STATEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS
FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE LOS ANGELES
CONTRACT CITIES LIABILITY TRUST FUND CLAIMS BOARD
HELD IN THE CITY OF NORWALK, COMMUNITY MEETING CENTER
SPROUL ROOM, 13200 CLARKSDALE AVENUE, NORWALK, CALIFORNIA 90650
ON
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 14, 2015, AT 11:00 AM
Members Present: Chair Curtis Morris, Mark Alexander, Michael Egan,

Margaret Finlay, Doug Prichard, Mark Waronek, and Sam
Olivito

Alternates Present: David Spence and Cheri Kelley

1. Call to Order.

2. Opportunity for members of the public to address the Contract Cities
Liability Trust Fund Claims Board on items of interest within the
subject matter jurisdiction of the Claims Board.

No members of the public addressed the Claims Board.

3. Closed Session — Conference with Legal Counsel — Existing
Litigation (Subdivision (a) of Government Code section 54956.9).

a. Lindsay F., et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 473127

This lawsuit concerns allegations of sexual assault
and false imprisonment by a Sheriff's Deputy.

Action Taken:

The Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board
recommended to the Board of Supervisors the settlement of
this matter in the amount of $6.15 million.

Vote: Ayes: 7 -- Curtis Morris, Mark Alexander,
Michael Egan, Margaret Finlay,
Doug Prichard, Mark Waronek, and
Sam Olivito

See Supporting Document

HOA.1613556.1
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Annette Montalvo, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Compton Superior Court Case No. TC 023708

This lawsuit concerns allegations of wrongful death
and excessive force by Sheriff's Deputies.

Action Taken:

The Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board
recommended to the Board of Supervisors the settlement of
this matter in the amount of $8.85 million.

Vote: Ayes: 7 -- Curtis Morris, Mark Alexander,
Michael Egan, Margaret Finlay,
Doug Prichard, Mark Waronek, and
Sam Olivito

See Supporting Document

Leo Montesinos, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 527381

This lawsuit concerns allegations of an automobile
accident involving a Sheriff's Deputy.

Action Taken:

The Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board
recommended to the Board of Supervisors the settlement of
this matter in the amount of $350,000.

Vote: Ayes: 7 -- Curtis Morris, Mark Alexander,
Michael Egan, Margaret Finlay,
Doug Prichard, Mark Waronek, and
Sam Olivito

See Supporting Document
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d. N.A.M., et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

United States District Court Case No. CV 14-4090

This lawsuit concerns allegations of wrongful death
and excessive force by Sheriff's Deputies.

Action Taken:

The Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board
recommended to the Board of Supervisors the settlement of
this matter in the amount of $700,000.

Vote: Ayes: 7 -- Curtis Morris, Mark Alexander,
Michael Egan, Margaret Finlay,
Doug Prichard, Mark Waronek, and
Sam Olivito

See Supporting Document

Closed Session — Conference with Legal Counsel — Existing
Litigation (Subdivision (a) of Government Code Section 54956.9).

a. Rosa Linda Belman v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 545771

This lawsuit concerns allegations of an automobile
accident involving a Sheriff's Deputy.

No reportable action taken.

b. Raymond Kovacic v. County of Los Angeles
United States District Court Case No. 2:14-CV-07765

This lawsuit concerns allegations of false arrest and
excessive force by Sheriff's Deputies.

No reportable action taken.
Report of actions taken in Closed Session.

The Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board reconvened in open
session and reported the actions taken in closed session as indicated
under Agenda Items No. 3 and No. 4 above.



HOA.1613556.1

Approval of the minutes of the September 9, 2015, meeting of the
Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board.

Action Taken:

The Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board approved the
minutes.

Vote: Ayes: 7 -- Curtis Morris, Mark Alexander, Michael Egan,
Margaret Finlay, Doug Prichard, Mark Waronek and
Sam Olivito

See Supporting Document

Items not on the posted agenda, to be referred to staff or placed on
the agenda for action at a further meeting of the Board, or matters
requiring immediate action because of emergency situation or where
the need to take immediate action came to the attention of the Board
subsequent to the posting of the agenda.

No such matters were discussed.
Other Business.
None

Adjournment.



CASE SUMMARY

INFQ_B_MATIQN ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME
CASE NUMBER

COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT
PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF
COUNTY COUNSEL ATTORNEY

NATURE OF CASE

.PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAID COSTS, TO DATE

HOA.1202839.1

Lindsay F. v. County of Los Angeles, et al
BC 473127

Los Angeles Supeﬁor Court

November 8, 2011

Sheriff's Department Contract Cities Trust Fund —
Lancaster ’

6.15 million
DAVID M. RING, ESQ

MILLICENT L. ROLON
Principal Deputy County Counsel

This is a recommendation to settle for $6.15 million,
the lawsuit filed by Lindsay F. alleging sexual
battery, false imprisonment, negligence, and
violation of her civil rights after Deputy Sanchez
allegedly forced her to have sexual intercourse with
him during a traffic stop.

Due to the risks and uncertainties of litigation, a
reasonable settlement at this time will avoid further
litigation costs. Therefore, a full and final settlement
of the case in the amount of $6.15 million is
recommended.

273,276

80,027



Case Name: Lindsay F. v. County of Los Angeles. et al,

Summary Corrective Action Plan

The intent of this form is to assist depariments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment
to the settliement documents developed for the Board of Supervisors and/or the County of Los Angeles
Claims Board. The summary should be a specific overview of the claims/lawsuits’ identified root causes
and corrective actions (status, time frame, and responsible party). This summary does not replace the
Corrective Action Plan form. If there is a question related to confidentiality, please consult County Counsel.

et

Date of incident/event: Wednesday, September 22, 2010; approximately 1:20 a.m.

Briefly provide a description
of theyigcidentlevent: P Lindsay F. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

_ Summary Corrective Action Plan 2015-041 _
On Wednesday, September 22, 2010, at approximately 1:20 a.m., a

and white patrol vehicle, initiated an enforcement stop on the plaintiffs
vehicle to Investigate a misdemeanor traffic warrant issued in the name
of the plaintiff. '

During the course of the enforcement stop, the deputy sheriff drove the
* | plaintiff to a remote, dark, and isolated area where he sexually assualted
her.

The plaintiff reported the Incident to the Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Départment the following day.

uniformed Los Angeles County deputy sheriff, driving a standard black

-

Briefly describe the root cause(s) of the claim/lawsuit:

The primary root cause in this incident is an act of criminal misconduct committed by a member of the
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department (Exhibit A — California Penal Code section 261(a)(7), Rape
Under Color of Authority; Exhibit B — California Penal Code section 68, Soliciting a Bribe). '

2.  Briefly describe recommended corrective actions:
{include each corrective action, due date, responsible parly, and any disciplinary actions if appropriate)

at the time of the incident. The Department's response to the plaintiff's allegations appeared to be
appropriate, thorough, and timely.

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department's training curriculum addresses the circumstances which
occurred in the Incident, h

This incident was investigated by representatives from the Office of the Los Angeles County District
Attorney and the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. Their investigations revealed employee
misconduct. As a result, appropriate administrative action was imposed upon one member of the Los
Angeles County Sheriff's Department, ‘

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department had relevant policies and procedures/protocols in effect | .

Document version: 4.0 (January 2013) Page 1 of 2




County of Los Angeles
_Summarx;,Corrective Action Plan

3. Are the corrective actions addressing department-wide system issues?

" [0 Yes - The corrective actions address department-wide system issues.
No -~ The corrective actions are only applicable to the affected parties.

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
Name: (Risk Managsment Coordinator)

Scott E. Johnson, Captain
Risk Management Bureau

Date:

7.15/* e

Signature:

Name: (Department Head)

Earl M. Shields, Chief
Professional Standards Division

Signature: B Date:

Earl Shields 4, | | 0%-aa-1S

Document version: 4.0 (January 2013) Page 2 of 2



CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME

CASE NUMBER

COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT
PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF
COUNTY COUNSEL ATTORNEY

NATURE OF CASE

" PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAID COSTS, TO DATE

HOA.1200823.1

$

$

Annette Duenas Montalvo, et. al. v. County of
Los Angeles, et al. '

TC023708

Los Angeles Superior Court

November 6, 2009

Sheriff's Department

8,850,000

“John C. Taylor, Esq.

Taylor & Ring, LLP.

Edwin Lewis
Principal Deputy County Counsel

This is a recommendation to settle for $8,850,000,
the lawsuit filed by Annette Duenas Montalvo,
Kassandra Montalvo, and Maria Montalvo against
the County and the Sheriff's Department, alleging
civil rights violations in the shooting death of Alfredo
Montalvo following a vehicle pursuit.

Due to the risks and uncertainties of litigation, a

reasonable settlement at this time will avoid further
litigation costs. Therefore, a full and final settlement
of the case in the amount of $8,850,000 is
recommended.

445,144

109,990



Case Name: Annette Duenas Montalvo, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.

Summary Corrective Action Plan

The intent of this form is to assist departments in writing a corrective action plan summary for attachment
to the settlement documents developed for the Board of Supervisors and/or the County of Los Angeles
Claims Board. The summary should be a specific overview of the claims/lawsuits’ identified root causes
and corrective actions (status, time frame, and responsible party). This summary does not replace the
Corrective Action Plan form. If there is a question related to confidentiality, please consult County Counsel.-

Date of incident/event:

Sunday, April 26, 2009; approximately 10:40 a.m.

Briefly provide a description
of the incident/event:

Annette Duenas Montalvo, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Summary Corrective Action Plan 2015-050

On Sunday, April 26, 2009, at approximately 10:40 p.m., two Los Angeles
County deputy sheriffs (detectives), assigned to the Los Angeles County
Sheriff's Department's Century Station, were patrolling the city of
Lynwood in an unmarked Los Angeles County Sheriff's vehicle when they
observed a car leave a convenience store and drive over a curb and
across four lanes of traffic. The vehicle was being driven at a high rate of
speed and without headlights. Believing the driver (decedent) was
involved in criminal activity emanating from the store, the deputy sheriffs
initiated a pursuit of the vehicle.

The decedent failed to stop and instead increased his speed to 50 miles
per hour, weaved carelessly through traffic, and attempted to strike an
oncoming patrol vehicle. The decedent’s vehicle ultimately crashed into
a parked car at Santa Fe Avenue and Norton Avenue, Lynwood.

When the vehicle came to rest, several deputy sheriffs positioned
themselves to the rear of the decedent's vehicle, ordered him to
surrender, and instructed him to come out of the vehicle. The decedent
refused, appeared to reach under the front seat of his vehicle, and
suddenly placed his vehicle in reverse and rammed the unmarked patrol
vehicle parked behind it. The collision injured three Los Angeles County
deputy sheriffs who were standing nearby, including one who was
knocked to the ground. S '

After the collision with the patrol vehicle, the decedent’s vehicle lunged
forward to a stop. The decedent placed his vehicle in reverse a second
time and began to back into the patrol vehicle and fallen deputy sheriff.
At this time, nine Los Angeles County deputy sheriffs, in fear for their lives
and for the life of their colleague, deployed deadly force by discharging

| their weapons, striking and killing the man.

1. Briefly describe the root cause(s) of the claim/lawsuit:-

The primary root cause in this incident was the decedent’s failure to surrender and his continued assault
on deputy sheriffs by reversing his vehicle in their direction. This resulted in the deputy sheriffs to fear or
their lives and their partners, at which time they deployed deadly force.

Document version: 4.0 (January 2013) Page 1 of 3




County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

2.

Briefly describe recommended corrective actions:
(include each corrective action, due date, responsible party, and any disciplinary actions if appropriate)

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department had relevant policies and procedures/protocols in effect
at the time of the incident.

The Los, Angeles County Sheriff's Department's trammg curriculum addresses the circumstances which
occurred in the incident. .

This incident was thoroughly investigated by representatives from the Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Department’'s Homicide Bureau to determine the extent to which one or more members of the Los
Angeles County Sheriff's Department engaged in criminal conduct.

The results of their investigation were presented to representatives from the Los Angeles County District
Attorney’s Office. On December 23, 2009, the Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office concluded
that the deputy sheriffs involved in the incident acted lawfully in self-defense.

The incident was further investigated by representatives from the Los Angeles County Sheriff's

Department's Internal Affairs Bureau to determine the extent to which one or more members of the Los
Angeles County Sheriff's Department engaged in administrative misconduct before, during, and/or after

the incident.

On September 23, 2010, the results of the administrative investigation were presented to the members
of the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department's Executive Force Review Committee. The members
of the Committee determined the use of deadly force was reasonable and necessary and within
Department policy, and the tactics employed by all personnel in this incident were within Department

policy.

Although members of the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department's Executive Force Review
Committee determined the deadly force and tactics were within the Department Policy, a comprehensive
debriefing by supervisors was conducted to identity officer safety and tactical issues.

On September 25, 2015, the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department's Risk Management Bureau
caused the re-publication and distribution of the following two policy sections and the following two
newsletters: '

e Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department's Manual of Policy and Procedures section 3-
10/200.00, Use of Firearms and Deadly Force, to remind all members of their responsibilities
‘when making the decision to deploy deadly force. (Exhibit A — Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Department's Manual of Policy and Procedures section 3-10/200.00, Use of Firearms and

Deadly Force.)

o Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department's Manual of Policy and Procedures section 3-
+ 10/220.00, Use of Firearms Against Vehicles and/or Occupants of Vehicles, to remind all
members that (among other things) “an assaultive motor vehicle shall not presumptively justify-
a Department member's use of deadly force.” (Exhibit B — Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Department’'s Manual of Policy and Procedures section 3-10/220.00, Use of Firearms agamst
Vehicles and/or Occupants of Motor Vehicles.)

e Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department's Field Operations Support Services Newsletter
Volume 15, Number 25, Using a Firearm Against a Vehicle, designed to remind all members of
the policy requirements and strategic factors involved in using a firearm against a motor vehicle.
(Exhibit C - Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department’s Field Operations Support Services
Newsletter Volume 15, Number 25, Using a Firearm Against a Vehicle.)

e Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department's Field Operations Support Services Newsletter
Volume 15, Number 14, Shooting at Vehicle Tires, designed to remind all members of the

Document version: 4.0 (January 2013) Page 2 of 3




County of Los Angeles
Summary Corrective Action Plan

e Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department's Field Operations Support Services Newsletter
Volume 15, Number 14, Shooting at Vehicle Tires, designed to remind all members of the
dangers associated with shooting at the tires of a moving vehicle. (Exhibit D - Los Angeles
County Sheriffs Department's Field Operations Support Services Newsletter Volume 15,

‘Number 14, Shooting at Vehicle Tires.)

3. Are the corrective actions addressing department-wide system issues?

O Y¥Yes — The corrective actions address department-wide system issues.

No — The corrective actions are oniy applicable to the affected parties.

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
Name:_(Risk Management Coordinator)

Date:

C?/Z 5‘//("

_ e
Alame: (Department Head) ' cONTENTs
Earl M. Shields, Chie K. MANN}SS.
Professional Standards Division pa-a4-
NOTED
Signature: Date:
Farl 51’11:‘;‘&{5%' v A-29-15

Name: (Risk Management Inspector General)

\ éSXi\hu/ C(&S\Y‘/

Signature: : Date:

Doy e | 50105

Page 3 of 3

Document version: 4.0 (January 2013)
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3-10/200.00 USE OF FIREARMS AND DEADLY FORCE : Page 1 of 1

'3-10/200.00 USE OF FIREARMS AND DEADLY FORCE

The Department’s policy on use of firearms and deadly force is:

discharging a firearm at another human being is an application of deadly force and must,
therefore, be objectively reasonable. Each Department member discharging a firearm
must establish independent reasoning for using deadly force. The fact that other law
enforcement personnel discharge firearms is not by itself sufficient to justify the decision
by a Department member to shoof;

Department members may use deadly force in self-defense or in the defense of others,
only when they reasonably believe that death or serious physical injury is about to be
inflicted upon themselves or others;

Department members may use deadly force to effect the arrest or prevent the escape of
a fleeing felon only when they have probable cause to believe that the suspect
represents a significant threat of death or serious physical injury to the member or other
person(s). If feasible, members shall identify themselves and state their intention to
shoot before ﬂrlng ata ﬂeemg felon;

the firing of warning shots is inherently dangerous. They should not be fired except under
the most compelling circumstances. Warnmg shots may be fired in an effort to stop a
person only when the Department member is authorized to use deadly force, and if the
member reasonably believes a warning shot can be fired safely in light of all the
circumstances of the encounter; and

cover fire is defined as target specn‘:c controlled fire which is directed at an adversary
who poses an immediate and on-going lethal threat. This tactic shall only be utilized
when the use of deadly force is legally justified. Target acquisition and communication
are key elements in the successful use of this tactic. Department members employing
cover fire must establish their reason(s) for utilizing this tactic.

Revised 07/12/13
Revised 12/19/12 (implementation January 1, 2013)
Revised 06/13/05
Revised 05/16/05
04/01/96 MPP

http://intranet/intranet/mpp/Vol3/3-10/3-10-200.00.htm : 9/23/2015
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3-10/220.00 USE OF FIREARMS AGAINST VEHICLES AND/OR OCCUPANTS OF ... Page 1 of2

3-10/220.00 USE OF FIREARMS AGAINST VEHICLES AND/OR OCCUPANTS OF
VEHICLES

This section reinforces the Department’'s Core Values and underscores the reverence for
human life. ' ‘

The use of firearms against motor vehicles is inherently dangerous and almost always
ineffective. :

For the purposes of this section, an assaultive motor vehicle shall not presumptively justify a
Department member’s use of deadly force. A Department member threatened by a motor
vehicle shall move out of its path instead of discharging a firearm at it or its occupant(s), allow
the vehicle to pass, and utilize other tactical or investigative means to apprehend the suspect.
If Department members decide to engage the vehicle in a pursuit, that pursuit shall be
governed by the Department’s pursuit policy (section 5-09/210.00 et seq.).

When on foot, Department members, except as required for fixed-point traffic control, shall not
position themselves or remain in the path of a motor vehicle. Additionally, they shall not stop
in a position directly in front of or behind a driver-occupied, stationary motor vehicle. Such
positions are inherently unsafe. ‘ ;

The primary tactical consideration shall be for Department personnel to move out of the path of
a vehicle. '

A Department member shall not discharge a firearm at a motor vehicle or its occupant(s) in
response to a threat posed solely by the vehicle unless the member has an objectively

reasonable belief that:

« the vehicle or suspect poses an immediate threat of death or serious physical injury to
the Department member or another person; and
o the Department member has no reasonable alternative course of action to prevent death

~or serious physical injury.

“Immediate threat of death or serious physical injury” as stated above is to be limited to an
articulable threat to Department members or identifiable persons on scene. The possibility that
a vehicle may cause harm to others if it were able to leave the immediate scene does not in
itself justify discharging a firearm at a vehicle or its occupant(s).

In the extraordinary instance that a Department member feels compelled to fire at a motor
vehicle or its occupant(s), the conduct of the involved personnel shall be evaluated in
accordance with sound tactical principles including the following:

e cover and/or tactical relocation;

¢ safe distance;

« incident command and tactical leadership;
¢ coordinated personnel placement;

tactical approach; ‘

http://intranet/intranet/mpp/Vol3/3-10/3-10-220.00.htm — 9/23/2015




3-10/220.00 USE OF FIREARMS AGAINST VEHICLES AND/OR OCCUPANTS OF ... Page 2 of2 |

e regard for viable target acquisition;
« due regard for background, including the location, other traffic, and innocent persons
o due regard for crossfire; and

« controlled fire and management of ammunition.

Shooting at tires of a vehicle is mherently dangerous and presents additional risk to
Department members and others in the immediate area. If a Department member feels
compelled to stop a vehicle, first consideration should always be placed on utilization of spike
strips. In the rare instance when a Department member feels compelled to fire at the tires of a
vehicle, the conduct of the involved personnel shall be evaluated in accordance with the .
tactical principles enumerated above as well as the potential dangers an out-of-control vehicle
whose tires have been disabled poses to the Department member and the general public.

The pohcy is not to be compared to the use of spike stnps which is a sound tactical principle
wherein air pressure is slowly released.

Revised 12/11/14
Revised 10/23/14
Revised 07/12/13
Revised 12/19/12 (Implementation January 1, 2013)
Revised 06/13/05

http:/intranet/intranet/mpp/V 013/3-10/3-10-220.00.htm , 9/23/2015
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Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department
NEWSLETTER

Field Operations Support Services, (323) 890-5411

VOLUME 15 NUMBER 25 : DATE: August 26, 2015

USING A FIREARM AGAINST A VEHICLE

Shooting at a vehicle is inherently dangerous and almost always ineffective. An
assaultive suspect driving a motor vehicle shall not presumptively justify a Department
member’s use of deadly force. A Department member threatened by an oncoming
motor vehicle shall move out of its path instead of discharging a firearm at it or its
occupant(s), allow the vehicle to pass, and utilize other tactical or investigative means to
apprehend the suspect.

In the extraordinary instance that a Department member feels compelled to fire at a
vehicle or its occupant(s), the conduct of the involved personnel shall be evaluated in
accordance with sound tactical principles which include:

Cover and/or tactical relocation;

Safe distance;

Incident command and tactical leadership;

Coordinated personnel placement;

Tactical approach; '

Regard for viable target acquisition;

Due regard for background, including the location, other traffic, and innocent
persons;

e Due regard for crossfire;

¢ Controlled fire and management of ammunition.

A Department member shall not discharge a firearm at a motor vehicle, unless the
member has an objectively reasonable belief that: .

¢ The vehicle or suspect poses an immediate threat of death or serious physical
injury; and

e The member has no reasonable alternative course of action to prevent death or
serious physical injury.

Shooting at the tires of a vehicle is ihherently dangerous and presents additional risk to
Department members and others in the immediate area.
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Los -Angelés County Sheriff’'s Department
NEWSLETTER

Field Operations Support Services, (323) 890-5411

VOLUME 15 NUMBER 14 DATE: 04/01/15

SHOOTING AT VEHICLE TIRES

" Shooting at a vehicle is inherently dangerous and almost always ineffective. Shooting
at the tires of a vehicle is even more hazardous and will more than likely not accomplish
the deputy’s goal — to stop the vehicle. In addition, shooting at the tires of a vehicle
increases the risk of injury to the deputy, public, and occupants of the vehicle.

" Tires, while likely to be damaged from gunfire, would not make the vehicle inoperable or
immobile. If the tires were damaged and suddenly lost air pressure, it would make the
vehicle unstable and far more difficult to control at any speed, making the out-of-control
vehicle into a multi-ton projectile dangerous to the deputy, other vehicles, pedestrians,
buildings, and occupants within the vehicle.

Manual of Policy and Procedures section 3-10/220.00, Use of Firearms Against Vehicles
and/or Occupants of Vehicles, states that a Department member who feels compelied to
fire at the tires of a vehicle shall evaluate the potential dangers of the out-of-control
vehicle and use sound tactical principles which include:

¢ Cover and/or tactical relocation;

« Safe distance;

¢ Incident command and tactical leadership;

e Coordinated personnel placement;

e Tactical approach;

» Regard for viable target acquisition;

e Due regard for background, including the location, other traffic, and innocent
persons; ‘

‘e Due regard for crossfire;

¢ Controlled fire and management of ammunition.

Deputies should consider the use of spike strips, which is a sound tactical principle,
wherein air pressure is slowly released from the tires. This lessens the chance of having
an out-of-control vehicle.

- Information regarding the content of this newsletter may be directed to Field Operations
Support Services. ‘

SEJ:FAA:AFS:SPF:wp



CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME

CASE NUMBER

COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT

PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

COUNTY COUNSEL ATTORNEY

NATURE OF CASE

PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAID COSTS, TO DATE

HOA.1186727.1

$

$

Leo Montesinos, et al. v. Los Angeles County
Sheriff's Department, et al.

BC527381

Los Angeles County Superior Court

November 8, 2013

Sheriffs Department

350,000

Del D. Hovden of Tredway Lumsdaine & Doyle, LLP
Richard K. Kudo

This lawsuit arises from a vehicle accident that
occurred on March 2, 2013, at the intersection of
Gage Avenue and Eastern Avenue in the City of Bell
Gardens when a vehicle driven by a Sheriff's Deputy
collided with a vehicle driven by Leo Montesinos and
in which his wife Rosa Montesinos was seated in the
front passenger seat. Mr. and Mrs. Montesinos
each claim injuries as a result of the accident. Due
to the risks and uncertainties of litigation, a full and
final settlement of the case is warranted.

63,445

33,270



CASE SUMMARY

INFORMATION ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION

CASE NAME
 CASE NUMBER
COURT

DATE FILED

COUNTY DEPARTMENT |
PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AMOUNT

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

COUNTY COUNSEL ATTORNEY

NATURE OF CASE

HOA.1159014.1

N.A.M., et al. v. County of
Los Angeles, et al.

CV14-04090
United States District Court

Claim filed March 13, 2014
Complaint filed May 28, 2014

Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Department

700,000

Brian T. Dunn, Esq.
The Cochran Firm

Jonathan McCaverty

This is a recommendation to settle
for $700,000, the lawsuit filed by
Aline Bilamdjian, Guardian Ad
Litem of decedent Javier
Mendez's two minor children,
N.A.M. and N.O.M., and Misty
Castro, Guardian Ad Litem of
Mr. Mendez's other minor child,
A.C., against the County of

Los Angeles, and five Sheriff's
Deputies alleging federal civil
rights violations based on
excessive force, and State-law



PAID ATTORNEY FEES, TO DATE

PAID COSTS, TO DATE

HOA.1159014.1

wrongful death and related claims
stemming from the shooting of
Mr. Mendez.

Due to the risks and uncertainties
of litigation, a reasonable
settlement at this time will avoid
further litigation costs. Therefore,
a full and final settlement of the
case in the amount of $700,000 is
recommended.

134,663

58,871



HOA.1237772.1

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES /
CONTRACT CITIES LIABILITY TRUST FUND
- CLAIMS BOARD

MINUTES OF MEETING

~ September 9, 2015

Call to Order

This meeting of the County of Los Angeles Contract Cities Liability
Trust Fund Claims Board was called to order by Curtis Morris at 11:16 a.m.
The meeting was held in the Community Center, Sproul Room, 13200 Clarkdale
Avenue, Norwalk, CA 90650.

Present at the meeting were Claims Board Members: Curtis Morris, Chair,
San Dimas, Region III; Mark Alexander, La Canada Flintridge, Region I;
Michael Egan, Norwalk, Region III; Margaret Finlay, Duarte, Region I;

Doug Prichard, Rolling Hills Estates, Region II; Mark Waronek, City of Lomita,
Region II; Alternates: Cheri Kelley, Norwalk, Region III; County of

Los Angeles Staff: Jennifer Lehman, Assistant County Counsel; Ruben

Baeza, Jr., Assistant County Counsel; Millicent Rolon, Principal Deputy County
Counsel; Scott Johnson, Civil Litigation Unit, Los Angeles Sheriff's Department;
Michael Stuver, Civil Litigation Unit, Los Angeles Sheriff's Department; Chris
Deacon, Civil Litigation Unit, Los Angeles Sheriff's Department; Mike Rothans,
Los Angeles Sheriff's Department; Maxine Kallenberger, Los Angeles Sheriff's
Department; John La Salle, Wells Fargo Insurance Services USA, Inc.; Third
Party Administrator for the County of Los Angeles: Silvia Hernandez,
Claims, Carl Warren & Company; California JPIA: Jonathan Shull, Chief
Executive Officer; Paul Zeglovitch, Liability Program Manager; Jim Thyden,
Insurance Programs Manager; Jennifer Fullerton, Administrative Analyst.

Public Comment

Members of the public were provided the opportunity to address the
Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board on items of interest that are
within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Clalms Board. No members of the
public addressed the Board.

At 11:16 a.m., the Chair adjourned the County of Los Angeles Contract
Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board into Closed Session.
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Closed Session - Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation
(Subdivision (a) of Government Code Section 54956.9)

There were no settlement proposals for this meeting.

Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation
(Subdivision (a) of Government Code Section 54956.9)

a. Albin Alas, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 552707

This lawsuit concerns allegations of wrongful death and
excessive force by Sheriff's Deputies.

Action Taken:
No reportable action taken.

b. Rebecca Braden v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 499223

This lawsuit concerns allegations of an automobile accident
caused by a Sheriff's Deputy.

Action Taken:
No reportable action taken.

c. Bertha Gonzalez, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
 Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC 540696

This lawsuit concerns allegations of an automobile accident
caused by a Sheriff's Deputy.

Action Taken:

No reportable action taken.
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d. Lisa Ostergrén, et al. v. Sheriff's Department, etal.
United States District Court Case No. 2:14-CV-094253

This lawsuit concerns allegations of wrongful death and
excessive force by Sheriff's Deputies.

Action Taken:
No reportable action taken.

e. Christopher Pettersen, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
United States District Court Case No. CV 14-04699

This lawsuit concerns allegations of wrongful death and
excessive force by Sheriff's Deputies.

Action Taken:
No reportable action taken.
Report of actions taken in Closed Session.

The meeting was reconvened into public session at 12:26 p.m. No action
was taken in Closed Session which requiréd a public report pursuant to '
Government Code Section 54957.1.

Approval of the Minutes for August 12, 2015, meeting of the Contract
Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board. :

- Action Taken:

~ The Contract Cities Liability Trust Fund Claims Board approved the minutes.

Vote: Ayes: 6 -- Curtis Morris, Mark Alexander, Michael Egan, Margaret Finlay, \
Doug Prichard, and Mark Waronek

Abseni: Sam Olivito

Items Not on the Posted Agenda, to be Referred to Staff or Placed on the
Agenda for Action at a Further Meeting of the Contract Cities Liability
Trust Fund Claims Board, or Matters Requiring Immediate Action Because
of Emergency Situation or Where the Need to Take Immediate Action Came
to the Attention of the Board Subsequent to the Posting of the Agenda

None
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Other Business
None

Adjournment

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 12:27 p.m.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CONTRACT CITIES LIABILITY
TRUST FUND CLAIMS BOARD

5“

“SANDRA C. RUIZ
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