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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 Justice' (DOJ) Antelope
Valley (AV) Settlement Agreement (Agreement) Paragraph 149, which states:

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

This Stops and Detentions Audit, designated as Part |, was conducted in five separate
audits (Part I, 11, 1ll, IV, and V) to provide timely feedback to Lancaster and Palmdale
Stations (AV Stations). Each of the five audits addressed certain requirements of the
Agreement. This audit focused on assessing Backseat Detentions (BSD)? related to the
AV Stations.

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Audit Scope and Criteria

This audit was not mandated by the Agreement; however, the Department recognizes the
importance of evaluating deputy personnel’s actions when contacting members of the
public. The interactions of patrol deputies with the AV community are essential to
developing community trust. While this audit was not designed to demonstrate whether
LASD was 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 with detentions, with a particular
emphasis on evaluating the treatment of individuals during stops which included BSD. In
addition, auditors evaluated issues related to body-worn camera (BWC) activations, the
completeness of video recordings associated with the BSD of detained persons, the
documentation of stops and searches of BSDs and whether required explanations to the
detained persons throughout the interaction were identified and documented. Additionally,
any patterns of legal, policy, or tactical errors were identified and reported.

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

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

Project Projected . . .
No. 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 July 1, 2024, through July 31, 2024, and focused on one
population from which samples were judgmentally extracted. This population included the
following:

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

A data request for all the AV Stations’ stops with detentions? (Vehicle, Pedestrian, and
Bicycle Stops) with BSD data was obtained from the Data Systems Bureau (DSB) for the
audit period, resulting in a population of 2,120 stops with 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 more 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 with detentions from each station by targeting stops with
various dynamic conditions. Among these conditions included stops involving multiple
subjects, arrests made after detention, evidence of a crime, and no record of the time
duration for which a person was BSD, etc. in the MDC clearance.

Total Number of Stops in Audit

Search or Detention Code and Definition

Sample

B — Backseat Detention (Vehicle, Pedestrian and Bicycle Stops) 30
and MDC clearances with “BSD” in clearance narrative

Below is a breakdown of documented stops with 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 896 53
Palmdale 1224 24

Audit Procedures

The auditors reviewed the compliance metrics related to stops, seizures, and searches as
well as all relevant BWC recordings for each stop and detention. This included all
recordings 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 conducted a thorough review of all relevant conversations with the subject on
BWC recordings related to the specific objective.
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The BWC recordings were cross-referenced with the MDC# log entries. Additionally,
incident reports, arrest reports, and citations related to BSDs were also compared with the
MDC log entries to verify the accuracy. Auditors made recommendations for corrective
actions 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.

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

Summary of Findings

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 Lancaster | Palmdale | AV | Compliance

Audit Objectives

[\[o} % % Total | Metrics %

1 BACKSEAT DETENTIONS

1(a) E)a(;r)ﬁzgat/on of Backseat Detentions to Civilians 60% 42% 52% 90%
1(b) 2?1?:5:;2 Se;:fiﬁns Documentation and 47% 40% 43% 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 Station deputies as
specified in the compliance metrics.

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

Antelope Valley Settlement Agreement Compliance Metrics for Stops, Seizures and
Searches, Investigative Stops, and 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 deputies were
professional and courteous during their interaction with the subjects.

Auditors reviewed 15 incidents from each AV Station for a total of 30 incidents, to determine
the total number of subjects detained in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.

Findings

Of the 30 BSD Stops with Detentions reviewed; 44 subjects were evaluated for the AV
stations. Of these, 22 (50%) BSD subjects met the criteria for this objective because the
deputies explained the reason for the BSD in a professional and courteous manner. The
remaining 22 (50%) BSD subjects did not meet the criteria because the deputies did not
explain to the subjects the reason for the BSD.
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For Lancaster Station, the auditors identified 25 subjects detained in the backseat of patrol
vehicles from 15 Stops with Detentions. Of these incidents, 15 (60%) BSD subjects met
the criteria for this objective.

For Palmdale Station, the auditors identified 19 subjects detained in the backseat of patrol
vehicles from 15 Stops with Detentions. Of these incidents, eight (42%) BSD subjects met
the criteria for this objective.

Specifically:

L-13: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The vehicle, which had four occupants, was stopped following a reckless
DUI pursuit. After the vehicle came to a stop in the driveway of a house, the driver and a
passenger fled into the house, while two subjects remained outside of the vehicle. The
driver was subsequently arrested, and one occupant was detained curbside. The
remaining two subjects were detained, placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles, and later
released. For one BSD subject, the BWC recordings showed an assisting deputy
explaining the reasons for the BSD, which were flight risk and officer safety. However,
another assisting deputy informed the other BSD subject he was being "detained
momentarily" without further explanation for the BSD. Auditors did not find any BWC
recordings depicting the assisting deputy explaining why the second subject was placed in
the backseat of a patrol vehicle.

L-4: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The three BSD subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped for expired
registration. The BWC recordings showed one deputy explained to the subject driver that
he was being BSD because they needed to confirm whether the gun found in the vehicle
was a real firearm or a CO2/air gun. However, the deputies did not provide a clear
explanation to the subject passengers for being placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.
While one deputy indicated an explanation would be provided shortly and stated the
detention was temporary, no further clarification was given. The subject driver was cited,
and all subjects were eventually released. Auditors did not find any BWC recordings
depicting the deputy explaining to the subject passengers why they were placed in the
backseat of patrol vehicle.

L-9: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
another unit. The BSD subject was the driver of a vehicle stopped for expired

registration. The subject stated he was on parole for possession of a firearm and had “just
got out”. The deputy performed a pat down of the subject for weapons, placed him in the
backseat of a patrol vehicle, and searched the subject's vehicle. The subject was
subsequently warned for the expired registration and released.

5 L refers to Lancaster Station. The number represents the selected sample referred to the fifteen samples reviewed for
Lancaster Station.
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The BWC recordings showed the deputy did not explain to the subject the reason for the
BSD. Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the
subject why he was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.

L-10: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
another unit. The two BSD subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped for a missing
license plate, rolling through two stop signs, and for driving erratically. Subsequently, the
subject passenger was cited and released, while the subject driver was arrested. Based on
BWC recordings, the reason for the BSD was for officers' safety, as the subject driver had a
knife on his lap and a lighter shaped like a gun was found in his pocket when he was
searched. The deputy explained to the subject driver that he was placed in the backseat
because he had a passenger in his vehicle and the deputy was trying to “play it safe” which
implied officer safety. However, the BWC recordings from the other deputy showed that no
explanation was provided to the passenger. Additionally, the deputy’s BWC was
deactivated during the traffic stop, which resulted in missed dialogue that could have
included a BSD explanation. The BWC was not activated for the full duration of the stop.
Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the passenger
why he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

L-12: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The three BSD subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped for expired
registration. All three subjects were detained in the backseat of patrol vehicles. The vehicle
was searched because the subject driver admitted to having marijuana inside the vehicle.
The subject driver was cited, and he, along with one of the subjects, were released at the
scene. The third subject passenger was subsequently arrested for possession of a
controlled substance. The BWC recordings showed the deputies did not explain to any of
the subjects the reason for the BSD. Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting
the deputy explaining to the subjects why they were placed in the backseat of patrol
vehicles. In addition, auditors did not find BWC recordings of one subject's initial BSD due
to late BWC activation.

L-13: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
another unit. The two BSD subjects were occupants of a vehicle which was stopped for a
"wanted person" for criminal theft return from a license plate check return. The license plate
input indicated the vehicle was reported as embezzled. The two subjects were placed in
the backseat of a patrol vehicle and the driver was detained by the curbside. The BWC
recordings showed the deputy provided both subjects with explanations for the BSDs once
the subjects were released. However, the BSD reason provided was theft investigation
which did not comply with the AV Agreement.
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P-38: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance
from additional units. The BSD subject was the driver of a vehicle stopped for running a
stop sign. Per BWC recordings, the subject indicated she did not have a driver's license or
vehicle registration, and the vehicle belonged to her mother-in-law. A female deputy was
called to conduct a search of the subject. After the search was completed, the subject was
placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle and was not given an explanation for the BSD.
All three deputies deactivated their BWCs for a “debrief’ resulting in missed dialogue. Per
the MDC narrative the subject was subsequently cited for various vehicle violations and
released. Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the
subject why she was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle, nor the release of the
subject.

P-7: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with the assistance
from additional units. The three BSD subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped
regarding a stolen vehicle investigation. The deputies gave instructions to the subjects to
exit the vehicle, however, the subject driver initially did not comply. All three subjects were
placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles. The subject driver was aware of the stolen
vehicle and was immediately arrested. The second subject passenger was arrested for a
warrant, and the third subject passenger was released. The BWC recordings showed the
deputy provided both subject passengers with explanations for the BSDs. However, the
BSD reason provided to the subjects was a stolen vehicle investigation which did not
comply with the AV Agreement.

P-8: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The two BSD subjects were occupants of a vehicle parked without license
plates. Per BWC recordings, the deputies placed the subjects in the backseat of patrol
vehicles regarding a stolen vehicle investigation. The deputies subsequently determined
that the vehicle was not stolen, and the MDC narrative indicated cited and released
regarding unlicensed driver and expired vehicle registration. The BWC recordings showed
the deputy did not provide the subject driver with an explanation for the BSD. In addition, a
BSD explanation was provided to the subject passenger; however, the reason was
‘investigation’ which did not comply with the AV Agreement. Auditors did not find any BWC
recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subjects why they were placed in the
backseat of patrol vehicles.

6 Prefers to Palmdale Station. The number represents the selected sample referred to the fifteen samples reviewed for
Palmdale Station.
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P-9: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The two BSD subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped because one
of the subjects matched the description of an armed robbery suspect. The deputy gave
them instructions to exit the vehicle. Both subjects were placed in the backseat of separate
patrol vehicles. Per the MDC narrative, the subjects were subsequently released at the
scene because they were not the armed robbery suspects. For the subject passenger, a
BSD explanation was provided; however, the reason was felony traffic stop which did not
comply with the AV Agreement. The BWC recordings showed the deputy did not provide
the subject driver with an explanation for the BSD. In addition, the BWC was deactivated
early resulting in missed dialogue. Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the
deputies explaining to the driver why he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

P-10: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance
from another unit. The BSD subject was the driver of a vehicle stopped for missing front
license plates. Per the MDC narrative, the subject was warned regarding the missing front
license plate and released. Per the BWC recordings, the deputy did not provide an
explanation for the BSD. In addition, the BWC was deactivated early resulting in missed
dialogue. Auditors did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the
subject why he was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.

P-13: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop. The BSD subject was
the driver of a vehicle stopped for speeding. The deputy instructed the subject and the
passenger to stay in the vehicle, but the subject was uncooperative. The subject was
detained in the backseat of a patrol vehicle, while the passenger was detained curbside.
Subsequently, the vehicle was impounded, the subject was cited for vehicle code violations,
and the passenger was cited for an outstanding warrant prior to being released. Auditors
did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputy explaining to the subject why he was
placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle.

P-14: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance
from additional units. The BSD subject was the driver of a vehicle stopped because it was
reported stolen. Deputies on scene handcuffed the subject and placed him in the backseat
of a patrol vehicle. The deputies later discovered the stolen vehicle was found over the
weekend, but the owner did not report its recovery. Per the BWC recordings, the deputy
explained to the subject that the vehicle was reported stolen but recovered over the
weekend; however, the BSD reason did not comply with the AV Agreement.
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P-15: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The two subjects were occupants of a vehicle which was stopped for an
expired vehicle registration tag and a broken left brake light. The passenger fled on foot
shortly after the vehicle stopped and a deputy initiated a foot pursuit. The subject driver
remained at the scene and was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. Subsequently,
the subject driver was warned and released, and the passenger was arrested. Per the
BWC recordings, the deputy did not provide the subject driver with an explanation for the
BSD. In addition, the BWC was deactivated early resulting in missed dialogue. Auditors
did not find any BWC recordings depicting the deputies explaining to the subject driver why
he was placed in the backseat of the patrol vehicle.

Recommendations

It is recommended the Department implement a functionality in the MDC/CAD and
Sheriff's Automated Contact Reporting (SACR) systems requiring deputies to digitally
attest they have explained to subjects the reason for placing them in the backseat of the
patrol vehicle. This procedure is also stipulated in the Manual of Policy and Procedures,
Section 5-09/520.10, Backseat Detentions.

It is also recommended that the AV Stations’ management semi-annually conduct
briefings to remind deputies they must strictly adhere to the BWC policy, as specified in
the Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-06/200.13 to ensure continuous video
recordings of the entire investigative and enforcement interaction with subjects,
particularly concerning the explanation of BSDs to subjects. Capturing these explanations
on BWC can help prevent deputies from using the BSD method as a routine practice and
would help facilitate an understanding of the detained subject regarding the specific
reason for the backseat detention.

Furthermore, AV Stations’ management must brief deputies that backseat detentions
should only be used when necessary and fully justified, and not as a matter of course.
The reminders should include scenarios of appropriate circumstances for BSDs, such as
flight risk, officer safety, weather conditions, or the subject’s desire for privacy or personal
safety. Alternatively, scenarios where BSDs would be inappropriate, such as routine
investigative practice, should also be addressed.

Finally, it is recommended that future station training must emphasize the Agreement
specifically requires deputies to clearly explain to subjects, immediately upon initiating a
BSD, the reason they are being placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. The
explanation must include valid and appropriate reasons for the BSD. Discussion points
must include alternative options rather than BSD, when safe and feasible, such as having
individuals stand nearby, sit on a curb, or remain in their vehicle.
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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 90% 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 BWC recordings and compared them to the corresponding MDC logs.
Auditors evaluated whether deputies accurately and sufficiently documented the BSD,
whether the reasons provided for the BSD was necessary, and whether the BWC
recordings supported the reason articulated by the deputy.

Additionally, auditors assessed whether the reasonable suspicion for the investigation was
documented in the MDC narrative and noted whether the deputies failed to accurately
document the duration of the BSD in the MDC log.

Auditors reviewed 15 incidents from each AV Station for a total of 30 incidents to
determine whether the BSDs were properly documented and articulated.

Findings

Of the 30 stops with detentions reviewed, 12 (40%) met the criteria for this objective,
because the deputies documented and articulated the required BSD information as
outlined in the audit procedures. The remaining 18 (60%) did not meet the criteria for this
objective because the deputies did not document and articulate the required BSD
information as outlined in the audit procedures.

For Lancaster Station, seven (47%) incidents met the criteria for this objective. For
Palmdale Station, six (40%) incidents met the criteria for this objective.
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Specifically:

L-3: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop. The MDC data
indicated the subject was the driver of a vehicle which was stopped for expired
registration. The subject was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle and another
individual was detained in front of the patrol vehicle. Both were subsequently released
with a warning. The MDC narrative indicated BSD regarding the deputy’s inability to
identify the driver and flight risk. Per BWC recordings, the deputy placed the subject in
BSD because he could not find his ID”. The MDC narrative regarding the deputy’s
inability to ID the subject matched the BWC recordings. However, the incident did not
meet the criteria because the deputy also indicated “flight risk” in the MDC narrative for
the BSD, which was inconsistent with the BWC recordings. The subject appeared very
cooperative, and the deputy did not handcuff him at any point, whether standing outside
the patrol vehicle or once he was BSD.

L-5: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop. The MDC data
indicated the subject was the driver of a vehicle which was stopped for expired
registration and moving in and out of traffic lanes. The driver was placed in the backseat
of a patrol vehicle and his passenger was detained curbside. The driver was cited, and
both were released. The MDC narrative indicated BSD regarding flight risk. Per BWC
recordings, the subject asked why he was being BSD, and the deputy replied that it's
because of officer safety. The incident did not meet the criteria because the reason
indicated in the MDC clearance narrative for the BSD did not match the reason explained
in BWC recordings.

L-7: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance
from another unit. The MDC data indicated the three subjects were occupants in a
vehicle which was stopped for missing a passenger side mirror. All three subjects were
placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles. The driver was subsequently arrested for
possession of methamphetamine with the intent to sell and possession of a switchblade
knife. The MDC narrative for one subject indicated "BSD RE WALKING AWAY FROM
VEH FLIGHT RISK/CONSENT OVER 100 WEATHER." Per the BWC recordings, the
deputy indicated to the female subject she was being BSD because it is very hot outside
and will turn on the air conditioner for her. Although the BSD reason complies with the
Agreement, auditors did not observe the deputy telling the subject she was a flight risk on
BWC recordings. The incident did not meet the criteria because the reason indicated in
the MDC narrative for the BSD did not match the reason explained in BWC recordings.
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L-8: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
another unit. The MDC data indicated the subject was a passenger in a vehicle stopped
for expired registration. One passenger was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle,
while three others in the vehicle were detained curbside. Subsequently, the driver was
cited, all four individuals were released, and the vehicle was impounded. The MDC
narrative indicated the BSD was regarding “FIGHT RISK AND STD PREV ARRESTED
FOR 417 (i.e., stated previously arrested for weapons). Per the BWC recordings, the
deputy informed the subject passenger that his earlier statements were making him
nervous and told him he was placing him in the backseat of the patrol vehicle. Although
the documented BSD reason complied with the Agreement, auditors did not observe in
the BWC recordings, the subject inform the deputy that he had a previous arrest for
weapons, nor was there any indication the deputy knew or had run the subject’s
information prior to the BSD to confirm what was stated in the MDC narrative. The
incident did not meet the criteria because the reason indicated regarding the previous
arrest in the MDC narrative for the BSD did not match the reason explained in BWC
recordings.

L-10: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
another unit. The MDC data did not indicate the reason for the stop. Per BWC
recordings, the two subjects were occupants of a vehicle stopped for no license plate,
rolling through two stop signs, and driving "weird." Both subjects were placed in the
backseat of patrol vehicles. Per BWC recordings, the passenger was cited and released.
The driver was subsequently arrested for suspicion of grand theft after the vehicle was
searched and wire cutters and copper wire were found. The MDC narrative indicated
“‘C/IMOORE JAMES SEE RTP FTHER.” The incident did not meet the criteria because,
although the stop appeared appropriate on the BWC recordings, the BSD reason was not
documented in the MDC narrative.

L-11: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a pedestrian stop. The MDC
data indicated the subject was detained for yelling and getting in the face of a female.
The subject was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. The deputy checked on the
welfare of the female, and the subject was subsequently released. The MDC narrative
indicated BSD was regarding avenue of escape and uncooperative. However, BWC
recordings showed the deputy stating to the subject that it looked like he was hitting his
wife when he placed him in BSD. The incident did not meet the criteria because the
reason indicated in the MDC clearance narrative did not match the reason explained in
BWC recordings.

L-12: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The MDC data indicated the three subjects were occupants of a vehicle
which was stopped for expired registration. All three subjects were detained in the
backseat of patrol vehicles. The vehicle was searched because the subject driver
admitted to having marijuana in the vehicle. The subject driver was cited, and he and
another subject were released at the scene. The third subject passenger was
subsequently arrested.
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The MDC narrative indicated BSD was because the subjects were flight risk due to looking
around. The incident did not meet the criteria because the contact data, clearance
narrative explaining why the subject was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle, and
BSD duration time was not articulated in the MDC data for one of the subjects. In
addition, BSD explanations were not provided to any of the three subjects per BWC
recordings; therefore, auditors could not compare them to the BSD reasons indicated in
the MDC narrative.

L-13: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
another unit. The MDC data indicated the two subjects were occupants of a vehicle
stopped for a “wanted person” for a criminal theft return from a license plate check. The
license plate input indicated the vehicle was reported as embezzled. Upon initial contact,
one subject was observed on BWC recordings walking away from the vehicle. The two
subjects were placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles. A third person was detained on
the curbside. Subsequently, all three individuals were released at the scene. The MDC
narrative indicated BSD was because of the subject walking away. The incident did not
meet the criteria because the BSD reason did not match the reason explained in BWC
recordings. In addition, the BSD reason for the other subject was missing from the MDC
narrative.

P-3: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The MDC data indicated the subject was the driver of a vehicle stopped
for running a stop sign. The subject was placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. The
subject was subsequently cited for various vehicle violations and released at the scene.
The MDC narrative indicated BSD regarding “1029/WARRANT INVESTIGATION”. The
incident did not meet the criteria because the BSD regarding probation/parole warrant
investigation is not a sufficient reason for BSD and did not comply with AV Agreement and
LASD'’s policy. Further articulation regarding the need to place the subject in the
backseat of the patrol vehicle is necessary.

P-5: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop. The MDC data
indicated the pedestrian subject was stopped for walking on a non-pedestrian roadway.
The subject admitted to having narcotics and was placed in the backseat of a patrol
vehicle. The subject was subsequently cited and released. The MDC narrative indicated
BSD was because the subject was looking for an avenue of escape. This incident did not
meet the criteria because the MDC narrative did not include a BSD time duration.

P-7: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with the assistance
from additional units. The MDC data indicated the three subjects were occupants of a
vehicle stopped for a stolen vehicle investigation. The deputy gave instructions to the
subjects to exit the vehicle. The subject driver did not obey the instructions initially. All
three subjects were placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles. Subsequently, one subject
passenger was released while the subject driver and the other subject passenger were
arrested.
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The MDC narrative for the subject passenger indicated BSD regarding “503INV/UNCOOP
DRIVER/EXT HEAT?”, even though it was the driver who was being uncooperative. The
incident did not meet the criteria because the reasons for the BSD in the MDC narrative
was not accurately documented and does not comply with the Agreement or LASD policy
for the subject passenger indicated.

P-8: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The MDC data indicated the two subjects were occupants of a vehicle
stopped for missing license plates. Per BWC recordings, deputies placed the subjects in
the backseat of patrol vehicles regarding a stolen vehicle investigation. The deputies
determined the vehicle was not stolen and the MDC narrative indicated cited and released
regarding unlicensed driver and expired registration. The MDC narrative also indicated
BSD was because of flight risk and positive ID. However, the BWC recordings showed
the deputy did not inform the subjects that they were a flight risk. The deputy indicated in
BWC recordings the passenger was placed in BSD pending further investigation. The
incident did not meet the criteria because no BSD explanation was provided to the driver;
therefore, auditors could not compare it to the BSD reason indicated in the MDC narrative.
In addition, there was no BSD reason documented in the MDC narrative for the
passenger.

P-9: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The MDC data indicated the two subjects were occupants of a vehicle
stopped for an armed robbery investigation. The deputy gave the subjects instructions to
exit the vehicle, and both were placed in the backseat of patrol vehicles. Subsequently,
both subjects were released on the scene because they were not the armed robbery
suspects. The MDC narrative indicated BSD regarding hot weather and a busy
intersection. Although it may be appropriate to place an individual in BSD due to weather
conditions, the deputy did not articulate to the passenger that hot weather was the reason
for the BSD. Additionally, “felony traffic stop” was stated to the passenger as the reason
for the BSD and a BSD explanation was not provided to the driver. The incident did not
meet the criteria because the reason indicated in the MDC narrative did not match BWC
recordings.

P-10: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance
from another unit. The MDC data indicated the subject was a driver of a vehicle stopped
for a missing front license plate. The subject stated he was on probation for weapons and
was then placed in the backseat of a patrol vehicle. The subject was subsequently
warned regarding the missing front plate and released. The MDC narrative indicated
“‘BSD N BACKSEAT.HANDCUFFED. NOTHING SEIZED.” The incident did not meet the
criteria because the reason indicated in the MDC narrative, does not comply with the
Agreement and LASD policy. Further articulation regarding the need to place the subject
in the backseat of the patrol vehicle is necessary.
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P-13: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop. The MDC data
indicated the subject was the driver of a vehicle stopped for speeding. The deputies
instructed the driver to stay in the vehicle, but the driver was uncooperative and exited the
vehicle. The driver was detained in the backseat of a patrol vehicle and the passenger
was detained curbside. Subsequently, the vehicle was impounded, the driver was cited,
and both subjects were released. The MDC narrative indicated BSD was due to flight risk
and the subject was uncooperative. The MDC data also indicated a BSD duration time of
five minutes; however, the BWC recordings showed the subject was detained in the
backseat of a patrol vehicle for approximately 30 minutes. The BWC recordings of the
incident did not show extenuating circumstances to justify the significant discrepancy in
the documented length of time. The incident did not meet the criteria because the MDC
data is inaccurate.

P-14: This stop involved a single-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance
from additional units. The MDC data indicated the subject was the driver of a reported
stolen company fleet vehicle. Deputies later discovered the vehicle was found over the
weekend, but the owner did not report its recovery. The MDC narrative indicated BSD
regarding possible suspect driving a reported stolen vehicle. Per the BWC recordings, the
deputy BSD the subject to conduct a stolen vehicle investigation. Although the BSD
reason matches, the incident did not meet the criteria because the reason does not
comply with the Agreement or LASD policy. Further articulation regarding the need to
place the subject in the backseat of the patrol vehicle is necessary.

P-15: This stop involved a two-person unit conducting a vehicle stop, with assistance from
additional units. The MDC data indicated one person fled on foot during the traffic stop
and the BSD subject was warned and advised regarding a traffic violation. Per BWC
recordings, the subject was the driver of a vehicle stopped for an expired registration tag
and a broken left brake light. The passenger fled on foot shortly after the vehicle stopped.
The driver remained at the scene and was placed in the back seat of a patrol vehicle.
Subsequently, the driver was warned and released, and the passenger was arrested. The
MDC narrative indicated BSD regarding investigation. The incident did not meet the
criteria because the reason for BSD does not comply with the Agreement or LASD policy.
Further articulation regarding the need to place the subject in the backseat of the patrol
vehicle is necessary.

Page 16 of 23



STOPS AND DETENTIONS AUDIT
BACKSEAT DETENTIONS
ANTELOPE VALLEY STATIONS
Project No. 2024-26-A

Recommendations

Given the inherent design limitations with the CAD/MDC system, it is recommended the
AV Stations’ management to also require the deputies to document stops with BSD in the
SACR system to ensure all necessary BSD information is captured.

It is also recommended the AV Stations’ management implement annual BSD
documentation training. AV Stations’ management should designate appropriate staff
members to draft scenarios related to BSD detentions and incorporate them into training
exercises. These exercises must include proper documentation protocols. The training
must also emphasize that terms such as “flight risk” and “looking for avenues of escape”
alone are considered boilerplate language and should be avoided. Instead, they must
elaborate and be more descriptive as to why the subject was a “flight risk” and the need to
be placed in BSD. Examples of acceptable narratives articulating BSD reasons and
documentation must be reviewed with AV deputies during these trainings.

Furthermore, it is recommended the AV Stations’ management must incorporate a
discussion of BSD documentation in their staff briefings for each shift to reinforce the habit
of documenting the BSD reasons, BSD duration time, and reasonable suspicion for their
investigations in the MDC narrative. This will help remind the deputies the importance of
complying with the Agreement’s requirements (e.g., documentation must demonstrate
BSD was regarding flight risk, officer-safety, weather conditions, individual privacy or
safety related).

The above-mentioned training sessions and discussions must be documented in the

Station / Bureau Administration Portal, Watch Commander Shift Log and/or in an
Automated Personnel In-Service Class Roster (APIS).
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CONCLUSIONS

Auditors evaluated several incidents from both AV Stations, where deputies showed
positive interactions with the public despite the fact the subjects involved were detained.
However, deactivation of BWC during enforcement or investigative contact continues to
prevent the auditors from confirming the deputies’ adherence to the Agreement’s
provisions. The continued BWC deactivations from deputies also increases the risk of
allegations, unlawful activities, and loss of valuable evidence.

Auditors also noted deputies provided explanations for the BSDs to some subjects, but
the explanations did not match the reasons documented in their MDC

narratives. Furthermore, Auditors noted a few incidents in which some deputies failed to
document relevant detention information in their MDC logs. Poor documentation practices
could also lead to an increased risk of allegations, unlawful activities, and loss of valuable
evidence. Lastly, requiring the deputies to document stops with BSD in the SACR system
will compel the deputies to document detailed BSD information, which may ensure all
necessary information is captured.

The evidence collected during this audit strongly suggests the AV Station personnel must
be mindful of areas for improvement in compliance with the stipulations set forth in the
Agreement, compliance metrics, and Department policies. When Department policies and
procedures are not adhered to, it may result in an increased risk or an inability to be
compliant.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this section is to provide a summary for all the recommendations aimed at
improving compliance with the Agreement. The recommendations listed below are the
same as those indicated above.

Objective No. 1 — Backseat Detentions

a) Explanation of Backseat Detentions to Civilians: It is recommended the
Department implement a functionality in the MDC/CAD and Sheriff's Automated
Contact Reporting (SACR) systems requiring deputies to digitally attest they have
explained to subjects the reason for placing them in the backseat of the patrol
vehicle. This procedure is also stipulated in the Manual of Policy and Procedures,
Section 5-09/520.10, Backseat Detentions.
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b)

It is also recommended that the AV Stations’ management semi-annually conduct
briefings to remind deputies they must strictly adhere to the BWC policy, as
specified in the Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-06/200.13 to ensure
continuous video recordings of the entire investigative and enforcement interaction
with subjects, particularly concerning the explanation of BSDs to subjects.
Capturing these explanations on BWC can help prevent deputies from using the
BSD method as a routine practice and would help facilitate an understanding of the
detained subject regarding the specific reason for the backseat detention.

Furthermore, AV Stations’ management must brief deputies that backseat
detentions should only be used when necessary and fully justified, and not as a
matter of course. The reminders should include scenarios of appropriate
circumstances for BSDs, such as flight risk, officer safety, weather conditions, or
the subject’s desire for privacy or personal safety. Alternatively, scenarios where
BSDs would be inappropriate, such as routine investigative practice, should also be
addressed.

Finally, it is recommended that future station training must emphasize the
Agreement specifically requires deputies to clearly explain to subjects, immediately
upon initiating a BSD, the reason they are being placed in the backseat of a patrol
vehicle. The explanation must include valid and appropriate reasons for the BSD.
Discussion points must include alternative options rather than BSD, when safe and
feasible, such as having individuals stand nearby, sit on a curb, or remain in their
vehicle.

Backseat Detention Documentation and Articulation: Given the inherent design
limitations with the CAD/MDC system, it is recommended the AV Stations’
management to also require the deputies to document stops with BSD in the SACR
system to ensure all necessary BSD information is captured._

It is also recommended the AV Stations’ management implement annual BSD
documentation training. AV Stations’ management should designate appropriate
staff members to draft scenarios related to BSD detentions and incorporate them
into training exercises. These exercises must include proper documentation
protocols. The training must also emphasize that terms such as “flight risk” and
“‘looking for avenues of escape” alone are considered boilerplate language and
should be avoided. Instead, they must elaborate and be more descriptive as to
why the subject was a “flight risk” and the need to be placed in BSD. Examples of
acceptable narratives articulating BSD reasons and documentation must be
reviewed with AV deputies during these trainings.
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Furthermore. it is recommended the AV Stations’ management must incorporate a
discussion of BSD documentation in their staff briefings for each shift to reinforce
the habit of documenting the BSD reasons, BSD duration time, and reasonable
suspicion for their investigations in the MDC narrative. This will help remind the
deputies the importance of complying with the Agreement’s requirements (e.g.,
documentation must demonstrate BSD was regarding flight risk, officer-safety,
weather conditions, individual privacy or safety related).

The above-mentioned training sessions and discussions must be documented in
the Station / Bureau Administration Portal, Watch Commander Shift Log and/or in
an Automated Personnel In-Service Class Roster (APIS).
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COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW

The AAB will conduct a comprehensive review of the findings noted during the three
individual audits (2024-3-A, 2024-10-A, and 2024-26-A) conducted for Part | Stops and
Detentions: Backseat Detentions. 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
progress toward fulfilling the requirements of the Agreement. The comprehensive review
will be issued immediately following this Part | Stops and Detentions: Backseat Detentions
audit.

FOLLOW-UP PROCEDURES

Within 60 days of distributing the comprehensive review 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 requires a collaborative effort with other Department
resources.

Page 21 of 23



STOPS AND DETENTIONS AUDIT
BACKSEAT DETENTIONS
ANTELOPE VALLEY STATIONS
Project No. 2024-26-A

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)

e Stops, Seizures, and Searches Compliance Metrics:
o Investigative Stops, Detentions and Searches, Paragraph 44
o Back Seat Detentions, Paragraph 48

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

The AAB provided the audit findings to the AV Stations on November 09, 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.

ol /30 /ZS'

GEOFFREY N. CHADWICK DATE
Captain

Audit and Accountability Bureau

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
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