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Board  of  Police  Commissioners  
100  West  1st  Street    
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012100    
  
  
Honorable  Commissioners;  
  
In  response  to  your  request  for  written  comments  regarding  Chief  Beck’s  reappointment,  I  have  
submitted  the  attached  document  (nine  pages)  for  your  review  and  consideration.    

As  you  are  no  doubt  aware,  I  have  filed  a  lawsuit  against  the  city.  However,  as  you  will  note  
from  the  contents  of  this  document,  I  have  not  commented  on  any  of  the  specific  “Cause  of  
Action”  in  the  lawsuit.  I  believe  those  issues  are  best  addressed  in  the  courts.  The  issues  in  this  
document  are  directly  related  to  the  lack  of  leadership  provided  by  Chief  Beck,  the  impact  he  
has  had  on  the  culture  of  the  department  over  the  past  five  years,  and  some  specific  reasons  
why  it  would  not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  employees,  the  department,  and  the  city,  for  him  
to  be  reappointed  for  a  second  term.  While  mine  may  be  the  only  name  on  the  document,  I  can  
assure  you  that  the  views  expressed  are  shared  by,  and  made  on  behalf  of,  a  vast  number  of  
officers,  supervisors,  and  commanding  officers  on  this  department.  

I  am  available  to  clarify  or  further  elaborate  on  any  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  document,  or  to  
answer  any  questions  you  may  have.  It  is  my  intention  to  release  the  document  to  the  press,  but  
I  thought  it  appropriate  to  first  afford  you  (the  commissioners)  an  opportunity  to  review  the  
contents  before  I  do  so.  

I  can  be  contacted  at  my  email  address,  26013@lapd.lacity.org,  or  by  phone  at  (213)  842-‐‑5953.  
Thanks  in  advance  for  your  consideration.  
  
Respectfully;    
  
  
  
PETER  WHITTINGHAM  
  



CHIEF BECK’S REQUEST FOR A SECOND TERM: ADDITIONAL FACTORS TO CONSIDER 

The LA Times recently published a series of articles on the selection of Chief Beck for a second 
term.  In support of their pending recommendation, the Times placed a lot of emphasis on the 
crime-reduction data under the caption, “Chief Beck’s LAPD: By the numbers,” and suggested 
Beck’s accomplishments should make him “a shoo-in for reappointment.”  In addition to the 
“numbers” provided by the Times, I am inviting the Board of Police Commissioners to take a 
close look at these additional numbers, which cover the same period as cited in the Times articles 
(the last full year of Chief Bratton’s term (2008) through Chief Beck’s years up to 2013).  

In order to evaluate how LAPD has evolved, how the intent of the consent decree has manifested 
itself in the behavior, attitude, and conduct of its employees, and the cultural shift that has taken 
place under Chief Beck, the commissioners must look beyond the reported “numbers” and 
closely examine the “process” of how the numbers were achieved.  The Part 1 crime, Arrests, 
and Median response time comparison charts as shown in the Times articles, while informative, 
had very little to do with the direct involvement or leadership of Chief Beck.  On the other hand, 
he was directly involved in, and responsible for, setting the tone/creating the environment that 
has reshaped the culture of the department over the past five years. It appears that Chief Beck 
would prefer that the commissioners (and the Mayor) focus their attention on 11-years of crime-
reduction data, but if they really want to know where the dead bodies are buried in this 
department, they will need to take a closer look at the last 5-years of risk-management numbers.  

Take for example the issue of complaints: while the numbers reflect a reduction in complaints 
since Chief Beck was appointed, the mere decline in the numbers may only tell part of the story. 
As depicted in the chart, under Chief Bratton (2008), of the 5826 complaints, 1020 (17.5%) were 
reported as sustained (meaning the investigation revealed that the complaint occurred as alleged).  
The results are much different under Chief Beck: during the years of “Chief Beck’s LAPD,” the 
sustained rate of complaints averaged only about 9%, a drop of more than 50% when compared  
Bratton’s average of 21%. Do you think that this is a reflection of more “thorough investigations 
of all alleged misconduct” under Chief Beck?  The Use of Force (UOF) numbers also tell a 
compelling story about the cultural shift that has taken place under Chief Beck: NON-CAT UOF 
incidents (force that did not result in death or hospitalization of suspects) increased at an average 
of 346 per year, and CAT-UOF incidents (Officer Involved Shootings) increased at an average of 
44 per year under Chief Beck.  Another risk-data that tells a silent (but powerful) story about the 
culture of the department is the daily sick hours used by employees. As was the case with NON-
CAT UOF incidents, employee sick hours significantly increased every year under Chief Beck.   

But nowhere has Chief Beck reversed the cultural trend of the department, and exposed the City 
to greater risk, than the manner in which he has corrupted the disciplinary system. As indicated 
in some of the recently reported cases, Chief Beck’s selective, situational, and convenient 
enforcement of the rules has brought such discredit to the disciplinary process, that employees 
(and members of the public) no longer have faith or confidence in the fairness of the system. His 
well-orchestrated effort to protect his social popularity (reluctance to make unpopular decisions), 
his refusal to hold all employees equally accountable (his failure to lead), and his effort to protect 
the status quo at all cost, has had the most adverse impact on the department.   



 

 

 

 



Some of the well-publicized cases include the officers who fired more than 100 rounds at the two 
women who were delivering newspapers; the officers who deliberately destroyed more than 50 
in-car video antennas; his overturning of the disciplinary Board’s recommendation to terminate 
Officer Hillman for very serious misconduct; and the recently reported utterly disgusting remarks 
made by Detective Lyga. In all of these cases, Chief Beck’s response appeared designed to 
protect his social popularity, rather than holding employees accountable.  In the case of Officer 
Hillman, he justified his actions with the claim that the officer was found guilty of only three of 
six charges (leaving the impression that if the officer had been found guilty of all six charges, he 
would have terminated the officer).  This excuse is typical of the Chief’s ability to exploit the 
public’s lack of knowledge of the disciplinary process: If he wanted to be transparent (as he 
claimed to be), he would have also informed the public that the officer was found guilty of the 
most egregious charges. In response to the recent public outrage about the Lyga recorded tapes, 
he attempted to show his ability to take quick and decisive actions by announcing that he 
initiated an investigation and sent the detective home. However, he failed to tell the public that 
this recording came to his attention in November 2013, and again reported directly to his very 
good friend, the commanding officer of Internal Affairs Group, in April this year.  This type of 
double standard, hypocrisy, and public deceit has become commonplace under Chief Beck’s 
administration, and should no longer be accepted/tolerated by the commissioners or the Mayor. 

Based upon a recent LA Times article, “LAPD Chief Beck regains footing after troubles in the 
spring,” it seemed that the Chief has become less dismissive of the commissioners for their 
“inexperience,” and is now more responsive to their needs. As the article noted, “Beck went to 
work making amends. He began meeting regularly with each commissioner in private; something 
he had not done previously - in an effort to build their trust and address their concerns.” As much 
as this may improve his chances for reappointment, I implore the commissioners not to fall for 
his pretense of humility; it is 4 1/2 years too late. If the Chief is sincere about doing the right 
thing, he must come clean: For him to truly “make amends,” he must recommit himself to the 
ideals of our Core Value, “Integrity in all we say and do.” In so doing, and for him to really earn 
your trust, he should not wait until the shady backdoor deals and injustices in the disciplinary 
system are leaked by the press: he should voluntarily bring those matters to your attention, then 
honestly explain his actions and accept responsibility for his culpability.  

To test his sincerity, please start by asking him (again) about the captain who was stopped by 
Riverside Police for what may have been a DUI investigation. Is it true that his relationship with 
the Chief influenced the abbreviated investigation and the eventual outcome of that incident? To 
get the full story, you may want to have the Inspector General speak to the person who picked up 
the captain from Riverside Police, and his next-door neighbor who has the whole scoop on the 
incident.  Ask him to explain how he has held the captains who are involved in the “Ghost Car” 
scandal accountable for padding their daily deployment with officers who they knew were not 
deployed. Then there are the captains/commanders against whom judgments were returned for 
retaliation, discrimination, and other unfair labor practices, yet they were promoted and placed in 
much higher positions of responsibility: How were they held accountable for their actions?  I 
would also suggest that you ask him to respond to the specific allegations of corruption that has 
been levied against him by Detective III David Nunez and Sergeant II Cathy Marx.  



But more than any other case, you must ask him to explain why he terminated a Board of Rights 
(that was in progress), and agreed to a settlement that overturned the downgrade of a Sergeant II 
who was charged with inappropriate sexual conduct. No,…this was no ordinary case. In fact, it 
was not even a settlement, as you may know it: this was more like an extortion, a blackmail, and 
a highjacking of the disciplinary system. While you should pull the case, read the investigation, 
and review the transcript before the Board was aborted to get the full story, here are some brief 
facts: The Sergeant II in question was assigned to a division in Operations-West Bureau. He was 
known to be a “bully” to other sergeants and even some lieutenants. He openly bragged that, “I 
run this division!”  He was fully supported and empowered by the Area Captain. In fact, the Area 
Captain once declared that, “I would give my life for that guy!” So empowered was the sergeant, 
that he had great influence in who was assigned to the division, upgrades in rank within the 
division, specialized assignments, how probationary officers were rated, and how complaints and 
use of force incidents were adjudicated: he was like the divisional “enforcer” and the Area 
Captain was his “rubberstamp.” In the case in question, Internal Affairs investigated a series of 
allegations against him, including some for having inappropriate/improper sexual relations with 
young female officers under his supervision. The allegations were sustained against him, and he 
was downgraded to the rank of Sergeant I, and directed to a Board of Rights (to be demoted 
and/or terminated, if found guilty). As the story goes, when the charges of inappropriate sexual 
relations/unbecoming conduct were being read in the Board of Rights, the sergeant challenged 
the charges by saying something similar to the following: “Well, if you are going to charge me 
for those three (or four), you might as well charge me for the other one.” When all the dust was 
settled and the Board Chair inquired what he meant by those statements, the sergeant implicated 
another female officer (said to be a female officer known to the Chief) and threatened to notify 
the press.  The Chief was notified, the Board of Rights proceedings were aborted, and the matter 
was eventually settled with the sergeant being restored to his original rank of Sergeant II. If this 
is not blatant blackmail, institutionalized corruption, and cover-up, then I really don’t know what 
is.  While there is no suggestion (that I am aware of) that the young female officers were forced 
to engage in the sexual acts with the sergeant, the power and authority that the sergeant had in 
the division cannot be overlooked. To the extent that he created an environment where these 
young female officers felt that they had no choice, or were otherwise fearful of losing their jobs 
and/or declined opportunities for upgrades if they refused to give in to his advances, is the extent 
to which the entire department should be outraged about how this incident was handled by the 
Chief. As a commanding officer (and a parent) with two daughters who could join the 
department, I shudder to think what would happen if any of my daughters was pressured and/or 
violated in this manner by their supervisor…I wonder what the Chief would have done had it 
been his daughter? This was an opportunity for the Chief to show courage and leadership, but for 
unknown reasons, he gave into the sergeant’s self-serving demands and in the process, the result 
was the irreparable damage done to the credibility of the disciplinary system. 

There are several other situations in which the Chief failed to show courageous leadership, but 
this next one may have had a lasting impact on the collective conscience of the department more 
than any other. As controversial as this may be, my own conscience compels me to speak out on 
this issue: The deliberate misrepresentation/false statements made in the Chief’s “REVIEW OF 
INVESTIGATION SURROUNDING THE TERMINATION OF CHRISTOPHER DORNER.   



At this time, I want to state the obvious: My comments have absolutely nothing to do with 
Dorner.  As the Chief noted, the purpose of his report is “to address concerns raised by former 
Police Officer Christopher Dorner regarding the appropriateness of the termination process and 
to address specific allegations of unfair treatment in the disciplinary system.” Accordingly, my 
comments are strictly about the “unfair treatment in the disciplinary system,” and the deliberate 
manner in which the Chief used his report to deceive you, the Mayor, and the people of this city.  

During those horrible days in February 2013, the entire community was united in support for our 
efforts to capture Dorner and bring him to justice. There was also a collective sigh of relief when 
it was announced that he died during a shoot-out with law enforcement personnel. However, 
what lingered on beyond his death were the unanswered questions about corruption in the 
disciplinary system. In an attempt to put the public’s fears to rest, the Chief assured everyone 
that he would conduct a fair/objective evaluation of the system; he was going to take 
responsibility for the imperfections and fix them. In an article written by Sandy Banks (LA 
Times, February 22, 2013), the Chief is reported to have attended a meeting where community 
members expressed doubts as to whether the LAPD can investigate itself. However, the Chief 
gave the community (and all of us) this assurance: “I owe this community answers about how we 
discipline officers…I recognize the mistakes of the past, and I don’t intend to repeat them.” 
Unfortunately, the report submitted by the Chief did not merely repeat the mistakes of the past; it 
compounded them. The report was replete with deliberate omissions, exaggerated emphasis on 
distorted facts, and concluded with shamefully blaming the attorney (father of one of the 
innocent victims) for coaching the witness. Although the Inspector General (IG) concluded that, 
“The Board of Right’s findings were not improper,” he also refuted and discredited some of the 
most significant claims made by the Chief in his report. The IG also called into question the 
credibility of the training officer, and pointed out significant discrepancies/inconsistencies in the 
arrest report, her statements to Internal Affairs investigators, and her testimony in the Board of 
Rights. As I read the report, I could not help but wonder why the Chief had to go to such 
extremes to make a case for supporting the obvious flaws in the disciplinary system, as reflected 
in the investigation, the adjudication of the complaint, and the findings of the Board…all at the 
expense of his own credibility. Why did he willfully ignore all the obvious irregularities and 
telltale signs of unfairness in the process? Did he keep his promise to be “transparent (and) to 
expose just how fair his department is?” The following facts may help you to answer these questions:   

1. The Chief claimed that Dorner did not report the incident until “13 days” after the arrest 
of the suspect: This is not correct. The arrest occurred on July 28, 2007. Dorner told Sergeant 
Perez (an uninvolved supervisor he trusted) about the incident “six to seven days later.” The 
department policy states that a complaint is considered reported to the department when an 
uninvolved supervisor becomes aware the complaint. As much as the Chief stretched the 
interpretations of the procedures to support many of his conclusions, he could have easily 
acknowledged that Dorner actually reported the matter to an uninvolved supervisor (Perez) when 
he notified him of the incident on August 3rd or August 4th, (six or at most, seven days later).  

2. Dorner had reasons to be suspicious about the friendly relations that the sergeant who 
first responded to the scene had with the training officer (that is why Dorner did not tell the 
sergeant about the kicks when he responded to the scene). As it turned out, during the Internal 



Affairs investigation, the same attorney represented both the sergeant and the training officer. 
This fact should have at least raised eyebrows about the independent nature of the statements 
given by both the sergeant and the training officer, but of course, it appeared to be of no concern 
to the Chief. Was this transparency? Or was this another attempt to conceal relevant facts? 

3. If the Chief really wanted to identify the unfairness in the process, he would have 
critically examined the captain’s “Rationale” for classifying the allegations against the training 
officer as “Unfounded.” Regarding the allegation that she “unnecessarily kicked Gether in the 
face and torso, causing injury,” the captain said, “Dorner’s allegation of excessive force is 
unsupported by three independent witnesses, all hotel employees. Adrid, A.Perez, and Nixon 
were in close proximity to the use of force, and all were in a position to witness the officers’ 
entire contact with Gether. Their individual recollections support both the arrest report and 
Evan’s statement that she did not kick Gether.” We now know (and the Chief must have known) 
that none of this was true. In fact, and as concluded by the IG, “None of these witnesses saw the 
entire episode, and they may not have seen the relevant portions of the incident in the planter.” 

4. This next one, as they say, is a doozy. I will try to explain it in the simplest of fashion so 
that you can follow, so here goes: Dorner said his training officer told him not to mention the 
kicks in the arrest report, and since he did not know how to explain that part of the incident, he 
wrote part of the report and his training officer completed the arrest report. Based upon this 
statement, the department made the following allegations against Dorner and his training officer: 
The training officer, “attempted to dissuade Officer Dorner from reporting misconduct” and, 
“Submitted an arrest report that she knew contained false information.” And that Dorner, “failed 
to report misconduct” and “Submitted an arrest report that he knew contained false information.”   
The captain who adjudicated the complaint, classified all four allegations against both Evans and 
Dorner as “Unfounded,” and gave the following Rationale: “Since the investigation established 
that Evans did not use excessive force against Gether, it would have been impossible for her to 
dissuade Dorner from reporting it. Likewise, the allegation that Dorner failed to report 
misconduct is also unsupported. The statements of the independent witness support the arrest 
report, and apart from Dorner, who is not credible, there is no other evidence to support that the 
arrest report contained false information. It is therefore recommend that these allegations be 
classified as Unfounded.” Here is where it gets very interesting: After coming to the conclusion 
that the four allegations were Unfounded, the captain used the basis of his decision to formulate 
new allegations against Dorner. This is what he said: “The following allegations were added by 
the commanding officer (himself) after reviewing the completed complaint investigation.” Then 
he alleged that Dorner “Made false statement to a supervisor” (he told the watch commander that 
Evans kicked the suspect), and, “Made false statements to Internal Affairs Group investigators 
during an official investigation” (when he repeated his observations during the Internal Affairs 
interview). In his Rationale to sustain these two newly added allegations against Dorner, the 
captain wrote the following: “The investigation has definitely established that Dorner’s 
statements were false at the time he made the initial complaint, and were false when he was 
interviewed by Internal Affairs Group investigators.” To hammer home what he wants to make 
the “egregious” nature of these two allegations, the captain added, “Members of this department 
are expected to conduct themselves with the highest degree of honesty and integrity. By his false 



allegations of misconduct, Dorner has failed to uphold those values. It is recommended that these 
allegations be classified as SUSTAINED. It is further recommended that Dorner be directed to a 
Board of Rights hearing, and if found guilty, be removed from the Department” (this was the 
grossly unfair part of the system that sent Dorner to the Board of Rights, yet there was no 
mention and/or analysis of these specific issues in the Chief’s report). 

Since none of these specific facts (paragraphs 1 through 5) were included and/or addressed in the 
Chief’s report, how objective was his findings? How transparent was his evaluation of the 
disciplinary system? How honest was he? As a supervisor in this department for more than 25 
years, I have never seen/heard of a case like this…A case where an employee makes a 
complaint; especially where the facts to refute the complaint were no more credible than the 
complaint itself, yet the employee was charged for making false/misleading statements.  

6. As I continued to read the report, it became clear to me that the Chief (and his fixers) 
were desperately trying to convince themselves that there was nothing wrong with the 
disciplinary system. After exhaustively trying to discredit Dorner, and realizing that their case 
was not strong enough, they turned on the suspect. After their callous exploitation of the 
suspect’s mental illness, they then turned on his father. Now, mark you, neither the suspect nor 
his father knew or had any contact with Dorner. And to remind you of a most remarkable part of 
the case, the father testified that four days after the incident, his son (the suspect) told him that he 
was kicked, and later pointed to the area at the Double Tree Hotel where the incident occurred. 
As you now know, the father’s statement was discredited simply because he quoted his son as 
saying he was “kicked twice,” and another time saying there were “three kicks.” But discrediting 
the father (and his son) was not enough, they had to also discredit the entire defense team, so 
they threw all caution (or credibility) to the wind. In other words, they became more desperate! 
So desperate they became, and so determined were they to shift the blame to others, that they 
carelessly threw salt on the emotional wound of the father who lost his daughter to the reckless 
actions of a murderer. There was absolutely no evidence that Dorner’s attorney coached the 
suspect or his father: long before the father knew that there was going to be an investigation, his 
son told him that he was kicked. Whether he was kicked twice or three times, it was irrelevant. 
Instead of acknowledging and taking responsibility for an “imperfect system,” instead of 
showing some empathy for a mentally ill person, the Chief placed the blame on the defense 
attorney. The Chief’s claim that, “It appeared that he (the son) had been coached regarding how 
to testify on the video.”  This assertion, which was not made during the Board of Rights 
proceedings was not only wrong, it was shameful! This was especially shameful, because the 
Chief knew that Dorner was upset for what he believed was his attorney’s lack of aggressiveness 
in representing his interest in the Board of Rights. Indeed, it was because of Dorner’s anger at his 
attorney why he targeted the attorney’s daughter. Why then would the Chief be so callous and 
insensitive to the attorney? Why would he go to such extremes to protect the obvious flaws in the 
disciplinary system by blaming the attorney? Is it because if he had not done so, the blame would 
all come back to him? As you may know, he was the Deputy Chief who signed off on the 
captain’s recommendation to send Dorner to the Board of Rights.  At most, this complaint should 
have been adjudicated as “Not Resolved” (When the investigation discloses insufficient evidence 



to prove or disprove clearly the allegations made).  The fact that the Chief failed to mention these 
specific issues in his report was more than mere omission…it was pure deception.  

7. Two more observations about the Chief’s report to the Board of Police Commissioners: 
1) In Sandy Bank’s article, she wrote, “Clearly, given his actions later, his was a "malignant 
heart." Dorner was unfit to be a police officer. But the account of his termination is troubling 
enough that it makes me wonder if the process was used to seek the truth or simply to root out a 
troublemaker.” Sandy may not have known it, but she was onto something: You see, there was 
some real concerns by the Board about Dorner’s behavior during the proceedings. As I heard it, 
Dorner was very vocal and “intimidating” in his behavior as he expressed his displeasure about 
the proceedings. In fact, so concerned was the Board that they had armed uniformed officers 
standing by in the Boardroom to protect the Board members. Could it be that the very slanted 
reasoning of the Board and their clever interpretation of the evidence was purposely designed to 
achieve a desired outcome…to get rid of this “intimidating” officer? The fact that the Board 
Chair and the captain who sent Dorner to the Board of Rights are friends/from the same bureau 
may not mean anything in the big scheme of things, but did that relationship, coupled with 
Dorner’s “intimidating” behavior in the proceedings influenced the Board Chair’s “articulate” 
interpretation of the evidence?  As Sandy implied in her comments, was the Board’s findings and 
decision to terminate Dorner based upon an objective evaluation of the evidence and testimony 
before the Board, or was it based upon the fact that Dorner was a “troublemaker?” Of course, 
nothing about Dorner’s behavior in the Board was mentioned in the Chief’s report. 2) This last 
observation is a little known, but relevant, fact to assess the lack of transparency in the Chief’s 
report. In June 2012, long before Dorner published his “manifesto” and started to kill innocent 
people, he appeared in a Las Vegas court to testify why he had initiated a Temporary Restraining 
Order against another department employee he was dating at the time (Case No. T-12-141470-
T). During that hearing, the subject of him being an ex-LAPD officer came up. In explaining his 
situation to the judge, he stated that he was fired because he reported another officer for using 
unauthorized force. Based upon Dorner’s case against the employee he was dating, the 
department initiated a complaint against her and eventually sent her to a Board of Rights. The 
relevance of this information is that at the time of conducting his investigation, and prior to 
submitting his report to the Board of Police Commissioners, the Chief knew about this case. He 
knew that Dorner was out there, long before the events in February 2013, proclaiming his 
innocence, in a court of law, and in a case where the department placed such weight on his 
credibility that they sent another employee to a Board of Rights to be terminated. My sense is 
that if the Chief had mentioned this little bit of information in his report, it might have raised 
more questions than answers about the fairness of the disciplinary system…and may have even 
added some credence to Dorner’s claim of unfairness, but of course, the Chief could not risk that.  

Based upon the foregoing, is it reasonable to conclude that the disciplinary process as described 
above may have placed into motion, a series of unfortunate set of circumstances that eventually 
resulted in Dorner becoming so deranged that he took innocent lives and then commit “suicide 
by cop?” And if there is merit to this conclusion, can Chief Beck, and all of us as a department, 
be totally exculpated from some culpability? This is the question that has settled on my 
conscience and continues to haunt me every time I think about the loss of those innocent lives.  



CONCLUSION: 

At the start of this, admittedly, very long narrative, I referenced a series of articles in the LA 
Times. In one of those articles, the Times discussed why Bratton was given a second term, and 
why Willie Williams and Bernard Parks were not. In commenting on the reasons why Williams 
was not given a second term, the article noted, in part, the following:  “…Most significant, 
Williams lost the commission's confidence when he lied…” In considering Chief Beck’s 
suitability for a second term, the question that this Board of Police Commissioners must ask 
themselves is this: Can they really trust Chief Beck to be fully and voluntarily forthcoming on all 
issues of importance? I can tell you that, based upon the manner in which he has discredited the 
disciplinary system; he has lost the trust and confidence of many employees in this department, 
and I suspect a large segment of the Los Angeles community.  

I would respectfully ask the commissioners (and the Mayor) to look beyond the published crime-
reduction numbers. Look beyond the stepped-up public relations talking points, and instead pay 
close attention to the trajectory of the culture of this department since Chief Beck’s appointment. 
You will notice that since Chief Bratton left, the LAPD culture has not only shifted in a new 
direction, it has looped around and is now heading back to the good old (pre-consent decree) 
days of Chief Beck’s hero and mentor, Chief Gates. To find some compelling indicators (subtle 
as they may be); take a closer look behind the scenes of both Non-Categorical and Categorical 
Use of Force incidents and how they are being investigated/adjudicated. Look at how complaints 
are being investigated, adjudicated, and resolved at Board of Rights. Look at how commanding 
officers are being held accountable when State/Federal courts return judgment against them for 
retaliation, etc., versus how officers are held accountable when citizens name them on Claims for 
Damage filed with the City. Look at how the obsessive demand for micro-decimal percentage 
decrease in crime on a daily basis has influenced the process/results, as reflected in some 
questionable report classifications and some creative crime-reduction numbers. And last, but by 
no means least, look at how all this has affected the health/welfare and morale of officers, 
supervisors, and yes, even commanding officers. These are the areas that tell a compelling story 
about Chief Beck’s leadership…not creative crime-reduction statistical numbers. 

The fact is that up until a few weeks ago, the Chief was concerned more about protecting his 
social popularity/relationship with a certain group of officers, more so than he was concerned 
about leading and holding all employees accountable. His failure to lead caused this department 
to fall into a spiral of what I call "latent corruption,” distrust, frustration, employee-polarization, 
and systematic retaliation against dissenting voices. He has relied on, and is being protected by, 
the collective group-think advice from his inner circle, none of whom have proven themselves 
capable (or courageous enough) to tell him the truth. There are many voices among officers, 
supervisors, and command staff, who are silent in their opposition to the Chief’s reappointment, 
not because of admiration or respect, but because they are fearful of alienation/retaliation. There 
is no better time than now to create a cultural shift in this department; the type of cultural shift 
that was intended by the consent decree, and the type of cultural shift that the employees and the 
community deserve. This Board of Police Commissioners can start to lay the foundation for that 
cultural shift by declining Chief Beck’s request to be reappointed for a second term. 


