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TO: The Honorable Board of Police Commissioners
FROM: Chief of Police

SUBJECT: BOARD OF INQUIRY INTO THE RAMPART CORRUPTION INCIDENT
Honorable Members,

It is requested that the Board approve the enclosed Report of the Board of Inquiry that was convened
to gather facts related to the Rampart Area corruption incident. Upon approval, the report should be
forwarded to the Mayor and City Council for gppropriate action. The Board of Inquiry’s report
contains many thoughtful short and long-term recommendations that we believe are necessary to prevent
gmilar incidents from occurring in the future. Asthe City’s forma budget process beginsin mid-April,
there is some urgency in reaching consensus on severd key recommendations requiring financid

support.

Aswe have discussed on severa occasions, thisisthe firgt of at least two public reports that will be
issued regarding the corruption investigation. This first report examines and analyzes the management
agpects of the incident including a Departmentwide examination to determine the breadth and depth of
the problem. Recognizing our responsbility to be open and candid with the public we serve, an
executive summary has aso been prepared and, dong with the full report, is now available to the public
on the Department’ s Web site (www.lgpdonline.org). AsaBoard of Inquiry (BOI) isafact-finding
body, extensve follow-up investigation will be required into the personndl issues identified through the
BOI process. To facilitate that effort, a complete record of the Board' s findings, which includes legdly-
protected personnd and disciplinary issues, has been compiled and will be used to ensure those issues
are addressed.

Similar to the public report we issued severd years ago a the concluson of the Fuhrman investigation, a
second report will be issued after the Rampart Task Force has completed itsinvestigation. We believe
it isimperative that full and complete public disclosure occurs regarding this investigation including public
disclosure of the exact nature and disposition of each alegation. Given the complexity of the Rampart
investigation and the need to investigate these charges fully and thoroughly, we would expect that report
to be issued in about ayear. Until that time, the Department will continue to brief the Board of Police
Commissioners, as wdl as the Mayor and City Council, regarding the investigation’ s progress, which is
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being conducted jointly with the Didrict Attorney’ s Office and the Office of the United States Attorney
Generd.

We believeit isimportant to state once again, that the L os Angeles Police Department
discovered this corrupt behavior and immediately initiated a comprehensive investigation into
the entire matter. For dmost two years now, we have committed substantial resourcesto that
investigation and will continue to do so as the investigation progresses. At no time did we attempt to
hide or keep thisincident from the public. On the contrary, we made immediate and full disclosure to
the Board of Police Commissioners, the Office of the Didtrict Attorney, the United States Attorney’s
Office, and then to the public. We continue to work hand-in-hand with the prosecutoria agencies and
are submitting the results of each investigation to them for crimind filing. As| committed to the people
of Los Angdlesin August 1998, we will thoroughly investigate ever y crimind lead and dlegation of
misconduct to its appropriate dispostion.

It isimportant to remember during thisdifficult timethat the vast majority of our officersare
hard working, honest and responsible individuals who cometo work every day to servetheir
communities. However, as human beings we know that certain eventsinddlibly dter our lives, whether
weredizeit a thetime or not. Anyone who has experienced the death of a child, or suffered through
the humiliation of being victimized by aviolent crime, knows they can never again look at the world in
the same way. Organizations too have those defining moments and the events that have been uncovered
in Rampart will and should be just such alife-dtering experience for the Los Angeles Police
Depatment. The men and women who chose to involve themsdvesin this disgraceful activity will be
dedt with. But, we as an organization must recognize thet, while they individualy and collectively
provided the motivation, we as an organization provided the opportunity. Our falureto carefully review
reports, our failure to examine events closdly to identify patterns, our falure to provide effective
oversght and auditing created the opportunity for this cancer to grow. So, astempting asit may beto
declare the battle over and the war won, we must never forget that this occurred and be ever vigilant
that we never alow the opportunity for this to occur again.

BERNARD C. PARKS
Chief of Police

Enclosures



PREFACE

In 1996, the Department of Justice convened the National Symposium on Police Integrity. The
200 participants in this three-day meeting included police chiefs, sheriffs, police researchers,
members of other professions, and community leaders. In addition to the United States, there
were representatives from the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Sweden, Belarus, Nicaragua,
Haiti, El Salvador, and Honduras. The results of that symposium were published in January
1997 and included the thoughts and observations of many national leaders from Attorney
General Janet Reno to Dr. Vicchio, a professor of philosophy at the College of Notre Dame in
Baltimore'.

Though there are a number of interesting and insightful viewpoints expressed in that publication,
there is one in particular which is most relevant to the issues at hand. That observation came
from Captain Ross Swope, Metropolitan Police Department, Washington, D.C. At the heart of
Captain Ross Swope's remarks was a smple yet profound observation that:

“The mgor cause in the lack of integrity in American police officers
is mediocrity.”

Captain Swope went on to explain that mediocrity stems from the failure to hold officers
responsible and accountable. It comes from alack of commitment, |aziness, excessive tolerance
and the use of kid gloves. He felt that dealing with mediocrity is perhaps the greatest
contemporary challenge to American law enforcement.

When asked to explain how mediocrity is dangerous, Captain Swope drew an analogy of the bell
curve. At the high end of the bell curve are those officers who practice all the core values:
prudence, truth, courage, justice, honesty and responsibility. At the other end, are the officers
with few of those values. In the large middle are those officers who have some or most of the
core values. The extent of moral influence in a police department depends on the extent to which
the lower and upper portions influence those in the middle. The men and women who control
that influence are sergeants, lieutenants and captains. Theirony is that everyone within a work
place knows full well which of the three categories their co-workers fall into. When officersin
the middle see that officers at the bottom end are not dealt with, they sometimes begin to imitate
their behavior. Similarly, when those at the top end are recognized and rewarded, they become
the workplace standard. The principal, though not exclusive, agents in encouraging top-end or
allowing bottom-end behaviors are supervisors and middle managers. It is our sergeants,
lieutenants and captains who have the daily and ongoing responsibility to ensure that the
appropriate workplace standards are maintained. However, that observation in no way relieves
upper managers from their responsibility to ensure that proper standards are being maintained in
their subordinate commands by providing appropriate guidance, exerting their oversight
responsibility and honestly evaluating the effectiveness of the commands for which they are
ultimately responsible.

1 «Ppolice Integrity, Public Service with Honor” U.S. Department of Justice, January 1997



Asyou read this report from the Board of Inquiry, keep Captain Swope' s observations in mind
for we found, and you will see, that mediocrity was alive and well in Rampart up until about
1998. We are sad to report that we also found mediocrity threatening to engulf many of our
other workplace environments aswell. Thisis not to say or imply in any way that corruption is
occurring throughout the Department, for we do not believe that is the case. However, there are
strong indicators that mediocrity is flourishing in many other workplaces and the mindset of too
many managers and supervisorsis allowing it to occur. Rather than challenging our people to do
their best, too many of our leaders are allowing mediocre performance and, in some cases, even
making excuses for it.

If Captain Swope is correct in his observation that corruption follows mediocrity, and we believe
that heis, then we must begin immediately to instill atrue standard of excellence throughout the
Department. In most cases, this will not require new programs or approaches to police work.
However, it will require the scrupulous adherence to existing policies and standards, the ability
to detect any individual or collective pattern of performance which falls short of that expectation,
and the cour age to deal with those who are responsible for those failures. Anything less will
surely allow another Rampart to occur.

In conclusion, we would like to express our gratitude to the leadership of the subcommittees and
work groups as well as the over 300 men and women who worked so tirelessly in conducting this
Board of Inquiry. Tens of thousands of documents were meticulously reviewed and hundreds of
interviews conducted. In many cases, this was done while people continued to fulfill the
responsibilities of their primary assignment. We would aso like to express our sincere
appreciation to the nearly seventy men and women currently assigned to the criminal and
administrative task forces pursuing the Rampart corruption investigation. Obvioudly, their story
of dedication and tremendous personal sacrifice cannot be told now, but we are confident they
will receive the recognition so clearly due them.

Deputy Chief Michael J. Bostic Police Administrator 11 William R. Moran
Chair, Board of Inquiry Associate Member, Board of Inquiry
Deputy Chief Maurice R. Moore Commander Daniel R. Koenig

Associate Member, Board of Inquiry Assistant to the Board of Inquiry



Board of Inquiry
Into the
Rampart Corruption Incident

Executive Summary

In late 1997 and early 1998, three incidents occurred in which Los Angeles Police Officers were
identified as suspects in serious criminal activity. The incidents began on November 6, 1997,
when three suspects robbed a Los Angeles Bank of America. The investigation into that robbery
led to the arrest of Officer David Mack, who was assigned to West Los Angeles Area at the time,
and his girlfriend, an employee of the bank. The second incident occurred on February 26,1998,
and involved the false imprisonment and beating of a handcuffed arrestee at the Rampart
Substation. The officer who beat the suspect was Rampart CRASH Officer Brian Hewitt. Two
other CRASH officers, one of whom was Ethan Cohan, were present and acquiesced to the
beating. The third incident involved the March 2,1998, theft of three kilograms of cocaine from
the Department’ s Property Division. The investigation into that theft led to the arrest of Officer
Rafael Perez, who was assigned to Rampart CRASH.

The investigations into these incidents disclosed that the suspect officers were closely associated,
either as working partners or close friends, and all but one of them were assigned to Rampart
Area. The only exception, David Mack, had previously been assigned to Rampart and was a
close friend of Rafael Perez. Due to the seriousness of the criminal activity, commonality among
the officers and potential for involvement of more Department employees, Chief of Police
Bernard C. Parks formed a specia criminal Task Force in May 1998, to investigative these
incidents.

Hewitt and Cohan were terminated following their Board of Rights hearings, but the third officer
was found not guilty by his board. (In Los Angeles, athree-member Board of Rights, composed
of two staff or command officers and one community member, hears allegations of major
misconduct. Each accused officer may select a separate Board and the Chief of Police can
impose no greater penalty than the Board recommends.) The case against Hewitt has been
presented to the District Attorney on two occasions, but was rejected both times for a lack of
sufficient evidence. The District Attorney’s Office is how reconsidering the case. The case has
also been presented to the State Attorney General’s Office, which declined to take further action
on the matter. David Mack was convicted in federal court of bank robbery and resigned from the
Department in lieu of termination. He has been sentenced to 14 years and 3 months in prison.
The $722,000 stolen in the robbery has not been recovered and his two accomplices have not
been identified.

Rafael Perez’ first tria resulted in a jury deadlock, eight to four in favor of a guilty verdict. The
Department’ s investigative efforts during and after the first trial produced additional evidence
that Perez was responsible for three additional cocaine thefts. He was also identified as being
closely associated with known narcotics dealers, one of whom accompanied Perez, Mack and a
third officer on atrip to Las Vegas immediately after Mack committed the bank robbery.



As the evidence against Perez mounted, Perez offered to plead guilty to the charges and
cooperate with the LAPD Task Force detectives in exchange for a reduced prison sentence.

Perez indicated that he could provide information on other Rampart officers who were involved
in serious criminal activity and misconduct. Just prior to the second trial in September 1999, an
agreement was reached for a reduced prison sentence in return for Perez’ guilty plea and
cooperation in providing information on corruption activities within the Department. Subsequent
interviews of Perez have indicated that much deeper corruption was occurring at Rampart than
was originally suspected. The Task Force, in conjunction with the Los Angeles District
Attorney’s Office and Office of the United States Attorney Generd, is pursuing that
investigation.

On September 21, 1999, Chief Parks convened a Board of Inquiry (BOI) to assess the totality of
the Rampart corruption incident without infringing on the work of the Task Force. The Board
consisted of Deputy Chief Michael Bostic as Chair, Police Administrator 11 William Moran and
Deputy Chief Maurice Moore, Associate Board Members, and Commander Daniel Koenig,
Assistant to the Board. The Board was comprised of seven subcommittees and two work groups.
Each of those entities was chaired by a staff officer who selected his or her own committee staff.
This resulted in a cross section of over 300 people involved in the BOI process. Each
subcommittee and work group investigated the issues within their area of responsibility and
reported their findings to the Board. Following are the subcommittees and work groups and a
brief description of their responsibilities.

The Personnel Work Group was chaired by Commander Betty Kelepecz. Her work group
developed a complete profile of fourteen officers who were initially identified as possibly
involved in thisincident. (At the time of this report, no charges have been filed against most of
these officers.) Thisincluded athorough examination of the officers’ pre-employment
information as well as their complete work histories. It aso included a full review of the
Department’ s hiring standards and process.

The Work Product Subcommittee was chaired by Commander Garrett Zimmon. His
subcommittee conducted a complete analysis of prior cases in which twelve of the fourteen
officers had been involved. (Two were not examined to avoid interfering with the Task Force.)
In addition, the subcommittee conducted a random sample of other specialized units throughout
the Department to determine if similar patterns were present.

The Rampart Supervision and M anagement Subcommittee was chaired by Deputy Chief Carlo
Cudio. Members of this subcommittee interviewed key managers and supervisors who were
assigned to Rampart from 1994 to 1999. Their mission was to identify Rampart’s management
and supervisory profile during that period and to determine what, if any, corruption
prevention/detection systems were in place. This included examining the level of oversight
provided by Operations Central Bureau.

The Risk Management Work Group was chaired by Commander David Doan. This work group
examined the four primary areas of risk management in an operational command—personnel
complaints, uses of force, pursuits and traffic collisions—to determine what, if any, patterns
existed in Rampart from 1994 through 1999.



The Oper ations Systems Subcommittee was chaired by Deputy Chief Charles Dinse. They
reviewed the existing management and organizational structure for Areas and geographic
bureaus to determine its effectiveness. They also examined the use of specialized units within
Area commands as well as operational systems such as evidence control, booking and report
approval, search warrant review, informant control, personnel evaluations, supervisory
deployment, and management systems.

The Management Review of Administrative | nvestigations Subcommittee was co-chaired by
Commanders Willie Pannell and Scott LaChasse. This subcommittee examined the
thoroughness of our reporting, management review and auditing systems for non-disciplinary
administrative investigations, including uses of force, pursuits and traffic collisions.

The Officer-Involved Shooting Protocol Subcommittee was chaired by Commander James
McMurray. This subcommittee examined the way in which we respond to and investigate
(criminally and administratively) all officer-involved shooting incidents including supervisory
response, management oversight and evidentiary support.

The Corruption Investigation Protocol Subcommittee was chaired by Commander Margaret
York. They were asked to identify a suitable protocol for handling major personnel
investigations including cooperation with and notification to other law enforcement agencies,
methods to determine breadth and depth of the problem, investigative oversight, and on-going
case-management review to ensure investigative integrity.

The Integrity Systems Subcommittee was chaired by Deputy Chief Gregory Berg. This
subcommittee conducted an internal review of our existing corruption-prevention systems
including training programs as well as a nationwide review of corruption-prevention practices to
identify the “best practices.”

After careful consideration of the information developed during the Board of Inquiry’swork, it is
the Board' s view that the Rampart corruption incident occurred because a few individuals
decided to engage in blatant misconduct and, in some cases, crimina behavior. Published
assertions by former Rampart CRASH Officer Rafael Perez that the pressure to produce arrests
caused him to become corrupt, ssmply ignores the fact that he was convicted of stealing narcotics
so he could sell them and live the life style of a“high roller.” Even the finest corruption
prevention system will not stop an individual from committing a crime if he or she has the will to
do so. However, had the Department and the Rampart management team exercised more
vigorous and coordinated oversight of Area operations, and its CRASH unit in particular, the
crimes and misconduct that occurred may have been prevented, discouraged, or discovered much
earlier.

It is very clear that many of these officers allowed their personal integrity to erode and their
activities certainly had a contagion effect on some of those around them. We, as an agency, must
learn from what they did and establish systems to prevent and detect similar patterns and
activities should they occur in the future. This scandal has devastated our relationship with the
public we serve and threatened the integrity of our entire criminal justice system. Distrust,



cynicism, fear of the police, and an erosion of community law and order are the inevitable result
of alaw enforcement agency whose ethics and integrity have become suspect. Clearly, public
safety in this City has been harmed and it will take strong resolve by Department personne,
along with equally strong support from our City’s leaders, to correct the problems that allowed
this breakdown. Hopefully, the findings of this unprecedented Board of Inquiry process will lead
to meaningful remedial steps being put into practice to ensure a future LAPD of the highest
ethical and integrity standards.

In developing its recommendations, the Board focused its efforts on those issues which are both
critical to ensuring a corruption-free Department, and achievable with minimal budgetary
impact. The Board deemed it critical to outline a path forward that is clear and achievable and
one that will enable the Department to attain and maintain a corruption-free organization. We
also recognize that many people will be evaluating these recommendations in the months to
come. Therefore, it isimportant to recognize that most of these recommendations come down to
the same basics inherent in any criminal activity, those being motive and opportunity. In order
for corruption to exist, there must be a group of employees motivated to commit crimes and
breach the public’ s trust; and, there must also be an opportunity for them to become involved in
those activities. To facilitate review, the Board categorized its recommendations into nine
genera aress.

Testing and screening of police officer candidates

Personnel practices

Personnel investigations and management of risk

Corruption Investigations

Operational Controls

Anti-corruption inspections and audits

Ethics and integrity training

Job-specific training

BOI work that should continue

Testing and Screening of Police Officer Candidates

Pre-employment information on four of the profiled officers raises serious issues regarding their
employment with the Department. Criminal records, inability to manage personal finances,
histories of violent behavior and narcotics involvement are all factors that should have precluded
their employment as police officers. However, these officers were hired in spite of these factors
being discovered during their pre-employment screening. In three cases, the Police Department
recommended their disqualification, but they were cleared for hiring by the Personnel



Department, which has final authority to deselect police officer candidates. Three of these men
were hired before the Independent Commission report was published in 1991. Astheir hiring
predates the “reforms’ that followed, it is tempting to attribute these hiring failures to factors
corrected long ago. However, that does not explain the fourth officer hired three years later in
spite of information that he had sold narcotics as a juvenile and was involved in a vehicle
tampering incident.

While it isimpossible to substantiate completely, it appears that the application of our hiring
standards was compromised when these officers were hired during periods of accelerated hiring
in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Thisis not to say that anyone intended to do so. But, one
need only look at the pre-employment histories of these four people to see that something was
seriously wrong when they were approved for hire. The fact that these men were hired with
egregious information in their packages leaves only two explanations: 1) Recognize that erosion
has occurred and shore up the systems to prevent it from recurring; or, 2) Insist that the
application of our standards did not erode, which means that criminal conduct, drug dealing,
financia irresponsibility and violent behavior are consistent with our standards. Clearly, there
has been erosion, the blame for which cannot be placed on one individual or group, but rather on
amultifaceted system with competing interests. So, as painful asit may be, we must recognize
that this problem has not been solved, but it must be if we are to provide the people of this City
with the quality of law enforcement it deserves.

1.  Statelaw should allow alaw enforcement agency screening a candidate for employment,
access to the applicant’s full crimina history including any criminal record that may have
been sealed by a court. Several candidates had juvenile criminal histories that had been
sealed by the court making them unavailable for consideration during the hiring process.

2. All publicly available information should be obtained on candidates, particularly those
from out-of-state, and utilized to assess a candidate’ s suitability to be aLos Angeles Police
Officer. There are amultitude of public information databases which provide this
information with the speed of the Internet. The cost would vary depending upon the type
of data requested and the speed with which the information is required. This up-to-date
resource base on candidates has the ability to increase the depth of the background
investigation including access to court and county records nationwide. A cost analysis
would have to be done to determine if this information should be “out sourced” (contracted
through a private vendor) or self-contained within the Department.

3.  Theservices of retired officers residing throughout the country (and world if necessary)
should be utilized as occasional contract investigators (Interview Specialist) to ensure that
athorough in-person background investigation is conducted. The information obtained
from in-person interviews greatly outweighs any costs associated with such a program and
the reduced wages and travel expenses make the use of out-of-state investigators extremely
cost effective.

4.  The Cdifornia State Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) should
be asked to convene a statewide task force to examine psychological testing of police
officer candidates.



10.

11.

To improve the psychological screening of candidates in the meantime, consideration
should be given to transferring the responsibility for candidate psychological testing to the
Police Department’s Chief Police Psychologist. This may require a Charter change, but
would allow the system to become a more efficient process and resolve fitness for duty
issuesin amore timely manner. Under the direction of the Chief Police Psychologist,
screening would be conducted by outside specialists on a personal service contract. If this
responsibility is not transferred to the Police Department, the Police Department’s
Behavioral Science Services staff must at least be allowed to become a partner in the
process and take an active role in the psychological screening of police candidates.

In any case, the psychologists conducting future psychological evaluations should retain all
of their notes in the candidate' s file. The Board was quite surprised to discover that
Personnel Department’ s psychologists routinely destroyed the notes they took during a
candidate’' s screening interview. This practice is inconsistent with the Records Retention
Schedule established for such documents and seriously hampered the Board' s ability to
review the thought process involved in hiring several of the profiled officers.

In the short term, the polygraph must be authorized as a routine investigative tool

whenever a potentially disqualifying issue arises during a candidate’ s background
investigation. The current Civil Service Commission (CSC) policy requiring CSC
approval for each and every polygraph use is unnecessarily burdensome and severely limits
the use of this valuable investigative tool.

For the long term, polygraph examinations should be administered routinely to all police
officer candidates prior to conducting their background investigation with a particular
emphasis on drug use and integrity issues. The cost associated with this effort will
undoubtedly be offset by the reduced costs associated with disciplinary and litigation
processes generated by problem officers.

Asthe Chief of Policeis ultimately responsible for the Department’ s performance,
including the performance of its employees, the Chief of Police should have ultimate
responsibility for determining the eligibility of applicants and selecting the best police
officer candidates, not the Personnel Department.

The Personnel and Police Departments must come to agreement on a common
understanding and interpretation of the current guidelines for candidate deselection.
Several of the profiled officers clearly should not have been hired. The Police Department
recommended the disqualification of severa profiled officers for integrity issues, drug use
and violent histories. In each case, those recommendations were overruled by the
Personnel Department which concluded there were insufficient grounds for
disqualification. Obviously, the two departments see the standards very differently, a
difference which ssimply must be resolved.

In the long term, the current disqualification standards must be revised to disqualify
candidates whose past conduct clearly shows they are not suited to be police officers.



12.

Specific guidelines must be established for candidates who appeal their disqualification to
the Civil Service Commission or General Manager of the Personnel Department. These
guidelines must establish consistent, job-related factors in assessing a candidate’s
suitability including consideration of the candidate’ s complete package.

Per sonnel Practices

The Board of Inquiry’s work included a thorough review of the Department’ s personnel
practices. In addition to alack of confidence in the accuracy of our personnel evaluation system,
it was discovered that several key Rampart supervisors had not received personnel evaluationsin
years. The Board also found that assignment to Rampart CRASH appears to have been based
upon a system of “sponsorship” under which potential members were effectively nominated by
existing members of the unit rather than by supervisors or managers. The lack of advanced
paygradesin CRASH and other Area specialized assignments precludes the assignment of more
experienced officers to those assignments. Clearly, several existing personnel practices need to
be shored up and, in some cases, completely revised.

13.

14.

15.

We must improve our data capturing and input infrastructure for the Training, Evaluation
and Management System (TEAMS). Whereas multiple entities are responsible for
inputting data into the system, one entity must be designated to conduct continuous audits
of that system. Several major personnel investigations were found that did not appear on
the officers TEAMS history even though the matter had been adjudicated for some time.
It isimperative that TEAMS accurately reflect the current status of its information and that
requires on-going auditing. In too many cases, people are making personnel and
promotional decisions unaware of matters that certainly would affect their decisions.

We must significantly improve our Position Tracking System (PTS). It must become more
useable and its capability should be expanded to include tracking Administrative Transfers,
personnel who cannot be assigned to certain workplaces (relatives and ex-relatives) and
other critical personnel issues that affect personnel movement within the Department.
Presently, this information is captured through “institutional knowledge” which is hardly a
reliable system. The PTS was supposed to correct that and record every Department
employee's specific assignment each deployment period. However, PTS is largely
unusable due to its poor functional specifications. This must be corrected if we are to
capture this information and ensure its availability for transfer considerations.

We must restore integrity to our performance evaluation system so that it can be relied
upon as a true measure of performance. Whether that will require implementation of a new
system, such as returning to the outstanding, excellent or satisfactory categories and
placing a numeric maximum on each category, or smply enforcing the existing rulesis
inconsequential. The fact is that our personnel evaluations have little or no credibility at
any level in the organization and that must be corrected. In resolving that problem, we
must also address the issue of grievances (and the workload they create) that seem to arise
when some employees are rated at any level less than completely outstanding. All too
often, this has resulted in inflated ratings just to resolve the grievance.



66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

The Department should develop a new OIS investigation protocol that allows the OIS
investigators to be the first interviewers of the involved officers. The protocol should also
require that RHD investigate any crime against a police officer related to an OIS case and
that RHD interview all civilian witnesses to any OIS which is the investigative
responsibility of RHD’s OIS Team. Finaly, the Police Protective League must also be
encouraged to address the issue of one attorney representing multiple clients.

If we are to ensure the investigative integrity of our OIS scenes, we must ensure that
trained detectives respond quickly and take control of the crime scene and secure all
witnesses and evidence. Thiswill require that we reinstitute “K-cars’ out of Detective
Headquarters Division and require their response to all OIS, homicide and other major
crime scenes to “freeze” those scenes and assist the entity responsible for the investigation.

Itiscritical that we place a high priority on the scientific analysis of evidence seized
during an OIS investigation. If the analysis of that critical information isto be availablein
atimely manner, we smply must improve our ability to complete OIS firearms
examinations expeditiously without sacrificing our responsiveness to other criminal cases.
Thiswill require the hiring of additiona Firearms Examiners and Latent Print Experts
along with the equipment needed to accomplish their missions.

Re-implementation of the District Attorney’s Roll-Out Program should be monitored to
ensure the protocol produces the desired effect of facilitating the District Attorney’s Office
monitoring of OIS investigations at the scene of the incident. Every effort should also be
made to educate the public on the progress of this program in order to maximize the
program’s value.

An officer should be referred to the same Behavioral Sciences Services (BSS) psychologist
when he or sheisinvolved in a second or subsequent OIS. One of the primary purposes of

the post-OIS referral to BSS is to determine any cumulative effect these events may be
having on an officer. Whenever possible, having the same psychologist conduct
subsequent interviews will improve our success at detecting and dealing with any
cumul ative effects which may occur.

The Use of Force (UOF) Review Board should expand the scope of its post-adjudication
review of an OIS to include OIS patterns that may be occurring in the involved officer’s
division and entity of assignment. Severa years ago, the UOF Review Board expanded its
roleto include areview of the involved officer’s OIS history. This occurs after the Board
makes its determination on an incident and is intended to assess any patterns or trends the
officer may haveinthisarea. In reviewing the Rampart shootings, particularly in 1996 and
1997, shooting after shooting resulted in the UOF Review Board criticizing the level of
supervision which either was not at the location or was there but did not do their jobs well.
Though this pattern was clear, we found no evidence that the Board recognized it was the
3“ or 4" consecutive time it had criticized the same command for the same shortcomings.
Expanding the UOF Review Board’ s role to include areview of organizational patterns as
well asindividual patterns should ensure that these trends are identified and dealt with.

18



72.

73.

74.

75.

Commanding officers should be required to convene a divisional Fleet Safety Review
Board for al employee-involved traffic collisions. Currently, thisis not required for
captains and above and is optional for lieutenants and below. Some commanding officers
chose not to convene a Board because they have little confidence in the Board's
recommendations. However, peer participation in the review of collisions causes people to
reflect on their own driving, defensive driving issues, and the Department’ s policies and
training. With respect to staff and command officers, their exclusion from the Fleet Safety
Review Board process represents an unnecessary and artificial barrier between ranksin
that they too may benefit from reflection on defensive driving.

We must standardize the processes for reporting and administratively reviewing use of
force, pursuit and traffic collision incidents. That process should include a reporting
format with headings and the specific information that must be provided under each
heading. It must also address the expected scope of the C/O’s review and provide a
signature box indicating that the C/O has reviewed the report and made the required
determinations. There also needs to be a signature box for the bureau CO indicating that
the bureau C/O has reviewed the matter and either concurred with the employee’s C/O or
made separate determinations. The people reviewing and approving those reports must
include their serial numbers, as we found many of the signatures on documents to be
illegible. Management Services Division is preparing a Special Order to address this
recommendation.

Critical issues such as use-of-force standards and less-lethal control devices must be
included in Department publications. The UOF Handbook was issued years ago, but has
not been updated since its origina publication. It must either be updated or cancelled in
which case training bulletins should be issued to address this material. Similarly, devices
such as the beanbag shotgun still are not addressed in the Department Manual.

The Legal Sourcebook, authored by the California Department of Justice, should be
obtained in the more user friendly CD-ROM format and it should be made available in
every watch commander’s office as well as in the offices of specialized operational

entities. We found that several other law enforcement agencies, including the Los Angeles
County Sheriff’s Department, mandate that every watch commander’ s office have the
Legal Sourcebook as an available reference.

Anti-Corruption Inspections and Audits

If there is one aspect of the Board of Inquiry that has been more discouraging than others, it is
the degree to which our employees are failing to follow established Department procedures.
That failure is compounded by the failure of their supervisors and managers to oversee their
work. In some cases, those failures are due to a lack of training or volume of work which has
overwhelmed some of our people. But, in many other cases it appears people have figured out
that the likelihood of anyone discovering the use of shortcuts is practically nil. Unfortunately,
that latter motivation—no fear of detection—is all too true and has created an opportunity for
some of our employees to take dangerous shortcuts. Clearly, there has been serious erosion in
the quality and emphasis of audits and inspections over the years. Without a routine system of
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in-depth audits, we are unable to ensure the quality of our employees work or hold their
command structure accountable for the performance of their command.

If we are to ensure that people follow the rules and comply with our standards, we must embark
on an aggressive system of audits and inspections. These efforts must ensure that individual
work is completed up to standards and that work done in high-risk areas is inspected regularly to
identify trends and potential problems early. It was interesting to note that every vice unit we
inspected was virtually error free. After several corruption incidents in the 1950s and 1960s, a
system of checks and balances were set up for our vice units which are virtually “bullet proof.”
Thisis not to say that problems do not arise in our vice operations, but they are generally
detected very early and dealt with effectively. Systemic problems, such as those we encountered
in other places, are virtually unheard of in our vice operations. Therefore, we believe it
necessary to emulate those systems for our other critical operational entities where integrity
breaches can be far more serious and the liability aspects extremely costly.

76. The second commander position, removed from the operational bureaus years ago, must be
restored along with sufficient sworn and non-sworn staff to establish a meaningful system
of inspections and audits for each of the operationa bureau COs. This audit team would
be responsible for overseeing the bureau’ s risk management efforts and providing
meaningful and regular audits and inspections of the bureau’ s operations including case
biopsies and quality control evaluations. Also critical in this effort is the ability to track
the implementation of recommendations from previous audits so that a command does not
make the same mistakes over and over again.

77. Anadditiona captain should be deployed at each Areato oversee line operations during
the critical evening hours and on weekends. The movement of captains to detective
operations occurred after many of the events at Rampart. Had that command officer been
in place, it is quite possible that some of the systemic problems may have been detected
earlier asall of the problematic reports eventually end up on the desk of detectives. Our
increased emphasis on strategic problem solving also requires command officer oversight
of each Area’s critical Crime Analysis function. However, any municipal police agency’s
line operations are most active on weekends and at night where there is currently little
oversight by command officers. The Command Duty Officer program has attempted to
rectify that shortcoming, but is insufficient especially when each person is deployed about
once a quarter and has no responsibility for the on-going management of a command.

In the alternative, consideration should be given to reinstituting the permanently assigned
Command Duty Officer program which assigned 3 full-time captains to the night hours and
on weekends to provide command oversight during those critical hours. If that alternative
is considered, the program should be expanded to 6 full-time captains who would report to
the Department Commander and provide Citywide coverage from about 1700 hours to
0600 hours every day.

78. We must review our automated systems to determine if they are able to capture and

produce information which may be required for effective audits and corruption
investigations. For example, the Police Arrest and Crime Management Information

20



79.

80.

81.

System (PACMIS) database (or its successor, CCAD) must alow for retrieval of
information on all officersinvolved in any given arrest. This became problematic during
the Board's work when it was discovered that PACMI S records were of limited usein
identifying arrests in which specific officers were involved. Consequently, alot of time
was consumed in hand-searching reports to find the information needed for the Board's
investigation. What is required at thistime is a careful review of the functional
requirements for these systems after which our technical experts will have to evaluate the
cost associated with the needed changes. However, we simply need to know things
differently today if we are to prevent corruption from occurring and many of those needs
simply did not exist when these systems were created.

The Department’ s Audit Guide must be updated and redistributed to all Department
commands. A new Department audit schedule should be established and these audits
should be tracked and evaluated by the bureau inspection units.

The ultimate “audit” and the true measure of any law enforcement agency’s effectiveness
is the degree to which the community it servesis satisfied with its performance. While we
regularly try to take the community’ s “temperature”’ through a variety of means, there
simply is no substitute for a well-planned, scientific survey of the community done on an
annual basis. In addition to identifying a community’s present concerns, an annual survey
also alows the Department to measure change within a Community Police Station’s
geographic boundaries and assess the variables which may have contributed to that change.
Most importantly, it aso gives the community an opportunity to provide input on
Department programs and the way in which they are being treated. Thisisinvaluable
information which provides insight into potential problems and allows for early
intervention into problem commands. The survey done severa years ago by Cheryl
Maxson, PhD, Karen Hennigan, PhD, and David Sloane, PhD, from the University of
Southern California’s Social Science Research Institute, is precisaly the type of community
survey that needs to be done annually in every Area. At an estimated annual cost of about
$300,000, thisis an inexpensive investment to ensure that quality police serviceis being
delivered throughout the City.

Asafinal comment in this area, we are one of the few law enforcement agencies in the
nation which isled by a civilian Board of Police Commissioners. Attracting high-quality
people to the Board' s positions is of great interest to the Department and probably even
greater interest to the people of this City. But, many highly qualified people must consider
the legal ramifications of accepting such ahighly visible, though prestigious position due
to the legadl liability involved. We interviewed former commissioners who are still being
sued even 10 years after their assignment as a member of the Commission. If weareto
attract quality people to these important positions, consideration must be given to the
liability protections which are provided to the public-spirited citizens who volunteer for
public service which now exposes them to significant personal financial liability. Further
research will be needed to determine if those protections should take the form of State or
federal legidation or can be provided through the California State Bar Association.
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Ethics and Integrity Training Programs

We must revitalize and reinforce our core values in the minds and hearts of all our personnel so
that each and every employee understands their responsibility to uphold the integrity of the
Department. Equally important is the need to address our expectations of managers and
supervisors, including the consequences of any failure in that area. The actions or inaction of
managers and supervisors are critical in this regard in that they can easily create an atmosphere
of eroding standards eventually leading to significant acts of corruption by their subordinates. In
that regard, it is critical that each and every command develop a cohesive
management/supervisory team.

82. Thiseffort must begin with a thorough review of the existing ethics and integrity courses
for topic continuity, proper delivery based on the needs and job duties of participants, and
trainer preparation and credibility.

83. From that review, we must develop a comprehensive training program on ethics, integrity,
mentoring, and leadership. This should include the development of a standardized
curriculum and lesson plans, while maintaining the ability for classroom participants to
generate ethical dilemmas from their various perspectives. It should also involve critical
thinking, problem solving, and decision-making strategies for addressing ethical dilemmas
in a policing environment.

84. Indeveloping this program, we should seriously consider accepting the US Attorney’s
offer to have members of their staff provide training regarding civil rights violations and
police corruption. However, rather than teaching recruits, that training would seem to be
more worthwhile at the supervisory and watch commander levels and would surely make
them more cognizant of the serious outcomes their failures can have.

85. All Department employees should receive gregtly increased training in the areas of ethics
and integrity and that training should be fully integrated into our regular training programs.

86. Classroom instruction on ethics should be reinforced through other training opportunities
such as commanding officer presentations during standardized roll call training, discussion
in supervisory meetings, monitoring and auditing the work environment, and workshops in
divisional training days that encourage frank discussions about thisissue. In addition to
live presentations, we should utilize technology advances such as CD-ROM, LAN and
Internet formats as appropriate.

87. We must continue to explore nationwide training programs within the law enforcement
community, as well as educational programs for other public service occupations, to keep
abreast of the best practices nationwide.

88. Itiscritical that each command devel ops and maintains a cohesive management/
supervisory team. In that regard, Behavioral Science Services should develop and
implement an annual team-building exercise for each command. That exercise must
include all management and supervisory personnel within the command and emphasize the
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importance of shared responsibility, consistency of direction, teamwork and
communications.

Job-Specific Training Programs

One of the most common comments expressed by many people during the Board’ s work was
how little they knew about some of the Department’ s less-than-routine procedures. One good
example was the use of informants where there was near-universal ignorance of our standards
and even less comprehension of the dangers inherent in the use of informants. One could
respond that many people expressing that view were simply covering for their own
shortcomings. However, the comment was so universal that categorizing these comments as
smple alibisis myopic. One must also keep in mind that, for decades, we could rely on a
highly-competitive promotional process to ensure that every serious candidate for promotion
would study the most minute detail of every Department publication. However, the “ pass/fail”
format with a floating pass point of the past few years only requires minimal knowledge of these
publications.

We aso have afairly young Department and many people promote so rapidly through the
supervisory and mid-management ranks that they never have the opportunity to acquire the
ingtitutional knowledge which is so critical in those positions. Without the ability to acquire that
depth through their own experiences, it simply must be taught to them through training. The
fact is that many of our supervisors and middle managers receive too little training on the
mechanics of their jobs and most of that isin the form of on-the-job training which is predicated
on the knowledge of the one doing the training. One need only review the curriculum for Watch
Commanders School to see the depth of the problem. Nearly every report the Board of Inquiry
reviewed was at least signed by a watch commander, whether it was actually reviewed or not is
another issue. However, there is nothing in the Watch Commander School curriculum on what
to look for in these reports, especially the critical administrative reports dealing with pursuits,
collisions and use of force. Even more telling is the fact that audits and controls is not even
taught in Watch Commanders School, a magjor omission in teaching leaders how to manage their
responsibilities.

If awesak curriculum aone were not a significant enough problem, it is significantly
compounded by the fact that many new promotees do not attend the school designed to teach
them their jobs in atimely manner. For example, newly promoted sergeants frequently do not
attend sergeant’ s school until months, and in some cases years, after their promotion. These
shortcomings simply must be corrected.

89. Initsreview of training programs, the BOI found a general lack of oversight in the way
classes were added to or deleted from Department schools. It almost seemed as if
employees at surprisingly low levels made those decisions with little or no review. Human
Resources Bureau should establish aformal system to control that process and records
should be maintained for each class to document its history and the rationale for content
changes.
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90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

A one to three day introductory course should be developed for new sergeants, detectives
I and non-sworn supervisors. It should be given the first working day(s) of each
deployment period, regardless of the number of personnel to be trained, and no one should
be permitted to work as a supervisor until he or she attends the course. This course should
focus primarily on the role and responsibilities of Department supervisors and it should be
designed to increase courage on the part of supervisors to make the tough decisions
necessary to avoid ethical breakdowns in the future.

Consideration should be given to reorganizing the Supervisory Development Course from
afour week block of instruction to a program of smaller blocks of instruction spread out
over alonger period of time. Thiswill alow time for students to apply their knowledge,
and to develop their talents within a peer setting.

The Watch Commander School should be completely revamped to teach watch
commanders the mechanical things they need to know to be effective in their assignments.
Three experienced, highly regarded watch commanders should monitor the next School
and provide their insight on subjects which need to be taught and the quality of instruction.
However, at a minimum the instruction should include the review of administrative
investigations, personnel deployment, monitoring the investigation of personnel
complaints, and setting up audit and control systems to ensure their watch’s effectiveness.

We need to develop “hands-on” case scenarios for Command Devel opment School to train
new command officers on just about every subject including the proper review,
classification and adjudication of administrative investigations. They also need to receive
specific training on resource management in order to assist them in managing their multi-
million dollar commands. This training would provide appropriate guidance for these new
command officers and result in greater consistency in these critical aress.

Our standardized roll call training program should be critically evaluated to determine its
utilization and effectiveness. While most of the watch commanders’ logs we reviewed
indicated that the standardized training had been provided, the high level of compliance
with that requirement was inconsistent with the lack of compliance in most other areas. It
is possible that the standardized roll call training curriculum is being fully and faithfully
provided, but it is aso possible that people are simply making the expected notation on
their log whether or not the training actually occurred.

Every specialized division, section and unit should have in place a standardized training
module for the assimilation of new officers including any handout materia describing their
duties and mission. The development of these training programs will ensure that
assimilation is consistent with the Department’ s goals and objectives.

We must embark on a comprehensive training program directed at informant cultivation
and management. This training must begin with recruits at the Academy and should be
added to appropriate in-service schools. Consideration should be given to having
command officers, especialy from CIG, teach informant control particularly at the field
officer, supervisory and mid-management levels.
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97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

Consideration should be given to restoring the two-hour block of training regarding the
OIS investigation process taught by RHD personnel to recruit officers. Becoming involved
in an OIS is traumatic enough without having at least some understanding of the process.

We must ensure that our Training Coordinators know how to input training information
into the CHRIS and TEAMS systems. Without this instruction, directed training resulting
from an administrative review process will never be documented and tracked.

We must fully staff the Advanced Tactics Unit, Continuing Education Division, to ensure
that every officer is adequately trained in this critical area, that remedia training is
provided as problems arise, and that every officer receives regular follow-up training
throughout their careers.

We must ensure that the materia being taught to our officers at their commands is
consistent with Department standards, especialy in the critical area of tactics. In that
regard, the schedule and proposed training material for all Area/divisional training days
must be submitted in advance for approval by their bureau C/O and the C/O of Training
Group. Training Group personnel must monitor those training sessions to ensure the
content and delivery are consistent with Department standards.

Training programs for recruits and line-level officers must reemphasize the need for
officers to fully and completely articulate their reasons for detaining people in the “ Source
of Activity” portion of their arrest reports. Recognizing probable cause and reasonable
suspicion, as well as their legal underpinnings, is a subject which must be taught at those
schools and reemphasized throughout our training courses. Time and again, the Board
found significant dlippage in the quality of arrest reports, particularly in the reasonable
suspicion to detain suspects. In some cases it appeared that officers, especialy those
assigned to CRASH, appear to work under an “implied authority” which they believe
allows them to stop and detain any gang member in a*gang infested” area. It isdifficult to
judge if the lack of articulation stemmed from poor report writing or failure to recognize
the legal requirement for those detentions. In any event, our growth over the past severa
years has yielded increased proactive patrol time for officers and we need to shore up their
ability to recognize and record good legal justification for their self-initiated activities.

BOI Work That Should Continue

This Board of Inquiry brought together staff, command, mid-management and supervisory
personnel from throughout the Department to delve into various issues. With a very tight time
frame in which to complete its work, there are certain areas which were left incomplete. That
work must be continued to ensure that a full and complete analysis has been conducted and to
ensure there are no additional problems left unaddressed.

102.

A further analysis of the Rampart Area CRASH Unit work product should be conducted,
with biopsies performed on specific cases where problems or recurring patterns have been
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103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

identified for specific officers. That review should include the 46 additional officers who
were assigned to the Rampart Area CRASH Unit from July 1994 through July 1998.

It was clear from reviewing his arrest reports that Perez worked very differently when he
was assigned with different partners. When he worked with some officers, his reports were
sloppy and often did not articulate clear probable cause for his activities. But when he
worked with other partners, those deficiencies were not as apparent. Case biopsies should
be completed for arrests made by Perez to determine the factors that caused him to work
differently with different partners.

Case biopsies should be done on arrests made by CRASH units from the other 17 Areas
and other specialized units Departmentwide for cases identified in this audit as problematic
or suspicious. Specific attention should be given to specialized units to which Rampart
Area CRASH Unit officers transferred to determine the extent to which Rampart CRASH
practices may have been exported to other specialized units.

The audit of CRASH units Departmentwide should be continued and include a more
comprehensive sample of unit activities and reports. The time constraints imposed on this
initial audit resulted in findings and conclusions based upon a review of arrest reports only.
A more comprehensive and thorough audit should include a larger sample of reports for
longer time periods.

An examination should be made of each CRASH unit’s work product to determine their
responsiveness to gang problems and how each unit perceivesitsrole, i.e., intelligence
gathering, focusing on a variety of non-gang related crimes and problems, gang
suppression units, or narcotics enforcement units. This review should include how well
CRASH units use intelligence, investigative follow-up, probation, parole, vertical
prosecutions, and community outreach and enhancement strategiesin their operations. The
review should also examine CRASH unit supervisors daily logs and compare the amount
of time spent supervising personnel in the field, completing administrative paperwork,
auditing for risk management issues, and approving bookings and reports.

Arealdivision report processing and filing practices must be audited for compliance with
Department procedures and to identify possible causes of the misfiled and missing reports
noted in thisaudit. Proper filing and ease of document retrieval are critical to an effective
audit system.

The Subcommittee on Rampart Management and Supervision identified 275 arrest reports
that mentioned the use of an informant in making the arrest. Those reports should be
audited to gauge the knowledge and level of compliance with current informant
management guidelines.

In conclusion, we believe these recommendations are a prudent response to the Department’s
problems which have been identified through this Board of Inquiry process. However, we would
be remiss if we did not comment on two other aspects of this matter. Thefirst isthe
responsibility the entire criminal justice system has to ensure that each of its component partsis
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operating properly. Every one of these cases went through that entire system virtually
unchallenged by anyone. While the recommendations we have made will put us on the right
track, the criminal justice system itself must take a serious, introspective look at itself. Together,
we must ook for ways in which we can assure the people of this City that the system of justice,
so critical to the American way of life, is being conducted with integrity and honesty. This
should be a major focus of the Los Angeles County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council at the
start of this new millennium.

The second is that Sheriffs and Chiefs of Police must retain full authority and responsibility to
discipline their officers and they must be held accountable for the exercise of that authority.
Efforts at imposing binding arbitration in this State, especialy when it involves peace officer
discipline or any other administrative aspect of their jobs, must be abandoned. Peace officers are
unique employees and disciplining them when they commit misconduct must remain the sole
responsibility of their Chief. If that Chief uses that authority unfairly, there is recourse through
the courts and through local civic leadership. Attempting to resolve those issues through an
arbitrator is foolish and will severely undermine our efforts to ensure the principled delivery of
police service to our communities.
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