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Los Angeles Police Department Complaint Review Report

COMPLAINT FORM ”
StatuteDate: 04162018 Investigative Complexity: Masked: No __ CF Nos 17:000915
Complainant(s)
Name: Department Masked: No i
DOB: Residential

Address:
GenderDescent:

Language: Sub of Incident:
jury: y Source Department

Amst: No Method Verbal (in person)Booking No
Identification Phone: Business (213) 485.9081
Date and Location of OccurrenceW0o0V7) a——
Beginning/End Date: 041572017 / 4453012 BeginEnd Time: 17:50/ 18:50
Cross Street | Cross Stet 2:
Address 1546 West Martin Luther King Je Boulevard Los Angeles California 90062
‘Accused Employee(s)
Name: Lozano, Louis - 35355, PO2SW Masked: No @

cro
DOB: _-— Business Address: E
GenderDescent: Male! HIS }
LengthofService: 17 Years 11 Months§Days Assignment: FOOTBEAT «a

Injury: None DuySaus: On Duty z
Amested: No © Phone Business (213) 485.2582 =

Booking No.: : : =
Name: Mitchel, Eric-40169, PO2 SW Masked: No G

CRO
DOB: -_— Business Address:
Gender/Descent: Male/ BLK
Length of Service: 7Years 10 Months 20 Days © Assignment: FOOTBEAT
Injury: None DutySans: ~~ OnDuty

Amested: No Phone Business (213) 485-2562
DUHIENL uemsmmmm——r———— eines
Involved Person(s)

Inve Peon Type: : Nr Original GATE
DOB:

GenderDesent aieastniaenDO NOT DUPL
Identification Phone
Brief Summary

- | Uninvolved Marmolejo, Patrick - 34416,SGT1
Reported to Uniny Supervisor SW PAT W2 DENB
Supervisor. 04162017 Name
Recorded By: Gomez, Jose-33330, SGT 18W Preliminary Gomer, Jose 33330, SGT 1 SW

PAT W2 DENE Investigstr PAT W2DENE
IAGCLASS: Chain of Command Cross Reference: 04/15/17 Digital In-Car~ 1609:1240169. VideoSystem

170415003470 COMM Div

FORM 70.01280 (R29) Lo meters Dc ouz72017
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Los Angeles Police Department Complaint Review Report

COMPLAINT FORM
Statute Date: 04/16/2018 * tnvesigaive Compleiy: Masked: No __CF Nos 17000915
Complainant(s) :
Date and Locationof Occurrence ¥
Accused Employee(s)
Involved Person(s) ;
Brief Summary i

Incident No.
asass Digital In-Car

Video System
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Los Angeles Police Department ‘Complaint Review Report

tate Dat:oats COMPLAINT FORM__ asketiNo_ cio: 1700915
Preliminary Investigative Narrative:

[On Apri 15, 2017, at approximately 1745 hours, Sergeant Gomez, Serial No 33330 was ascisting in the Watch,anders: Aron in progres rio wa romai—ie—
I<I omcidher wr eelespe, Set mrad nd pos) ghBEFT a mL

(Captain Davenport) arivedat the robbery call and requested anairunit. Two other units responded o theae inion an 458 om 39Wan, Both it responded Code.
|Gomez noticed 3FB2 (Officers Lozano and Mitchell) were Code 6 on the Crenshaw corridor and requested over the radio ifaSIAAASo
Dent iseioralIII throbywpe wea rning ritfdreowestrataoo SA53 det emtote enEr Coneshod 153 ssmonladgd 0d Commnisaions plid he vd
A —llComerend therimcrpireqetiod24 oon,andetsor I aPe | |I amEETens
saying, "What were we doing before?” Gomez spoke to the officers about listening to the radio and Mitchell advised there |Es
On April 16, 2017, Gomez conducted reviewof Lozano’ and Mitchells CAD Summary Report and their DICV. The |
officers were ona 415 group radio cal rom 1723 hours to 1752 hours at Crenshaw and MLK (inc[ESSE The call
‘was dispo'd os GOA. The robbery call came out at 1750 hours. The officers then went Code 6 on the Crenshaw corridor at |
1753hours (incID. :

Whentheothry cl cm out, thefrDICV showed te veil i the casvs alley stotectwel |om ftcomverato he apport be Sing the vie, igh afer Cott oucor wenkCote 02100
fier Mitchell sated, “That Davenport.” Approximately ten seconds hte, theofficers vehicle is scenreversing

{away rom shelthe alley. When the officers reacheda"T* in the lly, they fumed sousbound in the northsouthToners |
“Yeh, ho, ha" The DICY then captured Gomez questing of 3FB2 could respondt thoJlo asist in the robbery calDe
|ihey want us to go over there and bl ou Mitchel responded, Its upto you sor” Lozano replied, "AR, screw 1 || |
Based on the DICV, th officers were aware Captain Davenport was at a robbery in progress call and chose not to respond |Ir |BEI AE SLeeneaa raheems sdor so orhe

| .
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Los Angeles Police Department Complaint Review Report

Statute Date: 041162018 COMPLAINT FORM__ Masked: No__CF No: 17-000915
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Los Angeles Police Department Complaint Review Report

StatueDate: 047162018 COMPLAINT FORM__ Masked: No __ CF Nos 17:000915

+HTEE
= FF

tego Sora =
qfmE
pisiptinary : |

‘Non-Discipliary(Chesk theapplicable boxbelow)
CIPOLICY/PROCEDURE- The ucts o the csc evesdtht thecomplaint lt toDeparment plicylprocedureand

not 10.3 specific cmployeds actions.
CIEMPLOYEE'S ACTIONS DID NOT RISE TO THE LEVEL OFMISCONDUCT-Apreliminary investgstion

revealed that th allgatonsdid no ris othe evel ofmisconduct andr th named employe’ action were protectedby
Taw or found tobe consistent with Departmentpolicyorprocedure

CIEMPLOYEE'S ACTIONS COULD HAVE BEEN DIFFERENT- The factsin thcomplaintrvesidhesrployee's
vnorksGiffat Toms oplogactf tesem eos dtSowgh soretvs aetom
he employee's commanding oficer. The corttive action(s) taken was: (Check althat spply)
COUNSELING
TRAINING
CICOMMENT CARD
(CJNOTICETOCORRECT DEFICIENCIES

CIREFERRAL 4
[CJDEMONSTRABLY FALSE- The complaint ias demonstrably false, or, demonstrates an irrational thoughtprocessand.

was consistent with th complainant's established pater ofmaking chronic orcrank complaints.
[CJDEPARTMENT EMPLOYEES) NOT INVOLVED - The preliminary investigation revealed that the complaint did not
involve Department employee(s) :

(JRESOLVED THROUGH ALTERNATIVE COMPLAINT RESOLUTION (ACR)- The complainant and the
employee(s) resoved the complint through ACR.

npncpemeragres [pros osoxo ome Wow Cparorcoscn
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January 12,2018 | <

>
TO: Charlie Beck, Chief of Police:

FROM: Jodi K. Gonds, Attomey at Law, on behalfofPolice Officer If Louis Lozano,
Serial No. 35355, Squthwest Patrol Division

SUBJECT: SKELLY RESPONSE TO COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION - CF NO.17-000915

Chief Beck:

Police OfficerII Louis Lozano was served with 2 Notice of Proposed Disciplinary Action
on December 13, 2017 and given the opportunity to respond either orally or inwriting by
January 13,2018

The following is Officer Lozano's Skelly Response.

Officer Lozano was chargedvit ceeionsofmisconduct.

Allegation No. 1 - The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano,
while on-duty and available, failed ta respond and assist a Commanding Officer with a robbery in
‘progress radio call

Allegation No. 6 - The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano,
failed to property listen to the radio resulting in multiple summons to reach him.

Allegation No. 11 - The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano,
‘while on-duty was playing Pokemon Go while on patrol in his police vehicle

Allegation No. 13 - The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano,
while on-duty, made a misleading statement to Sergeant Gomez when asked why be did not hear
the radio

3 !
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Charlie Beck, ChiefofPolice \
Skelly Response to CF No. 17-000915

January 12,2018 i

Page2

Allegation No. 14 - The Departmentallegesthat on October 20, 2017, Officer Lozano,
while on-duty, made false statements to a Department supervisor during a complaint
investigation.

‘The Commanding Officec’s Adjudication recommended Allegation Nos. 1.6, 11, 13
and14beclassified as SUSTAINED with penalty recommendation ofa directed Board of

Rights.

Due to the natureofthe allegations, Officer Lozano will address them at his Board of

Rights. ‘

Respectfully submisgéd, :
~~) /

By: }
Jodi K. Gonda. i

Attomey for Lovis Lozano
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To Charlie Beck, Chief of Police | YD .

FROM: Jodi K. Gonda, Attorey at Law, on behalfofPolice Officer If Eic Mitchell,
Serial No. 40169, Southwest Pacol Division |

SUBJECT: SKELLY RESPONSE TO COMPLATNT/INVESTIGATION - CF NO.17-000915

ChiefBeck i i

Police Officer I Eric Mitchell was served with a Notice of Proposed Disciplinary Action
on December 13, 2017 and given the opportunity to respond sithe oraly or in writing by
January 13, 2018, I

The following is Officer Mitchell's Skelly Response.

Officer Mitchel was ehorgedwitsJf gations ofmisconduct

Allegation No. 2 - The Department alleges thaton April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell,
while on-duty and available, filed © respond and assist Commanding Officer with a robbery in
progress radio call. |

Allegation No. 3 - The Depastmen alleges thaton April 15,2017, Officer Mitchell,
while on-duty, made false statement to a Department shperbvisor when he said thathedid not
hear the radio call i

Note: Allegation 3 should be re-framedas, “The Department alleges that on
April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell, while on-duty, made a misleading
statement to Sergeant Gomez when asked why he did not hear the radio

Allegation No. 7 - The Defiartment alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Mi] 2 , 2017, Officer Mitchell,failed olsen to th radia resuling im mall summons each Hm .

‘Allegation No. 12 - The Department ll| loges thatonApri 15, 2017, Offiwhile on-duty was play gra .2017,OfficerMichell,le on-duty wasplaying Pokemon Gio while on patrol bn his police vehicle. a



vite TetBORAT |02/2018 10:33 _615-840-: " amie A
Sa een EL our . boron L
= o foo @ 2 ol

i I.
Charlie Beck, Chiefof Police [
SkellyResponseto CF No. 17:000915 i
January 12,2018 i
Page2 ; |

Allegation No, 35 - The Department alleges thatjon October 20, 2017, Officer Mitchell,
while on-duty, made false statements to a Department supervisor during a complaint

investigation |

The Commanding Officer's Adjudication ceri Allegation Nos. 2,3,7, [| 2
and 15 be classified as SUSTAINED with penalty recommendation ofa directed Board of
Rights.

Dre othtre of he allgions, Ofcr Mitchell will dress ther at bis Bod of
Rights. 1

i |
Respect sige Y |

J / |

Cy [
By: ¥ ' |
=K. Gonda i |

Amey for Eric Michell | i)
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|EMPLOYEE: _ [J Vumoe Enpoyees. —
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CF NO. 17-000915
COMMANDING OFFICER'S ADJUDICATION

[
The completed complaint investigation was received on December 5, 2017.

ADJUDICATION i

Department Complaint |

Personnel Complaint Investigation, CF No. 17-000915 ategedf resinsof misconduct
against two Department employees:

Police Officer Il Louis Lozano | Southwest Arca
Serial No. 35355

Police Officer 11 Eric Mitchell Southwest Area
Serial No. 40169

ALLEGATION 1. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano, while
on-duty and available, failed to respond and assist a Commanding Officer with a robbery
in progress radio call,

Note: Allegation | should be re-framed as, “The Department alleges that on
April 15,2017, Officer Lozano, while on-duty, feiledtorespond to a robbery-in-
progress radio call.” |

ALLEGATION 2. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017,OfficerMitchell, while
on-duty and available, failed to respond and assist aCommanding Officer with a robbery
in progress radio call. i i

* |
Note: Allegation2 should be re-framed zs, “The Department alleges that on i
April 15, 2017, Officér Mitchell, while on-duty, failed to respond to a robbery-in-
progress radio cell.” {

CLASSIFICATION |

Its recommended tht Allegations 1 and 2 be classified as SUSTAINED.

RATIONALE {

AL 1750 hours, a robbery-in-progress radio call was broadcast at oJ theIN !
MEE Thc suspects were three males, possibly fighting with secunty. Ten seconds after the
all was broadcast, Captain Davenport went Code 6 at the location and requested an Air Unit.
Officers Lozano and Mitchell were sitting in their car, irl the east/west alley, across the street
from the location when the call came out. The officers did not realize their Digital In-Car Video
(DICV) was activated |

|

|
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CF No. 17-000915 !
Page? |
54 |

|
Six seconds after Davenport's broadcast, Mitchell said, “That's Davenport” The radio call and
Davenport's broadcast were clearly heard on Lozano’ and Mitchell's DICV. Lozano asked
Mitchell, “We're not Code6,are we?” Mitchell said something that sounded like, “We are,” and F
Lozano stated, “On the corridor or a this comer?” Mitchell replied, “At this comer.” Lozano
groaned. Mitchell then stated, “We're still on that call (415 group, Incident [JJll.” Lozano
‘groaned again and one of the officers mumbled, “I don’t wanttobe here now.” Lozano stated,
“You wanna put us on the corridor?” Mitchell said, “Yeah,” and Lozano chuckled. Lozano then
said, “1 didn’t know we were still on this call.”

Communications Division (CD) askedif there was any unit to respondfor| ENESSE
(Davenport) for the “211 in progress.” Unit 3220 said he was responding. Lozano then said, “I
don’t want to be his help,” and further added as if he were imitating Davenport, “Like, is the FB
unit around here? Can you have them respond?” Unit] 3ASS broadcast they were responding as
the primaryfrom[INand Unit 3220 stated he was responding from Southwest
Station. Both units were responding Code 3 and this was broadcast over the frequency. These
two starting locations are several reporting districts to the eastpoand
‘much further away than Lozano and Mitchell, who were parked across the street from the call,

As the officers were talking with each other, their vehicle stated slowly driving in reverse,
eastbound in the east/west alley, away from thfffl] Their vehicle then tuned southbound at
the “T” in the alley, into the north/south alley (driving forward). The officers then changed their
status and put themselves Code 6 on the “Crenshaw Cofridor *UFN®.” Lozano and Mitchell i
drove southbound in the alley, stopped their vehicle in the alley south of Stocker Street and
appeared to initiate contact with someone for being in possessionofalcohol. During this time,
CD was requestingan Air Unit for the robbery-in-proaress at theif. CD also advised the
suspects had completed the robbery and had leftf=‘were now back inside. Lozano
and Mitchell disregarded these broadcasts and spoke with another unknown person in the alley
about a restraining order. CD made 2 further broadcast that there was one outstanding suspect
and the Air Unit requested units at thf switch to simplex. The robbery call was active and
in progress while Lozano and Mitchell stayed in the north/south alley just east of Crenshaw
Boulevard. The officers were approximately a block from the call.

CD continued to broadcast updates regarding the suspects and the Air Unit could be heard flying
overhead in the officers’ DICV. Unit 3A57 broadcast they were responding to the location Code
3 from Figueroa and Exposition, which is on the far east endofthe division. Several seconds
later, approximately 13 minutes after the call had been initiated, Unit 31220 broadcast there was
a Code4 and suspects were in custody.

Lozano and Mitchell were across the street fromthe[INMEMShen the robbery-in-
progress radio call was broadcast. They were in an ideal position to respond to the call and
provide immediate assistance. It was broadcast the suspects were possibly fighting with security.
“The officers made no effort to respond to the location to assist them. Lozano and Mitchell also
heard Davenport go Code 6 at the location and discussed this but stil did not respond to assist.
Lozano commented on DICY. “I don’t want to be his help.” There were no other units at scene
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with Davenport and two units from across the division were responding Code 3. Lozano’s and

Mitchell's words and actions showed they were uncoricerned with the safety oftheJl security
officers, their Commanding Officer and other Southwest officers who were responding Code 3
from a distance away. Lozano and Mitchell then chose to exit the arca by reversing down the

: alley, ostensibly so they would not be seen. They cleared the call they had been sitting on for 17
‘minutes (a 415 group) and quickly put themselves Code 6 on the Crenshaw corridor until further
notice

Lozano’s understanding of his responsibilities as a foot beat officer was to handle the corridor

from MLK Boulevard to Vernon Avenue and Leimert Park, along with one street west and east

ofCrenshaw Boulevard. Lozano dd not believe the[NSNos cluded
Mitchell said he was advised by previous and current Southwest Captains, including Commander
Woodyard and Captain Sands, that the foot beat was nt to respond to any radio calls unless
activated by the Watch Commander. Mitchell's understanding of his responsibilities was only to
respond to a call if it was an emergency, such as a help or back-up call, and only if it was south
of MLK Boulevard and north of Vern Avenue on Crenshaw Boulevard.

Davenport was unaware of any direction given to the officers advising them not to respond to an
emergency call ifthey were in the ara. Davenport added he has put pressure on the foot beat
officers o be more engaged with the criminal activity long the Crenshaw corridor. Woodyard
stated the direction given to the foot beat units was to éngage both the community and the
businesses along the Crenshaw corridor as well as Leimert Park, which included theJEN
ME. Lozano and Mitchell were never instructed to stay on the east side of the corridor
only. The Operational Plan for the Crenshaw corridor broke the foot beat area into three areas:

Area one: Leimert Plaza Park/ Leimert Park Village, Area two: Crenshaw Corridor and Area

three: Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza/Baldwin Village. Area three includedthe[IN
JI 2nd there was nothing in the Operational Plan thal stated the foot beat officers were not to
‘handle radio calls.

Lozano and Mitchell showed extreme and careless disregard for the safetyofthe community,
their Commanding Officer and other Southwest officers by failing to respond toa robbery-in-
progress call occurring across the street from their location. Backing their vehicle away from the
callin the alley was clearly an attempt to drive away from the location without being seen,
otherwise the officers wouldhave just driven forward out ofthe alley onto Crenshaw Boulevard.

This, however, would have put them in clear sight of the robbery-in-progress call making it more
difficult to avoid the call. The officers’ statements to each other while they were backing away
from the call alsoclearly showed they had no interest in assisting. Based on the investigation, it
is recommended Allegations | and 2 be classified as SUSTAINED.
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ALLEGATION 6. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano, failed to
properly listen to the radio resulting in multiple summons to reach him.

Note: Allegation 6 should be re-framed as, “The Department alleges that on
April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano, while on-duty; failed to respond over the radio
when his unit was called.”

ALLEGATION 7. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell, failed
to properly listen to the radio resulting in multiple summons to reach him.

Note: Allegation 7 should be re-framed ss, “The Department alleges that on
April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell, while oh-duty, failed to respondoverthe radio
when his unit was called.”

tis recommended that Allegations 6 and 7 be classified as SUSTAINED.
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RATIONALE
|

At18:02:40 on the DICV, Sergeant Gomez can be heard over the air saying something about a
“211 in progress,” but his transmission was partially stépped on. Immediately after, the Radio
“TelephoneOperator (RTO) broadcast, “3FB2, 3FB2, come in.” Lozano and Mitchell appeared
to be siting inside their vehicle in the north/south alleyjust east of Crenshaw Boulevard, talking |
with individuals who were outside oftheir car. They did not respond to the RTO. Music could
be heard from an unknown location, but the volume was not high. The RTO’s broadcast
requesting 3FB2 was clearly heard on the officers’ DICV.

AUI:04:13, Gomez asked, “3190, did 3FB2 respond. | acknowledge?” CD advised, “3L90,
negative.” Both officers heard this broadcast and stated, “For what?” Lozano then stated,
“Should we ask ifthere's a message? Should we get them on the air and ask ifthey have a
message?” Lozano chuckled and stated, “Maybe they want us to go over there and help out.”
Lozano then groaned. Mitchell sated, “I’s up to you. What do you think?” Lozano stated, 1
dr ven oeses Sik wre not eo stain ty th i” Mishel pli irs
up t0 you senior.” Lozano’sreply was muffled and hart to hear, but it sounded asifhe said,
“Ah, screw it now.” The officers did not get on the air o inquire why 3L90 was tryingto reach
emdasatyaS38 wos hing shoul hs.

Although Gomez's initial inquiry on the radio was partially stepped on, he asked if 3FB2
responded two minutes later. Lozano and Mitchell both heard this broadcast and discussed if
they should get on the air and ask if theyhad a message, Déspite having clear knowledge their
unit was called over the ai, the officers failed to inquire what 3190 needed. Based on Lozano’s
statements, ita the officers failed to come up or} the air becausetheydid not want to be
directed to theffill] to assist in the robbery-in-progress ¢all. Based on the investigation, itis
recommended Allegations 6 and 7 be classified as SUSTAINED.

ALLEGATION 11. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano, while
on-duty, was playing Pokemon Go while on patrol inhis police vehicle. |

Note: Allegation 11 was added during tre completionofthe LOT.,

ALLEGATION 12. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell, while
on-duty, was playing Pokemon Go while on patrol in his police vehicle.

Note: Allegation 12 was added during the completionof the LOT.

CLASSIFICATION |

Its recommendedthat Allegations 11 and 12 be classified as SUSTAINED.
I !
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RATIONALE |

Afier putting themselves Code 6 on the Crenshawcomidor ‘and driving away from the robbery-
in-progress call, Lozano and Mitchell drove south in the north/south alley just east of Crenshaw
Boulevard. It should be noted a dinging sound could be heard throughout much ofthe three
hours of DICV asifthe officers hada device notifyingthem ofsomething. The following
‘conversation occurred at 18:09:48: |

Mitchell: Norlax (spelling?) just popped up.

Lozano: What? Where?
Mitchell: 46" and Leimert.
Lozano: Does it say (inaudible)...
Mitchell: No.
Lozano: Does it say anything about (inaudible)... |
Mitchell: No. i
Lozano: Leimert doesn't go all the way to 46", does it? Oh, you know what I could do? I'll go
down 11%. Swing up on Crenshaw. That way I can get to it.
Mitchell: Ifthis light changes. You could take 11* to 46 and then make a right on 46.
Mitchell: Its up at Calvary Chapel. Christian Calvery Chapel. Remember we were there
earlier? You went to go check the church. That's exactly where it's at. We got four minutes.Y H
Mitchell: Then after that a Togetik (spelling?) justpopped up.
Mitchell: I think they were updating their server "causeI have to install an update.
Mitchell: Why is it still green? Two minutes. |
Lozano: And we'll get the same result as friggin’ yesterday (inaudible) and it's gonna go bink
and changes into something else.

The officers were driving through a residential area and their speed picked up. It appeared they
‘were trying to get to 46" and Leimert quickly. | i

Lozano: It should be right here on the comer or what?

A dinging noise is heard. Lozano slowed the vehicle and stopped. i .

Mitchell: Thereit is. It just popped up. Did it pop up br you?

Lozano: Nah... (inaudible) i
Mitchell: What's yours? 1876? |
Lozano: Yeah. 1567 (inaudible) | !

Mitchell: Then we gotta go get the Togetik (spelling?). Got him. It's strong.
Lozano: Really?
Mitchell: Yeah.
Lozano: Nice. |
Mitchell: We gotta good (inaudible) earthquake. |

| :
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Lozano: Oh, shit. |
Mitchell: Alright, go get the Togetik (spelling). |
Lozano: Where? |
Mitchell: On Crenshaw. Just southof50%. 1,

‘The officers left the location and begandrivingto 50 and Crenshaw. As they drove through the
residential area their speed appeared faster than the speed limit and they went througha stop
sign.

Lozano: 50" or further? |
Mitchell: Can you cross over on 502
Lozano: Cross o the other sideof the street? |
Mitchell: Yeah. 1 think you're going to have to go up that hill,
Lozano: I'd have tobeover there cause the street is that way not this way and I'm gonna have to
goall the way around. | +
Mitchel: Ok. Actually its up at the stop. Sect? |
Lozano: Well I see it stopped butI don’t see it. 1 can probably get itifwe're over here.

Mitchell: You secit on your... |
Lozano: Mine's blacked out (inaudible) |
Lozano: Hopefully it shows right here. Ifnot, I'll make a right. I's gonnabefurther down.
Mitchell: Yeah it's gonna be further.. :
Lozano: Isit? Well the poke (inaudible) stops here. ButImean, is it gonnabe further south?
Mitchell: Nah. Right here. |

Lozano stopped his vehicle.

Mitchell: It should be to your left, There tis. Man, i’s like white. You can’t even see it
Lozano: IfI was driving around real fast | wouldn't even know it was there.
Mitchell: Don’t run away. Don’t run away. | :
Lozano: 1 buried it and motraballed (spelling?) it and its till showing red.
Mitchell: 1 know. y
Lozano: Got him! !
Mitchell: You did it. Nice. | |
Lozano: This is a Togepik (spelling?)? | :
Mitchell: Togetik (speling?). |
Lozano: 1s crazy looking. | |

The officers continued talking about the game andremained parked. The DICV continued to
pick up dinging sounds as if the officers were being notifiedof something.

Lozano: You're still trying to catch it. |
Mitchell: Yeah men.
Lozano: Gee. I'm lucky then. Dog gone it. |

|
|
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Mitchell: Stil trying to catch it. Holy crap. a
Losano: Ulra-ll Grau). Fm lucky ght nov havent ely necded lrbls. Ihave

250. .
Mitchell: Yeah, that's good. | |

Mitchell: What the heck man. Holy crap man. This thing is fighting the crap out of me. Do I
have good stats at least? Decent defense blown away by stats.
Lozano: You said you did or didn’t have oneofthese?| !
Mitchell: don’t have one. |
Lozano: You got lucky catching that thing. ! .
Mitchell: Sure did. |
Lozano: It shouldn't be this difficult though.
Mitchell: Thisthing iscrazydifficult. Holy crap. | i
Lozano: saw you mess that up. Tt still bounced out. Is there going to be another poke-ball
higher than that one? !
Mitchell: Yeah. There's amaster-ball. i
Lozano: Atlevel what? |

|
The officers continued talking about the game and were still parked near 50% and Crenshaw.

Mitchell: Holy crap! Finally! The gays are going to bé so jealous.
Lozano: Let's go back to the 7-11and sit there. |

Lozano and Mitchell pulled away from the curb and drove back towards their foot beat area.

Pokemon Go is a free-to-play, location-based reality gaine developed for i0S and Android
devices. The officers’ actions and statements to each other indicate they were actively involved
in this game for at least 20 minutes. They left their assigned foot beat area and responded to two
locations while playing. In the Pokemon Go game, there are characters/species called “snorlax”
and “togetic.” There are also “ultra balls” used to catch a Pokemon and “master balls.”

At18:31:00, Mitchell stated to Lozano, “Yeah, I got your new Pokemon today, dude.” Both
Lozano and Mitchell denied they were playing Pokemon Go while on patrol; however, the DICV.
audio and video clearly showed they were actively engaged in playing the game. Lozano also
madea statement that indicated they had been playing the game the day before.

It should alsobenoted that at 17:24:52, while parked at the Chevron Gas Station at Adams
Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard, Lozano asked Mitchell, “Are you watching a video or are
you playing?” Mitchell said, “No, I'm watching a video.” Mitchell admitted he was watching a
Video at ths location while on patrol. Based on the investigation, it is recommended Allegations
11 and 12 be classified as SUSTAINED. [

ALLEGATION 3. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell made a
false statement to a Department supervisor when he said that he did not hear the radio call.

[|

|



HY4OM

J
: Letterof Transmittal ® i ®

CF No. 17-000915 |
Page 10
54 |

|
Note: Allegation 3 should be re-framed as, “The Department alleges that on
April 15,2017, Officer Mitchell, while on-duty, made a misleading statement to
Sergeant Gomez when asked whyhedid not hear the radio.”

ALLEGATION 13. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano, while
on-duty, made a misleading statement to Sergeant Gomez when asked why he did not hear
the radio. [

Note: Allegation 13 was framed during the completionof the LOT.

CLASSIFICATION

tis recommended that Allegations 3 and 13 be classifiéd as SUSTAINED,

RATIONALE | :

AU18:40:50 on the DICV, Gomez met with Lozano and Mitchell to discuss why they did not
respond to the robbery-in-progress call at the|JJfljGomez asked the officersifthey heard the
back-up that Davenport put out (There was no back-up put out by Davenport. Gomezmisspoke).
Both officers correctly stated they did not heara back-up. Lozano stated he heard Davenport go
Code 6. Gomez stated he was concemed they were close to the call while other officers were
responding from farther away and was wondering why they did not hear the radio.

‘When Gomez stated he saw the officers go Code 6 on the Crenshaw corridor one minute after the
back-up was put out and a supervisor was in route, Mitchell stated, “Where were we before?”
Mitchell knew exactly where he was before. The officers had been sitting in the east/west alley
across the street fromthe[ffl] for approximately 15 minutes. Mitchell stated he did not recall
why he asked Gomez this. Gomez then askedifthe officers’ radios were working. Mitchell
stated, “We're not always at our car because we're walking up and down Crenshaw. So, like I :
said, at the park they play music pretty loud so we can’tlalways hear everything. But our radios
are....usually on Saturdays they have the church at the park, tho, so.”

‘Gomez was concerned about the officers” ability to hear their radios because although being a
Crenshaw corridor foot beat unit working in the immediate vicinityofthf, the officers did
not respond to the robbery-in-progress call. Mitchell’ reply to Gomez inferred he and Lozano
were in Leimert Park when the call came out and they did not hear the radio becauseof loud
‘music and the church at the park. Mitchell specifically mentioned these loud activities occurred
‘on Saturday and this incident also occurred on Saturday. Because he specifically referenced the
day ofthe week that this incident occurred, Mitchell's response was not a general statement
about the footbeat’sdifficulties hearing the radio but a specific statement why he dnd Lozano
did not hear the radio on this particular day at the time the robbery-in-progress radio call came
out. The officers were not at Leimert Park and were not/dealing with music or theJJl
when the call came out and Davenport went Code6. Mitchell knew exactly where he was when
the call came out and chose not to relate this informatio to Gomez because it would reflect
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|
poorly on him. Instead, he chose to tell Gomez how hard it was to hear the radio on Saturday in
the park. Mitchell response to Gomez was an attemp to deflect attention from why he and
Lozano did not respond to the robbery-in-progresscalland was clearly misleading because it did
not occur and was not relevant to Gomez's specific lineof questioning about what happened
during ths incident. | |

When Mitchell was asked why he made his statements to Gomez about not hearing the radio, he
stated he was explaining to Gomez ina general sense why at times he can’t hear the radio.
Gomez was not asking Mitchell for a generalization. Gomez was specifically asking why the
officers did not hear their radios during this incident, The DICV could be clearly heard in
Mitchell's vehicle where he was seated in the alley. Mitchell knew there was a robbery-in-
progress call at the[ffi knew Davenport was there byhimselfand chose to reverse away from |
the location and go Code 6 somewhere else. Mitchell's actions were not predicated in any way
on not being able to hear the radio. Mitchell was not in Leimert Park, was not walking a foot beat
and was not engaged in any activity that kept him from|hearing and knowing what was

occurring. | !

Later in Gomez's discussion with the officers, Lozano sated, “I apologize for not listening up to
the radio. We should have been more cognizantofwhat was going on at the[JJfjj." Lozano
knew exactly what was going on at helnhe and| Mitchell made a deliberate decision not
to respond. Gomez suggested the officers put thir radios up otheirears to hear more clearly.
Lozano stated, “I have it in myearand it’shard to hear when they have the music or they're:
using their PA systems. But that’s where we're supposed to be at too, to monitor just in case
things gooffin the park, because that's our main problém, with the[ll withtJ
awith anyone who ends up at thepark,because that’s why we're always there.”
Lozano's reply to Gomez inferred he and Mitchell were in Leimert Park when the call came out |
and they did not hear the radio because of loud musicand the PA systems. Lozano’s response to |
Gomez was also an attempt to deflect attention from why he and Mitchell did not respond to the
robbery-in-progress call and was clearly misleading because it did not occur and was not relevant
to Gomez's specific lineofquestioning about what pet during this incident:

‘When Lozano was asked why he made his statementsto Gomez bout not hearing the radio, he
stated he was explaining to Gomez how he and Mitchell encounter noises that prohibits them
from hearing the radio and it was a general statement when they are working around Leimert
Park they get involved with things that prevent them from hearing the radio. Gomez was not
asking Lozano for a generalization. Gomez was specifically asking why the officers did not hear
their radios during this incident. The DICV could be cléarly heard in Lozano’ vehicle where he
was seated in the alley. Lozano knew there was a robbery-in-progress call atthe [Jill] knew
Davenport was there byhimselfand chose to reverse away from the location and go Code 6 :
somewhere else.Lozano’sactions were not predicated in any way on not being able to hear the
radio. Lozano was not in Leimert Park, was not walkinga foot beat and was not engaged in any
activity that kept him from hearing and knowing what was occurring.

After Gomez lef the location, Lozano stated, “I'm not doing to go Code 6 everywhere I'm

||
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Tknow why he’s here. He's not here because hewants/to be. He was here because he was
dirccted by Captain Davenport.” Mitchell stated, “I don’t think so.” Lozano replied, “You think
it'sbecause he (Gomez) doesn't like it Mitchell stated, “Oh no, I know so.” Lozano said, “I
had to hold back.” Mitchell stated, “This is not the first time he (Gomez) did that.” Mitchell
then related an earlier incident where he had been questioned by Gomez about his location.

Later in the DICV, Mitchell was talking with someone butside his car about his conversation
with Gomez. Mitchell was complaining that Gomez questioned him and said he was not always
at his car and mayhave been somewhere else and he mayhavebeen at the park. Mitchell was
not at the park. Mitchell knew exactly where he was when the robbery-in-progress call came out
and Davenport went Code 6. Lozano was also speaking with someone but his conversation was
hard to hear. Attheendofthe DICV, Lozano stated, “I was so close to telling him how much
time I have on the job and what he was saying has no meaning.” Based on the investigation, itis
recommended Allegations 3 and 13be classified as SUSTAINED.

|
ALLEGATION 14. The Department alleges that on October 20, 2017, Officer Lozano,
‘while on-duty, made false statements to a Department supervisor during a complaint

investigation. |

ALLEGATION 15. The Department alleges that on October 20, 2017, Officer Mitchell, |
while on-duty, made false statements to a Department supervisor during a complaint
investigation. |

CLASSIFICATION | |
|

Is recommended hat Allsgations 14 and 15 be classified as SUSTAINED.

RATIONALE |
|

‘The investigation revealed there were several instances where Lozano and Mitchell provided
false statements to a Department supervisor during a complaint investigation.

Both Lozano and Mitchell stated they were not playing Pokemon Go while on patrol but were
having a conversation about the game. Lozano stated the pinging sounds heard in the DICV
were Mitchell receiving text message alerts regarding the game on his cellular phone. Mitchell
stated he is involved in a large group of Pokemon Goplayers and receives text alerts and
‘messages regarding people bragging about their scores. Based on the lengthy and specific
conversation between the officers and their response 10 both 46™ and Leimert and 50” and
Crenshaw, itis clear they were actively engaged in playing Pokemon Go. The officers drove to
those two locations, both outof their assigned foot beat area, with urgency, mentioning time
frames in which they had to respond. The officers were tring to catch or capture something and
Mitchell commented after he made a capture that “the ghys are going to be so jealous.” The
dinging sound that could be heard throughout the DICV| may very well have been Mitchell's
phone providing alerts about the game; however, itis clear the officers were also actively
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engaged in playin the game and tei statements oth complaint investigator they wee not
were untruthful.

When asked why he responded to 46% and Leimert, Lozano stated this location was part ofhis
extra patrol assigned by Davenport through the week. He and Mitchell went to 50° and
Crenshaw becauseofnumerous robberies in the area and Lozano stated going to both locations
had nothing to do with the Pokemon Go game. Mitchell stated he did not recall whyhe went to
these locations because he was not driving. Mitchell did state that he was in the area because he
was preparing for the DaysofDialogue which was going to be held at Dulens restaurant (4859
Crenshaw Boulevard). Mitchell drove past Dulans because they were helping to host the event
and he wanted to see the parking lot and provide extra patrol. Mitchell stated going to both
locations had nothing to do with the Pokemon Go game. Based on the DICV, itis clear the.
officers were actively playing the Pokemon Go game and they responded to both locations
because they were trying to catch or capture things at those locations. At no time in the DICV
did cither officer say anything about going to those locations to provide extra patrol. Dulans
restaurant and the DaysofDialogue was also not mentioned in the DICV. Davenport stated
there was no reason for Lozano and Mitchell to go southof Vernon Avenue because that was
beyond their assigned foot beat area. Davenport had no recollectionof having any conversation
with Lozano and Mitchell telling them to goto either Idcationor provide extra patrol and advised
there would be no reason to provide extra patrol for the Days of Dialogue because it was not
occurring on that day, was a peaceful event and no onc/from the event ever asked for extra.
patrol. Both Lozano and Mitchell gave false statements 10 the complaint investigator when they
explained why they drove to 46 and Leimert and 50° and Crensha.

Lozano statedheand Mitchell stayed Code 6 on the 415 group call ofl for 17 minutes
because the [Jlllllhad been known to retum. Lozarlo terminated the call after he felt they
‘would notbereturning. When Lozano and Mitchell entered the cast/west alley on the southeast
comer of MLK Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard, there was no discussion at all about the
Io: waiting in the alley to seeifthey retuned to the north/east comer. Both officers had
‘commented while responding they believed the suspects were gone and there was no indication
theydid any typeofinvestigation or inquiry into the call. In fact, the call was five hours old.
After staying on the call for 17 minutes, the officers cléared because of the robbery-in-progress
call across the street and Davenport's arrival there. Lozano made comments aboiit not wanting
to be Davenport's help and told Mitchell he wanted to be Code 6 on the corridor (Crenshaw).
‘The 415 group call was not terminated because Lozano determined the[JJ were not
coming back. The call was terminated because the officers did not want to show at scene on a
call across the street from the robbery-in-progress call and they did not want to assist Davenport.
Lozano gave a false statement to the complaint investigator when he said he terminated the 415
group call after determiningtholJwere not retuming. ‘

‘While they were in their vehicle at Adams Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard, Lozano asked
Mitchell, “Are you watching a videoorare you playing?” Mitchell said, “No, I'm watchinga
video.” Lozano told the complaint investigator Mitchell was not playing or watching a video
game and he and Mitchell were having a conversation about Pokemon Go. Mitchell told the

| i
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complaint investigator he was not playing a video game and he and Lozano were having a
conversation about Pokemon Go. Based on Mitchell’s response to Lozano, Mitchell was
watching a video and Lozano was awareofit. Lozano and Mitchell gave false statements to the
complaint investigator when askedifMitchell was watching a video while the officers sat in
their vehicle at Adams Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard.

Both Lozano and Mitchell stated since they work outof the Community Relations Office (CRO)
they occasionally assisted the SLOs with duties the SLOs were unavailable or unable to handle.
Although Lozano's and Mitchell's willingness to help the SLOs with community/police matters
is commendable, it does not coincide with their responses why they failed to assist Davenport on
the robbery-in-progress call. Both officers stated they were 10 stay south of MLK Boulevard and
north of Vemon Avenue along Crenshaw Boulevard. The officers had no qualms driving way
out of their assigned foot beat area to handle a non-emergency request regarding a transient at
Adams Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard, allegedly for SLO Aceves, but believed they had no
duty or responsibility to assist Davenport, who was by himself, on a Code 3 robbery-in-progress
radio call across the street from where they were parked (Per Lozano and Mitchell, theJil]
bordered their assigned foot beat area. The Operation Plan for the foot beat, though, included
this location). If this was the logic used to justify their decision not to assist Davenport, they
would not assist any SLO who asked them to respond gutside their assigned foot beat area to
conduct police business. Based on the investigation, it is recommended Allegations 14 and 15 be
classified at SUSTAINED.

DIGITAL IN-CAR VIDEO/BODY WORN VIDEQ/AUDIO RECORDINGS

Digital In-Car Video (DICV) was used to adjudicate these allegations.
hh
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POLICE OFFICER If LOUIS LOZANO, SERIAL NO. 35355

EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMENT PLAN !
None. |

PENALTY | ; |
Allegations 1,l]9, 11, 13 and 14: SUSTAINED — BOARD OF RIGHTS

Officer Lozano is a tenured officer with 18 % years on the job|EN
Lozano was chosen to work a coveted foot beat position that allowed him considerable flexibility
and freedom to engage the community, provide police presence and engage in enforcement when
he deemed necessary. Lozano took gross advantageofthe position he was entrusted with by
failing to assist the community and an officer who was at an emergency call alone and by
allowing other officers to respond Code 3 from adistance away when he was parked across the
street and could have provided immediate aid. Lozano reversed outofthe alley he was parked in
10 avoid being seen, ignored the on-going critical incident to conduct non-essential police duties
nearby and then spent time outofhis assigned area playing Pokemon Go. When questioned by a
supervisor about his failure to respond to the robbery.-in-progress call, Lozano gave misleading
statements inferring he was at Leimert Park and could not hear his radio. Lozano also gave false
statements to the complaint investigator by stating he was not playing Pokemon Go, was at
locations outsideofhis assigned area doing extra patrol when he was actually playing Pokemon
Go, cleared a 415 group call because he determined oc not coming back and
stating Mitchell was not watching a video at Adams Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard.

Lozano's actions during this incident were reprehensible and inexcusable. As a senior officer,
Lozano is expected to uphold the core valuesofthe Department. Lozano failed to provide
service to the community, showed poor commitment to leadership and lacked integrity
throughout this incident. Lozano showed blatant disregard for thesafetyofthe community and
his co-workers because he was not interested in doing his job. There was approximately three
hours of DICV that captured Lozano’s statements and actions before, during and after this
incident. Despite this, at no time did Lozano take responsibility for his actions or lack thereof.

! Lozano’s failure to take any responsibilty was compounded by the misleading statement he
made to Gomez and the false statements he made to the complaint investigator. Based on the
investigation, the Command recommends Allegations 1, Fo! 1.13 and 14 be SUSTAINED

| and Lozano be directed to a BOARD OF RIGHTS.

DOWNGRADE |
None. | :

RELIEF FROM DUTY RECOMMENDATION |
None.

RISKMANAGEMENTANALYSIS
Officer Lozano’s work and complaint history was reviewed via his Training Evaluation and
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Management System (TEAMS) Report. Officer Lozano has been with the Deparment for 18 %
years and has been assigned to Southwest Area for 17 years.

a
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POLICE OFFICER Il ERIC MITCHELL, SERIAL NO. 40169

[EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMENTPLAN |
None

PENALTY
Allegations 2,3, 7,ll 12 and 15: SUSTAINED - BOARD OF RIGHTS

Officer Mitchell is atenured officer with 8 % years on the job(EE
Mitchell was chosen to work acoveted foot beat position that allowed him considerable:
flexibility and freedom to engage the community, provide police presence and engage in
enforcement when he deemed necessary. Mitchell 100k gross advantageof the position he was
entrusted with by failing to assist the community and an officer who was at an emergency call
alone and by allowing other officers to respond Code 3/from a distance away when he was
‘parked across the street and could have provided immediate aid. Mitchell and his partner
reversed outof the alley they were parked in to avoid being seen, ignored the on-going critical
incident to conduct non-essential police duties nearby and then spent time outoftheir assigned
area playing Pokemon Go. When questioned bya supervisor about his failure to respond to the
emergency call, Mitchell gave misleading statements inferring he was at Leimert Park and could
not hearhisradio. Mitchell also gave false statements to the complaint investigator by stating he
was not playing Pokemon Go, was at locations outsideof his assigned area doing extra patrol
and driving by a restaurant hosting the DaysofDialogue when he was actually playing Pokemon
Go and stating he was not playing or watching a video at Adams Boulevard and Crenshaw

Boulevard. |

Mitchell'sactions during this incident were reprehensible and inexcusable. As a tenured officer,
Mitchell is expected to uphold the core valuesof the Department. Mitchell failed to provide

| service to the community, showed poor commitment to leadership and lacked integrity
| throughout this incident. Mitchell showed blatant disregard for the safetyof the community and

his co-workers because he was not interested in doing his job. There was approximately three
hoursofDICV that captured Mitchells statements and actions before, during and after ths
incident. Despite this, at no time did Mitchell take responsibilityforhis actions or lack thereof.
Mitchells failure o take any responsibility was compdunded by the misleading statement he
made to Gomez and the false statements he made to the complaint investigator. Based on the
investigation, the Command recommends Allegations 2, 3, 7,JJflf12 and 15 be SUSTAINED
and he be directed to a BOARD OF RIGHTS.

DOWNGRADE
None.

RELIEFFROMDUTYRECOMMENDATION | !
None. .
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RISK MANAGEMENT ANALYSIS
Officer Mitchell's work and complaint history was reviewed via his Training Evaluation and
Management System (TEAMS) Report. Officer Mitchell has been with the Department for 8 %
years and has been assigned to Southwest Area for almost a year and a half.
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APPROVED BY:

) ‘Captain
Commanding Officer
Southwest Area
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1 This investigation, including revisions, was completed on September 7, 2017. |
2 |
3 INVESTIGATIVE RESPONSIBILITY: The Investigating Officer (1/0) for this case is
4 Detective Il Tracy McClanahan, Serial No. 30131, Opeations-South Bureau Complaint Unit. |
5 McClanahan can be contacted telephonically at (323) 421-2511. Any requests for a
6 supplemental investigation must be approved by the Commanding Officer, Operations-South
7 Bureau, via an Intradepartmental Correspondence Form 15.2.
8 i
9 STATUTE: This investigation involved administrative misconduct only; therefore, the statute
10 date remains as April 16, 2018.
1
12 SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION: On April 15, 2017 at approximately 1745 hours,
13 Captain I Damell Davenport, Serial No. 25877, Commanding Officer Southwest Patrol Division
14 (SPD) responded to a robbery in progress (211) radio call at the
15 located in thel “The comments of the
16 call tated there were three male suspects, steeling merchandise and possibly fighting with the
17 [security About one minute after the call was broadcasted, Davenport arrived and requested
18 an air unit

19 Police Officer III Louis Lozano, Serial No. 35355, and Police Officer Il Eric Mitchell, Serial No.
20 40169, both of Southwest Community Police Station, unit 3FB2 were parked in an alley east of
21 Crenshaw Boulevard (Blvd) and southof Martin Luther King Blvd (LK). Mitchell and
22 Lozano showed their location status as at scene on the Crenshaw Blvd Corridor, approximately
23 one minute after Davenport arrivedat [JliSergeant Jose Gomez, Serial No. 33330, SPD,
24 noticed the officers were on the Crenshaw Corridor and asked over the radio frequencyifthey
25 could respond to assist Davenport. However, the officers did not acknowledge.
26 Communications Division attempted to raise Lozano and Mitchell over the air and again there
27 was no response.

2 Note: During the time of the incident, the officers Digital in Car Video was recording.
29
30 ALLEGATION 1. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano, while
31 on duty and available, failed to respond and assist a Commanding Officer with a robbery
32 in progress radio call.
3
34 ALLEGATION 2. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell, while
35 on duty and available, failed to respond and assist a Commanding Officer with a robbery
36 in progress radio call.
3
38 ALLEGATION 3. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell made a
39 false statement to a Department Supervisor when he said that he did not hear the radio
40 cll.
41
2
4
a
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1
2
3
4
5 ALLEGATION 6. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Lozano, failed to |
6 properly listen to the radio resulting in multiple summons to reach him. |
7 ALLEGATION 7. The Department alleges that on April 15, 2017, Officer Mitchell failed
8 to properly listen to the radio resulting in multiple summons to reach him.
9
10
1
12 |
13 |
14 Captain Davenport[EE stated that on Saturday, April 16, 2017, he was in the |
15 processofresponding to a homicide radio call. While enroute to the crime scene, a robbery in
16 » jspects fighting with security guards was broadcasted over the air at the |
17 located at en
18 ri-light hEGQING NOMNBOURA On Crenshaw BVA af Martin Luther
19 King Bivd., he noticed a marked black and white Ford Explorer police vehicle parked in the alley
20 east of Crenshaw Blvd. Davegogrt saw the unit in the alley right afr the call was broadcasted.

+21 After Davenport reached he showed himselfat scene and parked in the parking lot so he
22 could monitor the exitand enter] hen another unit arrived.
zn
24 Davenport did not request an additional unit over the radio because he heard the watch
25 commander request another unit. He also heard over the radio that unit 3L320 was responding
26 code three from SCPS and unit 3AS8 was responding from the homicide crime scene code three.
27
28 Davenport stated that the directionofthe foot beat units were to be responsible for the Crenshaw
29 Corridor, which includes patrolling Crenshaw Bvd. from Vemon Avenue to MLK Blvd. and the
30  sumounding area. Davenport was unaware of any direction given to the officers advising them |
31 not respond to an emergency call ifthey are in the area.
32
33 Davenport stated the fact that he did not request a back-up or put outa help call did not relieve |
34 Lozano and Mitchelloftheir responsibilityto respond to an emergency call that they were 300
35 feet or less away from. Ifit was Lozano’s and Mitchell's belief that they weren't personally
36 requested ora back- up was not requested, itis a false believe. Evenif the officers walked
37 across the street it would have taken less than a minute to respond. Davenport admitted that
38 since he has been the Captain of Southwest Patrol Division, he has put pressure on the foot beat
39 officers to be more engaged with the criminal activity along the Crenshaw Corridor. Davenport
40 does not knowifit was personal, or a clear neglectofduty on the officer's behalf. However, he
41 has not had any negative interactions with Lozano or Mitchell.
2

Jobo. 712794
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1 Davenport sated that his expectations as a Commanding Officer and as a community member, is
2 that the unit assigned to the Crenshaw Corridor (Lozano and Mitchell), should have driven
3 across the street (0 stop a crime in progress. Tobelieve that the officers did not drive across the
4 street is concerning because Lozano and Mitchell did not show any concern for the safety of
5 others. Davenport believed that Lozano and Mitchell would not respond 300 feet to back him up
6 as the Commanding Officer, they most likely will not back up their peers. No one should have to
7 tell an officer that ifa robbery is occurring across the street from where theyarethat they need to
8 respond. Davenport flt that the officer's behavior was inconsistent with how we operate as a
9 Department, the Core Values, and the motto on the sideof the police car “to protect and to
10 serve”

11 Commander Woodyard® stated that the direction given to the foot beat units were to engage
12 with both the community and the businesses along the Crenshaw Corridor as well as Leimert
13 Park, which would includetheJESSY At one time, there was 4 limited
14 amount of foot beat units and the initial instructions were (0 patrol between Veron Avenue and
15 MLK Bivd., including both sidesof Crenshaw Corridor Blvd. However, there are key stake
16 holders that the foot beat unitsmustbe in contact withthatare further north of MLK. Onebeing
17 —theI Th officers check inf with oil
18
19
20 Ifa hot shot radio call, or a[Nsbroadcasted of[EMM oosyard would have
21 expected Lozano and Mitchell to asist and stop the clock on the response time. Although

i 22 Lozano and Mitchell were responsible for interacting with the community, they are still police
23 officers. Ifa crime occurred, Woodyard still expected Lozano and Mitchel to conduct
24 themselves as police officers. Lozano and Mitchell were never instructed to stay on the east side

| 25 ofthe Crenshaw Corridor.
| 26

27 Woodyard was very clear with the instructions given ta all the foot beat units. If robbery call,
28 or any typical crime occurred in frontof them, Woodyard expected Lozano and Mitchell to be
29 police officers and respond. Woodyard expressed that ifanother officer or detective was nearby
30 and heard that another officer was alone and may need help, and the officer did not use the exact
31 verbiage, common sense would tell them to go help. Woodyard would hope that any officer
32 would have the common sense to know that it is their job to assist when necessary.
3
34 Sergeant Gomez" stated that he was in the station assisting the watch commander and taking
35 telephone calls for a homicide when he heard a radio call ofa 211 in progress at be]
36 |Gomezheard[SNCaptain Davenport, show himsel le 6 at
37 ‘Gomez looked at the screen located in the watch commander's office to see ifthere was
38 a unit that could assist Davenport. The only unit he saw available was 3FB2, Lozano and
39 Mitchell. Gomez requested Communications Divisionto raise unit 3FB2 over the air to assist
40 and back up Davenport. There was no response from 3FB2, even though Gomez heard the
41 request made by Communications Divisions. After several minutes passed, the situation at
42 J sounded chaotic. Communications Division came back over the radio frequency and

Job No. 712794 Atth time ofthe incident, Commander Wobdsyard was the Capain II asigned fo SCPS.
lob No. 712796
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1 Computer). Mitchell told him that he overheard Captain Davenport say that it was a code four
2 over simplex, therefore they did not respond.

3 Lozano’s understandingofthe Crenshaw Foot Beat Corridor, was to handle the Crenshaw
4 Corridor from south of MLK, north of Vernon Avenue and Leimert Park, which included one
5 street west and one street east of Crenshaw Blvd. ThelJflffvas not included.
6CE8
9 1/0 asked Lozanoif he thought he used good judgment when he did not respond to the radio cal,
10 Lozano replied that he believed he used his own judgement because Davenport received
11 assistance,
2
13 Mitchell stated that he was working unit 3FB2 with Lozano and was assigned to the Crenshaw.
14 Corridor, when he heard the radio call ofa robbery in progress at he
15 They were parked in the east west alley, eastofCrenshaw Bvd. south of Martin Luther King
16 Blvd. completing a 415-group call. Mitchell monitored the radio call load on the mobile digital
17 computer and knew the radio calls were backing up, buthe did nothearthe RTO state that all
18 units were going to be held over to handle calls. Mitchell stated aradio call came outofa484-
19 shop lift call atthe[ll Mitchell heard other units responding code three from the.
20 station, but did not respond to the radio call because he was not assigned the call and he did not
21 hear an assistance or a request for a back-up. If Davenport would have requested help, Mitchell
22 would have responded. Mitchell added that itis up to the officer a the scene to determine:
23 what's going on with the call; and what is needed. |

24 Mitchell stated that he monitored the radio call on both simplex and the duplex, however he did
25 not recall hearing the RTO say there were multiple suspects at[Jil] He heard Davenport
26 respond oi ‘but did not know why he was responding. Mitchell recognized Davenport's
27 voice over the radio frequency and heard him request an airship. Mitchell heard thata supervisor
28 was responding code three from Southwest Station, however, he remained in the area to provide
29 assistance if needed
30 The Watch Commander attempted to reach 3FB2 approximately two times. Mitchell stated that
31 he did not hear the watch commander, nor hear the RTO say the suspects were fighting, but he
32 knew Davenport was respondingto the radio call. |
33 Mitchell did not recall Lozano saying that the suspects were outofcontrol and did not recall why
34 Lozano laughed after asking himifthey should go help. Mitchell did not recall Lozano saying
35 “that he did not want to help out today.” Mitchell aso said he did not hear a request for an
36 additional unit ora back-up. Mitchell acknowledged that he said “we should ask 3L0ifthere is
37 amessage” However, he does not remember Lozano saying, “they want us to help” and then
38 laugh. Mitchell said the RTO said that they do notneedto respond.

Job No. 712798
© Assistance is no longerused. |
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1 Mitchell stated that he was advised by current and previous Captains, including Commander
2 Woodyard, who started the foot beat units, not to respond to any radio calls unless activated by
3 the watch commander. Mitchell said that he was not activated to handle radio calls because he
4 was working as a specialized unit assigned to Leimert Park and would only respond to a call ifit
5 was an emergency, such as an officer needs helpor aback-up call. Mitchell further explained
6 that as a specialized unit he was not to handle radio calls unless activated by the watch
7 commander. He was also advised not to handle radio calls unless it is in his immediate ara of
8 assignment, which is south of MLK Blvd. and north of Vernon Avenue on Crenshaw Blvd.
9
10 DIGITAL IN-CAR VIDEO SYSTEM (DICVS) and BODY WORN VIDEO (BWV)
1
12 1713hours, 3FB2 went Code 6on a415Group(Inc.[IEEE
13 1739 hours. 3FB2 arrives in the alley at MLK/ Crenshaw. The Officers park in the alley facing
14 thoNN Officers remain there for 12 minutes conversing.
15 1746 hours, 3L90 advises that Watch 2 isbeing held over. 3FB2 - Officer Lozano states,
16 "Oh shit, the calls are backing up.” The officers remain parked in the alley way facing theffJil}
17 1747 hours, 3L90 requests to have any available units clear from the Homicide Crime Scene and
18 assist with handling calls.
19 1751:10 hours, Communications Division broadcast a 211 in progress at theEN
20 [lend
21 1751:50 hours) shows himself Code 6 at the211 in Progress,
22 CrenshawMLK.
23 1751:56 hours, Mitchell, states, “That's Davenport.”
24 1752:02 hours,[INErcquests & suspect description.
25 1752:06 hours, 3FB2 reverses their vehicle away from reI
26 1752:26 hours, Officers discuss the fact theyare still Code 6 on the 415 Group.
27 1752:36 hours, Officer Mitchell asks, "You want to put us Code6 on the Corridor?” Officer
28 Lozano replies, "Yeah, ha-ha.
29 1753:15 hours, 3FB2 initiates a new incident via MDC(inc[NII 3752 proceeds to
30 drive away from the[ESSER vis the alley.
31 1753:50 hours, Lozano and Mitchell stop in the alley. Mitchell says “I'm going to take his
32 alcohol.”
33 1753:59 hours, Lozano says “that’s the least you can do.”
34 1757:30 hours, Communications Division gives an update. The suspects already 211d the
35 Macys. They came out and are backp=
36 1757:33 hours, Communications Division advises Security is trying to prevent them from
37 retuming into the[Jl]
38 1757:40 hours, Lozano has 2 conversation with an unknown male in the alley about a restraining
39 order.
40 1800 hours Airship requests all units ented] parkingwi
41 1802 hours "3190, can you see if 3FB2 can respond to thel ‘and assist with the
2 nr
43 1802:46 hours, Communications Division, "3FB2, 3FB2, come in.”
44 1804:03 hours, Lozano says “I thought they had one in custody, sounds like three.
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1 J‘hours ,3A57 advises they arc respondingtothe[llfCode 3 from Figueroa/Exposition
2 Bid.
3 1803:39 hours, Code4 suspects in custody.
4 1804:15 hours, "3L90, did 3FB2 acknowledge?” Communications Division, "Negative, 3A57 is
5 responding”
6 1804:19 hours, Both Lozano and Mitchell say “for what”
7 1804:30 hours, Lozano, "Should we asked to seeif there is 2 message, maybe they want us to go
8 “over there and help out” Mitchell, "It’sup to you senior.” Officer Lozano, "Ahh screw it.”
9 1805 hours, Lozano, “I don't want to make t seem like we weren't listeningto the radio.
101807 hours, Mitchell, “you want to walk up Crenshaw?!
11 18:18 hours, RTO “All units switch on Crenshaw switch to Simplex 2.”

12 »
13 Sergeant Gomez met with 3FB2 Ji
14 184322 hours, Sergeant Gomez asked Lozano and Mitchell ifthe they heard the back up at the mo
15 [EE Vitchell said, "No Ididn't" 7
16 1843:44 hours, Mitchell stated, "I didn't hear the back-up.”
17 1843:50 hours, Sergeant Gomez elaborated that Captain Davenport went Code 6 on a211 and
18 officers had to respond from the crime scene. Mitchell stated, "I didn't hear the back-up.” |
19 Lozano stated, "I heard him going Code 6 but I didn't know it was a backup". n J
20 184:20 hours, Sergeant Gomez indicatedto Mitchell and Lozano that they went Code 6 on the [Ill
21 Crenshaw Corridor one minute after Captain Davenport went Code6 onthe211 in progress. ~~
22 Officer Mitchell questions, "What were we doing before?” Sergeant Gomez, "I don't know.”
23 Sergeant Gomez asked the officers if their radios were working. Mitchell suggested that on
24 Saturdays the music in the park is loud and the radios are hard to hear.
25 1845:30 hours, Lozano advised, "I know the Captain went there, butI didn't know it was a back-
26 up.” |
27 1853:24 hours, Mitchell told Lozano thaton a previous occasion Gomez spoke to him about not
23 handling a radio call on Brynhurst Avenue.
29
30  INVESTIGATOR'S NOTES
31
32 1. 10's investigation revealed neither Lozano or Mitchell knew the DICVS was in
3 operation and recording during this incident.
34
35 2. On April 16,2017, Gomez conducted a review of Lozano and Mitchell's CAD Summary
36 Report and their DICV. The officers were on a 415-group call from 1723 hours to 1752
37 hours on Crenshaw and MLK BIvd. The calls disposition was gone on arrival. The
38 robbery call came out at 1750 hours. At 1753 hours, the officers showed themselves on
39 the Crenshaw Corridor until further.
0
41 3. When the robbery call came out, the officers DICV showed their vehicle in the alley east
2 ofthe[Jill]. Based on Lozano and Mitchell's conversation they were sitting inside the
a3 vehicle. Right after Davenport showed himselfat the location, Mitchell stated “that’s
4 Davenport.” Approximately ten seconds later, the officer's vehicle is seen reversing
45 away fromsellin the alley. When the officers reached a “T" in the alley, they tumed

|
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1 southbound in the alley that runs east of Crenshaw BIvd. Based on the DICY, the
2 officers were aware Davenport was at a robbery in progress call and chose not to respond,
3 despite being parked across the street from thei] Lozano reversed the police vehicle
4 and drove down the alley a short distance from the radio call and showed themselves on |
5 the corridor until further. After showing themselves in the alley, Mitchell is observed |
6 exiting the vehicle and walking in the alley speaking to a citizen
7
8 4. Gomez met Mitchell and Lozano at 43rd Street and Crenshaw Blvd. Gomez asked |
9 Mitchell did he hear the back up. Mitchel told Gomez that he did not hear a back-up |
10 call, he heard a radio callof a 484. Mitchell advised VO thatifthe call would have
1 tumed into a back- up, he would have responded. Mitchell recognized the voice over the |
12 radio as Davenport, but did not know he was in the car by himself. |

135. Sergeant Gomez asked if Lozano heard the back up call at th Lozano
14 told Gomez that he did not hear the back up call, he heard Davenport go code six, but did
1s not know it was a back-up.
16
17 6. During the interview, Lozano told VO that in the past, he has responded to officer back-
18 up calls without being requested.
19
20 7. Gomez advised VO that approximately a year ago he was at the sation going end of
21 watch and was assigned a code three call to Leimert park for an unknown trouble radio
2 call. When Gomez arrived at the park there was no signof trouble, only afestival
23 While at scene, Gomez observed a black and white police vehicle and two officers. One
2 ofthe officers was Mitchell. Gomez spoke to the officers and found out they were the
25 foot beat unit assigned to the park and the Crenshaw Corridor. Gomez asked why didn’t
26 they cancel him from the call ifthey were at the park. Mitchell said the music was loud
27 and they did not hear the radio. Gomez advised the officers that they should find a way
28 to hear the radio evenifthere is loud music.
29
30 8. The Crenshaw Corridor Foot beat Unit is a Community Relations Office outreach unit,
31 designed to support patrol officers, the Vice unit, Senior Lead Officer 3SL73, and other
2 Department entities in handling qualityof life issues in basic car areas 341, 3A63 and
3 3473. [EEEis in the Reporting District 3A63 (Addenda 5).
3
35 9. During O's interview with Lozano he stated that Operations South Bureau has a
36 description of their duties and areas that the foot beat units were responsible for
37 patrolling. In the DICV at 1846 hours, Mitchell also mentioned a ten-page document that
38 addressedtheirduties. 1/0 obtained a copy of the Operational Plan for the Crenshaw
39 Corridor, dated July 25, 2015. (Addenda 6)
ry

a
2
3
4“
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1 11. The investigation was completed within the Department's five-month goal.
2
3 ADDENDA
4
5 1A,B. Communications Division, Incident Recall, IncNN:
6 2. Incident Recall Inc | Foot beat Unit 3FB2.
7 3. Incident Recall, In Foot beat Unit 3FB2,
8 4 Los Angeles Police Department CAD Summary Report, Foot beat Unit 3FB2.
9 5. Copy ofthe Reporting Districts for Southwest Division
10 6A-F. Operational Plan for the Crenshaw Corridor.
1 7. Sergeant Gomez Daily Report, dated April 15,2017.
12
13 SUBMITTED BY
14
15
16 — |
17
18 TRACY MCGLANAHAN, Detective Il
19 Operations South Bureau Complaint Unit
20
21
22 APPROVED BY
23
2
25z Ch A7
27 ‘ROBERT E. RIVERS, Lieutenant
28 Officer-in-Charge !
29 Operations South Bureau Complaint Unit
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TO: ‘Commanding Officer, Southwest Arca

FROM: Commanding Officer, Operations South Bureau

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL INVESTIGATION ON CF NO. 17:000915

On September 18,2017, the Commanding Officer, Southwest Area requested additional
information regarding Complaint Investigation CF No. 17-000915'.

Concern No. 1

‘Who was the Senior Lead Officer (SLO) who asked Officers Lozano and Mitchell to respond to
‘Adams Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard to conduct an investigation ofa transient with a
tent?

Response No. 1 Lozano?

Senior Lead Officer Aceves requested that he and Mitchell respond to Crenshaw and Adams
Blvd. to speak with a transient. |

Response No. 1 Mitchell’

Senior Lead Officer Aceves requested that he and Lozano respond to Crenshaw and Adams
Blvd. to speak with a transient.

Concern No. 2

Did the SLO make the request to respond of Officers L.ozano and Mitchell to respond to

Crenshaw and Adams Blvd. How and when?

Response No.2 Lozano

Lozano thought the request was made either in atext, or in person. However, he did not
remember the date the request was made.

Response No. 2 Mitchell |

Mitchell stated that Aceves asked him and Lozano to run an errand because he has a homeless

problem that he wanted them to address. The request was made the same day.

The Complaint was delayed due oth offers unavailability snd vacation.
Job No. 712830
? JobNo. B712831
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T ChneemNo.3 o ®
Why did Officers Lozano and Mitchell conduct an investigation at Adams and Crenshaw
Boulevards when it was well out ofthir foot beat area? |

Response No. 3 Lozano

Lozano stated that he and Mitchell were outoftheir area because they work for the Community
Relations Office (CRO) and on occasion they would get requests to assist with tasks that the

SLO Officers were unable or unavailable to handle (As referenced in Response No. 1).

Response No. 3 Mitchell

Mitchell stated that due to working outof the CRO and SLO offices, occasionally he and Lozano
‘would help the Senior Lead Officers (As referenced in Response No. 1).

Concern No. 4

Was Officer Mitchell watching a video while the officers sat in their vehicle at Adams Boulevard

and Crenshaw Boulevard? If so, what video and why?

Response No. 4 Lozano

Lozano advised thet Mitchell was not playing or watching avideo game. They were having2
conversation about “Pokémon Go.™ The pinging sound heard in the DICVS was Mitchell
receiving text message alerts regarding the game onhiscellular telephone.

Response No. 4 Mitchell

Mitchell denied playing a video game, however he and Lozano had aconversation about a game
called Pokémon Go. Mitchell is involved in a large group of Pokémon Go players and receives

text alerts and messages regarding people bragging about their scores. Mitchell has not played
the video game on patrol. Mitchell was referring to the text alerts when he spoke with Lozano
regarding a video game.

Concern No. 5

How did Officers Lozano and Mitchell handle theradiocall they received ofa 415 group at

Crenshaw and Martin Luther King Junior (MLK) Boulevards on the northeast comer?

Response No. 5 Lozano

Lozano handled the call by driving over to the area and searched for any suspects matching the
description given. Lozano and Mitchel stood by intheir vehicle in the area in the adjacent alley.
to secif the suspects might return. In Lozano’s experience with thegroup[IN they have
‘been known to return to the location. So therefore, he and Mitchell decided to stay in the area.

“Pokémon Go i location based augmented eaiy game. ;
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 ResponseNo, sMiche @ e

Mitchell stated the radio call was dispositioned “gone upon arrival (GOA).” He and Lozano
drove from Crenshaw and Adams Blvd, southbound onCrenshaw Blvd which would bypass
Martin Luther King Blvd, so they could see the front and rear parking lot on Crenshaw and
Martin Luther King Blvd at the Krispy Kreme Donut Shop froma tactical advantage. The 415
group,INN usually consistsofNNoc<r, hen
they got to the location, the group was gone.

Concern No. 6

‘Why did Officers Lozano and Mitchell stay Code 6 on the 415 group call at the noftheast comer
of Crenshaw and MLK Boulevards for 17 minutes when they were sitting in the east/west alley

at the southeast corner ofCrenshaw and MLK Boulevards?

Response No. 6 Lozano

Lozano said he and Mitchell stayed Code 6 at the location because the[Jl] have been
known to return. The call was terminated after Lozano felt that sine the time they had been there

the group was not going to return, They showed themselves Code 6 so they could stay in their
assigned area.

Response No. 6 Mitchell

Mitchell advised thata part of their job description was to make sure the alley southeast of
Crenshaw Blvd stayed clear and monitor any gang or violent crime activity along with parking
enforcement,

Concer No. 7

‘Why did Officers Lozano and Mitchell clear from the 415-group radiocall at Crenshaw and
MLK Boulevards after being there for 17 minutes and put themselves Code 6 on the Crenshaw

corridor immediately after Captain Davenport went Code 6 at the[JJJiiilj Did they want to
change their location so they did not show Code 6 right across the street from the robbery-in-
progress radio call?

Response No. 7 Lozano

Lozano said they completed the radio call from the 415 group and being that they were assigned
10 the Crenshaw Corridor they assigned themselves there. The radio call of the robbery in

progress had nothing to do with whytheir status was changed because they were still monitoring

the 415 group. The location change had nothing to do with him not wantingto show Code 6
across from the robbery call.

Response No. 7 Mitchell

Mitchell advised that after monitoring the alley, he and Lozano moved from the location and

wanted to put themselves Code 6 on the Crenshaw corridor because they were patrolling at the
location. He changed the status because they moved to another location. Mitchell heard
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© Davenport show Code 6 anced Lozano should hey fespond and Hid “we will continue
patrol at our location.”

Concer No. 8 !

What game/video game were Officers Lozano and Mitchell playing in their patrol car while they
were patrolling?

Response No. §

Neither Lozano or Mitchel play or have played any typeof video game while on patrol.

Concern No.9 |

Why were Officers Lozano and Mitchell playingagame/video game while they were patrolling?
Have they played this game/video game before while on|patrol? Ifso, how often?

Response No. 9 Lozano

Lozano denied playing a video game while on patrol.

Response No. 9 Mitchell

Mitchell denied playing a video game while on patrol. | '

Concern No. 10 |

‘Why did Officers Lozano and Mitchell drive to 46th Street and Leimert Boulevard and 0th
Street and Crenshaw Boulevard? Was this part ofthe game/video game? Did these locations
have anything to do with their foot beat/patrol duties?

Response No. 10 Lozano

Lozano stated that 46 Street and Leimert Park is a part oftheir extra patrol area assigned by
Captain Davenport through the week. They were advised becauseofthe numerous robberies in
the area to monitor the area around S0° Street and Crenshaw Bvd. Going to these locations had
nothing to do with the Pokémon Go game. | :

Response No. 10 Mitchell

Mitchell does not recall why they were around 46th Street and Crenshaw BI, because he was
not driving. However, he remembered that the Days of Dialogue was going to be held at Dulans
Restaurant located at 46th Street and Crenshaw BIVd. Mitchell was there because he was
preparingto set up for the DaysofDialogue (April 27, 2017) and drove past Dulans because they
were helping to host the event and he wanted to see the parking lot and provide extra parol for
the individual that was going to host the event. The location had nothing to do with the
Pokémon Go game.

Concern No. 11

‘Why did Officer Mitchell ask Sergeant Gomez, “Where were we before?” when Gomez met with
Officers Lozano and Mitchell and stated he saw them go Code 6 on the Crenshaw corridor?
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* RponseNo 1 Lozano @ | ®

Lozano did not recall hearing Mitchell ask Gomez, where were we before and does not know
‘what Mitchell meant by the statement. After watching the DICV’s Lozano heard Mitchell ask
Gomez the question.

Response No. 11 Mitchell |

Mitchell did not recall why he asked Gomez “where were we before?” and was not tryingto
misdirect Gomez with his response.

Concern No. 12

‘Why did Officer Mitchell make statements to Sergeant Gomez about walking up and down
Crenshaw Boulevard and loud music and church groups being in the park on Saturday making it
hard to hear the radio when Gomez askedifthe officers radios were working? Was this
statement made by Officer Mitchell to infer he was walking up and down Crenshaw Blvd. orwas
atthe park (Leimert) when the robbery-in-progress call came out and was active?

Response No. 12 Mitchell |

Mitchell stated that he was explaining to Gomez in a general sense why at times he can’t hear the
radio. Mitchell only made the statement to tell Gomez why it was hard to hear the radio.

Concer No. 13,

Why did Officer Lozano make statements to Sergeant Gomez about having his radio in his ear
and it was hard to hear when there was music and PA systems in the park if they were to be in
Leimert Park, Was the statement madeto inferthat Lozano was in Leimert Park when the
robbery-in-progress radio call was broadcasted?

Response No. 13 Lozano

Lozano advised Gomez that duringtheirduties they encounter noises that prohibits them from
hearing the radio. It was a general statement that when they are working around Leimert Park
sometimes they get involved with things that prevent them from always hearing the radio.
Lozano did not infer that he and Mitchell were inthe park when the robbery-in-progress call was
broadcasted.

Concer No. 14,

‘Why did Officer Mitchell fel o tell Sergeant Gomez he was sitting in the east/west alley across
the street from the robbery-in-progress radio call if he believed,perhis statement, that previous
and current Southwest captains told him not to respond to any radio cals unless activated, and
Captain Davenport did not seem to need any assistance and it was not in his foot beat area?

Response No. 14 Mitchell

Mitchell did not ell Gomez where they were because he did not ask.

|



© ConcemNo. 15 ° ®

Why did Officer Lozano fail to tel Sergeant Gomez he as sitting in the east west alley across
the street from the robbery-in-progress radio cal if he believed, per his statement that it was
alright that he did not respond, Captain Davenport did not seem to need any assistance and it was
notin his foot beat area?

Response No. 15 Lozano |

Lozano did not tell Gomez that they were in the alley when the radio call came out because:
Gomez did not ask. '

During the second interview with Lozano, Detective Il Tracy McClanahan, Serial No. 30131,
asked Lozano why he told Mitchell that he did not want {o be his (Davenport's) help. Lozano
stated that he did not recall saying that ie did not want to be his (Davenport's) help. However,
Lozano replied thatifitis on the DICVS, he does not deny saying it and does not know why he
‘made the statement.

On October 25, 2017, Captain Davenport was re-interviewed by McClanahan to verify Lozano
and Mitchell's statement. Davenport stated that there was no reason for Lozano and Mitchell to
80 southofVernon to 46" Street and Leimert Park and there would be no reason to tell them to
20 beyond 50” Street and Crenshaw Bivd because that area is beyond the foot beat assigned area.
‘The foot beat area stops at Veron Avenue. Davenport had no recollectionofhaving a
conversation with Lozano or Mitchell telling them to go to 46” or 50° Streets.

Davenport also advised that there would be no need to provide extra patrol for the days of
© dialogue because the daysof dialogue were not held on that day and no one has ever asked a unit

to give extra patrol for the event. The Days of Dialogue is a peaceful event, where extra patrol is
not needed.

On December 8, 2017, McClanahan interviewed Senior Lead Officer I11+1, Luis Aceves,
Serial No. 38381.6 Aceves stated that there was a day, however he could not remember the
exact date, that he asked Lozano and Mitchell to help him out with a transient issue on Adams
and Crenshaw Bivds. Aceves thought that he was on a dayoffand telephoned Lozano to see if
he could help him out. Per the Automated Days Off System, Aceves showed working on
April 15,2017.

GERALD A. WOODYARD, Commander
Assistant Commanding Officer
Operations-South Bureau

Job No. B712832
“Job No. B12833
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