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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 
 
 
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. Board Letter: 
APPROVE AN AGREEMENT WITH SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GRANTMAKERS 
FOR FISCAL SPONSERSHIP SERVICES 
Speaker(s): Jon Trochez (Public Defender) 
 

B. Board Letter: 
AGREEMENT FOR TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF FIRE TRUCK AND BREATHING 
APPARATUS/FACE PIECES BY AND BETWEEN THE CONSOLIDATED FIRE 
PROTECTION DISTRICT OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITY OF 
OXNARD FIRE DEPARTMENT 
Speaker(s): Theresa Barrera and Marcia Velasquez (Fire) 
 

4. PRESENTATION/DISCUSSION ITEM(S): 
 

A. Board Letter: 
AUTHORIZE THE COUNTY PURCHASING AGENT TO PROCEED WITH THE 
PURCHASE OF TASER 7-TASERS 
Speaker(s): Robert Smythe and Howard Wong (Probation) 
 

B. Board Briefing: 
CIVILIAN OVERSIGHT COMMISSION MONTHLY BRIEFING 
Speaker(s): Brian Williams (COC) 
 

FESIA A. DAVENPORT 
Chief Executive Officer 

County of Los Angeles 
Chief Executive Office 

 

PUBLIC SAFETY CLUSTER  
AGENDA REVIEW MEETING 

DATE: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 
TIME:  9:30 a.m.  
 
 
 
 

THIS MEETING WILL CONTINUE TO BE CONDUCTED VIRTUALLY TO ENSURE THE SAFETY OF 
MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC AND EMPLOYEES AS PERMITTED UNDER STATE LAW. 

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
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C. Board Briefing: 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) QUARTERLY REPORT 
Speaker(s): Max Huntsman (OIG) 
 

D. Board Briefing: 
DIVISION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE (DJJ) TRANSITION COMMITTEE BRIEFING 
Speaker(s): Adam Bettino (Probation) 
 
 

5. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
CS-1 CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL-EXISTING LITIGATION 

(Subdivision (a) of Government Code Section 54956.9) 
 

The Brennan Center for Justice at New York University Law School v. Los Angeles 
County Sheriff's Department. 
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 19STCV20758 

 
Department: Sheriff's  

 
 
6. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
7. UPCOMING ITEMS: 

 
A. Board Letter: 

ACCEPT A GRANT AWARD FROM CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF 
EMERGENCY SERVICES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2021 HOMELAND SECURITY 
GRANT PROGRAM 
Speaker(s): Sandra Lucio and Edmund Eftychiou (Sheriff’s) 

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 
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CLUSTER FACT SHEET 

 
 

  Board Letter                                     Board Memo                                             Other 
 

CLUSTER AGENDA 
REVIEW DATE 

2/16/2022 

BOARD MEETING DATE 3/1/2022 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 
AFFECTED 

 
  All         1st       2nd        3rd       4th      5th          

DEPARTMENT(S) Public Defender 

SUBJECT APPROVE AN AGREEMENT WITH SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GRANTMAKERS 
FOR FISCAL SPONSORSHIP SERVICES 

PROGRAM Various 

AUTHORIZES DELEGATED 
AUTHORITY TO DEPT 

  Yes            No   

SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT   Yes            No   

If Yes, please explain why:   

DEADLINES/ 
TIME CONSTRAINTS 

None 

COST & FUNDING Total cost: 
3% of grant proceeds 

Funding source: 
Various 

TERMS (if applicable): No NCC match requirement.  

Explanation: Southern California Grantmakers (SCG) will establish a restricted fund to 
receive all grants and automatically apply a maximum administrative fee of three 
percent (3%) from all funds raised by Public Defender for its role as the fiscal sponsor.  

PURPOSE OF REQUEST • The purpose of Public Defender’s recommended actions is to obtain approval to enter 
into a partnership with Southern California Grantmakers (SCG) who will serve as a 
third-party fiscal sponsor and enable Public Defender to utilize SCG’s 501(c)(3) 
nonprofit tax status to pursue and receive grants from foundations and government 
agencies that limit their grants to public charities. 

BACKGROUND 
(include internal/external 
issues that may exist 
including any related 
motions) 

• SCG will become PD’s third-party fiscal sponsor for a one-year term. 
• This will enable PD to use SCG’s 501(c)(3) non-profit status to apply and receive 
grants from foundations that limit their grants to public charities. 
• SCG will be compensated by a 3% administrative fee on all granted funds. 
• PD will continue to adhere to County standards and procedures for the acceptance of 
grant funds. SCG will essentially serve as an escrow of funds received by private 
foundations. 

EQUITY INDEX OR LENS 
WAS UTILIZED 

  Yes            No   
If Yes, please explain how: 

SUPPORTS ONE OF THE 
NINE BOARD PRIORITIES  

  Yes            No   
If Yes, please state which one(s) and explain how: 
Supports Care First, Jails Last by increasing funding options for programs that increase 
courtroom diversion and alternative sentencing options. 

DEPARTMENTAL 
CONTACTS 

Name, Title, Phone # & Email: 

Michael Xie, Senior Analyst, CEO, (213) 893-0649, mxie@ceo.lacounty.gov 

Rene Phillips, Manager, CEO, (213) 974-1478, rphillips@ceo.lacounty.gov 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RICARDO D. GARCÍA 
Public Defender 

 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
CLARA SHORTRIDGE FOLTZ CRIMINAL JUSTICE CENTER 

 
210 WEST TEMPLE STREET, 19th FLOOR 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
(213) 974-2801/Fax (213) 625-5031 

http://pubdef.lacounty.gov 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Justine M. Esack 
Chief Deputy 

 
William Stone 

Chief of Staff 
 

Fighting for our Clients’ Futures 

March 1, 2022 
 
 
 
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: 
 

APPROVE AN AGREEMENT WITH SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GRANTMAKERS  
FOR FISCAL SPONSORSHIP SERVICES 

(ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS) (3 VOTES) 
 
SUBJECT 
 
The County of Los Angeles Public Defender (Public Defender) is requesting approval to execute a             
one-year agreement (Agreement) with Southern California Grantmakers (SCG) for fiscal sponsorship 
services to utilize SCG’s 501(c)(3) status for indigent defense grant opportunities.   
 
IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD: 
 
1. Authorize the Public Defender, or his designee, to sign the attached Agreement, in substantially the 

same form and approved as to form by County Counsel, between the Public Defender and SCG to 
allow SCG to receive grants while the Foundation is established.   
 

2. Delegate authority to the Public Defender, or his designee, with County Counsel approval, to 
execute amendments and supplements that are associated with the administration and 
management of the Agreement. 

 
PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
The purpose of Public Defender’s recommended actions is to obtain approval to enter into a partnership 
with SCG who will serve as a third-party fiscal sponsor and enable Public Defender to utilize SCG’s 
501(c)(3) nonprofit tax status to pursue and receive grants from foundations and government agencies 
that limit their grants to public charities.  Through this partnership with SCG, Public Defender will 
broaden its ability to pursue funding opportunities for a wide range of justice programs that advance 

http://pubdef.lacounty.gov/
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the Board’s Justice Reform priorities and the Department’s mission. The Public Defender will follow 
standard procedures with respect to Board approvals required to receive and expend grant funds.   
 
The Public Defender identified SCG as the third-party fiscal sponsor that has served the community for 
over 40 years.  SCG has: 1) a 501(c)(3) status, which would extend to organizations it fiscally sponsors; 
2) expertise working with the County, your Board, and numerous County departments to achieve 
County priorities; 3) sound fiscal policies and practices; 4) entrusted with over 300 Grantmakers of all 
types; and 5) is able to act expeditiously and will be able to set up a fund within a matter of days once 
an agreement has been reached.  
 
The Public Defender considered the option of creating its own charitable organizational structure to 
apply for a 501(c)(3) nonprofit status, however, doing so requires creating and selecting a Board of 
Directors, developing by-laws, polices, and procedures for how to administer and monitor funds and  
securing a charitable designation that would extend the amount of time it would take to create a new 
501(c)(3) entity.  Entering into a partnership with SCG is a cost-efficient approach and reduces the 
County’s exposure to risk.  
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS 
 
Approval of the recommended actions is consistent with the County’s Strategic Plan Goal No. III, 
Strategy III.3: Pursue Operational Effectiveness, Fiscal Responsibility and Accountability, by continually 
assessing our efficiency and effectiveness, maximizing and leveraging resources, and holding 
ourselves accountable.  The recommended actions support the Board’s Care First, Jails Last priority, 
Alternatives to Incarceration Intercepts 3, 4, and 5, and Anti-Racism Initiative.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING 
 
SCG will establish a restricted fund to receive all grants and automatically apply a maximum 
administrative fee of three percent (3%) from all funds raised by Public Defender for its role as the fiscal 
sponsor.  SCG will provide a written report quarterly to include: 1) the period covered by the report; 2) 
an overview of the fund status; and 3) the names of donators and amounts donated.   
 
There is no impact to Net County Cost.  
 
FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
The term of this Agreement shall be effective upon execution for a one-year term with the option to 
execute amendments and supplements that are associated with the administration and management 
of the Agreement, as needed. 
 
The attached Agreement has been approved as to form by County Counsel. 
 
 
IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS) 
 
This Agreement will enable Public Defender to ensure it is in compliance with the County and Board’s 
guidelines surrounding Reportable Foundations and thereby maximize external funding. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
Upon your Board’s approval, please return one adopted copy of this board letter to Public Defender, 
Bureau of Administrative Services. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
RICARDO D. GARCIA 
Public Defender 
 
RDG:jt 
 
Enclosures 
 
c:   Executive Office, Board of Supervisors 
      Chief Executive Officer 
      County Counsel 
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FISCAL SPONSORSHIP AGREEMENT 

This Fiscal Sponsorship Agreement (“Agreement”) is made between Southern California Grantmakers 
(“Sponsor”) and LA County Public Defender’s Office (“Department”).  Sponsor is a California nonprofit, 
public benefit corporation with its principal offices located at 1000 N Alameda Street, Los Angeles, CA 
9012, that is exempt from federal income tax under Section 501 (c )(3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(“IRC”) and is classified as a public charity under IRC Sections 509(a)(1) and 170(b)(1)(A)(vi).   
 

RECITALS 
 

A. Sponsor’s Board of Directors (“Board”) has approved the establishment of a restricted fund to 
receive funds designated for support of Department’s programs and activities. The Sponsor shall 
have no variance power over the expenditures and purpose of the funds received from the 
Department. 

B. Sponsor desires to act as the fiscal sponsor of the Department, by receiving assets and incurring 
liabilities identified for the specific purpose, including all expenditures, of the Department’s grant 
or donation funded-projects (“eligible projects”) and using them to pursue those purposes, which 
Sponsor’s Board has determined will further Sponsor’s charitable purposes. 

 
Now, therefore, the parties hereby agree as follows: 
 

1. Fiscal Sponsorship.  Beginning on Date, 2021 (the “Effective Date”), Sponsor agrees to accept the 
amounts donated for the Department because the Department will further the charitable goals 
of the Sponsor.  Sponsor has established a restricted fund (the “Fund”) to receive donations and 
grants designated for the purposes of the Department and, subject to the terms and conditions 
of this Agreement, shall distribute funds from the Fund in support of the Department.  The 
Sponsor has no variance power over the use of the donations received. 

2. Term of Agreement.  Beginning on the Effective Date, this Agreement shall commence for a period 
of one (1) year.  The Agreement shall continue thereafter in effect unless and until terminated as 
provided herein. 

3. Operation of Department.   
a. Department will use donation received from the Fund consistent with this Agreement. 
b. Department acknowledges that Sponsor will make no grant or other distribution to the 

Department under this Agreement unless there are sufficient funds in the Fund. 
c. Department will not represent to any third party that Department or any representative 

of Department has the authority to bind Sponsor.  Department acknowledges that 
Department will be liable for any damages incurred by Department as a result of 
Department’s violation of this Paragraph 3.c. 

d. The Department’s eligible projects shall at all times be operated consistent with the 
charitable status of Sponsor.  All eligible project expenditures and operations shall be 
permitted by organizations described in IRC Section 501 (c)(3).  If at any time the 
Department or its operations or expenditures of eligible projects are not so distributed to 
the Department, such amounts shall be returned to Sponsor.  Sponsor’s Board of 
Directors’ determination of whether the Department and its expenditures and operations 
of eligible projects is a permitted IRC Section 501 (c)(3) activity shall be conclusive. 

e. If Department intends to use funds granted under this Agreement to engage in any 
activities that would constitute lobbying for purposes of the limitation set forth in IRC 
Section 501 ( c )(3), Department will notify Sponsor and will follow all guidelines provided 
by Sponsor with respect to lobbying.  Department will not use grant funds to engage in 
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FISCAL SPONSORSHIP AGREEMENT 

political campaign activities of any kind whatsoever with respect to candidates for 
elective office. 

4. Activities and Sponsorship Policies.  All activities of the Department including eligible projects, 
programs, processing of cash, accounts payable and receivable, negotiation of contracts, 
disbursement of fund (including grants), and other activities of the Department shall be the 
ultimate responsibility of Department and shall be conducted in the name of Department 
beginning on the Effective Date. 

a. The parties shall abide by the Administrative Terms and Policies of Sponsor set forth on 
the attached Exhibit 1, which Sponsor may amend from time to time with advance written 
notice to Department, and which include administrative fees, interest, and charges for 
extra services, to be paid to the general fund of Sponsor from the Fund.  Such fees, 
interest, and charges are necessary to compensate Sponsor for its services administering 
the Department’s eligible projects, and thus become unrestricted rather than restricted 
assets when paid. 

b. The parties agree that all money and the fair market value of all property in the restricted 
fund be reported as income of Sponsor on Sponsor’s financial statements and tax returns. 

c. In order to make possible the deductibility of donations for the Department, all 
Department contracts made with respect to the Department, including any grant 
agreements, pledge agreements or instruments of gift, and all checks or other fund 
transfer instruments, must be made payable to and signed in the name of Sponsor. 

5. Variance Power.  The Fund is protected from obsolescence.  If, in the sole judgment of Sponsor’s 
Board of Directors, the purposes for which the Fund was created ever become unnecessary, is 
incapable of fulfillment, or inconsistent with the charitable needs of the community served by 
Sponsor, the Sponsor’s Board of Directors may not modify any restriction or condition on the use 
or distribution of the income and principal of the Fund. 

6. Report of Department.  The Department will provide a written report to Sponsor at the end of the 
Department’s eligible project(s).  The report will include: 

a. the period covered by the report; 
b. the overview of Department’ status and accomplishments of eligible projects during the 

quarter; 
c. the planned activities and goals for the following quarter;  
d. financial reports which shall include schedules of activity expenditures, budget for the 

following year, and explanation of expenditures that have more than a ten percent (10%) 
variance from the Department’s eligible project(s)budget; and 

e. a certification by the Administrative Deputy or Departmental Financial Manager of the 
Department that the actual budget is true and correct and that, to the best of his or her 
knowledge, all grant money was used in a manner consistent with IRC Section 501 ( c )(3). 

7. Report of Fund.  The Sponsor will provide a written report to the Department quarterly.  The 
report will include: 

a. the period covered by the report; 
b. the overview of the Fund status; 
c. the names of donators and amounts donated.  

8. Not a Department Advised Fund.  Nothing in this Agreement shall affect the status of Sponsor as 
an organization (i) described in IRC Section 501 (c)(3) and(ii) which is not a private foundation 
within the meaning of IRC Section 509(a).  The Fund shall be a fund for individual Department 
contributions are not separately identified and shall not be a Department Advised Fund under IRC 
Section 4966(d)(2)(A).  This Agreement shall be interpreted in a manner consistent with the 
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FISCAL SPONSORSHIP AGREEMENT 

foregoing and to comply with the requirements of the foregoing provisions of the federal tax laws 
and regulations issued thereunder. 

9. No Agency Relationship.  The Department does not and shall not act as an agent for Sponsor 
unless specifically authorized in writing by Sponsor to do so.  Sponsor will serve as the 
Department’s Fiscal Sponsor.  Any obligations incurred, damages or injuries caused, or 
misconduct committed by the Department are not the responsibility of Sponsor.  End results of 
the Department are owned by the Department and not Sponsor. 

10. Record Keeping.  Record keeping of all purchases, salaries, and other expenses must be 
maintained by the Department. 

11. Fundraising.   
a. Department hereby acknowledges that Sponsor will not conduct fundraising activities on 

behalf of Department.  Department may from time to time submit suggestions to Sponsor 
concerning fundraising activities.  Such recommendations must be submitted at least 
thirty (30) days prior to any fundraising activity and may be accepted or rejected, in whole 
or in part, by Sponsor in its sole and absolute discretion.  Department shall abide by the 
fundraising guideline established by Sponsor’s Board of Directors, as amended from time 
to time.  Department shall conduct its activities in a manner that ensures that grantees or 
donors to the Fund are entitled to the appropriate tax deductions, that protects such 
grantees and donors from unintended tax consequences to themselves, and that Sponsor 
is not exposed to penalties or loss of tax exempt status for failing to make the proper 
solicitation disclosures.  Department hereby acknowledges that checks related to 
fundraising activities must be made payable to the Fund.  Cash receipts are to be 
deposited as received (e.g., cash receipts are not to be used to pay expenses, and then 
the net cash amount deposited).  All proceeds, checks and cash, received in connection 
with fundraising activities must be delivered to Sponsor along with an accounting of all 
monies received within one (1) week after each fundraising activity.  Department shall 
assist Sponsor in determining the fair market value amounts and the appropriate 
disclosure language for each fundraising activity such as membership prices, direct mail 
pieces and the values of the goods or services Department eligible projects receive.  
Disclosure language must be submitted, reviewed and approved by Sponsor ten (10) 
business days prior to any fundraising activity or publicity related to the activity.  Sponsor 
will issue receipts for all incoming contributions. 

b. Department shall comply with all applicable state and local charitable solicitation laws.  
Department shall not use a commercial fundraiser or fundraising counsel without the 
prior written consent of Sponsor.  Sponsor shall monitor the solicitation efforts made by 
Department and reserves the right to direct, instruct and otherwise limit Department’s 
solicitation services for the purpose of preserving and protecting Sponsor’s good name.  
Neither party to this Agreement shall engage in unfair or deceptive acts or practices or 
engage in any fraudulent or misleading conduct with respect to funds solicited or raised 
as a result of this affiliation.  Furthermore, in connection with all sales and solicitation 
activities, Department, its agents, servants, representatives, volunteers and employees 
shall not misrepresent Sponsor’s name and activities in any way. 

12. Sponsor a Public Charity.  All transfers of property under this Agreement are subject the condition 
that Sponsor, as of the date of transfer, is classified by the Internal Revenue Service as an 
organization (i) described in IRC Section 501(c)(3) and (ii) which is not a private foundation as 
defined in IRC Section 509(a). 
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FISCAL SPONSORSHIP AGREEMENT 

13. Governing Law.  The Fund by this Agreement shall be administered in and under the laws of the 
State of California, and this Agreement and the validity thereof shall be governed by and 
construed in accordance with the laws of the State of California. 

14. Termination.  Either party may terminate this Agreement at any time after the initial one (1) year 
term by giving written notice of termination to the other party.  Any such termination shall be 
effective after 10 days, unless a later date is specified in the notice; provided, however, that, with 
respect to ongoing grants and Department activities, such termination shall be effective only after 
such activities have been wound up and/or any required consents have been obtained from third 
parties to the satisfaction of Sponsor in its sole discretion.  Any outstanding assets held in the 
Fund will be transferred upon termination as follows: 

a. Grantee:  If the purposes of the Department’s eligible projects can still be accomplished, 
Sponsor, in its sole discretion, may transfer the balance of assets in the Fund to Grantee 
upon termination of this Agreement so long as the Funds will be used for charitable 
purposes as described in IRC Section 501 (c)(3) , subject to the approval of any third 
parties that may be required. 

b. Termination with Successor.  In the event that the Fund is not distributed to Grantee 
pursuant to Paragraph 17(a) and if the purposes of the Department’s eligible projects can 
still be accomplished, Department may identify a successor organization that (i) has been 
recognized by the Internal Revenue Service as exempt under IRC Section 501 (c)(3) as not 
a private foundation under IRC Section 509(a); and (ii) agrees to accepts grants from 
Sponsor for the continuation of the Department’s eligible projects pursuant to the terms 
of a separation agreement acceptable to Sponsor; and (iii) is operating for substantially 
the same charitable purposes as the purposes for which Sponsor received assets for the 
Department’s eligible projects (such organization is referred to herein as a “Successor”).  
Subject to the approval of Sponsor and any third parties that may be required, the balance 
of assets in the Fund will be transferred to the Successor upon termination. 

c. Termination without a Successor.  In the event that the Fund is not distributed to 
Department pursuant to Paragraph 17(a) and if no Successor is identified, then upon 
termination of this Agreement, and after payment of any debts incurred by Sponsor in 
connection with the Department.  Sponsor may transfer any remaining assets in the Fund 
to a charitable organization, or another agency of Sponsor, that will commit to disbursing 
those funds for charitable purposes similar to those of the Department, or may dispose 
of such assets in any manner consistent with applicable tax and charitable trust laws, 
subject to approval of any third parties that may be required. 

15. Miscellaneous.  In the event of any controversy, claim, or dispute between the parties arising out 
of or related to this Agreement, or the alleged breach thereof, the prevailing party shall, in 
addition to any other relief be entitled to recover its reasonable attorney’s fees and costs of 
sustaining its position.  Each provision of this Agreement shall be separately enforceable, and the 
invalidity of one provision shall not affect the validity or enforceability of any other provision.  
Time is of the essence of this Agreement and of each and every provision hereof.  The failure of 
Sponsor to exercise any of its rights under this Agreement shall not be deemed a waiver of such 
rights.  This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an 
original, but which together shall constitute one and the same instrument. 

16. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement constitutes the only agreement, and supersedes all prior 
agreements and understandings, both written and oral, among the parties with respect to the 
subject matter thereof.  All Exhibits hereto are a material part of this Agreement and are not 
incorporated by reference.  This Agreement, including any Exhibits hereto, may not be amended 
or modified, except in a writing signed by all parties of this Agreement. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed the Fiscal Sponsorship Agreement as of the effective 
date set forth in Paragraph 1 above. 
 
SPONSOR     DEPARTMENT 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GRANTMAKERS  Los Angeles County Public Defender’s Office  
 
 
________________________   ________ _______________________ ________   
Chris Essel   Date  Ricardo D. Garcia  Date 
President & CEO    Public Defender 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 1 
 
 

 
Roadmap to Recovery 
Role of Fiscal Sponsor: 
 Receive funds on behalf of the Department. 
 Distribute funds pursuant to the direction of the Department. 
 
Fiscal Sponsor Fee: 
 SCG will receive a fee of 3% from all funds raised by the Department for its role as a 

Sponsor 
 



BOARD LETTER/MEMO 
CLUSTER FACT SHEET 

 Board Letter    Board Memo  Other 

CLUSTER AGENDA 
REVIEW DATE 

2/16/2022 

BOARD MEETING DATE 3/01/2022 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 
AFFECTED   All     1st      2nd        3rd   4th      5th   

DEPARTMENT(S) FIRE 

SUBJECT APPROVE AGREEMENT FOR TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF FIRE 
TRUCK AND BREATHING APPARATUS/FACE PIECES BY AND 
BETWEEN THE CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITY OF OXNARD FIRE 
DEPARTMENT 

PROGRAM N/A 

AUTHORIZES DELEGATED 
AUTHORITY TO DEPT   Yes     No  

SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT   Yes     No  
If Yes, please explain why:  

DEADLINES/ 
TIME CONSTRAINTS 

NONE 

COST & FUNDING Total cost: 
NONE 

Funding source: 

TERMS (if applicable): 

Explanation: 

The cost of participating in GAMUT is $2,500 annually. 
PURPOSE OF REQUEST Enter into an Agreement for the temporary transfer of a tillered aerial quint fire truck to 

the City of Oxnard Fire Department (City) to conduct training operations for 30 days. In 
exchange, the City will transfer up to 110 breathing apparatus for District’s indefinite 
use. 

BACKGROUND 
(include internal/external 
issues that may exist 
including any related 
motions) 

The District often works with local, State, and Federal fire service agencies in providing 
assistance to each other whenever possible.  The City has requested, and the District 
has agreed, the loan for its exclusive use a tillered aerial fire truck for the City to 
conduct their training operations for 30 days.  The City has agreed, in exchange, to 
transfer up to 110 Honeywell Titan Breathing Apparatus and Face Pieces for District’s 
indefinite use. 

EQUITY INDEX OR LENS 
WAS UTILIZED 

  Yes            No   
If Yes, please explain how: 

SUPPORTS ONE OF THE 
NINE BOARD PRIORITIES 

  Yes            No   
If Yes, please state which one(s) and explain how: 



DEPARTMENTAL 
CONTACTS 

Name, Title, Phone # & Email: 
Marcia Velasquez, Administrative Services Manager II – (323) 881-2404 – 
Marcia.Velasquez@fire.lacounty.gov 

mailto:Marcia.Velasquez@fire.lacounty.gov


DARYL L. OSBY 
FIRE CHIEF 
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN  

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294 

(323) 881-2401
www.fire.lacounty.gov 

“Proud Protectors of Life, Property, and the Environment” 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

HILDA L. SOLIS 
FIRST DISTRICT 

HOLLY J. MITCHELL 
SECOND DISTRICT 

SHEILA KUEHL 
THIRD DISTRICT 

JANICE HAHN 
FOURTH DISTRICT 

KATHRYN BARGER 
FIFTH DISTRICT 

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF: 

AGOURA HILLS 
ARTESIA 
AZUSA 
BALDWIN PARK 
BELL 
BELL GARDENS 
BELLFLOWER 
BRADBURY 
CALABASAS 

CARSON 
CERRITOS 
CLAREMONT 
COMMERCE 
COVINA 
CUDAHY 
DIAMOND BAR 
DUARTE 

EL MONTE 
GARDENA 
GLENDORA 
HAWAIIAN GARDENS 
HAWTHORNE 
HERMOSA BEACH 
HIDDEN HILLS 
HUNTINGTON PARK 
INDUSTRY 

INGLEWOOD 
IRWINDALE 
LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE 
LA HABRA 
LA MIRADA  
LA PUENTE 
LAKEWOOD 
LANCASTER 

LAWNDALE 
LOMITA 
LYNWOOD 
MALIBU 
MAYWOOD 
NORWALK 
PALMDALE 
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SOUTH GATE 
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WESTLAKE VILLAGE 
WHITTIER 

March 1, 2022 

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

Dear Supervisors: 

AGREEMENT FOR TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF FIRE TRUCK AND BREATHING 
APPARATUS/FACE PIECES BY AND BETWEEN THE   

CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
AND THE CITY OF OXNARD FIRE DEPARTMENT 

(ALL DISTRICTS) (3 VOTES) 

SUBJECT 

The Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County (District) is requesting 
approval to enter into an Agreement for the temporary transfer of a tillered aerial quint fire 
truck to the City of Oxnard Fire Department (City) to conduct training operations for 30 days. 
In exchange, the City will transfer up to 110 breathing apparatus for District’s indefinite use. 

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR HONORABLE BOARD, ACTING AS THE 
GOVERNING BODY OF THE CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY: 

1. Approve and authorize the Fire Chief, or his designee, to enter into the attached
Agreement with the City for the temporary transfer of a tillered aerial quint fire truck to the
City to conduct training operations for 30 days.  In exchange, the City will transfer up to
110 breathing apparatus for District’s indefinite use.

2. Delegate authority to the Fire Chief, or his designee, to enter into future agreements for
the temporary loan of vehicles and related equipment between the District and local,
State, and Federal fire service agencies on a short-term, as needed, basis, with approval
by County Counsel as to form.
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PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

The District often works with local, State, and Federal fire service agencies in providing 
assistance to each other whenever possible.  The City has requested, and the District has 
agreed, the loan for its exclusive use a tillered aerial fire truck for the City to conduct their 
training operations for 30 days.  The City has agreed, in exchange, to transfer up to 110 
Honeywell Titan Breathing Apparatus and Face Pieces for District’s indefinite use.  Upon 
District’s final use, District agreed to service and transfer all remaining Honeywell Titan 
Breathing Apparatus and Face Pieces to the Oxnard College Fire Training Program for their 
use.  The District currently has sufficient back-up vehicles to accommodate the City’s request.  

The Board is also requested to authorize the Fire Chief, or his designee, to enter into future 
agreements for the temporary loan of vehicles and related equipment on a short-term and as-
needed basis in time of need between the District and other local, State, and Federal fire 
service agencies.  In these instances, the District will ensure there are sufficient back-up 
vehicles and related equipment are available before deciding to loan to other agencies.  All 
such agreements will require the provision of insurance and indemnification covered for any 
accidents or damage sustained while in the possession of the contracting agency.  All such 
agreements will be approved as to form by County Counsel prior to execution by the Fire 
Chief.   

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals 

Approval of the recommended action is consistent with the County’s Strategic Plan Goal No. 
III, Strategy III.3, Pursue Operational Effectiveness, Fiscal Responsibility, and Accountability, 
Objective III.3.2, Manage and Maximize County Assets, by maximizing the use of County 
assets, guiding strategic investments, and supporting economic development, in ways that 
are fiscally responsible and align with the County’s highest priority needs.   

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING 

There is no impact on net County cost. 

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

This Agreement is authorized pursuant to California Health & Safety Code Section 13877.  

County Counsel has approved this Agreement as to form.  All future agreements would also 
be approved as to form by County Counsel and require insurance and indemnification for any 
accidents, damages or losses sustained as a result of the contracting party’s use.  
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IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS) 

There will be no impact on current services.  Approval of the recommended action will enable 
the District to temporary transfer a reserve tillered aerial quint fire truck to the City to conduct 
training operations for 30 days.  In exchange, the City will transfer up to 110 breathing 
apparatus for District’s indefinite use. 

CONCLUSION 

Upon approval by your Honorable Board, please instruct the Executive Officer of the Board to 
return a copy of the adopted Board letter to: 

Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County 
1320 N. Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90063 
Attention:  Marcia Velasquez, Acting Division Chief, Planning Division 
Marcia.Velasquez@fire.lacounty.gov 

The District’s contact may be reached at (323) 881-2404. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ANTHONY C. MARRONE 
INTERIM FIRE CHIEF, FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN 

ACM:kc 

Enclosure 

c: Chief Executive Officer 
County Counsel 
Auditor-Controller 

F:\PLANNING\Agreements\Delegated Auth.\BL-delegate authority to loan vehicle.doc 
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 AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE  1 

CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY  2 

AND THE CITY OF OXNARD FIRE DEPARTMENT FOR THE TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF 3 

FIRE TRUCK AND BREATHING APPARATUS/FACE PIECES 4 

5 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this ____ day of ____________, 2022, 6 

by and between the CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF LOS ANGELES 7 

COUNTY, hereinafter referred to as the "FIRE DISTRICT," and the City of Oxnard Fire 8 

Department, hereinafter referred to as “CITY.” 9 

W I T N E S S E T H 10 

  WHEREAS, CITY has requested, and FIRE DISTRICT has agreed, to loan for its 11 

exclusive use, a tillered aerial quint fire truck for the CITY to conduct training operations for 30 12 

days;  13 

 WHEREAS, CITY has offered, in exchange, to transfer between 100 to110 breathing 14 

apparatus and face pieces to the FIRE DISTRICT for indefinite use by the FIRE DISTRICT; 15 

and 16 

 WHEREAS, FIRE DISTRICT and CITY are desirous of entering into an Agreement 17 

which will provide for the loan of a tillered aerial quint fire truck to the CITY and the transfer of 18 

breathing apparatus and face pieces to the FIRE DISTRICT. 19 

 NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION of the covenants, representations and 20 

agreements set forth herein, the parties mutually agree as follows: 21 

SECTION I.  TRANSFER OF FIRE TRUCK BY FIRE DISTRICT 22 

 FIRE DISTRICT hereby transfers possession to CITY, and CITY hereby accepts 23 

possession from the FIRE DISTRICT, of the following tillered aerial quint fire truck: 24 

Vehicle Description:       ________________    25 

Vehicle Designation:    ________________    26 

Vehicle License No.:    ________________ 27 

Vehicle Identification No.:   ________________ 28 
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Value of Vehicle:                _________________ 1 

This transfer shall give exclusive use and control of the above designated tillered aerial 2 

quint fire truck, hereinafter referred to as “Fire Truck”, to CITY.  The Fire Truck shall be used 3 

by CITY to hold training operations for 30 days.  4 

 CITY agrees not to install or modify any equipment in the Fire Truck and to return the 5 

Fire Truck to the FIRE DISTRICT in its original condition.  6 

SECTION II.  TRANSFER OF BREATHING APPARATUS AND FACE PIECES BY CITY 7 

 CITY hereby transfers possession to FIRE DISTRICT, and FIRE DISTRICT hereby 8 

accepts possession from the CITY, between 100 to 110 Honeywell Titan Breathing Apparatus 9 

and Face Pieces, hereinafter referred to as “Breathing Apparatus”. 10 

Upon FIRE DISTRICT’s use and at a future date determined by the FIRE DISTRICT, 11 

FIRE DISTRICT agrees to service and transfer all remaining Breathing Apparatus to the 12 

Oxnard College Fire Training Program for their use. 13 

SECTION III.  INDEMNIFICATION 14 

A. Except for the active negligence or willful misconduct of the FIRE DISTRICT, CITY15 

shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the FIRE DISTRICT, its agents, officers, and 16 

employees from and against any and all liability and expense, including defense costs and 17 

legal fees, arising from or connected with any claims or lawsuits against CITY  for any 18 

personal injury, death, or property damage of any kind whatsoever which in any way arise 19 

from any CITY use of the Fire Truck.  20 

B. DISTRICT shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the CITY, its agents, officers,21 

and employees from and against any and all liability and expense, including defense costs 22 

and legal fees, arising from or connected with any claims or lawsuits against DISTRICT for 23 

any personal injury, death, or property damage of any kind whatsoever which in any way arise 24 

from any DISTRICT use of the Breathing Apparatus. 25 

SECTION IV.  INSURANCE & LIABILITY 26 
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A. CITY shall provide automobile liability coverage for the Fire Truck during the term of 1 

this Agreement.  Physical damage, including collision coverage and comprehensive coverage, 2 

shall be provided and the FIRE DISTRICT shall be named as a loss payee.   3 

B. In the event that the Fire Truck sustains damage while in the physical possession4 

and/or use by CITY, CITY shall be responsible for its repair to the reasonable satisfaction of 5 

the FIRE DISTRICT.  CITY shall follow established CITY policies and procedures in procuring 6 

any such repairs.  If, in CITY’s judgment, the costs of the repairs exceed the then current value 7 

of the Fire Truck, CITY shall pay the FIRE DISTRICT an amount equal to the then current 8 

value of the vehicle, as determined by the FIRE DISTRICT, in lieu of repairing the Fire Truck. 9 

SECTION V.  UNAUTHORIZED USE OF FIRE TRUCK 10 

Use of the Fire Truck other than as specified herein will be considered a breach of 11 

this Agreement. 12 

SECTION VI.  NOTIFICATIONS 13 

 All emergency matters regarding the Fire Truck shall be directed to Mitch Connett who 14 

can be contacted at (323) 881-3020 and/or (213) 435-7705 at FIRE DISTRICT Fleet Services.  15 

All other notifications as provided for in this Agreement, unless stated otherwise herein, shall 16 

be in writing and shall be addressed to the representative of each party at the following 17 

addresses: 18 

19 

20 

    21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SECTION VII.  AGREEMENT TERM AND TERMINATION 26 

 This Agreement shall be effective upon the first date above written and remain effective 27 

for 30 days, or until terminated by written notification by the FIRE DISTRICT or CITY, 28 

CITY OF OXNARD         ____________________ 
FIRE DEPARTMENT:     ____________________ 

        ____________________ 

FIRE DISTRICT:     Fire Chief Daryl L. Osby 
  Los Angeles County Fire Department 
  1320 North Eastern Avenue 
  Los Angeles, CA 90063 
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whichever date is sooner.  Either party to this Agreement may terminate this Agreement upon 1 

three (3) business days’ written notice to the other party.  Upon termination of this Agreement 2 

and within three days’ notice of termination, CITY agrees to return said Fire Truck in the same 3 

condition as received, reasonable wear and tear, acts of God, and conditions over which CITY 4 

has no control excepted and Fire District agrees to return said Breathing Apparatus in the 5 

same condition as received with reasonable wear and tear use. 6 

/// 7 

/// 8 

/// 9 

/// 10 

/// 11 

/// 12 

/// 13 

/// 14 

/// 15 

/// 16 
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/// 18 
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/// 21 
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/// 23 

/// 24 

/// 25 
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SECTION VIII.  ENTIRE AGREEMENT 1 

       This Agreement constitutes the entire understanding and agreement of the parties.  This 2 

Agreement shall only be amended in writing and signed by both parties.  3 

4 

 5 

 6 

7 

 8 

 9 

10 

 11 

12 

 13 

14 

15 

 16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION   CITY OF OXNARD FIRE DEPARTMENT 
DISTRICT OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY   

By ______________________________ By _____________________________ 
  Fire Chief   (Name, Title) 

Date ___________________________ Date __________________________ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

RODRIGO A. CASTRO-SILVA 
County Counsel 

By ____________________________ By ____________________________ 

 Deputy     City Attorney 

F:\Planning\Oxnard\Oxnard Fire\Apparatus Loan Agmt (1-27-22) 



BOARD LETTER/MEMO 
CLUSTER FACT SHEET 

Board Letter     Board Memo  Other 

CLUSTER AGENDA 
REVIEW DATE 

2/16/2022 

BOARD MEETING DATE 3/1/2022 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 
AFFECTED All      1st       2nd    3rd     4th    5th    X 

DEPARTMENT(S) Probation 

SUBJECT Authorize the purchase of 150 Taser 7 model tasers (Tasers) for the Los Angeles 
County Probation Department (Probation).   

PROGRAM N/A 

AUTHORIZES DELEGATED 
AUTHORITY TO DEPT 

 Yes      No  X 

SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT   Yes      No  
X 

If Yes, please explain why: 

DEADLINES/ 
TIME CONSTRAINTS 

None 

COST & FUNDING Total cost: 
$600,000  

Funding source: 
Sufficient appropriation is available within Probation’s Fiscal 
Year 2021-22 operating budget and is 100% funded by the 
Post Release Community Supervision revenue. 

TERMS (if applicable): 

N/A 

Explanation: 
N/A 

PURPOSE OF REQUEST Approval for the County Purchasing Agent to authorize the purchase 150 Tasers.  
Probation currently does not have the option to use tasers and would like to add an 
additional less-than-lethal use of force option for its armed deputies. 

BACKGROUND 
(include internal/external 
issues that may exist 
including any related 
motions) 

Probation currently has a use of force continuum that includes verbal commands, 
physical force, expandable batons, pepper spray and firearms.  The Tasers would be 
added to these use of force options and allow an additional less than lethal use of force 
alternative, which is a proven method of de-escalating intense situations and reducing 
the rate of injuries to civilians and officers. 

EQUITY INDEX OR LENS 
WAS UTILIZED 

  Yes          X No   

If Yes, please explain how: 

SUPPORTS ONE OF THE 
NINE BOARD PRIORITIES 

  Yes          X No   
If Yes, please state which one(s) and explain how: 

DEPARTMENTAL 
CONTACTS 

Name, Title, Phone # & Email: 

Robert Smythe, Administrative Deputy 

(562) 940-2516

X 



robert.smythe@probation.lacounty.gov 

 

Howard Wong, Deputy Director  

(562) 334-4221 

Howard.Wong@probation.lacounty.gov 

 

 

mailto:robert.smythe@probation.lacounty.gov
file:///C:/Users/E425183/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/7B6CG06K/Howard.Wong@probation.lacounty.gov


 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PROBATION DEPARTMENT 
 

9150 EAST IMPERIAL HIGHWAY – DOWNEY, CALIFORNIA  90242 
 

(562) 940-2501 

         
   
   Adolfo Gonzales 
Chief Probation Officer 

 

 

March 1, 2022 
 
 
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: 
 

AUTHORIZE THE COUNTY PURCHASING AGENT TO  
PROCEED WITH THE PURCHASE OF TASER 7-TASERS 

(ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS) 
(3 VOTES) 

 
SUBJECT 
 
Authorize the purchase of 150 Taser 7 model tasers (Tasers) for the Los Angeles County 
Probation Department (Probation).   
 
IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD: 
 
Authorize the County Purchasing Agent to proceed with the purchase of 150 Tasers at a cost of 
approximately $600,000.  
 
PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
The purpose of the recommended action is to seek your Board of Supervisors’ (Board) 
authorization for the County Purchasing Agent to purchase 150 Tasers.  Probation currently does 
not have the option to use tasers and would like to add an additional less-than-lethal use of force 
option for its armed deputies. 
 
Probation currently has a use of force continuum that includes verbal commands, physical force, 
expandable batons, pepper spray and firearms.  The Tasers would be added to these use of force 
options and allow an additional less than lethal use of force alternative, which is a proven method 
of de-escalating intense situations and reducing the rate of injuries to civilians and officers. 
 
The Tasers are superior to the previous generation’s tasers in that they activate with a better 
connection at close distances, contain an easier to see green laser, have an improved handle 
and an improved ability to penetrate clothing barriers.  The purchasing package includes 150 
Tasers, holsters, unlimited cartridges (both close quarters and standoff distances), 4 training suits, 
two Evidence.Com access licenses and training, 150 Taser battery packs with an additional 90 
back up batteries with a 4-year warranty and wall mount brackets. The addition of the Tasers is 
part of the corrective action plan for Probation following its most recent officer-involved use of 
force incident. 
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Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals 
 
The recommended action is consistent with the Countywide Strategic Plan Goal #3 Pursue 
Operational Effectiveness, Fiscal Responsibility, and Accountability.  This purchase of the Tasers 
will enhance Probation’s ability to continue to ensure the safety and well-being of the clients in 
our care and the communities we serve. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING 
 
The estimated cost of the Tasers is $600,000. Sufficient appropriation is available within 
Probation’s Fiscal Year 2021-22 operating budget and is 100% funded by the Post Release 
Community Supervision revenue. 
 
FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
On October 16, 2001, the Board adopted a policy whereby County departments are required to 
obtain Board approval to purchase equipment with a unit cost of $250,000 or greater prior to 
submitting their requisitions for purchasing.  The estimated expense of $600,000 exceeds the 
Board’s $250,000 threshold. 
 
CONTRACTING PROCESS 
 
This is a commodity purchase under the statutory authority of the County Purchasing Agent.  The 
purchase will be requisitioned through and accomplished by the Purchasing Agent in accordance 
with the County’s Purchasing policies and procedures.  
 
IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS) 
 
Approval of this request will enhance Probation’s ability to safely conduct field operations and 
reduce the likelihood of utilizing lethal force.   
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Adolfo Gonzales 
Chief Probation Officer 
 
AG:TH:JK:mm 
 
c: Executive Officer 
 County Counsel 
 Chief Executive Office 
 Internal Services Department 
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INTRODUCTION

This report provides an overview of the Office of Inspector General’s regular
monitoring, auditing, and review of activities related to the Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department occurring between October 1, 2021, and December 31, 2021.1

MONITORING SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT’S OPERATIONS

Deputy-Involved Shootings

The Office of Inspector General reports on all deputy-involved shootings in which a
deputy intentionally fired a firearm at a human, or intentionally or unintentionally
fired a firearm and a human was injured or killed as a result. This quarter there
were 13 incidents in which people were shot or shot at by Sheriff’s Department
personnel. Office of Inspector General staff responded to each of these deputy-
involved shootings. Eleven people were struck by deputies’ gunfire, five fatally.

The information in the following shooting summaries is based on information
provided by the Sheriff’s Department and is preliminary in nature. While the Office
of Inspector General receives information at the walk-through at the scene of the
shooting, preliminary memoranda with summaries, and by attending the Sheriff’s
Department Critical Incident Reviews, the statements of the deputies and witnesses
are not provided until the investigation is complete. The Sheriff’s Department does
not permit the Office of Inspector General staff to monitor the on-going
investigations of deputy-involved shootings, does not provide access to the full
body-worn camera videos of deputies involved in the incident, and does not comply
with lawful requests for documentation of these investigations.

Santa Clarita: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on October 3, 2021, at
approximately 3:31 p.m., Santa Clarita Sheriff’s Station deputies responded to a
family disturbance call. The reporting party was a mother who stated that her son,
a white man, was suicidal, armed, and had made statements indicating he would
confront the deputies when they arrived at the location.

When deputies arrived, they noticed a man peering out of an open upstairs window,
holding a long gun. The deputies took a position east of the location and ordered
the man to drop the weapon. Approximately fifteen minutes after the deputies’
arrival, the man pointed the gun at them and one of the deputies fired one round

The report will note if the data reflects something other than what was gathered between October 1, 2021, and
December 31, 2021.
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from a rifle. The man retreated, reappeared, and again pointed the gun at the
deputies, at which time each deputy fired one round from a rifle.

A rescue team made entry into the location and found the man unresponsive with a
gunshot wound to his upper torso. The man was pronounced dead at the scene.

According to the Sheriff’s Department, the Mental Evaluation Team was called to
the scene, but the shooting occurred prior to their arrival.

At the time of the shooting, Santa Clarita deputies had not yet been outfitted with
body-worn cameras. The shooting was partially captured by home security
cameras, portions of which were shown at the Sheriff’s Department’s Critical
Incident Review.

Areas for Further Inquiry
In developing their tactical plan, did the deputies consider the information that the
man was suicidal and was looking to confront deputies upon their arrival? Did the
deputies create distance and position themselves so that they could safely wait for
the Mental Evaluation Team without engaging the suspect? Did the deputies
consider evacuating nearby neighbors to minimize the risk to civilians from a
shooting either by the suspect or deputies?

Century: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on October 5, 2021, at
approximately 8:41 a.m., Century Sheriff’s Station deputies responded to a
California Highway Patrol (CHP) request for assistance on the 105 freeway in
Paramount. CHP officers were detaining a Hispanic man at gunpoint while he sat
inside a parked vehicle that he had allegedly taken in a carjacking. Although it is
not known when this information became known to the deputies and officers, the
suspect was also the named suspect in a murder investigation.

When Sheriff’s deputies arrived, the man was outside of the vehicle pacing on the
freeway holding a handgun. Several commands were given by CHP officers to drop
the firearm, but the man refused to comply. The man raised the firearm and fired
an unknown number of rounds in the direction of officers and deputies. Two
Sheriff’s deputies returned fire, firing a total of nineteen rounds, and CHP officers
fired an unknown number of rounds at the suspect. A CHP officer was struck in the
face by a bullet fragment and was treated and released. The suspect’s weapon, a
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Polymer8O 9mm handgun2 was recovered at the scene. The male sustained several
gunshot wounds to the upper torso. He was transported to St. Francis Medical
Center, where he was pronounced dead.

The shooting was captured on body-worn cameras. Portions of the video were
shown at the Sheriff’s Department’s Critical Incident Review. The Sheriff’s
Department has not provided the Office of Inspector General with access to its
body-worn camera videos; thus, the Office of Inspector General cannot opine on
whether the camera that was activated was done so as required by Sheriff’s
Department policy.

Areas for Further Inquiry

Were the CHP and the Sheriff’s Department able to communicate on the same
frequency? In the ten to fifteen minutes the suspect was on the freeway was there
a tactical plan developed? Was the Special Enforcement Bureau requested? Which
agency had operational command of this incident?

Temple City: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on October 9, 2021, at
approximately 7:00 p.m., Temple City Sheriff’s patrol units received a stolen
vehicle alert from a license plate recognition system in the city of Rosemead.

As part of a canvassing effort to locate the vehicle, a sergeant drove into the
Walmart where he saw a vehicle matching the description of the reported stolen
vehicle. The sergeant detained the Hispanic man sitting in the driver’s seat at
gunpoint. The man exited the vehicle but refused to comply with the sergeant’s
commands. The man reached into the vehicle and the sergeant saw a shiny object
in his hand. From his patrol car, the sergeant shot at the man one time but did not
hit him.

Following the shooting, the man hid behind another parked vehicle. Additional units
responded to the location and the man was taken into custody without further
incident. A firearm was later recovered from under a vehicle.

At the Critical Incident Review, the Sheriff’s Department showed portions of the
body-worn camera video. The video shown does not appear to show the man’s
actions prior to and leading up to the shooting due to the angle from which it was
recorded. The Sheriff’s Department has not provided the Office of Inspector General

2 Polymer8O produces kits that can be purchased online for consumers to use to assemble a fully functioning
handgun. Law enforcement refers to these guns as “ghost guns” because they do not have a serial number and are
therefore not traceable. (See Winton, Richard, “city sues ‘ghost gun’ maker Polymer8O; LAPD says more than 700
seized weapons are tied to its parts,” LosAngeles Times, February 17, 2021. Accessed January 28, 2022.
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2021-02-17/ghost-gun-maker-polymer8o-lawsuit-los-angeles)
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with access to its body-worn camera videos; thus, the Office of Inspector General is
not aware whether all body-worn cameras were properly activated as required by
Sheriff’s Department policy.

Areas for Further Inquiry
Did the sergeant call for backup prior to engaging the suspect? When was the body-
worn camera activated? When the sergeant shot at the man, he was seated in his
patrol car attempting to detain him; is this consistent with Sheriff’s Department
training and best practices?

Pico Rivera: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on October 10, 2021, at
approximately 4:53 p.m., two deputies were on patrol when they observed a
Hispanic man walking in the middle of the Street in Whittier. The deputies pulled
alongside the man and noticed that the man had an extended firearm magazine
protruding from his pants pocket. The driver deputy attempted to detain the man at
gunpoint. The man then produced a handgun, from his pants pocket, at which time
the driver deputy fired two rounds striking the suspect. A loaded Polymer8o 9mm
handgun was recovered at the scene along with a loaded 9mm magazine. The
Suspect was pronounced dead at the scene.

One deputy was a trainee and hence, was not yet outfitted with a body-worn
camera. The other deputy had his body-worn camera on, but because he was
behind an open car door the camera did not capture the shooting. The Sheriff’s
Department has not provided the Office of Inspector General with access to its
body-worn camera videos; thus, the Office of Inspector General cannot opine on
whether the camera that was activated was done so as required by Sheriff’s
Department policy. There was video obtained from a home security camera.

The Office of Inspector General representative who responded to the scene of the
shooting was not permitted to view the deceased from the same vantage point as
Los Angeles County District Attorney (LADA) personnel. Our Inspector was
approximately 50 feet from the decedent, while LADA personnel were permitted to
view the decedent at a closer vantage point.

Areas for Further Inquiry
Was the manner in which the deputies approached the suspect consistent with
Sheriff’s Department training and best practices?

Temple City: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on October 19, 2021, the
Temple City Sheriff’s Station received a call of a disturbance at an auto repair
business in the city of Rosemead. The caller reported that a person at his repair
shop stated that he was wanted for “murder,” and was threatening to blow up the
shop if work on his vehicle was not performed. After being asked numerous
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questions, the caller became frustrated and hung up but called back multiple times
to report that deputies were not yet on scene. The two deputies assigned to the call
were not told by the dispatcher about the caller’s statement that the suspect said
that he was wanted for murder. The deputies arrived approximately one hour and
twenty minutes after the initial call.

Upon arrival, the deputies obtained a brief statement from the automotive shop
owner who told them the man threatened to “burn the place down” and that he was
wanted for murder. One deputy approached the front driver’s side of a Mazda
where the suspect was seated while the other deputy approached the front
passenger side to speak with the woman passenger. While the deputies were
interacting with the suspect, he suddenly opened the driver’s side door and exited
the vehicle, removing a handgun from his waistband area as he did so. The deputy
standing next to the driver side door shot one time at the man, hitting him in the
back. The suspect was transported to a hospital and was listed in stable condition.

At the Critical Incident Review, the Sheriff’s Department showed portions of the
body-worn camera video. The Sheriff’s Department has not provided the Office of
Inspector General with access to its body-worn camera videos; thus, the Office of
Inspector General is not aware whether all body-worn cameras were properly
activated as required by Sheriff’s Department policy.

Areas for Further Inquiry
What was the reason for the delay in responding to the call for service? Were there
other calls for service or incidents that were of a higher priority? Why weren’t the
responding deputies informed by the dispatcher about the suspect stating he was
wanted for murder? Given that the deputies were informed by the shop owner that
the suspect claimed to be wanted for murder, was the tactical approach consistent
with Sheriff’s Department training or law enforcement best practices? Was the
dispatcher’s interaction with the reporting party consistent with Sheriff’s
Department training and best practices? Did the dispatcher contribute to the delay
in the deputies responding?

East Los Angeles: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on October 21, 2021, at
approximately 10:12 a.m., undercover Narcotics Bureau deputies in plain clothes
were assisting a Narcotic’s Team with a search warrant at a suspected itlegal
marijuana dispensary. While walking away from the location, the two undercover
deputies were approached by the two male occupants of a Black Honda Civic who
stopped and asked them where they were from, a common question by gang
members to determine gang affiliation. They responded with “nowhere” and
continued walking. The vehicle made a U-turn, stopped, and the passenger exited
the car, produced a handgun, and fired two to three shots at the deputies. The
deputies returned fire. The vehicle fled out of the deputy’s sight. It is unknown if
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either of the suspects were hit. Neither deputy was injured. The Sheriff’s
Department conducted a search of the area but were unable to locate the vehicle
and/or suspects.

Because the deputies were working in undercover capacity, neither of them had
body-worn cameras. In addition, the Narcotics Bureau has not been outfitted with
body-worn cameras. There were several surveillance cameras in the area that
captured portions of this incident, which were shown at the Critical Incident Review.

Areas for Further Inquiry
Was there a Sheriff’s Department team in the immediate area with eyes on the
undercover deputies to provide protection?

Palmdale: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on October 23, 2021, at
approximately 9:39 p.m., Palmdale Sheriff’s Station deputies responded to a call of
an assault with a deadly weapon. The informant stated he was inside the residence
with the suspect, a white man. The man had pointed his handgun at the informant,
and the informant had left the home. The informant reported hearing one gunshot.

Deputies received additional information from the reporting party that the man was
inebriated, angry and suicidal. The man apparently was barricaded inside the
upstairs master bedroom of the location and was still armed.

When assisting deputies arrived, they contained the location and gave verbal
commands for the man to exit the location. The Mental Evaluation Team was
notified and enroute, as were deputies from the Special Enforcement Bureau.

Shortly after the deputies arrived on scene, they reported seeing a muzzle flash
from an upstairs window. Four deputies fired a total of 15 rounds toward the
window. The man eventually surrendered.

The man sustained a minor abrasion to his hand, which was determined to be a
result of broken glass caused by rounds striking the window. A 9mm handgun was
located inside the residence, along with two magazines. Two casings were
recovered near the window where the deputies reported seeing the muzzle flash.

At the Critical Incident Review, the Sheriff’s Department showed portions of the
body-worn camera video. The Sheriff’s Department has not provided the Office of
Inspector General with access to its body-worn camera videos; thus, the Office of
Inspector General is not aware whether all body-worn cameras were properly
activated as required by Sheriff’s Department policy.
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Areas for Further Inquiry
Did the deputies position themselves in a way that put them at a tactical
disadvantage and place themselves in danger? Should the deputies have waited for
the arrival of the Mental Evaluation Team prior to calling the man out of the
location? What was the estimated response time for the Mental Evaluation Team?
Did all the deputies at the scene turn on their body-worn cameras in compliance
with Sheriff’s Department policy? Were the body-cameras worn in a manner
consistent with Sheriff’s Department policy and/or best practices? Does the Sheriff’s
Department have a policy regarding the wearing of tactical vests over body-worn
cameras?

East Los Angeles: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on November 12, 2021,
at approximately 3:00 a.m., East Los Angeles Station received a call for service
regarding a suspicious person at a gas station. A deputy responded and spoke to a
Hispanic man. The man spoke only Spanish, and the deputy did not speak Spanish.
Despite the inability to communicate with the man, the deputy was satisfied that he
had rectified the situation and left a short while later, another call came into the
Sheriff’s Department describing the same suspicious party at the same location,
who was now lighting paper on fire and throwing it at the gas pumps. The original
responding deputy returned to the location and parked behind a Chevrolet Tahoe
next to which the man he had encountered earlier was standing with a Hispanic
woman.

The deputy sat in his patrol car, pointed his gun at the suspect and ordered him to
walk over to the car and put his hands on the patrol car hood. The man put his
hands on his head and did not move. The deputy exited his car, holstered his
weapon, and approached the man. As the deputy attempted to grab the man’s
hands, he spun around and reached down with both hands to grab the deputy’s
holstered firearm. The deputy pushed down on his weapon in an attempt to hold it
in the holster. While struggling with the man, the deputy saw the woman had
armed herself with a knife and was approaching them with it raised over her head,
pointing it in his direction. The woman swung the knife and stabbed the deputy in
the face. The deputy retrieved his backup revolver from his left front pant pocket
and shot at the man and woman three times.

The man sustained a gunshot wound to the chest. He was transported to the
hospital, where he was listed in critical condition. The woman sustained a gunshot
wound to the head and pronounced dead at the scene. The deputy sustained a stab
wound to the face. He was transported to the hospital, where he was treated and
released.

At the Critical Incident Review, the Sheriff’s Department showed portions of the
body-worn camera video. During the altercation, the deputy’s body-worn camera
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fell off; thus, the shooting was not captured on video. The Sheriff’s Department has
not provided the Office of Inspector General with access to its body-worn camera
videos; thus, the Office of Inspector General is not aware whether all body-worn
cameras were properly activated at each encounter, as required by Sheriff’s
Department policy.

Areas for Further Inquiry
Was there body-worn camera video from the first encounter between the man and
the deputy? How did the deputy determine that he resolved the first call for
service? Why did the deputy approach the male and female alone without waiting
for backup to arrive? What caused the body-worn camera to dislodge in this
incident?

Santa Clarita: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on November 12, 2021, at
approximately 7:23 p.m., two deputies from Santa Clarita Sheriff’s Station were
patrolling the area near Newhall Avenue and the 14 freeway when they observed a
black SUV with a Hispanic man in the driver seat. The deputies attempted to stop
the car to investigate whether the driver was under the influence because he was
driving erratically, but the man failed to stop.

The deputies pursued the vehicle onto the 14 freeway and then onto residential
streets after the suspect exited. As the pursuit continued, the Santa Clarita Sheriff’s
Station watch commander directed units to enter surveillance mode because a
Sheriff’s Department helicopter was following the suspect vehicle from above, thus
allowing the deputies to avoid engaging in a high-speed chase through residential
streets.

The helicopter crew advised that the suspect vehicle entered an RV resort by
ramming the front gate with the vehicle. The man then stopped his vehicle and
exited but entered a second vehicle shortly thereafter. As the pursuing deputies and
assisting units arrived at the front gate of the location, they exited their patrol cars
and continued communication with the airship overhead in efforts to establish a
containment. The man then drove toward the front gate of the location and drove
over a pedestrian bridge, where a civilian was able to avoid being hit by the vehicle.
According to the Sheriff’s Department, the man accelerated his vehicle toward the
deputies and three deputies shot a total of 21 times into the vehicle at the man.

The man fled the RV park in the vehicle at a high rate of speed and collided with a
guard rail a short distance away. Following the collision, the man exited his vehicle
and fled on foot and attempted to hide at the bottom of an embankment, where he
was detained by deputies.
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The man sustained two gunshot wounds to the torso and minor injuries sustained
from the traffic collision. He was transported to the hospital, where he was treated
for non-life-threatening injuries. He was released from the hospital and medically
cleared for booking. No deputies were injured during the incident.

Santa Clarita Station deputies are not yet equipped with body-worn cameras; thus,
none of this incident was captured on body-worn camera video. The RV Park did
have some surveillance cameras which caught portions of what occurred. At the
Critical Incident Review, the Sheriff’s Department showed some of this video.

Areas for Further Inquiry

The RV park had two sets of entrances in and out of the location, did the deputies
attempt to contain both entrances or only one? When the deputies shot at the
moving car, were all the shots within policy and tactically sound?

South Los Angeles: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on
November 21, 2021, at approximately 2:00 p.m., deputies from the Transit Bureau
were seated in their respective marked black and white patrol cars near the Rosa
Parks Station. They were approached by a Los Angeles Metro patron who told them
a man had just been shot on the upper platform at the location. Deputies
responded to the platform on foot. As they reached the top of a stairwell, they saw
a Hispanic man jump down onto the tracks. The suspect turned toward the deputies
and fired a single gunshot at them. Two deputies returned fire, firing a total of eight
rounds at the man.

The suspect sustained gunshot wounds to the head, hand, abdomen, and shoulder.
He was transported to the hospital, where he underwent surgery but succumbed to
his injuries.

While investigating the incident, deputies discovered an unidentified man lying
unresponsive on the platform. The man had a single gunshot wound to the head
and was pronounced dead at the scene. Investigators later learned the victim had
been talking on the phone when the suspect approached the man from behind and
shot him in the head, apparently without any warning or provocation. The suspect
then walked over and stood near the top of the stairwell until the arrival of
deputies, making no attempt to flee.

The deputies involved in this incident are part of the Transit Bureau of the Sheriff’s
Department. Transit Bureau received body-worn cameras at the end of October
putting them in the 90-day probationary training period established by Sheriff’s
Department policy in order for deputies to become accustomed to turning on the
cameras as required. None of the deputies involved turned on their body-worn
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cameras prior to the shooting. The incident was caught on metro station cameras.
The video captured by those cameras was shown at the Critical Incident Review.

Whittier: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on December 15, 2021, at
approximately 4:40 a.m., members of the Special Enforcement Bureau (SEB)
executed a high-risk search/arrest warrant in the city of Whittier relating to an
assault with a deadly weapon investigation involving a handgun. Deputies
announced their presence and ordered the individuals within the location to open
the door. When no one opened the door, the deputies forced entry into the location.
As the deputies were preparing to make entry, a Hispanic man produced a firearm
and pointed it at the deputies. Two deputies shot at the man; one deputy shot once
and the other shot two times.

The man sustained a gunshot wound to the head and was treated at the scene by
SEB Emergency Services Detail paramedics. He was subsequently transported to
the hospital, where he was listed in critical condition.

The man was identified by investigators as the individual wanted in the search
warrant for the assault with a deadly weapon investigation. A semi-automatic 9mm
handgun was recovered from the scene.

SEB personnel have not been outfitted with body-worn cameras.

Norwalk: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on December 18, 2021, at
approximately 7:46 p.m., Norwalk Sheriff’s Station deputies were in the parking lot
of a hotel in Norwalk and conducted a license plate check of a vehicle, which
indicated it was used in a shooting. A Hispanic man was in the driver’s seat of the
car. The man proceeded to drive out of the parking lot. The deputies initiated a
vehicle pursuit, which led them from surface streets to the Interstate 5 freeway,
then back to surface streets in the city of Downey. The man was able to elude
deputies but they later located the car and resumed the pursuit.

While attempting to turn on one of the surface streets, the man lost control of his
vehicle and collided with another vehicle. The man exited his vehicle and fled on
foot. Deputies initiated a short foot pursuit and located him on a front porch where
the man pulled out a firearm and pointed it at the deputies. Two deputies shot a
total of seventeen times at the man.

The suspect was found to be wearing body armor and was in possession of three
handguns, including a loaded Polymer8o handgun, a loaded revolver, and an
unloaded 9mm handgun.
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The man sustained numerous gunshot wounds to his torso. He was taken to the
hospital, where he was listed in fair condition.

At the Critical Incident Review, the Sheriff’s Department showed portions of the
body-worn camera video. The Sheriff’s Department has not provided the Office of
Inspector General with access to its body-worn camera videos; thus, the Office of
Inspector General is not aware whether all body-worn cameras were properly
activated as required by Sheriff’s Department policy.

Areas for Further Inquiry
Were all body-worn cameras activated in compliance with Sheriff’s Department
policy?

Carson: The Sheriff’s Department reported that on December 29, 2021, at
approximately 12:59 p.m., Carson Sheriff’s Station deputies responded to a call
regarding a family disturbance. The caller stated that she needed assistance with
her daughter, a Black woman, who was armed with a knife and gun. During the
call, the dispatcher heard arguing in the background and woman state that the only
way she was leaving the location was in a “body bag.” The dispatcher contacted the
Mental Evaluation Team (MET), which responded that they were enroute to the
scene.

Prior to the MET’s arrival, two Carson Station deputies arrived on scene and
contained the location. They conducted call-outs for anyone inside the residence to
step out. As the deputies were taking cover behind a Sheriff’s patrol SUV, the
mother exited but stopped in between the home and the patrol car. The deputies
continued to call out to the mother and the suspect, and her stepfather exited the
home. Two other Carson deputies arrived on scene and took cover behind parked
cars across the street from the home. The deputies continued to call out to the
parents to move away from the suspect. The stepfather moved a few feet away
from the suspect. The suspect pointed the gun two times at two of the deputies
who had taken cover behind the patrol vehicle, but they did not shoot at the
suspect because the suspect’s mother was in the line of fire. The suspect then
pointed the firearm at the deputies across the street from the home by the parked
cars. These two deputies shot a total of nine times at the suspect.
The suspect sustained three gunshot wounds to her upper body. She was taken to
the hospital, treated, and has since been released. The shooting happened before
the MET arrived on the scene.

An unloaded revolver was recovered at the scene along with a 14-inch-long kitchen
knife.
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At the Critical Incident Review, the Sheriff’s Department showed portions of the
body-worn camera video. The Sheriff’s Department has not provided the Office of
Inspector General with access to its body-worn camera videos; thus, the Office of
Inspector General is not aware whether all body-worn cameras were properly
activated as required by Sheriff’s Department policy.

Areas for Further Inquiry
What was the MET’s estimated time of arrival? Would it have been preferable to
wait before beginning any call-outs? How would the MET have handled this
situation? Was the proximity of the suspect to her family members considered when
the deputies fired their weapons?

Comparison to Prior Years

District Attorney Review of Deputy-Involved Shootings

The Sheriff’s Department’s Homicide Bureau investigates all deputy-involved
shootings in which a person is hit by a bullet. The Homicide Bureau submits the
completed criminal investigation of each deputy-involved shooting that result in a
person being struck by a bullet and which occurred in the County of Los Angeles to
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the Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office (LADA) for review and possible
filing of criminal charges.

Between September 1, 2021, and December 31, 2021, the LADA issued five
findings on deputy-involved shooting cases involving the Sheriff’s Department’s
employees.

• In the June 7, 2020, fatal shooting of Jarrid Hurst, the District
Attorney opined in a memorandum dated October 18, 2021, that
deputies Carlos Jover and Nathan Abarca acted lawfully in self-
defense and in defense of others.

• In the July 3, 2019, fatal shooting of Rickie Starks, the District
Attorney opined in a memorandum dated October 28, 2021, that
deputies Edwin Barajas and Taylor Ingersoll acted lawfully in self-
defense and in defense of other. The memorandum also stated that
Mr. Starks was not struck by deputy gunfire but rather from gunfire
attributed to a suspect.

• In the June 6, 2019, non-fatal shooting of Edtwon Stamps, the
District Attorney opined in a memorandum dated November 8, 2021,
that deputies Michael Lee and Quang Huynh acted lawfully in self-
defense and in defense of others, and that Mr. Stamps succumbed to
injuries from a self-inflicted gunshot wound.

• In the April 19, 2021, fatal shooting of Richard Lugo, the
District Attorney opined in a memorandum dated November 8, 2021,
that deputies Michael Alburez and Vincent Fratianne acted lawfully in
self-defense and in defense of others.

• In the November 15, 2020, fatal shooting of Sam Conner, the
District Attorney opined in a memorandum dated November 8, 2021,
that deputies Raymond Johnson and Matthew Seno acted lawfully in
self-defense, in defense of others.

Homicide Bureau’s Investigation of Deputy-Involved Shootings

For the present quarter, the Homicide Bureau reports that 16 shooting cases
involving Sheriff’s Department personnel are open and under investigation. The
oldest case the Homicide Bureau is still actively investigating is an April 23, 2021,
shooting that occurred in the jurisdiction of Century station. For further information
as to that shooting, please refer to the Office of Inspector General’s report titled

Reform and Oversight Effort: Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, April to June 2O21.
The oldest case that the Bureau has open is a 2016 shooting in Compton, which is
with the LADA’s office awaiting a filing decision.

Reform and Oversight Effort: Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, April to June 2021
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This quarter, the Sheriff’s Department reported it sent three cases involving
deputy-involved shootings to the LADA for filing consideration.

Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau

The Sheriff’s Department’s Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) reports
directly to the Division Chief and the Commander of the Professional Standards
Division. ICIB investigates allegations of criminal misconduct committed by Sheriff’s
Department personnel in Los Angeles County (misconduct alleged to have occurred
in other counties is investigated by the law enforcement agencies in the
jurisdictions where the crimes are alleged to have occurred).

The Sheriff’s Department reports ICIB has 82 active cases. This quarter, the
Sheriff’s Department reports sending 11 cases to the LADA for filing consideration.
The LADA is still reviewing 28 cases for filing. The oldest open case which ICIB has
submitted to the LADA for filing consideration is a 2018 case, which was presented
to the LADA in 2018 and is still being reviewed.

Internal Affairs Bureau

The Internal Affairs Bureau (lAB) conducts administrative investigations of
Department policy violations by Sheriff’s Department employees. It is also
responsible for responding to and investigating deputy-involved shootings and
significant use-of-force cases. If the LADA declines to file a criminal action against
the deputies involved in a shooting, lAB completes a force review to determine
whether Sheriff’s Department personnel violated any policies during the incident.

Administrative investigations are also conducted at the unit level. The subject’s unit
and JAB determine whether an incident is investigated by lAB or remains a unit-
level investigation based on the severity of the alleged policy violation(s).

This quarter, the Sheriff’s Department reported opening 110 new administrative
investigations. Of these 110 cases, 38 were assigned to lAB, 59 were designated as
unit-level investigations, and 13 were entered as criminal monitors. In the same
period, JAB reports that 76 cases were closed by JAB or at the unit level. There are
408 pending administrative investigations. Of those 408 investigations, 261 are
assigned to lAB and the remaining 147 are pending unit-level investigations.

Civil Service Commission Dispositions

There were seven final decisions issued by the Civil Service Commission this
quarter. Of those seven, five sustained the Sheriff’s Department’s discipline and the
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other two reduced the Sheriff’s Department’s discipline of discharge to either a 15-
day or a 30-day suspension in lieu of discharge.

The Sheriffs Department’s Use of Unmanned Aircraft Systems

The Sheriff’s Department reports it deployed its Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS)
four times between October 1, 2021, and December 31, 2021. The UAS was
deployed on October 11, 2021, to assist Walnut Sheriff’s Station with an armed
barricaded suspect. The UAS was utilized to view into uncovered windows from the
exterior and to fly in the interior to identify the location of the suspect. The suspect
was not located.

On October 21, 2021, the Sheriff’s Department’s Special Enforcement Bureau
responded to a location in Palmdale. The Sheriff’s Department had received a call
regarding an armed suspect barricaded in an apartment with a victim whom the
suspect had kidnapped. The UAS was utilized to locate and identify the suspect and
victim’s locations inside the second story apartment by looking through the
windows and sliding glass door. The suspect eventually surrendered and the victim
was found to be physically unharmed.

On December 8, 2021, the Sheriff’s Department’s Special Enforcement Bureau
responded to assist Lost Hills Patrol to search for an armed suspect in a large rural
area. Due to the thick brush, darkness, and fog, an airship was not available, so the
UAS was utilized to search for the location of the suspect in conjunction with a
tracking canine. The suspect was not located.

On December 17, 2021, the Sheriff’s Department’s Special Enforcement Bureau
responded to assist Lancaster Station with an armed suspect who shot over thirty
rounds through the roof of his home. The suspect ultimately barricaded himself in
his residence. The UAS was utilized to view into the windows of the location in an
attempt to locate the suspect. The suspect was eventually taken into custody.

CUSTODY DIVISION

Pregnant People in Custody at Century Regional Detention Facility (CRDF)

At the November 14, 2017, Board of Supervisors meeting, Supervisor Hilda Solis
requested that the Inspector General to report back with information on the
services provided to pregnant people in custody at CRDF. Since the Office of
Inspector General’s February 2018 report titled, Services and Programs Offered to
Pregnant Prisoners and Mothers,4 the Office of Inspector General has continued to

2-2-18 OIG Report Back on Pregnant Prisoners.pdf (Iacounty.gov)
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monitor gender responsive programming offered at CRDF and reproductive justice
issues, including the provision of bottled water and prenatal diets, access to
programs, access to unstructured out-of-cell time for large muscle exercise, support
during labor and delivery, and visitation with newborns. Over the past several
months, the Office of Inspector General has received complaints from pregnant
people in custody and their loved ones regarding prenatal diets and access to
bottled water, unstructured out-of-cell time for large muscle exercise, access to
programs, and issues with releases. On December 30, 2021, the Sheriff’s
Department reported a total of 15 pregnant people in custody at CRDF.5

Bottled Water and Prenatal Diets

Prior to 2018, the Sheriff’s Department did not provide bottled water to pregnant
people in custody and required them to purchase it themselves or drink from facility
water fountains and sinks in their cells. While the Office of Inspector General was
preparing its 2018 report, the Sheriff’s Department began providing four bottles of
water (16.9 oz. each) with prenatal diets. In November 2021, the Office of
Inspector General and the Sybil Brand Commission notified CRDF leadership that
several pregnant people in custody complained that bottled water was missing from
their meals and oftentimes the four bottles provided were insufficient, forcing them
to go without water until their next meal was delivered. In response, CRDF has now
begun to provide each pregnant person with six bottles of water per day (two with
each meal) meeting the daily recommendation for water intake for pregnant
people.6

Prenatal diets are prepared based on a daily caloric goal and the Sheriff’s
Department offers diabetic, kosher, and vegetarian options that can be prescribed
to pregnant people by a Correctional Health Services (CHS) medical provider.
Vegan diets are not offered. Pregnant people in custody report that they do not
receive enough fruits and vegetables and fear that the amount of bread in their diet
is excessive. CRDF dietitians and the Director of Women’s Health report that the
Sheriff’s Department makes every effort to meet the calorie and nutrition
requirements for each meal but explained that supply chain issues in recent months
have required them to make substitutions that may have less nutritional value. The
Sheriff’s Department also cites staffing shortages as impacting food services
operations and resulting in fewer hot meals being served.

As previously reported in the Office of Inspector General’s Reform and Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles County

Sherff’s Department — April to June 2021 report, the number of pregnant people in custody in 2021 fluctuated
between 12 and 36, and on October 15, 2021, there were 31 pregnant people in custody.
6 The American college of Obstetricians and Gynecologists. Nutrition During Pregnancy. Available at:
https://www.acog.org/womens-health. Retrieved January 7, 2022.
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The Sheriff’s Department and CHS should evaluate current meal plans and food
services operations and ensure that the dietary needs of each pregnant person in
custody, and of each person in custody system wide, are being met. They should
ensure that calorie requirements are met through the provision of meals that are
nutritionally balanced regardless of staffing, supply chain, COVID-19, or other
limitations. The Sheriff’s Department should offer pregnant people in custody more
fresh fruits and vegetables and ensure that they are not required to consume more
than a few slices of bread each day in order to meet daily calorie needs.

Unstructured Out-of-cell Time for Large Muscle Exercise

In pregnancy, physical inactivity and excessive weight gain are recognized as
independent risk factors for maternal obesity, gestational diabetes, and other
complications.7 The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ Physical
Activity Guidelines for Americans recommends at least 150 minutes of moderate
intensity aerobic activity per week during pregnancy and the postpartum period.8
Sheriff’s Department records indicate that from September 1, 2021 to
November 30, 2021, average out-of-cell time offered in the CRDF module that
housed the majority of pregnant people was 205 minutes per week.9 In addition to
aerobic exercise, out-of-cell time is the only opportunity many people in custody,
and pregnant people in this module specifically, have to shower, make phone calls,
order commissary, exchange linens, and socialize. Several pregnant people in
custody reported that some deputies assigned to their module allowed additional
out-of-cell time designated specifically for walking in the “outdoor recreation” area
of the module.

CRDF leadership and Custody Services Division (CSD) executives report that
additional out-of-cell time for large muscle exercise is neither optional nor
dependent upon specific facility personnel. It is a requirement that has been clearly
communicated to facility personnel, but which executives acknowledge is not being
followed consistently. The Office of Inspector General can confirm that leadership
has communicated and regularly reiterates out-of-cell requirements to facility
personnel, however, the Office of Inspector General is not aware of specific efforts
to hold personnel accountable for failures to comply with out-of-cell requirements
facility-wide.

Physical Activity and Exercise During Pregnancy and Postpartum Period, committee Opinion Number 804,

April 2020. Available at: https://www.acog.org/clinical/clinical-guidance/committee

orinion/a rticles/2020/04/physical-activity-and-exercise-during-pregnancy-and-the-postpartum-period. Retrieved
January 9, 2022.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Physical Activity Guidelines for Americans. 2nd ed. Washington,
DC: DHHS; 2018. Available at: https://health.gov/paguidelines/second-edition/. Retrieved January 7, 2022.

Data was generated from a Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department Electronic Uniform Daily Activity Log Report

that showed the activities provided to people in custody housed at CRDF.
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On December 23, 2021, following a positive COVID-19 test of a person in custody,
a module housing five pregnant people in custody was placed on quarantine status.
On December 24, 2021, the Office of Inspector General received reports from
family members of pregnant people stating that they were only being allowed out of
their cells for approximately 25 minutes each day. The Office of Inspector General
shared the allegations with facility leadership and CSD and CHS executives and
recommended that CRDF leadership ensure adequate opportunities for large muscle
exercise while the pregnant people in the module were on quarantine. On
December 27, 2021, CRDF leadership researched and reported that despite the
Office of Inspector General’s recommendation and the Captain’s specific direction to
personnel, pregnant people in the module received inadequate out-of-cell time for
at least the first three days of the quarantine. CRDF leadership has again
committed to ensuring that pregnant people in custody receive sufficient out-of-cell
time, however, the Office of Inspector General is unaware of any specific efforts to
hold personnel accountable for failures to comply with the specific directive
regarding this quarantine.

CRDF leadership expressed that they may better meet the needs of the pregnant
population by housing them in one module together where staffing would be more
consistent so that deputies can ensure the needs of pregnant people are met. The
Office of Inspector General’s 2018 report highlighted instances in which housing all
pregnant people together limited access to various programs that earn credits
toward early release. CRDF leadership reported that they are working with Gender
Responsive Services (GRS) to ensure that available programs are accessible to all
pregnant people in the general population.

Access to Programs

In 2018, the Office of Inspector General reported that CRDF offered seven
programs that were designed specifically for pregnant people and people with
children in custody including the Lactation Program, Adults Bonding with Children
(ABC) Program, Families & Criminal Justice Miracle Project, Harriet Buhai Center for
Family Law, Gender Responsive Rehabilitation Program, Mama’s Neighborhood, and
Women’s Integrated Services Program (WISP). The Sheriff’s Department and CHS
report that since March 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic has limited the availability of
programs, as well as the number of outside providers entering CRDF. Specifically,
CHS reports that the Lactation Program is still available, and the Sheriff’s
Department reports that WISP continues to provide services and release planning
to people in custody with non-violent charges. 10

‘° The Sheriff’s Department reported that on December 30, 2021, 10 of the 15 pregnant people in custody were

assigned to WISP.
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Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, the ABC Program offered weekly contact visits
between people in custody and their children under the age of 12. Due to the
pandemic, GRS staff were required to identify alternatives for people in custody at
CRDF to visit with their children. In May 2021, through a partnership with the
Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS), people in custody who have
children in the DCFS system can attend virtual home visits with social workers.
Although this program is currently limited to people in custody whose children are
in the DCFS system, there are otherwise few restrictions for participation based on
charges, classification, or housing location, potentially allowing for more
participants. The program currently has 18 participants, and GRS staff are exploring
ideas to expand the program to include people in custody whose children are not
under the care of DCFS.

Release ofPregnant People from Custody

As previously reported, the Office of Inspector General continues to monitor the
Sheriff’s Department’s and CHS’ efforts to limit the number of pregnant people
confined in its facilities and provide adequate care to those who remain in
custody.11 The Sheriff’s Department cites several reasons related to criminal
charges or the procedural status of each person’s criminal case that preclude
pregnant people from release. The Sheriff’s Department also cites barriers outside
of the Sheriff’s Department control, such as rigid placement criteria for many
Community Based Organizations (CBOs), that are prohibitive of timely placement
and release.

On December 24, 2021, the Office of Inspector General received a complaint
regarding a pregnant person in custody who was approximately 34 weeks pregnant,
sentenced for a non-violent offense, and who was eligible for release to a CBO. The
Sheriff’s Department reported to the Office of Inspector General that the release
process for this pregnant person had stalled initially due to an error on the part of
Sheriff’s personnel. Once the error was discovered, it was quickly corrected and
release personnel-initiated protocols for release to a CBO. However, consistent with
Sheriff’s Department’s reports, due to rigid criteria for acceptance, the pregnant
person was declined by several CBOs before finally being accepted to a program
and released on December 30, 2021. As of January 10, 2022, two of the fifteen

pregnant people in custody at CRDF on December 30, 2021, have been released.

The Office of Inspector General has confirmed that the CSD executives responsible
for processing the release of pregnant people in custody are committed to this
effort and have developed appropriate mechanisms to support releases. The issues

“ Reform and Oversight Efforts - Los Angeles county Sheriffs Department - July to September 2021.pdf

(lacounty.gov)
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raised here necessitate the release of pregnant people in custody as a highest
Sheriff’s Department priority. In addition to ensuring continued vigilance on the
part of release personnel, the Sheriff should exercise all available avenues and
authority to release as many pregnant people in custody as possible. The Office of
Inspector General has previously recommended a legal analysis of the Sheriff’s
authority to release people in custody and reiterates that recommendation here,
specifically given the above-described barriers meeting nutritional, and exercise
needs of some pregnant people in custody. The Sheriff’s Department should
immediately begin to hold personnel accountable through its progressive discipline
system when they fail to comply with leadership directives regarding out of cell
time. If failures to comply are the result of systemic or greater operational
deficiencies that render compliance impossible, they should be identified and
remedied. As always, the Office of Inspector General appreciates the CSD’s
transparency and responsiveness to its requests for information, as well as its
receptivity to Office of Inspector General recommendations.

Programming Opportunities at CRDF

The Office of Inspector General continues to monitor CRDF’s efforts to provide
meaningful opportunities for people in custody to participate in therapeutic and
rehabilitative programming. Although the COVID-19 pandemic has limited CRDF
programs both in capacity and offerings, programming opportunities offered to
people in custody include academic classes, life skills courses, vocational training,
in-custody job placement, and therapeutic groups and activities. In addition to any
therapeutic benefits programs provide, many of these programs allow people in
custody to earn time credits for early release. While CRDF staff is in the process of
formalizing policies and procedures governing participation in these programs,
people in custody may request participation if they can be appropriately housed in
the programming modules’2 and have not received a write up13 in the preceding
30 days.

The Prisoner Personnel Office oversees credit earning jail employment opportunities
offered to people in custody at CRDF, while Gender Responsive Services (GRS)
oversees programming opportunities at CRDF. GRS was created pursuant to Board
motion, Building a Gender-Responsive Criminal Justice System, passed on
February 12, 2019.’ In addition to overseeing programming, GRS partners with

12 For example, if a person in custody was housed in a medical unit receiving treatment and unable to be housed in

a programming module, they would be unable to participate in programming.
13 The Sheriff’s Department disciplines people in custody for breaking jail rules and tracks the discipline in the

Inmate Reporting and Tracking System (“IRTS”).
14 Los Angeles county, Motion by Supervisors Sheila Kuehl and Mark Ridley-Thomas, Building a Gender-Responsive
Criminal Justice System, February 12, 2019, Board Agenda Item #9, at:

http://file.Iacounty.gov/SDSlnter/bos/sop/1051856 021219.pdf (accessed on January 10, 2022).
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outside organizations to expand services, secure grant funding to expand
programming, and participate in numerous initiatives to promote the safety and

wellbeing of people in custody at CRDF. The civilian Director of GRS has substantial

expertise and has contributed significantly to GRS’s implementation and
development. The Sheriff’s Department reports that the GRS Director is currently
the only fully funded position in the unit and that the five additional GRS staff
members, who are responsible for providing services to people in custody, are on

loan from another Sheriff’s Department bureau.

In November 2021, Office of Inspector General personnel met with Priscilla Ocen,
Chair, Sheriff’s Civilian Oversight Commission and Cheryl Grills, Chair, Sybil Brand
Commission for Institutional Inspections regarding allegations that people in
custody were being deprived of credit earning programming opportunities based on

race. In mid-November and mid-December, the Office of Inspector General
requested and received data from the Sheriff’s Department, reporting the number
of people in custody at CRDF by race/ethnicity and the number of people in custody

in the programming modules at CRDF by race/ethnicity. Office of Inspector General
personnel analyzed this data through calculating percentages of people housed at
CRDF by race/ethnicity, and percentages of people engaged in programming15 at
CRDF by race/ethnicity. Percentage comparisons for both the mid-November data

and mid-December data showed:

• White16 and Hispanic people were overrepresented in programming when
• compared to the CRDF population.

• Black people were underrepresented in programming when compared to the
CRDF population.

• “Other” races/ethnicities were equally represented when compared to the
CRDF population.

It is important to note that the data discussed here represents programming

opportunities at two single points in time, generated one month apart, and alone

does not suggest that disproportionate racial/ethnic representation in programming
opportunities has been a pervasive issue at CRDF.17 Moreover, there are other
potential explanations for disproportionate racial/ethnic representations in CRDF

is Programming data counted people in custody by race/ethnicity housed in five credit-earning programming
modules at cRDF, including: three credit earning employment modules, one Start program module, and the sole
EBI flagship module.
16 Race/ethnicity categorizations reflect those utilized by the Sheriff’s Department when reporting demographic
data.
17 The Office of Inspector General staff is working with GRS staff to track people in custody at CRDF who both
enroll in and complete EBI programming. Although the conclusions reported above are verified, exact percentages
will require updated data.
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programming, including institutional behavior and security classification, criminal

charges, interest in or knowledge of programming opportunities, custody
classifications, and COVID-19 related capacity issues. The Office of Inspector
General will continue to track and analyze CRDF credit earning programming and
demographic data to determine whether initial findings reflect a trend of
underrepresentation and identify any potential contributing factors.

The Office of Inspector General will continue to work with CRDF and GRS leadership

to monitor programming opportunities at CRDF. GRS staff has worked closely with
Office of Inspector General staff to address these allegations and has demonstrated
a strong commitment to further inspect and ameliorate programming concerns at
CRDF. The Office of Inspector General will provide additional analysis on these and
other Sheriff’s Department efforts in its next quarterly report.

In-Custody Deaths

Between October 1, 2021, and December 31, 2021, 11 individuals died while in the
care and custody of the Sheriff’s Department. Of these 11 decedents, one died at
CRDF, one died at Twin Towers Correctional Facility (TTCF), one died at Palmdale
Station Jail, and eight died in hospitals to which they had been transported.

Office of Inspector General staff attended the CSD Administrative Death Reviews for
each of the 11 in-custody deaths.

The following summaries, arranged in chronological order, provide brief descriptions
of each in-custody death:

On October 6, 2021, an individual died at LAC+USC Medical Center (LAC+USC)
after being transported from North County Correctional Facility (NCCF) on
September 6, 2021, for a higher level of care.

On October 9, 2021, an individual died at Martin Luther King Jr. Community
Hospital after being transported from CRDF on October 8, 2021, for a higher level
of care.
On October 12, 2021, an individual died at LAC+USC after being transported from
TTCF’s Correctional Treatment Center (CTC) one hour prior, for a higher level of
care after experiencing a medical emergency.

On October 25, 2021, an individual died at LAC+USC after being transported from
NCCF on October 15, 2021, for a higher level of care.

On November 8, 2021, an individual at the Palmdale Station Jail was reportedly
discovered during what was described as a suicide attempt. Emergency aid was
rendered, paramedics were called, but the individual was pronounced dead at the
scene.
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On November 12, 2021, an individual died at LAC+USC after being transported
from TTCF’s CTC on October 25, 2021, for a higher level of care.

On December 1, 2021, an individual died at LAC+USC after being transported from
TTCF’s CTC on October 27, 2021, for a higher level of care.

On December 11, 2021, an individual died at LAC+ USC after being transported
from TTCF’s CTC November 25, 2021, for a higher level of care.

On December 23, 2021, an individual died at LAC+USC after being transported
from TTCF’s CTC on September 29, 2021, for a higher level of care.

On December 27, 2021, an individual at TTCF was reportedly discovered
unresponsive during a Title-15 safety check18. Emergency aid was rendered,
paramedics were called, but the individual was pronounced dead at the scene.

On December 29, 2021, an individual at CRDF was reportedly discovered
unresponsive during a Title-iS safety check. Emergency aid was rendered,
paramedics were called, but the individual was pronounced dead at the scene.

Access to Scenes of In-Custody Deaths

The Office of Inspector General previously reported that Sheriff’s Department
Homicide Bureau representatives (Homicide) had withheld important details about
in-custody deaths during administrative death reviews (Death Reviews) that may
have hindered the timely identification and correction of systemic deficiencies.19
However, because the Office of Inspector General responds to death scenes,
typically receive thorough briefings, and are able to view the bodies of people who
die in the jails, the Office of Inspector General was aware of the details withheld at
Death Reviews and therefore reported that the Office of Inspector General access to
information was not being limited. In subsequent Death Reviews since the Office of
Inspector General’s report was submitted, Homicide has been more transparent in
disclosing investigative details.

Unfortunately, following a recent death of a person in custody, Homicide denied the
Office of Inspector General access to the scene and to viewing the body of the
decedent located in the hallway outside the decedent’s cell. When Office of
Inspector General personnel arrived at the housing area where the death occurred,
they were notified by Homicide that they would not be permitted to walk upstairs to
a second-floor tier where the body of the decedent was located and were instead

18 Title 15 Minimum Standards for Local Detention Facilities are regulations set by the State of california. Title 15
requires regular safety checks of people in custody at designated intervals.
iS Reform and Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles county Sheriffs Department - April to June 2021.
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required to remain downstairs. The rationale initially provided by Homicide was that
walking upstairs and onto the tier might contaminate the death scene. Because
initial reports clearly indicated that the person died inside a cell and was only
removed from the cell to the hallway as a matter of first responder protocol, the
death scene would have been contained to a relatively small area and Homicide’s
rationale was unnecessarily conservative. Following intervention by the CSD
Assistant Sheriff, Office of Inspector General personnel were ultimately permitted to
walk upstairs closer to the scene but were denied access to view the decedent’s
body. The Assistant Sheriff has assured the Office of Inspector General that this
was an isolated incident and that the Office of Inspector General will have full
access to in-custody death scenes, including access to viewing the bodies of
decedents, going forward. The Office of Inspector General will continue to monitor
death scenes and report any failures to provide full access.

Comparison to Prior Years

The following chart provides a comparison of the number of in-custody deaths and
whether the death was classified as a non-homicide, suicide, or homicide for the
period of January 1, 2013, to the present:

In-Custody Deaths
2013-2021
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In 2021, there were 45 non-homicides, 9 suicides, and 1 homicide. The number of
in-custody deaths the Office of Inspector General reports may vary slightly from
historical data provided by the Sheriff’s Department because the
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Sheriff’s Department identifies in-custody deaths by custody status and the location

of an individual’s death.2°

Office of Inspector General Site Visits

The Office of Inspector General normally conducts site visits and inspections at

Sheriff’s Department custodial facilities to identify matters requiring attention.

Since the Los Angeles County Safer at Home Order issued on March 19, 2020, the

Office of Inspector General has limited site visits. In the fourth quarter of 2021,

Office of Inspector General personnel completed 48 site visits to the Inmate

Reception Center (IRC), CRDF, TTCF’s CTC, Men’s Central Jail (MCJ, NCCF, Pitchess

Detention Center (PDC) North, and TTCF. Office of Inspector General staff have

been monitoring the Sheriff’s Department’s and CHS’ response to the COVID-19

pandemic and following up on concerns raised by the public. As part of the Office of

Inspector General’s jail monitoring, Office of Inspector General staff attended 99

CSD executive and administrative meetings and met with division executives for 85

monitoring hours related to COVID-19, uses of force, in-custody deaths, as well as

general conditions of confinement.

Taser Use in Custody

The Office of Inspector General compiled the number of times the Sheriff’s

Department has employed a Taser in custodial settings from January 2018, through

December 2021. The numbers below were gathered from the Sheriff’s Department’s

Monthly Force Synopsis, which the Sheriff’s Department produces and provides to

the Office of Inspector General each month.2’

Month Number of Times a Taser was
Employed

January 2018 5
February 2018 2

March 2018 7
April 2018 7
May 2018 0
June 2018 4
July 2018 6

August 2018 7
September 2018 3

October 2018 5
November2018 3

20 For instance, a death in the field during an arrest would be considered an in-custody death because of the
person’s custodial status even though the individual was not in a custodial facility.
21 The Office of Inspector General is not opining on whether the use of the Taser in each of these incidents was
permissible under the Sheriff’s Department’s policies and/or if the Taser was employed lawfully.
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Month Number of Times a Taser was
Employed

December 2018 1
January 2019 9
February 2019 9

March 2019 5
April 2019 4
May 2019 1
June 2019 2
July 2019 6

August 2019 9
September 2019 6

October 2019 3
November2019 6
December 2019 5
January 2020 5
February 2020 3

March 2020 3
April 2020 4
May 2020 3
June 2020 5
July 2020 1

August 2020 3
September 2020 4

October 2020 3
November 2020 3
December 2020 6
January 2021 4
February 2021 8

March 2021 3
April 2021 5
May 2021 3
June 2021 11
July 2021 5

August 2021 4
September 2021 3

October 2021 6
November2021 3
December 2021 4

Use-of-Force Incidents in Custody

The Office of Inspector General monitors the Sheriff’s Department’s use of force

incidents, institutional violence22, and assaults on Sheriff’s Department or CHS

personnel by people in custody. The Sheriff’s Department reports the following

numbers for the uses of force and assaultive conduct within its CSD (the Sheriff’s

Department is still verifying the accuracy of the reporting of incidents that occurred

subsequent to June 2021):

22 Institutional violence is defined as assaultive conduct by a person in custody upon another person in custody.
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Use of Force Incidents:

1st Quarter of 2018 546
2nd Quarter of 2018 592
3rd Quarter of 2018 530
4th Quarter of 2018 452
1 Quarter of 2019 501
2nd Quarter of 2019 478
3rd Quarter of 2019 525
4th Quarter of 2019 431

Quarter of 2020 386
2 Quarter of 2020 274
3rd Quarter of 2020 333
4th Quarter of 2020 390
lstQuarterof 2021 373

Quarter of 2021 430

AsstiIts on Prconnh

1St Quarter of 2018 144

Quarter of 2018 173
3rd Quarter of 2018 131
4th Quarter of 2018 115
1t Quarter of 2019 122
2nd Quarter of 2019 132
3rd Quarter or 2019 164
4th Quarter of 2019 136
1st Quarter of 2020 131

2 Quarter of 2020 91
3rd Quarter of 2020 111
4th Quarter of 2020 140

Quarter of 2021 143
2nd Quarter of 2021 145

Incidents of Institutional Violence:

1t Quarter of 2018 871

2 Quarter of 2018 905
3rd Quarter of 2018 988
4th Quarter of 2018 881
1st Quarter of 2019 769

Quarter of 2019 794
3rd Quarter of 2019 858
4th Quarter of 2019 709
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1St Quarter of 2020 717
21 Quarter of 2020 496
3rd Quarter of 2020 560
4th Quarter of 2020 753
1st Quarter of 2021 745

2’ Quarter of 2021 698

HANDLING OF GRIEVANCES AND COMMENTS

Office of Inspector General Handling of Comments Regarding Department
Operations and Jails

The Office of Inspector General received 123 new complaints in the fourth quarter
of 2021 from members of the public, prisoners, prisoners’ family members and
friends, community organizations and County agencies. Each complaint was
reviewed by Office of Inspector General staff. Sixty-five of these complaints were
related to conditions of confinement within the Department’s custody facilities, as
shown below:

Complaint/Incident Classification Totals

Personnel Issues 24
COVID 11
Medical 8

Living Condition 7

Mental 4

Dental 2

Showers 2

Classification 1

Commissary 1

Food 1

Mail 1

Property 1

Telephone 1

Other 1

Total 65

Thirty-seven complaints were related to civilian contacts with Department personnel
by persons who were not in custody.

Complaint! Incident Classification Totals

Improper Tactics

Neglect of Duty

Discourtesy

Service
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Improper Search, Detention, Arrest 3
Response Time 2
Force 2
Harassment 2
Discrimination 2
Off Duty Conduct 1
Dishonesty 1
Policy 1
Other 3
Total 37

Twenty-one complaints were not about the Department or Department personnel
and were referred to the appropriate agency or the complainant was directed to
seek legal advice.

Handling of Grievances Filed by People in Custody

The Sheriff’s Department has not fully implemented the use of tablet computers
(tablets) in its jail facilities to capture information related to requests, and
eventually grievances, filed by people in custody. Currently, there are a total of 165
installed iPads. There are 31 iPads at CRDF, 49 iPads at MCJ, and 85 iPads at TTCF.
The Sheriff’s Department reports that all upgrades and connectivity issues have
been resolved at CRDF and MCJ and the iPads are currently available for use. The
Sheriff’s Department reports that moving to Windows based tablets is under
consideration in order to rectify compatibility issues and other connectivity
concerns. The Sheriff’s Department reports that people in custody have accessed
the iPads to obtain information on 265,198 occasions between October 1, 2021,
and December 31, 2021. The Office of Inspector General continues to recommend
that the Sheriff’s Department pursue full implementation of tablets throughout the
CSD.

As reported in the Office of Inspector General’s January 2018 Reform and Oversight
Efforts: Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department report, the Sheriff’s Department
implemented a policy restricting the filing of duplicate and excessive grievances
filed by people in custody.23 The Sheriff’s Department reports that between
October 1, 2021, and December 31, 2021, 13 people in custody were restricted
from filing 38 grievances under this policy. The Office of Inspector General
continues to raise concerns about the quality of grievance investigations and
responses, which likely increases duplication and may prevent individuals from
receiving adequate care while in Sheriff’s Department custody.

23 See Los Angeles county Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Manual, 8-04/050.00, Duplicate or Excessive

Filings of Grievances and Appeals, and Restrictions of Filing Privileges.
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Sheriffs Department’s Service Comment Reports

Under Sheriff’s Department policies, the Sheriff’s Department accepts and reviews
comments from members of the public about departmental service or employee
performance.24 The Sheriff’s Department categorizes these comments into three
categories:

• External Commendation: an external communication of
appreciation for and/or approval of service provided by the
Sheriff’s Department members;

• Service Complaint: an external communication of dissatisfaction
with the Sheriff’s Department service, procedure or practice, not
involving employee misconduct; and

• Personnel Complaint: an external allegation of misconduct,
either a violation of law or Sheriff’s Department policy, against
any member of the Sheriff’s Department. 25

The following chart lists the number and types of comments reported for each
station or unit.26

PERSONNEL ERVICE
INVESTIGATING BUREAU/STATION/FACILITY COMMENDATIONS

OMPLAINTS 2OMPLAINTS

DM CENTRAL PATROL ADM HO 0 0 1

DM :CWSRVSADMHQ 2 0 0

DM NORTH PATROL ADM HO 2 1 0

ER :AERO BUREAU 1 0 0

LD :ALTADENASTN 0 1 1

NA AVALON STN 1 0 0

:EN CENTURY STN 6 9 3

:ER :CERRITOSSTN 4 2 0

MB CIVIL MANAGEMENT BUREAU 13 3 5

:NT COURT SERVICES CENTRAL 2 4 1

OM COMPTON STN 2 4 0

PB COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP BUREAU 1 0 0

RV CRESCENTA VALLEY STN 5 1 0

24 See Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Manual of Policy and Procedures, 3-04/010.00, “Department
Service Reviews.”
25 It is possible for an employee to get a Service Complaint and Personnel Complaint based on the same incident in
question.
26 This data was provided by the Sheriff’s Department from its Performance Recording and Monitoring System on
January 5, 2022, and reflects the data provided as of that date.
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INVESTIGATING BUREAU/STATION / FACILITY COMMENDATIONS
lIINTS

CSB COUNTY SERVICES BUREAU 3 6 1

CSN CARSON STN 6 5 2

CST :COURTSERVICESTRANSPORTATION 0 1 0

DSB DATA SYSTEMS BUREAU 0 0 1

ELA :EASTLASTN 2 4 0

EST :COURTSERVICES EAST 1 5 0

FCC FRAUD & CYBER CRIMES BUREAU 3 0 0

HOM : HOMICIDE BUREAU 1 0 2

IND :INDUSTRYSTN 4 3 6

IRC INMATE RECEPTION CENTER 2 1 0

LCS : LANCASTER STN 8 16 6

LKD LAKEWOOD STN 3 6 0

LMT :LOMITASTN 6 2 0

MAR : MARINA DEL REY STN 0 3 0

MCi : MEN’S CENTRAL JAIL 1 1 0

MLH MALIBU/LOST HILLS STN 11 7 2

MTL: METROLINK 1 1 0

NAR : NARCOTICS BUREAU 0 3 0

NCF : NORTH CO. CORRECTL FAC 1 0 0

NWK NORWALK REGIONAL STN 6 9 3

OSS OPERATION SAFE STREETS BUREAU 2 0 0

PKB PARKS BUREAU 3 0 0

PLM :PALMDALESTN 22 21 1

PRV :PICORIVERASTN 0 3 2

SCV : SANTA CLARITA VALLEY STN 17 8 1

SDM SAN DIMASSTN 5 4 0

SEB SPECIAL ENFORCEMENT BUR 1 0 0

SIB SHERIFF INFORMATION BUREAU 1 0 0

LA : SOUTH LOS ANGELES STATION 2 5 1

SO PITCHESS SOUTH FACILITY 0 0 1

SSB SCIENTIFIC SERV BUREAU 3 0 0

EM : TEMPLE CITY STN 9 7 1
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PERSONNEL ERVICE
INVESTIGATING BUREAU/STATION/FACILITY COMMENDATIONS

:OMPLAINTS :OMPLAINTS

SB : TRANSIT SERVICES BUREAU 0 1 0

IT :TWINTOWERS 0 3 1

WAL WALNUT/SAN DIMAS STN 7 4 1

WHD :WESTHOLLYWOODSTN 4 6 4

NST : COURT SERVICES WEST 2 0 0

Total: 176 160 47

CITIZENS’ COMMISSION ON JAIL VIOLENCE UPDATES

CCjVRecommendation 3.12: The Department should purchase additional body

scanners

The Sheriff’s Department continues to operate body scanners at MCJ, CRDF, PDC
North, PDC South, NCCF, and IRC.

According to the Sheriff’s Department’s records, from October 1, 2021, to
December 31, 2021, no persons in custody refused to go through the body
scanners across all applicable facilities.
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