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AUDIT REPORT

PURPOSE

The Audit and Accountability Bureau (AAB) conducted the Public Complaints Audit
under the authority of the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department (LASD or the
Department), pursuant to the United States Department of Justice' (DOJ) Antelope
Valley (AV) Settlement Agreement (Agreement).

The Public Complaints Audit was conducted in three separate audits (Part I, Il, and Ill) to
provide timely feedback to Lancaster and Palmdale Stations (AV Stations). Each of the
three audits addressed the requirements of the Agreement.

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Audit Scope and Criteria

This audit, designated as Part lll, focused on assessing the investigation of complaints,
management review, and oversight procedures related to the AV Stations. Parts | and Il
will assess other critical Agreement requirements.

The AAB will evaluate all the objectives in each audit, which will be conducted as
indicated in Table No. 1 below.

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

Project No. Projected Due Date Population Time Period
Project No. 2024-6-A March 8, 2024 October 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023
Project No. 2024-17-A May 9, 2024 October 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023
Project No. 2024-25-A July 9, 2024 January 1, 2024, to March 30, 2024

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

Audit Population and Sampling

During the first Public Complaints Audit for Project No. 2024-6-A, the auditors focused on
a specific population timeframe from October 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023. However,
due to a lack of completed Watch Commander’s Service Comment Report (WCSCR)
investigations within this timeframe, the auditors expanded their search from January 1,
2023, to December 31, 2023, to gather sufficient WCSCR investigations for analysis. For
this Public Complaints Audit (Project No. 2024-17-A), the auditors re-evaluated the same
timeframe from October 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023, regardless of the availability of
the completed WCSCR investigations. The population consisted of all WCSCR
investigations for complaints received by the AV Stations for this timeframe. The WCSCR
investigations were considered completed when reviewed and approved by the North
Patrol Division (Division).

As of April 2, 2024, the 20 WCSCR investigations conducted by Lancaster Station were
not completed. As a result, Lancaster Station did not comply with the Agreement. Of the
16 WCSCR investigations conducted by Palmdale Station, seven (44%) were completed.
Five of the seven investigations were reviewed for this audit. The two remaining
investigations were excluded because they resulted from a use of force (UOF) incident.
As agreed by the MT, the auditors would evaluate if a WCSCR was generated for all
complaint allegations made as a result of a UOF incident in the AV UOF Audit.

As of May 2, 2024, six of the nine incomplete Palmdale Station WCSCR investigations are
with the Division. Two investigations are at the Station being prepared for submission to
the Discovery Unit, and the remaining WCSCR investigation is with the Unit Commander.
These nine WCSCR investigations should have been completed between January 2024,
to March 2024. As of May 2, 2024, the investigations are past due by an average of 114
days to the Division and 84 days to the Discovery Unit.

As of May 7, 2024, 13 of the 20 incomplete Lancaster Station WCSCR investigations are
with the investigator. Three are with Operations, two are with the Unit Commander, one is
with the Division, and one was recently sent to the Discovery Unit. These 20 WCSCR
investigations should have been completed between January 2024 to March 2024. As of
May 7, 2024, the investigations are past due by an average of 127 days to the Division
and 97 days to the Discovery Unit.
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AUDIT OBJECTIVES

This audit consisted of two main objectives with a total of 19 sub-objectives. However, the
auditors noted there are no applicable compliance metrics for sub-objective 2(d),
"Timeliness of Adjudication". As a result, 18 of the 19 sub-objectives are applicable to the
compliance metrics.

Summary of Preliminary Findings

For the Public Complaints Audit, the AV Stations are evaluated separately for each
objective. The results are combined to determine if they complied with the compliance
metrics. Lancaster Station did not complete any WCSCR investigations during the audit
timeframe. As a result, Lancaster Station could not be evaluated for this audit, and
received a 0% compliance rate for all sub-objectives. The auditors were able to evaluate
Palmdale Station for this audit, and noted the following preliminary findings:

Sub-Obijectives that Met the Compliance Metrics

The auditors observed Palmdale Station met the compliance metrics for nine of the 18
sub-objectives [1(b), 1(f), 1(h), 1(i), 2(a), 2(b), 2(f), 2(g), and 2(h)]. The AAB would like to
acknowledge the concerted efforts made by Palmdale Station in implementing the
practices required by the Agreement for these sub-objectives. The auditors recommend
Palmdale Station continue implementing these required policies to institute meaningful
and positive changes within the AV community. The AAB will re-evaluate these objectives
in the next audit to determine if compliance was sustained.

For sub-objective 1(g), “Material Inconsistency ldentified and Explained When Possible”,
the auditors did not identify any material inconsistencies. As a result, the criteria for this
sub-objective was not applicable to Palmdale Station.

Sub-Objectives that Did Not Meet the Compliance Metrics

The auditors observed Palmdale Station failed to meet the compliance metrics for eight of
the 18 sub-objectives [1(a), 1(c), 1(d), 1(e), 1(), 1(k), 2(c), and 2(e)]. The AV Stations are
mandated to meet or exceed those agreed upon compliance metrics.

Although there is no applicable compliance metrics for sub-objective 2(d), "Timeliness of
Adjudication”, the auditors evaluated if the WCSCR investigations were adjudicated
timely. The auditors noted none (0%) of the five WCSCR investigations were adjudicated
timely. This report details the preliminary findings for this objective.

The AAB will re-evaluate these objectives in the third audit (Project No. 2024-25-A) to
measure improvement. In addition, the audits will ensure timely recommendations are
provided to the AV Stations to allow for prompt implementation of corrective actions for
the objectives that continue to be out of compliance.
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The combined compliance rate for the AV Stations was calculated as if a total of ten
WCSCR investigations were reviewed. Five WCSCR investigations were reviewed by
auditors for Palmdale Station, and to maintain consistency, five WCSCR investigations
were also reviewed for Lancaster Station. Table No. 2 below indicates the audit findings
based on the AV Stations’ compliance and the compliance metrics. The combined AV
Total indicates the AV Stations did not meet the compliance metrics for any of the
applicable sub-objectives.

Table No. 2 — Summary of Compliance Metrics Preliminary Findings

Compliance Lancaster Palmdale

Metrics % % o, AVTotal

Audit Objectives

1 INVESTIGATION OF COMPLAINTS

1(a) Identify Everyone at the Scene of the WCSCR-Related 85% 0% 80% 40%
1(b) Interviews Conducted Separately 85% 0% 100% 50%
1(c) Interview Complainant in Person 85% 0% 40% 20%
1(d) Witness Interview Requirements 85% 0% 80% 40%
1(e)! | Additional Interviews Conducted as Needed 85% 0% 0% 0%
1(f) Limited English Proficiency 85% 0% 100% 50%

Material Inconsistency Identified and Explained

o) When Possible 85% 0% N/A? N/A®
1(h) Record Entire Interviews 92% 0% 100% 50%
1(i) Uninvolved Investigator 90% 0% 100% 50%
1(j) Collect All Evidence 95% 0% 60% 30%
1(k) Thoroughness of Investigation 92% 0% 60% 30%
2 MANAGEMENT REVIEW AND OVERSIGHT

2(a) Statement Discarded Due to Criminal History 85% 0% 100% 50%
2(b) Deputy Statement Given Preference 85% 0% 100% 50%
2(c) Preponderance of Evidence 95% 0% 60% 30%
. o 40%?3 20%3

2(d) Timeliness of Adjudication N/A 0%

0%* 0%*

Recordation of Critical Information on the Results of

1 0, o 0, o]
2(e) Service Comment Review Form 95% 0% 60% 30%
Recordation of Non-Ceritical Information on the o o o o
2(1) Results of Service Comment Review Form 80% 0% 80% 40%
Recordation of Critical WCSCR Investigation o o o o
2(9) Information in the Performance Recording and 95% 0% 100% 50%
2(h) Recordation of Non-Critical WCSCR Investigation 80% 0% 100% 50%

Information in PRMS

' After further review, the methodology used to audit the objective for the second audit has changed from the
methodology used in the first audit. Refer to Objective 1(e) and 2(e) for further detail. No findings were noted for 1(g).
2 Not applicable. No material inconsistencies were noted in the WCSCR investigations reviewed for AV Stations.

3 The compliance rate in which the WCSCR investigations were submitted to the Division within the required timeframe.
4 The compliance rate in which the WCSCR investigations were submitted to the Discovery Unit within the required
timeframe.
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Detailed Preliminary Findings

This report will provide detailed information for those sub-objectives where Palmdale
Station did not meet the compliance metrics.

Objective No. 1 — Investigation of Complaints

This objective evaluated the investigation of public complaints.

Objective No. 1(a) — Identify Everyone at the Scene of the WCSCR-Related Incident
Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,
Investigation, Paragraphs 131 (partial), 133, 134, 135, 136 & 137 (October 2019), Section
3B (5) states:

Personnel complaint investigators:

a. Seek to identify all persons, including deputies, who were at the scene that
gave rise to a misconduct allegation;

b. Note in the investigative report the identities of all deputies and witnesses who
were at the scene but assert they did not witness and were not involved in the
incident; and,

c. Conduct further investigation of any such assertions that appear unsupported
by the evidence.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated whether everyone at the scene of the WCSCR-related incident was
identified.

For the AV Stations combined, four (40%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations reviewed, four (80%) investigations

met the criteria for this objective. The remaining (20%) investigation did not meet the
criteria for this objective because not all persons at the scene were identified. Specifically:
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P-1: A potential civilian witness at the scene was not identified in the WCSCR or Service
Comment Review. During the complaint intake interview with the watch commander, the
complainant mentions the witness approached her and asked her if she was okay after the
incident with the two involved personnel. Per surveillance footage, the witness can be seen
approaching the complainant in her vehicle while the two involved personnel were leaving
the scene. The surveillance footage was obtained from the witness’ employer. The
witness’ contact information could have also been obtained from the employer. In addition,
per body-worn camera (BWC) footage, the witness directs one of the involved personnel to
the complainant upon arriving at the scene. The witness could have provided information
that may have affected the result of the investigation.

The auditors also noted the complainant submitted an additional complaint, via e-mail, after
the complaint intake interview with the watch commander. The complainant alleged the
watch commander did not seem really concerned with the issues discussed during the
interview. The investigator did not interview or identify the watch commander as the
involved personnel, and the allegation was not addressed or investigated in the Service
Comment Review.

Recommendations

It is recommended investigators make a concerted effort to identify everyone involved in
the WCSCR-related incident. Department supervisors must reiterate, through training and
briefings, every member has a responsibility to provide details about their involvement or
lack thereof, during an investigation.

It is also recommended the proper identification of all persons at the incident scene be
documented on a complaint investigation checklist. The checklist should be created by
the Compliance Unit and utilized during the WCSCRs investigation. This checklist should
detail the requirements of the Agreement and the compliance metrics. Additionally,
Department policy requirements should be added as necessary. This checklist should be
available to both AV Stations and required for each WCSCR investigation. It should
remain attached to the investigation package and be evaluated during the management
review and oversight process.
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Objective No. 1(c) — Interview Complainant in Person
Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,
Investigation, Paragraphs 131 (partial), 133, 134, 135, 136 & 137 (October 2019), Section
3B (2) states:

2. Each complainant is interviewed in person, when practical, and the investigation

identifies the reason when it is not.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated if the complainant was interviewed in person, if practical, or if the
investigator identified the reason when it was not practical.

For the AV Stations combined, two (20%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations reviewed, two (40%) investigations
met the criteria for this objective. The remaining three (60%) investigations did not meet the
criteria for this objective because a justification was not documented as to why the
complainant interviews were not conducted in person. Specifically:

P-1: The watch commander interviewed the complainant, via telephone, but the
investigator did not document in the Service Comment Review the reason as to why the
complainant interview was not conducted in person.

P-4 and P-5: The investigator interviewed the complainant, via telephone, and documented
in the Service Comment Review it was impractical to interview the complainant in person.
However, why it was impractical was not documented. Per the MT, a reason as to why it
was deemed impractical to interview the complainant in person is to be documented.

P-1, P-4, and P-5 were conducted by different supervisors, the complaints did not involve
the same Department personnel, and no patterns were noted.
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Recommendations

When conducting WCSCR investigations, the interview with the complainant must be
conducted in person. Meeting with the complainant in person allows the complainant to
feel they are being “heard” and, at the same time, promotes the Department’s efforts to
fully engage with the complainant when collecting the necessary details to complete the
investigation. However, in accordance with the compliance metrics, if this is not practical,
the supervisor conducting the interview must document why it was impractical. In
addition, the complainant should be asked if the interview can be conducted in person and
if they decline, this serves as a justification for why the in-person interview was not
conducted. Itis recommended the reason is also documented on the complaint
investigation checklist recommended in Objective 1(a).
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Objective No. 1(d) — Witness Interview Requirements

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,

Investigation, Paragraphs 131 (partial), 133, 134, 135, 136 & 137 (October 2019), Section

3B (4) states:

4. All witnesses, including deputies who were involved in or witnessed the incident,

provide a written statement or are interviewed in person. Non-Department
witnesses may be interviewed by phone, if practical.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated whether Department witnesses provided a written statement or
were interviewed in person, or whether non-department witnesses provided a written
statement or were interviewed in person or by phone.

For the AV Stations combined, four (40%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations reviewed, four (80%) met the
criteria for this objective. The remaining (20%) investigation did not meet the criteria for
this objective because not all witnesses, including involved personnel, were interviewed.
Specifically:

P-1: A potential civilian witness at the scene was not identified in the WCSCR or Service
Comment Review and was not interviewed. The watch commander was made aware of the
potential civilian witness during the complaint intake interview with the complainant. The
witness was also captured on BWC and surveillance footage. The witness could have
provided information that may have affected the result of the investigation.

The watch commander was also not identified in the Service Comment Review and was not
interviewed regarding the complainant’s allegation that the watch commander did not seem
really concerned with the issues discussed during the complaint intake interview. The
investigator should have interviewed the watch commander to address the allegation.

Recommendations

Written statements and interviews from all involved parties are evidence that solicit the
necessary details to aid the investigation. The independent account of every witness and
involved member should be documented and analyzed. This will ensure a complete
picture of what occurred during the incident is captured. In order to sustain and improve
the thoroughness of investigations, it is recommended Department supervisors seek to
identify all involved parties to afford each person the opportunity to provide necessary
information.
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Objective No. 1(e) — Additional Interviews Conducted as Needed

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,
Investigation, Paragraphs 131 (partial), 133, 134, 135, 136 & 137 (October 2019), Section
3B (3) states:

3. Investigators conduct additional interviews as necessary to reach reliable and
complete findings...

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated whether the investigators conducted additional interviews as
necessary to reach reliable and complete findings. During the first Public Complaints
Audit for Project No. 2024-6-A, the AV Stations complied with the Agreement if additional
interviews were needed and the interviews were conducted, as well as, if additional
interviews were not required. However, for this audit (Project No. 2024-17-A), the AV
Stations complied with the Agreement if additional interviews were needed, and the
interviews were conducted. If additional interviews were not needed, the criteria was not
applicable for this objective.

For the AV Stations combined, none (0%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations reviewed, we excluded four
because additional interviews were not required. The remaining (0%) investigation did not
meet the criteria for this objective because additional interviews necessary to reach
reliable and complete findings were not conducted. Specifically:

P-1: The complainant alleged that one of the involved personnel was rude and attempted
to fight her. The investigator concluded the involved personnel’s conduct appeared
reasonable. However, there was no evidence to support or negate the allegation of
rudeness. The BWC footage capturing the involved personnel’s interaction with the
complainant was unavailable and the surveillance footage obtained had no sound. As a
result, it was not possible to determine if the involved personnel said anything rude to the
complainant. However, a potential civilian witness was not identified in the WCSCR or
Service Comment Review and was not interviewed. This witness could have provided
information that may have affected the outcome of the investigation.

The investigator also did not interview the watch commander to address the allegation that

the watch commander did not seem concerned with the issues discussed during the
complaint intake interview.
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Recommendations

To ensure WCSCR investigations are thorough and complete, it is recommended
additional interviews are conducted and documented to ensure all the necessary
information is collected and supported by sufficient and reliable sources. Investigators
should make concerted efforts to determine if findings could be better supported by
conducting additional interviews with the complainant, witnesses, and Department
personnel to capture additional details or gain clarification.
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Objective No. 1(j) — Collect All Evidence

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,

Management Oversight and Adjudication, Paragraphs 128, 130, 131 (partial) & 140

(partial), (October 2019), Section 3D states:

D. For at least 95% of AV’s public personnel complaints, it is apparent that all relevant

evidence was considered and credibility determinations made based upon that
evidence.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated whether all relevant evidence was considered, and credibility
determinations were made based upon that evidence.

For the AV Stations combined, three (30%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations reviewed, three (60%)
investigations met the criteria for this objective. The remaining two (40%) investigations
did not meet the criteria for this objective because not all available evidence was gathered
and considered. Specifically:

P-1: The investigator did not obtain a statement from the potential civilian witness.
Obtaining a statement from this individual could have assisted in collecting the necessary
evidence needed to make an accurate determination regarding the allegation that one of
the involved personnel was rude to the complainant.

The investigator also did not obtain a statement from the watch commander regarding the
allegation that he did not seem really concerned with the issues discussed during the
complaint intake interview with the complainant.

P-5: The involved party alleged the involved personnel pushed him and used profanity.
The investigator did not address the allegations in the WCSCR or Service Comment
Review and did not investigate them.

P-1 and P-5 were conducted by different supervisors, the complaints did not involve the
same Department personnel, and no patterns were noted.

Recommendations

While conducting WCSCR investigations, the investigator must ensure all evidence
collected is sufficient and relevant to formulate logical conclusions. It is recommended the
collection, organization, and review of all evidence is documented on the complaint
investigation checklist recommended in Objective 1(a).
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Objective No. 1(k) — Thoroughness of Investigation

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,
Investigation, Paragraphs 131 (partial), 133, 134, 135, 136 & 137 (October 2019), Section
3A states:

A. Atleast 92% of AV'’s public personnel complaint investigations, when viewed as a
whole, are as thorough as necessary to reach reliable and complete findings.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated whether the complaint investigations, when viewed as a whole, are
as thorough as necessary to reach reliable and complete findings.

For the AV Stations combined, three (30%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations reviewed, three (60%)
investigations met the criteria for this objective. The remaining two (40%) investigations
did not meet the criteria for this objective because the investigation was not thorough
enough. Specifically:

P-1: The investigator did not conduct all the necessary interviews to collect the evidence
needed to conduct a thorough investigation and reach a reliable conclusion for the
investigation. As previously mentioned, allegations were made by the complainant that
one of the involved personnel was rude and attempted to fight her. The investigator
concluded the involved personnel’'s conduct appeared reasonable. However, there did not
appear to be evidence supporting or negating the allegation that one of the involved
personnel was rude. The investigator’s determination for this allegation was not based
upon available evidence. Identifying and interviewing the potential civilian witness could
have assisted in collecting the evidence needed to determine if the allegation of the
involved personnel being rude was accurate. This could have influenced the results of the
Service Comment Review.

The investigator also did not address the allegation that the watch commander did not seem
really concerned with the issues discussed during the complaint intake interview in the
Service Comment Review or investigate it.

P-5: As previously stated, the allegations that the involved personnel pushed the involved
party and used profanity were not addressed in the Service Comment Review or
investigated. The necessary evidence should have been collected to address the
allegations, conduct a thorough investigation, and reach a reliable conclusion for the
investigation.
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As previously mentioned, P-1 and P-5 were conducted by different supervisors, the
complaints did not involve the same Department personnel, and no patterns were noted.

Recommendations

Sound conclusions at the completion of the investigation rely heavily on the thoroughness
of the investigator. Investigators should allow periodic management reviews to
demonstrate the Department has adopted a comprehensive framework for conducting
WCSCR investigations. It is recommended the Department management periodically
review investigations throughout the process to ensure they are thorough and
comprehensive. In addition, Unit Commanders should thoroughly review the completed
investigations for deficiencies that affect the reliability of the investigation and take
corrective action. This review should be documented in the database recommended in
Objective 2(d) and available upon request to AAB’s Audit Follow-Up Team for evaluation.
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Objective No. 2 — Management Review and Oversight

This objective evaluated the management review and oversight of WCSCR investigations.
Objective No. 2(c) — Preponderance of Evidence

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,
Management Oversight and Adjudication, Paragraphs 128, 130, 131(partial) &140(partial),
(October 2019), Section 3E states:

E. For at least 95% of public complaints, each significant allegation is adjudicated
using the preponderance of evidence standard.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated whether each significant allegation in the public complaint was
adjudicated using the preponderance of evidence standard.

For the AV Stations combined, three (30%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations reviewed, three (60%)
investigations met the criteria for this objective. The remaining two (40%) investigations
did not meet the criteria for this objective because not all significant allegations were
adjudicated using the preponderance of evidence standard, which is the weight of credible
evidence, when viewed as a whole, more likely than not supports the determination.
Specifically:

P-1 and P-5: The auditors noted that additional allegations were made by the
complainants that were not investigated. The investigators did not conduct all the
necessary interviews or collect all the available evidence needed to conduct a thorough
investigation and reach a reliable conclusion regarding these additional allegations.
Conducting the necessary interviews could have assisted in collecting the evidence
needed to ensure all allegations were investigated and adjudicated using the
preponderance of evidence standard.

As previously mentioned, P-1 and P-5 were conducted by different supervisors, the
complaints did not involve the same Department personnel, and no patterns were noted.
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Recommendations

It is recommended Unit Commanders thoroughly review WCSCR investigations in order to
adjudicate the investigations based upon the preponderance of the evidence standard.
Division Commanders should take documented corrective action when a Unit Commander
fails to properly review an investigation.
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Objective No. 2(d) — Timeliness of Adjudication
Criteria

The Service Comment Report (SCR) Handbook (June 2011) and the Manual of Policy
and Procedures, Section 3-04/010.05, Procedures for Department Service Reviews
(December 2013), indicate a 30-day timeline to submit the completed WCSCR
investigation packet to Division and a 60-day timeline to submit the completed WCSCR
investigation packet to the Discovery Unit. The SCR Handbook is currently being
revised and has a proposed 60-day timeline to submit to the Division and a 90-day
timeline to the Discovery Unit.> Per discussions with the MT, the auditors agreed to
utilize the proposed draft SCR Handbook as the standard for evaluating the timeliness
of WCSCR investigations for this audit.

Per the AV Stations, the investigator is required to complete the WCSCR investigation in
20 days and forward the investigation packet to the Unit Commander to complete the
review and forward the packet to the Division within 30 days.

In addition, the Division requires the AV Stations to submit monthly status reports to both
the Division and the Assistant Sheriff for WCSCR investigations that are more than 60
days overdue. The data gathered for the monthly status report is obtained through the
Station/Bureau Administration Portal’s Risk Management Tracker.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated whether the WCSCR investigations were adjudicated timely.

For the AV Stations combined, two (20%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective because they were submitted to the Division within the proposed 60-day
timeline requirement. However, none (0%) of the WCSCR investigations were submitted
to the Discovery Unit within the 90-day timeline requirement.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations reviewed, two (40%) met the
criteria for this objective because they were submitted to the Division within the proposed
60-day timeline requirement. However, none (0%) of the five WCSCR investigations were
submitted to the Discovery Unit within the 90-day timeline requirement.

The WCSCR investigations were approved with an average of 64 days beyond the 60-day
timeline requirement and an average of 42 days beyond the 90-day timeline requirement.

We also noted it took the investigators an average of 19 days to complete the WCSCR
investigation from the report date.

5 Proposed draft SCR Handbook, revised 08/01/2022.
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In addition, it took an average of 75 days for the Unit Commander to approve the WCSCR
investigations from the Service Comment Review completion date. The auditors noted
after the investigator completed the Service Comment Review, Operations conducted a
review of the WCSCR investigation prior to the Unit Commander receiving it for review. It
took an average of 56 days for Operations to complete their review. However, it only took
an average of 15 days for the Unit Commander to complete their review.

Furthermore, it took an average of 38 days for the Division to approve the WCSCR
investigations after the Unit Commander’s approval date. The auditors noted that
following the Unit Commander’s approval, the Division Aide conducted an initial review
before passing the investigation to the Division Commander. The Division Aide’s review
took an average of 47 days, while the Division Commander completed his review in an
average of nine days.

It appears there is a significant delay in Operations and the Division Aide completing their
review of the investigation.

During the audit, the following issues were noted:

P-1: The WCSCR investigation was approved by the Unit Commander 66 days beyond
the 60-day timeline requirement. In addition, the WCSCR investigation was approved by
the Division 75 days beyond the 90-day timeline requirement. We also noted it took the
investigator 28 days to complete the WCSCR investigation from the date of the report. In
addition, it took 98 days for the Unit Commander to approve the WCSCR investigations
from the Service Comment Review completion date. Furthermore, it took 39 days for the
Division to approve the WCSCR investigations from the Unit Commander’s approval date.

P-2: The WCSCR investigation was approved by the Unit Commander 59 days beyond
the 60-day timeline requirement. In addition, the WCSCR investigation was approved by
the Division 67 days beyond the 90-day timeline requirement. We also noted it took the
investigator 13 days to complete the WCSCR investigation from the date of the report. In
addition, it took 106 days for the Unit Commander to approve the WCSCR investigations
from the Service Comment Review completion date. Furthermore, it took 38 days for the
Division to approve the WCSCR investigations from the Unit Commander’s approval date.

P-3: The WCSCR investigation was approved by the Unit Commander 68 days beyond
the 60-day timeline requirement. In addition, the WCSCR investigation was approved by
the Division 38 days beyond the 90-day timeline requirement. We also noted it took the
investigator 37 days to complete the WCSCR investigation from the date of the report. In
addition, it took 91 days for the Unit Commander to approve the WCSCR investigations
from the Service Comment Review completion date. Furthermore, the Division approved
the WCSCR investigations the same day as the Unit Commander’s approval date.
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P-4: The WCSCR investigation was approved by the Unit Commander eight days prior to
the 60-day timeline requirement. However, the WCSCR investigation was approved by
the Division 18 days beyond the 90-day timeline requirement. We also noted the
investigator completed the WCSCR investigation on the same day as the report date.
However, it was returned to the investigator by Operations for corrections. In addition, it
took 52 days for the Unit Commander to approve the WCSCR investigations from the
Service Comment Review completion date. Furthermore, it took 56 days for the Division
to approve the WCSCR investigations from the Unit Commander’s approval date.

P-5: The WCSCR investigation was approved by the Unit Commander 15 days prior to
the 60-day timeline requirement. However, the WCSCR investigation was approved by
the Division 11 days beyond the 90-day timeline requirement. We also noted it took the
investigator 18 days to complete the WCSCR investigation from the date of the report. In
addition, it took 27 days for the Unit Commander to approve the WCSCR investigations
from the Service Comment Review completion date. Furthermore, it took 56 days for the
Division to approve the WCSCR investigations from the Unit Commander's approval date.

Two of the five investigations were conducted by the same supervisor. However, none of
the investigations reviewed involved the same Department personnel and no patterns were
noted.

Recommendations

Department supervisors must remain cognizant of impending deadlines to maintain the
integrity of the investigation and ensure all related parties can recall pertinent details of
the WCSCR. Itis recommended the Department implement the revised timeline in the
proposed draft SCR Handbook. This may help ensure investigations are thorough and
complete prior to submission to the Unit Commander as well as to the Division.

In addition, it is recommended the AV Stations conduct an analysis to determine the main
cause of the Operations and the Division Aide delays in completing the investigations in a
timely manner. It is also recommended an internal tracker be developed to monitor
Operations and Division completion status of the WCSCR investigation at each level of
review.
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Objective No. 2(e) — Recordation of Critical Information on the Results of Service
Comment Review Form

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,
Management Oversight and Adjudication, Paragraphs 128, 130, 131(partial) &
140(partial), (October 2019), Section 3F states:

F. In at least 95% of public complaints, critical information is recorded accurately in
the Service Comment Review packet... Critical information includes all accused
employees, allegations of significant misconduct, disposition of each allegation and
any corrective action recommended or taken.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated if critical information was recorded accurately on the Results of
Service Comment Review form. During the first Public Complaints Audit for Project No.
2024-6-A, the AV Stations complied with the Agreement if the critical information in the
Service Comment Review packet matched to the corresponding information on the Result
of Service Comment Review form. However, for this audit (Project No. 2024-17-A), the
AV Stations complied with the Agreement if the critical information was on the Results of
Service Comment Review form was accurate. For example, per the MT, if the disposition
on the Result of Service Comment Review form was noted as “Employee Conduct
Appears Reasonable” but the auditors noted the disposition should have been “Appears
Employee Conduct Could Have Been Better”, the AV Stations did not comply with the
Agreement because the disposition was not accurately noted on the Results of Service
Comment Review form.

For the AV Stations combined, three (30%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations, three (60%) investigations met
the criteria for this objective. The remaining two (40%) investigations did not meet the
criteria for this objective because critical information was not accurately recorded on the
Results of Service Comment Review form. Specifically:

P-1: There did not appear to be evidence to support or negate the allegation that one of
the involved personnel was rude. A disposition was not recorded on a Results of Service
Comment Review form for this allegation.

In addition, because the investigator did not address the allegation that the watch
commander did not seem really concerned with the issues discussed during the complaint
intake interview, a disposition was not recorded on a Results of Service Comment Review
form for this allegation.
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P-5: Since the investigator did not address the allegations the involved personnel pushed
the involved party and used profanity, a disposition was not recorded on a Results of
Service Comment Review form for this allegation.

As previously mentioned, P-1 and P-5 were conducted by different supervisors, the
complaints did not involve the same Department personnel, and no patterns were noted.

The auditors also observed that in WCSCR investigations involving one employee, the
name and employee number of the employee was not documented on the Results of
Service Comment Review form. Even though the involved employee’s name and
employee number is not on the form, their information can be traced to the form by
referencing the WCSCR number. However, for proper recordation, the employee’s name
and employee number must be explicitly documented on the Results of Service Comment
Review form.

Recommendation

All critical information in the complaint should be thoroughly analyzed and reported
accurately to ensure investigators properly consider all the necessary details when
making decisions in the investigative process. This affirms the Department’s continued
efforts to show its commitment toward full transparency and accountability. It is
recommended all levels of personnel responsible for processing complaints, from initial
intake to final disposition, take ownership of all critical information obtained in the
WCSCR. Unit Commanders should make documented corrective actions when
inaccuracies are not corrected.
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Objective No. 2(f) — Recordation of Non-Critical Information on the Results of Service
Comment Review Form

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, Personnel Complaints,
Management Oversight and Adjudication, Paragraphs 128, 130, 131(partial) &
140(partial), (October 2019), Section 3G states:

G. In at least 80% of public complaints, non-critical information is recorded accurately
on the Results of Service Comment Review form.

Preliminary Findings

The auditors evaluated if non-critical information was recorded accurately on the Results
of Service Comment Review form.

For the AV Stations combined, four (40%) of the WCSCR investigations met the criteria for
this objective.

For Palmdale Station, of the five WCSCR investigations, four (80%) investigations met the
criteria for this objective. The remaining (20%) investigation did not meet the criteria for
this objective because non-critical information was not accurately recorded on the Results
of Service Comment Review form. Although one investigation did not meet the criteria for
this objective, the compliance metrics requirement of 80% for this objective was met for
Palmdale Station.

During the audit, the following issue was noted:
P-2: The report date on the Results of Service Comment Review and the WSCR differed

from the report date recorded in PRMS. Per the complaint intake video, the report date in
PRMS is correct.
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Recommendation

It is recommended specific guidelines be put in place for unit level operations staff tasked
with reviewing and distributing the completed WCSCR packets. Additional training on
accurately transcribing all “non-critical information” on the Results of Service Comment
Review form would assist in correcting errors currently found on completed packets. Itis
also recommended a second level of review be implemented once the form is completed
by operations staff.

Lastly, it is recommended the Results of Service Comment Review form indicate who
completed the form up to the final approval stages. A first and second level signature line
should be added to the Results of Service Comment Review form to establish
accountability. By implementing these changes, it also helps ensure information on
PRMS is accurate.
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CONCLUSION

The AAB considers the results of this audit to be a helpful management tool for the AV
Stations personnel. AV Station supervisors must remain cognizant of impending
deadlines to ensure that WCSCR investigations are thoroughly reviewed and completed in
a timely manner. This will afford the necessary time for management at the Division to
conduct their required tasks in a timely manner as well. The evidence collected strongly
suggests room for improvement in personnel compliance with the Department policies, the
stipulations set forth in the Agreement, and compliance metrics. This underscores the
importance of addressing and rectifying these compliance gaps to ensure a more effective
and aligned operational framework within the AV Stations.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this report is to provide recommendations aimed at improving compliance
with the Agreement, reducing risk for the Department, and building trust within the
community. The AAB makes the following recommendations:

Objective No. 1 — Investigation of Complaints

a) ldentify Everyone at the Scene of the WCSCR-Related Incident: It is

recommended investigators make a concerted effort to identify everyone involved
in the WCSCR-related incident. Department supervisors must reiterate, through
training and briefings, every member has a responsibility to provide details about
their involvement or lack thereof, during an investigation.

It is also recommended the proper identification of all persons at the incident scene
be documented on a complaint investigation checklist. The checklist should be
created by the Compliance Unit and utilized during the WCSCRs investigation.
This checklist should detail the requirements of the Agreement and the compliance
metrics. Additionally, Department policy requirements should be added as
necessary. This checklist should be available to both AV Stations and required for
each WCSCR investigation. It should remain attached to the investigation package
and be evaluated during the management review and oversight process.

Interview Complainant in Person: When conducting WCSCR investigations, the
interview with the complainant must be conducted in person. Meeting with the
complainant in person allows the complainant to feel they are being “heard” and at
the same time, promotes the Department’s efforts to fully engage with the
complainant when collecting the necessary details to complete the investigation.
However, in accordance with the compliance metrics, if this is not practical, the
supervisor conducting the interview must document why it was impractical. In
addition, the complainant should be asked if the interview can be conducted in
person and if they decline, this serves as a justification for why the in-person
interview was not conducted. It is recommended the reason is also documented on
the complaint investigation checklist recommended in Objective 1(a).
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d)

)

k)

Witness Interview Requirements: Written statements and interviews from all
involved parties are evidence that solicit the necessary details to aid the
investigation. The independent account of every witness and involved member
should be documented and analyzed. This will ensure a complete picture of what
occurred during the incident is captured. In order to sustain and improve the
thoroughness of investigations, it is recommended Department supervisors seek to
identify all involved parties to afford each person the opportunity to provide
necessary information.

Additional Interviews Conducted as Needed: To ensure WCSCR investigations
are thorough and complete, it is recommended additional interviews are conducted
and documented to ensure all the necessary information is collected and supported
by sufficient and reliable sources. Investigators should make concerted efforts to
determine if findings could be better supported by conducting additional interviews
with the complainant, witnesses, and Department personnel to capture additional
details or gain clarification.

Collect All Evidence: While conducting WCSCR investigations, the investigator
must ensure all evidence collected is sufficient and relevant to formulate logical
conclusions. It is recommended the collection, organization, and review of all
evidence is documented on the complaint investigation checklist recommended in
Objective 1(a).

Thoroughness of Investigation: Sound conclusions at the completion of the
investigation rely heavily on the thoroughness of the investigator. Investigators
should allow periodic management reviews to demonstrate the Department has
adopted a comprehensive framework for conducting WCSCR investigations. It is
recommended the Department management periodically review investigations
throughout the process to ensure they are thorough and comprehensive. In
addition, Unit Commanders should thoroughly review the completed investigations
for deficiencies that affect the reliability of the investigation and take corrective
action. This review should be documented in the database recommended in
Objective 2(d) and available upon request to AAB’s Audit Follow-Up Team for
evaluation.

Objective No. 2 — Management Review and Oversight

c)

Preponderance of Evidence: Itis recommended Unit Commanders thoroughly
review WCSCR investigations in order to adjudicate the investigations based upon
the preponderance of the evidence standard. Division Commanders should take
documented corrective action when a Unit Commander fails to properly review an
investigation.
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d)

f)

Timeliness of Adjudication: Department supervisors must remain cognizant of
impending deadlines to maintain the integrity of the investigation and ensure all
related parties can recall pertinent details of the WCSCR. It is recommended the
Department implement the revised timeline in the proposed draft SCR Handbook.
This may help ensure investigations are thorough and complete prior to submission
to the Unit Commander as well as to the Division.

In addition, it is recommended the AV Stations conduct an analysis to determine
the main cause of the Operations and the Division Aide delays in completing the
investigations in a timely manner. It is also recommended an internal tracker be
developed to monitor Operations and Division completion status of the WCSCR
investigation at each level of review.

It is also recommended Operations and Division develop an internal tracker to
monitor the status of completion for the WCSCR investigation at each level of
review.

Recordation of Critical Information on the Results of Service Comment Review
Form: All critical information in the complaint should be thoroughly analyzed and
reported accurately to ensure investigators properly consider all the necessary
details when making decisions in the investigative process. This affirms the
Department’s continued efforts to show its commitment toward full transparency. It
is recommended all levels of personnel responsible for processing complaints, from
initial intake to final disposition, take ownership of all critical information obtained in
the WCSCR. Unit Commanders should make documented corrective action when
inaccuracies are not corrected.

Recordation of Non-Critical Information on the Results of Service Comment
Review Form: It is recommended specific guidelines be put in place for unit level
operations staff tasked with reviewing and distributing the completed WCSCR
packets. Additional training on accurately transcribing all “non-critical information”
on the Results of Service Comment Review form would assist in correcting errors
currently found on completed packets. It is also recommended a second level of
review be implemented once the form is completed by operations staff.

Lastly, it is recommended the Results of Service Comment Review form indicate
who completed the form up to the final approval stages. A first and second level
signature line should be added to the Results of Service Comment Review form to
establish accountability. By implementing these changes, it also helps ensure
information on PRMS is accurate.
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Follow-up Procedures

The upcoming final audit, tentatively scheduled for July 9, 2024, will include findings from
the initial two audits. 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 APPLICATIONS

e Performance Recording and Monitoring System (PRMS)
e Station/Bureau Administration Portal (SBAP)
e LASD.Evidence.com

REFERENCES

e Administrative Investigations Handbook (October 2005)

¢ Antelope Valley Monitoring Team Monitor's Second Audit of Community
Complaints (December 2020)

e Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics (October 2019)

e Manual of Policy and Procedures Sections:
o 3-04/010.05, Procedures for Department Service Reviews (December 2013)
o 3-04/010.25, Personnel Complaints (October 2014)

e Service Comment Report Handbook (June 2011)

e Proposed Draft Service Comment Report Handbook (August 2022)

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

On June 5, 2024, Palmdale Station command staff submitted a response to the AAB
concurring with several of the corresponding audit findings. On June 11, 2024, Lancaster
Station agreed with the corresponding audit findings. The AAB presented the final audit
report to the Division Director, Office of Constitutional Policing.

/@ 04/21/2.,

GEOFFREY N. CHADWICK DATE
Captain

Audit and Accountability Bureau

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department

Page 29 of 29



	2024-17-A Cover Page
	2024-17-A Public Complaints Audit, Final Report - Approved
	Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
	Audit and Accountability Bureau
	Project No. 2024-17-A
	AUDIT REPORT
	PURPOSE
	This audit consisted of two main objectives with a total of 19 sub-objectives.  However, the auditors noted there are no applicable compliance metrics for sub-objective 2(d), "Timeliness of Adjudication".  As a result, 18 of the 19 sub-objectives are ...
	Summary of Preliminary Findings
	For the Public Complaints Audit, the AV Stations are evaluated separately for each objective.  The results are combined to determine if they complied with the compliance metrics.  Lancaster Station did not complete any WCSCR investigations during the ...
	The auditors observed Palmdale Station failed to meet the compliance metrics for eight of the 18 sub-objectives [1(a), 1(c), 1(d), 1(e), 1(j), 1(k), 2(c), and 2(e)].  The AV Stations are mandated to meet or exceed those agreed upon compliance metrics.
	Although there is no applicable compliance metrics for sub-objective 2(d), "Timeliness of Adjudication", the auditors evaluated if the WCSCR investigations were adjudicated timely.  The auditors noted none (0%) of the five WCSCR investigations were ad...
	The AAB will re-evaluate these objectives in the third audit (Project No. 2024-25-A) to measure improvement.  In addition, the audits will ensure timely recommendations are provided to the AV Stations to allow for prompt implementation of corrective a...
	The combined compliance rate for the AV Stations was calculated as if a total of ten WCSCR investigations were reviewed.  Five WCSCR investigations were reviewed by auditors for Palmdale Station, and to maintain consistency, five WCSCR investigations ...
	Detailed Preliminary Findings
	This report will provide detailed information for those sub-objectives where Palmdale Station did not meet the compliance metrics.
	Objective No. 1 – Investigation of Complaints
	This objective evaluated the investigation of public complaints.
	Objective No. 1(c) – Interview Complainant in Person
	Written statements and interviews from all involved parties are evidence that solicit the necessary details to aid the investigation.  The independent account of every witness and involved member should be documented and analyzed.  This will ensure a ...
	While conducting WCSCR investigations, the investigator must ensure all evidence collected is sufficient and relevant to formulate logical conclusions.  It is recommended the collection, organization, and review of all evidence is documented on the co...
	This objective evaluated the management review and oversight of WCSCR investigations.
	Criteria
	Objective No. 1 – Investigation of Complaints
	a) Identify Everyone at the Scene of the WCSCR-Related Incident:  It is recommended investigators make a concerted effort to identify everyone involved in the WCSCR-related incident.  Department supervisors must reiterate, through training and briefin...
	It is also recommended the proper identification of all persons at the incident scene be documented on a complaint investigation checklist.  The checklist should be created by the Compliance Unit and utilized during the WCSCRs investigation.  This che...

	Follow-up Procedures
	The upcoming final audit, tentatively scheduled for July 9, 2024, will include findings from the initial two audits.  Within 30 days of distributing the final audit report to the Division and AV Stations, the AAB will conduct a follow-up of the recomm...
	DEPARTMENT APPLICATIONS
	REFERENCES

	2024-17-A Public Complaints Audit, Final Report - Signed



