






CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME

CASE NUMBER

COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT

PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

~QUNTY COUNSEL ATTC~RN~Y

NATURE OF CASE

PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAID COSTS, TO DATE

Donald Markley v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

MC 022275

Los Angeles Superior Court

January 25, 2011

Department of Public Works

$ 130,000

Jason P. Fowler
R. Rex Parris Law Firm

Richard K. Kudo
Principal Deputy County Counsel

Plaintiff Timothy Doerfler, in his capacity as the
personal representative of the Estate of Donald
Markley, claims wrongful death damages arising
from the February 21, 2010, vehicle collision
between the Ford F-150 pickup truck driven by
Laura Lee Groman and the Nissan Quest minivan
driven by Mr. Markley's wife, Linda Gunterman. The
collision occurred at the intersection of Avenue J
ai1G~ ~ ~ nth ~t~ ~~+ ̀ c~S4 ~n 4h~' i~;r?lnrn~-nnratar~l riart of

the County near Palmdale. The intersection is
alleged to be a dangerous condition of public
property.
Ms. Groman died later that morning. Mr. Markley
filed the action but later died for reasons unrelated
to the accident while the case was still in litigation.
Plaintiff alleges that as a result of Ms. Groman's
death, Mr. Markley's estate suffered damages. Due
to the risks and uncertainties of litigation, a full and
final settlement of the case is warranted.

., . ; ; .

$ 78,776

HOA.102110282.1



Markley, Donald

Summary Corrective Action Plan
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The intent of this form is to assist departments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment
to the settlement documents developed for the Board of Supervisors and/or the County of Los Angeles
Claims Board. The summary should be a specific overview of the claims/lawsuits' identified root causes
and corrective actions (status, time frame, and responsible party). This summary does not replace the

Corrective Action Plan form. If there is a question related to confidentiality, please consult
County Counsel.

Date of incidendevent: February 21, 2010

Briefly provide a description On February 21, 2010, Ms. Laura Lee Groman, the wife of Mr. Donald

of the incidenUevent: Markley, was traveling westbound on Avenue J when her vehicle was
struck by another vehicle, driven by Ms. Linda Gunterman, that was
traveling southbound on 110th Street East. Ms. Groman sustained fatal
injuries as a result of the collision. The claimants allege that the
roadway was in a dangerous condition due to the location of the limit line
on 110th Street East and obstruction of line of si ht.

1, Briefly describe the root causes) of the claim/lawsuit:

The collision occurred due to Ms. Gunterman's negligence in the operation of her vehicle by
proceeding from the limit line to the intersection and failing to check for traveling westbound vehicles.

2. Briefly describe recommended corrective actions:
(Include each corrective action, due date, responsible party, and any disciplinary actions if appropriate)

We reviewed our relevant policies and procedures related to the placement of the limit line.

The County placement of the limit line is in compliance with the CAMUTCD. No corrective actions are
proposed for this case.
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County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

3. Are the corrective act(ons addressing department-wide system issues?

❑ Yes -The corrective actions address department-wide system issues.

~ No -The corrective actions are only applicable to the affected parties.

r Nefi18: (Risk Management Coordinator)

Michael J. Hays

S(gnature: !Date:

Name: {Oepartrnent H=~d'{ t
Gaii Farber -~!~

Signature: ~~ _ ~~ Date. ~ /~

-- -.. __ _
Chief Executive Office Rlsk Management Inspector General USE ONLY

Are the corrective actions applicable to other departments within the County?

❑ Yes, the corrective actions potentially have County-wide applicability.

No, the corrective actions are applicable only to this department.

'~A18H3~: (Risk Management Inspector General)

-• — _ .,..~.- ~T -- ~.. ..

RB;psr '
P41.MARKLEY SCAP1

Date:

_~~~o~~
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CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME

CASE NUMBER

COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT

PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

COUNTY COUNSEL ATTORNEY

NATURE OF CASE

PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAID COSTS, TO DATE

Jose Campos Sepulveda v. County of Los Angeles,

et al.

BC 644497

Los Angeles Superior Court

December 20, 2016

Sheriffs Department

$ 25, 000

Dzmitry Lishyk
Bash & Polyachenko, P.C.

Richard K. Kudo
Principal Deputy County Counsel

This case involves a vehicle versus wheelchair

collision that occurred on December 6, 2015, when

a Sheriff's Department Chevrolet Tahoe sport utility

vehicle driven by a Sheriff Department employee

struck a motorized wheelchair operated by plaintiff

Jose Campos Sepulveda while Mr. Sepulveda was

crossing Rosecrans Avenue within the marked

crosswalk at the intersection of Atlantic Avenue in

the unincorporated area of the County near the City

or Lompton. nnr. Sepulveda ciairris icy i►ave suffercu
injuries and damages from the accident. Due to the

risks and uncertainties of litigation, a full and final

settlement of the case is warranted

$ 36,265

$ 3,977

HOA.102162247.1



CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME Patricia Retana vs. Los Angeles Sheriffs Dept., et
al.

CASE NUMBER BC 603830

COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT

Los Angeles Superior Court

December 10, 2015

Sheriffs Department

PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT $ 30,000

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

COUNTY COUNSEL ATTORNEY

NATURE OF CASE

PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAI D COSTS, TO DATE

Glenn E. Stern, Esq.

Milli~~n# L. Rolon
Principal Deputy County Counsel

This is a recommendation to settle for $30,000, a
lawsuit filed by Patricia Retana against the Sheriffs
Department and a Deputy Sheriff alleging sexual
battery, false imprisonment, and negligence.

Given the risks and uncertainties of litigation, a
reasonable settlement at this time will avoid further
litigation costs. Therefore, a full and final settlement
of the case in the amount of $30,000 is
recommended.

$ 36,866

$ 14,268

HOA.102146332.1



CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME Brian O'Neal Pickett, et al. v. County of Los Angeles,
et al.

CASE NUMBER TCO28173

COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT

Los Angeles Superior Court

June 18, 2015

Sheriffs Department

PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT $ 1,750,000

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

rpU~Tv ~pUNSEL ATTORNEY

NATURE OF CASE

The Sweeney Firm

Millicent Rolon

This is a recommendation to settle for $1,750,000 a
State-law civil rights and wrongful death lawsuit filed
by the minor children of Brian Pickett alleging that
Sheriff's Deputies used excessive force against
Mr. Pickett and caused his death.

The Deputies deny the allegations and contend their
actions were reasonable.

PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAID COSTS, TO DATE

Given the high risks and uncertainties of litigation, a
reasonable settlement at this time will avoid further
litigation costs. Therefore, a full and final settlement
of the case in the amount of $1,750,000 is
recommended.

$ 235,725

'~ ..:

HOA.101718011.3
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Case Name. Gilbert -Pickett. et al v. County of Los Angeles. et al 
or ws

,~ }

Summary Corrective Action Plan t f~.
x r

- - ...- -------- c~tlf0ltN~~

The intent of this farm is to assist departments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment

to the settlement documents developed for the Board of Supervisors and/or the County of Los Angeles

Claims Board. The summary should be a specific overview of the claims/lawsuits' identified root causes

and corrective actions (status, time frame, and responsible party). This summary does not replace the

Corrective Action Plan farm. If there is a question related to canfidentiality. please consult County Counsel.

__ _ _ _ _ _ __ -------- - - i

Date of incidenUevent: January 6, 2015, at 11:21 p. m.

Briefly provide a description
of the incidenUevent: i Gilbert -Pickett, et. al v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

Summary Corrective Action Pfan 2017-Q31

On January 6, 2015, at 11:21 p.m., two uniformed Los Angeles County
deputy sheriffs, assigned to Century Station, responded to a family
disturbance call at the location an 123r0 Street in Las Angeles. Upan
arrival, the decedent's mother advised the deputy sheriffs that the
decedent (her son), was acting erratically in her house and had been
smoking methamphetamine and phencyclidine (PCP} during the course
of the day

Note Phencyclidine is a dissociative drug that has a history of
adverse side effects such as hallucinations, mania, delirium, and
disanentation.

The decedents mother further advised the decedent threatened her and
her daughter (the decedents sister}, calling them "bitches and cunts,°
then described in graphic detail haw he would urinate on them and be
"inside them," as he choked them to death.

The decedent's mother advised the deputy sheriffs she considered the
decedent's threats to be valid due to his aggressive behavior, previous
episodes of violence. and previous assaults against her The decedents ':
mother said she feared far her life and the safety of her daughter. The

', decedent's mother told the deputy sheriffs she wanted the decedent to be
arrested, and she would follow through with criminal charges against him

The decedents mother warned the deputy sheriffs the decedent had
fought with deputies and police officers in the past and had been tased
several different times during his enca~nters with law enforcement.

The deputy sheriffs entered the home and made contact with the
', decedenk in the bathroom. They found the decedent standing on the
bathroom counter, squatting in the sink and starring at a mirror. The
decedent aggressively told the deputy sheriffs, "Fuck cops! Fuck
deputies! Get the Fuck out of my house! You guys are not welcome here!
did not call you!' The deputy sheriffs asked what happened between

him and his mother The decedent replied, "ThaYs not my mother, that's
my bitch "

The two deputy sheriffs backed away from the bathroom and made a plan
to not engage the decedent until a field sergeant and additional deputy
sheriffs could arrive..

Document version 4.0 (January 2013) Page 1 of 6



County of Las Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

Upon the arrival of the field sergeant and additional deputy sheriffs, they
were briefed about the incident by the initial responding deputy sherlfFs.
A detailed spoken tacfical plan was created and each deputy sheriff was
given instructions and assignments, in order to safely contact and arrest
the decedent.

The tactical plan and assignments were as folEows:
• One deputy sheriff was assigned as a "contact" person, who

would be responsible for talking to the decedent and would give
caEm and controlled verbal commands.

• One deputy sheriff was assigned a Taser.
Two deputy sheriffs were assigned as "hands on" to control and
handcuff the decedent iflwhen possible.

• An additional deputy sheriff was assigned to standby in the
hallway between the living room and bathroom with a second
laser, in case the first laser was ineffective.

The field sergeant video interviewed the decedents mother confirming
her account of events the decedent had been acting irrational all day,
appeared to be under the influence of PCP, and had graphically
three#en d to kill bath her and her daughter. The decedent's mpther said
she feared for her life and wanted the decedent arrested.

The deputy sheriffs and the field sergeant went to the bathroom and stood
in the hallway, They saw the decedent was no longer on the sink, but
standing on the floor in front of the mirror. l`he decedent was breathing
heavy and appeared more agitated than during the first encounter. Due
to the small bathroom and narrow hallway, the deputies were
approximately hvo to four feet away from the decedent.

The first deputy sheriff gave the decedent severe« commands to place his
hands behind his back and step out of the bathroom. The decedent
refused each series of commands. The decedent appeared to get more

a..a...r w., i...,..~ ,.i ti;., r,..+.. .~ ~......,,~ t.~,...a4.. a.........a at,... ..~.....~~..
ayitatcu a'6 i iv iiai iii 8u i na ita~a ai iu Dui ~ icy uv~ uN~ y wna~ u a is ucNuiy

sheriffs.

The second deputy sheriff saw the decedent's actions and feared that he
was about to be attacked. The second deputy sheriff fired his Taser,
striking the decedent in the chest. The Taxer had little effect on the
decedent. The decedent continued to clench his fists and move his arms
up and down as he took a few steps backward.

Note: Because the initial Taxer depfoym~nt had not incapacitated
the d+ececfent, and the decedent appeared to still pose a serious
danger at assaulting the deputy sheriffs, the second deputy
sheriff dad not release the trigger of the Taxer. Holding the trigger
caused the Taser to continue sending an electrical charge past
the initial five-second activation cycle.

As the decedent moved backwards, he turned and fell face dawn into the
empty bathtub. The deputy sheriffs rushed into the bathroom and
attempted to ccantrol and handcuff the decedent. Although the Taser was
still activated, the decedent was still uncooperative and resistive. The
decedent thrashed his arms around and kicked back his legs "like a
donkey" as he shouted, "you're hat goin~ to qet me." due to the confined

pocurnent version: 4.0 (January 2013} Page 2 of 6



Cpunty of Las Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Pian

area and the decedent's violent resistance, the deputy sheriffs were
unable to handcuff him in the bathrpom.

The third and fourth deputy sheriffs lifted the decedent out of the bathtub,
carried him into the hallway, and put him pn the ground. Once in the
halfway, the decedent continued tc~ violently thrash his arms and legs and
the deputy sheriffs struggled to handcuff him. The first deputy sheriff was
able to cant~ol and pin the decedents ankles to the back pf. his legs as
the third and fourth deputy sheriffs were able to cantro! hia arms for
handcu~ng.

Note: The second deputy sheriff continually depressed the Taser
trigger, from the initial deployment anti! the decedent was
handcuffed. The recorded time showed a continuous 29 second
Taser deployment. The Toast's use was slapped immed~atefy
after the deputy sheriffs handcuffed the decedent.

After being handcuffed, the decedent continued to violently thrash and
lock at the deputy sheriffs. The first and fourth deputy sheriffs applied a
"Ripe hlobble'" to restrain the decedents Isgs and reduce his ability to
kick them.

Note: At no time did any of the deputy sheriffs clip the
Ripp bobble to the decedent's handcuffs to campiete a Total
Appendage Restraint Procedure (T.A.R.P.}.

The decedent was carried into the living roam area where deputies laid
hire on his left side. The deputy sheriffs monitored khe decedents airway,
breathing, and pulse as they requested and waited for paramedics. The
decedent had a pulse, was breathing, did not appearto be in distress, and
did not have any significant visible injuries.

,lust as paramedics arrived, the decedent was found to have gone into
cardiac arrest. Emergency lifesaving efforts were performed. The
~iArcu~ant wac tranennrtP~l via amFsi ilant~a fn Saint ~ran~ia Marli~al C:antar

The decedent arrived at the emergency room at 10:16 p.m. in #u11 cardiac
arrest. Advanced cardiac I"rfe support was given to the decedent but was
unsuccessful. The decedent was pronounced dead in the emergency
room at 10.39 p.rn.

Briefly describe the root taus s of the claim/lawsuit:

A Department root cause in this incident was the deputy sheriffs use of the laser against the decedent
far 29 seconds.

Another Department root cause in this incident was the deputy sheriffs application of the Kipp Hobble
an the decedent to restrain his legs.

The "Kipp 1-Iobble" is a one-inch wide polypropylene webbed belting with eons-inch wide steel, alligator jawed,
friction-locking clip on one end and asteel-snap swivel clip on the other end. By using the webbed belt nn the
locking clip side, a loop can be placed around a person's legs or ankles to maintain better contra] of the person's
legs.

Document vsrsion: 4.0 (January 2Q13) Page 3 of 6



County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

A non-Department root cause in this incident was the decedent's failure to comply with the lawful
orders of the Los Angeles County deputy sheriffs.

Another non-Department root cause in this incident was the decedent's previously undiagnosed
significant medical conditions coupled with the effects of methamphetamine use.

2. Briefly describe recommended corrective actions:
Qnclude each carrecc;tive action, due date, rosponsible patty, and any disciplinary ate+ono iF appropriate)

The incident was investigated by the Sheriffs Department Homicide Bureau to determine if any criminal
misconduct occurred.

The investigation revealed that the decedent sustained one Taser dart in the center chest and the second
in the tower !eft rib area. He also sustained a small laceration near his left eye and abrasion on his toff
side of his face.

1'he toxicology indicated that the decedent had evidence of cocaine, marijuana, and methamp#tetamine
in his syste►n at the time of his death. PCP was not detected in his system.

On October 26, 2016, the Los Angeles County Distric# Attorney's office concluded the depu#y sheriffs
applied lawful force in detaining the decedent and are not criminally responsible for his death. The Los
Angeles County District Attorney's Once will take no further action in this matter.

This inc+dent was investigated by representatives of the Sheriff's Department's lntemal Affairs Bureau
to determine ifi any administrative misconduct occurred before, during, ar after this incident.

On October 5th, 2017, the results of the administrative investigation were presented to the Executive
Force Review Committee (EFRC) for evaluation.

The E~RC determined the tactics and use aF #orce were within Department policy. No recommendations
were made and no further action was taken.

Re-current briefings have been implemented on an ongoing basis. These briefings incorporate scenario-
based situations similar to this incident. Special attention has been focused on how tQ make contact
with individuals who are under the influence of narcotics andlor interactions with peapl~e who are mentally
ill. Also discussed is the phenomena known as "excited delirium.'

The second deputy sheriff deployed a Taser againsE the decedent anc! held the trigger, causing a
continuous electrical activation that lasted 29 seconds, wail beyond its normal five-second cycle.

Research into the function of the Taser indcates tfiis is not a Taser device malfunction, but rather an
int~nd~d design function. If a Taser trigger is pulled and released, the Taser will run for alive-second
cycle. If during the five-second cycle the safety trigger is turned to safe, the Taser will slop the efec#rical
activation.

The Taser was also designed to work continuously as long as the trigger is held. The ability to maintain
a longer activation. gives the user the ability to maintain an electrical activation against a violent person,
enabling them to safely restrain the person in an effort to stop the threat.

En this incident, 29 seconds represents the amount of time the decedent was initially tried, lifted qut of
the bathtub, placed nn the floor in the hallway, and handcuffed.

A person is considered hobbled when kh~y are handcuffed, their ankles are held together with a Ripp
Hobble restraint device, and the cli end of That device is not connected to the handcuffs.

DcaGument version: 4.0 (January 2013) Page 4 of 6



County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

The Departments use of force options chart identifies the Ripp Hobble as a valid force option for a
resistive individual.

The Ripp Hobble can be an effective #voi to restrain a persons) legs when they are violently kicking and
may cause property damage, hurt themselves, or someone else.

t~ocument version: 4.0 (January 2013} Page 5 of 6



County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

3. Are the corrective actions addressing Department-wide system issues?

❑ Yes —The corrective actions address Department-wide system issues

~ No — Tha corrective actions are only applicable to the affected parties.

Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department

N8fri8: (Risk Menagement Coardinetor)

Scott E. Johnson, Captain
Risk Management Bureau

Signature: (~~/~,~ Date:

- /b ~z^~~

Name: (DepaNnent Neadj

Karyn Mannis, Chief
Professional Standards and Training Division

Signature: Date:

Chief Executive Office Risk Mnnagame~t tnapectar General USE ONLY ~

Are the cor►ective actio~e applicable to other departrnents within the CoucTty?
I

D Yes, the corrective actions potentlaity have County-wbe appi~cability.

No, the corrective eatio~s ate appl~cabls only to this Department

.- --------__--_.__.__. _.__._._ -..__ __ _._ ___._ __ _._.__._W_--- -----~.

NBft'18: (R«k Management Inapedor Ganerap
i _..__

S~cwtut~: Date:

^~ ~j ZS ZGI,~~~"" i ~. ~~1,-- ~b ~ ~-
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CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME Human Rights Defense Center v. County of

Los Angeles, et al.

CASE NUMBER CV 17-04883

COURT United States District Court

DATE FILED September 2016 to July 2017

COUNTY DEPARTMENT Sheriffs Department

PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT $ 253,000

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF Sanford J. Rosen, Esq.
Jeffrey L. Bornstein, Esq.
Christopher Hu, Esq.
Rosen, Bien, Galvan & Grunfeld, LLP

COUNTY COUNSEL ATTORNEY Timothy J. Kral
Principal Deputy County Counsel

NATURE OF CASE This is a recommendation to settle for $253,000,

inclusive of attorneys' fees and costs, a federal and

State-law civil rights lawsuit filed by Human Rights

Defense Center ("HRDC") against the County and

13 individual Defendants who are all current or

former employees of the Sheriffs Department.

Given the risks and uncertainties of litigation, a

reasonable settlement at this time will avoid further

litigation costs. Therefore, a full and final settlement

of the case in the amount of $253,000 is

recommended.

PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE $ 111,264

PAID COSTS, TO DATE $ 145

HOA.102118168.1



Human Rights Defense Center (HRDC) V. Countv of Los Angeles
Case Name:

County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

Summary Corrective Action Plan

~a~~,~ OF LOS,~~C~r

~~

~ n'~n' 
i

~~ltifaaN~~

The intent of this form is to assist departments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment

to the settlement documents developed for the Board of Supervisors and/or the County of Los Angeles

Claims Board. The summary should be a specific overview of the claims/lawsuits' identified root causes

and corrective actions (status, Time frame, and responsible party). This summary does not replace the

Corrective Action Plan form. If there is a question related to confidentiality, please consult

Coun#y Counsel.

Date of incident/event: CII'Ca, September 2016

Briefly provide a description * In August of 2016, Sheriff Department Managers
of the incidenUevent: discovered a publication, the Prison Legal News

(PLN) in the mailroom at the Inmate Reception
Center. The managers discovered that the
publication contained questionable material. The
delivery of the PLN was suspended until) department
managers could conduct an adminstrative review to
decide if the publication suspension should be
permanent.

• After a twa month review, department managers
determined the suspension on the PL.N publication
was no longer necessary. After lifting the
suspensio~i, in~ridie5 we~c dydii ~ aiiiwcu a~~c~s t~

the PLN publication in the Los Angeles County Jail
system.

---- -
1. Briefly describe the root causeis) of the claim/lawsuit:

The primary Department root cause in this incident, involves the censorship of the

PLN publication and other mailings from the Human Rights Defense Center (HRDC),

in violation of the First Amendment.

The secondary Department root cause in this incident, involves the failure to afford

HRDC due process in connec#ian with that alleged censorship in violation of the

Fourteenth Amendment.

Uc~cume;nt version: 4.0 (,January 2013) Page 1 of 3



Human Rights Defense Center (HRDC) V. County of Los Angeles
Case Name:

County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

Implementation of a new Custody Division Manual mail policy.

SCOPE OF NEW POLICY:

Written policy which allows PLN into all custody facilities

• Reversal of policy requirement that any periodical entering MCJ be the current

issue
• Removal of magazine ban for inmates designated as K-10

• Provide an appeals process for publishers whose mail is returned

Retention log of rejected mail
• Creation of a new form for "Returned Mail Item-Inmate Notification"

• Creation of a new form for "Returned Mail Item-Sender Notification" and an

appeals policy for senders
Retention of rejected mail during appeals process

nsible person: Assistant Sheriff Kefly Harrin

Document version: 4.d (.lanuary 2013) Page 2 of 3



Case Name• 
Human Ric~hts Defense Center (HRDC) V. Countv of Los Angeles

Summary Corrective Action Plan

Name (Risk Management Coordinator)
~ Commander Ch ryl Newman-Tarwat r

r 

A`,//~' y{~y'' ~, ❑dtE /~ ~y~yyy

Y ,,,-~ ., : ~, .., ~ ,

Name: (department Head} ~~~

Chief Christy Guyovich

t _ __ __ _ _ ____ _ ... ...... __..... _____..__ _...._
Signat~4re~ ,~ , ~ date

__ _....------ p -----_ _- ------ _ _ _-- -_ _
~ hC ief Execufive Offic Rink Mena ement Ins actor General USE ONLY

i
Are the corrective actions applicable to other departments within the County?

❑ Yes, the corrective actions potentially have County-wide applicability.

Na, the corrective actions are applicable only to this department.

NafI1G': (Risk Management Inspector General)

CEO Destiny Castro

Signature:;---. ~ =— ~~' ~

__ ~-~`"- . __—

[7~te ,7! f'
ZL ~lG'~
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES CLAIMS BOARD

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

May 7, 2018

1. Call to Order.

This meeting of the County of Los Angeles Claims Board was called to order at

9:31 a.m. The meeting was held in the Executive Conference Room, 648 Kenneth Hahn

Hall of Administration, Los Angeles, California.

Claims Board Members present at the meeting were: Chair Steve Robles, Arlene Barrera, and

Roger Granbo.

Other persons in attendance at the meeting were: Office of the County Counsel: Armita

Radjabian, Jennifer Lehman, Ruben Baeza, Jr., and Stacey Lee; Probation Department: Vicky

Santana; Department of Parks and Recreation: Donald Limbrick; Department of Public Works:

Jeff Howard; and Outside Counsel: Avi Burkwitz.

2. Opportunity for members of the public to address the Claims Board on items of

interest within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Claims Board.

No members of the public addressed the Claims Board.

3. Closed Session —Conference with Legal Counsel —Existing Litigation

(Subdivision (a) of Government Code section 54956.9)

At 9:33 a.m., the Chairperson adjourned the meeting into Closed Session to discuss the

items listed as 4(a) through 4(d) below.

dam. !?o~n.^'.'1~' ̂ f wrr:^ng *ai~nn in ~:I~ecari CpS~!^~i.

At 10:03 a.m., the Claims Board reconvened in open session and reported the actions

taken in Closed Session as follows:

a. Jasmine E. Jackson, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

United States District Court Case No. 2:17-CV-04935

This lawsuit alleges Plaintiffs civil rights were violated when the

Department of Children and Family Services removed her child
without a warrant.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board recommended to the Board of Supervisors the
settlement of this matter in the amount of $280,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 —Steve Robles, Arlene Barrera, and Roger Granbo

HOA.102243892.1



b. Melani Kent v. County of Los Angeles.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 658 241

This lawsuit alleges the Department of Children and Family Services failed to
provide access to information and records pursuant to the California Public
Records Act.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved the settlement of this matter in the
amount of $23,500.

Vote: Ayes: 3 —Steve Robles, Arlene Barrera, and Roger Granbo

c. Claudia Gonzalez v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 599 137

This lawsuit arises from alleged injuries sustained when Plaintiff slipped
and fell on the wet floor of the restroom located within the Whittier
Narrows Recreation area which is maintained by the Department of Parks
and Recreation.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved the settlement of this matter in the
amount of $50,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 —Steve Robles, Arlene Barrera, and Roger Granbo

d. Michael Semon v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 573 253

Thic ~~~~~ pit aIIP~Ps that an PmpI~vPP ~f the Department of Public Works
was subjected to retaliation and invasion of privacy.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved the settlement of this matter in the
amount of $50,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 —Steve Robles, Arlene Barrera, and Roger Granbo

5. Approval of the minutes of the May 7, 2018, regular meeting of the Claims Board.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved the minutes.

Vote: Ayes: 3 —Steve Robles, Arlene Barrera, and Roger Granbo

HOA.102243892.1 2



6. Items not on the posted agenda, to be referred to staff or placed on the agenda for

action at a further meeting of the Board, or matters requiring immediate action

because of emergency situation or where the need to take immediate action came

to the attention of the Board subsequent to the posting of the agenda.

No such matters were discussed.

7. Adjournment.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:04 a.m.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES CLAIMS BOARD

gy -
Sandra uiz
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