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' GERAGOS & GERAGOS

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

2
LAWYERS
3 644 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017-3411
4 TeLerHoNE (213) 6253900
FacsmilE (213)625-1600
5 | MARK J, GERAGOS SBN: 108325
¢ Attorney for Defendant, CHRISTOPHER BROWN MAY 06 200
S ANGELES P 3 .
7 T
g TAVMOND E?.(iﬁﬁgs
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

9 FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
10
11 | THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ' Case No.: BA353571

CALIFORNIA, _
12 | NoOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION
Plaintiff, FOR PRETRIAL DISCOVERY;

13 DECLARATION OF MARK J.
14 VS, GERAGOS IN SUPPORT THEREOQF

(Vela v. Superior Court)
15 | CHRISTOPHER BROWN,

16 Defendant, DATE: May 28, 2009
ToME: 8:30 am.

17 4 PLACE: Dept. 123

18

19

20l TO: STEVE COOLEY, DISTRICT ATTORNEY FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY;

21 | TO: RocKyY DELGADILLO, CITY ATTORNEY;

22 | TO: WILLIAM J. BRATTON, CHIEF OF LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT; AND

23 | TO: CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT:

24 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on May 28, 2009, at the hour of 8:30 a.m. or soon

25 | thereafter as counsel can be heard, Christopher Brown, through counsel Mark J. Geragos,
26 | will move the Court for an order directing the District Attorney’s office to make available

|
27 || copies of the materials herein described:
28
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1. All writings, by whatever name known, related to or connected in any
manner whatsoever, to the Los Angeles Police Department, Internal Affairs

Group, internal investigation into the leaked photograph of the alleged

victim in this matter.

2. Any and all statements, no matter how recorded or transcribed, made by
Los Angeles Police Department officers, and any and all other officers and
detectives, including any other law enforcement agencies in connection

with the internal affairs investigation into the source of the leaked

photograph.

3. All administrative reports prepared during the internal investigation into

LAPD regarding the leaked photograph of the alleged victim in this case.

The motion will be based on this notice of motion, on the memorandum of points
and authorities served and filed herewith, on the attached Declaration of Mark J. Geragos,
on the Los Angeles Police Department Incident Reports (#090706074), on all the papers

and records on file in this action, and on such oral and documentary evidence as may be

presented at the hearing of the motion.

Dated: May 6, 2009

08:21:53 a.m. 05-07-2009 210

Respectfully submitted,
GERAGOS & GERAGOS

By:

MARK I. GERAGOS
Attorney for Defendant
CHRISTOPHER BROWN
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- analysis which this trial court needs to perform in this case is the Vela analysis.

08:22:15 a.m. 05-07-2009 3H0

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
L

DEFENDANT IS ENTITLED TO DISCOVER WRITTEN STATEMENTS MADE By
POLICE OFFICERS DESCRIBING THEIR ACTIONS AND THE ACTIONS
OF FELLOW OFFICERS INVOLVED IN THIS CASE.

The mandate that the police disclose statements regarding events which also form
the basis for criminal charges was conclusively decided in Vela v. Superior Court (1989)
208 Cal.App.3d 141. In Vela, the City of Culver City claimed a privilege to withhold the
written statements of police officers who had shot a criminal defendant. The statements
which the City refused to disclose contained the officers’ written descriptions of the
actions they took and why they took them.

The shooting incident in Fela formed the basis of the prosecution of the defendant.
The officers were interviewed regarding the incident by the Special Investigations Team
of the Internal Affairs Division of the Police Department. The defendant requested the
statements of the police officers involved and the Culver City asserted the attorney client
privilege. The Court of Appeal in Vela held:

“Here, the City secks to protect from disclosure written statements of the very

police officers whose trial testimony will be necessary to prove the criminal

charges filed against the defendants. In such circumstances adherence to a

statutory attorney-client privilege must give way to pretrial access when it would

deprive a defendant of his constitutional rights of confrontation and cross

examination.”
(Velav. Superior Court, supra, 208 Cal.App.3d at150-151.) The reports being sought
cortain statements regarding the crime for which petitioner is on trial as relayed by the

officers who were percipient witnesses and inextricably connected with the crime. The

“Conceivably, parts of the officer’s statement may not be relevant to the

underlying criminal action, and the trial court should, in light of all the facts and

-3- NOTICE OF MOTION & MOTION FOR PRETRIAL DISCOVERY
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circumstances, initially decide how much, if any, must remain confidential.

Defendant’s entitlement to discovery is not absolute. The attorney-client privilege

may be overridden only if, and to the extent, necessary to ensure defendant’s

constitutional rights of confrdntation and cross-examination. Thus, the trial court
must weigh defendant’s constitutionaily based need against the statutory privilege
claimed by City and determine which privileged matter, if any, are essential to
ensure defendants’s right of confrontation and access to matters reasonably
required to permit a full and fair cross examination. The trial court must also
create a record of the in camera hearing, and the findings made therein, adequate to
permit appellate review of its ruling.”

{Id) |

Thus, the obligation of the trial court is to first determine if the statements are
relevant to the incident in question. If the statements are at all relevant to the incident, as
they are here, no balancing test is necessary. Petitioners’s Sixth Amendment rights to
confrontation, cross examination, and effective assistance of counsel require absolute full
disclosure of every word, phrase, sentence, paragraph, and punctuation mark of such
statement. Clearly, written statements from the involved police officers that they
undertook or did not undertake certain actions and why they acted as they did in this
specific case would be relevant to the determination of any disputed issues.

In this case specifically, the leaking of a photograph (whether for profit or not) of a
complaining witness violates a variety of criminal and regulatory prohibitions. In and of
itself these actions would not only constitute demonstrable bias on the part of the
involved officer(s) but could potentially be the basis for a Motion to Dismiss for

Outrageous Governmental Misconduct'. In this case there are prima facie violations of

"The power of a court to dismiss a criminal case for outragecus conduct arises from
the due process clause of the United States Constitution. (Rochin v. California (1952) 342
U.S. 165, 168 [L.Ed. 183, 188, 72 S. Ct. 205, 25 A .L.R.2d 1396]; People v. Mcintire (1979)
23 Cal.3d 742, 748, fu.1 [Cal. Rptr.237, 591 P.2d 527]; People v. Wesley (1990) 224 Cal.

- 4 ~'NOTICE OF MOTION & MOTION FOR PRETRIAL DISCOVERY
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multiple Government and Penal Code sections as a result of the leaking of the photo of
the complaining witness.

Once the trial court determines the statements are relevant to the issues in dispute,
then the trial court should review the statements and redact those portions of the statement
that are irrelevant. As can be seen from the actual language in Vela, the Court of Appeal
held that the trial court must weigh defendant’s constitutionally based need against the
statutory privilege claimed by City only as to those parts of the officer’s statement that
may not be relevant to the underlying criminal action or incident that is the step of the
criminal action. The Court of Appeal merely conjectured that it was “conceivable” that
portions of an officer’s statement to the Internal Affairs Division may not be relevant to
the underlying crime and under such circumstances the defendant is not entitled to
discovery of statements of a witness to a crime in the possession of the prosecution. As
the Supreme Court stated in 1960:

“...Either before or during trial, an accused can compel the people to produce the

written statement of a prosecution witness relating to matters covered in his

testimony. In laying a foundation for production, that accused is not required to
show that the document was signed by the witness or otherwise acknowledged by
him as accurate of that there is any inconsistency between the statement and the
testimony of the witness. As pointed out in the Chapman case, the value of
obtaining such a statement is that it may contain contradictions of the testimony of

the witness, may omit some facts related by him at the trial, or may reveal a

contrast in the emphasis placed on the same facts. A defendant is not ordinarily in

a position to show such matters until he has seen the statement.

(People v. Estrada (1960) 54 Cal.2d 714.)

App. 3d 1130, 1141-1142 [274 Cal. Rptr. 326).) When conduct on the part of the authorities
is so outrageous as to interfere with an accused’s right of due process of law, proceedings
againstthe accused are thereby rendered improper. (Boulas v. Superior Court(1986) 188 Cal.
App. 3d 422, 429,

-5- NOTICE OF MOTION & MOTION FOR PRETRIAL DISCOYERY
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1 The Supreme Court’s discussion of this point is also clear in Chapman:

2 “In order to obtain production of the prior statement of a prosecution witness, a

3 defendant is not required to show that there is any inconsistency between the

4 statement and the testimony of the witness. As pointed out in the Jencks case [Jencks

5 v. United States, 353 US 657 (1957}, a requirement of proof of conflict between the

6 witness’ testimony and his earlier statement would, in many cases, deny the accused

7 the benefit of relevant and material evidence. Ordinarily a defendant cannot show that

8 a statement contains contradictory matters until he has seen it, and, if such a doing

9 were a condition precedent to production, his rights wauld be dependant upon the
10 highly fortuitous circumstance of his detailed knowledge as to the contents of the
11 statement. For these reasons we disapprove any implication in People v. Gallardo,
12 41 Cal.2d 57, and People v. Riser, 47 Cal.2d 566, that the right of a defendant to
13 obtain the production of a statement made by a witness for the persecution depends
14 upon a showing that the writing contradicts the witness’ testimony.”
15 || (People v. Chapman (1959) 52 Cal.2d 95; See also People v. Funk (1959) 52 Cal.2d 423.)
16 Thus, even absent a showing of contradictions in the statement as compared to the
17 | police report, a defendant in a criminal case is entitled to discovery of statements of
18 | witnesses to the crime charged in the possession of the prosecution. The statements in this
19 | case are interviews of the police officers actually involved in the incident forming the basis
20 || of the criminal chargéé, about the circumstances of those charges. Under controlling case
21 | authority, the defense is entitled to production of the entire siatements.
22 Vela is not the only case which mandates disclosure of an officer’s statements
23 | regarding the matter for which a defendant is on trial. In Gonzalez v. Municipal Court (1977)
24 ¥ 67 Cal App.3d 111, the Court of Appeal determined that a Los Angeles Police Department
25 | officer’s statement about an arrest to internal affairs investigators is discoverable by the
26 | arrested in the face of the officer’s attempt to invoke the attorney-client privilege. The Court
27 | held the statemnents were not privileged as a matter of law.
28
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.
DEFENDANT IS ENTITLED TO DISCOVER CONCLUSIONS OR RECOMMENDATIONS
RESULTING FROM INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS OF COMPLAINTS
OF POLICE MISCONDUCT.
In Cadena v Superior Court of Los Angeles County (1978) 79 Cal. App.3d 212, 229,
the Court of Appea'ls ruled:

“Petitioner was also entitled to the discovery . . . of the conclusions or
recommendations resulting from internal investigations by the respective law
enforcement agencies of complaints of excessive force and prejudice with respect to
the incident leading to his arrest.”

The Court further ruled:

“Furthermore, petitioner should have access to the actual conclusions and
recommendations of the internal investigations into prior complaints of excessive
force and prejudice and not be restricted to just the names and addresses of those

investigators who wrote conclusions or opinions.
({d. at 221.)

It follows that the Defendant in the instant matter is entitled to conclusions of internal

investigations in this case. In fact, to quote the LAPD News release in this matter:

The Los Angeles Police Department takes seriously its duty to
maintain the confidentiality of the victims of domestic
violence. The Department launched an immediate internal
investigation and subsequently filed a personnel complaint. A
violation of this type is considered serious misconduct, with

penatties up to and including termination.

(Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of LAPD News Release, dated
February 19, 2009, entitlted Unauthorized Release of Photographs.)

- 7 “NOTICE OF MDTION & MOTION FOR PRETRIAL DISCOVERY
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Mr. Brown requests immediate discovery of the

aforementioned materials.

‘Dated: May 6, 2009

LPBI-0BS-El2

Respectfully submitted,
GERAGOS & GERAGOS

Yefendant
BrROWN

Attorney for
CHRISTOPHIR
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1 DECLARATION OF MARK J. GERAGOS

2 1, MARK J. GERAGOS, declare as follows:

3 1. [ am an attorney duly admitted to practice law in the State of California. I

4 | have personal knowledge of the following facts and if called as a witness, I could and would

s § competently testify thereto.

6 2. [ am counsel representing Chris Brown in the above-entitled matter

7 § currently pending before this Court.

g 3. [ have reviewed the initial police reports and discovery in the above-entitled

9 criminal action against the Defendant, wherein he is charged with violations of Penal Code
sections 245(a)(]1) and 422.

i? | 4. During the investigation in this case, a photograph taken by the LAPD

depicting the injuries incurred by the complaining witness was illegally leaked to the media.
12 Specifically, this highly prejudicial photograph was sold by an LAPD officer to the
13 § entertainment website, Thirty Mile Zone (TMZ). The photograph was immediately viewed
by hundreds of thousands of viewers and was plastered on every news channel for the
following weeks. In fact, the photograph still remains on TMZ and continues to be viewed
15§ by countless people. The purpose of the leak was certainly to vilify the defendant and
16 || deprive him of a fair trial. In fact, the LAPD issued a statement entitled “Unauthorized
Release of Photograph” indicating that an internal affairs investigation had been launched
into the leaked photograph.

14

17

18 C
I'arn aware that the LAPD is conducting an investigation related to this incident. The

13 | investigations which are conducted are not necessa:ily only conducted by the agency which
20 | employs the police officer who used force or fired shots. Some agencies conduct their own
investigations while other agencies may call in the Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department to

21 . _
conduct the investigation.

22 . _r . : o
The investigations are conducted for a variety of reasons. Some investigations may

23 { be conducted as part of the documentation necessary for the filing of a criminal case. Other
24 | investigations may be conducted as a result of a criminal probe of wrongdoing by the police
officer who committed police misconduct. Investigations are also conducted for the purpose
of examining potential civil liability and for the purpose of advancing the professional
26 | standards and training of the involved police department.

25

27 In every case the police agency interviews all officers involved in the event, whether
2g | the officers were participants or witnesses. Every statement so obtained is recorded in some

-9 NOTICE OF MOTION & MOTION FOR PRETRIAL DISCOVERY
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manner and many are tape recorded.

If the instant motion reveals evidence of dishonest conduct on the officers’ part, [
intend to use such evidence at the preliminary hearing to attack their credibility. The defense
intends to prove and argue that the afore-mentioned officers are not credible and that the
Court should not believe some of their statements.

In order to adequately prepare for the preliminary examination and to provide
effective assistance of counsel to defendant, it is necessary that the statements obtained from
the police officers be disclosed to the defense.

1 declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct as to those
matters of which I have personal knowledge, and as to all other matters that I believe them
to be true on information and belief.

Signed this 6™ day of May, 2009, inthe Colinty g /f;os Angeles, California.

27
MARK J. GERAGOS

-f’
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News Release

Los Angeles Police Department
Los Angeles, California

February 19,2009 NRO%081jr

Unanthorized Release of Photograph

Los Angeles: The unauthorized release of a domestic violence photograph immediately
generated an internal investigation.

At about 7 p.m. on Febrvary 19, 2009, the Los Angeles Police Department Media Relations
Section began receiving numerous inquiries about the release of a photograph associated with a
domestic violence incident that occurred on February 8, 2009, involving entertainer Chris
Brown. The photograph appeared on an entertainment website. The photograph has the
appearance of one taken during an official Domestic Violence investigation.

The Los Angeles Police Department takes seriously its duty to mainfain the confidentiality of
victims of domestic violence,

The Department launched an immediate internal investigation and subsequently filed a personnel
complaint.

A violation of this type is considered serious misconduct, with penalties up to and including
termination.

Anyone with information concerning the unauthorized release of the photograph is asked to cail,
during regular business hours, (213) 485-4152. After-hours or on weekends, calls may be
directed to our 24-hour, toll-free number at 1-877-LAPD-24-7 (527-3247). Callers may also text
“CRIMES” with a cell phone or log on to www lapdonline.org and click on Web Tips. When
using a cell phone, all messages should begin with “LAPD.” Tipsters may remain anonymous.

HHiH

150 North Los Angeles Street » Los Angeles * Califarnia * 90012
Qffice: (213) 485-3586 * Fax: {213) 847.1760 = Email: pio@lapd.lacity.org
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GOS & GERAGOS
GERﬁRDFESEONAL CORPO RATIONG REOE\VED

LAWYERS
644 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET “w 06 ?,““g

Los ANGELES, CALIFORMNIA 900173411
TELEPHONE (2 13) 625-3900 UES pOL‘ @ p
FacsimiLE (213) 6251600 8 ANGE D|9,COVE iN GH [
MARK J. GERAGOS  SBN: 108325 Q’% @
(#)
Attorney for Defendant, CHRISTOPHER BROWN o %y 4 2 (@@Pf

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA -
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Y,

Case No.: BA353571

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION
FOR DISCOVERY PURSUANT TO
EVIDENCE CODE SECTION 1043
[PirCcHESS MOTION]; OR IN THE
ALTERNATIVE, MOTION FOR
EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE [BRADY
MOTION]

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA,

Plaintiff,

VS.

CHRISTOPHER BROWN,

Defendant.
DATE: May 28, 2009
TIME: 8:30 a.m.
PLACE; Dept. 123

TO: WILLIAM J. BRATTON, CHIEF OF LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT: AND |
TO: CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on May 28, 2009, at the hour of 8:30 a.m. or soon
thereafter as counsel can be heard, Christopher Brown, through counsel Mark J, Geragos,
will move the Court for an order directing the Los Angeles Police Department to make
available the personnel files of Officer F. Chavez (#32438), Officer S. Prak (#39360),
Officer Ramos (#33071), Officer Wei (#39674), Officer Roberts (#G8793), Sergeant Lara
(#34979), Sergeant Bazulto (#34384), Sergeant Brown (#31789), Officer Reyes (#35871),
Officer Chavez (#39385), Officer Morales (#32198), Officer 8. Yurochko (#31618),

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR DISCOVERY
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Officer C. Gonzalez (#37235), Officer Tooley (38968), Officer Mott (#39164), Detective
D. Andrews (#33208), Supervising Officer (#23108), Criminalist E. Ergun (#N4330),
Criminalist E. Swanson (#V§197), Ofﬁéer J. Rapp (#V8938), Officer J. Scaman
Iﬁ (#N3128), Detective G. Haynes (#24057), Supervising Officer ($N1417), Supervising
i Officer (#G9670), Forensic Photographer N, Thomas (#G9504) for an in camera review.
In particular, the defense requests that the materials herein described be provided to
defendant’s attorneys for examination, copying, and hearing.

The defense hereby requests the foIiowing information:

1. The current names, addresses, and telephone numbers of all persons who

filed complaints with the Los Angeles Police Department or any other investigatory body

that the L.os Angeles Police Department is aware of (hereafier “Investigating
Department™) against Officer F. Chavez (#32438), Officer 8. Prak (#39360), Officer
Ramos (#33071), Officer Wei (#39674), Officer Roberts (#G8793), Sergeant Lara
(#34979), Sergeant Bazulto (#34384), Sergeant Brown (#31789), Officer Reyes (#35871),
Officer Chavez (#39385), Officer Morales (#32198), Officer S. Yurochko (#31618),
Officer C. Gonzalez (#3723 5), Officer Tooley (38968), Officer Mott (#39164), Detective
D. Andrews (#33208), Supervising Officer (#23108), Criminalist E. Ergun (#N4330),

i Criminalist E. Swanson (#V8197), Officer . Rapp (#V8938), Officer J. Seaman
(#N3128), Detective G. Haynes (#24057), Supervising Officer (#N1417), Supervising
Officer (#(9670), Forensic Photographer N. Thomas (#G9504) relating to acts of or any
complaints alleging acts of illegal or false arrests, improper tactics, dishonesty, false
imprisonment, improper sgarch and seizure, improper entry into a residence, fabrication
of charges and evidence, (hereafier referred to as “dishonest and improper tactics,” and/or
use of unreasonable, unnecessary or excessive force or threats of unnecessary or
excessive force (hereafter “excessive force™), including but not limited to improper search
and seizure based on fabricated charges, harassment, improper administration of Miranda
rights, or improper methods used to obtain statements and/or confessions afier Miranda

warnings were given. The defense is also requesting the dates of the filing of such
il

-2- NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR DISCOVERY
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1 | complaints or the dates on which an investigation was initiated.
2 2. The current names, addresses, and telephone numbers of all persons who
3 | were interviewed by investigators or other personnel from the Los Angeles Police
4 i Department or any other investigatory body that the Los Angeles Police Department is
5 || aware of (hereafter “Investigating Department”) regarding Officer F. Chavez (432438),
6 || Officer S. Prak (#39360), Officer Ramos (#33071), Officer Wei (#39674), Officer
7 || Roberts (#G8793), Sergeant Lara (#34979), Sergeant Bazulto (#34384), Sergeant Brown
8 || (#31789), Officer Reyes (#35871), Officer Chavez (#39385), Officer Morales (#32198),
9 { Officer S. Yurochko (#31618), Officer C. Gonzalez (#37235), Officer Tooley (38968),
10 || Officer Mott (#39164), Detective D. Andrews (#33208), Supervising Officer (#23108),
11 § Criminalist E. Ergun (#N4330), Criminalist E. Swanson (#V8197), Officer J. Rapp
12 |l (#V8938), Officer J. Seaman (#N3128), Detective G. Haynes (#24057), Supervising
13 || Officer (#N1417), Supervising Officer (#G9670), Forensic Photographer N. Thomas
14 || (#G9504) relating to acts of or any complaints alleging acts of illegal or false arrests,
15 || improper tactics, dishonesty, false imprisonment, improper search and seizure, improper
16 || entry into a residence, fabrication of charges and evidence, (hereafter referred to as
17 |{ “dishonest and improper tactics”), and/or use of unreasonable, unnecessary or excessive
18 ¥ force or threats of unnecessary or excessive force (hereafter “excessive force”), including
19 | but not limited to improper search and sejzure based on fabricated charges, harassment,
20 |t improper administration of Miranda rights, or improper methods used to obtain
21 fi statements and/or confessions after Miranda warnings were given. The defense is also
22 | requesting the dates of the filing of such complaints or the dates on which an
23 || investigation was initiated.
24 3. Any alleged act of “dishonesty” and/or “excessive force,” and/or improper
25 | administration of Miranda rights, regardless of whether these acts occurred on duty or are
26 || related to their roles as Police Officers and regardless of whether a complaint was filed or
27 || whether there exists a specific complainant so long as the Los Angeles Police Department
28 | and/or internal affairs has become aware of such incidents. Any and all records,
-3- NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR DISCOVERY
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1 || documents, photographs, audio tapes, video tapes, or other recordings, internal affair
2 || memoranda, hearing transcripts, or other information related to these acts of “dishonesty”
3 | or “excessive force” or improper administration of Miranda rights are requested. |
4 4. Information pertaining to any discipline imposed, the type of discipline,
5 |t when the discipline was imposed, who imposed the discipline and why the discipline was
6 (| imposed. .
7 5. Copies of all investigative reports prepared by members of the Investigating
8 [| Department of such complaints.
9 6. All records of statements, reputations, or opinions, including findings,
10 [} letters, formal reports, and oral conversations, made by psychiatrists, psychologists,
11 I* superior officers, and fellow officers of the above-named officer pertaining to “dishonest
12 || and improper tactics” and “excessive force.”
13 7. All findings, reports, opinions, and transcripts of disciplinary actions or
14 || proceedings commenced or taken regarding the above-named officer by the Investigating
15 || Department relating to officer use of “excessive force” and “dishonest and improper
16 § tactics™. |
17 3. The full names and date of births of Officer F. Chavez (#32438), Officer §S.
18 | Prak (#39360), Officer Ramos (#33071), Officer Wei (#39674), Officer Roberts
19 || (#GB793), Sergeant Lara (#34979), Sergeant Bazulto (#34384), Sergeant Brown
20 || (#31789), Oificer Reyes (#35871), Officer Chavez (#39385), Officer Morales (#32198),
21 || Officer 5. Yurochko (#31618), Officer C. Gonzalez (#37235), Officer Tooley (38968),
22 | Officer Mott (#39164), Detective D. Andrews (#33208), Supervising Officer (#23108),
23 || Criminalist E. Ergun (#N4330), Criminalist E. Swanson (#V8197), Officer J. Rapp
24 § (#V8938), Officer J. Seaman (#¥N3128), Detective G. Haynes (#24057), Supervising
25 || Officer (#N1417), Supervising Officer (#G9670), Forensic Photographer N. Thomas
26 || (#G9504).
27 “ 9. Any and all prior employment information pertaining to the referenced
28 { officers. That is the name, address, phone number and location of prior employers.
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