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MEMORANDUM 

TO: CAPTAIN ANDREW D. MEYER 

Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 

Homicide Bureau  

1 Cupania Circle 

Monterey Park, California 91755 

FROM: JUSTICE SYSTEM INTEGRITY DIVISION 

Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office 

SUBJECT: Fatal Officer Involved Shooting of Fred Allen Williams 

J.S.I.D. File #20-0407 

L.A.S.D. File #020-15653-2136-013 

DATE:  October 3, 2022 

The Justice System Integrity Division of the Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office has 

completed its review of the October 16, 2020, fatal shooting of Fred Allen Williams by Los Angeles 

County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) Deputy Adrian Ines.  We have concluded that there is 

insufficient evidence to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Deputy Ines did not act in lawful self-

defense.  

The District Attorney’s Command Center was notified of the shooting on October 16, 2020 at 

approximately 7:06 p.m.  The District Attorney Response Team responded to the location and were 

given a briefing regarding the circumstances surrounding the shooting and a walk-through of the 

scene. 

The following analysis is based on investigative reports, dispatch recordings, body worn video 

recordings (BWV), photographic evidence, the coroner’s autopsy report and witness statements 

submitted to this office by LASD Detectives Chris Dimmit and John O’Brien.  The voluntary 

statement of Deputy Ines was considered as part of this analysis. 

FACTUAL ANALYSIS 

On October 16, 2020 at approximately 5:30 p.m., LASD Deputies Adrian Ines and Shane Lattuca 

were in their marked black and white police vehicle, patrolling the area of Mona Park, in the City of 

Compton.  The deputies saw a group of people congregating in the parking lot.  Fred Allen 

Williams was part of that group.  Upon making eye contact with the deputies, Williams broke away. 

Ines observed Williams to be carrying a gun.  Ines chased Williams on foot and Lattuca followed 

them in the patrol vehicle. 

Williams ran southbound through the parking lot, turned west on East 122nd Street and then ran 

northbound through a driveway off that street.  Ines rounded the corner in pursuit and then saw 

Williams at the back of the property on top of a shed that butted up against a cinderblock wall that 

encompassed the perimeter of the neighboring yard.  Ines saw Williams turn back towards him and 

stated he observed a gun in Williams’ right hand.  Ines fired his duty weapon eight times in 
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Williams’ direction.  One round struck Williams in the back left shoulder and ultimately lodged in 

his liver.  Deputies attempted to administer first aid until paramedics arrived.  Williams was 

pronounced dead at 6:45 p.m.  A Taurus handgun was recovered near Williams’ body.  

Google Map with a white line showing the path Ines pursued Williams on foot from the Mona Park parking lot to the 

location where the officer involved shooting occurred.  The circle marks the spot where the OIS occurred.  The “X” 

marks the spot where Williams’ body ultimately came to rest.   
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Photo depicting four bullet holes (marked C, D, E, and F) in the wall next to the shed. 

Photo depicting where Williams’ body came to rest in relation to the firearm that was recovered. 
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The Taurus firearm recovered near Williams’ foot. 

BODY WORN VIDEO 

Ines’ BWV begins as he and Lattuca are in their patrol car approaching a group of people 

congregating in a parking lot.  Williams promptly separates from the group and runs away.  Ines 

gets out of the passenger side of the police car and chases Williams.  Ines chases Williams through 

the parking lot, across a street and onto a nearby driveway.  They both make a left turn around the 

house and then a right turn around a detached garage towards the back of the property.  While Ines 

is running, he is holding his gun in his right hand that can periodically be seen as he pumps his 

arms. 

When Ines turns the corner between the house and the detached garage he yells, “Hands!  Hands!”  

Williams is so far ahead of Ines at that time that he cannot be seen in the BWV.  Ines continues 

running towards the back of the property with his weapon in his hand.  Against the back wall of the 

property is a shed.  As Ines runs to the end of the detached garage, Ines is fully exposed.  Williams 

then appears in the BWV frame standing on top of the shed looking over the wall.  Ines extends his 

firearm towards Williams and blocks the view of Williams as Ines yells, “Ay!  Hands!  Hands!  Put 

your hands up!”  Williams appears to turn his head back towards Ines just before jumping over the 

wall.  As Williams goes over the wall, a black object resembling a handgun can be seen in his right 

hand.  Ines first shot is fired as Williams appears to be jumping over the wall.  The latter shots are 

fired after Williams is already over the wall.  This portion of the incident occurs very rapidly.  Per 

the BWV this portion happens within one to two seconds.   
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BWV still photograph showing a group congregating in the parking lot as Ines and Lattuca pull up in their marked police 

car. 

BWV still photograph showing Ines chasing Williams through the parking lot. 
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BWV still photograph showing the driveway Ines chased Williams down.  Both turn left at the end of the driveway. 

BWV still photograph showing the area between the house and detached garage.  Ines and Williams turned right at the 

detached garage. 
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BWV still photograph showing the area between the side perimeter of the property and the detached garage.  Ines and 

Williams headed towards the back of property. 

BWV still photograph depicting the back of the property and the first time Williams is visible after Ines comes up the 

driveway. 

Williams 



8 

BWV still photograph depicting Williams on top of the shed looking back towards Ines as Ines yells, “Put your hands 

up!” 

BWV still photograph of Williams going over the wall with a yellow arrow pointing at the black object in his right hand. 
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Zoomed in BWV still photograph showing what appears to be a gun in Williams’ right hand circled in red. 

BWV still photograph of the moment Ines fired his first round. 
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BWV still photograph showing the location of the Taurus firearm from Ines’ BWV after the OIS. 

WITNESS STATEMENTS 

Voluntary Statement of Deputy Adrian Ines 

On October 22, 2020, at approximately 8:00 a.m., Ines gave a voluntary recorded statement to 

Detectives Dimmit and O’Brien regarding the shooting.  Ines said that he and his partner were 

making a routine patrol check of Mona Park.  There had been recent shootings, including a double 

homicide the night before.  As Ines and Lattuca entered the parking lot, they smelled burnt 

marijuana and saw a crowd of fifteen to twenty people congregated in a circle outside their vehicles.  

Ines said as he got out of the car, the crowd was still except Williams, who moved away.  Ines said 

he could see Williams looking at him, so Ines looked down at Williams’ hands.  Ines saw a black 

semiautomatic firearm in his hand.  Ines said he locked eyes with Williams and Williams then ran 

southbound through the parking lot. 

Ines said he saw Williams trying to stuff the black semiautomatic firearm into his pocket or 

somewhere on the right side of his body.  Based on his training and experience, Ines believed 

Williams would try to discard the firearm during the foot pursuit.  He tried to keep up so that if 

Williams discarded the firearm, Ines would see where.  Ines said, “My train of thought was, we 

can’t lose this firearm.  We can’t lose this person.  He could, what if he was that person who killed 

those two juvies the night before?” 

Ines said he began to “pie and slice” the corner around the driveway near the detached garage to 

locate Williams, who was on top of the shed.  As he did this, Ines realized he was completely 

exposed, and Williams was looking at him.  Ines began to raise his firearm since he still saw a 

firearm in Williams’ right hand.  As Ines began to look up, he saw Williams turn slightly to his left. 

Ines believed Williams was going to completely turn and face him.  Ines said he saw Williams’ 
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semiautomatic firearm, which was still in his right hand, begin to come above his waistline.  Ines 

saw Williams’ entire chest, the firearm above his waist and the barrel of the firearm pointed at Ines. 

Ines said, “As he continued to turn, the black firearm was still in his hand and that’s when I fired my 

weapon and began to retreat as I began to take steps back to prevent him from possibly killing me or 

gravely hurting me.  And as I fire, I step back to pie away, so that way I have full cover.  So at this 

point, I’m thinking –This guy’s gonna cut angle on me—since he already had the high ground on 

me and I was completely exposed.  And after that I lost sight of him momentarily and tried to pie 

back around and I didn’t see him on top of the shed where I last saw him or down below.” 

Ines said he believed Williams had jumped over the fence or fallen over.  Ines eventually climbed 

on top of the shed and saw Williams on the ground in the neighboring yard, face down.  Ines saw 

the gun he previously saw in Williams’ right hand now on the ground near Williams’ right foot. 

Coroner’s Report 

On October 21, 2020, at 10:00 a.m., Deputy Medical Examiner Vadims Poukens performed an 

autopsy on Williams and concluded the cause of death to be a single gunshot wound to the back.  

The entrance of the wound is situated at the left back 12 inches from the top of the head and seven 

inches left from the midline.  There is no exit wound.  The projectile was recovered from the liver 

20 inches from the top of the head and five inches right from the midline.  The direction of the 

wound is left to right, downward and slightly back to front.  The wound path entered through the 

skin, left rib #5 lateral with fracture, left lung, aorta, probable vertebra graze, right lung, diaphragm, 

and terminated in the right lobe of the liver.  

LEGAL ANALYSIS 

California law permits the use of deadly force in self-defense or in the defense of others if the 

person claiming the right of self-defense or the defense of others actually and reasonably believed 

that he or others were in imminent danger of great bodily injury or death.  Penal Code section 197; 

People v. Randle (2005) 35 Cal.4th 987, 994 (overruled on another ground in People v. Chun (2009) 

45 Cal.4th 1172, 1201); People v. Humphrey (1996) 13 Cal.4th 1073, 1082; see also, CALCRIM No. 

505.   

A peace officer is justified in using deadly force upon another person when the officer 

reasonably believes, based on the totality of the circumstances, that such force is necessary for 

either of the following reasons: (1) to defend against an imminent threat of death or serious 

bodily injury to the officer or to another person; or (2) to apprehend a fleeing person for any 

felony that threatened or resulted in death or serious bodily injury, if the officer reasonably 

believes that the person will cause death or serious bodily injury to another unless immediately 

apprehended.  Penal Code section 835a(c)(1)(A) & (B). 

A threat of death or serious bodily injury is imminent when, based on the totality of the 

circumstances, a reasonable officer in the same situation would believe that a person has the 

present ability, opportunity, and apparent intent to immediately cause death or serious bodily 

injury to the peace officer or another person.  An imminent harm is not merely a fear of future 

harm, no matter how great the fear and no matter how great the likelihood of the harm, but is one 
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that, from appearances, must be instantly confronted and addressed.  Penal Code section 

835a(e)(2).   

When considering the totality of the circumstances, all facts known to or perceived by the peace 

officer at the time, including the conduct of the officer and the subject leading up to the use of 

deadly force, are taken into consideration.  Penal Code section 835a(a)(4) & (e)(3).  The peace 

officer’s decision to use force is not evaluated with the benefit of hindsight and shall account for 

occasions when officers may be forced to make quick judgments about using force.  Penal Code 

section 835a(a)(4).   

Under the current use of force law, the reasonableness of an officer’s use of deadly force is 

analyzed using a reasonable officer standard, not the reasonable person standard that was 

previously applied and articulated in People v. Mehserle (2012) 206 Cal.App.4th 1125, 1147.  In 

evaluating whether a police officer’s use of deadly force was reasonable in a specific situation, it 

is helpful to draw guidance from the objective standard of reasonableness adopted in civil actions 

alleging Fourth Amendment violations.  “The ‘reasonableness’ of a particular use of force must 

be judged from the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with the 20/20 

vision of hindsight…  The calculus of reasonableness must embody allowance for the fact that 

police officers are often forced to make split-second judgments—in circumstances that are tense, 

uncertain, and rapidly evolving—about the amount of force that is necessary in a particular 

situation.”  Graham v. Connor (1989) 490 U.S. 386, 396-397. 

The prosecution has the burden of proving beyond a reasonable doubt that a killing was not 

justified.  CALCRIM Nos. 505, 507. 

The evidence examined in this investigation shows that Williams was carrying a firearm and Ines 

was pursuing him on foot.  The BWV clearly shows that Williams was armed with a gun at the time 

of the officer involved shooting. Williams’ position on top of the shed gave him the ability to fire at 

Ines.  Though the footage does not show Williams turn and point the gun directly at Ines as Ines 

said, there is a short section of the BWV where Ines’ hands and gun are blocking the body camera 

and Williams is not visible.  Given this evidence, Ines’ version of the events cannot be disproved 

beyond a reasonable doubt.  Hence, based on the totality of the circumstances perceived by the 

deputy, rather than with the benefit of hindsight, it was not unreasonable for Ines to believe his use 

of deadly force was necessary to defend against an imminent threat of death. 

CONCLUSION 

We find the evidence presented is insufficient to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Deputy Ines’ 

stated belief that deadly force was necessary was not reasonable.   




