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The following individuals submitted comments on agenda item:

Agenda # | Relate To | Position Name Comments
11. Favor Ann Dorsey
EDDISON Hello, my name is Eddison Contreras and I'm a MSW student at UCLA. I'm
CONTRERAS urging the Bord to adopt the Ethics Commission that is truly independent, as

mandated by Measure G, and to remove elected officials from the
appointment process. Los Angeles county should adopt similar to the LA
County Citizens Redistricting Commission and the California Citizens
Redistricting Commission, a model that relies on public applications,
transparent vetting, and randomized selection, not political appointments.
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Favor

Fatima

Malik

The League of Women Voters of Los Angeles County strongly supports the
Governance Reform Task Force recommendations for the creation of the Los
Angeles County Ethics Commission and Office of Ethics Compliance. We
urge the Board to move forward promptly with the necessary budget
allocation, interim ordinance, and charter amendment language for the
November 2026 ballot.

This proposal directly aligns with longstanding League principles that
democratic government depends upon transparency, accountability, public
participation, and public confidence in governmental institutions. Los Angeles
County voters approved Measure G with the expectation that County
government would strengthen ethical oversight and improve accountability.
The GRTF proposal advances that mandate by recommending an
independent Ethics Commission and Office of Ethics Compliance with
authority related to campaign finance, lobbying, conflicts of interest,
disclosure obligations, ethics training, advice, investigations, and
enforcement.

The League supports a structure that allows the Ethics Commission to
operate independently and free from political interference. This independence
is essential because the Commission may be called upon to oversee the
conduct of powerful elected and senior County officials. The GRTF proposal
appropriately recognizes that the Commission and Office must be able to
function outside ordinary political control in order to protect public trust and
ensure meaningful ethics compliance.

We also support the GRTF’s recommended dual-track approach: establishing
the Commission and Office by ordinance to meet the 2026 Measure G
deadline, while placing charter amendment language before voters in
November 2026 to provide permanent independence protections.

To ensure successful implementation and public accountability, we
respectfully request that the Board:

1. Adopt the GRTF recommendations without weakening the core
independence protections;

2. Provide adequate and protected funding for the Ethics Commission and
Office of Ethics Compliance;

3. Preserve independent legal counsel and meaningful enforcement authority;
and

4. Ensure that the appointment process protects the Commission from
political interference or the appearance of political influence.

A strong and independent Ethics Commission will help strengthen
transparency, accountability, ethical governance, and public confidence in
Los Angeles County. We urge the Board to adopt the GRTF
recommendations and implement them in a timely and meaningful manner.
Respectfully,

Margo A. Reeg, President
League of Women Voters of Los Angeles County
Fatima Malik, Vice President & Action and Advocacy Chair

As of: 5/19/2026 3:00:06 PM
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Lionel Mares

The Governance Reform Task Force’s recommendations and draft ordinance
for establishing a fully independent ethics commission are exemplary and
firmly grounded in best practices used by effective ethics oversight bodies
nationwide. To ensure this gold-standard model can be implemented and
sustained, | urge the Board of Supervisors to place the Task Force’s unaltered
draft ordinance on the November 2026 ballot as a charter amendment. Doing
so will give voters the opportunity to adopt a strong, independent, and durable
ethics framework that serves the public interest.

Sean McMorris

Sean McMorris

RE: Strong Support for the Governance Reform Task Force Draft Ethics
Commission Ordinance and Placement on the November 2026 Ballot

Dear Chair Solis and Honorable Supervisors:

The organizations below write in strong support of the Los Angeles County
Governance Reform Task Force’s proposed draft ordinance and charter
recommendations to establish an independent Los Angeles County Ethics
Commission and Office of Ethics Compliance. We also strongly support
placing these reforms before voters on the November 2026 ballot for charter
codification and urge the Board to preserve the integrity of the proposal by
refraining from weakening or diminishing the core independence and
enforcement provisions before it goes to the ballot.

Los Angeles County voters approved Measure G with a clear expectation that
the County would establish a strong, independent ethics commission capable
of promoting accountability, transparency, and public trust in County
government. Measure G was fundamentally a mandate to improve
representation and governance through ethics, transparency, and
accountability reforms. The Governance Reform Task Force’s proposal
reflects months of expert testimony, public engagement, comparative
research, and thoughtful deliberation about how to fulfill that mandate in a
way that aligns with national and statewide best practices.

We commend the Task Force for advancing a proposal that meaningfully
centers independence, which is the cornerstone of any effective ethics
commission. Ethics commissions cannot credibly oversee elected officials,
lobbyists, contractors, and political actors if they remain structurally
dependent on the very institutions and officials they are charged with
regulating. The Task Force correctly recognized this principle and
incorporated essential safeguards to preserve the Commission’s autonomy
and legitimacy.

Among other things, the proposal includes:

? A hybrid appointment structure that disperses appointment authority and
incorporates a public application process to reduce political influence and
foster public trust;

Note: We continue to support the Governance Reform Task Force’'s
recommendation that a majority of Ethics Commissioners be appointed by the
Commission itself through an open and public application process, rather
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than limiting such appointments to only two commissioners, as proposed in
the revised Horvath motion. Allowing a majority of commissioners to be
selected through an independent, merit-based public application process
would better insulate the Commission from political influence, strengthen
public confidence in the body’s independence, and align with governance
best practices designed to minimize actual or perceived conflicts of interest.
? Independent legal counsel and staffing authority to avoid conflicts of interest
and ensure impartial enforcement;

? Robust investigative and enforcement authority, including subpoena power,
audit authority, complaint review authority, and the ability to impose
meaningful penalties;

? Due process protections and clear procedural safeguards for respondents
and complainants alike;

? Restrictions and guardrails designed to prevent commissioner conflicts of
interest and preserve impartiality;

? Independent budget protections to reduce the risk of political retaliation or
institutional interference; and

? Authority for the Commission to recommend or place ethics-related reforms
before voters, helping ensure the continued evolution and protection of
accountability measures.

These provisions are not excessive. They are foundational best practices
reflected in leading ethics commissions throughout California and the nation.
Indeed, many of these recommendations mirror reforms already implemented
in Los Angeles City, Oakland, San Francisco, San Diego, and the Political
Reform Act.

We particularly support the Task Force’s recommendation that these reforms
ultimately be codified in the County Charter through voter approval. An ethics
commission established solely through ordinance remains vulnerable to
future political interference, weakening amendments, or budget retaliation by
a simple majority vote of a future Board. Additionally, codifying the Ethics
Commission’s power and duties in the County Charter preempts potential
conflicts across the charter that may threaten or diminish the Commission’s
powers and independence. Thus, embedding these protections into the
Charter is necessary to ensure the Commission’s durability, independence,
and long-term effectiveness.

To further ensure the Commission’s authority and independence are
protected from conflicting Charter interpretations or provisions, we also
recommend adding a clarifying “conflicting provisions” clause. Suggested
language could include:

“This Article is adopted pursuant to and under the authority of Article XI,
Sections 3 and 4 of the California Constitution, and California Government
Code Section 81013. In the event of a conflict between this Article and any
other provision of the Charter, this Article shall prevail.”

Including this language would help provide additional legal clarity, reinforce
the Commission’s independence, and reduce the risk that conflicting Charter
provisions could be interpreted in ways that limit or impair the Commission’s
authority.

For these reasons, we strongly urge the Board of Supervisors to place the
Task Force’s recommendations before voters substantially intact. The Board
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should resist efforts to dilute core independence protections, weaken
enforcement powers, reduce budget safeguards, narrow jurisdiction, or
otherwise diminish the Commission’s authority before ballot placement.
Voters were promised an independent ethics commission through Measure
G, and they deserve the opportunity to vote on a proposal that genuinely
fulfills that promise.

Weakening these reforms before they reach the ballot would undermine
public confidence in the County’s commitment to accountability and risk
repeating the very institutional failures that Measure G sought to address.
Conversely, advancing a strong and independent proposal to voters would
demonstrate that the County is serious about restoring public trust and
modernizing ethics oversight in one of the largest local governments in the
country.

Los Angeles County has an opportunity to establish a model ethics
commission that reflects the scale, complexity, and importance of County
government. We urge the Board to seize this moment by preserving the
strength and integrity of the Governance Reform Task Force’s
recommendations and allowing voters to decide on a truly independent ethics
commission in November 2026.

Sincerely,

Sean McMorris

Transparency, Ethics & Accountability Program Manager

California Common Cause

Trent Lange

Executive Director

California Clean Money Campaign

Michele Sutter
MOVI, Money Out Voters In
President & Co-Founder

Sean E McMorris

Sean P Patterson

anti-Racist Campaign; DO NOT FOLLOW ILLEGAL ORDERS;

Oppose

As of: 5/19/2026 3:00:06 PM

Jacqueline Coto

As outlined in the attached letter, OUR LA coalition is deeply concerned and
disappointed by the motion’s proposal to:

Grant the Sheriff and District Attorney authority to nominate a commissioner,
directly contradicting the community’s vetted input and the independence
promised under Measure G.

Reduce the number of at-large seats to only two, which unbalances the
structure and concentrates appointment power.

Introduce unclear language regarding the terms of law-enforcement-
appointed commissioners (“The term of the members nominated by the
District Attorney and Sheriff shall expire on June 30, 2028”), which raises
guestions about intent and long-term implications.
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These changes move the County away from a truly independent ethics
commission and toward a model that undermines public trust. OUR LA firmly
rejects this motion and urges the Board to adopt a genuinely independent
selection process, one rooted in public participation and community-centered
vetting, as recommended in our recent letter.

We respectfully ask that you share this letter with your Supervisor and ensure
these concerns are part of tomorrow’s deliberations. Thank You.

Janet D Kelly

To the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors,

Sanctuary of Hope supports the establishment of Los Angeles County’s first
independent Ethics Commission and urges the Board to preserve the original
Governance Reform Task Force recommendations regarding the
Commission’s structure and appointments.

The Governance Reform Task Force engaged in a thorough, community-
informed process that included public engagement, expert consultation, and
extensive deliberation to develop a balanced model designed to protect
independence, accountability, and public trust. The original recommendations
intentionally limited the concentration of appointment power and prioritized
community-rooted representation.

We are concerned that the proposed amendments adding appointments by
the Sheriff and District Attorney and reducing community-selected
appointments would significantly alter the balance carefully negotiated
through the Task Force process and could undermine public confidence in
the Commission’s independence.

As an organization serving young people and communities across Los
Angeles County, Sanctuary of Hope believes strong public accountability
systems must remain community-centered, transparent, and independent
from political influence.

We respectfully urge the Board to honor the integrity of the Governance
Reform Task Force’s original recommendations and the voter intent behind
Measure G.

Janet Denise Kelly
Chief Executive Officer
Sanctuary of Hope

Other

As of: 5/19/2026 3:00:06 PM

Alejandra Ponce de
Leon

Generally, we are supportive of the GRTF's recommendations AND
advocating that our recommendations be included to further enhance what
the Taskforce is proposing. However, we strongly oppose amendments in the
motion that would allow the Sheriff Dept and District Attorney to appoint any
member of the ethics commission. There is strong community and Taskforce
voice against this change, especially after robust conversations were led by
the Taskforce at their public hearings and community listening sessions.
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Perry Goldberg

Please see the attached letter explaining why the current proposal falls short
of Measure G's mandate.

Item Total

12

Grand Total

12

As of: 5/19/2026 3:00:06 PM




May 13, 2026

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Final Considerations for the Ethics Compliance Design and Structure
Dear members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors,

Organize | Unite | Reform LA (OUR LA) Coalition holds deep gratitude for the opportunity to
meet with each of you to share our goals and priorities for establishing the Los Angeles County’s
first independent ethics commission that we envision designed to build community trust,
accountability, and transparency of our county government.

As you continue to deliberate internally and prepare for your upcoming public hearing on May
19th, we want to take a moment to uplift some of the most critical pieces OUR LA had and
continues to advocate for. These recommendations reflect the collective input of low-income
communities and communities of color across LA County that are essential to ensuring an ethics
commission that is fully independent, representative of, and accountable to residents, and
innovative in its approach by setting a new model that enhances the commission’s traditional
scope of work and impact. Our top priorities include:

1. Establish a fully independent selection process with no appointing bodies, or to the very
least, a “kick-start” model to establish the inaugural ethics commission.

2. Incorporate a public education and engagement function within the Commission and
Office of Ethics Compliance to strengthen community’s voice, knowledge, and political
efficacy.

3. Center a racial equity and community impact analysis within the Commission’s and
Office of Ethics Compliance’s scope of work to better identify, assess, and address harms
to communities, especially underrepresented communities.

4. Integrate a more comprehensive set of demographic and geographic factors to guide
the selection of commissioners that maximize the representation and diversity of Los
Angeles County.

Below, we provide more details on each of OUR LA’s four priorities.
I. Independent Selection Process/Kick-Start Model

Given the continued discussion and concerns for ensuring a truly independent ethics
commission, OUR LA strongly recommends commissioners should be selected through an
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independent, community-centered process that removes elected officials from direct
appointment authority. A public application process, paired with transparent screening for
qualifications, public review, and randomized selection for the initial cohort, ensures that
commissioners are chosen based on merit, community experience, and independence rather than
political alignment. This model prevents any single elected official from shaping the body
responsible for oversight, reduces the risk of political capture, and strengthens public trust in the
Commission’s neutrality. Additionally, it avoids the conflict in deciding which elected bodies are
designated with appointing authority and which are left out.

As embodied by the California and the Los Angeles County Independent Redistricting
Commissions, randomized selection for the first set of commissioners creates a diverse and
representative foundation, while subsequent deliberation among the first members of the
commission through a series of public hearings, allow the commission to fill remaining seats in a
way that ensures demographic, geographic, and experiential diversity, with the opportunity for
communities to weigh-in on demographic and geographic gaps to be considered. To ensure
independence and public trust, incorporate these best practices into the selection process:

e Establish a public application process with clear eligibility criteria, while welcoming
diversity of background, education levels, skillsets, and experiences.

e Publish all eligible applicants for the community to weigh in and raise any issues with
their qualifications before selections are made. Those that are flagged by the public, will
undergo additional vetting and background checks to verify eligibility.

e Select the first four commissioners through randomized drawing from four sub-pools
aligned with the expertise areas identified by the Governance Reform Task Force:
community engagement/technology; public policy/law; campaign finance/auditing/ethics
law; and local governance.

e The first four Commissioners will then select the remaining 3 members to round out LA
County’s demographic and geographic diversity. This selection process must be done in a
series of public hearings to allow for open deliberations among commissioners and to
enable public feedback and participation.

Going through this process eliminates influence from an appointing body and strengthens the
commission’s independence and credibility.

Alternatively, we recommend a Kickstart Model approach, if appointed Commissioners are
retained ONLY to establish the inaugural ethics commission. After the initial body is seated, the
Commission will assume responsibility for conducting public application processes and selecting
all future commissioners to fill all vacancies as we delineated above through an independent
selection process.

II.  Public Engagement and Education Function
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Establishing the first ever independent ethics commission by Los Angeles County, creates an
opportunity to be innovative in the design and functions this body could have, thus, establishing
a new model for other jurisdictions to follow. One innovation OUR LA offers is to expand the
scope of work of the ethics commission and office of ethics compliance to incorporate a public
engagement and education function. Beyond the commission establishing a webpage to share
information and resources for the public to access, and holding public hearings, OUR LA
envisions the commission building direct partnerships with community organizations and
trusted messengers and directly engaging residents through various vehicles, such as teach-
ins, workshops and webinars on ethics laws, violations, and annual reports that are multilingual
and based on culturally relevant outreach. Additionally, we recommend the commission and
office of ethics compliance creating periodic opportunities for community-based hearings and
listening sessions to gather feedback from the community to further enhance their efforts and
impact, and foster greater trust in the government, as well as creating additional forms of
feedback loops to inform their ongoing work and opportunities for future reforms.

III.  Racial Equity and Community Impact Analysis

Another way to innovate the Los Angeles County Ethics Commission and enhance its impact
across communities and residents is that it centers and integrates a racial equity and
community impact lens into all analysis, investigations, audits, and enforcement actions it
performs. There are a variety of ways this could be applied in practice. First, the commission and
office of ethics compliance can analyze data and allegations to measure and assess any dilution
of political voice for marginalized communities in areas such as land use agreements,
development decisions, contracting, campaign finance, lobbying, and governmental ethics.
Secondly, they could evaluate barriers to participation and responsiveness of elected officials and
County agencies, including structural, linguistic, economic, and procedural obstacles that limit
community influence. Lastly, they could identify and recommend remedies beyond fines to
address community-level harm, including corrective actions, structural reforms, and measures
that restore or strengthen community voice and access.

IV.  Commission Composition

OUR LA strongly believes the commissioners should reflect the diversity, values, and lived
experiences of Los Angeles County residents. To do this, we recommend that the Commission
as a whole must reflect the racial, ethnic, linguistic, socioeconomic, and geographic diversity of
the County. Representation should include, but not limited to, renters and homeowners,
immigrants, non-citizens, gender identity, youth and elders, residents of unincorporated areas,
and people with disabilities. Additionally, we recommend you expand on desired skillsets,
background, and expertise to be reflected across commissioners to also include:

e Deep roots in community engagement, civic participation or advocacy.
e Expertise on racial equity, political representation in local/state governance, and the
impacts of money in politics.
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e Knowledge of how lobbying, land use, campaign finance, and contracting affect
marginalized communities.

Thank you for considering these recommendations and for your ongoing work on this critical
process. We look forward to continuing to work alongside you to ensure that this reform effort
reflects and uplifts the voices and experiences of communities across Los Angeles County. For
further information or to answer any questions, please reach out to Alejandra de Dios Ponce de
Leon at aponcedeleon(@catalystcalifornia.org.

Sincerely,
OUR LA Coalition
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May 14, 2026

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Concerns Regarding Motion to Amend GRTF’s Ethics Commission Recommendations
Dear Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors,

On behalf of the Organize | Unite | Reform LA (OUR LA) Coalition, we are writing to express our deep
discontent and disappointment regarding the motion introduced by Supervisor Horvath to alter the
Governance Reform Task Force’s proposed draft ordinance that goes against communities’ voice and
stance. The motion reverses key elements of the community-vetted recommendations and undermines the
core promise of Measure G: the creation of a truly independent ethics commission.

Specifically, we strongly oppose the proposal to grant the Sheriff and the District Attorney authority to
nominate commissioners. Community members across Los Angeles County have been clear and
consistent throughout this process: law enforcement agencies and prosecutorial offices must not have
appointment power over the body responsible for ethics oversight. This structure creates inherent conflicts
of interest, erodes public trust, and contradicts the independence voters were promised.

We are equally concerned by the proposal to reduce the number of at-large commissioners to only two.
This change unbalances the commission’s structure, concentrates appointment power, and moves the
County further away from a model that reflects community representation and independence.

Additionally, we request immediate clarification regarding the language stating: “The term of the
members nominated by the District Attorney and Sheriff shall expire on June 30, 2028.” It is unclear
whether this provision is intended to limit their influence or to establish a temporary foothold for
law-enforcement-appointed commissioners. The ambiguity raises significant concerns about the
long-term implications for independence and accountability.

For these reasons, OUR LA firmly rejects this motion. We urge the Board to instead adopt a truly
independent selection process, one rooted in public participation and community-centered vetting, as
outlined in our recent letter. The communities most impacted by inequitable governance have spoken
clearly: independence cannot be achieved when those subject to oversight are empowered to select their
own regulators.

We respectfully ask the Board to honor the spirit and intent of Measure G and to uphold the community’s
vision for an ethics commission that is independent, representative, and accountable to the people of Los
Angeles County.

Sincerely,

OUR LA Coalition
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May 15, 2026

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Strong Support for the Governance Reform Task Force Draft Ethics Commission
Ordinance and Placement on the November 2026 Ballot

Dear Chair Solis and Honorable Supervisors:

The organizations below write in strong support of the Los Angeles County Governance Reform
Task Force’s proposed draft ordinance and charter recommendations to establish an
independent Los Angeles County Ethics Commission and Office of Ethics Compliance. We also
strongly support placing these reforms before voters on the November 2026 ballot for charter
codification and urge the Board to preserve the integrity of the proposal by refraining from
weakening or diminishing the core independence and enforcement provisions before it goes to
the ballot.

Los Angeles County voters approved Measure G with a clear expectation that the County would
establish a strong, independent ethics commission capable of promoting accountability,
transparency, and public trust in County government. Measure G was fundamentally a mandate
to improve representation and governance through ethics, transparency, and accountability
reforms. The Governance Reform Task Force’s proposal reflects months of expert testimony,
public engagement, comparative research, and thoughtful deliberation about how to fulfill that
mandate in a way that aligns with national and statewide best practices.

We commend the Task Force for advancing a proposal that meaningfully centers
independence, which is the cornerstone of any effective ethics commission. Ethics commissions
cannot credibly oversee elected officials, lobbyists, contractors, and political actors if they
remain structurally dependent on the very institutions and officials they are charged with
regulating. The Task Force correctly recognized this principle and incorporated essential
safeguards to preserve the Commission’s autonomy and legitimacy.

Among other things, the proposal includes:

e A hybrid appointment structure that disperses appointment authority and incorporates a
public application process to reduce political influence and foster public trust;

Note: We continue to support the Governance Reform Task Force’s recommendation
that a majority of Ethics Commissioners be appointed by the Commission itself through



an open and public application process, rather than limiting such appointments to only
two commissioners, as proposed in the revised Horvath motion." Allowing a majority of
commissioners to be selected through an independent, merit-based public application
process would better insulate the Commission from political influence, strengthen public
confidence in the body’s independence, and align with governance best practices
designed to minimize actual or perceived conflicts of interest.

e Independent legal counsel and staffing authority to avoid conflicts of interest and ensure
impartial enforcement;

e Robust investigative and enforcement authority, including subpoena power, audit
authority, complaint review authority, and the ability to impose meaningful penalties;

e Due process protections and clear procedural safeguards for respondents and
complainants alike;

e Restrictions and guardrails designed to prevent commissioner conflicts of interest and
preserve impartiality;

e Independent budget protections to reduce the risk of political retaliation or institutional
interference; and

e Authority for the Commission to recommend or place ethics-related reforms before
voters, helping ensure the continued evolution and protection of accountability
measures.

These provisions are not excessive. They are foundational best practices reflected in leading
ethics commissions throughout California and the nation. Indeed, many of these
recommendations mirror reforms already implemented in Los Angeles City, Oakland, San
Francisco, San Diego, and the Political Reform Act.

We particularly support the Task Force’s recommendation that these reforms ultimately be
codified in the County Charter through voter approval. An ethics commission established solely
through ordinance remains vulnerable to future political interference, weakening amendments,
or budget retaliation by a simple majority vote of a future Board. Additionally, codifying the
Ethics Commission’s power and duties in the County Charter preempts potential conflicts across
the charter that may threaten or diminish the Commission’s powers and independence. Thus,
embedding these protections into the Charter is necessary to ensure the Commission’s
durability, independence, and long-term effectiveness.

To further ensure the Commission’s authority and independence are protected from conflicting
Charter interpretations or provisions, we also recommend adding a clarifying “conflicting
provisions” clause. Suggested language could include:

“This Article is adopted pursuant to and under the authority of Article Xl, Sections 3
and 4 of the California Constitution, and California Government Code Section

1 See https:/ffile.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/216534.pdf
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81013. In the event of a conflict between this Article and any other provision of the
Charter, this Article shall prevail.”

Including this language would help provide additional legal clarity, reinforce the Commission’s
independence, and reduce the risk that conflicting Charter provisions could be interpreted in
ways that limit or impair the Commission’s authority.

For these reasons, we strongly urge the Board of Supervisors to place the Task Force’s
recommendations before voters substantially intact. The Board should resist efforts to dilute
core independence protections, weaken enforcement powers, reduce budget safeguards,
narrow jurisdiction, or otherwise diminish the Commission’s authority before ballot placement.
Voters were promised an independent ethics commission through Measure G, and they deserve
the opportunity to vote on a proposal that genuinely fulfills that promise.

Weakening these reforms before they reach the ballot would undermine public confidence in the
County’s commitment to accountability and risk repeating the very institutional failures that
Measure G sought to address. Conversely, advancing a strong and independent proposal to
voters would demonstrate that the County is serious about restoring public trust and
modernizing ethics oversight in one of the largest local governments in the country.

Los Angeles County has an opportunity to establish a model ethics commission that reflects the
scale, complexity, and importance of County government. We urge the Board to seize this
moment by preserving the strength and integrity of the Governance Reform Task Force’s
recommendations and allowing voters to decide on a truly independent ethics commission in
November 2026.

Sincerely,

Sean McMorris
Transparency, Ethics & Accountability Program Manager
California Common Cause

Trent Lange
Executive Director
California Clean Money Campaign

Michele Sutter

MOVI, Money Out Voters In
President & Co-Founder

Please see also the Op-Ed below about this matter that was published in the LA Daily News.



Measure G promised accountability. Now the Board

of Supervisors must deliver.
By Sean Mcmorris; 2026-04-20 LA Daily News
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It has been 16 months since Los Angeles County voters narrowly approved Measure G, a
sweeping reform package intended to strengthen accountability in county government. The
measure set in motion major structural changes: expanding the Board of Supervisors from five
to nine members by 2032, establishing an elected County Executive by 2028, and creating an
independent ethics commission by 2026. It also included reforms such as a revolving door
policy, a more transparent budget process, earlier public notice of Board agendas, and the
ability to suspend supervisors without pay if charged with corruption.

At its core, Measure G was a promise of more accountable, transparent government. But from
the outset, a central concern was the measure’s lack of detail—particularly regarding how these
reforms would be implemented and what they would look like in practice.

The devil, as always, is in the details. And on that front, Measure G effectively asked voters to
trust the Board of Supervisors to work them out—and get them right—after the measure

passed.

That moment of truth has arrived.



The Los Angeles County Governance Reform Task Force, charged with recommending how to
implement Measure G, has submitted a draft ordinance to establish the county’s ethics
commission—the most popularly polled reform in Measure G. The result is strong—very strong.
It reflects best practices seen in leading ethics commissions across the country, encouraging
optimism about ethics reform in LA County. Sure, some clauses can be tweaked for
improvement, but the core reforms for an independent ethics commission are all there.

The draft includes a hybrid appointment process, robust investigative and enforcement
authority, subpoena power, meaningful penalties, and commission authority to place ethics-
related ordinances directly on the ballot once a decade. It also provides for due process
protections, independent legal counsel, a diversion program for minor or first-time violations,
and safeguards against conflicts of interest—both during and after commissioners’ service.

These are not minor features; they are the core components of a truly independent and effective
ethics commission.

That independence was the guiding principle throughout the Task Force’s work, informed by
months of expert testimony, public input, and iterative drafting. And it is not incidental; Measure
G itself explicitly called for an “independent” ethics commission, one capable of overseeing
elected officials, candidates, lobbyists, and others who influence county decision-making.

Yet, at the eleventh hour, the Task Force was advised that full independence may not be
achievable due to potential conflicts with existing charter language and ambiguities in Measure
G. While this legal interpretation may be debatable, its implications are not: it risks weakening
the very reform voters were promised—independent ethics oversight and enforcement.

There is, however, a clear path forward.

The Board of Supervisors can preserve the integrity of Measure G by placing the Task Force’s
recommendations—without weakening amendments—on the November 2026 ballot for voter
approval and charter codification. Doing so would accomplish two critical goals: it would deliver
the independent ethics commission voters approved, and it would protect that independence
from being easily eroded by ordinances that are passed by a simple majority of the BOS.

Measure G asked voters to place their trust in the Board to get the details right. Now the Board
has the opportunity, and the responsibility, to prove that trust was well placed.

Los Angeles County voters were promised an independent ethics commission. The Board
should ensure they get one, affirming their commitment to accountability and the public’s trust.

Sean McMorris is Transparency, Ethics & Accountability Program Manager at California
Common Cause
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May 15, 2026

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Strong Support for the Governance Reform Task Force Draft Ethics Commission
Ordinance and Placement on the November 2026 Ballot

Dear Chair Solis and Honorable Supervisors:

The organizations below write in strong support of the Los Angeles County Governance Reform
Task Force’s proposed draft ordinance and charter recommendations to establish an
independent Los Angeles County Ethics Commission and Office of Ethics Compliance. We also
strongly support placing these reforms before voters on the November 2026 ballot for charter
codification and urge the Board to preserve the integrity of the proposal by refraining from
weakening or diminishing the core independence and enforcement provisions before it goes to
the ballot.

Los Angeles County voters approved Measure G with a clear expectation that the County would
establish a strong, independent ethics commission capable of promoting accountability,
transparency, and public trust in County government. Measure G was fundamentally a mandate
to improve representation and governance through ethics, transparency, and accountability
reforms. The Governance Reform Task Force’s proposal reflects months of expert testimony,
public engagement, comparative research, and thoughtful deliberation about how to fulfill that
mandate in a way that aligns with national and statewide best practices.

We commend the Task Force for advancing a proposal that meaningfully centers
independence, which is the cornerstone of any effective ethics commission. Ethics commissions
cannot credibly oversee elected officials, lobbyists, contractors, and political actors if they
remain structurally dependent on the very institutions and officials they are charged with
regulating. The Task Force correctly recognized this principle and incorporated essential
safeguards to preserve the Commission’s autonomy and legitimacy.

Among other things, the proposal includes:

e A hybrid appointment structure that disperses appointment authority and incorporates a
public application process to reduce political influence and foster public trust;

Note: We continue to support the Governance Reform Task Force’s recommendation
that a majority of Ethics Commissioners be appointed by the Commission itself through



an open and public application process, rather than limiting such appointments to only
two commissioners, as proposed in the revised Horvath motion." Allowing a majority of
commissioners to be selected through an independent, merit-based public application
process would better insulate the Commission from political influence, strengthen public
confidence in the body’s independence, and align with governance best practices
designed to minimize actual or perceived conflicts of interest.

e Independent legal counsel and staffing authority to avoid conflicts of interest and ensure
impartial enforcement;

e Robust investigative and enforcement authority, including subpoena power, audit
authority, complaint review authority, and the ability to impose meaningful penalties;

e Due process protections and clear procedural safeguards for respondents and
complainants alike;

e Restrictions and guardrails designed to prevent commissioner conflicts of interest and
preserve impartiality;

e Independent budget protections to reduce the risk of political retaliation or institutional
interference; and

e Authority for the Commission to recommend or place ethics-related reforms before
voters, helping ensure the continued evolution and protection of accountability
measures.

These provisions are not excessive. They are foundational best practices reflected in leading
ethics commissions throughout California and the nation. Indeed, many of these
recommendations mirror reforms already implemented in Los Angeles City, Oakland, San
Francisco, San Diego, and the Political Reform Act.

We particularly support the Task Force’s recommendation that these reforms ultimately be
codified in the County Charter through voter approval. An ethics commission established solely
through ordinance remains vulnerable to future political interference, weakening amendments,
or budget retaliation by a simple majority vote of a future Board. Additionally, codifying the
Ethics Commission’s power and duties in the County Charter preempts potential conflicts across
the charter that may threaten or diminish the Commission’s powers and independence. Thus,
embedding these protections into the Charter is necessary to ensure the Commission’s
durability, independence, and long-term effectiveness.

To further ensure the Commission’s authority and independence are protected from conflicting
Charter interpretations or provisions, we also recommend adding a clarifying “conflicting
provisions” clause. Suggested language could include:

“This Article is adopted pursuant to and under the authority of Article Xl, Sections 3
and 4 of the California Constitution, and California Government Code Section

1 See https:/ffile.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/216534.pdf



https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/216534.pdf

81013. In the event of a conflict between this Article and any other provision of the
Charter, this Article shall prevail.”

Including this language would help provide additional legal clarity, reinforce the Commission’s
independence, and reduce the risk that conflicting Charter provisions could be interpreted in
ways that limit or impair the Commission’s authority.

For these reasons, we strongly urge the Board of Supervisors to place the Task Force’s
recommendations before voters substantially intact. The Board should resist efforts to dilute
core independence protections, weaken enforcement powers, reduce budget safeguards,
narrow jurisdiction, or otherwise diminish the Commission’s authority before ballot placement.
Voters were promised an independent ethics commission through Measure G, and they deserve
the opportunity to vote on a proposal that genuinely fulfills that promise.

Weakening these reforms before they reach the ballot would undermine public confidence in the
County’s commitment to accountability and risk repeating the very institutional failures that
Measure G sought to address. Conversely, advancing a strong and independent proposal to
voters would demonstrate that the County is serious about restoring public trust and
modernizing ethics oversight in one of the largest local governments in the country.

Los Angeles County has an opportunity to establish a model ethics commission that reflects the
scale, complexity, and importance of County government. We urge the Board to seize this
moment by preserving the strength and integrity of the Governance Reform Task Force’s
recommendations and allowing voters to decide on a truly independent ethics commission in
November 2026.

Sincerely,

Sean McMorris
Transparency, Ethics & Accountability Program Manager
California Common Cause

Trent Lange
Executive Director
California Clean Money Campaign

Michele Sutter

MOVI, Money Out Voters In
President & Co-Founder

Please see also the Op-Ed below about this matter that was published in the LA Daily News.



Measure G promised accountability. Now the Board

of Supervisors must deliver.
By Sean Mcmorris; 2026-04-20 LA Daily News

red
Be Informed. Be Prepar
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It has been 16 months since Los Angeles County voters narrowly approved Measure G, a
sweeping reform package intended to strengthen accountability in county government. The
measure set in motion major structural changes: expanding the Board of Supervisors from five
to nine members by 2032, establishing an elected County Executive by 2028, and creating an
independent ethics commission by 2026. It also included reforms such as a revolving door
policy, a more transparent budget process, earlier public notice of Board agendas, and the
ability to suspend supervisors without pay if charged with corruption.

At its core, Measure G was a promise of more accountable, transparent government. But from
the outset, a central concern was the measure’s lack of detail—particularly regarding how these
reforms would be implemented and what they would look like in practice.

The devil, as always, is in the details. And on that front, Measure G effectively asked voters to
trust the Board of Supervisors to work them out—and get them right—after the measure

passed.

That moment of truth has arrived.



The Los Angeles County Governance Reform Task Force, charged with recommending how to
implement Measure G, has submitted a draft ordinance to establish the county’s ethics
commission—the most popularly polled reform in Measure G. The result is strong—very strong.
It reflects best practices seen in leading ethics commissions across the country, encouraging
optimism about ethics reform in LA County. Sure, some clauses can be tweaked for
improvement, but the core reforms for an independent ethics commission are all there.

The draft includes a hybrid appointment process, robust investigative and enforcement
authority, subpoena power, meaningful penalties, and commission authority to place ethics-
related ordinances directly on the ballot once a decade. It also provides for due process
protections, independent legal counsel, a diversion program for minor or first-time violations,
and safeguards against conflicts of interest—both during and after commissioners’ service.

These are not minor features; they are the core components of a truly independent and effective
ethics commission.

That independence was the guiding principle throughout the Task Force’s work, informed by
months of expert testimony, public input, and iterative drafting. And it is not incidental; Measure
G itself explicitly called for an “independent” ethics commission, one capable of overseeing
elected officials, candidates, lobbyists, and others who influence county decision-making.

Yet, at the eleventh hour, the Task Force was advised that full independence may not be
achievable due to potential conflicts with existing charter language and ambiguities in Measure
G. While this legal interpretation may be debatable, its implications are not: it risks weakening
the very reform voters were promised—independent ethics oversight and enforcement.

There is, however, a clear path forward.

The Board of Supervisors can preserve the integrity of Measure G by placing the Task Force’s
recommendations—without weakening amendments—on the November 2026 ballot for voter
approval and charter codification. Doing so would accomplish two critical goals: it would deliver
the independent ethics commission voters approved, and it would protect that independence
from being easily eroded by ordinances that are passed by a simple majority of the BOS.

Measure G asked voters to place their trust in the Board to get the details right. Now the Board
has the opportunity, and the responsibility, to prove that trust was well placed.

Los Angeles County voters were promised an independent ethics commission. The Board
should ensure they get one, affirming their commitment to accountability and the public’s trust.

Sean McMorris is Transparency, Ethics & Accountability Program Manager at California
Common Cause



LA County Board of Supervisors,

406 people have signed a petition on Action Network telling you to Demand The Ethics Commission
LA County Promised You.

Here is the petition they signed:

| support placing strong, independent Ethics Commission reforms on the November 2026
ballot without weakening the Governance Reform Task Force’s core recommendations. Los
Angeles County voters approved Measure G expecting meaningful accountability reforms,
including an Ethics Commission with real independence, enforcement authority, and
protections against political interference. The Board of Supervisors should allow voters to
decide on a strong proposal that fulfills the promise of Measure G.

You can view each petition signer and the comments they left you below.
Thank you,

California Common Cause

1. Major Mischel (ZIP code: 91006)

2. Sandra Odom (ZIP code: 90016)

3. Steve G (ZIP code: 90025)

4. Penn Patton (ZIP code: 91007)

5. Ingrid Newstadt (ZIP code: 90065)

6. Madeline Shapiro (ZIP code: 90605-2940)

7. Jeff Herrold (ZIP code: 91351)

8. Noral Keo (ZIP code: 90712)

9. John Chevedden (ZIP code: 90278)

10. Karen Jones (ZIP code: 90291)

11. jim davis (ZIP code: 91387)



12. Weldon Glenn (ZIP code: 90034)

13. Judy Sachter (ZIP code: 90025)

14. Lynette K Henderson (ZIP code: 91311-4503)

15. Pat Valian (ZIP code: 90019)

16. Nanci Perkins (ZIP code: 91001)

17. Stephen Stroud (ZIP code: 91101)

18. Larry Gilman (ZIP code: 90049)

19. Paul Mikesell (ZIP code: 91601)

20. shelby marlo (ZIP code: 90046)

21. Cnadace Yoder (ZIP code: 90069)

22. Doris Chan (ZIP code: 90046)

23. John Andrews (ZIP code: 90815)
Do what you were elected to do.!

24. Julie Adelson (ZIP code: 90731)
stop the corruption

25. Mickey Kolodny (ZIP code: 90274)

26. Schuyler Kent (ZIP code: 90020)

27. Albert E Aubin (ZIP code: 90018)

28. Jeff Herrold (ZIP code: 91351)

29. Sarah Gamble (ZIP code: 93543)
Seems like a good idea. California is not only liberal we are accountable. Let's set an example for our
state and our country.

30. Karyn Laitis (ZIP code: 90232)

31. Jeanne Cunneff (ZIP code: 93552)



32. Kiason Perkins (ZIP code: 90062)

33. Sharon Lombard (ZIP code: 90277-3407)

34. Rosalie Salvato (ZIP code: 91506)

35. Rosalie Salvato (ZIP code: 91506)

36. Alexandra Hopkins (ZIP code: 91214)

37. Gordon Letter (ZIP code: 91607)

38. Gail Heinrich (ZIP code: 90004)
LA County wants and needs a strong ethics commission

39. Jaymie Bailey (ZIP code: 90043)

40. Richard Manly (ZIP code: 91001)

41. Wendy Frado (ZIP code: 91405)

42. Brent Insua (ZIP code: 91403)

43. Susan Lipman (ZIP code: 90039)
If the LA County Board of Supervisors does not follow through it will demonstrate why we don't trust
them

44. Victoria Brandon (ZIP code: 91325)

45. Chris Blackburn (ZIP code: 91711)

46. Betsy Pollock (ZIP code: 90291-3329)

47. Alicia Gonzalez (ZIP code: 91302)

48. Eric Frokjer (ZIP code: 91384)

49. Kim Moise (ZIP code: 90064)
Ethics and accountability in government, yes

50. Suzanne Ridgewell (ZIP code: 91390)

51. Terry Nardin (ZIP code: 90027)



52. Diana Kliche (ZIP code: 90804)

53. Cat H (ZIP code: 91502)

54. Lisa Tyree (ZIP code: 90746)
Do what voters asked. It's a necessary thing. It's not too much to ask.

55. Joanne Yuan (ZIP code: 90210)

56. Tom Sanchez (ZIP code: 90027)

57. Nancy Derian (ZIP code: 90505)

58. Kathleen Goldman (ZIP code: 90266)

59. Donna Porter (ZIP code: 90815)

60. Jeff Garcia (ZIP code: 91001)

61. KURT CRUGER (ZIP code: 90803-2304)

62. DONNA GRILLO (ZIP code: 90027)

63. Kathy Small (ZIP code: 90046)

64. Carol Gordon (ZIP code: 90027)

65. Pierre Vuilleumier (ZIP code: 90066)

66. T A Taurino (ZIP code: 90027)

67. Robert Blackey (ZIP code: 91711-2838)

68. Susan Lynch (ZIP code: 90272)

69. Gayana Hov (ZIP code: 91401)

70. Ross Weistroffer (ZIP code: 90046)
We MUST have the FULLY independent Ethics Commission Angelenos voted for!

71. Robert Wilkerson (ZIP code: 91723)



72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

7.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

Kathy Small (ZIP code: 90046)

Susan Fischer (ZIP code: 91207)

Melbourne Boynton (ZIP code: 91711-3735)

Scott Jefferson (ZIP code: 90712)

Susan Nissman (ZIP code: 90290)

Stephanie Larro (ZIP code: 91367)

Sam M (ZIP code: 90211)

John Newby (ZIP code: 91604)

Robert Finan (ZIP code: 90066)

Erica Fox (ZIP code: 91604)

Yen Pham (ZIP code: 91732)

Thomas Gardner (ZIP code: 90403)

James Bloomfirld (ZIP code: 90019)

Lisa Macchia (ZIP code: 91423)

Jill Remez (ZIP code: 90004)

Pam Sherman (ZIP code: 91406)

Susan Grant (ZIP code: 90034)

Kay Cessna (ZIP code: 90064)

Anne Munitz (ZIP code: 90402)

joyce lightbody (ZIP code: 90065)

Janice Tarr (ZIP code: 90049)



93. Jeff Gould (ZIP code: 90013)

94. John Ennis (ZIP code: 90068)

95. Joe Schofield (ZIP code: 90732)

96. Heather Miller (ZIP code: 90404)

97. S G (ZIP code: 91367)

98. Ronald Plue (ZIP code: 91436)

99. Joseph Braun (ZIP code: 90004-1517)

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

Wendy Morrell (ZIP code: 91352)
Patricia Conrad (ZIP code: 90813)
Michael Imperiale (ZIP code: 93536)
Victoria Fortin-Martin (ZIP code: 90277)
MJ Cittadino (ZIP code: 90277)

R Wells (ZIP code: 90020 )

Maureen Toth (ZIP code: 91604)
Larry Steen (ZIP code: 91436-1112)
Gina Garcia (ZIP code: 90405)

Diane Berliner (ZIP code: 90064)
Paula Wise (ZIP code: 90803)

Bruce Babcock (ZIP code: 91105)
Judy Gilliland (ZIP code: 90713)

Mike Esqueda (ZIP code: 91744)



114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

Ken Rosen (ZIP code: 90212)

Jane Crist (ZIP code: 90293)

Kristy M. (ZIP code: 91208)

Cynthia Duvall (ZIP code: 91606)

Martha Ronk (ZIP code: 90041)

Bonnie Meek (ZIP code: 91006)

Marilyn Eng (ZIP code: 91765-1747)

Phyllis Irvine (ZIP code: 91411)

JM Christensen (ZIP code: 91402)

Leslie Bulum (ZIP code: 90815)

Mary Ann Cherry (ZIP code: 90004)

Jeff Pollak (ZIP code: 91214)

Florence Famuyiwa (ZIP code: 90303)

Brian Stecher (ZIP code: 90403)

Louis Esposito (ZIP code: 90242)

Lesly Derbyshire (ZIP code: 90003)

Kailey DeMeo (ZIP code: 90034)

Glenn Ducat (ZIP code: 90803)

Benjamin Park (ZIP code: 90046)

Morris Cheeks (ZIP code: 90025-5403)

Dave Lutz (ZIP code: 91711)



135. Grady Harp (ZIP code: 91109)

136. James Fujita (ZIP code: 90275)

137. Felicia Chase (ZIP code: 91436)

138. David Philipson (ZIP code: 90065)

139. Darren Kloomok (ZIP code: 90290)

140. Penelope Abbott (ZIP code: 91040)

141. Alan Hirshberg (ZIP code: 91607)

142. Sol-Angel Campuzano (ZIP code: 91342-1048)

143. David Misch (ZIP code: 90403)

144. Daniel Cristante (ZIP code: 91104)

145. Tia Triplett (ZIP code: 90066)

146. F. R. Eguren (ZIP code: 90277-4291)

147. Susan Strickland (ZIP code: 91307)

148. Michael Price (ZIP code: 90024-5164)

149. Madeleine smith (ZIP code: 91364-2733)

150. Terrence Butler (ZIP code: 91405)

151. Alison Thalhammer (ZIP code: 91405)

152. Bethany Jeffrey (ZIP code: 90712)

153. Remoosh Minassian (ZIP code: 91206)

154. Lara Ingraham (ZIP code: 90038)

155. Elaine Livesey-Fassel (ZIP code: 90064)
It is sadly evident that our Governance is lacking in ethical /moral values in far too many cases and



we need to return to demanding those virtues/values be restored!

156

157.

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

. Renee Manuel Arias (ZIP code: 91351)

Gary Goldstein (ZIP code: 91325)

Stacey Dunn (ZIP code: 90245)

Barbara Wasserman (ZIP code: 91311)

Vanessa Romo (ZIP code: 91324)

Mary Romo (ZIP code: 91324)

Paloma Gonzalez (ZIP code: 91331)

Richard Macklin (ZIP code: 91324)

Steven Hoelke (ZIP code: 91711)

Linda Taylor (ZIP code: 90501)

Janet D Carter (ZIP code: 90404)

Lorraine Kumpf (ZIP code: 90006)

Meredith Smith (ZIP code: 90048)

Kyra Waldron (ZIP code: 90266)

Lorig Injejikian (ZIP code: 91356)

Christopher Askew (ZIP code: 90013)

Nina Antony (ZIP code: 90066)

Dhonnizella Perfetti (ZIP code: 91733)

Ann Whitley (ZIP code: 90019)

Lupe Coy (ZIP code: 90715)



176. Christine Payne (ZIP code: 90045)

177. Sharin Jalal (ZIP code: 90004)

178. Frances Rozner (ZIP code: 90803)

179. Torene Svitil (ZIP code: 90028)

180. Diane Anand (ZIP code: 90027)

181. Sesn McMorris (ZIP code: 91776)

The Governance Reform Task Force's recommendations and draft ordinance for a fully independent
ethics commission are excellent and grounded in best practices for ethics commissions. To ensure
that this gold standard can be instituted and sustainable, | encourage the Board of Supervisors to
place the Task Force's unweakened draft ordinance on the Nov. 2026 ballot as a charter amendment.

182. John Fowler (ZIP code: 90405)

183. Sandy Williams (ZIP code: 91723)

184. Thomas Bassey (ZIP code: 90814)

185. Nils Kullander (ZIP code: 91750)

186. David Alvarado (ZIP code: 90034)

187. Karen Brant (ZIP code: 90066)

188. Soraya Barabi (ZIP code: 90025)

189. Marina Mastros (ZIP code: 91506)

190. B. Tepp (ZIP code: 91367-2299)

191. Michelle Fox (ZIP code: 90241)

192. Suzanne Deerlyjohnson (ZIP code: 90806)

193. Alex Walsh (ZIP code: 90038)

194. Caleb Yoder (ZIP code: 91506)

195. Glenn Christensen (ZIP code: 91741)



196. Zoe Masongsong (ZIP code: 91403)
197. Robert Nickell (ZIP code: 90064)
198. Dennis Berger (ZIP code: 93117)
199. Kyra Burrows (ZIP code: 91606)
200. Patrick Bonner (ZIP code: 90280)
201. Marisa Géngora (ZIP code: 90813)
202. Chanelle Barona (ZIP code: 90034)
203. Monica Espinoza (ZIP code: 91406)
204. Lidia Flores (ZIP code: 90249)

205. Cyn Canterbury (ZIP code: 90731)
206. Brian Florian (ZIP code: 90211)

207. Crayon Feldman (ZIP code: 90035)
208. Jacqueline Bennett (ZIP code: 90064)

209. Mitchell Aki (ZIP code: 90037)
Please pass meaningful reform to help with accountability and ethics. Transparency is important to
show constituents that we can believe and trust our elected officials.

210. Wayne Williams (ZIP code: 91403-3809)
211. Mandy Chiu (ZIP code: 91748-4352)
212. Tony Grutman (ZIP code: 90036)

213. Erik Boyd (ZIP code: 91214)

214. Melissa Sherman (ZIP code: 91324)

215. Holly Walker (ZIP code: 91020-1219)



216.

217.

218.

2109.

220.

221.

222.

223.

224,

225.

226.

227.

228.

229.

230.

231.

232.

233.

234.

235.

236.

Charles Rubsamen (ZIP code: 90807)

Mara Eaton (ZIP code: 90039)

Joan Waller (ZIP code: 91367)

Steven Foss (ZIP code: 91406)

Mindi White (ZIP code: 90046)

Alejandra Cejudo (ZIP code: 91604)

Linda Nelson (ZIP code: 91311)

Latishia Jones (ZIP code: 90028)

Laura Brody (ZIP code: 91016-2318)

Brady Jackson (ZIP code: 90503)

Michelle Kalbac (ZIP code: 90045)

Paula Diehl (ZIP code: 91010)

Mercy Malick (ZIP code: 90048-4271)

Laurel Wruble (ZIP code: 91316)

Carmen Balber (ZIP code: 90048-5466)

Arthur Ross (ZIP code: 91343)

Jack Levy (ZIP code: 91117)

Sam Dafaeeboini (ZIP code: 91344)

Ella Hoogs (ZIP code: 90066)

Ricardo Wheeler (ZIP code: 93510)

Erik Melen (ZIP code: 93536)



237. Rossina Barrera (ZIP code: 90803)
We voted for, now DO IT! And don't water it down! Shame on you if you try!

238. Oksana B (ZIP code: 90290)

239. Deanna Solorzano (ZIP code: 90059)
An independent ethics board will avoid political interference

240. Kristen Pickrell (ZIP code: 91605)
Do your job, be honest and transparent, or you will be removed. We are watching you.

241. William E Bales (ZIP code: 90401)
242. Phyllis Sorter (ZIP code: 90405)

243. Tom Earnist (ZIP code: 90731)
STOP THE GRIFT!

244, Barbra Garcia (ZIP code: 91350)

245. Adil Mehta (ZIP code: 91311)

246. Ashley McCracken (ZIP code: 91789)
247. Linda O'Brien (ZIP code: 93551)

248. Victoria Jensen (ZIP code: 90405-2443)
249. Meg Seltzer (ZIP code: 91604)

250. Collin Bernardino (ZIP code: 91789)
251. Marc Silverman (ZIP code: 90068-3071)
252. Sandra Christopher (ZIP code: 91505)
253. Francine Kubrin (ZIP code: 90049)

254. Paula Kleihauer (ZIP code: 91401)

255. Kathryn McChesney (ZIP code: 91104)

256. Carey Million (ZIP code: 90601)



257. Judy Reisberg (ZIP code: 91303)
258. James Askew (ZIP code: 91601)

259. Victoria Shepherd (ZIP code: 91201-1102)
260. Mews Small (ZIP code: 90405)

261. Harriet Natsuyama (ZIP code: 90066)
262. Joe Madrigal (ZIP code: 91702)

263. Keith Wright (ZIP code: 91201)

264. Danielle Rath (ZIP code: 90806)

265. Mone't Cardenas (ZIP code: 90713)
266. Anthony Arn (ZIP code: 90069)

267. Mark Gallegos (ZIP code: 91722)

268. Robin C Moody (ZIP code: 90710)
Keep your promise

269. Lynette Lavin (ZIP code: 91302)

270. Glorhea Matthews-Marcelin (ZIP code: 90746)
271. Rebecca Davidson (ZIP code: 90808)

272. David Capell (ZIP code: 90067)

273. Bruce Dickson (ZIP code: 91006-3687)
The Charter review committees have really done a wonderful job. It would be a shame if the City
Council watered these down. Don't be Kamala Harris, don't be Katie Porter.

274. Lisa Hammermeister (ZIP code: 91344)
We need oversight that is nonpartisan.

275. cheryl holyk (ZIP code: 90031)

276. Julie Nesbit (ZIP code: 91011)



277

278

279

280

281

282

283

. Monique de Warren (ZIP code: 90068)
. jesse croxton (ZIP code: 90291)

. William Winburn (ZIP code: 90275)

. Samantha Mahony (ZIP code: 90404)
. Batsheva Kasdan (ZIP code: 90035)

. Rhonda Lyle (ZIP code: 91344)

. diana waters (ZIP code: 90503)

Without meaningful results, we will throw all the bums out.

284

285.

286.

287.

288.

289.

290.

291.

292.

293.

294,

295.

296
Ethi

. John Kotlarski (ZIP code: 90808)
Julio Aviles (ZIP code: 90042-1114)
Celeste Hong (ZIP code: 90027)
Barbara Seekings (ZIP code: 93550)
Julio Aviles (ZIP code: 90042-1114)
Abigail Jaye (ZIP code: 91401)

C Miller (ZIP code: 91201)

Jean Edelen (ZIP code: 90064)

T A Taurino (ZIP code: 90027)
Yolanda Berumen (ZIP code: 91706)
Robyn Zelmanovitz (ZIP code: 91364)
Susannah Baxendale (ZIP code: 90232)

. Kelson Vibber (ZIP code: 90278)
cs matter, now more than ever.



297. Linda Howie (ZIP code: 91307-3638)

298. Elizabeth Edinger (ZIP code: 91601)

299. Benjamin Steinsieck (ZIP code: 90034)

300. Cecilia Ball (ZIP code: 90266)

301. Debra Hughes (ZIP code: 91604)

302. Cheryl Barnett (ZIP code: 90503)

303. Z Dan (ZIP code: 90004)

304. Andrea Cameron (ZIP code: 90034)
Stop stonewalling and to what the people of LA County voted for. Do your job.

305. Diego Celaya (ZIP code: 90230)

306. Lenore Rozner (ZIP code: 90803-3536)

307. Ettie Coouncilman (ZIP code: 90808)

308. John Callas (ZIP code: 91103)

309. Deb DuRoff (ZIP code: 91356)

310. James Bading (ZIP code: 91030-4606)

311. Carol Anne Econn (ZIP code: 91105)

312. Linda Wobbe (ZIP code: 90031)

313. Terri De (ZIP code: 90404)

314. Michelle Sharpe (ZIP code: 90014)

315. Deb Ballantine (ZIP code: 90277)

316. Carolyn E Sorokin (ZIP code: 91406-5117)

317. Katherine Footracer (ZIP code: 91001)



318.

319.

320.

321.

322.

323.

324.

325.

326.

327.

328.

329.

330.

331.

332.

333.

334.

335.

336.

337.

338.

Todd Winnick (ZIP code: 91106)

Thomas Coughenour (ZIP code: 90014-4505)

Marsha Respess (ZIP code: 91402)

M R (ZIP code: 91702)

Judie Rosner (ZIP code: 90291)

Nicholette Obregon (ZIP code: 90604)

B. Erickson (ZIP code: 91361)

Edgar Moran (ZIP code: 90815-4728)

Aylene Kovary (ZIP code: 91423)

Christine Gonzalez (ZIP code: 91754)

Robert Dodson (ZIP code: 91791)

Charlene Elgart (ZIP code: 90066)

Julie Holguin (ZIP code: 90027)

Gregory Perkins (ZIP code: 91208)

Jordon Packard (ZIP code: 91387)

Renee Threatte (ZIP code: 90027)

Jeffrey Sutter (ZIP code: 90808-4001)

Ann Dorsey (ZIP code: 91325-3844)

Ronald Dibble (ZIP code: 90712)

Diane Hart (ZIP code: 91423)

Ashley Foulk (ZIP code: 90815)



339. Jason Laird (ZIP code: 90277)

340. Brian Chen (ZIP code: 91765)

341. Debra Zimmerman (ZIP code: 91321)

342. Greg Perkins (ZIP code: 90814)

343. Beth Costanza (ZIP code: 91741)

344. Viktoria Tyer (ZIP code: 90803)

345. Michele Vertucci (ZIP code: 90045)

346. Steve Hirsh (ZIP code: 90041-1804)

347. Tristan Jones (ZIP code: 90301)

348. Jose Sanchez (ZIP code: 91745)

349. Kathleen Dorr (ZIP code: 91750)

350. Karla Garcia (ZIP code: 90034)

351. Abbie Bernstein (ZIP code: 90069)

352. Ginny Hatfield (ZIP code: 91601)

353. Stephen Vicuna (ZIP code: 91754)

354. Marshall Bowen (ZIP code: 91506-1932)
This is a must!

355. Cynthia Juvinall (ZIP code: 91776-2353)
Resident of county for 5+ decades and Lacera employee for 20 years, | fully support strong ethical
standards enforcement.

356. Jose Rodriguez (ZIP code: 90604)

357. Nancy Ramirez (ZIP code: 90638)

358. Nathan Potter-Takagawa (ZIP code: 90001)



359. Dorothy Singleton (ZIP code: 90503)

360. Michelle Verne (ZIP code: 91407)

361. Katie Mazza (ZIP code: 90802)

362. Cecilia De (ZIP code: 90814)

363. Barbara Maxwell (ZIP code: 90505-6803)

364. Lionel Mares (ZIP code: 91352)
| strongly urge an independent Ethics Commission.

365. Edward Scale (ZIP code: 90266)

366. Melony Paulson (ZIP code: 91765)

367.J Smith (ZIP code: 90027)

368. MARNIE Olson (ZIP code: 90057)

369. Miriam Cantor (ZIP code: 90019)

370. Aisha De Silva (ZIP code: 90250)

371. Marianna Elvira (ZIP code: 90025)

372. Norma Danyo (ZIP code: 91105-1053)

373. Robert Mcguire (ZIP code: 91024-2517)

374. Amy Pircher (ZIP code: 91403)

375. Colter Cederlof (ZIP code: 92506)

376. Caroline Marshall (ZIP code: 91204)
Please follow through, keep ethics in Democracy!

377. Rogelio Santos (ZIP code: 91406)

378. Jennifer Robertson (ZIP code: 90005)



379. Jay Knight (ZIP code: 91011)

380. Charles Lusher (ZIP code: 91606-1035)

381. Walter Huitema (ZIP code: 90604)

382. Diane Williams (ZIP code: 92557)

383. Heather Evans (ZIP code: 90048)
We Need ETHICS and we need it NOW!!!

384. Nancy Charles (ZIP code: 90047)

385. Janica Jesson (ZIP code: 90813)

386. Sean Brandlin (ZIP code: 90245)

387. Edward Kobata (ZIP code: 90815)

388. j yudell (ZIP code: 90409)

389. Martha Johnston (ZIP code: 90807)

390. Celestine Caver-Davidson (ZIP code: 91801)
Please use common sense...without all our representatives adhering to ethical standards, we can't
trust anyone.

391. Theresa Bucher (ZIP code: 91356)

392. nancy gillis (ZIP code: 91602)

393. Jone Blount (ZIP code: 90232)

394. Silas Mitchell (ZIP code: 91106)

395. Deborah Morgan (ZIP code: 90731)

396. Sylvia Boris (ZIP code: 90230)

397. Brian Ulm (ZIP code: 91016)

398. Bernadette De Barajas (ZIP code: 91340-1241)



399. Lestel Escorcia (ZIP code: 90004)

400. Melissa Atkinson (ZIP code: 90064)

401. RuthAnne Bevier (ZIP code: 91106)

402. Gordon Morris (ZIP code: 91307)

403. Cheryl Miller (ZIP code: 91769)

We the people decided, voted for this oversight of county operations and supervisors, who are still
stalling to begin appointing an independent task force, is not to be forgotten. Don't counter us, the
people. We are watching you delay for loopholes to being lightly monitored. Shows a real need for
ethics in your day to day activities. Focus on doing good, then you've no need to fear transparency
and accountability.



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 #11 (Ethics Commission)

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.

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.

Ethics Commission: Appointment Process

Measure G requires the creation of an Ethics Commission that is “independent.”
Independence is not optional, it’s required. For the reasons explained in the May 13, 2026
letter from OUR LA, the appointment process is critical for meeting this requirement of
Independence. FALA agrees wholeheartedly with the recommended appointment process
outlined by OUR LA, as well as the fallback process.

In addition, the Board should take into account the best practices identified by
International City/County Management Association (ICMA). ICMA is the leading
respected organization that sets the standard for municipal and county government best
practices. ICMA provides very specific guidance on exactly how ethics commissioners
should be selected. The central theme of their recommendation is severing the political
umbilical cord between the elected officials and the commissioners who oversee them.

Here is what the guidelines prescribe for the selection process:
The Anti-Pattern: What Not to Do

e No Direct Political Appointments: The most critical recommendation is that city
councils, mayors, or boards of supervisors should not directly appoint the members
of the ethics commission. If an elected official gets to handpick the person
responsible for investigating their ethical breaches, it creates an inherent conflict of
interest and undermines public trust in the commission's neutrality.



Best Practices: How They Should Be Selected. To
ensure genuine independence, the selection process

should bypass the local legislative body entirely. ICMA FALA
. . Fiduciary Alliance
recommends delegating the appointment power to for Los Angeles

neutral, third-party institutions or independent authorities
within the community.

Recommended appointing authorities often include:

e Academic Leaders: Deans or presidents of local universities, particularly those
heading law schools or schools of public policy.

e Civic Organizations: Non-partisan, civic-minded groups such as the local chapter
of the League of Women Voters.

e Professional Associations: Independent professional bodies like the local Bar
Association.

e Judicial Panels: A consortium of retired judges who reside in the jurisdiction.

The motion before the Board not only ighores ICMA’s best practices, it also ignores the
input provided to the GRTF by the public. The GRTF conducted a rigorous public
engagement effort, and the results were compiled into the GRTF Community Engagement
Report: https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-
b43e949b70a2/3853bb46-e6a1-4b4d-bd38-
2e927312dbd9/Possibility%20Lab%20Community%20Engagement%20Report%20-%20Fe
edback%200n%20Ethics%20Commission%20Recommendations.pdf. That Report
demonstrates that the public has a strong preference for at least a majority of
Commissioners to be “self-selected” to help ensure that the Commission is not overly
subject to the influence of elected or other County officials. Indeed, even that the GRTF
consultants only presented the public with two options to consider (both of which involved
some political appointments) many members of the public spontaneously expressed the
view that none of the Commissioners should be political appointments.

Ethics Commission: Compensation

In addition, for the Ethics Commission to function as intended, the Ethics Commissioners
should receive meaningful compensation for theirimportant work. Given the substantial
amount of time required by the Commissioners, having this be effectively a volunteer
position disincentivizes the Commissioners from devoting the necessary time, effectively
weakening the Commission.



Perceptions Matter

The public’s trust in County government has been FALA

shattered in recent years, and the Ethics Commission can Fiduciary Alliance
for Los Angeles

play a vital role in restoring that trust if formed correctly.

However, if the Ethics Commission is seen as captured by
the elected officials, that will serve to further erode public trust, especially since this
Commission’s independence was mandated by the voters.

Recent efforts by the County to diminish public oversight give all the more importance to
having this Commission set up as the independent body that the voters have demanded.
See, e.g., Watchdogs warn L.A. County is undermining efforts at oversight of Sheriff’s
Department, LATimes, December 19, 2025:
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2025-12-19/la-county-sheriff-department-
civilian-oversight; Jail watchdog that exposed grim conditions faces elimination under L.A.
County plan, LA Times, September 20, 2025:
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2025-09-20/sybil-brand-commission-
sunsetting.

The Board should be aware too that County Counsel restricted the efforts of the GRTF to
have independent counsel, as explained by GRTF member Sara Sadhwani starting at the
4:01:15 mark of the GRTF meeting at this video:
https://lacountyboardofsupervisors.webex.com/recordingservice/sites/lacountyboar
dofsupervisors/recording/dfbf140220d6103f93df7e8ef1c71583/playback

Against this backdrop, the voters will be watching keenly to see whether the Board meets
its fiduciary duty to carry out the voters’ wishes regarding Measure G.

CONCLUSION

FALA recommends that the Board establish the Ethics Commission as a truly independent
body as required by Measure G by following ICMA best practices in selecting the
Commissioners and by ensuring that the Commissioners are compensated for their time.

Respectfully submitted,

Perry Goldberg (Founding member)



May 14, 2026

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Concerns Regarding Motion to Amend GRTF’s Ethics Commission Recommendations
Dear Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors,

On behalf of the Organize | Unite | Reform LA (OUR LA) Coalition, we are writing to express our deep
discontent and disappointment regarding the motion introduced by Supervisor Horvath to alter the
Governance Reform Task Force’s proposed draft ordinance that goes against communities’ voice and
stance. The motion reverses key elements of the community-vetted recommendations and undermines the
core promise of Measure G: the creation of a truly independent ethics commission.

Specifically, we strongly oppose the proposal to grant the Sheriff and the District Attorney authority to
nominate commissioners. Community members across Los Angeles County have been clear and
consistent throughout this process: law enforcement agencies and prosecutorial offices must not have
appointment power over the body responsible for ethics oversight. This structure creates inherent conflicts
of interest, erodes public trust, and contradicts the independence voters were promised.

We are equally concerned by the proposal to reduce the number of at-large commissioners to only two.
This change unbalances the commission’s structure, concentrates appointment power, and moves the
County further away from a model that reflects community representation and independence.

Additionally, we request immediate clarification regarding the language stating: “The term of the
members nominated by the District Attorney and Sheriff shall expire on June 30, 2028.” It is unclear
whether this provision is intended to limit their influence or to establish a temporary foothold for
law-enforcement-appointed commissioners. The ambiguity raises significant concerns about the
long-term implications for independence and accountability.

For these reasons, OUR LA firmly rejects this motion. We urge the Board to instead adopt a truly
independent selection process, one rooted in public participation and community-centered vetting, as
outlined in our recent letter. The communities most impacted by inequitable governance have spoken
clearly: independence cannot be achieved when those subject to oversight are empowered to select their
own regulators.

We respectfully ask the Board to honor the spirit and intent of Measure G and to uphold the community’s
vision for an ethics commission that is independent, representative, and accountable to the people of Los
Angeles County.

Sincerely,

OUR LA Coalition


https://drive.google.com/file/d/1I8OvVzJ2Hx9gyvZQkEBtcIIC7fFgr8QT/view?usp=drive_link
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May 13, 2026

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Final Considerations for the Ethics Compliance Design and Structure
Dear members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors,

Organize | Unite | Reform LA (OUR LA) Coalition holds deep gratitude for the opportunity to
meet with each of you to share our goals and priorities for establishing the Los Angeles County’s
first independent ethics commission that we envision designed to build community trust,
accountability, and transparency of our county government.

As you continue to deliberate internally and prepare for your upcoming public hearing on May
19th, we want to take a moment to uplift some of the most critical pieces OUR LA had and
continues to advocate for. These recommendations reflect the collective input of low-income
communities and communities of color across LA County that are essential to ensuring an ethics
commission that is fully independent, representative of, and accountable to residents, and
innovative in its approach by setting a new model that enhances the commission’s traditional
scope of work and impact. Our top priorities include:

1. Establish a fully independent selection process with no appointing bodies, or to the very
least, a “kick-start” model to establish the inaugural ethics commission.

2. Incorporate a public education and engagement function within the Commission and
Office of Ethics Compliance to strengthen community’s voice, knowledge, and political
efficacy.

3. Center a racial equity and community impact analysis within the Commission’s and
Office of Ethics Compliance’s scope of work to better identify, assess, and address harms
to communities, especially underrepresented communities.

4. Integrate a more comprehensive set of demographic and geographic factors to guide
the selection of commissioners that maximize the representation and diversity of Los
Angeles County.

Below, we provide more details on each of OUR LA’s four priorities.
I. Independent Selection Process/Kick-Start Model

Given the continued discussion and concerns for ensuring a truly independent ethics
commission, OUR LA strongly recommends commissioners should be selected through an

10f8



independent, community-centered process that removes elected officials from direct
appointment authority. A public application process, paired with transparent screening for
qualifications, public review, and randomized selection for the initial cohort, ensures that
commissioners are chosen based on merit, community experience, and independence rather than
political alignment. This model prevents any single elected official from shaping the body
responsible for oversight, reduces the risk of political capture, and strengthens public trust in the
Commission’s neutrality. Additionally, it avoids the conflict in deciding which elected bodies are
designated with appointing authority and which are left out.

As embodied by the California and the Los Angeles County Independent Redistricting
Commissions, randomized selection for the first set of commissioners creates a diverse and
representative foundation, while subsequent deliberation among the first members of the
commission through a series of public hearings, allow the commission to fill remaining seats in a
way that ensures demographic, geographic, and experiential diversity, with the opportunity for
communities to weigh-in on demographic and geographic gaps to be considered. To ensure
independence and public trust, incorporate these best practices into the selection process:

e Establish a public application process with clear eligibility criteria, while welcoming
diversity of background, education levels, skillsets, and experiences.

e Publish all eligible applicants for the community to weigh in and raise any issues with
their qualifications before selections are made. Those that are flagged by the public, will
undergo additional vetting and background checks to verify eligibility.

e Select the first four commissioners through randomized drawing from four sub-pools
aligned with the expertise areas identified by the Governance Reform Task Force:
community engagement/technology; public policy/law; campaign finance/auditing/ethics
law; and local governance.

e The first four Commissioners will then select the remaining 3 members to round out LA
County’s demographic and geographic diversity. This selection process must be done in a
series of public hearings to allow for open deliberations among commissioners and to
enable public feedback and participation.

Going through this process eliminates influence from an appointing body and strengthens the
commission’s independence and credibility.

Alternatively, we recommend a Kickstart Model approach, if appointed Commissioners are
retained ONLY to establish the inaugural ethics commission. After the initial body is seated, the
Commission will assume responsibility for conducting public application processes and selecting
all future commissioners to fill all vacancies as we delineated above through an independent
selection process.

II.  Public Engagement and Education Function
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Establishing the first ever independent ethics commission by Los Angeles County, creates an
opportunity to be innovative in the design and functions this body could have, thus, establishing
a new model for other jurisdictions to follow. One innovation OUR LA offers is to expand the
scope of work of the ethics commission and office of ethics compliance to incorporate a public
engagement and education function. Beyond the commission establishing a webpage to share
information and resources for the public to access, and holding public hearings, OUR LA
envisions the commission building direct partnerships with community organizations and
trusted messengers and directly engaging residents through various vehicles, such as teach-
ins, workshops and webinars on ethics laws, violations, and annual reports that are multilingual
and based on culturally relevant outreach. Additionally, we recommend the commission and
office of ethics compliance creating periodic opportunities for community-based hearings and
listening sessions to gather feedback from the community to further enhance their efforts and
impact, and foster greater trust in the government, as well as creating additional forms of
feedback loops to inform their ongoing work and opportunities for future reforms.

III.  Racial Equity and Community Impact Analysis

Another way to innovate the Los Angeles County Ethics Commission and enhance its impact
across communities and residents is that it centers and integrates a racial equity and
community impact lens into all analysis, investigations, audits, and enforcement actions it
performs. There are a variety of ways this could be applied in practice. First, the commission and
office of ethics compliance can analyze data and allegations to measure and assess any dilution
of political voice for marginalized communities in areas such as land use agreements,
development decisions, contracting, campaign finance, lobbying, and governmental ethics.
Secondly, they could evaluate barriers to participation and responsiveness of elected officials and
County agencies, including structural, linguistic, economic, and procedural obstacles that limit
community influence. Lastly, they could identify and recommend remedies beyond fines to
address community-level harm, including corrective actions, structural reforms, and measures
that restore or strengthen community voice and access.

IV.  Commission Composition

OUR LA strongly believes the commissioners should reflect the diversity, values, and lived
experiences of Los Angeles County residents. To do this, we recommend that the Commission
as a whole must reflect the racial, ethnic, linguistic, socioeconomic, and geographic diversity of
the County. Representation should include, but not limited to, renters and homeowners,
immigrants, non-citizens, gender identity, youth and elders, residents of unincorporated areas,
and people with disabilities. Additionally, we recommend you expand on desired skillsets,
background, and expertise to be reflected across commissioners to also include:

e Deep roots in community engagement, civic participation or advocacy.
e Expertise on racial equity, political representation in local/state governance, and the
impacts of money in politics.
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e Knowledge of how lobbying, land use, campaign finance, and contracting affect
marginalized communities.

Thank you for considering these recommendations and for your ongoing work on this critical
process. We look forward to continuing to work alongside you to ensure that this reform effort
reflects and uplifts the voices and experiences of communities across Los Angeles County. For
further information or to answer any questions, please reach out to Alejandra de Dios Ponce de
Leon at aponcedeleon(@catalystcalifornia.org.

Sincerely,
OUR LA Coalition
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SOUTH BAY CITIES sbccog@southbaycities.org

RN 0uNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS www.southbaycities.org

May 11, 2026

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Opposition to Motion — “A More Accountable Homelessness Governance Structure for Los
Angeles County”

Dear Honorable Members of the Board:

On behalf of the South Bay Cities Council of Governments (SBCCOG), we strongly oppose the
motion titled “A More Accountable Homelessness Governance Structure for Los Angeles
County,” scheduled for consideration by the Board of Supervisors on May 19, 2026.

For years, cities, Councils of Governments, and community-based organizations have built
regional partnerships, coordinated outreach systems, funded interim housing and navigation
programs, and filled critical gaps in the homelessness response system. These efforts were
intentionally designed to create regional alignment while still allowing solutions to reflect local
needs and conditions. This motion moves in the opposite direction by centralizing authority
while reducing the role of the very partners responsible for successfully implementing and
administering many of these programs locally.

While the SBCCOG supports improving accountability and coordination within the
homelessness response system, this proposal advances major governance and operational
changes without clearly identifying the specific problems it is intended to solve or how these
changes will improve outcomes for the communities already doing this work on the ground.

The proposal also raises serious concerns regarding transparency, local flexibility, and regional
effectiveness. The SBCCOG is concerned that this motion shifts decision-making authority away
from the local and regional partners responsible for implementation and diminishes local
feedback loops. Regional alignment cannot be achieved through a top-down structure that
centralizes housing placements, prioritization, matching decisions, and funding administration at
the County level without a clearly defined role for cities. Doing so risks weakening partnerships,
reducing accountability, and creating additional inefficiencies within an already strained system.

This concern is particularly significant in regions such as the South Bay, where smaller cities
rely on shared regional infrastructure and partnerships to leverage resources and coordinate
services effectively. Encouraging jurisdictions to route Measure A Local Solutions Fund dollars
through County administration, potentially with additional administrative fees, undermines the

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN ACTION

Carson ElSegundo Gardena Hawthorne Hermosa Beach Inglewood Lawndale Lomita
Manhattan Beach  Palos Verdes Estates Rancho Palos Verdes Redondo Beach Rolling Hills
Rolling Hills Estates  Torrance Los Angeles District #15 Los Angeles County
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original purpose of those funds which is to allow cities to tailor solutions to local conditions and
community needs. These changes risk discouraging collaboration, fragmenting regional response
efforts, and reducing overall effectiveness.

Of equal concern is the proposal to evaluate eliminating or restructuring regional coordination
bodies such as the Executive Committee on Regional Homelessness Alignment (ECRHA),
Leadership Table for Regional Homeless Alignment, and related governance structures. These
bodies were created specifically to bring cities, regional entities, service providers, and the
County together to coordinate responsibilities and align efforts collaboratively. If improvements
to the current system are needed, those discussions should occur within the regional structures
established for that purpose, not outside of them.

The County must ensure there is a complete understanding of the current system before
advancing major restructuring efforts. Cities throughout Los Angeles County are already
investing substantial local resources into outreach, navigation, interim housing coordination, and
other frontline services. The Responsive Regional Plan Inventory was intended to provide
visibility into these investments and responsibilities, yet that work remains incomplete. It would
be premature and irresponsible to advance structural changes of this magnitude without first
understanding what currently exists, what is working, and where the actual gaps remain.

The SBCCOG remains committed to partnering with the County and regional stakeholders to
improve homelessness response efforts across Los Angeles County. However, we emphatically
urge the Board to pause consideration of this motion and engage cities, regional entities, and
system partners in a collaborative process to clearly define the goals of any proposed
reorganization before advancing changes of this scale.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

.

Bernadette Suarez, SBCCOG Chair
Councilmember, City of Lawndale



From: ExecutiveOffice

To: PublicComments

Subject: Fw: Public Comment - Implementing Los Angeles County’s First Ethics Commission
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2026 9:15:09 AM

Importance: High

Good morning.

The following correspondence is being forwarded for your review and attention.
Thank you!

Sincerely,

Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors

Phone: (213) 974-1411 | Email: ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov
Find us on Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn, Twitter @ Youtube @LACountyBOS

From: Lionel <lionelmaresncs@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2026 10:47 PM

To: ExecutiveOffice <ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov>

Cc: Info-MeasureG <info@measureg.lacounty.gov>; Third District <ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>;
First District <firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; Holly J. Mitchell <HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov>;
Supervisor Janice Hahn (Fourth District) <fourthdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; Barger, Kathryn
<Kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov>

Subject: Public Comment - Implementing Los Angeles County’s First Ethics Commission

Honorable, Supervisors.

My name is Lionel, and I’'m here to express strong support for the Governance Reform Task
Force’s recommendations and its draft ordinance establishing a fully independent ethics
commission.

The Task Force’s proposal is grounded in nationally recognized best practices for ethics
oversight. It creates a structure that is independent, transparent, and accountable — exactly
what is needed to restore and maintain public trust.

To ensure this model can be implemented and protected over the long term, I urge you to place
the Task Force’s unmodified draft ordinance on the November 2026 ballot as a charter
amendment. Voters deserve the opportunity to adopt a durable, gold-standard ethics
framework that cannot be weakened by future political pressures.

Thank you for your time and for your commitment to strengthening ethical governance.

Sincerely,

Lionel Mares, MPA
Los Angeles, CA
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A" REDONDO 415 Diamond Street
== BEACH Redondo Beach CA 90277 Redondo.org
May 12, 2026

Board of Supervisors

Los Angeles County

500 W. Temple Street, Room 383
Los Angeles CA 90012

Subject: 19 May 26 Motion by Supervisor Horvath entitled “A More Accountable
Homelessness Governance Structure for Los Angeles County” — Oppose
Unless Amended

Dear Board of Supervisors,
The City of Redondo Beach opposes the motion unless amended.

The subject motion purports to respond to the need to address the
governance structure and accountability concerns surrounding the JPA with
Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority. However, in defining the proposed
solutions to these concerns, the motion makes broad assumptions and
directives about how homelessness services should be structured
countywide. The proposed restructuring under the motion would negatively
impact local programs that have proven efficient and, more importantly,
effective. Rather than strengthening collaboration, portions of the motion
move further away from the partnership model that is necessary to build true
regional alignment. The City of Redondo’s concerns with the current motion
are detailed in the following sections:

1. Alignment will not be achieved through a top-down directive. The City
of Redondo encourages revisiting the original intent of the Executive
Committee for Regional Homelessness Alignment, which was
specifically created to bring all system partners together to define roles,
align efforts, and build a coordinated regional strategy. The Board
should direct ECRHA to develop a true regional plan with full
participation from cities and regional partners. If this work is assigned
elsewhere, cities must still have formal representation and a
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meaningful role in shaping the framework, including discussions
surrounding HMIS, CES, and maintain full use of their Local Solutions
Funds (LSF).

. Before the County assumes additional responsibilities for homeless
services, it should develop and document a clearer understanding of
the current distribution of roles and responsibilities across the system.
Cities are currently funding and filling critical gaps, particularly in
outreach and navigation. Many of these are functions that are far more
effective when disaggregated, decentralized, and assigned and
performed locally.

For example, a local Housing Navigator is far more effective than a
centralized Housing Navigator working across several jurisdictions. In
Redondo, our Housing Navigator can respond much more quickly to a
report on a homeless individual, and, perhaps more importantly, she is
able to develop a relationship with the homeless in our City. That
relationship is critical to homeless individuals developing the trust to
participate in the options available.

Just as some roles, such as Housing Navigator, are more efficient and
effective when delegated to local governmental bodies, others, such as
mental health services, are best aggregated and performed at a
regional or County level.

The Responsive Regional Plan Inventory is intended to provide that
visibility across the whole enterprise, but it remains incomplete. The City
of Redondo maintains that the County should direct staff to complete
this enterprise-wide inventory within a reasonable timeline to ensure
the County has a full understanding of existing efforts and investments
across the region, and then use that knowledge as the basis to
determine at what level each effort and function is most efficiently and
effectively carried out.

Furthermore, the City of Redondo believes the County should prioritize
strengthening performance within its current responsibilities before
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expanding its role further. Core functions, including those within the
Department of Mental Health, which is foundational to a complete
homeless program, require sustained attention and improvement.
Expanding scope before stabilizing critical existing systems risks
compounding the challenges already facing the region.

Finally, the motion also appears to further expand the assumption that
the County is the authority that dictates how cities may use their
Measure A Local Solutions Funds and what those funds are intended for.
Local jurisdictions were entrusted with these resources because they
are closest to the needs of their communities. The City of Redondo
maintains any future framework should preserve local flexibility and
decision making while improving coordination and accountability
across the broader system.

As written today, the City of Redondo Beach is concerned the motion will have
substantial negative impact on our award-winning homeless program and its
proven performance. Therefore, the City of Redondo Beach opposes the
motion as written unless it is amended:

1.

to focus specifically on the immediate governance and accountability
concerns related to the JPA,

to call for the completion of a comprehensive enterprise-wide
inventory of County and local homeless program functions,
investments and efforts; and,

to define a collaborative process in which local jurisdictions have a
seat at the table in determining how to best assign and execute those
functions, investments, and efforts across all levels of the enterprise
based on that enterprise-wide inventory.

Respectfully,

Jim Light
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