PUBLIC REQUEST TO ADDRESS
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

Correspondence Received

The following individuals submitted comments on agenda item:

Agenda # | Relate To | Position Name Comments
20. Oppose Perry Goldberg Please see attached I(_atter_ regarding why the EO's recommendation should
be updated before action is taken on this.
Item Total 1
Grand Total 1

As of: 5/19/2026 3:00:07 PM

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD

HILDA L. SOLIS
HOLLY J. MITCHELL
LINDSEY P. HORVATH
JANICE HAHN
KATHRYN BARGER



From: Fiduciary Alliance for Los Angeles

To: LA County Supervisors; LA County CEO FALA

Fiduciary Alliance
for Los Angeles

Re: Board of Supervisors Meeting on May 19, 2026;
Agenda Item #20 (County Equity Oversight Panel)

Fiduciary Alliance for Los Angeles (“FALA”) is a newly formed nonprofit association whose
mission is to help Los Angeles’ fiduciaries fulfil their fiduciary duties to their constituents.
FALA appreciates the difficulties that fiduciaries face in making fully informed decisions
and in avoiding unintended violations of their fiduciary duties. FALA aims to help fillin the
information gaps to enable better decisions.

No fiduciaries in LA County face a more daunting task than the LA County Supervisors
given the enormous size of the County and the vast scope of the Board’s responsibilities.

The pending request from the County’s Executive Office (“EQ”) regarding the County Equity
Oversight Panel (“CEOP”) fails to put the Board in position to exercise its fiduciary duty
responsibly. The request is missing a number of important pieces of information and
should be denied unless and until such information can be provided to the public and the
Board. Specifically:

(1) Total cost; value provided. The CEOP program has been in existence for many
years. The EO knows exactly how much the public has been spending each year for
this program, as well as how many matters have come before the CEOP, yet this
information has not been included in the EO’s Recommendation.

(2) Search process. The EO states that an open solicitation was conducted, and that
only eight candidates were deemed eligible. The EO is silent about the highly
relevant fact that all eight candidates are existing members of the CEOP. This type of
information should be highlighted upfront in presentations to the Board, not buried,
let alone completely omitted. The fact that the search process yielded no new
candidates suggests that the County’s process for finding qualified people is
broken. EO should be calling for a major overall of that process rather than moving
forward to maintain the status quo. If LA County is going to turn itself around, it
County government needs to be a meritocracy capable of attracting the best people
available.

(3) Performance metrics. The EO is recommending that eight CEOP panel members
be given new contracts. But the EO has not provided any information about how the



CEOP panel members have performed in their role
to date. If the EO has no performance metrics,

such metrics should be implemented before more FALA
. . Fiduciary Alliance
money is spent on this program. If the EO does for Los Angeles

have performance metrics, the Board and public
should be informed of how the panel members have performed before the contracts
are renewed.

(4) Budget feasibility. Equity obviously is a very high priority in LA County, but that does
not mean that every proposed program relating to equity makes sense financially
without analyzing costs and benefits as well as budget realities. According to the
EQO’s letter, the CEOP does not have any actual authority and is purely advisory.
Eliminating the CEOP would not prevent anyone from having their equity concerns
addressed. Moreover, the budget situation in LA County has changed dramatically in
recent years, but there is no analysis by the EO as to why this program should not
face any cuts. The EO should explain, for example, why the CEOP should not be cut
down to the four most-qualified members.

CONCLUSION

FALA recommends that the Board require the EO to provide the items identified above: (1)
cost and value information; (2) justification of or (better yet) change to its selection
process; (3) performance metrics; and (4) an analysis of this program in light of this
County’s budget crisis, including why the CEOP should not be reduced to the four most-
qualified members.

Respectfully submitted,

Perry Goldberg (Founding member)



