

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
mailto:ClusterAccommodationRequest@bos.lacounty.gov







BOARD LETTER/MEMO

CLUSTER FACT SHEET
X Board Letter [ ] Board Memo 1 Other
CLUSTER AGENDA 3/11/2026
REVIEW DATE
BOARD MEETING DATE 4/28/2026
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT
AFFECTED X Al ] 1st [J2d []3d []4th []sh
DEPARTMENT(S) FIRE
SUBJECT HEARING ON RECOMMENDED FEE INCREASE FOR THE JUNIOR
LIFEGUARD PROGRAM
PROGRAM Junior Lifeguard Program
AUTHORIZES DELEGATED
AUTHORITY TO DEPT D Yes L1 No
SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT | [ ves XI No

If Yes, please explain why:

SB 1439 SUPPLEMENTAL
DECLARATION FORM
REVIEW COMPLETED BY
EXEC OFFICE

] Yes X No — Not Applicable

DEADLINES/
TIME CONSTRAINTS

The 2026 Junior Lifeguard Program 1st Session starts on June 16, 2026

COST & FUNDING

Total cost:
Program cost is
estimated to be
approximately
$3 million.

Funding source:
Budget Unit and Unit Code 40066

The Program cost will be offset by a combination of fees paid
by the participants and the District's budget.

TERMS (if applicable):

Explanation: The requested fee increase from $635 to $705 ($176.25 per week) for FY
2025-26 allows the District to recover direct costs and continue to be nearly self-
sustained while remaining competitive

PURPOSE OF REQUEST

The Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County (District) is requesting
the Board of Supervisors (Board) approval of the proposed fee increase for the
District’s Junior Lifeguard Program (Program) from $635 to $705 effective immediately.
The proposed fee increase is to address rising operational cost and bring the Program
closer to full sustainability.

BACKGROUND

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

In June 1978, your Board directed that the Program be self-sustaining through
participant fees.

The proposed Program fee increase reflects an updated direct cost for employee
salaries, uniforms, and equipment costs while still balancing affordability for community
participants. The fee reflects increased direct costs for the Program exclusive of
overhead.

Consistent with past Board direction, overhead will continue to be absorbed by the
District and the General Fund on a pro-rata basis.

The Program offers supervised bus transportation to youth located in South Los
Angeles, Southeast Los Angeles, and the San Fernando Valley. Financial aid is
available to qualifying participants based on family income and number per household.




EQUITY INDEX OR LENS
WAS UTILIZED

L[] Yes X No

If Yes, please explain how:

SUPPORTS ONE OF THE
NINE BOARD PRIORITIES

X Yes ] No

If Yes, please state which one(s) and explain how:

Approval of the recommended action is consistent with the County of Los Angeles 2024-
2030 Strategic Plan, Racial Equity Principles, and efforts to reduce racial disparities. It
aligns with:

North Star 2: Foster vibrant and resilient communities — by investing in community
connections, public health/wellness, and creating welcoming public spaces that expand
social determinants of health and community thriving.

North Star 3: Realize tomorrow’s government today — by pursuing operations
effectiveness, fiscal responsibility, and accountability (including maximizing revenue
through appropriate fee adjustments to sustain services), and by engaging and sharing
information with customers, communities, and partners (including soliciting ongoing
feedback to improve service delivery).

DEPARTMENTAL
CONTACTS

Name, Title, Phone # & Email:
Fernando Boiteux, Chief Lifeguard
(310) 939-7200
Fernando.Boiteux@fire.lacounty.gov
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April 28, 2026

The Honorable Board of Supervisors -+ C ‘I' W i
FC Approv

County of Los Angeles al for CAR
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Supervisors:

HEARING ON RECOMMENDED FEE INCREASE FOR THE JUNIOR
LIFEGUARD PROGRAM
(ALL DISTRICTS) (3-VOTES)

SUBJECT

The Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County (District) is requesting Board
of Supervisors (Board) approval of the proposed fee increase for the District's Junior
Lifeguard Program (Program) from $635 to $705 effective immediately. The proposed
$70.00 fee increase is necessary to address rising operational cost and bring the Program
closer to full self-sustainability.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING,

1. Find that the proposed fee increase is necessary to meet the increased operational
cost of the Program.

2. Adopt the attached resolution approving the Junior Lifeguard Program fees for 2026.

3. Find that the recommended action is exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) for the reasons stated in this Board letter and the record.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:
AGOURA HILLS CARSON EL MONTE INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE PICO RIVERA SIGNAL HILL

ARTESIA CERRITOS GARDENA IRWINDALE LOMITA POMONA SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CLAREMONT GLENDORA LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE LYNWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK COMMERCE HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA HABRA MALIBU ROLLING HILLS TEMPLE CITY

BELL COVINA HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MAYWOOD ROLLING HILLS ESTATES VERNON

BELL GARDENS CUDAHY HERMOSA BEACH LA PUENTE NORWALK ROSEMEAD WALNUT
BELLFLOWER DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LAKEWOOD PALMDALE SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD

BRADBURY DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LANCASTER PALOS VERDES ESTATES SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE
CALABASAS INDUSTRY PARAMOUNT WHITTIER
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PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

In June 1978, your Board directed that the Program be self-sustaining through participant
fees. On April 8, 2025, your Board approved a $77 fee increase to support this requirement.

The proposed Program fee increase reflects an updated direct cost for employee salaries,
uniforms, and equipment while balancing affordability for community participants. The fee
reflects increased direct costs for the Program exclusive of overhead. Consistent with past
Board direction, overhead will continue to be absorbed by the District and the General Fund
on a pro-rata basis.

The Program served a total of 3,695 paid participants in the summer of 2025 and 3,907 paid
participants in the summer of 2024. It is believed that the decrease in numbers in 2025 was
due to the January 2025 Eaton and Palisades fires. For 2026, the District anticipates that
more than 4,000 participants will be attending the four-week Program in 2026.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

Approval of the recommended action supports the County of Los Angeles 2024-2030
Strategic Plan, Racial Equity Principles, and efforts to reduce racial disparities. It aligns with:

North Star 2: Foster vibrant and resilient communities — by investing in community
connections, public health/wellness, and creating welcoming public spaces that expand social
determinants of health and community thriving.

North Star 3: Realize tomorrow’s government today — by pursuing operations effectiveness,
fiscal responsibility, and accountability (including maximizing revenue through appropriate fee
adjustments to sustain services), and by engaging and sharing information with customers,
communities, and partners (including soliciting ongoing feedback to improve service delivery).

Approval of the fee increase will help sustain a high-quality Program that benefits the youth
throughout the County while supporting the County’s broader operational and community
wellness goals.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The total Program cost is estimated to be approximately $3 million.

The requested fee increases from $635 to $705 ($176.25 per week) for FY 2025-26 allows
the District to recover $2.8 million of direct costs and continue to be nearly self-sustained
while remaining competitive, as surveyed along the California Coastline:
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Comparable Part Day and Summer Programs Weekly Cost
Aloha Surf camp $960
Aqua Surf School $649
Malibu Makos $679
Champ Camp $575
Fitness by the Sea $600
Beach Sports $575
Santa Monica Surf School $500
Palos Verdes Surf camp $369
Los Angeles County ' $178
San Diego” $222.50
Newport Beach $214
Ventura* $128

*Uniform items are not included in tuition and are optional or must
be purchased by families.

There is sufficient funding in the District’s budget to cover the remaining program cost of $0.2
million.

There is no impact to net County cost.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The Program has been operated by the County of Los Angeles for 60 years. The Program
teaches beach safety and physical fitness to youth from 9 to 17 years of age for four weeks
during the summer. Each participant in the Program receives a swimsuit and a T-shirt with
the Junior Lifeguard logo and is eligible to try out to compete in Regional and National Junior
Lifeguard Events.

This Program curriculum includes ocean lifesaving techniques, cardiopulmonary resuscitation
and first aid skills, environmental concerns, ocean safety, and ocean and beach sports. In
addition to the improved personal ocean proficiency and physical fitness, the Program
provides additional lifeguard skills training and experience for veteran Junior Lifeguards
planning to become lifeguard cadets, and professional lifeguards or pursue other career
opportunities in related fields. The only requirement for participation in the Program is the
ability to swim.

The District continues to prioritize access for youth from underrepresented groups and areas
outside the coastal communities. The Program offers supervised bus transportation to youth
located in South Los Angeles, Southeast Los Angeles, and the San Fernando Valley.
Financial aid is available to qualifying participants based on family income and number per
household, regardless of district affiliation, ensuring that any eligible youth can participate in
the program regardless of ability to pay.
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To help maintain program effectiveness while focusing on fiscal sustainability, program
staffing profiles have been adjusted to meet this goal. The Junior Lifeguard Captain and
Junior Lifeguard Ocean lifeguard Specialist have been assigned to the Program for six
months each year, reducing overall costs and minimizing the financial burden on participants.

To accommodate demand and maintain instructional quality, the Program now operates in
two separate sessions, allowing for reduced class sizes and more focused instruction. The
Program’s goals are to maintain safety, health, and instructional quality as well as to continue
broadening the participant diversity of. The Program’s outreach efforts have traveled well
beyond the coastal communities, providing Junior Lifeguard opportunities throughout Los
Angeles County.

The Program Outreach continues to focus on three areas:

1. Increasing accessibility by offering Program sites at beaches with convenient freeway
access, including Cabrillo, Santa Monica, El Segundo, and Venice.

2. Providing transportation to four beach locations for youth living further than 15 miles
from the ocean who might otherwise may be unable to participate.

3. Expanding awareness and access through collaboration with the Access to Water
Activities and Readiness Education (A.W.A.R.E.) Program and Lifeguard Division
Recruiting Unit.

This request for approval of the increased fee will occur following compliance with all public

notification and hearing requirements as specified in Government Code Sections 6062a and
Section 66018.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The proposed fee increase is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
because it does not constitute a “project” subject to the act (Guidelines, Section 15061, Subd.

(b) (1)).

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

Approval of this recommendation will allow the District to continue to properly manage the
continued growth of the Program as it continues to expand in underserved non-coastal
communities while also ensuring that it is nearly self-sustained financially. In addition, it will
ensure that the Program remains a positive experience for all participants, focusing on water
safety while continuing our critical role in community outreach and recruitment.
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CONCLUSION

Upon approval by your Honorable Board, please instruct the Executive Officer to return the
adopted stamped copy of the letter and attachment to the following office:

Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County
Executive Office, Business Operations

Attention: Jasmine Anderson, Administrative Services Manager Il
1320 North Eastern Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90063

The District’s contact can be reached at (323) 881-6173, or by e-mail at
Jasmine.Anderson@fire.lacounty.gov

Respectfully submitted,

ANTHONY C. MARRONE
FIRE CHIEF

ACM:fb

Enclosures

C: Chief Executive Officer

County Counsel
Auditor-Controller



Fire-Lifeguard Spending Plan ($1M set aside in PFU in FY 22-23 Supplemental Changes)

ENCLOSURE

a b c d e f g

Spending Description FY 2022-23 ! FY 2023-24 FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 Total
(Summer 2023) (Summer 2024) (Summer 2025) (Summer 2026) (Summer 2027)

Number of Scholarships to be Awarded 175 175 175 175 175
Cost Impact of Scholarships Awarded = $84,000I $90,000 $97,000 $104,000 $112,000 $487,000l
Salaries & Employee Benefits ©! $38,000] $39,000 $40,000 $41,000 $42,000 $200,000l
Transportation Costs G $28,000 $29,000 $30,000 $31,000 $32,000 SlS0,000I
ISD Database $88,000 $30,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $148,000|
Credit Card Fees $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $15,000
Total $241,000 $191,000 $180,000 $189,000 $199,000 $1,000,000]
Notes

1. The Summer Lifeguard season runs from mid-June to mid-August. Registration for the upcoming Summer Lifeguard season begins in in February.
2. The estimated annual cost impact of scholarships is based on 175 anticipated scholarships to be awarded. Fire offers a tiered scholarship system (15%, 60%, and 90% of the
full program fee (currently $636 for Summer 2023)) in which it assesses the financial status of each applicant. Each outlying year increases by 7.5% to account for increases in

the program fee to account for cost increases in providing the program.

a b c d=b*c
Cost of Providing Amouht of Total Year 1 Cost
Scholarship Percentage (of $636 Program Fee) . Scholarships
One Scholarship Impact
Awarded
15% $100 15| $2,000|
60% $380 49 $19,000
90% $570 111 $63,000
Total 175) $84,000

3. The S&EB estimate is for 800 hours of an Ocean Lifeguard that will be dedicated to the administrative duties of the Scholarship awardees. The annual increase is 3.25% for

anticipated COLA increases.

4. Transportation costs are for shuttles and buses that transport participants from various County locations to their program site. Participants who received scholarships

accounted for approximately 33% of the participants who used the shuttles and buses. On average, total program transportation expenses are approximately $83,000.The
annual increase is 3.25% for anticipated COLA increases.
5. The ISD Database is a new program that ISD will develop that will be used by the Junior Lifeguard Program as a database for all applicants. This program will also be used to

identify which candidates have indicated that they are requesting financial aid/scholarship funding and track submitted documents. ISD has estimated $88,000 for the first year
start up costs, $30,000 for second year updates, and $10,000 for the following years for annual maintenance.
6. Credit Card Fees are charged by various credit card companies for payment transactions. These amounts reflect the anticipated credit cards fees associated with the
payments made by participants awarded scholarships. The annual increase is 3.25% for anticipated COLA increases.
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DEPARTMENT(S) District Attorney’s Office

SUBJECT Real Estate Fraud Program Recoding Fee Increase (ALL DISTRICTS) (3-VOTES)
PROGRAM Real Estate Fraud Program

AUTHORIZES DELEGATED

AUTHORITY TO DEPT O Yes BJ No

SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT | [] Yes Xl No

If Yes, please explain why:

SB 1439 SUPPLEMENTAL
DECLARATION FORM
REVIEW COMPLETED BY

] Yes X] No — Not Applicable

If unsure whether a matter is subject to the Levine Act, email your packet

EXEC OFFICE to EOLevineAct@bos.lacounty.gov to avoid delays in scheduling your
Board Letter.
DEADLINES/ Timely approval is necessary to ensure the fee increase maintains program funding

TIME CONSTRAINTS

levels and avoids further erosion of cost recovery.

COST & FUNDING

Total cost:
N/A

Funding source:
Real Estate Fraud Prosecution Trust Fund

TERMS (if applicable): N/A

Explanation: Increasing the fee to ten dollars ($10) will improve cost recovery for the
District Attorney’s efforts and provide much needed financial resources to the local law
enforcement agencies.

PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Adopt the enclosed resolution to authorize an increase to the fee for recording any real
estate instrument, paper, or notice, from five dollars ($5) to ten dollars ($10), with the
funds to be placed in the Real Estate Fraud Prosecution Trust Fund.

BACKGROUND

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

On January 11, 1996, the Board of Supervisors (Board) adopted a resolution to
implement a program for the enhanced investigation and prosecution of real estate
fraud, especially crimes against low income and unsophisticated victims.

motions)

EQUITY INDEX OR LENS L] Yes X No
WAS UTILIZED If Yes, please explain how:
SUPPORTS ONE OF THE X Yes L[] No

NINE BOARD PRIORITIES

If Yes, please state which one(s) and explain how: Participation in the Real Estate Fraud
Program is consistent with the County’s Strategic Plan Goal No. 1, Make investments
that transform lives, increase access to housing stability and No. 2, Foster vibrant and
resilient communities, mitigating unlawful activity and crime.

DEPARTMENTAL
CONTACTS

Name, Title, Phone # & Email: Godfrey Gozos, Chief of Budget & Fiscal Services
Division, Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office. (213) 257-2832 or via email at
godfreygozos@da.lacounty.gov
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE — BOARD OF SUPERVISOR

AGENDA ENTRY

DATE OF MEETING: 04/28/2026
DEPARTMENT NAME: District Attorney's Office
BOARD LETTERHEAD DISTRICT ATTORNEY
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT AFFECTED ALL DISTRICTS
VOTES REQUIRED 3 Votes

CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER'S

RECOMMENDATION NONE

****ENTRY MUST BE IN MICROSOFT WORD * * * *

Instructions: To comply with the Brown Act requirement, the reader should fully
understand what the department is requesting the Board to approve.
The recommendation must describe what the action is for; with whom
the action is being taken; fiscal impact, including money amounts,
funding sources, and effective dates. Also, include instructions for the
Board Chair or Director to sign when such a signature is required.

Recommendation: Adopt the enclosed resolution to authorize an increase to the
fee for recording any real estate instrument, paper, or notice, from five dollars ($5)
to ten dollars ($10). These funds shall be used for the exclusive purpose of
deterring, investigating, and prosecuting real estate fraud crimes pursuant to
section 27388 of the Government Code.




DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
ANTICIPATED BOARD LETTER
FACT SHEET

SUBJECT:

» Board Letter (BL) — Real Estate Fraud Program Recoding Fee Increase

TARGETED BOARD AGENDA:
- April 28, 2026

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM / ITEM:

e Real Estate Fraud Program

AMOUNT / COST:
- NA

FUNDING SOURCE:

e Real Estate Fraud Prosecution Trust Fund

FUNDING UTILIZED:
« N/A

PURPOSE:

= Adopt the enclosed resolution to authorize an increase to the fee for recording
any real estate instrument, paper, or notice, from five dollars ($5) to ten dollars
($10), with the funds to be placed in the Real Estate Fraud Prosecution Trust
Fund.

CONTRACTING PROCESS (if applicable):
* N/A
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FACT SHEET

CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS YEAR:

e None

CHANGES TO DEPLOYMENT / STAFFING PLAN:

e None

ISSUES / CONCERNS:

e None

SUCCESSES / ACCOMPLISHMENTS:
« N/A

DISTRICTS IMPACTED:
e All Districts

CONTACT PERSON

e Godfrey Gozos, Chief of Budget & Fiscal Services Division
e 213-257-2832
e godfreygozos@da.lacounty.gov

Page 2 (Rev 07/05/23)
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NATHAN J. HOCHMAN
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY

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

April 28, 2026

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:

ADOPT A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING A FEE INCREASE FOR RECORDING REAL
ESTATE INSTRUMENTS WITHIN THE COUNTY TO FUND
THE REAL ESTATE FRAUD INVESTIGATION AND PROSECUTION PROGRAM
(ALL DISTRICTS) (3-VOTES)

SUBJECT

Resolution authorizing an increase to the recording fee from five dollars ($5) to ten dollars ($10) to
fully fund the Real Estate Fraud Investigation and Prosecution Program pursuant to Government
Code section 27388.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

Adopt the enclosed resolution to authorize an increase to the fee for recording any real estate
instrument, paper, or notice, from five dollars ($5) to ten dollars ($10), with the funds to be placed
in the Real Estate Fraud Prosecution Trust Fund. These funds shall be used for the exclusive
purpose of deterring, investigating, and prosecuting real estate fraud crimes pursuant to section
27388 of the Government Code.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING:
Adopt the enclosed resolution to authorize an increase to the fee for recording any real estate
instrument, paper, or notice, from five dollars ($5) to ten dollars ($10), with the funds to be placed

in the Real Estate Fraud Prosecution Trust Fund.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

On January 11, 1996, the Board of Supervisors (Board) adopted a resolution to implement a
program for the enhanced investigation and prosecution of real estate fraud, especially crimes
against low income and unsophisticated victims. Funding for this program, as authorized by
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Government Code section 27388, was provided by a two-dollar ($2) fee to be paid at the time any
real estate instrument, paper, or notice required or permitted by law, was recorded within Los
Angeles County.

On September 27, 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Senate Bill 1396, which increased the
allowable fee under Government Code section 27388 to three dollars ($3) effective January 1, 2009.
On March 24, 2009, the Board adopted a resolution authorizing a real estate recording fee increase
from two dollars ($2) to three dollars ($3) to continue financing the deterrence, investigation, and
prosecution of real estate fraud crimes in accordance with Government Code section 27388.

On July 13, 2012, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill 1342, which increases the allowable real
estate recording fee under Government Code section 27388 from three dollars ($3) to ten dollars
($10), effective January 1, 2013. Upon resolution by the Board, the County could increase the
recording fee from three dollars ($3) to a maximum of ten dollars ($10) for the recording of real
estate instruments as defined by Government Code section 27388.

On November 28, 2017, upon request by the District Attorney’s Office, the Board adopted a
resolution authorizing a real estate recording fee increase from three dollars ($3) to five dollars ($5)
to continue financing the deterrence, investigation, and prosecution of real estate fraud crimes in
accordance with Government Code section 27388.

Real estate fraud remains a major problem in this country. Since the 2017 increase, the revenues
generated by the recording fee have remained relatively stable while the program costs associated
with the deterrence, enhanced investigation, and prosecution of real estate fraud have continued to
increase. Under the five dollar ($5) fee, the prosecution and investigation efforts of the District
Attorney, the Sheriff's Department, and other County law enforcement agencies are significantly
underfunded.

Increasing the fee from five dollars ($5) to ten dollars ($10) will provide sufficient funds to offset
the cost of the deterrence, enhanced investigation, and prosecution efforts of the District Attorney's
Office, the Sheriff's Department, and other County law enforcement agencies.

The Auditor-Controller has reviewed the proposed fee increase from five dollars ($5) to ten dollars
(%$10) and has determined that the increased fees will not exceed the cost of the District Attorney’s
program for the enhanced investigation and prosecution of real estate fraud. Additionally, over
time, program expenditures, including personnel costs, are anticipated to scale with enforcement
activity.

Furthermore, based upon the historic expenditures of the participating law enforcement agencies,
the funds generated by the increased fees will not exceed the actual law enforcement costs
associated with deterring, investigating, and prosecuting real estate fraud crimes pursuant to
Government Code section 27388.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

This action supports the County's Strategic Plan Strategy 111.3 - Pursue Operational Effectiveness,
Fiscal Responsibility, and Accountability; Objective 111.3.1 Maximize Revenue: Implement a
process to systematically leverage resources to help fund County initiatives, by providing the
necessary funds to prosecute those responsible for crimes involving real estate fraud.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The real estate recording fees received by the County are deposited in the Real Estate Fraud
Prosecution Trust Fund to finance the deterrence, enhanced investigation, and prosecution of real
estate fraud crimes in accordance with Government Code section 27388. The Registrar-Recorder's
Office receives 10 percent of the total fees to compensate for administrative costs. The remaining
funds are divided between the District Attorney's Office (60 percent) and various County law
enforcement agencies (40 percent), including the Sheriff's Department, the Los Angeles Police
Department, and many smaller agencies.

In Fiscal Year 2024-25, the revenues generated by the five-dollar ($5) fee fell short of fully funding
the District Attorney's program by more than $2,500,000. That year, the deterrent and enhanced
investigative efforts of local law enforcement agencies were underfunded by more than $3,600,000,
based upon the requests contained in their annual application for funding. Increasing the fee to ten
dollars ($10) will improve cost recovery for the District Attorney’s efforts and provide much
needed financial resources to the local law enforcement agencies. The funds generated by the
increased fees are not projected to exceed the actual costs of the prosecution or law enforcement
efforts to combat real estate fraud.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Prior to adopting an ordinance, resolution, or other legislative enactment adopting a new fee or
approving an increase in an existing fee, Government Code section 66018 requires a local agency to
hold a public hearing, at which oral or written presentations can be made. The Board of Supervisors'
Executive Office, in accordance with Government Code section 6062, subdivision (a), published an
official notice of the time and place of said meeting, including a general explanation of the fee to be
established or revised. Pursuant to Government Code section 27388, the County may resolve to
impose a fee of ten dollars ($10), to be paid at the time of recording every real estate instrument,
paper, or notice required or permitted by law to be recorded within that county, except those
expressly exempted from payment or recording fees.

This Board Letter and Resolution have been reviewed and approved by County Counsel.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

This action does not propose attorney staff augmentation. Therefore, the District Attorney's Office
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IS not subject to the Board Motion of December 15, 1998, requiring clearance with the Alternate
Public Defender, Public Defender, and Sheriff's Departments.

CONCLUSION

It is requested that the Executive Officer-Clerk of the Board of Supervisors return two copies of the
adopted Board Letter and Resolution to Mr. Godfrey Gozos, Budget and Fiscal Services Division,
District Attorney's Office, 211 West Temple Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90012. Any
questions may be directed to Mr. Gozos at (213) 257-2832 or at GodfreyGozos@da.lacounty.gov.

Respectfully submitted,

NATHAN J. HOCHMAN
District Attorney

99

Enclosures

c.  Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
Chief Executive Officer
County Counsel
Auditor-Controller



RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF LOS
ANGELES TO AUTHORIZE AN INCREASE TO THE FEE FOR RECORDING REAL
ESTATE INSTRUMENTS FROM FIVE DOLLARS ($5) TO TEN DOLLARS ($10) IN
ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 27388 AND FOR THE
CONTINUATION OF THE REAL ESTATE FRAUD INVESTIGATION AND
PROSECUTION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 27388 ("8 27388") provided that counties may,
upon resolution, authorize a fee for recording any real estate instrument, paper, or notice required
or permitted by law to be recorded within that county, except those expressly exempted from
payment of recording fees so as to provide additional funds for the District Attorney and law
enforcement to deter, investigate, and prosecute real estate fraud crimes; and

WHEREAS, on January 11, 1996, this Board adopted a resolution authorizing an enhanced
real estate fraud investigation and prosecution program to protect unsophisticated victims facing
the loss of their homes, funded by a two-dollar ($2) fee for recording real estate instruments to
finance the investigation and prosecution of real estate fraud crimes in accordance with § 27388;
and

WHEREAS, § 27388 was amended on September 27, 2008, to allow counties,
beginning on January 12, 2009, to increase the fee to three dollars ($3); and

WHEREAS, on March 24, 2009, this Board adopted a resolution authorizing an
increase from a two-dollar ($2) fee to a three-dollar ($3) fee for recording real estate
instruments to finance the investigation and prosecution of real estate fraud crimes in
accordance with § 27388; and

WHEREAS, § 27388 was further amended on July 13, 2012, to allow counties,
beginning on January 1, 2013, to increase the fee to ten dollars ($10); and

WHEREAS, on November 28, 2017, upon request by the District Attorney’s Office,
this Board adopted a resolution authorizing an increase from a three-dollar ($3) fee to a five-
dollar ($5) fee for recording real estate instruments to finance the investigation and
prosecution of real estate fraud crimes in accordance with § 27388; and

WHEREAS, the County of Los Angeles is in continued need of a program to reduce the
victimization of the elderly, poor, and uneducated residents who are unsophisticated in the
complexities of property law; and

WHEREAS, the intent of this program is to impact real estate fraud involving the largest
number of victims, emphasizing individuals whose residences are in danger of, or are in
foreclosure; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Los Angeles that:



The Registrar-Recorder shall impose a ten-dollar ($10) fee at the time of the recording of
every real estate instrument, paper, or notice recorded in Los Angeles County as defined in 8
27388, except those expressly exempted from payment of recording fees. The funds shall continue
to be placed in the Real Estate Fraud Prosecution Trust Fund Committee. These funds are to be
used for the exclusive purpose of deterring, investigating, and prosecuting real estate fraud crimes.
The foregoing resolution was on the __ day of April 2026, adopted by the Board of Supervisors
of the County of Los Angeles.

EDWARD YEN

Executive Officer-Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles

By

Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM
COUNTY COUNSEL

DAWYN R. HARRISON

By

Don Nghiem
Deputy County Counsel



RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF LOS
ANGELES TO AUTHORIZE AN INCREASE TO THE FEE FOR RECORDING REAL
ESTATE INSTRUMENTS FROM FIVE DOLLARS (85) TO TEN DOLLARS ($10) IN
ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 27388 AND FOR THE
CONTINUATION OF THE REAL ESTATE FRAUD INVESTIGATION AND
PROSECUTION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 27388 ("§ 27388") provided that counties may,
upon resolution, authorize a fee for recording any real estate instrument, paper, or notice required
or permitted by law to be recorded within that county, except those expressly exempted from
payment of recording fees so as to provide additional funds for the District Attorney and law
enforcement to deter, investigate, and prosecute real estate fraud crimes; and

WHEREAS, on January 11, 1996, this Board adopted a resolution authorizing an enhanced
real estate fraud investigation and prosecution program to protect unsophisticated victims facing
the loss of their homes, funded by a two-dollar ($2) fee for recording real estate instruments to
finance the investigation and prosecution of real estate fraud crimes in accordance with § 27388;
and

WHEREAS, § 27388 was amended on September 27, 2008, to allow counties,
beginning on January 12, 2009, to increase the fee to three dollars ($3); and

WHEREAS, on March 24, 2009, this Board adopted a resolution authorizing an
increase from a two-dollar ($2) fee to a three-dollar ($3) fee for recording real estate
instruments to finance the investigation and prosecution of real estate fraud crimes in
accordance with § 27388; and

WHEREAS, § 27388 was further amended on July 13, 2012, to allow counties,
beginning on January 1, 2013, to increase the fee to ten dollars ($10); and

WHEREAS, on November 28, 2017, upon request by the District Attorney’s Office,
this Board adopted a resolution authorizing an increase from a three-dollar ($3) fee to a five-
dollar ($5) fee for recording real estate instruments to finance the investigation and
prosecution of real estate fraud crimes in accordance with § 27388; and

WHEREAS, the County of Los Angeles is in continued need of a program to reduce the
victimization of the elderly, poor, and uneducated residents who are unsophisticated in the
complexities of property law; and

WHEREAS, the intent of this program is to impact real estate fraud involving the largest
number of victims, emphasizing individuals whose residences are in danger of, or are in
foreclosure; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Los Angeles that:
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The Registrar-Recorder shall impose a ten-dollar ($10) fee at the time of the recording of
every real estate instrument, paper, or notice recorded in Los Angeles County as defined in §
27388, except those expressly exempted from payment of recording fees. The funds shall continue
to be placed in the Real Estate Fraud Prosecution Trust Fund Committee. These funds are to be
used for the exclusive purpose of deterring, investigating, and prosecuting real estate fraud crimes.
The foregoing resolution was onthe  day of April 2026, adopted by the Board of Supervisors
of the County of Los Angeles.

EDWARD YEN

Executive Officer-Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles

By

Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM
COUNTY COUNSEL

DAWYN R. HARRISON
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always thorough, and deputies and professional employee visitors may exit the custody
facility and re-enter in the middle of a shift when there is no search operating at any
point of entry.

When asked about tracking, the Department reported that it does not currently collect
data on staff who are found attempting to bring items, even inadvertently, that are not
permitted inside custodial facilities, such as cellphones. The Department further
reported concerns that some deputies would complain to the employee unions about
data collection and its potential use for disciplinary purposes. Data collection detailing
the number of searches conducted that prevented prohibited items from being brought
into facilities might assist with improving search techniques throughout the jail facilities.

Custody narcotics investigations.” As part of its narcotics prevention efforts, the
Department also conducts narcotics investigations in custody. Sergeants and detectives
are assigned to various custody investigative units to conduct these investigations.

The Office of Inspector General notes that although employees are trained in the
academy and in annual ethics training to report to their supervisor any suspected
criminal activity conducted by their colleagues, more tips may be generated if they were
collected and investigated by an independent party rather than the tipster’s chain of
command. Deputies may have concerns about confidentiality, impartiality, or fear
retaliation within their unit if they have concerns that any information they provide about
potential misconduct will first be investigated by their supervisor. However, the
Department notes that there are avenues that staff may utilize to report suspected
misconduct, including a tip line that allows for anonymous reporting.

Recruitment efforts. Part of preventing narcotics from entering custodial facility is
examining why employees engage in such conduct in the first place. Deputies, civilian
employees, and other civilians with authorized access to jail facilities may have
preexisting relationships with someone in custody such that they may be convinced to
bring in contraband. Deputies and civilians may also be incentivized monetarily to bring
narcotics into custody. Maintaining strict hiring standards and screenings to ascertain
factors that indicate a possible propensity to engage in nefarious behavior, including
financial issues, prior thefts, dishonesty, and domestic violence, which may increase the
likelihood or risk that staff or others with access to the facilities will be susceptible to
requests to smuggle in contraband.

73 Based upon security concerns expressed by the Sheriff’'s Department, some information referred to in the
Sheriff’s response letter was deleted from this section.
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“ensure accuracy and sufficient particularity of the potential threats
pursuant to statutory and case law. Review of the documentation and
justifications provided by Department members should also be conducted
on a regular basis and not just when a CPRA request is submitted for
specific information.”

(Draft Report at 21-22). A demonstration of the system can be provided to the
OIG upon request.

While the Draft Report refers to some exemptions, the report fails to reference
Assembly Bill 1178, which was approved by the Governor on October 11, 2025,
and requires courts to consider redacting or withholding confidential records
from all duly sworn officers working an undercover assignment in the past 24
months from public disclosure.

It is also important to note that records related to ongoing and active
investigations are exempt from disclosure (Draft Report at 18), and that safety
concern exemptions are not limited to sworn personnel but can include
professional staff members of the Department (Draft Report at 19, Section
Title).

Law Enforcement Gang Update Section

The Draft Report provides a summary of the Department’s response to the
question:

“Has the Sheriff’s Department identified any group that meets the
definition of a law enforcement gang under California Penal Code section
136707 If so, please provide the name of any such group and any
documentation reporting the existence of such group or its members to
POST.”

(Draft Report at RR-23).

Contrary to the statement made in the Draft Report, the Department never
stated that “no such group has been identified” (Draft Report at RR). Instead,
the Department attempted to respond to the specific question posed, namely
whether, under California Penal Code section 13670, such a group has been
identified. The Department then responded that the Code section does not
require the identification of a specific group. However, in that same response,
the Department also provided the OIG a list of pending administrative
investigations and a table of individuals against whom allegations of



Interim Inspector General Bates -7- February 24, 2026

involvement with a law enforcement gang, subgroup, and/ or clique have been
made. Those tables list the subgroup associated with the allegation when such
a group was identified. This establishes that, contrary to the implication made
in the Draft Report, the Department does in fact investigate the existence of
such groups. However, it is not necessary for a group name to be part of an
allegation and, in fact, many allegations are made without a group name
associated with the conduct. The Department investigates all allegations,
regardless of whether a group is named or not, as is required by section 13670.
The importance in doing so is based on the fact that some groups may be
unnamed or could easily change any name previously used to avoid detection.
As Penal Code section 13670 states groups “may” identify themselves by name
but also may not. Therefore, the Department takes a broad approach to
investigation of such allegations.

As stated in the Department’s two efforts to respond to a question that was
framed in a challenging manner, and as acknowledged in the OIG report, the
Department is not required by law to name groups. Instead, the Department is
required to, and remains committed to, investigating allegations of patterns of
behavior that violate the law or the principles of professional policing by any
group of employees, regardless of a label. If employees are found to have
violated MPP 3-01/050.82 and/or MPP 3-01/050.83, and they belonged to a
named group, that group would therefore be identified.

The Draft Report emphasizes the Department’s naming of groups, stating:

“While the Department may not be required by law to identify groups by
name, if such groups use an identifying name, the Department should
identify the group by name.”

(Emphasis in Original, Draft Report at 22). The OIG report correctly states
that the Department discharged two deputies found to have violated MPP 3-
01/050.83, and that both had tattoos associated with the Industry Indians. The
discharge demonstrates that when conduct is found to be associated with a
named group, it is identified and punishment is imposed on the individuals
involved. As also noted in the Draft Report, the Sheriff and Undersheriff have
also spoken publicly about various groups.

All of these facts demonstrate that the Department can and does identify the
names of specific groups when the evidence establishes such a group by name.
However, nothing in the statute requires naming a group or limits
investigations to named groups. The Department takes a much broader reading
of the statute than the OIG, and will continue to investigate all allegations of
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gangs, cliques, or groups that engage in prohibited behavior. Any suggestion to
narrow the scope of the statute or Department policy to named groups is
contrary to the mission of eliminating such groups from the Department.

Outstanding Requests to the Sheriff's Department Section

The Draft Report, as with several past reports, has a section entitled
“Outstanding Requests to the Sheriff’s Department (Draft Report at 23-26).
This section describes efforts by the Department to locate materials that may
exist that are responsive to a subpoena issued by the OIG. As noted in the
Draft Report, the Department hired outside counsel to review the materials,
assist in locating any additional materials, and produce any additional
materials identified.

The Department hired, at great expense, outside counsel to assist in the review
and production of subpoenaed material in an effort to establish that the
Department had undertaken all reasonable efforts to identify responsive
material. The Department did this due to concerns about the actions
undertaken in the last administration and suspicions that additional materials
exist. The OIG now calls into question the work of that outside counsel.

Outside counsel has stated that “we have verified that all of the documents
LASD initially determined to be responsive have been produced. Currently, we
are reviewing additional materials recently collected by LASD for
responsiveness and privilege” (Draft Report at 24).

Counsel will continue and complete their work and will produce any additional
materials determined to be responsive. At that point, the Department will
consider the matter concluded as it will have gone to great lengths to identify
responsive materials to the subpoena.

In-Custody Deaths

The Draft Report also discusses in-custody deaths (Draft Report at 36-39). A
number of the descriptions of the death investigations are outdated. For ease of
review, the Department provides the following summary and requests that the
appropriate updates be included in the final published report.
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Draft
Report Draft Report Page Department Comment
Page

“Between October 1 and
December 31, 2025, eight
people died in the care and
custody of the Sheriff’s
Department. The Department
of Medical Examiner’s (DME)
website currently reflects the

The DME website for the
remaining two deaths shows the

manner of death: Unknown.
The DME website reflects the
manner of death as natural,
and the causes of death as
pulmonary thromboembolic
and deep vein thrombosis of
leg.”

o manner of death for six: four manner of death as natural.
natural, one accidental, and
one suicide. For the remaining
two deaths, one finding has
been deferred by the DME and
one is not available on the
DME website.”
“Areas of concern include
custody staff not activating
e gy | T COTY video fotage was
37 . . _y ' subsequently displayed during the
vides dopicting tha decadetit second death review meeting
falling in his cell not being '
shown during the preliminary
death review...”
“Areas of concern include the Tl.le uSPT of the phr?se deputy’s
Y ) nine-minute delay” suggests that
quality of Title 15 safety o
, | there was an actual nine-minute
GLRCES and W baodl gepyisr s delay. However, it has not been
;Ens;astinut:n?:ia%f aiid determined exactly when
d . 8 . g oy Department members were made
after being notified of the “ "
s A, P aware of a “man down.” We
36-37 ) Ty respectfully request re-phrasing

to “potential” nine-minute delay.

Further, the DME website
indicates the case status as

open. As a result, the manner of
death, as listed, is a preliminary
result only.
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The final autopsy report has been

“The DME website does not received, and the manner of death
38 currently have a public record | was natural, due to
for this death.” arteriosclerotic cardiovascular
disease.

Preliminary manner of death:
Unknown. The DME website
38 does not currently reflect the
manner of death, and the
cause of death is deferred.

Per the DME website, the manner
of death is natural due to diabetic
ketoacidosis and diabetes

mellitus. The case status is open.

Tracking and Improving Narcotics Invention Efforts

The Draft Report provides an overview of the Department’s tracking and
narcotics intervention efforts (Draft Report at 39-42). The Department wishes
to address several issues in this section of the Draft Report.

First, the Draft Report states that the Department:

“does not presently track narcotics detection in a format that allows data
to be analyzed and reports that it does not have the capacity to build a
mechanism to track narcotics seizure by drug detection mechanism, nor
is it able to compile extractable data collected in the Los Angeles Regional
Crime Information System (LARCIS) to evaluate the efficacy of drug
detection intervention. Instead, the Sheriff’s Department takes the
position that constructing an all-encompassing jail management data
system would best support the Sheriff’s Department’s efforts to track
narcotics recovery and evaluate the efficacy of drug detection
interventions.”

(Draft Report at 39).

For clarification, it is important to note that tracking does occur. The tracking
is decentralized and unit/facility-specific, rather than centralized/aggregated in
a single, queryable system for Department-wide analysis or efficacy. LASD
requires entry of all narcotics seizures into LARCIS for prosecution tracking
and PRELIMS for evidence tracking. Additional details are captured in unit-
specific or intervention-specific systems (cell searches in CARTS, contraband
watches in e-LOTS, staff searches in watch commander logs, and Custody
Investigative Services Unit [K-9, mailroom, OSJ, and OCTF] recoveries on
internal spreadsheets. This provides information at the individual unit/facility
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level where day-to-day operations and oversight occur and permits data to be
analyzed.

The Department agrees that an easily queryable system that provides immediate
information is necessary to enable Department-wide analysis, trend
identification, and the evaluation of the efficacy of specific drug-detection
interventions across all facilities and units. Therefore, the Department
maintains its position that constructing a comprehensive, integrated jail
management data system remains the most effective long-term solution. Such a
system would 1) consolidate data from disparate sources into one platform, )
incorporate standardized, extractable fields for detection mechanisms and
outcomes, 3) enable real-time querying, dashboards, and analytics to evaluate
intervention performance holistically, and 4) support data-driven decisions on
resource allocation, policy refinements, and compliance with Board directives.

Second, with respect to Narcotics Detection training, the Draft Report provides:

“Deputies will also respond to intelligence that a person in custody is
returning from the medical unit or court with contraband. People in
custody carry their property to and from court to have access to food and
to prevent property from being stolen or going missing from their
housing unit while they are away in court.”

(Draft Report at 40). We respectfully request that the OIG add the following to
the final sentence above “and because they may be released directly following
court proceedings or transferred to another facility.” The inclusion of this
phrase provides a more comprehensive explanation as to why people take
property to court.

Third, in that same section, the Draft Report states:

“Fraternization by deputies with persons in custody may lead to
relationships that cause deputies to turn a blind eye to misconduct or the
presence of drugs or contraband or even result in a deputy agreeing to
bring narcotics or contraband into custodial facilities. The Department
reports providing an annual four-hour ethics training that covers issues
of inappropriate fraternization. The CDM prohibits deputies from
associating with people in custody or the friends and relatives of
incarcerated persons.”

(Draft Report at 40-41).
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The Draft Report improperly limits the fraternization concern to “deputies.” In
a correctional environment, the risk of fraternization is not limited to sworn
personnel, but is a concern as to every person who is in contact with the
inmate population. We are all aware of an unfortunate situation involving a
staff member of your agency who was, apparently, engaged in a romantic
relationship with an inmate in 025. The Department raises this not to
highlight this one issue, but to underscore that everyone is susceptible to
improper fraternization, whether they are sworn or civilian, and whether they
are employed by the Department or another agency. We suggest referring to all
personnel rather than limiting this concern to “deputies.”

Next, the Draft Report states:

“the Department reported that it does not currently collect data on staff
who are found attempting to bring items, even inadvertently, that are not
permitted inside custodial facilities, such as cellphones. The Department
further reported concerns that some deputies would complain to the
employee unions about data collection and its potential use for
disciplinary purposes. Data collection detailing the number of searches
conducted that prevented prohibited items from being brought into
facilities might assist with improving search techniques throughout the
jail facilities.”

(Draft Report at 41).

The Department tracks personnel searches and captures data such as the time
and duration of the search, the number of personnel searched, the number and
type of items confiscated, the names of the supervising personnel involved, and
whether K-9 was involved. The Department handles inadvertent possession
(e.g., personal use or lawfully possessed, but inadvertently brought to the
facility) and purposeful smuggling differently.

When contraband is smuggled, a criminal investigation is initiated. Complaints
to labor unions do not dictate investigative outcomes, nor do they interfere
with criminal investigations. The Department’s primary mandate is the safety
and security of the jail environment, and employee grievances do not stop the
Department from pursuing policy violations.

Significantly, the Draft Report contains a lengthy section that provides a
blueprint of specialized investigative tactics that could be exploited (Draft
Report at 42). The Department respectfully requests that the four paragraphs
that describe internal investigations be removed.
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Finally, the Draft Report states:

“that although employees are trained in the academy and in annual
ethics training to report to their supervisor any suspected criminal
activity conducted by their colleagues, more tips may be generated if they
were collected and investigated by an independent party rather than the
tipster’'s chain of command. Deputies may have concerns about
confidentiality, impartiality, or fear retaliation within their unit if they
know any information they provide about potential misconduct will first
be investigated by their Supervisor.”

(Draft Report at 4R).

The assertion that internal reporting is limited to a “chain of command”
structure is incorrect. It is important to clarify that the Custody Investigative
Service (CIS), the entity referenced in drawing this conclusion, is not a
personnel investigation unit. The CIS’s primary mandate is the security of the
facility and the investigation of crimes committed by the incarcerated
population. Investigations into potential staff misconduct are the purview of
the Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) or the Internal Affairs
Bureau (IAB). These bureaus operate independently of a deputy’s immediate
unit-level chain of command, to ensure impartiality and to prevent the very
retaliation or “blind eye” scenarios described in the Draft Report.

It is important to note that the Department provides employees with several
secure and confidential avenues to report misconduct, allowing them to bypass
their direct supervisors entirely. Staff members are encouraged to utilize the 1-
800-698-TALK (8255) tip line, which allows for completely anonymous
reporting 24 hours a day. This system ensures that information regarding
criminal activity or policy violations reaches the appropriate investigative
bureau (IAB or ICIB) without the tipster’s unit or supervisors knowing. By
offering these high-level, centralized reporting options, the Department
maintains a robust system of accountability that prioritizes confidentiality and
professional integrity over local unit dynamics.

Similar to feedback provided as to other sections of the Draft Report, the
Recruitment Efforts section continually focuses on the deputy hiring process,
suggesting that only deputies could be bringing narcotics into the custodial
environment (Draft Report at 43). Employees of other county agencies have
been identified as having brought narcotics inside the jails, and any
recommendation made about the recruitment and hiring process should
include all personnel who have access to the custodial environment.
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Conclusion

While this is a lengthy response to the Draft Report, the Department takes the
OIG reports seriously as they are a public presentation of the status of the
Department's efforts in several areas. We recognize that these are complex
reports for your office to compile and that many communications occur in the
months prior to their publication. At the same time, the Department presents
the above comments in an effort to ensure a complete presentation of the issues
and to avoid misunderstandings with your office and the public.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Commander Ernie Bille at
(323) 307-8358.

Sincerely,

ROBERT G. LUNA, SHERIFF

APRIL L. TARDYD%/

UNDERSHERIFF
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