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AGENDA 

Members of the Public may address the Public Safety Cluster on any agenda item by submitting a 
written request prior to the meeting. Two (2) minutes are allowed per person in total for each item. 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
 
2. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT (15 Minutes) 
 
 
3.  INFORMATIONAL ITEM(S): [Any Information Item is subject to discussion and/or 

presentation at the request of two or more Board offices with advance notification]:  
 

A. NONE 
 

 
4.  PRESENTATION/DISCUSSION ITEM(S): 

 
A.  Board Letter: 
 MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING AND COMPREHENSIVE COURT 

SECURITY PLAN BETWEEN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY 
OF LOS ANGELES AND THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
Speaker(s): Daniel Dyer and Allen Castellano (Sheriff) 

 
B.  Board Letter: 
 APPROVAL TO EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT WITH CROWN JEWEL OF PACIFICA, 

LCC DBA SHERATON CERRITOS HOTEL TO HOST THE 34TH ANNUAL 
CONTRACT CITY MANAGER’S CONFERENCE 
Speaker(s): Bryan Aguilera (Sheriff) 
 

C.  Board Briefing: 
      INMATE WELFARE FUND AUDITOR-CONTROLLER REVIEW BRIEFING 

Speaker(s): Jeremy Drake (Auditor-Controller) 
 

 
 

FESIA A. DAVENPORT 
Chief Executive Officer 

County of Los Angeles 
Chief Executive Office 

 

PUBLIC SAFETY CLUSTER  
AGENDA REVIEW MEETING 

DATE: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 
TIME:  10:00 a.m.  
 
 THIS MEETING WILL CONTINUE TO MEET VIRTUALLY TO ENSURE THE SAFETY OF MEMBERS OF THE 

PUBLIC AND EMPLOYEES WHILE THE COUNTY REMAINS UNDER A STATE OF EMERGENCY AND/OR WHILE 
COUNTY OFFICIALS CONTINUE TO RECOMMEND SOCIAL DISTANCING.  

TO PARTICIPATE IN THE MEETING CALL TELECONFERENCE NUMBER: (323) 776-6996 ID: 169948309#  
Click here to join the meeting 

https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_OTgxOGUzZjktZTliNS00Yzc5LThlOGQtNTYwZGI0M2RkNmJi%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%2207597248-ea38-451b-8abe-a638eddbac81%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%22161e6b4f-1055-4a5d-8d88-66d29dd331d7%22%7d


Wednesday, October 13, 2021 
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5. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
 
6. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
CS-1 CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL-EXISTING LITIGATION 
 (Subdivision (a) of Government Code Section 54956.9)  
 
 Carmen A. Trutanich v. County of Los Angeles, et al. 
 Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 20STCV09359 
 
 Department: District Attorney 
 
 
7. UPCOMING ITEM(S): 
 

A.  Board Letter: 
 APPROVAL OF A SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT WITH JUSTICE BENEFITS, 

INCORPORATED TO IMPLEMENT A TITLE IV-E RANDOM MOMENT SAMPLING 
TIME KEEPING SYSTEM FO THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES PROBATION 
DEPARTMENT 
Speaker(s): Sharon Harada and Robert Smythe (Probation) 

 
B.  Board Letter: 
 APPROVE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE UNIVERSITY 

OF MARYLAND AND THE CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
Speaker(s): Theresa Barrera and Dennis Breshears (Fire) 

 
C. Board Letter: 
 BAILMENT AGREEMENT WITH ALTADENA SEARCH AND RESCUE TEAM FOR 

USE OF A 2021 FORD F250 FOR ALTADENA SHERIFF’S STATION 
Speaker(s): Sylvester Hardison and Amy Wong (Sheriff) 
 

D. Board Letter: 
 AUTHORIZE THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY TO ACCEPT GRANT FUNDS FROM THE 

OFFICE OF TRAFFIC SAFETY AND APPROVE THE APPROPRIATION 
ADJUSTMENT FOR FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR (FFY) 2021-22 

 Speaker(s): TBD 
 

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO EMAIL A COMMENT ON AN ITEM ON THE PUBLIC SAFETY 
CLUSTER AGENDA, PLEASE USE THE FOLLOWING EMAIL AND INCLUDE THE 
AGENDA NUMBER YOU ARE COMMENTING ON: 

 
PUBLIC_SAFETY_COMMENTS@CEO.LACOUNTY.GOV 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
October 26, 2021 
 
 
 
 
The Honorable Board of Supervisors 
County of Los Angeles  
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California  90012 
 
Dear Supervisors: 
 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING AND 
COMPREHENSIVE COURT SECURITY PLAN BETWEEN 

THE SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
AND THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

(ALL DISTRICTS) (3 VOTES) 
 
SUBJECT 
 
The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (Department) seeks authority to execute 
a Memorandum of Understanding and Comprehensive Security Plan (Agreement) 
between the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles (Court) and the County 
of Los Angeles (County).   
 
IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD: 
 
1. Approve and delegate authority to the Sheriff to execute the attached Agreement 

with the Court for the provision of court security services by the Department, 
commencing upon approval by the Board for an initial term of five years and one 
year renewal options, thereafter, as necessitated by the Superior Court Security Act 
of 2012, codified at California Government Code Section 69920. 
 

2. Delegate authority to the Sheriff to execute all future amendments and modifications 
to the Agreement, including the term renewal options, provided that it is in the best 
interest of the County. 
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PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Pursuant to California Government Code Section 69921.5, the Sheriff is responsible for 
the provision of the necessary level of court security services.  California Government 
Code Section 69925 requires the Presiding Judge of the Court, in conjunction with the 
Sheriff, to develop a Comprehensive Court Security Plan.  California Government Code 
Section 69926 provides that the Sheriff, with the approval and authorization of the 
Board, shall, on behalf of the County, enter into an annual or multi-year Memorandum of 
Understanding for court security staffing levels, specifying the agreed upon level of 
court security services.  The required Memorandum of Understanding and 
Comprehensive Court Security Plan are combined in the attached Agreement, which is 
being presented for the Board’s approval in accordance with California Government 
Code Section 69925.  Presently, the County and the Court are operating under the 
previous Memorandum of Understanding and Comprehensive Court Security Plan, 
which was executed by the parties and adopted by the Board on May 20, 2014.   
 
The Agreement contemplates the provision of baseline services, which are funded by 
the State of California (State) and provided directly to the County pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 30025.  The agreed-upon baseline service levels are set 
forth on Exhibit A, Master Service Level Form, of the Agreement.  The Agreement also 
provides for the provision of supplemental services, or those services that exceed the 
baseline services, at the Court’s request.  Any supplemental services requiring the use 
of Court funds requires the advance approval from the Court.  The scope of 
supplemental services provided by the Department includes services identified as 
supplemental services on Exhibit A, Master Service Level Form, of the Agreement, and 
Non-Court Operation Events as described in the Agreement.   
 
Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals 
 
The Agreement with the Court supports the County’s Strategic Plan, Goal 1, 
Operational Effectiveness.  By providing court security services to the Court, the 
Department maximizes the effectiveness of the court security process, structure, and 
operations to support timely delivery of customer-oriented and efficient public service.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING 
 
Per California Government Code Section 30025, funding for baseline services is 
provided directly from the State to the County, and deposited into the County’s Trial 
Court Security Account, which is administered by the County’s Auditor-Controller.  The 
Court only pays the County for supplemental services provided above the baseline 
services at rates established annually by the County’s Auditor-Controller.  Since this 
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Memorandum of Understanding is between the County and the Court and not the State, 
there is no change to the current fiscal impact of the baseline services.  The Department 
recognizes that a continued funding gap exists between the total revenue received by 
the State and the actual costs of Trial Court Services.  The State funding shortfall can, 
depending on what operational cost factors are considered, range anywhere between 
$60 million to $165 million.  In an effort to mitigate costs, past language in the 2014 
Memorandum of Understanding which mandated a 98 percent service level compliance 
was negotiated and removed.  This will allow the Department more flexibility to manage 
the overtime within the Court Services Bureaus without having a mandatory compliance 
level which should ultimately reduce costs.   
 
Additionally, supplemental services have been more clearly defined to ensure full 
reimbursement by the Court when appropriate.    
 
FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
The initial term of this Agreement shall be for five years, commencing upon execution 
by both parties and approval by the Board, unless terminated earlier as set forth in the 
Agreement.  The Agreement may be amended and may be extended for additional 
periods of one year upon mutual assent and execution of a written amendment by both 
parties.  The Sheriff seeks delegated authority herein to execute such amendments to 
the Agreement.   
 
During the term of the Agreement, the Department shall provide all court security 
services as set forth in the Agreement.  Court security services include law enforcement 
and security services provided within courtrooms, lockups, holding cells, hallways, and 
weapons screening at courthouse entrances.  The Agreement provides for random 
audits by the Court of the staffing levels set forth in Exhibit A, Master Service Level 
Form, of the Agreement.  The Agreement provides for mutual indemnification of the 
parties.   
 
In 2011, AB 118 established that the court security funding, previously allocated by the 
State to the judicial branch through the Trial Court Funding Act of 1997, be realigned 
and allocated directly to the County.  Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
30025, the County, through the County’s Auditor-Controller, created a Trial Court 
Security Account within the County’s 2011 Local Revenue Fund that is used exclusively 
to fund trial court security services provided by the Department.  No general County 
administrative costs may be charged to the account.   
 
County Counsel has reviewed and approved the attached Agreement as to form. 
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IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS) 
 
None.  The Department will continue to provide the personnel and resources required 
for the provision of baseline and supplemental court security services to the Court. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Upon approval by the Board, it is requested that the Clerk of the Board return one 
original adopted Board letter to the Department’s Contract Law Enforcement Bureau.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
ALEX VILLANUEVA, SHERIFF 
 
 
 
 
TIMOTHY K. MURAKAMI 
UNDERSHERIFF 
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AV:TKM:dl 
(Court Services Division) 
 
c: Board of Supervisors, Justice Deputies 
 Celia Zavala, Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors 
 Fesia Davenport, Chief Executive Officer 
 Sheila Williams, Senior Manager, Chief Executive Office (CEO) 
 Rene Phillips, Manager, CEO 
 Jocelyn Ventilacion, Principal Analyst, CEO 
 Anna Petrosyan, Analyst, CEO 
 Arlene Barrera, Auditor-Controller 
 Rodrigo A. Castro-Silva, County Counsel 
 Elizabeth D. Miller, Chief Legal Advisor, Legal Advisory Unit 
 Michele Jackson, Principal Deputy County Counsel, Legal Advisory Unit 
 Timothy K. Murakami, Undersheriff 
 Jorge A. Valdez, Chief of Staff 
 LaJuana J. Haselrig, Chief, Court Services Division (CSD) 
 Conrad Meredith, Division Director, Administrative Services Division (ASD) 
 Daniel J. Dyer, Commander, CSD 
 Glen C. Joe, Assistant Division Director, ASD 
 Vanessa C. Chow, Sergeant, ASD 
 Kristine D. Corrales, Deputy, ASD 
 (Court Services Div - Superior Court Secuirty Plan MOU 10-26-21) 
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October 26, 2021 

The Honorable Board of Supervisors 
County of Los Angeles 
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California  90012 

Dear Supervisors: 

APPROVAL TO EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT WITH CROWN JEWEL OF 
PACIFICA, LLC DBA SHERATON CERRITOS HOTEL TO HOST THE 

34th ANNUAL CONTRACT CITY MANAGER’S CONFERENCE 
(ALL DISTRICTS) (3 VOTES) 

SUBJECT 

The Los Angeles County (County) Sheriff’s Department (Department) is seeking Board 
approval to host the 34th Annual Contract City Manager’s Conference (Conference), 
which will be held on March 3, 2022, at the Sheraton Cerritos Hotel in the city of 
Cerritos. 

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD: 

Delegate authority to the Sheriff, or his designee, to execute an agreement with Crown 
Jewel of Pacifica LLC dba Sheraton Cerritos Hotel (Sheraton Hotel)  at an estimated 
cost not to exceed $75,000, for conference site rental fees, venue space usage fees, 
food and beverage fees, and room fees to host the 34th Annual Contract City 
Manager’s Conference.  The Conference is fully funded by all 42 contract cities through 
the Law Enforcement Consolidated Cost Model. 

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Board approval of the recommended action will enable the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department to execute an agreement with the Sheraton Hotel, to host the 34th Annual 

DRAFT



The Honorable Board of Supervisors 
October 26, 2021 
Page 2 

Contract City Manager’s Conference to be held on March 3, 2022.  The Conference is 
an on-going event that takes place each fiscal year. 

The Conference will be attended by various Contract City Officials (e.g. City Managers, 
Public Safety Directors, and Department executives).  Approximately 150 attendees 
participate in the Conference. 

The purpose of the Conference is to discuss a wide variety of law enforcement issues 
and strategies that affect the delivery of the Department’s law enforcement service to 
contract cities.  The Department works collaboratively with its contract cities in hosting 
this event. 

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals 

The Conference relates to the County’s Strategic Plan, Goal 1 – Operational 
Effectiveness/Fiscal Sustainability, by providing effective administration of the 
Department’s Contract Cities Program, and Goal 3 – Integrated Services Delivery, by 
maximizing opportunities to measurably improve client and community outcomes and 
leverage resources through the continuous integration of health, community, and public 
safety service. 

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING 

There is no net county cost for this event.  The Conference is funded by all 42 contract 
cities through the Consolidated Law Enforcement Cost Model.  The cost of the 
Conference is recovered in the rates the contract cities pay for their law enforcement 
services and budgeted to the Department’s Contract Law Enforcement Bureau. 

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

The 2022 Contract City Manager’s Conference will be the 34th annual event. 

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS) 

The Conference has no impact on current services. 
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CONCLUSION 

Upon approval by the Board, please return the adopted Board letter to the Department’s 
Contract Law Enforcement Bureau. 

Sincerely, 

ALEX VILLANUEVA, SHERIFF 

TIMOTHY K. MURAKAMI 
UNDERSHERIFF 
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AV:JAL:jl 
(Contract Law Enforcement Bureau) 

c: Board of Supervisors, Justice Deputies 
Celia Zavala, Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors 
Fesia Davenport, Chief Executive Officer 
Sheila Williams, Senior Manager, Chief Executive Office (CEO) 
Rene Phillips, Manager, CEO 
Jocelyn Ventilacion, Principal Analyst, CEO 
Anna Petrosyan, Analyst, CEO 
Rodrigo A. Castro-Silva, County Counsel 
Elizabeth D. Miller, Chief Legal Advisor, Legal Advisory Unit 
Michele Jackson, Principal Deputy County Counsel, Legal Advisory Unit 
Timothy K. Murakami, Undersheriff 
Jorge A. Valdez, Chief of Staff 
Conrad Meredith, Division Director, Administrative Services Division (ASD) 
Glen C. Joe, Assistant Division Director, ASD 
Sergio V. Escobedo, Captain, Contract Law Enforcement Bureau 
Bryan C. Aguilera, Lieutenant, Contract Law Enforcement Bureau 
Vanessa C. Chow, Sergeant, ASD 
Julie A. Lowe, Sergeant, Contract Law Enforcement Bureau 
Kristine D. Corrales, Deputy ASD 
(Contract Law – 2022 34th Annual Contract City Manager’s Conference 10-26-21)
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C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  
DEPARTMENT OF AUDITOR-CONTROLLER 

 

KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION 
500 WEST TEMPLE STREET, ROOM 525 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012-3873 

PHONE: (213) 974-8301     FAX: (213) 626-5427 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Help Conserve Paper – Print Double-Sided 
“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service” 

 

ARLENE BARRERA 
AUDITOR-CONTROLLER 

 
OSCAR VALDEZ 

CHIEF DEPUTY AUDITOR-CONTROLLER 

ASSISTANT AUDITOR-CONTROLLERS 
 

PETER HUGHES 
KAREN LOQUET 

CONNIE YEE 

October 6, 2021 
 
TO: Supervisor Hilda L. Solis, Chair 
 Supervisor Holly J. Mitchell 
 Supervisor Sheila Kuehl 
 Supervisor Kathryn Barger 
 Supervisor Janice Hahn  
 
FROM: Arlene Barrera 

Auditor-Controller 
 
SUBJECT: SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT – INMATE WELFARE FUND FINANCIAL AND 

COMPLIANCE REVIEW (May 18, 2021, Board Agenda Item 13)  
 
On May 18, 2021, your Board instructed the Auditor-Controller (A-C), in conjunction with the Chief 
Executive Office (CEO), to perform a financial and compliance audit of the Sheriff’s Department’s 
(Sheriff or Department) Inmate Welfare Fund (IWF) covering Fiscal Years (FY) 2017-18 through  
2020-21.  Specifically, your Board requested: 
 

 Motion Directive 2.a - An evaluation of the Sheriff’s usage of IWF revenues and whether the 
expenditures complied with the California Penal Code 4025. 
 

 Motion Directive 2.b - An evaluation of the Sheriff’s efficiency and effectiveness in reaching the 
IWF purpose, goals, and objectives. 

 
To address this request, we split the evaluations as follows: (1) a private auditing firm, BCA Watson 
Rice LLP (BCA), to conduct a review of the Sheriff’s usage of IWF revenues and whether the 
expenditures complied with the California Penal Code 4025 and (2) the A-C to conduct follow-up 
reviews of two recent A-C reports since the recommendations in these reports addressed the efficiency 
and effectiveness in reaching the IWF purpose, goals, and objectives.  Details of these evaluations are 
discussed below. 
 

Motion Directive 2.a - Compliance Review Conducted by BCA 
 

The A-C contracted with BCA, at the request of the Sheriff, to conduct their routine financial and 
compliance audits of the IWF on May 10, 2021.  As a result of this motion, the A-C requested that BCA 
conduct the compliance portion of the audit to cover FYs 2017-18 through 2020-21 and issue their audit 
report separately.  BCA’s audit is in progress, and they anticipate issuing their compliance audit report 
to the A-C by November 30, 2021.  We will issue the results to your Board under a separate cover in 
December 2021. 
 

Motion Directive 2.b – Follow-up of Prior A-C IWF Reports 
 

As mentioned above, the A-C’s evaluations consisted of two recently issued follow-up reports on  the 
IWF to fulfill this as part of the Board motion since it contains the recommendations related to the 
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efficiency and effectiveness in reaching the IWF purpose, goals, and objectives.  Specifically, we 
followed-up on the 12 Recommendations from these two prior reviews: 
 

 Sheriff’s Department – Inmate Welfare Fund Process Review issued on April 22, 2021  
(7 Recommendations) 
 

 Sheriff’s Department – Inmate Welfare Fund Financial Comparison Review issued on April 28, 
2021 (5 Recommendations) 

 
As summarized in Table 1 and 2, Sheriff fully implemented four recommendations, partially 
implemented three recommendations, and has not implemented five recommendations.   
 

Table 1 - Results of First Follow-up Review – INMATE WELFARE FUND PROCESS REVIEW 

PRIORITY

RANKINGS

TOTAL

RECOS

FULLY

IMPLEMENTED

PARTIALLY

IMPLEMENTED

NOT

IMPLEMENTED

PRIORITY 1 2 1 1 0

PRIORITY 2 5 2 2 1

PRIORITY 3 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 7 3 3 1

4

RECOMMENDATION IMPLEMENTATION STATUS
OUTSTANDING RECOMMENDATIONS

 
 

Table 2 - Results of First Follow-up Review – INMATE WELFARE FUND FINANCIAL  
COMPARISON REVIEW 

PRIORITY

RANKINGS

TOTAL

RECOS

FULLY

IMPLEMENTED

PARTIALLY

IMPLEMENTED

NOT

IMPLEMENTED

PRIORITY 1 1 0 0 1

PRIORITY 2 4 1 0 3

PRIORITY 3 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 5 1 0 4

4

RECOMMENDATION IMPLEMENTATION STATUS
OUTSTANDING RECOMMENDATIONS

 
 
Attachment I details our follow-ups on all 12 recommendations from both reviews, including the 
Department’s corrective actions and the Department’s justifications and/or disagreements for certain 
recommendations they have not implemented.    In accordance with our standard procedures, we will 
conduct a second follow up of the outstanding Priority 1 and Priority 2 recommendations. 
 
We thank Sheriff management and staff for their cooperation and assistance during our review.  If you 
have any questions please call me, or your staff may contact Mike Pirolo at  
mpirolo@auditor.lacounty.gov.  
 
AB:OV:PH:MP:JU:jd 
 
Attachment 
 
c: Fesia A. Davenport, Chief Executive Officer 
 Celia Zavala, Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors  
 Alex Villanueva, Sheriff  

Dardy Chen, Principal Analyst, Chief Executive Office 
Audit  Committee 
Countywide Communications



 

 

Priority Ranking:  Recommendations are ranked from Priority 1 to 3 based on the potential seriousness and  likelihood of negative 
impact on the Agency’s operations if corrective action is not taken. 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

AUDITOR-CONTROLLER
Attachment I 

Page 1 of 6 
 

Peter Hughes Mike Pirolo 
ASSISTANT AUDITOR-CONTROLLER DIVISION CHIEF 

AUDIT DIVISION Report #K21EK  
 

SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT – INMATE WELFARE FUND PROCESS REVIEW - FIRST  
FOLLOW-UP REVIEW 

 
RECOMMENDATION A-C COMMENTS 

1 Priority 1 - Sheriff’s Department (Sheriff or 
Department) management establish a process and 
control to ensure that the Department: 
 
a) Develops Key Performance Indicators (KPI) and 

other performance measures to track and 
evaluate the effectiveness of their Inmate Welfare 
Fund (IWF or Fund) programs. 

b) Periodically evaluates IWF inmate programs with 
established KPIs and other performance 
measures. 

 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Department generally 
relied on IWF program contractors to report back their 
progress and results of their programs, which 
generally included statistics when requesting 
additional funding from the Sheriff.  While KPIs are 
not required by California Penal Code (CPC) 4025, 
they are a best practice that assists management in 
determining the effectiveness of the programs.  The 
Sheriff had $19.4 million in net program expenditures 
from the IWF in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018-19. 
 

Recommendation Status: Partially Implemented 
 
We confirmed that Sheriff management is 
developing KPIs in various forms.  Specifically, the 
Sheriff is developing a Quality Control Plan that will 
define parameters for individual program contractor 
success and a Standardized Funding Report Form 
that will require each contractor to define its desired 
outcomes and value added to the inmate 
population.  We reviewed a draft Quality Control 
Plan and Standardized Funding Report showing the 
Sheriff’s proposed KPIs. 
 
The Department indicated that they are not able to 
provide an estimated full implementation date at this 
time due to staffing shortages and other high priority 
assignments.  We will review this recommendation 
again as part of our second follow-up. 

2 Priority 1 - Sheriff management establish a process 
and control to ensure that the Department: 
 
a) Performs periodic IWF assessments of the overall 

inmate program needs and other expenditures for 
the direct benefit/welfare of inmates to ensure 
that the current allocation percentages for inmate 
programs and jail maintenance is appropriate. 

b) Annually evaluates and considers adjustments to 
the IWF allocations based on the periodic Fund 
assessments and evaluations.  

 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Sheriff has historically 
and continues to allocate 51% of IWF revenue to 
inmate programs and 49% to jail maintenance.  The 
CPC requires IWF monies to be used for the benefit, 
education, and welfare of inmates confined within the 
jail and any funds not needed for the welfare of 

Recommendation Status: Implemented 
 
Sheriff management indicated that each IWF 
program is reviewed and approved by the Sheriff, 
County Counsel, and the Inmate Welfare 
Commission (IWC).   The Sheriff has implemented 
a “Funding Request Form” as part of this process.  
In addition, the IWC reviews IWF financial 
information (i.e., revenue and program and 
maintenance expenditures) and program 
performance information at each of its monthly 
meetings to ensure funding is sufficient.  We 
reviewed documentation of the approval process for 
a recently approved birth certificate program (i.e., 
provides inmates with birth certificates, which will 
assist them upon release to obtain other benefits 
like housing, financial assistance) and confirmed 
this process, and we reviewed a monthly financial 
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Priority Ranking:   Recommendations are ranked from Priority 1 to 3 based on the potential seriousness and  likelihood of negative 
impact on the Agency’s operations if corrective action is not taken. 

RECOMMENDATION A-C COMMENTS 
inmates may be used for jail maintenance 
expenditures. For FY 2018-19, the Sheriff allocated 
approximately $18 million to inmate programs and 
$17.2 million to jail maintenance, respectively. The 
lack of procedures to periodically evaluate inmate 
needs increases the potential that the 51% of IWF 
revenues allocated to inmate programs may not be 
sufficient to meet program funding needs. 

information package used at an IWC monthly 
meeting. 
 
Sheriff management also indicated that they have 
not encountered a situation where the current IWF 
allocation has prevented the Sheriff from meeting 
their inmate program needs and that this discussion 
would be held if an individual program was not 
approved due to a lack of funding. 

3 Priority 2 - Sheriff management establish a process 
to ensure that an itemized IWF expenditure report is 
submitted annually to the Board of Supervisors 
(Board). 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Sheriff has an outside 
Certified Public Accounting firm conduct IWF 
financial/compliance audits, which include an 
itemized summary of expenditures.  However, we 
noted the Sheriff has historically had these reviews 
performed biennially or less frequent, instead of 
annually, as required by CPC 4025 (e).  In addition, 
as of April 2020, Sheriff’s last reported itemized 
expenditures to the Board covered FY 2015-16. 
 

Recommendation Status: Partially Implemented 
 
As of FY 2018-19, the Sheriff is required to prepare 
and provide annual spending plans to the Chief 
Executive Office (CEO) as part of the annual 
budgeting process for all special revenue funds that 
includes itemized expenditures.  Sheriff 
management indicated that they are currently 
developing an expenditure report using these 
annual spending plans as the form/template since 
they already include the same itemized expenditure 
categories when reporting the budget.  However, 
we noted that this proposed IWF expenditure 
report is still not submitted to the Board.  Sheriff 
management indicated that they would work 
with the CEO to determine how to report this 
document to the Board annually. 
 
The Department indicated that they are not able to 
provide an estimated implementation date at this 
time due to staffing shortages and other high priority 
assignments.  We will review this recommendation 
again as part of our second follow-up. 
 

4 Priority 2 - Sheriff management strengthen their IWF 
expenditure reporting processes to ensure that 
Salaries and Employee Benefits (S&EB) costs are 
accrued throughout the fiscal year and reported to the 
IWC accordingly. 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Sheriff accrued all their 
S&EB costs at the end of each fiscal year.  While this 
does not violate CPC 4025, accounting for costs 
more frequently is a best practice that assists 
management in monitoring IWF funds. 
 

Recommendation Status: Implemented 
 
We confirmed that the Sheriff accrues S&EB costs 
in the IWF quarterly.  We reviewed and verified the 
Sheriff’s transfer of S&EB costs to the IWF for the 
third quarter of FY 2020-21. 
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RECOMMENDATION A-C COMMENTS 
5 Priority 2 - Sheriff management develop ongoing 

self-monitoring processes that include:  
 
a) Examination of process and control activities, 

such as review of an adequate number of 
transactions on a regular basis to ensure 
adherence to established procedures and internal 
controls, County rules, and best practices.  

b) Documenting the monitoring activity and retaining 
evidence so it can be subsequently validated.  

c) Elevating material exceptions to management on 
a timely basis to ensure awareness of relative 
control risk, and to ensure appropriate corrective 
actions are implemented. 

 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Sheriff did not have  
self-monitoring processes over the IWF (e.g., 
reviewing funding allocations, ensuring timely accrual 
of S&EB costs, etc.), as required by County Fiscal 
Manual (CFM) Section 1.0.2.  This weakness 
increases the risk that important departmental and 
Fund objectives are not being achieved.  In addition, 
it increases risk for not promptly identifying and 
correcting any processes/control weaknesses or 
instances of non-compliance with State, 
departmental, and County guidelines. 
 

Recommendation Status: Not Implemented 
 
The Sheriff has not developed ongoing  
self-monitoring processes.  Sheriff management 
indicated that staffing shortages and other high 
priority assignments have contributed to the delay in 
implementing this recommendation. 
 
The Department indicated that they are not able to 
provide an estimated implementation date at this 
time due to staffing shortages and other high priority 
assignments.  We will review this recommendation 
again as part of our second follow-up. 
 
 
 

6 Priority 2 - Sheriff management establish written 
standards and procedures to adequately guide 
supervisors and staff in the performance of their 
duties for all key IWF processes and controls. 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Sheriff did not have 
adequate written standards and procedures for some 
of their IWF processes (e.g., evaluating the allocation 
of Fund revenues, ensuring that an itemized IWF 
expenditure report is submitted annually to the Board, 
etc.), as required by CFM Section 8.3.0.  This 
weakness increases the risk that management and/or 
staff will perform tasks, such as budgeting and 
expenditure approvals incorrectly or inconsistently.  It 
may also increase the effort required to train new staff 
to perform these processes to ensure accurate 
data/information is provided to the State, the IWC, the 
Board, and Chief Executive Office. 
 

Recommendation Status: Partially Implemented 
 
We confirmed that the Sheriff is drafting written 
standards and procedures.  We reviewed a draft 
procedure over accounting of the IWF: Inmate 
Services Bureau Handbook for Accountant III.  
Sheriff management indicated that staffing 
shortages and other high priority assignments have 
contributed to the delay in fully implementing this 
recommendation. 
 
The Department indicated that they are not able to 
provide an estimated implementation date at this 
time due to staffing shortages and other high priority 
assignments.  We will review this recommendation 
again as part of our second follow-up. 
 

7 Priority 2 - Sheriff management consider extending 
the IWC’s authority to include oversight over IWF jail 
maintenance expenditures to ensure appropriate 
oversight of all Fund revenues to the extent 
possible/practical. 

Recommendation Status: Implemented 
 
Sheriff management indicated that they considered 
this recommendation and do not believe extending 
IWC authority to include oversight over IWF jail 



Attachment I 
Page 4 of 6 

 

Priority Ranking:   Recommendations are ranked from Priority 1 to 3 based on the potential seriousness and  likelihood of negative 
impact on the Agency’s operations if corrective action is not taken. 

RECOMMENDATION A-C COMMENTS 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The IWC does not have any 
authority or oversight of the 49% of revenues 
allocated to jail maintenance costs.  While CPC 4025 
does not require the IWC to oversee jail maintenance 
expenditures, this process would increase the 
accountability of use of IWF funds.  In FY 2018-19, 
the Sheriff reported jail maintenance expenditures of 
$11.8 million, which are approved by the Sheriff 
facilities personnel as opposed to the IWC. 
 

maintenance is appropriate.  Currently, the IWC 
reviews all jail maintenance expenditures 
retroactively during their monthly meetings, which 
includes briefings from the Sheriff’s Facilities 
Services Bureau director.  In addition, Sheriff 
management indicated that some jail maintenance 
expenditures are emergent in nature, which would 
not be able to be approved by the IWC.  However, 
emergent expenditures are included in the IWC’s 
monthly review. 
 

 
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT - INMATE WELFARE FINANCIAL COMPARISON REVIEW - FIRST 

FOLLOW-UP REVIEW 
RECOMMENDATION A-C COMMENTS 

1 Priority 1 - Sheriff management establish a process 
and control to ensure that the Department develops 
and maintains a multi-year spending plan to 
implement best practices and account for the IWF 
balance. 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Department annually 
budgets the IWF revenue and expenditures but does 
not develop a multi-year spending plan.  While this is 
not required by CPC 4025, multi-year spending plans 
help to ensure that the Sheriff is effectively managing 
and maximizing the use of the Fund balance.  As of 
June 30, 2019, the Fund had a balance of 
approximately $15.3 million. 
 

Recommendation Status: Not Implemented 
 
The Sheriff has not established a process and 
control to ensure that the Department develops 
and maintains a multi-year spending plan.  
Sheriff management indicated that staffing 
shortages and other high priority assignments have 
contributed to the delay in implementing this 
recommendation. 
 
The Department indicated that they are not able to 
provide an estimated implementation date at this 
time due to staffing shortages and other high priority 
assignments.  We will review this recommendation 
again as part of our second follow-up. 
 

2 Priority 2 - Sheriff management strengthen their IWF 
monitoring practices by periodically benchmarking 
IWF practices with peer counties to identify, evaluate, 
and implement best practices where applicable. 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Sheriff does not 
periodically compare their IWF collection, allocation, 
funding usage, etc. with other local peer counties for 
best practices.  For example, we noted that while the 
Sheriff allocates 51% of IWF revenues toward inmate 
programs, the three other counties we reviewed 
appeared to spend between 65% to 85% of their 
Fund revenue on inmate programs.  While 
benchmarking is not required by CPC 4025, this is a 
best practice that assists management and the IWC 
in identifying and potentially implementing best 
practices. 
 

Recommendation Status: Not Implemented 
 
The Sheriff has not strengthened their IWF 
monitoring practices by periodically 
benchmarking IWF practices with peer counties.  
The Sheriff disagreed with this recommendation in 
their response to our original report and Sheriff 
management indicated that they continue to do so.  
However, management indicated that they would 
consider implementing this recommendation in the 
future, possibly biennially, as long as the final 
decision to use any benchmarked practices is up to 
the Sheriff’s discretion. 
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RECOMMENDATION A-C COMMENTS 
3 Priority 2 - Sheriff management strengthen their IWF 

monitoring controls by periodically reviewing and 
evaluating the mark-up charged to inmates and their 
families under the commissary/vending machine and 
telephone contracts/amendments to ensure that 
profit margin for these good/services are fair and 
appropriate. 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Sheriff does not 
periodically review the methodology for mark-up 
percentages/amounts for commissary and telephone 
services, the planned usage of the funds, and the 
potential impact of mark-up changes.  While the 
Sheriff sets the prices for commissary and telephone 
services with the vendor during contract renewal, as 
required by CPC 4025, the mark-up has remained the 
same for several years and the Sheriff does not 
analyze the mark-ups or mark-up methodology 
periodically or as part of the renewal process (i.e., 
should inmates be charged market prices, “at cost” 
prices, etc.), which is a best practice to ensure the 
appropriateness of the prices charged to inmates. 
 

Recommendation Status: Not Implemented 
 
This recommendation is pending Part 1 of the 
Board’s motion on May 18, 2021.  The Board 
requested that the CEO and other relevant 
departments report on the fiscal impacts of 
making telephone calls free and commissary 
items “at cost” for inmates, among other 
information.  The Sheriff disagreed with this 
recommendation in their response to our original 
report and management indicated that they 
continue to do so since mark-ups are reviewed and 
approved as part of the contracting process and are 
appropriate.  However, if the County proceeds to 
make telephone calls free and commissary items “at 
cost,” this recommendation will no longer be 
applicable.  We will review this recommendation 
again as part of our second follow-up. 

4 Priority 2 - Sheriff management work with County 
Counsel to obtain a legal opinion on the appropriate 
allocation of the IWF for inmate program and jail 
maintenance expenditures, as defined by CPC 
Section 4025 and ensure compliance with County 
Counsel’s interpretation. 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The CPC requires that the 
IWF be used for the primary benefit, education, and 
welfare of inmates, and that “any funds not needed 
for the welfare of inmates may be expended for the 
maintenance of County jail facilities.”  We noted that 
the Sheriff has continued their historical practice of 
allocating 51% of IWF revenues to inmate programs 
and the remaining 49% for mail maintenance costs, 
which may not be consistent and in compliance with 
the CPC.  
 

Recommendation Status: Implemented 
 
We confirmed that the Sheriff obtained County 
Counsel’s opinion on the appropriate allocation of 
the IWF.  We reviewed the confidential 
correspondence from County Counsel to the Sheriff 
indicating their opinion.  We are not able to report 
the opinion due to confidentiality, but the Sheriff has 
taken the opinion under advisement internally. 
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RECOMMENDATION A-C COMMENTS 
5 Priority 2 - Sheriff management improve their IWF 

expenditure controls to ensure that the IWF is not 
used to supplant required jail maintenance costs 
related to confining inmates to County jails, as 
defined by CPC Section 4025. 
 
Original Issue/Impact:  The Sheriff did not 
periodically review IWF expenditures to ensure that 
the Fund uses comply with the intent of the CPC.  
During our review, the Department indicated that if a 
periodic review determined that more funds were 
needed for programs, the decrease in the amount or 
percentage of IWF revenue spent on jail maintenance 
activities will require an equal increase to the Sheriff’s 
General Fund and the Department’s and County’s 
Net County Costs to achieve the same level of 
service.   
 
 

Recommendation Status: Not Implemented 
 
The Sheriff has not improved their IWF 
expenditure controls to ensure that the IWF is 
not used to supplant required jail maintenance 
costs related to confining inmates to County 
jails.  Sheriff management indicated that they 
believe they are not supplanting required jail 
maintenance costs since no prior audit has 
indicated that they have supplanted funds.  
However, since jail maintenance expenditures are 
not reviewed by County Counsel similar to program 
expenditures, and since the IWC and outside 
auditors only review these expenditures after-the-
fact, the Sheriff should still improve their IWF 
expenditure controls to ensure that the IWF is not 
used to supplant required jail maintenance cost 
going forward. 
 
The Department indicated that they are not able to 
provide an estimated implementation date at this 
time due to staffing shortages and other high priority 
assignments.  We will review this recommendation 
again as part of our second follow-up. 
 

 

We conducted our review in conformance with the International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal 
Auditing.  For more information on our auditing process, including recommendation priority rankings, the follow-up 
process, and management’s responsibility for internal controls, visit auditor.lacounty.gov/audit-process-information. 
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