STATEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS
FOR THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY CLAIMS BOARD
HELD IN ROOM 648 OF THE KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION,
500 WEST TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
ON
MONDAY, MAY 7, 2012, AT 9:30 AM

Present: Chair John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser and Patrick Wu

1. Call to Order.

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).

a. Lianna Avetisyan, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 396 962

This alleged dangerous condition, wrongful death lawsuit arises
from an automobile accident on a County road.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board recommended to the Board of Supervisors the
settlement of this matter in the amount of $190,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

See Supporting Documents

HOA.883496.1



b. Saint Francis Medical Center v. County of Los Angeles
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 451 808

This lawsuit concerns claims of reimbursement for medical care
costs provided by Saint Francis Medical Center.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board recommended to the Board of Supervisors the
settlement of this matter in the amount of $275,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

See Supporting Documents

C. Arthur Lerille, Jr., et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. KC 059 580

This lawsuit arises from injuries sustained in a vehicle accident
involving an employee of the Sheriff's Department.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board recommended to the Board of Supervisors the
settlement of this matter in the amount of $525,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

See Supporting Documents

d. Monique Lynch, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
United States District Court Case No. CV 10-01441

This lawsuit arises out of the alleged wrongful detention of a minor
by the Department of Children and Family Services.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $100,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

See Supporting Documents

HOA.883496.1 2
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e. Laura Moreno v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

United States District Court Case No. CV 10-9706

This lawsuit concerns allegations of sexual assault by a
Los Angeles County Office of Public Safety Officer.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board recommended to the Board of Supervisors the
settlement of this matter in the amount of $250,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

See Supporting Documents

f. Alyssia Frenzel v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 432 895

This lawsuit concerns allegations of State and federal civil rights
violations, negligence, and failure to furnish medical care to a minor
under the supervision of the Probation Department.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board recommended to the Board of Supervisors the
settlement of this matter in the amount of $161,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

See Supporting Documents

Report of actions taken in Closed Session.

The Claims Board reconvened in open session and reported the actions
taken in closed session as indicated under Agenda Item No. 3 above.

Approval of the minutes of the April 16, 2012, meeting of the Claims
Board.

Action Taken:
The Claims Board approved the minutes.
Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

See Supporting Document




HOA.883496.1

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.

Adjournment.



CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME

CASE NUMBER

COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT
PROPQSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

COUNTY COUNSEL ATTORNEY

- NATURE OF CASE

HOA 869934.1

Lianna Avetisyan, et al. v. County
of Los Angeles, et al.

BC396962

Los Angeles Superior Court

August 8, 2008

Department of Public Works —
Road Maintenance

190,000

Arash Homampour, Esq.
Margarit Mardirosian, Esq.
Samuel Muir, Esq.

Brian T. Chu, Principal Deputy
County Counsel

This is an alleged dangerous
condition lawsuit concerning an
automobile accident which
occurred on QOctober 24, 2007, at
approximately 10:50 p.m. Migran
Gevoglanyan, age 27, was driving
a 2002 Ford Crown Victoria
sedan, southbound on La Cienega
Boulevard, approaching the
Slauson Avenue exit. For
unknown reasons,

Mr. Gevoglanyan lost control of his

~ vehicle, causing it to slide

sideways onto the raised median
of the exit ramp, and into the end
of the guardrail on the raised



PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAID COSTS, TO DATE

HOA 869934.1

median. The impact caused the
guardrail to impact the driver's
door, which then caused fatal
injuries to Mr. Gevoglanyan.

Mr. Gevoglanyan's spouse and
minor son allege a dangerous
condition of public roadway. The
County denies that there was a
dangerous roadway condition and
contends that none of the roadway
features contributed to this
accident. .

Due to the risks and uncertainties
of litigation, a full and final
settlement of the case in the
amount of $190,000 is

recommended.

310,053

51,671



Summary Corrective Action Plan
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

The intent of this form is to assist departments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment
to the seftiement 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 parly). This summary does not replace the
Corrective Action Plan form. If there is a question related to confidentiality, please consuit

County Counsel.

Plaintiffs: Lianna Avetisyan, et al.
Date of incident/event: October 24, 2007

Briefly provide a On October 24, 2007, a vehicle driven by 27-year-old
description of the Migran Gevoglanyan was traveling southbound on La Cienega
incident/event: Boulevard near Slauson Avenue in the unincorporated County of

Los Angeles area, when he broadsided the existing guardrail
end-treatment at a high rate of speed, which resulted in fatal
injuries. The plaintiffs allege: (1) The guardrail was on a concrete
base/raised median when it should not have been; 2) the
end-treatment was not curved properly; and 3) the rectangular
washers that were present on the guardrail should have been
omitted based on the approved standards at the time of

installation.

La Cienega Boulevard is a north/south major roadway with three
lanes in each direction. The posted speed limit for southbound
La Cienega Boulevard is 55 miles per hour. The subject metal
guardrail and end-treatmeni was installed on a raised curb
between La Cienega Boulevard and the southbound ramp from
La Ciéenega Boulevard to Slauson Avenue. According to our
records, the guardrail was replaced and upgraded in 1987. The
contractor that performed this work was Modem Alloys, and they
were successfully brought into the litigation for equitable
indemnity of the County. Subsequent to their involvement,
Modern Alloys set forth strong arguments that the subject
end-treatment had been altered or repaired some time after their

contract work in 1987.

An investigation revealed that the repaired end-treatment struck
by Mr. Gevoglanyan was not installed in accordance with existing
Caltrans standards because it included washers that were called
to be omitted. The washers were shown to be used in a 1981
version of the Caltrans guidelines and were eliminated in the 1984
version. The minimum offset for the taper of the end-freatment
was modified from the standard due to the existing space
restrictions at the location.




County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Summary Corrective Action Plan

1.  Briefly describe the root cause of the claim/lawsuit:

An out-of-control vehicle struck a guardrail that is not designed for side impacts.

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

appropriate)

1. Following the incident date, between late July 2008 and early August 2008,
Public Works repaired the damaged end-treatment.

2. By May 1, 2012, Public Works will prepare a memo outlining the internal
processes that will be followed to ensure that the design, placement, and repair of
new guardrail end-treatments are based on good engineering judgment and in
accordance with the applicable standards. It is expected that these processes will
provide a basis for asserting a design immunity defense for any future and similar

claims. :

3. By May 1, 2012, Pubic Works will submit a proposal to develop a database using
the Maintenance Management System and/or Document Management System to
document and retain records and design plans related to the repair, upgrade, and
replacement of guardrail end treatments. The proposal will identify the schedule
and resources needed to develop the database.

4, State If the corrective actions are applicable to only your department or other County
departments:

(Iif unsure, please contact the Chief Executive Office Risk Management Branch for
assistance).

D Potentially has Countywide implications.

a Potentially has implications to other departments (i.e., all human services, all safety
- departments, or one or more other departments).

Does not appear to have Countywide or other department implications.

Document version: 2.0 (October 2007) Page 2o0f3



County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Summary Corrective Action Plan

Signature: ‘(Risk Management Coordinator) Date:;

,rjmmw 4 -720-202

Steven G. Stelnhoff
Signature: (Direclor) Date:

Gail Father WM \7/’%%/ : ' 4"/ 1-12.

€hlef Executive Office Risk Mandgament Branch

o

“Name: Date:

eo CoSTANT/ VO

'Stgnaturs: y % f;g - .,Date: 3 @_ o ép /o

ML:psr
Q& PAVETISYAN SCAP2

oo

Document version: 2.0 (Oclober 2007) Page20f3



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
LAWSUIT OF: Lianna Avetisyan, et al.
INCIDENT DATE: October 24, 2007

INCIDENT LOCATION: Southbound La Cienega Boulevard, 424 feet south of
Slauson Avenue, unincorporated County of Los Angeles area.

RISK ISSUE:

Public Works could be held liable for the design, repair, or reinstallation of guardrail
end-treatments that are not in compliance with the standards as they exusted at the time

of design.
INVESTIGATIVE REVIEW:

On October 24, 2007, a vehicle driven by 27-year-old Migran Gevoglanyan was
traveling southbound on La Cienega Boulevard near Slauson Avenue in the
. unincorporated County of Los Angeles area, when he broadsided the existing guardrail

end-treatment at a high rate of speed, which resulted in fatal injuries. The plaintiffs
allege: (1) The guardrail was on a concrete base/raised median when it should not
have been; 2) the end-treatment was not curved properly; and 3) the rectangular
washers that were present on the guardrail should have been omitted based on the

approved standards at the time of instailation.

La Cienega Boulevard is a north/south major roadway with three lanes in each direction.
The posted speed limit for southbound La Cienega Boulevard is 55 miles per hour. The
subject metal guardrail and end-treatment was installed on a raised curb between
La Cienega Boulevard and the southbound ramp from La Cienega Boulevard to
Slauson Avenue. According to our records, the guardrail was replaced and upgraded in
1987. The contractor that performed this work was Modern Alloys, and they were
successfully brought into the litigation for equitable indemnity of the County.

Subsequent to their involvement, Modern Alloys set forth strong arguments that the
subject end-treatment had been altered or repaired some time after their contract work

in 1987.

An investigation revealed that the repaired end-treatment struck by Mr. Gevoglanyan
was not installed in accordance with existing Caltrans standards because it included
washers that were called to be omitted. The washers were shown to be used in a
1981 version of the Caltrans guidelines and were eliminated in the 1984 version. The
minimum offset for the taper of the end-treatment was modified from the standard due

to the existing space restrictions at the location.



7

POLICY ISSUES:

Under current practices, guardrail end-treatments can be evaluated for conformance
with the Iatest standards when:

¢ Damage occurs requiring repairs or replacement to guardrail end-treatments;

o New roadway resurfacing or reconsfruction projects, excluding preventive
maintenance projects, are initiated;

In these instances, engineers involved in the review of existing conditions should ensure
the end-treatments are installed based on good engineering judgment, and in
accordance with the applicable standards.

CORRECTIVE ACTjQN:

1. Following the incident date, Public Works repaired the damaged
end-treatment between late July 2008 and early August 2008.

2. By May 1, 2012, Public Works will prepare a memo outlining the internal
processes that will be followed to ensure that the design, placement, and
repair of new guardrail end-treatments are based on good engineering
judgment and in accordance with the applicable standards. It is expected that
these processes will provide a basis for asserting a design immunity defense

for any future and similar claims.

3. By May 1, 2012, Public Works will submit a proposal to develop a database
using the Maintenance Management System and/or Document Management
System to document and retain records and design plans related to the
repair, upgrade, and replacement of guardrail end treatments. The proposal
will identify the schedule and resources needed to develop the database.

Reviewed & Recommended: Apprg
- ﬁ:&/ﬁm
Sree K&rﬁ:’u Asst. Deputy Director P/{tnck V. DeChellis, Deputy Director

“Musl—

Dawd MacGregor Asst. Deputy Director

ML:psr
P4:WVETISYAN CAP2



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

HOA.870766.1

Saint Francis Medical Center v.
County of Los Angeles

BC 451808

Los Angeles Superior Court -
Central District

December 22, 2010

Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Department and Department of
Health Services

$275,000 (To resolve all 302
claims.)

Aleksandra Sarosiek, Esq.
Stephenson, Acquisto & Colman

Robert E. Ragland
Principal Deputy County Counsel

This is a case related to 302
claims for reimbursement for the
expenses of medical care
provided for prisoners in county
jail. Saint Francis is a trauma
hospitai with an emergency room.
The hospital provides emergency
and other medical treatment to
persons who have been arrested
by local faw enforcement officers,
require medical treatment, and are
brought to its emergency room.
Some of these arrestees are
medically treated by St. Francis
prior to being committed into
county jail. ‘



PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE $83,024

PAID COSTS, TO DATE v $653

HOA.870766.1



SHERIFF'S SCAP

; Case Name: St. Francis Medical Center v City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles

Summary Corrective Action Plan

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 incident/event: Various dates of medical services.

Prisoners/inmates who were under custodial arrest were brought to
St. Francis Medical Center and provided with medically necessary

services, supplies, and equipment. The total charges billed for the

medically necessary services were either denied or underpaid.

Briefly provide a description
of the incident/event:

1. Briefly describe the root cause(s) of the claim/lawsuit:

St. Francis alleges that they were not fully reimbursed for inmate medical treatment.

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

In January 2012, Medical Services Bureau, Medical Billing Unit revised the “Medical Bills Denial Letter”
form to include information regarding the prebook status of arrestees, including the date and time they
were committed to County jail (see attached).

Medical Services Bureau will review all incoming billing to determine appropriateness of treatment and
verify that patients are committed to the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department.

| Medical Services Bureau will monitor all paramedic transports on a regular basis, including mode of
transportation, destination, and appropriateness of transfer. This allows tracking all emergent transport
via paramedics to the nearest available hospital versus non-emergent transport to a County Hospital.
When it appears that there is a questionable paramedic transport to a private facility, cases which
might have been more appropriately transported to a County hospital, Medical Services Bureau-
Quality Management Unit will notify the Chief Physician or designee and Facility Clinical Nursing
Director in writing for their review and corrective action.

The Emergency Response class will be updated and training for nursing personnel, including staff from
the Century Regional Detention Facility will be provided.

A presentation on emergent versus non-emergent transport will be provided to all physicians during the
Professional Staff Association meeting.




County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

3. State if the corrective actions are applicable to only your department or other County departments:
(i unsure, please contact the Chief Executive Office Risk Management for assistance)

[ Potentially has County-wide implications.

4 Potentially has an implication to other departments (i.e., all human services, all safety
departments, or one or more other departments).

LI Does not appear to have County-wide or other department implications.

Naméf" (Risk Management Coordinator) N

Alesanissz. . A

Signature: Q \J B | Date: -
%&« - % I w//L
Namg (Department Head)

ol Tan aka_

Signattite:

Chief Executive Office Risk Management

Name:

i

Document version: 3.0 (January 2010) Page 2 of 2




SHERIFF'S CAP

Corrective Action Plan

Department: Los Angeles Sheriff's Department
Case Name: Saint Francis Medical Center v.City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles
Case No.: BC 451808 ’

1. General Information

Date CAP document April 5, 2012
prepared:
Department: Los Angeles Sheriff's Department — Medical Services Bureau
Name of departmental Rita Dineros o
contact person:
o title: Director, Medical Services Bureau
e phone number: (213) 893-5510
e e-mail rcdinero@lasd.org

2. IncidentEvent Specific Information

Date of incident/event: Various dates of medical services.
Location of incident/event: St. Francis Medical Center.
Event contact person: Rita Dineros
e phone: (213) 893-5510
e e-mail rcdinero@lasd.org )
Claim adjuster: N/A

{Third Party Administrator or County Counsel]

« phone number: N/A

If claim is in litigation, please complete the following:

County Counsel Attorney: Robert E. Ragland

« phone number: (213) 974-1928




County of Los Angeles
Corrective Action Plan

3. Incident/Event Description:

Nature of incident/event:

Payment for emergency medical treatment provided to arrestees.

Provide a brief description of
the incident/event;

Plaintiff is alleging that the County of Los Angeles is responsible for
paying the emergency medical treatment received by prisoners/inmates at
St. Francis Medical Center.

4. Corrective Action Plan Problem Statement

['St. Francis Medical Center alleges that they were not fully reimbursed for inmate medical treatment.

5. Root Cause Analysis

Root Cause Analysis toal:

N/A

Incident/event root causes:

The Los Angeles Sheriff's Department at various times brought patients to
St. Francis Medical Center to obtain medical treatment. St. Francis
Medical Center alleges that the claims for these patients were either
denied or underpaid.

6. Corrective Action Plan Steps

Task ndmber:

N/A

Task name:

N/A

System issue:

QO Process/procedure
O Equipment

O Personnel

Schedule start date:

January 2012

“Sohedule complition date:

1 January 2012

RespionSible person:

Medical Services Bureau — Medica! Billing Unit

Task description:

in January 2012, Medical Services Bureau, Medical Billing Unit revised the
“Medical Bills Denial Letter" form to include information regarding the
prebook status of arrestees, including the date and time they were
committed {o County jail (see attached).

OO

Docﬁment version: 2.0 (September 2007) Page 2 of 4




County of Los Angeles
Corrective Action Plan

Task number:

N/A

Task name:

N/A

System issue:

@  Process/procedure
QO Equipment

O Personnel

Schedule start date:

May 2012

Schedule completion date:

N/A

Responsible person:

Medical Services Bureau

Task description:

1 Medical Services Bureau will review all incoming billing to determine

appropriateness of treatment and verify that patients are committed to the
Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department.

Medical Services Bliréau will monitor ali paramedic transports on a regular
basis, including mode of transportation, destination, and appropriateness
of transfer. This allows tracking all emergent transport via paramedics to
the nearest available hospital versus non-emergent transport to a County
Hospital. When it appears that there is a questionable paramedic
transport to a private facility, cases which might have been more
appropriately transported to a County hospital, Medical Services Bureau-
Quality Management Unit will notify the Chief Physician or designee and
Facility Clinical Nursing Director in writing for their review and corrective
action.

The Emergency Response class will be updated and training for nursing
personnel, including staff from the Century Regional Detention Facility will
be provided.

A presentation on emergent versus non-emergent transport will be
provided to all physicians during the Professional Staff Association
meeting.

—HOAB7E634-4
4

Document version: 2.0 (September 2007)

Page 3 of 4




County of Los Angeles
Corrective Action Plan

7. Review and Authorization :

The department has reviewed the incident/event investigation, Root Cause Analysis
documentation and Corrective Action Plan and has taken all appropriate corrective
actions required.

Review and authorization steps: Signature: : Date:

Document reviewed by

department Risk Management ‘ y P ,f"" *
. Coordinator: W /g %’ .- 7/ 27/1

Document reviewed by‘
department head or designee.

@ 1712

WMOA-RZEETL 1
OO

Document' version: 2.0 (September 2007) Page 4 of 4



DHS' SCAP

| Case Name: St Francis Medical Center v. City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles

Summary Corrective Action Plan

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 incident/event: Various dates of medical services

Briefly provide a The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department maintains a jail
description of the facility in Lynwood, California. The closest hospital to the jail
incident/event: facility is St. Francis Medical Center. When an inmate in the

Lynwood Jail requires emergency medical treatment, the
ambulance transports the inmate to the nearest emergency room.
Over the previous two years, 148 County inmates from the
Lynwood Jail facility have been treated by St. Francis Medical
Center. St Francis Medical Center refused to accept the rate of
payment for these inmates, and has also claimed that the County
was legally responsibleé for payment of treatment costs for
individuals that had not yet been committed into a County jail.

1.  Briefly describe the root cause(s) of the claim/lawsuit:

The County of Los Angeles is responsible for the cost of medical care provided by private
hospitals to prisoners who have been committed into the County jail. The involved
hospital was under the impression that the HS-40 In-Custody Medical Treatment (ICMT)
Form authorized reimbursement from the County for medical services provided to
arrestees who had not yet been committed into the County jail.

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

appropriate) '



County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

SYSTEMS

e On February 29, 2012, the County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services
issued a letter to the Patient Finance Office of the involved private hospital which
notified them of the discontinuation of the HS-40 ICMT Form for In-Custody billings.

SYSTEMWIDE

e On February 29, 2012, the County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services
notified 28 participating private hospitals of the discontinuation of the HS-40 ICMT

Form for In-Custody billings.

3. State if the corrective actions are applicable to only your department or other County

departments:
(If unsure, please contact the Chief Executive Office Risk Management Branch for

assistance) :

® Ppotentially have Countywide implications.

0] Potentially has an implication to other departments (i.e., all human services, all safety
departments, or one or more other departments).

{J Does not appear to have Countywide or other department(s) implications.

Name: (Risk Management Coordinator)
mberky Mceldnzae

Signature:

Date:

e/ k) 2

7 </

Name: (Department Head)

oy ] __
SM’%&@?\% ?M d{2slie

I:Risk Mgt. Inspector General/CAP-SCAP-RECAP/Summary Corrective Action Plan Form 2-01-10 (Final).docx

Document ve"rsion: 4.0 (Feb. 2010) Page 2 of 2



DHS' CAP

. Department of HEALTH SERVICES
Case Name:_St. Francis Medical Center v. City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles
Case No.: BC 451808 RMIS No.: 10-1082530*001-173

1. General Information

Date CAP document April 24, 2012
prepared:
Department: Department of Health Services
Name of departmental Eva Mora-Guillen
contact person:
. 'title: . | Interim Chief, Fiscal Services
 phone number: (213) 240-7875
e e-malil: i uillen@dhs.lacounty.gov

2. Incident/Event Specific Information

Date of incidentfevent: Various dates of medical services
Location of Incident/event: | St. Francis Medical Center
Event contact person: Eva Mora-Guillen
e phone: (213) 240-7875
e e-mail . égulllen@dhs.lacounty.gov
Claim adjuster:. ) N/A
{Thied Padty Adriéstrator or County Counsel) *
» phone number: N/A

If claim is in litigation, please complete the following:

County Counsel Attomey: Robert E. Ragland

« phore number: (213) 974-1928

SASPECIAL FUNDS SECTION\IS) In-Custody Program\SFMC Lawsuit\Settlement\CAP and SCAPSSFMC LAWSUIT CAP 4.doc (4- 25-2012)



County of Los Angeles
Corrective Action Plan

3. Incident/Event Description:

Nature of incident/event: j Payment for emergency medical treatment provided to armestees.

Rrovide a brief descnption of ] The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department maintains a jail in

the incidenitievent: ‘| Lynwood, CA. The closest hospital to the Lynwood jail is St. Francis

‘| Medical Center. When an inmate in the Lynwood jail reduires emergency
medical treatment, the ambulance transports the inmate to the nearest

-| emergency room. Over the previous 2 years, 148 County inmates from
the Lynwood jail facility have been treated by St. Francis Medical Center.
| St. Francis Medical Center refused to accept the rate of payment for

’ these inmates, and also claimed that tﬁe County was legally responsible

| for the payment of the medical treatment costs of arrestees that had not

;
.1 et been committed into a County jail.

H

4. Corrective Action Plan Problem Statement

St. Francis Medical Center stated that a signed HS-40 In-Custody Medical Treatment (ICMT) Form was
the authorization for reimbursement for the medical services provided to arrestees not yet committed into

County jail.

5. Root Cause Analysis

Root Cause Analysistool | N/A
used:

Incident/event root causes: The County of Los Angeles is responsible for the cost of medical care
provided by private hospitals fo prisoners who have been committed into

} the County jail. The involved hospital was under the impression that the

{ HS-40 ICMT Form authorized reimbursement from the County for medical
| services provided to arrestees who had not yet been committed into the

1 County jail.

| 6. Correctlve Action Plan Steps

Task number { NA

Task name: | N/A

System issue': " |@ Process/procedure
Q Equipment
Q Personnel

Document version: 2 0 (September 2007) T Page 2 of 3

.



County of Los Angeles

Corrective Action Plan
Schedule stait date: 212912
Schedule complation date: | 2/29/12

Responsible person:

-1 Eva Mora-Guillen

Task descriplion:

Effective 2/29/12, notification was sent to the private hospitals, including
the involved hospital, that the HS-40 ICMT Form had been discontinued.

7. Review and Authorization
The department has reviewed the incident/event investigation, Root Cause Analysis

documentation and Corrective Action Plan and has taken all appropriate corrective

actions required.

Review and authorization steps:

Signature:

Date:

Docurﬁerrf’cdmpi’etedby: ;
Eva Mora-Guillen ;
Interim Chief, Fiscal Services

Ao,

‘Document reviewed by
department head or des;gnee

Gregory C. Polk

Wuéb

Document versnon 20(September 2007) T

H(as|(z
Kt

Page 30f3




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

HOA873129.1

Arthur Lerille Jr., et al v. County of
Los Angeles, et al.

KC059580

Los Angeles County Superior
Court East District

September 13, 2010
Sheriff

525,000

Pitre & Teunisse, Inc.

Vicki Kozikoujekian
Principal Deputy County Counsel

On November 8, 2008, a Deputy
Sheriff, while in the course and
scope of his employment, entered
the intersection and collided with
Mr. Lerille's vehicle.

Plaintiff claims that the Sheriff
Deputy negligently broad-sided his
vehicle, by entering the
intersection on a red light. The
County claims that the plaintiff
failed to wear a seatbelt which

-was the direct cause of his

injuries.

Due to the risks and uncertainties
of litigation, the Sheriff's
Department proposes a full and
final settlement of the case in the
amount of $525,000.

65,968

17,458



Case Name: Arthur J. Lerille, Jr._v. County of Los Angeles

Summary Corrective Action Plan

The intent of this form is to assist depariments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment
{o the settiement 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 incident/event:
Saturday, November 8, 2008; approximately 5:25 a.m.-

Briefly provide a description

of the incident/event | Arthur J. Lerille, Jr. v. County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan No. 2012-011

On Saturday, November 8, 2008, at approximately 5:25 a.m., a Los
Angeles County deputy sheriff was driving a standard, black and white,
County-owned patrol vehicle west on Arrow Highway, east of Sunflower
Avenue, Glendora (unincorporated Los Angeles County). After he
entered the intersection, the vehicle he was driving collided with the
plaintiff's vehicle.

1. Briefly describe the root cause(s) of the claim/lawsuit:

This incident was thoroughly investigated by representatives of the Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Department and the California Highway Patrol. Their investigations concluded that the deputy sheriff
caused the traffic collision by violating California Vehicle Code section 21453(a), Circular Red or Red
Arrow. .

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

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department had relevant policies and procedures/protocols in effect
at the time of this incident. .

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department’s training curriculum addresses the circumstances whlch
occurred in this incident.

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department’s administrative review revealed employee misconduct.
Appropriate administrative action was taken.




County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

3.  State if the corrective actions are applicable to only your department or other County departments:
(If unsure, please contact the Chief Executive Office Risk Management Branch for assistance).

| Potentially has Countywide implications.

O Potentially has an implication to other departments (i.e., all human services, all safety
departments, or one or more other departments).

B/ Does not appear to have Countywide or other department(s) implications.

Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department

Name; (Risk Management Coordinator)

Shaun J. Mathers, Captain
Risk Management Bureau

N N YA

Name: (Department Head)

Roberta A. Abner, Chief
Leadership and Training Division

aa | |
Signature: Date:
. (/W Q% 032/> 7//2_

Chief Executive Office Risk Management Branch

Name: .
CED CoSTANT/IND

Signature: Date:

| ~z)// HrL

:Risk Mgt. Inspector General/ CAP-SCAP-RECAP/Summary Corrective Action Plan Form 2-01-10 (Final).docx

Document version: 4.0 (Feb. 2010) : Page 2 of 2




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

HOA.872063.1

Monique Lynch, et al. v. County of
Los Angeles, et al.

CV 10-01441 JHN (FFMXx)

United States District Court

03/03/2010

Department of Children and
Family Services

100,000

Mark A. Massey
Joyce A. Komanapalli
Komanapalli Massey LLP

Lauren M. Black
Principal Deputy County Counsel

Jennifer Gysler
Clayton Averbuck
Monroy, Averbuck & Gysler

Plaintiff alleges that the
Department of Children and
Family Services violated their
rights.

54,836

749



Case Name: Lynch v. County of Los Angeles

o OF to‘6
m Summary Corrective Action Plan k
. Department of Children and .- /,;"?

Q" Family Services Chtiron

The intent of this form is to assist departments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment
to the settiement 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 gonfidentiality, please consult County
Counsel.

Date of incident/event: March 2008

Briefly provide a description | The plaintiffs allege that DCFS violated their rights.
of the incident/event:

1. Briefly describe the root cause of the claim/lawsuit:

The minor was detained from his legal guardian.

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

The Department has reviewed relevant policy and training. The appropriate modifications have been
made.




County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

3.  State if the corrective actions are applicable to only your depariment or other County departments:
{If unsure, please contact the Chief Executive Office Risk Management Branch for assistance}

Q Potentially has County-wide implications.

D Potentially has implications to other departments (i.e., all human services, all safety depariments,
or one or more other depariments).

E Does not appear to have County-wide or other department implications.

Signature: (Risk Management Coordinator) Date:
MJ\ 2 -3\-1a
Michelle R. Victor

Signature: (Depariment Head) 7 Date: )
&-.,.:-"/f/ :)//3/ /R

PHILIP L. BROWNING, Interim Director

Chief Executive Office Risk Management Branch

Name:

gD Q>TAHVTINY

Signature: . Date:
;z/ /0// 2

Document version: 2.0 (October 2007) Page 2 of 2



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

HOA.873151.1

LAURA MORENO vs. COLA, et al.

CV 10-9706 DSF(Ex)

United States District Court

December 17, 2010

Office of Public Safety

250,000

Moreno, Becerra & Casillas

Millicent L. Rolon

Plaintiff Laura Moreno alleges that
her civil rights were violated when
she was sexually assaulted by a
Los Angeles County Office of
Public Safety Officer.

Due to the risks and uncertainties
of litigation and in light of the fact
that a prevailing plaintiff in a
federal civil rights lawsuit is
entitled to an award of reasonable
attorneys' fees, a full and final
settlement of the case in the
amount of $250,000 is
recommended.

40,709

5,126



Case Name: Moreno, Laura v. County of Los Angeles

Summary Corrective Action Plan

The intent of this form is to assist departments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment
to the seitiement 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 incident/event: March 30, 2010

Briefly provide a description | Plaintiff alleges on 3/30/10 she was driving at or near the 1 405 and | 105
of the incldent/event: when she was stopped by a County Safety Police Officer for alleged
traffic violations. Said stop was made without reasonable. suspicion,
probable cause or any other lawful or valid reason as claimant had not
violated any traffic laws. The officer sexually molested claimant by
fondling her breasts and groin area and kissing her. The police officer
did not cite claimant for any violations.

1.  Briefly describe the root cause(s) of the claim/lawsuit:

Sexual assault committed by an on duty officer employed by the Office of Public Safety (OPS).

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

When the incident was reported to OPS on April 17, 2010, immediate action was taken including the |.
initiation of an investigation by California Highway Patrol and placing the officer on administrative leave.

The officer was terminated on September 30, 2010.

| The former officer was arrested by Los Angeles S.W.AT. on April 17, 2010 for Assault by a Peace
| Officer and released. No known criminal charges have been filed at this time.

3.  Stateif the corrective actions are applicable to only your department or other County departments:
(If unsure, please contact the Chief Executive Office Risk Managerment for assistance)

XX Potentially has County-wide implications.

a Potentially has an implication to other departments (j.e., all human services, all safety
departments, or one or more other depariments).

D Does not appear to have County-wide or other department implications.



County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

Name: (Risk Management Coordinator)
Steven NyBlom

TN,

v ~J
Chief Executive Office Risk Management

Signature: Date:
51 & /‘*{/W J-20-172—
7
Name: (Depariment Head)
William T Fujioka
Signature: J Date:
. W () 3/211>

Name:
Leo Costantino
Signature: Date:
2% [ Zerd

Document version: 3.0 (January 2010)

Page 2 of 2




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

HOA.868467.1

Alyssia Frenzel v. County of Los
Angeles, et. al.

BC 432895

Los Angeles Superior Court

March 3, 2010

Probation Department

161,000

Daniel G. Sheldon, Esq.

Millicent L. Rolon

Plaintiff, Alyssia Frenzel alleges
that her federal civil rights were
violated when she was seriously
injured while in custody at
Probation's Central Juvenile Hall
due to improper supervision by
Probation staff.

Due to the risks and uncertainties
of litigation, a full and final
settlement of the case in the.
amount of $161,000 is
recommended.

32,737

2,541



CaseName: FRENZEL V. COLA

Summary-Corrective Action Plan

The intent of thisformiis {0’ ‘agslst departments in. wrmng a corrsciive. action:plan summary for. attachment
to the seltlemerit dacuments developed for-the Board of Supervisars and/or-the County of Los Angeles
‘Claims Board. The summary | should'be a specific overview-of the claims/lawsulls’ (dentiflad root causes
and corrective actions (status; time frame, and responsible party). This summ rfy---t_does ot replace the
Corrective. Action. Plan form. If tHefe Is a question related 1o oonﬁdenhahgy_. pleage consult

‘County Counsel.
Dats of incidentievent: | May:23, 2008 at approximately 4:30pm
- { Briefly provide a description | Plainfiff wasa 17 year old White Female that was approximately
| ofthe incident/event: .5%37:192 Ibs., whei she was detaingd at Central Juvenile Hall

(CTF).on Marchi 10, 2008 related to-an:Assault with a Deadly
“Weapaon. offense.. The plaintiff uonnnuously expetienced
‘balhiginations while being detained at CJH. Department of Mental
‘Health- (DME) staffnoted the: plamtxff’s behavior concern as self- -
- injury-and recommended an‘intervention: plan that included
{keeping the plaintiffs hands/wrists/arms in. sxght, and: actlvely
-intervene beforethe situation escalates if minor engagesin any

| self harming activities. Asa result, the: -plaintiffwas placed on
 Liével 3:and Level 4 Supervision Status throughout the timeframe -
~she was lwused at CJH, which generally requirés:a desigriated
-gtaffremain in close proximity. On May:23, 2008-at ,
'appraxmxately 4:30p.m:; the plamtlft‘was in thé'Coed Gymnasium |
| wiien she ran out'of the door fora ball. Staffpursued.the plaintiff.
*| However, she ran across a. grass field and went'up the Unit €/D
1 »steps and Jumped ﬁ‘om the. 2" level The_plamuﬁ sustained

|'alleging a wblauén dfconstxtuhdxial ﬁgh& 'negligwt hmng,
- filure to trdin and supervise and generat-nggligence.

1.

| Root Cause Analysis:

| The initial‘incident steins from plaintiff’s departure from the recreational activity area
while on Level:3 Enlianced Supebvision. .Aroot.cause factor analysis was conducted
| including, but not Jimited to:

s Exposure area relates to minor not following direct orders given by staff to stop.
Componndmg factors: Incmde

¢



County of Los Angeles _
Summary Corrective Action Plan

o Enhanced Supervision Policy vague as to'what is considered:close proximity.
‘o Staff was notinclose enough proximity to intervéne and/or:prevent the jutmp

incident.
o Staff lack of attentiveness to the minor during all aspects of the recreational
‘activity.

o Staff limited experience supervising minors during daytime activities as'a DSO.
= Staffwasa Group Stupervisor Nights (nighttiime sleeping hour
‘superyision) prior to-the incident.
o Administrative investigation findings.
o The substance of witness recollection.

Based upon the outcome of'the-above-referenced root cause analysis the Department has
-determined root cause factors include:

¢ Probation staif me ber deviation from Déepartment Policies, which included:
o Stafffai of in-close proximity and in diréct line of sight.
o Staff faﬁe ]  maintaln direct and.continuous visual and audio supervision
of the winor.
o Stafffailu!‘e to reiiain alert,
-

olic laek of clarity related to:

: » and: its relation to staff with-experience
asa Group:SnpervkorNigh (_GSN), ete:
» ‘Minor’s lack of compliance with policy about folowing all rules and orders given
by staff.

This matter has been settled to mitigite associated legal costs and to avoid a potentially
| adverse verdict associated with the-root cause factors.

2. Briefly desedbe recommended corracﬁve actions:
{Inciude each comective-action, due date, responsible party; and any disdipiinary actions if-apptapriate)

| Recommended Roof Cause Corrective Action:

ces Bireaix (DSB) Appropriate Didciplinary Action. |

Task#1 Naine: Detention Sex

| System Issue: <} Process/Procednre/Personnel

| Responsible Person: Lany Ruibin
| Task Description:

. ‘The Depattment will take appropriate disciplinary actioh against the
employee with clear documerited policy- violations associated with

thismatter. Actiontaken will be consistent with.current -
Performance ManagementlDzsmphne Guidelines, which include, but. |

Document version;: 3.0 (February 2010) : Page 20f 5




County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective.Action Plan:

is.znotilixﬁited-to:

Disciplinary Action-Notice of Suspension-
This: taskwill be completed by the end of April 2612 and may be
subject: to.the Civil Service Commission Appeal Process.

| Task#2 Name: Enhanced Supervision Policy Modification & Reinforcement
System Issue: X Process/Procedure/Personnel
Responsible Person: Larry Rubin,

Task Description:
' 1. The Department DSB reinforced modified policy in Directive
#1188-that. was previously in Directive #1132 and DSB Manual
Section 1400 related to Enhanced Supervision, Reinforcement was
done. by using at least one of the followxng* (1) Discussion in staff
meetings, (2} Individiial staff review with supervisors, (3) Posted in
an area frequented by staff; or:(4) Electranic distribution. The
policy-includes, butis not limited to the following information:
8. Designated:staff member shall:
i Remain in: cluse proxlmity tothe minor
ii_i.

mmediate re 's of §u) 'e*-."'is' yu for any reason,
without the direct authorization: of the staff
§_1;p_emsmg the minor, the Shift Leader or the
Duty Supervisor.

iv. Provide continuous visual and audio supcwlsxon
of the minor.

v. The assigned staff shall initiate and maintain an
Enhanced Supervision Observation Form (bSO)

»

on‘ea ight(8) hour shift- dunng the minor’s

b. Duty Supcrvisor Responsibﬂi{i&s mchxde, but are not
limited:to:
i. Assigning appropriate staff for supervision of
minors placed on'Level 2, Level 3, or Level 4
statiis.
c. Shift Leader Respousibilities include; but are not

v Doéumﬁe.h,tverswn: 3;0'_(Fébm_a(yf'20150)‘ ' “ | Page 3 of §



.County of Los Angeles
‘Summary Corective Actiony Plan,.

SUurinege:
on Level 2, Level 3, or Level 4 Enhanced
Supemsxon status.are W
‘to their specific duag, mcludmg theproper
‘positioning and supervision: responSIblhues, 80
thcy can provxde safe and. eft‘ecﬁvc supcrv:smn.
; sk chi

ii. . A

i ,m rcsponsible forsupcrvxsmg a minor and
that the: offwgomg staff member’s form is signed
by thc on-commg slnﬁ staff’ mcmbcr prior to'the

d. Supervxsory -staff shall only assign experienced staff 1o
provide supcrvxsxon of Level 3 'Enbanced. Supemsxon
status minors (Level 4 status shall be supervised in
accord%moc with Level 3 status)

i. Bxpetienced staff is:defined a5 oneithat is CORE
and POST quahﬁed, and’has-a-minimum of six
(6) mioniths experience as a-peace officer in-the
Probation Department (umlndes GSN,'DSO,
DPO, SDSO or SDPO series staff).
‘This:task ' was completed:by the end of J anuary 2011 andison-
-going based O operahoual needs.

3. - Staleifthe corrective actlons are applicable to only your depaitment or other Counly depariments:
{If unsure, ploase contact the Chiof Exgcutive Ofice Riski Mahagement for assistanice)

@ Patentially has County-wide implications.

@ Potentially hag:an implication to oftier departments (l.6., all-human services, all safely
departments, or cna or more other departmients),

-. Doaes not-appear to have Counfy-wide or other depariment implications.

;_N' e (mskmnagm&awanaga)
' T ANM\! :

T A e e T e

| Name: (Department Head}

{ Signature

|- Signature: . \ ~Date:

L‘( Iiy\‘ IV

/ 7

-'Document version; ‘3.0 (February 2010) Page 4 of 5




Countly of Los Angeles
Summary-Corractive Action Plan

Chief Execitive Office Risk Management

Name:

Signamfe: ' Date:

328/ 5015~

R :DoétQmen.t:version:_ 3.0 (February 2010) . | Page 5 of



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES CLAIMS BOARD
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING
April 16, 2012
1. Call to Order.

This meeting of the County of Los Angeles Claims Board was called to
order at 9:30 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: John Naimo,
Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu.

Other persons in attendance at the meeting were: Office of the County
Counsel: Rosemarie Belda, Edwardo Montelongo, Albert Kelly, Richard Bloom and
Joyce Aiello; Department of Health Services: David Cochran and Edgar Soto;
Department of Community and Senior Services: Cynthia Banks, Lorenza Sanchez and
Rafael Carbajal; Outside Counsel: Calvin R. House, Elizabeth M. Kessel and Lauren
Thibodeaux.

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 9:30 a.m., the Chairperson adjourned the meeting into Closed Session
to discuss the items listed as 4(a) through 4(h) below.

4. Report of actions taken in Closed Session.

At 10:40 a.m., the Claims Board reconvened in open session and reported
the actions taken in Closed Session as follows:

a. Rahul Sheth v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 464 946

This lawsuit concerns allegations that an employee of the
Department of Health Services was wrongfully discharged based
on discrimination, harassment, and retaliation.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $97,000.

Vote: Ayes: 2 - Laurie Milhiser and Patrick Wu
Noes: 1 - John Naimo
HOA.878157.1



HOA.878157.1

Michael Rogne v. County of Los Angeles
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 412 936

This lawsuit concerns allegations of age discrimination against a
former employee of the Department of Health Services, which
allegedly led to his early retirement.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $55,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu
Lela Bohannon v. County of Los Angeles

‘United States District Court Case No. CV 11-05251

This lawsuit concerns allegations that the Department of
Community and Senior Services failed to properly compensate
employees for overtime under the Federal Fair Labor Standards
Act.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $25,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

Rlynn Smith-Thomas v. County of Los Angeles
United States District Court Case No. CV 11-05249

This lawsuit concerns allegations that the Department of
Community and Senior Services failed to properly compensate
employees for overtime under the Federal Fair Labor Standards
Act. '
Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $32,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

Jesse Rivas v. County of Los Angeles
United States District Court Case No. CV 11-08538

This lawsuit concerns allegations that the Department of
Community and Senior Services failed to properly compensate
employees for overtime under the Federal Fair Labor Standards
Act.



HOA.878167.1

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $32,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

Jose Troconis v. County of Los Angeles
United States District Court Case No. CV 08-04289

This lawsuit concerns allegations that the Department of
Community and Senior Services failed to properly compensate
employees for overtime under the Federal Fair Labor Standards
Act.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $60,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

Khosrov Tavitian v. County of Los Angeles
United States District Court Case No. CV 11-09777

This lawsuit concerns allegations that the Department of
Community and Senior Services failed to properly compensate
employees for overtime under the Federal Fair Labor Standards
Act.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $68,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

Jorge Salcedo v. County of Los Angeles
United States District Court Case No. CV 11-09775

This lawsuit concerns allegations that the Department of
Community and Senior Services failed to properly compensate
employees for overtime under the Federal Fair Labor Standards

Act.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved settlement of this matter in the amount
of $68,000.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

3



HOA.878157.1

Approval of the minutes of the April 5, 2012, special meeting of the
Claims Board.

Action Taken:

The Claims Board approved the minutes.

Vote: Ayes: 3 - John Naimo, Laurie Milhiser, and Patrick Wu

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.

Adjournment.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:55 a.m.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES CLAIMS BOARD

By W?M

Carol“J. Slosson
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