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Attached is the Agenda entry for the Los Angeles County 
Claims Board's recommendation regarding the above-referenced matter.  
Also attached are the Case Summary and Summary Corrective Action 
Plans to be made available to the public.  

It is requested that this recommendation, Case Summary, 
and Summary Corrective Action Plans be placed on the Board of 
Supervisors' agenda. 

 

AMB:lzs 
 
Attachments  
  

TO: EDWARD YEN 
Executive Officer 
Board of Supervisors 
 
Attention:  Agenda Preparation 

FROM: ADRIENNE M. BYERS 
Litigation Cost Manager 

RE: Item for the Board of Supervisors' Agenda 
County Claims Board Recommendation 
Alexander Torres v. County of Los Angeles, et al. 
United States District Court Case No. 2:22-cv-07450 



HOA.105435239.1   

Board Agenda 

MISCELLANEOUS COMMUNICATIONS 

Los Angeles County Claims Board's recommendation: Authorize settlement of the matter 
entitled Alexander Torres v. County of Los Angeles, et al., United States District Court Case No. 
2:22-cv-07450, in the amount of $14,000,000, and instruct the Auditor-Controller to draw a 
warrant to implement this settlement from the Sheriff's Department's and District Attorney's 
Office's budgets. 

This federal civil rights lawsuit against the Sheriff's Department and District Attorney's Office 
arises from the alleged wrongful conviction that resulted in Plaintiff's imprisonment for 20 
years. 
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Case Name:    Alexander Torres v. County of Los Angeles, et al. 

 
 
 
The intent of this form is to assist departments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment 
to the settlement documents developed for the Board of Supervisors and/or the County of Los Angeles 
Claims Board.  The summary should be a specific overview of the claims/lawsuits’ identified root causes 
and corrective actions (status, time frame, and responsible party).  This summary does not replace the 
Corrective Action Plan form.  If there is a question related to confidentiality, please consult County Counsel. 
 

Date of incident/event: December 31, 2020 

Briefly provide a description 
of the incident/event: 

Summary Corrective Action Plan 2024-206 
 

Based on multiple investigative reports, on Sunday, 
December 31, 2000, at approximately 7:19 p.m., the 
Decedent and Witness One were riding their bicycles 
northbound.  As they were riding their bicycles, a late model, 
blue vehicle, traveling north on the same street, pulled up 
alongside them.  The suspect exited the passenger side 
door of the blue vehicle and confronted the Decedent.  The 
suspect asked the Decedent if he was “Casper” several 
times.  The Decedent informed the suspect he was not 
“Casper.”  The suspect then began shooting at the 
Decedent.  The Decedent attempted to run from the suspect 
but collapsed in a residential yard on the west side of the 
street.  The suspect re-entered the blue vehicle and traveled 
down the street and out of view.     
 
Los Angeles County Fire Rescue responded and 
transported the Decedent to a Medical Center, where he 
was pronounced deceased.  
 
Homicide Investigators were dispatched to the crime scene 
on the night of the shooting and assumed investigative 
responsibility for the murder of the Decedent. 
 
Witness One stated that the Decedent was from a  
gang.  He informed the Investigators the Decedent told him 
a male from a different gang wanted to kill him three days 
prior to the murder.   
 
The Plaintiff was identified as a suspect, primarily based on 
testimonies from key eyewitnesses, including Witnesses 
One and Two, who had conflicting accounts and 
identifications as to who the shooter was. These 
identifications were later disputed. 
 
The Plaintiff was arrested on January 18, 2001, after a 
series of interrogations by Homicide Investigators, a failed 

Summary Corrective Action Plan 



County of Los Angeles 
Summary Corrective Action Plan 
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polygraph test, and the Plaintiff’s inability to provide a 
consistent alibi.  The Plaintiff was found guilty of second-
degree murder on June 12, 2001, for the murder of the 
Decedent.  He was sentenced to 40 years to life in state 
prison.   
 
Years later, new information emerged which alleged a third 
party, not the Plaintiff, might have been responsible for the 
murder.  This led to the Plaintiff’s exoneration on October 
19, 2021, when the Los Angeles County District Attorney's 
Office and the Plaintiff filed a Joint Motion for a Finding of 
Factual Innocence. The petition was granted, and the 
Plaintiff’s conviction was vacated. 
 
Below are the key and critical issues identified during the 
investigation.   
 
A key eyewitness provided conflicting statements during the 
investigation which raised questions about the reliability of 
his testimony.  

 
It was alleged that the Homicide Investigator’s methods of 
conducting photo arrays with witnesses of the Plaintiff were 
deemed to be suggestive.   
 
The Homicide Investigators did not properly separate 
witnesses during their respective interviews during the 
identification process, allowing for potential influence 
between witnesses.    
 
It was alleged that the Homicide Investigators ignored 
critical details in their reports regarding eyewitness 
testimonies.   
 
It was alleged that the Homicide Investigators failed to 
disclose potentially exculpatory evidence that could have 
supported the Plaintiff’s defense.  It was also alleged that 
the Homicide Investigators’ notebooks contained information 
about potential alternative suspects and omitted evidence 
which related to Witness One’s misidentification of a 
purported driver of the getaway car.  
 
Homicide Investigators One and Two testified during their 
depositions that it was their practice to turn over their 
notebooks to the prosecutor and defense counsel.  The 
former Deputy District Attorney who prosecuted the case, 
testified that he would have turned over to the defense all 
files and notebooks provided to him. 
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However, neither the District Attorney's file nor the LASD 
records contain proof that the disputed files and documents 
were turned over. 
 
It was alleged that Homicide Investigators One and Two 
ignored new information after the conviction of the Plaintiff 
that pointed to another suspect. The new information 
pointed to a third party as the actual shooter.  This 
information was provided to a private investigator hired by 
the Plaintiff’s brother.  
 
However, during the deposition, the Plaintiff’s brother 
testified that the private investigator was not told the alleged 
third party was the shooter.   

 
1. Briefly describe the root cause(s) of the claim/lawsuit: 

A Department root cause in this incident was the Homicide Investigators' alleged 
misrepresentation of statements made by witnesses in their supplemental reports. 
 
A Department root cause in this incident was the improper identification procedures 
conducted by both Homicide Investigators. 
 
A Department root cause in this incident was the inability of current Homicide 
Investigators to confirm whether exculpatory evidence, such as files related to 
potential suspects, detectives’ notebooks, and recordings of witness interviews, was 
ever disclosed to the District Attorney’s Office during the initial court proceedings. Due 
to the absence of clear records, investigators were unable to definitively determine if 
this material had been turned over or withheld. 
 
A Department root cause in this incident was the Homicide Investigators' failure to 
follow proper investigative protocols regarding evidence and witness interviews. 
 
A Department root cause in this incident was the Homicide Investigators’ failure to 
investigate information regarding alternative suspects. 
 
A non-Department root cause in this incident was Witness One’s failure to be 
forthcoming with the Homicide Investigators when he was first interviewed.    

 
 2. Briefly describe recommended corrective actions: 

(Include each corrective action, due date, responsible party, and any disciplinary actions if appropriate) 
Policies Related to Investigations 
 
Multiple policies have since been published which address the following topics: 
Suspect identification procedures, responsibility for documentation, recording 
admonishment to witness arrays, retention of “raw” victim/witness interview notes and 
recordings.  New and revised policies are briefed to Department personnel. 
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Additionally, Homicide Bureau utilizes Evidence.com to store and provide discovery 
to the district attorney’s office. Evidence.com has been in use since 2020.   
As an added layer of oversight, Homicide Bureau is currently in the process of 
creating a checklist to memorialize and standardize all homicide discovery evidence 
shared with the District Attorney’s Office. 

 
 
3. Are the corrective actions addressing Department-wide system issues? 

☒ Yes – The corrective actions address Department-wide system issues. 

☐ No – The corrective actions are only applicable to the affected parties.  

 
 

 
 

Chief Executive Office Risk Management Inspector General USE ONLY 
 
Are the corrective actions applicable to other departments within the County? 
 

☐ Yes, the corrective actions potentially have County-wide applicability. 

☐ No, the corrective actions are applicable only to this Department. 

Name: Betty Karmirlian (Risk Management Inspector General) 
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