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The Justice System Integrity Division of the Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office has
completed its review of the August 17, 2018, non-fatal shooting of Cornell Glass by Los Angeles
County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) Deputies Joshua Smilor and Dorian Ventura. We have
concluded the deputies acted lawfully in self-defense, in defense of others and to stop a fleeing
felon.
The District Attorney’s Command Center was notified of the shooting at approximately 2:28 a.m.,
on August 17, 2018. The District Attorney Response Team responded to the location. They 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, recorded interviews, firearm analysis
reports, crime scene diagrams, photographs, video evidence, witness statements and the findings of
fact and conclusions of law from a criminal bench trial of Glass submitted to this office by LASD
Detective Alfred Jaime.1 Smilor and Ventura’s voluntary statements, testimony in case number
MA074807 and findings regarding their trial testimony were considered as part of this analysis.
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The findings of fact and conclusions of law are contained in a 100-page document issued on December 4, 2019 by
Judge Henry J. Hall after hearing witness testimony and examining physical evidence presented by both the
prosecution and defense in case number MA074807. The matter pertained to criminal allegations related to this
incident, as well as a series of gang-related home invasion robberies. Judge Hall found Glass guilty of multiple
felony offenses, including those pertaining to the subject matter contained in this memorandum. In his findings,
Judge Hall explicitly stated his beliefs regarding the credibility of witnesses (including both Smilor and Ventura)
and referenced specific trial testimony and exhibits on which his findings were based. Judge Hall was aware of
previous administrative actions taken by LASD against Smilor at the time he heard his testimony and the time he
issued his findings, yet found both officers’ testimony credible and consistent with the physical evidence recovered.
To the extent minor inconsistencies existed, Judge Hall found them to be a result of the stressful and chaotic
situation, and not indicative of any dishonesty. Judge Hall did not find all law enforcement testimony or civilian
testimony credible in the trial.
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FACTUAL ANALYSIS
At approximately 1:00 a.m. on August 17, 2018, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD)
Deputies Joshua Smilor and Dorian Ventura were working in a marked patrol vehicle on Inglewood
Avenue between 119th and 120th Streets. They spotted a black Honda Accord with a broken brake
light being driven by a man later identified as Cornell Glass. They pulled the vehicle over. Glass
stopped the vehicle in a driveway of a home on 119th Place and the deputies stopped their vehicle in
the street behind the Honda.
Smilor approached the vehicle on the driver’s side while Ventura approached on the passenger side.
Smilor had a discussion with Glass, who indicated he was on parole for a firearm related offense.2
During the interaction, Smilor observed tattoos on Glass’ arms which caused him to believe Glass
was a member of a criminal street gang.3 Smilor further observed that Glass was sweating
profusely, was fidgeting, breathing heavily and appeared agitated as he repeatedly looked around.
Ventura made the same observations, and both deputies were concerned that this behavior might be
indicative of possession of a firearm or other contraband and a precursor to flight.
Smilor asked Glass to exit the vehicle. Glass replied, “Fuck this!” and refused to exit the vehicle.
Glass started the vehicle’s engine. As he did so, the movement of his arm allowed Smilor to
observe the grip and rear slide section of a semiautomatic handgun wedged between the driver’s
seat and the center console of the Honda. Smilor recognized the weapon as an, “FN57.”4 Ventura
also observed the weapon, but was unable to see what type of firearm it was.
Smilor yelled for Glass to stop. Glass, who was angry and agitated, replied, “Fuck you! I’m not
getting out!” Glass placed the gear in reverse, looked at Smilor who was standing next to the open
driver’s side window, turned the steering wheel to the right and “floored” the accelerator.5 The
vehicle quickly moved towards Smilor who attempted to get out of the way. Smilor fell to the
ground and was unsure whether or not he had been struck by the vehicle.6
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This information was not confirmed at the time, and later found to be inaccurate, as Glass had recently completed
his parole term.
3
Subsequent investigation revealed that Glass was a member of the Rolling 60’s, a criminal street gang which
operated in the area. An enhancement alleging several of the crimes charged against Glass were committed in
furtherance of a criminal street gang was also found to be true.
4
The FN57 is commonly referred to as a “cop killer” due to its ammunition’s reputed ability to pierce the ballistic
vests worn by law enforcement officers.
5
Glass could have driven straight ahead rather than in reverse to escape the deputies, and his only escape path was
forward, not backwards.
6
Smilor suffered injuries to his hands and knees which required medical treatment.
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Smilor’s injuries after falling to the ground and possibly being struck by Glass’ vehicle

Glass struck the front of the patrol vehicle as he was reversing, then shifted into drive and
accelerated away across the lawn of an adjoining property. Smilor stumbled as he ran back to the
patrol vehicle, dropping his notebook and other items from his pockets.7 Both Smilor and Ventura
believed Glass had deliberately attempted to strike Smilor with his vehicle.8
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These items were later recovered by Deputy Raymond Lopez.
Judge Hall concluded in his findings, “The evidence establishes beyond a reasonable doubt that Defendant Glass
intentionally attempted to strike Deputy Smilor with his car. He did not have to reverse his car in Deputy Smilor’s
direction in order to escape, indeed, he could only escape by going forward, which he ultimately did. Moroever, the
uncontradicted evidence is that Defendant Glass turned the steering wheel hard to the right. The only purpose to do
this while in reverse is to direct the car at Deputy Smilor.” Glass was found guilty of assaulting Smilor with a
deadly weapon and/or means likely to cause great bodily injury.
8
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Damage to the patrol vehicle from the collision caused by Glass

Smilor and Ventura re-entered their vehicle and observed Glass’ taillights ahead in the distance.
They lost sight of the Honda and began searching nearby streets. They spotted the Honda
approximately 30 to 40 seconds later, 50 to 200 yards from them. Glass had turned off the vehicle’s
lights and was making evasive turns as the deputies attempted to catch up to the vehicle and verify it
was the same Honda. Once they got closer to the vehicle, Ventura confirmed via the license plate
number that it was the vehicle they had stopped earlier. Smilor activated the patrol car’s siren and
overhead lights and attempted to pull Glass over.
Glass did not comply and instead accelerated away. Glass sped through a Jack-in-the-Box parking
lot, aimed his car at the patrol vehicle, then swerved at the last minute avoiding a collision by
approximately five yards. Glass then drove over a wall, a curb and some grass before entering
Imperial Highway. The deputies reversed out of the parking lot and pursued Glass.
Glass turned westbound onto Sepulveda Boulevard with the deputies following. The deputies
observed him committing several traffic violations, including driving on the wrong side of the road
into lanes of opposing traffic, running red lights and stop signs and driving at excessive speeds.
When Glass reached 111th Street and Inglewood Avenue, his vehicle jumped the curb, drove onto
the sidewalk and crashed into a vehicle that had been stopped by the California Highway Patrol
(CHP). The collision damaged the vehicle which was owned by Karen R.
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Damage to Karen R.’s vehicle from the Honda colliding into it

Glass drove his vehicle down the sidewalk after the crash and swerved his vehicle toward CHP
Officer Jordan Church, who was standing near the passenger’s side of his patrol car, positioned
behind Karen R.’s vehicle, narrowly missing him.9
Glass did not stop his vehicle, but continued down 111th Street. Smilor and Ventura continued to
give chase. Glass made his way back to Lennox Boulevard and made a wide left turn onto the
corner of Firmona and Lennox Boulevards. The deputies’ patrol vehicle suffered brake fade and
collided with the back of Glass’ car, ending the pursuit which had lasted between two to three
minutes and spanned a total distance of one to two miles.
Smilor exited the patrol vehicle and approached the driver’s side door of the Honda. The vehicle
was still running and was rocking back and forth as if Glass was still attempting to move it. Smilor
observed that Glass had a “death grip” on the steering wheel of the vehicle. Knowing there was a
9

Dash camera footage from the LASD and CHP vehicles clearly depict Glass making a noticeable swerve towards
Church. In his findings, Judge Hall also concluded that this act was an intentional assault on Church and found
Glass guilty of assault with a deadly weapon and/or by means likely to cause great bodily injury.
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firearm in the vehicle, Smilor grabbed Glass’ hands and attempted to get them out of the open
driver’s side window. Smilor repeatedly ordered Glass to exit the vehicle but Glass did not comply.
Ventura approached the vehicle from the rear and observed the struggle between Glass and Smilor.
Ventura yelled for Glass to “stop fighting and get out of the car.” Glass refused. Ventura punched
Glass in the face twice in an attempt to subdue him, but this had no effect. Smilor continued
struggling with Glass. When Glass continued resisting, Smilor told Ventura he was going to deploy
pepper spray. Ventura moved to the back of the vehicle and Smilor sprayed Glass, causing him to
remove his hands from the steering wheel and move them towards his face. Smilor opened the
driver’s side door to pull Glass from the vehicle. As he did so, Glass moved toward the passenger’s
side of the vehicle and positioned himself in the driver’s seat with one foot still in the passenger’s
side foot well. As he did so, Smilor observed Glass reach down to the center console with his right
hand and retrieve the weapon. Glass raised the gun and pointed it at Smilor’s chest.10
Ventura saw Glass move but his view of Glass’ hands was obstructed by Glass’ position. Ventura
saw that Smilor appeared to be “shocked,” and then saw Glass holding a black semiautomatic
firearm in his right hand, tucked into his body. The firearm was pointed at Smilor’s chest.
Frightened that Glass was going to begin shooting, Ventura took one step backward as Smilor fired
one round at Glass’ midsection before retreating and seeking cover.11 Ventura did not see who fired
the shot and believed his partner had been shot by Glass.
Glass “popped up” on the passenger side of the vehicle, then exited from the front passenger side.12
Glass looked at Smilor and started moving towards the rear of the vehicle where Smilor and
Ventura had taken cover.13 Glass’ hands were not visible from that location. Smilor fired two
additional rounds from his service weapon as Glass approached their position.14 As Glass reached
the rear of his vehicle, he ducked before proceeding onto Lennox Boulevard. Ventura moved
parallel to Glass while issuing commands for Glass to show his hands as Smilor radioed for backup.
Smilor then joined Ventura as Glass turned to look at the deputies. Neither Smilor nor Ventura
could see Glass’ hands and neither deputy knew if Glass was still armed with the firearm. Glass
leaned over, causing Ventura to believe he was arming himself.15 In fear for his and Smilor’s
10

Glass was convicted of assault with a firearm against Smilor. In his findings, Judge Hall concluded that both
deputies’ testimony concerning the assault were credible and the physical evidence was consistent with their
testimony.
11
This round does not appear to have struck Glass.
12
Smilor could not see whether he exited from the door or the window of the vehicle; Ventura observed Glass exit
through the window.
13
During the bench trial, the defense contended that Glass did not run towards the deputies’ location. Judge Hall
made a factual finding that Glass did, in fact, run towards the deputies based upon the physical evidence presented at
the trial. Surveillance video from a nearby location shows Glass running and Officer Ventura firing his weapon.
Glass is out of the screen immediately before and at the time Ventura fired rounds. No civilian witnesses to the
officer-involved shooting were located. One woman initially claimed to have seen the incident, but was not
cooperative with deputies and left the location without providing contact information.
14
These rounds also appear to have missed Glass.
15
During the bench trial, the defense produced a surveillance video from a house near the crime scene. To the
extent the video showed Glass’ arms in a different position than the deputies’ recollections, Judge Hall determined it
had “limited relevance because it was shot from an angle that the deputies could not see and included information
that was blocked by Defendant Glass’ body. It certainly does not support the conclusion that the deputies knowingly
shot the defendant unlawfully and are fabricating the assault on Deputy Smilor to cover up that unlawful shooting.”
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safety, Ventura fired two rounds from his service weapon, causing Glass to fall to the ground. Glass
was facing the ground with his hands underneath him. Repeated orders to show his hands were met
with a lack of compliance.

Location of Glass’ vehicle after the collision

Once backup units arrived at the location, Glass was taken into custody and provided with medical
treatment by deputies until paramedics arrived and transported him to the hospital. The firearm was
not found on Glass’ person, but was recovered by Deputy Carly Braveman, who located the item on
the front driver’s seat of the Honda with its muzzle facing toward the open driver’s side window
where Smilor had been standing. The weapon contained a fully loaded magazine as well as one
round in the chamber. A second loaded magazine was recovered from the driver’s side floorboard
of the vehicle. 16

16

The gun and magazine were loaded with blue tipped rounds of the type known to pierce ballistic armor.
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Firearm recovered from the driver’s seat of Glass’ vehicle and second magazine recovered from the floorboard
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Glass made statements to deputies assigned to accompany him to the hospital where he was treated
for gunshot wounds to his left upper thigh and right buttocks. Glass admitted to possessing the gun
for protection because “there’s a lot of black men killing each other.”17 Glass also said he was sorry
and was “not going to do this again.”
A subsequent interview by detectives was also conducted. Glass told detectives he had been shot in
the back while running. Glass said he did not remember being stopped by the police and said he
was afraid of police because his brother had been shot previously by deputies in Lancaster.18 Glass
denied committing any traffic offenses and claimed his taillight was not broken, as it had recently
been repaired.
Glass initially claimed to have no recollection of any vehicle collisions or almost hitting a CHP
officer. Later, Glass said he drove by the CHP officers “so the deputies could not shoot him” and so
the CHP could see the deputies “harassing” him. Glass also denied having struck the LASD patrol
vehicle and claimed he did not have a gun in the vehicle. Glass refused to provide a voluntary DNA
sample for comparison to the firearm which was recovered.
Glass alleged that he was racially profiled and harassed by the deputies multiple times during the
interview. Glass also claimed to not remember the incident, and said if his DNA or fingerprints
were on the gun it would be because the deputies put his hand on the gun while he was
unconscious.19
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.
In protecting himself or another, a person may use all the force which he believes reasonably
necessary and which would appear to a reasonable person, in the same or similar circumstances, to
be necessary to prevent the injury which appears to be imminent. CALCRIM No. 3470. If the
person’s beliefs were reasonable, the danger does not need to have actually existed. Id.
A police officer may use reasonable force to effect an arrest, prevent escape, or overcome
resistance of a person the officer believes has committed a crime. Penal Code section 835a. An
DNA analysis of the firearm also detected the presence of Glass’ DNA.
Per the investigating officer, Glass’ brother was shot by deputies
.
19
Glass’ DNA was found not only on the firearm, but also on the magazine which was inserted in the firearm.
Further, Glass has several arrests and convictions for firearm related offenses. When arrested in the instant matter,
he possessed a large amount of cash which was identified as having been from one of the previous robberies. Glass
was out on bail for one such robbery when this incident occurred, posted bail again after he was shot and was
subsequently arrested for having committed another robbery while on bail for charges pertaining to this incident.
The gun recovered in this matter was stolen in a residential burglary shortly before the officer-involved shooting.
17
18
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officer “may use all the force that appears to him to be necessary to overcome all resistance, even
to the taking of life; [an officer is justified in taking a life if] the resistance [is] such as appears to
the officer likely to inflict great bodily injury upon himself or those acting with him.” People v.
Mehserle (2012) 206 Cal.App.4th 1125, 1146.
An officer has “probable cause” in this context when he knows facts which would “persuade
someone of reasonable caution that the other person is going to cause serious physical harm to
another.” CALCRIM No. 507. When acting under Penal Code section 196, the officer may use
only so much force as a reasonable person would find necessary under the circumstances.
People v. Mehserle (2012) 206 Cal.App.4th 1125, 1147. And he may only resort to deadly force
when the resistance of the person being taken into custody “appears to the officer likely to inflict
great bodily injury on himself or those acting with him.” Id. at 1146; quoting People v. Bond
(1910) 13 Cal.App. 175, 189-190. The prosecution has the burden of proving beyond a
reasonable doubt that a killing was not justified. CALCRIM Nos. 505, 507.
“Where the peril is swift and imminent and the necessity for action immediate, the law does not
weigh in too nice scales the conduct of the assailed and say he shall not be justified in killing
because he might have resorted to other means to secure his safety.” People v. Collins (1961) 189
Cal.App.2d 575, 589.
California law also permits the use of deadly force by police officers when necessary to affect the
arrest of a person who has committed a forcible and atrocious felony which threatens death or
serious bodily harm. People v. Ceballos (1974) 12 Cal.3d 470. Forcible and atrocious crimes are
those crimes whose character and manner reasonably create a fear of death or serious bodily injury.
Ceballos, supra, 12 Cal.3d at 479. “An officer may use reasonable force to make an arrest, prevent
escape or overcome resistance.” Brown v. Ransweiler (2009) 171 Cal.App.4th 516. When
protecting the public peace, a police officer “is entitled to even greater use of force than might be in
the same circumstances required for self-defense.” Id.
The U.S. Supreme Court has further clarified that when an escaping felon is using a vehicle to
effectuate his escape, the risk to the lives of innocent bystanders may be higher. Plumhoff v.
Rickard (2014) 134 S. Ct. 2012.
CONCLUSION
In the instant matter, Smilor fired his service weapon after Glass had pointed a gun at him. Though
none of his rounds struck Glass, his use of deadly force is clearly justified in self-defense. Later,
after Glass had exited his vehicle, both Smilor and Ventura were unable to see Glass’ hands. When
Glass turned towards them, having already exhibited a wanton disregard for human life during the
pursuit, multiple collisions and use of his vehicle as a deadly weapon towards both Smilor and
Church, and having previously been observed with a firearm in his hand, it was not unreasonable for
Ventura to believe Glass was still armed or arming himself with a handgun as he bent down. As
such, the use of deadly force was also reasonable. Although not articulated by either deputy, each
use of deadly force was also lawful to apprehend a fleeing felon. Given the fact that Glass had
twice committed assault with a deadly weapon during the incident, the deputies were legally
justified in using deadly force to apprehend him under the law at the time this incident occurred.
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We find that Deputies Smilor and Ventura acted lawfully in self-defense, in defense of others and to
stop a fleeing felon when they used deadly force against Cornell Glass. We are closing our file and
will take no further action in this matter.

11

