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PURPOSE 

The Audit and Accountability Bureau (AAB) conducted the Category 1 Use of Force 
Audit - Custody Operations under the authority of the Sheriff of Los Angeles County.  
The audit was performed to determine how the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department (Department) adhered to the policies and procedures regarding Category 1 
force incidents1 in Custody Operations (Custody) at Men’s Central Jail (MCJ), Twin 
Towers Correctional Facility (TTCF), and the Inmate Reception Center (IRC). The audit 
included a qualitative analysis to determine contributing factors to the increase of 
Category 1 force incidents as reported by the Los Angeles County Office of Inspector 
General (OIG) in its April 2017 report, Reform and Oversight Efforts: Los Angeles 
County Sheriff’s Department. 

The AAB conducted this audit under the guidance of the Generally Accepted 
Government Auditing Standards.2  The AAB determined the evidence obtained was 
sufficient and appropriate, providing a reasonable basis for the findings and conclusions 
based on the audit objectives.   

BACKGROUND 

In April 2017, the OIG issued its quarterly report on the reform and oversight efforts 
within the Department.  The OIG reported there has been a significant increase in use 
of force incidents within Custody since 2012 through 2016.3   

In its subsequent July 2017 report on reform and oversight within the Department, the 
OIG stated the statistics on force incidents in Custody provided to them by the 
Department was not reliable.  This, they asserted, was based on the Department’s 
deficient methodologies in collecting, recording, and reporting data on uses of force.  
While the exact number of Category 1 force incidents may have been in question, 

1 As defined in Manual of Policy and Procedure §3-10/100.00, September 2014, Category 1 Force involves any of the 
following where there is no injury: searching and handcuffing techniques resisted by a suspect; hobbling resisted by a 
suspect; control holds or come-alongs resisted by a suspect; take downs; and/or use of Oleoresin Capsicum spray, 
Freeze +P or Deep Freeze aerosols, or Oleoresin Capsicum powder from a Pepperball projectile (when a suspect is 
not struck by a Pepperball projectile) if it causes only discomfort and does not involve injury or lasting pain.  As further 
defined in this same section, the term “suspect” is used to refer to any individual upon whom force has been used.    
2 United States Government Accountability Office – By the Comptroller General of the United States,   
December 2011, Government Auditing Standards 2011 Revision. 
3 The OIG’s report indicated the following number of force incidents in Custody: 473 in 2012; 611 in 2013; 684 in 
2014; 1,103 in 2015; and 1,833 in 2016. 
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OIG auditors were able to determine there has been an increase in force incidents from 
2012 to 2016 as reflected in the documentation reviewed during the course of this audit. 

The Department’s force policy is standardized in both the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures (MPP) and in the Custody Division Manual (CDM).  The MPP and CDM 
authorize Department members to use only that force which is objectively reasonable to 
perform their duties.4  The Department is committed to upholding lawful, professional, 
and ethical standards through assertive leadership and supervision before, during, and 
after force incidents.  This includes force prevention efforts, effective tactics, 
dispassionate and objective review, and analysis of every incident.5   

Reportable force incidents are distinguished into three categories, summarized below, 
contingent on the type of force used and the injuries, if any, sustained by the 
suspect(s):6 

 Category 1 Force involves Department personnel using force techniques to
overcome the resistance of a suspect which does not result in injury to the
suspect.

 Category 2 Force involves the application of force to overcome the resistance of
a suspect, which results in identifiable injury or complaint of pain.

 Category 3 Force involves a more serious nature, either in the application of
force or the resulting injury, and are typically not investigated at the unit level.

Auditors evaluated Category 1 Force incidents investigated by supervisors at the 
designated Custody facilities. 

PRIOR AUDITS 

This was the first audit specific to addressing Category 1 force incidents within Custody 
at MCJ, TTCF, and IRC. 

The AAB completed six prior Custody force-related audits.  They appear below from 
oldest to most current based on the project number:   

 Project No. 2014-11-A, Use of Force Acknowledgement and Agreement Forms
Audit, assessed the Department’s compliance with personnel receiving and
completing force related training in Custody.  The recommendations for this audit
were implemented.

 Project No. 2015-1-A, Use of Force Audit - North County Correctional Facility,

4 The MPP §3-10/020.00, Authorized Use of Force, July 2013; CDM § 7-01/020.00 Authorized Use of Force, 
November 2015. 
5 The MPP §3-10/000.00, Preamble to the Use of Force Policy, July 2013. 
6 All categories of “Use of Force” are defined in the MPP §3-10/100.00, Use of force Reporting Procedures, 
September 2014. 
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assessed use of force reporting procedures at the North County Correctional 
Facility.  Six of ten recommendations have been implemented; the remaining four 
are in progress. 

 Project No. 2015-3-A, Use of Force Audit - Inmates with Mental Health Issues - 
Twin Towers Correctional Facility, assessed use of force incidents on suspects 
with mental health issues.  Fifteen of 19 recommendations have been 
implemented; three are in progress, one is not implemented.  

 Project No. 2015-5-A, Processing of Force Investigations in Custody Audit, 
assessed the Department’s compliance with processing force investigations in 
Custody.  Five of eight recommendations have been implemented with the 
remainder in progress.  

 Project No. 2015-8-A, Use of Force Audit - Inmates with Mental Health Issues - 
Century Regional Detention Facility, assessed use of force incidents on suspects 
with mental health issues.  Twelve of 14 recommendations have been 
implemented; the remaining two are in progress.  

 Project No. 2015-9-A, Use of Force Audit - Inmates with Mental Health Issues - 
Inmate Reception Center, assessed use of force incidents on suspects with 
mental health issues.  Eleven of 14 recommendations have been implemented; 
the remaining three are in progress. 

METHODOLOGY  

Scope  

The audit included an evaluation of Category 1 force packages7 which had been 
approved, at minimum, by the originating facility’s unit commander.8  Source 
documentation9 was obtained from the Performance Recording and Monitoring System 
(PRMS)10 and the originating facilities.  

The MPP and the CDM were utilized in the analysis of the audit.  While the MPP is the 
overarching standard for the Department, the CDM sets a minimum standard of 
performance for personnel assigned to Custody.  Individual units within Custody may 

                                                           
7 As defined in MPP §3-10/110.00, Use of Force Review Procedures, Use of Force Packages consist of the following: 

a Supervisor’s Report on the Use of Force (SH-R-439P), Incident Report (SH-R-49), In-Service rosters, supplemental 

reports, audio files, video files, memorandums, photos, and medical forms.  For purposes of this audit, the Use of 

Force Packages are referred to as “force packages.” 
8 Auditors obtained force packages from the originating Custody facility which had been investigated and approved by 

the facility’s unit commander.  In instances where the force package had not been approved by the unit commander, 

auditors contacted the originating facility directly to receive those which were approved.  This issue is discussed in 

further detail in the Other Related Matters section of this report. 
9 Source documentation refers to all information included in a force package. 
10 The Performance Recording and Monitoring System (PRMS) is a Department web-based system which provides 

systematic recording of data relevant to incidents involving uses of force. 
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establish additional and more restrictive policies and procedures which address unit-
level practices and standards.12   

The audit also evaluated two provisions from the Rosas Settlement Agreement (Rosas) 
which pertained directly to the scope of this audit.13  Rosas provision 5.1 refers to the 
timeliness of force investigations, which is evaluated in this audit.  Rosas provision 5.2 
states at least one Division Commander should review all Category 1 force incidents 
that do not meet the criteria for a roll-out by the Custody Force Review Team (CFRT) as 
determined by the CFRT lieutenant.14   

The audit encompassed seven objectives regarding Category 1 force incidents 
occurring at the three Custody facilities: MCJ, TTCF, and IRC.  The MCJ and TTCF are 
permanent housing facilities for male inmates.  The TTCF includes a portion of the 
population classified as Mental Observation and further sub-classified as Moderate 
Observation or High Observation.15  The IRC is an intake facility with a temporary 
holding area and a processing center, is not equipped to permanently house inmates.  
These facilities were selected for evaluation because of the high volume of force 
incidents within each compared to the other Custody facilities; thereby, providing a 
basis for sufficient evidence to address the audit objectives. 

 Force Prevention Principles – To determine whether personnel adhered to the 
Department’s Force Prevention Principles by utilizing de-escalation techniques. 

 Reportable Force – To determine whether the force incident rose to the level of 
Reportable Force as defined by the criteria. 

 Category 1 Use of Force – To determine whether the force used was 
appropriately classified as a Category 1 force incident. 

 Reasonableness of Force Used – To determine whether the level of force used 
was objectively reasonable (appropriate, necessary, and not excessive). 

 Watch Commander/Supervising Lieutenant Responsibilities – Force Package 
Submitted No Later than 21 Days – To determine whether the force package was 
submitted by the watch commander to the unit commander no later than 21 days. 

 Use of Force Review Procedures – Unit Commander’s Responsibilities – To 
determine whether the unit commander evaluated the force investigations to 
determine if further action or investigation was necessary. 

                                                           
12 Custody Division Manual §1-01/000.00, The Custody Division Manual, December 2001. 
13 On September 26, 2014, then Sheriff John L. Scott entered into a settlement agreement regarding Alex Rosas, et  
al. v. Leroy D. Baca, Case No. CV 12-00428 DDP. 
14 Custody Division Manual, §7-07/010.00, Custody Force Response Team, October 2015, states, “The goal of the 
Custody Force Response Team (CFRT) is to ensure high quality force investigations through incident oversight and 
investigative evaluation; however, the CFRT’s involvement in reviewing incidents shall not delay the Department’s 
force investigation.” 
15 Custody Division Manual, §5-01/050.10, Housing for Mentally Ill Inmates, September 2015.  
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 Completed/Approved Force Packages Submitted to Discovery Unit within 60 
days – To determine whether the completed force package was submitted to the 
Discovery Unit within 60 days. 

 
Audit Time Period  
 
The time period for this audit was from January 1, 2016, through December 31, 2016.   
 
Audit Population  
 
Auditors utilized PRMS and determined the number of force incidents for the time period 
to be 1,478.  From this number, auditors identified a total of 1,234 Category 1 force 
incidents. 
 
A statistically valid sample of 89 Category 1 force packages was selected for review.16   
This sample size was statistically stratified with respect to the three selected Custody 
facilities – 26 for MCJ; 46 for TTCF; and 17 for IRC.17 
 
SUMMARY OF AUDIT FINDINGS 
 
The management and staff at each facility were accommodating and cooperative in 
providing the necessary information and in validating the findings.  
 
All three of the facilities achieved excellent results in the following areas: 

 Force Prevention Principles 

 Reportable Force 

 Category 1 Use of Force 

 Reasonableness of Force Used 

 Use of Force Review Procedures – Unit Commander’s Responsibilities 
 

None of the facilities met the standard in the following categories: 

 Timeliness of Force Investigations 

 Completed/Approved Force Packages Submitted to Discovery Unit within 60 
Days 

The results are summarized in Table No. 1 on the following page. 

                                                           
16 Using a statistical one-tail test with a 95% confidence level and a 4% error rate, a statistically valid sample was 
identified. 
17 The total number of Category 1 force incidents identified for the audit, and the ensuing sample stratification was 
derived from the following total Category 1 force incidents per facility: 360 at MCJ; 646 at TTCF; and 228 at IRC. 
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Table No. 1 - Summary of Audit Findings 

Objective 
No. 

Audit Objective 
Met the 

Standard 

1 FORCE PREVENTION PRINCIPLES 

 
Determine whether personnel adhered to the Department’s Force 
Prevention Principles by utilizing de-escalation techniques. 

99% 

2 REPORTABLE FORCE 

 Determine whether the force incident rose to the level of 
Reportable Force as defined by the criteria. 

100% 

3 CATEGORY 1 USE OF FORCE 

 
Determine whether the force used was appropriately classified as 
a Category 1 force incident. 

100% 

4 REASONABLENESS OF FORCE USED 

 
Determine whether the level of force used was objectively 
reasonable (appropriate, necessary, and not excessive). 

100% 

5 
WATCH COMMANDER/SUPERVISING LIEUTENANT RESPONSIBILITIES – 
PACKAGE SUBMITTED NO LATER THAN 21 DAYS  

 
Determine whether the force package was submitted by the 
watch commander to the unit commander no later than 21 days. 0% 

6 
USE OF FORCE REVIEW PROCEDURES – UNIT COMMANDER’S 
RESPONSIBILITIES  

 
Determine whether the unit commander evaluated the force 
investigations to determine if further action or investigation was 
necessary.  

100% 

7 
COMPLETED/APPROVED FORCE PACKAGES SUBMITTED 
TO DISCOVERY UNIT WITHIN 60 DAYS  

 
Determine whether the completed force package was submitted 
to the Discovery Unit within 60 days. 0% 

 
Objective No. 1 – Force Prevention Principles 
 
Criteria 
 
Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-10/005.00, Force Prevention Principles 
(July 2013) states: 
 

Department members shall only use that level of force which is objectively 
reasonable, and force should be used as a last resort.  Department members 
should endeavor to de-escalate confrontations through tactical communication, 
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warnings, and other common sense methods preventing the need to use force 
whenever reasonably possible. 

 
Custody Division Manual, Section 7-01/010.00, Force Prevention Principles  
(November 2015) states: 
 

Department members shall only use that level of force which is objectively 
reasonable to uphold safety in the jails and force should be used as a last resort.  
Reasonable efforts, depending on each situation, should be made by jail 
personnel to de-escalate incidents by first using sound verbal communications 
when possible or the use of time and distance. 
 

Audit Procedures 

Auditors reviewed the force packages to determine whether Department members 
utilized de-escalation efforts.  Auditors reviewed all source documentation in the force 
package and noted the de-escalation methods used by Department members, from 
verbal communications and commands to the use of time and distance.  

Findings 

Eighty-eight of 89 (99%) force incidents met the standard for this objective.  For the one 
not meeting the standard, the unit commander appropriately addressed the issue of 
failure to employ de-escalation techniques with the involved Department members. 

Objective No. 2 – Reportable Force 

Criteria 

Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-10/100.00, Use of Force Reporting 
Procedures (September 2014) states: 

Any use of force (A) which is greater than that required for un-resisted 
Department-approved 1) searching or handcuffing, 2) control holds or come-
alongs, or 3) hobbling or (B) which results in an injury or a complaint of pain 
constitutes Reportable Force and must be reported. 

Custody Division Manual, Section 7-06/000.00, Use of Force Reporting Procedures 
(March 2016) states: 

Reportable force is any force which is greater than that required for un-resisted 
Department-approved: 

 Searching 
 Handcuffing 
 Control holds 
 Come-alongs 



CATEGORY 1 USE OF FORCE AUDIT – CUSTODY OPERATIONS 
Project No. 2017-8-A 
 
 

Page 8 of 21 
 

 Hobbling 
 Or any action which results in an injury or a complaint of pain 

  
Audit Procedures 

Auditors conducted a thorough and qualitative analysis of each force package by 
reviewing the Supervisor’s Report on Use of Force, involved and witness deputy force 
memoranda, inmate injury reports, all audio and video recordings, and the incident 
report if applicable.  These reports were reviewed to determine whether the incident 
rose to the level of reportable force.  Auditors took into consideration each involved 
Department member’s account in their reports regarding their perspective on the force 
incident.18   

Findings 

All 89 (100%) force incidents met the standard for this objective.  

Objective No. 3 – Category 1 Use of Force 

Criteria 

Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-10/100.00, Use of Force Reporting 
Procedures (September 2014) states: 

Category 1 Force involves any of the following where there is no injury: 
 

 Searching and handcuffing techniques resisted by a suspect; 

 Hobbling resisted by a suspect;  

 Control holds or come-alongs resisted by a suspect;  

 Take downs; and/or  

 Use of Oleoresin Capsicum spray, Freeze +P or Deep Freeze 
aerosols, or Oleoresin Capsicum powder from a Pepperball 
projectile (when a suspect is not struck by a Pepperball projectile) if 
it causes only discomfort and does not involve injury or lasting pain. 
 

 

 

 

                                                           
18 It was not the auditors’ intent to refute whether or not a force incident occurred, but rather to provide an analysis, 
based on professional judgement and available documentation, as to whether any incident may be in question, or 
possess a level of ambiguity of being classified as a reportable force incident based on Department policy. 

 



CATEGORY 1 USE OF FORCE AUDIT – CUSTODY OPERATIONS 
Project No. 2017-8-A 
 
 

Page 9 of 21 
 

Custody Division Manual, Section 7-06/000.00, Use of Force Reporting Procedures 
(March 2016) states: 

Category 1 Force involves any of the following where there is no injury: 
 

 Searching and handcuffing techniques resisted by a suspect;  

 Hobbling resisted by a suspect  

 Control holds or come-alongs resisted by a suspect  

 Take downs  

 Use of Oleoresin Capsicum spray, Freeze +P or Deep Freeze 
aerosols, or Oleoresin Capsicum powder from a Pepperball 
projectile (when a suspect is not struck by a Pepperball projectile) if 
it causes only discomfort and does not involve injury or lasting pain. 
 

Audit Procedures 

Auditors reviewed source documentation to determine whether the force used was 
greater than that required for un-resisted Department-approved techniques, and which 
resulted in no injury, and was therefore correctly classified as a Category 1 force 
incident based on the criteria. 

Findings 

All 89 (100%) force incidents met the standard for this objective.   

Objective No. 4 – Reasonableness of Force Used 

Criteria 

Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-10/020.00, Authorized Use of Force  
(July 2013) states: 

Department members are authorized to use only the amount of force that is 
objectively reasonable to perform their duties. 

Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-10/030.00, Unreasonable Use of Force, 
(September 2014), states: 

Department members shall use only that force which is objectively reasonable.  
Unreasonable force is that force that is unnecessary or excessive given the 
totality of the circumstances presented to Department members involved in using 
force.  Unreasonable force is prohibited. 

NOTE:  The basis in determining whether force is “unreasonable” shall be 
consistent with the Supreme Court decision of Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386 
(1989). 
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Custody Division Manual, Section 7-01/020.00, Authorized Use of Force (November 
2015) states: 

Department members are authorized to use the amount of force that is 
objectively reasonable to overcome resistance and shall only be used as a last 
resort. 

Audit Procedures 

Auditors reviewed source documentation to determine whether the level of force used 
was objectively reasonable (appropriate, necessary, not excessive) based on the 
criteria.   

Findings 

All 89 (100%) force incidents met the standard for this objective.   

Objective No. 5 – Watch Commander/Supervising Lieutenant Responsibilities – 
Package Submitted No Later than 21 Days after the Incident 

Criteria 

Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-10/110.00, Use of Force Review 
Procedures (May 2015) states: 

Force Packages 

The Watch Commander/Supervising Lieutenant shall prepare and submit a force 
package to the Unit Commander for all reviews of force not conducted by an IAB 
Force/ Shooting Response Team as soon as possible, but no later than 21 days 
after the incident, unless otherwise directed. 
 

Custody Division Manual, Section 7-07/000.00, Use of Force Review Procedures 
(November 2015) states: 

Force Packages 

The watch commander/supervising lieutenant shall prepare and submit a force 
package to the unit commander for all reviews of force not conducted by an IAB 
Force/Shooting Response Team as soon as possible, but no later than 21 days 
after the incident, unless otherwise directed. 

Audit Procedures 

Auditors reviewed the force packages to determine whether the watch commander or 
supervising lieutenant submitted the force package to the unit commander no later than 
21 days after the date of incident. 
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Findings 

None of the 89 (0%) force incidents met the standard for this objective.  Table No. 2 
below provides a summary of the results. 

Table No. 2 - Average Number of Days from Date of Incident to Submission to 
Unit Commander 

 

Unit 
Average Days from Date of Incident to Submission 

to Unit Commander 

MCJ 87 

TTCF 117 

IRC 60 

 

Objective No. 6 – Use of Force Review Procedures – Unit Commander’s 
Responsibilities  

Criteria 

Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 3-10/110.00, Use of Force Review 
Procedures (May 2015) states: 

Force Packages 

The Unit Commander shall promptly evaluate all force packages and the Watch 
Commander/Supervising Lieutenant's findings concerning the use of force. The 
Unit Commander shall determine if further action or investigation is necessary. 

 
Custody Division Manual, Section 7-07/000.00, Use of Force Review Procedures 
(November 2015) states:19 

Force Packages 

The unit commander shall promptly evaluate all force packages and the watch 
commander/supervising lieutenant's findings concerning the use of force.  The 
unit commander shall determine if further action or investigation is necessary. 

 

 

                                                           
19 Although CDM §7-07/000.00 was revised in January 2017, outside of the audit time period, several force packages 
reviewed for this audit were approved in 2017.  The portion of the criteria within the CDM remain unchanged.  
Additionally, the MPP section regarding the unit commander’s responsibilities shares the same language as the CDM 
section, and was in effect during the audit time period. 
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Audit Procedures 

Auditors reviewed the force packages to determine whether the unit commander 
evaluated and signed the force investigations to indicate whether further action or 
investigation was necessary. 

Findings 

All 89 (100%) force incidents met the standard for this objective.  

Objective No. 7 – Completed/Approved Force Packages Submitted to Discovery 

Unit within 60 Days 

Criteria 

Custody Division Manual, Section 7-07/000.00, Use of Force Review Procedures 

(November 2015) states: 

Force Packages 

The unit commander shall ensure that completed/approved force packages are 

either submitted to the Discovery Unit, or forwarded to division, as required 

below.  Force packages not submitted to the Discovery Unit within 60 days will 

be considered overdue. 

Audit Procedures 

Auditors reviewed PRMS and compared the date of incident to the received date to 

determine whether approved force packages were submitted to the Discovery Unit 

within 60 days. 

Findings 

None of the 89 (0%) force packages met the standard for this objective.   
 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
An integral component of the analysis performed in the audit included assessing 
whether there were any contributable factors associated with the increase in the number 
of force incidents.  As reported in Objective No. 2, all of the Category 1 force incidents 
rose to the level of Reportable Force as defined by current Department policy.  Auditors 
noted Custody personnel reported using some type of effort which was met with a 
perceived level of resistance by the suspect.  By strict definition, that constitutes a use 
of force incident.  On the other end of the spectrum, Category 2 and 3 force decreased, 
likely due to increased force prevention through de-escalation techniques, training, and 
increased supervision. 
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There were eight incidents, where after reviewing video footage and other 
documentation, auditors could not readily determine or identify a level of resistance.  
Auditors agreed video depictions cannot be solely relied upon to make a determination 
whether force occurred.  In these incidents where there was a question about the force, 
auditors relied on the statements made by Custody personnel regarding their perception 
and subsequent articulation which caused the incident to rise to the level of Reportable 
Force. 

Force with Some Level of Ambiguity 

For the 89 Category 1 force incidents, auditors evaluated the force types employed by 
Custody personnel as defined by policy.20  The use of a chemical agent was readily 
identifiable as Reportable Force.  Other situations involving physical force were 
analyzed to determine the appropriate level of response, and whether the incidents 
could unambiguously be considered Reportable Force incidents.  Table No. 3 below 
provides a summary of the force types reviewed in the audit. 
 

Table No. 3 - Summary of Force Types 

Force Type* 
Clear and 

Unambiguous 
Some 

Ambiguity 

Searching and handcuffing techniques resisted by a 
suspect 

6 1 

Control holds or come-alongs resisted by a suspect 39 7 

Hobbling resisted by a suspect 1 0 

Take downs 12 0 

Use of Oleoresin Capsicum spray, Freeze +P or Deep 
Freeze aerosols 

23 0 

TOTALS 81 8 

*Some force incidents had more than one type.  For example, where control holds failed, a take-
down may have been performed.  Auditors used the last force type used resulting in control of the 
suspect for purposes of this table. 

In the eight incidents, auditors noted there was some degree of ambiguity regarding the 
interpretation of whether the force used was reportable.  In each of the incidents, the 
perception of the deputy using the force, along with the perceptions of how the force 
might be interpreted upon review, were variables in reporting force.   
 
In one incident, an action by the suspect was interpreted as resistance by the deputy, 
but to the uninvolved eye, the perceived resistance appeared to be an attempt by the 
suspect to regain his balance from a slip or stumble. 

                                                           
20 Force type as defined by Custody Division Manual, §7-06/000.00, Use of Force Reporting Procedures,  
March 2016. 
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Another example included where a deputy exerted some level of effort to change the 
direction of a cooperative suspect to guide him into a cell.  The deputy, interpreting this 
effort in response to the perceived resistance, reported the incident as force. 

Interpretation of Force Reporting and Perceptions 

In an attempt to gauge factors associated with perceptions and interpretations of force 
reporting, auditors conducted a survey of Custody personnel.  One hundred and forty-
six line personnel (Deputy Sheriff Generalists and Custody Assistants) and 25 
supervisory personnel (sergeants and bonus deputies who act as line supervisors in 
Custody facilities) were surveyed for a total of 171 surveys received.  One hundred and 
eleven of 169 (66%) personnel reported on the survey they have worked five years or 
less in a Custody environment (two did not provide a response).   

On July 26, 2017, and August 4, 2017, auditors visited MCJ, TTCF, and IRC during the 
day-shift (7AM – 3PM) briefings.  Persons surveyed were asked to remain anonymous 
for the purposes of soliciting candid responses.  The survey questions were posed to 
elicit perceptions based on possible factors associated with the reporting of force.  
Table No. 4 below summarizes key responses to the survey. 

Table No. 4 - Survey Results 

Question 
# of YES 

Responses* 
# of NO 

Responses* 

Do you believe CCTV cameras influence the reporting of 
force? 

143 27 

Do you believe there is a tendency to report incidents that are 
not force out of fear of discipline for failure to report, or 
mishandle force? 

157 13 

Do you believe the jail population has become increasingly 
violent over the past few years? 

156 13 

Do you believe video recordings of the incident help create an 
accurate portrayal of force incident? 

83 84 

Do you believe current approved use of force actions extend 
the duration of a force incident?21 

120 48 

Do you believe extended incidents increase the potential for 
force escalation? 

132 34 

Do you believe the potential for injury, to any person involved, 
increases the longer an incident continues? 

133 36 

Do you believe the jail environment is safer for inmates, given 
the current policies and technologies, than in the past? 

22 144 

*The number of responses may not equal the total number of 171 respondents because some 
surveys had a written comment or no response given. 

                                                           
21 Respondents were advised this question referred directly to force prevention principles, and the notifying and 
awaiting for a supervisor to respond to a recalcitrant inmate situation. 
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Suspect Classifications 

Table No. 5 below represents data regarding the classification of the suspects involved 
in the 89 force packages.  A significant amount were either previously classified as 
having or exhibiting mental health issues. 

Table No. 5 - Summary of Suspect Classifications 

Data Number 

Suspect Classification was Mental Observation 42% 

Mental Health Issues Observed by Deputies Prior to Use of Force 48% 

Suspect in Custody for Violation of Terms of Post Release 
Community Supervision22  

  12%23  

Force Used on Suspect in Mechanical Restraints 45% 

Force Used on Assaultive Suspect24 32% 

 
OTHER RELATED MATTERS 
 
Other related matters are pertinent issues discovered during the audit, but were not 
objectives which were measureable against Departmental policies and procedures. 
 
Two Department Force Policies 
 
The MPP is the overarching set of policies for Department personnel.  It enumerates the 
specific policies and procedures with regard to the use of force.  Throughout the audit, 
several policies were identified as criteria for the objectives.  Although auditors did not 
find any contradictions between the MPP and CDM policy sections, having two force 
policies may create the image of bifurcation within the Department.  This creates the 
impression that force is handled differently in Custody Operations than in Patrol 
Operations, which can be problematic as some personnel work in both divisions under 
the same force policies. 
 
Inconsistent Data Tracking 
 
The matter of inconsistent data tracking for force incidents was addressed by the OIG in 
their jail violence tracking report issued July 2017.25  In its report, the OIG concluded the 

                                                           
22 This includes suspects in custody for violations of their Post-Release Community Supervision or Post-Release 
Supervised Persons terms as defined in the Public Safety Realignment Act (AB-109). 
23 The numbers were obtained from suspect information in the force packages.  Information about a suspect’s Post 
Release Community Supervision status was not specifically tracked or required to be in a force package. 
24 Includes assaultive toward other inmates and Custody personnel. 
25 A Review of the Jail Violence Tracking and Reporting Procedures of the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, 
published by the OIG July 2017. 
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Department’s system of tracking force incidents is comprised of a confusing collection of 
databases and processes with no uniform procedure for reconciliation.  Auditors 
encountered this same issue when initially identifying the population for the audit.   
Department managers are required to enter all use of force incidents into the 
Preliminary Data Entry (PDE)26 system within the first 24 hours of occurrence, or as 
soon as possible thereafter, to document the incident.27  Furthermore, all Custody 
facilities shall use the Electronic Line Operations Tracking System (e-LOTS) to record 
and track use of force packages.28   

Despite the mandate for the entry of force incidents into both systems, auditors found a 
discrepancy between the total number of force incidents obtained from PRMS, and the 
total number of force incidents as reported on the Monthly Force Synopsis Report29 
issued by the Custody Support Services (CSS) Data Team.30  The data in the force 
synopsis reports was obtained through e-LOTS among other sources.  Auditors found 
the synopsis report had several errors including duplication of incidents and omission of 
others. 

Furthermore, auditors discovered instances where the initial category for the force 
incident was not updated to reflect the final category disposition.  The information in 
PRMS is not updated unless the originating unit notifies the Discovery Unit of the need 
for a change. 

In its examination report on Information Technology Systems, the AAB previously 
identified the issue regarding duplication of efforts for tracking incidents, and made a 
recommendation regarding the standardization for data tracking.31 

On June 14, 2017, Custody Operations issued Information Bulletin No. 2017-09, 
Supervisor’s Report on Use of Force (Sh-R-438P) Form.  The bulletin notifies Custody 
supervisors of a revised process for the collection of force data.  Because the new 
process was introduced well after the audit was initiated, auditors did not test the 
procedure or its data output. 

 

                                                           
26 The Preliminary Data Entry (PDE) system serves as the temporary tracking site for information that will be 
transferred to PRMS. 
27 Custody Division Manual, §7-06/030.00 Inmate Assault and Force Reporting in Facility Automated Statistical 
Tracking (F.A.S.T.) and Preliminary Data Entry (P.D.E.), October 2013. 
28 Custody Division Manual, §4-01/025.05, Electronic Line Operations Tracking System (e-LOTS), March 2016. 
29 The Monthly Force Synopsis Report is an internal tracking program designed to give Custody Division a monthly 
snapshot of force incidents occurring at each facility.  It breaks down force by category, location, and date and time, 
and provides a short summary of the incident. 
30 Per CDM §2-00/060.00, Custody Services Division-Administration, The CSS Data and Force Analysis Team 
collects data from various Department sources to analyze and determine trends within Custody including force 
tracking.  The data is reported to Department, state, and federal authorities. 
31 Information Technology Systems Examination, Project 2017-2-P, published by the AAB on July 10, 2017. 
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Timeliness of Force Investigations 

The volume of force incidents reported in Custody has steadily increased in the past 
four years.  The largest increase was attributed to Category 1 force, whereas Category 
2 force dropped significantly, and Category 3 force incidents were few.     
 
During the fieldwork phase where auditors gathered the required force packages for the 
audit, auditors faced several challenges with obtaining completed force packages.32  
There were 32 instances where force packages from 2016 had not been completed 
when auditors attempted to obtain them in May and June 2017.  Auditors also found 
there were delays between each phase of the review and approval process for the force 
packages.  Table No. 6 below summarizes the average number of days required for 
each phase of the approval process for the 89 force packages in the audit. 
 

Table No. 6 - Average Days Needed For Approval 

Unit 
Days from Incident to 

Unit Commander 
Submission 

Days from Unit 
Commander Submission 

to Unit Commander 
Approval 

Days from Unit 
Commander Approval to 

Division Commander 
Approval 

MCJ 87 56 107 

TTCF 117 167 90 

IRC 60 57 81 
 

 

Review of Category 1 Force Incidents by Division Commander 

The MPP directs unit commanders to submit all completed/approved force packages to 
the Discovery Unit.  In instances where the on-call Internal Affairs Bureau Lieutenant 
was notified, or when a suspect was transported to a hospital for medical treatment, the 
unit commander shall forward the force package to the Division Chief or Division 
Director for their review.33 

In contrast, the CDM requires a Division Commander to review all Category 1 force 
incidents which do not meet the criteria for a roll-out by the CFRT.  Auditors found there 
was a significant delay between the date of the unit commander’s approval to the 
Division Commander’s approval date.  

 
 
 

                                                           
32 For the purposes of this audit, force packages were evaluated when they were approved by the Custody Division 
Commander.  Some force packages were not yet approved at the commander level and in those cases, the 
originating facility’s unit commander signature was accepted, but noted in the findings.  
33 The MPP, §3-10/110.00, Use of Force Review Procedures, May 2015. 
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Supervisor’s Report on Use of Force “Short Form” 
 
In May 2016, Custody Operations implemented the use of the Supervisor’s Report on 
Use of Force “Short Form” for Category 1 Incidents.34  Compared to the standard 
Supervisor’s Report on Use of Force (SH-R-438P), a summary of statements by 
witnesses or the suspect are not necessary, provided they are captured on videotape 
and there are no areas of concern.  This appears to be the only significant difference 
from a standard force report.  The short form appears to be intended to expedite the 
reporting process for Category 1 force incidents.   
 
Based on the timeliness issues reflected in Objective No. 6 of the audit, and Table No. 6 
on the previous page, it appears the use of the short form has not made a significant 
impact on the timely submission of force packages. 
 
Categorizing Force Incidents 
 
On October 1, 2017, Custody Operations issued a directive regarding the handling of 
non-categorized incidents (NCI).35  Per the directive, an NCI is considered a low level 
force incident where there is no injury or complaint of pain from the suspect.  This 
includes when a suspect resists a hobble application, resists searching and handcuffing 
techniques, resists a firm grip, control hold, come-alongs, or control techniques, and 
when there is no injury or complaint of pain, nor allegation of excessive force or 
misconduct.  According to current MPP policy, this is the same definition as a Category 
1 force incident, excluding take-downs and the use of a chemical agent.  
 
The NCI directive was published after the conclusion of the audit; therefore auditors 
could not evaluate the specific procedures.  The NCI directive was being introduced as 
a pilot program throughout Custody, and has not been introduced Department-wide.  
The pilot program directive was a policy implementation without a timeline for 
evaluation, or a published plan to determine its feasibility.   
 
CONCLUSION 

During the course of the audit, auditors examined Departmental policies and procedures 
related to the definition of force, reportable force, and force reporting and review 
procedures.  Auditors identified factors which may contribute to the varied 
interpretations of force by Custody personnel.  Auditors obtained sufficient and 
appropriate evidence to draw the following conclusions related to the audit. 

                                                           
34 On May 27, 2016, Custody Operations issued Information Bulletin #2016-12, Use of Short Form for Category 1 Use 
of Force Incidents providing instruction on the use of the short form. 
35 Custody Operations, Custody Support Services, Custody Directive: 17-006, Handling Non-Categorized Incidents, 
October 1, 2017. 
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The qualitative analysis conducted in the audit tends to show there is no single factor 
which contributed to the rise in Category 1 force incidents, but rather a combination of 
factors.  The audit indicates Custody personnel are adhering to the force reporting and 
force prevention principles according to Department policy.  There were eight instances 
in the sample where auditors found some ambiguity in the level of resistance by the 
suspect which ensued in a force incident.  The employee’s perception of the incident led 
him/her to report a force incident occurred.  The survey results also tend to show there 
is tendency to report these incidents out of fear of failing to report force, thereby 
subjecting themselves to potential discipline.  The audit sample demonstrated; however, 
the great majority were unambiguous force incidents, oftentimes in response to a 
suspect’s actions.  In 32% of the force incidents, the suspects were assaultive toward 
staff or other inmates.  In almost half of the force incidents, the suspect demonstrated 
some form of mental health issue.  
 
Auditors reviewed the new NCI directive and identified some concerns.  The order 
attempts to achieve two goals: streamline the administrative process for force incident 
approval, and redefine the majority of Category 1 force into a “non-categorized 
incident.”  The NCI directive duplicates many of the initial steps needed to document 
Category 1 force; however, the administrative process is significantly reduced after the 
watch commander approval of the incident as an NCI.  The NCI directive does not 
elaborate on the CFRT review process of NCIs, and the Discovery Unit as the final 
repository for completed NCI packages.  A timeliness provision for NCI packages is not 
indicated. 
 
Changing the definition of force to ensure less ambiguity could potentially create a more 
complex decision making process when personnel are involved in a force incident.  The 
current definition of force as defined in the MPP, if trained, executed, and reviewed 
uniformly at every rank and position, would ensure that force is interpreted, investigated, 
and documented accurately, and uniformly throughout the Department.  There should 
not be any disparity Department-wide. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The resulting recommendations coincide with the findings and conclusions from the 
objectives and other related matters. They are intended to provide Department 
management with a tool to correct deficiencies and improve performance.  
 

1. To avoid duplication of effort and potential conflicts in data, it is recommended 
the Department standardize the process for force tracking throughout all 
divisions.  This includes identifying which database systems will be used as the 
source for data collection, storage, and sharing (Additional Information). 
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2. It is recommended the Department evaluate the current requirement of having a
Custody Division Commander review every Category 1 force package when the
incident does not rise to the level of further review as indicated in the MPP
(Other Related Matters).

3. If the NCI Directive is to be implemented within Custody Operations or
Department-wide, it is recommended it be in line with established Department
Force Policy to avoid any conflicts (Other Related Matters).

4. It is recommended that clarifying language is added to the NCI directive
regarding the overlap between the MPP’s definition of Category 1 force and the
current definition of an NCI (Other Related Matters).

5. If the NCI Directive remains in place, it is recommended that a plan for evaluation
be included within the pilot program to determine its feasibility before further
implementation throughout the Department (Other Related Matters).

View of Responsible Officials 

On December 21, 2017, the Commander of Custody Services Division Administration 

submitted a formal response to AAB expressing general agreement with the audit 

findings.  A copy of the audit report was provided to the OIG to offer them an 

opportunity to comment.  The OIG did not provide any feedback. 
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This audit was submitted on this 21st day of December 2017, by the Audit and 
Accountability Bureau. 

Original signature on file at AAB 

____________________ 

ALBERT ROYBAL-CANO 
Project Manager 
Audit and Accountability Bureau 
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 

Original signature on file at AAB 

____________________ 

M. ROWENA NELSON 
Head Compliance Officer 
Audit and Accountability Bureau 
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 

Original signature on file at AAB 

____________________ 

STEVEN E. GROSS 
Captain 
Audit and Accountability Bureau 
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 




