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July 6, 2026

California
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration common
500 West Temple Street Cause

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re: Comments on Proposed County Ethics Commission Ordinance, Agenda Item #23
Dear Chair and Members of the Board:

On behalf of California Common Cause, | appreciate the tremendous work that has gone into
developing the proposed ordinance establishing the Los Angeles County Ethics Commission.
Overall, we believe the ordinance creates a strong framework for an independent ethics
commission by providing meaningful investigative and enforcement authority, establishing an
independent Office of Ethics Compliance, granting rulemaking authority, and providing important
budget protections. These provisions will help promote transparency, accountability, and public
trust in County government.

While we strongly support the overall direction of the ordinance, we respectfully recommend
several targeted amendments. If these issues cannot be addressed in the ordinance itself, we
urge that they be incorporated into the forthcoming Charter amendment implementing Measure
G.

1. Appointment Process (Section 2.55.020(C), (D), and (E))

We recommend removing the requirement that the Board of Supervisors approve the four Ethics
Commission appointees selected through the Commission's independent nomination process.

An ethics commission must be structurally independent from the officials it oversees. While
Board confirmation may be appropriate for commissioners nominated by elected officials,
requiring Board approval of commissioners nominated through the Commission's own open,
transparent, and independent appointment process unnecessarily diminishes the Commission's
independence. It also injects political influence into appointments intended to be insulated from
political considerations and creates the appearance that commissioners ultimately serve at the
pleasure of the very officials whose conduct they may later be called upon to investigate.

The ordinance already establishes a thoughtful nomination process designed to ensure qualified
and representative commissioners. Those safeguards provide sufficient accountability without
requiring an additional layer of political approval.

Accordingly, we recommend that the four commissioners nominated through the Commission's
independent nomination process become appointed upon selection by the Commission, without
requiring Board confirmation.



2. Independence of the Ethics Compliance Officer

As noted in Fiduciary Alliance for Los Angeles’ June 29, 2026, letter to the Board," we
recommend revising the ordinance to ensure the Ethics Commission possesses the sole
authority to appoint and remove the Ethics Compliance Officer at the earliest legal opportunity.
At minimum, the Charter amendment slated for the November 2026 ballot must explicitly vest
this power in the Commission, rather than the County Executive or any elected officer.

As the Governance Reform Task Force rightly identified, true structural independence is
impossible if the Commission's chief executive remains accountable to elected officials. The
Ethics Compliance Officer leads the Office of Ethics Compliance and manages all Commission
personnel; consequently, the power to appoint, oversee, and dismiss this role must reside with
the Commission. This alignment with nationally recognized best practices is vital for
safeguarding the Commission from political pressure.

While current Charter constraints may delay this transition, the Board should utilize the
upcoming Charter amendment to fully realize the Task Force's vision. Adopting this change will
treat the ordinance as a necessary transitional step toward the permanent, robust independence
intended by the voters through Measure G. Failing to do so risks codifying a flawed oversight
structure that could permanently compromise the Commission's integrity and effectiveness.

3. Commission Recommendations to the Board (Section 2.55.130(M))

We recommend strengthening this provision to require the Board not only to agendize Ethics
Commission recommendations but also to take formal action on them within the required
timeframe.

The current language requires recommendations to be agendized for consideration and
potential action within 180 days. While preferable to having no deadline at all, experience
demonstrates that merely placing an item on an agenda does not ensure meaningful
consideration. The Los Angeles City Ethics Commission has long possessed authority to place
recommendations before the City Council, yet numerous recommendations have remained
pending for years without receiving a vote.

To avoid creating the same problem in Los Angeles County, the ordinance should require the
Board to approve, amend, or reject Ethics Commission recommendations within the specified
timeframe.

4. Board Veto Threshold for Commission Rules (Section 2.55.140(C))

We recommend clarifying that any required two-thirds vote of the Board is rounded upward to
the next whole number.

' See written public comment for June 30, 2026, LA BOS regular meeting, Agenda Items 25 and 72.



Without this clarification, a two-thirds requirement under the current five-member Board could
be interpreted as requiring only three votes rather than the intended supermaijority of four votes.
Expressly requiring fractional vote thresholds to be rounded upward would preserve the
Governance Reform Task Force's intent that Commission rules may only be overridden by a
true supermajority.

5. Budget Protections (Section 2.55.160(B))

We appreciate the ordinance's minimum funding guarantee and annual inflation adjustments.
These protections are essential to preserving the Commission's independence.

However, we recommend strengthening the funding provision in two respects.

First, the funding formula should automatically account for new responsibilities assigned to the
Commission, as well as employee step increases and other mandatory personnel cost
increases that occur independently of inflation.

Second, while the ordinance permits suspension of annual funding adjustments upon a finding
of "exigent circumstances," it neither defines that term nor requires public findings. We
recommend limiting this exception to truly extraordinary fiscal emergencies and requiring written
findings, supported by a publicly available report, explaining the factual basis for invoking the
exception. These safeguards would preserve flexibility during genuine emergencies while
ensuring accountability whenever the Commission's funding protections are suspended.

Los Angeles County has a unique opportunity to establish one of the nation's strongest and
most independent local ethics commissions. We commend the Board for advancing this
important reform and believe the targeted revisions described above would further strengthen
the Commission's independence, effectiveness, and long-term credibility while remaining faithful
to the vision approved by the voters through Measure G and developed by the Governance
Reform Task Force.

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to continuing to work with the County as
these important reforms move forward.

Sincerely,

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



