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DATE: March 11, 2026 
TIME: 9:30 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. 
MEETING CHAIR: Anabel Martinez, 1st Supervisorial District 
CEO MEETING FACILITATOR: Dardy Chen 
 
THIS MEETING IS HELD UNDER THE GUIDELINES OF BOARD POLICY 3.055. 
 
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 
 
For Spanish Interpretation, the Public should send emails within 48 hours 
in advance of the meeting to: ClusterAccommodationRequest@bos.lacounty.gov 
 

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. 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. 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. NONE 
   

3. BOARD MOTION ITEM(S): 
   
 •  NONE 
  

4. PRESENTATION/DISCUSSION ITEM(S): 
  
 A. BOARD LETTER: 

Hearing on Recommended Fee Increase for the Junior Lifeguard Program 
Speaker(s): Fernando Boiteux (FIRE) 
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 B. BOARD LETTER: 
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  
Speaker(s): Karen Nishita and Godfrey Gozos (DA) 

   
 C. BOARD BRIEFING: 

Office of Inspector General (OIG) Quarterly Report Briefing 
Speaker(s): Dara Williams (OIG) 

   
5. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
6. ADJOURNMENT 
  
CLOSED SESSION ITEM(S): 
 
CS-1 CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION  

(Subdivision d(1) of Government Code Section 54956.9)  
 
Antonio Campos, et al. v. COLA, et al, 
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 22STCV22501 
 
Department: Sheriff’s 

  
CS-2 CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - ANTICIPATED LITIGATION  

(Paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Government Code Section 54956.9)  
 
Significant exposure to litigation (two matters) 

  
CS-3 CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION  

(Subdivision d(1) of Government Code Section 54956.9)  
  
Art Hernandez, et al. v. County of Los Angeles et al.  
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 19STCV33158 
  
Department: Sheriff’s 

  

7. UPCOMING ITEM(S) FOR MARCH 18, 2026: 
   
 A. BOARD LETTER: 

Agreement with Fire District Foundation of LA County 
Speaker(s): Marcia Velasquez (FIRE) 

   
 B. BOARD LETTER: 

Approve the Sole Source Acquisition of Mission Equipment Systems and 
Final Outfitting for Two Sikorsky S-70i FirehawkTM Helicopters and an 
Appropriation Adjustment 
Speaker(s): Brian Martin and Benjamin Berman (FIRE) 
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 C. BOARD LETTER: 
Approval of the Youth Delinquency and Gang Prevention Program Policy to 
Modernize Probation’s Discretionary Funds 
Speaker(s): Stephany Zarrella and Hewitt Zhao (CEO), DeJuan Belton (DYD) 
and Latasha Howard (PROBATION) 

   
 D. BOARD LETTER: 

Pitchess Detention Center Laundry Refurbishment 
Speaker(s): Misha Mikhailpoor (PW) 

   
 E. BOARD BRIEFING: 

Civilian Oversight Commission (COC) and Office of Inspector General 
(OIG) Monthly Status and Custody Briefing 
Speaker(s): Sharmaine Moseley (COC) and Eric Bates (OIG) 

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

AGENDA NUMBER YOU ARE COMMENTING ON: 
 

PUBLIC_SAFETY_COMMENTS@CEO.LACOUNTY.GOV 
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  Board Letter                                     Board Memo                                             Other 
 

CLUSTER AGENDA 
REVIEW DATE 

3/11/2026 

BOARD MEETING DATE 4/28/2026 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 
AFFECTED 

 
  All         1st       2nd        3rd       4th      5th          

DEPARTMENT(S) FIRE 

SUBJECT HEARING ON RECOMMENDED FEE INCREASE FOR THE JUNIOR  
LIFEGUARD PROGRAM  

PROGRAM Junior Lifeguard Program 

AUTHORIZES DELEGATED 
AUTHORITY TO DEPT   Yes            No   

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

SB 1439 SUPPLEMENTAL 
DECLARATION FORM 
REVIEW COMPLETED BY 
EXEC OFFICE 

  Yes            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 

  Yes            No   
If Yes, please explain how: 

SUPPORTS ONE OF THE 
NINE BOARD PRIORITIES  

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

 
 

mailto:Fernando.Boiteux@fire.lacounty.gov












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

Spending Description 

Number of Scholarships to be Awarded 
Cost Impact of Scholarships Awarded tzJ

Salaries & Employee Benefits !3l

Transportation Costs !4l

I5D Database (S) 
Credit Card Fees l5l

Total 

Notes 

b 

FY 2022-23 

(Summer 2023) (l) 
175 

$84,000 

$38,000 

$28,000 

$88,000 
$3,000 

$241,000 

C d 

FY 2023-24 FY 2024-25 
(Summer 2024) (Summer 2025) 

175 175 

$90,000 $97,000 

$39,000 $40,000 

$29,000 $30,000 

$30,000 $10,000 
$3,000 $3,000 

$191,000 $180,000 

e f 

FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 
(Summer 2026) (Summer 2027) 

175 175 

$104,000 $112,000 

$41,000 $42,000 

$31,000 $32,000 

$10,000 $10,000 
$3,000 $3,000 

$189,000 $199,000 

1. The Summer Lifeguard season runs from mid-June to mid-August. Registration for the upcoming Summer Lifeguard season begins in in February.

g 

Total 

$487,000 

$200,000 

$150,000 

$148,000 
$15,000 

$1,000,000 

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 

Cost of Providing 
Scholarship Percentage (of $636 Program Fee) 

One Scholarship 

15% $100 
60% $380 
90% $570 

Total 

C d= b*c 

Amount of 
Total Year 1 Cost 

Scholarshi�s 
Awarded 

Impact 

15 $2,000 
49 $19,000 

111 $63,000 
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 ISO Database is a new program that ISO 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. I5D 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.

ENCLOSURE
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  Board Letter                                     Board Memo                                             Other 
 

CLUSTER AGENDA 
REVIEW DATE 

3/11/2026 

BOARD MEETING DATE 4/28/2026 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 
AFFECTED 

 
  All         1st       2nd        3rd       4th      5th          

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   Yes            No   

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

SB 1439 SUPPLEMENTAL 
DECLARATION FORM 
REVIEW COMPLETED BY 
EXEC OFFICE 

  Yes            No – Not Applicable 
 
If unsure whether a matter is subject to the Levine Act, email your packet 
to EOLevineAct@bos.lacounty.gov to avoid delays in scheduling your 
Board Letter. 
  

DEADLINES/ 
TIME CONSTRAINTS 

Timely approval is necessary to ensure the fee increase maintains program funding 
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 
motions) 

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. 

EQUITY INDEX OR LENS 
WAS UTILIZED 

  Yes            No   
If Yes, please explain how: 

SUPPORTS ONE OF THE 
NINE BOARD PRIORITIES  

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

 
 

mailto:EOLevineAct@bos.lacounty.gov


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: 
• Real Estate Fraud Program 

AMOUNT / COST: 
• N/A 

FUNDING SOURCE: 
• 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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DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
ANTICIPATED BOARD LETTER  

FACT SHEET 

CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS YEAR: 
• None 

CHANGES TO DEPLOYMENT / STAFFING PLAN: 
• None 

ISSUES / CONCERNS: 
• None 

SUCCESSES / ACCOMPLISHMENTS: 
• N/A 

 
 
DISTRICTS IMPACTED: 

• All Districts 
 
 
CONTACT PERSON 

• Godfrey Gozos, Chief of Budget & Fiscal Services Division 
• 213-257-2832 
• godfreygozos@da.lacounty.gov 
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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 III.3 - Pursue Operational Effectiveness, 
Fiscal Responsibility, and Accountability; Objective III.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 
 
gg 
 
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 ("§ 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 § 
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 ($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 ("§ 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: 

1 
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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 and December 31, 2025, unless otherwise noted. Quarterly reports may also 
examine issues of interest. This report includes special sections on the following topics: 

• Rosas Compliance 

• Sheriff’s Department’s Policies on Cooperation with Federal Immigration 
Authorities  

o Joint Regional Intelligence Center 

o Automatic License Plate Readers 

• Public Records Act Requests to the Sheriff’s Department 

• Law Enforcement Gang Update 

• Jail Employment Opportunities at Century Regional Detention Facility 

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. During this quarter, there were 
three incidents in which people were shot or shot at by Sheriff’s Department personnel. 
Two people were fatally struck by deputies’ gunfire. The Office of Inspector General 
staff was notified of the deputy-involved shootings but did not respond per the 
suspension of rollouts as stated in a memorandum to the Board of Supervisors dated 
June 11, 2025. 

The Sheriff’s Department maintains a page on its website listing deputy-involved 
shootings that result in injury or death, with links to incident summaries and video. 

https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/OIGLettertoBOS061125.pdf
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/OIGLettertoBOS061125.pdf
https://lasd.org/transparency/deputyinvolvedshootingcurrent/
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The information in the following shooting summaries is based on the information 
provided by the Sheriff’s Department at the Critical Incident Reviews (CIR).1 The 
information presented at CIR is preliminary in nature. Statements of deputies and 
witnesses are not provided until the Sheriff’s Department completes its investigation.  

Special Enforcement Bureau: Hit Shooting – Fatal  

On October 22, 2025, at approximately 5:05 p.m., deputies from the Temple Station 
responded to a call regarding a mentally unstable person at a home on Sullivan Avenue 
in the city of Rosemead. The caller stated that the person was armed with a high-
powered assault rifle, was suicidal, and wanted to harm persons inside the home. 

When deputies arrived at the location, they made telephonic contact with the suspect, a 
41-year-old Asian man. The suspect threatened to harm himself and any deputies who 
came on his property. He told the deputies that he was holding his juvenile son and his 
elderly father as hostages and would not release them. Mental Evaluation Team (MET) 
deputies and Special Enforcement Bureau deputies (SEB) were called to the scene to 
communicate with the suspect. The SEB Crisis Negotiation Team (CNT) also 
communicated with the suspect for several hours in an effort to convince him to release 
the hostages and surrender. The suspect told them he was armed and intended to kill 
his family members at a specific time.  

Approximately four hours after the initial call for service, the suspect abruptly cut off 
communication and walked out of the home armed with the assault rifle. He proceeded 
to walk toward SEB personnel armed with the rifle, at which time three deputies shot at 
the suspect a total of 13 times.  

The deputies rendered medical aid until Los Angeles County Fire Department personnel 
arrived on scene. The suspect was pronounced dead at the scene. 

The Sheriff’s Department posted a Critical Incident Briefing on its website, which 
includes audio from a 911 caller and video from body-worn cameras. 

Lakewood Station: Hit Shooting – Fatal 

On December 4, 2025, at approximately 9:30 p.m., deputies from the Lakewood Station 
responded to a call reporting a man armed with a gun inside a vehicle on Alhambra 
Avenue in the city of Paramount. Upon arrival, deputies encountered the suspect on the 
porch of a residence. The suspect, a 35-year-old Hispanic man, held a gun in one hand 
while holding his 2-year-old son in his opposite arm. Deputies attempted to negotiate 

 

1 Manual of Policy and Procedure (MPP) section 3-09/330.00 Critical Incident Review Panel identifies what is a 
critical incident and describes the process for reviewing such incidents.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dVTjpDLiSoo
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/10008/Content/14069
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the release of the toddler and relinquishment of the handgun for approximately a half-
hour. The suspect refused to comply and pointed the handgun toward the deputies, at 
which point a deputy-involved shooting occurred. 

One deputy fired one round from a rifle, striking the suspect.  

Deputies rescued the toddler who was unharmed. Deputies rendered medical aid to the 
suspect until the arrival of Los Angeles County Fire Department personnel. The suspect 
was transported to a local hospital, where he was later pronounced dead. No deputies 
or other persons were injured during this incident.  

A 9mm semiautomatic handgun and a loaded magazine were recovered at the scene.  

The Sheriff’s Department posted a Critical Incident Briefing on its website with audio 
from a 911 caller and video from deputies’ body-worn cameras. 

Areas for Further Inquiry 

Was there any tactical communication between the shooting deputy and other on-scene 
deputies prior to the shooting? 

Industry Station: Hit Shooting – Non-Fatal  

On December 21, 2025, at approximately 5:33 p.m., deputies from the Industry Station 
responded to a priority call for service for a disturbance by a possibly  
mentally ill person at a fast-food restaurant located on Workman Mill Road, in Bassett. 
The call stated that a Hispanic male transient entered the employee service area of the 
business and refused to leave.  

Deputies arrived and observed the man standing in the doorway of the south entrance. 
As deputies approached the suspect, a 34-year-old Hispanic man, he retreated into the 
business near the service counter area. The deputies ordered the man to stop moving 
and remove his hands from his pockets, but he refused to comply. The man then 
retrieved what appeared to be a firearm from his jacket pocket and pointed it at the 
deputies, at which time a deputy-involved shooting occurred. Two deputies fired a total 
of 10 rounds at the suspect. 

The man was struck by gunfire and the deputies rendered medical aid until the arrival of 
LA County Fire Department personnel. 

The man was transported to the hospital where he received medical treatment for his 
injuries. 

https://youtu.be/s-ojqpL56K0
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One replica Glock 17 pellet handgun and one magazine with unfired 9mm cartridges 
were recovered at the scene. The replica handgun had been modified to accept a 
magazine with live rounds but was incapable of firing them. 

The Sheriff’s Department posted a Critical Incident Briefing on its website, which 
includes body-worn camera video of the shooting. 

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.2 For those shootings it investigates, the Homicide Bureau submits the 
completed criminal investigation of each deputy-involved shooting in Los Angeles 
County that results in a person being struck by a bullet 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 and December 31, 2025, the District Attorney’s Office posted 
memoranda on its website for four findings on deputy-involved shooting cases involving 
the Sheriff’s Department’s employees.3 The District Attorney’s Office declined to file 
charges in each case, as they determined that the use of force was not unlawful. The 
memoranda may be found on the District Attorney’s website page for Officer-Involved 
Shootings. The following are the deputy-involved shootings posted: 

• The July 19, 2023, fatal shooting of Benjamin Chin by Detective Hector Vasquez 
and Deputy Marisol Barajas. 

• The January 13, 2024, fatal shooting of Noor Sherif Ramsis by Deputy Jonathan 
Sandoval. 

 

2 In 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). The Attorney General’s findings in these investigations 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. Until the law took effect in 2021, the Sheriff’s Department’s Homicide 
Bureau investigated all deputy-involved shootings in which a person was hit by a bullet.  
 
3 The District Attorney’s Office posts its decisions on deputy and officer-involved shootings on its website under 
Officer-Involved Shootings. The Office of Inspector General retrieves the information on District Attorney decisions 
from this webpage. Two of the listed cases were posted on the website within the second quarter of 2025, are 
dated during the first quarter of 2025.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AMo_YVHDwgs
https://da.lacounty.gov/reports/ois
https://da.lacounty.gov/reports/ois
https://da.lacounty.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/JSID-OIS-11-24-25-Chin.pdf
https://da.lacounty.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/JSID-OIS-11-24-25-Chin.pdf
https://da.lacounty.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/JSID-OIS-11-21-25-Ramsis.pdf
https://da.lacounty.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/JSID-OIS-11-21-25-Ramsis.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1506
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=12525.3.
https://da.lacounty.gov/reports/ois
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• The June 13, 2024, fatal shooting of Jerman Magana by Deputies Omaar 
Covarrubias and Emmanuel Mercado. 

• The July 20, 2024, fatal shooting of Cody Dodd-Thompson by Deputies Daniel 
Ike and Brandon Campos. 

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

Under California law, the state Department of Justice (CA-DOJ) investigates any peace 
officer-involved shooting resulting in the death of an unarmed civilian and may issue 
written reports or file criminal charges against a peace officer, if appropriate.4 CA-DOJ 
is not currently investigating any shootings involving deputies from the Sheriff’s 
Department. During the fourth quarter of 2025, DOJ issued no written reports regarding 
shootings involving Sheriff’s Department deputies.  

Homicide Bureau’s Investigation of Deputy-Involved Shootings 

For the present quarter, the Homicide Bureau reports that it has seven shooting cases 
involving Sheriff’s Department personnel open and under investigation. The oldest case 
in which the Homicide Bureau maintained an active investigation at the end of the 
quarter relates to a June 7, 2025, shooting in the jurisdiction of Lancaster Station. For 
further information as to that shooting, please refer to the Office of Inspector General’s 
report Reform and Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles Sheriff's Department - April through 
June 2025. The oldest case that the Homicide Bureau has open is a 2019 shooting in 
the city of Lynwood, which was submitted to the District Attorney’s Office and for which 
the Sheriff’s Department still awaits a filing decision.  

This quarter, the Sheriff’s Department reported it sent two deputy-involved-shooting 
cases to the District Attorney’s Office for filing consideration.  

Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau 

The Sheriff's Department's Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) reports directly 
to the Division Chief and the Commander of the Professional Standards Division. ICIB 

 

4 Government Code § 12525.3(b). 
 

https://da.lacounty.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/JSID-OIS-10-30-25-Magana.pdf
https://da.lacounty.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/JSID-OIS-10-30-25-Magana.pdf
https://da.lacounty.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/JSID-OIS-11-24-25-Dodd-Thompson.pdf
https://da.lacounty.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/JSID-OIS-11-24-25-Dodd-Thompson.pdf
https://oag.ca.gov/ois-incidents/current-cases
https://oag.ca.gov/ois-incidents/case-archive
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d0eda903-b44c-4d03-850a-bb7c5e1d65e1/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20April%20to%20June%202025_Final_BOS%20Agenda_LASD.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d0eda903-b44c-4d03-850a-bb7c5e1d65e1/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20April%20to%20June%202025_Final_BOS%20Agenda_LASD.pdf
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investigates allegations of criminal misconduct committed by Sheriff’s Department 
personnel in Los Angeles County.5 

The Sheriff’s Department reports that ICIB has 84 active cases. This quarter, ICIB 
reports sending 8 cases to the District Attorney’s Office for filing consideration. The 
District Attorney’s Office is still reviewing 32 cases previously sent from ICIB for filing. 
The oldest open case that ICIB submitted to the District Attorney’s Office and still awaits 
a filing decision relates to conduct that occurred in 2018, which ICIB presented to the 
District Attorney in 2019. 

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 and recommends discipline regardless of the District Attorney’s 
decision not to prosecute. If the District Attorney files charges, IAB proceeds with a 
review following the prosecution and determines if discipline should be imposed up to 
and including termination depending on the outcome of the prosecution. 

The Sheriff’s Department also conducts administrative investigations at the unit level. 
The subject’s unit and IAB determine whether an incident should be investigated by IAB 
or remain a unit-level investigation based on the severity of the alleged policy violations. 

During this quarter, the Sheriff’s Department reported opening 130 new administrative 
investigations. Of these 130 cases, 49 were assigned to IAB, 50 were designated as 
unit-level investigations, and 31 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 130 cases were closed by IAB or 
at the unit level. There are 465 pending administrative investigations, of which 334 are 
assigned to IAB and the remaining 131 are unit-level investigations.  

Civil Service Commission Dispositions  

The Civil Service Commission hears employees’ appeals of major discipline, including 
discharges, reductions in rank, or suspensions of more than five days. Between  
October 1 and December 31, 2025, the Civil Service Commission issued final decisions 

 

5 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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in two cases involving Sheriff’s Department employees. In these two cases, the Civil 
Service Commission sustained the Department’s discipline in one case and overruled 
the Department in one case. The Civil Service Commission reports its actions, including 
final decisions, in minutes of its meetings posted on the County’s website for 
commission publications. 

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

According to data posted by the Sheriff’s Department, it deployed its Unmanned Aircraft 
Systems (UAS) 34 times between October 1 and December 31, 2025. The Office of 
Inspector General continues to recommend that the Sheriff’s Department provide more 
specific information regarding the use of UAS for a “high risk tactical operation.” 
Circumstances justifying use of a UAS might include exigent circumstances, a 
reasonable suspicion that a crime is occurring, probable cause to conduct a search, or 
the execution of a search warrant. The law recognizes these reasons for conducting a 
search as legal under the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution, which 
does not have an exception for a warrantless search based on a “high risk tactical 
operation.” Historically, members of the public have supported drone usage in law 
enforcement but have requested the activity be limited to areas of the most benefit to 
life and safety and that safeguards be in place to avoid usage encroaching into areas 
which are likely to result in excessive invasion of privacy. Imprecise categories and 
limited information can result in law enforcement action that undermines public trust. 

Status of the Sheriff’s Department’s Adoption of an Updated Taser Policy and 
Implementation of a System of Tracking and Documenting Taser Use 

Status of Taser Policy Implementation and Training 

On October 3, 2023, the Board of Supervisors (Board) passed a motion instructing the 
Sheriff’s Department to revise its Taser policies and incorporate best practices from 
other law enforcement agencies to ensure its policies complied with State and Federal 
law. The motion directs the Office of Inspector General to include in its quarterly reports 
to the Board the status of the Sheriff’s Department updated Taser policy, deputy 
compliance with updated policies and training, and documentation on the Department’s 
Taser use. 

The Sheriff’s Department reported the following information regarding training and 
policy implementation to date: 

https://lacounty.gov/government/departments-commissions-and-agencies/commission-publications/?department=compub&lang=&querytext=*&searchTerm=1&deptType=com&agency=Civil+Service&Minutes=1&rowsPerPage=10
https://lasd.org/transparency/uasreports/
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/184552.pdf
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• The Department reported that from the Phase 1 purchase of 3,197  
Taser 10s, approximately 2,965 are currently deployed.6 

 
• The Tasers approved for use by the Department are the Taser 10, the 

Taser X26, and the Taser 7. The intention is to phase out the Taser X26 
and the Taser 7. 

 
Tracking Taser Use 

In May 2024, the Sheriff’s Department launched a web dashboard reporting Taser 
usage by date range with options to narrow the results by practice area (such as Patrol 
or Custody), patrol station or facility, incident type, or city. Beginning in July 2024, the 
Department began including in that data the “Result of the Use of Force” (i.e., whether 
the use resulted in serious injury or death). The Sheriff’s Department provided the 
following information for Taser usage:7 

• Since the deployment in 2024 there were approximately 326 field uses, including 
four jail uses with a reported 88% effectiveness rate.8 

• During the 4th quarter there were 75 Taser uses: four in Custody and 71 in Patrol 
Operations. 

 

6 This section on Tasers includes the information reported by the Sheriff’s Department for the quarter covered in 
this report and does not include information reported previously. For information reported previously, see: Reform 
and Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department - July through September 2025, Reform and 
Oversight Efforts - Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department - April through June 2025 and Report on the Sheriff's 
Department's Taser Policy, Training, and Usage. 

7 In a letter in response to a validation draft of this report, the Sheriff’s Department noted that the statistics 
presented “reflect only Taser 10 activity rather than all conducted-energy weapon (CEW) usage across the 
Department. More specifically, the figures provided, such as total field uses, effectives rate, patrol vs. custody 
deployment, and signal activations, are all specific to the Taser 10 rollout and do not represent the full scope of 
Taser use in the Department.” The report includes the information provided to the Office of Inspector General by 
the Department albeit in response to questions posed by us. Previous corrections were made to this section based 
on informal feedback from the Department, but the letter is the first time OIG was informed of this discrepancy. In 
the future, OIG requests that information on all Taser uses be provided for inclusion. The first sentence in this 
section contains a hyperlink to the Department’s dashboard with the most accurate information. Finally, the bullet 
points in the report note that the BWC Unit tracks only Taser 10 usage while the dashboard tracks all usage. 

8 According to the Sheriff’s Department, effectiveness is determined by the assessment that a suspect was 
subdued as a result of the Taser usage. 

https://lasd.org/taser-reports/
https://lasd.org/taser-reports/
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/8a7176e5-5796-4d20-8cb6-489b8892a0c8/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20July%20to%20September%202025_Final_LASD.docx.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/8a7176e5-5796-4d20-8cb6-489b8892a0c8/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20July%20to%20September%202025_Final_LASD.docx.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d0eda903-b44c-4d03-850a-bb7c5e1d65e1/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20April%20to%20June%202025_Final_BOS%20Agenda_LASD.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d0eda903-b44c-4d03-850a-bb7c5e1d65e1/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20April%20to%20June%202025_Final_BOS%20Agenda_LASD.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/b2957d55-f4cb-4469-a955-53e322c4db4d/Report%20on%20the%20Sheriff%27s%20Department%27s%20Taser%20Policy%2C%20Training%2C%20and%20Usage.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/b2957d55-f4cb-4469-a955-53e322c4db4d/Report%20on%20the%20Sheriff%27s%20Department%27s%20Taser%20Policy%2C%20Training%2C%20and%20Usage.pdf
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• The Department reports that in the 21 incidents (28%) an individual was armed 
with a weapon. Two of these 21 incidents involved a firearm, 10 involved a knife 
and 9 involved another weapon. 

• 50 Phase 1 Taser 10s have been deployed in Custody Division in Men’s Central 
Jail and Inmate Reception Center. 

• Each Taser 10 is equipped with technology that signals the BWC to activate 
when a deputy turns off the Taser 10’s Safe Mode as the deputy readies the 
Taser to fire. The Department reported four such activations, referred to as signal 
activations, during this quarter.9 All four signal activations were for Tasers used 
in a custody setting. Due to the recent implementation of body-worn cameras in 
custody facilities, staff may still be getting used to activating the cameras.10 

• The Sheriff’s Department Body-Worn Camera Unit tracks only Taser 10 usage, 
while the Department’s dashboard tracks all Taser usage. 

Semi-Annual Report on Implementation of the Family Assistance Program 

The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors established the Family Assistance 
Program (Family Assistance), first in 2019 as a one-year pilot that it later made 
permanent, with the aim of 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 
Office of Inspector General reports semi-annually on Family Assistance in its quarterly 
reports on the Sheriff’s Department. 

Family Assistance Status 

On February 8, 2024, the administration of Family Assistance officially transitioned from 
the Department of Mental Health (DMH) to the Office of Violence Prevention (OVP) 

 

9 Per Sheriff’s Department policy, a deputy should activate their BWC in advance of enforcement or investigative 
contact. In those incidents where the TASER 10 was deployed but no signal activation occurred, it was because the 
deputy’s BWC was already recording. Per a response from the Department, the signal activation feature on the 
TASER 10 serves as a fail-safe to account for situations that unfold rapidly, where a deputy may need to react 
immediately for officer safety before manually activating the BWC. It also functions as a secondary safeguard in 
cases where the BWC was not activated as required.  

10 In patrol operations deputies are trained to activate the camera when interacting with civilians. Because custody 
staff interact with incarcerated persons throughout the day, the training for activating the cameras is not quite as 
straightforward. 

https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/137723.pdf
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/137723.pdf
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within the Department of Public Health (DPH), pursuant to the plan to make Family 
Assistance permanent as recommended to the Board in 2022.11 OVP has a webpage 
with an overview of Family Assistance with links to the Family Assistance brochure in 
English and in Spanish and to the Family Assistance Application Form. DPH reported to 
the Board on the OVP Family Assistance Program in its report dated August 26, 2025, 
Permanent Funding and Implementation of the Family Assistance Program. 
Additionally, Family Assistance received a National Association of Counties (NACO) 
Achievement Award, a national recognition for innovative county government programs. 

In March 2024, OVP formed a multidisciplinary work group that meets monthly to 
discuss program design and implementation, protocols, eligibility criteria, and reviews 
cases. The work group includes representatives from the Sheriff’s Department, the 
Department of Medical Examiner’s (DME), the Office of Inspector General, the Sheriff 
Civilian Oversight Commission (COC), Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office, 
Department Mental Health (DMH), Los Angeles County Correctional Health Services, 
and Los Angeles Office of the County Counsel. In collaboration with the workgroup 
partners, OVP drafted Family Assistance protocols. An updated draft of the protocols 
was circulated in December 2025 with a request for feedback to be submitted by 
January 9, 2026. The protocols are expected to be approved in February 2026.  

Family Assistance Service Data 

OVP reports that from July 1, 2025, to December 31, 2025, OVP was notified of  
30 deaths to individuals under the jurisdiction of the Sheriff’s Department. Out of these 
30 deaths, 25 individuals lost their lives while in a custody facility and the remaining five 
individuals died due to a fatal use of force incident in the community. Three of the 
deaths were due to shootings by Sheriff’s Department deputies and two involved uses 
of force by other agencies for which the Sheriff’s Department Homicide Bureau assisted 
in the investigation.12 OVP engaged with all 30 families referred to Family Assistance 
and each family received at least one of the following services: program information and 
access, crisis intervention, grief counseling, financial assistance, case management, 
advocacy, and referrals to additional resources. OVP distributed burial expenses to 

 

11 See 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 (Item No.14, Agenda of July 9, 2019 and 
Item No. 9, Agenda of October 19, 2021) (Feb. 22, 2022). 

12 The Sheriff’s Department Homicide Bureau sometimes assists other local agencies with homicide investigations 
including officer-involved shootings. The two agencies that the Department assisted for the last two quarters of 
2025 are South Gate Police Department and Claremont Police Department. 

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/ovp/FAP.htm
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/ovp/docs/FAP/English_2024_FAP%20Brochure%20(Trifold%20Brochure).pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/ovp/docs/FAP/English_2024_FAP%20Brochure%20(Trifold%20Brochure).pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/ovp/docs/FAP/SPAN_2024_FAP%20Brochure%20(Trifold%20Brochure).pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/ovp/docs/FAP/APPLICATIONFORFUNERALEXPENSES032624.pdf
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/bc/1191373_PermanentFundingandImplementationoftheFamilyAssistanceProgram_Item19_BoardAgendaofApril19_2022_.pdf
https://lacounty.gov/2025/07/15/los-angeles-county-department-of-public-health-receives-20-national-achievement-awards/
https://lacounty.gov/2025/07/15/los-angeles-county-department-of-public-health-receives-20-national-achievement-awards/
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/c810036b-6813-4b46-bc34-ace8cb92df0d/REPORT%20BACK%20ON%20PERMANENT%20SUPPORT%20FOR%20FAMILIES%20AFFECTED%20BY%20LOS%20ANGELES%20COUNTY%20SHERIFFS%20DEPARTMENT.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/c810036b-6813-4b46-bc34-ace8cb92df0d/REPORT%20BACK%20ON%20PERMANENT%20SUPPORT%20FOR%20FAMILIES%20AFFECTED%20BY%20LOS%20ANGELES%20COUNTY%20SHERIFFS%20DEPARTMENT.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/c810036b-6813-4b46-bc34-ace8cb92df0d/REPORT%20BACK%20ON%20PERMANENT%20SUPPORT%20FOR%20FAMILIES%20AFFECTED%20BY%20LOS%20ANGELES%20COUNTY%20SHERIFFS%20DEPARTMENT.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/c810036b-6813-4b46-bc34-ace8cb92df0d/REPORT%20BACK%20ON%20PERMANENT%20SUPPORT%20FOR%20FAMILIES%20AFFECTED%20BY%20LOS%20ANGELES%20COUNTY%20SHERIFFS%20DEPARTMENT.pdf
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sixteen families, with expenses ranging from $1,000 to $7,500 per family, totaling 
approximately $86,810 for the period.  

The Office of Inspector General previously reiterated the recommendation by DPH that 
the County align the burial expense limit with the state’s California Crime Victim 
Compensation Board limit of $12,818. At its November 18, 2025 meeting, the Board 
approved a motion to increase the Family Assistance’s funeral expense reimbursement 
cap from $7,500 to $12,818 to align with current state Victim Compensation Board cap.  

Rosas Compliance 

The Court appointed monitors for the Rosas Settlement Agreement evaluated 
compliance with the Action Plan for the period of January 1, 2024 to June 30, 2024 in a 
report to the court dated October 15, 2025. The Panel’s Fifteenth Report, noted 
significant progress towards compliance with the settlement agreement including noting 
the Sheriff’s Department’s issuance of clear and specific use-of-force policies applicable 
in the Department’s custody facilities and using its force-review systems to focus on 
decreasing overall uses of force in the Department’s Downtown Jail Complex. The 
report notes that the parties have been working to develop plans to achieve compliance 
in four key areas: 

(1) eliminating impermissible head strikes; (2) proper use of the WRAP 
Restraint;13 (3) appropriate utilization of force avoidance and de-
escalation techniques; and (4) accountability.14 

In particular, the monitors note that this fifteenth report highlights two key areas 
necessary for achieving Rosas compliance: 

 

13 Custody Division Manual section 7-03/050.00 WRAP RESTRAINT describes the WRAP restraint: The WRAP 
restraint device (manufactured by Safe Restraints, Inc.) is a Department approved security restraint device 
authorized for use within the Custody Services Division. The WRAP restraint device immobilizes the body and 
restricts the inmate's ability to kick. The WRAP restraint device restrains the inmate in an upright position and puts 
the inmate in a position for transport or movement. Use of The Wrap restraint, especially on an agitated person, 
has been questioned by some use-of-force experts. A recent report by Bloomberg law identified 41 incidents in 
which law enforcement officers used The Wrap restraint on someone who died and that in 32 of those deaths the 
manufacturer’s instructions were followed. The Office of Inspector General recommends that the Sheriff’s 
Department review the report by Bloomberg Law and consider opinions of use-of-force experts to assess whether 
it would be a better practice to ban use of The Wrap. (See Alexia Fernández Campbell and Umar Farooq, ‘I Can’t 
Breathe.’ Police Use Restraint With Fatal Results, Bloomberg Law (January 23, 2026). 

14 Panel’s Fifteenth Report at page 2. 

https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/sop/1196997_111825.pdf?utm
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/209795.pdf?utm
https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/Transparency_Rosas_Settlement_Agreement.pdf
https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Transparency_Settlements_Rosas_Panel_15th_Report_10152025.pdf
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/us-law-week/i-cant-breathe-police-use-restraint-with-fatal-results
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/us-law-week/i-cant-breathe-police-use-restraint-with-fatal-results
https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Transparency_Settlements_Rosas_Panel_15th_Report_10152025.pdf
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(1) eliminating impermissible head strikes and (2) developing an 
effective system of accountability for impermissible uses of force.15 

In noting the Department’s resistance to opening administrative investigations for 
possible use-of-force violations the report notes: 

The Panel continued to encounter resistance from Department leaders 
to opening administrative investigations in the face of apparent use of 
force violations, including impermissible head strikes. This resistance 
has been communicated in certain meetings with Department leaders 
and is highlighted by several cases reviewed by the Panel in the 
Fifteenth Reporting Period. Of the 50 cases the Panel reviewed for the 
Fifteenth Reporting Period, the Department used head strikes in 15 
cases. The Panel found the Department’s actions in 8 of the 15 cases 
met the criteria for 2.6 and were therefore compliant. In the 7 remaining 
cases, the Department concluded the actions of staff were objectively 
reasonable and within Departmental policy in all seven.16 

Contrary to the Department’s findings, the monitors found that in these seven cases, the 
head strikes violated Departmental policy. In a December 16, 2025 letter from the ACLU 
to the Board of Supervisors, the ACLU calculated that the monitors find head-strike 
violations 15 times more than the Sheriff’s Department.  

The monitoring report points out that unlike other law enforcement agencies, the only 
Department members who are permitted to request an administrative investigation are 
Department Chiefs. In response to a draft of this report, the Sheriff’s Department 
clarified that while only Department Chiefs may request an administrative investigation 
by IAB, unit commanders or higher-ranking executives have the authority to order 
administrative investigation conducted at the unit level. Nevertheless, the monitors 
identified the limitation on opening IAB investigations as a cultural problem, noting that 
some supervisors believe that identifying and referring a policy violation that could lead 
to an administrative investigation is not being “supportive” of staff.17 The Office of 
Inspector General agrees with this assessment as well as with the assessment in the  

 

15 Panel’s Fifteenth Report at page 2. 

16 Panel’s Fifteenth Report at page 6. 

17 Panel’s Fifteenth Report at page 7. 

https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d182568d-e081-4b9e-a7f2-e5a9a8147b61/25.12.16%20Letter%20to%20BOS%20re%20Rosas%20compliance.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d182568d-e081-4b9e-a7f2-e5a9a8147b61/25.12.16%20Letter%20to%20BOS%20re%20Rosas%20compliance.pdf
https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Transparency_Settlements_Rosas_Panel_15th_Report_10152025.pdf
https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Transparency_Settlements_Rosas_Panel_15th_Report_10152025.pdf
https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Transparency_Settlements_Rosas_Panel_15th_Report_10152025.pdf
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panel’s report that the practice of having the facility where the force was used conduct 
the investigation “does not offer the independence that the Panel had hoped for and 
recommended.”18 

To achieve compliance with the Rosas Settlement Agreement, investigations must be 
unbiased and rigorous, and discipline must be imposed. Additional information on 
compliance and achieving compliance in the remaining provisions of the Action Plan are 
fully discussed in the Panel’s Fifteenth Report. The Office of Inspector General 
recommends that the Sheriff’s Department consider the report and implement the 
changes necessary to achieve compliance. 

Sheriff’s Department’s Cooperation with Federal Immigration Authorities 

In 2017, during President Trump’s first term, the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors requested the Office of Inspector General to review, analyze, and make 
recommendations regarding the Sheriff’s Department’s policies as they relate to 
immigration issues. From 2017 to 2020, the Office of Inspector General issued several 
reports on the matter.19  

While the Sheriff’s Department has policies that limit cooperation with federal authorities 
on immigration enforcement, data collected by the Sheriff’s Department is sometimes 
accessed by or provided to the federal government upon request and such data may 
have the effect of assisting immigration authorities without the intent to do so.20  

To date, the Office of Inspector General has not identified any data that has been used 
to assist the federal government with immigration enforcement. 

 

18 Panel’s Fifteenth Report at page 7. 

19 See Immigration: Public Safety and Public Trust  (October 2017); First Report Back on the Sheriff’s Department’s 
Adherence to Policies Regarding Cooperation with Immigration Authorities (June 2018); Second Report Back – 
Sheriff’s Adherence to Policies Regarding Cooperation with Immigration Authorities (November 2018); Inspector 
General’s Monitoring of Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department’s Cooperation with Immigration Authorities 
(February 2019); and Report Back on Truth Act Forum – LASD Inmate Locater System and Public Access to Inmate 
Release Information (December 2019). 
 
20 The Sheriff’s Department’s formal response to the validation draft of this report notes that it “does not 
proactively transfer data to federal immigration authorities and operates in compliance with the California Values 
Act, Senate Bill 54, which limits cooperation with federal immigration enforcement activities.” The entire letter 
sent in response to the draft of this report is included at the end of this report. 

https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Transparency_Settlements_Rosas_Panel_15th_Report_10152025.pdf
https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Transparency_Settlements_Rosas_Panel_15th_Report_10152025.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/b5ee7d29-356c-4299-8653-ec75bc3d49dd/Immigration_Public%20Safety%20and%20Public%20Trust_Rev.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/359ead6b-d647-480d-9e03-3338d52ce34e/Sheriffs%20Departments%20Adherence%20to%20Policies%20Regarding%20Cooperation%20with%20Immigration%20Authorities.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/359ead6b-d647-480d-9e03-3338d52ce34e/Sheriffs%20Departments%20Adherence%20to%20Policies%20Regarding%20Cooperation%20with%20Immigration%20Authorities.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d8b26b60-e525-4f78-8a78-93a16d530034/November%205%2C%202018_Quarterly%20Report%20Back%20Immigration.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d8b26b60-e525-4f78-8a78-93a16d530034/November%205%2C%202018_Quarterly%20Report%20Back%20Immigration.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/294a687e-2aff-4702-a878-91de3cc16890/2-12-19%20Immigration.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/294a687e-2aff-4702-a878-91de3cc16890/2-12-19%20Immigration.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/3ee0944b-c5df-4fea-85c6-4582df748fab/TruthActReportBack.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/3ee0944b-c5df-4fea-85c6-4582df748fab/TruthActReportBack.pdf


 

14 

 

Joint Regional Intelligence Center 

The Sheriff’s Department is part of the Joint Regional Intelligence Center (JRIC). Office 
of Inspector General staff met with Sheriff’s Department and JRIC staff to discuss what, 
if any, information is provided through JRIC to federal authorities regarding immigration 
enforcement. According to the information provided, no information related to the 
immigration status individuals or relating to immigration enforcement is provided by any 
Sheriff’s Department personnel to the federal government through JRIC. 

In response to the attacks of September 11, 2001, the Department of Homeland 
Security established fusion centers across the United States. A fusion center is intended 
to be “[a] collaborative effort of two or more agencies that provide resources, expertise, 
and information to the center with the goal of maximizing the ability to detect, prevent, 
investigate, and respond to criminal and terrorist activity.”21 In late 2005, the Sheriff’s 
Department, Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD), the United States Attorney’s 
Office for the Central District of California, the California Department of Justice, and the 
FBI signed a Memorandum of Understanding to create the first fusion center in 
Southern California – the Joint Regional Intelligence Center (JRIC).22 Today, there are 
approximately 80 fusion centers nationwide, with JRIC being one of the largest, second 
only to New York in terms of both the volume of information processed and the area that 
it is responsible for handling. JRIC covers six counties – Los Angeles, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, and Ventura – covering nearly 40,000 
square miles, approximately 16 million residents, and more than 200 public safety 
agencies, including law enforcement, fire services, and public health partners.23  

From its inception, the intent of JRIC has been to “improve coordination and intelligence 
sharing by putting all the important players together-not on a conference call or in a 
warren of cloistered cubicles, but in an open, collaborative bullpen that encourages 
back-and-forth exchanges.”24 This bullpen is located in an FBI provided office space in 
Norwalk. Housed within this facility are representatives from the Sheriff’s Department, 
the LAPD, the FBI, and U.S. Customs and Border Protection, among others.  

 

21 Global Justice Information Sharing Initiative, “Baseline Capabilities for State and Major Urban Areas Fusion 
Center, A Supplement to the Fusion Center Guidelines,” United States Department of Justice (September 2008).  
 
22 Joint Regional Intelligence Center (JRIC) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), October 3, 2005. 
 
23 Joint Regional Intelligence Center, “About the JRIC.” 
 
24 Federal Bureau of Investigation, “Hand-to-Hand Cooperation Intel Sharing Without Walls,” August 14, 2006. 
 

https://bja.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh186/files/media/document/baseline_capabilities_for_state_and_major_urban_area_fusion_centers.pdf
https://bja.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh186/files/media/document/baseline_capabilities_for_state_and_major_urban_area_fusion_centers.pdf
https://documents.law.yale.edu/sites/default/files/JOINT%20REGIONAL%20INTELLIGENCE%20CENTER%20MOU-ocr.pdf
https://www.jric.org/default.aspx?MenuItemID=265&MenuSubID=111&MenuGroup=Public+Home
https://archives.fbi.gov/archives/news/stories/2006/august/jric081406
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The Sheriff’s Department, LAPD, and the FBI comprise the largest of the participating 
entities at JRIC. 

JRIC is governed by a board and managed by an Executive Director. The Governance 
Board is “responsible for determining JRIC’s direction, setting policy, and maintaining 
accountability for the actions of JRIC.”25 The Board meets quarterly and includes among 
others, representatives from the FBI, Los Angeles Area Fire Chiefs Association, 
Sheriff’s Department, LAPD, Long Beach Police Department, and the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health. The Board is tasked with identifying, agreeing 
upon, and articulating JRIC’s goals and objectives. 

JRIC does not conduct criminal investigations. When JRIC receives a tip, it adheres to 
applicable state, local, and federal guidelines for analyzing and documenting the 
information, as set forth in 28 Code of Federal Regulations Part 23.26 All new tips 
entered into the system must be evaluated, scored, and rated in accordance with these 
guidelines. Information may only be retained if it is supported by a tip or lead based on 
reasonable suspicion or a criminal predicate.  

If a tip includes information related to a person’s immigration status or status as an 
undocumented immigrant, that information is neither entered into the database nor 
disseminated unless it is directly relevant to a criminal investigation. When a tip is 
submitted online, the user will receive a prompt asking whether the information provided 
by the user relates to immigration enforcement and advises the user that state and local 
laws prohibit law enforcement agencies from using their resources to support federal 
immigration enforcement.  

All tips are automatically purged from the system within a year, and after staff review.27 
If information is deemed relevant and incorporated into an intelligence file, it is assigned 
a five-year review date to determine if the data is still relevant or if it can be deleted after 
that time.28 All of this activity is input into a database, which is maintained by the 
Sheriff’s Department. Any activity within the database is fully captured through an audit 
trail to ensure accountability and compliance.  

 

25 Letter from Robert Luna, Los Angeles County Sheriff, to Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (Nov. 7, 2023), 
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/185455.pdf. 
 
26 Bureau of Justice Assistance, “28 CFR Part 23 A Guide to Criminal Intelligence Policies,” United States 
Department of Justice, October 25, 2022. 
 
27 Robert Fox, Los Angeles Joint Regional Intelligence Center, [PowerPoint slides]. 
 
28 Ibid. 

https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/185455.pdf
https://28cfr.ncirc.gov/documents/28-CFR-Part-23-Overview.pdf
https://28cfr.ncirc.gov/documents/28-CFR-Part-23-Overview.pdf
https://www.brennancenter.org/sites/default/files/analysis/LA_JRIC_POWERPOINT.pdf?inline=1
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The Sheriff’s Department maintains JRIC’s databases and serves as the fiduciary for 
the funds used to operate and sustain the center. JRIC is funded primarily through 
grants provided by Urban Area Security Initiative, administered by the Department of 
Homeland Security and the Federal Emergency Management Agency. The Sheriff’s 
Department has assigned one lieutenant, two sergeants, one deputy, and one civilian 
administrative employee to manage these grants and to provide training to law 
enforcement as outlined by JRIC’s mission. Through its management of both the 
funding and the database, each of which is critical to the operation of JRIC, the Sheriff’s 
Department plays an integral part in JRIC’s day-to-day operation.  

Pursuant to the original Memorandum of Understanding executed in 2005, and 
reaffirmed through subsequent signed iterations/updates, personnel assigned to JRIC 
remain subject to the rules, regulations, laws, and policies of their respective home 
agencies. All California agency designees working at JRIC are required to comply with 
Senate Bill 54, which prohibits the use of state and local resources to assist in federal 
immigration enforcement. In addition, the Sheriff’s Department’s internal policies prohibit 
the sharing of such information with federal law enforcement.  

JRIC is not an investigative entity. Its role is limited to collecting tips and leads and 
disseminating credible information to appropriate participating agency for investigation. 
As the manager of the database, the Sheriff’s Department stated that immigration–
related information is not entered or maintained in the database unless it is directly 
pertinent to a criminal predicate, as defined by federal regulations and state laws. Tips 
that relate solely to immigration enforcement are not entered into the database. Sheriff’s 
Department representatives stated that members assigned to JRIC have not 
participated in the recent federal enforcement activity by ICE and U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection, nor have they disseminated or shared information to assist these 
federal immigration enforcements.  

Sheriff’s Department designees reaffirmed that JRIC’s mission is limited to the 
dissemination of credible criminal and terrorist threat information – its mission does not 
include immigration enforcement activities, particularly those that would violate state or 
local laws, or internal Sheriff’s Department policies. As such, the Sheriff’s Department 
personnel do not share any such information with federal agents.  

Automatic License Plate Readers 

On September 16, 2025, the Board of Supervisors adopted the motion Safeguarding 
Automated License Plate Readers (ALPR) Data to Restore Community Trust and 
Prevent Improper Civil Enforcement. The Board’s aim was to ensure Los Angeles 
County residents “feel safe traveling from place to place without fear that their 
movements are being tracked, stored, and shared in ways that violate their privacy.” In 

https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/207511.pdf
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/207511.pdf
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/207511.pdf
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support of this effort, the Board sent a letter to Governor Gavin Newsom advocating for 
Senate Bill 274.29 If passed, the bill would have limited the retention of non-hit plates to 
60 days, mandated annual audits, and instituted yearly privacy training for ALPR users. 
On October 1, 2025, Governor Gavin Newsom vetoed the bill, stating that it “does not 
strike the delicate balance between protecting individual privacy and ensuring public 
safety.”30  

Anticipating that the Senate Bill may not be adopted, the Board’s motion outlined steps 
the Sheriff’s Department should take independently, to address concerns within 
immigrant communities and prevent erosion of public trust. Among the key action items, 
the Sheriff’s Department was directed to update its ALPR policy. On  
November 10, 2025, the Sheriff’s Department provided the Office of Inspector General 
with a draft of its amended policy. Upon review, the Office of Inspector General found 
that the updated policy incorporated all of the action items required by the Board 
motion. The only concern raised is the timeline for data retention – how long the images 
captured by the ALPR cameras are stored. Even though the Board did not mandate a 
particular retention period, the Board motion expressed a desire for Los Angeles County 
to “lead” the State by adopting the provisions of SB 274. 

Accepting the Board’s directive to reduce the retention period of these stored images, 
the Sheriff’s Department settled on a two-year period; the same retention period as 
LAPD.31 While aligning with the other major law enforcement agency in the  
Los Angeles area is one consideration, the major consideration should be the value in 
retaining the information. In order to find the optimal retention period, what is sometimes 
referred to as the Goldilocks zone, the Office of Inspector General continues to 
recommend that Department conduct a study to determine when the majority of retained 
images provide the most value in preventing crime and apprehending offenders, while 
ensuring all images outside this effective use period are deleted. (See Reform and 
Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department – April through June 2025.) 

 

29 Letter from Los Angeles County Board of Supervisor Hilda L. Solis, Holly J. Mitchell, Lindsey P. Horvath, and  
Janice Hahn to Governor Gavin Newsom (September 17, 2025). 
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/207693.pdf. 
 
30 Letter from Governor Gavin Newsom to Members of the California State Senate (October 1, 2025). 
https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/SB-274-Veto.pdf. 
 
31 Los Angeles Police Department Automated License Plate Recognition Usage and Privacy Policy- Established, 
Section 568.53, Revised by Special Order No. 31.  
 

https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d0eda903-b44c-4d03-850a-bb7c5e1d65e1/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20April%20to%20June%202025_Final_BOS%20Agenda_LASD.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d0eda903-b44c-4d03-850a-bb7c5e1d65e1/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20April%20to%20June%202025_Final_BOS%20Agenda_LASD.pdf
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/207693.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/SB-274-Veto.pdf
https://lapdonlinestrgeacc.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/lapdonlinemedia/2021/11/so31-12-10.pdf
https://lapdonlinestrgeacc.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/lapdonlinemedia/2021/11/so31-12-10.pdf


 

18 

 

For example, if a significant portion of the images remain useful for two years in solving 
crimes, this may justify the Sheriff’s Department’s amended retention period.32 If most 
cases are resolved within a shorter or longer period, it may be the better practice to 
choose a timeframe that serves the purpose of crime solving while respecting privacy 
concerns by deleting images outside of the optimal timeframe. 

Public Records Act Requests to the Sheriff’s Department 

California Public Records Act  

The California Public Records Act (CPRA) is the statute that governs public access to 
government records in California. The legislation was enacted in 1968 and is codified in 
Government Code sections 7920.000-7931.00. The CPRA recognizes that while being 
mindful of privacy concerns, to promote transparency in government, “access to 
information concerning the conduct of the people’s business is a fundamental and 
necessary right of every person.”33  

Upon request, government entities must disclose records to the public, unless the 
CPRA provides a specific reason for not providing the information, referred to as an 
exemption. For example, personnel or medical files are exempt from disclosure for 
privacy concerns.34 Records related to pending litigation where the agency is a party 
are also exempt from disclosure.35 Outside of a specific exemption, the government 
agency  

 

32 Cities that installed fixed cameras in some of the jurisdictions patrolled by the Sheriff’s Department have 
retention periods that are not aligned with the proposed Sheriff’s Department policy. For example, Santa Clarita 
requires all ALPR data from fixed cameras, which the city funded, to be deleted within 30 days. (See Perry Smith, 
City OKs contract to help LASD with license-plate readers, The Santa Clarita Valley Signal (November 13, 2024.) This 
misalignment in retention periods means that residents may have greater privacy protections in some areas as 
opposed to others and makes transparency difficult. The Sheriff’s Department faces a unique challenge compared 
to other local agencies in the greater Los Angeles area, as it provides contract services to multiple cities and must 
honor each of their contract cities’ retention, a complexity that agencies like the LAPD do not encounter. This 
misalignment should be another policy consideration when determining the optimal retention period. 

33 Government Code § 7921.000. 

34 Government Code § 7927.700.  

35 Government Code § 7927.200.  

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayexpandedbranch.xhtml?article&chapter&division=10.&part&title=1.&tocCode=GOV&utm_
https://signalscv.com/2024/11/city-oks-contract-to-help-lasd-with-license-plate-readers/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&division=10.&title=1.&part=2.&chapter=1.&article=
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=7927.700.&lawCode=GOV
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=7927.200.&lawCode=GOV
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may attempt to justify withholding a record under the catch-all exemption balancing test 
when “the public interest served by not disclosing the record clearly outweighs the 
public interest served by disclosure of the record.”36  

Peace Officer Records 

Specific provisions of California law apply to the disclosure of peace officer records. 
Historically, peace officer personnel records were considered confidential and exempt 
from disclosure under the CPRA pursuant to Penal Code section 832.7.  

However, peace officer names, employing departments, and the dates of employment 
are required to be disclosed because this information is not “personal data” within the 
meaning of Penal Code section 832.8(a), which defines “personnel records” as used in 
section 832.7. In Commission on Peace Officer Standards & Training v. Superior Court 
(2007) 42 Cal.4th 278, 299, the court noted: 

We find no indication that the Legislature, in adopting sections 832.7 
and 832.8, was concerned with making confidential the identities of 
peace officers or the basic fact of their employment. Rather the 
legislative concern appears to have been with linking a named officer to 
the private or sensitive information listed in section 832.8. 

Additionally, changes in the law by Senate Bill (SB) 1421, effective January 1, 2019, 
and SB 16, effective January 1, 2022, made certain categories of peace officer records 
nonconfidential and subject to disclosure. Specifically, records may be released related 
to an incident involving the discharge of a firearm at a person by a peace officer or 
custodial officer, where any use of force causes great bodily injury or death, and where 
there is a sustained finding of unreasonable or excessive force, including failing to 
intervene when another peace officer is using unreasonable or excessive force.37 
Records are also disclosable where there is a sustained finding against a peace officer 
for dishonesty in their reporting, investigating, or prosecution of a crime, for dishonestly 
directly relating to reporting or investigating misconduct of another peace officer, for 
committing a sexual assault on a member of the public, for discriminatory conduct, and 
for unlawful arrests or searches.38  

 

36 Government Code § 7922.000.  

37 Penal Code § 832.7(b)(1)(A).  

38 Penal Code § 832.7(b)(1)(A-E).  

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=832.7.&lawCode=PEN
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB1421&utm
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB16
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&division=10.&title=1.&part=2.&chapter=3.&article=1.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=832.7.&lawCode=PEN
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=832.7.&lawCode=PEN
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Sheriff’s Department Deputy Exemption List  

Government agencies may still use the catch-all exemption’s balancing test and 
provisions in Penal Code section 832.7 to withhold peace officer records if “there is a 
specific, articulable, and particularized reason to believe that disclosure of the record 
would pose a significant danger to the physical safety” of the involved peace officer.39 
General assertions about the risks officers face, even after a shooting in which they are 
involved, are insufficient and there must be evidence presented of a specific safety 
concern particularized to the officer seeking exemption from disclosure in order to 
outweigh the public’s interest in disclosure. (See Long Beach Police Officers Assn. v. 
City of Long Beach (2014) 59 Cal.4th 59, 74-75.) The justification for withholding any 
record is made in a “case-by-case balancing process, with the burden of proof on the 
proponent of nondisclosure to demonstrate a clear overbalance on the side of 
confidentiality.” (Long Beach Peace Officers Assn. v. City of Long Beach, supra, at page 
67, citing Michaelis, Montanari & Johnson v. Superior Court (2006) 38 Cal.4th 1065, 
1071.). 

In the past, the Office of Inspector General requested records concerning deputy unit 
assignments and was informed that certain employee names were exempt from public 
disclosure due to a deputy being on the departmental exemption list. Because the 
names of the deputies were given to Office of Inspector General staff, a search on 
Google was conducted for the exempt employees, each of whom was found in the 
search and some of whom were pictured in uniform in news reports or social media.40 In 
response, the Sheriff’s Department determined some employees were improperly noted 
as exempt on the Department’s list. 

This issue is not unique to the Sheriff’s Department. In 2023, LAPD officers filed a 
lawsuit claiming that release of their information and photographs in response to a 
CPRA request put them in danger due to their undercover status.41 Upon review, 
however, many officers were similarly identifiable as LAPD employees via simple online 

 

39 Penal Code § 832.7(b)(6-7).  

40 The Office of Inspector General requested the information on behalf of the Civilian Oversight Commission but 
intended to withhold information for any deputy who qualified as exempt under the law. 

41 Myung J. Chun, Nearly 700 LAPD undercover officers sue city for releasing their photos, Los Angeles Times 
(September 13, 2023).  

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2023-09-13/nearly-700-lapd-undercover-officers-sue-city-for-releasing-their-photos
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=832.7.&lawCode=PEN
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2023-09-13/nearly-700-lapd-undercover-officers-sue-city-for-releasing-their-photos
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searches, negating the claim that disclosure of their status with LAPD put them in 
significant danger. The City Attorney subsequently requested dismissal of the lawsuit.42 

The Office of Inspector General reviewed the Department’s protocols for placing a 
deputy on the exemption list given the concerns that deputies on the list provided in 
response to the Office of Inspector General’s request were not exempt from disclosure. 

The Department uses a system called the Exemption MANagement System (EXMAN) 
to store the information of exempted employees and is in the process of developing an 
updated version called Confidential Operators Verified Enrollment and Roster Tracking 
(COVERT).43 The Department indicates the system aims to ensure a secure, 
transparent, and case-specific electronic process for managing exemption requests and 
disclosures. The exemption list and CPRA requests involving possible exemption of an 
employee’s name are handled by the Office of Constitutional Policing – Risk 
Management Bureau’s (RMB) PRA unit.  

Any Sheriff’s Department employee may request an exemption from having their name 
disclosed in response to a CPRA request. Department members are advised via email 
notifications and bulletins about the legal requirements and process to submit the 
request. In the advisements, the Department indicates that submission of a request 
does not guarantee approval and if the public already knows the person is a 
Department member for example, because they normally work in uniform or are 
identified as a Department member on social media, there is no legal justification for 

 

42 Libor Jany, Many ‘undercover’ officers in lawsuit over LAPD photos are just regular cops, city says,  
Los Angeles Times (November 13, 2024). 

43 In the attached letter response from the Sheriff’s Department, the Department states that “the EXMAN system 
is no longer in use by the Department. The Department has created a new system called COVERT.” The letter goes 
on to state that the COVERT system “has not yet launched, pending testing of the technological system.” This 
report notes the development of COVERT but not its implementation nor the phase out of EXMAN. This 
information was based upon a January 28, 2026 communication from the Department that stated: “The transition 
from ExMan to COVERT is temporarily on hold. Our personnel who create these applications have been focused on 
launching a new PRA tracking system named ReqTrak. We finally launched ReqTrak and are expanding it to 
Custody division. Once that project has been fully finalized, we’ll be reinitiating COVERT. ExMan is still in place and 
is still being used.” While the response letter clarifies that EXMAN is no longer in use, the letter also states the new 
COVERT system has not yet launched. Therefore, it remains unclear from the response what system is in use 
currently given that EXMAN is no longer in use, but COVERT remains in the testing phase. It should also be noted 
that when transmitting drafts of reports to the Department, OIG asks routinely that any corrections to the report 
be provided prior to the Department sending a formal response. OIG depends on the accuracy of information 
received from the Department when we have no way to independently verify the information. No corrections were 
received regarding the information pertaining to PRAs until the Department’s formal response. 

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2024-11-13/city-of-la-officers-city
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placing the employee on the exemption list. The advisements also direct employees to 
submit an exemption request if they are transferred to an undercover assignment. 

A Department member may complete their request to be on the exemption list via an 
online form, which creates an entry in the EXMAN system. In the application, the 
Department member must indicate they are involved in an undercover assignment and 
there are specific threats against them or their family because of that work. 
Alternatively, if the employee does not work undercover but wishes to be on the 
exemption list, the employee must demonstrate that if their association with the 
Department were made public, they would be placed in danger. The Department notes 
that the latter is typically supported by documentation such as protective orders or 
related reports. Departmental guidelines also specify that the fact that an employee 
considers their work location or the population they serve to be dangerous is not in itself 
legal justification for approval. However, the email to Department employees states: 
“[g]enerally, those working in an undercover capacity are exempt.”44 This statement 
could give employees the false impression that working in an undercover capacity 
automatically means they are exempt, rather than still requiring the case-by-case 
analysis as articulated in the case law. (See, Long Beach Peace Officers Assn. v.  
City of Long Beach, supra, at page 67.).45 

The exemption request first goes to the requestor’s unit commander to make a 
preliminary determination. The unit commander can add comments into the EXMAN 
system to support the approval or rejection. If approved by the unit commander, the 
request then goes to the RMB PRA Unit Lieutenant or designee who makes the final 
determination after consulting with County Counsel as needed.  

The EXMAN automated system updates the list regularly based on rejections, 
approvals, and weekly updates on employee transfers and assignments, noting the 

 

44 The Department’s response to this report notes that it does not include a discussion of Assembly Bill 1178. The 
amendments to Penal Code section 832.7 addressed in this legislation “require a court in an action to compel 
disclosure pursuant to specified provisions, in determining whether there is a specific, articulable, and 
particularized reason to believe that disclosure of the record would pose a significant danger to the physical safety 
of a person, to consider whether the particular peace officer is operating undercover and their duties demand 
anonymity.” (Emphasis added.) As noted, being undercover is part of but not the only consideration. OIG staff 
reviewed the current version of Penal Code section 832.7 and thus found it unnecessary to research when certain 
amendments to the code section were made. 

45 It’s unimaginable that deputies working undercover are using their real name, so it is unclear why providing a 
deputy’s name without information that a deputy is working in an undercover capacity would automatically result 
in a threat to that deputy’s safety. Certainly, a request for a photograph of the deputy would put the deputy in 
danger in those circumstances. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260AB1178
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employee’s current position and whether they are approved for an exemption. If there is 
a discrepancy, the EXMAN system will initiate a recertification process that must be 
completed within thirty days. Failure to recertify results in non-exempt status. Any 
exempt personnel who subsequently promote to Captain or above will also 
automatically be set to non-exempt status as such ranks are considered public officials.  

The Office of Inspector General recommends that the Department in consultation with 
County Counsel regularly audit the information stored in EXMAN to 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. 

Law Enforcement Gang Update 

In response to an Office of Inspector General inquiry about the Sheriff’s Department 
identification of any group that meets the definition of a law enforcement gang pursuant 
to California Penal Code section 13670, the Department responded that, to date, no 
such group has been identified.46 The Department reports that there are 10 pending 
administrative investigations with allegations relating to law enforcement gang or deputy 
subgroups. Information provided by the Department with regard to its open 
investigations shows that two of the pending investigations were opened over three 
years ago and three were opened over a year ago. The Department also reported that it 
has referred 213 allegations of participation in a law enforcement gang to the 
Commission on Peace Office Standards and Training (POST).  

After an inquiry by the Office of Inspector General seeking to confirm that the 
Department has not identified any group that qualifies as a law enforcement gang, the 
Department responded that Penal Code section 13670 does not require the Department 
to identify groups by name and notes that “any suggestion that the Department should 
be identifying groups by name is a misreading of the Penal Code section which itself 
states that such groups ‘may identify themselves by a name’ but is not necessary that 

 

46 The Department’s response, which was received on December 26, 2025, explains the status of their 
investigations and cites to Penal Code section 13670. While the response does not explicitly state that no groups 
have been identified, when read as a whole, it is reasonable to conclude that no groups have been identified by 
the Department. The first question and the follow-up question posed to the Department are contained in the 
Department’s follow-up response. The first question also listed 20 names of possible subgroups that might qualify 
as law enforcement gangs and a reference to a possible unnamed subgroup at the Lakewood Station. 

https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/a0eae560-ebec-467d-b76c-31db07d54e24/Response%20to%20120225%20Email%20Re%20PC%2013670.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/85f7d410-e34d-47d6-8d9b-b0fc3c5db0f6/Follow%20Up%20Response%20to%2012.29.25%20OIG%20Email.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/a0eae560-ebec-467d-b76c-31db07d54e24/Response%20to%20120225%20Email%20Re%20PC%2013670.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/85f7d410-e34d-47d6-8d9b-b0fc3c5db0f6/Follow%20Up%20Response%20to%2012.29.25%20OIG%20Email.pdf
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they do.”47 The problem with this explanation is that there are allegations of the 
existence of law enforcement gangs that use names. In fact, the request to the 
Department listed the names of 20 such possible groups. 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. 

In its initial response the Department also noted that “there is no statutory requirement 
or mechanism for reporting alleged groups under POST’s certification and 
decertification process.” But in order to find that a department member belongs to such 
a group and that the group has engaged in “serious misconduct” as defined by the 
statute, it is necessary for the Department to identify the existence of such groups. 
Neither of the Department responses explain why no such group has been identified. 
While it is true that the request asked for the name of any such group, the Department 
could have responded that a group or groups have been identified but that no name is 
associated with the group or groups. But given the number of allegations of the 
existence of such groups with names, one would expect that at least one group with a 
name or even a common symbol has been identified.48  

In fact, the Undersheriff identified the Banditos as such a group in her testimony before 
the Civilian Oversight Commission. See Los County Sheriff’s Department Legal 
Compliance: Deputy Gangs (February 26, 2024) at pages 16-17. The Sheriff’s 
Department reported both to the Office of Inspector General and publicly that two 
deputies were fired for membership in a tattooed subgroup known as the Industry 
Indians and for engaging in conduct associated with the subgroup.49 Given that these 

 

47 The Department’s follow-up response was received on January 6, 2026. The second response also inexplicably 
provides a discourse that a law enforcement gang should not be compared to a criminal street gang as defined in 
the Penal Code section 186.22(f). No such comparison was made nor did the questions asked of the Department 
conflate the two distinct laws. There was no reference by OIG to Penal Code section 186.22(f).  

48 The Sheriff’s response letter included at the conclusion of this report states that the question “was framed in a 
challenging manner.” If OIG poses a question that the Department does not understand, OIG staff welcome a 
discussion to clarify the information being sought. This report in no way claims that the Department is not 
investigating conduct associated with deputy subgroups that might qualify as law enforcement gangs. However, to 
the knowledge of anyone at OIG, the Department has not identified any group that would qualify as a law 
enforcement gang under Penal Code section 13670 by name or otherwise.  

49 The deputies were terminated as discipline for, among other things, a violation of MPP section 3-01/050.83 
Employee Groups which Violate the Rights of Other Employees or Members of the Public. This policy was 
 

 

https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/46e798fa-65b4-4410-ab42-7ae20adbb95c/Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff%27s%20Department%27s%20Legal%20Compliance%20-%20Deputy%20Gangs.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/46e798fa-65b4-4410-ab42-7ae20adbb95c/Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff%27s%20Department%27s%20Legal%20Compliance%20-%20Deputy%20Gangs.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/85f7d410-e34d-47d6-8d9b-b0fc3c5db0f6/Follow%20Up%20Response%20to%2012.29.25%20OIG%20Email.pdf
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/10236/Content/14944
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/10236/Content/14944
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two groups have been publicly referred to by the Sheriff and the Undersheriff in 2024 
that investigations have not led to identifying any group qualifies as a law enforcement 
gang under Penal Code section 13670. 

Outstanding Requests to the Sheriff’s Department 

The Sheriff’s Department provided responses to each of the requests made by the 
Office of Inspector General during the fourth quarter. However, one request remains 
outstanding. The outstanding request is an April 18, 2025 request for additional 
materials responsive to a subpoena duces tecum (SDT) that was served in  
October 2024 and included a request for all documents and information relating to any 
Sheriff’s Department surveillance of any County oversight officials; this follow-up 
request was made after it came to the Inspector General’s attention that surveillance of 
a County oversight official was conducted but information relating to that surveillance, 
including notes and an audio digital tape of an interview, were not provided. 
Although the SDT was served on October 1, 2024, no notes have been provided 
regarding the work of two peace officers alleged to have engaged in surveillance.  

The Sheriff’s Department responded regarding this outstanding request when it was 
referenced in the Office of Inspector General’s report for the third quarter of 2025 with 
the following statement: 

Due to the April 2025 request for additional materials, the Department 
requested that County Counsel retain outside counsel to conduct a 
thorough and independent review of the materials produced and assist 
the Department in locating any additional materials responsive to the 
document request. The request to hire counsel was made soon after 
the April 2025 OIG request, and counsel was ultimately retained in  
July 2025 and continues to work on this matter. 

Outside counsel provided information to the Office of Inspector General on  
September 6, 2025, stating that in comparing the documents received by the Office of 
Inspector General in response to the SDT to the documents produced to them, there 

 

implemented by the previous administration. A policy on Penal Code section 13670 had not been implemented at 
the time the deputies engaged in the misconduct. The firing of the deputies per this policy is discussed in the Office 
of Inspector General’s Report, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department Legal Compliance: Deputy Gangs  
(February 26, 2024) at pages 18 to 21. The Los Angeles Times reported on the firing of the two deputies:  
Keri Blakinger and Alene Tchekmedyian, A bowling alley, a boozy fight and allegations of a new deputy gang in  
Los Angeles (January 11, 2024) and Keri Blakinger, Sheriff’s Department announces long-awaited policy banning 
deputy gangs (September 18, 2024). 

https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/46e798fa-65b4-4410-ab42-7ae20adbb95c/Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff%27s%20Department%27s%20Legal%20Compliance%20-%20Deputy%20Gangs.pdf
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2024-01-11/a-bowling-alley-a-boozy-fight-and-allegations-of-a-new-deputy-gang-in-los-angeles
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2024-01-11/a-bowling-alley-a-boozy-fight-and-allegations-of-a-new-deputy-gang-in-los-angeles
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2024-09-18/sheriffs-department-announces-long-await-policy-banning-deputy-gangs
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2024-09-18/sheriffs-department-announces-long-await-policy-banning-deputy-gangs
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were 2,934 documents that appear not to have been provided to the Office of Inspector 
General.50 Counsel indicated that the 2,934 documents would be provided to the  
Office of Inspector General.  

After multiple inquiries by Office of Inspector General staff as to the status of providing 
the documents, on January 21, 2026, counsel sent an email communication that they 
were reviewing the documents. The email stated: 

We were asked by LASD to compare its records of prior productions to 
OIG with the materials OIG provided us as having been produced by 
LASD and 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. 

No particular privilege was identified in the response. The Office of Inspector General is 
unaware of any privilege that would allow for these documents to be withheld. The Chief 
Deputy, Inspector General sent a response to counsel stating: 

I am not sure what the basis would be to withhold any documents from 
the Office of Inspector General on the basis of a privilege, other than 
possibly attorney-client privilege for communications with counsel 
retained at the expense of Sheriff Luna or Sheriff Villanueva. As special 
counsel to the Board of Supervisors, any opinion from County Counsel 
can, and should, be shared with us. I do know that the Department 
employed Constitutional Policing Advisers who are attorneys, but those 
attorneys are not counsel for the Department and thus any 
communications including those advisers are not privileged. If you could 
provide an explanation, we would greatly appreciate it. Is there any 
explanation as to why you received a greater number of documents you 
received than OIG was given? It’s hard to imagine that there are 2,934 
documents protected by a privilege.  

As far as non-responsive documents, we are requesting those 
documents, as we want to review them to see why the Department 
would give you non-responsive documents when the ask was for the 
documents responsive to the OIG subpoena. 

 

50 The Office of Inspector General provided the documents it received in response to the SDT to outside counsel. 
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In a subsequent communication, outside counsel clarified that they were reviewing the 
2,934 documents to determine whether they were responsive to the subpoena and not 
duplicative of the approximately 6,000 documents produced previously by the Sheriff’s 
Department and reiterated that the documents would also be reviewed for the 
applicability of any privilege.51  

Because no additional materials have yet been provided, it is unknown whether the 
records provided to outside counsel include the notes or audiotape that were referred to 
by Department members. The SDT for these records was made pursuant to the Office 
of Inspector General’s authority under state and County laws. The establishing 
ordinance for the Office of Inspector General, Los Angeles County Code section 
6.44.190, as amended, states the following: 

As part of the Board of Supervisors' duty to supervise the official 
conduct of County officers under Government Code section 25303, 
the Office of Inspector General ("OIG") is created in the Department 
of the Board of Supervisors to promote constitutional policing and the 
fair and impartial administration of justice, and to facilitate the Board 
of Supervisors' responsibility without obstructing the Sheriff's criminal 
investigative function. The OIG's scope includes matters relevant to 
the policies, procedures, practices, and operations of the Sheriff's 
and Probation departments (collectively, the "Departments"). In 
accordance with Government Code section 25303, the OIG shall 
have access to all Departments' information; documents; 
materials; facilities; and meetings, reviews, and other 
proceedings necessary to carry out the OIG's duties under this 
section. (Emphasis added.) 

An inquiry by the Office of Inspector General into surveillance of County officials is 
clearly within the purview of the Office of Inspector General’s oversight function as 
delegated by the Board of Supervisors and expressed in the County ordinance.52 The 

 

51 In its letter responding to this report, the Department notes that it has “undertaken all reasonable efforts to 
identify responsive material.” It should be noted that OIG executive staff were informed by a then-member of the 
Sheriff’s Department’s command staff that a current employee had notes. Those notes are not in the materials 
provided to us, nor has anyone at OIG received an explanation as to why the notes of that employee were not 
provided or even if someone asked the employee for the notes.  

52 Subsection G of the ordinance states that the OIG shall have the authority to undertake an inquiry and audit or 
perform monitoring at the request of the Board of Supervisors, the COC, or the POC, or the Sheriff or the CPO, or 
on its own initiative. (Emphasis added.) 
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only limitation is that the Office of Inspector General may not obstruct any Sheriff’s 
Department criminal investigative function. It is difficult to imagine that receiving and 
reviewing documents could obstruct a criminal investigation, but even if it were possible, 
that reason for noncompliance has not been asserted. The Office of Inspector General 
continues to request that these documents be provided pursuant to the lawful SDT. 

CUSTODY DIVISION 

Jail Overcrowding 

As previously reported by the Office of Inspector General, overcrowding in the  
Los Angeles County jails continues to jeopardize the ability of the Sheriff’s Department 
to provide habitable, humane, and safe conditions of confinement as required by the 
Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S. Constitution.53 

The Los Angeles County jails have a Board of State and Community Corrections 
(BSCC) total rated capacity of 12,404.54 According to the Sheriff’s Department 
Population Management Bureau Daily Inmate Statistics, as of December 31, 2025, the 
total population of people in custody in the Los Angeles County jails was 12,236. As of 
September 30, 2025, the total population of people in custody in the Los Angeles 
County jails was 12,797. 

The table below shows the daily count of people in custody, according to the Population 
Management Bureau Daily Inmate Statistics, at Men’s Central Jail (MCJ), Twin Towers 
Correctional Facility (TTCF), Century Regional Detention Facility (CRDF), Pitchess 
Detention Center – East (PDC-East), Pitchess Detention Center – North (PDC-North), 
Pitchess Detention Center – South (PDC-South), and North County Correctional Facility 
(NCCF) on the last day of the previous four quarters. On these dates, three facilities 
(MCJ, PDC-North, and NCCF) that together account for more than half the 
Department’s jail capacity operated over the BSCC rated capacity.  

 

53 See Fischer v. Winter (1983) 564 F. Supp. 281, 299 (noting that while overcrowding may not be unconstitutional 
in itself, overcrowding is a root cause of deficiencies in basic living conditions, such as providing sufficient shelter, 
clothing, food, medical care, sanitation, and personal safety). 
 
54 The total rated capacity is arrived at by adding the rated capacity for each of the County jail facilities: MCJ 3512, 
TTCF 2432, CRDF 1708, PDC-East 926, PDC-North 830, PDC-South 782, and NCCF 2214. Some portions of the jail 
facilities are not included in the BSCC capacity ratings. When referring to the jail facilities, this report includes only 
the BSCC rated facilities. The rated capacity has not been recently updated and does not take into account the 
pandemic, understaffing, or the deteriorating physical plant of MCJ, meaning that the current safe capacity of the 
Los Angeles County jails is certainly substantially lower than the rated maximum. 
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Facility BSCC 
Capacity 

Facility Count 
3/31/2025 6/30/2025 9/30/2025 12/31/2025 

MCJ 3512 3793 3441 3751 3609 
TTCF 2432 2314 2433 2403 2309 
CRDF 1708 1418 1416 1496 1414 
PDC-East 926 11 7 17 11 
PDC-North 830 1286 1373 1348 1321 
PDC-South 782 423 546 640 611 
NCCF 2214 3010 3148 3142 2961 

Availability of Menstrual Products in the Los Angeles County Jails 

On June 25, 2024, the Board of Supervisors (Board) passed a motion requesting the 
Sheriff’s Department and directing the Office of Inspector General, Sybil Brand 
Commission, and the Sheriff Civilian Oversight Commission to review and report back 
on policies related to the availability and accessibility of menstrual products in the  
Los Angeles County jails, in light of recent legislation, and directing the  
Office of Inspector General to include status on the availability and accessibility of 
menstrual products in its quarterly reports to the Board, until further notice. 55  

In its initial report to the Board, staff from the Office of Inspector General detailed the 
availability of pads, tampons, and panty liners for menstruating individuals. In 
September 2025, the Sheriff’s Department began piloting menstrual cups for 
incarcerated workers and students in dedicated housing modules.56 In response an 

 

55 See Penal Code, § 4023.5(a). (“A person confined in a local detention facility shall be allowed to continue to use 
materials necessary for personal hygiene with regard to their menstrual cycle and reproductive system, including, 
but not limited to, sanitary pads and tampons, at no cost to the incarcerated person.”); Cal. Code Regs., tit 15, 
§ 1265. (“Each menstruating person shall be provided with sanitary napkins, panty liners, and tampons as 
requested with no maximum allowance.”); Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Manual,  
§ 6-15/010.00 Inmate Clothing, Bedding, and Personal Hygiene. (“All menstruating inmates shall have ready access 
to sanitary napkins, panty liners, and tampons.”); Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Unit 
Order, § 5-16-040 Distribution of Personal Care Items. (“Each menstruating inmate housed at CRDF shall be 
provided with sanitary napkins, panty liners, and tampons. All feminine hygiene products shall be readily available 
in a common space within each module or pod setting.”); Penal Code, § 3409(a). (“A person incarcerated…who 
menstruates or experiences uterine or vaginal bleeding shall, without needing to request, have ready access to, 
and be allowed to use, materials necessary for personal hygiene with regard to their menstrual cycle and 
reproductive system, including, but not limited to, sanitary pads and tampons, at no cost to the person.”).  
 
56 Incarcerated persons participating in the Conservation Work Program are housed in module 1700, while those 
enrolled in education services offered by Gender Responsive Services are housed in module 3600. 
 

https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/192698.pdf?utm_content=&utm_medium=email&utm_name=&utm_source=govdelivery&utm_term=
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/0125b616-e014-4f43-97bd-f19207385fbe/Report%20Back%20on%20Ensuring%20Accessibility%20to%20Menstrual%20Products%20in%20the%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Jails%2C%20Patrol%20Lockups%2C%20and%20Court%20Holding%20T.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PEN&sectionNum=4023.5.#:%7E:text=(a)%20Any%20person%20confined%20in,incarcerated%20person%2C%20and%20(2)
https://www.bscc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Title-15-Adults-2024-Effective-7.1.2024.pdf
https://www.bscc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Title-15-Adults-2024-Effective-7.1.2024.pdf
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/12685/Content/20909?showHistorical=True
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/16218/Content/21004
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=3409.&lawCode=PEN
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incident57 noted in the Office of Inspector General’s last report on the availability of 
menstrual products, the Sherrif’s Department revised CRDF Unit Order # 6-01-00 on 
searches and trained reception personnel in December 2025.58 Reception personnel are 
responsible for conducting searches of incarcerated workers after the completion of 
their work shift and all people in custody returning to CRDF following off-site 
transportation. Under the revised unit order, custody personnel must allow menstrual 
cup users access to a toilet prior to being searched in the reception area. Menstruating 
individuals must be given the opportunity to discard menstrual cup contents in the toilet, 
rinse the cup in the sink, and wrap it in a paper towel. In accordance with the former unit 
order, menstruating individuals are then required to enter the B-Scanner in the search 
area. Once the search is complete, menstruating individuals should be provided a new 
menstrual product or allowed to retain possession of their menstrual cup, and, if 
needed, one pair of underwear, and must be allowed to sanitize their hands.  

The Sheriff’s Department reported that it has not received any complaints regarding the 
revised process. However, incarcerated workers reported to Office of Inspector General 
staff that some reception deputies continue to request that they remove their menstrual 
cup in the search area after completing their work shift. One incarcerated worker 
reported being required to do so as recently as late December 2025. Another 
incarcerated worker claimed she was instructed to do the same, but she successfully 
advocated for access to a toilet. Other incarcerated workers stated that some deputies 
do not ask whether they are wearing a menstrual cup and acknowledged not self-
disclosing to avoid possibly being asked to remove it in the search area. 

Between October 1 and December 31, 2025, Office of Inspector General staff 
periodically verified the availability and accessibility of menstrual products at CRDF.59 

 

57 In the incident described, custody personnel instructed an incarcerated worker to remove her menstrual cup 
during a search conducted after she completed her work shift. The menstruating individual reported being denied 
access to a toilet and losing hold of the menstrual cup which resulted in the spillage of menstrual fluid on her legs, 
clothing, and the floor. The incident revealed deficiencies in the search process, which states: “[a]ll inmate workers 
shall be escorted to the CRDF Reception Center to be searched utilizing the B-SCAN at the end of the inmate 
worker’s shift prior to returning to their housing location.” (See Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody 
Division Unit Order, § 5-23-010, Inmate Workers.). 

58 See CRDF Unit Order, # 6-01-00 Protocol for Inmate Searches (version obtained via email). CRDF reception 
personnel were trained on 12/10/2025 (PM shift) and 12/11/2025 (EM and AM shifts). 
 
59Staff from the Office of Inspector General visited modules 3100, 3200, and 3400 (moderate observation housing), 
and 2200, 2300, and 2400 (high observation housing). 
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The need to resupply certain products was addressed with line personnel and resolved 
promptly. 

Moderate and high observation housing. Office of Inspector General staff verified the 
inventory of menstrual pads, tampons and panty liners in all moderate observation and 
high observation housing modules visited during the reporting period.60 Although the 
availability of menstrual products was consistent across housing units, accessibility and 
distribution practices varied. 

In most high observation housing units, menstrual products were available in clear 
plastic bags tied to stair railings in common areas. As previously reported, incarcerated 
people in these housing classifications typically do not have access to common areas 
for most of the day, which may limit their ability to access menstrual products.  

Additionally, when incarcerated persons access common areas in high observation 
housing units, their ability to access products may be further restricted depending on 
whether they remain handcuffed.  

Moderate observation housing units previously employed the same method for making 
menstrual products available. During this reporting period, menstrual products in most 
moderate observation housing units were generally available in cardboard boxes set out 
in common areas. According to custody personnel, trustees, and some people in 
custody, the switch to boxes in these units, and in some instances the placement of 
boxes at the trustee table area, was implemented in response to reports that people in 
custody were hoarding products and removing the clear plastic bags previously used for 
distribution. Incarcerated persons reported mixed experiences with accessibility after 
this change. While many indicated no issues obtaining products, others expressed 
concern about having to request products from incarcerated workers, commonly 
referred to as trustees. This concern was particularly noted in moderate observation 
housing units where supply boxes were placed on, underneath, or behind the trustee 
table. The change reportedly took effect several months ago at the discretion of module 
personnel and trustees. 

Some custody personnel, trustees and other people in custody described persistent 
misuse as primarily involving the use of menstrual pads to clean cells, cushion toilet 
seats, and cover vents. Custody personnel also expressed more serious concerns, 
including the potential for people in custody to conceal contraband inside menstrual 

 

60 See Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Manual, § 5-01/050.10 Housing for Mentally Ill 
Inmates. (“Moderate impairment. Generally requires moderate observation housing (MOH) in jail with mental 
health supervision; Significant impairment. Generally requires high observation housing (HOH) in jail with mental 
health supervision.”). 

https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/12684/Content/13181
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/12684/Content/13181
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products or pose safety risks for those on suicide precautions; however, they were 
unable to provide recent examples to substantiate these concerns. Hoarding was 
attributed by some to a belief that menstrual products are limited and may run out, while 
other people in custody reported needing additional products to manage longer cycles 
and heavier flows. As previously reported, the Sheriff’s Department should avoid limiting 
access to menstrual products based on perceived reasonableness of need. 

To address persistent allegations of hoarding and misuse, custody personnel should 
identify any underlying factors contributing to these reported behaviors. If hoarding 
stems from concerns about future product availability communicating that the products 
will always be available and having the products routinely available can alleviate these 
concerns. For concerns about misuse, having cleaning supplies, ensuring toilet seats 
are in working condition, and regulating the temperature will reduce using the products 
for non-menstrual uses. Providing clear information on inventory, ensuring access to 
necessary materials, and addressing other concerns is the responsibility of staff. 
Regardless of the underlying cause or whether the concerns are substantiated, a lack of 
ready access risks noncompliance with state law, the Board directive, and Sheriff’s 
Department policy. 

Recommendations. As previously recommended, along with the access to products in 
common areas, the Sheriff’s Department should consider resuming cell-to-cell 
distribution of menstrual products to ensure ready access. Relying solely on either 
placing the products in common areas, whether in clear plastic bags or cardboard 
boxes, leaves access largely to the discretion of custody personnel and trustees. 
Combining cell-to-cell distribution with accessible products in common areas would 
improve access and support compliance with state law, the Board directive, and 
Sheriff’s Department policy. Additionally, the Sheriff’s Department should continue to  
re-brief custody personnel on the revised unit order on searches, monitor performance, 
and implement accountability for noncompliance.  

Commissary Prices  

Background 

On July 9, 2024, the Board of Supervisors passed a motion directing the Sheriff’s 
Department to report back on measures taken to ensure commissary prices in the  
Los Angeles County Jails are not excessive and remain comparable with prices for 
groceries and other retail outlets. The motion directed the Office of Inspector General to 
review the Sheriff’s Department’s report back and provide an assessment, which was 
issued on February 6, 2025, entitled Report Back on People Over Profit: Fairness and 
Equity in Commissary Prices for the Los Angeles County Jails.  

https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/193045.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/85a47471-c7e6-4d36-a0a3-03eecdd04e93/Report%20Back%20on%20People%20Over%20Profit%20-%20Fairness%20and%20Equity%20in%20Commissary%20Prices%20%2BLASD%20Reply.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/85a47471-c7e6-4d36-a0a3-03eecdd04e93/Report%20Back%20on%20People%20Over%20Profit%20-%20Fairness%20and%20Equity%20in%20Commissary%20Prices%20%2BLASD%20Reply.pdf
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The motion also directed the Office of Inspector General to provide quarterly updates on 
the Sheriff’s Department’s progress on the removal of the profit mark-ups and reduction 
of prices on commissary items. 

Title 15 Meetings with Keefe Commissary Network 

As noted in previous reports, the vendor for commissary items and vending machines is 
Keefe Commissary Network (Keefe). 
  
The contract requires Keefe to attend monthly Title 15 meetings the County convenes to 
present reports on commissary and vending sales trends and spikes, billing issues, 
complaints submitted by incarcerated people, machine maintenance and reliability, 
security concerns, and any other operational problems identified by the parties. The 
Office of Inspector General attended the Title 15 monthly meeting for November 2025, 
which included representatives from each custodial facility, representatives from phone 
services, and Keefe staff.  
 
At the meeting representatives from the facilities presented concerns. For example, one 
facility needed hot pots, which were previously on back order. Keefe confirmed a large 
order was approved and that the order had been placed when the supply was noted to 
be low in the weeks prior to the meeting. Staff from another facility requested an update 
for maintenance requests for a broken vending machine and out-of-service phones. 
Preparations for the end of the year holiday sales were also discussed. The Department 
is set to receive invoices from Keefe that include sales figures during the holiday season 
in January 2026 and will share that information with the Office of Inspector General. 
 
During the meeting, the representative from CRDF inquired about having hygiene kits, 
also called “fish kits,” available for sale in vending machines to supplement stock 
supplies. The Department indicated they have historically found that hygiene and 
medicinal items are poor sellers in vending machines as indigent persons in custody are 
able to get the kits at no cost.  
 
Ways of increasing stock supplies of hygiene kits should be explored. As previously 
reported, the Department does not always have hygiene kits readily available.61 The 
Department reported there was a tariff and shipping issue on the hygiene kits but is 
working with Keefe to reduce or eliminate delays. In addition to increasing stock and 
eliminating delays in shipment, the Office of Inspector General recommends  

 

61 See Office of Inspector General’s report Reform and Oversight Effort: Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department  
January to March 2023 (June 7, 2023) at page 26. 

https://www.keefegroup.com/products/product-innovation/
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d24230b8-5787-4dc2-af58-d337d28ba429/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff%27s%20Department%20-%20January%20to%20March%202023_Final.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d24230b8-5787-4dc2-af58-d337d28ba429/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff%27s%20Department%20-%20January%20to%20March%202023_Final.pdf
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the Department work with Keefe to identify options for purchasing hygiene kits from 
locations that do not have tariffs imposed as a way to reduce pricing. 
 
The Inmate Welfare Commission (IWC) met in October and December 2025 where 
Keefe reported $5,098.56 in sales for Indigent Hygiene Kits for September 1, 2025 - 
September 30, 2025, and $6,278.21 for October 1, 2025 - October 31, 2025. It is not 
known what the estimated cost is for all kits to be provided free of charge, but the kits 
are necessary for basic hygiene. The Office of Inspector General continues to 
recommend the Department provide all incarcerated persons hygiene kits free of 
charge.62  

Vending Machine Installation 

The Department is also still in the process of installing new vending machines with 
Keefe. The new vending machines are installed and operational at CRDF and the 
transition remains in progress at TTCF and PDC. 

Kosher/Halal Menu Availability 

Regarding the availability of updated Kosher/Halal menus discussed in the Office of 
Inspector General’s report Reform and Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department – July through September 2025, the new menu has not yet been released. 
However, Keefe distributed Kosher/Halal item informational handouts during 
commissary operations in November and again in December 2025. The Department 
reports that the first change order to the new contract that will incorporate the 
Kosher/Halal identifiers into new menus remains in the approval process and will be 
completed before the end of January 2026. The Department directed Keefe to distribute 
additional handouts during January 2026 to ensure Kosher/Halal items continue to be 
readily identifiable to people in custody. 

Jail Employment Opportunities at Century Regional Detention Facility 
  
The Office of Inspector General continues to monitor Century Regional Detention 
Facility’s (CRDF) efforts to provide meaningful opportunities for people in custody to 
participate in therapeutic and rehabilitative programming.  
 

 

62 Reform and Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department – April through June 2025  
(August 26, 2025) at page 34. 

https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/8a7176e5-5796-4d20-8cb6-489b8892a0c8/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20July%20to%20September%202025_Final_LASD.docx.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/8a7176e5-5796-4d20-8cb6-489b8892a0c8/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20July%20to%20September%202025_Final_LASD.docx.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/d0eda903-b44c-4d03-850a-bb7c5e1d65e1/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20April%20to%20June%202025_Final_BOS%20Agenda_LASD.pdf
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In 2021, the Office of Inspector General issued a finding of inequitable racial/ethnic 
representation of people in custody at CRDF participating in credit-earning jail 
employment through the Prisoner Personnel Office (PPO). The Office of Inspector 
General has monitored racial/ethnic representation of inmate workers since, and Black 
women continue to be consistently underrepresented.  
  
The Sheriff’s Department provided data from December 30, 2025, detailing the number 
of people in custody at CRDF engaged in credit-earning jail employment by 
race/ethnicity. A percentage comparison analysis displayed representation percentages 
similar to those reported in previous Office of Inspector General reports. Specifically, the 
data showed: 
  

• Approximately 20% of Inmate Workers were White, compared to approximately 
18% of the CRDF population.63 

• Approximately 15% of Inmate Workers were Black, compared to approximately 
32% of the CRDF population.  

• Approximately 61% of Inmate Workers were Hispanic, compared to 
approximately 46% of the CRDF population.  

• Approximately 4% of Inmate Workers were “Other” race/ethnicity, compared to 
approximately 4% of the CRDF population.  

  
In 2022, the Office of Inspector General recommended that the Sheriff’s Department  
“implement a system that documents reasons for denial of PPO participation, 
documents reasons for elective non-participation, explore ways to promote PPO 
participation for eligible persons, and explore alternative ways of evaluating persons for 
PPO to provide equitable opportunity for participation.” The Department reported that it 
has made efforts to implement these recommendations.  
 
The Department reports that it changed the way that it is capturing data regarding PPO 
participation at CRDF. Consistent with Office of Inspector General recommendations, 
Population Management Bureau (PMB) tracks data documenting denial of PPO 
participation and reasons for elective non-participation.  
 
The Department disqualification data details whether people in custody at CRDF were 
disqualified from participating in the PPO due to their criminal history, current charges, 
mental health level, institutional behavior, keep-away status, medical limitations, 

 

63 Race/ethnicity categorizations reflect those utilized by the Sheriff’s Department when reporting demographic 
data. 

https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/2daf3cdc-6756-491d-96fb-9821a9765420/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-Los%20Angeles%20Sheriff%27s%20Department%20-%20July%20to%20September%202022_Final.pdf


 

36 

 

participation in a program, or security level. The Department’s data shows that, as of 
January 13, 2026, approximately 80 percent of people who were disqualified from 
participating in PPO were restricted from participation due to their criminal charges.  
 
The Department refusal data tracks people in custody who refuse to participate in PPO 
by race/ethnicity. PMB reports that, if a person in custody refuses a work assignment, 
PPO tracks data to contact the person again within 30 days to re-offer a work 
assignment. PMB reports that while most people who initially refuse work assignments 
continue to refuse, a small number of people who initially decline work assignments 
decide to participate in PPO within 30 days of their initial refusal. The data tracking does 
not reflect a unique reason why people in custody refuse PPO participation and simply 
denotes that the person in custody was “not interested.” However, PMB operations staff 
indicated that they will require PPO staff to document explicit reasons why people in 
custody refuse to participate in PPO in future data tracking. The Office of Inspector 
General is of the opinion that documenting specific reasons why people in custody 
decline PPO participation will assist in better identifying barriers to participation.  
 
The Department reports that it has promoted participation in the PPO for eligible people 
in custody housed at CRDF. PMB reports that the PPO worked to increase participation 
by reviewing inmate request forms and conducting comprehensive screenings of the 
CRDF population to identify individuals who may be eligible for work assignments.  
 
The PPO engaged directly with people during town hall meetings at CRDF to explain 
the PPO selection process, describe available positions, and offer adjusted positions 
where appropriate. Prior to PPO engaging in town halls, module deputies were 
responsible for notifying people in custody of PPO selection but were unable to follow 
up with people who refused work assignments. The Department reported that, by PPO 
interfacing with people in custody directly, the PPO has been able to better understand 
PPO participation refusals and potentially adjust PPO position offerings to increase 
participation in the program.  
 
The Department has also developed posters, displayed below, which are posted across 
high-traffic areas at CRDF to educate people in custody about available assignments 
within PPO and how to apply to participate.  
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Finally, the Department reports that it explored alternative ways of evaluating people for 
PPO to provide equitable opportunities for participation. The Department reports that 
two charges, Penal Code section 243(e) and Penal Code section 273.5, both of which 
are crimes related to domestic violence, which previously resulted in automatic 
exclusion from participation in PPO, are now evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
Although the Department acknowledges that this change did not result in a dramatic 
increase in PPO participation, the Department reports that changes in eligibility criteria 
will lead to individualized suitability determinations and may increase diversity amongst 
PPO participants.  
 
The Office of Inspector General recommends that the Department continue to 
undertake these efforts. By tracking and analyzing refusal data, promoting PPO to 
eligible people, and continuing to refine eligibility criteria and make individualized 
determinations for participation in PPO, the Department will likely continue to see an 
increase in eligible workers and heightened diversity in PPO participation at CRDF.  
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In-Custody Deaths  

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 manner of death for seven: five natural, one accidental, and one 
suicide.64 For the remaining death, the finding is not available on the DME website.65 
One person died at MCJ, one person died at CRDF, one person died at TTCF-CTC, 
and five people died at hospitals after being 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.66  
 
Office of Inspector General staff attended the Custody Services Division Administrative 
Death Reviews and the Correctional Health Services Mortality Reviews for each of the 
eight in-custody deaths. The following summaries, arranged in chronological order, 
provide brief descriptions of each in-custody death:   
 
Date of Death: October 21, 2025 
Custodial Status: Sentenced 
On October 21, 2025, people housed in a multi-person cell at MCJ alerted custody staff 
that their cellmate was “man down.” Custody staff, CHS staff, and paramedics rendered 

 

64 During the time for what OIG refers to as the validation process, the time between when the draft report is sent 
to CHS and the Sheriff’s Department and when the response is due to OIG, OIG staff continue to check for updates 
to the DME website. CHS also provides suggested corrections to the report. The information from the DME website 
and CHS was incorporated in the report prior to receipt of the formal letter response from the Sheriff’s 
Department. Thus, some of the information noted in the formal response at the conclusion of this report was 
corrected prior to receipt of the letter from the undersheriff. 

65 In the past, the Office of Inspector General has reported on the preliminary cause of death as determined by the 
Medical Examiner, Correctional Health Services (CHS) 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: natural, accident, suicide, homicide, and undetermined. Natural causes can 
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 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 parenthesis. 

66 Penal Code § 10008 requires that within 10 days of any death of a person in custody at a local correctional 
facility, the facility must post on its website information about the death, including the manner and means of 
death, and must update the posting within 30 days of a change in the information. 

https://lasd.org/transparency/icd/
https://lasd.org/transparency/icd/
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emergency aid, and CHS staff administered Narcan. The person died at the scene. 
Areas of concern include the emergency response and timely administration of Narcan. 
Preliminary manner of death: Unknown. The DME website reflects the manner of death 
as natural, and the cause of death as atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease.  
 
Date of Death: October 22, 2025 
Custodial Status: Sentenced 
On October 21, 2025, a person in custody at CRDF was transported to Martin Luther 
King, Jr. Outpatient Center (MLK OPC) for a higher level of care. On  
October 21, 2025, the person was transferred from MLK OPC to Long Beach Medical 
Center where they were pronounced dead. Areas of concern include CHS’s emergency 
response. Preliminary manner of death: Unknown. The DME website reflects the 
manner of death as accidental, and the cause of death as ruptured aortic dissection and 
hypertensive cardiovascular disease, and an “other significant condition” as 
methamphetamine abuse.  
 
Date of Death: November 7, 2025 
Custodial Status: Sentenced 
On November 7, 2025, custody staff conducting Title 15 safety checks at CRDF found 
an unresponsive person in a single-person cell with a ligature around their neck. 
Custody staff, CHS staff, and paramedics rendered emergency aid and administered 
Narcan. The person died at the scene. Areas of concern include the level of care 
provided by CHS clinicians in determining the decedent’s suicidality. Preliminary 
manner of death: Suicide. The DME website reflects the manner of death as suicide, 
and the cause of death as ligature hanging.  
 
Date of Death: December 5, 2025 
Custodial Status: Pre-Trial 
On December 5, 2025, custody staff distributing lunch at TTCF found an unresponsive 
person in a single-person cell. Custody staff, CHS staff, and paramedics rendered 
emergency aid, and custody staff and CHS staff administered multiple doses of Narcan. 
The person was transported to Los Angeles General Medical Center (LAGMC) and was 
pronounced dead. Areas of concern include custody staff not activating body-worn 
cameras during Title 15 safety checks, CCTV video depicting the decedent falling in his 
cell not being shown during the preliminary death review, and why the decedent, who 
was booked into Sheriff’s Department custody less than 24 hours prior, was not body 
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scanned or strip searched at the Inmate Reception Center (IRC).67 Preliminary manner 
of death: Unknown. The DME website reflects the manner of death as natural, and the 
cause of death as atherosclerotic and hypertensive cardiovascular disease.  
 
Date of Death: December 9, 2025 
Custodial Status: Sentenced 
On November 25, 2025, people housed in a dorm at MCJ alerted custody staff at a 
deputy booth of a “man down” within the dorm. Custody staff, CHS staff, and 
paramedics rendered emergency aid and custody staff and CHS staff administered four 
doses of Narcan. The person was transported to LAGMC and was pronounced dead on 
December 9, 2025. Areas of concern include the quality of Title 15 safety checks and 
the booth deputy’s potential nine-minute delay in requesting emergency aid after being 
notified of the “man down.” Preliminary manner of death: Unknown. The DME website 
reflects the manner of death as natural, and the causes of death as pulmonary 
thromboemboli and deep vein thrombosis of leg.68  
 
Date of Death: December 9, 2025 
Custodial Status: Pre-Trial 
On December 9, 2025, CHS staff were assessing a person housed at TTCF-CTC when 
he stopped breathing and had no pulse. CHS staff and paramedics rendered 
emergency aid and CHS staff administered two doses of Narcan.  
Areas of concern include the emergency response. Preliminary manner of death: 
Unknown. The DME website does not currently have a public record for this death.69  
 
Date of Death: December 10, 2025 
Custodial Status: Pre-Trial 
On December 10, 2025, custody staff and CHS staff returned to a person’s cell at TTCF 
after witnessing the person laying on the floor of the cell approximately 20 minutes prior. 
Custody personnel requested a nurse and gurney to transport the person to the Urgent 
Care Clinic (UCC). After the individual was transported to the UCC, custody staff 
requested fire/paramedics. CHS staff and paramedics rendered emergency aid, and the 
individual was transported to LAGMC where he was pronounced dead. Areas of 
concern include the emergency response, an inquiry as to why the individual was not 

 

67 In its formal response to this report, the Sheriff’s Department notes that the CCTV video was displayed during 
the second death review meeting. 

68 While the DME website notes both the manner and causes of death, the case status is noted as open. 

69 The public record for this death is not posted as the decedent’s next of kin has not been notified. 
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housed at TTCF-CTC for a higher level of care, adherence to policies regarding 
medication refusal, an unfulfilled referral to Addiction Medicine Services, and why the 
decedent, who was booked into Sheriff’s Department custody less than 72 hours prior, 
was not body scanned or strip searched at IRC. Preliminary manner of death: Unknown. 
The DME website reflects the manner of death as natural, and the cause of death as 
diabetic ketoacidosis due to diabetes mellitus; other conditions: effects of fentanyl.  
 
Date of Death: December 29, 2025 
Custodial Status: Pre-Sentenced 
On December 12, 2025, a person in custody with a pre-existing medical condition was 
transported from a medical appointment to LAGMC for a higher level of care. On 
December 29, 2025, the person was pronounced dead. Preliminary manner of death: 
Unknown. The DME website reflects the manner of death as natural, and the cause of 
death as complications of relapsed b-cell acute lymphoblastic leukemia/lymphoma.  

In-Custody Overdose Deaths in Los Angeles County Jails 

On December 19, 2023, the Board of Supervisors passed a motion directing the 
Sheriff’s Department to “[c]ollect and track data outlining narcotics recovery in county 
jail facilities to evaluate the efficacy of drug detection interventions and provide 
information to the OIG,” and [s]trengthen existing policy on increasing and conducting 
more comprehensive searches of the belongings of staff and civilians who enter the 
facility, beyond visual inspections.” The Board also directed the Office of Inspector 
General to report quarterly on the Sheriff’s Department’s progress on these mandates, 
including progress or any recommendations included in Office of Inspector General 
reports, as well as on the number of in-custody deaths confirmed or assumed to be due 
to an overdose, and on any additional recommendations related to in-custody overdose 
deaths.  
 
Of the eight people who died in the care and custody of the Sheriff’s Department 
between October 1 and December 31, 2025, the medical examiner’s final reports, 
including toxicology assessments, do not confirm that any person died due to an 
accidental overdose, but the effects of fentanyl were noted as other effects for the 
December 10, 2025 death summarized in the previous section. Toxicology results 
remain pending for one of the eight deaths and may indicate additional overdose deaths 
once completed. As of this report, the DME has confirmed that nine individuals have 
died due to accidental overdose through the third quarter of 2025.  

https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/186937.pdf
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Tracking and Improving Narcotics Intervention Efforts 

With regard to the directive to the Sheriff’s Department to track narcotics recovery and 
evaluate drug detection interventions, as previously reported the Sheriff’s 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. The Office of Inspector General continues to 
recommend that the Sheriff’s Department examine ways to comply with the Board’s 
directive by standardizing search procedures division-wide, improving reporting 
requirements for staff, and compiling data on detection interventions and seizures using 
existing technologies. 

The Board’s second directive requires that the Sheriff’s Department “[s]trengthen 
existing policy on increasing and conducting more comprehensive searches of the 
belongings of staff and civilians who enter the [jails].” The Sheriff’s Department 
previously reported that its current policy grants the Sheriff’s Department broad 
authority to search staff and civilians entering the jails, so that no changes to existing 
policy are required to implement more comprehensive searches. The Sheriff’s 
Department previously reported that it implemented more frequent unannounced and 
randomized staff searches beginning in May 2024. 
 
The Office of Inspector General continues to engage with the Department to discuss 
potential ways to improve narcotics detection efforts, particularly as it relates to 
preventing and finding narcotics being brought in by employees of the Department, 
CHS, and professional employee visitors, such as independent contractors and vendors 
entering secured facilities. Some of these efforts further examined below include  
(1) training employees on narcotics detection, (2) conducting custody narcotics 
investigations, and (3) recruitment efforts as it relates to screening and background 
investigations for potential new hires. 
 
Narcotics detection training. The Department trains its employees regarding narcotics 
prevention and detection. Search tactics are covered within the ninety-six-hour Use of 
Force training at the Academy. Jail Operations reinforces search of persons policy, 
including Custody Division Manual (CDM) 6-07/010.00 Inmate Searches, which outlines 
how to search a person before placing them in a booking cell and provides guidance on 
identifying suspicious behavior. Deputies are trained in executing searches of people in 

https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/12685/Content/13524?showHistorical=True
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custody. Jail Operations continues to train deputies working in custody assignments on 
narcotics detection tactics, including looking for suspicious activity or considering any 
information they receive.  
 
Deputies 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 ensure access to food, to prevent property from being stolen, or because they 
may be transferred to another facility or released directly from court. Deputies are aware 
that searches of people in custody returning to the facility are important safeguards for 
preventing the introduction of contraband. Court-assigned deputies can provide 
valuable assistance in foiling attempts to smuggle in contraband by detecting 
contraband before inmates are transferred back to jail facilities. 

Fraternization by deputies, civilian employees, and other civilians in the facility 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 or civilian 
with facility access agreeing to bring narcotics or contraband into custodial facilities.70 
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. The CDM also directs 
deputies not to perform any favors or accept any services from incarcerated persons or 
their loved ones and friends. 71 Deputies are trained to report suspicious activity by a 
colleague to their supervisor.72 Regarding potential fraternization between deputies and 
the trustees they supervise, it was indicated that positions are rotated annually, 
sometimes every six months, to prevent close relationships. Typically, a deputy 
supervises three to four trustees working outside the facility at a time. Upon re-entry, 
these trustees are searched. 

There are signs at the checkpoints used by these individuals to enter custody facilities 
regarding the use of clear bags and what items are prohibited inside the facilities, such 
as cellphones. As reported in the Office of Inspector General’s report Reform and 
Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department – July to September 2025, not 
every deputy or professional employee visitor is searched upon entry, searches are not 

 

70 The fraternization by an Office of Inspector General staff member was brought to OIG’s attention by the Sheriff’s 
Department. That person is no longer employed by the Office of Inspector General. 

71 See MPP 3-01/050.84 Fraternization and Prohibited Associations.  

72 The Office of Inspector General encourages investigation of any suspicious activity by members of OIG staff, just 
as OIG would for investigations of Sheriff’s Department employees or anyone with access to the jail facilities. 

https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/8a7176e5-5796-4d20-8cb6-489b8892a0c8/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20July%20to%20September%202025_Final_LASD.docx.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/8a7176e5-5796-4d20-8cb6-489b8892a0c8/Reform%20and%20Oversight%20Efforts%20-%20Los%20Angeles%20County%20Sheriff_s%20Department%20-%20July%20to%20September%202025_Final_LASD.docx.pdf
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/10008/Content/10374?
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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.73 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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The Department follows Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) guidelines 
regarding hiring requirements and background checks for potential new hires including 
standards under Senate Bill (SB) 2 that went into effect January 1, 2022. A person 
cannot be employed as a peace officer if they have a felony conviction in any state or 
were convicted of an offense in another state that would be considered a felony in 
California.74 Government Code section 1031.1 and Penal Code section 832.12 also 
require the Department to review personnel and misconduct files from previous 
employers to examine any disqualifying actions or pending issues.  
 
The Department uses POST’s Background Investigation Manual that includes 
background investigation “dimensions” to be considered in every peace officer 
background investigation that have been incorporated into California Code of 
Regulations, Title 11 section 1953. The dimensions include screening for Integrity, 
Impulse Control/Attention to Safety, Substance Abuse and Other Risk-Taking Behavior, 
Stress Tolerance, Confronting and Overcoming Problems, Obstacles and Adversity, 
Conscientiousness, Interpersonal Skills, Decision-Making and Judgment, Learning 
Ability, and Communication Skills. These dimensions are meant to determine whether 
the candidate possesses the moral character and suitability for law enforcement duties. 
POST audits the background and pre-employment files twice a year.  
 
The Department requests self-disclosure of illicit drug use and considers the time and 
distance from such usage. In terms of connections with friends or family who are gang 
affiliated or incarcerated, the Department asks about the extent of the applicant’s 
contact with these individuals and advises them of the fraternization policy that applies if 
hired. Regarding financial issues, the Department reviews the applicant’s credit report 
and tax returns, as well as tax returns for any business the applicant owns. Essentially, 
the Department looks for patterns of mismanaging money, taking into consideration that 
the pandemic impacted many businesses and increased bankruptcy filings.  
After the interview, a candidate will go through a standard polygraph test. If there are 
any discrepancies noted from the polygraph, the investigator will follow up with a 
discrepancy interview, followed by a specific polygraph test related to the discrepancy. It 
is at this stage that some candidates may be disqualified. 
 
If the investigator passes the applicant, the packet will move on to the team Sergeant, 
followed by the Operations Sergeant, and lastly a three Lieutenant hiring panel. At any 
stage, additional interviews with the applicant may be requested. The entire panel must 
agree to pass the applicant for them to move on to a psychological assessment. The 

 

74 Government Code § 1029.  

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB2
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=1031.1.&nodeTreePath=2.6.1.2&lawCode=GOV
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PEN&sectionNum=832.12.
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://regulations.justia.com/states/california/title-11/division-2/article-5/section-1953/
https://regulations.justia.com/states/california/title-11/division-2/article-5/section-1953/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=1029
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Department contracts out psychological assessments and, if a person passes, they are 
then eligible to join the academy. If a person fails the psychological exam, leaves the 
academy, or is disqualified for any other reason during the process, they may re-apply 
to the Department after one year. There is an appeals process specific to failing the 
psychological exam, and one administered by the County’s Department of Human 
Resources.  

Department Search Statistics 

As previously reported, the comprehensiveness of the searches varies across facilities 
as does the minimum requirement per week. The table below details the staff search 
practices at all jail facilities from October 1 to December 31, 2025. The data regarding 
the number of staff searches and searches with K-9 illustrated in the table was supplied 
by CSSB. CSSB extracted data on searches from the CWCL on January 6, 2026. K-9 
data was obtained from the Custody Investigative Services (CIS) Searches of Custody 
Personnel Report on January 5, 2026. The Office of Inspector General was unable to 
verify the data provided by CSSB without additional information. 
 

 Number of 
Staff 
Searches 

Number of 
Staff 
Searches 
with K-9 

Monthly 
Minimum 
Search 
Requirement75 

Search 
Inside 
Security 

Search 
Evasion 
Concerns 

Where Searches 
Logged 

Facility Q4 Q4 
MCJ 77 13 Unable to 

Determine76 
No Yes Watch Commander 

Log; Searches of 
Custody Personnel 
Report 

TTCF 71 4 Yes77 Yes Yes Watch Commander 
Log; Searches of 
Custody Personnel 
Report 

 

75 Each jail facility’s unit order regarding staff searches was used to determine whether it met its minimum search 
requirement by month. Where the unit order is silent regarding the minimum search requirement, the Office of 
Inspector General was unable to determine if the requirement was met. Also, the jail facility must meet the 
minimum search requirement during each of the three months in the quarter in order to be found in compliance.  
 
76 Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Unit Orders, § 3-08-021 Security of Personal Property 
does not describe a minimum number of searches per week, which makes it difficult to determine whether they 
met this requirement.  
 
77 Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Unit Order, § 3-08-010 Security of Personal Property. 
(“Watch commander shall ensure a minimum of two random searches are conducted each week of persons 
entering the secured area during their assigned shift”). 
 

https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/16338/Content/16440?showHistorical=True
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/21270/Content/21273?showHistorical=True
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IRC 60 6 Unable to 
Determine78 

No Yes Watch Commander 
Log; Searches of 
Custody Personnel 
Report 

CRDF 116 2 Yes79 No Yes Watch Commander 
Log; Searches of 
Custody Personnel 
Report 

NCCF 119 0 No80 Yes Yes Watch Commander 
Log; Searches of 
Custody Personnel 
Report 

PDC-North 50 1 Unable to 
Determine81 

Yes Yes Watch Commander 
Log; Searches of 
Custody Personnel 
Report 

PDC-South 40 1 No82 Yes Yes Watch Commander 
Log; Searches of 
Custody Personnel 
Report 

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 2025, Office of Inspector General 
personnel completed 128 site visits, totaling 288 monitoring hours, at IRC, TTCF, 
CRDF, MCJ, Pitchess Detention Center North, and NCCF. 

 

 

78 Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Unit Order, § 5-23/006.00 Security and Searches of 
Person Property does not describe a minimum number of searches per week, which makes it difficult to determine 
whether they met this requirement. 
 
79 Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Unit Order, § 3-01-090 Searches of Sworn Personnel, 
Custody Assistants, Professional Staff and their personal property-Approved by CSS 3/11/2024 (“The searches shall 
be conducted a minimum of once per week, per shift.” [unit order obtained via email message]). 
 
80 NCCF did not meet its minimum search requirement in any month this quarter. Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department, Custody Division Unit Order, § 07-145/10 Personal Property Searches. (“A minimum of four (4) 
random searches per shift per week of any personnel and/or official visitors shall be conducted at the discretion of 
the watch sergeant.”). 
 
81 Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Custody Division Unit Order, § 3-06-010 Security of Personal Property 
does not describe a minimum number of searches per week, which makes it difficult to determine whether they 
met this requirement. 
 
82 PDC-South did not meet its minimum search requirement in December 2025. Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department, Custody Division Unit Order, § 3-02-080 Searches of Sworn Personnel, Custody Assistants, Professional 
Staff and Their Property on the Facility. (“The searches shall be conducted at a minimum of once per week, per 
shift.”). 

https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/17241/Content/18677?showHistorical=True
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/17241/Content/18677?showHistorical=True
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/16318/Content/16819?showHistorical=True
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/16334/Content/17162?showHistorical=True
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As part of the Office of Inspector General’s jail monitoring, Office of Inspector General 
staff attended 124 Custody Services Division (CSD) executive and administrative 
meetings and met with division executives for 159 monitoring hours related to uses of 
force, in-custody deaths, Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) compliance, restrictive 
housing, and general conditions of confinement. 

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.83 The Sheriff’s Department most recent force report is for use-of 
force-incidents in custody through the second quarter of 2025. This report and reports 
for prior quarters may be found on the Sheriff’s Department website’s transparency 
section under the page for use of force. 

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.84 The 
Sheriff’s Department categorizes these comments into three categories: 

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

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

• Personnel Complaint: an external allegation of misconduct, either a 
violation of law or Sheriff’s Department policy, against any member 
of the Sheriff’s Department.85 

The Sheriff’s Department has a complaints dashboard that can be sorted by date range, 
with options to narrow the results by practice area (such as Patrol or Custody), rank, or 
station or unit. 

 

83 Institutional violence is defined as assaultive conduct by a person in custody upon another person in custody. 
 
84 See Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Manual of Policy and Procedures, § 3-04/010.00, Department 
Service Reviews. 
 
85 It is possible for an employee to get a Service Complaint and Personnel Complaint based on the same incident. 

https://lasd.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Transparency_Custody_Services_Division_UOF_Stats_Quarter-2_2025.pdf
https://lasd.org/transparency/useofforce/#uof%22%EF%B7%9FHYPERLINK%20%22https://lasd.org/transparency/custodyreports/
https://lasd.org/transparency/personnel-complaints/
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/10008/Content/10837
https://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/10008/Content/10837
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Sheriff’s Department’s Response 

The Sheriff’s Department was provided with a draft of this report and sent a letter in 
response, which is incorporated on the following pages. Some of the comments from 
the Sheriff’s Department resulted in edits to the report. Most of these edits are 
referenced in the sections to which the edits. 
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