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South Bay Office:  P.O. Box 433 Torrance CA 90508-0433 310.618.9596 Fax 1950

California Private Investigator License #PI-10143

Email:  admin@janbtucker.com  www.janbtucker.com
September 24, 2006

Dr. Ernest Moreno, President

Los Angeles Mission College

13356 Eldridge Ave

Sylmar CA 91342

Dear Dr. Moreno:

First, let me say it was a pleasure to meet you Saturday and to listen to your frank exchange of views with the community regarding planning for Mission College’s future.

I have been involved off and on with matters at Mission College both before and after the founding of United For Education (UFE).  Occasionally, and all too often, I have been called upon to advise both students, faculty, staff, and community members in connection with disciplinary proceedings taking place at the campus.  I want to give you the benefit of my background, training, education, and experience in these matters so that Mission College can adopt a best practices approach in how disciplinary matters, including but not limited to complaints of discrimination, harassment, and retaliation are investigated and remediated.
At the outset, it is important to note that the ethics and methodology of “investigation” is or at least should be little different from the standards that apply to ethics and methodology in the sciences, both physical and social.  The code of ethics of my association, California Association of Licensed Investigators (CALI), states that:
I. Duties of Investigators in Civil and Criminal Cases.  The primary duty of an investigator engaged in either civil or criminal cases is to determine the true facts and to render honest, unbiased reports in reference thereto.
II.
Duty to a Client.  The best interests of a client may be 
served by maintaining a high standard of work and 
reporting to a client the full facts ascertained as a result 
of the work and effort expended whether they be 
advantageous or detrimental to the interest of the client 
and that nothing be withheld from said client save by the 
dictates of the law.  It should be borne in mind at all 
times that the duties of the investigator should be within 
the bounds of the law, and do not permit, much less 
demand of him or her, any violation of the law or any 
manner of fraud.

In carrying out these duties, to truthfully ascertain and report the full facts to a client, it is necessary for an investigator to have a grasp of certain basic concepts of methodology, even if only as a matter of “common sense” principles if they have not been schooled in the formalities of academic methodological doctrine.  Amongst the key principles that must be applied to the gathering of information in an investigation are the Heisenberg Principle, Kurt Goedel’s “impossibility theorem,” as derived respectively from quantum mechanics and mathematics, as well as Ockham’s Razor.  See my attached course syllabus for a more thorough explication of these matters.

From what I have observed of how disciplinary matters are in fact investigated in the Los Angeles Community College District, and specifically at Los Angeles Mission College, I would opine that adherence to either an ethical standard or a sound methodological foundation is lacking to the extent that it becomes difficult to ascertain whether the so-called investigators are either incompetent or alternatively intentionally obfuscating their findings in order to limit district liability.  As a case in point, I had the occasion to sit in during the interview of one of the people you met at Saturday’s meeting by an attorney who purported to be “investigating” a complaint of harassment by a psychology professor.  The complaint had been brought by one of the other people you met, who was then a student government leader.

The lawyer who conducted this “investigation” on behalf of the district demonstrated his gross, utter, and complete incompetence from the outset by failing to even ask or ascertain who I was and why the witness wanted me to sit in on the investigative interview.  I have to marvel at a lawyer who permits a licensed professional investigator to witness his own ineptitude without being curious as to whom is watching their performance.

During the interview, the witness explained that the professor, amongst other things, had displayed to her a bottle of Prozac and offered to give her some.  It is intuitively obvious to lay people, let alone to any lawyer or investigator, that offering to give prescription medicines out like candy is a crime.  Yet, conveniently, the lawyer for the district failed to note this little fact in his report.  Indeed, it was a misdemeanor under Section 4051 and 4321 of the California Business and Professions Code, and by failing to report that matter to the district, the lawyer violated Section 6068(a) of the Business & Professions Code.

The Rules of Professional Conduct of the State Bar (Rule 3-110) requires an attorney to act competently and specifically (subsection [c]) obligates an attorney thusly: “If a member does not have sufficient learning and skill when the legal service is undertaken, the member may nonetheless perform such services competently by 1) associating with or, where appropriate, professionally consulting another lawyer reasonably believed to be competent, or 2) by acquiring sufficient learning and skill before performance is required.”  During the interview of the witness, it became abundantly clear that the attorney had never heard the term “Aztlan” and had no idea what it meant.  Therefore, he could not interpret one way or the other whether a statement alleged to have been made by the professor was derogatory or not.

I explained in detail the ramifications of the term, as it could have been used in an historical sense, in a political sense, and the ramifications of how it was alleged to have been used by the witness.  I do have some expertise in the matter given that I was the second gringo to receive a B.A. degree in Chicano Studies (double major with Political Science) and took graduate courses in ancient Mexican civilization.  Again, demonstrating either complete incompetence or else a deliberate attempt to ignore  incriminating evidence against the professor, the lawyer opined after the explanation “so it’s a eye of the beholder kind of thing” when in fact it was not interpretable by any reasonable person to have been anything but a malicious statement on the professor’s part.

I raise these issues because my goal is to have Los Angeles Mission College and the community college district as a whole adopt a best practices approach to internal investigations.  This approach is exemplified by legislation which had been introduced as AB 1617 in the 2003 legislative session by Assembly Member Cindy Montanez and which was adopted on July 2, 2005 as national LULAC policy (see copy of proposed legislation, attached).

To the extent legally possible and consistent with your authority, I am requesting that you agree to implement the principles and standards encompassed by the revised AB 1617 language that I have attached and incorporated as the standard for any internal investigation undertaken at Mission College.  I also call upon you to seek adoption of these standards of the district as a whole.


The principles of AB 1617, in addition to LULAC, were endorsed by the California Association of Licensed Investigators, the National Organization for Women, the National Center for Lesbian Rights, and numerous other individuals and organizations.  I would welcome meeting with you to discuss how these principles and standards can be implemented at Mission College.

Respectfully Yours,

Jan B. Tucker

For Identification Only:
Chairman of the Board of Directors – California Association of Licensed Investigators

Chief Investigator, Civil Rights Commission, CA League of United Latin American Citizens

Member – L.A. County Criminal Defense Investigators Association
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