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CELEBRATING 50 YEARS OF SERVICE TO SAFETY PERSONNEL AND THEIR FAMILIES

Our firm of 15 attorneys and over 50 support staff are dedicated to professional, personal service.

We have successfully represented 
over 35,000 safety members. 
Our representation continues long 
after your case is concluded since 
your right to a lifetime medical care 
may always be challenged. 

We have a pension department that 
specializes in the area and have 
successfully obtained disability 
pension for thousands of safety 
personnel under PERS, County 
1937 Retirement Act and other 
county and city systems. 

Our personal injury department has 
successfully litigated or tried of 
5,000 claims for automobile 
injuries, products liability, medical 
malpractice and other negligence 
areas. 

(818) 703–6000

DISABILITY
RETIREMENT 
FOR SAFETY MEMBERS

PERSONAL
INJURY

WORKERS
COMPENSATION
State Bar Certified Specialists

2070 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 400 • Woodland Hills, California, 91364

w w w. L M W S L AW. c o m
Serving Ventura, Los Angeles, and Orange Counties

Making a false or fraudulent workers’ compensation claim is a felony subject to up to five years in prison or 
a fine up to $50,000.ºº or double the value of the fraud, whichever is greater, or both imprisonment and fine. 
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–PROUDLY OFFERS THE FOLLOWING LAW OFFICES 
FOR DEFENSE REPRESENTATION

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

rlslawyers.com goldwasser-law.com

stonebusailah.com t

IF YOU REQUIRE DEFENSE REPPRESENTATION, CALL ALADS AT (323) 213–4005
*CONTACT ALADS FOR WHICH COVERAGE APPLIES

Richard Pippin
President

rpippin@alads.org

Julian Stern
Secretary

jstern@alads.org

 Thomas Ferguson
Vice President

tferguson@alads.org

John Perez
Assistant Secretary
jperez@alads.org
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Tony Meraz
Assistant Treasurer
ameraz@alads.org

Jason Zabala
Director
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FEBRUARY
•Unit Rep Meeting

Wed., Feb. 7, 2024 @11 AM
@ALADS Facility

• ALADS Board Meeting
Fri., Feb. 9, 2024 @8:30 AM 
@ALADS Facility

• ALADS Retirement Seminar
Sat., Feb. 10, 2024 @10 AM
@ALADS Facility

• ALADS Board Meeting
Fri., Feb. 23, 2024 @10 AM 
@ALADS Facility

MARCH
•Unit Rep Meeting

Wed., Mar. 6, 2024 @11 AM 
@ALADS Facility

• ALADS Board Meeting
Fri., Mar. 8, 2024 @10 AM
@ALADS Facility

• ALADS Board Meeting
Thurs., Mar. 21, 2024 @10 AM
@ALADS Facility

• Baker to Vegas Challenge 
Relay Cup
Fri.-Mon., Mar. 22-25, 2024
@Las Vegas, Nevada

APRIL
•Unit Rep Meeting

Wed., Apr. 3, 2024 @11 AM
@ALADS Facility

• ALADS Board Meeting
Fri., Apr. 5, 2024 @10 AM 
@ALADS Facility

• LASD Retiree Round-Up
Sun.–Wed., Apr. 7–10, 2024
@Laughlin, Nevada 

• ALADS Board Meeting
Fri., Apr. 19, 2024 @10 AM 
@ALADS Facility

MAY
•Unit Rep Meeting

Wed., May 1, 2024 @11 AM 
@ALADS Facility

• ALADS Board Meeting
Fri., May. 3, 2024 @10 AM
@ALADS Facility

• 2024 California Peace 

Sun.–Mon., May. 5–6, 2024
@Sacramento

• 2024 National Peace 

Fri.-Fri., May. 10–16, 2024
@Washington D.C.

• ALADS Hosted Event at 
Capitol View at 400
Tue., May. 14, 2024
@Washington D.C.

• ALADS Board Meeting
Fri., May. 17, 2024 @10 AM
@ALADS Facility

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
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Richard Pippin

“guilt by association,” By richard pippin, President
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IV.  ANALYSIS OF EMPLOYEE GROUPS   
 PROPOSAL 
 
 A.  Introduction 

 Broadly speaking, LACSD’s Employee Groups Proposal 
(revision 2023-043-01), which  seeks to modify Manual § 
3-10/050.83, prohibits Department personnel from membership 
in,  and related associational activities with, three types of organi-
zations: law enforcement gangs,  deputy cliques and hate groups. 
There is every reason to believe that the Employee Groups  
Proposal—which aims to address LACSD’s long-standing and 
understandable concerns  regarding the activities of certain law 
enforcement-related groups that have reportedly engaged  in and 
promoted illegality, violence, intimidation and harassment—is 
well meaning. But even  the best of intentions does not immunize 
a policy from constitutional scrutiny, particularly  when such a 
policy implicates expressive, associational, religious and privacy 
rights. 

 Unfortunately, with respect to its ban on deputy cliques, 
the Employee Groups Proposal,  as currently drafted, directly 
threatens the fundamental rights of Department personnel and 
fails to pass constitutional muster. First, a ban on participation in 
these organizations implicates the  First Amendment since it 
impacts the ability of deputies to engage in expressive and  associ-
ational activities as citizens acting outside of the scope of their 
official duties. Second,  the ban prohibits a wide swath of matters 
legally recognized as related to issues of ‘public  concern.’ Third, 
because part of the Proposal is not tailored at all (let alone narrow-
ly tailored)  to meet the County’s substantial interest in regulating 
certain kinds of organizational activities  and because it largely 
fails to balance the significant expressive and associational 
interests of  personnel, the Proposal is unlikely to survive consti-
tutional scrutiny. 

 Specifically, the ban on membership in hate groups 
(organizations that support,  advocate, threaten or practice geno-
cide or the commission of hate crimes) and law enforcement  
gangs (organizations that intentionally violate the law or funda-
mental principles of professional  policing) is eminently reason-
able and sufficiently narrowly tailored to meet critical LACSD  
interests in upholding and enforcing, rather the undermining, the 
law and professional policing.  By sharp contrast, however, the 
regulations barring membership in deputy cliques are deeply  
problematic on First Amendment grounds and not narrowly 
tailored to meet any Department  interest, let alone a compelling 
one. The ban on deputy cliques also imperils other  constitutional 
rights (for example, the right of free religious exercise and the 
right to privacy)  and statutory protections (for example, the right 
to union activity). Given the Proposal’s  sweeping reach and the 
serious risks it poses to the free speech, associational, religious 
and  privacy rights of deputies protected under both the United 
States and California Constitutions, I  have grave concerns about 
the Proposal’s ban on deputy clique and do not believe that 
portion  of the Proposal would withstand constitutional review. 

 B.  The Ban on Deputy Cliques Implicates the  
  First Amendment.
 
 The Supreme Court’s decisions in Pickering v. Board of 
Education, 391 U.S. 563  (1968), Garcetti v. Ceballos, 547 U.S. 
410 (2006), and their progeny have established a two-part inquiry 
to determine whether a policy runs afoul of expressive and associ-

ational rights  enjoyed by public employees (as private citizens) 
under the First Amendment. First, one must  ask whether the 
employee is speaking “as a citizen on a matter of public concern,” 
Garcetti, 547  U.S. at 418 (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). If 
the answer is yes, then one must ask whether  the government has 
adequate justification to restrict the speech. Id. (citing Pickering, 
391 U.S.  at 568). In the second part of the inquiry, the govern-
ment must show that the restriction on  speech meets heightened 
scrutiny, i.e., that public employees “only face those speech 
restrictions that are necessary for their employers to operate 
efficiently and effectively”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 419 (emphasis 
added). Thus, heightened constitutional scrutiny on  limitations 
on the rights of public employees to engage in expressive activi-
ties related to matters  of public concerns is needed “to ensure that 
citizens are not deprived of fundamental rights by  virtue of work-
ing for the government.” Connick v. Myers, 461 U.S. 138, 147 
(1983). 

 Based on application of the Pickering/Garcetti standard, 
LACSD’s Employee Groups  Proposal directly impacts the 
cognizable expressive and associational interests of the  Depart-
ment’s employees. Of course, public entities possess a right to 
regulate the speech of  their employees under appropriate circum-
stances. Indeed, ALADS supports appropriate  constitutional 
regulation of employee speech, and did not oppose Sheriff Villan-
ueva’s carefully  crafted policy that banned membership in 
cliques “which promote[] conduct that violates the  rights of other 
employees or members of the public.” LACSD Manual of Policy 
and Procedures § 3-01/050.83. But this prior policy, which 
ALADS supported, was carefully circumscribed  precisely 
because the relevant legal precedent has made clear that the 
ability of the government  to regulate the speech of its employees 
is not without bounds. 

 As the Supreme Court has explained in Garcetti, public 
employee speech is excluded  from First Amendment protection 
only when it is “made pursuant to the employee’s official job  
responsibilities” Id. at 426. Unfortunately, the Proposal regulates 
activities flowing from  activities outside of the performance of 
the employee’s professional responsibilities, thereby  raising 
genuine First Amendment concerns. As Garcetti makes clear, 
public entities do not  enjoy a plenary right to regulate the speech 
of their employees and, in that case, the Court took  pains to 
caution against any excessively broad view of what constitutes 
(unprotected) speech  pursuant to one’s job duties. As the Court 
highlighted, it was even possible that “[e]mployees  in some cases 
may receive First Amendment protection for expressions made at 
work.” Id. at 420. The Court also added that “[t]he First Amend-
ment protects some expressions related to  the speaker's job.” Id. 
at 421. 

 In the relevant jurisprudence, courts have repeatedly 
found that speech is unprotected  only when it is inextricably a 
part of the actual performance of one’s basic job duties—not 
when  that speech is (or theoretically could be) related or even 
connected to one’s work. So, for  example, in Garcetti, the 
Supreme Court found a memorandum written by Los Angeles 
deputy  district attorney Richard Ceballos (wherein Ceballos 
questioned the legitimacy of an affidavit to  receive search 
warrant) did not constitute protected speech since Ceballos was 
speaking pursuant  to his official duties “as a prosecutor fulfilling 
a responsibility to advise his supervisor about how  best to 
proceed with a pending case.” Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 421. In other 
words, Ceballos’s  drafting of the memorandum literally consti-

tuted one of duties entailed by his job. By contrast, in Pickering, 
the Supreme Court held that a teacher’s letter to a local newspaper 
about funding  policies related to the school board (a matter of 
public concern) constituted protected speech,  even though the 
speech most certainly related to the teacher’s own job. Pickering, 
391 U.S. at  572 (“Teachers are, as a class, the members a commu-
nity most likely to have informed and  definite opinions as to how 
funds allotted to the operation of the schools should be spent. 
Accordingly, it is essential that they be able to speak out freely on 
such questions.”). 

 A good example of the distinction between protected and 
unprotected employee speech is  found in a leading Ninth Circuit 
case on the issue, Dahlia v. Rodriguez, 735 F.3d 1060 (9th Cir.  
2013), where the Court found that a police officer’s formal report 
of misconduct by fellow  officers was not subject to First Amend-
ment protection since it pertained directly to the exercise  of his 
professional (and, indeed, legal) duties as an employee but also 
held that that the same  officer’s other communications about 
misconduct that occurred outside of the chain of command, such 
as when he spoke to Internal Affairs, his union and the LASD, did 
constitute  protected speech. See id. at 1077-78. Notably, this 
conclusion was not altered in any way by the  fact that the latter 
communications were directly connected to the employees’ 
conduct in their  official capacity. Similarly, Hagen v. City of 
Eugene, 736 F.3d 1251 (9th Cir. 2013), found that a  public 
employee’s reports of departmental-safety concerns to a supervi-
sor was not subject to  First Amendment protection because the 
issuance of such reports was not just pursuant to a  formal job 
responsibility, but literally “required” as part of his job duties, see 
id. at 1258. By  sharp contrast, the formation of deputy cliques is 
most certainly not a part of a deputy’s formal  job duties, let alone 
an actual part of their jobs. 

 In fact, in its post-Garcetti jurisprudence, the Ninth 
Circuit has held that: (1) “particularly  in a highly hierarchical 
employment setting such as law enforcement . . . , [w]hen a public  
employee communicates with individuals or entities outside of his 
chain of command, it is  unlikely that he is speaking pursuant to 
his duties,” Dahlia, 735 F.3d at 1074 (emphasis added); and (2) 
“when a public employee speaks in direct contravention to his 
supervisor's  orders, that speech may often fall outside of the 
speaker's professional duties.” Id. at 1075. If  deputy cliques are 
actually not permitted (or frowned upon) by supervisors (as the 
Proposal itself  suggests), they are clearly outside of one’s normal 
job duties. Moreover, these cliques involve  communications 
outside of the chain of command. As such, under both tenets 
established by the  Ninth Circuit, deputy clique activity would 
firmly be protected under the First Amendment. 

 While one may be tempted to argue that, because deputy 
cliques emerge from LACSD  employment and are intertwined 
with law enforcement functions, they must fall outside of the  
scope of protected speech, that simply is not correct. A deputy 
clique bringing together officers  with an interest in prayer, 
climate change and meteorology, or the regulation of artificial  
intelligence would have nothing whatsoever to do with law 
enforcement functions or the  fulfillment of any deputy job duties. 
As such, such deputy cliques would receive First  Amendment 
protection. Indeed, as the Supreme Court has cautioned, the 

Constitution does not  tolerate government policies that would 
prevent public employees from having the ability to  partake in 
“the kind of activity engaged in by citizens who do not work for 
the government.”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 423. Quite simply, “a 
citizen who works for the government in nonetheless  a citizen.” 
Id. at 419. As Justice Fortas once famously wrote in a related 
context, public employees should not be forced to “shed their 
constitutional rights to freedom of speech and  expression at the 
[workplace] gate.” Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community 
School Dist.,  393 U.S. 503, 506 (1969). 

 C.  Membership in Deputy Cliques Involves   
  Matters  of Public Concern. 

 Of course, the mere implication of protected speech 
under the Proposal does not, ipso  facto, doom it to constitutional 
failure. Rather, it is necessary to assess whether speech  impacted 
by the Proposal relates to “matter[s] of public concern.” Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 418  (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). The legal 
meaning of ‘public concern’ is remarkably  capacious. In the 
context of regulating the speech of public employees, the Ninth 
Circuit has  defined ‘public concern’ broadly “to include almost 
any matter other than speech that relates  to internal power 
struggles within the workplace.” Tucker v. State of Cal. Dep’t of 
Educ., 97  F.3d 1204, 1210 (1996) (emphasis added). With this 
binding authority in mind, it is clear that  clique activity will often 
involve matters of public concern. 

 Notably, whether a group itself is “public” or “private” is 
wholly irrelevant as to  whether the group is involved in or 
discussing matters of public concern. Whether a group  consists of 
people solely from the workplace or not, or is public or private, is 
entirely unrelated  to whether group is involved in or discussing 
matters of public concern—the key inquiry under  Pickering. 
Indeed, exclusive, workplace organizations that are not open to 
members of public  can, and regularly do, involve themselves in 
matters that have nothing whatsoever to do with  internal power 
struggles within the workplace, as there are literally myriad such 
topics and  interests upon which deputy cliques can (and indeed 
may) be organized. A deputy clique might  be organized by animal 
welfare-promoting deputies, religious deputies, atheist deputies,  
Democrat deputies, Libertarian deputies, environmentalist depu-
ties, deputies promoting firearm  safety, deputies who love the LA 
Lakers, Dodgers or the Rams, deputies with a taste for yacht  rock, 
deputies with a taste for hip hop, or deputies who are members of 
common affinity groups  based on gender, sexual orientation or 
cultural backgrounds. The list of possibilities is endless  and all of 
these illustrative cliques would involve matters legally recog-
nized as related to issues  of ‘public concern.’4 As a result, the 
Proposal most certainly impacts the protected expressive  and 
associational rights of deputies. 

 D.  The County’s Interest in Eliminating the   
  Dangers Posed by Certain Groups  Does   
  Not Outweigh the First Amendment   
  Interests of Deputies, and the Department’s  
  Goals Can Be More Carefully Addressed in  
  the Sheriff  Villanueva’s Narrowly Tailored  
  Policy on Groups, Which ALADS Supports. 

 Even if speech is protected, that does not mean that 
government cannot regulate it under  the appropriate circumstanc-
es. However, it is an axiomatic principle of constitutional  juris-
prudence that any government effort to regulate protected speech 
is presumed to be invalid absent substantial justification for that 
policy. Thus, the burden lies squarely upon the  government to 
show a policy abridging protected speech and associational rights 
is sufficiently  warranted. See Rankin v. McPherson, 483 U.S. 
378, 388 (1987) (“The State bears a burden of  justifying [any 
abridgment of public employee speech] on legitimate grounds.”) 

 The relevant precedent on the First Amendment rights of 
public employees emphasizes  these dictates by holding that the 
government can only restrict speech that is “necessary” for it  to 
achieve its interest in orderly public administration. See Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 419 (“So long  as [public] employees are speaking as 
citizens about matters of public concern, they must face  only 
those speech restrictions that are necessary for their employers to 
operate efficiently and effectively.”) This means that the govern-
ment also bears the burden of showing that it cannot  achieve its 
legitimate goals with a policy that is less restrictive. At a 
minimum, therefore, any  policy that limits the protected speech 
of public employees cannot pass constitutional muster  unless it is 
narrowly tailored and not overbroad. 

 It is here that the fatal constitutional flaw in the Proposal 
becomes most clear: it has  literally no limitation whatsoever to 
what kinds of deputy cliques or speech it pertains. This  kind of 
sweeping, blanket banning of a significant swath of deputy 
speech-related activity  cannot withstand constitutional scrutiny. 
Indeed, contrary to the very spirit of the Pickering  standard, the 
Proposal does not even attempt to balance the expressive and 
associational rights  of deputies with the Department’s interests in 
eliminating the danger posed by certain types of  cliques. Instead, 
the latter interest is allowed to completely overwhelm and trump 
the former.  This is not how constitutional rights work. 

 There is no doubt that the government has a significant 
interest in “the need for orderly  [public] administration,” Picker-
ing, 391 U.S. at 569, and that that interest would certainly  support 
regulating certain kinds of organizational activity given the docu-
mented history of  problems with certain groups that have 
engaged in and promoted illegality, violence,  intimidation and 
harassment. That is precisely what the Proposal’s circumscribed 
and targeted  ban on law enforcement gangs and hate groups, 
which are defined to include organizations  whose mission 
involves the promotion of illegal activity and undermining of 
professional  policing, accomplishes. But the ban on deputy 
cliques unilaterally and broadly prohibits a  whole swatch of 
organization activity without any kind of appropriate limits or 
efforts to ensure  the proscribed activity meets the compelling 
interests of the Department. 

 Carefully tailoring is necessary to survive constitutional 
scrutiny. So, for example,  while an Alabama District Court did 
uphold the termination of a police officer for membership  and 
participation in a racist organization (despite his claim that the 
action violated his First  Amendment rights), it was not that the 
Anniston Police Department had a policy broadly  barring officers 
from membership in any outside group, or even any outside activ-

ity relating to  race. See Doggrell v. City of Anniston, 277 F. Supp. 
3d 1239 (N.D. Ala. 2017). Rather, the  Department had interdicted 
officers from working on behalf of a group that advocated racist  
beliefs, promoted division and harassment based on race and 
undermined the ability of the  Police Department to conduct its 
work as a bias-free servant of the people. Id. at 1250-51. Thus, 
there was a narrowly tailored policy that linked active member-
ship and participation in certain types of organizations (in that 
case, a white supremacist one) and the undermining of the  depart-
ment’s legal obligation and commitment to bias-free policing that 
enabled the action to  survive constitutional review. Id. at 1259. 

 By sharp contrast, the proposed ban on deputy cliques 
engages in literally no tailoring,  let alone narrow tailoring. In 
fact, the deputy clique prohibition does not even comply with the  
express edict of the Supreme Court that several factors “must [be] 
consider[ed] . . . in balancing  the State's interest in efficient provi-
sion of public services against [deputies’] speech interest[s],  
including: (1) whether the speech at issue impedes the govern-
ment's ability to perform its duties  efficiently, (2) the manner, 
time and place of the speech, and (3) the context within which the  
speech was made.” Morales v. Stierheim, 848 F.2 1145 (11th Cir. 
1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S.  1013 (1989) (citing Connick, 461 
U.S. at 151-55). Indeed, the deputy clique ban fails on all  three of 
these mandatory considerations as it is not circumscribed in any 
way to consider and  account for the fundamental rights of depu-
ties as private citizens. 

 First, the Proposal fails to directly tie its deputy clique 
ban to speech that would directly  impede the government’s 
ability to perform its duties efficiently. In other words, the ban  
applies with equal vigor to a deputy clique dedicated to prayer as 
it would to a deputy clique  dedicated to violence and harassment. 
As a result, the ban would shut down many perfectly  innocuous 
“deputy cliques,” such as the Central Station women’s volleyball 
team. It is difficult  to understand what conceivable rational, let 
alone compelling, interest the Department would  have in shutting 
down such protected associational activity. As the Supreme Court 
held in Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781 (1989), “Gov-
ernment may not regulate expression  in such a manner that a 
substantial portion of the burden on speech does not serve to 
advance its  goal.”5 Id. at 799. 
 
 Second, the Policy lacks any time, place or manner 
consideration of the type of speech it  impacts. Rather than 
regulate, it bans all deputy cliques outright. The Proposal is 
neither time limited (e.g., whether said clique meet at work or 
wholly outside of work, during off-duty  hours) nor subject-matter 
limited (e.g., banning only cliques that promote conduct violating 
the  rights of others or only cliques pertaining to matters that are 
not of public concern). 

 Finally, the Proposal takes no account of context. For 
example, it ignores the  significant, legally protected interests that 
deputies might affirmatively possess in organizing  certain types 
of cliques, such as groups dealing with union issues, the exercise 
of religious faith  or the provision of group trauma therapy. Since 
the Proposal unilaterally bans all membership  in deputy cliques, 
it is wildly overbroad and fails to conduct any necessary balanc-
ing of the  interests of the government in orderly public adminis-

tration with the interests of deputies in the  protection of their 
fundamental constitutional rights. 

 The extant jurisprudence relevant to this issue is in 
strong accord. For example, the  Supreme Court applied the 
Pickering standard in deeming unconstitutional § 501(b) of the 
Ethics in Government Act, which enacted a complete ban on any 
members of Congress, officer  or employee of the federal govern-
ment from receiving honoraria. See United States v. National  
Treasure Employees Union, 513 U.S. 454 (1995). The Court 
pointed to the policy’s “sweeping  statutory impediment to 
speech,” id. at 467, as fatal to its constitutionality since there was 
no  effort to narrowly tailor the government’s interest in prevent-
ing corruption as, for example, the  policy prevented government 
employees from engaging in such activities as “accepting pay to  
lecture on the Quaker religion or to write dance reviews,” id. at 
473—activities with no  conceivable nexus to concerns about 
corruption or the federal employees’ jobs. As the Court conclud-
ed, since the honoraria ban’s “blanket burden on the speech of 
nearly 1.7 million federal  employees,” id. at 475, placed a 
“crudely crafted burden on [government employees’] freedom  to 
engage in expressive activities” and “was not as carefully tailored 
as it should have been,” §  501(b) “violated the First Amend-
ment,” id. at 477. Similarly, the Proposal constitutes a blanket  
ban on all types of deputy groups, regardless of their activities, 
and the Proposal makes no  attempt to draw a nexus between the 
banned conduct (participating in, joining or soliciting other  to 
join deputy cliques) and the County’s interest in orderly public 
administration by preventing  coordinated efforts by personnel in 
trampling the rights of other employees or members of the  public. 

 In another example, a federal district court struck a 
“Staff Conduct” policy adopted by a  public school that restricted 
the ability of any staff member “to criticize other staff members, 
the administrators, or members of the Board of Trustees to anyone 
other than the person being  criticized[,] except to the Building 
Principal, Superintendent, or at a regular meeting of the  Board of 
Trustees.” Westbrook v. Teton County School District No. 1, 918 F. 
Supp. 1475 (D.  Wyoming 1996). The court found that policy 
unconstitutional because, among other things,  “Teton County's 
policy burdens substantially more speech than is necessary to 
further its  legitimate interests . . . By ignoring these less burden-
some alternatives to its near blanket ban on  ‘criticism,’ Teton 
County has failed to tailor narrowly the policy to serve its 
interests.” Id. at  1495. The proposed ban on deputy cliques 
suffers from a comparable (if not even more grave)  flaw, as it has 
ignored the possibility of less burdensome alternatives to its total 
(rather than near total) ban on all deputy groups, regardless of 
subject matter or purpose. 

 Moreover, as the Supreme Court has held, a pre-emptive 
ban (rather than an adverse  action taken in response to actual 
speech) raises particularly salient First Amendment concerns  
since it comes close to representing a prior restraint that “chills 
potential speech before it  happens. For these reasons, the 
Government’s burden is greater with respect to this statutory  
restriction on expression than with respect to an isolated 
disciplinary action.” National Treasury  Employees Union, 513 
U.S. at 468. 

 With all of this said, however, ALADS recognizes the 
importance in prohibiting  problematic clique activity. Indeed, as 
Sheriff Villanueva has formally determined, such  activities can, 
among other things, “create a negative public perception of the 

Department,  increasing the risk of civil liability to the Depart-
ment and involved personnel.” LASD Manual  of Policy and 
Procedures § 3-01/050.8. But, to avoid squelching fundamental 
freedoms such as  expressive and associational rights secured 
under both the United States and California  Constitutions, the 
Sheriff has implemented a narrowly tailored policy that draws a 
nexus between the government’s interests and the specific terms 
of the regulation. Thus, instead of  imposing a unilateral ban on all 
cliques that would necessarily impinge on the protected speech  of 
deputies without a link to the County’s legitimate interest in 
orderly publication  administration, the Sheriff’s policy applies, 
appropriately, to groups “which promote[] conduct  that violates 
the rights of other employees or members of the public.” Id. 
ALADS believes this  policy balances the competing interests of 
the government with those of the deputies and  manages to respect 
the basic civil liberties of the latter while acknowledging the 
needs of the  former. 

 E.  Besides the Serious Threat That the Proposal  
  Poses to Expressive and  Associational   
  Rights, the Proposal Also  Endangers Other  
  Constitutional  and Statutory Rights. 

 The ban on deputy cliques also threatens to implicate 
other rights protected under the  First Amendment (such as the 
free exercise of religion) and constitutional rights outside of the  
First Amendment, including the right of privacy secured under 
both the United States and  California Constitutions. For example, 
if a group of station deputies who practice a common  religion 
form a clique for gathering off-duty and outside of the workplace 
so that they might  engage in liturgical studies, worship or prayer, 
the Proposal would subject them to punishment.  Said group 
would necessarily not include all deputies as some deputies will 
have no interest in  such a matter. But, under religious exercise 
clause, the deputies should have every right to  engage in such 
private acts of prayer. As such, disciplinary action for such a 
deputy clique  would plainly violate the First Amendment’s Free 
Exercise Clause, which states that  government “shall make no 
law . . . prohibiting the free exercise [of religion].” U.S. Const.  
amend. I. 

 The Policy’s blanket limit on the rights of deputies to get 
together outside of the  workplace in cliques also implicates the 
penumbral right of privacy that citizens enjoy both  under the Due 
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, as first recognized 
by the  Supreme Court in Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 
(1965), and under California’s  Constitution, which expressly 
secures the “inalienable right[] . . . [of] privacy,” Cal. Const. art.  
I, § 1. Notably, the California Supreme Court has recognized the 
state’s constitutional right to  privacy is significantly broader than 
the federal right, see Committee to Defend Reproductive  Rights v. 
Myers, 29 Cal.3d 252, 263 (1981), and any interference with it 
must be justified by  demonstrating not just a substantial, but 
compelling, state interest. See White v. Wade, 13  Cal.3d 757, 761, 
775-76 (1975). Notably, the right of privacy in California includes 
“our  freedom of communion and our freedom to associate with 
the people we choose.” Id. at 774  (quoting election statements on 
the amendment to the California Constitution that added the  right 
to privacy in 1972). In addition, the California Supreme Court has 
held that privacy  protections are particularly strong for certain 
types of activities, such as medical treatment or  “psychotherapeu-
tic sessions.”    , 2 Cal.3d 415, 431-42 (1970). So, for  example, if 
there is a deputy clique formed amongst officers who have 
suffered from PTSD or  other mental-health issues from traumatic 

experiences, such therapeutic sessions would  undoubtedly be 
protected from County regulation both under privacy rights 
protecting communion and association and privacy rights protect-
ing medical matters related to mental  health. 

 Finally, the deputy clique ban also undermines statutory 
protections secured under state  and federal law. For example, if 
pursuant to the right of labor to organize, a group of station  depu-
ties interested in unionization gather off-duty and outside of the 
workplace to engage in  union-related activities, the proposed 
Policy would subject them to punishment. But such  disciplinary 
action would not only impinge free speech and associations 
rights; it would also  violate extant labor laws such as the 
Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (MMBA), which secures 
the  rights of public employees to unionize. See Cal. 
Gov. Code §§ 3502 et seq. Thus, besides  imping-
ing expressive and associational rights, the 
Proposal also threatens other important  
constitutional rights and statutory protec-
tions, including religious freedoms, the right 
to privacy  and unionization rights. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, it is my conclusion that the 
Grooming and Employee Group  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
pose a significant threat to the fundamental rights of Department  
employees and their right to be free from unlawful discrimination. 
As such, I do not believe the  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
would survive legal scrutiny and I would strongly recommend  
against their adoption and implementation in their present form. 

 If you have any questions or would like clarification on 
any of the analysis above, please  do not hesitate to ask. 

  Sincerely,
 

     John Tehranian
   
  John Tehranian 
  Paul W. Wildman Chair & Professor of Law  
  Southwestern Law School
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IV.  ANALYSIS OF EMPLOYEE GROUPS   
 PROPOSAL 
 
 A.  Introduction 

 Broadly speaking, LACSD’s Employee Groups Proposal 
(revision 2023-043-01), which  seeks to modify Manual § 
3-10/050.83, prohibits Department personnel from membership 
in,  and related associational activities with, three types of organi-
zations: law enforcement gangs,  deputy cliques and hate groups. 
There is every reason to believe that the Employee Groups  
Proposal—which aims to address LACSD’s long-standing and 
understandable concerns  regarding the activities of certain law 
enforcement-related groups that have reportedly engaged  in and 
promoted illegality, violence, intimidation and harassment—is 
well meaning. But even  the best of intentions does not immunize 
a policy from constitutional scrutiny, particularly  when such a 
policy implicates expressive, associational, religious and privacy 
rights. 

 Unfortunately, with respect to its ban on deputy cliques, 
the Employee Groups Proposal,  as currently drafted, directly 
threatens the fundamental rights of Department personnel and 
fails to pass constitutional muster. First, a ban on participation in 
these organizations implicates the  First Amendment since it 
impacts the ability of deputies to engage in expressive and  associ-
ational activities as citizens acting outside of the scope of their 
official duties. Second,  the ban prohibits a wide swath of matters 
legally recognized as related to issues of ‘public  concern.’ Third, 
because part of the Proposal is not tailored at all (let alone narrow-
ly tailored)  to meet the County’s substantial interest in regulating 
certain kinds of organizational activities  and because it largely 
fails to balance the significant expressive and associational 
interests of  personnel, the Proposal is unlikely to survive consti-
tutional scrutiny. 

 Specifically, the ban on membership in hate groups 
(organizations that support,  advocate, threaten or practice geno-
cide or the commission of hate crimes) and law enforcement  
gangs (organizations that intentionally violate the law or funda-
mental principles of professional  policing) is eminently reason-
able and sufficiently narrowly tailored to meet critical LACSD  
interests in upholding and enforcing, rather the undermining, the 
law and professional policing.  By sharp contrast, however, the 
regulations barring membership in deputy cliques are deeply  
problematic on First Amendment grounds and not narrowly 
tailored to meet any Department  interest, let alone a compelling 
one. The ban on deputy cliques also imperils other  constitutional 
rights (for example, the right of free religious exercise and the 
right to privacy)  and statutory protections (for example, the right 
to union activity). Given the Proposal’s  sweeping reach and the 
serious risks it poses to the free speech, associational, religious 
and  privacy rights of deputies protected under both the United 
States and California Constitutions, I  have grave concerns about 
the Proposal’s ban on deputy clique and do not believe that 
portion  of the Proposal would withstand constitutional review. 

 B.  The Ban on Deputy Cliques Implicates the  
  First Amendment.
 
 The Supreme Court’s decisions in Pickering v. Board of 
Education, 391 U.S. 563  (1968), Garcetti v. Ceballos, 547 U.S. 
410 (2006), and their progeny have established a two-part inquiry 
to determine whether a policy runs afoul of expressive and associ-

ational rights  enjoyed by public employees (as private citizens) 
under the First Amendment. First, one must  ask whether the 
employee is speaking “as a citizen on a matter of public concern,” 
Garcetti, 547  U.S. at 418 (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). If 
the answer is yes, then one must ask whether  the government has 
adequate justification to restrict the speech. Id. (citing Pickering, 
391 U.S.  at 568). In the second part of the inquiry, the govern-
ment must show that the restriction on  speech meets heightened 
scrutiny, i.e., that public employees “only face those speech 
restrictions that are necessary for their employers to operate 
efficiently and effectively”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 419 (emphasis 
added). Thus, heightened constitutional scrutiny on  limitations 
on the rights of public employees to engage in expressive activi-
ties related to matters  of public concerns is needed “to ensure that 
citizens are not deprived of fundamental rights by  virtue of work-
ing for the government.” Connick v. Myers, 461 U.S. 138, 147 
(1983). 

 Based on application of the Pickering/Garcetti standard, 
LACSD’s Employee Groups  Proposal directly impacts the 
cognizable expressive and associational interests of the  Depart-
ment’s employees. Of course, public entities possess a right to 
regulate the speech of  their employees under appropriate circum-
stances. Indeed, ALADS supports appropriate  constitutional 
regulation of employee speech, and did not oppose Sheriff Villan-
ueva’s carefully  crafted policy that banned membership in 
cliques “which promote[] conduct that violates the  rights of other 
employees or members of the public.” LACSD Manual of Policy 
and Procedures § 3-01/050.83. But this prior policy, which 
ALADS supported, was carefully circumscribed  precisely 
because the relevant legal precedent has made clear that the 
ability of the government  to regulate the speech of its employees 
is not without bounds. 

 As the Supreme Court has explained in Garcetti, public 
employee speech is excluded  from First Amendment protection 
only when it is “made pursuant to the employee’s official job  
responsibilities” Id. at 426. Unfortunately, the Proposal regulates 
activities flowing from  activities outside of the performance of 
the employee’s professional responsibilities, thereby  raising 
genuine First Amendment concerns. As Garcetti makes clear, 
public entities do not  enjoy a plenary right to regulate the speech 
of their employees and, in that case, the Court took  pains to 
caution against any excessively broad view of what constitutes 
(unprotected) speech  pursuant to one’s job duties. As the Court 
highlighted, it was even possible that “[e]mployees  in some cases 
may receive First Amendment protection for expressions made at 
work.” Id. at 420. The Court also added that “[t]he First Amend-
ment protects some expressions related to  the speaker's job.” Id. 
at 421. 

 In the relevant jurisprudence, courts have repeatedly 
found that speech is unprotected  only when it is inextricably a 
part of the actual performance of one’s basic job duties—not 
when  that speech is (or theoretically could be) related or even 
connected to one’s work. So, for  example, in Garcetti, the 
Supreme Court found a memorandum written by Los Angeles 
deputy  district attorney Richard Ceballos (wherein Ceballos 
questioned the legitimacy of an affidavit to  receive search 
warrant) did not constitute protected speech since Ceballos was 
speaking pursuant  to his official duties “as a prosecutor fulfilling 
a responsibility to advise his supervisor about how  best to 
proceed with a pending case.” Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 421. In other 
words, Ceballos’s  drafting of the memorandum literally consti-

tuted one of duties entailed by his job. By contrast, in Pickering, 
the Supreme Court held that a teacher’s letter to a local newspaper 
about funding  policies related to the school board (a matter of 
public concern) constituted protected speech,  even though the 
speech most certainly related to the teacher’s own job. Pickering, 
391 U.S. at  572 (“Teachers are, as a class, the members a commu-
nity most likely to have informed and  definite opinions as to how 
funds allotted to the operation of the schools should be spent. 
Accordingly, it is essential that they be able to speak out freely on 
such questions.”). 

 A good example of the distinction between protected and 
unprotected employee speech is  found in a leading Ninth Circuit 
case on the issue, Dahlia v. Rodriguez, 735 F.3d 1060 (9th Cir.  
2013), where the Court found that a police officer’s formal report 
of misconduct by fellow  officers was not subject to First Amend-
ment protection since it pertained directly to the exercise  of his 
professional (and, indeed, legal) duties as an employee but also 
held that that the same  officer’s other communications about 
misconduct that occurred outside of the chain of command, such 
as when he spoke to Internal Affairs, his union and the LASD, did 
constitute  protected speech. See id. at 1077-78. Notably, this 
conclusion was not altered in any way by the  fact that the latter 
communications were directly connected to the employees’ 
conduct in their  official capacity. Similarly, Hagen v. City of 
Eugene, 736 F.3d 1251 (9th Cir. 2013), found that a  public 
employee’s reports of departmental-safety concerns to a supervi-
sor was not subject to  First Amendment protection because the 
issuance of such reports was not just pursuant to a  formal job 
responsibility, but literally “required” as part of his job duties, see 
id. at 1258. By  sharp contrast, the formation of deputy cliques is 
most certainly not a part of a deputy’s formal  job duties, let alone 
an actual part of their jobs. 

 In fact, in its post-Garcetti jurisprudence, the Ninth 
Circuit has held that: (1) “particularly  in a highly hierarchical 
employment setting such as law enforcement . . . , [w]hen a public  
employee communicates with individuals or entities outside of his 
chain of command, it is  unlikely that he is speaking pursuant to 
his duties,” Dahlia, 735 F.3d at 1074 (emphasis added); and (2) 
“when a public employee speaks in direct contravention to his 
supervisor's  orders, that speech may often fall outside of the 
speaker's professional duties.” Id. at 1075. If  deputy cliques are 
actually not permitted (or frowned upon) by supervisors (as the 
Proposal itself  suggests), they are clearly outside of one’s normal 
job duties. Moreover, these cliques involve  communications 
outside of the chain of command. As such, under both tenets 
established by the  Ninth Circuit, deputy clique activity would 
firmly be protected under the First Amendment. 

 While one may be tempted to argue that, because deputy 
cliques emerge from LACSD  employment and are intertwined 
with law enforcement functions, they must fall outside of the  
scope of protected speech, that simply is not correct. A deputy 
clique bringing together officers  with an interest in prayer, 
climate change and meteorology, or the regulation of artificial  
intelligence would have nothing whatsoever to do with law 
enforcement functions or the  fulfillment of any deputy job duties. 
As such, such deputy cliques would receive First  Amendment 
protection. Indeed, as the Supreme Court has cautioned, the 

Constitution does not  tolerate government policies that would 
prevent public employees from having the ability to  partake in 
“the kind of activity engaged in by citizens who do not work for 
the government.”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 423. Quite simply, “a 
citizen who works for the government in nonetheless  a citizen.” 
Id. at 419. As Justice Fortas once famously wrote in a related 
context, public employees should not be forced to “shed their 
constitutional rights to freedom of speech and  expression at the 
[workplace] gate.” Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community 
School Dist.,  393 U.S. 503, 506 (1969). 

 C.  Membership in Deputy Cliques Involves   
  Matters  of Public Concern. 

 Of course, the mere implication of protected speech 
under the Proposal does not, ipso  facto, doom it to constitutional 
failure. Rather, it is necessary to assess whether speech  impacted 
by the Proposal relates to “matter[s] of public concern.” Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 418  (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). The legal 
meaning of ‘public concern’ is remarkably  capacious. In the 
context of regulating the speech of public employees, the Ninth 
Circuit has  defined ‘public concern’ broadly “to include almost 
any matter other than speech that relates  to internal power 
struggles within the workplace.” Tucker v. State of Cal. Dep’t of 
Educ., 97  F.3d 1204, 1210 (1996) (emphasis added). With this 
binding authority in mind, it is clear that  clique activity will often 
involve matters of public concern. 

 Notably, whether a group itself is “public” or “private” is 
wholly irrelevant as to  whether the group is involved in or 
discussing matters of public concern. Whether a group  consists of 
people solely from the workplace or not, or is public or private, is 
entirely unrelated  to whether group is involved in or discussing 
matters of public concern—the key inquiry under  Pickering. 
Indeed, exclusive, workplace organizations that are not open to 
members of public  can, and regularly do, involve themselves in 
matters that have nothing whatsoever to do with  internal power 
struggles within the workplace, as there are literally myriad such 
topics and  interests upon which deputy cliques can (and indeed 
may) be organized. A deputy clique might  be organized by animal 
welfare-promoting deputies, religious deputies, atheist deputies,  
Democrat deputies, Libertarian deputies, environmentalist depu-
ties, deputies promoting firearm  safety, deputies who love the LA 
Lakers, Dodgers or the Rams, deputies with a taste for yacht  rock, 
deputies with a taste for hip hop, or deputies who are members of 
common affinity groups  based on gender, sexual orientation or 
cultural backgrounds. The list of possibilities is endless  and all of 
these illustrative cliques would involve matters legally recog-
nized as related to issues  of ‘public concern.’4 As a result, the 
Proposal most certainly impacts the protected expressive  and 
associational rights of deputies. 

 D.  The County’s Interest in Eliminating the   
  Dangers Posed by Certain Groups  Does   
  Not Outweigh the First Amendment   
  Interests of Deputies, and the Department’s  
  Goals Can Be More Carefully Addressed in  
  the Sheriff  Villanueva’s Narrowly Tailored  
  Policy on Groups, Which ALADS Supports. 

 Even if speech is protected, that does not mean that 
government cannot regulate it under  the appropriate circumstanc-
es. However, it is an axiomatic principle of constitutional  juris-
prudence that any government effort to regulate protected speech 
is presumed to be invalid absent substantial justification for that 
policy. Thus, the burden lies squarely upon the  government to 
show a policy abridging protected speech and associational rights 
is sufficiently  warranted. See Rankin v. McPherson, 483 U.S. 
378, 388 (1987) (“The State bears a burden of  justifying [any 
abridgment of public employee speech] on legitimate grounds.”) 

 The relevant precedent on the First Amendment rights of 
public employees emphasizes  these dictates by holding that the 
government can only restrict speech that is “necessary” for it  to 
achieve its interest in orderly public administration. See Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 419 (“So long  as [public] employees are speaking as 
citizens about matters of public concern, they must face  only 
those speech restrictions that are necessary for their employers to 
operate efficiently and effectively.”) This means that the govern-
ment also bears the burden of showing that it cannot  achieve its 
legitimate goals with a policy that is less restrictive. At a 
minimum, therefore, any  policy that limits the protected speech 
of public employees cannot pass constitutional muster  unless it is 
narrowly tailored and not overbroad. 

 It is here that the fatal constitutional flaw in the Proposal 
becomes most clear: it has  literally no limitation whatsoever to 
what kinds of deputy cliques or speech it pertains. This  kind of 
sweeping, blanket banning of a significant swath of deputy 
speech-related activity  cannot withstand constitutional scrutiny. 
Indeed, contrary to the very spirit of the Pickering  standard, the 
Proposal does not even attempt to balance the expressive and 
associational rights  of deputies with the Department’s interests in 
eliminating the danger posed by certain types of  cliques. Instead, 
the latter interest is allowed to completely overwhelm and trump 
the former.  This is not how constitutional rights work. 

 There is no doubt that the government has a significant 
interest in “the need for orderly  [public] administration,” Picker-
ing, 391 U.S. at 569, and that that interest would certainly  support 
regulating certain kinds of organizational activity given the docu-
mented history of  problems with certain groups that have 
engaged in and promoted illegality, violence,  intimidation and 
harassment. That is precisely what the Proposal’s circumscribed 
and targeted  ban on law enforcement gangs and hate groups, 
which are defined to include organizations  whose mission 
involves the promotion of illegal activity and undermining of 
professional  policing, accomplishes. But the ban on deputy 
cliques unilaterally and broadly prohibits a  whole swatch of 
organization activity without any kind of appropriate limits or 
efforts to ensure  the proscribed activity meets the compelling 
interests of the Department. 

 Carefully tailoring is necessary to survive constitutional 
scrutiny. So, for example,  while an Alabama District Court did 
uphold the termination of a police officer for membership  and 
participation in a racist organization (despite his claim that the 
action violated his First  Amendment rights), it was not that the 
Anniston Police Department had a policy broadly  barring officers 
from membership in any outside group, or even any outside activ-

ity relating to  race. See Doggrell v. City of Anniston, 277 F. Supp. 
3d 1239 (N.D. Ala. 2017). Rather, the  Department had interdicted 
officers from working on behalf of a group that advocated racist  
beliefs, promoted division and harassment based on race and 
undermined the ability of the  Police Department to conduct its 
work as a bias-free servant of the people. Id. at 1250-51. Thus, 
there was a narrowly tailored policy that linked active member-
ship and participation in certain types of organizations (in that 
case, a white supremacist one) and the undermining of the  depart-
ment’s legal obligation and commitment to bias-free policing that 
enabled the action to  survive constitutional review. Id. at 1259. 

 By sharp contrast, the proposed ban on deputy cliques 
engages in literally no tailoring,  let alone narrow tailoring. In 
fact, the deputy clique prohibition does not even comply with the  
express edict of the Supreme Court that several factors “must [be] 
consider[ed] . . . in balancing  the State's interest in efficient provi-
sion of public services against [deputies’] speech interest[s],  
including: (1) whether the speech at issue impedes the govern-
ment's ability to perform its duties  efficiently, (2) the manner, 
time and place of the speech, and (3) the context within which the  
speech was made.” Morales v. Stierheim, 848 F.2 1145 (11th Cir. 
1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S.  1013 (1989) (citing Connick, 461 
U.S. at 151-55). Indeed, the deputy clique ban fails on all  three of 
these mandatory considerations as it is not circumscribed in any 
way to consider and  account for the fundamental rights of depu-
ties as private citizens. 

 First, the Proposal fails to directly tie its deputy clique 
ban to speech that would directly  impede the government’s 
ability to perform its duties efficiently. In other words, the ban  
applies with equal vigor to a deputy clique dedicated to prayer as 
it would to a deputy clique  dedicated to violence and harassment. 
As a result, the ban would shut down many perfectly  innocuous 
“deputy cliques,” such as the Central Station women’s volleyball 
team. It is difficult  to understand what conceivable rational, let 
alone compelling, interest the Department would  have in shutting 
down such protected associational activity. As the Supreme Court 
held in Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781 (1989), “Gov-
ernment may not regulate expression  in such a manner that a 
substantial portion of the burden on speech does not serve to 
advance its  goal.”5 Id. at 799. 
 
 Second, the Policy lacks any time, place or manner 
consideration of the type of speech it  impacts. Rather than 
regulate, it bans all deputy cliques outright. The Proposal is 
neither time limited (e.g., whether said clique meet at work or 
wholly outside of work, during off-duty  hours) nor subject-matter 
limited (e.g., banning only cliques that promote conduct violating 
the  rights of others or only cliques pertaining to matters that are 
not of public concern). 

 Finally, the Proposal takes no account of context. For 
example, it ignores the  significant, legally protected interests that 
deputies might affirmatively possess in organizing  certain types 
of cliques, such as groups dealing with union issues, the exercise 
of religious faith  or the provision of group trauma therapy. Since 
the Proposal unilaterally bans all membership  in deputy cliques, 
it is wildly overbroad and fails to conduct any necessary balanc-
ing of the  interests of the government in orderly public adminis-

tration with the interests of deputies in the  protection of their 
fundamental constitutional rights. 

 The extant jurisprudence relevant to this issue is in 
strong accord. For example, the  Supreme Court applied the 
Pickering standard in deeming unconstitutional § 501(b) of the 
Ethics in Government Act, which enacted a complete ban on any 
members of Congress, officer  or employee of the federal govern-
ment from receiving honoraria. See United States v. National  
Treasure Employees Union, 513 U.S. 454 (1995). The Court 
pointed to the policy’s “sweeping  statutory impediment to 
speech,” id. at 467, as fatal to its constitutionality since there was 
no  effort to narrowly tailor the government’s interest in prevent-
ing corruption as, for example, the  policy prevented government 
employees from engaging in such activities as “accepting pay to  
lecture on the Quaker religion or to write dance reviews,” id. at 
473—activities with no  conceivable nexus to concerns about 
corruption or the federal employees’ jobs. As the Court conclud-
ed, since the honoraria ban’s “blanket burden on the speech of 
nearly 1.7 million federal  employees,” id. at 475, placed a 
“crudely crafted burden on [government employees’] freedom  to 
engage in expressive activities” and “was not as carefully tailored 
as it should have been,” §  501(b) “violated the First Amend-
ment,” id. at 477. Similarly, the Proposal constitutes a blanket  
ban on all types of deputy groups, regardless of their activities, 
and the Proposal makes no  attempt to draw a nexus between the 
banned conduct (participating in, joining or soliciting other  to 
join deputy cliques) and the County’s interest in orderly public 
administration by preventing  coordinated efforts by personnel in 
trampling the rights of other employees or members of the  public. 

 In another example, a federal district court struck a 
“Staff Conduct” policy adopted by a  public school that restricted 
the ability of any staff member “to criticize other staff members, 
the administrators, or members of the Board of Trustees to anyone 
other than the person being  criticized[,] except to the Building 
Principal, Superintendent, or at a regular meeting of the  Board of 
Trustees.” Westbrook v. Teton County School District No. 1, 918 F. 
Supp. 1475 (D.  Wyoming 1996). The court found that policy 
unconstitutional because, among other things,  “Teton County's 
policy burdens substantially more speech than is necessary to 
further its  legitimate interests . . . By ignoring these less burden-
some alternatives to its near blanket ban on  ‘criticism,’ Teton 
County has failed to tailor narrowly the policy to serve its 
interests.” Id. at  1495. The proposed ban on deputy cliques 
suffers from a comparable (if not even more grave)  flaw, as it has 
ignored the possibility of less burdensome alternatives to its total 
(rather than near total) ban on all deputy groups, regardless of 
subject matter or purpose. 

 Moreover, as the Supreme Court has held, a pre-emptive 
ban (rather than an adverse  action taken in response to actual 
speech) raises particularly salient First Amendment concerns  
since it comes close to representing a prior restraint that “chills 
potential speech before it  happens. For these reasons, the 
Government’s burden is greater with respect to this statutory  
restriction on expression than with respect to an isolated 
disciplinary action.” National Treasury  Employees Union, 513 
U.S. at 468. 

 With all of this said, however, ALADS recognizes the 
importance in prohibiting  problematic clique activity. Indeed, as 
Sheriff Villanueva has formally determined, such  activities can, 
among other things, “create a negative public perception of the 

Department,  increasing the risk of civil liability to the Depart-
ment and involved personnel.” LASD Manual  of Policy and 
Procedures § 3-01/050.8. But, to avoid squelching fundamental 
freedoms such as  expressive and associational rights secured 
under both the United States and California  Constitutions, the 
Sheriff has implemented a narrowly tailored policy that draws a 
nexus between the government’s interests and the specific terms 
of the regulation. Thus, instead of  imposing a unilateral ban on all 
cliques that would necessarily impinge on the protected speech  of 
deputies without a link to the County’s legitimate interest in 
orderly publication  administration, the Sheriff’s policy applies, 
appropriately, to groups “which promote[] conduct  that violates 
the rights of other employees or members of the public.” Id. 
ALADS believes this  policy balances the competing interests of 
the government with those of the deputies and  manages to respect 
the basic civil liberties of the latter while acknowledging the 
needs of the  former. 

 E.  Besides the Serious Threat That the Proposal  
  Poses to Expressive and  Associational   
  Rights, the Proposal Also  Endangers Other  
  Constitutional  and Statutory Rights. 

 The ban on deputy cliques also threatens to implicate 
other rights protected under the  First Amendment (such as the 
free exercise of religion) and constitutional rights outside of the  
First Amendment, including the right of privacy secured under 
both the United States and  California Constitutions. For example, 
if a group of station deputies who practice a common  religion 
form a clique for gathering off-duty and outside of the workplace 
so that they might  engage in liturgical studies, worship or prayer, 
the Proposal would subject them to punishment.  Said group 
would necessarily not include all deputies as some deputies will 
have no interest in  such a matter. But, under religious exercise 
clause, the deputies should have every right to  engage in such 
private acts of prayer. As such, disciplinary action for such a 
deputy clique  would plainly violate the First Amendment’s Free 
Exercise Clause, which states that  government “shall make no 
law . . . prohibiting the free exercise [of religion].” U.S. Const.  
amend. I. 

 The Policy’s blanket limit on the rights of deputies to get 
together outside of the  workplace in cliques also implicates the 
penumbral right of privacy that citizens enjoy both  under the Due 
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, as first recognized 
by the  Supreme Court in Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 
(1965), and under California’s  Constitution, which expressly 
secures the “inalienable right[] . . . [of] privacy,” Cal. Const. art.  
I, § 1. Notably, the California Supreme Court has recognized the 
state’s constitutional right to  privacy is significantly broader than 
the federal right, see Committee to Defend Reproductive  Rights v. 
Myers, 29 Cal.3d 252, 263 (1981), and any interference with it 
must be justified by  demonstrating not just a substantial, but 
compelling, state interest. See White v. Wade, 13  Cal.3d 757, 761, 
775-76 (1975). Notably, the right of privacy in California includes 
“our  freedom of communion and our freedom to associate with 
the people we choose.” Id. at 774  (quoting election statements on 
the amendment to the California Constitution that added the  right 
to privacy in 1972). In addition, the California Supreme Court has 
held that privacy  protections are particularly strong for certain 
types of activities, such as medical treatment or  “psychotherapeu-
tic sessions.”    , 2 Cal.3d 415, 431-42 (1970). So, for  example, if 
there is a deputy clique formed amongst officers who have 
suffered from PTSD or  other mental-health issues from traumatic 

experiences, such therapeutic sessions would  undoubtedly be 
protected from County regulation both under privacy rights 
protecting communion and association and privacy rights protect-
ing medical matters related to mental  health. 

 Finally, the deputy clique ban also undermines statutory 
protections secured under state  and federal law. For example, if 
pursuant to the right of labor to organize, a group of station  depu-
ties interested in unionization gather off-duty and outside of the 
workplace to engage in  union-related activities, the proposed 
Policy would subject them to punishment. But such  disciplinary 
action would not only impinge free speech and associations 
rights; it would also  violate extant labor laws such as the 
Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (MMBA), which secures 
the  rights of public employees to unionize. See Cal. 
Gov. Code §§ 3502 et seq. Thus, besides  imping-
ing expressive and associational rights, the 
Proposal also threatens other important  
constitutional rights and statutory protec-
tions, including religious freedoms, the right 
to privacy  and unionization rights. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, it is my conclusion that the 
Grooming and Employee Group  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
pose a significant threat to the fundamental rights of Department  
employees and their right to be free from unlawful discrimination. 
As such, I do not believe the  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
would survive legal scrutiny and I would strongly recommend  
against their adoption and implementation in their present form. 

 If you have any questions or would like clarification on 
any of the analysis above, please  do not hesitate to ask. 

  Sincerely,
 

     John Tehranian
   
  John Tehranian 
  Paul W. Wildman Chair & Professor of Law  
  Southwestern Law School

4 There are also many job-related issues that would nevertheless constitute matters of public concern. For example, as Pickering itself 
held, a teacher’s speech about funding of his school was protected speech pertaining to a matter  of public concern even though the 
speech also related to the teacher’s own job. Pickering, 391 U.S. at 572.
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IV.  ANALYSIS OF EMPLOYEE GROUPS   
 PROPOSAL 
 
 A.  Introduction 

 Broadly speaking, LACSD’s Employee Groups Proposal 
(revision 2023-043-01), which  seeks to modify Manual § 
3-10/050.83, prohibits Department personnel from membership 
in,  and related associational activities with, three types of organi-
zations: law enforcement gangs,  deputy cliques and hate groups. 
There is every reason to believe that the Employee Groups  
Proposal—which aims to address LACSD’s long-standing and 
understandable concerns  regarding the activities of certain law 
enforcement-related groups that have reportedly engaged  in and 
promoted illegality, violence, intimidation and harassment—is 
well meaning. But even  the best of intentions does not immunize 
a policy from constitutional scrutiny, particularly  when such a 
policy implicates expressive, associational, religious and privacy 
rights. 

 Unfortunately, with respect to its ban on deputy cliques, 
the Employee Groups Proposal,  as currently drafted, directly 
threatens the fundamental rights of Department personnel and 
fails to pass constitutional muster. First, a ban on participation in 
these organizations implicates the  First Amendment since it 
impacts the ability of deputies to engage in expressive and  associ-
ational activities as citizens acting outside of the scope of their 
official duties. Second,  the ban prohibits a wide swath of matters 
legally recognized as related to issues of ‘public  concern.’ Third, 
because part of the Proposal is not tailored at all (let alone narrow-
ly tailored)  to meet the County’s substantial interest in regulating 
certain kinds of organizational activities  and because it largely 
fails to balance the significant expressive and associational 
interests of  personnel, the Proposal is unlikely to survive consti-
tutional scrutiny. 

 Specifically, the ban on membership in hate groups 
(organizations that support,  advocate, threaten or practice geno-
cide or the commission of hate crimes) and law enforcement  
gangs (organizations that intentionally violate the law or funda-
mental principles of professional  policing) is eminently reason-
able and sufficiently narrowly tailored to meet critical LACSD  
interests in upholding and enforcing, rather the undermining, the 
law and professional policing.  By sharp contrast, however, the 
regulations barring membership in deputy cliques are deeply  
problematic on First Amendment grounds and not narrowly 
tailored to meet any Department  interest, let alone a compelling 
one. The ban on deputy cliques also imperils other  constitutional 
rights (for example, the right of free religious exercise and the 
right to privacy)  and statutory protections (for example, the right 
to union activity). Given the Proposal’s  sweeping reach and the 
serious risks it poses to the free speech, associational, religious 
and  privacy rights of deputies protected under both the United 
States and California Constitutions, I  have grave concerns about 
the Proposal’s ban on deputy clique and do not believe that 
portion  of the Proposal would withstand constitutional review. 

 B.  The Ban on Deputy Cliques Implicates the  
  First Amendment.
 
 The Supreme Court’s decisions in Pickering v. Board of 
Education, 391 U.S. 563  (1968), Garcetti v. Ceballos, 547 U.S. 
410 (2006), and their progeny have established a two-part inquiry 
to determine whether a policy runs afoul of expressive and associ-

ational rights  enjoyed by public employees (as private citizens) 
under the First Amendment. First, one must  ask whether the 
employee is speaking “as a citizen on a matter of public concern,” 
Garcetti, 547  U.S. at 418 (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). If 
the answer is yes, then one must ask whether  the government has 
adequate justification to restrict the speech. Id. (citing Pickering, 
391 U.S.  at 568). In the second part of the inquiry, the govern-
ment must show that the restriction on  speech meets heightened 
scrutiny, i.e., that public employees “only face those speech 
restrictions that are necessary for their employers to operate 
efficiently and effectively”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 419 (emphasis 
added). Thus, heightened constitutional scrutiny on  limitations 
on the rights of public employees to engage in expressive activi-
ties related to matters  of public concerns is needed “to ensure that 
citizens are not deprived of fundamental rights by  virtue of work-
ing for the government.” Connick v. Myers, 461 U.S. 138, 147 
(1983). 

 Based on application of the Pickering/Garcetti standard, 
LACSD’s Employee Groups  Proposal directly impacts the 
cognizable expressive and associational interests of the  Depart-
ment’s employees. Of course, public entities possess a right to 
regulate the speech of  their employees under appropriate circum-
stances. Indeed, ALADS supports appropriate  constitutional 
regulation of employee speech, and did not oppose Sheriff Villan-
ueva’s carefully  crafted policy that banned membership in 
cliques “which promote[] conduct that violates the  rights of other 
employees or members of the public.” LACSD Manual of Policy 
and Procedures § 3-01/050.83. But this prior policy, which 
ALADS supported, was carefully circumscribed  precisely 
because the relevant legal precedent has made clear that the 
ability of the government  to regulate the speech of its employees 
is not without bounds. 

 As the Supreme Court has explained in Garcetti, public 
employee speech is excluded  from First Amendment protection 
only when it is “made pursuant to the employee’s official job  
responsibilities” Id. at 426. Unfortunately, the Proposal regulates 
activities flowing from  activities outside of the performance of 
the employee’s professional responsibilities, thereby  raising 
genuine First Amendment concerns. As Garcetti makes clear, 
public entities do not  enjoy a plenary right to regulate the speech 
of their employees and, in that case, the Court took  pains to 
caution against any excessively broad view of what constitutes 
(unprotected) speech  pursuant to one’s job duties. As the Court 
highlighted, it was even possible that “[e]mployees  in some cases 
may receive First Amendment protection for expressions made at 
work.” Id. at 420. The Court also added that “[t]he First Amend-
ment protects some expressions related to  the speaker's job.” Id. 
at 421. 

 In the relevant jurisprudence, courts have repeatedly 
found that speech is unprotected  only when it is inextricably a 
part of the actual performance of one’s basic job duties—not 
when  that speech is (or theoretically could be) related or even 
connected to one’s work. So, for  example, in Garcetti, the 
Supreme Court found a memorandum written by Los Angeles 
deputy  district attorney Richard Ceballos (wherein Ceballos 
questioned the legitimacy of an affidavit to  receive search 
warrant) did not constitute protected speech since Ceballos was 
speaking pursuant  to his official duties “as a prosecutor fulfilling 
a responsibility to advise his supervisor about how  best to 
proceed with a pending case.” Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 421. In other 
words, Ceballos’s  drafting of the memorandum literally consti-

tuted one of duties entailed by his job. By contrast, in Pickering, 
the Supreme Court held that a teacher’s letter to a local newspaper 
about funding  policies related to the school board (a matter of 
public concern) constituted protected speech,  even though the 
speech most certainly related to the teacher’s own job. Pickering, 
391 U.S. at  572 (“Teachers are, as a class, the members a commu-
nity most likely to have informed and  definite opinions as to how 
funds allotted to the operation of the schools should be spent. 
Accordingly, it is essential that they be able to speak out freely on 
such questions.”). 

 A good example of the distinction between protected and 
unprotected employee speech is  found in a leading Ninth Circuit 
case on the issue, Dahlia v. Rodriguez, 735 F.3d 1060 (9th Cir.  
2013), where the Court found that a police officer’s formal report 
of misconduct by fellow  officers was not subject to First Amend-
ment protection since it pertained directly to the exercise  of his 
professional (and, indeed, legal) duties as an employee but also 
held that that the same  officer’s other communications about 
misconduct that occurred outside of the chain of command, such 
as when he spoke to Internal Affairs, his union and the LASD, did 
constitute  protected speech. See id. at 1077-78. Notably, this 
conclusion was not altered in any way by the  fact that the latter 
communications were directly connected to the employees’ 
conduct in their  official capacity. Similarly, Hagen v. City of 
Eugene, 736 F.3d 1251 (9th Cir. 2013), found that a  public 
employee’s reports of departmental-safety concerns to a supervi-
sor was not subject to  First Amendment protection because the 
issuance of such reports was not just pursuant to a  formal job 
responsibility, but literally “required” as part of his job duties, see 
id. at 1258. By  sharp contrast, the formation of deputy cliques is 
most certainly not a part of a deputy’s formal  job duties, let alone 
an actual part of their jobs. 

 In fact, in its post-Garcetti jurisprudence, the Ninth 
Circuit has held that: (1) “particularly  in a highly hierarchical 
employment setting such as law enforcement . . . , [w]hen a public  
employee communicates with individuals or entities outside of his 
chain of command, it is  unlikely that he is speaking pursuant to 
his duties,” Dahlia, 735 F.3d at 1074 (emphasis added); and (2) 
“when a public employee speaks in direct contravention to his 
supervisor's  orders, that speech may often fall outside of the 
speaker's professional duties.” Id. at 1075. If  deputy cliques are 
actually not permitted (or frowned upon) by supervisors (as the 
Proposal itself  suggests), they are clearly outside of one’s normal 
job duties. Moreover, these cliques involve  communications 
outside of the chain of command. As such, under both tenets 
established by the  Ninth Circuit, deputy clique activity would 
firmly be protected under the First Amendment. 

 While one may be tempted to argue that, because deputy 
cliques emerge from LACSD  employment and are intertwined 
with law enforcement functions, they must fall outside of the  
scope of protected speech, that simply is not correct. A deputy 
clique bringing together officers  with an interest in prayer, 
climate change and meteorology, or the regulation of artificial  
intelligence would have nothing whatsoever to do with law 
enforcement functions or the  fulfillment of any deputy job duties. 
As such, such deputy cliques would receive First  Amendment 
protection. Indeed, as the Supreme Court has cautioned, the 

Constitution does not  tolerate government policies that would 
prevent public employees from having the ability to  partake in 
“the kind of activity engaged in by citizens who do not work for 
the government.”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 423. Quite simply, “a 
citizen who works for the government in nonetheless  a citizen.” 
Id. at 419. As Justice Fortas once famously wrote in a related 
context, public employees should not be forced to “shed their 
constitutional rights to freedom of speech and  expression at the 
[workplace] gate.” Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community 
School Dist.,  393 U.S. 503, 506 (1969). 

 C.  Membership in Deputy Cliques Involves   
  Matters  of Public Concern. 

 Of course, the mere implication of protected speech 
under the Proposal does not, ipso  facto, doom it to constitutional 
failure. Rather, it is necessary to assess whether speech  impacted 
by the Proposal relates to “matter[s] of public concern.” Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 418  (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). The legal 
meaning of ‘public concern’ is remarkably  capacious. In the 
context of regulating the speech of public employees, the Ninth 
Circuit has  defined ‘public concern’ broadly “to include almost 
any matter other than speech that relates  to internal power 
struggles within the workplace.” Tucker v. State of Cal. Dep’t of 
Educ., 97  F.3d 1204, 1210 (1996) (emphasis added). With this 
binding authority in mind, it is clear that  clique activity will often 
involve matters of public concern. 

 Notably, whether a group itself is “public” or “private” is 
wholly irrelevant as to  whether the group is involved in or 
discussing matters of public concern. Whether a group  consists of 
people solely from the workplace or not, or is public or private, is 
entirely unrelated  to whether group is involved in or discussing 
matters of public concern—the key inquiry under  Pickering. 
Indeed, exclusive, workplace organizations that are not open to 
members of public  can, and regularly do, involve themselves in 
matters that have nothing whatsoever to do with  internal power 
struggles within the workplace, as there are literally myriad such 
topics and  interests upon which deputy cliques can (and indeed 
may) be organized. A deputy clique might  be organized by animal 
welfare-promoting deputies, religious deputies, atheist deputies,  
Democrat deputies, Libertarian deputies, environmentalist depu-
ties, deputies promoting firearm  safety, deputies who love the LA 
Lakers, Dodgers or the Rams, deputies with a taste for yacht  rock, 
deputies with a taste for hip hop, or deputies who are members of 
common affinity groups  based on gender, sexual orientation or 
cultural backgrounds. The list of possibilities is endless  and all of 
these illustrative cliques would involve matters legally recog-
nized as related to issues  of ‘public concern.’4 As a result, the 
Proposal most certainly impacts the protected expressive  and 
associational rights of deputies. 

 D.  The County’s Interest in Eliminating the   
  Dangers Posed by Certain Groups  Does   
  Not Outweigh the First Amendment   
  Interests of Deputies, and the Department’s  
  Goals Can Be More Carefully Addressed in  
  the Sheriff  Villanueva’s Narrowly Tailored  
  Policy on Groups, Which ALADS Supports. 

 Even if speech is protected, that does not mean that 
government cannot regulate it under  the appropriate circumstanc-
es. However, it is an axiomatic principle of constitutional  juris-
prudence that any government effort to regulate protected speech 
is presumed to be invalid absent substantial justification for that 
policy. Thus, the burden lies squarely upon the  government to 
show a policy abridging protected speech and associational rights 
is sufficiently  warranted. See Rankin v. McPherson, 483 U.S. 
378, 388 (1987) (“The State bears a burden of  justifying [any 
abridgment of public employee speech] on legitimate grounds.”) 

 The relevant precedent on the First Amendment rights of 
public employees emphasizes  these dictates by holding that the 
government can only restrict speech that is “necessary” for it  to 
achieve its interest in orderly public administration. See Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 419 (“So long  as [public] employees are speaking as 
citizens about matters of public concern, they must face  only 
those speech restrictions that are necessary for their employers to 
operate efficiently and effectively.”) This means that the govern-
ment also bears the burden of showing that it cannot  achieve its 
legitimate goals with a policy that is less restrictive. At a 
minimum, therefore, any  policy that limits the protected speech 
of public employees cannot pass constitutional muster  unless it is 
narrowly tailored and not overbroad. 

 It is here that the fatal constitutional flaw in the Proposal 
becomes most clear: it has  literally no limitation whatsoever to 
what kinds of deputy cliques or speech it pertains. This  kind of 
sweeping, blanket banning of a significant swath of deputy 
speech-related activity  cannot withstand constitutional scrutiny. 
Indeed, contrary to the very spirit of the Pickering  standard, the 
Proposal does not even attempt to balance the expressive and 
associational rights  of deputies with the Department’s interests in 
eliminating the danger posed by certain types of  cliques. Instead, 
the latter interest is allowed to completely overwhelm and trump 
the former.  This is not how constitutional rights work. 

 There is no doubt that the government has a significant 
interest in “the need for orderly  [public] administration,” Picker-
ing, 391 U.S. at 569, and that that interest would certainly  support 
regulating certain kinds of organizational activity given the docu-
mented history of  problems with certain groups that have 
engaged in and promoted illegality, violence,  intimidation and 
harassment. That is precisely what the Proposal’s circumscribed 
and targeted  ban on law enforcement gangs and hate groups, 
which are defined to include organizations  whose mission 
involves the promotion of illegal activity and undermining of 
professional  policing, accomplishes. But the ban on deputy 
cliques unilaterally and broadly prohibits a  whole swatch of 
organization activity without any kind of appropriate limits or 
efforts to ensure  the proscribed activity meets the compelling 
interests of the Department. 

 Carefully tailoring is necessary to survive constitutional 
scrutiny. So, for example,  while an Alabama District Court did 
uphold the termination of a police officer for membership  and 
participation in a racist organization (despite his claim that the 
action violated his First  Amendment rights), it was not that the 
Anniston Police Department had a policy broadly  barring officers 
from membership in any outside group, or even any outside activ-

ity relating to  race. See Doggrell v. City of Anniston, 277 F. Supp. 
3d 1239 (N.D. Ala. 2017). Rather, the  Department had interdicted 
officers from working on behalf of a group that advocated racist  
beliefs, promoted division and harassment based on race and 
undermined the ability of the  Police Department to conduct its 
work as a bias-free servant of the people. Id. at 1250-51. Thus, 
there was a narrowly tailored policy that linked active member-
ship and participation in certain types of organizations (in that 
case, a white supremacist one) and the undermining of the  depart-
ment’s legal obligation and commitment to bias-free policing that 
enabled the action to  survive constitutional review. Id. at 1259. 

 By sharp contrast, the proposed ban on deputy cliques 
engages in literally no tailoring,  let alone narrow tailoring. In 
fact, the deputy clique prohibition does not even comply with the  
express edict of the Supreme Court that several factors “must [be] 
consider[ed] . . . in balancing  the State's interest in efficient provi-
sion of public services against [deputies’] speech interest[s],  
including: (1) whether the speech at issue impedes the govern-
ment's ability to perform its duties  efficiently, (2) the manner, 
time and place of the speech, and (3) the context within which the  
speech was made.” Morales v. Stierheim, 848 F.2 1145 (11th Cir. 
1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S.  1013 (1989) (citing Connick, 461 
U.S. at 151-55). Indeed, the deputy clique ban fails on all  three of 
these mandatory considerations as it is not circumscribed in any 
way to consider and  account for the fundamental rights of depu-
ties as private citizens. 

 First, the Proposal fails to directly tie its deputy clique 
ban to speech that would directly  impede the government’s 
ability to perform its duties efficiently. In other words, the ban  
applies with equal vigor to a deputy clique dedicated to prayer as 
it would to a deputy clique  dedicated to violence and harassment. 
As a result, the ban would shut down many perfectly  innocuous 
“deputy cliques,” such as the Central Station women’s volleyball 
team. It is difficult  to understand what conceivable rational, let 
alone compelling, interest the Department would  have in shutting 
down such protected associational activity. As the Supreme Court 
held in Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781 (1989), “Gov-
ernment may not regulate expression  in such a manner that a 
substantial portion of the burden on speech does not serve to 
advance its  goal.”5 Id. at 799. 
 
 Second, the Policy lacks any time, place or manner 
consideration of the type of speech it  impacts. Rather than 
regulate, it bans all deputy cliques outright. The Proposal is 
neither time limited (e.g., whether said clique meet at work or 
wholly outside of work, during off-duty  hours) nor subject-matter 
limited (e.g., banning only cliques that promote conduct violating 
the  rights of others or only cliques pertaining to matters that are 
not of public concern). 

 Finally, the Proposal takes no account of context. For 
example, it ignores the  significant, legally protected interests that 
deputies might affirmatively possess in organizing  certain types 
of cliques, such as groups dealing with union issues, the exercise 
of religious faith  or the provision of group trauma therapy. Since 
the Proposal unilaterally bans all membership  in deputy cliques, 
it is wildly overbroad and fails to conduct any necessary balanc-
ing of the  interests of the government in orderly public adminis-

tration with the interests of deputies in the  protection of their 
fundamental constitutional rights. 

 The extant jurisprudence relevant to this issue is in 
strong accord. For example, the  Supreme Court applied the 
Pickering standard in deeming unconstitutional § 501(b) of the 
Ethics in Government Act, which enacted a complete ban on any 
members of Congress, officer  or employee of the federal govern-
ment from receiving honoraria. See United States v. National  
Treasure Employees Union, 513 U.S. 454 (1995). The Court 
pointed to the policy’s “sweeping  statutory impediment to 
speech,” id. at 467, as fatal to its constitutionality since there was 
no  effort to narrowly tailor the government’s interest in prevent-
ing corruption as, for example, the  policy prevented government 
employees from engaging in such activities as “accepting pay to  
lecture on the Quaker religion or to write dance reviews,” id. at 
473—activities with no  conceivable nexus to concerns about 
corruption or the federal employees’ jobs. As the Court conclud-
ed, since the honoraria ban’s “blanket burden on the speech of 
nearly 1.7 million federal  employees,” id. at 475, placed a 
“crudely crafted burden on [government employees’] freedom  to 
engage in expressive activities” and “was not as carefully tailored 
as it should have been,” §  501(b) “violated the First Amend-
ment,” id. at 477. Similarly, the Proposal constitutes a blanket  
ban on all types of deputy groups, regardless of their activities, 
and the Proposal makes no  attempt to draw a nexus between the 
banned conduct (participating in, joining or soliciting other  to 
join deputy cliques) and the County’s interest in orderly public 
administration by preventing  coordinated efforts by personnel in 
trampling the rights of other employees or members of the  public. 

 In another example, a federal district court struck a 
“Staff Conduct” policy adopted by a  public school that restricted 
the ability of any staff member “to criticize other staff members, 
the administrators, or members of the Board of Trustees to anyone 
other than the person being  criticized[,] except to the Building 
Principal, Superintendent, or at a regular meeting of the  Board of 
Trustees.” Westbrook v. Teton County School District No. 1, 918 F. 
Supp. 1475 (D.  Wyoming 1996). The court found that policy 
unconstitutional because, among other things,  “Teton County's 
policy burdens substantially more speech than is necessary to 
further its  legitimate interests . . . By ignoring these less burden-
some alternatives to its near blanket ban on  ‘criticism,’ Teton 
County has failed to tailor narrowly the policy to serve its 
interests.” Id. at  1495. The proposed ban on deputy cliques 
suffers from a comparable (if not even more grave)  flaw, as it has 
ignored the possibility of less burdensome alternatives to its total 
(rather than near total) ban on all deputy groups, regardless of 
subject matter or purpose. 

 Moreover, as the Supreme Court has held, a pre-emptive 
ban (rather than an adverse  action taken in response to actual 
speech) raises particularly salient First Amendment concerns  
since it comes close to representing a prior restraint that “chills 
potential speech before it  happens. For these reasons, the 
Government’s burden is greater with respect to this statutory  
restriction on expression than with respect to an isolated 
disciplinary action.” National Treasury  Employees Union, 513 
U.S. at 468. 

 With all of this said, however, ALADS recognizes the 
importance in prohibiting  problematic clique activity. Indeed, as 
Sheriff Villanueva has formally determined, such  activities can, 
among other things, “create a negative public perception of the 

Department,  increasing the risk of civil liability to the Depart-
ment and involved personnel.” LASD Manual  of Policy and 
Procedures § 3-01/050.8. But, to avoid squelching fundamental 
freedoms such as  expressive and associational rights secured 
under both the United States and California  Constitutions, the 
Sheriff has implemented a narrowly tailored policy that draws a 
nexus between the government’s interests and the specific terms 
of the regulation. Thus, instead of  imposing a unilateral ban on all 
cliques that would necessarily impinge on the protected speech  of 
deputies without a link to the County’s legitimate interest in 
orderly publication  administration, the Sheriff’s policy applies, 
appropriately, to groups “which promote[] conduct  that violates 
the rights of other employees or members of the public.” Id. 
ALADS believes this  policy balances the competing interests of 
the government with those of the deputies and  manages to respect 
the basic civil liberties of the latter while acknowledging the 
needs of the  former. 

 E.  Besides the Serious Threat That the Proposal  
  Poses to Expressive and  Associational   
  Rights, the Proposal Also  Endangers Other  
  Constitutional  and Statutory Rights. 

 The ban on deputy cliques also threatens to implicate 
other rights protected under the  First Amendment (such as the 
free exercise of religion) and constitutional rights outside of the  
First Amendment, including the right of privacy secured under 
both the United States and  California Constitutions. For example, 
if a group of station deputies who practice a common  religion 
form a clique for gathering off-duty and outside of the workplace 
so that they might  engage in liturgical studies, worship or prayer, 
the Proposal would subject them to punishment.  Said group 
would necessarily not include all deputies as some deputies will 
have no interest in  such a matter. But, under religious exercise 
clause, the deputies should have every right to  engage in such 
private acts of prayer. As such, disciplinary action for such a 
deputy clique  would plainly violate the First Amendment’s Free 
Exercise Clause, which states that  government “shall make no 
law . . . prohibiting the free exercise [of religion].” U.S. Const.  
amend. I. 

 The Policy’s blanket limit on the rights of deputies to get 
together outside of the  workplace in cliques also implicates the 
penumbral right of privacy that citizens enjoy both  under the Due 
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, as first recognized 
by the  Supreme Court in Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 
(1965), and under California’s  Constitution, which expressly 
secures the “inalienable right[] . . . [of] privacy,” Cal. Const. art.  
I, § 1. Notably, the California Supreme Court has recognized the 
state’s constitutional right to  privacy is significantly broader than 
the federal right, see Committee to Defend Reproductive  Rights v. 
Myers, 29 Cal.3d 252, 263 (1981), and any interference with it 
must be justified by  demonstrating not just a substantial, but 
compelling, state interest. See White v. Wade, 13  Cal.3d 757, 761, 
775-76 (1975). Notably, the right of privacy in California includes 
“our  freedom of communion and our freedom to associate with 
the people we choose.” Id. at 774  (quoting election statements on 
the amendment to the California Constitution that added the  right 
to privacy in 1972). In addition, the California Supreme Court has 
held that privacy  protections are particularly strong for certain 
types of activities, such as medical treatment or  “psychotherapeu-
tic sessions.”    , 2 Cal.3d 415, 431-42 (1970). So, for  example, if 
there is a deputy clique formed amongst officers who have 
suffered from PTSD or  other mental-health issues from traumatic 

experiences, such therapeutic sessions would  undoubtedly be 
protected from County regulation both under privacy rights 
protecting communion and association and privacy rights protect-
ing medical matters related to mental  health. 

 Finally, the deputy clique ban also undermines statutory 
protections secured under state  and federal law. For example, if 
pursuant to the right of labor to organize, a group of station  depu-
ties interested in unionization gather off-duty and outside of the 
workplace to engage in  union-related activities, the proposed 
Policy would subject them to punishment. But such  disciplinary 
action would not only impinge free speech and associations 
rights; it would also  violate extant labor laws such as the 
Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (MMBA), which secures 
the  rights of public employees to unionize. See Cal. 
Gov. Code §§ 3502 et seq. Thus, besides  imping-
ing expressive and associational rights, the 
Proposal also threatens other important  
constitutional rights and statutory protec-
tions, including religious freedoms, the right 
to privacy  and unionization rights. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, it is my conclusion that the 
Grooming and Employee Group  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
pose a significant threat to the fundamental rights of Department  
employees and their right to be free from unlawful discrimination. 
As such, I do not believe the  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
would survive legal scrutiny and I would strongly recommend  
against their adoption and implementation in their present form. 

 If you have any questions or would like clarification on 
any of the analysis above, please  do not hesitate to ask. 

  Sincerely,
 

     John Tehranian
   
  John Tehranian 
  Paul W. Wildman Chair & Professor of Law  
  Southwestern Law School

5 The Supreme Court has subsequently held that the concept of narrow tailoring applies to any content-neutral  restriction on protected 
speech. See Simon & Schuster, Inc. v. Members of New York State Crime Victims Bd., 502 U.S. 105, 120-21 (1991).
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IV.  ANALYSIS OF EMPLOYEE GROUPS   
 PROPOSAL 
 
 A.  Introduction 

 Broadly speaking, LACSD’s Employee Groups Proposal 
(revision 2023-043-01), which  seeks to modify Manual § 
3-10/050.83, prohibits Department personnel from membership 
in,  and related associational activities with, three types of organi-
zations: law enforcement gangs,  deputy cliques and hate groups. 
There is every reason to believe that the Employee Groups  
Proposal—which aims to address LACSD’s long-standing and 
understandable concerns  regarding the activities of certain law 
enforcement-related groups that have reportedly engaged  in and 
promoted illegality, violence, intimidation and harassment—is 
well meaning. But even  the best of intentions does not immunize 
a policy from constitutional scrutiny, particularly  when such a 
policy implicates expressive, associational, religious and privacy 
rights. 

 Unfortunately, with respect to its ban on deputy cliques, 
the Employee Groups Proposal,  as currently drafted, directly 
threatens the fundamental rights of Department personnel and 
fails to pass constitutional muster. First, a ban on participation in 
these organizations implicates the  First Amendment since it 
impacts the ability of deputies to engage in expressive and  associ-
ational activities as citizens acting outside of the scope of their 
official duties. Second,  the ban prohibits a wide swath of matters 
legally recognized as related to issues of ‘public  concern.’ Third, 
because part of the Proposal is not tailored at all (let alone narrow-
ly tailored)  to meet the County’s substantial interest in regulating 
certain kinds of organizational activities  and because it largely 
fails to balance the significant expressive and associational 
interests of  personnel, the Proposal is unlikely to survive consti-
tutional scrutiny. 

 Specifically, the ban on membership in hate groups 
(organizations that support,  advocate, threaten or practice geno-
cide or the commission of hate crimes) and law enforcement  
gangs (organizations that intentionally violate the law or funda-
mental principles of professional  policing) is eminently reason-
able and sufficiently narrowly tailored to meet critical LACSD  
interests in upholding and enforcing, rather the undermining, the 
law and professional policing.  By sharp contrast, however, the 
regulations barring membership in deputy cliques are deeply  
problematic on First Amendment grounds and not narrowly 
tailored to meet any Department  interest, let alone a compelling 
one. The ban on deputy cliques also imperils other  constitutional 
rights (for example, the right of free religious exercise and the 
right to privacy)  and statutory protections (for example, the right 
to union activity). Given the Proposal’s  sweeping reach and the 
serious risks it poses to the free speech, associational, religious 
and  privacy rights of deputies protected under both the United 
States and California Constitutions, I  have grave concerns about 
the Proposal’s ban on deputy clique and do not believe that 
portion  of the Proposal would withstand constitutional review. 

 B.  The Ban on Deputy Cliques Implicates the  
  First Amendment.
 
 The Supreme Court’s decisions in Pickering v. Board of 
Education, 391 U.S. 563  (1968), Garcetti v. Ceballos, 547 U.S. 
410 (2006), and their progeny have established a two-part inquiry 
to determine whether a policy runs afoul of expressive and associ-

ational rights  enjoyed by public employees (as private citizens) 
under the First Amendment. First, one must  ask whether the 
employee is speaking “as a citizen on a matter of public concern,” 
Garcetti, 547  U.S. at 418 (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). If 
the answer is yes, then one must ask whether  the government has 
adequate justification to restrict the speech. Id. (citing Pickering, 
391 U.S.  at 568). In the second part of the inquiry, the govern-
ment must show that the restriction on  speech meets heightened 
scrutiny, i.e., that public employees “only face those speech 
restrictions that are necessary for their employers to operate 
efficiently and effectively”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 419 (emphasis 
added). Thus, heightened constitutional scrutiny on  limitations 
on the rights of public employees to engage in expressive activi-
ties related to matters  of public concerns is needed “to ensure that 
citizens are not deprived of fundamental rights by  virtue of work-
ing for the government.” Connick v. Myers, 461 U.S. 138, 147 
(1983). 

 Based on application of the Pickering/Garcetti standard, 
LACSD’s Employee Groups  Proposal directly impacts the 
cognizable expressive and associational interests of the  Depart-
ment’s employees. Of course, public entities possess a right to 
regulate the speech of  their employees under appropriate circum-
stances. Indeed, ALADS supports appropriate  constitutional 
regulation of employee speech, and did not oppose Sheriff Villan-
ueva’s carefully  crafted policy that banned membership in 
cliques “which promote[] conduct that violates the  rights of other 
employees or members of the public.” LACSD Manual of Policy 
and Procedures § 3-01/050.83. But this prior policy, which 
ALADS supported, was carefully circumscribed  precisely 
because the relevant legal precedent has made clear that the 
ability of the government  to regulate the speech of its employees 
is not without bounds. 

 As the Supreme Court has explained in Garcetti, public 
employee speech is excluded  from First Amendment protection 
only when it is “made pursuant to the employee’s official job  
responsibilities” Id. at 426. Unfortunately, the Proposal regulates 
activities flowing from  activities outside of the performance of 
the employee’s professional responsibilities, thereby  raising 
genuine First Amendment concerns. As Garcetti makes clear, 
public entities do not  enjoy a plenary right to regulate the speech 
of their employees and, in that case, the Court took  pains to 
caution against any excessively broad view of what constitutes 
(unprotected) speech  pursuant to one’s job duties. As the Court 
highlighted, it was even possible that “[e]mployees  in some cases 
may receive First Amendment protection for expressions made at 
work.” Id. at 420. The Court also added that “[t]he First Amend-
ment protects some expressions related to  the speaker's job.” Id. 
at 421. 

 In the relevant jurisprudence, courts have repeatedly 
found that speech is unprotected  only when it is inextricably a 
part of the actual performance of one’s basic job duties—not 
when  that speech is (or theoretically could be) related or even 
connected to one’s work. So, for  example, in Garcetti, the 
Supreme Court found a memorandum written by Los Angeles 
deputy  district attorney Richard Ceballos (wherein Ceballos 
questioned the legitimacy of an affidavit to  receive search 
warrant) did not constitute protected speech since Ceballos was 
speaking pursuant  to his official duties “as a prosecutor fulfilling 
a responsibility to advise his supervisor about how  best to 
proceed with a pending case.” Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 421. In other 
words, Ceballos’s  drafting of the memorandum literally consti-

tuted one of duties entailed by his job. By contrast, in Pickering, 
the Supreme Court held that a teacher’s letter to a local newspaper 
about funding  policies related to the school board (a matter of 
public concern) constituted protected speech,  even though the 
speech most certainly related to the teacher’s own job. Pickering, 
391 U.S. at  572 (“Teachers are, as a class, the members a commu-
nity most likely to have informed and  definite opinions as to how 
funds allotted to the operation of the schools should be spent. 
Accordingly, it is essential that they be able to speak out freely on 
such questions.”). 

 A good example of the distinction between protected and 
unprotected employee speech is  found in a leading Ninth Circuit 
case on the issue, Dahlia v. Rodriguez, 735 F.3d 1060 (9th Cir.  
2013), where the Court found that a police officer’s formal report 
of misconduct by fellow  officers was not subject to First Amend-
ment protection since it pertained directly to the exercise  of his 
professional (and, indeed, legal) duties as an employee but also 
held that that the same  officer’s other communications about 
misconduct that occurred outside of the chain of command, such 
as when he spoke to Internal Affairs, his union and the LASD, did 
constitute  protected speech. See id. at 1077-78. Notably, this 
conclusion was not altered in any way by the  fact that the latter 
communications were directly connected to the employees’ 
conduct in their  official capacity. Similarly, Hagen v. City of 
Eugene, 736 F.3d 1251 (9th Cir. 2013), found that a  public 
employee’s reports of departmental-safety concerns to a supervi-
sor was not subject to  First Amendment protection because the 
issuance of such reports was not just pursuant to a  formal job 
responsibility, but literally “required” as part of his job duties, see 
id. at 1258. By  sharp contrast, the formation of deputy cliques is 
most certainly not a part of a deputy’s formal  job duties, let alone 
an actual part of their jobs. 

 In fact, in its post-Garcetti jurisprudence, the Ninth 
Circuit has held that: (1) “particularly  in a highly hierarchical 
employment setting such as law enforcement . . . , [w]hen a public  
employee communicates with individuals or entities outside of his 
chain of command, it is  unlikely that he is speaking pursuant to 
his duties,” Dahlia, 735 F.3d at 1074 (emphasis added); and (2) 
“when a public employee speaks in direct contravention to his 
supervisor's  orders, that speech may often fall outside of the 
speaker's professional duties.” Id. at 1075. If  deputy cliques are 
actually not permitted (or frowned upon) by supervisors (as the 
Proposal itself  suggests), they are clearly outside of one’s normal 
job duties. Moreover, these cliques involve  communications 
outside of the chain of command. As such, under both tenets 
established by the  Ninth Circuit, deputy clique activity would 
firmly be protected under the First Amendment. 

 While one may be tempted to argue that, because deputy 
cliques emerge from LACSD  employment and are intertwined 
with law enforcement functions, they must fall outside of the  
scope of protected speech, that simply is not correct. A deputy 
clique bringing together officers  with an interest in prayer, 
climate change and meteorology, or the regulation of artificial  
intelligence would have nothing whatsoever to do with law 
enforcement functions or the  fulfillment of any deputy job duties. 
As such, such deputy cliques would receive First  Amendment 
protection. Indeed, as the Supreme Court has cautioned, the 

Constitution does not  tolerate government policies that would 
prevent public employees from having the ability to  partake in 
“the kind of activity engaged in by citizens who do not work for 
the government.”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 423. Quite simply, “a 
citizen who works for the government in nonetheless  a citizen.” 
Id. at 419. As Justice Fortas once famously wrote in a related 
context, public employees should not be forced to “shed their 
constitutional rights to freedom of speech and  expression at the 
[workplace] gate.” Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community 
School Dist.,  393 U.S. 503, 506 (1969). 

 C.  Membership in Deputy Cliques Involves   
  Matters  of Public Concern. 

 Of course, the mere implication of protected speech 
under the Proposal does not, ipso  facto, doom it to constitutional 
failure. Rather, it is necessary to assess whether speech  impacted 
by the Proposal relates to “matter[s] of public concern.” Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 418  (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). The legal 
meaning of ‘public concern’ is remarkably  capacious. In the 
context of regulating the speech of public employees, the Ninth 
Circuit has  defined ‘public concern’ broadly “to include almost 
any matter other than speech that relates  to internal power 
struggles within the workplace.” Tucker v. State of Cal. Dep’t of 
Educ., 97  F.3d 1204, 1210 (1996) (emphasis added). With this 
binding authority in mind, it is clear that  clique activity will often 
involve matters of public concern. 

 Notably, whether a group itself is “public” or “private” is 
wholly irrelevant as to  whether the group is involved in or 
discussing matters of public concern. Whether a group  consists of 
people solely from the workplace or not, or is public or private, is 
entirely unrelated  to whether group is involved in or discussing 
matters of public concern—the key inquiry under  Pickering. 
Indeed, exclusive, workplace organizations that are not open to 
members of public  can, and regularly do, involve themselves in 
matters that have nothing whatsoever to do with  internal power 
struggles within the workplace, as there are literally myriad such 
topics and  interests upon which deputy cliques can (and indeed 
may) be organized. A deputy clique might  be organized by animal 
welfare-promoting deputies, religious deputies, atheist deputies,  
Democrat deputies, Libertarian deputies, environmentalist depu-
ties, deputies promoting firearm  safety, deputies who love the LA 
Lakers, Dodgers or the Rams, deputies with a taste for yacht  rock, 
deputies with a taste for hip hop, or deputies who are members of 
common affinity groups  based on gender, sexual orientation or 
cultural backgrounds. The list of possibilities is endless  and all of 
these illustrative cliques would involve matters legally recog-
nized as related to issues  of ‘public concern.’4 As a result, the 
Proposal most certainly impacts the protected expressive  and 
associational rights of deputies. 

 D.  The County’s Interest in Eliminating the   
  Dangers Posed by Certain Groups  Does   
  Not Outweigh the First Amendment   
  Interests of Deputies, and the Department’s  
  Goals Can Be More Carefully Addressed in  
  the Sheriff  Villanueva’s Narrowly Tailored  
  Policy on Groups, Which ALADS Supports. 

 Even if speech is protected, that does not mean that 
government cannot regulate it under  the appropriate circumstanc-
es. However, it is an axiomatic principle of constitutional  juris-
prudence that any government effort to regulate protected speech 
is presumed to be invalid absent substantial justification for that 
policy. Thus, the burden lies squarely upon the  government to 
show a policy abridging protected speech and associational rights 
is sufficiently  warranted. See Rankin v. McPherson, 483 U.S. 
378, 388 (1987) (“The State bears a burden of  justifying [any 
abridgment of public employee speech] on legitimate grounds.”) 

 The relevant precedent on the First Amendment rights of 
public employees emphasizes  these dictates by holding that the 
government can only restrict speech that is “necessary” for it  to 
achieve its interest in orderly public administration. See Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 419 (“So long  as [public] employees are speaking as 
citizens about matters of public concern, they must face  only 
those speech restrictions that are necessary for their employers to 
operate efficiently and effectively.”) This means that the govern-
ment also bears the burden of showing that it cannot  achieve its 
legitimate goals with a policy that is less restrictive. At a 
minimum, therefore, any  policy that limits the protected speech 
of public employees cannot pass constitutional muster  unless it is 
narrowly tailored and not overbroad. 

 It is here that the fatal constitutional flaw in the Proposal 
becomes most clear: it has  literally no limitation whatsoever to 
what kinds of deputy cliques or speech it pertains. This  kind of 
sweeping, blanket banning of a significant swath of deputy 
speech-related activity  cannot withstand constitutional scrutiny. 
Indeed, contrary to the very spirit of the Pickering  standard, the 
Proposal does not even attempt to balance the expressive and 
associational rights  of deputies with the Department’s interests in 
eliminating the danger posed by certain types of  cliques. Instead, 
the latter interest is allowed to completely overwhelm and trump 
the former.  This is not how constitutional rights work. 

 There is no doubt that the government has a significant 
interest in “the need for orderly  [public] administration,” Picker-
ing, 391 U.S. at 569, and that that interest would certainly  support 
regulating certain kinds of organizational activity given the docu-
mented history of  problems with certain groups that have 
engaged in and promoted illegality, violence,  intimidation and 
harassment. That is precisely what the Proposal’s circumscribed 
and targeted  ban on law enforcement gangs and hate groups, 
which are defined to include organizations  whose mission 
involves the promotion of illegal activity and undermining of 
professional  policing, accomplishes. But the ban on deputy 
cliques unilaterally and broadly prohibits a  whole swatch of 
organization activity without any kind of appropriate limits or 
efforts to ensure  the proscribed activity meets the compelling 
interests of the Department. 

 Carefully tailoring is necessary to survive constitutional 
scrutiny. So, for example,  while an Alabama District Court did 
uphold the termination of a police officer for membership  and 
participation in a racist organization (despite his claim that the 
action violated his First  Amendment rights), it was not that the 
Anniston Police Department had a policy broadly  barring officers 
from membership in any outside group, or even any outside activ-

ity relating to  race. See Doggrell v. City of Anniston, 277 F. Supp. 
3d 1239 (N.D. Ala. 2017). Rather, the  Department had interdicted 
officers from working on behalf of a group that advocated racist  
beliefs, promoted division and harassment based on race and 
undermined the ability of the  Police Department to conduct its 
work as a bias-free servant of the people. Id. at 1250-51. Thus, 
there was a narrowly tailored policy that linked active member-
ship and participation in certain types of organizations (in that 
case, a white supremacist one) and the undermining of the  depart-
ment’s legal obligation and commitment to bias-free policing that 
enabled the action to  survive constitutional review. Id. at 1259. 

 By sharp contrast, the proposed ban on deputy cliques 
engages in literally no tailoring,  let alone narrow tailoring. In 
fact, the deputy clique prohibition does not even comply with the  
express edict of the Supreme Court that several factors “must [be] 
consider[ed] . . . in balancing  the State's interest in efficient provi-
sion of public services against [deputies’] speech interest[s],  
including: (1) whether the speech at issue impedes the govern-
ment's ability to perform its duties  efficiently, (2) the manner, 
time and place of the speech, and (3) the context within which the  
speech was made.” Morales v. Stierheim, 848 F.2 1145 (11th Cir. 
1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S.  1013 (1989) (citing Connick, 461 
U.S. at 151-55). Indeed, the deputy clique ban fails on all  three of 
these mandatory considerations as it is not circumscribed in any 
way to consider and  account for the fundamental rights of depu-
ties as private citizens. 

 First, the Proposal fails to directly tie its deputy clique 
ban to speech that would directly  impede the government’s 
ability to perform its duties efficiently. In other words, the ban  
applies with equal vigor to a deputy clique dedicated to prayer as 
it would to a deputy clique  dedicated to violence and harassment. 
As a result, the ban would shut down many perfectly  innocuous 
“deputy cliques,” such as the Central Station women’s volleyball 
team. It is difficult  to understand what conceivable rational, let 
alone compelling, interest the Department would  have in shutting 
down such protected associational activity. As the Supreme Court 
held in Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781 (1989), “Gov-
ernment may not regulate expression  in such a manner that a 
substantial portion of the burden on speech does not serve to 
advance its  goal.”5 Id. at 799. 
 
 Second, the Policy lacks any time, place or manner 
consideration of the type of speech it  impacts. Rather than 
regulate, it bans all deputy cliques outright. The Proposal is 
neither time limited (e.g., whether said clique meet at work or 
wholly outside of work, during off-duty  hours) nor subject-matter 
limited (e.g., banning only cliques that promote conduct violating 
the  rights of others or only cliques pertaining to matters that are 
not of public concern). 

 Finally, the Proposal takes no account of context. For 
example, it ignores the  significant, legally protected interests that 
deputies might affirmatively possess in organizing  certain types 
of cliques, such as groups dealing with union issues, the exercise 
of religious faith  or the provision of group trauma therapy. Since 
the Proposal unilaterally bans all membership  in deputy cliques, 
it is wildly overbroad and fails to conduct any necessary balanc-
ing of the  interests of the government in orderly public adminis-

tration with the interests of deputies in the  protection of their 
fundamental constitutional rights. 

 The extant jurisprudence relevant to this issue is in 
strong accord. For example, the  Supreme Court applied the 
Pickering standard in deeming unconstitutional § 501(b) of the 
Ethics in Government Act, which enacted a complete ban on any 
members of Congress, officer  or employee of the federal govern-
ment from receiving honoraria. See United States v. National  
Treasure Employees Union, 513 U.S. 454 (1995). The Court 
pointed to the policy’s “sweeping  statutory impediment to 
speech,” id. at 467, as fatal to its constitutionality since there was 
no  effort to narrowly tailor the government’s interest in prevent-
ing corruption as, for example, the  policy prevented government 
employees from engaging in such activities as “accepting pay to  
lecture on the Quaker religion or to write dance reviews,” id. at 
473—activities with no  conceivable nexus to concerns about 
corruption or the federal employees’ jobs. As the Court conclud-
ed, since the honoraria ban’s “blanket burden on the speech of 
nearly 1.7 million federal  employees,” id. at 475, placed a 
“crudely crafted burden on [government employees’] freedom  to 
engage in expressive activities” and “was not as carefully tailored 
as it should have been,” §  501(b) “violated the First Amend-
ment,” id. at 477. Similarly, the Proposal constitutes a blanket  
ban on all types of deputy groups, regardless of their activities, 
and the Proposal makes no  attempt to draw a nexus between the 
banned conduct (participating in, joining or soliciting other  to 
join deputy cliques) and the County’s interest in orderly public 
administration by preventing  coordinated efforts by personnel in 
trampling the rights of other employees or members of the  public. 

 In another example, a federal district court struck a 
“Staff Conduct” policy adopted by a  public school that restricted 
the ability of any staff member “to criticize other staff members, 
the administrators, or members of the Board of Trustees to anyone 
other than the person being  criticized[,] except to the Building 
Principal, Superintendent, or at a regular meeting of the  Board of 
Trustees.” Westbrook v. Teton County School District No. 1, 918 F. 
Supp. 1475 (D.  Wyoming 1996). The court found that policy 
unconstitutional because, among other things,  “Teton County's 
policy burdens substantially more speech than is necessary to 
further its  legitimate interests . . . By ignoring these less burden-
some alternatives to its near blanket ban on  ‘criticism,’ Teton 
County has failed to tailor narrowly the policy to serve its 
interests.” Id. at  1495. The proposed ban on deputy cliques 
suffers from a comparable (if not even more grave)  flaw, as it has 
ignored the possibility of less burdensome alternatives to its total 
(rather than near total) ban on all deputy groups, regardless of 
subject matter or purpose. 

 Moreover, as the Supreme Court has held, a pre-emptive 
ban (rather than an adverse  action taken in response to actual 
speech) raises particularly salient First Amendment concerns  
since it comes close to representing a prior restraint that “chills 
potential speech before it  happens. For these reasons, the 
Government’s burden is greater with respect to this statutory  
restriction on expression than with respect to an isolated 
disciplinary action.” National Treasury  Employees Union, 513 
U.S. at 468. 

 With all of this said, however, ALADS recognizes the 
importance in prohibiting  problematic clique activity. Indeed, as 
Sheriff Villanueva has formally determined, such  activities can, 
among other things, “create a negative public perception of the 

Department,  increasing the risk of civil liability to the Depart-
ment and involved personnel.” LASD Manual  of Policy and 
Procedures § 3-01/050.8. But, to avoid squelching fundamental 
freedoms such as  expressive and associational rights secured 
under both the United States and California  Constitutions, the 
Sheriff has implemented a narrowly tailored policy that draws a 
nexus between the government’s interests and the specific terms 
of the regulation. Thus, instead of  imposing a unilateral ban on all 
cliques that would necessarily impinge on the protected speech  of 
deputies without a link to the County’s legitimate interest in 
orderly publication  administration, the Sheriff’s policy applies, 
appropriately, to groups “which promote[] conduct  that violates 
the rights of other employees or members of the public.” Id. 
ALADS believes this  policy balances the competing interests of 
the government with those of the deputies and  manages to respect 
the basic civil liberties of the latter while acknowledging the 
needs of the  former. 

 E.  Besides the Serious Threat That the Proposal  
  Poses to Expressive and  Associational   
  Rights, the Proposal Also  Endangers Other  
  Constitutional  and Statutory Rights. 

 The ban on deputy cliques also threatens to implicate 
other rights protected under the  First Amendment (such as the 
free exercise of religion) and constitutional rights outside of the  
First Amendment, including the right of privacy secured under 
both the United States and  California Constitutions. For example, 
if a group of station deputies who practice a common  religion 
form a clique for gathering off-duty and outside of the workplace 
so that they might  engage in liturgical studies, worship or prayer, 
the Proposal would subject them to punishment.  Said group 
would necessarily not include all deputies as some deputies will 
have no interest in  such a matter. But, under religious exercise 
clause, the deputies should have every right to  engage in such 
private acts of prayer. As such, disciplinary action for such a 
deputy clique  would plainly violate the First Amendment’s Free 
Exercise Clause, which states that  government “shall make no 
law . . . prohibiting the free exercise [of religion].” U.S. Const.  
amend. I. 

 The Policy’s blanket limit on the rights of deputies to get 
together outside of the  workplace in cliques also implicates the 
penumbral right of privacy that citizens enjoy both  under the Due 
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, as first recognized 
by the  Supreme Court in Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 
(1965), and under California’s  Constitution, which expressly 
secures the “inalienable right[] . . . [of] privacy,” Cal. Const. art.  
I, § 1. Notably, the California Supreme Court has recognized the 
state’s constitutional right to  privacy is significantly broader than 
the federal right, see Committee to Defend Reproductive  Rights v. 
Myers, 29 Cal.3d 252, 263 (1981), and any interference with it 
must be justified by  demonstrating not just a substantial, but 
compelling, state interest. See White v. Wade, 13  Cal.3d 757, 761, 
775-76 (1975). Notably, the right of privacy in California includes 
“our  freedom of communion and our freedom to associate with 
the people we choose.” Id. at 774  (quoting election statements on 
the amendment to the California Constitution that added the  right 
to privacy in 1972). In addition, the California Supreme Court has 
held that privacy  protections are particularly strong for certain 
types of activities, such as medical treatment or  “psychotherapeu-
tic sessions.”    , 2 Cal.3d 415, 431-42 (1970). So, for  example, if 
there is a deputy clique formed amongst officers who have 
suffered from PTSD or  other mental-health issues from traumatic 

experiences, such therapeutic sessions would  undoubtedly be 
protected from County regulation both under privacy rights 
protecting communion and association and privacy rights protect-
ing medical matters related to mental  health. 

 Finally, the deputy clique ban also undermines statutory 
protections secured under state  and federal law. For example, if 
pursuant to the right of labor to organize, a group of station  depu-
ties interested in unionization gather off-duty and outside of the 
workplace to engage in  union-related activities, the proposed 
Policy would subject them to punishment. But such  disciplinary 
action would not only impinge free speech and associations 
rights; it would also  violate extant labor laws such as the 
Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (MMBA), which secures 
the  rights of public employees to unionize. See Cal. 
Gov. Code §§ 3502 et seq. Thus, besides  imping-
ing expressive and associational rights, the 
Proposal also threatens other important  
constitutional rights and statutory protec-
tions, including religious freedoms, the right 
to privacy  and unionization rights. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, it is my conclusion that the 
Grooming and Employee Group  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
pose a significant threat to the fundamental rights of Department  
employees and their right to be free from unlawful discrimination. 
As such, I do not believe the  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
would survive legal scrutiny and I would strongly recommend  
against their adoption and implementation in their present form. 

 If you have any questions or would like clarification on 
any of the analysis above, please  do not hesitate to ask. 

  Sincerely,
 

     John Tehranian
   
  John Tehranian 
  Paul W. Wildman Chair & Professor of Law  
  Southwestern Law School
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IV.  ANALYSIS OF EMPLOYEE GROUPS   
 PROPOSAL 
 
 A.  Introduction 

 Broadly speaking, LACSD’s Employee Groups Proposal 
(revision 2023-043-01), which  seeks to modify Manual § 
3-10/050.83, prohibits Department personnel from membership 
in,  and related associational activities with, three types of organi-
zations: law enforcement gangs,  deputy cliques and hate groups. 
There is every reason to believe that the Employee Groups  
Proposal—which aims to address LACSD’s long-standing and 
understandable concerns  regarding the activities of certain law 
enforcement-related groups that have reportedly engaged  in and 
promoted illegality, violence, intimidation and harassment—is 
well meaning. But even  the best of intentions does not immunize 
a policy from constitutional scrutiny, particularly  when such a 
policy implicates expressive, associational, religious and privacy 
rights. 

 Unfortunately, with respect to its ban on deputy cliques, 
the Employee Groups Proposal,  as currently drafted, directly 
threatens the fundamental rights of Department personnel and 
fails to pass constitutional muster. First, a ban on participation in 
these organizations implicates the  First Amendment since it 
impacts the ability of deputies to engage in expressive and  associ-
ational activities as citizens acting outside of the scope of their 
official duties. Second,  the ban prohibits a wide swath of matters 
legally recognized as related to issues of ‘public  concern.’ Third, 
because part of the Proposal is not tailored at all (let alone narrow-
ly tailored)  to meet the County’s substantial interest in regulating 
certain kinds of organizational activities  and because it largely 
fails to balance the significant expressive and associational 
interests of  personnel, the Proposal is unlikely to survive consti-
tutional scrutiny. 

 Specifically, the ban on membership in hate groups 
(organizations that support,  advocate, threaten or practice geno-
cide or the commission of hate crimes) and law enforcement  
gangs (organizations that intentionally violate the law or funda-
mental principles of professional  policing) is eminently reason-
able and sufficiently narrowly tailored to meet critical LACSD  
interests in upholding and enforcing, rather the undermining, the 
law and professional policing.  By sharp contrast, however, the 
regulations barring membership in deputy cliques are deeply  
problematic on First Amendment grounds and not narrowly 
tailored to meet any Department  interest, let alone a compelling 
one. The ban on deputy cliques also imperils other  constitutional 
rights (for example, the right of free religious exercise and the 
right to privacy)  and statutory protections (for example, the right 
to union activity). Given the Proposal’s  sweeping reach and the 
serious risks it poses to the free speech, associational, religious 
and  privacy rights of deputies protected under both the United 
States and California Constitutions, I  have grave concerns about 
the Proposal’s ban on deputy clique and do not believe that 
portion  of the Proposal would withstand constitutional review. 

 B.  The Ban on Deputy Cliques Implicates the  
  First Amendment.
 
 The Supreme Court’s decisions in Pickering v. Board of 
Education, 391 U.S. 563  (1968), Garcetti v. Ceballos, 547 U.S. 
410 (2006), and their progeny have established a two-part inquiry 
to determine whether a policy runs afoul of expressive and associ-

ational rights  enjoyed by public employees (as private citizens) 
under the First Amendment. First, one must  ask whether the 
employee is speaking “as a citizen on a matter of public concern,” 
Garcetti, 547  U.S. at 418 (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). If 
the answer is yes, then one must ask whether  the government has 
adequate justification to restrict the speech. Id. (citing Pickering, 
391 U.S.  at 568). In the second part of the inquiry, the govern-
ment must show that the restriction on  speech meets heightened 
scrutiny, i.e., that public employees “only face those speech 
restrictions that are necessary for their employers to operate 
efficiently and effectively”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 419 (emphasis 
added). Thus, heightened constitutional scrutiny on  limitations 
on the rights of public employees to engage in expressive activi-
ties related to matters  of public concerns is needed “to ensure that 
citizens are not deprived of fundamental rights by  virtue of work-
ing for the government.” Connick v. Myers, 461 U.S. 138, 147 
(1983). 

 Based on application of the Pickering/Garcetti standard, 
LACSD’s Employee Groups  Proposal directly impacts the 
cognizable expressive and associational interests of the  Depart-
ment’s employees. Of course, public entities possess a right to 
regulate the speech of  their employees under appropriate circum-
stances. Indeed, ALADS supports appropriate  constitutional 
regulation of employee speech, and did not oppose Sheriff Villan-
ueva’s carefully  crafted policy that banned membership in 
cliques “which promote[] conduct that violates the  rights of other 
employees or members of the public.” LACSD Manual of Policy 
and Procedures § 3-01/050.83. But this prior policy, which 
ALADS supported, was carefully circumscribed  precisely 
because the relevant legal precedent has made clear that the 
ability of the government  to regulate the speech of its employees 
is not without bounds. 

 As the Supreme Court has explained in Garcetti, public 
employee speech is excluded  from First Amendment protection 
only when it is “made pursuant to the employee’s official job  
responsibilities” Id. at 426. Unfortunately, the Proposal regulates 
activities flowing from  activities outside of the performance of 
the employee’s professional responsibilities, thereby  raising 
genuine First Amendment concerns. As Garcetti makes clear, 
public entities do not  enjoy a plenary right to regulate the speech 
of their employees and, in that case, the Court took  pains to 
caution against any excessively broad view of what constitutes 
(unprotected) speech  pursuant to one’s job duties. As the Court 
highlighted, it was even possible that “[e]mployees  in some cases 
may receive First Amendment protection for expressions made at 
work.” Id. at 420. The Court also added that “[t]he First Amend-
ment protects some expressions related to  the speaker's job.” Id. 
at 421. 

 In the relevant jurisprudence, courts have repeatedly 
found that speech is unprotected  only when it is inextricably a 
part of the actual performance of one’s basic job duties—not 
when  that speech is (or theoretically could be) related or even 
connected to one’s work. So, for  example, in Garcetti, the 
Supreme Court found a memorandum written by Los Angeles 
deputy  district attorney Richard Ceballos (wherein Ceballos 
questioned the legitimacy of an affidavit to  receive search 
warrant) did not constitute protected speech since Ceballos was 
speaking pursuant  to his official duties “as a prosecutor fulfilling 
a responsibility to advise his supervisor about how  best to 
proceed with a pending case.” Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 421. In other 
words, Ceballos’s  drafting of the memorandum literally consti-

tuted one of duties entailed by his job. By contrast, in Pickering, 
the Supreme Court held that a teacher’s letter to a local newspaper 
about funding  policies related to the school board (a matter of 
public concern) constituted protected speech,  even though the 
speech most certainly related to the teacher’s own job. Pickering, 
391 U.S. at  572 (“Teachers are, as a class, the members a commu-
nity most likely to have informed and  definite opinions as to how 
funds allotted to the operation of the schools should be spent. 
Accordingly, it is essential that they be able to speak out freely on 
such questions.”). 

 A good example of the distinction between protected and 
unprotected employee speech is  found in a leading Ninth Circuit 
case on the issue, Dahlia v. Rodriguez, 735 F.3d 1060 (9th Cir.  
2013), where the Court found that a police officer’s formal report 
of misconduct by fellow  officers was not subject to First Amend-
ment protection since it pertained directly to the exercise  of his 
professional (and, indeed, legal) duties as an employee but also 
held that that the same  officer’s other communications about 
misconduct that occurred outside of the chain of command, such 
as when he spoke to Internal Affairs, his union and the LASD, did 
constitute  protected speech. See id. at 1077-78. Notably, this 
conclusion was not altered in any way by the  fact that the latter 
communications were directly connected to the employees’ 
conduct in their  official capacity. Similarly, Hagen v. City of 
Eugene, 736 F.3d 1251 (9th Cir. 2013), found that a  public 
employee’s reports of departmental-safety concerns to a supervi-
sor was not subject to  First Amendment protection because the 
issuance of such reports was not just pursuant to a  formal job 
responsibility, but literally “required” as part of his job duties, see 
id. at 1258. By  sharp contrast, the formation of deputy cliques is 
most certainly not a part of a deputy’s formal  job duties, let alone 
an actual part of their jobs. 

 In fact, in its post-Garcetti jurisprudence, the Ninth 
Circuit has held that: (1) “particularly  in a highly hierarchical 
employment setting such as law enforcement . . . , [w]hen a public  
employee communicates with individuals or entities outside of his 
chain of command, it is  unlikely that he is speaking pursuant to 
his duties,” Dahlia, 735 F.3d at 1074 (emphasis added); and (2) 
“when a public employee speaks in direct contravention to his 
supervisor's  orders, that speech may often fall outside of the 
speaker's professional duties.” Id. at 1075. If  deputy cliques are 
actually not permitted (or frowned upon) by supervisors (as the 
Proposal itself  suggests), they are clearly outside of one’s normal 
job duties. Moreover, these cliques involve  communications 
outside of the chain of command. As such, under both tenets 
established by the  Ninth Circuit, deputy clique activity would 
firmly be protected under the First Amendment. 

 While one may be tempted to argue that, because deputy 
cliques emerge from LACSD  employment and are intertwined 
with law enforcement functions, they must fall outside of the  
scope of protected speech, that simply is not correct. A deputy 
clique bringing together officers  with an interest in prayer, 
climate change and meteorology, or the regulation of artificial  
intelligence would have nothing whatsoever to do with law 
enforcement functions or the  fulfillment of any deputy job duties. 
As such, such deputy cliques would receive First  Amendment 
protection. Indeed, as the Supreme Court has cautioned, the 

Constitution does not  tolerate government policies that would 
prevent public employees from having the ability to  partake in 
“the kind of activity engaged in by citizens who do not work for 
the government.”  Garcetti, 547 U.S. at 423. Quite simply, “a 
citizen who works for the government in nonetheless  a citizen.” 
Id. at 419. As Justice Fortas once famously wrote in a related 
context, public employees should not be forced to “shed their 
constitutional rights to freedom of speech and  expression at the 
[workplace] gate.” Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community 
School Dist.,  393 U.S. 503, 506 (1969). 

 C.  Membership in Deputy Cliques Involves   
  Matters  of Public Concern. 

 Of course, the mere implication of protected speech 
under the Proposal does not, ipso  facto, doom it to constitutional 
failure. Rather, it is necessary to assess whether speech  impacted 
by the Proposal relates to “matter[s] of public concern.” Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 418  (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 568). The legal 
meaning of ‘public concern’ is remarkably  capacious. In the 
context of regulating the speech of public employees, the Ninth 
Circuit has  defined ‘public concern’ broadly “to include almost 
any matter other than speech that relates  to internal power 
struggles within the workplace.” Tucker v. State of Cal. Dep’t of 
Educ., 97  F.3d 1204, 1210 (1996) (emphasis added). With this 
binding authority in mind, it is clear that  clique activity will often 
involve matters of public concern. 

 Notably, whether a group itself is “public” or “private” is 
wholly irrelevant as to  whether the group is involved in or 
discussing matters of public concern. Whether a group  consists of 
people solely from the workplace or not, or is public or private, is 
entirely unrelated  to whether group is involved in or discussing 
matters of public concern—the key inquiry under  Pickering. 
Indeed, exclusive, workplace organizations that are not open to 
members of public  can, and regularly do, involve themselves in 
matters that have nothing whatsoever to do with  internal power 
struggles within the workplace, as there are literally myriad such 
topics and  interests upon which deputy cliques can (and indeed 
may) be organized. A deputy clique might  be organized by animal 
welfare-promoting deputies, religious deputies, atheist deputies,  
Democrat deputies, Libertarian deputies, environmentalist depu-
ties, deputies promoting firearm  safety, deputies who love the LA 
Lakers, Dodgers or the Rams, deputies with a taste for yacht  rock, 
deputies with a taste for hip hop, or deputies who are members of 
common affinity groups  based on gender, sexual orientation or 
cultural backgrounds. The list of possibilities is endless  and all of 
these illustrative cliques would involve matters legally recog-
nized as related to issues  of ‘public concern.’4 As a result, the 
Proposal most certainly impacts the protected expressive  and 
associational rights of deputies. 

 D.  The County’s Interest in Eliminating the   
  Dangers Posed by Certain Groups  Does   
  Not Outweigh the First Amendment   
  Interests of Deputies, and the Department’s  
  Goals Can Be More Carefully Addressed in  
  the Sheriff  Villanueva’s Narrowly Tailored  
  Policy on Groups, Which ALADS Supports. 

 Even if speech is protected, that does not mean that 
government cannot regulate it under  the appropriate circumstanc-
es. However, it is an axiomatic principle of constitutional  juris-
prudence that any government effort to regulate protected speech 
is presumed to be invalid absent substantial justification for that 
policy. Thus, the burden lies squarely upon the  government to 
show a policy abridging protected speech and associational rights 
is sufficiently  warranted. See Rankin v. McPherson, 483 U.S. 
378, 388 (1987) (“The State bears a burden of  justifying [any 
abridgment of public employee speech] on legitimate grounds.”) 

 The relevant precedent on the First Amendment rights of 
public employees emphasizes  these dictates by holding that the 
government can only restrict speech that is “necessary” for it  to 
achieve its interest in orderly public administration. See Garcetti, 
547 U.S. at 419 (“So long  as [public] employees are speaking as 
citizens about matters of public concern, they must face  only 
those speech restrictions that are necessary for their employers to 
operate efficiently and effectively.”) This means that the govern-
ment also bears the burden of showing that it cannot  achieve its 
legitimate goals with a policy that is less restrictive. At a 
minimum, therefore, any  policy that limits the protected speech 
of public employees cannot pass constitutional muster  unless it is 
narrowly tailored and not overbroad. 

 It is here that the fatal constitutional flaw in the Proposal 
becomes most clear: it has  literally no limitation whatsoever to 
what kinds of deputy cliques or speech it pertains. This  kind of 
sweeping, blanket banning of a significant swath of deputy 
speech-related activity  cannot withstand constitutional scrutiny. 
Indeed, contrary to the very spirit of the Pickering  standard, the 
Proposal does not even attempt to balance the expressive and 
associational rights  of deputies with the Department’s interests in 
eliminating the danger posed by certain types of  cliques. Instead, 
the latter interest is allowed to completely overwhelm and trump 
the former.  This is not how constitutional rights work. 

 There is no doubt that the government has a significant 
interest in “the need for orderly  [public] administration,” Picker-
ing, 391 U.S. at 569, and that that interest would certainly  support 
regulating certain kinds of organizational activity given the docu-
mented history of  problems with certain groups that have 
engaged in and promoted illegality, violence,  intimidation and 
harassment. That is precisely what the Proposal’s circumscribed 
and targeted  ban on law enforcement gangs and hate groups, 
which are defined to include organizations  whose mission 
involves the promotion of illegal activity and undermining of 
professional  policing, accomplishes. But the ban on deputy 
cliques unilaterally and broadly prohibits a  whole swatch of 
organization activity without any kind of appropriate limits or 
efforts to ensure  the proscribed activity meets the compelling 
interests of the Department. 

 Carefully tailoring is necessary to survive constitutional 
scrutiny. So, for example,  while an Alabama District Court did 
uphold the termination of a police officer for membership  and 
participation in a racist organization (despite his claim that the 
action violated his First  Amendment rights), it was not that the 
Anniston Police Department had a policy broadly  barring officers 
from membership in any outside group, or even any outside activ-

ity relating to  race. See Doggrell v. City of Anniston, 277 F. Supp. 
3d 1239 (N.D. Ala. 2017). Rather, the  Department had interdicted 
officers from working on behalf of a group that advocated racist  
beliefs, promoted division and harassment based on race and 
undermined the ability of the  Police Department to conduct its 
work as a bias-free servant of the people. Id. at 1250-51. Thus, 
there was a narrowly tailored policy that linked active member-
ship and participation in certain types of organizations (in that 
case, a white supremacist one) and the undermining of the  depart-
ment’s legal obligation and commitment to bias-free policing that 
enabled the action to  survive constitutional review. Id. at 1259. 

 By sharp contrast, the proposed ban on deputy cliques 
engages in literally no tailoring,  let alone narrow tailoring. In 
fact, the deputy clique prohibition does not even comply with the  
express edict of the Supreme Court that several factors “must [be] 
consider[ed] . . . in balancing  the State's interest in efficient provi-
sion of public services against [deputies’] speech interest[s],  
including: (1) whether the speech at issue impedes the govern-
ment's ability to perform its duties  efficiently, (2) the manner, 
time and place of the speech, and (3) the context within which the  
speech was made.” Morales v. Stierheim, 848 F.2 1145 (11th Cir. 
1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S.  1013 (1989) (citing Connick, 461 
U.S. at 151-55). Indeed, the deputy clique ban fails on all  three of 
these mandatory considerations as it is not circumscribed in any 
way to consider and  account for the fundamental rights of depu-
ties as private citizens. 

 First, the Proposal fails to directly tie its deputy clique 
ban to speech that would directly  impede the government’s 
ability to perform its duties efficiently. In other words, the ban  
applies with equal vigor to a deputy clique dedicated to prayer as 
it would to a deputy clique  dedicated to violence and harassment. 
As a result, the ban would shut down many perfectly  innocuous 
“deputy cliques,” such as the Central Station women’s volleyball 
team. It is difficult  to understand what conceivable rational, let 
alone compelling, interest the Department would  have in shutting 
down such protected associational activity. As the Supreme Court 
held in Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781 (1989), “Gov-
ernment may not regulate expression  in such a manner that a 
substantial portion of the burden on speech does not serve to 
advance its  goal.”5 Id. at 799. 
 
 Second, the Policy lacks any time, place or manner 
consideration of the type of speech it  impacts. Rather than 
regulate, it bans all deputy cliques outright. The Proposal is 
neither time limited (e.g., whether said clique meet at work or 
wholly outside of work, during off-duty  hours) nor subject-matter 
limited (e.g., banning only cliques that promote conduct violating 
the  rights of others or only cliques pertaining to matters that are 
not of public concern). 

 Finally, the Proposal takes no account of context. For 
example, it ignores the  significant, legally protected interests that 
deputies might affirmatively possess in organizing  certain types 
of cliques, such as groups dealing with union issues, the exercise 
of religious faith  or the provision of group trauma therapy. Since 
the Proposal unilaterally bans all membership  in deputy cliques, 
it is wildly overbroad and fails to conduct any necessary balanc-
ing of the  interests of the government in orderly public adminis-

tration with the interests of deputies in the  protection of their 
fundamental constitutional rights. 

 The extant jurisprudence relevant to this issue is in 
strong accord. For example, the  Supreme Court applied the 
Pickering standard in deeming unconstitutional § 501(b) of the 
Ethics in Government Act, which enacted a complete ban on any 
members of Congress, officer  or employee of the federal govern-
ment from receiving honoraria. See United States v. National  
Treasure Employees Union, 513 U.S. 454 (1995). The Court 
pointed to the policy’s “sweeping  statutory impediment to 
speech,” id. at 467, as fatal to its constitutionality since there was 
no  effort to narrowly tailor the government’s interest in prevent-
ing corruption as, for example, the  policy prevented government 
employees from engaging in such activities as “accepting pay to  
lecture on the Quaker religion or to write dance reviews,” id. at 
473—activities with no  conceivable nexus to concerns about 
corruption or the federal employees’ jobs. As the Court conclud-
ed, since the honoraria ban’s “blanket burden on the speech of 
nearly 1.7 million federal  employees,” id. at 475, placed a 
“crudely crafted burden on [government employees’] freedom  to 
engage in expressive activities” and “was not as carefully tailored 
as it should have been,” §  501(b) “violated the First Amend-
ment,” id. at 477. Similarly, the Proposal constitutes a blanket  
ban on all types of deputy groups, regardless of their activities, 
and the Proposal makes no  attempt to draw a nexus between the 
banned conduct (participating in, joining or soliciting other  to 
join deputy cliques) and the County’s interest in orderly public 
administration by preventing  coordinated efforts by personnel in 
trampling the rights of other employees or members of the  public. 

 In another example, a federal district court struck a 
“Staff Conduct” policy adopted by a  public school that restricted 
the ability of any staff member “to criticize other staff members, 
the administrators, or members of the Board of Trustees to anyone 
other than the person being  criticized[,] except to the Building 
Principal, Superintendent, or at a regular meeting of the  Board of 
Trustees.” Westbrook v. Teton County School District No. 1, 918 F. 
Supp. 1475 (D.  Wyoming 1996). The court found that policy 
unconstitutional because, among other things,  “Teton County's 
policy burdens substantially more speech than is necessary to 
further its  legitimate interests . . . By ignoring these less burden-
some alternatives to its near blanket ban on  ‘criticism,’ Teton 
County has failed to tailor narrowly the policy to serve its 
interests.” Id. at  1495. The proposed ban on deputy cliques 
suffers from a comparable (if not even more grave)  flaw, as it has 
ignored the possibility of less burdensome alternatives to its total 
(rather than near total) ban on all deputy groups, regardless of 
subject matter or purpose. 

 Moreover, as the Supreme Court has held, a pre-emptive 
ban (rather than an adverse  action taken in response to actual 
speech) raises particularly salient First Amendment concerns  
since it comes close to representing a prior restraint that “chills 
potential speech before it  happens. For these reasons, the 
Government’s burden is greater with respect to this statutory  
restriction on expression than with respect to an isolated 
disciplinary action.” National Treasury  Employees Union, 513 
U.S. at 468. 

 With all of this said, however, ALADS recognizes the 
importance in prohibiting  problematic clique activity. Indeed, as 
Sheriff Villanueva has formally determined, such  activities can, 
among other things, “create a negative public perception of the 

Department,  increasing the risk of civil liability to the Depart-
ment and involved personnel.” LASD Manual  of Policy and 
Procedures § 3-01/050.8. But, to avoid squelching fundamental 
freedoms such as  expressive and associational rights secured 
under both the United States and California  Constitutions, the 
Sheriff has implemented a narrowly tailored policy that draws a 
nexus between the government’s interests and the specific terms 
of the regulation. Thus, instead of  imposing a unilateral ban on all 
cliques that would necessarily impinge on the protected speech  of 
deputies without a link to the County’s legitimate interest in 
orderly publication  administration, the Sheriff’s policy applies, 
appropriately, to groups “which promote[] conduct  that violates 
the rights of other employees or members of the public.” Id. 
ALADS believes this  policy balances the competing interests of 
the government with those of the deputies and  manages to respect 
the basic civil liberties of the latter while acknowledging the 
needs of the  former. 

 E.  Besides the Serious Threat That the Proposal  
  Poses to Expressive and  Associational   
  Rights, the Proposal Also  Endangers Other  
  Constitutional  and Statutory Rights. 

 The ban on deputy cliques also threatens to implicate 
other rights protected under the  First Amendment (such as the 
free exercise of religion) and constitutional rights outside of the  
First Amendment, including the right of privacy secured under 
both the United States and  California Constitutions. For example, 
if a group of station deputies who practice a common  religion 
form a clique for gathering off-duty and outside of the workplace 
so that they might  engage in liturgical studies, worship or prayer, 
the Proposal would subject them to punishment.  Said group 
would necessarily not include all deputies as some deputies will 
have no interest in  such a matter. But, under religious exercise 
clause, the deputies should have every right to  engage in such 
private acts of prayer. As such, disciplinary action for such a 
deputy clique  would plainly violate the First Amendment’s Free 
Exercise Clause, which states that  government “shall make no 
law . . . prohibiting the free exercise [of religion].” U.S. Const.  
amend. I. 

 The Policy’s blanket limit on the rights of deputies to get 
together outside of the  workplace in cliques also implicates the 
penumbral right of privacy that citizens enjoy both  under the Due 
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, as first recognized 
by the  Supreme Court in Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 
(1965), and under California’s  Constitution, which expressly 
secures the “inalienable right[] . . . [of] privacy,” Cal. Const. art.  
I, § 1. Notably, the California Supreme Court has recognized the 
state’s constitutional right to  privacy is significantly broader than 
the federal right, see Committee to Defend Reproductive  Rights v. 
Myers, 29 Cal.3d 252, 263 (1981), and any interference with it 
must be justified by  demonstrating not just a substantial, but 
compelling, state interest. See White v. Wade, 13  Cal.3d 757, 761, 
775-76 (1975). Notably, the right of privacy in California includes 
“our  freedom of communion and our freedom to associate with 
the people we choose.” Id. at 774  (quoting election statements on 
the amendment to the California Constitution that added the  right 
to privacy in 1972). In addition, the California Supreme Court has 
held that privacy  protections are particularly strong for certain 
types of activities, such as medical treatment or  “psychotherapeu-
tic sessions.”    , 2 Cal.3d 415, 431-42 (1970). So, for  example, if 
there is a deputy clique formed amongst officers who have 
suffered from PTSD or  other mental-health issues from traumatic 

experiences, such therapeutic sessions would  undoubtedly be 
protected from County regulation both under privacy rights 
protecting communion and association and privacy rights protect-
ing medical matters related to mental  health. 

 Finally, the deputy clique ban also undermines statutory 
protections secured under state  and federal law. For example, if 
pursuant to the right of labor to organize, a group of station  depu-
ties interested in unionization gather off-duty and outside of the 
workplace to engage in  union-related activities, the proposed 
Policy would subject them to punishment. But such  disciplinary 
action would not only impinge free speech and associations 
rights; it would also  violate extant labor laws such as the 
Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (MMBA), which secures 
the  rights of public employees to unionize. See Cal. 
Gov. Code §§ 3502 et seq. Thus, besides  imping-
ing expressive and associational rights, the 
Proposal also threatens other important  
constitutional rights and statutory protec-
tions, including religious freedoms, the right 
to privacy  and unionization rights. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, it is my conclusion that the 
Grooming and Employee Group  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
pose a significant threat to the fundamental rights of Department  
employees and their right to be free from unlawful discrimination. 
As such, I do not believe the  Proposals, as currently drafted, 
would survive legal scrutiny and I would strongly recommend  
against their adoption and implementation in their present form. 

 If you have any questions or would like clarification on 
any of the analysis above, please  do not hesitate to ask. 

  Sincerely,
 

     John Tehranian
   
  John Tehranian 
  Paul W. Wildman Chair & Professor of Law  
  Southwestern Law School
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U.  S .  HO U S E  O F  RE P RE S E N TA TI V E S  
CO M M I T T EE  O N  WA YS  A N D ME A NS 

Subcommittee on Social Security 
 

Statement of Michael McHale on behalf of the 
National Association of Police Organizations 

317 S. Patrick Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
 

"Social Security's Disservice to Public Servants: How the Windfall Elimination Provision and 
Government Pension Offset Mistreat Government Workers."  

 
November 20, 2023 

 
Chairman Ferguson, Ranking Member Larson, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, my name 
is Michael McHale, and I am proud to serve as President of the National Association of Police 
Organizations (NAPO).  I am submitting this statement today on behalf of NAPO, representing over 
241,000 active and retired law enforcement officers throughout the United States. NAPO is a coalition of 
over 1,000 police unions and associations from across the nation, which was organized for the purpose of 
advancing the interests of America’s law enforcement officers through legislative advocacy, political 
action, and education.   
 
I want to thank the Chairman for holding this important hearing and recognizing the adverse effect the 
Government Pension Offset (GPO) and the Windfall Elimination Provision (WEP) have on public 
employees.  
 
Since 1935, state and local government employees have been deliberately excluded by Congress from 
mandatory participation in Social Security for two reasons:  a Constitutional concern over whether the 
federal government could impose a tax on state governments; and because many state and local employees 
were already protected by public pension plans. Today, there are about 6.5 million such employees in the 
state and local workforce – including 76 percent of public safety officers. 
 
As public safety officers often retire under job related disability, many state and local governments have 
opted to keep their employees in adequate pre-existing pension systems. While intended to be a “leveling” 
response, the GPO and WEP disproportionately harm our nation’s public safety officers, who due to their 
profession, are not covered by Social Security. But it is not just public safety officers impacted by these 
provisions: nearly 3 million public servants are impacted by the GPO and/or WEP.   
 
The GPO reduces public employees’ Social Security spousal or survivor benefit by two-thirds of their 
public pension. This has a detrimental effect on a law enforcement officer’s retirement. If a spouse who 
paid into Social Security dies, the surviving public safety officer would normally be eligible for half of 
the deceased’s benefit. However, if the surviving law enforcement officer had not been paying into Social 
Security while working, the GPO requires that this amount be offset by two-thirds of the survivor’s 
pension, eliminating most or all the payment. If these officers had not chosen to serve their communities, 
they would receive the full allotment of the spouse’s benefit.  
 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POLICE ORGANIZATIONS, INC. 
 

Representing America’s Finest  
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In addition to the GPO, public safety employees are also adversely affected by the WEP. Although most 
law enforcement officers retire after a specific length of service, usually while in their early to mid-fifties, 
many look for new opportunities. Many take jobs in Social Security covered positions in the private sector 
that allow them to put their skills and experience to good use. Yet, when they retire from a non-Social 
Security paying job and move to one that does pay into Social Security, they are penalized by WEP. 
Instead of receiving their rightfully earned Social Security retirement benefit, their pension heavily offsets 
it, thus vastly reducing the amount they receive.  
 
The WEP causes hard-working public safety officers to lose the benefits they earned themselves, thus 
punishing those who selflessly serve and protect our communities. The GPO and WEP unfairly penalize 
officers for choosing a public service profession that mandates early retirement by taking away hard-
earned, and much needed benefits.  
 
This issue is more than a retirement issue; it is a public safety issue. Not only do the GPO and WEP impact 
individual public safety officers and their families, but they also impact the public safety profession.  The 
GPO and WEP discourage talented people from entering or staying in the public safety profession. 
Individuals who worked in other careers are less likely to want to become police officers or firefighters if 
doing so will mean a loss of earned Social Security benefits. Additionally, non-Social Security states are 
finding it difficult to attract quality law enforcement officers as more people learn about the GPO and 
WEP.  
 
The loss of income caused by the GPO and WEP is a financial strain on law enforcement officers and 
their families; a strain that those who spent their careers on the front lines protecting our nation’s 
communities do not need. By significantly scaling back and reducing retirement pensions for law 
enforcement officers – as the GPO and WEP do – officers and their families are provided much less 
protection against financial difficulties. This is no way to honor those who chose to serve our nation and 
its communities 
 
The Social Security Fairness Act, H.R. 82, which would fully repeal both the GPO and WEP, currently 
has 300 bipartisan cosponsors and that number will continue to grow. Now is the time for Congress to act 
to preserve the retirement security of those who selflessly serve and protect our communities and pass 
H.R. 82.  
 
We look forward to working with the Committee to remedy the arbitrary and unwarranted penalties faced 
by retired law enforcement officers and their families. Thank you for your time and consideration of this 
important issue. 
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ALADS CARES Foundation

Immediate Need Campaign

$10,864 raised of $25,000 goal • 131 donations

Share

Donate now

Donations to ALADS C.A.R.E.S. are tax-deductible, so 
let your tax professional know that you donated. Of 
course, ALADS will always accept one-time donations 
on our website www.alads.org through PayPal or a 
written check mailed to the ALADS Facility. 

The ALADS C.A.R.E.S. Foundation is about taking 
care of emergent situtations. If the request meets our 
criteria of support for an injured deputy sheriff or 
district attorney investigator in the greater Los Ange-
les County; our foundation will consider support 
based on need and the availablity of funds. If we 
make the days following an accident a little easier for 

goal. 

-
bers and their families in need.

If you have any questions, contact ALADS at: 

Checks for one-time donations can be sent to:

ALADS C.A.R.E.S. Foundation

Remember to let your tax professional know you 
donated. We appreciate your generosity! 

The ALADS C.A.R.E.S. 

ALADS C.A.R.E.S. NEEDS YOUR 
CONTINUING SUPPORT!  
ALADS C.A.R.E.S. FOUNDATION HAS DONATED 
MORE THAN $2 MILLION TO MEMBERS 
AND THEIR FAMILIES.
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individuals in the United States. The fact is that officers are also impacted 
by suicides. The data suggests that officer suicides claims more law 
enforcement lives than felonious killings and accidental deaths in the line 
of duty. Part of the reason for the high number is due to the fact that law 
enforcement has access to firearms and firearms are the most frequently 
used means of suicide. As law enforcement see some of the worst aspects 
of life, this can lead to psychological pain, depression, anxiety, alcohol 
use, drug use and loss of relationships.

We can each make an impact on these stats by being more aware and 
intervening when possible. Why is awareness important? The research 

-
tions ahead of time. Suicidal thoughts are often temporary and impulsive 
and, unfortunately, law enforcement have the means at their fingertips. 
If you can get a person past the impulse and into assistance, they often 
recover and go on with life.

The first step is being aware of the risk factors. Those factors include 
threats of harm to oneself; increase in risk-taking behavior; disturbances 
in sleep/appetite/weight; anger/agitation/ sad and depression; emo-
tional numbness; voicing hopelessness with no thoughts of the future; 
recent loss of loved one/relationship/status; all or nothing thinking; prob-
lems at home or work including being under investigation; socially with-

drawing or isolating from others on the force and in private life; and the 
increase use of alcohol and/or drugs.

Prevention comes when each of us look at the reality that suicide is possi-
ble and getting help is vital. Denial is not an option and secrets can kill. 
Take action for yourself and your fellow officer. You can help by:

3. Get permission to secure weapon...including backup.

of mind.

Bottom line is to trust your instinct. Reach out to the person you are 
concerned about as soon as possible. Ask the question...”Are you think-

alone.

and urgent assistance. To schedule an appointment, receive a

(800) 321-2843 • holmangroup.com
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and urgent assistance. To schedule an appointment, receive a

(800) 321-2843 • holmangroup.com

CALL (800) 321-2843
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Nancy Tragarz
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“A Calling To Serve...”
    –City of Walnut Mayor Nancy Tragarz
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• Free privacy/ID-theft protection 
• Debt protection program 
•
• Discounts on insurance and estate/investment planning services 

Supporting you with programs built for sworn and 
non-sworn law enforcement personnel.

0823-059

Learn more today!  |  lapfcu.org  |  (877) 695-2732

WE PROTECT 
& SERVE YOU

ONLY AT 
LAPFCU

Law Enforcement’s Premier 
Financial Services Provider

0823-059 ALADS DEC EOW Ad.indd   1 11/7/2023   3:16:15 PM
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Dear Members, 
September 16th was a very dark day for our family. A nightmare we 

don’t wish on anyone. But we would only be where we are today because 

of the out pouring of love and support from Palmdale Station, ALADS 

and each and every one of you! We would like to thank you all for 

everything you have done from donations of all kinds, to prayers and 

calls. To the men and women of Palmdale station you are the best. Thank 

you for your continued support and I know together we will get through 

this. A HUGE thank you to ALADS, Rich, Tom, Dondrea, Mike and the 

rest of the staff thank you from the bottom of our hearts for everything 

you have done and continue to do to help us navigate through things. You 

all have a wonderful union, they are truly there to help you all. So, from 

the bottom of our heart thank you all, continue to fight and know we are 

continuing the fight with you.  
Much Love, 

The Clinkunbroomer'sFamily 
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I have known Ryan for eight years. We started as 
academy classmates in 2015 and separated when 
we went to our custody facilities. Ryan and I 
became extremely close once he arrived to Palm-
dale Sheriff Station in 2018. Immediately landing 
at Palmdale Station, he showed everyone who he 
really was. He was humble, worked hard, com-
passionate, loyal, and respected by all. 

Through the past five years, he showed everyone what it’s like to be perfect and 
the best. Ryan’s work at Palmdale Station was perfect. He did everything right 
and had zero mistakes in his work. He trained his trainees with hard work, dedi-
cation, compassion, and integrity for this job and for Palmdale Station. There is 
definitely a hole that will never be filled at Palmdale Station. 

I was asked to write another eulogy of you Ryan. I sit here, by your grave site, 
trying to put into words what you meant to me and everyone that had the chance 
to meet you. There are no words. There isn’t a day that goes by where we don’t 
miss your laugh, smile, or grumpiness when you’re tired, after working triple 
back-to-back shifts. 

To me you were a friend, partner, and brother. You were the most loyal, solid, and 
honest man I have met. You were someone I could rely on with whatever incident 
we were working. I knew when you were handling an incident, it was going to be 
done perfect with no mistakes. There aren’t many people like you in this job and 
there are people that will never get the chance to meet you and experience who 
you were. I am pleased to say that I had the chance to go to war with you for the 
past five years and we were side by side through the good and bad at Palmdale 
Station. You were a great partner, friend, and brother. You are truly missed and 
definitely missed by all the “Bobby’s.” You are forever my brother in eternity. 

Love you Clink.
 

Andrew De La Rosa
Deputy

Issue 4DISPATCHER30



Hello,

My name is Zachary Gregg. Some of you know 
me as “54XXXX”. 

I wanted to start out with providing a few stats 
about our best friend Clink. Clink has handled 
5,583 calls for service, 3,333 observations and 
has made 629 arrests. Throughout all the hard 

work he did, he spent countless hours being our best friend after work.

During my last EBD, for those of you who don’t know, EBD stands for Education 
Based Discipline (look at brass and own the discipline). During my last EBD, I 
found myself in a deep conversation with the instructor about “Why we do this 
job.” Clink is the reason why we do this job. Clink is the guy who I depended on 
during the several months of being partners. When I got to work, I knew I was 
going to be okay because Clink was ready to go to war. 

These past couple weeks, I have selfishly used Clink’s family to feel closer to him. 
As I got to his family’s house every day I felt at peace because I saw Clink in 
Mama Kim, Mike, Katherine, and Chad. Clink’s firey side clearly came from 
Mama Kim. When I would hear Kim’s “Sentence enhancing” words, I heard 
Clink’s voice. As I drank beers with Mike, he would say those dad jokes that could 
make you laugh, and those jokes were the exact jokes Clink would use. Katie and 
Chad, you’re now my brother and sister, whether you like it or not. I have always 
wanted a sister. 

I hope one day I can be as great as Clink to make sure I see him again.

I love you and miss you Clink.

Zachary Gregg
Deputy 

Dear Members, 
September 16th was a very dark day for our family. A nightmare we 

don’t wish on anyone. But we would only be where we are today because 

of the out pouring of love and support from Palmdale Station, ALADS 

and each and every one of you! We would like to thank you all for 

everything you have done from donations of all kinds, to prayers and 

calls. To the men and women of Palmdale station you are the best. Thank 

you for your continued support and I know together we will get through 

this. A HUGE thank you to ALADS, Rich, Tom, Dondrea, Mike and the 

rest of the staff thank you from the bottom of our hearts for everything 

you have done and continue to do to help us navigate through things. You 

all have a wonderful union, they are truly there to help you all. So, from 

the bottom of our heart thank you all, continue to fight and know we are 

continuing the fight with you.  
Much Love, 

The Clinkunbroomer'sFamily 
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D E F E N S E  R E P R E S E N T A T I V E S

F R O N T  D E S K :  ( 3 2 3 )  2 1 3 – 4 0 0 5

If you are notified that you are a subject of an investigation...

If you are notified that you are a witness in an investigation...

If you are called into a supervisor’s office and you feel you may 
be under investigation...

If you are involved in a significant use of force, 
(There will be an investigation)...

If the department looks at you funny...

If you have any questions...

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

PROFESSIONAL  •  TRUSTWORTHY  •  RESOURCEFUL  •  RELIABLE  •  KNOWLEDGEABLE

C A L L  A N Y T I M E  2 4 / 7

Boris Nikolof
bnikolof@alads.org

Doris Tseng
dtseng@alads.org

Laura Sosa
lsosa@alads.org

Mark Almonte
malmonte@alads.org
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Gina Calle
Brian Durbin
Estefani Espinoza
Johnny Garcia
Valerie Garcia
Martiniano Hernandez
Francisco Inzunza
Omar Lopez
Kevin McGalliard
Rubi Oleynick
Alexandra Pomposo
Brenabe Rios
Edward Roblesa
Daniel Rojano Solis
Jesse Romero
Ricardo Ruiz Jr.
Raymond Saaverda

Sando Shawkey
Nicholas Alzner
Jonathan Arroyo
Max Becker

Ever Angle Carpio
Miguel Carranza Jr.
Monserrat Conde-Troncoso
Alejandro Eligio
Joselyn Estrada
Alejandro Flores
Jeremy Foo
Cruz Galindo Jr
Gerardo Garcia Jr
Fabian Gomez
Jessica Gonzalez
Daniel Goodwin

Brian Hidalgo

Johnny Hunt
Christopher Ibarra
Steven Ledesma
Ivan Leon
Kalei Luttenbacher
Giselle Lopez
Jacob Lopez
Byron Molina
Destinee Montenegro
Misael Pena
Gerardo Perez
Jimmy Rivera
Jeremy Sanchez
Crystal Webber
Chidi Udengwu Jr.
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Deputies Joshua Aguas & Derek Perez
were members of Class 464 & were
both injured that fateful day.
They both returned to graduate
with Class 469.  CONGRATULATIONS!
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ALADS MEMBERS RETIRING:INSURANCE TRUST SECURE BENEFITS WEBSITE
The enhanced ALADS Insurance Trust (ATT) secure benefit website is your 
one-stop resource for any ALADS benefit-related needs as of 01/01/2023. 

WHAT YOU CAN DO:
      • Access Anthem ID cards

      • Access gym membership ID cards

      • Link to LiveHealth Online

      • Access to personalized plan information. 

      • Link to gym locator tool. 

      • Secure login for all enrolled members 
         and dependents over 18 years old. 

      • Accessible across all devices and platforms 
         (no updates required). 

REGISTER TODAY!
To get started, ALADS Anthem Blue Cross enrolled members and dependents over 
age 18 can register separately at  

QUESTIONS?
Should you have any questions on he AIT's new website, please contact the ALADS Benefits 
Service Center at (800) 842–6635 or email: 

BASIC LIFE INSURANCE BENEFIT
Eligible members receive $125,000 of basic life insurance coverage without 
a medical examination! You will need to designate a beneficiary under the 
plan.**

$125,000.ºº  BASIC LIFE INSURANCE  
The PORF benefit is the result of union negotation and provides County-funded Basic Life and Long Term Disability (LTD) Insurance. All full-time, Active sworn 

LONG TERM DISABILITY (LTD) MONTHLY BENEFIT
The LTD benefit provides up to 60% of your base salary, to a maximum of 
$10,000 per month, after 90 consecutive days of injury or sickness. The 
benefit can continue up to Social Security Normal Retirement Age (SSNRA) 
and applies to both off-and-on-duty disabilities; however, it will be offset by 
workers' comp, retirement income, and any formal salary continues plan, 
excluding sick time. 

DEDICATED BENEFIT SUPPORT & MEMBER ADVOCACY
The PORF Benefit Service Center, staffed by Benefit Professionals, can assist 
you in filing LTD claims, assist your beneficiary in filing a Basic Life claim, help 
you understand your benefits, and disunited or updated your beneficiaries. 

ACCELERATED DEATH BENEFIT
The LTD benefit provides up to 60% of your base salary, to a maximum of 
$10,000 per month, after 90 consecutive days of injury or sickness. The 
benefit can continue up to Social Security Normal Retirement Age (SSNRA) 
and applies to both off-and-on-duty disabilities; however, it will be offset by 
workers' comp, retirement income, and any formal salary continues plan, 
excluding sick time. 

PLEASE NOTE, THIS IS ONLY A BRIEF SUMMARY OF BENEFITS. 
*Since the Long Term Disability premium is County-Paid, your monthly benefit may be subject to federal income tax. 
**
***You must be covered for at least 60 days and your doctor must be able to provide a certification of your terminal illness. 

RETIREMENTBENEFITS

• Cynthia L Selender
• Gregory B Davis
• Pedro Enciso II
• Daniel D Riordan
• Kimberly A Sutfin
• Michael J Thom
• Enrique B Bolanos
• Brian F Rogge
• Barry Ryan
• Jaime Valenzuela
• Charles Duncan IV
• Pearl Cruz
• Dean Galarneau
• Michael Kaufman
• Darryl M Hast
• Consuella M Lofton
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WE MAKE HOUSE CALLS!
Body Scan International (BSI) brings thier state-of-the-art 
HIGH TECH HOUSE CALL™ directly to you. The body scan 
and interactive video tour of your body is guided by your 
personal BSI physician.

OUR NEXT HOUSE CALL:

@ALADS HQ • 2 Cupania Circle • Monterey Park, CA 91755

BSI’s Full Body Scan is the foremost 
preventative health benefit & complete 

examination. Detecting early disease 
at a time when we can give you the 

tools to stop or even reverse the 
process. 

PROTECT YOURSELF & SIGN UP 
FOR A BODYSCAN!

FREE BENEFIT TO QUALIFIED 
MEMBERS & DEPENDENTS

FEB.:..12th – 16th • 2024
MAR.:...11th – 15th • 2024

APR.:..8th – 12th • 2024
MAY.:..6th – 10th • 2024
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WE SERVE THOSE 
WHO SERVE

JOIN OR APPLY NOW
ONLINE • IN-BRANCH

Savings 
Federally 
Insured by 
the NCUA

We’ve been helping 
L.A. County Sheri	’s 

Department Deputies 
and and their families 

since 1937.  As one of the 
safest and most stable 

institutions in America, we 
have the knowledge and 
experience to help you 
achieve your financial 

goals.

SAVINGS • CHECKING • AUTO LOANS
 DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS • HOME LOANS
CREDIT CARDS • PERSONAL LOANS

20231218 FCCU ALADS Dispatcher ad Dec 23.indd   1

Call for your specialized appointment today.

Ask about our special LASD pricing.
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UNIT REPRESENTATIVE

The list of ALADS Unit Representatives continues to grow.  
Call us optimistic, but we are looking to have unit represen-
tatives at every assignment on every shift. The more involved 
our membership is with ALADS, the stronger union we have. 
If you are assigned to MCJ, Twin Towers, NCCF, or PDC, we 
need you especially to get involved.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

We invite ALL Voting ALADS members to attend the unit 
representative meetings on the first Wednesday of every 
month, where you will receive updates on issues important 
to you. We also hold an open discussion, where deputies 
and district attorney investigators can discuss trends across 
their respective departments. In attendance are ALADS 
directors and staff to address your concerns. Your participa-
tion guarantees that ALADS is moving in the right direction 
and providing the benefits members need. If you do not 
have a unit representative at your assignment or on your 
shift, be sure to come and attend meetings. Lunch is provid-
ed and a raffle is held at the end of every meeting.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

When you become a Unit Representative, you will be 

Richard Pippin, ALADS President
Introduction

Anil Karia, Attorney from Labor Relations Infor-
mation Systems (LRIS)

Recent Updates in Public Safety Labor Relations

Review and ALADS UFC & Results

Anthony Spatola, Member Services Manager 
(ALADS)

Defense Representation Introduction
Grievance Process
Q & A

Jacob Kalinski, Attorney from Rains, Lucia, Stern 
St. Phalle, and Silver, PC
ALADS Litigation Update

Paul Meyer, Use of Force Inspector from        

Teamwork After a Catastrophic Injury

Derek Hsieh, ALADS Executive Director
ALADS Budget & Business Operations

Derek Hsieh, ALADS Executive Director &       
Matthew Cline, ALADS Labor Relations Specialist
ALADS Labor Relations Update

The Meet and Confer Process

Advisors
2024 ALADS Insurance Plans

Richard Pippin, ALADS President
Round Table

If any of the above subjects sound interesting to you, or you 
would like to do more in support of your career and the 
careers of your fellow deputies and district attorney investi-
gators by becoming a unit representative, be sure to attend 
the next unit representative meeting. We will be happy to 
have you here!

U P D A T E

Matthew Cline
ALADS Labor Relations Specialist
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If you do not have a representative during 
your shift or at your assignment, consider 
becoming one.  

ALADS unit representatives play an important role at the 
different worksites. At our in-person meetings the first 
Wednesday of every month, unit representatives discuss 
important issues related to the department, specific 

month. ALADS provides communication to the unit repre-
sentatives regarding upcoming events as well as matters 
that pertain to your wages, hours and working condi-

tions. We also manage our Anthem Blue Cross Health 
Plans for members and our legal representation. Your 
involvement helps to guarantee ALADS is always moving 
in the right direction and providing the representation 
and benefits members need. 

Lunch is included during the meetings and a raffle is held 

next unit representative meeting.

UNIT REPRESENTATIVE

Dustin Schnakenberg (MET), 

Kevin Thompson (East L.A. Station), 

Denny Tseng (Personnel)
.

Congratulations to Our New Unit Representatives

 
Welby Cham (Cerritos Station).

 
Lisa Jansen (CPB/MET), 
Chien Huei Li (Community College Bureau),
Jose Diaz (Tactics & Survival Unit).

Gavin Spector (CTSB North), Jessica Wiese (Backgrounds), 
Jason Choi (Backgrounds), Roberto Garibay (Backgrounds), 
Frank Brower (Backgrounds). 
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Richard Pippin
President

rpippin@alads.org

David Gaisford
Treasurer

dgaisford@alads.org

Julian Stern
Secretary

jstern@alads.org

 Thomas Ferguson
Vice President

tferguson@alads.org

John Perez
Assistant Secretary
jperez@alads.org

 Tony Meraz
Assistant Treasurer
ameraz@alads.org

Jason Zabala
Director

jzabala@alads.org

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Derek Hsieh
Executive Director
dhsieh@alads.org

Anthony Spatola
Member Services Mgr.

aspatola@alads.org

 Matthew Cline
Labor Relations Specialist

mcline@alads.org

STAFF

Laura Sosa
ALADS Defense Rep.

lsosa@alads.org

Boris Nikolof
ALADS Defense Rep.
bnikolof@alads.org

 Mark Almonte
ALADS Defense Rep.
malmonte@alads.org

Doris Tseng
ALADS Defense Rep.

dtseng@alads.org

DEFENSE REPRESENTATIVES

UNIT REPRESENTATIVES
AERO BUREAU
•  Michael Granek

AIRPORT COURT
•  Robin Russell-Saenz

ALADS
•  Richard Pippin*
•  Tom Ferguson*

ALTADENA STATION
•  David Gaisford*

BOLRAC
•  Xochilt Rosas

CENTURY STATION
•  Tony Meraz*
•  John Perez*

CERRITOS STATION
•  Welby Chan

COLLEGE BUREAU
•  Elizabeth Elias
•  Chien Huei Li

COMPTON STATION

COMMUNICATION FLEET 
MANAGEMENT
•  Nick Johnston

COUNTY SERVICES BUREAU
•  Daniel Klock
•  Louis Lave
•  Reginald Tate

COURT SERVICES TRANSPOR-
TATION
•  Freddie Cardenas
•  Enrique Peña

CPB/MET
•  Lisa Jansen

CRDF
•  Carlos Alfaro

CRESCENTA VALLEY STATION
•  Renee Wachter

CSW - VAN NUYS EAST
•  Robert Domin

CTSB NORTH
•  Gavin Spector

DAI - AUTO INSURANCE FRAUD
•  Amber Campana

DAI - PUBLIC INTEGRITY
•  Brian James
•  David Ly

EDELMAN COURT

FRAUD & CYBER CRIMES 
BUREAU
•  Aily Baldwin

HOMICIDE BUREAU
•  Steven Blagg

INDUSTRY STATION
•  Michael Finn

INGLEWOOD COURT
•  Kelvin Moody

LAKEWOOD STATION
•  Taylor Brannigan

LANCASTER STATION
•  Claudia Herrera
•  Scott Sorrow

CMC/ACB
•  Ryan Humphrey

LOMITA STATION
•  Mark Arana

LOST HILLS/MALIBU STATION
•  Jeffrey Martin

MCJ
•  Rashaad Gilbert

MET - EAST
•  Dangelo Robinson

MET - NORTH
•  Kenneth Cianciosi

NARCOTICS BUREAU
•  Miguel Beltran

NCCF
•  Daniel Ford

PALMDALE STATION
•  Andrew Cronin

PARKS BUREAU - SOUTH
•  Kristofer Domaradzki

PASADENA COURT
•  Sherry Parriott

PDC - SOUTH
•  Justin Tidball

PERSONNEL - BACKGROUNDS 
UNIT
•  Frank Brower
•  Jason Choi
•  Kyle Crowley
•  Robert Garibay
•  Mark Vencer
•  Jessica Wiese

PICO RIVERA STATION
•  Brandon Longoria

SAN DIMAS STATION
•  William Strnad

SANTA MONICA COURT
•  Craig Miller

SEB
•  Jason Zabala*

SOUTH LOS ANGELES STATION
•  Julian Stern*

TACTICS & SURVIVAL UNIT
•  Jose Diaz

TEMPLE STATION
•  James Johnson

TORRANCE COURT
•  Johnny Quick

TRAINING BUREAU TACTICS 
& SURVIVAL
•  Duke Sanders

TSB
•  Vania Gevorgiz

TWIN TOWERS
•  Brian Smith

WALNUT STATION
•  Benjamin Fark

WEST HOLLYWOOD STATION
•  Christopher Chung

AT LARGE
•  Leonardo Castro
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Melissa Chavira
(562) 260–5415

mchavira@alads.org

Doug Joho
(310) 351–5065
djoho@alads.org

Dondrea McAllister
(562) 477–2634

dmcallister@alads.org

FIELD REPRESENTATIVES
• Advocacy Unit
• Alhambra Court
• Altadena Station
• Antelope Valley (DAI)
• Antelope Valley Court 

(Michael Antonovich)
• Antelope Valley Juvenile 

Court 
• Arson & Explosives Unit
• Auto Insurance Fraud 

(DAI) 
• Biscailuz Center
• Biscailuz Range (Closed)

• Civil Litigation Unit
• Civilian Pre-employment Unit 
• Community College Bureau - ELA College
• County Services Bureau - North (Antelope Valley) 
• Crescenta Valley Station 
• Crime Lab - Lancaster
• Criminal Intelligence Bureau 
• Duarte Sub-Station
• East Los Angeles Court 
• East Los Angeles Station 
• Edelman Court
• El Monte Court
• Emergency Operations Bureau 
• Emergency Vehicle Operations Center 
• Field Operations Training Unit
• Fleet Management
• FOSS
• Homicide Bureau
• Homicide Bureau - AV
• Homicide Gang Taskforce
• Human Trafficking Unit
• Intake Specialist Unit 
• Lancaster Court Annex 
• Lancaster Juvenile Court 
• Lancaster Station
• Major Crimes - North (Antelope Valley) 
• MET - East
• MET - North (Antelope Valley) 
• Metrolink - Brackett Field
• Mira Loma Detention Facility (Closed) 
• Motorcycle Training Unit
• OSS - ELA/Temple
• OSS - Lancaster/Palmdale
• Palmdale Station
• Parks Bureau - East (Bonelli & Whittier Narrows)
• Parks Bureau - North (Antelope Valley) 
• Pasadena Court
• Pomona Court
• Recipient Welfare Fraud (DAI)
• Risk Management Bureau
• San Dimas Station
• Special Enforcement Bureau
• Sherman Block Building
• Special Victims Bureau - North (Antelope Valley)
• Temple Station
• Tactics & Survival Training Unit (TAS) 
• Training Bureau:

- Recruit Training Unit
- Force Training Unit
- Advanced Officer Training

• Transit Services Bureau - El Monte 
• Transit Services Bureau - Irwindale 
• TRAP - North (Antelope Valley) 
• TRAP - East
• Walnut Station
• Weapons Training Unit
• West Covina Court (Citrus Court)

• Aero Bureau 
• Airport Court 
• Avalon Station
• Bellflower Court          

(Los Cerritos)
• Bellflower Substation
• Carson Station
• Century Regional 

Detention Facility 
• Century Station
• Cerritos Station
• County Courthouse    

(CCH - Stanley Mosk)
• Compton Court
• Compton Station
• CSB - Detective Bureau (Hall Admin) 
• CSB - MLK Hospital
• CSB - Harbor UCLA Hospital
• CSB - Rancho Los Amigos Hospital
• Crime Lab - Fire Arms
• Criminal Courts Building (Clara Shortridge Foltz) 
• Downey Court
• Eastlake Juvenile Court 
• Hall of Administration 
• Hall of Justice
• Hall of Records
• High Tech Crimes 
• Industry Station
• La Mirada Sub-station 
• Lakewood Station 
• Lawndale Substation 
• Lomita Station
• Long Beach Court
• LCMC
• Los Padrinos Court (closed)
• Major Crimes:

- BRTF
- CCATS
- FTF
- HALT
- METRO
- OC
- PGU
- SAT
- VICE

• Marina Del Rey Station
• Norwalk Court
• Norwalk Station
• Parks Bureau - South
• Pico Rivera Station 
• Pre-Employment Backgrounds Unit - STARS
• Records/Identification Bureau
• Paramount Substation
• Sheriff Information Bureau (S.I.B.) 
• South LA Station
• STARS CENTER:

- Coveted Testing Unit
- Pre-employment Backgrounds Unit
- Recruit Training Unit
- Star Unit

• Technical Operations Detail 
• Torrance Court
• Transit Services Bureau - Compton 
• Transit Services Bureau - Downey 
• Transit Services Bureau - ROC 
• TRAP - South
• Whittier Court

• Beverly Hills Court
• Burbank Court
• Central Arraignment 

Court (CJAC) 
• Central Civil West Court
• Chatsworth Court
• College of the Canyons 

Training Center 
• Custody Training 

Standards Bureau 
• Court Services          

Transportation Bureau
• Bauchet St. (Formerly TST)

• Dept. 95/Mental Health Ct. (Closed) 
• Glendale Court
• Hollywood Court (Closed) 
• Inglewood Court
• Inmate Reception Center
• Lost Hills Station
•
• Metropolitan Ct. (& Dept. 95) 
• Parks Bureau - North (Castaic) 
• Pitchess Detention Center:

- Court Services Transportation
- East Facility
- North County Corrections Facility - North Facility
- South Facility

• Santa Clarita Court 
• Santa Clarita Station 
• San Fernando Court 
• Santa Monica Court 
• Sylmar Court
• Twin Towers Correctional Facility 
• Universal Sub-Station
• Van Nuys Court
• West Hollywood Station

Check the list of assignments next 
to the field representatives photo 
to see who is covering your assign-
ment. The field representatives 
distribute ALADS information, 
attend briefings and are there to 
answer your questions. If you need 
to get a hold of a field representa-
tive, you can email them or call at 
the above numbers.

ABOUT YOUR
FIELD REP...

IMPORTANT NOTE:
Dondrea McAllister + Doug Joho + Melissa Chavita all cover: • Community College Bureau • Communi-
ty Partnerships Bureau • DAI • MET • Metrolink Bureau.
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Classifieds
CUTLERY

Cutco Cutlery, Authorized sales 
Rep. Free in home presenta-
tion/demonstration. Best deals and 
discounts available given to 
department members. (562) 879-7918.

DJ SERVICES

Active deputy with several years of 
DJ experience. Specialize in 
birthdays (adult & children), 
weddings, retirements, reunions, 
company events, holiday parties, 
block parties...etc. Have most 
popular generations of music & 
lights. Tel: (323) 600-3847 
Email: dj.dion.d@aol.com. 
Go to www.djdiond.djintelligence. 
com for availability, booking, 
planning and many more options.

FOR SALE

Price Reduced to $77,900!
Hit the road in a 2017 Siesta 
Sprinter 24SS. Boasting a Mercedes 
Benz V6 engine with 188 
horsepower on a 3500 chassis. This 
RV is the perfect blend of power 
and elegance. Call Steve Kerr at 
(714) 794-0808.
 

HEALTH & WELLNESS

Lose Weight and Enjoy Your Life to 
the Fullest! Ask us how you can 
improve your health, increase your 
energy, control your weight and 
increase your muscle at a 20-minute 
consultation. Boost Your Energy. 
Joe Rodd (562) 708-0650.

––––––––––––––––––––––––––

ENERGY AND IMMUNE 
BOOSTER. Rehab Wellness in 
West Hollywood and Thousand 
Oaks is offering all ALADS 
members and their immediate 
family B12 injections and Immunity 
injections for $20.00 (regular $35). 
Also IV PUSH for 50% off. Check 
on Rehabwellnessla.com for address 
or call (310) 289-4939 or (805) 
379-9911.

PLEASE NOTE:
It is impossible to verify all 
advertisements received by The 
Dispatcher. We cannot be held 
responsible for their accuracy, 
veracity or reliability. The fact that 
an ad is listed here should not be 
viewed as an endorsement or 
recommendation by the Association 
for Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs.

NOTARY PUBLIC

Documents notarized quickly & 
efficiently with professional service 
to your home, office, or hospital.  
Servicing LA, Orange & San Diego 
Counties.  Healthcare directives, 
power of attorney, child travel 
forms.., etc. www.rapidnotaryser-
vices.net 
(323) 547-3232.

REAL ESTATE

Buying? Selling? Market timing? 
Can Real Estate investments beat 
Horizons? Contact the best 
Coldwell Banker team in SoCal to 
handle your Real Estate needs - 
Jordan Kennedy (Active LASD) 
(714) 312-6454.

––––––––––––––––––––––––––

Thinking of Selling or Buying? 
Want to get out of California? Call 
Crystal Vartanian your Blue Line 
Realtor. Top Producing Agent in 
So-Cal. DRE#02029747 Realty One 
Group Masters. 
(424) 288-0822 Wife of Mark 
Vartanian (Active) Department 
discount pricing, free moving!

––––––––––––––––––––––––––

BUY/SELL YOUR HOME WITH 
AN LASD SISTER 
Serving our north county partners in 
the SCV and AV. Out-of-state 
contacts and local lender referrals. 
Zillow preferred agent – see profile 
for further info. Kristen Deschino
Keller Williams VIP Properties 
(661) 857-4224 
KristenDeschino@KW.com 
@kristen.deschino

RETIREMENT

Retire in Prescott, AZ. Start living 
the Good Life, voted best place in 
the West to retire to, contact Henry 
Reyes (retired LASD) at My Home 
Group (909) 618-3252 or (928) 
499-4546.

SCHOOL

Santa Fe Springs Christian School is 
offering a 20% discount on tuition, 
exclusively for the children of First 
Responders. Extended daycare 
(0630 – 1800). Contact Principal 
Mrs. Cindy Jarvis at 562-868-2263 
x3927. www.sfscs.org

SOLAR ENERGY

Get ride of those electric bills. Go 
solar! Get an appraisal in minutes. 
No money down. Active LASD. 
Call/text (805) 214-4928 today.

VACATION RENTAL

CABIN RENTAL IN 
ARROWBEAR
Come get away for some winter fun 
in this 3 bedroom / 2 bath log home 
in the Mtns. GREAT VIEW, 90 
minutes from L.A. 3 days & 2 
nights for $375.00. Call for longer 
stays and holiday rates. Call: (626) 
646-3972. RETIRED DEPUTY

––––––––––––––––––––––––––

MT. RUSHMORE VACATION 
RENTAL
–Retired Deputy’s 3 Bed/2 Bath 
home in South Dakota’s Black 
Hills. Mt. Rushmore, Deadwood, 
Sturgis Rally, Devils Tower, 
Michaelson’s Trail all close by.
Call: (626) 646-3972 
Pictures Available

––––––––––––––––––––––––––

ORLANDO, FL VACATION 
HOME
6 BR/3.5 BA Villa w/ Private Pool 
& Spa. Sleeps 12 Max. Gated 
Windsor Palms Resort. 3 miles to 
Disney World. Rates starting at 
$195/nightly. LASD Owned 
Contact Brett Call: (805) 338-4928

WANTED

Law enforcement memorabilia. 
Active deputy looking to expand my 
collection. Looking for patches, 
badges, etc. Please email Joe at 
SAE243522@hotmail.com

Voting ALADS Members: FREE  •  All Others: $15/issue Please Call: (323) 213-4005
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Advertising Index
BANKING & FINANCE:
POPA Federal Credit Union

L.A. Police Federal Credit Union

First City Credit Union

Eagle Eye Tax Service

FUNERAL & MORTUARY SERVICES:
Rose Hills Mortuary

HEALTH:
Rancho Laser Vision Center

Beverly Hills Physicians

Body Scan International

JEWELRY:
Baida Jewelry

LAW FIRMS:
Lewis, Marenstein, Wicke, Sherwin & Lee, LLP

Rains, Lucia, Stern, St. Phalle & Silver, PC

Goldschmid, Silver & Spindel

Straussner • Sherman • Lonné • Treger • Helquist

MORTGAGE:

REALTORS:
Courtney Hong Real Estate

Kristine Y. Parsons

PAGE:
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48
48
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Instructions:
Type or print clearly your ad on the form below and fax it to the 

Voting ALADS Members and $15.00 per issue for all others. Multiply 
the one-time rate by the number of issues in which you want your 
ad to appear (for example, 3 issues is $15.00 x (3), or $45.00). All 
ads are payable in advance by check or money order. Please make 
check payable to ALADS. Deadline for inclusion is noon the second 
Wednesday of the preceding month (for example, for inclusion in the 
July 2022 issue, ads must be received by Wednesday, June 8, 2022).

Voting ALADS Member Ad - FREE 
All Others - $15 / issue

Includes up to
3 lines of text.

Employee # _________________________ 
Name ________________________ Phone _______________________
Street Address ______________________________________________
City ______________________________ State _____ Zip ___________
Ad Copy: Type of print clearly here.
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
Number of Run Dates ______ x price for each run date = $ _____

Please make check or money order payable to:
“ALADS” and mail to: 

2 Cupania Circle  •  Monterey Park, California 91755

Classifieds

APPLICANT REQUIREMENTS:
• Two (2) years of full time, 
 permanent law enforcement 
 experience (as defined
 under CA 830.1 PC)

• An Associate's degree or
 higher from an accredited 
 college or university

• Possession of a valid CA POST 
 Basic Certificate or higher

SALARY AND BENEFITS:
• Investigator:
 $79,495.68 - $107,128.32 Annually

• Sr. Investigator:
 $99,487.68 - $141,544.32 Annually

• 4 day/10-hour work schedule. Day 
 shift schedule with weekends and
 evenings off

da.lacounty.gov  •                 @LADAoffice  •            @LACountyDA

NOW HIRING
DISTRICT ATTORNEY INVESTIGATORS

CA PEACE OFFICER 830.1 PC

Competitive Salary  Flexible Work Schedule
Career Opportunities  Quality of Life Improvement

FOR QUESTIONS:
BOIRecruitment@da.lacounty.gov

(213) 247-7026

JOIN US BY APPLYING AT:
da.lacounty.gov or scan the QR code

POLICE
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Please contact our firm

for a free consultation

Located in the Van Nuys

Historic Library Building

14555 Sylvan Street

Van Nuys, California 91411

We have devoted ourselves and our staff to providing the

highest level of personal services to our clients.

Workers’ Compensation

Employment Litigation

Personal Injury

LACERA Retirements

Making a false or fraudulent workers’ compensation claim is a felony subject to up to five years in prison
or a fine up to $50,000 or double the value of the fraud, whichever is greater, or both imprisonment and fine.

(818) 788 1700

(818) 788 1705

Phone:...

Fax:...


