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PURPOSE

The Audit and Accountability Bureau (AAB) conducted the Use of Force (UOF) 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) 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.

The UOF Audit will be conducted in three separate audits (Part I, Il, 1ll) to provide timely
feedback to Lancaster (LAN) and Palmdale (PLM) Stations (AV Stations). Each of the
three audits addresses the requirements of the Agreement. This audit designated as Part
|, focused on assessing the use of de-escalation techniques and the reasonableness of
the force used. The AAB evaluated the Agreement Paragraphs 102-107 which govern the
UOF in the AV. Per discussion with the AV Monitoring Team (MT), de-escalation
techniques and the reasonableness of the force used were combined and evaluated in
this Part | audit to properly assess force incidents as a whole and to identify deficiencies in
management’s oversight of the investigative process.

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.
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OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Audit Scope and Criteria

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 | Projected Due Dates and Audit Time Period

Project No. Projected Due Date Population Time Period

Project No. 2024 -5 - A March 8, 2024 October 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023
Project No. 2024 — 18 — A May 9, 2024 January 1, 2024, to March 31, 2024
Project No. 2024 — 31 - A September 24, 2024 April 1, 2024, to June 30, 2024

The scope of this audit focused on evaluating the degree to which the Department was
complying with policies governing the UOF, as well as the provisions governing the
reporting and investigation of reportable UOF events. Specifically, AAB evaluated
whether the force used was within Department policy and if de-escalation efforts were
used when appropriate and possible. Additionally, supervisory review and management
oversight of the UOF and de-escalation efforts were evaluated.

The Department’s compliance was measured against the Agreement Compliance Metrics

(compliance metrics) provided by the AV DOJ Compliance Unit, along with additional
direction by the MT.
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Under the Department’s policy, uses of force fall into four categories:

Non-Categorized Force Incident (NCI) involves any of the following where there
is no injury or complaint of pain from the suspect, and no allegation of
unreasonable force or other misconduct:

¢ Resisted Hobble application;

¢ Resisted searching and handcuffing techniques; and/or

e Resisted firm grip, control holds, come-along, or control techniques.

Category 1 Force (CAT 1) involves any of the following where there is no injury:
e Take downs; and/or
e Use of Oleoresin Capsicum spray, Freeze +P or Deep Freeze aerosols, or
Oleoresin Capsicum powder from a pepper-ball projectile (when a suspect is
not struck by a pepper-ball projectile) if it causes only discomfort and does
not involve injury or lasting pain.

Category 2 Force (CAT 2) involves any of the following:
¢ Any identifiable injury;
e A complaint of pain that a medical evaluation determines is attributable to an
identifiable injury; and/or
e Any application of force other than those defined in Category 1 Force but
does not rise to the level of Category 3 Force.

Category 3 Force (CAT 3) involves any of the following:

e All shootings in which a shot was intentionally fired at a person by a
Department member;

e Any type of shooting by a Department member which results in a person

being hit;

Force resulting in admittance to a hospital;

Any death following a use of force by any Department member;

All intentional head or neck strikes with an impact weapon;

Kicks or knee strikes intentionally delivered to a person’s head or neck;

Intentionally striking a person’s head against a hard, fixed object;

Skeletal fractures caused by any Department member, with the exception of

minor fractures of the nose, fingers or toes;

Any use of Improvised Weapons and/or Techniques;

e All canine bites; or

e Any force which results in a response from the Internal Affairs Bureau (IAB)
Force/Shooting Response Team, as defined in Manual of Policy and
Procedures (MPP) Section 3-10/130.00, Activation of the IAB
Force/Shooting Response Teams (July 19, 2024).
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Scope Exceptions

CAT 3 UOF investigation cases are investigated by the IAB and are adjudicated by the
Executive Force Review Committee. The AAB did not evaluate CAT 3 investigations in
this audit.

Audit Population and Sampling

Judgmental sampling was utilized for the selection of the audit population. Auditors
selected this method to obtain a population consisting of the most recently completed
UOF investigations from both AV Stations. The NClIs were considered complete once
approved by the Unit Commander?. Both CAT 1 and CAT 2 investigations were
considered complete once approved by the North Patrol Division (NPD).

Ten UOF investigations were analyzed, with an equal distribution of five from each AV
Station. Auditors selected a maximum of two NCls from each AV Station and the
remaining UOF investigations selected were a combination of CAT 1 and CAT 2.

Auditors selected an audit period of January 1, 2024, to March 31, 2024, in order to
evaluate the most recent timeframe of completed investigations. Table No. 2, which
follows, indicates the population of force incidents that occurred in the AV Stations’ patrol
area for the selected time period.

2 The Department’s Supervisor’'s Non-Categorized Incident User’'s Guide for Patrol specifies that NCls are

complete upon approval by the Unit Commander.
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Table No. 2 — AV UOF Investigations for January 1, 2024, to March 31, 2024

Lancaster
Category Open Closed Total
NCI 14 36 50
CAT 1 9 13 22
CAT 2 15 1 16
LAN Total 38 50 88
Palmdale
Category Open Closed Total
NCI 0 18 18
CAT 1 3 11 14
CAT 2 16 0 16
PLM Total 19 29 438
AV Stations Total 57 79 136

Of the 136 UOF incidents, auditors determined a total of 79 investigations were
completed, closed, and could be analyzed.

The UOF investigations sample evaluated for this audit was:

Category Lancaster Palmdale Total ‘
NCI 2 2 4
CAT 1 2 3 5
CAT 2 1 0 1
Total Population 5 5 10

The audit population documents were obtained from the AV Stations’ internal tracking
systems and the Risk Management Bureau’s Discovery Unit via the Performance
Recording and Monitoring System (PRMS)3,

3 The PRMS provides a systematic recording of data relevant to incidents involving uses of force, shootings,

administrative investigations, and commendations/complaints involving Department personnel.

Page 5 of 27



PART | OF USE OF FORCE AUDIT

DE-ESCALATION AND USE OF FORCE ASSESSMENT
ANTELOPE VALLEY STATIONS

Project No. 2024-18-A

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The audit consisted of three main objectives with a total of ten sub-objectives. All
objectives were applicable to the compliance metrics.

The auditors evaluated the AV Stations separately for each objective and combined the
findings to determine if the Department complied with the compliance metrics.

The following table provides a summary of the overall audit findings based on the AV
Station’s compliance and the compliance metrics.

Table No. 3 — Summary of Compliance Metrics Findings

Compliance
Metrics %

Audit Objectives Lancaster % Palmdale% AV Total

1 DE-ESCALATION ASSESSMENT
1(a) Using Aqwsements, Warnings, Verbal 100% 100% 100% 90%
Persuasion Before Force
1(b) |De-escalate as control is achieved 100% 100% 100% 90%
2 USE OF FORCE ASSESSMENT
2(a) Force Used on Passive Resistive Subjects 100% N/A 100% 90%
2(b) gzzc:w{é\:ed on Subjects Displaying Resistive 100% 100% 100% 90%
2(c) Proportional Force 100% 100% 100% 90%
2(d) Retaliatory Force 100% 100% 100% 90%
2(e) Zgg‘:;ﬁlejssed on Persons Recording Police N/A 100% 100% 90%
2(f) Head Strike Procedures N/A N/A N/A 90%
3 MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT OF USE OF FORCE
y . oht of critical NCI 100% 100% 100% 90%
3(a) de%%?gr?gein oversight of critica CAT1 50% 50% 50% 90%
CAT2 100% 100% 100% 93%
y . oht of tical NCI 100% 100% 100% 85%
3(b) deagv;gﬁgein oversight of non-critica AT 0% 67% 20% 85%
CAT2 100% N/A 100% 85%
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DETAILED FINDINGS

This report will provide detailed information on the findings noted during the audit for all
sub-objectives. The Addendum contains a summary of the investigations evaluated in this
audit.

Objective No. 1 — De-Escalation Assessment

This objective evaluated whether de-escalation techniques were attempted or used, when
feasible prior to and during the use of force as specified in the AV Agreement compliance
metrics.

Objective No. 1(a) — Using Advisements, Warnings, Verbal Persuasion

Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Paragraph 103 (partial), states:

Deputies shall use advisements, warnings, and verbal persuasion, and/or other
de-escalation tactics, when possible, before resorting to force...

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE, The Use of
Force, Compliance Measures 3E (partial), (August 2019), states:

3. The Department will be deemed in outcome compliance with these provisions
when:

E. For Paragraph 103, deputies use advisements, warnings and verbal
persuasion, and/or other de-escalation tactics, when possible, before resorting
to force, and de-escalate the use of force immediately as resistance decreases
in:

2. Atleast 90% of the Category 2 use-of-force incidents; and,
3. Atleast 90% of the Category 1 use-of-force incidents.

Procedures
Auditors evaluated the UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, for each

force incident to determine whether Department personnel used de-escalation techniques,
when possible, prior to resorting to force.
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Findings

Of the ten UOF investigations reviewed, all (100%) met the criteria for this objective.
Department personnel did adequately attempt to de-escalate the incident using verbal
communication (advisements, warnings, and verbal persuasion), use of time-and-
distance or other common-sense methods before resorting to force.

Recommendations

There are no recommendations because the AV Stations met the compliance requirements
for this objective.

Objective No. 1(b) — De-Escalate as Control is Achieved

Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Paragraph 103 (partial), states:
Deputies shall... de-escalate force immediately as resistance decreases.

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE, The Use of
Force, Compliance Measures 3E (partial), (August 2019), states:

3. The Department will be deemed in outcome compliance with these provisions
when:

E. For Paragraph 103, deputies use advisements, warnings and verbal
persuasion, and/or other de-escalation tactics, when possible, before resorting
to force, and de-escalate the use of force immediately as resistance decreases
in:

2. Atleast 90% of the Category 2 use-of-force incidents; and,
3. Atleast 90% of the Category 1 use-of-force incidents.

Procedures

Auditors evaluated the UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, for each use
of force incident. Auditors assessed whether the deputies de-escalated the force used as
control of the subject was achieved.

Findings

Of the ten UOF investigations reviewed, all (100%) met the criteria for this objective

because Department personnel decreased the level of force used once control was
achieved and it was reasonably safe and feasible to do so.
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Recommendations

There are no recommendations because the AV Stations met the compliance requirements
for this objective.

Objective No. 2 — Use of Force Assessment

This objective evaluated whether the force used by deputies was consistent with Department
policy as specified in the AV Agreement compliance metrics.

Objective No. 2(a) — Force Used on Passive Resistive Subjects

Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Paragraph 102, states:

LASD agrees to continue to prohibit the use of force above unresisted
handcuffing to overcome passive resistance, except where physical removal is
permitted as necessary and objectively reasonable.

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE, The Use of
Force, Compliance Measures, 3B and 3C, (August 2019), states:

3. The Department will be deemed in outcome compliance with these provisions
when:

B. Atleast 90% of the Category 2 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [102;

C. At least 90% of the Category 1 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [102;

Procedures

Auditors evaluated each UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, to
determine whether force was used on a passive resistive subject.

Findings
Of the ten UOF investigations reviewed, nine did not result in any findings because the

criteria was not applicable to the investigations. The nine investigations did not involve
passive resistant subjects.
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The one (100%) remaining investigation met the criteria because deputies used necessary
force to arrest the individual and physically place them in the patrol vehicle for transport,
which is permitted per Department policy.

Recommendations

There are no recommendations because the AV Stations met the compliance requirements
for this objective.
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Objective No. 2(b) — Force Used on Subjects Displaying Resistive Behavior

Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement, Paragraph 104.1, states:

LASD agrees to clarify that Antelope Valley deputies may not use force against
individuals who may be exhibiting resistive behavior, but who are under control
and do not pose a threat to the public safety, themselves, or to other deputies.

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE, The Use of
Force, Compliance Measures, 3B and 3C, (August 2019), states:

3. The Department will be deemed in outcome compliance with these provisions
when:

B. Atleast 90% of the Category 2 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [104;

C. At least 90% of the Category 1 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [104;

Procedures
Auditors evaluated each UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, to

determine whether force was used on a subject who was exhibiting resistive behavior but
was under control and did not pose a threat to the public safety, themselves, or deputies.

Findings
Of the ten UOF investigations reviewed, all (100%) met the criteria for this objective
because Department personnel did not use force against individuals exhibiting resistive

behavior who were under control and not posing a threat to public safety, themselves, or
deputies.

Recommendations

There are no recommendations because the AV Stations met the compliance requirements
for this objective.
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Objective No. 2(c) — Proportional Force

Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Paragraph 104.2, states:

LASD agrees to continue to require that Antelope Valley deputies assess the
threat of an individual prior to using force and emphasize that a use of force must
be proportional® to the threat or resistance of the subject. If a threat or resistance
no longer exists, deputies cannot justify the use of force against a subject.

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE, The Use of
Force, Compliance Measures, 3B and 3C, (August 2019), states:

3. The Department will be deemed in outcome compliance with these provisions
when:

B. At least 90% of the Category 2 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [104;

C. At least 90% of the Category 1 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [104;

Procedures

Auditors evaluated the UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, for each
force incident to determine whether Department personnel used force proportional to the
threat or resistance of the subject, as defined by the parties, and discontinued force when
threat or resistance no longer existed.

Findings

Of the ten UOF investigations reviewed, all (100%) met the criteria for this objective
because Department personnel used only the amount of force, which was proportional,
and reasonably necessary to perform their duties.

Recommendations

There are no recommendations because the AV Stations met the compliance requirements
for this objective.

4 The parties (The “Parties” is comprised of LASD, AV Agreement Monitoring Team, and USDOJ.) have agreed that
proportional force does not require that deputies use the same type or amount of force as the subject. The more
immediate the threat and more likely it may result in death or serious physical injury, the greater the level of force that

may be objectively reasonable and necessary to counter it.
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Objective No. 2(d) — Retaliatory Force

Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Paragraph 105, states:

LASD agrees to explicitly prohibit the use of retaliatory force, particularly against
subjects who express criticism of, or disrespect for, LASD Antelope Valley
deputies.

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE, The Use of
Force, Compliance Measures, 3B and 3C, (August 2019), states:

3. The Department will be deemed in outcome compliance with these provisions
when:

B. Atleast 90% of the Category 2 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [105;

C. At least 90% of the Category 1 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [105;

Procedures

Auditors evaluated the UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, for each
force incident to determine whether Department personnel used retaliatory force against the
subject. Auditors determined whether any retaliatory force was used or if force was used
against a subject because of expressed criticism or disrespect for the deputies.

Findings

Of the ten UOF investigations reviewed, six did not result in any findings because the
criteria was not applicable to the investigations. None of the six investigations involved
individuals that expressed criticism or disrespect for LASD.

The remaining four (100%) investigations met the criteria for this objective because
Department personnel did not use force, in a retaliatory nature, against an individual who
had expressed criticism or disrespect for Department members.

Recommendations

There are no recommendations because the AV Stations met the compliance
requirements for this objective.
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Objective No. 2(e) — Force Used on Persons Recording Police Activities

Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Paragraph 106g, states:

LASD agrees to explicitly prohibit interfering, threatening, intimidating, blocking or
otherwise discouraging a member of the public, who is not violating any other
law, from taking photographs or recording video (including photographs or video
of police activities) in any place the member of the public is lawfully present. Such
prohibited interference includes... g. Using force upon that person; ...

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE, The Use of
Force, Compliance Measures, 3B and 3C, (August 2019), states:

3. The Department will be deemed in outcome compliance with these provisions
when:

B. Atleast 90% of the Category 2 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [106g;

C. At least 90% of the Category 1 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [106g;

Procedures

Auditors evaluated the UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, for each
force incident to determine whether Department personnel used force against a member of
the public who was not violating any law, solely to prevent them from taking photographs or
recording video in any place the member of the public was lawfully present.

Findings
Of the ten UOF investigations reviewed, nine did not result in any findings because the
criteria was not applicable to the investigations. None of the nine investigations involved

individuals recording police activities.

The one (100%) remaining investigation met the criteria because deputies did not use force
on individuals recording policing activities.

Recommendations

There are no recommendations because the AV Stations met the compliance requirements
for this objective.
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Objective No. 2(f) — Head Strike Procedures

Criteria
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Paragraph 107, states:

LASD will continue to require, and emphasize in its training, that a hard strike to the
head with any impact weapon, including a baton, is prohibited unless deadly force
is justified. Unintentional or mistaken blows to these areas must be reported to
ensure that all reasonable care was taken to avoid them.

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE, The Use of
Force, Compliance Measures, 3B and 3C, (August 2019), states:

3. The Department will be deemed in outcome compliance with these provisions
when:

B. At least 90% of the Category 2 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [107;

C. At least 90% of the Category 1 use-of-force incidents are assessed as
objectively reasonable according to [107;

Procedures

Auditors evaluated the UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, for each
incident, to identify any misclassified investigations that contained a hard strike to the head
with any impact weapon. If any misclassified investigations were identified, auditors

documented it as a finding, recommended corrective action, and referred it to I1AB for
appropriate investigation.

Findings

There are no findings because the criteria was not applicable to the investigations
reviewed in this objective.

Recommendations

There are no recommendations because the criteria was not applicable to the investigations
reviewed for this audit.
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Objective No. 3 — Management Oversight of Use of Force

This objective evaluated if management oversight and review of UOF investigations
addressed the requirements of the AV Agreement compliance metrics and Department

policy.

Objective No. 3(a) — Management Oversight of Critical Deficiencies

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE,
Management Oversight, Paragraphs 113-118 (August 2019), Compliance Measures, 1A
(partial) states:

1. The Monitor will use the following criteria to evaluate use-of-force adjudications for
completeness and compliance with the SA requirements:

A. Critical Deficiency...failure to hold supervisors accountable for not detecting,
adequately investigating, or responding to force that is unreasonable or against
LASD policy; ...

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE,
Management Oversight, Paragraphs 113-118 (August 2019), Compliance Measures, 4A
and 4C states:

4. LASD will be deemed in substantial outcomes compliance when:

A. At least 90% of the Category 1 adjudications do not contain a Critical
Deficiency.

C. Atleast 93% of the Category 2 adjudications do not contain a Critical
Deficiency.

Note: Adjudication errors that are identified and corrected during the management review
process will not be considered errors for these determinations provided the Department
takes appropriate action to address any pattern that may arise.

Procedures

Auditors evaluated the UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, for each
force incident to determine whether management reviewing the investigation held
supervisors accountable for adequately investigating the feasibility and use of de-
escalation techniques and unreasonable UOF. Auditors determined if critical deficiencies
were found in the UOF investigations conducted by Department supervisors.
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Findings

The ten UOF investigations reviewed consisted of the following: four NCls, four CAT1s,
and two CAT2s.

Non-Categorized Force Incident

Of the four investigations reviewed, all (100%) met the criteria for this objective because
Department management ensured there were no deficiencies within the investigation.
Specifically, the de-escalation efforts used when appropriate and possible and the
reasonableness of the force.

Category 1

Of the four investigations reviewed, two (50%) met the criteria for this objective because
Department management ensured there were no deficiencies within the investigation.
Specifically, the de-escalation efforts used when appropriate and possible and the
reasonableness of the force.

The remaining two (50%) did not meet the criteria for this objective because management
did not hold supervisors accountable for detecting and adequately investigating the use of
force.

Specifically:

L-3%: Auditors determined that there were no deficiencies with the de-escalation and
reasonableness of the UOF during this incident. However, during the Watch
Commander’s interview, the subject complained of a head injury and the Watch
Commander failed to notify the Internal Affairs Bureau (IAB) of the subject’s complaint, as
required by the Department. The Unit Commander’s investigation did not identify the
Watch Commander’s failure to make the notification to IAB or the corrective action taken
for the deficiency. Per Department policy, MPP 3-10/130.00:

Activation of the IAB Force/Shooting Response Teams

Watch Commanders and Supervising Lieutenants are required to make immediate verbal
notification to the on-call IAB Lieutenant whenever any of the following occur:
¢ Allincidents in which Department members are shot;

e All shootings by any Department member, both on-duty and off-duty, including
unintentional discharges, warning shots, and shooting at animals;

o Hospitalizations due to injuries caused by any Department member;

o Skeletal fractures caused by any Department member;

5 L refers to Lancaster Station. The number represents the sample being referred to of the five UOF investigations
reviewed for Lancaster Station.
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o Category 2 or 3 Force used by any Department member during or following a vehicular or
foot pursuit;

e All large party situations where Category 2 or 3 Force is used;

e Injury or complaint of injury to a person's face, head, or neck area resulting in medical
evaluation and/or treatment following contact with any Department member (this does not
apply to contamination due to Oleoresin Capsicum spray, Freeze +P, or Deep Freeze
aerosols, or PepperBall projectile powder);

o All face, head, or neck strikes with an impact weapon or other object;
o All face, head, or neck strikes with hands or fists;

e Force resulting in serious bodily injury;

o Kick(s) to a subject’s face, head, or neck;

o Knee strike(s) to a subject’s face, head, or neck;

¢ Any situation wherein a Department member pushes, shoves, takes down, or otherwise
causes a person to hit their head against a hard object (e.g., roadway, driveway, concrete
floor, wall, door jamb, jail bars, etc.);

e Canine bites resulting in medical treatment;

e Any use of improvised weapons or techniques;

e Any death following a contact with any Department member;
e All inmate deaths;

¢ Any of the above use of force witnessed by a Department member applied by personnel
from another law enforcement agency involved in an operation with Department personnel;
or

e At any scene where the Sheriff's Response Team (SRT) is deployed...

P-36: Auditors determined that there were no deficiencies with the de-escalation and
reasonableness of the UOF during this incident. However, a review of the investigation
determined a late notification to IAB regarding the subject’s head injury during the
incident. The incident occurred on 03/15/2024 and IAB was notified on 04/11/2024, 27
days after the incident. The Unit Commander’s investigation did not identify the Watch
Commander’s failure to make the timely notification to IAB or the corrective action taken
for the deficiency.

Category 2

Of the two investigations reviewed, all (100%) met the criteria for this objective because
Department management ensured there were no deficiencies within the investigation.

6 P refers to Palmdale Station. The number represents the sample being referred to of the five UOF investigations
reviewed for Palmdale Station.
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Recommendations

It is recommended management be held accountable to complete thorough reviews of the
UOF investigations to ensure the incidents are appropriately analyzed to determine if
further action or investigation is necessary. Any incomplete investigation may result in an
inappropriate adjudication.

When investigations are not thorough, it is the responsibility of the Unit Commander to
identify deficiencies and take documented corrective action. Division Commanders must
also identify deficiencies within investigations and unit-level reviews, which should result
in documented corrective action.
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Objective No. 3(b) — Management Oversight of Non-Critical Deficiencies

Criteria

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE,
Management Oversight, Paragraphs 113-118 (August 2019), Compliance Measures,
Section 1B (partial) states:

1. The Monitor will use the following criteria to evaluate use-of-force adjudications for
completeness and compliance with the SA requirements:

B. Non-Critical Deficiency...failure to ensure that all pertinent aspects of the
incident were recorded accurately on the use-of-force form...

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics, USE OF FORCE,
Management Oversight, Paragraphs 113-118 (August 2019), Compliance Measures, 4B
and 4D states:

4. LASD will be deemed in substantial outcomes compliance when:

B. At least 85% of the Category 1 adjudications do not contain a Non-Critical
Deficiency.

D. At least 85% of the Category 2 adjudications do not contain a Non-Critical
Deficiency.

Note: Adjudication errors that are identified and corrected during the management review
process will not be considered errors for these determinations provided the Department
takes appropriate action to address any pattern that may arise.

Procedures

Auditors evaluated the UOF investigation package, including BWC recordings, for each
force incident to determine whether management reviewing the investigation held
supervisors accountable for adequately documenting pertinent information regarding the
incident on the Supervisor’'s Report on Use of Force.

Findings

The ten UOF investigations reviewed consisted of the following: four NCls, five CAT1s,
and one CAT2s.

Non-Categorized Force Incident

Of the four investigations reviewed, all (100%) met the criteria for this objective because
Department management ensured pertinent information was contained in the Supervisor’'s
Report on Use of Force.
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Category 1

Of the five investigations reviewed, two (40%) met the criteria for this objective because
Department management ensured pertinent information was contained in the Supervisor’'s
Report on Use of Force.

The remaining three (60%) did not meet the criteria for this objective because
management did not hold supervisors accountable for ensuring all pertinent aspects of the
incidents were recorded accurately. There was conflicting information and deficiencies in
the UOF forms.

Specifically:

L-3: Auditors determined one deputy who reported they witnessed the use of force in their
incident report was not listed as an employee witness on the Supervisor’s Report on Use
of Force, page 3.

L-4: In the Incident Report, the narrative indicated a specific deputy assisted with placing
and tightening the hobble around the subject’s ankle. However, the assisting deputy was
not listed on the matrix of the Supervisor’s Report on UOF. Additionally, auditors found
inaccuracies in the matrix. One of the body part codes used on the matrix was "HB"
(Human Bite), however it should have been documented as "AK" (Ankle). Furthermore,
the control holds utilized by the deputies while placing the subject into the patrol vehicle
after receiving a medical clearance were not listed in the matrix.

P-3: Auditors determined inaccuracies in the information indicated on the Supervisor’s
Report on Use of Force. In the report, the investigator indicated there were photos of the
subject’s injuries, which were uploaded to Evidence.com. The auditors confirmed the
photos were uploaded. However, the supervisor indicated “N/A” to questions regarding
the subject’s injuries. Additionally, in the Medical Review section, the investigator failed to
include the subject’s self-inflicted head injury on the wall of the residence while deputies
used control holds to escort the subject outside to the patrol vehicle.

Also, auditors determined an inaccuracy with information in the Watch Commander’s Use
of Force Review and Incident Analysis, in which the Watch Commander indicated there
were no injuries to the suspect. Additionally, in the Unit Commander’s Use of Force
Review and Incident Analysis, the Unit Commander indicated the mandatory notification of
the force used was made within the time limits established by policy, however it was not.
The incident occurred on 03/15/2024 and |IAB was notified on 04/11/2024, 27 days after
the incident.

Category 2

Of the one investigation reviewed, all (100%) met the criteria for this objective because
Department management ensured pertinent information was contained in the Supervisor’'s
Report on Use of Force.
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Recommendations

It is recommended management be held accountable to complete thorough reviews of
UOF incident reports to ensure all required details and pertinent information is thoroughly
documented and recorded. When errors are discovered, the management review process
should track and record them to prevent future deficiencies.

In addition, it is recommended management implement a “management monitoring

process” to address and identify discrepancies or issues discovered during the review
process and document corrective action taken.
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CONCLUSION

The AAB recognizes the efforts of the AV Stations to continue implementing positive
changes and required policies with procedures to institute meaningful changes within the
AV community.

Our review revealed eight investigations at AV Stations had no significant issues regarding
their use of force, de-escalation tactics, supervisory review, or management oversight.
However, we found two investigations had at least one significant, critical deficiency issue
resulting in noncompliance with the Agreement and Departmental policies.

The AV Stations have demonstrated progress in improving compliance with the
Agreement and Departmental policies. However, our review of the supervisory inquiries
and management oversight of those investigations remains a concern as noted in the
previous audit (2024-5-A). We urge the AV Stations to implement the recommendations of
this audit anticipating their efforts will lead to full compliance.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this section is to provide a concise reference for all recommendations
aimed at improving compliance with the Agreement and Department policies and
procedures. The recommendations listed below are the same as those detailed in the
above report.

Objective No. 3 — Management Oversight of Use of Force

a)

Management Oversight of Critical Deficiencies: It is recommended
management be held accountable to complete thorough reviews of UOF
investigations to ensure the incidents are appropriately analyzed to determine if
further action or investigation is necessary. Any incomplete investigation may
result in an inappropriate adjudication.

When investigations are not thorough, it is the responsibility of the Unit
Commander to identify deficiencies and take documented corrective action.
Division Commanders must also identify deficiencies within investigations and unit-
level reviews, which should result in documented corrective action.

Management Oversight of Non-Critical Deficiencies: It is recommended
management be held accountable to complete and thorough reviews of UOF
incident reports to ensure all required details and pertinent information is
thoroughly documented and recorded. When errors are discovered, the
management review process should track and record them to prevent future
deficiencies.

In addition, it is recommended management implement a “management monitoring

process” to address and identify discrepancies or issues discovered during the
review process and document corrective action taken.

Page 24 of 27



PART | OF USE OF FORCE AUDIT

DE-ESCALATION AND USE OF FORCE ASSESSMENT
ANTELOPE VALLEY STATIONS

Project No. 2024-18-A

Comprehensive Review

The AAB will conduct a comprehensive review of the findings noted during the three
individual audits (2024-5-A, 2024-18-A, and 2024-31-A) conducted for the Use of Force
Audit, Part I. The comprehensive review will provide an analysis of the AV Stations’
performance for each sub-objective over the course of the three audits. The review will
demonstrate the areas where the AV Stations met the compliance metrics and displayed
continuous progression, as well as the areas requiring further enhancement. Data
patterns and trends will also be identified.

This review will assist the AV Stations in optimizing operations, mitigating risks, and
progressing towards fulfilling the requirements of the Agreement. The comprehensive
review will be issued immediately following the third Use of Force Audit (2024-31-A).

Follow-up Procedures

Within 60 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

Performance Recording and Monitoring System (PRMS)

Station/Bureau Administration Portal (SBAP)

LASD.Evidence.com

Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) Electronic Data Interchange (EDI)

REFERENCES

e Antelope Valley Monitoring Team 4" Use-of-Force Audit (November 15, 2023)
¢ Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics (October 2019)
e United States Department of Justice — Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement, Case Number CV 15- 03174 (April 2015)
e Manual of Policy and Procedures Sections:
o Chapter 10 — Force Policy
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Views of Responsible Officials

The AAB provided a summary of preliminary findings to the AV Stations on September 10,
2024. Subsequently, the Lancaster Station command staff submitted an informal
response on October 3, 2024, followed by the Palmdale Station command staff’s informal
response on October 3, 2024. The AAB then presented the final audit report to the
Division Director of the Office of Constitutional Policing.

S 1y,

GEOFFREY N. CHADWICK DATE
Captain

Audit and Accountability Bureau

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
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Table A
Summary of Uses of Force

Audit Cat
No. NCL1,2
L-1 NCI Deputies responded to the location regarding a residential burglary. Upon arrival, the victims identify the subject who then

began to walk towards the deputies. A deputy pointed a taser at the subject and gave him a verbal warning to put his hands

up or he would be tased. The subject was detained, handcuffed, and escorted to the patrol vehicle. During the escort to the
patrol vehicle, the subject resisted by attempting to pull away from the deputies. His resistance was immediate and gave no
time for the deputies to give de-escalation commands prior to using control holds. Deputies used control holds while
verbally warning the subject to comply. The subject complied and was placed in the back seat of the patrol vehicle.

Summary

The subject did not sustain any injuries and did not have any complaints of pain.

The investigating supervisors and management review determined the force used was minimal and within Department
policy.

L-2 NCI The deputy responded to a call for service regarding a vehicle collision. The subject was detained pending a Driving Under
the Influence (DUI) investigation. During the DUI investigation, the subject became uncooperative and refused to comply
with the field sobriety test. The subject eventually complied and performed several of the field sobriety tests. The subject
was handcuffed and placed in the back seat of the patrol vehicle. While the subject was seated in the back seat of the
patrol vehicle, the deputy opened the door and attempted to give the subject a breathalyzer test. The subject refused the
test and refused to put her foot inside the patrol vehicle, preventing the deputy from closing the door. The deputy gave the
subject several verbal commands and verbal warnings before grabbing her foot (with his hand) and attempting to place it
into the vehicle. The subject attempted to kick the deputy as he placed her foot in the vehicle and the deputy let go. He
again grabbed her foot, pushed it into the vehicle quickly, and closed the door without further incident.

The subject did not sustain any injuries and did not have any complaints of pain.

The investigating supervisors and management review determined the force used was justified, reasonable, and within
Department policy.




PART | OF USE OF FORCE AUDIT
DE-ESCALATION AND USE OF FORCE ASSESSMENT
ANTELOPE VALLEY STATIONS

Project No. 2024-18-A

Audit Cat
No. NCI, 1, 2

Table A
Summary of Uses of Force

Summary

Deputies responded to the location regarding an assault with a deadly weapon. The victim (a roommate) stated the subject
attempted to stab him with a large knife after an argument. Deputies attempted to contact the subject, but he refused to
come out of his bedroom. Deputies could hear the distinct sounds of knife sharpening coming from inside the bedroom.
Additional patrol units were requested for assistance. After several attempts to order the subject out of the room, he exited
the bedroom unarmed and was handcuffed. Once the deputies escorted the subject outside of the residence to the patrol
vehicle, they attempted to place him in the rear seat. The subject became argumentative and sat in the door frame. The
deputies gave the subject several verbal commands to sit in the seat of the patrol vehicle, however, the subject continued to
resist. The deputies used control holds to lift and pull the subject into the seat of the patrol vehicle. Once the subject was
completely inside, the deputies closed the patrol vehicle door without further incident.

The subject did not sustain any injuries as a result of the Use of Force. He complained of pain to his knees, shoulders and
hips. Additionally, during the watch commander’s interview, the subject complained of injury to his head. Based upon this

complaint of a head injury, a mandatory notification should have been made to IAB however, the required notification was
not made.

The investigating supervisors and management review determined the force used was reasonable; however, due to the
subject’s advanced age, he should have been spoken to and treated in a less aggressive manner. Although deputies
employed de-escalation techniques during the incident, the watch commander determined one deputy failed to display
compassion for the elderly subject and recommended training in Tactics and Survival Force Options and De-escalation.
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Audit (0F:1
No. NCI, 1,2

Table A
Summary of Uses of Force

Summary

L-4 1

Deputies responded to the location regarding an assault with a deadly weapon. They contacted and detained the subject at
gunpoint. The subject was handcuffed and escorted to the patrol vehicle. Deputies gave the subject several verbal
commands to get into the patrol vehicle and he complied. However, he was resistive and refused to put his feet inside the
vehicle. Deputies used control holds to secure the subject in the vehicle.

The subject was medically evaluated in the field by the fire department, however, due to his aggressive behavior, a full
medical evaluation could not be conducted and fire department personnel recommended he be transported to the hospital
for medical clearance. At the hospital, he remained handcuffed and was placed in a wheelchair to control his movement.
The subject began to yell, and spit as he was yelling. A deputy put a spit mask on the subject so he could be medically
evaluated. After his medical evaluation, the subject attempted to get out of the wheelchair on multiple occasions and
subsequently stood up. Deputies conducted a team takedown and applied a hobble to overcome the subject's resistance
because he disregarded several verbal commands to sit down and stay seated.

Once the subject was placed back in the wheelchair, deputies moved the wheelchair with the subject toward the patrol
vehicle. As they were transporting him, the subject attempted to get out of the chair again. Deputies utilized additional
control holds to carry him to the patrol vehicle. Despite giving several verbal commands and warnings, which the subject
disregarded, deputies had to use control holds and other techniques to secure him inside the vehicle.

At the station, once inside the cell, deputies ordered the subject to lay on his chest in order to conduct a full pat-down
search of him. The subject did not comply, so a second team takedown was utilized to overcome the subject's resistance
and his refusal to lay down onto his chest as verbally ordered by the deputies. A search of the subject’s person was
conducted as the he continued to scream and flail his body. Once the search was completed, the hobble was removed, but
the subject remained handcuffed. Deputies disengaged, and the subject remained in the cell without further incident.

During the watch commander interview, he complained of pain to both wrists, his lungs, and his sciatic nerve. Per BWC
recordings during the medical clearance at the hospital, it does not appear that these ailments were disclosed. The subject
informed the doctor that he did not have any medical problems. The medical paperwork states, “Medical clearance for
incarceration.”

The investigating supervisors and management review determined the use of force used was justified, reasonable, and
within Department policy.
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Table A
Summary of Uses of Force

Audit (0F: 1
No. NCI, 1, 2
L-5 2 Deputies responded to the location regarding a domestic violence call for service. Deputies were informed the subject was

likely in the backyard of the residence. They encountered the subject sitting in a vehicle on the property and gave him
several verbal commands and warnings to exit the vehicle. The subject complied with the verbal commands to exit the
vehicle and was handcuffed. Upon escorting him to the patrol vehicle, the subject refused to walk and planted his feet.
Deputies gave several verbal orders for the subject to comply, but he continued to be resistive and refused to walk.
Deputies used control holds to escort the subject to the vehicle. The subject was taken to the front of the patrol vehicle and
searched. The subject was then escorted to the back seat of the patrol vehicle, where he refused to get in. Deputies
continued to give him verbal commands, but he refused. Deputies then guided the subject into the back seat of the patrol
vehicle. As the subject entered the vehicle, he slightly lunged forward and hit his face on the cage which was attached to
the rear driver’s side window of the vehicle. Deputies maintained control holds on the subject until he was secured in the
back seat and the vehicle door was closed.

Summary

The subject sustained an injury (bump/abrasion) to the right side of his face. During the Watch Commander interview, he
complained the deputy caused it when he was placed into the patrol vehicle. He also complained the handcuffs were
placed on his wrists too tight.

The investigating supervisors and management review determined the use of force used was minimal, reasonable, and
within Department policy.

P-1 NCI Deputies responded to the location regarding a domestic assault. Deputies encountered the subject on the porch of the
residence. Deputies handcuffed the subject’s wrists to the front due to her complaining of pain to her elbow due to a recent
surgery. As the deputies conducted a pat-down search, the subject became agitated and complained the deputy touched
her elbow. As a deputy escorted the subject to the patrol vehicle, she attempted to grab her cellphone which was on a
nearby table. The subject pulled away from the deputy and thrashed her body violently, attempting to break away from the
deputy’s grip. The deputy maintained control of the subject using a firm grip and control holds. Two additional deputies then
continued to control the subject’'s arms and escorted her to the patrol vehicle without further incident.

The subject did not sustain any injuries and did not have any complaints of pain.

The investigating supervisors and management review determined the use of force used was minor, reasonable, and within
Department policy.
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Table A
Summary of Uses of Force

Audit Cat
No. NCI, 1, 2
P-2 NCI Deputies responded to a retail location regarding an assault with a deadly weapon. The caller stated the subject was

threatening employees with a sledgehammer. Deputies encountered the subject inside the location and ordered him to put

his hands in the air and face toward the wall. The subject was uncooperative, argumentative, and would not comply with the

deputies’ commands. The subject refused to follow orders and did not want deputies to approach him. The subject took a

wide stance as if to attempt to flee or attempt to fight deputy personnel. A deputy spoke with the subject, de-escalated the

situation verbally, and he began to follow the commands given. Once deputies were able to handcuff the subject, they
attempted to escort him out of the store to the patrol vehicle. During the escort the subject began to resist by planting his
feet and refusing to walk. The deputies continued to give the subject verbal commands to relax and calm down. They
utilized control holds to get him to the patrol vehicle, where he refused to enter. The deputies gave the subject several
commands to sit down inside the vehicle. They continued to control the subjects’ arms until he was seated inside the
vehicle, however his legs were still outside. After additional communication and verbal commands, the subject fully entered
the vehicle, and the deputies closed the door.

Summary

The subject did not sustain any injuries and did not have any complaints of pain.

The investigating supervisors and management determined the use of force used was minimal, reasonable, and within
Department policy.




PART | OF USE OF FORCE AUDIT
DE-ESCALATION AND USE OF FORCE ASSESSMENT
ANTELOPE VALLEY STATIONS

Project No. 2024-18-A

Audit (of:1

Table A
Summary of Uses of Force

Summary

No. NCl, 1, 2
P-3 1

Deputies responded to a domestic violence call for service. They encountered the subject being held down on the floor inside
the residence by two individuals. After the deputies approached the subject, both individuals released the subject, and
deputies attempted to place the subject’'s hands behind his back. The subject grabbed and held onto the leg of a nearby
chair and refused to comply with several commands to put his hands behind his back. Deputies warned the subject about
the possibility of being tased if he did not comply, however he continued to resist and would not release the chair. Deputies
continued to use control holds and used a baton (in a prying motion) under the subject's armpit as a tactic to gain control of
the subject's hand for handcuffing. Once the subject was handcuffed and during the escort out of the residence, the subject
stumbled and subsequently hit his head on the wall before exiting the residence. When the deputies and the subject were
outside, the subject attempted to pull away from the deputies and fell to the ground, causing the deputies to also fall to the
ground. Still using control holds, the deputies gave the subject commands to stand up. He complied and they directed him
to walk to the patrol vehicle.

During transport to the hospital for a medical clearance, the subject began to hit his head on the security partition in the rear
of the patrol vehicle. The deputy gave him verbal commands to stop.

At the hospital, the subject was secured (handcuffed) to a bench in the medical exam room, however, he refused to be seen
by medical staff. During discharge from the hospital, the deputies gave the subject several verbal commands to have a seat
on the bench in order to be handcuffed for transportation to the jail. The subject refused to comply. The supervisor requested
additional deputies for assistance. Upon arrival of the additional deputies, the subject complied with the command to stand
for handcuffing. As the subject was escorted out of the hospital, he refused to walk and told the deputies to drag him out. The
deputies used control holds to escort the subject out of the hospital into the patrol vehicle. At the vehicle, the subject refused
to comply with commands to sit in the vehicle. The deputies used control holds to put the subject inside the vehicle. The
subject was transported to the station without further incident.

The subject sustained an injury to the left side of his forehead; however he did not have any complaint of pain.
The investigating supervisors and management review determined the use of force used was minimal, reasonable, and within

Department policy. Auditors noted the investigation determined there was a late notification to IAB regarding the subject’s
head injury during the incident.
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Audit (071

No. NCI, 1, 2

Table A
Summary of Uses of Force

Summary

Deputies responded to a grocery store for a business disturbance call for service. The deputies encountered the subject
inside of the store and escorted him outside to conduct their investigation. Deputies advised the subject several times to
leave the location (trespassing) however, the subject did not comply. The deputies informed the subject, if he did not leave,
a sergeant would come, and he would be arrested. The subject continued to remain at the location.

Once outside, deputies took possession of the subject's bag that contained a rock, which he allegedly used to threaten store
personnel. The subject walked towards the deputies and reached for the bag. The deputies gave the subject verbal
commands to stop. The subject continued walking towards them and the deputies used control holds to gain control of the
subject. The deputies gave the subject verbal commands to place his hands behind his back. The subject resisted and
pulled/moved towards the entrance of the store. The deputies conducted a team take down, handcuffed, and hobbled the
subject to overcome his resistance. The deputies placed the subject in the back of the patrol vehicle without further incident.

The subject complained of pain to his right shoulder, neck, and wrists. There were no identifiable injuries to the subject, and
he refused medical treatment at the hospital.

The investigating supervisors and management determined the use of force employed by the deputies was within policy
guidelines and was kept to a minimum. However, it was stated that with better tactics and communication, the use of force
might have been completely mitigated, or at least, the incident could have been resolved more swiftly and smoothly.
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Table A
Summary of Uses of Force

Summary

No. NCl, 1, 2
P-5 1

Deputies responded to the location regarding a disturbance involving individuals arguing. The deputies encountered the
subject, in a common area, arguing with her neighbor outside of her apartment. The deputies attempted to speak with the
subject to determine what occurred. The subject did not want to speak with the deputies and continued to argue with a
neighbor. The deputies attempted to calm the subject and neighbor down by asking the individuals to speak with them
regarding the incident. The deputies also attempted to separate the individuals. The subject and neighbor disregarded the
verbal command from the deputies. The subject punched the neighbor, and a fight ensued. The deputies gave the individuals
verbal commands to stop and employed a three second burst of O.C. pepper spray at the subject. After the subject was
sprayed, she left the area and returned to her apartment. No further UOF occurred in the incident. The subject was cited
for the assault and released at the scene.

The subject did not sustain any injuries. She was allowed to enter her apartment where she accessed water and self-
decontamination of the OC spray. She declined to be transported to the hospital and received treatment in the field from
paramedics.

The investigating supervisors and management determined the use of force used was reasonable and within Department
policy.
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