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AUDIT REPORT

PURPOSE

The Audit and Accountability Bureau (AAB) conducted the Stops and Detentions Audits
under the authority of the Los Angeles County Sheriff Department (LASD or the
Department), pursuant to the United States Department of Justice' (DOJ) Antelope
Valley (AV) Settlement Agreement (Agreement) Paragraph 149, which states:

The Monitor shall... determine whether LASD has implemented and continues to
comply with the material requirements of this Agreement... Where appropriate,
the monitor will make use of audits conducted by the [Audit and Accountability
Bureau] taking into account the importance of internal auditing capacity and
independent assessment of this agreement.

This Stops and Detentions Audit was conducted in five separate audits (Part I, II, lll, IV,
and V) to provide timely feedback to Lancaster and Palmdale Stations (AV Stations).
Each of the five audits addresses the requirements of the Agreement. This audit,
designated as Part |, focused on assessing Backseat Detentions (BSD)?

related to the AV Stations.

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Audit Scope and Criteria

This audit was not mandated by the Agreement; however, the Department recognizes the
importance of evaluating deputy personnel’s actions when contacting members of the
public. The interactions of patrol deputies with the AV community are essential to
developing community trust. While this audit was not designed to demonstrate whether
LASD is in compliance with the terms of the Agreement, this audit allowed for an
opportunity to identify process improvement and corrective actions where necessary.

1 United States of America v. The County of Los Angeles and The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. Case
Number CV 15-03174, April 28, 2015.

2 BSD is the acronym for backseat detention, which occurs when an individual is securely detained by deputy personnel
in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.
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An audit work plan was submitted to the AV Monitoring Team (MT) and the DOJ for input
prior to the start of the audit.

The scope of this audit focused on assessing stops and detentions, with a particular
emphasis on evaluating the treatment of individuals when detained in the backseat of a
patrol vehicle. In addition, auditors evaluated the issues related to body-worn camera
(BWC) activations, the completeness of video recordings associated with the BSD of
detained person(s), the documentation of stops and searches of BSDs and if required
explanations to the detained person(s) throughout the interaction were identified and
documented. Additionally, patterns of legal, policy, or tactical errors will be identified and
reported.

The AAB will conduct these audits as indicated in Table No. 1 below.

Table No. 1 — Part | Projected Due Dates and Audit Time Period

Project Projected Due
No. Date Population Time Period
Project No. 2024 —3 — A March 8, 2024 December 1, 2023, to January 31, 2024
Project No. 2024 — 10 — A May 24, 2024 April 1, 2024, to April 30, 2024
Project No. 2024 — 26 — A July 24, 2024 June 1, 2024, to June 30, 2024

The Department's compliance was measured against the AV Agreement Compliance
Metrics (compliance metrics) provided by the AV DOJ Compliance Unit, along with
additional directions provided by the MT.

Prior to the submission of the Audit Work Plan, auditors solicited input from the DOJ and the
MT. Recommendations were made regarding the test questions to be used during the audit
procedures. Auditors implemented the recommended questions into the testing portion of
this audit to evaluate the samples in the audit population.

Audit Population and Sampling
The selected audit period was December 1, 2023, through January 31, 2024, and focused
on one population from which samples were randomly extracted. This population included

the following:

e Stops and Detentions including data for BSD’s (Vehicle, Pedestrian, and Bicycle
Stops)
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A data request for all the AV Stations’ stops and detentions? (Vehicle, Pedestrian, and
Bicycle Stops) having BSD data was obtained from the Data Systems Bureau (DSB) for
the audit period, resulting in a population of 161 stops and detentions. The data was
extracted by utilizing two separate methods.

In the first method, the detention code of “B” for Backseat Detention (Vehicle, Pedestrian
and Bicycle Stops) was selected, as it met the testing criteria for this audit.

In the second method, DSB provided auditors a spreadsheet to search for the keyword
“BSD” in the call clearance narrative of the Mobile Digital Computer (MDC). This method
captured additional BSD incidents which were not properly coded in the first method.

Auditors identified 15 stops and detentions from each station, which included multiple
detainees within a stop, and were documented as showing additional factors, including
arrests made, evidence of crime, no record of time duration a person was BSD, etc. in the
MDC clearance.

Total Number of Stops in Audit

Search or Detention Code and Definition .
Population

B — Backseat Detention (Vehicle, Pedestrian and Bicycle Stops)

and MDC clearances with “BSD” in clearance narrative 30

Below is a breakdown of documented stops and detentions accompanied by the number
of BSDs for both AV Stations for the audit period.

AV Stations Total Number of Stops and Detentions Backseat Detentions (BSDs)
Lancaster 1,172 89
Palmdale 2,587 72

3 The data request involved all “Stops” clearance codes (840, 841, 842, and 843) retrieved from the Regional Allocation
of Police Services (RAPSNET) application.
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Audit Procedures

The auditors reviewed the compliance metrics related to stops, seizures, and searches.
Auditors also reviewed all relevant BWC videos for each stop and detention. This included
all videos of deputies and supervisors involved in the application of the BSD or other direct
contact with a civilian detainee who was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.
Attention was focused on all interactions and treatment of the detainee who was placed in
the backseat to ensure adherence to the Agreement requirements involving BSDs.
Auditors thoroughly reviewed all relevant conversations with the detainee related to the
specific objective.

The BWC videos were cross-referenced with the MDC* log entries. Additionally, incident
reports, arrest reports, and citations related to BSDs were compared with the MDC as
needed to verify the accuracy of the MDC log entries. Auditors addressed
recommendations or corrective actions needed if incorrect information related to BSDs
was entered into the MDC during any stops or detentions.

Auditors commented on the Department’s ability to demonstrate compliance with the
metrics, policy, and other standards in this final audit report.

Summary of Preliminary Findings

The auditors observed the AV Stations failed to meet the compliance metrics for both sub-
objectives. The AV Stations are mandated to meet or exceed compliance metrics per the
Agreement.

The AAB will re-evaluate the objective in each audit to measure improvement. In addition,
the audits will ensure timely recommendations are provided to the AV Stations. This will
allow for prompt implementation of corrective actions.

4 The Mobile Digital Computer (MDC) is the computer system found in patrol vehicles to provide a complete operating
system in a mobile environment.
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Table No. 2 below indicates the audit findings based on the AV Stations’ compliance and
the compliance metrics.

Table No. 2 — Summary of Compliance Metrics Preliminary Findings

Objective . o Compliance e e \%
No. Audit Objectives Metrics % Lancaster % Palmdale % Total
1 BACKSEAT DETENTIONS
1(a) Explanat/oncc;‘l:iﬁaa::s;aart 4D8etent/ons to 90% 33% 429, 38%
Backseat Detentions Documentation o o o o
1(b) and Articulation Par 44 90% 69% 80% 75%

Detailed Preliminary Findings

This report provides detailed information for those sub-objectives which did not meet the
compliance metrics.

Objective No. 1 — Backseat Detentions

This objective included the evaluation of BSDs conducted by the AV deputies as specified
in the Agreement compliance metrics.

Objective No.1(a) — Explanation of Backseat Detentions to Civilians
Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Stops, Seizures, and
Searches, Investigative, Stops, Searches, Paragraph 48, Section 2, states.

LASD-AV deputies may not conduct backseat detentions as a matter of course
during routine traffic stops or domestic violence situations. When LASD-AV
deputies do conduct backseat detentions, LASD shall continue to require deputies
to explain to civilians in a professional and courteous manner why they are being
detained in the backseat of patrol cars...

LASD will be deemed in compliance with this provision when:

2. As shown through semi-annual or annual AAB audits that are verified by the
Monitors, 90% of the time, Backseat Detentions conducted by LASD-AV deputies
are conducted consistently with Paragraph 48...
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Preliminary Findings

Auditors evaluated whether deputies explained to civilians the reason they were being
detained in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. They evaluated whether the deputy was
professional and courteous during the explanation.

Auditors reviewed the total number of detainees held in the backseat across 15 incidents
from each AV Station.

For Lancaster Station, the auditor identified 23 BSD detainees from 15 incidents. Two of
the BSD detainees were excluded from the audit as they were immediately arrested upon
contact with the initiating deputy. These arrests eliminated the requirement of an
explanation to the detainee(s) of the reason they were placed in the backseat of the patrol
vehicle. This determination was made based on a review of the BWC video for the related
incidents.

Therefore, 21 BSD detainees from 15 incidents were audited for this sub-objective. Of the
21 BSD detainees, seven (33%) met the criteria for this sub-objective, while the remaining
14 detainees (67%) did not meet the criteria.

Specifically:

L-1%: The subject was stopped by the deputy for a traffic violation. The subject became
uncooperative with the deputy causing the deputy to call for additional assistance. The
deputy placed the subject in the backseat of his patrol vehicle and began an investigation
which required him to search the subjects’ vehicle.

During this investigation, deputies de-activated their BWC while the subject was seated in
the backseat of the patrol vehicle. The de-activation excluded some footage, specifically
resulting in missed dialogue between the deputies and the subject. Consequently, there
were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

L-2: The subject was stopped by the deputy for a traffic violation. During the traffic stop,
the deputy observed nervous behavior and ultimately placed the subject in the backseat of
the patrol vehicle. There were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining
to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

5 L refers to Lancaster Station. The number represents the selected sample referred to of the ten samples reviewed for
Lancaster Station.
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L-3: The subjects were occupants in a vehicle which was stopped by the deputy for various
vehicle code violations. During the traffic stop, the deputy placed all the subjects in the
backseat of a patrol vehicle to conduct probation/parole compliance checks of their persons
and the vehicle. There were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to
the subject why they were placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

L-4: The subjects were the occupants in a vehicle which was stopped by a deputy for a
vehicle code violation. As noted in the MDC clearance, the subjects presented a flight risk
and were subsequently placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. There were no other
BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subjects why they were placed in
the backseat of the patrol vehicle. Additionally, profanity was directed at an uncooperative
BSD subject.

L-5: The subject was the occupant in a vehicle which was stopped by the deputy for
various vehicle code violations. Inthe MDC clearance, it was noted the subject was a flight
risk and was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. There were no other BWC
recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the
backseat of the patrol vehicle.

L-6: The subject was the occupant in a vehicle which was stopped by the deputy for a
vehicle code violation. The deputies conducted a narcotics investigation and placed the
subject in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. There were no other BWC recordings
depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the
patrol vehicle. Additionally, one other subject was incorrectly documented in the MDC
clearance as “BSD.”

L-7: The deputy detained the subjects for a stolen vehicle investigation. In the MDC
clearance, it was noted the subjects were flight risks. The subjects were placed in the
backseat of patrol vehicles. There were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputies
explaining to two of the three subjects why they were placed in the backseat of the patrol
vehicle.

L-12: The deputy detained the subject based on what was reported as prior knowledge of
the subject’s parole status. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subject was a flight risk.
The deputy conducted a parole search of his person. There were no other BWC recordings
depicting the deputy explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the
patrol vehicle. The deputy used profanity during a casual conversation with the subject.

L-13: The subject was the occupant in a vehicle which was stopped by a deputy for a
vehicle code violation. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subject was a flight risk. The
deputy placed him in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. There were no other BWC recordings
depicting the deputy explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the
patrol vehicle. Additionally, there was no documentation in the MDC to explain why the
subject remained handcuffed in the backseat for approximately eight minutes after the initial
focus of the investigation. The reasons for the prolonged handcuffing were not clear.
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L-15: The subject was the occupant in a vehicle which was stopped by the deputy for a
vehicle code violation. The deputy conducted a search for a firearms investigation and
detained one of the subjects. There were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputy
explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

For Palmdale Station, the auditor identified 24 BSD detainees from 15 incidents. Out of 24,
five BSD detainees were excluded from this audit as they were immediately arrested upon
contact with the initiating deputy. These arrests eliminated the requirement of an
explanation to the detainee(s) of the reason they were placed in the backseat of the patrol
vehicle. This determination was made based on a review of the BWC video for the related
incidents.

Therefore, 19 BSD detainees from 15 incidents were audited for this sub-objective. Of the
19 BSD detainees, eight (42%) met the criteria for this sub-objective. The remaining 11
(58%) BSD detainees under this sub-objective did not meet the criteria.

Specifically:

P-18: The subject was contacted and detained for matching the physical description of a
wanted robbery suspect. The subject was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. There
were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the subject why he was
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

P-4: The subjects were occupants in a vehicle stopped by the deputy for an equipment
violation. The deputy conducted a weapons investigation and searched the vehicle. There
were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to one of the three
subjects why they were placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

P-6: The subjects were occupants in a vehicle stopped by the deputy for a vehicle code
violation. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subjects were flight risks. The deputy
placed them in the backseat of patrol vehicles. There were no other BWC recordings
depicting the deputies explaining to the subjects why they were placed in the backseat of
the patrol vehicle.

P-8: The subject was stopped by deputies for a stolen vehicle investigation. During this
investigation, deputies de-activated their BWC while the subject was seated in the backseat
of the patrol vehicle. The de-activation excluded some footage, specifically resulting in
missed dialogue between the deputies and the subject. Consequently, there were no other
BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the
backseat of the patrol vehicle.

6 P refers to Palmdale Station. The number represents the selected sample referred to of the ten samples reviewed for
Palmdale Station.
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P-9: The subject was stopped by deputies for suspicious activity and burglary investigation.
In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subject was looking for avenues of escape. The
deputy placed the subject in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. During this investigation,
deputies de-activated their BWC while the subject was seated in the backseat of the patrol
vehicle. The de-activation excluded some footage, specifically resulting in missed dialogue
between the deputies and the subject. Consequently, there were no other BWC recordings
depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the
patrol vehicle.

P-10: The subjects were occupants in a vehicle stopped by the deputy for a vehicle code
violation. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subjects were looking for avenues of
escape. The deputy placed the subjects in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. There were
no other BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the subjects why they were
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. Due to the deputy failing to activate their BWC
in a timely manner, there was lost dialogue between the deputies and the subjects.

P-12: The subjects were occupants in a vehicle which was stopped by deputies for a
vehicle code violation. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subjects were
uncooperative and looking for an avenue of escape. There were no other BWC recordings
depicting the deputies explaining to one of the two subjects why they were placed in the
backseat of the patrol vehicle.

P-13: The subject was the occupant in a vehicle stopped by deputies for a vehicle code
violation. The deputies began conducting a firearms investigation and placed the subject in
the backseat of the patrol vehicle. Both deputies de-activated their BWC halfway through
the investigation. As a result, the entire dialogue between deputies and the BSD subject
was not recorded. Consequently, there were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputy
explaining to the subject why she was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

P-15: The subject was the occupant in a vehicle which was stopped by deputies for a
vehicle code violation. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the suspect was a flight risk and
displayed nervous behavior. Deputies placed the subject in the backseat of the vehicle.
There were no other BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the subject why he
was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.
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Recommendations

It is recommended the Department include an MDC/CAD function to allow deputies to
attest, via digital input, they explained to the detainees of the reason they were placed in
the backseat of the patrol vehicle. This explanation procedure is also stipulated in LASD
policy (Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 5-09/520.10, Backseat Detentions).

It is also recommended deputies strictly adhere to the BWC policy (Los Angeles County
Sheriff Department Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-06/200.13) and allow
continuous video coverage depicting the entirety of the investigative and enforcement
contact with the detainee, especially as it relates to the explanation of the BSD to the
detainee. It is also recommended the AV stations should develop a corrective action plan
to address the patterns of deactivation.

Finally, it is recommended future station training be developed related to the Agreement.
This would include emphasizing deputies to explain to the detainees, immediately upon
the initiation of the BSD, the reason why they are being placed in the backseat. This
immediate explanation captured on the BWC may eliminate any evidence the deputies
were conducting their investigations using the BSD method as a matter of course.
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Objective No. 1(b) — Backseat Detention Documentation and Articulation
Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Stops, Seizures, and
Searches, Investigative, Stops, Searches, Paragraph 44, Section 2, states.

LASD will be deemed in compliance with this provision when:

At least 95% of the time for each item below (measured independently), deputies
document the following information about patrol activity in their MDC patrol logs:

44h) why any backseat detention that was conducted was necessary as well as the
reasonable suspicion for the investigation.

Preliminary Findings

For the second part of the objective, auditors reviewed each BWC recording with the
respective MDC log documenting the incident in the audit population. Auditors evaluated if
in instances where a BSD was conducted and whether the deputies documented the BSD
accurately and sufficiently. Additionally, auditors evaluated if the reason for the BSD was
necessary and if the BWC video supports the reason articulated by the deputy. Auditors
evaluated if the reasonable suspicion for the investigation was documented in the MDC
narrative. And finally, auditors noted if the deputies failed to indicate a time duration for the
BSD on the MDC log.

Auditors reviewed fifteen incidents (samples) for each AV Station and tested for this
objective.

Four incidents at Lancaster Station failed to meet the compliance standard.

L-4: The subjects were the occupants in a vehicle which was stopped by the deputy for a
vehicle code violation. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subjects who were placed in
the backseat of the patrol vehicle were flight risks.

The MDC record indicated the BSD reason was for "Flight Risk". However, there were
two uncooperative subjects and two other subjects who appeared visibly cooperative.
Based on the auditor’s observation of the BWC video, there also appeared to be a search
for a firearm. This became evident through the interaction between the deputy and one of
the subjects. When the deputy asked the subject if he was armed, the subject did not give
a definitive answer, which alerted the deputy there was either a weapon on the subject or
in the vehicle. This suspicion of a weapon was not noted in the MDC narrative.
Additionally, the two BSD subjects seen on BWC did not have corresponding MDC
records.
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Auditors found this incident to be non-compliant because there was no MDC record
justifying the BSD for all subjects, despite the BWC recording depicting a potentially
dangerous and dynamic situation. Additionally, the absence of MDC data for two of the
subjects revealed inconsistencies between what is shown on BWC video and what was
recorded on the MDC.

L-7: The deputy detained the subjects for a stolen vehicle investigation. Per the MDC
clearance, it was noted the subjects were flight risks.

One of the three subjects placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle was not accounted
for on the deputy’s MDC record. This inconsistency resulted in non-compliance with this
sub-objective.

L-10: The subject was the driver of a vehicle which was stopped by deputies for a vehicle
code violation. The deputies immediately discovered the subject was in possession of
narcotics and placed him in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. The MDC clearance
narrative is missing BSD articulation and reasonable suspicion information.

L-12: The deputy detained the subject based on what she reported as prior knowledge of
his parole status. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subject was a flight risk. The time
duration of the BSD is not documented on the MDC clearance.

Three incidents at Palmdale Station failed to meet the compliance standard.

P-1: The subject was contacted and detained for matching the physical description of a
wanted robbery suspect. The subject was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. The
MDC clearance narrative is missing BSD articulation and reasonable suspicion
information.

P-12: Two subjects were occupants in a vehicle which was stopped by deputies for a
vehicle code violation. In the MDC clearance, it was noted the subject were uncooperative
and looking for an avenue of escape. The time duration of the BSD is not documented on
the MDC clearance.

P-13: The subject was the occupant in a vehicle stopped by deputies for a vehicle code
violation. The deputies conducted a firearms investigation and placed the subject in the
backseat of the patrol vehicle. The time duration of the BSD is not documented on the
MDC clearance.
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Recommendations

It is recommended AV Stations’ management must incorporate scenarios related to BSD
detentions into training exercises, while encouraging deputies to practice proper
documentation protocols. Additionally, implement a recurring briefing to reinforce the
habit of documenting the reasons in the MDC log narrative and the importance of
compliance to the terms of the settlement agreement.
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Conclusions

The AAB considers the findings of this Stops and Detentions audit to be a helpful
management tool for the AV Stations. The auditor acknowledges the deputies are acting
lawfully while performing their duties during stops and detentions, however, there appears
to be a lack of awareness among AV personnel pertaining to the explanation of the reason
for backseat detentions.

In addition, the de-activations of the BWC recordings mid-way through an investigative
and enforcement contact limit oversight on determining the adherence to the Agreement
provisions. This increases the risk of allegations, unlawful activities, and loss of valuable
evidence.

The evidence collected during this audit strongly suggests the AV Station personnel must
be mindful of the room for improvement in personnel compliance with Department
policies, the stipulations set forth in the Agreement, and compliance metrics.

All noted lapses in professionalism, which included the use of profanity, have been
reported to the AV Stations’ Captains.

Recommendations

The purpose of this section is to provide a detailed summary of the recommendations
aimed at improving compliance with the Agreement. When Department policies and
procedures are not adhered to, it may result in an increased risk or an inability to be
compliant. The AAB makes the following recommendations:

Objective No. 1 — Backseat Detentions

a) Explanation of Backseat Detentions to Civilians: It is recommended the
Department include an MDC/CAD function to allow deputies to attest, via digital
input, they explained to the detainees of the reason they were placed in the
backseat of the patrol vehicle. This explanation procedure is also stipulated in
LASD policy (Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 5-09/520.10, Backseat
Detentions).

It is recommended deputies strictly adhere to the BWC policy (Los Angeles County
Sheriff Department Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-06/200.13) and
allow continuous video coverage depicting the entirety of the investigative and
enforcement contact with the detainee, especially as it relates to the explanation of
the BSD to the detainee. It is also recommended the AV stations should develop a
corrective action plan to address the patterns.
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b)

Finally, it is recommended future station training be developed related to the
Agreement. This would include emphasizing deputies to explain to the detainees,
immediately upon the initiation of the BSD, the reason why they are being placed in
the backseat. This immediate explanation captured on the BWC may eliminate any
evidence the deputies were conducting their investigations using the BSD method
as a matter of course.

Backseat Detention Documentation and Articulation: It is recommended AV
Stations’ management must incorporate scenarios related to BSD detentions in
training exercises, while encouraging deputies to practice proper documentation
protocols. Additionally, implement a recurring briefing to reinforce the habit of
documenting the reasons in the MDC log narrative and the importance of
compliance to the terms of the settlement agreement.
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Follow-up Procedures

The upcoming final audit, tentatively scheduled for July 24, 2024, will include findings from
the initial audit. Within 30 days of distributing the final audit report to the Division and AV
Stations, the AAB will conduct a follow-up of the recommendations and verify if the
auditee has made necessary improvements. Verification of corrective action will be
assessed by examining new directives, amended unit orders, and/or relevant
documentation. The AAB will work with the auditee in understanding the implementation
of audit recommendations, as it may be a lengthy process and require a collaborative
effort with other Department resources.
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DEPARTMENT APPLICATONS

Computer Aided Dispatch system (CAD)
RAPSNET

Mobile Digital Computer (MDC)

Department’s Digital Evidence Management System

REFERENCES

e United States Department of Justice — Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Department Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Case Number CV 15-
03174 (April 2015)

¢ Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement it is recommended the Department
Metrics

e Manual of Policy and Procedures Section:

o Section 3-06/200.08, Body Worn Cameras — Activation, (August 2020)
o Section 5-09/520.10, Backseat Detentions (July 2018)
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Views of Responsible Officials

The AAB provided the audit findings to the AV Stations on May 23, 2024. Subsequently,
the Lancaster Station command staff submitted an informal response on May 24, 2024.
Palmdale Station has yet to submit a response to the AAB’s audit findings. The AAB
presented the final audit report to the Division Director of the Office of Constitutional
Policing.

oe/ 27/2y
GEOFFREY N. CHADWICK DATE
Captain
Audit and Accountability Bureau
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
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