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In the Matter of 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 

) 
) Case No. 16-276 

CAREN MANDOYAN, ) 
) REPORT ON SUBMITTED MATIER 

Petitioner ) 
v. ) RECEIVED 

) 
SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT ) LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

) CIVIL Sf;RVICE COMMISSION 
Respondent. ) . JAtl O 4 2018 

For the Appellant: 

For the Respondent: 

Hearing Officer: 

Dates of Hearing: 

APPEARANCES 

Michael A. Goldfeder, Esq. 
400 Continental Boulevard, 6th Floor 
ElSegundo,California90246 

Christine Roam 
Sheriff's Department Advocacy Unit 
4900 South Eastern Avenue, Suite 101 
Commerce, California 90040 

Joseph P. Scully 

7/24/17,7/25/17,7/26/17,9/27/17,9/29/17 

ISSUES 

On December 14, 2016, the Commission defined the issues in the 
Caren Mandoyan appeal to be: 

1. Are the allegations contained in the department's letter of September 
15, 2016 true? 

2. If any or all are true, is the discipline appropriate? 
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IAB Interview of Caren Manctoyan 
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Restraining Order documents 
Mandoyan/- Facebook messages May 22, 2015 
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52. Photos o~-residence 
53. Emails ofcrmiereports written by Caren Mandoyan 
54. -olic of Equity Report/Notification Form 
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57. --textmessages 
58. Caren Maiicto'yan telephone records 
59, In-service, PM Shift, West Hollywood, 6/3/2015 
60. Pages from DV Protective Order application. 
61. June 3, 2015 memo by Caren Mandoyan re telephone call 

CASE SUMMARY 

This matter involves the appeal of a termination by Deputy Caren 

Mandoyan. The hearing dates on this matter were 7/24/17, 7/25/17, 

7 /26/17, 9/27 /17, 9/29/17. The Department called nine witnesses: Lt. - -Sgt.-' 
Lt.--Assistant Sheriff Deputy-

- and Deputy-- Appellant called four 

witnesses: Lt. La--Deputy--Deputy

-and Lt.--
The Department offered Exhibits 1-17, 19-25, 27, 29, 31, and 32, and 

all were accepted. The Department identified but then withdrew Exhibits 

18, 26, 28 and 30. Appellant offered Exhibits 50-61 which were accepted. 

Deputy Caren Mandoyan (hereafter "Appellant't) was discharged 

from the Sheriffs Department, effective on September 15, 2016. The 

Department alleges that Appellant was in a dating relationship with 

anotlier Department employee, Deputy--and within that 

relationship, Appellant engaged in domestic violence, attempted to break in 

to Deputy-residence, engaged in stalking and sending 

inappropriate text messages to Deputy-and he also was untruthful . 
during his administrative investigation interview. Appellant denies all 

accusations of misconduct. 
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I. ARE THE ALLEGATIONS CONTAINED IN THE 

DEPARTMENT'S LETTER OF SEPTEMBER 15, 2016 

TRUE? 

A. The Allegations of Wrongdoing. 

The Department alleges four separate charges of wrongdoing: 

Charge 1: Alleges that on or about September 1, 2014, Appellant did 

one or all of the following acts: pushed or grabbed Deputy--by 

her arm; placed his hand around Deputy- neck and squeezing it, 

restricting her ability to breath; used his foot to stop Deputy-from 

closing her door as she retreated from his assault; damaging the door to 

Deputy-residence; using Deputy-home surveillance camera 

system without her permission or knowledge to observe her activities while 

she was in her home; following Deputy-without her lmowledge as 

she was accompanied to an eating establishment by another man; and 

listening to Deputy-as she engaged in sexual intercourse with 

another man. 

Charge 2: Alleges that between March 2013 and July 2015, while off 

duty and in a personal relationship with Deputy-Appellant did one 

or all of the following acts: generating or sending unwanted text messages 

to Deputy-making unwanted calls to Deputy-arriving at 

Deputy-residence, and entering her patio balcony area and 

repeatedly knocking on her sliding glass door; being captured on video 

attempting to gain entry into Deputy-residence through the 

balcony sliding glass door; using a tool to pry Deputy- sliding glass 

door off its tracks; attempting to gain entry into Deputy- residence 

even after Deputy-told him to go away; opening Deputy

bathroom window from the outside the residence without her permission; 

4 



0 0 

6 and attempting to enter Deputy- residence through the bathroom 

window without her permission. 
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Charge 3: Alleges that on or about July 14, 2015, Appellant did one 

or more of the following acts: was named as a domestic violence/stalking 

suspect in an El Segundo Police Department Crime Report; having a 

domestic violence restraining order filed against him in the Chatsworth 

Courthouse; failing to immediately notify his immediate supervisor and/ or 

watch commander that he was served and named in a domestic violence 

restraining order. 

Charge 4: Alleges that on or about July 14, 2016, Appellant failed to 

make truthful statements in an administrative interview by one or more of 

the following alleged untrue statements: denying that he attempted to enter 

Deputy- residence by way of her sliding glass door; denying that he 

attempted to enter into Deputy- residence through her bathroom 

window; stating that he used a too/object/pulley handle only to knock on 

the door and get Deputy- attention for the purpose of retrieving his 

backpack and key; stating that he opened and/or entered Deputy

bathroom window for the purpose of apologizing. 

B. The Deparbnent Proved by the Preponderance of 

Evidence that Some of the Allegations in the 

September 15, 2016 Letter are True. 

1. Appellant Did Not Testify at the Hearing. 

This was a hearing in which a great deal of passionate argument was 

heard from both sides. Most if not all the allegations of wrongdoing 

occurred only in the presence of two individuals, Deputy- and 

Appellant. While Deputy-testified at the hearing, Appellant did not. 
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The Department argues that the Hearing Officer should adopt a 

negative inference of co_nsciousness of guilt due to Appellant's decision not 

to testify at the hearing. Appellant did not address that issue of a negative 

inference in his closing brief. 

The Hearing Officer reviewed the case authorities the Department 

cited to support its argument, but finds those authorities do not resolve the 

issue. Rule 4.11 of the Civil Service Rules provides that "the petitioning 

employee [in a discharge case] shall not be required to testify." Adopting a 

negative inference of "consciousness of guilt" would impose in essence an 

evidentiary punishment on Appellant for merely taldng advantage of his 

rights under the Civil Service Rules. The Hearing Officer feels this would 

be unfair to Appellant. Had the Commission wanted to punish an appellant 

for exercising the right not to testify at the hearing, it could have done so by 

including such a provision within Rule 4.11. The absence of such a 

provision is consistent with an interpretation which does not allow a 

negative inference to be adopted from Appellant's decision not to testify at 

the hearing. 

As a peace officer, Appellant was required to submit to an 

administrative interview. In order to protect Appellant's right not to give 

evidence against himself in the Civil Service Hearing, the Hearing Officer 

will use the transcript of Appellant's Internal Affairs Bureau ("IAB") 

interview, admitted as Exhibit 17, for the limited evidentiary purpose of 

evaluating the Department's allegations in Charge 4 that Appellant made 

false statements in his IAB interview. Aside from that limited use, the 

transcript will not be used as evidence of Appellant's response to the 

charges against him. 
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2. The Most Persuasive Evidence at the 

Hearing was the Digital Recordings of 

Appellant Attempting to Break in to Deputy 

-Residence. 

The Department's Exhibit 29 was a DVD containing digital 

recordings. The Hearing Officer looked at and listened to the recordings 

very closely, and found those recordings to be the most persuasive evidence 

offered at the Hearing. 

The files on the DVD include digital files numbered 0700, 07021 

0703, 0777, 0778, 0779, 0780, 0781 and 0783. 

File 0700: The view is from the inside of Deputy- residence, 

with the blinds on the sliding patio glass door closed, and there are heavy 

metallic sounds coming from the door. There is no knocking, and no 

speaking, but Appellant can be seen standing outside the door. 

File 0702: Shows Appellant outside Deputy-sliding patio 

glass door, and Appellant does not notice that he is being recorded. He 

approaches the door and squats dovm and for 9 seconds he attempts to 

wedge a metallic device beneath and at the side of the sliding glass door. 

His attention is focused on the device in his hands, and using it on the 

sliding glass door. When he notices he is being recorded, he shows surprise 

and immediately stands up and they have this conversation: 

Appellant: "Oh, really?" 

Deputy- Yea. 

Appellant: Go ahead. 

Deputy- I'm going to. 

Appellant: Go ahead. 
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File 0703: Again recorded from inside Deputy-residence, 

shows the inside view of the closed blinds of the sliding glass patio door. 

There are three loud sounds suggesting something coming into contact 

with the door frame. These do not appear to be a person lmocking to get 

attention at the door. Deputy-opens the blinds and Appellant is 

outside the window with a long wooden rod in his hands. The following 

conversation takes place: 

Deputy- Stop! 

Appellant: What are you doing? 

Deputy- What do you think I'm doing. 

Appellant: Filming? 

Deputy- Yea, I am. Stop trying to break into my house. 

Appellant: Oh, okay. [pulls his phone from his pocket.] 

Deputy- Okay, film me filming you. 

Deputy-testified at the hearing that the digital recordings 

showed Appellant trying to break into her residence. Assistant Sheriff 

testified that within law enforcement and crime prevention 

professionals, it is well lmown that a significant vulnerability of sliding 

glass doors is that they are easily broken into. That is, a pry tool can be 

used to lift the door out of its track and once removed from the track, to 

gain entry. According to Assistant Sheriff-at was what 

Appellant was doing in the digital recordings. 

Based on the weight of the evidence, which includes Deputy

testimony, Assistant Sheriff-testimony, and the recordings 

themselves, the Hearing Officer finds that the Department's allegation that 

Appellant attempted to break into Deputy- residence is true. 
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patio and trying to wedge it around and under the sliding glass door. He 

only stopped when he noticed Deputy- inside recording him. 
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Files 0777 and 0778: These recordings are dark and there are sounds 

but it is not clear on the recording what exactly is making the sounds. The 

recordings are only a few seconds long. The sounds are consistent with a 

pry tool being wedged under the door frame as shown in Files 0702 and 

0703. 

File 0719: This recording is dark, like 0777 and 0778, l;>ut Deputy 

- says two times "you need to leave." The male voice, Appellant, only 

says'-
File 0780: The digital recording is from the inside of Deputy

residence, showing portions of the stove and refrigerator. It appears to be 

night as there is very little light. There is a conversation but only Deputy 

- words are intelligible. Appellant is speaking but the recording 

cannot pick up what he is saying. The conversation is as follows: 

Deputy- You're going to leave now. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- Nope. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- No. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- Caren. Leave. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- I don't give a shit, you're doing something stupid. I'm not 

dealing with you, goodbye. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 
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(5 · Deputy- No. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- No. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- Go home. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- Nope. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- I'm tired of hearing your explanations, get out of my - get 

get away from my door. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- Getawayfrommydoor. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- Go home. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 0 
Deputy- No. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- No. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- Caren, leave. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- No. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- Goodbye. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- No. 

Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

0 
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Appellant: [Unintelligible.] 

Deputy- I'm going to bed, goodbye. 

File 0781: The recording is dark, but there is a conversation that is 

recorded: 

Deputy- Here he is, opening my bathroom door, my bathroom 

window, trying to get in. Get the fuck out of my house, get 

the fuck out, Caren{ 

Appellant: Come outside. 

Deputy- Get the fuck out! Doud noises, which according to Deputy 

- are the shampoo bottles being thrown at her from 

the window.] 

Get out! 

Deputy- Stop. Dude, get out of my house. I'm calling the cops. 

Appellant: Come outside. 

File 0183: This recording is also very dark, but there is a 

conversation. The conversation shows that Appellant's voice is very close 

to the recording device, which is Deputy-mobile phone which she 

was holding in her hand while standing in the bathroom of her apartment. 

This support's Deputy- claims that Appellant had inserted his head 

and upper body through her bathroom window. 

Appellant: Well what do you, where do you ... 

Deputy- Move Caren ... 

Appellant: That's all I ask. .. 

Deputy- ... get out of my window. 

Appellant: All I ask was where do you where do you intend on 
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finding this person? 

Deputy- Goodbye. 

Appellant: That's all I ask. 

Deputy- Get out1 it>s not any of ypur business, get out. 

Appellant: Okay but rm just asking, that's all I ask. 

Deputy- Close my window. Get out. 

Appellant: Alright. That's all I asked. 

Deputy- I don't care what you asked. 

Appellant: That's all I asked. 

Deputy- That doesn't give you the right to break into my house. 

[sound of window closing] [ whlspers] Fucking asshole. 

According to Deputy-testimony at the hearing, the digital 

files 0781 and 0783 were recorded in the early morning of January 26, 

2015. Deputy- testified that she had been working on January 26, 

2015, and that Appellant had .showed up uninvited to her workplace. When 

she saw him she became anxious and fearful so she left work about 30 

minutes before the end of her shift. She left without checking out or telling 

anyone she was leaving. She testified that on the way home, at 

approximately 3:18 a.m., Appellant called her and they had a 26 minute 

conversation in which she told him repeatedly that their relationship was 

over. After she arrived home, she heard Appellant attempting to gain entry 

to her apartment through the bathroom window. The bathroom window 

was unlocked and was easily accessible from the outdoor patio. Deputy 

- confronted Appellant in her bathroom and recorded their 

conversation. 
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Deputy-testimony is supported by Exhibit 581 a telephone 

record from Appellant, which shows he had a 26 minute conversation with 

Deputy- on January 26, 2015 starting at 3:18 a.m. The call is listed as 

a 26 minute call, which means it ended at 3:44 a.m. According to the 

telephone record, starting at 3:44 a.m., Appellant called Deputy- 22 

times in a row, from 3:44 a.rn. until 4:08 a.m., until apparently she finally 

picked up on the 23rd call at 4:08 a.m. and they spoke for 2 minutes. After 

that call, there was another 4 minute call at 4:13 a.m. This call pattern 

demonstrates the obsessive nature of Appellant's conduct towards Deputy 

- Deputy- testimony is also supported by the two digital 

recordings. The recordings demonstrate that Appellant's voice was 

extremely close to the recording device, meaning that his head was inside 

her bathroom when he was speaking. Deputy-alarm and fear is 

evident from her tone of voice. The sound of the multiple shampoo bottles 

crashing to the floor is also apparent. And, Appellant's repeated question 

of asking "where do you intend on finding this person11 and her response 

uthat's none of your business" also shows that he was asking her about 

where she would find a man in her life to replace him. 

Overall, the evidence supports the Department's charge that 

Appellant was stalking Deputy-and had broken into her residence. 

He refused to accept the fact that the relationship was over. He was told by 

Deputy- during a 26 minute conversation that the relationship was 

over and she asked him to leave her alone. His response was to place 24 

calls to her in as many minutes, and then to follow her home at around 

4:00 a.m. and break into her bathroom window. 

13 
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The digital recording shows Appellant breaking into his former 

girlfriend's residence at around 4:00 a.m. and demanding to know where 

she ,vas going to find the man that would replace him. All the while Deputy 

- is showing fear and alarm as she demands that he "Close my 

window. Get out." That is stalking behavior. 

3. The Evidence Supports a Finding that 

Deputy-Testified Credibly. 

Appellant's closing argument focused on attacking and discrediting 

the testimony of Deputy- There was much evidence at the Hearing 

which suggested caution when evaluating Deputy-credibility. 

Specifically, as noted by Assistant Shemraa11Deputy

was a marginal employee. Assistant Sheriff's- assessment was 

based on the totality of Deputy- 11 year record within the 

Department. Two of Deputy- former supervisors, Lt.

- and Lt.11--testified at the hearing that Deputy 

-was an unreliable, unprofessional, below average deputy. Both 

those witnesses testified that in their view, based on their personal 

experience in observing and interacting with her, that Deputy- lacked 

integrity and lacked credibility. 

Despite her admitted record of poor performance and questionable 

personal character, the Hearing Officer found that Deputy

testimony at the Hearing was credible. This is based on several factors, 

including the following: as noted above, the digital recordings strongly 

corroborate Deputy-testimony. The recordings show that her 

testimony in describing the events was accurate. The recordings show that 

she was being stalked by Appellant and he did attempt to break into her 

residence, multiple times. 

14 
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The Hearing Officer also believes Deputy-demeanor and 

attitude towards the giving of testimony were consistent with a finding of 

credibility. She was a reluctant witness. She repeatedly noted the fact that 

she did not want to get Appellant in trouble, and she did not report his 

misconduct to the Department because she did not want to "open 

Pandora's box." 

According to Deputy-her relationship with Appellant ended on 

or about December 27, 2014. In January 2015, she changed cell phones, 

changing the phone, the carrier and the contact number. After that, she 

testified that she received 40-50 harassing text messages on her new phone 

which were sent to her anonymously. Those text messages contained 

language intended to ridicule and humiliate Deputy- Apparently the 

final straw for Deputy-was when Sgt.--who was the 

wife of her partner (Deputy-received an anonymous text telling her 

that her husband -and another deputy wer~ having group sex with 

Deputy-and that Deputy-had a sexually transmitted disease. 

After that text was sent, Deputy-invited Appellant to her residence 

on June 21, 2015, and confronted him about the text messages. Appellant 

denied any responsibility for the anonymous text messages. 

During that June 21, 2015 conversation, Appellant asked Deputy 

- about her recent purchase of condoms on Amazon, and also accused 

her of having sex with a Mexican man. He told her 6 times "I have eyes and 

ears everywhere.,, 

The June 21, 2015 conversation was the final straw for Deputy

She did not believe the denials about the text messages. She testified that 

there was no one in her life other than Appellant who cared enough to send 

her 40-50 text messages over a six month period. She was angry that a text 
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6 message was directed at her partner and partner's wife. She was also angry 

that Appellant was stalking her Amazon purchases and her sexual partners. 

So on June 23, 2015, Deputy-made a complaint to her Watch 

Commander, Lt. Wiard. Because she complained about Appellant breaking 

into her residence, she was advised to make a crime report. Deputy

went to the El Segundo Police Department and made the crime report. She 

also went to the Chatsworth Courthouse and submitted an application for a 

Temporary Restraining Order. That order was granted and served on 

Appellant. By July 10, 2015 Appellant was relieved of duty. 

6 
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Deputy- also testified credibly about an incident of domestic 

violence which occurred sometime in September, 2014. The incident 

occurred after an evening out between Deputy-Appellant and 

Deputy- childhood friend,-- After they left the 

Rock n' Brews restaurant, they walked to Deputy-home. Ms. 

-thenleft. 

According to Deputy-Appellant took her cell phone, 

something he did often in order to inspect it and delete content that he did 

not like. Deputy- tried to get her phone back and the two of them got 

into a physical altercation which included Appellant grabbing Deputy 

-by the throat and squeezing. Deputy-ran to her bedroom to 

escape, but Appellant followed and used his foot to prevent her from 

closing her bedroom door, causing damage to the door. Deputy-took 

photos of her injuries, but she did not report them to anyone. She testified 

that after the incident, Appellant was extremely apologetic and begged her 

to forgive him. 

Despite the delay of some 10 months in reporting this incident, the 

Hearing Officer finds Deputy-testimony on this event to be 
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6 ' credible. Appellant argues that two experienced Deputy District Attorneys 

rejected charges on this incident, and argues that the rejection was based 

on a finding that Deputy-lacks credibility. However, the decision not 

to file charges could be based on a whole range of considerations, including 

the 10 month delay in reporting the domestic violence, and the lack of 

independent corroboration (such as police officers on the scene observing 

the evidence, bruising, etc.). Also, crimes must be proven by a much higher 

evidentiary standard than the "preponderance of the evidence" standard 

used before the Commission. Overall, the District Attomeis decision not 

to file charges on the September 2014 domestic violence incident does not 

mean the incident did not occur. The Hearing Officer finds that Appellant's 

testimony about the incident of domestic violence in September 2014 is 

credible, and the rejection of charges by the District Attorney does not 

C 
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lessen that credibility. 

4. The Evidence Supports a Finding Appellant 

Made False Statements in his IAB Interview. 

The Department alleges four specific incidents of making false 

statements in Appellaµt's IAB interview. Those false statements: 1) 

denying that he attempted to break into Deputy- residence by way 

of the sliding glass door; 2) denying that he attempted to break into Deputy 

- residence through the bathroom window; 3) stating that he used a 

tool/object/pulley handle only to knock on the door to gain her attention to 

retrieve bis backpack and keys; and 4) stating that he opened Deputy 

-bathroom window only to apologize to her. 

The evidence supports the charge that the foregoing statements made 

during the IAB interview were untrue. File 0702 shows Appellant intently 

focused on using the metallic tool to find a location to insert the tool and 
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6 . use it as a lever. He is crouched down working for 9 full seconds at the base 

of the sliding glass door, where he would need to be to lever the door out of 

its track. He is not knocking on the door, and is not looking inside to try 

and attract Deputy- attention. He is startled when he notices her 

recording him, and he immediately arises and steps back from the door. 

6 
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He said nothing about needing to get in to retrieve his backpack. 

Altogether, the digital recording shows that his statements 1) ap.d 3), above, 

were untrue. 

Files 0781 and 0783 also show that the statements 2) and 4) above, 

were untrue. The recordings show that Appellant had broken into the 

unlocked bathroom window. While hanging in the window, he asked 

Deputy-repeatedly about where she would find the person to replace 

him. He did not apologize to her. His IAB statement about apologizing 

lacks credibility. If he only wanted to apologize, why not do it on the 

phone, or by text, or at the front door? If not for the purpose of breaking 

in, why go to the unlocked bathroom window in the first place? In any 

event, there are two separate digital recordings of his conversation with 

Deputy- The first recording starts when he first entered the 

bathroom window, and the second recording ends after he exited and 

closed the \\indow. On both recordings there was not a single word of 

apology spoken by Appellant. In short, the digital recordings are totally 

unsupportive of Appellant's version of events. Overall, the evidence 

supports the Department's allegation of making untrue statements in his 

IAB interview. 
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Il. IS THE PENALTY OF TERMINATION APPROPRIATE? 

A General considerations. 

The overriding consideration in cases of discipline of a public 

employee is the extent to which the employee's conduct resulted in, or if 

repeated is likely to result in, harm to the public service. Other relevant 

factors include the circumstances surrounding the misconduct and the 

likelihood of its recurrence. The public is entitled to protection from 

unprofessional employees whose conduct places people at risk of injury and 

the government at risk of incurring liability. 

B. Analysis. 

According to several witnesses who testified at the hearing, Appellant 

was a valuable member of the Department and had a very good reputation. 

He was well-liked and respected by peers and supervisors. He was an 

experienced and valued training officer. Even Assistant Sheriff

testified that Appellant had enjoyed an excellent reputation on the 

Department. 

Notwithstanding his good reputation, however, in acting as he did, 

Appellant demonstrated multiple deficiencies which render him unfit for 

further service as a deputy. He was not honest or truthful in his IAB 

interview which suggests that his reputation for integrity is unwarranted. 

His lack of honesty alone calls into question his fitness for future service. 

Appellant also showed poor judgment, and lack of self control in his 

relationship with Deputy- He became so obsessed by his feelings 

about Deputy- that he completely lost sight of bis good judgment and 

common sense. This lead him to engage in criminal conduct such as 

stalking, multiple attempts to break in to her apartment, and the incident 

of domestic violence. 
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Aside from his good reputation and past record of commendable job 

performance, there is very little evidence in the record to mitigate the 

penalty of termination. Appellant's acts of misconduct are extremely 

serious. They also reflect poorly upon the Department. They were reckless 

and highly dangerous. Breaking in to the home of an armed deputy at night 

could easily result in a homicide, a fact which Assistant Sherifflallll 

noted with great concern. 

Overall Appellant's conduct was completely at odds with what the 

Department has a right to expect from its deputies. Therefore, for all the 

foregoing reasons, the penalty of termination is appropriate. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Deputy Caren Mandoyan ("Appellant") met Deputy-

() - in 2012 at West Hollywood Station, where Appellant was assigned as 

0 

Deputy- training officer. Soon after Deputy- completed her 

training with Appellant, she and Appellant began a dating relationship. 

Appellant and Deputy-were in a dating relationshlp from December 

2012 until December 2014. 

2. In approximately April 2014, Deputy-moved her 

residence from Norco to El Segundo, California. In El Segundo, she moved 

into a second floor apartment. At that time, Appellant also lived in El 

Segundo. 
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3. Soon after moving in to her apartment, Deputy-installed 

a video camera in her apartment. She purchased the camera and asked 

Appellant to install it. The camera was connected to the internet and could 

be accessed through an application on a mobile device. Deputy- gave 

Appellant the access codes so that he was able to gain live access to the 

.camera. Although Deputy-may not have always been aware of 

Appellant accessing the live camera in her home, since she willingly gave 

Appellant the access codes she effectively consented to his access of the 

camera. 

4. In or about September, 2014, an incident began with Appellant, 

Deputy-and Deputy-friend--meeting at 

Rock n' Brews in El Segundo where they had a few drinks together. After 

consuming a few drinks, they walked to Deputy- apartment, and 

Ms. -left. An altercation developed. 

5. The September, 2014 altercation started when Appellant seized 

Deputy- mobile phone, and she tried to get it back. In the 

altercation, he grabbed Deputy-by the arm; he ripped her pants; 

and he seized her throat and squeezed it. He also told her "Look at what 
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( ; you made me do!" She ran into the bedroom and he chased her, using his 
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foot to prevent the door from closing, causing damage to the door. Deputy 

- did not report the domestic violent incident to police until July, 

2015. 

6. In or about late December 2014, Deputy- digitally 

recorded Appellant attempting to break into her apartment by using a 

metallic device as a lever to lift the sliding glass door out of its track. There 

is also a recording of Appellant using a wooden rod for the same purpose of 

attempting to break in to the apartment through the sliding glass door. 

7. In a separate incident, with a date uncertain but probably late 

2014 or early 2015, Appellant again tried to break into Deputy

apartment through the sliding glass door. Deputy-recorded a long 

conversation with Appellant in which she repeatedly told him to leave and 

he failed to leave. This incident happened at night while the incident in #6 

above occurred during daylight hours. 

8. On or about January 26, 2015, Deputy- and Appellant 

had stopped dating. At approximately 3:00 a.m. Appellant appeared at 

Deputy-workplace, intending to pressure her to continue their 
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C relationship. Deputy-was <listressed by seeing Appellant, so she left 

work 30 minutes early without checking out with her supervisor. Appellant 

followed her home and called her and spoke with her for 26 minutes. 

During that conversation, Deputy-told Appellant that the 

relationship was over and she did not want to date him any longer. 

9. On January 26, 2015, at approximately between 4:00 a.m. and 

s:oo a.m., after he bad followed her home from work, Appellant broke in to 

the unlocked bathroom window at Deputy- apartment. Appellant 

stood with his entire upper body through the window and also pushed away 

C) the shampoo bottles on the ledge towards Deputy- He told her he 

wanted to know "where do you intend on finding this person?" The 

reference was to another potential romantic partner for Deputy-

C: 

10. After Deputy- and Appellant ended their dating 

relationship in or about December 2014, Deputy-purchased a new 

mobile phone from a new carrier with a nev/number. Despite that change, 

she received 40-50 annoying and harassing anonymous text messages over 

the course of January-June, 2015. The circumstantial evidence strongly 

points to Appellant as the source of the messages. However, the 

Department's decision maker, Assistant She-testified 
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6 that he did not consider that the allegations of sending the unwanted text 

messages bad been sufficiently linked to Appellant. In effect, the decision 

maker viewed those allegations against Appellant as unfounded. Although 

the allegations remain in the termination letter, they are deemed to be 

withdrawn and/ or unfounded. 

C 

0 

10. The Department alleges that Appellant made unwanted phone 

calls to Appellant. The evidence at the bearing shows that the relationship 

between Deputy- and Appellant was dysfunctional. However, the 

evidence at the hearing did not demonstrate specific unwanted phone calls. 

11. The Department alleges that Appellant listened to Deputy 

-while she was engaging in sexual intercourse with another man. 

Although the Department did not present evidence of when this occurred, 

or identify the man, Deputy- testified that when she met with 

Appellant on June 21, 2015, be taunted her with the fact that he knew she 

had sexual intercourse with a man. Therefore based on this admission 

from Appellant, the allegation is sufficiently proven. 

12. In or about April 2014, at Deputy- request, Appellant 

installed a surveillance camera inside Deputy- residence. The 
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( ) camera was connected to the internet, and a live camera fe.ed was available 

through an application installed on a mobile device. Deputy

provided Appellant Vvith the log on information including password, and 

therefore she consented to his access of the camera. There was no evidence 

that she expressly revoked Appellant's access. 

C 

( ) 

13. On or about July 14, 2015, Deputy- made a crime report 

to the El Segundo Police Department wherein she named Appellant as a 

domestic violence/ stalking subject. 

14. On July 14, 2015, a Domestic Violence Restraining Order was 

entered by the Los Angeles Superior Court1 in case number 

against Appellant. The court where the order was entered was the 

Chatsworth Courthouse. 

15. There was no evidence at the hearing that after Appellant was 

served with the domestic violence restraining order, that he complied ,vith 

Departmental requirements to immediately notify his immediate 

supervisor and/or watch commander that he had been served. He did 

immediately turn in his firearms to the El Segundo Police Department. 
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16. On July 14, 2016, Appellant was interviewed by the Internal 

Affairs Bureau. During that interview, he made the following statements: 

1) he denied that he had ever attempted to break in to the sliding glass door 

at Deputy- residence; 2) he denied that he attempted to break into 

Deputy- residence through her bathroom window; 3) he stated that 

he used a pulley handle only to knock on the door to get Deputy

attention to retrieve his backpack and keys; and 4) he opened Deputy 

- bathroom window only to apologize to her. 

17. The foregoing statements made in his July 14, 2016 lAB 

6 interview were untrue and inaccurate. There true facts were 1) Appellant 

had made at least two separate attempts to break into Deputy

residence through the sliding glass door, both captured in part on digital 

recording; 2) Appellant did break into the window of Deputy

bathroom, and inserted his head and arms through the window and carried 

on a conversation with Deputy-3) Appellant did squat down at the 

base of the sliding glass door and for 9 seconds attempted to insert a 

metallic pulley handle into the door to use it as a lever to pry the door off its 

track, all as captured on digital recording; and 4) the digital recording from 

the bathroom in the early morning of January 26, 2015 does not evidence 

() 
any apology, but in any event an intent to apologize does not excuse an 
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c~ unlawful breaking and entering. -

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. 

C 2. 

3-

0 
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4. In acting as set forth above, Appellant violated the 

Department's Manual, Sections 3-01/ 040.69, Honesty Policy; and 3-

6 01/040.70, Dishonesty/False Statements; and 3-01/040.75, 

Dishonesty/Failure to Make Statements and/or Making False Statements 

During Departmental Internal Investigation. Appellant violated the 

foregoing provisions of the Manual on July 14, 2016 when he made false 

statements during bis IAB interview, as set forth above. 

0 

5. The acts of 1nisconduct which Appellant engaged in are serious. 

The range of discipline for all of the proven violations of the Manual 

include termination of employment. Therefore, termination of Appellant's 

employment is an appropriate discipline. 
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RECOMMENDATION TO COMMISSION 

I recommend that the Commission uphold the Department's 

termination of Appellant Caren Mandoyan's employment as deputy sheriff. 

Dated: January L 2018 

~6-4-
Joseph P. Scully, Hearing Officer 
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