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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’s Department (LASD or the 
Department), pursuant to the United States Department of Justice1 (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, III, IV, 
and V) to provide timely feedback to Lancaster and Palmdale Stations (AV Stations).  
Each of the five audits addresses certain requirements of the Agreement.  This audit, 
designated as Part I, focused on assessing Backseat Detentions (BSD)2 
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. 
An audit work plan was submitted to the AV Monitoring Team (MT) and the DOJ for input 
prior to the start of the audit. 

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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The scope of this audit focused on assessing stops and detentions, with a particular 
emphasis on evaluating the treatment of individuals during stops that include a backseat 
detention.  In addition, auditors evaluated 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, any patterns of legal, policy, or tactical errors were identified and reported.  
 
The AAB will conduct these audits as indicated in Table No. 1 below.   
 

Table No. 1 – Part I Projected Due Dates and Audit Time Period 
 

Project 
No. 

Projected Due 
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  September 24, 2024 July 1, 2024, to July 31, 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 April 1, 2024, through April 30, 2024, and focused on one 
population from which samples were randomly extracted.  This population included the 
following: 
 

• Stops and Detentions including data for BSD’s (Vehicle, Pedestrian, and Bicycle 
Stops) 

 
A data request for all the AV Stations’ stops and detentions3 (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 84 stops and detentions.  The data was 
extracted by utilizing two separate methods.   
 
  

 
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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In the first method, the detention code of “B” for Backseat Detention (Vehicle, Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Stops) and a BSD time duration field having a value of one or minutes 
entered 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 by targeting stops having 
various dynamic conditions.  Among these conditions included stops involving multiple 
subjects, arrests made after a detention, evidence of a crime, and no record of time 
duration for which a person was BSD, etc. in the MDC clearance.    
 

Search or Detention Code and Definition Total Number of Stops in Audit 
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 599 61 

Palmdale 1474 23 

 
 
Audit Procedures 
 
The auditors reviewed the compliance metrics related to stops, seizures, and searches as 
well as all relevant BWC video recordings 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 subject who was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  
Attention was focused on all interactions and treatment of the subject who was placed in the 
backseat to ensure adherence to the Agreement requirements involving BSDs.  Auditors 
also thoroughly reviewed all relevant conversations with the subject related to the specific 
objective. 
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The BWC video recordings were cross-referenced with the MDC4 log entries.  Additionally, 
incident reports, arrest reports, and citations related to BSDs were also compared with the 
MDC log entries as needed to verify the accuracy.  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 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.   
 
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 Findings 

 
Objective 

No.  Audit Objectives Lancaster 
% 

Palmdale 
% 

AV 
Total 

Compliance 
Metrics % 

1  BACKSEAT DETENTIONS 

1(a) Explanation of Backseat Detentions to Civilians  
Par 48 36% 44%  40%  90% 

1(b) Backseat Detentions Documentation and 
Articulation Par 44  60%  80%  70% 90% 

 
 
  

 
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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Detailed 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…   

 
Procedures 
 
The auditors evaluated whether deputies explained to civilians (subjects) the reasons for 
their detention in the backseat of the patrol vehicle, and whether the deputy was 
professional and courteous during the explanation. 
 
Auditors reviewed 15 incidents from each AV Station to determine the total number of 
subjects held in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.  
 
Findings 
 
For Lancaster Station, the auditor identified 25 subjects detained in the backseat of patrol 
vehicles from 15 incidents.  Of these, nine (36%) BSD subjects met the criteria for this sub-
objective because there was evidence a deputy explained to the subject the reason they 
were placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle during a detention.  
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The remaining 16 (64%) BSD subjects did not meet the criteria for this sub-objective 
because there was no evidence a deputy explained to the subject the reason they were 
placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle during a detention. 
 
In summary, ten of the 15 incidents collectively contained 16 subjects that did not meet 
the criteria for this sub-objective.  Six incidents had subjects that did not meet the criteria 
for this sub-objective because deputies deactivated their BWC while interacting with the 
subject, thereby omitting potential recordings which may have shown the deputy 
explaining to the subject the reason for the backseat detention.  It should be noted, some 
incidents having multiple subjects indicated there was a deactivation issue, however, this 
issue may not have applied to all the documented BSD subjects who were not explained 
the reason for being placed in the backseat.  
 
Additionally, the remaining four incidents had subjects which did not meet the criteria for 
this sub-objective because the deputies did not explain to the subject the reason for the 
backseat detention.  
 
Specifically: 
 
L-15:  The subject was the occupant of a vehicle stopped for illegal parking.  The deputies 
placed the subject in the backseat of their patrol vehicle and began an investigation. 
 
During this investigation, deputies deactivated their BWC for a debrief while the subject 
remained in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  The deactivation resulted in missed 
dialogue between the deputies and the subject.  Auditors did not find any BWC video 
recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the 
backseat of the patrol vehicle. 
 
L-2:  The subject was the occupant of a vehicle stopped for illegal window tint.  During the 
traffic stop, the deputy placed the subject in the backseat of the patrol vehicle and initiated a 
parole search of the subject.  Auditors did not find any BWC video recordings depicting the 
deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  
 
 L-3:  The subject was an occupant of a vehicle stopped for having an expired registration.  
Per BWC video recordings, the deputy made some inquiries on the MDC.  The deputy 
placed the subject in the backseat of his patrol vehicle and conducted a Probation/ Parole 
search of the subject.  Auditors did not find any BWC video 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 fifteen samples reviewed 
for Lancaster Station.  
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L-4:  The subjects were occupants of a vehicle which was stopped for an expired 
registration.  The MDC clearance narrative indicated the subjects were placed in the 
backseat of patrol vehicles for officer safety reasons.  For reasons unknown, deputies 
deactivated their BWC while the subjects were seated in the backseat.  The deactivation 
resulted in missed dialogue between the deputies and the subjects.  Auditors did not find 
any BWC video recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subjects why they were 
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicles. 
 
L-8:  The subjects were occupants of a vehicle which was stopped for an expired 
registration.  The MDC clearance narrative indicated the subjects were placed in the 
backseat of patrol vehicles for officer safety reasons.  One of the subjects in the backseat 
asked a deputy why she was placed in the backseat.  The deputy replied, “standard 
procedure.”  This term “standard procedure” aligns with the term “matter of course.”  Per the 
Agreement and LASD Department policy, matter of course should not be a justification for 
placing subjects in the backseat and is not considered an explanation. Auditors did not find 
any BWC recording depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why they were placed in 
the backseat of the patrol vehicle. 
 
L-9:  The MDC clearance indicated the deputies stopped several subjects sitting inside 
multiple vehicles for a firearms investigation.  The deputies detained and BSD all the 
subjects for an investigation after one of the subjects was found in possession of a firearm.  
While three of the five subjects were explained the reason they were placed in the 
backseat, auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the 
remaining two subjects why they were placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. 
 
L-10:  Three subjects were the occupants of a vehicle which was stopped for an expired 
registration.  Per the MDC clearance, the subjects were placed in the backseat of patrol 
vehicles for officer safety reasons.  BWC recordings revealed three of four subjects were 
placed in the backseats of different patrol vehicles.  During the incident, a deputy 
deactivated his BWC while communicating with one of the BSD subjects.  As a result of this 
deactivation, there is missed dialogue between the deputies and all three subjects.   
Auditors did not find any BWC recording depicting the deputies explaining to the three 
subjects why they were placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles.  
 
L-11:  The deputies stopped the subject for reckless driving and detained him for driving 
while under the influence of alcohol/drugs.  The subject was placed in the backseat pending 
field sobriety tests.  While the subject was sitting in the backseat, the deputies deactivated 
their BWC prior to the conclusion of the interaction with the subject.  The deactivation 
resulted in missed dialogue between the deputy and the subject.  Per available MDC 
records, the subject was not arrested and was subsequently cited and released. Auditors 
did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he 
was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. 
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L-12:  Per the MDC clearance narrative, the subject was an occupant of a vehicle which 
was stopped for having an expired registration and detained for a parole compliance 
search.  Upon viewing BWC footage, auditors saw the deputy had deactivated her BWC 
while communicating with the subject, who was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  
The deactivation resulted in missed dialogue and actions between the deputy and the 
subject.  Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the 
subject why he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. 
 
L-15: The subject was detained by the deputy for a trespassing investigation.  During the 
detention, the deputies deactivated their BWC while communicating with the subject who 
was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  The deactivation resulted in missed 
dialogue between the deputy and the subject.  Auditors did not find any 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 18 BSD subjects from 15 incidents which were 
audited for this sub-objective.  Of the 18 BSD subjects, eight (44%) subjects met the criteria 
for this sub-objective because the deputies explained to the subject the reason for the 
backseat detention.  
 
The remaining ten BSD subjects (56%) did not meet the criteria for this sub-objective 
because there was no evidence a deputy explained to the subject the reason they were 
placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. 
 
In summary, eight of the 15 incidents collectively contained ten subjects that did not meet 
the criteria.  Four incidents had subjects that did not meet the criteria because deputies 
de-activated their BWC while interacting with the subject, thereby omitting potential 
recordings which may have shown the deputy explaining to the subject the reason for the 
backseat detention.  It should be noted, some incidents having multiple subjects indicated 
there was a deactivation issue, however, this may not have applied to all the BSD 
subjects who were not explained the reason for being placed in the backseat.  
 
Additionally, the remaining four incidents had subjects which did not meet the criteria 
because the deputies did not explain to the subject the reason for the backseat detention.  
 
Specifically: 
 
P-16:  The subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped for speeding.  One subject (driver) 
was detained for not having a driver’s license and was placed in the backseat of the patrol 
vehicle.  The subject was subsequently released after a brief DMV inquiry/ investigation.  
Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the subject why 
he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. 

 
6 Prefers to Palmdale Station.  The number represents the selected sample referred to of the fifteen samples reviewed 
for Palmdale Station. 
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 P-2:  The subject was an occupant of a vehicle stopped for having an expired registration.  
He was detained for a narcotics investigation and placed in the backseat of the patrol 
vehicle.  During the detention, the deputy deactivated his BWC while communicating with 
the subject, who was in the backseat.  The deactivation resulted in missed dialogue 
between the deputy and the subject.  Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting 
the deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the patrol 
vehicle. 
 
P-4:  The subject was riding a bicycle and was stopped for having inoperable lighting 
equipment during hours of darkness.  He was detained for a narcotics investigation and was 
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  Auditors did not find any BWC recordings 
depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the 
patrol vehicle. 
  
P-5:  The subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped for having inoperable lighting 
equipment during hours of darkness.  The MDC clearance noted the subjects were 
perceived as an officer safety risk and were placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles. 
Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the subjects 
why they were placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicles. 
 
P-10:   The subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped for having inoperable lighting 
equipment during hours of darkness.  The deputy placed both subjects in the backseat of 
the patrol vehicle and told them the reason for the BSD was due to cold weather.  This 
explanation was not offered to the subject as an option, which is a requirement of the 
Agreement when a deputy places a subject in the backseat due to weather.    
 
During this investigation, assisting deputies also deactivated their BWC while the subjects 
were seated in the backseat.  The deactivation resulted in missed dialogue between the 
deputies and the subject. Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputies 
explaining to the subjects any additional reason why they were placed in the backseat of 
patrol vehicle. 
 
 P-13:  Per the MDC clearance, the subject was an occupant of a vehicle stopped for 
having an expired registration and was detained for a parole compliance search.  The MDC 
clearance noted the subject was a flight risk.  BWC recording showed the subject was 
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle pending inquiries on the MDC by the deputy.  
Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subject 
why he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.    
 
P-14:  The subject was contacted and detained by deputies for suspicious activity in a 
vehicle.  The subject was detained and placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle pending 
a citation for non-arrestable outstanding warrants.  All deputies at the scene de-activated 
their BWC before the conclusion of the detention.  Auditors did not find any BWC recording 
depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was placed in the backseat of the 
patrol vehicle. 
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 P-15:  The deputies stopped the driver due to an MDC check of the vehicle’s license plate 
indicating the driver may be wanted for a felony crime.  After the traffic stop, the subject was 
placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.  After an investigation, the subject was ultimately 
arrested.  Although BWC video recordings depicted the subject’s initial placement in the 
backseat, there is very minimal BWC video recordings of the interaction with the subject. 
Additionally, several deactivations by deputies were noted.  It is unclear if the subject was 
immediately considered a suspect or a subject at the start of the detention.  The 
deactivations resulted in missed dialogue between the deputies and the subject.  Auditors 
did not find any BWC recording depicting the deputies explaining to the subject why he was 
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. 
 
Recommendations 
 
It is recommended the Department include a MDC/CAD function allowing deputies to 
digitally attest they explained to subjects the reason for placing them in the backseat of 
the patrol vehicle.  This procedure is also stipulated in LASD policy (Manual of Policy and 
Procedures, Section 5-09/520.10, Backseat Detentions).  
 
It is also recommended deputies must strictly adhere to the BWC policy (LASD Manual of 
Policy and Procedures, Section 3-06/200.13) to ensure continuous video coverage of the 
entire investigative and enforcement interaction with subjects, particularly concerning the 
explanation of the BSD to the subject.  Additionally, the AAB will be conducting a follow-
up report to identify if a corrective action plan was created and implemented by the AV 
Stations to address the observed patterns. 
 
Finally, it is recommended future station training must emphasize the Agreement 
specifically requires deputies to explain to subjects, immediately upon initiating a BSD, 
why they are being placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. Discussion points must 
include utilizing other options rather than BSD when safe and applicable such as, 
standing nearby, seated on a curb or in their vehicle.  Capturing this explanation on BWC 
can help prevent deputies from using the BSD method as a routine practice and would 
help facilitate an understanding with the detained subject the specific reason for the 
backseat detention.      
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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: 

 
 (h) where a backseat detention was conducted, a narrative articulating a reason, 
consistent with LASD policy and the law, as to why each backseat detention was 
necessary, as well as the reasonable suspicion for the investigation. 
 
 (i) the length of any backseat detention. 
 

Procedures 
 
Auditors reviewed each BWC video recording and compared them to the corresponding 
MDC clearance log.  Auditors evaluated whether deputies accurately and sufficiently 
documented the BSD, whether the reason for the BSD was necessary, and if the BWC 
video recordings supported the reason articulated by the deputy.  Additionally, auditors 
assessed if the reasonable suspicion for the investigation was documented in the MDC 
clearance narrative.  Auditors also noted whether the deputies failed to indicate a time 
duration for the BSD on the MDC log.  
 
Auditors reviewed 15 incidents (samples) from each AV Station and tested for this 
objective. 
 
Findings  
 
For Lancaster Station, nine incidents (60%) met the criteria for this sub-objective because 
the deputies documented and articulated the required BSD information as outlined in the 
audit procedures.  
 
The remaining six incidents (40%) did not meet criteria for this sub-objective for various 
reasons stated below.    
 
In summary, the six incidents (samples) did not meet one or more sub-objective criteria 
listed in the Procedures.  
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Five of the six incidents did not meet the criteria because the deputies failed to document 
the BSD accurately and sufficiently, thereby, not allowing the BWC recording to be 
verified against the MDC clearance narrative.   
 
Three of the six incidents did not meet the criteria due to the deputies failing to document 
why the BSD was necessary, and there was no evidence the BWC supported the 
articulation by the deputy.  This was due to missing contact data needed to show 
individualized necessity to place subjects in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.  
 
One of the six incidents did not meet the criteria due to the deputies failing to document 
the reasonable suspicion for the investigation in the MDC narrative.  
 
Two of the six incidents did not meet the criteria due to the deputies failing to document 
the length of time of the backseat detention. 
 
Specifically: 
 
L-2:  The MDC clearance indicated the subject was an occupant of a vehicle stopped by 
the deputy for having a fixture obstructing their front windshield.  The clearance also 
indicated the subject was BSD and was searched pursuant to parole conditions.  A 
viewing of the BWC video recordings revealed the deputy detained the subject pending a 
parole search and placed him in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  This incident did not 
meet the criteria because the MDC clearance narrative did not articulate the necessary 
reason for BSD which would not allow for verification against the BWC recording.         
 
L-3:  The MDC clearance indicated the subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped by 
the deputy for having an expired registration.  The clearance also indicated the subjects 
were placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle due to “consent” pending a parole search. 
A review of the BWC video recordings, showed the deputies’ actions regarding the 
backseat detention appeared reasonable.  However, per the Agreement, consent from a 
subject to be placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle, is not a reasonable criterion to 
necessitate a BSD.  This incident did not meet the criteria because the MDC clearance 
narrative did not articulate the necessary reason for BSD which would not allow for 
verification against the BWC recording.       
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L-6:  The MDC clearance indicated the subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped by 
the deputy for having an expired registration.  Per the MDC clearance and verification 
through BWC video recordings viewing, the deputies conducted a vehicle theft 
investigation and placed two subjects in the backseat of the vehicle.  The contact data in 
the MDC clearance indicated only one of two subjects was detained by method of BSD. 
The MDC clearance showed the documented subject was placed in the backseat due to his 
large wrists would not allow handcuffing for detention.  The MDC clearance was missing 
contact data and a clearance narrative explaining why the other one of two subjects was 
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  The BWC video recordings showed contrasts 
against the documented MDC narrative and data in which BSD articulation information is 
missing for one of two subjects.  For this reason, this incident did not meet the criteria 
because of the lack of articulation of BSD on the MDC clearance for one of the subjects 
which would not allow for verification against the BWC recording.  
  
L-9:  The MDC clearance narrative indicated the deputies stopped several subjects sitting 
inside multiple vehicles for a firearms investigation.  As discovered during BWC viewing, 
the deputies detained the subjects for an investigation after one of the subjects was found 
in possession of a firearm.  Five subjects were placed in the backseat of multiple patrol 
vehicles for temporary detention.  All the subjects were subject to questioning and 
identification procedures.  A review of the BWC video recordings revealed only two of five 
subjects who were placed in the backseats were documented in the MDC clearance.  This 
incident did not meet the criteria because of the lack of documented BSD contact data for 
three of the five subjects which would not allow for verification against the BWC recording.   

  
Additionally, the reason for BSD was not sufficiently articulated in the MDC clearance 
narrative, and the MDC records of all assisting deputies do not show contact information 
regarding the remaining five subjects.  
 
And lastly, due to the lack of documentation for three of the five subjects, there is no 
documented BSD time duration corresponding with them.  
 
L-10:  The MDC clearance indicated one subject was an occupant of a vehicle which was 
stopped by deputies for having an expired registration.  A review of the BWC video 
recordings revealed there is a contrast from the MDC clearance in which three additional 
subjects were detained and placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles pending a vehicle 
search.    
 
Additionally, the MDC data fields indicated a vehicle code section was used to stop the 
vehicle and the reason to BSD the subject was documented as “flight risk looking for 
avenue of escape.”  This incident did not meet the criteria because the MDC clearance 
narrative does not indicate a reasonable suspicion for further investigation necessitating a 
BSD (i.e. search for weapons, parole search).  Furthermore, it also did not meet the criteria 
because of the lack of sufficient and articulate MDC documentation for all subjects 
detained.  This lack of documentation did not allow for BSD MDC data (names of all 
subjects, BSD length of detention time) to be verified against BWC video recordings.    
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And lastly, due to the lack of documentation for the three additional subjects, there is no 
documented BSD time duration corresponding with them.  
 
L-13:  The MDC clearance indicated the subject was an occupant of a vehicle stopped by 
the deputy for not having a license plate.  This incident did not meet the criteria because 
the time duration of the BSD was not documented on the MDC clearance.  All other 
criteria for this objective were compliant.   
 
For Palmdale Station, 12 incidents (80%) met the criteria for this sub-objective because the 
deputies documented and articulated the required BSD information as outlined in the audit 
procedures.  
 
The remaining three (20%) did not meet the criteria for this sub-objective in which they 
failed to document and articulate all the required BSD information for the following reasons.  
 
In summary, the three incidents (samples) did not meet one or more criteria listed in the 
Procedures.  
 
One of the three incidents did not meet the criteria because the deputies failed to 
document the BSD accurately and sufficiently.   
 
One of the three incidents did not meet the criteria because the deputies failed to 
document why the BSD was necessary, and there was no evidence the BWC supported 
the articulation by the deputy.  
 
One of the three incidents incident did not meet the criteria because the deputies failed to 
document the length of time of the backseat detention. 
 
Specifically: 
 
P-3:  Per the MDC clearance, both subjects were detained for a stolen vehicle 
investigation.  A review of the BWC video recordings revealed it was not immediately 
apparent the subjects were under arrest (i.e. the deputy directly told subjects they were 
under arrest).  However, the deputies treated the subjects as if they were under arrest and 
placed them in the backseat of patrol vehicles pending a criminal investigation.  The 
circumstances and perceived crime (stolen vehicle) seen on the BWC video recordings 
supported the reasonableness of the deputies placing both subjects in the backseat.  
Neither of the subjects were found to be culpable of a crime and were released after a brief 
detention.  This incident did not meet the criteria due to the reason for a backseat detention 
was not articulated sufficiently in the MDC clearance. 
 
  



STOPS AND DETENTIONS AUDIT  
BACKSEAT DETENTIONS 
ANTELOPE VALLEY STATIONS 
Project No. 2024-10-A 
 
 

 
Page 15 of 20  

P-10:  Per the MDC clearance, the subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped by the 
deputy for not having an operable headlamp.  A review of the BWC video recordings 
showed the deputy placed both subjects in the backseat of patrol vehicles.  The MDC 
clearance stated the reason for BSD was due to cold weather.  This incident did not meet 
the criteria because the time duration of the BSD for one of two subjects was not 
documented on the MDC clearance.  All other criteria for this objective were compliant.   
     
P-14:  Per the MDC clearance, the subject was contacted and detained by deputies for 
suspicious activity in a vehicle.  A review of the BWC video recordings showed the subject 
was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle pending a citation for non-arrestable 
outstanding warrants.  The subject told the deputy he was blind and appeared to have 
difficulty walking.   
 
Although deputies documented “blind and consent” on the MDC clearance as the reason 
for BSD, there is no BWC video recordings showing the subject gave any form of consent 
(i.e., implied or verbal) to sit in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.  Although there is no 
evidence the deputies appeared unreasonable in placing the subject in the backseat, this 
incident did not meet the criteria because the MDC clearance cannot be verified against 
what was viewed in the BWC video recordings.  Further explanation regarding the need to 
place the subject in the backseat of the patrol vehicle is necessary.  
 
Recommendations 
 
It is recommended the AV Stations’ management designate appropriate staff members to 
draft scenarios related to BSD detentions and incorporate them into training exercises.  
These exercises must include assisting deputies with proper documentation protocols.  
Additionally, a recurring briefing must be implemented to reinforce the habit of 
documenting the BSD reasons and reasonable suspicion for their investigations in the 
MDC clearance narrative while emphasizing the importance of complying with the 
Agreement’s requirements.    
 
It is also recommended for deputies to cease using the terms such as “flight risk” and 
“looking for avenues of escape,” as a reason for a BSD in their MDC clearances.  These 
terms are considered boiler plate language.  Instead, they must elaborate and be more 
descriptive as to why the subject was a “flight risk” and needed to be BSD.  Examples of 
acceptable narratives regarding BSD reason articulation and documentation should be 
frequently reviewed with AV deputies during briefings and other training related to the 
Agreement. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
During the audit, the auditors evaluated several incidents, from both AV Stations, where 
deputies showed positive interaction with the public despite the fact the subjects involved 
were detained because of either a pedestrian or traffic stop.        
 
The deactivations of the BWC recordings mid-way through an enforcement or 
investigative contact limit oversight on determining the adherence to the Agreement 
provisions.  The deactivations by deputies from both AV stations are still continuing and if 
continued will increase the risk of allegations, unlawful activities, and loss of valuable 
evidence. 
 
Auditors noted a few incidents in which some deputies failed to document relevant 
detention information in their MDC clearances.  These instances of poor documenting 
could also lead to an increase in 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 areas for improvement in compliance with Department policies, the 
stipulations set forth in the Agreement, and compliance metrics.  
 
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 allowing deputies to digitally attest they 
explained to subjects the reason for placing them in the backseat of the patrol 
vehicle.  This procedure is also stipulated in LASD policy (Manual of Policy and 
Procedures, Section 5-09/520.10, Backseat Detentions).  

 
It is also recommended deputies must strictly adhere to the BWC policy (LASD 
Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-06/200.13) to ensure continuous video 
coverage of the entire investigative and enforcement interaction with subjects, 
particularly concerning the explanation of the BSD to the subject.  Additionally, the 
AV Stations must develop a corrective action plan to address observed patterns. 
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Finally, it is recommended future station training must emphasize the Agreement 
specifically requires deputies to explain to subjects, immediately upon initiating a 
BSD, why they are being placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. Discussion 
points must include utilizing other options rather than BSD when safe and 
applicable such as, standing nearby, seated on a curb or in their vehicle.  
Capturing this explanation on BWC can help prevent deputies from using the BSD 
method as a routine practice and would help facilitate an understanding with the 
detained subject the specific reason for the backseat detention.      
 

b) Backseat Detention Documentation and Articulation:  It is recommended the 
AV Stations’ management designate appropriate staff members to draft scenarios 
related to BSD detentions and incorporate them into training exercises.  These 
exercises must include assisting deputies with proper documentation protocols.  
Additionally, a recurring briefing must be implemented to reinforce the habit of 
documenting the BSD reasons and reasonable suspicion for their investigations in 
the MDC clearance narrative while emphasizing the importance of complying with 
the Agreement’s requirements.  
 
It is also recommended for deputies to cease using the terms such as “flight risk” 
and “looking for avenues of escape,” as a reason for a BSD in their MDC 
clearances.  These terms are considered boiler plate language.  Instead, they must 
elaborate and be more descriptive as to why the subject was a “flight risk” and 
needed to be BSD. Examples of acceptable narratives regarding BSD reason 
articulation and documentation should be frequently reviewed with AV deputies 
during briefings and other training related to the Agreement. 
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FOLLOW-UP PROCEDURES 
 
The upcoming final audit, tentatively scheduled for September 24, 2024, will include 
findings from the initial audit.  Within 30 days of distributing the final audit report to the 
Division and the 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 
 

• 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  

• 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) 

 
  



Views of Responsible Officials

The AAB provided the audit findings to the AV Stations on July 19, 2024. Subsequently,
both stations have 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.

or/ry'z
GEOFFREY N. C ADWICK DATE
Captain
Audit and Accountability Bureau
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
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