Hilda L. Solis Holly J. Mitchell Lindsey P. Horvath Janice Hahn Kathryn Barger

Board of Supervisors

Public Safety Cluster Agenda
Review Meeting

DATE: February 28, 2024

TIME: 9:30 a.m. — 11:00 a.m.

MEETING CHAIR: Steven Edwards, 3 Supervisorial District
CEO MEETING FACILITATOR: Dardy Chen

This meeting will be held in a hybrid format which allows the public to

participate virtually, or in-person, as permitted under the Board of Supervisors’
August 8, 2023 order, which suspended the application of Board Policy 3.055 until
March 31, 2024.

To participate in the meeting in-person, the meeting location is:

Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012
Room 374-A

To participate in the meeting virtually, please call teleconference number
1 (323) 776-6996 and enter the following 169948309# or Click here to join the meeting

Members of the Public may address the Public Safety Cluster on
any agenda item during General Public Comment.
The meeting chair will determine the amount of time allowed for each item.
THIS TELECONFERENCE WILL BE MUTED FOR ALL CALLERS. PLEASE DIAL
*6 TO UNMUTE YOUR PHONE WHEN IT IS YOUR TIME TO SPEAK.

CALL TO ORDER

INFORMATIONAL ITEM(S): [Any Informational Item is subject to discussion and/or
presentation at the request of two or more Board offices with advance notification]:

A. Board Letter:
APPROVAL TO EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT WITH LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO
PARTICIPATE IN THE PROJECT LEGAL ENRICHMENT AND DECISION-MAKING
PROGRAM (LEAD)
Speaker(s): Armine Kesablyan and Shaun Gipson (DA)


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

3. PRESENTATION/DISCUSSION ITEM(S):

A.

Board Letter:

AUTHORIZATION TO EXTEND A CONTRACT WITH MORRISON HEALTHCARE, INC.
TO PROVIDE FOOD SERVICES AT BARRY J. NIDORF JUVENILE HALL FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT

Speaker(s): Robert Smythe (Probation)

Board Briefing:
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) QUARTERLY REPORT BRIEFING
Speaker(s): Dara Williams (OIG)

4. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

5. ADJOURNMENT

CLOSED SESSION ITEM(S):

Cs-1

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL-EXISTING LITIGATION
(Subdivision a of Government Code Section 54956.9)

Leon et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 23STCP01745

Department: Sheriff’s

6. UPCOMING ITEM(S) FOR MARCH 5, 2024:

A.

Board Letter:

ACCEPT A GRANT AWARD FROM CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF
EMERGENCY SERVICES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2023 HOMELAND SECURITY GRANT
PROGRAM

Speaker(s): Roberto Hernandez and Lisa Dye (Sheriff’s)

Board Letter:

AUTHORIZE THE COUNTY PURCHASING AGENT ON BEHALF OF THE SHERIFF TO
PURCHASE ONE REPLACEMENT RESCUE HELICOPTER, ACQUIRE ONE SALVAGE
RESCUE HELICOPTER AIRFRAME, AND APPROVE APPROPRIATION ADJUSTMENT
FISCAL YEAR 2023-24

Speaker(s): Glen Joe and Blanca Arevalo (Sheriff’s)

Board Letter:

AMEND SECTION TITLE 13 - PUBLIC PEACE, MORALS AND WELFARE BY ADDING
CHAPTER 13.200 OF THE COUNTY CODE TO ADOPT A MILITARY EQUIPMENT USE
POLICY PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 7071

Speaker(s): Christopher Minott (Sheriff’s)



Board Letter:

LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT’'S REQUEST FOR BOARD
APPROVAL OF A STANDARDIZED MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO
COUNTY FISCAL MANUAL SECTION 16.1.3

Speaker(s): Anne Tremblay (Sheriff’s)

Board Letter:

APPROVAL OF CONTRACTS FOR AS-NEEDED HEATING, VENTILATION, AND AIR
CONDITIONING REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT SERVICES

Speaker(s): Thomas Brown, Alan Murphy, and Julia Kim (Fire)

Board Letter:
ADVERTISING LICENSE AGREEMENT WITH MAXWELL INTERSTATE, LLC
Speaker(s): Marcia Velasquez, and Julia Kim (Fire)

Board Briefing:

PROBATION OVERSIGHT COMMISSION (POC) AND OFFICE OF INSPECTOR
GENERAL (OIG) PROBATION MONTHLY BRIEFING

Speaker(s): Wendelyn Julien (POC) and Eric Bates (OIG)
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PROJECT LEAD
OPERATIONAL AGREEMENT
between

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

and
<NAME OF SCHOOL DISTRICT>

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, pursuant to California Government Code § 26500.5 the District
Attorney may sponsor, supervise, or participate in any project or program to
improve the administration of justice;

WHEREAS, the Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office (LADA) is
committed to developing crime prevention programs to diminish crime risk for
youth in Los Angeles County.

WHEREAS, Project Legal Enrichment and Decision-Making Program
(Project LEAD) is a law-related education program that places prosecutors,
investigators, and other criminal justice professionals in public school
classrooms to teach fifth grade students about the criminal justice system and
the importance of decision-making and consequences that stem from certain
actions;

WHEREAS, Project LEAD takes a preventive measure and cultivates a
mindset of respect for society and the law in students; and in doing so, helps
diminish future crime risk by promoting responsibility and positive behavior
among youth in the community.

WHEREAS, LADA desires to enter into this Operational Agreement with the
District and the District desires to enter into this agreement with the LADA,
and;

WHEREAS, on February 27, 2024, the Los Angeles County (County) Board
of Supervisors delegated authority to the District Attorney or designee to
negotiate, execute, amend, modify, terminate, extend and/or enter into
agreements with school districts participating in Project LEAD;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set
forth and the mutual benefits to be derived therefrom, the parties agree as
follows:

PURPOSE
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This Operational Agreement (Agreement) between the LADA and the <Name
of School District> (District) outlines the conditions under which LADA will
coordinate Project LEAD at the District participating schools (Participating
Schools).

OPERATIVE PROVISIONS

1. Backaround
Project LEAD is a law-related education program developed in 1993 by the

LADA and Teach Democracy! (TD!), formerly known as the Constitutional
Rights Foundation. Project LEAD places prosecutors, investigators and other
criminal justice professionals from LADA and other partner agencies in public
school classrooms for one hour a week for approximately 20 weeks to teach
fifth grade students about the criminal justice system. The program generally
runs from late September to the beginning of June. Interactive lesson plans
focus on the importance of decision-making and consequences that stem from
certain actions.

To reinforce the Project LEAD lessons and enhance student learning
experience, Project LEAD includes optional field trips to the Museum of
Tolerance (MOT), local courthouses, and/or other approved locations. MOT
offers age-appropriate, interactive and effective bullying prevention programs,
as well as programs focused on contemporary issues related to diversity and
tolerance. The courthouse visit provides students the opportunity to observe
court proceedings, talk to a judge, meet other court professionals and perform
a mock trial.

Researchers have found that Project LEAD produces positive results. A 2005
evaluation showed that students complete the program with a better
appreciation for the law and authority, the importance of education and the
benefits of making the right life choices.

2. Term

The term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date through
June 30, 2034, unless earlier terminated pursuant to Section IlI-11. This
Agreement may be extended upon mutual consent of the parties.

3. Effective Date
The Effective Date of this agreement shall commence upon the date of
execution by the LADA.

4. Funding
Participating School may request funding from the LADA for the optional field

trips to assist with transportation costs. At LADA's discretion, LADA may
reimburse the Participating School up to $500 per trip for transportation to and
from field trips to the MOT, a courthouse, and/or other approved locations. The
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reimbursement amount is subject to change depending on the number of schools
participating in the program, the funding availability, and LADA discretion.
LADA does not guarantee funding. There is no financial commitment or cost
to the Participating School associated with facilitators’ time in the Participating
School’s classroom.

5. Services

5.1. LADA Responsibilities

5.1.1.

5.1.2.

5.1.3.

5.14.

5.1.5.

LADA, through its Public Affairs Division, will manage the
Project LEAD curriculum and operations. The LADA may
update the curriculum at any time. The curriculum used in the
classrooms is maintained on the Project LEAD website. It is
accessible each school year to facilitators participating in Project
LEAD. Anyone seeking to access the Project LEAD curriculum
must first obtain written approval from the LADA Public Affairs
Division. Attachment I sets forth the curriculum as provided in
an Overview of Lessons. Project LEAD is a volunteer-based
program. The District affirms that it has reviewed and approves
the Project LEAD curriculum.

LADA, through its Public Affairs Division, will review annual
school registrations and determine eligibility in program
participation for each school year. Approval of any Participating
School is at the LADA’s discretion.

Based on the availability of volunteers, LADA, through its
Public Affairs Division, will assign facilitators to participating
classes for each school year. In any given year, volunteer
participation may vary. Assuch, LADA may not always be able
to field a sufficient number of facilitators to accommodate all
schools or classes for that school year.

If requested by the District, LADA may provide funding in the
form of reimbursement for transportation to field trips to the
MOT and, where possible, a local courthouse or another
destination approved by LADA. These field trips are optional
and will be coordinated by LADA, through its Public Affairs
Division. Transportation shall be provided through the District’s
contracted charter bus company.

LADA is not responsible for the safety or well-being for the
students, teachers, staff, or volunteers.

5.2. District Responsibilities

5.2.1.

Each District school must register by the deadline set by the
Project LEAD Program managers in order to participate in the
Project LEAD Program each school year. Registration may be
submitted online at this website:
https://projectlead.lacounty.gov/school-registration.



https://projectlead.lacounty.gov/school-registration
https://projectlead.lacounty.gov/school-registration

5.2.2.

5.2.3.

5.24.

5.2.5.

5.2.6.

5.2.7.

5.2.8.
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The District is responsible and maintains responsibility for
conducting comprehensive background checks of the
Participating School teachers, substitute teachers, support staff
and volunteers working with the District as it relates to the
Project LEAD program.

The District is solely responsible for the safety and well-being
of students, teachers, staff, or volunteers who participate in the
Project LEAD program.

The Participating School will maintain an appropriate teacher-
to-student and/or staff-member-to-student ratio in its classrooms
and on field trips conducted with LADA. The District and the
Participating School is further responsible to ensure that students
who participate in the field trips are safely returned to school.
The District and Participating School will provide proper
supervision of students participating in Project LEAD, both in
the Participating School’s classrooms during Project LEAD
sessions and on field trips that have been authorized between the
District and LADA. Teachers must remain in the classroom at
all times during all Project LEAD lessons. It is the teacher’s
responsibility to maintain order in the classroom so that
facilitators may focus on teaching and leading the Project LEAD
lessons. The District and Participating Schools are responsible
for student behavior while participating in the Project LEAD
program.

The District will be responsible for securing transportation for
the field trips. The District shall request funding from LADA at
the time of scheduling the field trip.

The Participating School will work cooperatively with LADA to
coordinate transportation for field trips in which it participates
with LADA. The Participating School will designate a teacher
and/or staff member to serve as the Field Trip Coordinator. The
Field Trip Coordinator will work with and communicate with
LADA, through the Public Affairs Division, regarding field
trips.

For Project LEAD field trips, Participating School shall ensure
the below:

a. Should a student become ill or be required to leave the field
trip before the field trip concludes the Participating School is
responsible for ensuring that such student is returned to an
approved parent and/or caregiver.

b. The Participating School shall adhere to districtwide policy
regarding all aspects of field trips.

c. The Participating School shall ensure updated health and
emergency information for all participating students.

d. The Participating School shall be prepared to address
emergency situations on field trips.
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e. The Participating School shall contact its principal and school
nurse as needed for health questions or emergencies while on
field trips.

f. On the day of the field trip, changes to rosters and/or
transportation lists should be submitted to the Participating
School’s principal and provided to the driver(s) and the
Participating School’s field trip coordinator.

g. Parent permission forms and rosters shall be carried by the
Participating School’s Field Trip Coordinator on the trip.

5.2.9 The District shall ensure Participating Schools comply with this
Agreement.

6. Background Check — LADA Personnel

LADA certifies that all Project LEAD facilitators have undergone a
comprehensive criminal background check. By nature of the facilitators’
employment with LADA, such background checks will be in full compliance
with Education Code Section 45125.1.

7. Invoices

The Participating School must submit an invoice for the transportation expense
to the LADA within 30 days after the field trip. All invoices must be submitted
to:

Armine Kesablyan, Field Deputy

Office of the District Attorney

Bureau of Communications | Public Affairs Division
211 West Temple Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Telephone: (213) 257-2979
akesablyan@da.lacounty.gov

All invoices must include the following information:
Date of service
Name of vendor providing transportation service
A copy of bill from vendor

8. Ownership of Materials

All pre-existing LADA materials, including the Project LEAD curriculum,
lesson plans and other non-public materials provided by LADA, shall remain
LADA’s intellectual property. None of LADA’s pre-existing intellectual
property may be used by the District or Participating Schools without LADA’s
written consent.

9. Insurance
The Parties represent that they maintain sufficient insurance coverage through
self-insurance and/or third-party coverage to meet their respective indemnity
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obligations as set forth under this Agreement. District shall ensure that the
transportation vendor has all required insurance and licenses.

10. Termination of the Project LEAD Program

LADA may terminate the District or Participating School from participating in
the Project LEAD program should the District or the Participating School not
comply with the terms of this Agreement.

11. Termination of Agreement
This Agreement may be terminated by LADA or the District for any reason by
giving the other party at least fifteen (15) days written notification.

12. Indemnification

The County agrees to defend, indemnify and hold the District harmless,
including, but not limited to, its governing board, officers, attorneys,
employees, agents, from and against any and all claims, costs, allegations,
losses, damages, liabilities, expenses, demands, judgments, court costs,
attorneys’ fees, and any settlement paid, which may arise out of, or relate to,
any performance or nonperformance by the County under this Agreement,
except to the extent such are caused by the sole fault or negligence of the
District.

The District agrees to defend, indemnify and hold the County harmless,
including, but not limited to, its governing board, officers, attorneys,
employees, and agents, from and against any and all claims, costs,
allegations, losses, damages, liabilities, expenses, demands, judgments,
court costs, attorneys’ fees, and any settlement paid, which may arise out
of, or relate to, any performance or nonperformance by the District,
Participating School, staff, employees, volunteers or agents under this
Agreement, except to the extent such are caused by the sole fault or
negligence of the LADA.

13. Governing Law

This Agreement shall be construed in accordance with, and all disputes
hereunder shall be governed by the laws of the State of California. The
Parties agree and consent to the exclusive jurisdiction of the courts of the
State of California for all purposes regarding this Agreement and further agree
and consent that venue of any action brought hereunder shall be exclusively in
the County of Los Angeles.

14. Compliance with Applicable Laws
The Parties shall comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws,
rules, regulations, ordinances, directives, guidelines, policies, and procedures.
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AUTHORIZATION
The District authorizes its Participating School principals to register in order to
participate in the Project LEAD program each school year.

We, the undersigned, as authorized representatives of the Los Angeles County
District Attorney’s Office and the <Name of School District> do hereby
approve this Agreement.

George Gascon, District Attorney Date
Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office

School Representative, Title Date
Name of School District
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Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office

- Public Affairs Division
Phone: (213) 257-2960

Email: LEAD@da.lacounty.gov

Website: http://projectlead.lacounty.gov

OVERVIEW OF LESSONS

Introductory Lesson

This lesson provides an opportunity for students to get to know Project LEAD facilitators and learn new terminology.
First, facilitators will introduce themselves and briefly review what students will learn through Project LEAD. Then,
facilitators will share an item that gives them a sense of pride. Next, students will participate in a "Going to Law School"
activity in which some legal terms are introduced with the Project LEAD Law Book and an Animal Courtroom handout.
Students also will create their own nameplates so that facilitators can learn their names. Finally, facilitators will provide
some basic classroom rules for future Project LEAD visits.

Lesson 1: Order in the Court

This lesson provides an overview of the criminal justice system and the role attorneys play in criminal cases. First,
students will review what they learned in the Introductory Lesson about various legal professionals and their job duties.
Then, students will read a play about prosecutors, defense attorneys and judges in court. Next, students will discuss the
basic steps in a criminal case and take the role of prosecutors to decide the charges in hypothetical cases.

Lesson 2: The Rule of Law

This lesson introduces students to the purpose of criminal statutes and the consequences of breaking them. First, students
will brainstorm school rules. Then, they will discuss the purpose of each of the rules and the consequences for breaking
them. Next, selected students will read a play to the class about students who decide to break the rules. Students will
identify what laws were broken in the play, the purpose of each of these laws and the consequences.

Lesson 3: The Juvenile Justice System

This lesson provides students with an overview of the juvenile justice system. First, students will discuss whether juvenile
and adult offenders should be treated the same in hypothetical situations. Next, students will read a play to the class that
traces the steps in juvenile court proceedings. Finally, students will compare the adult and juvenile justice systems.

Lesson 4: Juvenile Corrections

In this lesson, students learn about sentencing options for juvenile offenders. First, a group of students will read a play to
the class about the options juvenile court judges have in sentencing offenders. Next, students will participate in a
PowerPoint-driven activity in which they determine appropriate sentences for hypothetical juvenile offenders. If using
PowerPoint in the classroom is not an option for you, use Handouts 4B and 4C instead.

Lessons 5 & 6: The Payoff

This two-day lesson shows students the financial benefits of staying in school. First, students will discuss where they
would like to be in 10 to 20 years in terms of jobs, housing, income and possessions. Next, students will examine and
discuss a chart comparing the annual income of dropouts, high school graduates, college graduates and those with
professional degrees. Then, students will create budgets based on the income of each of these education levels.

Lesson 7: Truant

This lesson focuses on the problem of truancy and its consequences. First, students will discuss why they should attend
school. Next, a group of students will perform a play comparing two students — one who is truant and another who does
well in school. For the activity, there are two options. One is to have students work in small groups to plan and perform
skits about the consequences of truancy. The second option is to have students write letters advising a friend on the
consequences of ditching school. Then, students will share and discuss the activity.

Lesson 8: School Bully

This lesson focuses on the problem of bullying and how it leads to other problems. First, students will share examples of
bullying they have observed or experienced. Then, by taking a quiz, students will learn more about the problem of
bullying and its effects. Finally, students will work to identify bullying situations and choose options for addressing them.

Page 1
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Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office

- Public Affairs Division
Phone: (213) 257-2960

Email: LEAD@da.lacounty.gov

Website: http://projectlead.lacounty.gov

Lesson 9: Down for the Neighborhood

This lesson focuses on the issue of joining gangs. First, students will discuss what they know about gangs. Next, a group
of students will read a play on the consequences of one boy's decision to join a gang. Then, students will role-play
persuading hypothetical students not to join gangs.

Lesson 10: Staying Cool With FINAL

This lesson focuses on teaching students about refusal skills for at-risk behaviors such as truancy, delinquency, smoking,
bullying and drug and alcohol use. First, students will share experiences of friends trying to get them to do something that
they knew was a bad idea. Next, five students will read a play about refusal skills. Finally, students will act out scenarios
demonstrating the use of refusal skills.

Lesson 11: Don’t Judge a Book by Its Cover

This lesson focuses on issues of prejudice, stereotyping and discrimination. First, students will read and discuss scenarios
that depict instances of prejudice and discrimination. Next, pairs of students will be given cards describing either a
problem of discrimination or a law to address the problem. Students will find the matching law and problem and
participate in a closing discussion.

Lesson 12: Conflict Resolution — One Story With Three Endings

In this lesson, students are introduced to conflict resolution. They will look at three typical ways people deal with conflict:
denial, confrontation and problem-solving. Students will role-play endings to stories demonstrating denial or
confrontation. Then, they will discover how the same scenarios play out using problem-solving skills.

Lesson 13: Pitfalls

This lesson focuses on two common youth crimes: theft and vandalism. First, students will learn about the elements of
every crime. Next, selected students will present short plays to the class illustrating a specific situation in which one of
these crimes has taken place. After each play, facilitators will lead a guided discussion to help students recognize and
describe different consequences associated with each situation. In the next lesson, students will apply the FINAL steps to
make anti-graffiti, theft or vandalism posters to be hung up at the school.

Lesson 14: FINAL Comic Strip Posters

This lesson provides students an opportunity to apply the FINAL steps from Lesson 10 as they create posters showing
how to avoid getting involved in the crimes of shoplifting and vandalism. Students will use a comic strip format to
illustrate a scenario and the FINAL steps.

Lesson 15: Alcohol, Drugs and Consequences

This lesson focuses on drug and alcohol use and reinforces the FINAL refusal skills as students think about different
consequences of using drugs and alcohol. The lesson is driven by a PowerPoint presentation that embeds three plays that
groups of students will perform, as well as an activity in which pairs of students will practice the FINAL skills. Also
contained in the PowerPoint are examples of “Faces of Meth.”” An optional activity is included that asks students to list a
variety of consequences related to drug and alcohol use.

Lessons 16 & 17: Preparing for the LEAD Mock Trial

This three-lesson sequence prepares students to present a scripted mock trial. Students will become jurors as they view
and discuss a PowerPoint that familiarizes students with trial participants, trial procedures and the concept of reasonable
doubt. After the PowerPoint, students will break into four groups: jurors, prosecutors, defense attorneys and court staff.
Each group will receive a packet that provides instructions on how to prepare for the trial of People v. Smith, a
hypothetical case involving a gun in the backpack of an 18-year-old. Students will present the case in Lesson 18.

Page 2
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Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office

= Public Affairs Division
Phone: (213) 257-2960

Email: LEAD@da.lacounty.gov

Website: http://projectlead.lacounty.gov

Lesson 18: Trial Presentation

This is the final lesson of the culminating three-lesson sequence. In this lesson, students conduct a scripted mock trial.
First, students will review the trial procedures and will make the final preparations. Then, students will present the trial.
Students may present the trial in the classroom, the school auditorium or a courtroom during a visit.

Optional Lessons

Optional Lesson 1: When Hate Becomes a Crime

This lesson focuses on hate crimes. First, students will discuss whether there should be sentence enhancements for hate
crimes. Next, students will read definitions and identify examples of hate crimes. Then, students will decide whether
hypothetical situations constitute hate crimes and, if so, whether the perpetrators should have additional time added to
their sentence because they committed hate crimes.

Optional Lesson 2: Animal Cruelty

This lesson focuses on the problem of animal cruelty. First, students will discuss why it’s important to protect animals.
Next, students will match human and animal emotions. Then, students will work in small groups to read a scenario on
animal cruelty and discuss how to help. Finally, students will share and discuss their scenarios.
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GEORGE GASCON
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY

HALL OF JUSTICE
211 WEST TEMPLE STREET LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 (213) 974-3500

February 27, 2024

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles

383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012-2726

Dear Supervisors:

AUTHORIZE THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
TO EXECUTE AGREEMENTS WITH LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO PROVIDE
FUNDING FOR FIELD TRIP TRANSPORTATION FOR SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING
IN THE PROJECT LEGAL ENRICHMENT AND DECISION-MAKING PROGRAM
(ALL DISTRICTS) (3-VOTES)

SUBJECT

This Board letter requests authority for the County of Los Angeles District Attorney’s Office
(LADA) to execute agreements with local school districts to provide transportation funding for
schools participating in the LADA’s Project Legal Enrichment and Decision-Making Program
(Project LEAD). Project LEAD is a law-related education program for fifth grade students,
which includes field trips to the Museum of Tolerance (MOT), local courthouses, and/or other
approved locations.

IT ISRECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1. Delegate authority to the District Attorney (DA), or designee, to execute agreements
substantially similar to Attachment A with school districts in Los Angeles County for 2023-
2024 fiscal year and in the future, to allow district schools to participate in Project LEAD and
for the LADA to reimburse school districts for transportation costs for students to travel to
field trips as part of Project LEAD, provided funding is available. The net County cost of
this program for field trip transportation is included in the LADA’s budget for the 2023-2024
fiscal year and will not exceed $50,000. Funding for future years will be included in the
LADA's budget.

2. Delegate authority to the DA, or designee, to execute amendments to the agreements,
following approval as to form by County Counsel, to extend, increase or decrease funding,
update or change provisions, and terminate for convenience.
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3. Delegate authority to the DA, or his designee to increase or decrease the program budget and
determine the reimbursement amount per field trip in any given fiscal year to assist schools
in the cost of transportation service, provided that sufficient funding is included in the
LADA’s budget.

4. Delegate authority to the DA, or designee, to make changes to the agreement template
provided that any changes are approved by County Counsel as to form.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

Project LEAD is a law-related education program developed in 1993 by the LADA and Teach
Democracy! (TD!), formerly known as the Constitutional Rights Foundation. Project LEAD is a
volunteer-based program that places prosecutors, investigators, and other criminal justice
professionals from the LADA and other partner agencies in public school classrooms for one
hour a week for approximately twenty (20) weeks to teach fifth grade students about the criminal
justice system. The Project LEAD Program includes field trips for the students to the MOT and
where possible, a local courthouse and/or another destination approved by the LADA.

If requested by the school districts, LADA may provide funding in the form of reimbursement
for transportation for students to participate in field trips as part of Project LEAD. These field
trips are optional and will be coordinated by LADA, through its Public Affairs Division.

Transportation shall be provided through the school district’s contracted charter bus company.

LADA anticipates the cost per field trip to be $500 and plans for two field trips per school, for
the 2023-2024 fiscal year. The amount per field trip may vary in future years due to various
factors, such as the number of schools participating in the program, the overall Board approved
amount budgeted for the program, inflation, overall cost of services, and programmatic changes.

LADA is committed to developing crime prevention programs to diminish crime risk for youth
in Los Angeles County. Project LEAD takes a preventive measure and cultivates a mindset of
respect for society and the law in students; and in doing so, helps diminish future crime risk by
promoting responsibility and positive behavior among youth in the community.

The optional field trips to the MOT, the local courthouse and/or other approved locations
reinforce Project LEAD lessons and enhance student learning experience. School districts have a
limited transportation budget, thus reimbursing the districts or district schools will make these
field trips possible.

IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

Approval of the recommended action is consistent with the County Strategic Plan Goal No. 1,
Make Investments that Transform Lives: Aggressively address society's most complicated
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social, health, and public safety challenges and be a highly responsive organization capable of
responding to complex societal challenges — one person at a time, and Goal No. 3, Realize
Tomorrow's Government Today: Be an innovative, flexible, effective, and transparent partner
focused on public service and advancing the common good.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

If requested by the participating school, LADA will reimburse the school for the cost of
transportation for students to participate in field trips to the MOT, a local courthouse and/or
another destination approved by the LADA as part of Project LEAD. Funding of $50,000 for
transportation costs is included in the FY2023-24 LADA General Fund Final Adopted Budget.
Any increases for future years will be included in the department budget approved by the Board.

The number of field trips per school year depends on the number of participating schools and
classrooms assigned a facilitator. On average, Project LEAD annually works with fifty (50)
schools, often offering the curriculum in multiple classes per school. Two optional field trips are
provided per class.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

LADA has historically procured a transportation vendor and provided transportation for the field
trips as part of Project LEAD for the schools that participated in the program. To help minimize
liability for the County, beginning with this school year, the schools will be responsible for
procuring their own transportation and LADA will assist schools in the transportation cost of the
field trips.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTYS)

This program does not propose attorney staff augmentation. Therefore, LADA is not subject to
the Board Motion of December 15, 1998, requiring clearance with the Alternate Public Defender,
Probation, Public Defender, and Sheriff’s Departments.

CONCLUSION

Project Legal Enrichment and Decision-Making Program (Project LEAD) is a law-related
education program that places prosecutors, investigators, and other criminal justice professionals
in public school classrooms to teach fifth grade students about the criminal justice system and
the importance of decision-making and consequences that stem from certain actions.

Following Board approval, it is requested that the Executive Officer of the Board return two (2)
copies of the adopted Board letter to the Grants and Contracts Section at 211 West Temple
Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90012-3205.
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Any questions may be directed to Armine Kesablyan at (213) 257-2979, or at
akesablyan@da.lacounty.gov.

Respectfully submitted,

GEORGE GASCON
District Attorney

Sg
Enclosures

c.  Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
Chief Executive Officer
County Counsel
Auditor-Controller
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GUILLERMO VIERA ROSA
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March 19, 2024

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:

AUTHORIZATION TO EXTEND A CONTRACT WITH MORRISON
HEALTHCARE, INC. TO PROVIDE FOOD SERVICES AT BARRY J.
NIDORF JUVENILE HALL FOR THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

(ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS) (3 VOTES)

SUBJECT

The County of Los Angeles Probation Department (Probation) is requesting delegated
authority to extend the existing contract with Morrison Healthcare, Inc. to provide food
services at Barry J. Nidorf Juvenile Hall (BJNJH).

IT1S RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD:

1. Authorize the Chief Probation Officer or his designee to prepare and execute,
upon approval as to form by County Counsel, a modification to the existing food
services contract with Morrison Healthcare, Inc. at BINJH, specifically, to extend
the current contract period for 12-months effective May 1, 2024, through April 30,
2025, and for a subsequent 12-month option period, for an estimated annual
amount of $1.8 million.

2. Delegate authority to the Chief Probation Officer or his designee to prepare and
execute additional amendments to this contract, for any decrease or increase not
to exceed fifteen percent (15%) of per unit food cost and/or 180 days to the period
of performance, pursuant to the terms contained herein, upon approval as to form
by County Counsel.
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3. Delegate authority to the Chief Probation Officer or his designee to approve necessary
changes to the scope of service, and to terminate, in whole or in part, contract number
79243, with Morrison Healthcare, Inc., once Probation has completed its solicitation
process and entered into a new contract for food services at BJINJH.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

Background

On October 4, 2022, Supervisors Sheila Kuehl and Hilda L. Solis authored a motion to
amend Probation’s original request to extend its existing contracts with Morrison
Healthcare, Inc., to provide food services at BJNJH and Central Juvenile Hall (CJH).
Probation had requested authority for an initial contract period commencing on November
1, 2022, through October 31, 2023, with a subsequent 12-month option period. Pursuant
to this amended motion, Probation’s authority to'extend the contract periods was reduced
to a one-year period , from November 1, 2022, through October 31, 2023, with. an option
to extend for an additional six-month period.

During this time, Probation advised. your Board that this reduction in the contract
extension would not provide Probation with sufficient time to complete a new solicitation
process as it was estimated that the solicitation would likely take over two years to
complete due to the complex nature of the services, as well as the anticipated potential
protests and subsequent litigation which we, by necessity, take into consideration when
planning the competitive Request for Proposals (RFP) process. Because of this,
Probation would return‘to the Board to request additional contract extensions to ensure
uninterrupted food services.

Recommendation

The purpose of the recommended actions is to authorize the Chief Probation Officer, or
his designee, to prepare and execute a modification to Contract No. 79243 with Morrison
Healthcare, Inc. in order to extend the current contract period for a 12-month period
effective May 1, 2024, through April 30, 2025, and for a subsequent 12-month option
period. These extensions will also provide sufficient time to develop a modified Statement
of Work (SOW) and to initiate a competitive RFP process which has been further delayed
due to various factors.

These factors include waiting on a pending authorization from the California Board of
State and Community Corrections (BSCC) to modify and/or waive some of the Title 15
nutrition-related requirements (i.e., calories, saturated fat, whole grains, sugar and
sodium) in order to provide youth with meals that are more appealing, with more familiar
and brand named foods, increased portion sizes, access to a variety of condiments at
meals, and “premium” snacks to be provided for consumption throughout the day.
Additionally, Probation is currently assessing the feasibility of changing the meal
delivery/serving style and system to improve the overall quality of meals and meal
satisfaction, and to accommodate the provision of larger quantities of foods by plating
meals at the time of service rather than the current, pre-plated style. Doing so would
provide more freshly served meals that do not need to be held in warmers for extended
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periods of time prior to service, and therefore, retain their quality. Changing the meal
delivery style/system would require additional and/or different equipment, a change in
mealtime patterns, congregate meal serving (dining hall), and additional food services
staff to manage real-time meal serving.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

The recommended actions are consistent with the County of Los Angeles Strategic Plan
Goal lll: Realize Tomorrow's Government Today. Specifically, it will address Strategy 111.3
to Pursue Operational Effectiveness, Fiscal Responsibility, and accountability.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The estimated amount for the contract extension at BJNJH is $1.8 million for a 12-month
period from May 1, 2024, through April 30, 2025, fully funded by Net County Cost.
Because the annual number of meals cannot be  projected with certainty given the
fluctuations in the numbers of juveniles entering the system, the actual contract amount
may be more or less than estimated.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The current contract expires on April 30,.2024. The initial term of the contract extension
shall be for a 12-month period from May 1, 2024, through April 30, 2025.

The contract is authorized by Los Angeles County Charter 44.7 and Los Angeles County
Code Chapter 2.121 (Proposition A). Probation has evaluated and determined that the
Living Wage ordinance applies to the contract. Consequently, the contract includes
compliance with the requirements for the County's Living Wage Program (Los Angeles
County Code, Chapter, 2.201).

The contract contains your: Board's required contract provisions, including those
pertaining to consideration of qualified county employees targeted for layoffs, as well as
qualified GAIN/START participants for employment openings, compliance with the Jury
Service Ordinance, Safely Surrendered Baby Law, and the Child Support Program.

The County will not request the contractor to perform services that exceed the Board
approved contract amount, scope of work, and/or contract terms.

Except as expressly provided in the amendment, all other provisions and conditions of
the contract will remain the same and in full force and effect. The recommended contract
amendments will be executed after County Counsel review and approval as to form.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTYS)

Approval of the recommended actions will avoid a break in services and allow time for
Probation to complete its solicitation process.
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Respectfully submitted,

GUILLERMO VIERA ROSA
Chief Probation Officer

RS:TH:DS:yh

c: Interim Executive Officer
Chief Executive Officer
County Counsel
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ABOUT QUARTERLY REPORTS

Quarterly reports provide 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 (Sheriff's Department) over a given three-month period. This quarterly
report covers Department activities and incidents that occurred between

October 1, 2023 and December 31, 2023, unless otherwise noted. Quarterly reports
may also examine particular issues of interest. This report includes special sections on
the following topics:

e Conflicts of Interest in Risk Management Bureau

e Reporting the Presence of MET Teams at Crime Scenes to Ensure Brady
Compliance

e Semi-Annual Report on Implementation of the Family Assistance Program

¢ Rodent Infestation at Men’s Central Jalil

e Birth of a Baby at Century Regional Detention Facility

e Sticker Associated with an Alleged Deputy Gang at Century Regional Detention
Facility

During the fourth quarter of 2023, the Office of Inspector General also issued the
following report relating to the Sheriff's Department:

e Third Report Back on Meeting the Sheriff's Department’s Obligations Under
Senate Bill 1421

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 three
incidents in which people were shot or shot at by Sheriff's Department personnel. The
Office of Inspector General staff responded to each of these deputy-involved shootings.
One person was struck by deputies’ gunfire, fatally. The information in the following
shooting summaries is based on the limited 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, receives preliminary
memoranda with summaries, and attends the Sheriff's Department Critical Incident
Reviews, the statements of the deputies and witnesses are not provided until the
Sheriff's Department completes its investigation. The Sheriff's Department permits the
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Office of Inspector General’s staff limited access to monitor the ongoing investigations
of deputy-involved shootings. The Sheriff's Department also maintains a page on its
website listing deputy-involved shootings that result in injury or death, with links to
incident summaries and video.

Operation Safe Streets: Non-Hit Shooting

The Sheriff's Department reported that on October 24, 2023, the Operation Safe Streets
Bureau (OSS) Gang Surveillance Unit (GSU) was assisting Industry Station with an
arrest warrant and surveilling a residence in attempts to locate a 24-year-old Hispanic
man wanted for assault with a firearm. At approximately 1:28 p.m., a GSU deputy
positively identified the suspect standing in the residence’s driveway. The deputy exited
an unmarked vehicle wearing a Department-issued vest and told the suspect to put his
hands up. The deputy said that the suspect produced a handgun, and the deputy fired
at the suspect four to five times. The suspect ran into the residence, but exited and
surrendered after the GSU team conducted several minutes of call-outs. Neither the
suspect nor the GSU deputies were injured. An unregistered firearm was found inside
the residence. Five rounds struck the exterior of the residence and two of those
penetrated to the interior. At the time of the shooting, three civilians and the suspect
were inside the residence, and a fourth civilian was in the driveway. Though no one was
physically struck by the gunfire, one civilian was hospitalized for stress.

The Department does not currently list this shooting on its transparency page for
deputy-involved shootings.

Areas for Further Inquiry

The shooting deputy reported that he shot in response to the suspect producing a gun.
However, neither witnesses nor body-worn camera video corroborate that the suspect
produced a gun. Is there an explanation for this discrepancy? Was less-lethal force an
option?

Lancaster Station: Hit Shooting - Fatal

On December 4, 2023, at approximately 6:08 p.m., Lancaster Station deputies were
dispatched to a domestic violence call at an apartment located on East Avenue in
Lancaster. The call was placed by a woman, later identified as a 27-year-old Black
woman, reporting that her boyfriend was harassing her. During the call, sounds of a
struggle and screaming could be heard.

Upon arrival, three deputies heard yelling from inside the apartment. One deputy
knocked at the door, and when no one responded, attempted to kick the door open
without success. The woman then opened the door holding a knife, with her 9-year-old
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daughter in front of her. The woman said she was going to stab her boyfriend for
pushing her daughter. She moved back into the apartment, still holding the knife.
Deputies entered the apartment and observed the woman with the knife standing next
to a man. One of the deputies reported he believed that she was attempting to stab her
boyfriend, at which time he fired four rounds, striking the woman and causing her to fall
and drop the knife The 9-year-old daughter witnessed the entire incident. Deputies
provided immediate first aid until Los Angeles County Fire Department paramedics
arrived and took over. The woman was transported to a local hospital where she was
pronounced dead.

A kitchen knife with an approximately 8-inch blade was recovered at the scene. No one
else was injured during this incident.

The Department posted body camera video from the shooting on December 29, 2023.

Areas for Further Inquiry:

Did the deputies develop a tactical plan prior to entry into the apartment? If so, did it
include a plan on the use of less lethal force? Did the deputies request a supervisor
prior to attempting to forcibly enter the apartment?

Century Station: Non-Hit Shooting

On December 27, 2023, at approximately 2:00 p.m., deputies from Century Station
responded to a call for service at a large two-story business complex in the city of
Lynwood. The caller stated that a person had attempted to force his way into their
business on the second floor of the complex, without success. A second caller reported
the person had a silver handgun. Multiple deputies and a sergeant responded.

Upon their arrival, the deputies began evacuating the ground floor of the building.
During this process, a person came down the stairs and was detained without incident.
The deputies were advised that there were people in the upstairs businesses who were
afraid to come out and needed to be evacuated.

The sergeant and six deputies made their way up the stairs to the second floor and took
a position at the end of a very long hallway. At the other end of the hallway, a deputy
saw a person open the door from an office and peek out. From approximately one-
hundred feet, the deputy saw an object in this person’s hand. Believing it was a
handgun, the deputy fired two rounds from a department-approved AR-15 rifle. At that
time, it was unknown if the rounds struck the individual as he went back into the office.
The person deputies detained when he came down the stairs upon their arrival was
later positively identified as the suspect. The two rounds the deputy fired did not injure
anyone. The person upon whom the deputy fired told deputies he was holding a
translucent plastic drinking cup, which he showed to them. Deputies searched for a

3
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handgun and did not find one. The shooting was captured on the deputy’s body-worn
camera video.

Areas of Further Inquiry:

Did the station desk ask all pertinent questions to the callers to give responding
deputies the most accurate information necessary for situational awareness? Did the
dispatcher give timely updates to the responding deputies? Did the responding deputies
form a tactical plan and ensure every deputy on the entry team understood it? Did the
deputies completely clear the first floor before making their way to the second floor? Did
the deputy follow policy and training in assessing the threat and deciding to fire? Given
that the sergeant was on the entry team and involved in the situation, who was the
incident commander?

Comparison to Prior Years

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
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District Attorney Review of Deputy-Involved Shootings

The Sheriff's Department’s Homicide Bureau investigates deputy-involved shootings in
which a person is hit by a bullet, except for deputy-involved shootings that result in the
death of an unarmed civilian, which California law requires the Attorney General to
investigate.’ For those shootings it investigates, the Homicide Bureau submits the
completed criminal investigation of each deputy-involved shooting that results in a
person being struck by a bullet and which occurred in the County of Los Angeles to the
Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office (District Attorney’s Office or District
Attorney) for review and possible filing of criminal charges.

Between October 1, 2023, and December 31, 2023, the District Attorney’s Office issued
four findings on deputy-involved shooting cases involving the Sheriff's Department’s
employees.

e In the August 26, 2021, non-fatal shooting of Kevin Hernandez, the District
Attorney opined in a memorandum dated October 5, 2023, that detective
Albert Arevalo reasonably believed that the use of deadly force was
necessary to defend against an imminent threat of death or serious bodily
injury to himself and others within the meaning of Penal Code
section835a(c)(1)(A).

e In the November 13, 2019, fatal shooting of Omar Garcia-Espinoza, the
District Attorney opined in a memorandum dated October 16, 2023, that
there was insufficient evidence deputy Dwight Aguayo did not act lawfully
in self-defense and in defense of others.

e Inthe April 9, 2021, non-fatal shooting of Kyle Rogers, the District
Attorney opined in a memorandum dated October 25, 2023, that deputies
Aaron Agajanian and Daisy Rosales, reasonably believed that deadly
force was necessary to defend against an imminent deadly threat.

¢ In the May 30, 2020, non-fatal shooting of Jose Martinez, the District
Attorney opined in a memorandum dated November 21, 2023, that

11n 2020, the California Legislature passed AB 1506, which requires that a state prosecutor investigate all
shootings involving a peace officer that result in the death of an unarmed civilian. See A.B. 1506 (McCarty 2020)
(codified at Govt. Code § 12525.3). Prior to 2021, the Sheriff’s Department’s Homicide Bureau investigated all
deputy-involved shootings in which a person was hit by a bullet. Decisions by the Attorney General are reported in
the section of this report below entitled California Department of Justice Investigations of Deputy-Involved
Shootings Resulting in the Death of Unarmed Civilians.
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deputies Nicholas Carey, Eric Slattery, Nicholas Alerich, Andrew Rosas
and Bell Police Department Officer acted lawfully in self-defense.

e Inthe January 8, 2023 fatal shooting of Alon Foster, the District Attorney
opined in a memorandum dated December 4, 2023, that deputies Adam
Carreon, Zachery Corrales, Salvador Diaz, Christopher McDonald,
Jonathan Soria, and Rigoberto Villa acted lawfully in self-defense and
defense of others.

e Inthe May 24, 2022 non-fatal shooting of Gabriel Adrian Samaniego, the
District Attorney opined in a memorandum dated December 7, 2023, that
deputies Juan Lopez and Cesar Hernandez, as well as officers with the
California Highway Patrol, reasonably believed that the use of deadly
force was necessary to defend against an imminent threat of death or
serious bodily injury and acted in lawful self-defense.

¢ In the May 10, 2019 non-fatal shooting of Alison Hart and Adolfo Cabrera-
Martinez and the non-hit shooting of Dylan Lindsey the District Attorney
opined in a memorandum dated December 20, 2023, that deputies Art
Hernandez, Jonathan Charrette, Rene Vasquez, and David Vega, as well
as officers with the Downey Police Department, acted in lawful self-
defense and defense of others when they fired their weapons at Dylan
Lindsey. The District Attorney additionally concluded that Mr. Lindsey died
as the result of a self-inflicted gunshot wound, that the evidence does not
suggest that the deputies explicitly aimed at Ms. Hart, Lindsey’s
accomplice, or Mr. Cabrera-Martinez, who was an innocent bystander.
The District Attorney concluded that the injuries suffered by Ms. Hart and
Mr. Cabrera-Martinez were due to the provocative acts of Mr. Lindsey.

Homicide Bureau’s Investigation of Deputy-Involved Shootings

For the present quarter, the Homicide Bureau reports that it has eleven shooting cases
involving Sheriff's Department personnel open and under investigation. The oldest case
in which the Homicide Bureau maintains an active investigation is related to a
November 3, 2022, shooting in the jurisdiction of Compton Station. For further
information as to that shooting, please refer to the Office of Inspector General’s report
Reform and Oversight Effort: Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department, October to
December 2022. The oldest case that the Bureau has open is a 2019 shooting in
Lynwood, which was submitted to the District Attorney’s Office and for which the
Sheriff's Department still awaits a filing decision.
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This quarter, the Sheriff's Department reported it sent two deputy-involved shooting
cases to the District Attorney’s Office for filing consideration.

California Department of Justice Investigations of Deputy-Involved Shootings
Resulting in the Death of Unarmed Civilians

Under California law, the state Department of Justice (DOJ) investigates any peace
officer-involved shooting resulting in the death of an unarmed civilian and may issue
written reports and file criminal charges against a peace officer, if appropriate.? The
DOJ is currently investigating three shootings involving deputies from the Sheriff's
Department, the oldest of which occurred in February 2022. During the last quarter, the
DOJ issued no written reports regarding shootings involving Sheriff's Department
deputies.

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.3

The Sheriff's Department reports that ICIB has 77 active cases. This quarter, the
Sheriff's Department reports sending six cases to the District Attorney’s Office for filing
consideration. The District Attorney’s Office is still reviewing 35 cases for filing. The
oldest open case that ICIB has submitted to the District Attorney’s Office for filing
consideration is related to conduct that occurred in 2018, which ICIB presented to the
District Attorney in 2016 and for which the Sheriff's Department still awaits a filing
decision.

Internal Affairs Bureau

The Internal Affairs Bureau (IAB) conducts administrative investigations of policy
violations by Sheriff's Department employees. It also responds to and investigates
deputy-involved shootings and significant use-of-force cases. If the District Attorney
declines to file criminal charges against the deputies involved in a shooting, IAB reviews
the shooting to determine whether Sheriff's Department personnel violated any policies
during the incident.

2 Gov't Code § 12525.3(b).
3 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.
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Administrative investigations are also conducted at the unit level. The subject’s unit and
IAB determine whether an incident is investigated by IAB or remains a unit-level
investigation based on the severity of the alleged policy violation(s).

This quarter, the Sheriff's Department reported opening 154 new administrative
investigations. Of these 154 cases, 44 were assigned to IAB, 78 were designated as
unit-level investigations, and 32 were entered as criminal monitors (in which IAB
monitors an ongoing criminal investigation conducted by the Sheriff's Department or
another agency). In the same period, IAB reports that 110 cases were closed by IAB or
at the unit level. There are 569 pending administrative investigations, of which 359 are
assigned to IAB and the remaining 210 are pending unit-level investigations.

Civil Service Commission Dispositions

There were five final decisions issued by the Civil Service Commission this quarter
involving Sheriff's Department employees.* In all five, the Commission sustained the
Department.

Four of these cases concerned sworn peace officers of the rank of deputy or higher,
and one case involved a non-sworn employee. The Commission sustained three of the
discharges by the Department. In one case the Hearing officer recommended the
appeal of discharge be granted and instead be given a 20-day suspension, however,
the Commission sustained the discharge by the Department. In two cases, the
Commission sustained the fifteen-day suspension sought by the Department.

The Sheriff's Department’s Use of Unmanned Aircraft Systems

The Sheriff's Department reports it deployed its Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) 14
times between October 1, 2023, and December 31, 2023, in the following incidents:

e On October 3, 2023, to assist Special Enforcement Bureau with serving a high-
risk search warrant in Los Angeles. The Department used the UAS to clear a
majority of the location prior to law enforcement entry.

e On October 9, 2023, to assist Special Enforcement Bureau in Malibu to search
regarding a vehicle accident. The vehicle collided with a telephone pole and fell
over a 100-foot cliff into the canyon. The UAS successfully located the lone
victim.

4 The Civil Service Commission reports its actions, including final decisions, in minutes of its meetings posted on the
County’s website for commission publications.
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e On October 10, 2023, in Rolling Hills to observe the interior of the location of a
suspected suicide.

e On October 19, 2023, to assist in serving a high-risk search warrant in
Rosamond, the Department used the UAS to visually clear the interior of location.

e On October 20, 2023, to assist in serving a high-risk search warrant in Carson,
the Department used the UAS to look for the suspect at the property.

e On November 10, 2023, to assist the Homicide Bureau in Angeles Forest in a
search and rescue.

e On November 12, 2023, to assist Homicide Bureau in Angeles Forest in a search
and rescue.

e On December 8, 2023, to observe possible tampering of railway tracks in Los
Angeles in an area bordered by freeway and off-limits to pedestrian traffic.

e On December 11, 2023, to assist Wildlife Animal Control in Malibu to search for a
mountain lion and to observe the animal without need for personnel to risk injury
by approaching on foot.

e On December 21, 2023, to assist K9 Services Detail in Bellflower, to search for a
stolen vehicle suspect and to clear an open garage.

e On December 24,2023, to assist Special Enforcement Bureau in Hermosa Beach
in successfully locating a barricaded suspect within a structure.

e On December 27, 2023, to assist Special Enforcement Bureau in Lynwood,
regarding an armed barricaded suspect. The Department used the UAS to
observe various rooms at a location prior to making entry.

e On December 27, 2023, to assist Special Enforcement Bureau in Los Angeles,
regarding a barricaded suspect. The Department utilized the UAS to observe the
interior of location prior to personnel entering.

e On December 29, 2023, to assist Special Enforcement Bureau in Whittier. The
Department used the UAS to successfully locate an armed suspect barricaded
within the location.

Conflicts of Interest in Risk Management Bureau

The Risk Management Bureau, part of the Office of Constitutional Policing, should be
disbanded. Despite the titles “Risk Management” and “Constitutional Policing,” which
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suggest reform, the Bureau’s primary function is using police to provide litigation
support to the Sheriff's Department in its defense against lawsuits. As set forth below,
the Bureau has displayed a pattern of prioritizing its defense function to the point of
undermining efforts to provide transparency and accountability and to identify and
address long-term risks within the Sheriff's Department. As reported recently by the Los
Angeles Times, payouts for the County are soaring, including significant payments for
misconduct by Sheriff's Department personnel.® This office shares the analysis of
Professor Joanna Schwartz of UCLA, quoted in the article, that the County’s corrective
actions after lawsuits are insufficient. A glaring example of the failure to even investigate
taped evidence of dishonesty follows below.

Sheriff's Department policies charge Risk Management Bureau with “providing a
Department-wide, coordinated effort to reduce the frequency of preventable accidents,
minimizing the loss of Department resources and controlling liability costs” and taking “a
proactive approach to prevent civil suits and limit Department liability by identifying and
evaluating areas and issues of potential risk.”® This mission should, in theory, protect
constitutional rights by identifying and addressing the causes of violations of the rights
of employees or members of the public and ensuring that such violations do not recur.
The Sheriff's Department has placed Risk Management Bureau under the umbrella of
the Sheriff’'s Office of Constitutional Policing, further implying that its purpose is to
address past failures to abide by the Constitution and state and local laws.

In practice, however, Risk Management Bureau often adopts a highly problematic
approach to liability: denying or downplaying violations in inaccurate or misleading
reports, drafting analyses of incidents that deflect blame from the Department to the
victim of misconduct, and using its powers to attack adverse litigants in ways that
constitute retaliation against Department whistleblowers and members of the public
exercising their constitutional right to petition the government for redress of grievances.”
These problems are structural.

Risk Management Bureau’s practices have always been flawed, but during the previous
administration of Sheriff Villanueva they became more inappropriately aggressive and
have remained so under the current administration. Further, the euphemistically named
bureau corrupts the County’s efforts to improve government conduct through its impact

5 Rebecca Ellis and Keri Blakinger, L.A. County legal spending skyrocketed to $1 billion last year, as Sheriff’s
Department settlements balloon, Los Angeles Times (Feb. 7, 2024).

6 Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department, Manual of Policy and Procedures, § 2 04/010.10, Risk Management
Bureau also contains units dedicated to random drug testing, compliance with workplace safety and accessibility
regulations, discovery, and handling policy bulletins and revisions to Sheriff's Department manuals, as well as a
unit dedicated specifically to handling incidents and issues involving vehicle accidents.

7 See the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, which provides for the right “to petition the
Government for a redress of grievances.”
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on other Sheriff's divisions and the other County departments it interacts with, including
the Sheriff’'s Discovery Unit, which responds to public requests for information, and the
Office of Constitutional Policing charged with managing it. The greatest impact is
perhaps on County Counsel and outside counsel hired to defend the County in litigation,
who rely upon the information provided, and sometimes upon the judgment of Risk
Management personnel, in litigation strategy to the detriment of the County’s efforts at
reform.

Moreover, the use of law enforcement resources for a unit that seeks to protect the
Sheriff's Department from citizens exercising their right to seek government redress,
including taking action against internal whistleblowers, is a misuse of government
resources that were allocated based on the representation that they would be used to
improve the legality of operations and runs contrary to the Department’s stated mission
“to partner with the community[,] ... proactively prevent crime, enforce the law fairly and
enhance the public’s trust through transparency and accountability.”

The following examples illustrate the pitfalls of having the Risk Management Bureau
assist with litigation against the Department.

Patterns of bias in reporting officers for decertification under SB 2

Risk Management Bureau has demonstrated troubling inconsistencies in the way it
handles reporting of misconduct allegations to the state of California under the system
for decertification of peace officers recently established by California’s Senate Bill 2
(2021) (SB 2).

The Department assigned these reporting duties to the Risk Management Bureau, in
the Office of Constitutional Policing. The Sheriff's Department’s first six months of
referrals to POST show troubling instances of quick reporting to POST for allegations
against a whistleblower and slower reporting of other department employees, as
detailed below.

Civil deposition in Banditos litigation. In January 2023, outside counsel for the
County deposed a deputy who is a plaintiff (“Deputy A”) in a lawsuit brought by several
deputies against the Sheriff's Department, alleging that the Department knowingly failed
to protect them from the Banditos deputy gang and retaliated against them for reporting
concerns with Banditos. In the deposition, much of the County’s questioning focused on
Deputy A’s prior testimony, during two depositions in 2020 and 2022, about reports he
had made to the FBI about possible criminal and law enforcement gang activity by
deputies at the Sheriff's Department, in an apparent effort to show that some of his prior
testimony was inaccurate.
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Six days later, the Sheriff's Department reported Deputy A to POST for potential
decertification on grounds that his testimony constituted “[d]ishonesty relating to the
reporting, investigation, or prosecution of a crime, or relating to the reporting of, or
investigation of misconduct by, a peace officer.” Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11 § 1205(a)(1);
accord Penal Code 13510.8(b)(1). The Sheriff's Department’s report to POST stated
that Deputy A “admitted under oath he was dishonest, withheld information, and
provided false statements during prior deposition which occurred in 2020 and 2022.”

The Office of Inspector General reviewed the deposition transcript. Deputy A never
admitted he was dishonest. While Deputy A gave different accounts in several places
from prior testimony, and admitted one prior answer “wasn’t accurate,” he never
admitted to making a false statement or omitting information intentionally. The Sheriff’s
Department’s characterization of his testimony to POST is inaccurate, significantly
overstating the evidence.

The Office of Inspector General brought its concern about the reporting of the incident
involving Deputy A as possible retaliation to the Sheriff's Department repeatedly,
beginning in March 2023. In July 2023, the Department finally supplemented its
submission to POST with an entry indicating that the original synopsis had, “while
relying on a summary of the testimony from legal counsel, overstated the potential
dishonesty,” and that the Department had concluded there was insufficient evidence to
support a finding of dishonesty. Unfortunately, this “correction” is inconsistent with the
Department’s previous representation to the Office of Inspector General that
Department personnel had reviewed the transcript in question in preparing the report to
POST rather than merely relying on the description conveyed to them. Also, in this case
POST seemed to have trouble identifying the dishonesty, as it specifically asked for
clarification after receiving the inaccurate description. The Sheriff's Department
submitted a detailed response that demonstrated a second review attempting to support
its claim but which identified no admission of dishonesty.

Additionally, when the deputy in question later resigned while under investigation for
other matters, the Department incorrectly reported to POST that the deputy had
resigned pending an investigation that included dishonesty.® Counsel for the deputy
contacted the Department and the Inspector General noting that dishonesty was never
alleged nor was there a finding of dishonesty in the investigation. In response, rather
than addressing that the POST report was in error, attorneys for the Sheriff’s
Department falsely accused counsel of unethical behavior and directed him not to

8 SB 2 requires that law enforcement agencies report separations from employment of peace officers and the
circumstances of those separations, including whether the officer resigns during a pending investigation for
misconduct that could lead to decertification. Penal Code § 13510.9(d).
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contact the Department directly. Following counsel’s complaint, and an inquiry regarding
the complaint by the Inspector General, the Department subsequently sent a formal
correction to POST removing the reference to dishonesty.

This aggressive approach to SB 2 reporting as to a whistleblower is in sharp contrast to
the approach the Department takes in other cases, particularly those raising claims
against management:

¢ A high-ranking member of the Sheriff's Department testified in a civil trial that
sworn testimony that they had previously given to the COC during that body’s
investigation into deputy gangs was inaccurate. The same litigation liaison from
Risk Management Bureau who attended Deputy A’s deposition and facilitated
SB 2 reporting for dishonesty was present at the trial but did not initiate a report.
Risk Management Bureau generated a report to POST only after the Inspector
General pointed out the admission of prior inaccuracy to Department staff. Even
then, although the Inspector General expressly noted that he was only reporting
the testimony and did not know what was accurate and what was not, the
Department reported that the Inspector General alleged the member made false
statements.®

¢ In testimony in the same civil trial, a Sheriff's Department member admitted to
having a tattoo known to be associated with a deputy subgroup and identified a
number of other deputies with the same tattoo. The member also identified
several deputies with a different tattoo associated with a different subgroup. Both
the plaintiff and the county made allegations supporting possible law
enforcement gang membership but the Sheriff's Department has not reported
them to POST.

e During an investigation of a lieutenant for allegedly misusing County property,
members of the handling investigative bureau complained that their commanding
officer, with express approval from leadership in the previous administration,
ordered that documents that tended to show the allegations were fabricated be
removed from the investigation. One investigator even alleged potential criminal
conduct by these Sheriff’s officials. These officials hold positions in the command
staff of the current administration. The Sheriff's Department appears to have
reported one allegation regarding an administration official to POST, but held the
other without reporting to POST, pending an outside legal analysis, for
approximately four months. As set forth below, the Department informs the Office

% This approach might seem benign in isolation, but it continues a practice from the Villanueva administration of
dismissing evidence of misconduct as coming from an unreliable source used in conjunction with the Sheriff
Department’s campaign to discredit civilian oversight through means documented elsewhere.
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of Inspector General that this delay resulted from its effort to select and retain
outside counsel to review such allegations to determine whether they require
reporting to POST, the process of which it has now completed.

¢ In reviewing Sheriff's Department records, Office of Inspector General staff
noticed a number of instances in which the Department had received allegations
that employees belonged to known subgroups that had been publicly alleged to
have engaged in misconduct, but the Sheriff's Department's SB 2 team had not
reported those allegations to POST. SB 2 requires agencies to report any
allegations “that could render a [deputy] subject to” decertification and specifies
membership in a “law enforcement gang” as grounds for decertification.'" The
Office of Inspector General raised this matter with the SB 2 team, which
explained that because the law defines a “law enforcement gang” as a group that
engages in “a pattern of on-duty behavior that intentionally violates the law or
fundamental principles of professional policing,” the Department reported an
allegation of subgroup or gang membership only if it included a specific allegation
of other misconduct. The Office of Inspector General questioned this limiting
approach as a misstatement of the law. In response, the SB 2 team adjusted
their approach to report allegations of a violation of the Sheriff's Department’s
employee group policy if they arise from a request for an IAB investigation or
other allegation from within the Department of a policy violation. The Sheriff's
Department informs the Office of Inspector General that it adjusted its practices
and now submits to POST allegations of deputy-gang membership made by
members of the public.

e The Sheriff's Department has adopted a practice of having allegations against
high-ranking management reviewed by attorneys outside the Department to
determine if they should be reported to POST, rather than having the SB 2 team
review them. The Department’s adopted this practice on grounds that outside
review avoids an appearance of favoritism for high-ranking employees. While the
goal is laudable, the Department presently holds 26 allegations against
department executives that remain "pending legal analysis," some of which have
lingered in this state for several months — far outside the timeline of SB 2, which
requires reporting of allegations within 10 days. The Department informs the
Office of Inspector General that the process of selecting and contracting with
outside counsel took some time during which a backlog of such cases built up,
but that the Department began substantive consultations with outside counsel in

10 During this time the Sheriff’'s Department used outside counsel multiple times without delay, primarily to dismiss
evidence of misconduct inquired of by the Office of Inspector General.
11 penal Code §§ 13510.8(b)(7), 13510.9(a)(2).
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September 2023 and completed review of the backlog of cases by

November 2023. Furthermore, the Office of Inspector General has documented
the Office of Constitutional Policing failing to provide critical relevant information
to outside counsel and the result being consistent validation of the Sheriff’'s
Department’s failure to report rather than impartial analysis that would cause an
independent observer to have faith in the process.

e In October, the County Equity Oversight Panel sustained two separate
complaints alleging that former Sheriff Alex Villanueva, while he was still in office,
violated the County’s Policy of Equity (CPOE) by engaging in racially
discriminatory and harassing behavior. The Panel found that Sheriff Villanueva
violated the policy of equality by behavior that constituted discrimination,
discriminatory harassment, third person harassment, and inappropriate conduct —
in one instance against the Inspector General, based on national origin and
ethnicity, and in another against a Supervisor's Senior Justice Deputy, based on
gender and ethnicity. Under SB 2, such findings of bias by a peace officer
constitute “serious misconduct” that may trigger decertification and must be
reported to POST. 2

Risk Management Bureau’s SB 2 team only reported the matter after the
Inspector General’'s Office inquired whether it had done so and only reported the
sustained findings to POST as allegations, although it later noted in the SB 2
referral that the findings had been sustained.’® The eventual report to POST
following the Inspector General’s inquiry was the first report to POST about
Sheriff Villanueva’s conduct despite the fact that these allegations were reported
to the Sheriff's Department during the Sheriff's tenure and by law should have
been reported to POST at latest by July 1, 2023.

When a Los Angeles Times reporter submitted a Public Records Act (PRA)
request expressly seeking the findings of a CPOE investigation involving Sheriff

12 Both the statute and POST’s implementing regulations define decertifiable “serious misconduct” under SB 2 to
include “bias on the basis of race, national origin, religion, gender identity or expression, housing status, sexual
orientation, mental or physical disability, or other protected status in violation of law or department policy or
inconsistent with a peace officer's obligation to carry out their duties in a fair and unbiased manner.” Penal Code
§ 13510.8(b)(5); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11 § 1205(a)(5).

13 The County Equity Oversight Panel made findings on October 17, 2023, as to the two investigations of Sheriff
Villanueva’s behavior toward the Inspector General and a Supervisor’s Justice Deputy. A commander in the
Sheriff's Department authored two memoranda of the findings on that same day and noted that a Sheriff’s
Department Chief virtually attended the proceedings. On October 20, 2023, the Office of Inspector General
inquired as to whether a POST referral was made by the Sheriff’s Department. By email dated October 23, 2023,
the same commander who authored the October 17 memoranda responded that the SB 2 team was notified of the
ruling on October 23, 2023. The SB 2 unit reported the investigations and findings to POST on October 23.
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Villanueva, the Sheriff's Department’s Risk Management Bureau incorrectly
asserted that no such documents existed in a letter signed on behalf of the Risk
Management Bureau’s Captain. While the misrepresentation in the letter was due
to a mistake, had the requester not been in possession of information that such
documents existed, that error would have gone unchecked. Both this office and
the Board of Supervisors have previously identified systematic failures by the
Sheriff's Department to respond to PRAs, and although the Board of Supervisors
directed County Counsel to assume responsibility for responding to certain
PRAs, that shift in responsibility has been delayed by the Sheriff's Department’s
denial of access to its records.' Additionally, the Sheriff's Department masks
some records in its employee personnel record database (PRMS) by limiting
access in such a manner that a person searching would simply not find those
records and would never know they existed, rather than indicating there is a
record but access is limited.' Had County Counsel been able to assume
responsibilities for some PRA responses as the Board of Supervisors directed,
the failure to identify and turn over these records might have been avoided.

The incorporation of police powers into litigation defense, the aggressive approach to
whistleblower reporting taken by the Sheriff's Department, and the protective approach
taken to reporting documented conduct of favored employees, results in a misuse of the
SB 2 process and a possible violation of California Labor Code section 1102. The Office
of Inspector General brought these concerns to the attention of Department leadership,
and the Department claims that the use of outside counsel will address the problem.
Based upon the Sheriff's Department’s history of misuse of outside counsel, that seems
unlikely.

Inaccurate and Biased Analysis of First Amendment Violations against a Reporter

On Tuesday, November 7, 2023, the Board of Supervisors approved a $700,000
settlement in a civil rights lawsuit filed by KPPC reporter Josie Huang for assault and
false arrest. The Office of Inspector General provided an analysis of Ms. Huang'’s arrest
in our Report Back on Unlawful Conduct of Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department in
December 2020, specifically the section entitled Conduct Suppressing the Exercise of
First Amendment Rights.

14 See the Office of Inspector General’s Third Semi-Annual Report Back on Meeting the Sheriff’s Department’s
Obligations Under Senate Bill 1421 (Jan. 17, 2023).

15 This systemic violation was brought to the attention of the Sheriff’'s Department almost five years ago, resulted
in false allegations of criminality against this office which are still pending, and yet has been maintained by the
current administration after protest from this office.
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This settlement arises out of an incident on September 13, 2020, when deputies
arrested Ms. Huang while she was attempting to film an arrest of a protester. Despite
Ms. Huang having clearly identified herself as a reporter, the Sheriff's Department
transported her to jail, cited her for violating Penal Code section 148, and conducted a
follow-up investigation in an effort to persuade the District Attorney to prosecute her.
During a press conference after her arrest, the Sheriff's Department made claims about
the arrest that were false based upon video taken by Ms. Huang and others at the
scene. The video shows Ms. Huang visibly wearing press identification on a lanyard and
clearly yelling that she is a reporter and the call letters of the local radio station for which
she was reporting. The District Attorney’s Office declined to prosecute, citing video
evidence obtained from the internet to contradict the Sheriff's Department’s claims,
including evidence that a deputy acknowledged that she is a reporter, that she was
filming in a public area, was given little if any time to comply, and was not intentionally
interfering with the deputies. Penal Code section 148, obstructing a public officer,
specifically provides that recording video of a police officer is not obstruction. On May
19, 2023, a court granted a petition for finding of factual innocence thus finding that Ms.
Huang was factually innocent of the charges filed relating to her September 13, 2020
arrest.

More than two years later, in July 2023, Risk Management Bureau prepared a Summary
Corrective Action Plan (SCAP) as part of the process of seeking approval for a
settlement of Ms. Huang’s action against the County. The SCAP included a seven-page
statement of the facts of the case, which it indicated reflected “a culmination of various
sources to provide an abstract of the incident.” These facts reflected an uncritical
recitation of the accounts of the deputies involved in the incident, notwithstanding a
judge’s finding of Ms. Huang’s factual innocence, the District Attorney’s citation of
evidence contradicting the Sheriff's Department’s account in its decision not to
prosecute, and the Office of Inspector General’s analysis. Shockingly, the SCAP did not
even include the court finding of Ms. Huang'’s innocence. In other words, Risk
Management Bureau presented an account of the incident that three separate,
independent bodies found was contradicted by video evidence, without ever mentioning
the contradictory evidence or the findings of the court, the District Attorney, or the Office
of Inspector General.

Additionally, Risk Management Bureau’s CAP blamed Ms. Huang in two of the six “root
causes” it identified for the lawsuit: that Ms. Huang failed to comply with deputies and
physically resisted attempts to detain her, as well as failing to have a department-issued
press pass. And it named these root causes despite video clearly contradicting them,
showing that she wore press credentials and that deputies threw her to the ground
without giving her an opportunity to comply with their directives. The only “root causes”
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Risk Management Bureau identified that in any way suggested responsibility on the part
of the Sheriff's Department were:

e that one deputy “gave verbal commands” and “did not allow [Ms. Huang] time
to comply with his orders,”

e one deputy’s “attempt to detain [Ms. Huang], which led to a use of force,”

e another deputy’s “failure to safeguard [Ms. Huang’s] personal property (a cell
phone),”'® and

e that the deputies “did not have the equipment (Body-Worn Camera) to video
record their contact with [Ms. Huang] to prove or disprove her allegations.”

None of these causes reflect the actual and very serious problems in this arrest: that
deputies arrested a person clearly displaying a press pass, who they appeared to
understand was press, when that person had committed no crime, and then wrote
reports that were proven factually wrong by video evidence; that supervisors made a
carefully considered decision to arrest her and submit false charges for filing; or that the
Sheriff of Los Angeles County publicly and falsely accused her repeatedly despite the
evidence.

Finally, the SCAP noted that an administrative investigation of the incident had
determined that “there were no concerns” regarding the deputies’ “tactics, decision, or
planning during the use of force and arrest,” although “appropriate administrative action
was taken regarding ... the handling of [Ms. Huang’s] personal property (a cell phone).”
The SCAP also noted that Century Station supervisors conducted a use of force
investigation in which they concluded the force used was objectively reasonable and
noted various trainings Century Station and the Department had administered on crowd
control and the news media, as well as the fact that the Department had issued Century
Station personnel body-worn cameras. The SCAP recommended no additional
corrective action.

For these reasons, Risk Management Bureau’s SCAP in the Huang case is neither
complete nor objective. It presents a factual summary of the incident that the court, the
District Attorney, and the Office of Inspector General all found was contradicted by
video evidence, without either acknowledging those findings or attempting to reconcile
the contradictory evidence. The SCAP also misrepresents the “root causes,” by omitting
relevant facts and continuing to blame the victim. Without identifying any underlying

16 This description is particularly ironic, as the deputy stepped upon the device which recorded the Sheriff’s
Department’s misconduct. Fortunately, the act did not destroy the evidence, which directly contradicted
submitted reports and public claims by the County that Ms. Huang was to blame.
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causes or conditions that led to the incident, the SCAP cannot propose meaningful
solutions to prevent a similar incident from recurring. Finally, as a result of this
superficial treatment, it presents an analysis that utterly fails to engage with the core
problems of the incident: that deputies violated the First and Fourth Amendment rights
of a member of the press and then filed factually inaccurate reports about it. And while
the administrative investigations into the incident occurred during the administration of
the previous Sheriff, who publicly criticized Ms. Huang at the time,'” Risk Management
Bureau prepared its analysis in July 2023, under the current administration.

This SCAP provides a clear example of the central problem with Risk Management
Bureau. In its creation of a Summary Corrective Action Plan, a role where its primary
function should be identifying and addressing the causes of Sheriff's Department
misconduct to prevent it from recurring, the unit adhered to a litigation approach of
suppressing evidence of Sheriff's Department misconduct and shifting blame to the
complainant. This example also illustrates the need for the Department to discontinue
the use of police power for litigation support and using the Office of Constitutional
Policing solely for its budgeted purpose: constitutional policing.

Handling of Litigation Regarding the Destruction of Photographs Taken by
Sheriff’s deputies at the Kobe Bryant Crash Site

After the Villanueva administration ordered the destruction of evidence during an
investigation into inappropriate photographs taken of the crash site where Kobe Bryant
died, Sheriff Villanueva and top aides, including one in a prominent position under the
current administration, were caught on tape lying to a reporter to conceal the matter.'®
This evidence was presented in the trial of the lawsuit by Vanessa Bryant in response to
outside counsel calling Alex Villanueva as a witness. The result was a thirty-five-million-
dollar judgment against the County. There was no investigation into the conduct of the
top aides who lied to the Los Angeles Times reporter and no disciplinary or corrective
action was taken. The outside law firm that represented the County in the Vanessa
Bryant litigation works closely with Risk Management Bureau, including in current
litigation arising from claims that the Department knowingly failed to protect deputies
from the Banditos deputy gang and retaliated against them for reporting concerns with
Banditos as discussed above. This same law firm, in conjunction with the Risk
Management Bureau, was involved in falsely alleging that Deputy A was dishonest in
two instances of reporting to POST, also discussed in the subsection entitled, Civil
deposition in Banditos litigation supra. Although Risk Management Bureau personnel

17 See, e.g., Brittany Martin, Josie Huang Arrest Defended by Sheriff Villanueva, Los Angeles Magazine (Sept. 17,
2020).

18 The Los Angeles Times posted the recording of this interview on its website. Sheriff’s officials denied knowledge
of a complaint about a deputy sharing crash photos, Los Angeles Times (Dec. 21, 2021).
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had an opportunity to manage risk, the Office of Inspector General has confirmed that
they have taken no action regarding the tape recording, either under the Villanueva
administration or to this day under the Luna administration.

Recommendation: Disband the Risk Management Bureau

The Sheriff's Department itself recognizes the inherent conflict in having Risk
Management involved in reporting SB 2 complaints and litigation strategy. This tacit
acknowledgement is seen by its revision to its process for reviewing allegations of
misconduct against employees engaged in litigation against the County, by having them
reviewed by outside counsel in order to guard against SB 2 reporting in retaliation for
litigation or in order to gain a litigation advantage. But if the Sheriff's Department
recognizes the inherent conflict in having the same unit responsible for both assisting
the Department in litigation and reporting the potential misconduct of litigants, it should
disband the Risk Management Bureau. There is no necessity that a Department have
an internal Risk Management Bureau and strong public policy reasons for it not to use
police powers to suppress evidence of government misconduct. County Counsel, on its
own or through the retention of outside counsel, handles all County litigation, including
claims and lawsuits against the Sheriff's Department. To the extent that County Counsel
needs assistance with preparing for litigation, it can provide an appropriate structure for
litigation support at the Sheriff's Department that does not include a team of deputies
providing strategy to protect the Department that includes the suppression of legitimate
claims and that thwarts the County’s goals of transparency, accountability, and
enhancing the public’s trust.

The Sheriff's Department and County Counsel’s Responses to Conflicts of Interest
in Risk Management Bureau

Attached to this report are letters of objection from the Sheriff and County Counsel. This
report was not made lightly, being issued only after a year of confidential efforts at
collaboration. Facts developed in our Law Enforcement Gang investigation required this
recommendation be made publicly. On February 7, the Office of Inspector General
provided a draft of this report explicitly asking for a dialogue in advance of February 15.
We received no response other than the attached letters. The transmitting email from
county counsel referred to “inaccuracies” identified in their letter but we found none. The
Sheriff accuses the Inspector General of “gratuitous attacks on Department personnel,”
continuing a longstanding narrative which demonstrates the importance of this
recommendation. The Office of Inspector General is charged with public reporting and
does not believe the failure of LASD to investigate the information in this report does not
make the reporting of the conduct gratuitous. The report does not name personnel
because to do so would be gratuitous. The mission of the Office of Inspector General is
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systemic reform and we have repeatedly confirmed the conduct described is not
contrary to command directives.

Reporting the Presence of MET Teams at Crime Scenes to Ensure Brady
Compliance

In September of 1991, the Sheriff's Department worked with the Department of Mental
Health (DMH) to develop the nation’s first law enforcement mental health collaborative
co-response teams handling mental health crises.'’® These teams evolved into the
current-day Mental Evaluation Team (MET) program, which provides crisis assessment,
intervention, and targeted case management services to help de-escalate potentially
violent situations involving people suffering from mental illness.?® MET units usually
consist of a deputy sheriff and a Department of Mental Health licensed clinician who is
Lanterman-Petris-Short Act designated to initiate involuntary psychiatric hospitalizations
in accordance with the California Welfare and Institutions Code (WIC) sections 5150
and 5585.2" In recent years, the number of mental-health-related calls for service has
steadily increased, with some estimating that, nationally, 20% of police calls for service
involve mental iliness, and that from 25% to more than 50% of fatal encounters with law
enforcement involve individuals with mental illness.??

The implementation of the MET program as a response to this need has been well
received. By responding to Sheriff's Department incidents involving mental health
issues, the Sheriff's Department reports that MET units have reduced uses-of-force and
avoided unnecessary incarcerations of people with mental iliness. In response, the
Board of Supervisors funded the expansion of the MET to 23 teams in 2017.23 In 2018,
the Civilian Oversight Commission recommended that the County expand MET to 60
regional teams.?* MET had expanded to 33 regional teams by 2019, and currently

19 See, Status Report of the Sheriff Civilian Oversight Commission Regarding the Mental Evaluation Team Program
of the Los Angeles County Sheriff Department, (2017) and LASD Mental Evaluation Teams Annual Report (2019).
20 See, LASD Mental Evaluation Team website.

21 The Lanterman-Petris-Short Act (Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 5000 et. seq.) established a right to prompt
psychiatric evaluation/treatment of individuals suffering from mental health disorders and set out strict due
process protections governing the involuntary commitment of people with mental health disorders. See Disability
Rights California, Understanding the Lanterman-Petris-Short (LPS) Act (2018).

22 Eric Westervelt, Mental Health And Police Violence: How Crisis Intervention Teams Are Failing, NPR (Sept. 18,
2020); Sarah DeGue, Katherine A. Fowler, and Cynthia Calkins, Deaths Due to Use of Lethal Force by Law
Enforcement Findings From the National Violent Death Reporting System, 17 U.S. States, 2009—2012, 51 Am. J.
Preventive Medicine 5 supp. 3, S173-5187 (Nov. 2016).

23 Maya Lau, L.A. County supervisors vote to expand sheriff’s mental health teams, Los Angeles Times (Jan. 11,
2017).

24 Report of the Sheriff Civilian Oversight Commission Regarding the Mental Evaluation Team Program of the Los
Angeles County Sheriff Department (Feb. 15, 2018), at 4.
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operates approximately 35 teams that respond to incidents from 14 regional offices
throughout the County.?5

Apart from their effectiveness in addressing mental health issues, the use of MET teams
can raise new issues for the Department. This section addresses how the Department’s
handling of MET teams can trigger constitutional issues stemming from the
requirements of the United States Supreme Court case of Brady v. Maryland.?® In
Brady, the Supreme Court established that prosecution teams have an ethical and
constitutional responsibility to disclose exculpatory evidence to the defense.?” When a
MET unit observes, interacts with, and evaluates the mental state of a suspect, and the
MET clinician then writes a report documenting these observations and conclusions,
this information falls under the Brady rule because a suspect’s mental state may reduce
their culpability for a given crime or provide a potential basis for sentencing mitigation or
diversion.? A failure to disclose the presence of a MET team, whether intentional or
unintentional, deprives defense counsel of this information and results in a possible
Brady violation with potentially severe consequences to the prosecution up to and
including the reversal of a conviction.

Current Sheriff's Department policies only require that handling deputies record the
presence of a MET unit when a person is subject to involuntary psychiatric
hospitalization pursuant to WIC 5150 or 5585.2° When a person suffering from a mental
illness is not involuntarily hospitalized, Sheriff's Department policies do not require that

25> Mental Evaluation Team Integrated Report (Apr. 2023) at 10; Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department Mental
Evaluation Team (MET) Update (July 20, 2023) and Statement of Proceedings for the Reqular Meeting of the Sheriff
Civilian Oversight Commission Held on January 20, 2022.

26 |n Brady v Maryland, (1963) 373 U.S. 83, the United States Supreme Court established that a criminal prosecutor
has an ethical and constitutional responsibility to disclose exculpatory and impeachment evidence to the defense.
Brady evidence includes any evidence that is favorable to the defense. “Evidence is ‘favorable’ if it either helps the
defendant or hurts the prosecution. .. .” (In re Sassounian (1995) 9 Cal.4th 535, 544.)

27 The duty to disclose Brady evidence applies to information known to police investigators as well as prosecutors.
(Kyles v. Whitley (1995) 514 U.S. 419, 437.) The California Supreme Court case of In re Brown (1998) 17 Cal.4th 873,
explained the duties of Sheriff’s Department personnel with respect to potentially exculpatory evidence. In Brown,
the Orange County Sheriff’s crime lab unintentionally failed to communicate a defendant’s positive results of a
laboratory drug test to the prosecution. Nevertheless, the Brown court held that the Orange County Sheriff’s
Department was part of the “prosecution team” and therefore, the Brady rule was violated because the
nondisclosure prevented the defendant from presenting a credible defense of diminished capacity, thereby
denying him a fair trial. (/d. at p. 891.)

28 A person suffering from a mental illness or developmental disability may not be able to form the criminal intent
necessary to be found guilty of committing a particular crime. Pursuant to California Penal Code section 28(a),
evidence that a defendant suffers from a mental disease, mental defect, or mental disorder is admissible “on the
issue whether or not the accused actually formed a required specific intent, premeditated, deliberated, or
harbored malice aforethought, when a specific intent crime is charged.”

29 See, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Field Operations Directive 16-003, Calls for Service Involving
Allegedly Mentally Il Persons; Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department, Manual of Policy and Procedures, § 4-
16/0.10.00, Mentally Il Persons.
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handling deputies record the presence of a MET team. When a MET team makes a
referral for jail psychiatric services, those records are not generally part of the package
provided to prosecutors for consideration in filing decisions and to review for Brady
material. The following case study involving the arrest of a person suffering from mental
illness demonstrates how this policy gap may result in violations of the Brady rule.

Case Study: Sheriff’s Department MET Policy and Brady Issues

In March of 2021, the Sheriff's Department received a 911-call reporting that a man was
outside of a residence holding gasoline cans and yelling, “I'll burn this place down."
According to Sheriff's Department incident reports, two deputies drove to the location
and observed a man standing in the driveway of the residence. The man began pacing
back and forth in the driveway, yelling at the deputies “come test me!” and “I'm ready,”
with profanities interspersed. The deputies stayed back and requested additional units,
while the man continued pacing and yelling at them.

Deputies spoke with a resident of the house who reported that the man had been living
inside a trailer in the backyard and had become upset earlier in the day when the
property owner advised him that he was being evicted. This resulted in an argument
between the man and the owner, during which the resident heard the man yell threats to
kill the owner and burn the house down.

According to the incident report, after a sergeant and three other deputies arrived, the
man walked into a garage on the property. Deputies heard thudding sounds coming
from the garage. The resident warned them that the man was breaking a wooden gun
safe in the garage containing numerous firearms and ammunition and urged them to do
something.

The deputies approached the garage and detained the man pending a criminal threats
investigation. After waiving his Miranda3° rights, the man told deputies he was upset
because his family was kicking him out of their house. The man said he was aware of
the firearms and ammunition inside the wooden safe and told the deputies, "You're
lucky, you guys were cool. | was ready to die in a gun fight [sic] today."

MET Evaluation Not Documented in Arrest Reports

The narrative above comes from the original “Incident Report” and follow-up reports
prepared by the deputies involved in this incident. In those reports there is no mention
of the presence or involvement of a MET unit. However, MET records indicate that a

30 The United States Supreme Court case of Miranda v. Arizona (1966) 384 U.S. 436 mandated that a criminal
suspect be given warnings to protect the suspect's Fifth Amendment right to avoid self-incrimination during a
police interrogation.
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MET team responded to the incident. The MET team gathered information from
handling deputies, interviewed the man and collateral sources, consulted with the MET
Triage Desk Clinician, completed a risk evaluation tool, completed suicide screening
assessment, and evaluated whether the man met the requirements for California
Welfare and Institutions Code section 5150.31

According to MET team records, the man made various statements to the MET clinician
regarding his mental health. The MET clinician noted the man was unable to regulate
his emotions and admitted to having suicidal thoughts, including planning how to Kill
himself and having some intention of acting on those suicidal thoughts. Based upon
these assessments, the MET clinician advised the handling deputies that the man met
the criteria for a 72-hour mental assessment at a mental health treatment facility
pursuant to California Welfare and Institutions Code section 5150. Given the
circumstances, the handling deputies decided to arrest the man and keep him in
custody rather than take him to a mental health treatment facility. The MET deputy
advised the handling deputies that MET would send a referral to the Twin Towers
Psychiatric Ward for a mental health evaluation of the man in jail. The man was
subsequently charged with felony criminal threats and misdemeanor battery.

Because the handling deputies did not mention the MET unit in the original Incident
Reports, neither the District Attorney’s Office nor the man’s attorney, in this case an
attorney with the Public Defender’s Office, had notice of the potential mental health
issues in the man’s criminal case. Neither the prosecution nor defense had notice that a
MET clinician had evaluated the man on the scene and opined that he presented a
danger to himself or others pursuant to WIC 5150, a fact that could have affected the
District Attorney’s decision to file the case and the defense attorney’s strategies,
including defenses based on the man’s ability to form the required mental intent to
commit the crime of felony criminal threats, which requires a specific intent when
making the threatening statements.

The man remained in custody for over seven months before the court granted him a
mental health diversion and released him to a treatment center. Given the charges filed
and the disposition, the man’s mental health status was relevant and material to his
criminal case. As a result, the Public Defender’s Office requested that the Sheriff’s

31 california Welfare and Institutions Code section 5150(a) provides that “[w]hen a person, as a result of a mental
health disorder, is a danger to others, or to himself or herself, or gravely disabled . . . designated members of a
mobile crisis team, or professional person designated by the county may, upon probable cause, take, or cause to
be taken, the person into custody for a period of up to 72 hours for assessment, evaluation, and crisis intervention,
or placement for evaluation and treatment in a facility designated by the county for evaluation and treatment and
approved by the State Department of Health Care Services.”
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Department determine why the responding deputies did not note the presence of the
MET team in the Incident Report or any of the follow-up reports.

Sheriff’'s Department Investigation

The Sheriff's Department investigated why the handling deputies did not identify the
presence of the MET unit in the Incident Reports.3? That investigation concluded that
the deputies omitted any mention of MET because the MET unit did not witness the
man’s criminal conduct nor was it involved in the detention of the man. The handling
deputies did not believe that it necessary to note the presence of the MET unit in their
reports because the MET deputy told them that the MET team would make a referral for
jail psychiatric services for the man, and the handling deputies believed the MET
referral provided sufficient notification and documentation of the subject’s mental health
issues. The Sheriff's Department found that the handling deputies had not intentionally
or maliciously excluded presence of the MET team from the Incident Report. In addition,
the station commander invited the Public Defender’s Officer to attend deputy briefings to
train deputies on their Brady obligations with respect to documenting the presence of
MET units in their reports.

Analysis and Recommendation

The example above shows how a MET team’s actions—even their mere presence—will
often be relevant to criminal charges against the subject. A MET team’s interview,
observation, and evaluation of the subject of a call, set forth in the MET clinician’s
report, will very likely be Brady material because it can relate to a person’s ability to
form the required intent for a given crime. It may also be relevant to charging decisions
and sentencing mitigation. Omissions as to a person’s mental state at the time they
engaged in criminal behavior can result in the reversal of otherwise valid criminal
convictions or in the filing of criminal charges when alternatives to incarceration offer
better treatment options to persons experiencing mental health challenges.

This policy gap is easy to remedy. The Office of Inspector General recommends that
Sheriff's Department amend its policies to require that handling deputies always
document the presence of a MET unit at a crime or arrest scene in Sheriff's Department
incident reports and require that the documents prepared by the MET team be included
in the filing packet presented to the prosecutorial agency to be provided to the defense.
Specifically, we recommend that the Department amend Field Operations Directive 16-
003, Calls for Service Involving Alleged Mentally Ill Persons and Manual of Policy and

32 \Watch Commander Service Comment Report 257057.
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Procedures, § 4-16/0.10.00, Mentally Il Persons to include language that requires
documentation of the presence of a MET unit at any Sheriff's Department incident.

Semi-Annual Report on Implementation of the Family Assistance Program

On July 9, 2019, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors adopted a motion
establishing a Family Assistance Program (Family Assistance), aimed at improving
compassionate communication and providing trauma-informed support to families of
those who died following a fatal use of force by a Sheriff's Department employee or
while in the custody of the Sheriff's Department. The Board of Supervisors’ motion
established Family Assistance as a one-year pilot program administered by the DMH
and instructed the Office of Inspector General to report back quarterly in the first year
and semi-annually thereafter. On July 5, 2023, the Office of Inspector General
submitted its second semi-annual report-back for 2023, reporting on available data from
January 1, 2023, to May 31, 2023. The Office of Inspector General also reported that
future report-backs will be incorporated into the Office of Inspector General’s quarterly
reports on Reform and Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department on a
semi-annual basis. This is the Office of Inspector General’s first report-back for 2024.

On February 22, 2022, the Office of Inspector General, the Sheriff Civilian Oversight
Commission, and the Office of Violence Prevention of the Department of Public Health
(OVP), in consultation with other County departments, submitted to the Board of
Supervisors a report setting forth recommendations to make Family Assistance
permanent, administered by the Department of Public Health (DPH), comprising a
design and implementation plan, an annual budget, a data tracking system, and a plan
for quickly processing payments to affected families for burial assistance.3? To allow
sufficient time for DPH to properly staff the program, DMH currently administers burial
assistance services, provides mental health services to families, and connects families
to available services. DMH is working with DPH to transition the work to DPH, at which
time, OVP will assume responsibility for the distribution of funds for burial services to
the affected families.

Family Assistance Status

As previously reported, the Chief Executive Office approved four positions requested by
DPH in the FY 2023-2024 budget to support Family Assistance: one Clinical Social
Worker Supervisor Il position, one Clinical Social Worker position, and two Psychiatric

33 Office of Inspector General's Semi-Annual Report on Implementation of the Family Assistance Program and
Report Back on Permanent Support for Families Affected by Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department: Identifying
Sustainable Funding for and Streamlining the Family Assistance Program (ltem No.14, Agenda of July 9, 2019 and
Item No. 9, Agenda of October 19, 2021) (Feb. 22, 2022).
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Social Worker Il (PSWII) positions.3* OVP reports that it filled the Clinical Social Worker
Supervisor |l position on September 1, 2023 and is interviewing for the Clinical Social
Worker and two PSWII positions, which it anticipates it will fill by April 2024.

OVP reports that it continues to work towards transitioning the administration of Family
Assistance from DMH and DPH. OVP retained a consultant in September 2023 to assist
with designing and implementing the transition plan in collaboration with County
partners, developing of a scope of work with a community-based organization that will
provide service navigation to impacted families, conducting best practice research, and
developing protocols. In preparation for the transition, OVP staff are working closely
with DMH staff to engage with and provide support services to impacted families and
process burial expense reimbursements.

OVP also reports that it has met with several County partners to discuss collaborative
efforts. OVP met with the Department of Medical Examiner (DME) to discuss staffing
and coordination and prepare a draft Memorandum of Understanding outlining the
respective duties and responsibilities of DPH, OVP, and DME. OVP met with the Sheriff
Civilian Oversight Commission to discuss protocols, resources, and services. OVP met
with the Office of Inspector General to provide updates and discuss ongoing
collaboration. OVP has tentatively scheduled meetings with DMH and the Sheriff's
Department’s Homicide Bureau and Custody Services Division to discuss protocols.
OVP anticipates convening all Family Assistance partners for a meeting in early 2024.

Family Assistance Service Data

Data available to the Office of Inspector General shows that from June 1, 2023, to
December 31, 2023, DMH was notified of 23 incidents where an individual died
following a fatal use of force by a Sheriff's Department employee or while in the custody
of the Sheriff's Department. DMH successfully contacted 22 families but lacked the
next-of-kin information needed to reach one family. Of the 22 families DMH contacted,
seven families accepted services and assistance from DMH’s Family Assistance
Advocate, six families declined, and the remaining nine families have indicated they will
accept services and are working with DMH so it can begin to provide assistance. Burial
expenses were distributed to 4 families, with expenses ranging from $1,789.49 to
$7,500, totaling a sum of approximately $18,107.49 for the period.

34 The Clinical Social Worker Supervisor Il position was originally classified as Mental Health Clinical Supervisor and
the Clinical Social Worker position was originally classified as PSWII.
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CUSTODY DIVISION

Rodent Infestation at Men’s Central Jail

The presence of vermin and pests has been a persistent problem within Los Angeles
County jail facilities.3> Although the Department undertakes pest control mitigation
efforts, including contracting with outside pest control specialists, Office of Inspector
General staff have observed a notable increase in rodent feces during the previous two
quarters, specifically in the restrictive housing module that houses LGBTQ+ people at
Men’s Central Jail (MCJ).

During the third quarter of 2023, Office of Inspector General staff observed rat traps and
a significant amount of rat feces while monitoring a module that houses LGBTQ+ people
in restrictive housing at MCJ. Office of Inspector General staff observed that people
living in this module had attached plastic food wrappers to the bottom of their cells in an
effort to prevent rats from entering, and multiple people in custody reported being bitten
by rats while residing within the module. Aimost every person living within the module
expressed concern about rodents, and several reported that they were
immunocompromised and feared that the unhygienic living conditions posed a particular
hazard to their health.

Office of Inspector General staff immediately notified facility command staff of the
rodent infestation and reported that people had been bitten by rats. Office of Inspector
General Staff inspected the module several times in the week following notification to
the Department and noted that the unhygienic conditions remained unchanged. The
photograph below shows the rat feces observed within the module a day after Office of
Inspector General Staff notified MCJ command staff of the rodent infestation.

35 See ACLU of Southern California, Annual Report on Conditions Inside Men’s Central Jail 2008-2009 (May 6, 2010);
Los Angeles Times, Editorial: Unconscionable abuse and shameful inaction at L.A. County jails (May 7, 2023).
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The following week, Office of Inspector General staff escalated the concern to
Department executive staff. The Department stated that it had contracted with a pest
control agency to set approximately 20 rat traps and that MCJ Logistics personnel had
cleaned, disinfected, and pressure washed the module.

Office of Inspector General staff continued to monitor the module following the
Department’s rodent elimination efforts. Initially, Office of Inspector General staff and
people living in the module noted that cleanliness and rodent infestation had improved.
However, in early December, Office of Inspector General staff observed rat droppings
throughout the module and spoke with a transgender woman housed there who stated
that she had recently been bitten by a rat. Office of Inspector General staff notified the
facility watch lieutenant.

During subsequent monitoring visits, Office of Inspector General staff continued to
observe rat feces within the module, suggesting that the rodent infestation and
unhygienic living conditions are a persistent problem that require routine attention. In
January 2024, nearly four months after Office of Inspector General staff notified MCJ
command staff of the rodent infestation, staff documented rat feces in two individual
cells in the module. Though the cells were unoccupied at the time, people were housed
in neighboring cells.

The Office of Inspector General recommends that the Department immediately
depopulate this housing module until it can maintain a sanitary environment to ensure
that conditions do not pose a health risk to persons in custody. The Department should
continue to contract with a pest control agency to ameliorate the rodent infestation and
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dedicate resources from the MCJ logistics team to clean rodent droppings within the
facility.

Birth of a Baby at Century Regional Detention Facility

In early October, a woman in custody at Century Regional Detention Facility (CRDF)
gave birth to a baby while alone in her cell. Although she had been in the Department’s
custody for nearly four months, the Department had not identified her as pregnant
before the birth. The Office of Inspector General staff reviewed Department reports and
closed-circuit television video to investigate the Department’s handling of the birth.

The woman gave birth shortly after 11:00 p.m. In the hour before, she stood at her cell
window waving her arms multiple times, seemingly trying to get attention from
Department staff. At about 11:00 p.m., a deputy conducting Title 15 checks spoke with
her and looked inside her cell. The Department reported that the woman asked the
deputy for sanitary napkins, and the deputy looked into the cell to determine whether
she had been issued a pregnancy uniform because the deputy thought she appeared
“big in the belly.” The video shows the woman at her cell window again prior to the
11:15 p.m. Title 15 check, when the deputy conducting the Title 15 check discovered
that she had given birth. The deputy radioed for assistance, left the pod, and re-entered
with three deputies. The deputies escorted the person out of her cell. The video shows
a substantial amount of blood on her legs and on her clothing. The deputy then
handcuffed the person behind her back, escorted her down the stairs, and sat her at a
table, at which point the deputies re-handcuffed her with her hands in front. After
removing the woman from her cell, the deputies entered, swaddled the baby, and took
the baby down the stairs. Once a gurney arrived, deputies transported the mother and
her baby to the CRDF medical clinic for evaluation. After paramedics arrived, the
mother was able to hold her baby, and the two were transported to the hospital for
additional care.

The incident raises multiple concerns regarding the Department’s systems for detecting
and handling pregnancy and other medical issues.

First, Correctional Health Services (CHS) failed to detect the person’s pregnancy at
intake. CHS conducts medical screening of all people booked into Los Angeles County
jails, and CHS policy requires that all people capable of becoming pregnant provide a
urine sample to test for pregnancy. If a person refuses to provide a urine sample during
booking, CHS staff refers them to the nurse clinic, where CHS staff again request a
urine sample. If the person again refuses, CHS orders a blood pregnancy test. In this
case, the woman’s medical records show that she refused to provide an initial urine
sample. CHS staff ordered a blood pregnancy test after her refusal, but no blood
sample was ever taken. CHS reports that, following this birth, nursing staff is “now
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tracking the [urine sample] refusals and repeatedly offering pregnancy tests in the
weeks subsequent to refusal.” CHS reports initiating this practice following this birth as
an additional measure to prevent people from giving birth in the jail, although it has not
yet formalized the practice in written policy.

Second, neither Correctional Health Services (CHS) nor the Department detected the
person’s pregnancy during the nearly four months they held her in custody before she
gave birth. The person’s medical records indicate that, although she often refused
medical treatment and medication, she had routine visits with CHS medical providers.
CHS prescribed her several psychotropic medications to manage her mental health
needs (one of which is contraindicated with pregnancy), so she interacted frequently
with pill-call nurses administering medications. Clinical staff also noted in the woman’s
chart that she had refused to wear clothing in her cell. The Department failed to detect
the pregnancy, although it held the person in a High Observation Housing (HOH)
module, where staff conducted Title 15 checks every 15 minutes and therefore
interacted with her frequently. Although the person often refused to participate in indoor
and outdoor recreational programming, she did infrequently exit her cell to participate in
programming, including one instance four days before giving birth.

Third, deputies handcuffed the person after she gave birth, in violation of California law,
and the Department failed to identify their actions as violations of law or policy.
California law prohibits restraining “[a] pregnant inmate in labor, during delivery, or in
recovery after delivery . . . unless deemed necessary for the safety and security of the
inmate, the staff, or the public.”*® Department policy creates a higher standard,
prohibiting restraint of “[a]n inmate in labor, during delivery, or in recovery after delivery
... unless the inmate poses an immediate threat of great bodily injury or death to
herself, her fetus, or others.” Even when handcuffing is justified, California law provides
that “[a]n inmate known to be pregnant or in recovery after delivery shall not be
restrained by the use of . . . handcuffs behind the body.”3” Department policy likewise
prohibits handcuffing pregnant inmates behind the body.*® Despite these limitations,
when deputies discovered that the person had given birth in her cell, they immediately
handcuffed her behind her body to escort her out of her cell, and then re-handcuffed her
in front of her body. In the supervisory inquiry of the incident, CRDF staff did not identify
restraining her hands behind her as a violation of law or policy or analyzing the need to
handcuff her at all to determine a policy violation if she posed no threat. Instead, the
Department stated that “the deputies’ conduct should have been different as it relates to

36 California Penal Code § 3704(b).

37 california Penal Code § 3704(a).

38 See Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Manual of Policy and Procedures, § 7-02/010.00, Pregnant
Inmates.
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handcuffing the inmate behind her body immediately after delivering a baby.” The
inquiry suggested that deputies be provided additional training on this matter due to the
“particularly uncommon circumstances surrounding the incident.” When Office of
Inspector General staff inquired what “immediate threat or great bodily injury or death”
the person posed to necessitate the postpartum handcuffing, the Department
responded that, when the person in custody alerted the deputies that she had just given
birth, she stated, “There is a baby in here,” and did not express what the deputies
perceived to be an adequate level of alarm. The Department’s review of the incident
failed to analyze the conduct with reference to California law and Department policy.
Even when deputies face unusual circumstances, the Department must review their
actions under the governing standards and take measures to ensure compliance with
state law and policy going forward.

In response to this birth, the Department briefed CRDF staff on policy pertaining to the
treatment of pregnant people in custody. The Department also assigned a sergeant to
oversee the pregnant people in custody at CRDF and act as a liaison between pregnant
people in custody and staff at CRDF.

Sticker Associated with an Alleged Deputy Gang at Century Regional Detention
Facility

While conducting a site visit at CRDF on December 21, 2023, Office of Inspector
General staff observed what appeared to be a sticker associated with an alleged deputy
gang referred to as the Regulators affixed to the second story elevator entrance in the
staff parking structure. The sticker illustrated a skeleton wearing a cowboy hat and the
Roman numeral for “21.”
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The Regulators are affiliated with Century Sheriff's Station, the Department’s 21st
station, which is located adjacent to CRDF. The sticker appeared recent, and Office of
Inspector General staff had not seen it previously on regular site visits to CRDF. OIG
staff noted that the sticker was still affixed to the elevator entrance on January 24, 2024.

In-Custody Deaths

Between October 1, 2023, and December 31, 2023, eleven people died in the care and
custody of the Sheriff's Department. The DME website currently reflects the manner of
death for seven deaths: one death resulted from an accident and six deaths were
natural. For the remaining four deaths, the preliminary findings suggest two resulted
from accidents (suspected overdoses) and two were natural.® Three of these people
died at Men’s Central Jail (MCJ), one died at North County Correctional Facility (NCCF),
one died at Century Regional Detention Facility (CRDF) and six died at hospitals where

39 |n the past, the Office of Inspector General has reported on the preliminary cause of death as determined by the
Medical Examiner, Correctional Health Services personnel, hospital personnel providing care at the time of death,
and/or Sheriff’s Department Homicide investigators. Because the information provided is preliminary, the Office of
Inspector General has determined that the better practice is to report on the manner of death. There are five
manner of death classifications: (1) natural, (2) accident, (3) suicide, (4) homicide, and (5) undetermined. Natural
causes include illnesses and disease and thus deaths due to COVID-19 are classified as natural. Overdoses may be
accidental, or the result of a purposeful ingestion, the Sheriff’s Department and Correctional Health Services (CHS)
use evidence gathered during the investigation to make a preliminary determination as to whether an overdose is
accidental or purposeful. Where the suspected cause of death is reported by the Sheriff's Department and CHS,
the Office of Inspector General will include this in parentheses.
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they had been transported from the jails. The Sheriff's Department posts the information
regarding in-custody deaths on a dedicated page on Inmate In-Custody Deaths on its
website.40

Office of Inspector General staff attended the Custody Services Division (CSD)
Administrative Death Reviews for each of the eleven in-custody deaths. The following
summaries, arranged in chronological order, provide brief descriptions of each in-
custody death:

Date of death: October 1, 2023

Custodial Status: Sentenced.4

Custody personnel at MCJ performing Title 15 Safety Checks found a person in their
cell making jerking movements. After four minutes elapsed, custody staff entered the
cell and began administering emergency aid, including administering two doses of
Narcan. CHS arrived six minutes later and assisted in administering medical aid,
including administering two doses of Narcan. Paramedics arrived during the rendering
of emergency aid and took over resuscitative efforts, but the person died at the scene.
The decedent had a history of seizures, yet, despite being housed in general
population, had been placed in a single person cell. Areas for further inquiry include the
quality and timeliness of Title 15 checks and why there was a delay to inform medical of
an emergency. Preliminary manner of death: Natural. The DME website currently lists
the manner of death as accident and the cause of death as sudden unexpected death in

epilepsy.

Date of Death: October 11, 2023

Custodial Status: Sentenced

Custody personnel at TTCF found an unresponsive person during their Title 15 Safety
Checks. Sheriff's Department staff, CHS staff, and paramedics rendered emergency
aid, and CHS staff administered three doses of Narcan. The person was transported to
Los Angeles General Medical Center (LAGMC), where they were pronounced
deceased. Preliminary manner of death: Natural. The DME website currently reflects the

40 As previously reported, the passage of AB 2671 amended the Penal Code to include section 10008 requiring the
reporting of information on in-custody deaths within 10 days of a death, including the manner and means of
death, with updates required within 30 days of a change in the information, including the manner and means of
the death. This law went into effect on January 1, 2023, and requires that the information be posted on the
agency’s website.

41 For purposes of custodial status, “Pre-trial” indicates that the person is in custody awaiting arraignment, hearing,
or trial. “Convicted, Pre-sentencing” indicates that the person is being held in custody based on a conviction,
pending sentencing, on at least some charges, even if they are in pre-trial proceedings on other charges.
“Sentenced” indicates that the person is being held on the basis of a sentence on at least some charges, even if
they are in pre-trial proceedings on other charges.
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manner of death as natural and cause of death as pulmonary embolism and deep vein
thrombosis of lower extremities.

Date of Death: October 11, 2023

Custodial Status: Sentenced

On September 29, 2023, a person in custody was transported from MCJ to LAGMC
after experiencing chest pains. The person was compassionately extubated and died on
October 11, 2023. The person had come into custody with significant pre-existing
medical conditions. Preliminary manner of death: Natural. The DME website currently
reflects the manner of death as natural and cause of death as sepsis and infective
endocarditis.

Date of death: October 21, 2023

Custodial Status: Sentenced

Custody personnel at MCJ were alerted to a medical emergency in MCJ medical
housing. Sheriff's Department staff, CHS staff, and paramedics rendered emergency
aid, and CHS staff administered three doses of Narcan, but the person died at the
scene. Preliminary manner of death: Natural. The DME website currently reflects the
manner of death as natural and cause of death as hypertensive cardiovascular disease.

Date of death: October 26, 2023

Custodial Status: Sentenced

On October 24, 2023, custody personnel at the Inmate Reception Center (IRC)
transported a person in custody to LAGMC after they complained of shortness of
breath. The person died at LAGMC on October 26, 2023. CHS conducted a peer review
and inquiry into the care and treatment that the Urgent Care Clinic provided. Preliminary
manner of death: Natural. The DME website currently reflects the manner of death as
natural and cause of death as sepsis and group C streptococcus.

Date of Death: November 3, 2023

Custodial Status: Pre-trial

On June 21, 2023, a person with several pre-existing medical conditions was booked
into LASD custody and housed in TTCF. The person was transported to LAGMC for an
appointment on September 19, 2023, and was ultimately admitted. The person was
compassionately extubated and died on November 3, 2023. Preliminary manner of
death: Natural. The DME website currently reflects the manner of death as natural and
cause of death as sepsis and pneumonia.

Date of Death: November 14, 2023

Custodial Status: Pre-Trial

On November 12, 2023, a medical provider transferred a person housed at Correctional
Treatment Center (CTC) to LAGMC via ambulance for evaluation. The person came
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into custody with multiple pre-existing medical conditions. The person died at LAGMC
on November 14, 2023, in the presence of their family. Preliminary manner of death:
Natural. The DME website currently reflects the manner of death as natural, and the
cause of death is sepsis and toxic shock and group A streptococcus bacteremia.

Date of Death: November 21, 2023

Custodial Status: Pre-Trial

Custody personnel at LAGMC discovered an unresponsive person. CHS nursing
personnel rendered emergency aid, but the patient died at the scene. Preliminary
manner of death: Natural (cardiopulmonary arrest). The DME website does not currently
reflect the manner or cause of death.

Date of Death: December 5, 2023

Custodial Status: Sentenced

People in custody alerted custody personnel of a “man down” in a dorm at NCCF.
Sheriff's Department staff, CHS staff, and paramedics rendered emergency aid, and
administered five doses of Narcan, but the person died at the scene. An area of concern
is several missed Title 15 safety checks prior to the medical emergency. Preliminary
manner of death: Accident (suspected overdose). The DME currently reflects the
manner of death as accidental and the cause of death as fentanyl and
methamphetamine toxicity.

Date of Death: December 7, 2023

Custodial Status: Pre-Trial

Custody staff at CRDF found an unresponsive person during their Title 15 Safety
Checks. Sheriff's Department staff and CHS staff rendered emergency aid and CHS
staff administered three doses of Narcan. Paramedics determined that lividity and rigor
mortis were present and pronounced the person dead. Preliminary manner of death:
Natural. The DME website currently reflects the manner of death as natural and the
cause of death as acute peritonitis and perforated duodenal ulcer.

Date of Death: December 12, 2023,

Custodial Status: Sentenced

Custody staff at MCJ found an unresponsive person while conducting Title 15 Safety
Checks. Sheriff's Department staff, CHS staff, and paramedics rendered emergency
aid, and administered seven doses of Narcan, but the person died at the scene.
Preliminary manner of death: Accident (suspected overdose). The DME website
currently reflects the manner of death accidental and the cause of death combined
effects of fentanyl, acetyl fentanyl, heroin, mirtazapine, and trazadone.
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Other Deaths

On October 20, 2023, a person arrested by East Los Angeles Sheriff's Station was
transported to the hospital after complaining of chest pains. The person was admitted to
the hospital and pronounced dead on October 22, 2023. Preliminary manner of death:
Unknown. The DME website does not currently reflect the manner, and cause of death
is deferred.

Office of Inspector General Site Visits

The Office of Inspector General regularly conducts site visits and inspections at Sheriff’s
Department custodial facilities. In the fourth quarter of 2023, Office of Inspector General
personnel completed 111 site visits, totaling 319 monitoring hours, at CRDF, IRC,
LAGMC, MCJ, Pitchess Detention Center (PDC) North, PDC South, PDC East, NCCF,
and TTCF.4?

As part of the Office of Inspector General’s jail monitoring, Office of Inspector General
staff attended 136 Custody Services Division (CSD) executive and administrative
meetings and met with division executives for 171 monitoring hours related to uses of
force, in-custody deaths, COVID-19 policies and protocols, Prison Rape Elimination Act
(PREA) audits, and general conditions of confinement.

Use of Body Scanners in Custody

The Sheriff's Department continues to operate X-ray body scanners at MCJ, CRDF,
PDC North, PDC South, NCCF, and IRC. The Sheriff's Department policy for body
scanners requires each facility using screeners to maintain a unit order describing when
and where inmates shall be screened, the staffing requirements to do so safely, and the
logistical considerations pertaining to their facility.** The policy also requires handling
sergeants to document the discovery of contraband into the electronic Line Operations
Tracking System (e-LOTS). Although, the body scanners continue to detect anomalies
that may be contraband, the Sheriff's Department reports that facility staff do not
consistently complete documentation for contraband detected by body scanners.
Custody Support Services Bureau reports that a division wide email has been sent to all
facilities outlining the policy and correct procedures for tracking detected contraband in
e-LOTS. However, there continue to be discrepancies in the data reported. The Office

42 These figures include site visits and meetings related to monitoring for compliance with the Prison Rape
Elimination Act (“PREA”).

43 See Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Manual, § 5-08/020.00, Custody Safety Screening
Program (B-SCAN).
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of Inspector General recommends that The Sheriff's Department confirm data accuracy
by reviewing the entries into the e-LOTS system.

Taser Use in Custody
According to the Monthly Force Synopsis that the Sheriff's Department produces and

provides to the Office of Inspector General each month, the following chart reflects the

number of use-of-force incidents in custodial settings in which deputies employed a
Taser, over the past two years:
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Use-of-Force Incidents in Custody

The Office of Inspector General monitors the Sheriff's Department’s use-of-force
incidents, institutional violence, 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 for people in its custody.*®

4 Institutional violence is defined as assaultive conduct by a person in custody upon another person in custody.
% The reports go through the second quarter of 2023 because the Sheriff’s Department has not yet verified the
accuracy of reports for the third quarter of 2023. The Sheriff’s Department recently provided information to the
Office of Inspector General regarding some discrepancies in the reported data based upon its internal reporting

systems. The Office of Inspector General will work with the Sheriff’s Department to understand the reasons for the
discrepancies and to ensure accurate reporting.
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HANDLING OF GRIEVANCES AND COMMENTS

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

The Office of Inspector General received 101 new complaints in the fourth quarter of
2023 from members of the public, people in custody, family members and friends of
people in custody, community organizations and County agencies. Each complaint was
reviewed by Office of Inspector General staff.

Of these grievances, 83 were related to conditions of confinement within the
Department’s custody facilities, as shown in the chart below:

Grievances/Incident Classification Totals

Medical 24
Classification
General Services
Personnel Issues
Living Condition
Visiting
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Eighteen complaints were related to civilian contacts with Department personnel by
persons who were not in custody, as shown in the following chart:
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Complaint/Incident Classification = Totals

Personnel

Neglect of Duty 5
Improper Tactics 4
Harassment 2
Discourtesy 1
Discrimination 1
Off Duty Conduct 1
Service

Policy Procedures 2
Response Time 2
Total 18

Handling of Grievances Filed by People in Custody

The Sheriff's Department has not fully implemented the use of computer tablets in its jail
facilities to capture information related to requests, and eventually grievances, filed by
people in custody. There are currently 168 iPads installed in jail facilities. However, only
22 of the 168 installed iPads are functional: 6 at TTCF and 17 at CRDF.

The Sheriff's Department has publicly acknowledged this problem and noted that the
iPads it uses for grievances are outdated. It also reports its intent to upgrade to a more
robust tablet system for complaints, but states that such an upgrade must wait until
network upgrades in the jail are complete. But the Sheriff's Department cannot fully
implement the use of tablets to provide information or eventually capture complaints and
grievances in the jails if 86% of them do not function. The Sheriff's Department must
implement a system to commit to upgrading infrastructure where necessary, repair or
replace nonfunctional tablets and commit to ensuring sufficient tablets remain
operational.

As previously reported, the Sheriff's Department implemented a policy in

December 2017 restricting the filing of duplicate and excessive grievances by people in
custody.*® The Sheriff's Department reports that between October 1, 2023, and
December 31, 2023, zero people in custody were placed on restrictive filing. Because
the Sheriff's Department transitioned grievance tracking software from the Custody
Automated Reported and Tracking System (CARTS) to the Custody Inmate Grievance

46 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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Application (CIGA) within the quarter, Department staff could not provide data detailing
the number of grievances that it rejected 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.

Sheriff’'s Department’s Service Comment Reports

Under its policies, the Sheriff's Department accepts and reviews comments from
members of the public about departmental service or employee performance.*” 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;

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

e 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.4®

The following chart lists the number and types of comments reported for each station or
unit.4°

INVESTIGATING BUREAU/STATION/FACILITY COMMENDATIONs | PERSONNEL | SERVICE
ADM : NORTH PATROL ADM HQ 1 1 0
AER : AERO BUREAU 1 0 1
ALD : ALTADENA STN 6 0 0
BOL : BUREAU OF LABOR RELATIONS AND COMPLIANCE 1 0 0
CAF : COMM & FLEET MGMT BUR 1 0 0
CCS : COMMUNITY COLLEGE BUREAU 3 2 0
CEN : CENTURY STN 1 1 1

47 See Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Manual of Policy and Procedures, § 3-04/010.00, Department
Service Reviews.

8 It is possible for an employee to get a Service Complaint and Personnel Complaint based on the same incident.
4 The chart reflects data from the Sheriff’s Department Performance Recording and Monitoring System current as
of January 9, 2024.
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INVESTIGATING BUREAU/STATION/FACILITY COMMENDATIONs | PERSONNEL | SERVACE
SEB : SPECIAL ENFORCEMENT BUR 0 1 1
SLA : SOUTH LOS ANGELES STATION 3 11 2
SO : PITCHESS SOUTH FACILITY 1 1 0
SVB : SPECIAL VICTIMS BUREAU 5 3 0
TEM : TEMPLE CITY STN 6 ) 2
TRP : TRAP 1 0 0
TSB : TRANSIT SERVICES BUREAU 3 3 3
TT : TWIN TOWERS 2 1 0
WAL : WALNUT/SAN DIMAS STN 3 5 3
WHD : WEST HOLLYWOOD STN 10 4 0
WST : COURT SERVICES WEST 1 1 0
Total : 176 141 50
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CouNTY OF LOS ANGELES

ROBERT G. LUNA, SHERIFF

February 15, 2024

Max Huntsman, Inspector General
County of Los Angeles

Office of Inspector General

312 South Hill Street, Third Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Huntsman:

LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF’'S DEPARTMENT’S RESPONSE TO
THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL’S REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
DRATFT REPORT — OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 2023

This letter is in response to the draft report on Reform and Oversight (October
to December 2023) that my office was asked to review by February 15, 2024.
First, I am deeply concerned about the recommendation that the Department’s
Risk Management Bureau (RMB) should be disbanded. I view this
recommendation as irresponsible, given the important role of this unit, and
unwarranted for several reasons outlined below.

In creating the Office of Constitutional Policing (OCP), my goal was to ensure
the implementation of best practices across several Department functions,
including those in the RMB. Housed in RMB are functions that are essential
to the Department’s commitment to transparency and accountability, as well
as our obligation to prevent and appropriately report misconduct, mitigate
internal and external risk, cooperate with County Counsel (and retained
outside counsel) in civil litigation defense, identify and implement corrective
action, increase employee safety, and support employee wellness.

Many departments, including the most comparable by size in California (such
as the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD), also house the risk management
and legal affairs functions within one division and in their equivalent office to
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the Department’s OCP. In addition to the LAPD, the Orange County Sheriff’s
Department houses the civil litigation unit within a risk management bureau
and under a division known as S.A.F.E. (Strategy, Accountability, Focus,
Evaluation). In fact, these and other departments were the models I used in
creating the newly formed Department’s Office of Constitutional Policing.

The 83 sworn and professional staff who work RMB are vetted and selected
based on their background, training, and experience and for their commitment
to this unique role within the department. Like much of the Department, they
do this work honorably and effectively despite staffing shortages.

Prior to issuing the draft report recommending that RMB be disbanded, the
OIG did not conduct any specific audit or even visit with the leadership or staff
of RMB in attempt to better understand the challenges and opportunities
experienced by the units with the Bureau. As I understand it, it has been
years since any member of the OIG staff visited RMB in an attempt to better
understand their operations and to provide suggestions for improvement and
guidance on best practices.

The draft report cites several anecdotal examples of actions or approaches
taken by units within RMB which the OIG believes fell short in various ways.
The draft report correctly acknowledges that on those occasions when you or
your office raised questions or concerns, either RMB or its divisional lead OCP
responded and addressed the issues and always in consultation with County
Counsel.

The draft report also lists examples without any context of the roles and
responsibilities, staffing levels, and work volume of the units within RMB. The
draft report opines that the Bureau has “displayed a pattern of prioritizing its
defense function” without providing any data to support such a conclusion but
instead on a limited, selective number of examples and without the context
that the Department is in fact obligated to mitigate risk, appropriately support
the goal of reducing liability and ensuring root causes are identified and
corrective actions are implemented.

The draft report includes gratuitous attacks on Department personnel that
include assumptions about motive and intent that is not supported by any
evidence or objective evaluation considering the number and types of cases
handled by the units within the Bureau, including Litigation, Corrective
Action, and Senate Bill (SB) 2.
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The draft report discounts the use of outside counsel as a method to ensure
unbiased, fair, and impartial evaluation of potential SB 2 allegations that relate
to command staff or employee litigants. The draft report fails to acknowledge
that reasonable legal minds might differ in their analysis based on the
definitions adopted by the legislature and POST. The report summarily
concludes that since the Department has a “history of misuse of outside
counsel” it is unlikely the use of outside counsel will address the concerns of
disparate treatment. The draft report describes the Bureau as
“euphemistically named" and “corrupting of the County’s efforts to improve
government.” Again, with limited anecdotes and conclusions. The draft report
opines that nothing has changed within the Bureau since I took office and
since the Bureau was placed under OCP. This, like much of the report, is
speculative, unfair, and irresponsible.

The draft report’s selective examples, while illustrative and often helpful to
understanding areas for improvement do not paint a complete picture of the
work and many successes of RMB and OCP.

For example, in the report’s discussion of the Department’s compliance with
Senate Bill (SB) & and POST reporting of serious misconduct, the draft report
fails to acknowledge the Department’s substantial and timely compliance with
the letter and spirit of the law over the last year. In just over one and half
years, RMB created and implemented a new electronic reporting system to
ensure compliance with the SB 2. To meet the law’s requirements related to
retroactive reporting of allegations of serious misconduct, 21,107 entries for
potential misconduct were reviewed. As of last week, a total of 3,648
allegations of serious misconduct and a total of 8,229 unique sworn personnel
entries have been reported to POST for an allegation(s) of serious misconduct.
These totals include 128 allegations of law enforcement gang membership, 870
allegations of bias, 233 for dishonesty as defined by POST regulations, and
1839 for physical abuse/excessive force. These are not the statistics of a
Department (or Bureau) that is attempting to thwart the letter and spirit of SB
2.

The draft report implies that timely reporting to POST is a widespread issue
and notes 26 cases pending legal analysis. As reported to your office last
November, the backlog was cleared early that month and since then, on
average, there have been 0-5 cases pending legal analysis in any given week.
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Furthermore, the data belies the draft report’s implications and failure to
acknowledge the successes of the Department’s implementation of SB & by the
Bureau’s leadership. The SBR team currently takes approximately 26 hours
from the time of initial entry into the Department’s internal system (SMART)
where it is received for evaluation and determination if referral to POST is
required for the employee. After the evaluation is completed, the team takes
an average of 3.46 days to complete the qualifying entry into the POST system.
The Unit is then responsible for providing regular every 90 days as required
and responding to requests from POST.

The Department began creating the SBR2 electronic system and process even
before POST finalized its regulations and procedures. The Department relied
on the advice of County Counsel and regularly consulted with POST to develop
best practices, and when your Office was engaged in meeting regularly with the
SB 2 team, those suggestions were also incorporated. I acknowledge there
have been growing pains along the way, as is customary with newly
implemented processes on this scale. At each step along the way, including
when you or your office raised issues or concerns, the Department has
promptly addressed them, even if sometimes drawing different conclusions
based on review of the facts and law by County Counsel or contracted outside
counsel. The SB & team created a dashboard solely for the OIG’s use in
monitoring entries and processing of potential SB 2 violations. This, like many
of our efforts at collaboration and transparency, goes unnoted in the draft
report.

As discussed above, it is a common practice among law enforcement agencies
(especially large agencies with significant numbers of claims and lawsuits) to
use the knowledge and experience of sworn members to support the
assessment of claims and lawsuits and for sworn Department members to
liaise with counsel to compile the documents, information, and subject matter
experts that attorneys defending the Department and the County require to
meet their legal and ethical obligations. While Department members (within
and outside of RMB) play a critical role, in the end it is County Counsel and
the contracted attorneys, and the County itself, who determine discovery,
motion practice, trial, and settlement strategy.

In 2023, the Civil Litigation Unit was responsible for processing and
responding to 661 civil claims and providing support to county and contracted
counsel on 227 civil lawsuits. Supervisors and managers with the Litigation
Unit are responsible for conducting a thorough and prompt review of all
claims and lawsuits, while also ensuring any/all potential violations of
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policy/procedures, as well as the law (SB2, Penal Code violations, etc.) are
identified and appropriately reported in a timely manner. Personnel also
assist outside entities (attorneys, members of the public, etc.) with navigation
of the Department’s civil liability process. None of which was acknowledged in
the draft report.

Similarly, the roles and responsibilities of the Corrective Action Plan Unit are
not fully captured in the draft report. In 2023, Unit members attended 28
County Claims Board Meetings. Through the Unit’s work 89 settlements were
approved, with settlement figures ranging between $15 thousand to $25
million. In 2023, the unit received 60 requests for corrective action plans.
The unit uses a reporting format provided by the CEO’s Risk Management
Office and works in close consultation with both County Counsel and the CEO
Office of Inspector on all CAPS/SCAPS. Draft versions are shared, feedback
received, and the final version is pre-approved by the CEO RM IG as required
by a 2010 directive from the CEO. In addition to the multiple department
members signatures, not just the Captain of RMB, the forms included the
County RM IG.

These are just some examples of the OIG’s draft reports fail to acknowledge
this Department’s efforts over the last year. My administration remains
committed to constitutional policing, as well as continuous improvement of
process and procedures — whether issues come to light from the public, your
office, the newest members of my administration working in the Office of
Constitutional Policing or anywhere else in the Department. To accuse
Department members of hindering reform based on anecdotes, without
evidence and without providing this administration and our Office of
Comnstitutional Policing the time and latitude to implement reforms is
unwarranted and irresponsible.

While I intend the bulk of my response to the draft report to focus on the risk
management issues because of the recommendation made, I also must address
some of the issues presented in the report with respect to Custody Operations.
The draft report indicates that a sticker associated with an alleged deputy gang
was located at Century Regional Detention Facility. Once we became aware of
the sticker, it was removed immediately. On February 12, 2024, I requested
confirmation that the sticker was removed, and I received such confirmation.
It would be tremendously helpful to the Department’s efforts to eradicate such
symbols if we were advised of their existence immediately. I do not know
when your office first identified such a sticker, but any derogatory symbol
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such as those reflecting a law enforcement gang are inappropriate and need to
be addressed immediately.

Furthermore, a contracted pest control agency has been instructed to increase
its attention to the rodent problem and to offer alternatives to prior efforts
which were unsuccessful in eradicating the problem. The Department has also
increased its deep-cleaning efforts. I am advised that the photo presented in
the draft report is not a current reflection of the area depicted.

Finally, with respect to the iPad matter, as reported previously the Department
wishes to proceed with a more robust tablet system but cannot until the
network upgrade is significantly completed. As you know, the CEQ’s Office
recently approved funding for this update. I am advised that the draft report
has incorrect numbers relating to the functional iPads, and we provide
updated numbers below.’

While the Department faces many challenges in its reform efforts, I am also
extremely optimistic that we can achieve significant reform. Long-lasting
reform requires effort and perseverance, but it also requires recognition of the
efforts that have been successful. I intend to keep highlighting the positive
changes while simultaneously recognizing more work remains to be done.

Should you have any questions, please contact Division Director Eileen Decker,
Office of Constitutional Policing, at (213) 229-3096.

Sincerely,

2 S oo

ROBERT G. LUNA
SHERIFF

! The suggested changes with the corrected numbers are as follows: “only seven 22 of the 168 installed iPads are
functional: 6 (5) at TTCF and 4 (17) at CRDF”
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February 14, 2024

Max Huntsman, Inspector General
Office of Inspector General

312 South Hill Street, 3 Floor

Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Response to the Office of Inspector General's February 15, 2024,
Draft Report

Dear Inspector General Hunstman:

| am providing this letter in response to your February 15, 2024, draft
report ("Report"), where the Office of Inspector General ("OIG") recommends
the Sheriff's Risk Management Bureau ("RMB") be disbanded. Although we
were not provided a copy of the report for the purpose of responding to its
contents, we wanted to ensure some information was clarified. In making the
recommendation about the RMB, the Report states County Counsel personnel
"rely upon the information provided, and sometimes upon the judgment of
Risk Management personnel, in litigation strategy to the detriment of the
County's efforts at reform." We respectfully disagree.

County Counsel exercises its own independent legal and strategic
judgment. It does not rely upon the RMB or any other bureau, unit, or
department to formulate litigation strategy. County Counsel obtains
information from several sources — discovery and information produced by
plaintiffs, documents provided by County departments, its own factual
investigation, depositions and witness statements, audio/video, input from
outside counsel, and expert opinions, among others — and analyzes this
information in light of the applicable law. RMB is one source of information,
but certainly not the only source, for material in litigation matters involving the
Sheriff, and does not play any role in litigation strategy or case assessment.
We perform our own analysis and make our own decisions.
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It is important to note that it is helpful to have a unit like RMB available to act as
initial gatherer of Sheriff information about the litigation, including coordinating known
witnesses. It is our understanding that RMB has not had sufficient staff to meet the influx
of claims and litigation, which has resulted in additional attorney time used to gather the
initial Sheriff documents. With an interest in protecting the County fisc, we believe the
department itself, and a unit like the RMB, is the most efficient method of gathering initial
documents as compared to attorneys who charge a much higher rate and may not be as
efficient.

County Counsel is fully committed to the Board's vision of justice reform, including
reforming the Sheriff's department. We have shown this through (among other things)
our extensive work enforcing the OIG's subpoenas against the former Sheriff's
administration, assisting the Board with preparing and placing Charter Amendments on
the ballot which circumscribe the Sheriff's powers, and our creation of an innovative
County Counsel division focused exclusively on law enforcement transparency. But at the
same time, we have a responsibility to defend the County in litigation and protect
taxpayer resources. This responsibility requires us to go beyond lawsuit allegations —
including those from both plaintiff and defense witnesses — and to carefully evaluate all
the facts from all relevant sources. It is this independent evaluation, along with our legal
analysis, that drives our litigation strategy.

Very truly yours,

DAWYN R. HARRISON
County Counsel

By
NICOLE DAVIS TINKHAM
Chief Deputy
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