that I'm sou nding

like a broken record.  So bear with me.  We're just

making the point to each one of these instances of

dishonesty.

Approximately 12 minutes after receiving the watch

sergeant's second MDC message, Respondent replied v ia

MDC stating "CALLED YOU SARGE."

This provides clear and convincing evidence that

Respondent lied when he stated he never responded t o any

of the sergeant's MDC messages.
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Respondent lied to IA investigators when he stated

he never called the East LA Station and spoke to a

deputy on a recorded line regarding a traffic stop in

front of the Commerce Casino.

As we've discussed, that was a recorded

conversation.

So the facts that I've just recited support the

Division's finding that Braulio Robledo was involve d in

serious misconduct, specifically dishonesty.

For purposes of the Division's analysis, clear and

convincing evidence means evidence of a charge is c lear

and convincing so long as there's a high probabilit y

that the charge is true.  The evidence need not

establish a fact beyond a reasonable doubt.

The Division recommends that Mr. Robledo's POST

certifications be revoked.  And the Division's

recommendations based on the clear and convincing

evidence, that the respondent lied to his superviso rs

about the traffic stop and subsequently repeatedly lied

during his IA interviews.

The facts fully support Respondent knew exactly

which traffic stop his supervisors were inquiring a bout

and lied to them about his involvement.

In addition, Respondent lied several times during

his IA interviews when he:  
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Number one, stated that his supervisors never asked

him specifically about the traffic stop he conducte d in

front of the Commerce Casino;

Two, stated he was not aware that the watch

sergeant was trying to contact him;

Three, stated he deleted the MDC messages from the

watch sergeant without reading them; 

Four, stated he never responded to any of the watch

sergeant's MDC messages;

Five, stated he received MDC messages about a stop

in Montebello;

Six, stated he was told by Deputy Palacios that

there was an inquiry being made about a stop that

occurred in Montebello;

Seven, stated he did not call and speak to Deputy

Strelow; 

And, eight, stated that no one gave him information

that the watch sergeant was inquiring about a stop that

occurred in front of the Commerce Casino.

With that, I'm happy to attempt to answer any

questions that the Board may have regarding LEC

Evenson's case.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I just have a couple of, I

think, quick questions.

It seemed to me in my initial reading that there
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was another prior instance in which he lied.  So wa s

there first -- aside from the three you mentioned, was

there one even before that?

MR. BRINGOLF:  That's unclear, ma'am.  I cannot

specifically answer that question.

I don't know if Carrie can.

MS. WOOLLEY:  I can answer that question.

Yes.  So there's an earlier case in which he lied.

And if you look at the timeline for LASD, what

happened was, is they did do an investigation about  an

earlier dishonesty case, and they did not sustain i t.

POST did not decide to move forward on that.  They

issued a finding that it was not clear and convinci ng

evidence, so it is not before this Board.

There were some evidentiary problems with that

case.  The witnesses took a -- about a year to come

forward.  There was some delays there.

So that's why it didn't meet the clear and

convincing standard.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Just because I didn't

want to do any independent investigation, what's th e

approximate distance between Commerce Casino and

Montebello?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It's about a ten-minute drive.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.
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MS. WOOLLEY:  But it looks significantly different.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I understand.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Did he ever indicate that

there was another reason why he typed the words, "C ALLED

YOU SARGE"?

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  How did the

respondent/civilian/victim know about the gang

allegation?  Do we know?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  So to give you a bit of background

information on this, because there was an allegatio n

that Deputy Robledo had stolen from this victim, th e Los

Angeles Sheriff's Department referred this to the

district attorney for a criminal investigation.

And when they did that, the District Attorney's

Office attempted to contact the victim for further

information and cooperation.

During that time period, the victim had seen a "Los

Angeles Times" article which named Deputy Robledo a s one

of the deputies that was involved -- or was a membe r of

the Banditos law enforcement gang.

In addition, that victim has a brother-in-law who
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is an Inglewood police officer.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I saw that in the notes.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.  And had said that Robledo

apparently was some sort of gang member.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  I was just wondering if

he got it from his brother-in-law -- 

MS. WOOLLEY:  Correct.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  -- or whether he got it from

some newspaper article.  But I now understand.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Now, I was a little confused

about the MDC messages system in general, and a lit tle

confused about what he said.

Did he say -- I read these words, but I don't know

if it was out of context -- that he never reads the  MDC

messages?

MR. BRINGOLF:  That's not how I interpreted it.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I thought there was a sentence

that said he never reads them.

No?  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  In his transcript, he says both.  He

tends not to, but then he says he did not on that

particular date.

And then, at some point, he also said he was having

difficulty with his MDC messages on this particular
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date.  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Does he have a duty to read

his MDC messages?

MS. WOOLLEY:  There's no policy on point on that,

that we're aware of.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Is there any proof

either way that the MDC messages wasn't working tha t day

during that time?

MS. WOOLLEY:  What we have on point for that is

that he is on a recorded conversation with Deputy

Strelow referring to these MDC messages that he

received, telling Deputy Strelow that he received t hose

MDC messages, and also that he then successfully se nt an

MDC message back to the watch sergeant.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So my question was -- maybe I

wasn't clear -- was there any evidence that the MDC

system wasn't working?

MS. WOOLLEY:  There's no evidence that it was not

working that day.  That's correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  At all?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It may have been sporadically not

working.

But at the times that those MDC messages that are

at issue were sent, they appear to have -- the syst em

appears to have been working.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  And is there any --

with text messages, you could certainly -- unless t hey

have been deleted, and they are gone forever -- fin d

proof that something went out and find proof someti mes

that says "delivered" at the bottom.

Is MDC set up like that?

MR. BRINGOLF:  I've used -- MDCs are different

programs and different vendors, and so I wouldn't b e

able to answer this specifically.

The one indication on here and he says that his MDC

was in the red.  

Just my own experience, as somebody who has used an

MDC in a pretty rural area, sometimes those things go in

and out of service.  There could have been some --

something that caused that.

I mean, again, this is a bit of supposition, but he

could have been out of service, and those things co uld

have delivered again once they came into service.

That's one way it could be out.  Or it could be a

network failure, right?

So it is hard to say, and we don't know

specifically which --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  What does "MDC" stand for?

MR. BRINGOLF:  Mobile data computer.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So what's the
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difference between an MDC messages and a text messa ge?  

MR. BRINGOLF:  A text message would be done through

a phone -- at least colloquially how we call a text

message.

But you could -- you could say in an MDC that you

are getting a text, because an MDC is essentially j ust a

laptop computer --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MR. BRINGOLF:  -- or an analog.  

And it has a program running that you can run CLETS

inquiries through.  You -- it may have a mapping pr ogram

on them.  And it may have a texting program, where you

can send text messages.  

So it would not be unreasonable to say that sending

a message, a written message, over your MDC was a t ext,

because it is a texting function of that MDC.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I believe that at some point

there was some discussion that there -- there was a

transcript, or there was a recording of the phone c all

that he made into the station.

MR. BRINGOLF:  That's correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Did I understand this

correctly?  When the -- when the receiver of that c all,

that was a recorded line.  And he said later that h e did

not remember the call.  
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Is that correct?

MR. BRINGOLF:  He said that it didn't happen.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  It didn't happen.

MS. WOOLLEY:  He --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  And then -- no.  Let's

get our "he's" straight.  I'm talking about the oth er

person on the phone.  He was interviewed.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Different person.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Different person.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MR. BRINGOLF:  So there's one conversation to a

Deputy Strelow -- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MR. BRINGOLF:  -- on a recorded line.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Another conversation to a Deputy

Palacios.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Who said -- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Palacios was at the station.

MR. BRINGOLF:  -- he didn't remember talking to

him.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So Palacios was at the

station.  Strelow was when he was still in his car or
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someplace away.

MR. BRINGOLF:  That's not how I understand it.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  There -- so just focus on -- 

MR. BRINGOLF:  Sure.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  -- the recorded statement.

So was there a recording?  And who was it between?

MS. WOOLLEY:  So the recording is with Deputy

Strelow, who was working dispatch at the time.  He' s a

deputy sheriff, but he's working dispatch, which ha ppens

when they're on limited duty usually.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MS. WOOLLEY:  And it was with Deputy Robledo.  So

Deputy Robledo called in to the station.  He got De puty

Strelow, who was working dispatch.  It's a recorded  line

because dispatch is always recorded.

And that's the call that's the recorded call.

And during his IA interview, Deputy Robledo said he

did not call into the station and speak to anybody.   He

repeatedly denied that.  They then played the recor ding

for him.

And then at that point, he said, "I do not remember

that call."

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So the "he" who did not

remember was?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Deputy Robledo.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

MS. WOOLLEY:  You are welcome.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So other questions?

Yes.

MEMBER LARA:  Just maybe not a question, but an

answer about MDCs and how they work.

If you are looking for indicia of a system working,

the systems that we use, that if you -- if he's

successfully running a subject on the car computer,  it

is indicative that the computer system is sending a nd

receiving information because they are all on a rel ated

trunk.

Also that he said that he sent and received

messages is other indicia of it working.  

And then the vehicle tracking system also placing

him at the place where the traffic stop was made is

other indicia that that system is operating

successfully, and particularly so at the operative time.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Also, Madam Chair, you were -- I

don't know the distinction between a duty and a

responsibility.  But a lot of agencies use MDC to

dispatch lower priority calls.

So I don't know if there's a difference between
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duty and responsibility.  But you certainly have a

responsibility to respond to the MDC.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Other questions or comments for the...

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No?  Okay.

Before we get to the public comment or the comment

from Mr. Robledo or his attorney, we're going to ta ke a

break.  This will be our last break.  It is now 3:0 4.

If everyone could be back at 3:15, that would be

terrific.  Thank you.

(Break taken in proceedings.) 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  It's 3:15, and we have had our

last break.

Let's see.  At this time, does the subject officer

and/or counsel wish to make public comments?

If so, you will each be given four minutes to

speak, and the time limits will be strictly enforce d.

So please ensure that you complete your comments wi thin

the allotted time.  While commenting, keep in mind that

the Board will only consider the facts as presented

during the Division today and will not consider any

additional facts or defenses at this time.  

The sole question before the Board today is the

following:  If the facts offered by the Division to day
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are, in fact, proven at a later hearing, do those f acts

demonstrate a high probability that serious miscond uct

as defined in Penal Code section 13510.8 and Commis sion

Regulations 1205 occurred? 

Is there anyone from the public who either -- oh,

there you are.  There's someone on the screen.

Please introduce yourself.

MS. GIBBONS:  Thank you.  My name is Elizabeth

Gibbons, and I am the attorney for Deputy Robledo.

And thank you.  I thank you for giving me the

opportunity to address you about this very importan t

case.

A couple of things that I wanted to address first,

with regard to the questions that you had asked.

The city of Montebello, I don't believe, is

10 miles away from the city of Commerce.  And that' s not

to nitpick that.  But the significance of it is tha t

Montebello is directly adjacent city.  So the city of

Montebello borders on the city of Commerce.  But th e

city of Montebello has a separate police department .

So when Deputy Robledo was concerned or believed

that he was being asked about a traffic stop in

Montebello, he -- his reaction to that was, "Well, I

didn't stop anybody in Montebello because that's no t my

jurisdiction."
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So it wasn't -- there wasn't any issue about any

misconduct related to the stop in Montebello.  That  was

just information that he had that, frankly, just

confused him that night.

The incident that we're talking about happened in

the 15th and 16th hour of Deputy Robledo being on a

double shift that day.  So this was the end of a do uble

shift for him.

When he stopped the gentleman from the casino and

conversed with him, talked to him, searched his car , it

was a lawful search because that gentleman's

registration had expired.  So there was no miscondu ct

involved at all in conducting the traffic stop.

He asked for and obtained consent to search the

car.  And he searched the car pretty "rudimentarily "

because the car was clean.  The driver of the car h ad

been very cooperative with him.  There was nothing that

sent up any bells or whistles for Deputy Robledo; t hat

there was any problem with the person that he stopp ed.

So he looked through the car, but didn't thoroughly

search it.  He let the driver go with just a warnin g

about the registration.  He didn't cite him.  He ju st

let him go.

So in Deputy Robledo's mind, there was nothing

about that traffic stop that his supervisors would be
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asking him about.  He didn't anticipate that the pe rson

he stopped would have made a complaint or anything like

that.  He didn't look in any bag.  He didn't know t he

man had any money with him.

And he did not steal any poker chips.  There is no

evidence that he stole the poker chips.

With regard to the complainant's later assertion

that he didn't want to go forward because he feared

that -- he feared the Banditos, there never, ever h as

been any published "LA Times" article that says Dep uty

Robledo is a member of the Banditos.  He is not.  T hat

allegation is completely and entirely false.

And the sheriff's department supervisors have

recognized that.

What he said was, my brother, who works in

Inglewood Police Department, told me not to go forw ard

because the -- because there are Banditos.  He neve r

said he was afraid of Deputy Robledo.  He, in fact,  said

he couldn't even identify Deputy Robledo.

The -- under the regulations --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Let me just tell you.  You are

at four minutes, but I'm going to give you another

minute.  Okay?  But this is public comment, limited .

Go ahead, please.

MS. GIBBONS:  I appreciate that.  Can I take Deputy
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Robledo's four minutes away from him?

(No response.)

MS. GIBBONS:  Sorry.  That was just a little

attempt at humor, and I'm wasting my time.

The -- so Deputy Robledo never stole any poker

chips.

The definition in the regulation of false

statements to be a violation or to be significant

misconduct under the POST statute requires that the

statements be made for the purpose of preventing th e

detection of misconduct.

And he engaged in no misconduct in relationship to

this traffic stop.  Either the stop itself or the

alleged theft.  He didn't do either one of those.

With regard to the allegation that he lied about

saying he didn't -- he didn't remember the phone ca ll

with Deputy Strelow, or he didn't read the text

message -- the MDC messages, the fact of the matter  is

he wasn't questioned about the MDC messages, about

Strelow, about any of that, until four years after the

fact.

This incident happened in January of 2020.  He

wasn't interviewed by IAB until December of 2024.  He

wasn't shown the MDC messages before the interview.   He

wasn't shown -- he wasn't played the phone call unt il
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the second interview, which was six weeks later.

So his -- his failure to recall these details is

not the same as intentionally, knowingly, lying abo ut

them.  All that he did was fail a memory test that the

sheriff's department gave him four years after the fact.

And he couldn't remember the details of who he talk ed to

or who he called.

But he very, very clearly said when he was asked by

IAB:  "Did you see these messages from the watch

sergeant?"  He said, "No.  I was out of my car."

He never said, "I routinely don't read messages.  I

just didn't read these messages."

He said, "I was outside of my car.  It was the tail

end of my double shift.  I was hungry.  I was eatin g

dinner, and I was writing a report."

So he did not see those messages.

He also said very clearly in his interview, that

Deputy Palacios called him and told him, "Hey, the watch

sergeant is looking for you."

And he said, "Why?"  And -- Robledo said, "Why?"

because he didn't read the messages; he wasn't awar e of

the messages.

It was in response to the phone call from Palacios

that he called the station, which he didn't remembe r

doing.  He didn't even remember doing that even aft er
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they played him the message, the recorded message, he

didn't remember doing that.

But his -- his MDC messages that says, "Sarge, I

called you," was in response to the phone call from

Palacios.  It wasn't in response to him seeing the MDC

messages.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  I understand.  Thank

you.

Other board members may have questions.  Let me

just pause.  I believe your client also wanted to s peak.

And we'll see if the Board has any questions for

you, or you can wait until you can see if they have

questions after your client speaks.

What would you like us to do?

MS. GIBBONS:  I don't think he wanted to add

anything.

But Braulio, do you want to add anything to what I

have said?

MR. ROBLEDO:  (Unintelligible) -- hear me now?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry.  Go ahead.

MS. GIBBONS:  We can hear you.

MR. ROBLEDO:  Yeah.  No.  First of all, I

appreciate you guys here.  And, obviously, I apprec iate

Ms. Gibbons always being there for me.

But yeah.  It's just -- I was never given that
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information when I went up to the watch sergeant's

office, let alone when he took me to the Lieutenant

Easter's office.

The other important thing that I want to shed light

on is the fact that the same thing that Manny Palac ios

had mentioned to me saying, this gentleman, I was o n the

phone with him for 40 -- about 40 minutes.  He does n't

know where he got pulled over.  I'm trying to figur e it

out from him.

He's giving me uniforms from blue over blue, tan

over tan, which are CHP officer uniforms and differ ent

agency uniforms.

He's mentioning the 605 freeway, which is about 15,

20 minutes from East Los Angeles.  

And then also the -- Montebello, which is the

closest city to where I was working.

And that's the reason I attached myself to

Montebello, because, obviously, that's the closest city

to LA Commerce.  So I said, "No, there's no reason why I

would stop anybody in Montebello."

But he was like, "Yeah, I was just trying to figure

out where this guy got pulled over."

So I was under the impression at that moment that

that's what the complaint was about.  So when I wen t up

to my watch sergeant's office, all he said -- "Well , it
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was you."

And I said, "It was me.  What, Sarge?  I didn't

pull anybody over in Montebello."

He's like, "No, no, no.  Come with me."

And when we stepped into my lieutenant's office, he

is like, "Oh, look, there was Robledo."

And I told my lieutenant, "What's up, Lieutenant?" 

I said, "Am I good, or what's going on?"

He reiterated everything Manny Palacios had said.

He's like, "Don't worry about this, bro."  He's lik e,

"This guy doesn't even know where he got pulled ove r.

He's talking about blue over blue, tan over tan.  H e

doesn't even know what uniform personnel pulled him

over."

And I asked him again, "So am I good, LT, or what?"

And he said, "You are back for p.m. shift, right?"

And I said, "Yes, sir."

And he's like, "Yeah, get out of here.  Get some

rest."  He said, "You only have a couple hours befo re

you get back."

And I said, "Okay."  And I left.

And that was the last I had heard in regards to

this matter until maybe a couple months later where  ICIB

showed up at the station.

But my whole thing that night, like Ms. Gibbons
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said, I had no issues with that gentleman.  It was just

a simple expired registration stop for about a mont h.

The car was clean.  There was no debris anywhere.  It

was a fast, quick stop.  And I let him off with a

warning, which he was very appreciative of.  And th at

was -- that was the last time I had a contact with that

gentleman.  

And that was it, ma'am.  

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Mr. Robledo, you said

that you had this conversation and it ended with, " Go

home, bro, and get some sleep."

And then you said something about a couple of

months later?  

I thought your attorney was saying four years had

gone by.  So I'm confused.  And we can let your

attorney -- hang on.  We can let your attorney resp ond

to that question or you.

MS. GIBBONS:  I will respond to it, Braulio.

So what happened was immediately after the

incident, he went home.  He came back to work the n ext

day.  He worked for four months without any problem .

About three or four months later, ICIB came to the

station while he was still working regular duty.

And they asked him, you know, "We have this

allegation.  Do you want to talk to us?"  
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And he said, "No, I don't want to talk to you

without my attorney."

So we didn't make a statement to the criminal

investigators.

When he was asked any questions about any details

about the incident was four years later, in Decembe r of

2024, when he was interviewed by IAB.

So I didn't mean to confuse you about that.  But he

didn't make a statement to the criminal investigato rs.

And the other thing was that he wasn't relieved of

duty by the sheriff's department immediately after the

conversation with the two supervisors that they lat er

said he lied in.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. GIBBONS:  The fact that --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  All right.  You -- you

answered my question.

You had said something about four years.  He had

said something about four months.

We have the information now.

Let me see.  Does any board member have any

questions?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Chair Dudley, may I make a clarifying

comment?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yeah.
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MS. WOOLLEY:  Mr. Robledo was actually terminated

from his employment in August of 2024.  His intervi ew

did not happen in December of 2024.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  I'm trying to locate the date.  And

once I locate the date, I will let you know.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. GIBBONS:  I think it was December 2023.  I

apologize.  It was four years after 2020, or Januar y of

2020 to December of 2023.  I apologize.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Any other questions

from any board members?

Yes.  Please.

MEMBER CLAVO:  I have one.  I am just curious.  

What was the -- I guess what was the -- what caused

you -- if you pulled him over for expired tags, why  did

you search the car?

MR. ROBLEDO:  I usually search vehicles.  It is

common in where I work at, we search vehicles obvio usly,

to make sure that everything is okay.

He had expired registration, and there was also a

different name on the registration, which was his

cousin.  So I just wanted to make sure everything w as

valid for him, and there was no weapons, nothing vi sible

that I could see.
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Usually, with someone that's cooperative like that,

and it's a clean car, I get a good rapport -- I had  been

on the streets at that time on patrol about ten yea rs.

So I kind of get that feeling of, okay, this guy is  like

cooperative.  This is just a -- we don't like to ca ll

routine traffic stop, but it wasn't a simple traffi c

violation traffic stop.

So there was nothing for me to pursue looking under

anything or any of that nature, ma'am.

But I had asked him --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So let me ask you, just to

clarify the question that's been asked of you.

Is it your habit -- when you are stopping someone

for registration, is it your habit or your training  to

search the car?  That's, I think, the question that  was

asked of you.

MR. ROBLEDO:  Yeah.  Because I had asked him if

there was anything illegal in the car.  "Is it okay  if I

search your vehicle?"

He said, "No, that's not a problem.  Everything is

fine."

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So is it your habit or your

training to ask for consent in every situation wher e you

are looking for -- where someone has an expired

registration?
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MR. ROBLEDO:  Yes.  For me, it's my habit.  I

always have to ask for consent unless I see somethi ng in

plain sight that's illegal, unless, obviously, I be lieve

the person is under the influence of narcotics or s ome

type of substance or I know --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  I'm just checking now

to see if a board member has a follow-up question t o

that.

MEMBER CLAVO:  I do.  Thank you, Chair.

Is it policy, or is it supported by law that you

pull someone over for expired tags, and you ask for

consent to search the vehicle?

MR. ROBLEDO:  It always has to be consent as far as

searching the vehicle, ma'am.  Like I said, obvious ly,

if I see something in plain sight, if I see drugs i n

plain sight, I'm not going to ask for consent becau se

now my attention is going to start turning into

something more to see if there's something else tha t

might be illegal or if he's transporting anything o f

that nature.

But my --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I think the question was asked

of you:  Was it your habit, or is it part of your

training -- 

MR. ROBLEDO:  Yes. 
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  -- that when someone has --

hang on.

-- when someone has an expired registration, do you

ask for consent and search their car?  So it is not  a

question of did you ask for consent, or do you, but  is

it your habit or your training to ask someone for

consent if they have an expired registration?

MR. ROBLEDO:  Yes.  Both.  The training I have gone

through and my habit after ten years on patrol.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Any further questions?

MEMBER CLAVO:  Yes.  He still didn't answer my

initial question.

Is it supported by law, or is it policy of your

agency that you search vehicles for an expired

registration stop?  You stated yourself that nothin g

seemed out of the ordinary.  Nothing was suspicious .

You didn't smell anything.  You didn't see anything  in

plain sight.

So is it supported by law, is it supported by your

agency's policy, that you search vehicles behind a

expired registration?

MR. ROBLEDO:  Yeah.  It's both, ma'am.  If it's an

expired vehicle, then it should not be on the road.   So

it's against the law to be driving a vehicle that h as

expired registration.  So it is by law.
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And it is common practice for me to be asking for

consent, also.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

Anything follow-up?  Or Lara would like to speak.

MEMBER CLAVO:  No.  He didn't answer the questions

still.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I know.  I know.

Yes.

MS. GIBBONS:  If I could try to answer that

question.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  One moment.  I'm going to stop

you, and I'm going to -- I called on a board member .

Go ahead.

MEMBER LARA:  Just so it's clear:  It is not

illegal to ask for consent even from a person I --

consensually, I'm having conversation with, say at a

Starbucks or any context where I have -- if I'm cha tting

with somebody, it is legal to ask a person for cons ent.

My agency goes beyond the law which requires, you

know, the person to say yes or no, understanding th e

rights.  We go a little further saying, you can -- you

don't have to say yes.  You can withdraw it at any time.

They have to be present while I'm conducting the se arch

to reduce the scope or end it even after the search  has

begun.
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But as a matter of law, it is perfectly legal to

ask a person during a consensual contact or in a ve hicle

stop; it is a detention based on reasonable suspici on.

The reasonable suspicion being the expired registra tion.

It can be done, even in the absence of any

particularized suspicion.  That's the -- that's the

nature of the law on -- on that.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I don't think the question has

been, can you ask for consent?

The question has been:  In situations like this,

where someone has an expired registration, does tha t

compel you to ask you for consent?  Anybody can ask

consent about anything.

Do you understand the distinction?

MEMBER LARA:  Yes.  I just -- I thought it would be

useful to understand that there's -- there's nothin g

untoward in asking.

MEMBER CLAVO:  And I didn't think that.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I know.  Yeah.

Okay.  Yes.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  And I think, to go along

with Board Member Nicole, as he said, routinely tha t he

will search -- ask permission to search a car based  on

expired tags.  That's concerning to me.

I mean, I know you were polite, Board Member
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Nicole, about it.  But it is concerning that this s eems

to -- that this was a routine of a stop.

Although -- although, to your point, Captain Lara,

that maybe routine is still concerning to the commu nity.

And a lot of times people are afraid to say no.

It is just my comment.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Thank you.

Any other -- yes, Mr. Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Johnson.

The -- there are prior allegations of dishonesty.

And for the Division, help me understand the prior

allegations of dishonesty compared to where we are at

today, in the past, and also the fact that the

defendant, or the person that claimed he had stole the

$500 worth of chips, gave a statement that -- and t hey

tried to twist the words, maybe, but that he belong ed to

a gang called the Banditos.  And I'm reading that t wo

officers also alleged that he belonged to this gang

called the Banditos.  

So could we get clarity on both of those?

MR. BRINGOLF:  Sure.  Help me understand that what

clarity looks like so I can provide it.  What --

MEMBER JOHNSON:  These officers alleged that he

belonged to Banditos.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Okay.
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MEMBER JOHNSON:  I think the attorney said that it

wasn't that the person that he stopped that alleged  that

he had stole his chips said he belonged to the Band itos,

but he was afraid of the Banditos.  

So now there's a question of whether he said that

he felt that he belonged to the Banditos because hi s

uncle or his cousin, whoever is with the police for ce

knows that, and stated it to him, and repeated it.

So I just wanted to make sure we got clarity that

it sounded like they are saying that he didn't say he

belonged to the Banditos.  But he's got a history o f

being alleged to belong to the Banditos.

MR. BRINGOLF:  So there were two cases that the

undersheriff of LASD found in which the respondent was

alleged to be a member of the Banditos.  Those case s

were filed by two separate deputies.

I don't know the relationship to Deputy Robledo.

There was no information in the record or in the re ports

provided to POST with that allegation that substant iated

the claim that Mr. Robledo is a Bandito.

So in that case, there's not -- there's no evidence

to support that allegation.

As far as the previous dishonesty case, there is a

agency finding of dishonesty and of policy violatio ns

related to dishonesty.  And an agency -- I believe an
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agency finding of -- I think there's an agency find ing

of dishonesty.

That dishonesty finding was provided to POST, and

we did a independent investigation.  And we were un able

to make -- we were unable to bring that allegation

forward with a clear and convincing standard.

So there was likely a preponderance standard of

evidence that would allow the agency to make an

affirmative finding of dishonesty, but we as the

Division were not able to reach clear and convincin g

evidence as a standard.

So that case was closed at POST with no further

action.

So there is a prior dishonesty allegation.  There

is a prior dishonesty finding at the agency level.  And

there is a prior -- there are two prior allegations  at

the agency level that Mr. Robledo was or is part of  the

Banditos law enforcement subgroup or gang.

So that -- is that helpful in clarifying?  We don't

have any cases that we are -- can bring forward wit h

those allegations substantiated.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Right.

So if I'm understanding the law right, clear and

convincing evidence, so there has been allegations made,

but nothing that was sustained.
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Is that what I'm hearing?

MR. BRINGOLF:  There were allegations that were

sustained on dishonesty.  Those were sustained at t he

agency level.  So we were not able to reach a clear  and

convincing standard of evidence to present those an d

make a finding of dishonesty, by our standard.  So our

standard being a little bit higher than the

preponderance standard.

There is no -- POST takes no issue with the

findings.  We don't have any comment on the finding s.

They seem to be appropriate -- other than they seem  to

be appropriate at the agency level and under the

preponderance standard of evidence.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  So the last part.  When he made

the stop, it says that it was either in front or ne xt to

the Commerce Casino.

MR. BRINGOLF:  Yes, sir.  

MEMBER JOHNSON:  And I'm sure that him being a

patrol officer in that area knew where the casino o r

knew what city it was located in.

And if I remember reading it correctly and hearing

it right, he alleged that he didn't know he was in the

city where the Casino was at; and he stated that he  was

in a different city.

Is that correct?
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MR. BRINGOLF:  That's not how I interpreted the

record, no.  No.  That's not how I interpreted it.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  I thought I heard --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I think, Mr. Johnson, tell me

if you heard it this way.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Yeah.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  He never said that he was in

Montebello.  He said people were asking about

Montebello.  He felt he was not in Montebello at an y

point.  Therefore, he didn't think the questions ar e

relevant to him.

MR. BRINGOLF:  That's how I understood it as well,

Chair.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.  

MEMBER LARA:  I have a question -- 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I want to make sure,

Mr. Johnson, anything else for now?

MEMBER JOHNSON:  No.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

Mr. Lara.  

MEMBER LARA:  So I have a question and a point of

clarity for the -- either the Officer Robledo or hi s

counsel.

I am hearing two things that I want clarity on:  

One, I understand that the -- Officer Robledo was
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at the end of a double shift.  I have worked double

shifts.  I understand that.

I'm curious as to why Officer Robledo has clarity

with regard to items that are complimentary to his

situation, but has a lack of clarity with regard to

anything that pertains to accountability.

So I just wanted to see why the clarity level is

different given the end of the same eight -- the en d of

the double shift, and the things that are not

complimentary to his shift seem to be a little murk ier.

MS. GIBBONS:  So I will be glad to answer that for

you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm going to give you one

minute for that answer.  Because you are given four .  I

have already given you six.  You have been asked a

question, but you have got one minute.

Thank you.

MS. GIBBONS:  Thank you.

The only thing that Deputy Robledo didn't remember

from the incident that happened four years ago, whe n he

was interviewed by IAB, was the phone call with Dep uty

Strelow.  He didn't remember that happening at all.   He

was never shown the MDC messages.

I would also mention that the sheriff's department

and in the documents that were provided by the sher iff's
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department to the Board, they did not provide you w ith

all the MDC messages from that shift.

So there's no evidence to say there was no MDC

discussion about Montebello.

The only thing he didn't remember was that phone

call, which was less than 15 seconds long and in wh ich

he was told the sergeant wasn't there.

So there wasn't anything memorable about that

conversation that would have stuck in his head.  

Whereas, the conversation with Palacios, he didn't

remember that initially, but as they kept asking hi m

questions in the interview, it came back to him.

But he didn't remember, even after they played it,

the 15-second-or-less conversation with Deputy Stre low.

So that's the only reason why; because the

conversation with Palacios became significant as th ey

asked more questions.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

Board Member Lara, do you have any more questions?

MEMBER LARA:  No.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Anybody else have any

questions for Mr. Robledo or his attorney?

Mr. Glaser?  Board Member Glaser?  No?

Okay.

Thank you both.  
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Is there anyone else who has public comment on this

case?  On the phone?  Here?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

Thank you very much for appearing.  Thank you,

Mr. Robledo.

MR. ROBLEDO:  Thank you, ma'am.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. GIBBONS:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  You are welcome.

So now deliberation?  You guys want deliberation?

Okay.  Here we go.  Let's go deliberate.

(Time noted:  3:46 p.m.)

---o0o--- 

(Closed session was held:   

3:49 to 4:16 p.m.) 

---o0o--- 

(Time noted:  4:20 p.m.) 

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Back on the record.  

In the case of POST2309558, Braulio Robledo, who,

at the time of the events at issue in this case, wa s

employed with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's

Department.

Does anyone want to make a comment at this point or

does someone want to make a motion?

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

241



   238

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

MEMBER DOYLE:  I will make a motion.  I will make a

motion that the Board would like more information

because we all seem to be -- it's just not me.  So --

that we all seem to be confused on things.

Now, I can't speak -- all of us might have

something different.  But in terms of just it's abo ut

interviews when --

CHAIRPERSON LONG:  Before we get to the -- what we

want, let's just do the motion first.

MEMBER DOYLE:  The motion is -- is -- is that I --

the motion for more information before we make a fi nal

decision.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Is there a second?

MEMBER PENA:  Second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Roll call, please.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo, aye.

Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, aye.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, aye.

Dudley.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, aye.

Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Yeah.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, aye.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, aye.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara, aye.

And Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena, aye.

Motion passes unanimously.

CHAIRPERSON LONG:  Okay.  So that motion -- so go

ahead and speak into the record.

MR. BEATTY:  Just to interpret the intent of this

motion, and what would actually happen in this

relationship to that particular hearing, I think wh at

we're talking about is a continuation of this heari ng;

And that certain items would be investigating or de tails

provided to the Board to make a final conclusion of

determination.

Is that fair?
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MEMBER DOYLE:  That's correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MEMBER DOYLE:  That's fair.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.  That is fair.

And let me tell you the second part and then you

can hear that.

There was confusion on several issues.  And I --

and what I had assured the Board when we were discu ssing

this is that each one of them could talk about the

issues they are seeking further investigation on so  that

the motion didn't have to include all of that.

So as we understand the motion now, we are asking

for a continuation of this matter.  We are asking f or

further investigation as to the continuance.  And w e

could explain what it is we would like.

But go ahead.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  So just a matter of authority of

the Board.  The Board has the jurisdiction to recom mend

to the Commission that the Division conduct further

investigation.  So you would actually be making thi s

recommendation to the Commission -- Commission, exc use

me, to direct the Division to conduct further

investigation.

You can also line out what you would like

clarified.  But that is your recommendation before the
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Commission.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So if that's what we

can do, then it is not a continuance.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  Hmm-hmm.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  We're never going to

see this case again.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  What we're going to do is ask

that the Board request further investigation.  Then

we're going to articulate for the record what furth er

investigation would be helpful to us.

Is that correct?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  I believe the Commission can, if

they so choose, after granting -- you know, if they

agree that there needs to be further investigation to

complete the record, the Commission could allow the

Board to hear this matter again.

But at this point, the recommendation before the

Commission just remains to be seen what the Commiss ion

is going to do with that recommendation.

It is, the Division conduct additional information

to bring the case back.  Whether the Commission say s it

needs to go back through the Board or go directly t o the

Commission, they can make that decision.
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MEMBER CLAVO:  Just a question.  And maybe this

information is readily accessible and so I would ju st

like to pose a question.

For us -- for me -- I will speak for Nicole --

there was confusion on timelines.

And so the offense occurred on January 2nd, 2020.

We know that the attorney and -- alluded that four

years had passed prior to this being brought forth to

the -- what's it -- the officer.  I'm sorry.  The

officer.

Do you all know if it was from 2020 to 2024 before

he ever was interviewed, talked to, spoke with abou t

this case?

MS. WOOLLEY:  I can answer that question.

So because there was an allegation of theft, the

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department made a refe rral

to the District Attorney's Office.  And as part of that,

they did a criminal investigation.  Mr. Robledo was

offered or was -- they attempted to interview him a s

part of the criminal investigation through the Los

Angeles County Sheriff's Department.  He declined t o be

interviewed.  That would have been in 2020.

What happens when this -- when this sort of an

incident occurs, when there's is a criminal allegat ion

made, they will conduct the full criminal investiga tion,
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see if the district attorney is going to file charg es,

and then it is not until the DA either files charge s or

declines to file charges that they pick back up the

administrative investigation.

That's what happened here.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Which explains the four years.

MEMBER CLAVO:  So four years went by?

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  Three years went by.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So 2020 was the

offense.  It was then sent to the DA's Office to ma ke a

decision about whether to file charges.  And then i t

wasn't until when that he was interviewed?

MS. WOOLLEY:  It was in 2023.  He was interviewed

on or about December 14, 2023, for the first interv iew.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So that's almost four years.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  We have February of 2020.

Then we have December of 2023.  So that February wo uld

have been -- those two months later would have been

February '24, so it would have been almost four mon ths

[sic].

MS. WOOLLEY:  Correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Does that answer your

question?

MEMBER CLAVO:  I believe.  Well, one already
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questioning clarifying questioning.

So for my own edification, is my understanding that

because the DA had the case, the case was placed on

pause with the agency.  When the DA did not pursue,  then

it went back to the agency to pursue how it felt.

MS. WOOLLEY:  For the administrative portion, yes.

The Internal Affairs investigation, it was tolled.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  When did it go back to the

agency?

MS. WOOLLEY:  In 2023.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So it took the District

Attorney's Office almost four years to decide wheth er to

file these charges?

MS. WOOLLEY:  About three years.  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.  But three years -- two

months short of four years.

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  It went back shortly before

then.  I believe it's Attachment I is the refusal - - the

DA's refusal -- in your ISF.  That would show you t he

date that --

CHAIRPERSON LONG:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  -- there was a refusal.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So sometime later --

we'll average it out to be three years now.

Certainly during COVID, lots of cases laid around
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and weren't looked through.  But so I'm not blaming  any

DA's Office or anybody else.  There was a lot of pa using

involved.

But the concern of the Board, if I could speak for

the Board, is when he's first asked about this in 2 020,

he refuses to be interviewed, and then it's not unt il

12/14 of 2023, the first time that he's ever confro nted

with facts, video -- audio tape, and transcripts.

MS. WOOLLEY:  That's correct.

But I do want to point out that at no time during

his interview does he appear to show any fault in h is

memory.  He does --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  He said he didn't remember the

call.

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  No.  He does not appear to show

any fault in his memory as to the conversations bet ween

him and the watch sergeant and the watch commander.   He

does not tell the IA investigators that he did not

remember the conversation.  He never says that to t he IA

investigator.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Did he say -- didn't he say he

didn't have a conversation?

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  He says they did not ask --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So let's be sure -- we're

using "he's."
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When he was in the field, he allegedly had a

conversation with the stand-in watch officer.  That  was

allegedly taped, so there's a tape of this conversa tion.

When he was asked about it later, didn't he say he

didn't remember that call?

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  We're getting a little bit

confused here.

So when he was -- after he had received the MDC

messages, he called into the station, spoke with a

Deputy Strelow, who was working dispatch --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MS. WOOLLEY:  -- to ask about why the watch

sergeant, whose name is Sergeant Inital, called or was

contacting him.

Deputy Strelow told him it was because a

complainant called in because he had been stopped

outside of Commerce Casino and had had some money s tolen

from him.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Was that call recorded?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  This is the recorded call.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So now -- so now tell

me what happened then.  Okay.  The recorded call --  he

was asked about the recorded call close to four yea rs
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later.

And?

MS. WOOLLEY:  He was asked if he called into the

station he -- to ask about the stops.  He said he d id

not call in.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  And it was not until he was played

that recording that he said he did not remember tha t

call.

He was also, however, asked about his conversations

with Sergeant Inital and Lieutenant Easter.  And in stead

of saying I do not recall that conversation, he sai d

they did not ask me about that stop in front of Com merce

Casino.  They asked me about a stop in Montebello.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Now, are we on the

conversation or when he walked into the watch offic er's

room?

MS. WOOLLEY:  This is when he was walked into the

watch commander's office.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And when allegedly there was a

screen up and they said -- somehow referred to the

screen and said "that call" or something like that.   It

was -- it -- I never heard anybody say that the ser geant

said "the call at Commerce."

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.  There wasn't a screen.
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They call -- this would have been a preliminary

conversation about a complaint that had come in.  S o

because there's -- the Public Safety Officer Bill o f

Rights at issue, the watch sergeant and the watch

commander would not have made too many inquiries he re.

They would have simply asked Deputy Robledo -- and this

is all part of the transcripts.  This is --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.

MS. WOOLLEY:  They asked him, "Did you make this

stop in front of Commerce Casino?"

Deputy Robledo said, "No."

And they stopped the conversation.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  When -- this is important to

us.

Who -- and who asked him the question, "Did you

make the stop in front of Commerce Casino?"

And who made it?  What time did they make it?  Tell

us more about that.

MS. WOOLLEY:  So it was either Sergeant Inital or

Lieutenant Easter who asked him.  I believe it was

Sergeant Inital.  So this would have been the watch

sergeant.  And this would have been right as Deputy

Robledo was calling -- coming off of shift.  So aft er he

had received those MDC messages; after he had calle d in

and spoke with Deputy Strelow on the recorded line;
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after he had responded to the MDC messages by sayin g to

Sergeant Inital by saying, "Called you, Sarge."

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I'm sorry.  It must be late in

the day.  I still don't know when that conversation

occurred.  Was it the end of his shift?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Yes.  This would have been

approximately just before 6:00 a.m.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So there's no recording

of that conversation.

MS. WOOLLEY:  No.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So who remembers them

specifically saying "Commerce"?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Lieutenant Easter and Sergeant

Inital.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So both of them

remember him being asked about Commerce.

He says, "I wasn't asked Commerce."

MS. WOOLLEY:  Correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  I was at -- I was asked -- at

that point is he saying, "I was asked about some

confusion"?  Or "I was asked about Montebello"?

MS. WOOLLEY:  He says he was asked about a stop in

Montebello.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So he was the only one

that heard the word "Montebello" in that conversati on.
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MS. WOOLLEY:  Correct.

CHAIRPERSON LONG:  Two other people heard

"Commerce."

MS. WOOLLEY:  Correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Where are we, hearing

board?

MS. GIBBONS:  Excuse me, Board Members.  I'm

probably speaking out of turn.  But if I could --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Excuse me.  No.

Okay.

MS. GIBBONS:  So I can't correct the false

statements that were --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Right.  Right now we're --

right now you are not a part of this conversation.

MS. GIBBONS:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So just stand by.

MS. GIBBONS:  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  You are welcome.

What do you think?

MEMBER DOYLE:  I think that provides some clarity

to some.  I don't speak for everybody.  But that do es --

some of my board members.  I'm sure that does provi de

some clarity.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Are there any -- let me ask,

then, if there's any other questions anybody wants to
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ask the attorney or the investigator about the -- a ny

other confusion that they might be able to help wit h.

Yes.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I'm still in support of

going back to further look into this case, even aft er

the dialogue back and forth here.  I think we visua lly

needed to see some type of timeline.

And although I know we weren't in 2020 case, the

criminal side of it was sent to the District Attorn ey's

Office.

I didn't understand why consecutively they couldn't

continue the administrative process.  Because there  --

so that was the concerning part earlier that was

mentioned.  And I really didn't think about it.

But it was earlier mentioned that at one point it

took four months for it to ask a question.  And we want

clarity on --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So your position --

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I'm still supporting the

first motion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  You still believe that, at

this point, you have some questions.  You want us t o

make a record of the questions.  You want to contin ue

the motion the way it had been written, and then gi ve it

to the Commission for the Commission to decide what  they
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want to do next.

You are in the same position you've been in.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Yes.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Are you?

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yeah.  Which I think would probably

require me to amend my motion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  You want to amend your motion?

MEMBER DOYLE:  Well, I would have to, because I

made an incorrect motion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  You know what?  Just

for the sake of --

MEMBER DOYLE:  It was correct, and I should have

been -- but the recommendation would be to send it to

the POST Commission.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So we're going to start

that again.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And given all the information

you have been given from POST staff, is there a mot ion?

MEMBER PENA:  Can I say something?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yes.

MEMBER PENA:  This discussion has been helpful for

me, speaking for myself only.  Has been helpful for  me.

And I would arrive at a different decision and woul d not

have gone forward with the motion that we went forw ard
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with.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Let's rule on one

motion at a time.  But thank you for saying that.

And so -- yes, Dr. Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  I was wondering if it's better if

we delineate the informational elements that we wan t and

put them into the motion, or if we get the motion a nd

then we provide some --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  The motion is just for the

passing this on to the Commission, for the Commissi on to

consider requesting further investigation.

MEMBER GLASER:  Right.  But I know also --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  In which case, that won't be

the end of our discussion today.

If that motion passes, as I said in chambers, each

of you will have an opportunity to say the further

investigation that you would recommend that the

Commission recommend.

Okay.  Does that make sense?

MEMBER GLASER:  It does.

I'm just wondering if it is better --

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  No.  I think that's --

MEMBER GLASER:  -- to formalize it in the motion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  It definitely is -- okay.

So -- yes.
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MEMBER JOHNSON:  Just for clarity.

So the motion is put forth and it goes through the

Commission.  The Commission would then send it back  down

to the Division.  The Division would do an investig ation

and then bring it back to the Board.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  The Commission could do so

many things, including they can just decide that th ere's

enough evidence for them -- for them to decertify.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  They can decide to decertify.

They could decide to stay.  They could do all those

things.

The Commission just gets advice from us and then

they are the ones who make the decisions.

MEMBER DOYLE:  I have one other question.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Of course.  This was all your

idea, so go for it.

MEMBER DOYLE:  My idea.  That's good.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  That was a good one.

MEMBER DOYLE:  This is for POST.

You know, it was in the DA; they took a long time.

How does that square with POBAR and complete -- or

beginning an investigation before the year?

MS. WOOLLEY:  Right.

So under POBAR, an agency is allowed to toll their
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administrative investigation while there's the

possibility of criminal proceedings.  And that's wh at

happened here.

So they -- rather than starting or completing an

administrative investigation, they tolled it.  And

that's why you have this delay.

So once the DA made a final decision, decided they

were not going to proceed, that started the time cl ock,

that one-year provision.  And they had to finish th eir

investigation within that one-year period.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Right.

And -- and the -- and unfortunately there's no

unreasonableness built into that.

MS. WOOLLEY:  Correct.  Yes.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Okay.

MEMBER CLAVO:  And the DA did not go forward

because the witness decided not to testify?  Is my

understanding.

MS. WOOLLEY:  The witness decided not to cooperate

at some point.  Correct.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  And I believe there was

volumes of information that talked about the effort s

that the District Attorney's Office had made and th at he

was -- that's just not interested.

Now, whether that was the sole reason they didn't
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go forward or not, only the filing DA would know.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Okay.

MS. WOOLLEY:  You do have that as an attachment to

your ISF; their reasoning.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Well, I am probably not the one to

make the motion because I agree with Commissioner P ena.

Based on the clarification that I have received, I -- I

would be able to vote.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  So what?

MEMBER DOYLE:  I would be able to vote.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  So let's just do this

in order.

Does anyone have a motion?

MEMBER JOHNSON:  I would like a motion to

decertify.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  You make a motion to

decertify.

Okay.  Is there a second?

MEMBER CLAVO:  I will second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Now, roll call.

MR. KNAPP:  Okay.  Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo, aye.

Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Aye.
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MR. KNAPP:  Crawford, aye.

Doyle.

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle, aye.

Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley, aye.

Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  Nay.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser, nay.

Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson, aye.

Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara, aye.

Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena, aye.

That's seven yeses; one no.  Motion passes.

MEMBER PENA:  A point of clarification.

So we had -- didn't we have an existing motion on

the floor with a second?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yeah.

MEMBER PENA:  We did.
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CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  We never -- there was a first;

there was a second; and then there were questions.

MEMBER PENA:  Okay.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  But I don't know.  Do we think

we need to do that again?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  Yeah.  Because you called the

vote on the first one.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  What?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  We called a vote -- so we did

call a vote on the first motion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  And it passed.

So we would have to have Mr. Doyle or someone

rescind the motion in order to take up the second

motion.

MEMBER DOYLE:  I make a motion to withdraw the

first motion that I made.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  I second it.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Now let's take a roll

call on that withdraw, please.

MR. KNAPP:  Clavo.

MEMBER CLAVO:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Crawford.

MEMBER HATCHER-CRAWFORD:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Doyle.
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MEMBER DOYLE:  Yes.

MR. KNAPP:  Dudley.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Glaser.

MEMBER GLASER:  No.

MR. KNAPP:  Johnson.

MEMBER JOHNSON:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Lara.

MEMBER LARA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  Pena.

MEMBER PENA:  Aye.

MR. KNAPP:  That's seven yeses; one no on

rescinding Doyle's motion.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  That motion does pass.

Well, I -- just watching all of you go through this

process, it is very clear to me how important it wa s to

you to make sure you had enough information to make  a

decision.  And I admire all of you for taking the t ime

that you needed to do that.

So everybody is working very hard today.

As that was the last item on the agenda, let me

quickly remind everybody about the upcoming board

meetings.

On April 16th through 17th at POST in West

Sacramento;
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At the moment, July 16th and 17th, 2025, in West

Sacramento;

And October 8th through 9th, 2025, in West

Sacramento.

As this was the last item on the agenda, do any of

the members of the Board have any additional commen ts

before we adjourn?

MEMBER CLAVO:  What were the July dates?  I'm

sorry.  Was that 16th and 17th?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Sure.  July was -- the reason

I stuttered over it was I heard there was some

discussion.  But for now, the solid July dates are

July 16th through 17th.

Any additional comments?

(No response.)

CHAIRPERSON LONG:  Okay.  If the attorney is still

on the line, I just -- we did give you seven and a half

minutes to speak.  I know you had something more to  say,

but as the Chair of this committee, I felt that we had

enough information to pursue what we were doing wit hout

any additional information.

As you well know, you will have plenty of

opportunity to talk to the Commission and potential ly a

judge as well.

So thank you for coming today.

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

264



   261

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

And thank you all.

I will need a motion to adjourn for the record.

MEMBER DOYLE:  So moved.  Doyle.

MEMBER LARA:  Second.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Roll call.

MEMBER DOYLE:  What if we say no?

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Any opposed?  Any abstentions?

(No response.)

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  I think we can ask, is anyone

opposed to adjourning?

MEMBER DOYLE:  Yeah.

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  I think they are all good with

it.

I asked if any of them were opposed to adjourning.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Yeah.  We have -- we don't

need a roll call on that one?

MS. DEL MUGNAIO:  Probably not.

CHAIRPERSON DUDLEY:  Okay.  Okay, everybody.  See

you in the springtime.

(Proceedings concluded at 4:44 p.m.)

---o0o---   
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foregoing proceedings were reported, to the best of  my 
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this 5th day of February 2025. 

 

 

 

 

                        _____________________ 
KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR 
Certified Shorthand Reporter 
License No. 13061 

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

266



   263

KATHRYN S. SWANK, CSR, RPR    (916) 390-7731

POSAAB Meeting, January 16, 2025

E R R A T A   S H E E T 

 

Page Line  Correction 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

____ ____  _____________________________________ 

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

267



ISSUE: This report is presented for information only. No action is
required.

BACKGROUND: This is a report of the outcome of cases heard at the
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training Meeting
held on March 05-05, 2025 in San Diego, CA.

ANALYSIS: Following each review, by the Commission, of the Peace
Officer Standard Accountability Advisory Board's (the Board)
recommendations, Division staff issues a brief memorandum to
provide an update to the board. This update simply aims to
provide updates on case statuses and decisions made by the
Commission. All maters are, by this point, public record. 

RECOMMENDATION: This report is presented for information only. No action is
required.

AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Title: REPORT ON CASE STATUS UPDATE FROM THE MARCH 05-06, 2025
COMMISSION MEETING

REPORT PROFILE
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07/16/2025

BUREAU SUBMITTING THE REPORT
Executive Office

RESEARCHED BY
Chandler T. Knapp

REVIEWED BY
Annemarie Del Mugnaio

REPORT DATE
01/03/2025

APPROVED BY
Annemarie Del Mugnaio

DATE APPROVED
01/03/2025
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MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: March 14, 2025 
 
From: Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division – Board Assistant, Chandler Knapp 
To: Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board Members 
Subject: April 16-17, 2025, Board Hearing and Outcome of March Commission Misconduct Case Review  
 
Dear Esteemed members of the Board,  

I trust this message finds you well as winter weather lingers and spring shows signs of life. This memo aims to 
provide you all with two particularly important administrative updates that impact you as Board members:  
 

1. April 16-17, 2025, Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board Hearing is CANCELLED.  
 

2.  A brief overview on the outcome of case review from March 05-06, 2025, Commission Meeting.  
 
First, during the recent cycle, Division personnel issued three Notices of Intent to Revoke. Of those three, two 
have resulted in default revocations and one is pending but expected to result in an appeal. 
 
In the spirit of governmental fiscal responsibility, and more importantly, most efficient use of your valuable time 
as Board members – we have made the decision to cancel the upcoming April 16-17, 2025, Board hearing. 
The one potential appeal will be deferred to the July 16-17, 2025, Hearing.  
 
Secondly, the Commission met on March 05-06, 2025, in San Diego, CA to review the recommendations made 
by you – the Board – at the January 16, 2025, Board hearing. This meeting also included a review and final 
decision of the stipulated settlement terms for the matter of POST2313715 – Jaime Bermudez. 
 
POST2313715 – Jaime Bermudez (Final decision/settlement terms) 
 
The subject officer and Division personnel reached an agreement leading up to the Commission meeting and 
the terms were brought forward for a final review and vote. The Commission voted 12-0 in favor of the 
stipulated settlement agreement. The stipulated settlement agreement includes the following terms and 
conditions: Respondent shall obey all federal, state, and local laws, shall comply with any criminal court orders, 
shall not engage in any acts of serious misconduct, compliance with conditions of probation, provide proof of 
completion and/or participation in all alcohol abuse treatment and counseling programs, provide current, future 
or potential law enforcement employer with terms of this stipulation, and to abstain from alcohol and cannabis, 
submit to random biological fluid testing program and acknowledges probation is tolled if and when he resides 
outside of California. Further, the Respondent acknowledges that violation of these terms may result in the 
imposition of stayed discipline (revocation). Should the Respondent cease practice for any reason, he may 
surrender his certification under Penal Code section 13510.8, subdivision (f). To be noted, Officer Bermudez is 
currently employed as a peace officer with Broadmoor Police Department, and as such the monitoring of the 
terms and conditions should begin as soon as the settlement is fully executed. Staff will provide you an update 
as to the the Division’s probationary monitoring program and associated duties at the July Board hearing. 
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POST2400920 – Tommy Thompson (Recommendation of Revocation) 
 
At the conclusion of the presentation and review of the record from the Board hearing of January 16, 2025, and 
the recommendation of the Board from said hearing, the Commission voted unanimously in support of the 
Board’s recommendation to revoke the subject officer’s certification. This case will now move forward for the 
filing of an accusation and a full evidentiary hearing before an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) pending an appeal 
by Mr. Thompson.  
 
POST2302971 – Gabriel Gaxiola (Recommendation of Revocation Stayed/ 10-Year Term)  
 
At the conclusion of the Law Enforcement Consultant’s presentation and review of the record from the Board 
hearing of January 16, 2025, and the recommendation made by the Board at said hearing, the Commission 
came to a different determination from that made by the Board.  At the hearing, the subject officer and his counsel 
both appeared in person and issued public comment. The Commission met in closed session to deliberate and 
discuss the Board’s recommendation and upon reconvening into regular session, a motion was made for 
revocation-stayed with settlement terms, in alignment with prior agreements, for a term of five years’ probation, 
as opposed to the ten-year probation term recommended by the Board. The motion carried with a 10-2 vote. 
Division personnel will now present the settlement to the subject officer and his counsel to reach an agreement. 
The matter will be presented to the Commission at their June 2025 meeting for a final decision.  
 
POST2305109 – Joshua Satterfield (Recommendation of Revocation)  
 
At the conclusion of the Law Enforcement Consultant’s presentation and review of the record from the Board 
hearing of January 16, 2025, and the recommendation made by the Board at said hearing, the Commission 
adopted the Board’s recommendation of revocation of the subject officer’s POST certification.  At the hearing, 
members of the public came forward to issue public comments. Following further comments by the Commission, 
a motion was made to adopt the Board’s recommendation. The motion was seconded and carried unanimously 
12-0, to revoke the subject officer’s certification. The case will now move forward for the filing of an accusation 
and a full evidentiary hearing before an ALJ pending an appeal by Mr. Satterfield.  
 
POST2305781 – Blake Williams (Recommendation of Revocation)  
 
At the conclusion of the Law Enforcement Consultant’s presentation and review of the record from the Board 
hearing of January 16, 2025, and the recommendation made by the Board at said hearing, the Commission 
adopted the Board’s recommendation of revocation of the subject officer’s POST certification.  At the hearing, 
Commission Chair Long opened the floor for public comment. The subject officer’s attorney spoke, followed by 
members of the public. The motion was seconded and carried unanimously 12-0, to revoke the subject officer’s 
certification. The case will now move forward for the filing of an accusation and a full evidentiary hearing before 
an ALJ pending an appeal by Mr. Williams.  
 
POST2309558 – Braulio Robledo (Recommendation of Revocation)  
 
At the conclusion of the Law Enforcement Consultant’s presentation and review of the record from the Board 
hearing of January 16, 2025, and the recommendation made by the Board at said hearing, the Commission 
adopted the Board’s recommendation of revocation of the subject officer’s POST certification.  At the hearing, 
the Commission asked several questions regarding the Division’s record and evidentiary facts before adjourning 
into closed session for deliberation. Upon reconvening into regular session, the Commission voted in favor of 
the Board’s recommendation in a 10-3 vote. This case now moves forward for the filing of an accusation and a 
full evidentiary hearing before an ALJ pending an appeal by Mr. Robledo. 
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We understand that you may have questions or concerns in reference to the aforementioned case outcomes. 
This memo aims to provide a summary of those case outcomes; however, staff can elaborate on the outcome of 
any of the aforementioned cases at the Board’s next scheduled meeting on July 16-17, 2025, at POST 
Headquarters in West Sacramento. 
 
We sincerely hope that spring treats you well and look forward to seeing you all in July. If you have any general 
questions or concerns about POSAAB business, please do not hesitate to reach out to me at any time.  
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Chandler T. Knapp  
POSAAB Assistant - Executive Office 
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Current Case Statuses – In Progress
ALJ Hearing Scheduled

ALJ Hearing Pending Scheduling

Case 1205 Allegation Board/Commission’s Decision Hearing Date Supervising DAG

*POST2307454 – Enea, Joshua P. Certificate Cancelation – 
(Fraud/Misrepresentation)

N/A 08-25-2025 – 08/27/2025 Brice, David

POST2322012 – Sarabia-Medina, 
Ivan 

(A)(1) Dishonesty – (Tiktok Posts On Duty; 
Dishonest In IA Interviews) 

Revoke/Revoke 10/13/2025 – 10/16/2025 Kaiser, Nancy 

POST2307511 – Cano, Sifredo (A)(1) Dishonesty; (A)(2) Abuse Of Power; 
(A)(4) Sexual Assault – (Inappropriate 
Contact/Proposition With Arrestee (V); 
Dishonest In IA).  

Revoke/Revoke 09/29/2025 – 10/02/2025 Kaiser, Nancy 

Case 1205 Allegation Board/Commission’s Decision Hearing Date Supervising DAG

POST2305109 – Satterfield, 
Joshua 

(A)(5) Demonstrating Bias; (A)(8) Failure To 
Cooperate – (Bias Content Group Texting)

Revoke/Revoke Pending Pending

POST2305781 – Williams, Blake (A)(5) Demonstrating Bias – (Racial Group 
Texting)

Revoke/Revoke Pending Pending

POST2309558 – Robledo, Braulio (A)(1) Dishonesty – (Casino Traffic Stop – 
Dishonest During IA) 

Revoke/Revoke Pending Pending

POST2400920 – Thompson, 
Tommy 

(A)(1) Dishonesty; (A)(6) Acts That Violate 
The Law – (Double DUI/Hit And Run)

Revoke/Revoke Pending Pending
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Current Case Statuses – In Progress Continued…

Case 1205 Allegation Board/Commission’s Decision Order Effective Date Status 

POST2311496 – Diaz, Cesar H. (a)(6) Acts that Violate the Law (Two DUI) POSAAB: Six Month Suspension
Commission: Settlement (Five 
Years) No Suspension

09/12/2024 Initiating Probationary 
Monitoring

POST2303691 – Fillmore, James 
K.

(a)(6) Acts that Violate the Law (Two DUI) POSAAB: Revoke
Commission: Settlement (Five 
Years)

07/12/2024 Initiating Probationary 
Monitoring

POST2313715 – Bermudez, Jaime (a)(6) Acts that Violate the Law (Two DUI) POSAAB: Settlement (Five Years)
Commission: Settlement (Five 
Years)

04/04/2025 Initiating Probationary 
Monitoring

POST2302971 – Gaxiola, Gabriel (a)(6) Acts that Violate the Law (Two DUI) POSAAB: Settlement (Ten Years)
Commission: Settlement (Five 
Years)

Initiating Probationary 
Monitoring

Probationary Monitoring
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ISSUE: This report provides updates on the operations of the Peace
Officer Standards Accountability Division, as well as statistical
data and outcomes of serious misconduct cases received by
POST and cases that have moved forward with disciplinary
action.

This report is presented for information only. No action is
required.

BACKGROUND: On September 30, 2021, Governor Gavin Newsom signed
Senate Bill 2, which established the Peace Officer Standards
Accountability Division and outlined its primary responsibilities
of reviewing cases of serious misconduct that could result in
the revocation or suspension of a peace officer's certification,
as well as presenting its findings and recommendations to the
Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board and
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training for their
deliberation.
 
The process for handling serious misconduct cases has been
implemented within the Division, which has has been receiving
and reviewing cases of serious misconduct for over a year and
a half. Pursuant to Penal Code section 13512, POST staff
reports on the relevant statistics and outcomes related to
cases of serious misconduct that will assist in the Board's
evaluation of the Division's operative functions related to
certification and decertification.

ANALYSIS: As the final provisions authorized under Senate Bill 2 took
effect on January 1, 2023, POST staff reports out on the

AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Title: REPORT ON DATA FOR SERIOUS MISCONDUCT REPORTING, INVESTIGATIONS,
AND DISCIPLINARY ACTION OUTCOMES

REPORT PROFILE

MEETING DATE
07/16/2025

BUREAU SUBMITTING THE REPORT
Intake and Disposition Bureau

RESEARCHED BY REVIEWED BY
REPORT DATE APPROVED BY DATE APPROVED

PURPOSE FINANCIAL IMPACT
No

ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, & RECOMMENDATION

 

 

274



activities and relevant actions of the Peace Officer Standards
Accountability Division, Peace Officer Standards Accountability
Advisory Board, and Commission on Peace Officer Standards
and Training.

RECOMMENDATION: This item is presented for information only. No action is
required.

 

 

ATTACHMENT(S):
POSAD Statistical Data Report.pdf
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CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

Peace Officer Standards 
Accountability Division
Statistical Data Profile
July 2025
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To date, there are a total of 613 agencies 
within POST that are required to submit 
serious misconduct reports for the Division’s 
review.

Most agencies have submitted multiple 
serious misconduct reports to POST. 

Approximately 24% have not reported to 
POST, most comprising of agencies with 0-49 
employed full-time peace officers; over half 
that have not reported employ less than 10 
full-time peace officers. 

Agencies with a smaller number of peace 
officers are statistically expected to have less 
serious misconduct incidents and allegations 
than agencies with a larger number of peace 
officers. POST annually reaches out to non-
reporting agencies to confirm that there were 
no serious misconduct allegations to report. 

Agency participation for serious misconduct report submissions is at its highest since the 
implementation of SB 2. 
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The Division processed over 37,000 Agency Misconduct reports, with 53% received prior to the statutory retroactive reporting deadline 
established under Penal Code section 13510.9(b): July 1, 2023. Approximately half of all reports were retroactive reports – reports with 
incident dates occurring between January 1, 2020, and January 1, 2023.

Retroactive reporting subsided since the deadline, but agencies were still reporting a large volume of retroactive reports in the subsequent 
quarter. Since the 3rd quarter of FY 23-24, the Division routinely processes approximately 2,500 reports per quarter. 

The Division’s intake of serious misconduct reports was heavily driven by the statutory retroactive 
reporting mandate, but numbers have since stabilized at ~2.5k reports per quarter. 
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The Division processed over 37,000 Agency Misconduct reports, with 53% received prior to the statutory retroactive reporting deadline 
established under Penal Code section 13510.9(b): July 1, 2023. Approximately half of all reports were retroactive reports – reports with 
incident dates occurring between January 1, 2020, and January 1, 2023.

Retroactive reporting subsided since the deadline, but agencies were still reporting a large volume of retroactive reports in the subsequent 
quarter. Since the 3rd quarter of FY 23-24, the Division routinely processes approximately 2,500 reports per quarter. 

The Division’s intake of serious misconduct reports was heavily driven by the statutory retroactive 
reporting mandate, but numbers have since stabilized at ~2.5k reports per quarter. 
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In addition to Agency Misconduct reports, POST receives and reviews potential allegations of serious misconduct received within 
complaints from members of the public. POST received complaints against over 2,300 officers from a pool of approximately 1,200 
complainants.

In response to POST public complaints, agencies submitted 522 Agency Misconduct reports to either provide findings or notify POST of its 
ongoing investigation into the complaint. Approximately 300 of these reports were submitted prior to POST’s receipt of the public complaint, 
reflecting proactive and timely reporting by agencies.

Over 2,300 public complaint reports processed by the Division; increasing public awareness of POST 
and the decertification process has resulted in a steady increase of public complaint submissions.
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CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

631 (27%) complaints require 
additional agency 
documentation.
POST communicates with agencies to receive 
ample documentation prior to its review.

884 (38%) complaints are 
undergoing POST review.
POST has received sufficient agency 
documentation to move forward with review. 
These complaints were identified for 
containing potential serious misconduct.

826 (35%) complaints are closed.
These complaints were reviewed by POST 
and determined to be serious misconduct, not 
serious misconduct, or non-jurisdictional. 
POST can only take certification action 
against peace officers described in Penal 
Code section 13510.1(a).

POST is actively reviewing complaints and coordinating with agencies for documentation; 38% are 
undergoing review for potential serious misconduct, while 35% have been closed.
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Over 31,000 Agency Supplemental reports were submitted to provide 
additional information to Agency Misconduct reports and public complaints. 

The average timeframe in which an open Agency Misconduct 
report receives agency findings through an Agency 
Supplemental report is 241 days. This timeframe fluctuates 
when discerning active and retroactive reports.

On average, retroactive reports received agency findings in 
177 days. In contrast, active reports received agency findings 
later, within an average of 260 days. 

The Division has received over 31,000 report updates from agencies, most consisting of case status 
updates, evidence uploads, and agency findings.
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A report or complaint may contain multiple allegations, 
hence the number of allegations exceeding the number of 
reports and public complaints submitted to POST.

21,037 unique peace officers (26% of total CA peace 
officers) were identified within serious misconduct reports. 

About 14,000 of the 42,000 reported allegations (34%) 
occurred prior to January 1, 2022. As described under 
Penal Code section 13510.8(g), POST can only act 
against conduct that occurred prior to January 1, 2022, if: 

(1)The subject officer’s agency makes a final 
determination on its investigation after January 1, 2022,                   

        or 
(2)The allegations include dishonesty, sexual assault, 

and/or use of deadly force resulting in serious bodily 
injury or death.

As a result, approximately 36,000 (85%) of the allegations 
are considered potentially actionable by POST.

Over 42,000 serious misconduct allegations spanning 21,000 officers statewide have been reported to 
POST; in accordance with statute, only 85% of the allegations are potentially actionable.
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Label Definition

POST ITS Contains a potential ITS basis outlined in Penal 
Code section 13510.8(d).

Priority 1
Contains politically/media-sensitive content or 
sustained agency findings, regardless of the 
incident or agency finding date.

Priority 2
Contains sustained agency findings for policy 
violations that may or may not fall under the 
definition of serious misconduct.

Priority 3
Contains an unfounded, exonerated, or not 
sustained finding with an agency finding date that 
takes place after January 1, 2022.

Priority 4
Contains an unfounded, exonerated, or not 
sustained finding with an agency finding date that 
takes place before January 1, 2022.

OPEN INV Contains an ongoing agency investigation 
without agency findings.

Prioritization of reported allegations to POST: bulk of allegations receive Priority 3 and Open INV labels. 
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Prioritization of reported allegations to POST: bulk of allegations receive Priority 3 and Open INV labels. 
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POST ITS Contains a potential ITS basis outlined in 
Penal Code section 13510.8(d).

Priority 1
Contains politically/media-sensitive content 
or sustained agency findings, regardless of 
the incident or agency finding date.

Priority 2
Contains sustained agency findings for 
policy violations that may or may not fall 
under the definition of serious misconduct.

Priority 3
Contains an unfounded, exonerated, or not 
sustained finding with an agency finding 
date that takes place after January 1, 
2022.

Priority 4
Contains an unfounded, exonerated, or not 
sustained finding with an agency finding 
date that takes place before January 1, 
2022.

OPEN INV Contains an ongoing agency investigation 
without agency findings.
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As of June 30, 2025, 76% of ITS, Public Complaint, and 
Priority cases were closed following POST’s review. 
21% of these cases are open for POST’s review. These 
cases have received agency investigation findings. 
The remaining 3% are considered inactive, meaning that 
POST is awaiting the agency’s investigation findings prior to its 
review.

Approximately 59% of open cases have been assigned to staff for review. The 
remaining 41% are pending assignment and primarily consist of cases where 
the agency did not report a sustained finding to POST.

Of the inactive cases, 94% have been assigned as part of POST’s proactive 
efforts to follow up with agencies on their investigation findings and/or monitor 
cases that pose a potential risk to public safety. The remaining 6% are 
unassigned due to the absence of agency findings required for POST review. 

76% of ITS, Public Complaint, and Priority cases are closed; remaining ongoing caseload is prioritized 
based on agency findings and potential risk to public safety.
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In FY 24-25 Quarter 3, the Division observed a significant increase in case closures driven by the implementation of a limited-time Abbreviated 
Review process to address the backlog of Priority 3 cases. Agency and POST’s findings within Priority 3 cases saw little discrepancies in 
outcomes, and the Division determined it would be most responsible to prioritize and investigate cases that may contain serious misconduct.
 
To further support this process, cases involving non-sustained findings of excessive use of force, which typically results in exonerated or 
unfounded findings, were extensively reviewed by Law Enforcement Consultants to ensure proper agency investigation. A subset of cases were 
forwarded for further review by a Use of Force expert and additional follow-up with agencies, however, none amounted to serious misconduct.

With most Priority 3 cases now closed under the Abbreviated Review process, the Division has initiated an audit phase to ensure proper case 
analysis and closure. A random sample of cases will undergo audits, with a specific percentage to be finalized soon.

POST’s case closures are catching up to its initial report intake; its abbreviated review process is aiding 
in backlog clearance.
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A case is considered open when POST receives the 
agency’s findings up to the point in which POST 
comes to a determination on the case.

Under Penal Code section 13510.8(c)(5), POST has 
three years upon receipt of the agency’s findings to 
complete its investigation into serious misconduct. 

On average, cases are closed within 200 days.

ITS cases, which pose potential risks to public safety, 
are most prioritized and typically resolved more 
quickly. These cases involve officers under immediate 
temporary suspension, who are more likely to face 
certification revocation.

Cases with longer investigation durations comprise of 
0.4% of the closed cases. Extended case durations 
may result from high caseloads and communication 
with agencies to receive additional supporting 
information, such as agency discipline documentation, 
interviews with the subject officer, victims, and 
witnesses, etc. 
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To date, all closed cases have been closed well within the 3-year statutory timeframe, with ITS cases 
accelerated due to public safety risk. 
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Approximately 2% of cases closed by POST resulted in disciplinary action. About 95% of cases were 
closed without further action.

14

No Further Action (NFA_POST) accounted for 95% of 
POST’s case closures, with 22,435 out of approximately 
23,500 cases closed under this category.

1029 Revocation (86), Default Revocation (34), and 
Voluntary Surrender cases (111) collectively made up less 
than 1% of all closures. POST has also seen 135 
Ineligibility cases, which result from individuals who are 
ineligible to be a peace officer based on a disqualifying 
event as set forth in Government Code section 1029 prior to 
the enactment of SB 2 (January 1, 2022). 

The number of cases that resulted in disciplinary action 
may exceed the actual number of disciplinary actions 
imposed by POST; if an officer that received disciplinary 
action was the subject officer of multiple cases, cases 
containing the officer will be closed out to reflect the action.

There are 25 Disqualification cases for individuals that do 
not hold a Proof of Eligibility or certificate from POST. 

A total of 396 cases were consolidated into other cases due 
to duplicate submissions from agencies.396
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Approximately 72% of NFA_POST cases were 
closed because the reported conduct did not 
meet the definition of serious misconduct 
as outlined in Commission Regulation 1205.

About 23% of these cases were closed for 
being non-actionable, meaning POST did not 
have the statutory authority to act on the case 
based on the allegations, incident, and agency 
findings date. 

Only 4% of NFA_POST cases were closed 
because there was insufficient clear and 
convincing evidence to prove the conduct 
occurred. Conduct within these cases may rise 
to the level of serious misconduct, but POST 
could not find sufficient evidence to prove so.

Breakdown of No Further Action case closures: 72% considered not serious misconduct, 23% non-
actionable, and 4% contained insufficient evidence.
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Closure trends among priority case types: most not serious misconduct and non-actionable cases are 
Priority 3 and 4, while Priority 1 cases see most evidentiary gaps.

A significant portion of cases closed for failing to 
meet the definition of serious misconduct are 
Priority 3 cases, accounting for about 87% of 
not serious misconduct closures. 

Cases closed as non-actionable predominantly 
involve Priority 4 cases, comprising 86% of the 
total. This distribution aligns with expectations, 
as these cases are prioritized as such for being 
retroactive and non-actionable, however, further 
review by the Professional Conduct Bureaus 
has revealed that cases from other Priority 
categories were also deemed non-actionable.
 
The highest number of cases closed for not 
meeting the clear and convincing evidentiary 
standard are Priority 1 cases. This trend is 
observed to result from the lower evidentiary 
threshold required for sustaining Internal Affairs 
investigations within law enforcement agencies: 
preponderance of the evidence.
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Closure trends among public complaints: most complaints are closed out as not serious misconduct, 
non-jurisdictional, and non-actionable. A handful have resulted in certification action.

Most closed cases containing public complaint 
reports were closed out as not serious 
misconduct, accounting for approximately 81% of 
closures. 

About 7% were closed out as non-jurisdictional, 
which occurs when a complaint indicates an officer 
not defined within Penal Code section 
13510.1(a). 

6% of public complaints were closed out as non-
actionable due to the incident and agency findings 
date. 3% of conduct within public complaints rose 
to the level of serious misconduct, but did not meet 
the clear and convincing evidentiary standard.

1% resulted in certification action; these subject 
officers voluntarily surrendered their certification, 
were revoked for serious misconduct, and deemed 
ineligible to be peace officers under Government 
Code section 1029.
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544 disciplinary actions have been imposed by POST, which amounts to 
0.2% of actions on POST’s licensee population (~80k) annually. 

This is above average compared to other CA licensing agencies:

• CA Board of Registered Nursing (0.1% actions annually; ~650k licensed 
nurses): 1,509 administrative outcomes across FY 22-23 and FY 23-24.1

• The State Bar of California (0.01% actions annually; ~266k licensed 
attorneys): 472 administrative outcomes across FY 22-23 and FY 23-24.2

• Medical Board of California (0.2% actions annually; ~156k licensed 
physicians and surgeons): 645 administrative outcomes across FY 22-23 
and FY 23-24.3

Immediate temporary suspensions (201) account for approximately 37% of 
the disciplinary actions taken by POST. 

Government Code section 1029 disqualifiers (204) accounted for 37.5% of 
disciplinary actions: 118 peace officers were deemed ineligible (disqualifying 
event prior to January 1, 2022); 86 had their certifications revoked 
(disqualifying event after January 1, 2022).

Voluntary surrenders (100), account for 18% of the disciplinary actions taken 
by POST. 

Overall, the total number of revocations (120), default and 1029, account for 
22% of POST’s disciplinary actions.

The number of disciplinary actions taken by POST is above average compared to other California 
regulatory licensing agencies.
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POST has taken most certification action against 
cases involving Acts that Violate the Law 
allegations, mainly attributed to the immediate 
temporary suspension basis of arrest/indictment 
of any crime outlined within Government Code 
section 1029. 

Immediate temporary suspension numbers for 
Dishonesty, Sexual Assault, and Excessive Use 
of Force suggest that these allegations result in 
discharge due to serious misconduct, or 
separation during a pending investigation into 
serious misconduct and thereby posing a 
potential safety risk to the public.

Relative to its immediate temporary suspension 
numbers, cases containing dishonesty and 
sexual assault allegations observe a higher rate 
of voluntary surrenders.

The top allegations resulting in action by POST are Acts that Violate the Law, Dishonesty, and Sexual 
Assault.
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Bases for an immediate temporary suspension (ITS) are outlined in 
Penal Code section 13510.8(d). An ITS may be issued for one or 
more bases. Arrest or indictment of any disqualifying conviction 
outlined in Government Code section 1029 is the most prevalent 
basis.  

An ITS remains in effect until a final determination is made by the 
Commission, or the Executive Director withdraws the temporary 
suspension. 30 temporary suspensions resulted in revocations, 17 of 
which occurred due to a disqualifying conviction outlined in Government 
Code section 1029 and 13 which occurred from default revocations.

Arrests and indictments for Government Code section 1029 crimes are the highest basis for issued 
immediate temporary suspensions, contributing to relatively high revocation outcomes.
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When a peace officer has engaged in serious misconduct 
under clear and convincing evidence, the Division sends a 
Notice of Intent letter (Notice) to the subject officer. This Notice 
provides a detailed explanation of the decertification procedure 
and the officer’s rights to contest and appeal.

To contest this Notice, the subject officer is required to submit 
an appeal within 30 calendar days of the Notice’s mailing date. 

As of date, a total of 56 Notice of Intent to Revoke letters 
were sent to peace officers.

36 Notices resulted in a default decision; 33 defaulted from 
failure to respond to the Notice within the 30-day appeal 
timeframe, and 3 defaulted after hearing before the Board and 
Commission due to failure to timely respond to POST’s 
accusation with a Notice of Defense.

21 Notices resulted in appeals; of these appeals, 15 have 
been heard by the Board and Commission and 6 are still 
pending hearing. 

1. Notice of Intent to Revoke letter. Failure to respond within 30 days of the Notice’s mailing date results in a default action without any further proceedings.
2. Notice of Defense. When the Commission deems that action against a peace officer’s certification is warranted, POST works with the Attorney General’s Office to file an accusation against the subject officer. In accordance with 

Government Code section 11520, failure to respond to this accusation with a Notice of Defense within 15 days results in the imposition of the Commission’s determination without further proceedings. 

Over half of subject officers who have received a Notice of Intent letter did not respond, resulting in 
default outcomes.
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POST revised the original allegations submitted 
by agencies in 26 of the 56 cases that received a 
Notice of Intent letter. 

The most frequent additions were allegations of 
Dishonesty and Acts that Violate the Law, 
where POST identified additional serious 
misconduct that was not originally captured within 
the agency’s findings. 

The most common removals were allegations of 
Acts that Violate the Law and Sexual Assault. 

Acts that Violate the Law allegations were often 
removed when the conduct did not meet the 
definition of serious misconduct—typically due to 
lack of egregiousness or repetition.

Similarly, Sexual Assault allegations were 
dropped in several cases due to not meeting 
statutory definitions, particularly where the 
conduct occurred off-duty which rendered the 
allegations non-jurisdictional.
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The Board has moved to revoke in most cases (12 out of 15), across a range of allegations. The exceptions include cases involving DUIs; 
one resulted in a suspension, which occurred before awareness of the stipulation process, while two were resolved through stipulated 
settlements.

In contrast, the Commission has moved to revoke in just over half of cases (8 out of 15). Two cases, both which involved Dishonesty 
allegations, resulted in no action. All DUI-related cases reviewed by the Commission (4) were resolved through stipulated settlements. One 
case involving excessive use of force resulted in suspension. 
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Glossary of Terms, Part One – General Terms
Accusation A written statement of charges against a respondent. This statement also outlines the agency’s jurisdiction and intended discipline over alleged conduct.

Agency Misconduct Report A report created in Mark43 that provides information about serious misconduct allegations against a peace officer or law enforcement agency.

Agency Supplemental Report A report created in Mark43 to provide additional information to an Agency Misconduct or Public Complaint report.

Case When a serious misconduct report is approved, it is created into a case and assigned to POST staff for review. A case will contain at least one Agency Misconduct report or Public 
Complaint report (or both). It may also contain an Agency Supplemental report if the agency provides POST with further updates on the incident. 

Commission A group of up to 18 commissioners consisting of city and county administrators, law enforcement professionals, educators, and public members which meets at least three times a 
year to establish standards, regulations, and give direction to POST staff.

Default Revocation/Suspension Disciplinary action taken against a peace officer's certification after failure to appeal the Division's Notice of Intent letter within 30 days or accusation with a Notice of Defense 
within 15 days.

Disqualified An individual that is disqualified from eligibility to be a peace officer based on a disqualifying event as set forth in Government Code section 1029 and does not hold a Proof of 
Eligibility or certificate from POST.

Ineligible An individual that is disqualified from eligibility to be a peace officer based on a disqualifying event as set forth in Government Code section 1029 prior to the enactment of SB 2 
(January 1, 2022).

Mark43 The secure electronic records management system used by the Division to receive and manage serious misconduct reports and cases.

Notice of Defense The document submitted by the respondent to preserve their right to a hearing after receiving an accusation.  If a Notice of Defense is not timely filed within 15 days of the 
accusation's service, the agency may impose the outcome by default.

Notice of Intent Letter Notice that provides the subject officer with a detailed explanation of the decertification procedure and the officer’s rights to contest and appeal the Division's intent to take action 
against their peace officer certification.

Peace Officer Standards Accountability 
Advisory Board (Board)

An advisory body to the Commission that reviews serious misconduct cases involving peace officers. The Board was created by Senate Bill 2 and is comprised of 9 appointed 
members.

Peace Officer Standards Accountability 
Division (Division)

A new division created by Senate Bill 2 that is responsible for the intake and investigation of serious misconduct allegations that may provide grounds for suspension or revocation 
of a peace officer’s certification.

Public Complaint A complaint of potential serious misconduct from a member of the public.

Public Complaint Report A report created in Mark43 that provides information about potential serious misconduct allegations from a public complaint.

Revoked The peace officer has been decertified and may not exercise the duties and powers of a peace officer.  A revocation is permanent, and the certification shall not be reactivated.

Immediate Temporary Suspension

The immediate suspension of a peace officer’s certification, pending the outcome of an investigation related to allegations of serious misconduct, pursuant to Penal Code section 
13510.8(d). The “temporary suspension” may be issued under the following circumstances:
When a peace officer is arrested or indicted for a felony or other crime listed in Government Code section 1029,
When a peace officer is discharged from a law enforcement agency for serious misconduct, or
When a peace officer has separated from employment as a peace officer during a pending investigation into allegations of serious misconduct.

Suspension A disciplinary action wherein a peace officer certification has been suspended for a specified period of time, not to exceed three years. A peace officer whose certification has 
been suspended may not be assigned duties which include the exercise of peace officer powers.

Voluntary Surrender (Surrender) A person who holds a certificate issued by the commission, knowingly and willingly, returns the certificate to the commission, forfeiting all rights and privileges associated with that 
certificate. A “surrender” has the same effect of a revocation in that it cannot be reactivated.
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Case Statuses

Consolidated Case Case status applied when a case is consolidated into another case due to multiple cases for the same individual/incident.

Deceased Case status applied to cases that cannot be actioned due to the peace officer being deceased.

Disqualified Case status applied to cases that result in an individual being disqualified from eligibility to be a peace officer based on a disqualifying event as set forth in Government Code section 1029 and 
does not hold a Proof of Eligibility or certificate from POST.

Ineligible Case status applied to cases that result in an individual being disqualified from eligibility to be a peace officer based on a disqualifying event as set forth in Government Code section 1029 prior 
to the enactment of Senate Bill 2 (January 1, 2022).

Issued in Error Case status applied to cases with reports/investigations that are generated in error.

NFA_POST Case status applied to cases when the Division does not take action against a case due to insufficient evidence, absence of serious misconduct, or statutory limitations, etc.

No Commission Action Case status applied  to cases where the Commission's determines no action against a peace officer's certification following the Commission's review of the Board's recommendation.

Non-Jurisdictional Case status applied to cases with allegations against an individual not appointed pursuant to Penal Code Section 830.1, 830.2 with the exception of subdivision (d), 830.3, 830.32, or 830.33. 

Revoked Case status applied to cases that result in the commission's revocation of a peace officer's certification.

Suspension Case status applied to cases when the Commission's decision is to suspend the peace officer's certification.

Voluntary Surrender Case status applied to cases where a peace officer voluntarily surrenders their certification. 

Not Actionable A closure justification for cases that cannot be acted upon due to lack of statutory authority, e.g, conduct and findings took place prior to January 1, 2022.

Not Clear and Convincing A closure justification for cases where the clear and convincing evidentiary standard could not be established upon review and analysis of case facts.

Not Serious Misconduct A closure justification for cases that did not involve acts of serious misconduct as defined in Commission Regulation 1205.

Labels

POST ITS Contains a potential ITS basis outlined in Penal Code section 13510.8(d).

Priority 1 Contains politically/media-sensitive content or sustained agency findings, regardless of the incident or agency finding date.

Priority 2 Contains sustained agency findings for policy violations that may or may not fall under the definition of serious misconduct.

Priority 3 Contains an unfounded, exonerated, or not sustained finding with an agency finding date that takes place after January 1, 2022.

Priority 4 Contains an unfounded, exonerated, or not sustained finding with an agency finding date that takes place before January 1, 2022.

OPEN INV Contains an ongoing agency investigation without agency findings.

Glossary of Terms, Part Two – Case Terms and Priority Labels
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Questions?
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ISSUE: The matter is before the Peace Officer Standards
Accountability Advisory Board (POSAAB) for review and
recommendation regarding the subject peace officer's
certification status.

BACKGROUND: Respondent Brian Kawamoto began his employment with
Torrance Police Department (TPD) on November 17, 2014, as
a full-time Police Officer. At the time of the events at issue,
Respondent was employed as a Police Officer with the TPD.
Respondent was discharged from his position with TPD on
October 24, 2022. The Respondent is not currently employed
as a peace officer in the State of California.
 
 
This position is a peace officer position defined under
California Penal Code §830.1(a) and is required to be certified
pursuant to California Penal Code §13510.1(a). The case
before the Board alleges the Respondent, on five separate
occasions, either sent or replied to, text messages which were
deemed as demonstrating bias as defined in Commission
Regulation 1205(a)(5).
 

ANALYSIS: The Division found that the clear and convincing evidence
substantiated that Respondent’s conduct amounted to
demonstrating bias as described in Commission Regulation
1205(a)(5), in that on five separate occasions, Respondent
either sent or replied to text messages, which are inconsistent
with Respondent's obligation to carry out his duties in a fair and
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unbiased manner. The Division finds all of the messages were
examples of the Respondent’s repetitive misconduct which
confirms the Respondent violated TPD’s policies on several
occasions relating to inappropriate speech and unprofessional
conduct. In addition to violating the Department’s policies with
regard to prohibited speech, expression, and conduct, clear
and convincing evidence exists that Respondent violated
California Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and Commission
Regulation 1205(a)(5) - Demonstration of Bias.

RECOMMENDATION: The Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board
(POSAAB) shall review the findings of investigation presented
by the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division
(POSAD) and make a recommendation regarding what action
should be taken, suspension or revocation, on the certification
of the subject peace officer.

 

 

ATTACHMENT(S):
BR01_POST2305110_Kawamoto_Brian_ISF.pdf
BR02_POST2305110_Kawamoto_Brian_Attachment_A_ExecReviewDivisionRec (1).pdf
BR03_POST2305110_Kawamoto_Brian_Attachment_B_POSTProfile (1).pdf
BR04_POST2305110_Kawamoto_Brian_Attachment_C_Termination Letter.pdf
BR05_POST2305110_Kawamoto_Brian_Attachment_D_TranscriptExcerpts.pdf
BR06_POST2305110_Kawamoto_Brian_Attachment_E_TextMessages.pdf
BR07_POST2305110_Kawamoto_Brian_Attachment_F_TorrancePolicies.pdf
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I. Executive Summary 

This case was submitted by the Torrance Police Department (TPD) which alleged the 

subject officer, Officer Brian Keith Kawamoto, hereinafter, “Respondent,” was involved in 

serious misconduct when he sent text messages that contained racist, homophobic and 

transphobic sentiments which demonstrated his bias and inability to fairly and impartially 

perform his duties as a peace officer.   

II. Background Information 

a. Identity of Respondent 

At the time of the events at issue, Respondent was employed as a Police Officer 

with the TPD. The Respondent was terminated from the TPD on October 4th, 2022. 

b. Respondent’s Service Record, Relevant Training, and Prior Complaints and 

Discipline 

When evaluating whether suspension or revocation is appropriate, Penal Code 

section 13510.8(c)(5) and California Regulation section 1213(a)(5) authorize the 

Commission to consider Respondent’s prior conduct, discipline and service record.  

The relevance and weight the Commission may choose to assign to a peace 

officer’s prior conduct and service record will depend on the facts in each case.   

  

Respondent had no disciplinary actions on file with the Torrance Police Department 

and his most recent performance review indicated that his performance was 

generally meeting standards or above standards.  

 

While employed as a peace officer, or deputy trainee, Respondent received the 

following training relevant to this allegation:  

• Basic Police Academy  

• Racial Profiling 
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• Racial Profiling Update – 4 Hours – 03/12/2019 

 
c. Prior Employment History 

Respondent began his law enforcement career with the San Bernardino County 

Sheriff’s Office as a deputy sheriff on March 12, 2011; Respondent was hired by 

the Torrance Police Department on November 17, 2014. Respondent was 

terminated from the Torrance Police Department on October 4, 2022.  

d. Peace Officer Certification 

Respondent is assigned POST ID C34-D38.  He received the following peace 

officer certificates from the Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST): 

 
• Basic #145522 (Issued: March 26, 2012) 

 
• Intermediate #122441 (Issued: March 19, 2013) 

 
• Advanced #113286 (Issued: March 20, 2017) 

 
 

 
e. The Present Allegations of Serious Misconduct  

1. Penal Code Section 13510.8(b)(5), as clarified by Commission 
Regulation 1205(a)(5)1 – Demonstrating Bias: 

(a)(5) Demonstrating bias on the basis of actual or perceived 

race, national origin, religion, gender identity or expression, 

housing status, sexual orientation, mental or physical 

disability, or other protected status in violation of law or 

department policy or inconsistent with a peace officer's 

 
1 See 11 Cal. Code Regs. § 1205(a)(5) (as modified on April 18, 2024). 
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obligation to carry out their duties in a fair and unbiased 

manner. This paragraph does not limit an employee's rights 

under the First Amendment to the United States 

Constitution. 

(A) An officer is “demonstrating” bias for purposes of this 

Regulation when the officer either shows or displays, by 

words, actions or other conduct, prejudice, intolerance, 

contempt, or hatred towards one or more persons due to 

that person's membership within a class of persons 

identified in Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5), when such 

words, actions or other conduct would lead a reasonable 

person to conclude that the officer has not fairly and 

impartially performed, or will not fairly and impartially 

perform, their law enforcement duties. 

(B) An officer engaging in racial profiling in violation of Penal 

Code section 13519.4 is demonstrating bias because 

profiling casts suspicion on a class of people without 

individualized suspicion as to the person being stopped. 

III. Investigative Methodology 

This report summarizes the findings related to allegations of serious misconduct. This 

investigation was conducted in accordance with the regulations and policies of POST. 

The investigation included the review of TPD’s administrative investigation which 

contained interviews of witness officers and the subject officer. The TPD also provided 

the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division (Division) the raw data seized from 

the cellular telephones of other Torrance Police Officers during a criminal investigation. 
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Information obtained was analyzed using the clear and convincing evidence standard. 

For purposes of this report, clear and convincing evidence means “evidence of a charge 

is clear and convincing so long as there is a ‘high probability’ that the charge is true. The 

evidence need not establish a fact beyond a reasonable doubt.”  

 
This report is necessarily summary in nature and does not include every fact or issue that 

might be found in the underlying investigation and attachments.2  It does, however, 

contain reference to that evidence that I believe establishes the requisite facts, and 

proves the serious misconduct charged, by clear and convincing evidence.   

IV. Factual Summary  

On March 26, 2023, Torrance Police Department (TPD) reported allegations of serious 

misconduct against Respondent to POST pursuant to California Penal Code Section 

13510.9(a)(3). The allegations stemmed from the discovery of homophobic, transphobic 

and racist texts sent between members of the TPD between May 2018 and February 

2022.   

On January 27, 2020, two other Torrance Police Officers, Christopher Tomsic and Cody 

Weldin, were the subject of a criminal investigation wherein it was alleged they had 

vandalized an arrestee’s vehicle by, among other means, spray painting a swastika and 

a smiley face on the interior of the arrestee’s vehicle during an inventory/search.3  

 
2 The Division, as described further below, received information concerning approximately 390 messages 
exchanged between several peace officers. Respondent both received and responded to a certain subset of these 
390 messages.  The Division also reviewed instances where Respondent’s words, acts or other conduct did not 
demonstrate bias by clear and convincing evidence.  The Division’s Investigative Summary and Findings in this case 
does not attempt to summarize every single instance in which Respondent sent or received a message, however.  
Instead, the Division’s Investigative Summary and Findings addresses specific messages where Respondent’s 
words, acts or other conduct demonstrated bias within the meaning of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5). 
3 On Thursday April 10, 2025, Officers Tomsic and Weldin plead guilty to felony vandalism. They will spend two 
years on probation and must give up their right to serve as law enforcement officers in California as well as 
complete 100 hours of community service and 15 hours of anti-racism training.  
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As a result of the criminal investigation, Torrance Police Detectives obtained a search 

warrant for Tomsic’s and Weldin’s DNA and their personally owned cellular telephones.  

The data from the cellular telephones was provided to an analyst at the Los Angeles 

County District Attorney’s Office for review and with the intent to determine whether the 

two suspect officers had any ties to white supremacy.   

During the review of the data, the District Attorney’s analyst discovered around 390 

messages that were believed to contain or reference antisemitic, homophobic, racist, or 

transphobic remarks. Those messages were sent between Tomsic, Weldin and several 

other officers, including Respondent.  

On March 25, 2019, in a direct text with Officer Weldin, Officer Weldin texted, “Just had 

a shooting.” Respondent replied, “Fuck,” and, “I trust y’all have them moon crickets4 in 

custody in no time!”  

On May 2, 2019, Officer Weldin texted Respondent directly, “If it’s any consolation, I like 

sober ‘beating-up-savage monkeys’ Brian, and I also like drunk ‘hood-rat-shit-with-my-

friends’ Brian.” Respondent replied, “Well I appreciate that lol.” 

On September 10, 2019, Respondent texted officers Weldin, Tomsic, and Alonso a photo 

of coffins saying, “This is from the coffin display at rice mortuary. Look at the one on the 

bottom.” Weldon responded, “For all them nigglets we put down.” Respondent replied, 

“Haha yeah, I got a water heater box that’s just as good I can sell you for the half the price 

if you’re interested though.”  

On November 19, 2019, Respondent texted Officer Weldin, “Happy birfday, nigga!” 

Weldin responded, “Just making sure you don’t go to that location due to the fact that they 

have 7 fewer employees now to serfe up some spicy chicken sandwiches[.]” Respondent 

 
4 “Moon Cricket is a racial slur against black people. The exact origin is obscure. One theory suggests it began with 
US slaves, who sang as a pastime – an act of community and resistance- at night after their labor – Source: 
dictionary.com  
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sent, “Good call. What’s the game plan for your birthday?” Weldin texted, “Make money, 

beat niggas[.]” Respondent replied, “I know nothing puts a bigger smile on yo grill.”  

On December 24, 2019, Respondent texted an image meme5 to Officers Alonso, Tomsic, 

and Weldin. In that image meme there were three Christmas-related images (a star for 

the top of a Christmas tree, a Christmas ornament, and a candy cane) and an old black 

and white image of a Black person (appearing to be a slave). On the top of the image 

meme were the words, “Which one doesn’t belong?” at the bottom of the meme were the 

words, “That’s right, you don’t hang the star”.  

On April 1, 2022, Respondent was interviewed as part of a large-scale internal affairs 

investigation stemming from the discovery of the above-mentioned messages. During the 

interview Respondent was advised of his Constitutional Rights per 3303(h) of the 

Government Code. Respondent invoked his right to remain silent and was compelled to 

provide a statement. The interviewer admonished Respondent pursuant to Lybarger6 and 

then the interview continued.  

During the internal affairs investigation Respondent provided his cellular telephone 

number to the investigator7. Respondent advised he had a work cell phone for an 

abbreviated time while he worked for TPD. Respondent stated his wife would occasionally 

use his phone, but it was safe to say that all the messages were his8. Respondent told 

investigators that he did not allow others to send text messages from his phone and that 

he used the cell phone to send and receive text messages to and from Torrance Police 

Department co-workers.  

 
5 an image, video, piece of text, etc., typically humorous in nature, that is copied and spread rapidly by internet 
users, often with slight variations. 
6 Lybarger v. City of Los Angeles, 40 Cal. 3d 825 (1985). 
7 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview Pg 7. 
8 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Transcript Pg 7. 
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City of Torrance and TPD Policies 

Penal Code Section 13510.8(b)(5) and Commission Regulation 1205(a)(5) both establish 

that the demonstration of bias in violation of department policy constitutes serious 

misconduct.  The City of Torrance and the TPD enforce several policies relating to the 

conduct of their employees.  What follows is a summary of some of the most relevant 

policies which relate directly to Respondent’s conduct in this case: 

• The Law Enforcement code of Ethics, Policy 104 states “I WILL keep my 

private life unsullied as an example to all…. I RECOGNIZE the badge of my 

office as a symbol of public faith, and I accept it as a public trust to be held 

so long as I am true to the ethics of the police service.”  

• The City’s Anti-Harassment Policy 34.10a, Protected Classifications 

prohibits harassment or discrimination because of an individual’s protected 

classification. This classification includes race, religious creed, color, 

national origin, ancestry, mental disability, medical condition, genetic 

information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, 

age for individuals over 40 years of age, military and veteran status, and 

sexual orientation. Harassment can consist of virtually any form or 

combination of verbal, physical, visual or hostile work environment conduct. 

It need not be explicit, nor even specifically directed at the victim.  

• The City’s Anti-Harassment Policy 34.10d, Visual or Written Harassment 

prohibits the display or circulation of offensive or derogatory visual or written 

material related to race, religious creed, color, national origin, ancestry, 

mental disability, medical condition, genetic information, marital status, sex, 

gender, gender identity, gender expression, age for individuals over 40 

years of age, military and veteran status, and sexual orientation. This may 
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include, but is not limited to, posters, cartoons, drawings, graffiti, reading 

materials, computer graphics or electronic media transmissions.  

• The City’s Anti-Harassment Policy 134.05 requires that all City employees 

shall immediately report any evidence of discriminatory harassment or 

complaints regarding sexual harassment made to them or which they have 

directly observed whether or not reported by the employee who is the object 

of the harassment to their supervisor, manager, or to the Human Resources 

Division.  

• The City’s Anti-Harassment Policy 134.15 states it is the employee’s 

responsibility to report any conduct which fits the definition of discriminatory 

harassment to their immediate supervisor or appropriate authority figure.  

• General Orders 1.10.3(B), 2.01.1(A), 2.33.1(D) explain the Department’s 

philosophy and expectations of personnel in their service to the community. 

Section 1.10.3(B) Service to the Community, emphasizes the rules and 

regulations of the Department such as maintaining a professional attitude 

and demeanor that will not in any manner communicate any personal 

prejudices. In addition, members of the Department shall avoid behavior 

which would tend to bring about criticism of the Department. Conduct, 

whether on or off duty, shall be such as to merit the respect and confidence 

of the public. General Order 2.01.1(A) explains it is the duty of all employees 

to familiarize themselves with and abide by Department rules and 

regulations. Employees who fail to comply are subject to disciplinary action 

up to and including termination. General Order 2.33.1(D) defines prohibited 

speech, expression, and conduct which tends to compromise or damage 

the mission, function, reputation, or professionalism of the TPD or its 

employees, such as speech or expression that could reasonably be 

foreseen as having a negative impact on the credibility of the employee as 
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a witness, and additionally speech or expression that is contrary to the 

Mission Statement or Core Values of the TPD.  

• TPD policies 319.4, 319.5.7(i), 319.5.8, 319.5.9, 401.2, 401.3, 1021.4  - 

TPD Policy Manual 319.5.8(i) prohibits any act on or off duty that brings 

discredit to the department. TPD Policy 319.5.9(g) prohibits the use of 

obscene, indecent, profane or derogatory language while on duty or in 

uniform; and 319.5.9(m) prohibits any other on duty or off duty conduct 

which any member knows or reasonably should know is unbecoming a 

member of the department, is contrary to good order, efficiency or morale, 

or tends to reflect unfavorably upon this department or its members. 

Furthermore, TPD Policy Manual 401.2 states the TPD is committed to 

providing law enforcement services to the community with due regard for 

the racial, cultural or other differences of those served. It is the policy of the 

TPD to provide law enforcement services and to enforce the law equally, 

fairly, and objectively and without discrimination toward any individual 

group. TPD Policy Manual 401.3 prohibits bias based policing.  

 

On October 4, 2022, the City of Torrance, CA sent Respondent a letter of intent to 

terminate his employment as a police officer with TPD. In the letter, authored by then- 

Assistant City Manager Danny E. Santana, Respondent’s involvement in the above-listed 

messages was classified as racist, and TPD terminated Respondent based on 

Respondent’s violation of several Torrance Police Department Policies. 

On May 8, 2023, the Commission on POST’s Assistant Executive Director, Annemarie 

Del Mugnaio issued an immediate temporary suspension for Respondent’s POST 

Certification. 
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V. Analysis and Findings 

a. Establishing Jurisdiction 

The Commission on POST may initiate proceedings to revoke or suspend a 

peace officer’s certification for conduct which occurred before January 1, 2022 

if the employing agency makes a final determination regarding its investigation 

of the misconduct after January 1, 2022.9  

 

The final determination in this allegation of serious misconduct resulted in 

Respondent’s termination, which occurred on October 4, 2022.10 The 

investigation was still ongoing after January 1, 2022 as evidenced by 

Respondent’s internal affairs investigation interview on April 1, 2022.11  

Because the TPD made its final determination regarding its investigation of 

Respondent after January 1, 2022, the Commission on POST has jurisdiction 

to consider this serious misconduct action. 

 

b. Does the alleged conduct violate Penal Code 13510.8(b)(5) and California 

Regulation 1205(a)(5) – Demonstration of bias on the basis of race?   

When analyzing the serious misconduct allegation of Penal Code section 

13510.8(b)(5) and Regulation 1205(a)(5), “demonstrating bias,” the Division 

evaluates whether the subject officer, through words, action or other conduct 

showed prejudice, intolerance, contempt or hatred towards a protected class 

of persons.  If the subject officer did show prejudice, intolerance, contempt or 

hatred towards a protected class of persons, the Division then considers 

whether the words, action or conduct would lead a reasonable person to 

conclude that the officer has not or will not fairly and impartially perform the 

 
9 California Penal Code section 13510.8(g)(1)(B). 
10 Termination letter dated October 4, 2022, Pg 1. 
11 Compendium file, Respondent’s Interview Transcripts. 
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officer’s law enforcement duties.  If so, serious misconduct is shown if the 

officer’s words, action or conduct either: 1) violates applicable law, 2) violates 

department policy, or 3) is inconsistent with the officer’s obligation to carry out 

the officer’s duties in a fair and unbiased manner.    

 

During the analysis of each instance of potentially biased behavior, the conduct 

was analyzed based on the above guidelines to determine whether the 

allegation of bias was true to a clear and convincing standard.   

  
Regarding the March 25, 2019 message between Respondent and Officer 

Weldin, Weldin texted Respondent stating, “Just had a shooting”. Respondent 

replied, “Fuck” and, “I trust y’all have them moon crickets in custody in no time!” 

During Respondent’s internal affairs interview, when asked about his use of the 

term “moon crickets,” Respondent stated the following: “So moon crickets is a 

word that…I heard it like in training or something once that I thought was funny, 

but refers to Black people and I don’t know why specifically I said that, but yeah, 

I shouldn’t have sent that either, sir.  It’s offensive.”12 When the internal affairs 

investigator asked if the March 25, 2019 message represented the only time 

when Respondent ever used the term “moon cricket” when referring to Black 

people, Respondent answered: “Probably not sir.”13 

 

As Respondent acknowledged during his internal affairs interview, the 

exchange between Officer Weldin and Respondent is inherently offensive.  It is 

also racist.  Respondent’s conduct, in sending the message “I trust y’all have 

them moon crickets in custody in no time!” shows prejudice and intolerance 

towards a protected class of persons.  Respondent’s message also violated 

 
12 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview Pg 43. 
13 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview Pg 45. 
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several of the Torrance Police Department’s policies, including but not limited 

to: TPD’s Anti-Harassment Policies (34.10 through 34.25, and 134.05 through 

134.20), and General Orders 1.10.1, 1.10.3(B) and 2.33.1(D).  Even when 

viewed in the light most favorable to Respondent, the racist epithet used to 

describe the suspects in a shooting who might be subject to enforcement action 

from the Torrance Police Department necessarily erodes the public’s 

confidence in Respondent’s ability to fairly perform his law enforcement duties.  

A reasonable person would conclude that Respondent’s message shows 

Respondent has not or will not fairly and impartially perform his law 

enforcement duties when interacting with certain protected classes of persons 

in the Torrance community, specifically because Respondent makes a 

statement indicating he assumed the suspects in the shooting would be black 

without possessing any other information about the crime.   

 

Regarding the May 2, 2019 text in which Officer Weldin texted Respondent 

directly, “If it’s any consolation, I like sober ‘beating-up-savage monkeys’ Brian, 

and I also like drunk ‘hood-rat-shit-with-my-friends’ Brian.” Respondent replied, 

“Well I appreciate that lol.” This message is another example of the use of a 

racist epithet and an indication of a use of force on a protected class of persons. 

When Respondent was asked what Officer Weldin meant when he texted: “…I 

like sober beating up savage monkeys…”, Respondent answered: “Sounds like 

he’s referring to beating up black people, sir.”14  

 

While the racist epithet was not used by Respondent, his reply to Officer Weldin 

“[w]ell I appreciate that lol” indicates a tacit approval of the use of dehumanizing 

and racist language and shows intolerance and prejudice toward black people. 

It is also reasonable to believe that Officer Weldin is indicating Respondent is 

 
14 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview Pg 66. 
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known for using physical force against black people, or that using physical force 

against black people is a foregone conclusion between these two officers.  This 

message exchange violated several of the Torrance Police Department’s 

policies, including but not limited to: TPD’s Anti-Harassment Policies (34.10 

through 34.25, and 134.05 through 134.20), and General Orders 1.10.1, 

1.10.3(B) and 2.33.1(D).  After reading this message exchange, a reasonable 

person would conclude that Respondent has not or will not fairly and impartially 

perform his law enforcement duties when interacting with certain protected 

classes of persons in the Torrance community. 

 

Regarding the September 10, 2019 text in which Respondent texted Officers 

Weldin, Tomsic and Alonso a photo of coffins saying, “This is from the coffin 

display at rice mortuary. Look at the one on the bottom.” Weldon responded, 

“For all them nigglets we put down.” Respondent replied, “Haha yeah. I got a 

water heater box that’s just as good I can sell you for half the price if you’re 

interested though”.  When asked during his internal affairs interview what 

Officer Weldon meant when he texted “[f]or all the nigglets we put down,” 

Respondent answered: “[i]t sounds like [Officer Weldin is] talking about being 

for all the black children that he said we’ve put down.”15  The internal affairs 

investigator then asked what Respondent believed the term “nigglets” meant.  

Respondent answered: “I think it refers to black children.  I think he’s mixing 

the N word with piglet type of thing.”16 

 

I find this is another example of a pervasive theme among Respondent and 

several of his coworkers. I find that a reasonable person would consider the 

use of the term “nigglets” to be racist and an explicit demonstration of bias. 

 
15 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview Pg 39. 
16 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview Pg 39. 
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Further, the officers make jokes about a cardboard box being used for all the 

“nigglets [they] put down.” I find a reasonable person here would infer that the 

officers were saying the cardboard coffins were for all of the black children the 

officers have killed or will kill. The fact that Respondent laughed, agreed, and 

then offered a “water heater box” as an alternative shows participation in joking 

about killing black children and using cardboard coffins to bury the decedents. 

Further, it is inferred they are making light of fatal police enforcement contacts 

involving black people. I find this text and perpetuation of the discourse to be 

an explicit demonstration of bias, which is inconsistent with Respondent’s 

obligation to carry out his duties in a fair and unbiased manner.  This message 

exchange also violated several of the Torrance Police Department’s policies, 

including but not limited to: TPD’s Anti-Harassment Policies (34.10 through 

34.25, and 134.05 through 134.20), and General Orders 1.10.1, 1.10.3(B) and 

2.33.1(D).  A reasonable person, after viewing the disparaging communications 

between these officers, would conclude that Respondent has not or will not 

fairly and impartially perform his law enforcement duties when interacting with 

certain protected classes of persons in the Torrance community. 

Regarding the November 19, 2019, text conversation in which Respondent 

texted Officer Weldin, “Happy birfday, nigga!” Weldin responded, “Just making 

sure you don’t go to that location due to the fact that they have 7 fewer 

employees now to serfe up some spicy chicken sandwiches[.]” Respondent 

sent, “Good call. What’s the game plan for your birthday?” Weldin texted, “Make 

money, beat niggas[.]” Respondent replied, “I know nothing puts a bigger smile 

on yo grill.”  

I find this is another example of a pervasive theme among Respondent and 

several of his coworkers in which they mock black people. These messages 

are inherently offensive and racist. The messages also violated several of the 

Torrance Police Department’s policies, including but not limited to: TPD’s Anti-
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Harassment Policies (34.10 through 34.25, and 134.05 through 134.20), and 

General Orders 1.10.1, 1.10.3(B) and 2.33.1(D).  Respondent’s conduct, in 

sending the message shows prejudice and intolerance towards a protected 

class of persons.  Even when viewed in the light most favorable to Respondent 

this message erodes the public’s confidence in Respondent’s ability to fairly 

perform his law enforcement duties.  A reasonable person would conclude that 

Respondent’s message shows Respondent has not or will not fairly and 

impartially perform his law enforcement duties when interacting with certain 

protected classes of persons in the Torrance community. 

These types of statements and messages discredit the Torrance Police 

Department in potentially irreparable ways and violated several of the Torrance 

Police Department’s policies, including but not limited to: TPD’s Anti-

Harassment Policy (34.05, et seq.), and General Orders 1.10, 1.10.3(B) and 

2.33.1(D).17 Accordingly, the Division finds that Respondent demonstrated bias 

within the meaning of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and Regulation 

1205(a)(5) when he sent the above-listed text messages. 

 

 

Regarding the December 24, 2019 text in which Respondent sent an image 

meme to Officers Alonso, Tomsic and Weldin which referenced hanging a 

person. In that image meme there were three Christmas-related images (a star 

for the top of a Christmas tree, a Christmas ornament, and a candy cane) and 

an old black and white image of a Black person (appearing to be a slave). On 

the top of the image meme were the words, “Which one doesn’t belong?” at the 

 
17 Attachment F: Torrance Policies 
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bottom of the meme were the words, “That’s right, you don’t hang the star.”  

After Officer Weldin replied “I done nearly pissed myself”, Respondent texted 

“Happy kwanza (sic)”. When asked by the internal affairs investigator if he 

remembered sending the messages, Respondent replied: “Yes, sir, I do.  

There’s no excuse.  I understand it’s offensive…”18  The internal affairs 

investigator subsequently asked Respondent whether this message was 

disparaging or discriminatory towards Black people.  Respondent replied: “I feel 

like it was offensive to Black people…Because it’s making references to when 

Black people had been hung in the perspective.”19 

 

This image and the messaging associated with the image is inherently 

offensive and racist. The image and messages also violated several of the 

Torrance Police Department’s policies, including but not limited to: TPD’s Anti-

Harassment Policies (34.10 through 34.25, and 134.05 through 134.20), and 

General Orders 1.10.1, 1.10.3(B) and 2.33.1(D).  Respondent himself 

acknowledged that he knew the message “was offensive to Black people.”  

Respondent’s conduct, in sending the message shows prejudice and 

intolerance towards a protected class of persons.  Even when viewed in the 

light most favorable to Respondent, sending a picture of a black person and 

suggesting that the black person should be hanged, followed by the message 

“Happy kwanza (sic)” is unequivocally racist and erodes the public’s confidence 

in Respondent’s ability to fairly perform his law enforcement duties.  A 

reasonable person would conclude that Respondent’s message shows 

Respondent has not or will not fairly and impartially perform his law 

enforcement duties when interacting with certain protected classes of persons 

in the Torrance community. 

 
18 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview Pg 22. 
19 Attachment D: Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview Pg 23. 
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These types of statements and messages discredit the Torrance Police 

Department in potentially irreparable ways and violated several of the Torrance 

Police Department’s policies, including but not limited to: TPD’s Anti-

Harassment Policy (34.05, et seq.), and General Orders 1.10, 1.10.3(B) and 

2.33.1(D).20 Accordingly, the Division finds that Respondent demonstrated bias 

within the meaning of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and Regulation 

1205(a)(5) when he sent the above-listed text messages. 

  

VI. Supporting Evidence and Documentation 

Attachment “A” – Executive Review and Peace Officer Standards 

Accountability Division Recommendation 

Attachment “B” - Respondent’s EDI Report 

Attachment “C” - Termination Letter 

Attachment “D” – Excerpts from Respondent Transcripts 4/01/22 Interview 

Attachment “E”- Text messages – sorted by date  

Attachment "F” - Applicable Torrance Policies  

VII. Findings 

Based on the evidence that Respondent sent discriminatory texts in violation of 

TPD policies, and because a reasonable person would conclude that Respondent 

has not or will not perform his duties fairly and impartially as a result, the Division 

finds there is clear and convincing evidence that Respondent engaged in serious 

misconduct, to wit demonstrating bias in violation of Penal Code section 

13510.8(b)(5) and Commission Regulation 1205(a)(5). Therefore, reasonable 

grounds exist to submit this case to the Peace Officer Standards Accountability 

Advisory Board and the POST Commission for consideration of suspension or 

 
20 See Torrance Policies 
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revocation of Respondent’s POST certification in accordance with the Executive 

Review and Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division Recommendation.21 

 
21 See Attachment “A”. 
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About work-related info? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:10:01): 
Sometimes, sir. Yes, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:10:03): 
Okay. Do you use your cell phone to exchange or get messages from any other coworkers? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:10:10): 
Yes, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:10:10): 
Okay. Are they personal in nature or work? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:10:14): 
Both, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:10:15): 
Okay. What's your personal cell phone number? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:10:18): 
 

Craig Junginger (00:10:25): 
How long have you had that cell phone or that cell phone number? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:10:33): 
Maybe since college, sir. So maybe 2004, 2005. 

Craig Junginger (00:10:44): 
Okay. Does anyone else use your phone to text messages or anything like that? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:10:54): 
Maybe my wife periodically, but it's primarily me, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:10:57): 
So it's safe say that most all messages and everything are yours? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:11:03): 
Yes, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:11:04): 
Okay. Do you have a work cell phone? 
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Yes, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:24:27): 
So In 2019 on Christmas Eve, you sent this message to Tomsic, Weldin, and Alonso. Do you remember 
sending that. 

Brian Kawamoto (00:24:49): 
Yes, sir- 

Craig Junginger (00:24:50): 
This is the photo that was from that message. 

Brian Kawamoto (00:24:56): 
Yes, sir, I do. There's no excuse. I understand it's offensive and ... 

Craig Junginger (00:25:04): 
Okay. So there's no disputing that you sent that text message- 

Brian Kawamoto (00:25:08): 
No disputing it, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:25:08): 
... with that photo? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:25:10): 
Yes, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:25:11): 
Okay. And then Weldin responds, "I done nearly pissed myself." And then you followed it up with, 
"Happy Kwanzaa." What were your thoughts when you sent that photo and followed it up with, "Happy 
Kwanzaa?" 

Brian Kawamoto (00:25:40): 
I sent the photo because I thought they might find it funny. I understand now it's extremely 
inappropriate, and I shouldn't have done it. 

Craig Junginger (00:25:52): 
Why did you think they would find it funny? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:25:58): 
All of us had somewhat of a dark sense of humor. I guess it's just one of those things where it's just so 
egregious if you have a dark sense of humor, you might find it funny, but ... 
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Craig Junginger (00:26:22): 
Do you think the text message containing that photograph was disparaging or discriminatory towards 
Black people? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:26:32): 
I feel like it was offensive to Black people. 

Craig Junginger (00:26:36): 
Why do you believe it would be offensive to Black people? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:26:41): 
Because it's making references to when Black people had been hung in the perspective. 

Craig Junginger (00:27:00): 
Made references to maybe lynching of Black people? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:27:03): 
Yes, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:27:03): 
Okay. Do you think that photo or that text message was appropriate to send to any coworkers? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:27:11): 
No, sir. It wasn't appropriate. 

Craig Junginger (00:27:12): 
Why don't you think it was appropriate? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:27:15): 
Unprofessional, offensive. Unprofessional and offensive, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:27:31): 
Okay. 

Brock Avery (00:27:32): 
Can I ask a question? I wanted to get the definition of your dark sense of humor. What does that mean? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:27:39): 
Dark humor is, to me, when I guess people make light of events that could be negative events or things 
that are potentially politically correct. That's, I guess, what it means to me, sir. 

Brock Avery (00:28:25): 
Okay. 
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No, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:53:43): 
Okay. Then you responded, "Ha-ha. Yeah, I got a water heater box, that's just as good. Can sell you that 
for half the price if you want." So is there any doubt by you responding that you saw this message 
from... was it Weldon? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:54:11): 
Looks like it's from Weldon, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:54:12): 
From Weldon? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:54:12): 
No, it looks like I received it, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:54:13): 
Okay. What was your thoughts when you read that? For all the nigglets we put down. 

Brian Kawamoto (00:54:40): 
I mean, I understand that he was trying to be funny, but- 

Craig Junginger (00:54:44): 
How do you interpret that comment? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:54:49): 
It sounds like he's talking about being for all the black children that he said we've put down. 

Craig Junginger (00:55:01): 
Okay. How do you interpret the use of the word, nigglet? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:55:07): 
It's offensive, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:55:09): 
No. How do you interpret it? What does it mean? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:55:12): 
I think it refers to black children. I think he's mixing the N word with piglet type of thing. 

Craig Junginger (00:55:20): 
Do you refer to them at work with coworkers? 
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Okay. So let me ask you about this text message exchange on March 25th, 2019. Weldon sent you a text 
message, just had a shooting and then you responded by saying, fuck, and then I didn't get a good 
picture of that, but this is right after you sent that. Read to me what that says. 

Brian Kawamoto (00:59:07): 
I trust you all have them moon crickets in custody in no time. 

Craig Junginger (00:59:12): 
What did you mean by that? Well, first of all, is there any doubt that you sent those messages? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:59:20): 
I don't think so. 

Craig Junginger (00:59:23): 
You don't think you sent them, or you don't think there's any doubt? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:59:25): 
I don't think there's any doubt. I'm sorry, sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:59:26): 
Okay. So you did send it. What did you mean by that? 

Brian Kawamoto (00:59:34): 
So moon crickets is a word that... I heard it like in training or something once that I thought was funny, 
but refers to black people and I don't know why specifically I said that, but yeah, I shouldn't have sent 
that either, sir. It's offensive. 

Craig Junginger (01:00:00): 
Okay. So you think moon crickets, you were referring to black people? 

PART 2 OF 4 ENDS [01:00:04] 

Craig Junginger (01:00:00): 
Okay. So you think moon crickets, you were referring to black people? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:00:06): 
Yeah, I think so, sir. 

Craig Junginger (01:00:07): 
Do you use that amongst your coworkers? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:00:10): 
Not frequently. 
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Craig Junginger (01:01:42): 
Do you think the term's disparaging or discriminatory towards black people? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:01:50): 
Yes, sir. It could be. 

Craig Junginger (01:01:52): 
Have you ever looked up on the internet what moon cricket means? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:01:55): 
No. Or not that I remember released. 

Craig Junginger (01:01:58): 
Okay. But they told you in the training that it was a racial slur against black people or did they? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:02:04): 
I don't know if you said it was a slur. I think it was a class participation exercise where you were just 
asking for different names. You've heard different races called over the years. 

Craig Junginger (01:02:17): 
Did anybody in that training say that they thought moon cricket was an offensive term to black people? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:02:23): 
No, not that I remember. I think it got a laugh from the classroom. To be honest with you, sir. 

Craig Junginger (01:02:30): 
Have you been involved in other messages with coworkers where the moon cricket's been involved? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:02:36): 
I don't know, sir. 

Craig Junginger (01:02:37): 
Okay. Do you think you have? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:02:40): 
I don't know, sir. Maybe, maybe not. 

Craig Junginger (01:02:42): 
Do you think this is the only time that you ever used the term moon cricket when you're referring to 
black people? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:02:51): 
Probably not sir. 
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If it's any consolation, I like sober beating up savage monkeys, Brian and I also like drunk hood rat shit 
with my friends, Brian. 

Craig Junginger (01:34:44): 
Okay. And then you followed up, well, I appreciate that, bro. Do you remember that? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:34:56): 
Yeah, I'm not disputing that I received it, but I don't specifically remember it, sir. 

Craig Junginger (01:34:59): 
Okay. Is there any disputing that you were involved in this... 

Brian Kawamoto (01:35:03): 
No. 

Craig Junginger (01:35:03): 
Text message exchange? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:35:04): 
No, sir. 

Craig Junginger (01:35:07): 
Okay. Tell me how you interpreted that message from Weldon, if it's any consolation and I like sober 
beating up savage monkeys, what does that mean? How did you interpret that? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:35:22): 
Sounds like he's referring to beating up black people, sir. 

Craig Junginger (01:35:27): 
Okay. Is that how you interpreted that? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:35:29): 
Yes, sir. 

Craig Junginger (01:35:31): 
Okay. When he says, beating up savage monkeys, you interpreted that to mean beating up black 
people? 

Brian Kawamoto (01:35:40): 
Yeah. I guess predatory, unruly black people or whatever, but either way, not necessarily a good thing. 

Craig Junginger (01:35:48): 
Okay. So you already said that savage doesn't specifically refer to black people? 
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Policy

104
Torrance Police Department

TPD Policy Manual

Copyright Lexipol, LLC 2023/05/30, All Rights Reserved.
Published with permission by Torrance Police Department

Law Enforcement Code of Ethics - 1

Law Enforcement Code of Ethics
104.1   PURPOSE AND SCOPE
The purpose of this policy is to ensure that all peace officers are aware of their individual
responsibilities to maintain their integrity and that of their department at all times.

104.2   POLICY
The Law Enforcement Code of Ethics shall be administered to all peace officer trainees during
the Basic Academy course and to all other persons at the time of appointment (11 CCR 1013).

104.3   LAW ENFORCEMENT CODE OF ETHICS
AS A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER, my fundamental duty is to serve; to safeguard lives and
property; to protect the innocent against deception, the weak against oppression or intimidation,
and the peaceful against abuse or disorder; and to respect the constitutional rights of all to liberty,
equality and justice.

I WILL keep my private life unsullied as an example to all; maintain courageous calm in the face
of danger, scorn, or ridicule; develop self-restraint; and be constantly mindful of the welfare of
others. Honest in thought and deed in both my personal and official life, I will be exemplary in
obeying the laws of the land and the regulations of my department. Whatever I see or hear of a
confidential nature or that is confided to me in my official capacity will be kept ever secret unless
revelation is necessary in the performance of my duty.

I WILL never act officiously or permit personal feelings, prejudices, animosities or friendships to
influence my decisions. With no compromise for crime and with relentless prosecution of criminals,
I will enforce the law courteously and appropriately without fear or favor, malice or ill will, never
employing unnecessary force or violence and never accepting gratuities.

I RECOGNIZE the badge of my office as a symbol of public faith, and I accept it as a public
trust to be held so long as I am true to the ethics of the police service. I will constantly strive to
achieve these objectives and ideals, dedicating myself before god to my chosen profession... law
enforcement.

104.3.1   OBJECTION TO RELIGIOUS AFFIRMATION
Reference to religious affirmation in the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics may be omitted where
objected to by the officer.
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34.05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34.10 
 
34.10a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34.10b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANTI-HARASSMENT POLICY 

The City is committed to providing a workplace free of discriminatory harassment. 
This Policy defines discriminatory harassment and sets forth a companion procedure 
for the investigation and resolution of such complaints by or against any City 
employee, applicant or contractor. This Policy applies to all terms and conditions of 
employment, including but not limited to hiring, placement, promotion, disciplinary 
action, layoff, recall, transfer, leave of absence, training opportunity and 
compensation.  

Discriminatory harassment will not be tolerated and employees who violate this 
Policy may be subject to appropriate disciplinary action. Retaliation against any 
individual for making a complaint of such harassment or for participating in a 
harassment investigation constitutes a violation of this Policy. However, knowingly 
false accusations of retaliation or harassment similarly will not be tolerated.  

Definitions 

Protected Classifications:  This Policy prohibits harassment or discrimination 
because of an individual’s protected classification. “Protected Classification” 

includes race, religious creed, color, national origin,  ancestry, mental disability, 
medical condition, genetic information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, 
gender expression, age for individuals over 40 years of age, military and veteran 
status, and sexual orientation. 

Harassment can consist of virtually any form or combination of verbal, physical, 
visual or hostile work environment conduct. It need not be explicit, nor even 
specifically directed at the victim. Sexually harassing conduct can occur between 
people of the same or different genders. 

Harassment includes, but is not limited to the following misconduct: 

Verbal Harassment 

Inappropriate or offensive remarks, slurs, jokes or innuendoes based on race, 
religious creed, color,  national origin, ancestry, mental disability, medical condition, 
genetic information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, 
age for individuals over 40 years of age, military and veteran status, and sexual 
orientation. 

This may include, but is not limited to, inappropriate comments regarding an 
individual’s body, physical appearance, attire, sexual prowess, marital status, 

pregnancy or sexual orientation; unwelcome flirting or propositions; demands for 
sexual favors; verbal abuse, threats or intimidation of a sexual nature; or sexist, 
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34.10c 

34.10d 

34.10e 

patronizing or ridiculing statements that convey derogatory attitudes about a 
particular gender. 

Physical Harassment 

Inappropriate or offensive touching, assault, or physical interference with free 
movement when directed at an individual on the basis of race, religious creed, color, 
national origin, ancestry, mental disability, medical condition, genetic information, 
marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, age for individuals 
over 40 years of age, military and veteran status, and sexual orientation. 

This may include, but is not limited to, kissing, patting, lingering or intimate touches, 
grabbing, massaging, pinching, leering, staring, unnecessarily brushing against or 
blocking another person, whistling or sexual gestures. 

Visual or Written Harassment 

The display or circulation of offensive or derogatory visual or written material related 
to race, religious creed, color, national origin, ancestry, mental disability, medical 
condition, genetic information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender 
expression, age for individuals over 40 years of age, military and veteran status, and 
sexual orientation. This may include, but is not limited to, posters, cartoons, 
drawings, graffiti, reading materials, computer graphics or electronic media 
transmissions. 

Work Environment 

A work environment that is permeated with sexually oriented talk, innuendo, insults 
or abuse not relevant to the subject matter of the job. A hostile work environment 
can arise from the following circumstances: 

A. An unwarranted focus on sexual topics or sexually suggestive statements.

B. An unwelcome sexual behavior directed specifically at an individual.

C. The individual merely witnesses unlawful harassment in his or her immediate
surroundings.

The determination of whether an environment is hostile is based on the totality of the 
circumstances, including such factors as: 

A. The frequency of the conduct.

B. The severity of the conduct.

C. Whether the conduct is humiliating or physically threatening.

D. Whether the conduct unreasonably interferes with an individual’s work.
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34.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34.20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34.25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By definition, sexual harassment is not within the course and scope of an individual’s 

employment with the City of Torrance. 

Relationships between Supervisors and Subordinate Employees 

Romantic or sexual relationships between supervisors and employees are 
discouraged. There is an inherent imbalance of power and potential for exploitation 
in such relationships which may create an appearance of impropriety and lead to 
charges of favoritism by other employees. A welcome sexual relationship may 
change, with the result that sexual conduct that was once welcome becomes 
unwelcome and harassing.  

Prohibited Supervisory or Managerial Behavior 

No supervisor, manager or other authority figure shall: 

A. Condition any employment, employee benefit or continued employment in the 
City of Torrance on an applicant’s or employee’s acquiescence to any of the 
behavior defined above. 

B. Retaliate against any applicant, or employee, because that person has opposed 
a practice prohibited by this policy or has filed a complaint, testified, assisted or 
participated in any manner in an investigation, proceeding or hearing conducted 
by an authorized investigator. 

C. Destroy evidence relevant to an investigation of harassment. 

 

Behavior Prohibited by All Persons 

No employee in the City of Torrance shall: 

A. Create a hostile or offensive work environment for any other person by engaging 
in any discriminatory harassment or by tolerating it on the part of another 
employee. 

B. Assist any individual in doing any act which constitutes discriminatory 
harassment against any other employee of the City of Torrance. 
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134.05 

134.10 

134.15 

ANTI-HARASSMENT PROCEDURE 

All persons shall immediately report any evidence of discriminatory harassment or 
complaints regarding sexual harassment made to them or which they have directly 
observed, whether or not reported by the employee who is the object of the 
harassment, to their supervisor, manager, or to the Human Resources Division. Any 
supervisor or manager who receives a complaint regarding discriminatory 
harassment shall immediately report it to the Human Resources Division, followed 
by written documentation of the complaint.  

Supervisors/Managers Responsibilities for Preventive Action 

A. A copy of the Anti-Harassment Policy shall be provided to all employees in the
City of Torrance, as well as displayed in prominent locations throughout the City.

B. A copy of the information sheet on sexual harassment prepared by the
Department of Fair Employment and Housing is available to all City of Torrance
employees upon request.

C. New employees shall be provided a copy of the Anti-Harassment Policy during
New Employee Orientation.

D. The Human Resources Division shall make available information from the
Department of Fair Employment and Housing and the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission about filing claims of sexual harassment with these
entities.

E. A copy of the Anti-Harassment Policy and Procedure is in the City of Torrance
Policy, Procedure and Protocol Manual posted on the Policies and Procedures
web page on the Torrance Employee Network (TEN).

F. Employees of the City of Torrance shall receive periodic training on the policy.

Employees’ Responsibilities 

A. Report any conduct which fits the definition of discriminatory harassment to their
immediate supervisor or appropriate authority figure. This includes conduct of
non-employees, such as sales representatives or service vendors or harassing
conduct toward such contractors. Under no circumstances shall an employee of
the City of Torrance who believes that he or she has been the victim of
discriminatory harassment be required to first report that harassment to a
supervisor or other authority figure who has done the harassing.

B. Cooperate with any investigation of any alleged act of harassment conducted by
the City of Torrance.

C. Maintain confidentiality to the extent possible in investigating any claims of
alleged harassment.
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134.20 Human Resources Reporting Procedures for Investigative/Corrective Action 

A. Human Resources shall conduct a fair, timely and thorough investigation of any 
incident of alleged discriminatory harassment reported to them. The investigation 
shall be conducted in a way to maintain confidentiality, to the extent possible.  

B. The person designated to investigate shall report in writing the findings of any 
investigation to the Human Resources Division. The Human Resources 
Administrator shall determine whether there is a violation of Policy and 
communicate the conclusion to the complainant. 

C. Remedial action including discipline taken by any supervisor or manager shall be 
decided in accordance with Policy and after consultation with the Human 
Resources Administrator. 

Employees who have questions about their rights and obligations described within 
this policy should contact the Human Resources Division. 
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ISSUE: The matter is before the Peace Officer Standards
Accountability Advisory Board (POSAAB) for review and
recommendation regarding the subject peace officer's
certification status.

BACKGROUND: Respondent Christopher Allen-Young began his employment
with Torrance Police Department (TPD) on April 24, 2017, as a
full-time Police Officer. At the time of the events at issue,
Respondent was employed as a Police Officer with the TPD.
Respondent was discharged from his position with TPD on
January 5, 2023. The Respondent is not currently employed as
a peace officer in the State of California.
This position is a peace officer position defined under
California Penal Code §830.1(a) and is required to be certified
pursuant to California Penal Code §13510.1(a). The case
before the Board alleges the Respondent, on three separate
occasions, either sent or replied, text messages which were
deemed as demonstrating bias as defined in Commission
Regulation 1205(a)(5). 

ANALYSIS: The Division found that the clear and convincing evidence
substantiated that Respondent’s conduct amounted to
demonstrating bias as described in Commission Regulation
1205(a) (5), in that on three separate occasions, Respondent
either sent or replied to text messages, which are inconsistent
with Respondent's obligation to carry out his duties in a fair and
unbiased manner. The Division finds all of the messages were
examples of the Respondent’s repetitive misconduct which
confirms the Respondent violated TPD’s policies on several
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occasions relating to inappropriate speech and unprofessional
conduct. In addition to violating the Department’s policies with
regard to prohibited speech, expression, and conduct, clear
and convincing evidence exists that Respondent violated
California Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and Commission
Regulation 1205(a)(5) - Demonstration of Bias.

RECOMMENDATION: The Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board
(POSAAB) shall review the findings of investigations presented
by the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division
(POSAD) and make a recommendation regarding what action
should be taken, suspension or revocation, on the certification
of the subject peace officer.

 

 

ATTACHMENT(S):
BR01_POST2305111_AllenYoung_Christopher_ISF (1).pdf
BR02_POST2305111_AllenYoung_Christopher_Attachment_A_ExecReviewDivisionRec.pdf
BR03_POST2305111_AllenYoung_Christopher_Attachment B_POSTProfile.pdf
BR04_POST2305111_AllenYoung_Christopher_Attachment_C_TerminationLetter.pdf
BR05_POST2305111_AllenYoung_Christopher_Attachment_D_Transcripts.pdf
BR06_POST2305111_AllenYoung_Christopher_Attachment_E_Transcripts.pdf
BR07_POST2305111_AllenYoung_Christopher_Attachment_F_TextMessages.pdf
BR08_POST2305111_AllenYoung_Christopher_Attachment_G_TorrancePolicies.pdf
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I. Executive Summary 

This case was submitted by the Torrance Police Department (TPD) which alleged the 

subject officer, Officer Christopher W. Allen-Young, hereinafter, “Respondent,” was 

involved in serious misconduct when he sent text messages that contained racist, 

homophobic and transphobic sentiments which demonstrated his bias and inability to 

fairly and impartially perform his duties as a peace officer.   

II. Background Information 

a. Identity of Respondent 

At the time of the events at issue, Respondent was employed as a Police Officer 

with the TPD. The Respondent was terminated from the TPD on January 5th, 2023. 

b. Respondent’s Service Record, Relevant Training, and Prior Complaints and 

Discipline1 

When evaluating whether suspension or revocation is appropriate, Penal Code 

section 13510.8(c)(5) and California Regulation section 1213(a)(5) authorize the 

Commission to consider Respondent’s prior conduct, discipline and service record.  

The relevance and weight the Commission may choose to assign to a peace 

officer’s prior conduct and service record will depend on the facts in each case.   

  

Respondent had no disciplinary actions on file with the Torrance Police Department 

and his most recent performance review indicated that his performance was 

generally meeting standards or above standards.  

 

 
1 In addition to the discipline summarized here, Respondent is the subject officer in five (5) other serious 
misconduct allegations, which the Torrance Police Department reported to POST.  As of the date of the 
Investigative Summary and Recommendation in the present case (POST2305111) some, but not all, of the five 
unrelated cases remain open with the Division.  The Division stands ready to provide additional details about these 
other allegations; however, the allegations are unrelated to the facts in the present case and were not relied upon 
in making the Division’s recommendation here.   
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While employed as a peace officer, or deputy trainee, Respondent received the 

following training relevant to this allegation:  

• Workplace Harassment Prevention – 8 hours – 11/20/2013 

• Cultural Diversity – 8 hours – 03/07/2014 

• Basic Police Academy  

• Racial Profiling 

• Racial Profiling Update – 4 Hours – 03/12/2019 

 
c. Prior Employment History 

Respondent began his law enforcement career with the Los Angeles County 

Sheriff’s Department as a deputy trainee on November 18, 2013; he was promoted 

to deputy sheriff on April 6, 2014. Respondent’s last day as a deputy sheriff at Los 

Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, April 24, 2017, was his first day as a police 

officer at the Torrance Police Department.2 

d. Peace Officer Certification 

Respondent is assigned POST ID C46-H76.  He received the following peace 

officer certificates from the Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST): 

 
• Basic #179956 (Issued: April 21, 2015) 

 
e. The Present Allegations of Serious Misconduct  

1. Penal Code Section 13510.8(b)(5), as clarified by Commission 
Regulation 1205(a)(5)3 – Demonstrating Bias: 

 
2 Respondent’s EDI Report 
3 See 11 Cal. Code Regs. § 1205(a)(5) (as modified on April 18, 2024). 
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(a)(5) Demonstrating bias on the basis of actual or perceived 

race, national origin, religion, gender identity or expression, 

housing status, sexual orientation, mental or physical 

disability, or other protected status in violation of law or 

department policy or inconsistent with a peace officer's 

obligation to carry out their duties in a fair and unbiased 

manner. This paragraph does not limit an employee's rights 

under the First Amendment to the United States 

Constitution. 

(A) An officer is “demonstrating” bias for purposes of this 

Regulation when the officer either shows or displays, by 

words, actions or other conduct, prejudice, intolerance, 

contempt, or hatred towards one or more persons due to 

that person's membership within a class of persons 

identified in Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5), when such 

words, actions or other conduct would lead a reasonable 

person to conclude that the officer has not fairly and 

impartially performed, or will not fairly and impartially 

perform, their law enforcement duties. 

(B) An officer engaging in racial profiling in violation of Penal 

Code section 13519.4 is demonstrating bias because 

profiling casts suspicion on a class of people without 

individualized suspicion as to the person being stopped. 

III. Investigative Methodology 

This report summarizes the findings related to allegations of serious misconduct. This 

investigation was conducted in accordance with the regulations and policies of POST. 

The investigation included the review of TPD’s administrative investigation which 
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contained interviews of witness officers and the subject officer. The TPD also provided 

the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division (Division) the raw data seized from 

the cellular telephones of other Torrance Police Officers during a criminal investigation. 

 

Information obtained was analyzed using the clear and convincing evidence standard. 

For purposes of this report, clear and convincing evidence means “evidence of a charge 

is clear and convincing so long as there is a ‘high probability’ that the charge is true. The 

evidence need not establish a fact beyond a reasonable doubt.”  

 
This report is necessarily summary in nature and does not include every fact or issue that 

might be found in the underlying investigation and attachments.4  It does, however, 

contain reference to that evidence that I believe establishes the requisite facts, and 

proves the serious misconduct charged, by clear and convincing evidence.   

IV. Factual Summary  

On March 26, 2023, Torrance Police Department (TPD) reported allegations of serious 

misconduct against Respondent to POST pursuant to California Penal Code Section 

13510.9(a)(3). The allegations stemmed from the discovery of homophobic, transphobic 

and racist texts sent between members of the TPD between May 2018 and February 

2022.   

On January 27, 2020, two other Torrance Police Officers, Christopher Tomsic and Cody 

Weldin, were the subject of a criminal investigation wherein it was alleged they had 

 
4 The Division, as described further below, received information concerning approximately 390 messages 
exchanged between several peace officers. Respondent both received and responded to a certain subset of these 
390 messages.  The Division also reviewed instances where Respondent’s words, acts or other conduct did not 
demonstrate bias by clear and convincing evidence.  The Division’s Investigative Summary and Findings in this case 
does not attempt to summarize every single instance in which Respondent sent or received a message, however.  
Instead, the Division’s Investigative Summary and Findings addresses specific messages where Respondent’s 
words, acts or other conduct demonstrated bias within the meaning of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5). 
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vandalized an arrestee’s vehicle by, among other means, spray painting a swastika and 

a smiley face on the interior of the arrestee’s vehicle during an inventory/search.5  

As a result of the criminal investigation, Torrance Police Detectives obtained a search 

warrant for Tomsic’s and Weldin’s DNA and their personally owned cellular telephones.  

The data from the cellular telephones was provided to an analyst at the Los Angeles 

County District Attorney’s Office for review and with the intent to determine whether the 

two suspect officers had any ties to white supremacy.   

During the review of the data, the District Attorney’s analyst discovered around 390 

messages that were believed to contain or reference antisemitic, homophobic, racist, or 

transphobic remarks. Those messages were sent between Tomsic, Weldin and several 

other officers, including Respondent.  

On February 14, 2019, in a WhatsApp group chat with 14 other members of the Torrance 

Police Department, Respondent sent a meme6 of David Chapelle that said, “When your 

GF is fucking a black guy, so you break a [taillight] on his car so the police stop him & 

shoot him.” At the bottom of the picture it said, “Modern problems require modern 

solutions.”  

On March 31, 2019, in a direct text to Officer Weldin, Respondent texted, “Moon cricket7 

hunting!!!!” Officer Weldin responded, “They’re chirping for sure.”   

 
5 On Thursday April 10, 2025, Officers Tomsic and Weldin plead guilty to felony vandalism. They will spend two 
years on probation and must give up their right to serve as law enforcement officers in California as well as 
complete 100 hours of community service and 15 hours of anti-racism training.  
6 An image, video, piece of text, etc., typically humorous in nature, that is copied and spread rapidly by internet 
users, often with slight variations. 
7 “Moon Cricket is a racial slur against black people. The exact origin is obscure. One theory suggests it began with 
US slaves, who sang as a pastime – an act of community and resistance- at night after their labor – Source: 
dictionary.com 
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Respondent was on duty at the time of this message. As such, the indication was that 

Respondent was out patrolling, which he referred to as “Moon cricket hunting”.  

On December 19, 2019, Officer Weldin texted Respondent directly, “What’s up monkey 

thumper.” Respondent replied, “Hahaha, what’s up bud.”  

On April 26, 2022, Respondent was interviewed as part of a large-scale internal affairs 

investigation stemming from the discovery of the above-mentioned messages. During the 

interview Respondent was advised of his Constitutional Rights per 3303(h) of the 

Government Code. Respondent invoked his right to remain silent and was compelled to 

provide a statement. A sergeant from TPD admonished Respondent pursuant to 

Lybarger8 and then the interview continued.  

During the internal affairs investigation Respondent provided his cellular telephone 

number to the investigator9. Respondent advised he did not have another phone number 

while he worked for TPD and possessed that phone number for the previous ten years10. 

Respondent told investigators that he did not allow others to send text messages from his 

phone and that he used the cell phone to send and receive text messages to and from 

Torrance Police Department co-workers.  

City of Torrance and TPD Policies 

Penal Code Section 13510.8(b)(5) and Commission Regulation 1205(a)(5) both establish 

that the demonstration of bias in violation of department policy constitutes serious 

misconduct.  The City of Torrance and the TPD enforce several policies relating to the 

 
8 Lybarger v. City of Los Angeles, 40 Cal. 3d 825 (1985). 
9 Respondent Transcripts 4/26/22 Interview Pg 10. 
10 Respondent Transcripts 4/26/22 Transcript Pgs 10-11. 
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conduct of their employees.  What follows is a summary of some of the most relevant 

policies which relate directly to Respondent’s conduct in this case: 

• The Law Enforcement code of Ethics, Policy 104 states “I WILL keep my 

private life unsullied as an example to all…. I RECOGNIZE the badge of my 

office as a symbol of public faith, and I accept it as a public trust to be held 

so long as I am true to the ethics of the police service.”  

• The City’s Anti-Harassment Policy 34.10a, Protected Classifications 

prohibits harassment or discrimination because of an individual’s protected 

classification. This classification includes race, religious creed, color, 

national origin, ancestry, mental disability, medical condition, genetic 

information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, 

age for individuals over 40 years of age, military and veteran status, and 

sexual orientation. Harassment can consist of virtually any form or 

combination of verbal, physical, visual or hostile work environment conduct. 

It need not be explicit, nor even specifically directed at the victim.  

• The City’s Anti-Harassment Policy 34.10d, Visual or Written Harassment 

prohibits the display or circulation of offensive or derogatory visual or written 

material related to race, religious creed, color, national origin, ancestry, 

mental disability, medical condition, genetic information, marital status, sex, 

gender, gender identity, gender expression, age for individuals over 40 

years of age, military and veteran status, and sexual orientation. This may 

include, but is not limited to, posters, cartoons, drawings, graffiti, reading 

materials, computer graphics or electronic media transmissions.  

• The City’s Anti-Harassment Policy 134.05 requires that all City employees 

shall immediately report any evidence of discriminatory harassment or 

complaints regarding sexual harassment made to them or which they have 
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directly observed whether or not reported by the employee who is the object 

of the harassment to their supervisor, manager, or to the Human Resources 

Division.  

• The City’s Anti-Harassment Policy 134.15 states it is the employee’s 

responsibility to report any conduct which fits the definition of discriminatory 

harassment to their immediate supervisor or appropriate authority figure.  

• General Orders 1.10.3(B), 2.01.1(A), 2.33.1(D) explain the Department’s 

philosophy and expectations of personnel in their service to the community. 

Section 1.10.3(B) Service to the Community, emphasizes the rules and 

regulations of the Department such as maintaining a professional attitude 

and demeanor that will not in any manner communicate any personal 

prejudices. In addition, members of the Department shall avoid behavior 

which would tend to bring about criticism of the Department. Conduct, 

whether on or off duty, shall be such as to merit the respect and confidence 

of the public. General Order 2.01.1(A) explains it is the duty of all employees 

to familiarize themselves with and abide by Department rules and 

regulations. Employees who fail to comply are subject to disciplinary action 

up to and including termination. General Order 2.33.1(D) defines prohibited 

speech, expression, and conduct which tends to compromise or damage 

the mission, function, reputation, or professionalism of the TPD or its 

employees, such as speech or expression that could reasonably be 

foreseen as having a negative impact on the credibility of the employee as 

a witness, and additionally speech or expression that is contrary to the 

Mission Statement or Core Values of the TPD.  

• TPD policies 319.4, 319.5.7(i), 319.5.8, 319.5.9, 401.2, 401.3, 1021.4  - 

TPD Policy Manual 319.5.8(i) prohibits any act on or off duty that brings 

discredit to the department. TPD Policy 319.5.9(g) prohibits the use of 
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obscene, indecent, profane or derogatory language while on duty or in 

uniform; and 319.5.9(m) prohibits any other on duty or off duty conduct 

which any member knows or reasonably should know is unbecoming a 

member of the department, is contrary to good order, efficiency or morale, 

or tends to reflect unfavorably upon this department or its members. 

Furthermore, TPD Policy Manual 401.2 states the TPD is committed to 

providing law enforcement services to the community with due regard for 

the racial, cultural or other differences of those served. It is the policy of the 

TPD to provide law enforcement services and to enforce the law equally, 

fairly, and objectively and without discrimination toward any individual 

group. TPD Policy Manual 401.3 prohibits bias based policing.  

 

On January 5, 2023, the City of Torrance, CA sent Respondent a letter of intent to 

terminate his employment as a police officer with TPD. In the letter, authored by then- 

Assistant City Manager Danny E. Santana, Respondent’s involvement in the above-listed 

messages was classified as racist, and TPD terminated Respondent based on 

Respondent’s violation of several Torrance Police Department Policies. 

On May 8, 2023, The Commission on POST’s Assistant Executive Director, Annemarie 

Del Mugnaio issued an immediate temporary suspension for Respondent’s POST Basic 

Certification.  

V. Analysis and Findings 

a. Establishing Jurisdiction 

The Commission on POST may initiate proceedings to revoke or suspend a 

peace officer’s certification for conduct which occurred before January 1, 2022 
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if the employing agency makes a final determination regarding its investigation 

of the misconduct after January 1, 2022.11  

 

The final determination in this allegation of serious misconduct resulted in 

Respondent’s termination, which occurred on January 5, 2023.12 The 

investigation was still ongoing after January 1, 2022 as evidenced by 

Respondent’s internal affairs investigation interview on April 26, 2022.13  

Because the TPD made its final determination regarding its investigation of 

Respondent after January 1, 2022, the Commission on POST has jurisdiction 

to consider this serious misconduct action. 

b. Does the alleged conduct violate Penal Code 13510.8(b)(5) and California 

Regulation 1205(a)(5) – Demonstration of bias on the basis of race?   

 
When analyzing the serious misconduct allegation of Penal Code section 

13510.8(b)(5) and Regulation 1205(a)(5), “demonstrating bias,” the Division 

evaluates whether the subject officer, through words, action or other conduct 

showed prejudice, intolerance, contempt or hatred towards a protected class 

of persons.  If the subject officer did show prejudice, intolerance, contempt or 

hatred towards a protected class of persons, the Division then considers 

whether the words, action or conduct would lead a reasonable person to 

conclude that the officer has not or will not fairly and impartially perform the 

officer’s law enforcement duties.  If so, serious misconduct is shown if the 

officer’s words, action or conduct either: 1) violates applicable law, 2) violates 

department policy, or 3) is inconsistent with the officer’s obligation to carry out 

the officer’s duties in a fair and unbiased manner.    

 

 
11 California Penal Code 13510.8(g)(1)(B). 
12 Termination letter dated January 5, 2023, Pg 1. 
13 Compendium file, Respondent’s Interview Transcripts. 
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During the analysis of each instance of potentially biased behavior, the conduct 

was analyzed based on the above guidelines to determine whether the 

allegation of bias was true to a clear and convincing standard.   

 

Regarding the February 14, 2019 WhatsApp message between Respondent 

and 14 other members of the Torrance Police Department in which Respondent 

sent a “Modern problems require modern solutions” image meme of Dave 

Chapelle that said, “When your GF is fucking a black guy, so you break a 

[taillight] on his car so the police will stop him & shoot him.” The Division finds 

this message was inherently offensive and racist. Respondent’s conduct in 

sending the image meme message showed prejudice toward a protected class 

of persons. Respondent’s message violated several of the Torrance Police 

Department’s policies, including but not limited to: TPD’s Anti-Harassment 

Policies (34.10 through 34.25, and 134.05 through 134.20), and General 

Orders 1.10.1, 1.10.3(B) and 2.33.1(D).14 A reasonable person would conclude 

that Respondent’s conduct demonstrates that he has not or will not fairly and 

impartially perform his law enforcement duties when interacting with certain 

protected classes of persons in the Torrance community. Accordingly, the 

Division finds that Respondent demonstrated bias within the meaning of Penal 

Code section 13510.8(b)(5) when he sent the image meme of Dave Chapelle.  

  
Regarding the March 31, 2019 text message between Respondent and Officer 

Weldin in which Respondent was on duty and wrote, “Moon cricket hunting!!!!,” 

and Officer Weldin responded, “They’re chirping for sure.” The exchange 

between Officer Weldin and Respondent is inherently offensive and racist.  

Respondent’s conduct, in sending the message “Moon cricket hunting!!!!” 

violated several of the Torrance Police Department’s policies, including but not 

 
14 See Attachment G - Torrance Policies. 
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limited to: TPD’s Anti-Harassment Policies (34.10 through 34.25, and 134.05 

through 134.20), and General Orders 1.10.1, 1.10.3(B) and 2.33.1(D).15  Even 

when viewed in the light most favorable to Respondent, his racist epithet used 

to describe members of the Torrance community who might be subject to 

enforcement action from the Torrance Police Department necessarily erodes 

the public’s confidence in Respondent’s ability to fairly perform his law 

enforcement duties.  A reasonable person would conclude that Respondent’s 

message shows Respondent has not or will not fairly and impartially perform 

his law enforcement duties when interacting with certain protected classes of 

persons in the Torrance community, specifically because, “hunting” indicates 

that Respondent is targeting a certain demographic for enforcement action 

because of their race.  Accordingly, the Division finds that Respondent 

demonstrated bias within the meaning of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) 

when he wrote: “Moon cricket hunting!!!!” 

 

Regarding the December 19, 2019 text in which Officer Weldin texted 

Respondent directly, “What’s up monkey thumper.” Where Respondent replied, 

“Hahaha what’s up bud.”: This message is another example of the use of a 

racist epithet and an indication of a use of force on a protected class of persons. 

Respondent’s response and involvement in this message exchange violated 

several of the Torrance Police Department’s policies, including but not limited 

to: TPD’s Anti-Harassment Policy (34.10 through 34.25, and 134.05 through 

134.20), and General Orders 1.10.1, 1.10.3(B) and 2.33.1(D).   While the racist 

epithet was not used by Respondent, his reply to Officer Weldin indicates a 

tacit approval of the use of dehumanizing and racist language and shows 

intolerance and prejudice toward black people. When reading this text 

exchange, a reasonable person would conclude that Respondent cannot or will 

 
15 See Attachment G - Torrance Policies. 
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not fairly and impartially perform his duties as a law enforcement officer.  The 

message exchange also implies that Officer Weldin is indicating Respondent is 

known for using physical force against black people, or that using physical force 

against black people is a foregone conclusion between these two officers. 

Accordingly, the Division finds that Respondent demonstrated bias within the 

meaning of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) when he wrote: “Hahaha what’s 

up bud” in response to a message in which Officer Weldin called Respondent 

a “monkey thumper.” 

 

 

These types of statements violate several department policies and discredit 

the Torrance Police Department in potentially irreparable ways.  

Respondent’s remarks also violated several of the Torrance Police 

Department’s policies. Respondent’s text messages and responses would 

lead a reasonable person to conclude that Respondent has not or will not 

fairly and impartially perform his law enforcement duties.  Accordingly, the 

Division finds that Respondent demonstrated bias within the meaning of 

Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and Regulation 1205(a)(5).   

  

VI. Supporting Evidence and Documentation 

Attachment “A” – Executive Review and Peace Officer Standards    

Accountability Division Recommendation 

Attachment “B” - Respondent’s EDI Report 

Attachment “C” – Letter of Termination. 

Attachment “D” - Respondent Transcripts 4/26/22 Interview Pg 10 

Attachment “E” - Respondent Transcripts 4/25/22 Transcript Pg 11 

Attachment “F”- Text messages –sorted by date  
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Attachment "G” - Applicable Torrance Policies  

 

VII. Findings 

Based on the evidence that Respondent sent discriminatory messages in violation of TPD 

policies, and because a reasonable person would conclude that Respondent has not or 

will not perform his duties fairly and impartially as a result, the Division finds there is clear 

and convincing evidence that Respondent engaged in serious misconduct, to wit 

demonstrating bias in violation of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(5) and Commission 

Regulation 1205(a)(5). Therefore, reasonable grounds exist to submit this case to the 

Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board and the POST Commission for 

consideration of suspension or revocation of Respondent’s POST certification in 

accordance with the Executive Review and Peace Officer Standards Accountability 

Division Recommendation.16 

 
16 See Attachment A. 
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04/12/2025

AKA:

DATE: Page 2 of 2

 N/A

POST PROFILE NAME: CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON POST

ALLEN-YOUNG, CHRISTOPHER W. Certification Status: Temporary 

Suspension

 FOOTNOTES

NO FOOTNOTE ON FILE.

PLEASE REFER TO THE ENCLOSED EXPLANATION SHEET FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.
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Officer Allen-Young (00:16:03): 
Yes sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:16:04): 
Do you have a personal cellphone? 

Officer Allen-Young (00:16:07): 
Yes sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:16:08): 
What's your personal cellphone number? 

Corey Glave (00:16:10): 
We'll make an objection under 3308. He doesn't have to disclose any personal items of his property, 
income, assets, source of income, debts, or personal expenditures, which would include a cellphone. 

Craig Junginger (00:16:24): 
Okay. 

Corey Glave (00:16:24): 
And he has a right to privacy in his personal phone number. 

Craig Junginger (00:16:27): 
Answer the question please sir. 

Officer Allen-Young (00:16:30): 
My phone number's . 

Craig Junginger (00:16:33): 
And how long have you had that cellphone number? 

Officer Allen-Young (00:16:37): 
10 plus years sir. 

Craig Junginger (00:16:39): 
Does anyone else use your personal phone for any reason, messages, phone calls, anything like that? 

Officer Allen-Young (00:16:46): 
They have. 

Craig Junginger (00:16:48): 
Who else would use your phone? 
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Officer Allen-Young (00:16:50): 
My wife's privy to my phone. I've had people over the years have used my phone. I mean, yeah. 

Craig Junginger (00:16:58): 
What do you mean? Explain that to me. 

Officer Allen-Young (00:17:00): 
If they needed to make a phone call, I've allowed people to use my phone. 

Craig Junginger (00:17:04): 
Have you allowed people to use it to text message, or get on your social media apps or anything? 

Officer Allen-Young (00:17:10): 
No. 

Craig Junginger (00:17:13): 
Do you use your personal cellphone to send or receive text messages from the department? 

Officer Allen-Young (00:17:18): 
Yes. 

Craig Junginger (00:17:19): 
From members of the department? 

Officer Allen-Young (00:17:20): 
Yes. 

Craig Junginger (00:17:22): 
Do you use your personal cellphone to send or receive text messages from other Torrance PD 
coworkers? 

Officer Allen-Young (00:17:28): 
Yes. 

Craig Junginger (00:17:31): 
When you get a text message, how are you notified on your phone? How does it alert you that you have 
a text message? 

Officer Allen-Young (00:17:38): 
It vibrates. 

Craig Junginger (00:17:41): 
Does it also make a noise or anything? 
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Policy

104
Torrance Police Department

TPD Policy Manual

Copyright Lexipol, LLC 2023/05/30, All Rights Reserved.
Published with permission by Torrance Police Department

Law Enforcement Code of Ethics - 1

Law Enforcement Code of Ethics
104.1   PURPOSE AND SCOPE
The purpose of this policy is to ensure that all peace officers are aware of their individual
responsibilities to maintain their integrity and that of their department at all times.

104.2   POLICY
The Law Enforcement Code of Ethics shall be administered to all peace officer trainees during
the Basic Academy course and to all other persons at the time of appointment (11 CCR 1013).

104.3   LAW ENFORCEMENT CODE OF ETHICS
AS A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER, my fundamental duty is to serve; to safeguard lives and
property; to protect the innocent against deception, the weak against oppression or intimidation,
and the peaceful against abuse or disorder; and to respect the constitutional rights of all to liberty,
equality and justice.

I WILL keep my private life unsullied as an example to all; maintain courageous calm in the face
of danger, scorn, or ridicule; develop self-restraint; and be constantly mindful of the welfare of
others. Honest in thought and deed in both my personal and official life, I will be exemplary in
obeying the laws of the land and the regulations of my department. Whatever I see or hear of a
confidential nature or that is confided to me in my official capacity will be kept ever secret unless
revelation is necessary in the performance of my duty.

I WILL never act officiously or permit personal feelings, prejudices, animosities or friendships to
influence my decisions. With no compromise for crime and with relentless prosecution of criminals,
I will enforce the law courteously and appropriately without fear or favor, malice or ill will, never
employing unnecessary force or violence and never accepting gratuities.

I RECOGNIZE the badge of my office as a symbol of public faith, and I accept it as a public
trust to be held so long as I am true to the ethics of the police service. I will constantly strive to
achieve these objectives and ideals, dedicating myself before god to my chosen profession... law
enforcement.

104.3.1   OBJECTION TO RELIGIOUS AFFIRMATION
Reference to religious affirmation in the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics may be omitted where
objected to by the officer.
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34.10 
 
34.10a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34.10b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANTI-HARASSMENT POLICY 

The City is committed to providing a workplace free of discriminatory harassment. 
This Policy defines discriminatory harassment and sets forth a companion procedure 
for the investigation and resolution of such complaints by or against any City 
employee, applicant or contractor. This Policy applies to all terms and conditions of 
employment, including but not limited to hiring, placement, promotion, disciplinary 
action, layoff, recall, transfer, leave of absence, training opportunity and 
compensation.  

Discriminatory harassment will not be tolerated and employees who violate this 
Policy may be subject to appropriate disciplinary action. Retaliation against any 
individual for making a complaint of such harassment or for participating in a 
harassment investigation constitutes a violation of this Policy. However, knowingly 
false accusations of retaliation or harassment similarly will not be tolerated.  

Definitions 

Protected Classifications:  This Policy prohibits harassment or discrimination 
because of an individual’s protected classification. “Protected Classification” 

includes race, religious creed, color, national origin,  ancestry, mental disability, 
medical condition, genetic information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, 
gender expression, age for individuals over 40 years of age, military and veteran 
status, and sexual orientation. 

Harassment can consist of virtually any form or combination of verbal, physical, 
visual or hostile work environment conduct. It need not be explicit, nor even 
specifically directed at the victim. Sexually harassing conduct can occur between 
people of the same or different genders. 

Harassment includes, but is not limited to the following misconduct: 

Verbal Harassment 

Inappropriate or offensive remarks, slurs, jokes or innuendoes based on race, 
religious creed, color,  national origin, ancestry, mental disability, medical condition, 
genetic information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, 
age for individuals over 40 years of age, military and veteran status, and sexual 
orientation. 

This may include, but is not limited to, inappropriate comments regarding an 
individual’s body, physical appearance, attire, sexual prowess, marital status, 

pregnancy or sexual orientation; unwelcome flirting or propositions; demands for 
sexual favors; verbal abuse, threats or intimidation of a sexual nature; or sexist, 
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34.10c 

34.10d 

34.10e 

patronizing or ridiculing statements that convey derogatory attitudes about a 
particular gender. 

Physical Harassment 

Inappropriate or offensive touching, assault, or physical interference with free 
movement when directed at an individual on the basis of race, religious creed, color, 
national origin, ancestry, mental disability, medical condition, genetic information, 
marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, age for individuals 
over 40 years of age, military and veteran status, and sexual orientation. 

This may include, but is not limited to, kissing, patting, lingering or intimate touches, 
grabbing, massaging, pinching, leering, staring, unnecessarily brushing against or 
blocking another person, whistling or sexual gestures. 

Visual or Written Harassment 

The display or circulation of offensive or derogatory visual or written material related 
to race, religious creed, color, national origin, ancestry, mental disability, medical 
condition, genetic information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender 
expression, age for individuals over 40 years of age, military and veteran status, and 
sexual orientation. This may include, but is not limited to, posters, cartoons, 
drawings, graffiti, reading materials, computer graphics or electronic media 
transmissions. 

Work Environment 

A work environment that is permeated with sexually oriented talk, innuendo, insults 
or abuse not relevant to the subject matter of the job. A hostile work environment 
can arise from the following circumstances: 

A. An unwarranted focus on sexual topics or sexually suggestive statements.

B. An unwelcome sexual behavior directed specifically at an individual.

C. The individual merely witnesses unlawful harassment in his or her immediate
surroundings.

The determination of whether an environment is hostile is based on the totality of the 
circumstances, including such factors as: 

A. The frequency of the conduct.

B. The severity of the conduct.

C. Whether the conduct is humiliating or physically threatening.

D. Whether the conduct unreasonably interferes with an individual’s work.

413



City of Torrance Guide to Policies, Procedures, Protocols, and Events 
Chapter 34 – Policy: Anti-Harassment 
Chapter 134 – Procedure: Anti-Harassment 
 

 

Revision: 4/2018  4 
 

 
 
 
34.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34.20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34.25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By definition, sexual harassment is not within the course and scope of an individual’s 

employment with the City of Torrance. 

Relationships between Supervisors and Subordinate Employees 

Romantic or sexual relationships between supervisors and employees are 
discouraged. There is an inherent imbalance of power and potential for exploitation 
in such relationships which may create an appearance of impropriety and lead to 
charges of favoritism by other employees. A welcome sexual relationship may 
change, with the result that sexual conduct that was once welcome becomes 
unwelcome and harassing.  

Prohibited Supervisory or Managerial Behavior 

No supervisor, manager or other authority figure shall: 

A. Condition any employment, employee benefit or continued employment in the 
City of Torrance on an applicant’s or employee’s acquiescence to any of the 
behavior defined above. 

B. Retaliate against any applicant, or employee, because that person has opposed 
a practice prohibited by this policy or has filed a complaint, testified, assisted or 
participated in any manner in an investigation, proceeding or hearing conducted 
by an authorized investigator. 

C. Destroy evidence relevant to an investigation of harassment. 

 

Behavior Prohibited by All Persons 

No employee in the City of Torrance shall: 

A. Create a hostile or offensive work environment for any other person by engaging 
in any discriminatory harassment or by tolerating it on the part of another 
employee. 

B. Assist any individual in doing any act which constitutes discriminatory 
harassment against any other employee of the City of Torrance. 
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134.05 

134.10 

134.15 

ANTI-HARASSMENT PROCEDURE 

All persons shall immediately report any evidence of discriminatory harassment or 
complaints regarding sexual harassment made to them or which they have directly 
observed, whether or not reported by the employee who is the object of the 
harassment, to their supervisor, manager, or to the Human Resources Division. Any 
supervisor or manager who receives a complaint regarding discriminatory 
harassment shall immediately report it to the Human Resources Division, followed 
by written documentation of the complaint.  

Supervisors/Managers Responsibilities for Preventive Action 

A. A copy of the Anti-Harassment Policy shall be provided to all employees in the
City of Torrance, as well as displayed in prominent locations throughout the City.

B. A copy of the information sheet on sexual harassment prepared by the
Department of Fair Employment and Housing is available to all City of Torrance
employees upon request.

C. New employees shall be provided a copy of the Anti-Harassment Policy during
New Employee Orientation.

D. The Human Resources Division shall make available information from the
Department of Fair Employment and Housing and the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission about filing claims of sexual harassment with these
entities.

E. A copy of the Anti-Harassment Policy and Procedure is in the City of Torrance
Policy, Procedure and Protocol Manual posted on the Policies and Procedures
web page on the Torrance Employee Network (TEN).

F. Employees of the City of Torrance shall receive periodic training on the policy.

Employees’ Responsibilities 

A. Report any conduct which fits the definition of discriminatory harassment to their
immediate supervisor or appropriate authority figure. This includes conduct of
non-employees, such as sales representatives or service vendors or harassing
conduct toward such contractors. Under no circumstances shall an employee of
the City of Torrance who believes that he or she has been the victim of
discriminatory harassment be required to first report that harassment to a
supervisor or other authority figure who has done the harassing.

B. Cooperate with any investigation of any alleged act of harassment conducted by
the City of Torrance.

C. Maintain confidentiality to the extent possible in investigating any claims of
alleged harassment.
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134.20 Human Resources Reporting Procedures for Investigative/Corrective Action 

A. Human Resources shall conduct a fair, timely and thorough investigation of any 
incident of alleged discriminatory harassment reported to them. The investigation 
shall be conducted in a way to maintain confidentiality, to the extent possible.  

B. The person designated to investigate shall report in writing the findings of any 
investigation to the Human Resources Division. The Human Resources 
Administrator shall determine whether there is a violation of Policy and 
communicate the conclusion to the complainant. 

C. Remedial action including discipline taken by any supervisor or manager shall be 
decided in accordance with Policy and after consultation with the Human 
Resources Administrator. 

Employees who have questions about their rights and obligations described within 
this policy should contact the Human Resources Division. 
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ISSUE: The matter is before the Peace Officer Standards
Accountability Advisory Board (POSAAB) for review and
recommendation regarding the subject peace officer's
certification status.

BACKGROUND: Respondent began his employment with the LAPD on July 6,
1998, as a full-time Peace Officer. On October 07, 2012,
Respondent was promoted to the rank of Detective and on
June 15, 2014, was promoted to the rank of “Supervisor”. On
June 5, 2022, Respondent was demoted back to the rank of
Detective.
 
This position is a peace officer position defined under
California Penal Code §830.1(a) and is required to be certified
pursuant to California Penal Code §13510.1(a).
 
The case before the Board alleges the Respondent, while on-
duty, accessed the internet using computers owned by the Los
Angeles Police Department (LAPD) to research threaded
barrels for firearms, and firearm silencers and noise
suppressors commonly sold as “fuel filters” by Chinese
companies. On or about March 17, 2021, Respondent, while
off-duty used a computer to purchase a purported automotive
fuel filter from a company in China, listing his home address as
the mailing address. During the Administrative Investigation
into the alleged serious misconduct of “Acts That Violate the
Law” (attempting to purchase an illegal firearm silencer, a
Felony), the Respondent was found to be dishonest when he
stated he did not try to purchase a firearm silencer. These

AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Title: POST2306324 - LUKE BAXTER WALDEN (POST ID: A95-T18)
LAST EMPLOYING AGENCY: LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT (CURRENT)
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RESEARCHED BY
William Imboden

REVIEWED BY
Mike Radford

REPORT DATE APPROVED BY DATE APPROVED

PURPOSE FINANCIAL IMPACT
No
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actions constituted Acts that Violate the Law as defined in
Commission Regulation 1205(a)(6) and Dishonesty as defined
in Commission Regulation 1205(a)(1).
 
 
Audio/Video Evidence Link(s): 
 

BR14_POST2306324_Walden Luke_Attachment K IA
Interview Redacted.m4a

 

ANALYSIS: The Division found that the clear and convincing evidence
substantiated that Respondent’s actions constitute serious
misconduct, specifically, Dishonesty as defined in Commission
Regulation 1205(a)(1), and Acts that Violate the Law as
described in Commission Regulation Regulation 1205(a)(6), in
that Respondent researched threaded barrels for firearms,
firearm silencers and noise suppressors commonly sold as
“fuel filters” by Chinese companies. On or about March 17,
2021, Respondent, while off-duty used a computer to purchase
a purported automotive fuel filter from a company in China,
listing his home address as the mailing address. On March 9,
2023, Respondent was held to answer at a preliminary hearing
for the felony charge of Attempted Possession of a Silencer.
On September 29, 2023, as the result of a plea bargain,
Respondent was allowed to plead “No Contest” to the
misdemeanor charge of Penal Code sections 664 and
30605(a); Attempt to Possess an Assault Weapon. The Felony
charge was only dismissed as part of the plea agreement. 
During the internal investigation, Respondent was dishonest
when he stated he was only purchasing a fuel filter for two
vehicles he was rebuilding, neither of which would use a fuel
filter like the item that was seized by U.S. Customs and Border
Protection (CBP). He further perpetuated this dishonesty by
claiming he had ordered other fuel filters for the vehicles, one
of which never arrived, and provided a picture of the fuel filter
that he had installed in one of the vehicles.  The item CBP
seized, which was addressed to Respondent at his home
address.  The item purchased may be advertised on the
internet as a fuel filter (or solvent trap) to otherwise disguise its
intended use; as manufactured it is functionally inoperable as
a fuel filter (it had no filtering properties), and there are dozens
of internet sites discussing and showing how to convert this
item into a firearm silencer.

RECOMMENDATION: The Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board
(POSAAB) shall review the findings of investigation presented
by the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division
(POSAD) and make a recommendation regarding what action
should be taken, suspension or revocation, on the certification
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nSj4Re4BnDY


of the subject peace officer.
 

ATTACHMENT(S):
BR01_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_ISF.pdf
BR02_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_ExecReviewDivisonRec.pdf
BR03_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_A_POSTProfile_Redacted.pdf
BR04_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_B_Package_Picture_Redacted.pdf
BR05_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_C_ATF_Bulletin1.pdf
BR06_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_C_ATF_Bulletin2.pdf
BR07_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_D_Seized_Item.PNG
BR08_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_E_DOJ_Printout_Redacted.pdf
BR09_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment F_LAPD Audit screenshot.png
BR10_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_G_Search_Warrant_Supplement_Redacted.pdf
BR11_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_H_Amazon_Purchase.pdf
BR12_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_I_Criminal_Court_Documents_Redacted.pdf
BR13_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_J_BOR_Rationale.pdf
BR15_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_L_Criminalist_Report.pdf
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424338/BR01_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_ISF.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424339/BR02_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_ExecReviewDivisonRec.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424340/BR03_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_POSTProfile_Redacted.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3438256/BR07_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_B_Package_Picture_Redacted.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424341/BR04_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_C_ATF_Bulletin1.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424342/BR05_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_C_ATF_Bulletin2.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424343/BR06_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_D_Seized_Item.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424347/BR08_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_E_DOJ_Printout_Redacted.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3452599/LAPD_Audit_screenshot.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424348/BR09_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_G_Search_Warrant_Supplement_Redacted.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424350/BR11_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_H_Amazon_Purchase.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424351/BR13_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_I_Criminal_Court_Documents_Redacted.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424352/BR14_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_J_BOR_Rationale.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3424349/BR10_POST2306324_Walden_Luke_Attachment_L_Criminalist_Report.pdf
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I. Executive Summary 

Beginning in January 2021, through March 2021, Respondent Officer, Detective Luke 

Baxter Walden, while on-duty, accessed the internet using computers owned by the Los 

Angeles Police Department (LAPD) to research threaded barrels for firearms, and fire-

arm silencers and noise suppressors commonly sold as “fuel filters” by Chinese compa-

nies. On or about March 17, 2021, Respondent, while off-duty used a computer to pur-

chase a purported automotive fuel filter from a company in China, listing his home ad-

dress as the mailing address.  

In April 2021, the package was intercepted by Custom and Border Protection (CBP) and 

an investigation was conducted into the purchaser by Homeland Security Investigations 

(HSI), when it was discovered that the package contained a silencer. In November 

2022, Respondent was arrested for attempted possession of a silencer under Penal 

Code section 33410, a felony, and held to answer at a preliminary hearing in Los Ange-

les County. In September 2023, Respondent pled no contest to the misdemeanor crime 

of attempting to possess an assault weapon under Penal Code section 30605(a), a Mis-

demeanor, and was sentenced to one day in county jail and fines.  

During the course of the administrative investigation conducted by LAPD, Respondent 

denied he was trying to purchase a firearm silencer and stated he was merely trying to 

purchase a high-end fuel filter for an early 1980’s Toyota Celica he was restoring.  

In April 2023, LAPD sustained the allegation of attempting to obtain a firearm silencer. 

The respondent was served with a notice of intent to terminate his employment with the 

LAPD and directed to a Board of Rights (BOR) hearing. In February 2024, the Board of 

Rights unanimously found Respondent “Guilty” of the charge of trying to obtain a firearm 

silencer, however they reduced the recommended discipline from termination to 30 days 

of unpaid leave.  

The thorough investigation conducted by LAPD clearly establishes that Respondent 

was purposefully seeking out firearm silencers and suppressors that could be pur-

chased overseas and masked as fuel filters, for specific types of weapons to include 

429



 
CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION/ 

ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 
  
   

  
 

ones the respondent owned. After reviewing the investigation, the Peace Officer Stand-

ards and Accountability Division (POSAAD) determined that in addition to an allegation 

of Acts that Violate the Law in violation of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(6), an allega-

tion of Dishonesty in violation of Penal Code section 13510.8(b)(1) - Serious Miscon-

duct, be included herein.  

II. Background Information 

a. Identity of Respondent 

At the time of the events at issue, Respondent Officer Luke Walden was em-

ployed as a Detective with the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD).  

b. Respondent’s Service Record, Relevant Training, and Prior Complaints 

and Discipline 

Respondent began his employment with the LAPD on July 6, 1998, as a full-time 

Police Officer. On October 07, 2012, Respondent was promoted to the rank of 

Detective and on June 15, 2014, was promoted to the rank of “Supervisor”. On 

June 5, 2022, Respondent was demoted back to the rank of Detective.  

 

In addition to attending the Basic Intensive Police Academy in 1999, prior to his 

arrest in November 2022, the respondent attended the following in-service train-

ing applicable to this investigation: 

• 2/17/2000 .45 Pistol Transition Course 

• 2/19/2001 Firearms Bean Bag Course 

• 7/11/2001 Firearms/Tactical Handgun Course 

• 3/2/2004 Firearms/Semi-Auto Pistol Course 

• 6/21/2005 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Course 

• 2/14/2006 Pedestrian Stops/Weapons Course 

• 5/4/2006 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Course 

• 9/14/2006 Firearms/Tactical Handgun Course 

• 11/8/2006 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Course 
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• 5/23/2007 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Course 

• 7/31/2007 Pedestrian Stops/Weapons Course 

• 9/6/2007 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Course 

• 12/04/2007 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Course 

• 11/02/2009 Firearms/Tactical – Advanced Course 

• 5/25/2010 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 7/3/2012 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 3/05/2013 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 10/17/2013 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 3/25/2014 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 9/18/2014 Firearms/Tactical Shotgun 

• 10/20/2014 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 4/13/2015 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 4/06/2016 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 11/02/2016 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 11/10/2016 Undercover Operations/Tactical Response 

• 4/25/2017 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 11/09/2017 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 4/12/2018 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 12/05/2018 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 10/01/2019 Firearms/Tactical Rifle Update 

• 7/23/2020 Undercover Operations/Tactical Response 

• 4/18/2021 Firearms – Sighting Systems 

In addition to the above firearms related courses, Respondent attended Tactical 

Rapid Entry Courses for Narcotics Officers.  
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When evaluating whether suspension or revocation is appropriate, Penal Code 

section 13510.8(c)(5) and California Regulation section 1213(a)(5) provide that 

the Commission must consider Respondent’s prior conduct, discipline and ser-

vice record.  The relevance and weight the Commission may choose to assign to 

a peace officer’s prior conduct and service record will depend on the facts in 

each case. 

 

During Respondent’s 24-year career he has received 155 Citizen and Depart-

ment commendations. His service records do not show any prior discipline or 

complaints for similar allegations.  

c. Prior Employment History 

Respondent does not have any additional law enforcement appointments in Cali-

fornia.  

d. Peace Officer Certification 

Respondent is assigned POST ID A95 – T18.  He received the following peace 

officer certificates from the Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST): 

 

• Basic (1/20/2000) 
 

• Intermediate (6/03/2008) 
 

• Advanced (2/10/2011) 
 

• Supervisory (10/24/2016) 
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e. The Present Allegations of Serious Misconduct  

1. Filing of Complaint With Agency 
 
The parcel was intercepted on April 22, 2021, and LAPD IA re-
sponded to HSI on April 26, 2021, however, their report does not 
specify a notification date. 
 

2. Agency Determinations on Complaint, Discipline, and Any Appeals 
 
On February 23, 2022 LAPD concluded their investigation with a 
recommended finding of Sustained. On February 21, 2023 The 
Chief of Police upheld the findings and referred the respondent to a 
Board of Rights for termination. On February 14, 2024 the Board of 
Rights upheld the findings as well but reduced the discipline to 
thirty (30) days of unpaid leave/suspension, with no explanation to 
justify the reduction.  
 

3. Date of Receipt By POST 
 
POST received this initial report on April 13, 2023 with a notification 
that the case was sent to the BOR on appeal. On January 3, 2025 
LAPD notified POST that the BOR appeal was concluded and the 
discipline was reduced.  

 

III. Investigative Methodology 

This report summarizes the findings related to allegations of serious misconduct.  This 

investigation was conducted in accordance with the regulations and policies of POST. 

The investigation included a review of the Los Angeles Police Department administra-

tive investigation which included interviews of two witnesses and the subject officer, as 

well as summaries of the investigation conducted by Homeland Security Investigations. 

The LAPD investigation included conversations with agents from the Department of 

Homeland Security (DHS), Homeland Security Investigations, Custom and Border Pa-

trol, and Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF). The conversations 

were conducted for background information and factfinding, and not investigative 
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interviews. In addition, POSAAD interviewed several LAPD personnel involved with the 

investigation and conducted independent research into fuel filters and solvent traps, and 

how to convert them into firearms silencers and suppressors.  

 
Information obtained was analyzed using the clear and convincing evidence standard. 

For purposes of this report, clear and convincing evidence means “evidence of a charge 

is clear and convincing so long as there is a ‘high probability’ that the charge is true. The 

evidence need not establish a fact beyond a reasonable doubt.”  

 
This report is necessarily summary in nature and does not include every fact or issue 

that might be found in the underlying investigation and attachments.  It does, however, 

contain reference to that evidence that I believe establishes the requisite facts, and 

proves the serious misconduct charged, by clear and convincing evidence.   

IV. Factual Summary  

On April 22, 2021, CBP Officer Marisela Pena was assigned to the Los Angeles Interna-

tional Airport mail facility. While screening a bin of parcels received from the People’s 

Republic of China using dedicated X-ray equipment, Officer Pena identified 13 objects 

that were consistent with firearm silencers. The objects were contained in thirteen sepa-

rate parcels addressed to recipients throughout California. The parcels were declared 

as “fuel filters”. Upon opening the parcels CBP determined that they were in fact illegal 

firearms silencers. 1 

 

CBP generated a list of the recipients and contacted HSI for possible investigation. One 

of the parcels was addressed to “Luke Waldon” with an address in Granada Hills, CA, 

and was assigned to HSI Special Agent Razmik Madoyan for follow-up.  

 
1 Authority provided in Title 19, Code of Federal Regulations section 162.6 known as “Border Search Authority” allows CBP Officers 

to conduct examinations of all goods entering the United States.  Additionally, these searches at the border do not require proba-
ble cause or a warrant as recognized in United States v. Ramsey, 431 U.S. 606, 619 (1977). 
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During his initial research into “Luke Waldon”, Agent Madoyan discovered he was an ac-

tive Los Angeles Police Officer. LAPD was contacted and took over the criminal investi-

gation and initiated an administrative investigation. Prior to accepting the investigation, 

LAPD confirmed Respondent was a current LAPD Detective assigned to the Gang and 

Narcotics Division (GND). His home address of record with the Department matched the 

one on the shipping label in Granada Hills, CA. Respondent had been assigned to GND 

since April 2009 and had worked several assignments including the Buy Team, the Gun 

Unit, and an FBI Gang Task Force.  

 

Upon inspection of the parcel, LAPD noted that it was shipped by Xu Shi Ming, from 

Wuhan, China. The packing described the item as a “fuel filter” with a value of 10 dol-

lars. The label also contained graphics in Chinese, which when translated stated, “Spiral 

½ - 28 single-core automobile fuel filter (6-inch ½”- 28-black spiral P0171289910).”2 

 

Note: ATF published a Technical Bulletin on October 30, 2019, titled “Inline Filter” 

Firearms Silencers which stated among other things that a ½ - 28 righthand bolt 

thread can be applied to the following firearms: AR-15, M-16, AR-180, most 

threaded .223/5.56 rifles, most threaded .22 rifles and pistols, most threaded 

9mm pistols, Ruger 10/22 Tactical Rifle, newer Mini 14 .223/5.56 rifles, MPA57 

submachine pistol, and an MPA 9mm submachine pistol.  

 

LAPD further described the item as a black colored cylindrical object which had a mono-

core baffle with a threaded opening on one end. There was also an outer metal tube, a 

threaded center marked endcap, a threaded ring and a plastic tube. After the item was 

booked into Evidence, LAPD criminalist Fadil Biraimah of the Forensic Science Division 

examined it and its components. Criminalist Biraimah’s report stated the following: 

 
2 “1/2 – 28” and “5/8 – 24” as seen throughout this report refers to thread size and count (e.g. ½” diameter shaft with 28 threads per inch (tpi)) 
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“The external inspection revealed the assembly to be in good condition. It has the 
general appearance of a silencer. The components are all consistent with ma-
chined aluminum with a dark, smooth surface finish. There is an internally threaded 
collar at one end and an unthreaded opening at the other. There are no indications 
of amateur or improvised production processes. There are no indications of repur-
posed material or components. The internal inspection revealed a well-made sin-
gle piece (monocore) baffle with an open channel from end to end. The monocore 
baffle divides the tube volume into 8 chambers which are open to the central chan-
nel. The first area is larger and is consistent with an entrance chamber. The 
threaded collar is consistent with a muzzle attachment point. These features are 
conspicuous suppressor/ silencer design elements that substantiate the classifica-
tion as a silencer.”    

    
He concluded by writing in his report that the assembly, as received, was a firearm si-

lencer as described in California Penal Code section 17210.3  

 

LAPD contacted the California Department of Justice (Cal DOJ) and obtained a list of all 

the firearms that were registered to Respondent. With assistance from Cal DOJ and 

through further investigation, LAPD determined Respondent had fifty-four (54) regis-

tered firearms (41 handguns, 12 rifles, 1 shotgun), many of which were compatible with 

a ½ - 28 barrel thread size.  

 

LAPD conducted an internal audit of Respondent’s internet search history on depart-

ment computers between January 1, 2020, and April 28, 2021. The audit contained key-

word searches for “Silencer”, “Fuel Filter”, “Solvent Trap”, “China”, “Threaded Barrel”, 

“Firearm”, “Barrel”, “33410” (California Penal Code section 33410 makes it a Felony for 

a person, firm, or corporation to possess a silencer) and “Rifle”. The audit determined 

Respondent searched numerous websites that advertised the sale of threaded barrels 

for weapons that matched several of the handguns that were registered to Respondent, 

a rifle that was registered to him, and threaded barrels for weapons not registered to 

 
3 California Penal Code section 17210 defines a "silencer" as any device or attachment designed to silence, diminish, or muffle the report of a 

firearm, or any parts intended for their assembly or fabrication 
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him. The audit determined that Respondent conducted twenty-one (21) internet 

searches using LAPD computers between December 21, 2020, and April 28, 2021, as 

follows: 

 

www.kimberamerica.com 

• .45 ACP Stainless Steel Threaded Barrel SKU: 4000005 

• 9mm Stainless Steel Threaded Barrel SKU: 4000006 

o Respondent had 2 Kimber .45 cal. handguns registered to him 

o Respondent did not have a Kimber 9mm handgun registered to him.  

 

www.brownells.com 

• 1911 Threaded Barrel 

• Handgun-parts/barrel-parts/barrels/1911-45-acp-suppressor-ready-threaded-bar-

rels 

www.opplanet-trybe.com 

• TRYBE Defense Glock 22/31 9mm threaded Conversion Pistol Barrel 

• TRYBE Defense Glock 23/32 9mm Threaded Conversion Pistol Barrel 

• TRYBE Defense Glock 34 9mm match grade threaded Pistol Barrel 

• TRYBE Defense AR Pistol Barrel 9mm 

• TRYBE Defense Sig Sauer P320 

o Respondent had a Glock 22 registered to him 

o Respondent did not have a Glock 23/32 registered to him 

o Respondent had a Glock 34 registered to him 

o Respondent had an AR 9mm Pistol registered to him 

o Respondent did not have a Sig Sauer P320 registered to him 
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www.pealtier.com 

• Aluminum Barrel End Thread Protector for Ruger 1022 10/22 .223 .308 Compen-

sator 

o Respondent had a Ruger .22 rifle registered to him 

 

The LAPD audit also revealed that Respondent searched websites that advertised the 

sale of “fuel filters”. The search focused on filters that had an inner thread size of ½ - 28 

converting to an outer thread size of 5/8 – 24. The ½ - 28 thread size would apply to 

many of the weapons registered to Respondent.  

 

www.pealtier.com 

• New Fuel Filter Suit for Napa 4003 WIX 24003 5/8”- 24 & ½” Turbo Air Filter 

Threaded End Cap 

www.carid.com 

• WIX WF10429 Fuel Filter (unknown thread size) 

www.yhothe.com 

• Fuel Filter for 4002 WIX ½ - 28 5/8 – 24 

www.rallyset.com 

• Napa 4003 WIX 24003 ½ - 28 5/8 – 24 fuel filter aluminum solvent trap 

 

www.napa4003solventtraps.com 

• Aluminum 12-10-6-extension spiral 12-20-12-28-58-24-m141car fuel filter car sol-

vent for Napa 4003 WIX 24003 

www.bupuff.com 

• Napa 4003 WIX 24003 ½ -28 5/8 – 24 fuel filter aluminum solvent trap 

www.riorrkids.com 

• Clearance Price Car Oil Fuel Filter for 4003 WIX ½ - 28 5/8 -24 
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www.kikogift.com 

• Napa 4003 WIX 24003 ½ - 28 5/8 – 24 fuel filter aluminum solvent trap 

www.solventtrapfuelfilter.com 

• Fuel Filter Solvent Trap 

www.qoopuff.com 

• Napa 4003 WIX 24003 ½ - 28 5/8 – 24 fuel filter aluminum solvent trap 

 

Respondent was interviewed by LAPD for the administrative investigation on January 

11, 2022, and stated he was in the process of rebuilding two vehicles: a 1983 Toyota 

Celica and a 1985 Toyota Celica. The respondent stated he ordered a fuel filter for the 

1985 which never arrived. He could not recall the vendor, or when he ordered the filter. 

He later ordered another fuel filter through Amazon.com (on August 21, 2021) which he 

did receive. Respondent denied ordering or attempting to obtain a firearm silencer. He 

provided pictures of the vehicles he was restoring along with pictures of the type of fuel 

filter he ordered, and the bracket used to install it.  

 

The respondent said he had some knowledge of silencers which he obtained during his 

assignments, however he was not an expert. He knew that firearm silencers were illegal 

to possess. Furthermore, he did not dispute the results of the internet search audit. Re-

spondent stated he used department computers to research silencers for work related 

purposes only, however he couldn’t provide specific cases or reports that required the 

specific searches he conducted.  

 

LAPD consulted their Acting General Automotive Supervisor, Gregory Field, who re-

viewed the websites Respondent visited that advertised the sale of fuel filters, and the 

item CBP seized. It was his opinion, based on the dimensions of the items Respondent 

researched that none of them were consistent with any fuel filter for a vehicle and the 
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item seized could not be used as a fuel filter because it had no internal filtration compo-

nent.4 

 

Because the Respondent was under criminal investigation simultaneously LAPD did not 

conduct any follow-up administrative interviews. They did try to contact the vendor of 

the intercepted item only to discover all of the contact information in the package was 

fraudulent (the phone number was not correct for Wuhan, China; the address does not 

exist on a Google Maps® search), and the Chinese mail service did not provide any in-

formation on the sender’s information.  

 

During the criminal investigation of Respondent, LAPD served a search warrant on Re-

spondent’s PayPal® account. The search revealed that on March 17, 2021, at 0828 hrs. 

a transaction was completed for $45.96 for the purchase of a “Napa 4003 WIX 24003-

1/2-28 5/8-24 Fuel Filter Aluminum Solvent Trap / ½-28-XH”. The recipient of the pay-

ment was: “Xu Shi Qi International Limited” in Hong Kong, China.  

 

At the conclusion of their criminal investigation, LAPD obtained an arrest warrant for Re-

spondent, who was subsequently booked into the LA County Jail on November 14, 

2022. On November 16, 2022, the LA County District Attorney’s Office filed one Felony 

count of Attempted Possession of a Silencer in violation of Penal Code sections 664 

and 33410.  

 

In April 2023, LAPD sustained the allegation of attempting to possess a firearm silencer, 

referred Respondent to a Board of Rights, and recommended termination as the 

 
4  In-line automobile fuel filters work by trapping dirt, rust, and other debris as fuel flows through them, preventing these contaminants from 

reaching the engine’s fuel system. The filter contains a pleated paper element or other filter medium that captures particles and contaminants as 

the fuel passes through. Modern fuel filters are designed to trap all particles larger than 30 microns (0.03 millimeters). 
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appropriate discipline. A the BOR hearing LAPD Criminalist Biraimah stated that “Napa 

4003” is a code word for suppressors known to firearms buyers. After examining the 

seized item, he determined it was a firearm suppressor compatible with a number of 

firearms. After examining the list of firearms possessed by Respondent Mr. Biraimah 

found a number of them could be used with the silencer if modified with a threaded bar-

rel.  

 

Respondent’s supervisor, LAPD Lieutenant Eric Bixler, testified at the BOR hearing that 

one of Respondent’s job responsibilities was to identify suppressors and that Respond-

ent would have been aware of the seized item’s purpose as a suppressor.  

 

At the conclusion of the BOR hearing the board unanimously agreed that Respondent 

was guilty of the allegation that he, “attempted to obtain a firearm silencer”. However, 

the board did not impose the recommended termination and instead reduced the disci-

pline to 30 days of unpaid suspension. At the conclusion of which Respondent was re-

stored to full duty with LAPD. The board did not offer any written explanation for the re-

duction in discipline.  

 

 

With respect to the criminal charges, on March 9, 2023, Respondent was held to an-

swer at a preliminary hearing for the felony charge of Attempted Possession of a Si-

lencer. On September 29, 2023, Respondent pled Nolo Contendre (No Contest) to the 

misdemeanor charge of Attempt to Possess an Assault Weapon and sentenced to one 

day in jail, one year of informal probation, community service and $150 in fines. The 

Felony charge was dismissed as part of the plea agreement.  

 

During the criminal investigation, LAPD’s Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau , con-

sulted Agents and Officers of the Department of Homeland Security, Department of 
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Justice, Homeland Security Investigations, Custom and Border Protection and Bureau 

of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives in an effort to gain an understanding of 

the market for illegal silencers, the influx of illegal silencers coming into the country, and 

how importers and purchasers are attempting to skirt the laws and evade detection. As 

of the time of their report, LAPD learned that CBP had intercepted thousands of sup-

pressors or parts of suppressors, being shipped into the United States from various ven-

dors based out of China.  

 

The intercepted packages are often mislabeled and incorrectly manifested. Senders of-

ten identify the contents of the packages as “filter”, “machine filter nozzle”, “motorcycle 

filter”, “fuel filter”, or other items with the word “filter” or “solvent trap” in the commodity 

description.  

 

ATF provided Technical Bulletins regarding the detection and identification of firearm si-

lencers which have been marketed as “in-line filters” and “solvent traps”. A legitimate 

solvent trap is a device that is attached to a firearm muzzle to catch or “trap” dirty clean-

ing solvent as it is pushed through the barrel. One end of the trap must be solid and 

have no hole that will allow a projectile to pass through. Devices that have a hole or an 

index mark for a hole in the endcap are classified as a “firearm silencer” under the Na-

tional Firearm Act (NFA), which the United States enacted in 1934.  

 

Purchasers may modify these devices into unregistered (illegal) silencers by simply cor-

ing a hole into the enclosed/indexed end, which would prevent the device from trapping 

dirt or solvents. Some devices marketed as “solvent traps” and “fuel filters” have an in-

dex mark showing where to drill a hole to modify the device into a silencer. Some also 

include silencer baffles, which are common in firearm silencers but serve no purpose in 

a solvent trap or fuel filter.  
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Title 18, USC 921(a)(24) defines a firearm silencer or “suppressor” as any device for si-

lencing, muffling, or diminishing the report of a portable firearm, including any combina-

tion of parts designed or redesigned and intended for the use in assembling or fabricat-

ing a firearm silencer or a firearm muffler, any part intended only for use in such assem-

bly or fabrication. The state of California defined the term “silencer” as a device that re-

duces the sound of a gun when the gun is fired. California Penal Code section 33410 

makes it a Felony for a person, firm, or corporation to possess a silencer.  

 

In order to legally possess a silencer in the United States an individual must apply for 

and receive advanced approval from the ATF. The silencer must have a registered serial 

number and bear that number. An individual who had received advanced permission to 

possess a silencer would appear on the National Firearms Registration and Transfer 

Record.  

 

The National Firearms Act prohibits the importation of suppressors unless they are for 

the use by the United States for research, for testing by a registered manufacturer, or to 

be used as a sample by a registered importer. United States Code, Title 26, section 

5844.  Additionally, the United States maintains an arms embargo against China making 

it illegal to import silencers from that country according to the Code of Federal Regula-

tions, Title 27, sections 447.21 and 447.52.   

 

At the conclusion of reviewing the LAPD investigation, POSAAD conducted a simple 

search of YouTube using the keyword sentence “firearm silencer from fuel filter”. The 

ensuing search resulted in dozens and dozens of YouTube videos ranging from several 

seconds to over 45 minutes, discussing the purchasing, packaging, manufacturing and 

quality of “1/2 – 28 5/8 – 24 fuel filter / solvent traps”, and many not only explained how 

to easily modify them to silencers, but some showed the silencers in use after modifica-

tion.  

443



 
CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION/ 

ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 
  
   

15    
      Investigative Summary and Recommendation 

  Luke Baxter Walden 
  Case Number POST2306324  
     

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qktwL8KNdw8 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R1i0JrRaWPo&t=676s 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fMZMbLg2MBc 

 

 

V. Analysis and Findings 

a. Does the alleged conduct violate California Regulation 1205(a)(1) –Dis-

honesty? 

11 CCR §1205(a)(1) defines Dishonesty as:  

Dishonesty relating to the reporting, investigation, or prosecution of a crime, or 

relating to the reporting of, or investigation of misconduct by, a peace officer or 

custodial officer, including, but not limited to, false statements, intentionally filing 

false reports, tampering with, falsifying, destroying, or concealing evidence, per-

jury, and tampering with data recorded by a body-worn camera or other recording 

device for purposes of concealing misconduct. 

 

Clear and convincing evidence exists to show that Respondent was dishonest in 

his answers during the Administrative Investigation into his alleged misconduct.  

 

During the Administrative Investigation into the alleged serious misconduct of 

“Acts That Violate the Law” (attempting to purchase an illegal firearm silencer, a 

Felony), the Respondent stated he did not try to purchase a firearm silencer.  
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I.A. Interview conducted on January 11, 2022 

 

At 5 minutes and 19 seconds (5:19): 

Q: [describing the package label to Respondent] “… saying half inch to 

twenty-eight single core automobile fuel filter. Your name, Luke 

Walden, and home address were on the shipping label. Do you re-

call ordering such an item?” 

A: “I ordered a fuel filter in the past, I don’t remember when. It never 

got to my house, so I went on Amazon and bought another one ...” 

  

Q: “Who was the vendor… for the fuel filter, do you remember?” 

 A: “No. I [unintelligible]” 

Q: “Can you give me an approximate time frame of when you ordered 

it” 

  A: “No. I’m being honest. I can’t remember.” 

 At 11:08 

  Q: “Did you ever order a firearm silencer or suppressor?” 

  A: “Hell no” 

Q: “You do understand what a firearm silencer or suppressor is, is that 

correct?” 

A: “I understand the concept… I’ve shot them (at department training) 

but I’m not one hundred percent on how they work … I’m not really 

well versed.” 

 At 12:56 

Q: “Did you ever buy an object or a product that was sold to you under 

the guise of it being a fuel filter but in actuality it was a firearm sup-

pressor or silencer?” 

  A: “No” 
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 At 17:17 

Q: “have you done internet searches on silencers or firearm suppres-

sors on your department computer?” 

  A: “yes.” 

  Q: “Why don’t you expand on that?” 

 

(Respondent explained that based on sources through the FBI, “bad guys” are 

going to sell them weapons, mostly ghost guns.) 

  

A: “If you build a gun with a threaded barrel, it becomes an assault 

pistol at the State level. Me looking that stuff up is based on what I work on.” 

   

Respondent claimed to be restoring two old cars, neither of which would use a 

fuel filter like the item that was seized by CBP. He further perpetuated this dis-

honesty by claiming he had ordered other fuel filters for the vehicles, one of 

which never arrived, and provided a picture of the fuel filter that he had installed 

in one of the vehicles. The picture of this item, purchased on Amazon in 2021, is 

vastly different than the item seized by CBP, and is clearly meant to be used as 

an in-line fuel filter. Additionally, this fuel filter was purchased on August 21, 2021, 

well after Respondent knew he was under investigation for purchasing the “fuel 

filter” from China.  

 

At 6:41 

Q: “Okay, you’re saying you ordered a fuel filter for a vehicle, is that 

correct?” 

  A: “yes, sir.” 

  Q: “And that never arrived, right?” 

  A: “Yes, sir.” 
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  Q: “What was the purpose of this fuel filter?” 

A: “I have two cars I am rebuilding. One with my son and one for my-

self …. One is an ’83 Celica …. I’ve done a bunch of suspension 

and body work to it … we’re doing a family project, its something I 

learned from my dad … and then I have the ’85 Celica … on the ’85 

I’m going to switch the motor to get a bigger engine in there … a 

super engine … I’m trying to update the fuel system so the car can 

take the fuel. If you put a bigger engine in you need more gas.” 

Q: “The fuel filter that you say you ordered that never arrived, was that 

for the ’85 Toyota Celica?” 

  A: “Yes.” 

 

 At the 8:10 mark the Respondent stated he was buying a universal fuel filter. 

 

  Q: “So you’re buying a universal fuel filter you said?” 

A: “Yeah. Universal fuel filter. Um, since the one never came, I pur-

chased another one on Amazon. I have photos of all that.” 

 

At 20:40 

Q: “And you never did any internet searches on your work computer 

looking to buy a firearm suppressor or silencer shipped to you. Is 

that correct?” 

  A: “No. That’s correct.” 

 

 

The item CBP seized, which was addressed to Respondent at his home address, 

while it might be advertised on the internet as a fuel filter (or solvent trap), as 

manufactured it is functionally inoperable as a fuel filter (it had no filtering 
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properties), and there are dozens upon dozens of internet sites discussing and 

showing how to convert this item into a firearm silencer. The item is the exact 

same brand and size as was located in LAPD’s internet audit of the Respond-

ent’s internet searches for firearm silencers and was determined to fit many of 

the firearms Respondent owned. Additionally, the exact name, type, and size are 

listed on ATF training documents to help law enforcement recognize illegal fire-

arms silencers.  

 

The item purchased using the Respondent’s PayPal account was sold by “Xu Shi 

Qi” in China. The item seized by CBP addressed to Respondent was shipped by 

“Xu Shi Ming” from China.  

 

The respondent was asked about his internet searches for fuel filters and solvent 

traps on department computers during his I.A. interview: 

 

Q: “What about fuel filters? Do you recall doing internet searches for 

that?” 

 A: “Not independently. No.” 

 Q: “What about solvent traps?” 

 A: “Not independently.” 

 

Respondent’s supervisor at LAPD testified at his Board of Rights hearing that 

one of Respondent’s job responsibilities was to identify suppressors and that Re-

spondent would have been aware of the seized item’s purpose as a suppressor. 

However, at the 11 minute and 24 second mark during his I.A. interview when 

asked if he knew what a firearm silencer or suppressor was, the Respondent 

stated, “I understand the concept …. I’m not really well versed”, in an attempt to 

downplay his knowledge.  
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During his I.A. interview on January 11, 2022, in closing, the Respondent stated, 

“I’ve been doing this for twenty-three years. There’s no way in heck I’m going to 

jeopardize a twenty-three-year career and a Top Secret FBI security clearance 

for something that is illegal and could be a felony.”  

 

The Board of Review unanimously found the Respondent guilty of the allegation 

of trying to purchase a firearm silencer, despite the respondent repeatedly deny-

ing this fact during the BOR hearing and claiming he only tried to purchase a fuel 

filter.   

 

“Detective Walden maintained that he intended 

to purchase a high-performance fuel filter. Detective 

Walden explained that he is a car enthusiast, who 

Rebuilds cars and has a number of pending and 

Incomplete projects” – B.O.R. Rationale of Findings Page 2, lines 20 - 24 

 
 

b. Does the alleged conduct violate California Regulation 1205(a)(6) – 
Acts That Violate the Law? 

 
11 CCR § 1205(a)(6) defines Acts That Violate the Law as “Acts that violate the 
law and are sufficiently egregious or repeated as to be inconsistent with a peace 
officer's obligation to uphold the law or respect the rights of members of the pub-
lic, as determined by the commission”. 
 
On March 9, 2023, Respondent was held to answer at a preliminary hearing for 
the felony charge of Attempted Possession of a Silencer. On September 29, 
2023, as the result of a plea bargain, Respondent was allowed to plead “No Con-
test” to the misdemeanor charge of Penal Code sections 664 and 30605(a); At-
tempt to Possess an Assault Weapon. The Felony charge was only dismissed as 
part of the plea agreement. 
 

449



 
CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION/ 

ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 
  
   

21    
      Investigative Summary and Recommendation 

  Luke Baxter Walden 
  Case Number POST2306324  
     

 

Despite Respondent’s misdemeanor plea resulting in the dismissal of the felony 
charge, clear and convincing evidence exists to show that Respondent commit-
ted the act of purchasing an illegal firearm silencer, in violation of California Penal 
Code section 33410, a Felony. This conduct occurred despite his extensive fire-
arms training through POST, in-service training, and on the job exposure to fire-
arm crimes both generally and as part of LAPD’s Gun Unit. Although the investi-
gation was turned over to local law enforcement for prosecution, Respondent vio-
lated Federal law under section 27 CFR 447.21 and 27 CFR 447.52, as well as 
the National Firearms Act (USC, Title 26, section 5844). 
 
Respondent spent several weeks between December 21, 2020, and April 28, 
2021, searching the internet for “fuel filter” and/or “solvent trap” with some varia-
tion of the words and numbers “Napa”, “WIX”, “1/2”, “28”, “5/8”, “24”, “24003”, 
and “4003” as well as various sites advertising threaded pistol barrels. All of 
these key search words are identified in ATF Technical Bulletin 20-01 “Inline Filter 
Firearms Silencers” dated October 30, 2019, and/or ATF Technical Bulletin 17-02 
“Solvent Traps” dated April 20, 2017. Additionally, LAPD Criminalist Biraimah tes-
tified at Respondent’s BOR hearing that “Napa 4003” is a well known code for 
firearms suppressors among firearms enthusiasts.  Respondent’s searches for 
Fuel Filter or Solvent Trap ended on March 15, 2021 – two days prior to his pur-
chase of the silencer. 
 
On March 17, 2021, Respondent used his personal PayPal account to purchase 
a “Napa 4003 WIX 24003 ½ - 28 5/8 -24 Fuel Filter Aluminum Solvent Trap” while 
off duty. After that date the LAPD internet use audit into Respondent’s web 
searches showed he only searched for websites that sold threaded firearm bar-
rels. His searches for Fuel Filter or Solvent Trap ended on March 15, 2021. On 
April 22, 2021, a CBP Officer intercepted a package addressed to Respondent at 
Respondent’s home address with the customs description of “Fuel Filter” on the 
outside. The shipping label also contained the description, “Spiral ½ - 28 single-
core automobile fuel filter”.  
 
An LAPD Criminalist inspected the item and stated it was his professional opinion 
that the item was a firearm silencer. An LAPD automotive supervisor inspected 
the item and stated not only would the item not fit a Toyota Celica, but the item 
was also incapable of being used as a fuel filter as it had no internal filtering ca-
pabilities; it was an open core.  
 
During his career as a peace officer, Respondent served on the LAPD’s Gang 
and Narcotics Division’s Gun Unit. Respondent’s supervisor at LAPD testified at 
his personnel Board of Rights hearing that one of Respondent’s job 
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responsibilities was to identify suppressors and that Respondent would have 
been aware of the seized item’s purpose as a suppressor. Additionally, Respond-
ent has qualified as a gun expert for purposes of testifying in State court pro-
ceedings5. During his IA interview, Respondent claimed to have used department 
computers to research silencers for work related purposes only, although he 
could not provide specific cases or reports that required the specific searches he 
conducted. Even assuming Respondent’s statement to be true, it demonstrates 
that he was fully aware that these products – the same type as the one he or-
dered for himself shortly thereafter – were firearm silencers.  
 
Respondent is an experienced peace officer with almost twenty-seven years in 
the LAPD.  In his position as an LAPD Officer, Respondent was not only charged 
generally with getting illegal guns off the streets but had been a part of the 
LAPD’s Gun and Narcotic Division’s Gun Unit for approximately three years.  By 
illegally purchasing a silencer from China, Respondent was in effect, committing 
the same type of crime that he was sworn to prevent. 
 
During Respondent’s IA interview on January 11, 2022, beginning at the 14 mi-
nute and 11 second mark, he was asked by his attorney to explain why he never 
owned any firearm suppressors or silencers, he stated, “Because that’s illegal”. 
This, together with Respondent’s training, knowledge, and admitted research, 
demonstrates that his purchase of the silencer was an intentional violation of the 
law. 
 
At the 22 minute and 55 second mark of the interview the I/O asked, “So you’re 
telling me you’re obviously aware a firearm suppressor or silencer is illegal in 
California, is that correct?”. To which the Respondent replied, “Yeah, and appar-
ently parts as well, based on the law.”  This response shows not only Respond-
ent’s culpability, but also a persistent lack of accountability by continuing to refer 
to the silencer as a “part.”   
 
Based on the facts and analysis presented, this intentional violation of the law 
committed by the respondent peace officer is egregious. 
 

 
 
 

 
5 Noted by the Board of Rights in its Rationale on Findings, dated February 14, 2024; pg 2, line 24 – pg 3, line 1. 
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VI. Supporting Evidence and Documentation 

 

• Attachment A – Respondent’s POST Profile Report 
 

• Attachment B – Picture of Package as Addressed 
 

• Attachment C – ATF Technical Bulletins 
 

• Attachment D – Picture of Seized Item 
 

• Attachment E – DOJ Printout of Registered Weapons 
 

• Attachment F – LAPD Internal Audit Report   
 

• Attachment G – Search Warrant Supplement (PayPal) 
 

• Attachment H – Amazon Purchase Picture 
 

• Attachment I – Criminal Court Documents  
 

• Attachment J – BOR Rationale Documents 
 

• Attachment K – IA Interview Audio   
 

• Attachment L – LAPD Criminalist Report 
 

VII. Findings 

Reasonable grounds exist to submit this case to the Peace Officer Standards Account-

ability Advisory Board and the POST Commission for consideration of revocation pursu-

ant to Penal Code 13510.8. 
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AKA:
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 N/A

POST PROFILE NAME: CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON POST

WALDEN, LUKE BAXTER Certification Status: Temporary Suspension

POST CERTIFIED TRAINING continued

Comp Date Cat CCN Hrs Rmb Cmp Agency School * Course Name

10/24/2005 K 1850-31767-05-032 16 X Y 19420 LAPD WMD/L.E. FIELD RESPONSE

02/14/2006 K 1850-22418-05-002 4 Y 19420 LAPD PEDESTRIAN STOPS/WEAPONS

02/14/2006 K 1850-20832-05-002 4 Y 19420 LAPD * VEHICLE STOPS, ADVANCED

04/27/2006 K 1850-23161-05-023 16 Y 19420 LAPD GANGS/CAL GANG COMPUTER SYSTEM

05/04/2006 K 1850-32075-05-023 8 Y 19420 LAPD FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE

05/30/2006 K 1850-24270-05-016 6 R Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

09/14/2006 K 1850-32095-06-017 4 Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL HANDGUN

10/10/2006 K 1850-32693-06-026 4 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL ENTRY UPD

11/28/2006 K 1850-32075-06-020 8 Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE

01/10/2007 K 1850-29502-06-064 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * DRIVING(PSP)

01/10/2007 K 1850-21124-06-059 4 R Y 19420 LAPD * FOOT PURSUITS

01/10/2007 K 1850-29000-06-013 2 X Y 19420 LAPD * COMMUNICATION: KEEPING YOUR 

EDGE

05/23/2007 K 1850-32075-06-050 8 Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE

07/31/2007 K 1850-21018-07-017 2 Y 19420 LAPD BUILDING SEARCHES

07/31/2007 K 1850-22418-07-009 4 Y 19420 LAPD * PEDESTRIAN STOPS/WEAPONS

07/31/2007 K 1850-20832-07-010 4 R Y 19420 LAPD * VEHICLE STOPS, ADVANCED

09/06/2007 K 1850-32075-07-022 8 R Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE

10/02/2007 K 1850-21752-07-010 10 R Y 19420 LAPD * CROWD 

MANAGEMENT/CONTROL-PATROL

12/04/2007 K 1850-32075-07-048 8 R Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE

03/05/2008 K 1850-32693-07-013 4 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL ENTRY UPD

10/24/2008 K 1850-31725-08-001 40 Y 19420 LAPD FIELD TRAINING OFFICER

11/07/2008 K 1850-21165-08-006 4 Y 19420 LAPD * DRIVER TRNG (EVOC) UPD (PIT)

01/05/2009 K 1850-31789-08-091 8 X Y 19420 LAPD WMD UPDATE

01/21/2009 K 1850-20662-08-009 4 X Y 19420 LAPD CRIMINAL RECORDS SYSTEM

04/15/2009 K 1850-24270-08-014 6 Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

11/02/2009 K 1850-24270-09-004 6 Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

11/02/2009 K 1850-21647-09-027 4 Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL-ADVANCED

01/13/2010 K 1850-32693-09-012 4 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL ENTRY UPD

05/12/2010 K 1850-29503-09-109 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * ARSTCTL(PSP)

05/25/2010 K 1850-32078-09-037 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

06/07/2010 K 1850-20147-09-208 10 Y 19420 LAPD MACTAC BASIC

07/06/2010 K 1850-21165-10-042 4 Y 19420 LAPD * DRIVER TRNG (EVOC) UPD (PIT)

07/06/2010 K 1850-21065-10-140 4 Y 19420 LAPD * FORCE OPTION-SIMULATOR

07/29/2010 K 1850-22680-10-001 8 Y 19420 LAPD P.R.O.A.C.T.

04/26/2011 K 1850-24270-10-007 6 Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

07/13/2011 K 1850-32693-11-002 4 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL ENTRY UPD

03/15/2012 K 1850-21752-11-036 10 Y 19420 LAPD * CROWD 

MANAGEMENT/CONTROL-PATROL

05/29/2012 K 1850-24270-11-024 6 Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

07/03/2012 K 1850-32078-12-067 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

08/28/2012 K 1850-22435-12-003 2 X Y 19420 LAPD OFFICER SAFETY/FIELD TACTICS 

UPDATE-PLAINCLOTHES

03/05/2013 K 1850-32078-12-085 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

06/04/2013 K 9260-22020-12-025 8 Y 19420 DOJ ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE

06/19/2013 K 1850-32693-12-025 4 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL ENTRY UPD

09/10/2013 K 1850-24270-13-004 6 R Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

10/17/2013 K 1850-32078-13-010 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

11/06/2013 K 1850-24270-13-015 6 R Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

02/20/2014 K 1850-32693-13-024 4 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL ENTRY UPD
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 N/A

POST PROFILE NAME: CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON POST

WALDEN, LUKE BAXTER Certification Status: Temporary Suspension

POST CERTIFIED TRAINING continued

Comp Date Cat CCN Hrs Rmb Cmp Agency School * Course Name

03/19/2014 K 1850-29502-13-140 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * DRIVING(PSP)

03/19/2014 K 1850-21124-13-073 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FOOT PURSUITS

03/25/2014 K 1850-32078-13-076 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

06/12/2014 K 1850-32693-13-034 4 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL ENTRY UPD

06/27/2014 D 1850-00400-13-008 80 Y 19420 LAPD SUPERVISORY COURSE

06/30/2014 K 9180-25554-13-365 2 X Y 19420 POST * COMMUNICATION: KEEPING YOUR 

EDGE (WEB)

07/02/2014 K 1850-29000-14-258 2 X Y 19420 LAPD HUMAN TRAFFICKING:  IDENTIFY & 

RESPOND

08/05/2014 K 1850-29000-14-255 2 X Y 19420 LAPD MENTAL HEALTH UPDATE

09/18/2014 K 1850-32085-14-001 24 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL SHOTGUN

10/20/2014 K 1850-32078-14-048 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

10/30/2014 G 1850-31487-14-001 24 X Y 19420 LAPD INVESTIGATIVE SUPERVISORY 

OPERATIONS-DETECTIVES

04/13/2015 K 1850-32078-14-147 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

08/10/2015 K 1850-21124-15-013 4 Y 19420 LAPD * FOOT PURSUITS

08/13/2015 K 1850-32691-15-014 6 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL RAPID ENTRY

10/17/2015 K 1850-20167-15-005 6 X Y 19420 LAPD MAC TAC UPDATE

01/14/2016 K 1850-24270-15-022 6 R Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

03/16/2016 K 1850-21165-15-019 4 R Y 19420 LAPD * DRIVER TRNG (EVOC) UPD (PIT)

03/30/2016 K 1820-21842-15-018 8 X Y 19420 LASD COPLINK BASIC USERS' COURSE

04/06/2016 K 1850-32078-15-055 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

06/29/2016 K 1850-32691-15-012 6 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL RAPID ENTRY

07/07/2016 K 9180-25554-16-007 2 X Y 19420 POST * COMMUNICATION: KEEPING YOUR 

EDGE (WEB)

11/02/2016 K 1850-32078-16-072 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

11/10/2016 K 1850-32592-16-011 8 X Y 19420 LAPD UNDERCOVER OPS/TACTICAL RESP.

12/15/2016 K 1850-21185-16-070 9 X Y 19420 LAPD * USE OF FORCE UPDATE

04/25/2017 K 1850-32078-16-155 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

08/22/2017 K 1850-29303-17-029 4 X Y 19420 LAPD BELOW 100

08/22/2017 K 1850-20268-17-028 4 X Y 19420 LAPD IMPLICIT BIAS AND COMMUNITY 

POLICING

10/03/2017 K 1850-24270-17-007 6 R Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

10/24/2017 K 9180-25585-17-116 2 X Y 19420 POST * TACTICAL COMMUNICATION (WEB)

11/09/2017 K 1850-32078-17-077 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

02/01/2018 K 1850-29502-17-058 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * DRIVING(PSP)

02/01/2018 K 1850-21124-17-008 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FOOT PURSUITS

04/12/2018 K 1850-32078-17-187 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

09/20/2018 K 9180-25587-18-082 2 X Y 19420 POST VEHICLE PURSUIT POLICY (WEB)

10/04/2018 K 1850-24270-18-015 6 X Y 19420 LAPD * SEARCH-ARREST WARRANT

11/01/2018 K 1850-29503-18-043 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * ARSTCTL(PSP)

11/14/2018 K 1850-32691-18-015 6 X Y 19420 LAPD NARCOTICS/TACTICAL RAPID ENTRY

12/05/2018 K 1850-32078-18-084 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

12/18/2018 K 1850-21954-18-071 9 X Y 19420 LAPD * CROWD CONTROL

10/01/2019 K 1850-32078-19-020 8 X Y 19420 LAPD * FIREARMS/TACTICAL RIFLE UPDATE

12/02/2019 K 1850-29503-19-038 4 X Y 19420 LAPD * ARSTCTL(PSP)

02/18/2020 K 9180-25585-19-233 2 X Y 19420 POST * TACTICAL COMMUNICATION (WEB)

06/17/2020 K 1850-20799-19-078 8 Y 19420 LAPD * DE-ESCALATION & TACTICAL 

COMMUNICATION

07/23/2020 K 1850-32592-20-004 8 X Y 19420 LAPD UNDERCOVER OPS/TACTICAL RESP.

12/01/2020 K 9180-25590-20-154 2 X Y 19420 POST COURTROOM TESTIMONY (WEB)
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RATIONALE ON FINDINGS

LUKE WALDEN, #34898

B.F. NO. 31674  

C.F. NO. 21-001144

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 2024

     .  .  .  .  .

MS. AMIN:  SO NOW THE BOARD IS NOW READY IN 

THE MATTER OF LUKE WALDEN, BOX 31674.  THE BOARD WILL 

NOW PROVIDE THE RATIONALE ON ITS FINDINGS.  

THIS CASE WAS HEARD DURING TWO HEARING DATES 

AND INCLUDES THE TESTIMONY FROM THE FOLLOWING FIVE 

WITNESSES:  JOHN JIZMEJIAN, LUKE WALDEN, GREG FIELD, 

FADIL BIRAIMAH, AND ERIC BIXLER.  THE BOARD ADMITTED 

INTO EVIDENCE DEPARTMENT'S EXHIBITS 1 THROUGH 18, 

ACCUSED EXHIBITS A THROUGH E, AND BOARD EXHIBIT NO. 1. 

THE BOARD HAS CONSIDERED AND CAREFULLY 

REVIEWED AND WEIGHED ALL OF THE EVIDENCE INTRODUCED.  

ALTHOUGH OUR RATIONALE INCLUDES CITATIONS TO THE 

RECORD TO HIGHLIGHT PARTICULAR TESTIMONY OR EXHIBITS, 

THE BOARD'S FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ARE NOT BASED 

SOLELY ON THOSE SPECIFIC RECORD CITATIONS BUT RATHER 

ON THE BOARD'S REVIEW OF THE ENTIRE RECORD OF THIS 

CASE.  

FURTHER, THE BOARD NOTES THAT ITS FINDINGS 

OF FACT ENCOMPASS THE CREDIBLE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE 
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PRESENTED AT THE HEARING, AS WELL AS LOGICAL 

INFERENCES DRAWN THEREFROM.  A CREDIBILITY 

DETERMINATION MAY RELY ON A VARIETY OFF FACTORS, 

INCLUDING THE CONTEXT OF THE WITNESS' TESTIMONY, THE 

WITNESS' DEMEANOR, THE WEIGHT OF THE RESPECTIVE 

EVIDENCE, ESTABLISHED OR ADMITTED FACTS, INHERENT 

PROBABILITIES, AND REASONABLE INFERENCES THAT MAY BE 

DRAWN FROM THE RECORD AS A WHOLE.  CREDIBILITY 

FINDINGS NEED NOT BE AN ALL-OR-NOTHING PROPOSITION.  

INDEED, NOTHING IS MORE COMMON IN ALL KINDS OF 

ADJUDICATORY DECISIONS THAN TO BELIEVE SOME, BUT NOT 

ALL, OF A WITNESS' TESTIMONY. 

THE DEPARTMENT HAS THE BURDEN TO PROVE BY A 

PREPONDERANCE OF THE EVIDENCE FOR COUNT 1 THAT "ON OR 

ABOUT MARCH 17, 2021, YOU, WHILE OFF DUTY, ATTEMPTED 

TO OBTAIN A FIREARM SILENCER."  

THE ESSENCE OF THE PARTIES' POSITION IS 

THAT, ON THE ONE HAND, THE DEPARTMENT ALLEGES THAT 

WALDEN ATTEMPTED TO PURCHASE A FIREARM SILENCER, 

WHEREAS DETECTIVE WALDEN MAINTAINED THAT HE INTENDED 

TO PURCHASE A HIGH-PERFORMANCE FUEL FILTER.  DETECTIVE 

WALDEN EXPLAINED THAT HE IS A CAR ENTHUSIAST, WHO 

REBUILDS CARS AND HAS A NUMBER OF PENDING AND 

INCOMPLETE PROJECTS.  AMONG OTHER THINGS, HE IS ALSO A 

WELDER AND HAS BEEN QUALIFIED AS A GUN EXPERT FOR THE 
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PURPOSES OF TESTIFYING IN STATE COURT PROCEEDINGS.  

GREG FIELD, A SENIOR AUTOMOTIVE SUPERVISOR, 

TESTIFIED THAT THE ITEM CONFISCATED BY CBP CANNOT BE 

USED AS A FUEL FILTER BECAUSE IT HAS NO FILTRATION 

COMPONENT INSIDE IT.  HE BELIEVED THAT, ACCORDING TO 

THE ONLINE SEARCHES, THE ITEM PURCHASED, WHICH WAS A 

NAPA 4003, INTENDED USE IS AS A FIREARM SILENCER. 

BOARD EXHIBIT 1 DEPICTS A FEW OF THE URL 

WEBSITES DETECTIVE WALDEN SEARCHED PRIOR TO THE 

SUBJECT PURCHASE.  MR. FIELD BELIEVED THEM NOT TO BE 

FUEL FILTERS.  

MR. BIRAIMAH, THE FIREARM ANALYST, EXPLAINED 

THAT THE NAPA 4003 IS A CODE WORD FOR SUPPRESSORS 

KNOWN TO FIREARM BUYERS.  HE FURTHER EXPLAINED THAT 

FUEL FILTERS AND SOLVENT TRAPS CANNOT BE 

INTERCHANGEABLY USED.  MR. BIRAIMAH EXAMINED THE 

CONFISCATED ITEM AND DETERMINED IT TO BE A FIREARM 

SUPPRESSOR COMPATIBLE WITH A NUMBER OF FIREARMS.  AND 

UPON EXAMINING DETECTIVE WALDEN'S LIST OF PURCHASED 

FIREARMS, MR. BIRAIMAH FOUND A NUMBER OF THOSE 

FIREARMS COULD BE USED IF MODIFIED.  

ERIC BIXLER TESTIFIED THAT ONE OF DETECTIVE 

WALDEN'S RESPONSIBILITIES WAS TO IDENTIFY SUPPRESSORS, 

AND THAT DETECTIVE WALDEN WOULD HAVE BEEN AWARE OF THE 

CONFISCATED ITEM'S PURPOSE AS A SUPPRESSOR.  
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IN CONCLUSION, THE BOARD FINDS YOU 

UNANIMOUSLY GUILTY ON COUNT 1.

THIS CONCLUDES THE RATIONALE FOR THE 

FINDINGS PHASE OF THIS BOR CASE.

--OOO-- 
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