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Chapter 1: Introduction

On October 22, 2013, Sonoma County Sheriff’s Deputy Erick Gelhaus shot and killed 13-year-old Andy Lopez in
the Moorland neighborhood of southwest Santa Rosa, while Lopez was walking through a vacant lot carrying an
airsoft gun designed to resemble an AK-47 assault rifle.
The killing of a Latino youth in the Moorland neighborhood by a Sheriff’s Deputy ruptured community
relationships and stirred strong emotions across Sonoma County. And this rupture occurred in the context of
long-simmering community resentments about a perceived lack of care by Sonoma County government for
the needs and concerns of the local immigrant and Latinx communities.1 In addition, many members of these
communities had long perceived local law enforcement as prejudiced against them, based on their historical
experience of law enforcement targeting their communities for enforcement actions. In this context, the Lopez
shooting ignited community outrage, resulting in multiple, contentious public protests by community activists
who believed the shooting reflected racial profiling of a child.
In contrast, local law enforcement officials and staff tended to see the shooting as a tragic outcome of reasonable
policing policies, and the community reaction as an unfair vilification of law enforcement. In the view of many
law enforcement employees and families, a deputy responded to a quickly unfolding, apparently life-threatening
incident where an unknown suspect was wielding a deadly assault weapon in a public place. From their
perspective, quick action was required and justified to protect the public, and after-the-fact second-guessing by
community activists was politically motivated. In addition, they believed it unfair to use this one incident to paint
local law enforcement as racist.
Each side tended to blame the other for this polarized conflict, which continued to build and spill over into public
protests in various settings. In this context, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors established a diverse,
21-member Community and Local Law Enforcement (“CALLE”) Task Force to explore ways to heal the ruptures
between local law enforcement and communities. This laudable decision led to over 1.5 years of challenging
community meetings, often once a week, to discuss difficult issues of police accountability and transparency,
community oriented policing, and community healing. Out of this effort, among other things, came the
recommendation to establish the Independent Office of Law Enforcement Review and Outreach (IOLERO).2
IOLERO began its first year of operation only recently, during a period of intense public change in the
environment in which law enforcement operates, both locally and nationally. IOLERO was created in September
2015 and opened its doors with a newly hired Director in April 2016. This period has seen heightened public
scrutiny nationwide and locally on decisions by peace officers, including sheriff’s deputies, on when and how to
use force. Issues that previously were the focus of attention only of law enforcement insiders and small groups
of local activists, have become the subject of non-stop media reports, social media postings, and personal
discussions among the general public. Law enforcement policies that once were considered the purview of law
enforcement experts are now being debated openly by the public.
On the national level, turmoil over these issues continues. The transition from the Obama administration to
that of President Trump has resulted in a radical reordering of federal priorities around the practices of policing
1

Latinx is defined as a person of Latin American origin or descent. The term has come to replace the terms Latino and
Latina in modern usage in the United States and is intended to be inclusive of all individuals within this community,
including men, women, transgender persons, and those who do not identify with the gender binary.
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In September 2016, the CALLE Task Force and the Board of Supervisors were recognized by the National Association for
Law Enforcement Oversight (NACOLE) with their annual Achievement in Civilian Oversight Award, for this remarkable
effort. The NACOLE award “recognized the nearly 2 year effort to bring review, transparency, and community engagement
to county law enforcement activities.”
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(from funding to transparency to community engagement to oversight), while Black Lives Matter and similar
movements continue to focus attention on law enforcement shootings of people of color. At the local level, the
killing of Andy Lopez continues to fuel controversy and division, as Deputy Gelhaus was promoted to Sergeant,
an appeals court heard arguments on whether the Lopez civil litigation will go to trial, and community activists
organized a recall campaign against Sheriff Freitas. With Sheriff Freitas’ retirement, it appears that the County
will have a robustly contested election to replace him, with many of these issues discussed in that context. In the
midst of these controversies, the great majority of the men and women of the Sheriff’s Office have continued to
do the job with which they have been charged, seeking to do so with professionalism, compassion, and honor.
At the center of these conflicting currents, IOLERO is charged with bridging differences between often bitterly
opposing viewpoints on policing and detention issues, such as use of force and racial profiling, as they relate to
the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office. As the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing said in its Final Report:
“[P]eople are more likely to obey the law when they believe that those who are enforcing it have the legitimate
authority to tell them what to do. But the public confers legitimacy only on those they believe are acting in
procedurally just ways.” One of the ways such legitimacy can be earned is through demonstrable accountability
from the Sheriff’s Office to the public. Civilian review is one mechanism through which that accountability can be
facilitated. This Annual Report is one way to provide some measure of transparency for that accountability.
The responsibilities and mission of IOLERO make it unique. While there are many other civilian review agencies in
California, and hundreds across the nation, there are relatively few charged with working with an elected county
sheriff. Both Orange and Los Angeles counties have oversight agencies working with their Sheriff’s Offices, each
based on a more limited model. San Jose has a model similar to IOLERO, but works with an appointed police chief
whose employment can be terminated by the elected City Council.3
The Board of Supervisors charged IOLERO with accomplishing many of the functions common to robust, effective,
and independent civilian oversight agencies. In this sense, the Office has embraced best practices for such
agencies. However, the Office must accomplish these tasks while working with an independently elected county
official, who is answerable primarily to the voters through the electoral process. There is no express requirement
in the Ordinance establishing IOLERO that the Sheriff cooperate with the Office. In this context, IOLERO must
achieve its missions through a cooperative approach that attempts to bring together distrusting community
members and law enforcement officials and employees to discuss difficult topics and perhaps reach some better
resolution of differences. The task is challenging but can succeed when all parties participate in good faith and
with good intentions.
Without question, policing and corrections are challenging and dangerous professions. American society,
including Sonoma County, historically has delegated to law enforcement the difficult tasks of keeping
communities safe through policing and detention. Over the years, with the collapse of mental health services,
law enforcement also has been forced to handle increasing incidents involving addiction and the mentally ill. In
many respects, the community at large has not wanted to know what is involved in achieving these tasks. Some
3

The Orange County Office of Independent Review (OIR) audits investigations conducted by the Orange County Sheriff’s
Office and reports directly to the Board of Supervisors. OIR does not take complaints, conduct robust outreach to the
community, make recommendations for changes to policies of the Sheriff’s Office, or work with the equivalent of a
Community Advisory Council.
The Los Angeles County Office of Inspector General (OIG) conducts systemic reviews of the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s
Office, making recommendations to changes in policies and practices to improve operations and responsiveness to the
community. OIG does not take complaints against officers, conduct audits of individual administrative investigations,
conduct robust outreach to the community, or work with the equivalent of a Community Advisory Council.
The San Jose Independent Police Auditor (IPA) performs multiple functions in common with IOLERO: intake of complaints;
audits of administrative investigations of complaints filed with IPA; recommendations for changes in polices of the San
Jose Police Department; robust community outreach; and working with a community advisory committee. IPA works with
a police chief appointed by and answerable to the City Manager, it audits only complaints filed with IPA, and its advisory
council does not hold public Brown Act meetings.
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level of force and violence is inherent to preventing certain individuals from harming other members of the
public or law enforcement officers. As social media sharing of video of such incidents has become common, the
public has confronted a reality from which they previously were shielded. Viewing such violence on video as it
unfolds is not pleasant and many react viscerally. Understandably, this has resulted in a corresponding unease
and increased questioning by the public of the proper role of law enforcement. Correspondingly, it has caused
law enforcement members to sometimes feel unfairly criticized for performing the difficult and often unpleasant
tasks they have been delegated by a public who now criticizes them.
Compounding this dynamic has been a growing sense in the larger culture that people of color are treated
differently in encounters with law enforcement than are White people. While this realization may be dawning
in the larger culture, it is a perception that has been long present among activists and communities of color.
As the head of the International Association of Chiefs of Police acknowledged last year, law enforcement
historically has been “the face of oppression” for communities of color.4 Members of such communities have
experienced decades of enforcement efforts targeted at their communities, sometimes carried out in an unjust
and unnecessarily brutal manner. It is only natural then, that members of these communities, who may grow up
hearing negative stories about law enforcement from trusted friend and family members, will tend to distrust
members of law enforcement. And members of law enforcement charged with policing distrustful communities
do so knowing they may be received in a manner tinged with hostility and lacking in cooperation. This tension
and unease makes all involved feel less safe, officers included.
Most experts agree that success in restoring trust that has been lost between communities and a law
enforcement agency depends on active leadership at the top of the law enforcement agency committed to that
task. No civilian review agency is capable of resolving these challenges, but we can help to make a difference.
This year, IOLERO has sought with some success to make a difference in these dynamics, in collaboration with
the Sheriff’s Office. Change, whether in practices or in perceptions, takes time, but with dedicated effort, it
happens.
This report will discuss these efforts in greater detail.

4 "Statement by IACP President Terrence M. Cunningham on the Law Enforcement Profession and Historical Injustices."
Theiacp.org. October 17, 2016. http://www.theiacp.org/ViewResult?SearchID=2690.
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Chapter 2: Executive Summary

In April 2016, IOLERO opened its doors. During its first 1.5 years, IOLERO has set up a brand new county
department; taken complaints against Sheriff’s Deputies from 16 community members; audited 28 investigations
of alleged deputy misconduct, undertaken significant outreach and education targeted to the local immigrant
community; hosted a very successful community healing circle that brought undocumented immigrants together
with deputy sheriffs; recommended to the Sheriff that his office significantly limit cooperation with federal
immigration enforcement to enhance public safety and begin to regain the trust of the immigrant community;
appointed a diverse 11-member Community Advisory Council and supported its eight monthly public meetings
to review Sheriff’s Office policies; and spent countless hours publicizing IOLERO and its functions through public
appearances, the IOLERO website, and media articles. By any measure, these are significant accomplishments for
a newly established civilian review agency.
IOLERO’s successes during this time could not have taken place without significant cooperation from the
leadership and staff of the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office. Without exception, from the Sheriff through senior
management down through line deputies and including administrative assistants and volunteers, the leadership
and staff of the Sheriff’s Office have responded to the creation and operation of IOLERO with a cooperative,
open, and helpful attitude.5 While there have been moments of tension between the two agencies, as should be
expected with the introduction of civilian review into a well-established law enforcement culture, even those rare
moments were largely handled effectively in an environment of mutual respect and cooperation. Indeed, these
moments of tension have proven to be productive learning opportunities in creating a new dynamic that includes
civilian review.
The challenges for both offices were significant as IOLERO began to set up its operations. Staff of each office
had to establish protocols that worked for both agencies, while simultaneously forging productive working
relationships. The Sheriff’s Office had a backlog of administrative investigations after years of understaffing of
the Internal Affairs division. That section quickly began to staff up and work through its backlog of investigations,
some of which were pressing up against statutory deadlines for possible employee discipline. Newly promoted
investigators had to be trained in internal affairs investigations, and the office had to adapt to new protocols that
included IOLERO review of investigations and policies.
Simultaneously, the IOLERO Director set up IOLERO’s office and infrastructure and began significant efforts to
become familiar with the organization, polices, culture, training, and personalities of the Sheriff’s Office. At the
same time, the Director also met with community members and activists from every part of the County to begin
learning their perspectives and concerns. The Director held all of these perspective in mind, while creating a First
Year Work Plan that attempted to incorporate the expressed desires of the Board of Supervisors, the CALLE Task
Force, and community members, while also consulting Sheriff’s staff. Once approved, the work under this plan
began in earnest and has guided the development of IOLERO.
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Of noteworthy assistance have been the efforts of then Assistant Sheriff Robert Giordano, formerly head of the Law
Enforcement Division and now the Acting Sheriff, and Lieutenant James Naugle, head of the Professional Standards
Bureau of the Sheriff’s Office and the liaison to IOLERO for its civilian review operations. Asst. Sheriff Giordano was key in
working with the IOLERO Director to establish the audit protocols that guide the review of administrative investigations.
Lt. Naugle’s cooperative, respectful, and responsive approach as the Sheriff’s point person with IOLERO has been
invaluable during the Office’s first year of full operations.
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I. Audits of Administrative Investigations

Auditing administrative investigations of potential misconduct by Sheriff’s Office employees is a primary function
of IOLERO. Of IOLERO’s 28 audits completed during the reporting period, IOLERO agreed with the findings of
the Sheriff’s Office investigation in 24. For 2 of the agreements, there was a sustained finding of misconduct and
the employee no longer works for the agency. For the 4 audits where IOLERO disagreed with an investigation’s
findings, 1 was converted into a policy review due to the expiration of the statute of limitations for discipline for
a sustained finding; in 1, IOLERO concluded the evidence was inconclusive and thus disagreed with the finding
that the allegation was unfounded; and in 2, the Auditor concluded that the investigation had failed to address an
issue raised by the allegations. IOLERO took 16 complaints from the public during this time, with 21 investigations
originating at the Sheriff’s Office. Overall, investigations that were initiated by Sheriff’s Office staff were more
likely to involve an actual violation of policy than those initiated in other ways.
Civilian audits of the Sheriff’s Office investigations have shown that patrol deputies typically act in a manner
consistent with the requirements of agency policies and the law, and that when deputies violate policy the Office
responds appropriately with meaningful discipline commensurate with the nature of the violation. While, on rare
occasions, administrative investigations of potential misconduct may have fallen below best practice standards,
this has been the exception to the rule of objective professionalism. Audits of these investigations appear to
have assisted the division’s pre-existing focus on increasing the quality of investigations. On two occasions during
the reporting period, the Law Enforcement Division internally initiated investigations of significant instances of
misconduct, which resulted in the employee no longer working for the department. These types of examples
should give the public some confidence that the agency is committed to enforcing standards of professionalism
for its patrol deputies.
On the jail side of the Sheriff’s Office, the picture has been less clear. In multiple investigations performed within
the detention division, audits revealed deficiencies in investigative best practices that resulted in an inability
to effectively audit the investigation and reach conclusions with strong confidence. One very significant and
complex investigation of correctional deputies was referred for audit within a few weeks of the statutory deadline
to impose discipline on involved employees. Although the investigation involved practices of significant concern,
and the factual evidence was complex and difficult to review, it was not possible to audit the investigation
within the limited time provided by the referral. Multiple other investigation files did not contain the source
information, such as recorded interviews of witnesses or complainants, which would allow an audit of the
conclusory statements of the investigator. The quality and thoroughness of Detention Division investigations does
not match that of the Law Enforcement Division of the Office. These deficiencies in the investigative process are
currently being addressed by the leadership of the Sheriff’s Office and deserve greater attention.

II. Policy Reviews and Recommendations

IOLERO also reviewed and recommended changes to Sheriff’s Office policies and practices in several areas during
the report period, including most prominently in the area of immigration policies. These reviews took place as a
part of investigation audits, as well as part of more robust reviews that included community input. A key part of
IOLERO’s civilian review function is this focus on policies and whether they best serve the valid law enforcement
goals of the Sheriff’s Office, while also considering the needs and desires of the community that office is charged
to serve and protect. Input from the community about law enforcement policies is considered a best practice in
achieving legitimacy with the community.
Among IOLERO’s recommendations have been those designed to improve the integrity and process of
administrative investigations and subsequent audits by IOLERO, as well as discrete recommendations concerning
uses of force and body worn camera use. Generally, these recommendations have been accepted by the
Sheriff’s Office as welcome suggestions for improvements. The Sheriff’s Office responded to the IOLERO
recommendations on immigration policies by changing its policies to further limit cooperation with immigration
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enforcement by the Detention Division. While this change took longer than promised, and involved mixed
messages about when and how the policy change would occur, the Sheriff’s Office eventually did change its
immigration policies effective August 18, 2017. These responses show some success in IOLERO’s policy review
mission, thus far.

III. Community Outreach and Engagement

IOLERO began its operations with significant efforts at community engagement. These efforts included general
outreach through hundreds of meetings that reached over a thousand community members in different venues.
They also included distribution of thousands of brochures, an advertising campaign in county buses, and a robust
website that offers multiple ways to engage with IOLERO. And they included the meetings of the IOLERO CAC.
IOLERO’s engagement efforts expanded and increased for a 3 month period after the Presidential election,
with a special focus on the immigrant community of the County. IOLERO’s experience revealed that there was
a significant desire within the immigrant community for greater engagement with the larger community and
with county government, including with law enforcement. But there was even greater fear that made such
engagement challenging. Complicating engagement with these communities is that members typically work
long hours and have limited time for meetings. IOLERO’s strategy of meeting immigrant parents in small groups
in public schools, and immigrant workers at day labor centers, was largely successful. However, the efforts
also required significantly more resources than anticipated. Continuing this successful effort will require either
additional staffing or more creative use of volunteers and partnerships. IOLERO strongly recommends robust
community engagement as a key component to improving relationships between underprivileged communities
and county government, including law enforcement.
IOLERO’s first Community Engagement Circle brought together immigrant community members living in the
Springs area of Sonoma Valley with Sheriff’s deputies working in that area for facilitated conversations about the
relationships between law enforcement and this community. The first Circle was a great success, receiving very
positive reviews by both community members and law enforcement, and began a conversation about improving
relationships that, if sustained, can make a difference. This experience also showed that such circles require
a great deal of preparation, resetting IOLERO’s expectations about the number of circles that the Office can
realistically sponsor each year.

IV. IOLERO’s Community Advisory Council

This year, IOLERO had great success bringing the voices of the community into a more direct relationship with
law enforcement through the IOLERO Community Advisory Council (“CAC”). IOLERO established its 11-member
CAC in October 2016. Since then, it has been very active in expressing community desires concerning law
enforcement policies and practices through its monthly, public meetings that include active participation by the
Sheriff’s Office. Although not without challenges and tensions, these meetings have provided a productive venue
through which the community may express its desires and hear responses from the Sheriff’s Office. The CAC was
instrumental in providing robust public feedback concerning the Sheriff’s Office immigration policies and the CAC
hearings and recommendations strongly influenced the eventual recommendations of IOLERO in this area.
As an advisory body, the CAC faces a challenge inherent to such bodies – namely, that the public agencies it
advises may or may not accept its advice for a variety of reasons. In addition, as a public body that also helps to
bridge the gap between the Sheriff’s Office and the public, the CAC sometimes is put in an awkward place when
there is disagreement among members of the public, or between members of the public and the Sheriff’s Office.
At times, these tensions spill over into vocal public dissent. Despite these tensions, the CAC has provided an
invaluable service in giving voice to public views and sentiments concerning policies and practices of the Sheriff’s
Office and of IOLERO. Its role in serving the missions of IOLERO should be seen as a success.
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V. Looking Toward the Future

IOLERO has had a very successful start and made significant progress in meeting its missions. The last 1.5 years
laid a solid foundation for even more progress moving forward. Looking toward the future, there is reason for
optimism, although it will depend on keeping the faith and continuing the hard work that made the first 1.5 years
successful.
In the area of audits, IOLERO hopes to expand audits into all uses of force, whether or not subject to an
investigation. In addition, IOLERO has recommended that it be allowed broader access to information in
employee personnel files, such as past complaints against deputies involved in a current audit and disciplinary
histories. IOLERO will continue to work with the Sheriff’s Office on improving the quality and completeness of
investigations, and on the timeliness of audits.
In the area of policy reviews and recommendations, IOLERO plans in the coming year to review 1) Use of Force
policies, practices, and training; 2) diversity in hiring; 3) implicit bias training; and 4) other discrete issues that
may be raised in individual audits of investigations. IOLERO also will continue to work with the Sheriff’s Office in
seeking ways to support an increased focus on community oriented policing, especially in denser areas of the
County populated by Latinx immigrants.
IOLERO plans to continue its robust community education, outreach and engagement. Nevertheless, IOLERO
acknowledges that it may not be possible to undertake the type of significant community engagement with
disadvantaged communities by IOLERO staff that was undertaken in early 2017. IOLERO hopes to find ways to
fund additional staff support for such engagement, but also will explore creative ways to use volunteers and
partner with existing resources to reach these disadvantaged communities. IOLERO seeks to sponsor 2 additional
Community Engagement Circles in the coming year.
IOLERO plans to continue to utilize its CAC to provide a community voice in IOLERO’s review and recommendation
of the policies, practices, and trainings of the Sheriff’s Office. IOLERO hopes for greater engagement with the CAC
from the Sheriff in the coming years, whoever that may be. In addition, IOLERO plans to bring the CAC meetings
to different parts of the County to the extent that proves logistically feasible.
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Chapter 3: The Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office
I. History of the Sheriff’s Office

While IOLERO began its operations in 2016, the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office has been in existence for 170
years. As one of the oldest public institutions in the County, it has its own history and culture that are very well
established. Into this history and culture, a new element, IOLERO, has recently been added. This section provides
a brief sketch of the formation and growth of the Sheriff’s Office. The Sheriff’s Office predates the existence of
the State of California, originating with the creation of the U.S. territory of California in 1847. At that time, the
Sonoma District of the territory was established and a Sheriff was named. California became a state in 1850,
and Sonoma County was one of the original counties formed at that time, with the county seat in the Town of
Sonoma, where the Sheriff housed his operations. After statehood, the county’s area of jurisdiction went through
changes, eventually arriving at the current boundaries in 1859, with the County seat in Santa Rosa.
Like today, the first Sheriffs were responsible both for policing the county and for operation of the county jail.
Over the years, the Sheriffs’ staff grew from a handful of temporarily appointed deputies beginning in 1852.
The following years saw steady growth in the population of the County, as well as the staff needed for the jail
and patrol. The first growth occurred during the Civil War, when a large segment of the county supported the
Confederate States, causing significant tension that led to the Sheriff hiring 23 temporary sworn deputies to
maintain order. Another growth spurt occurred during Prohibition in the 1920s, with deputies regularly shutting
down distillers and speakeasies. Additional growth occurred during the Great Depression, as the Sheriff and his
deputies tried to suppress union organizers working in the fields and packing plants of the county. Other growth
spurts included the two World Wars, when servicemen would often entertain themselves at the Russian River.
The 1960s brought the hiring of the first women and the first African American by the Sheriff’s Office. Staffing
continued to grow. Beginning in 1972, the jail began to be staffed not by deputies but by correctional officers
with specialized training. The 1970s also saw the start of more specialized units, including the Special Weapons
and Tactics Team (SWAT) in 1976. The trend toward modernization and specialized training continued through
until today.

II. Mission of the Sheriff’s Office

The current mission statement of the Sheriff’s Office provides: “In partnership with our communities, we commit
to provide professional, firm, fair and compassionate public safety services with integrity and respect.” The Office
provides law enforcement, court security services, and detention services to the communities of Sonoma County.

III. Organization, Staffing, & Budget of the Sheriff’s Office

Under the California Constitution and Government Code, the Sheriff is an elected official, one of a handful
elected county-wide. As such, the Sheriff is accountable primarily to the voters of the County. California
Government Code section 26602 provides that the Sheriff has authority to investigate crimes that occur within
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his geographic jurisdiction. Government Code section 26606 provides that the Sheriff has authority to keep the
county jail and the prisoners in it.6
The Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office consists primarily of two divisions that deliver services to Sonoma County: a
Law Enforcement Division, which provides policing services to the unincorporated areas of the county and to the
two contract cities of Windsor and Sonoma; and the Detention Division, which operates the county detention
facilities and associated programs. The Office also has an Administrative Services Division, which supports the
entire Office, and a Telecommunications Bureau, which provides county-wide radio services.
The FY 2017-18 budget of the Sheriff’s Office includes funding in the amount of approximately $181 Million. The
office staffing includes a total of approximately 654 funded positions, consisting of approximately 242 positions
for sworn officers in the Law Enforcement Division, 212 positions for sworn officers in Detention Division, and
approximately 200 positions that constitute administrative or other support staff.
At the time of this report, Sheriff Steve Freitas had announced his early retirement as Sheriff, having served in
that office since January 3, 2011. As of August 1, 2017, the Office is being led by former Assistant Sheriff Robert
Giordano, until a newly elected Sheriff takes the post in January 2019. Sheriff Freitas led the Office during the
period of public unrest following the shooting of Andy Lopez, as well as during the period when the Board
of Supervisors established IOLERO. Sheriff Freitas supported IOLERO’s creation and establishment and the
cooperation of he and his staff were instrumental to the success of that process.

IV. Demographic Make-up of the Sheriff’s Office Workforce

One of the significant issues facing every law enforcement agency is fostering a workforce of sworn officers who
reflect the communities that they are charged with policing. Reflecting the importance of this issue, the Final
Report of the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing (“President’s Report”) spent a good deal of space
discussing it, summarizing it this way:
Law enforcement agencies should strive to create a workforce that contains a broad range of diversity
including race, gender, language, life experience, and cultural background to improve understanding
and effectiveness in dealing with all communities.7

The importance of this issue also was recognized by the Community and Local Law Enforcement (“CALLE”) Task
Force, in its Final Report to the Board of Supervisors:
The County of Sonoma’s Workforce Diversity Report on law enforcement employees demonstrates
that the current sworn law enforcement (patrol deputy) workforce does not reflect the communities
they serve. The report indicated a significant underutilization of Latinos and women. For example, the
percentage of Latinos in other law enforcement job classifications in the County is between 16.7%
and 23.1%, but the Deputy Sheriff (patrol) has a Latino percentage of 9.5%. Latinos in the County
are estimated at 30%, and in some communities the percentage is higher. It is recommended that all
6

The Sheriff’s power is not unlimited, however. Government Code section 25303 further provides that the county Board
of Supervisors retains authority to supervise the official conduct of the Sheriff, so long as that does not interfere with the
Sheriff’s independent authority to conduct investigations of crimes. In addition, section 23013 specifically authorizes the
Board of Supervisors to transfer control of the county jail to a county created board of corrections, should it wish to do so.
In Brewster v. Shasta County (2001) 275 F.3d 803, 810, the court stated that while Govt. Code section 25303 prohibits a
Board of Supervisors from obstructing the sheriff’s investigation of crime, the Board of Supervisors nonetheless maintains
a substantial interest in the performance of the Sheriff’s Department, including the conduct of its officers. See also Dibbs
v. County of San Diego (1994) 8 Cal. 4th 1200, 1210.

7

Final Report of the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing (“President’s Report”), Washington, DC: U.S. D.O.J.,
Office of Community Oriented Policing Services, May 2015, p. 2, 16.
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levels of law enforcement staff should be more representative of the current demographics in Sonoma
County.8

So, what is the current state of diversity for the workforce of the Sheriff’s Office, approximately two years after
issuance of the CALLE Report? The situation does not appear to have changed to any significant degree since
the CALLE Report, at least among the sworn officers working in the Law Enforcement Division. For purposes
of comparison, 2016 demographic census data for the population of Sonoma County are first provided as a
reference point. For the total county population, 64% are White, while 26.6% are Latinx/Hispanic, 2.0% are Black/
African-American, 4.4% are Asian, 2.2% are American Indian/Alaskan Native, 3.9% are 2 or more races, and
0.4% are Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander. (These categories do not total to 100% as the US Census notes that
“Hispanics may be of any race, so [they] also are included in applicable race categories.”) Among the same group,
48.9% are male and 51.1% are female.9
Illustration 3-A: County of Sonoma Ethnicity and Gender Census Data, 2016
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Another comparison point is the workforce of Sonoma County government. In July 2017, the Sonoma County
government employee workforce was 73.2% White, 17.8% Latinx/Hispanic, 2.1% Black/African-American, 3.5%
Asian, 1.5% American Indian/Alaskan Native, 0.1% Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders, and 1.0% declined to state.
Among the same group, 42.1% were male and 57.9% were female.10
Illustration 3-B: County of Sonoma Employee Demographics by Ethnicity and Gender, July 2016
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Sonoma County Community and Local Law Enforcement Task Force, Final Recommendations Report, Volume 1 (“CALLE
Report”), May 12, 2015, p. 59.

9

See https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sonomacountycalifornia/IPE120215

10 These numbers come from Sonoma County Human Resources Department tracking of historical employee data.
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The Law Enforcement Division of the Sheriff’s Office currently employs 220 Deputy Sheriffs and Sergeants,
10 Lieutenants, 2 Captains, and one Assistant Sheriff. Among the 220 Deputy Sheriffs and their supervising
Sergeants, those primarily responsible for patrolling the streets of Sonoma County, the workforce remains
overwhelmingly male and White. For this group, 86.8% are White, while 9.5% are Latinx/Hispanic, 1.3% are
Black/African-American, 0.9% are Asian and 0.9% are American Indian/Alaskan Native. Among the same group,
94.1% are male and 5.9% are female. Among the 13 leadership positions within the Law Enforcement Division,
including Lieutenants, Captains, and the Assistant Sheriff, all are male. Of the 10 Lieutenants, 7 or 70% are White,
2 or 20% are Latino/Hispanic, and 1 or 10% is Black/African-American. The two Captains and the Assistant Sheriff
are all White.
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Illustration 3-D: Law Enforcement Division Leadership
Demographics by Ethnicity and Gender, June 2017
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Illustration 3-C: Law Enforcement Deputy Demographics by
Ethnicity and Gender, June 2017

The Detention Division of the Sheriff’s Office currently employs 194 Correctional Deputies and Correctional
Sergeants, 7 Correctional Lieutenants, 2 Correctional Captains, and one Assistant Sheriff. Among the 195
Correctional Deputies and their supervising Sergeants, those primarily responsible for keeping peace and order
in the jail, the workforce is significantly more diverse when compared to the Law Enforcement Division. For
this group, 71.1% are White, while 20.1% are Latinx/Hispanic, 3.6% are Black/African-American, 2.6% are Asian
and 2.1% are American Indian/Alaskan Native. Among the same group, 76.3% are male and 23.7% are female.11
Among the 10 leadership positions within the Detention Division, including Lieutenants, Captains, and the
Assistant Sheriff, there is 1 female serving as a Lieutenant, with the remaining employees in leadership being
male. Of the 7 Lieutenants, all 7 are White. The two Captains are White and the Assistant Sheriff is Black/AfricanAmerican.

11 An important factor to note is that both federal and state law require a minimum number of female correctional officers
to be employed in a facility where women inmates are housed.
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Illustration 3-F: Detention Division Leadership Demographics by
Demographics by Ethnicity and Gender, June 2017
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Illustration 3-E: Detention Division Deputy
Ethnicity and Gender, June 2017

The remaining employees of the Sheriff’s Office perform a number of different tasks that can be considered
support functions for the law enforcement and detention functions of the office. These supporting positions
range from communication dispatchers, to department analysts, to legal process servers, to administrative
assistants. For purposes of demographic reporting, these supporting positions have been lumped together.
The number of staff employed in such supporting positions totals 182. Among these 182 employees, 75.3%
are White, while 13.7% are Latinx/Hispanic, 3.3% are Black/African-American, 4.9% are Asian and 2.2% are
American Indian/Alaskan Native. Among the same group, 35.7% are male and 64.3% are female.12 The Director
of the Administrative Services Division of the office is a White female, while the manager of the communications
dispatchers is a White male.
Illustration 3-G: Administrative Support Demographics by Ethnicity and Gender, July 2017
75.3%

80.0%
60.0%

35.7%

40.0%
20.0%
0.0%

64.3%

2.2%

4.9%

American
Indian/Alaska
Na1ve

Asian

3.3%

13.7%

Black or African Hispanic or
American
La1n

White

Male

Female

12 An important factor to note is that both federal and state law require a minimum number of female correctional officers
to be employed in a facility where women inmates are housed.
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Illustration 3-H: County of Sonoma Ethnicity Demographics, 2016; Sheriff’s Office Overall Workforce by Ethnicity, June 2017;
Detention Division by Ethnicity, June 2017; Law Enforcement Division by Ethnicity, June 2017;
and Administration by Ethnicity, June 2017
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Clearly, there is work still to be done in order for the Sheriff’s Office to begin truly reflecting the diversity of the
communities that it serves. For the Law Enforcement Division, in particular, there is a steep hill to climb in order
to meet the laudable diversity goals of the President’s Report.13 This is not to disparage the professionalism of
the men and some women who patrol the streets of Sonoma County as Deputy Sheriffs. Indeed, these patrol
deputies receive training in Racial and Cultural Diversity and Racial Profiling on a regular basis as part of their
training required by the California Commission on Police Officer Standards and Training. Nevertheless, when
communities of color begin to lose trust in an agency, it can be crucial to repairing those relationships that
members of those communities see deputies that look like them, speak their language, and are familiar with the
cultures of their communities.
The peace officer hiring process inherently includes more barriers to success than most recruitment efforts,
as applicants are required by law to meet rigorous background requirements and guidelines. These rigorous
standards apply to recruitments of both Correctional and Sheriff’s Deputies in Sonoma County. These minimum
legal requirements are not only reasonable, but considered a best practice when hiring employees who are
authorized to use force against members of the public and have access to highly sensitive information. The
background screening is extensive and looks at an applicant’s personal history, social patterns, affiliations, etc.,
to assess what is referred to as “moral character.” The intent is to evaluate from this information whether an
applicant has the temperament and psychology suitable to work in a law enforcement environment. As a result
of this extensive screening process, the number of candidates hired is much lower than the number of applicants.
Therefore in these recruitments, a high number of applicants are necessary in order to fill a few vacant positions.

13 The CALLE Task Force made multiple well-reasoned recommendations for improvement in this area that should be
further considered for implementation by the Sheriff’s Office. See CALLE Report, pp. 59-63.
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The Sheriff’s Office does regularly make efforts to diversify its workforce through diversity recruitment.14 It
works with the County’s Human Resources Department to place hiring advertisements in media that appeal
to a diverse target audience. Sheriff’s Office recruitments are regularly advertised in English and Spanish
serving organizations and media such as the Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, KBBF radio, Exitos radio, La Voz
Newspaper, Latino Service Providers online newsletter, along with the International Association of Women
Police website. The Office also has a contract with Los Saludos, which places ads on behalf of the office in 2
online periodicals, Saludos (targeting a Latinx audience) and Cause (targeting an African-American audience). In
addition, the Office has several programs geared toward youth, such as its Explorer Program and Youth Academy,
that seek to interest minority and other youth in careers with the Sheriff’s Office. In addition, the Sheriff’s Office
recently retained an outside recruitment consultant to assist the office in rebranding itself to facilitate more
successful recruitment efforts, including diversity recruitment.
It should be noted that, despite these efforts, gains in workforce diversity at the Sheriff’s Office were relatively
flat from the period of December 2012 to June 2017. In some categories there were modest increases in
diversity, e.g., Hispanic or Latin representation increased by 1.6%, while in others areas there were small losses.
Overall it is a fair characterization to say that the Sheriff’s Office workforce is less diverse than Sonoma County as
a whole, and with the exception of the Detention Division, employees are more likely to be white and male.
Illustration 3-I: Sheriff’s Office Overall Workforce Diversity, 2012 and 2017
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Given the Sheriff’s Office’s lack of significant success in increasing the diversity of its work force, IOLERO
intends to focus on this issue in more depth in the coming year. Such a review will include several related
issues, among others: 1) the adequacy of recruitment efforts in securing a diverse applicant pool; 2) the
discretion currently involved in the screening and selection process used to advance applicants through the
hiring process; 3) the agency’s efforts to retain non-White and female peace officer employees; and 4) a
comparison to other law enforcement agencies that have more success with diversifying their work force.
14 In 2014, the Human Resources Department issued a Workforce Diversity Report in response to a request from the Board
of Supervisors, which examined the recruitment efforts and demographic trends of the Sheriff’s Office. The following were
findings of that report: “the percentage of Latino applicants for Deputy Sheriff is approximately 18%, which is slightly
above the County’s recent trend for all job applicants; the percentage of Latino candidates referred to the department
for consideration is approximately 17%, which indicates the examination process is not disparately impacting the Latino
applicant pool; and the Sheriff’s Office has hired a proportionately higher percentage of Latino employees in these
recent recruitments than White when considering the demographics of the initial applicants and all of those who were
interviewed by the Office.” These findings suggest that the Sheriff’s Office is trying to rectify these concerns with regard to
diversity recruiting, although there is more that could be done.
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Chapter 4: Creation, Establishment, Mission and
Operating Philosophy of IOLERO
I. Creation of IOLERO

IOLERO was created by the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors in 2015, and its authority and mission fully set
out by ordinance in 2016.15 As discussed above, IOLERO was borne out of the shooting death of a 13-year-old
Latino boy by a Sheriff’s Deputy in 2013. This tragic event led to significant public unrest and ruptured relations
between some parts of the Sonoma County community and Sonoma County law enforcement. Sonoma County
government responded by establishing a Task Force to study options for healing community rifts through
community policing, community engagement and law enforcement accountability models. One proposal that
resulted was to establish a new, independent County office charged both with civilian review of law enforcement,
and outreach to and education of the community.

With the support of the Sheriff, IOLERO was created to conduct independent reviews of investigations alleging
misconduct against employees of the Sheriff’s Office, including excessive use of force, and to engage the
community in the review and possible recommendation of policy changes to the Sheriff’s Office. The Office
is intended to assist in increasing transparency and accountability by law enforcement for the community.
Over time, it is expected that the Office will contribute to the community’s healing through renewed trust and
stronger relationships between county law enforcement and the public they serve.
Following a nationwide recruitment process, the Board of Supervisors appointed Jerry Threet as the first Director
of IOLERO in March, 2016.16 Mr. Threet began work as the new IOLERO Director on April 11, 2016. The Office
became fully operational four months later, in August, 2016, following agreement with the Sheriff’s Office on the
audit protocols that would guide the reviews of administrative investigations and with the hire of IOLERO’s sole
staff member.

II. Missions of the Office

The missions of IOLERO include providing independent, objective review of investigations of alleged misconduct
by Sheriff’s Office employees; reviewing, recommending, and advocating for changes to Sheriff’s Office policies
that seek to bring them into better alignment with best practices and community desires; providing forums
for community input and feedback on the mission, policies, and practices of the Sheriff’s Office; increasing
the transparency of decision making and policies of the Sheriff’s Office; facilitating opportunities for better
engagement between the community and the Sheriff’s Office, including IOLERO sponsored Community
Engagement Circles; and conducting robust community outreach to the communities of Sonoma County,
especially disadvantaged communities who experience more contacts with law enforcement. Also noteworthy, as
it sometimes gets lost in the discussion of civilian review of the Sheriff’s Office, is that IOLERO takes complaints
and audits investigations that involve both members of the public who interact with patrol deputies, as well as
inmates who interact with correctional deputies and staff of the county jail.
The missions of IOLERO were developed by the CALLE Task Force during its countless meetings and discussions
with community members and experts in law enforcement and civilian review. The core missions of IOLERO
were derived by the CALLE Task Force in part from the influential Final Report of the President’s Task Force on
21st Century Policing (“President’s Report”), itself a product of countless meetings by national experts, including
15 See Appendix A for the ordinance in its entirety.
16 See Appendix B for full biographical statement of Director Threet.
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significant input from law enforcement. IOLERO’s missions were set out clearly in the CALLE Task Force Report
and carried forward largely intact by the Board of Supervisors, as evidence by their hearings on establishment of
the office.17 As part of the hiring process, the Board entrusted to the Director the discretion to implement these
missions more fully in establishing the Office. The Director presented detailed plans for implementation to the
Board in August 2016 during a public hearing in which the Board accepted the IOLERO First Year Work Plan.18
Each of these missions is further explained in separate sections, below.

a. Independent Civilian Audit of Sheriff’s Office Investigations

When trust has broken down between law enforcement and the community, one of the key questions becomes,
“How can we trust them to investigate their own?” At its core, this question reflects a community belief that trust
is facilitated, and investigation results are seen as more valid, when investigations are conducted or reviewed by
a civilian who is independent of the law enforcement agency. While there are a variety of possible models that
respond to this community concern, IOLERO was established on the basis of an “auditor model” of civilian review.
As the CALLE Task Force stated in its Final Report:
The [IOLERO] will audit the investigations as well as the conclusions reached [by the Sheriff’s Office] to
ensure they are complete, thorough, objective and fair, and will provide feedback to the Sheriff’s Office
on each audited investigation. Collaboration is required in order to successfully navigate the complex
legal landscape which sets the parameters and authority of an independent auditor function. Given the
fact the Office of Sheriff is an elected officer as set forth in the California Constitution, implementation
of an audit system can only be successful with the cooperation of the Sheriff.19

These principles have been carried forward by IOLERO in establishing the independent, civilian auditor system
for reviewing Sheriff’s Office investigations of its employees. Under this model, the investigation of misconduct
allegations continues to reside with the law enforcement agency, and those investigations are independently
audited to ensure that they were conducted in a complete, fair, unbiased, and timely manner. Ideally, this model
creates a feedback system where auditor criticisms of the investigation process and/or results are internalized
by the law enforcement agency and can positively influence the culture of a department. This feedback system
is enhanced by public reporting of the auditor’s recommendations for improvement.20 By keeping investigations
internal with outside review, a culture of positive improvement may then be facilitated.
In addition, civilian review of investigations requires increased transparency in order to improve community trust.
For most civilian review agencies, and particularly in states like California where officer personnel records receive
strong confidentiality protection, transparency is provided through annual, summary level reporting on audit
outcomes, as well as of recommendations for changes to policies and practices. Given the statutory restrictions
on releasing information from individual investigation files, IOLERO was set up to provide transparency about
Sheriff’s Office investigations at an aggregate level through this Annual Report.

17 See, for example, the August 18, 2015 hearing of the Board, during which some of these issues were discussed. (http://
sonoma-county.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=521&meta_id=168318)
18 See Appendix C for IOLERO First Year Work Plan.
19 CALLE Report, May 12, 2015, p. 29.
20 De Anglis, Rosenthal, & Buchner, Civilian Oversight of Law Enforcement: A Review of the Strengths and
Weaknesses of Various Models, September 2016, pp. 12-13.
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b. Reviewing Policy and Recommending Changes to Reflect Community Input

One of the first pillars of the President’s Report focuses on how a law enforcement agency can most effectively
build trust and legitimacy with the public. It states, “In order to achieve external legitimacy, law enforcement
agencies should involve the community in the process of developing and evaluating policies and procedures.”21
In describing the intended mission of IOLERO and its Community Advisory Council (“CAC”), the CALLE Task Force
stated:
A significant measure of transparency is whether a community has the opportunity to comment on
policies, practices and other law enforcement strategies.
[...]
[IOLERO] will be headed up by the Chief Auditor who will receive advice from an [IOLERO CAC].
Under direction of the Auditor, the [IOLERO CAC] will convene from time to time to conduct public
meetings and hearings to facilitate communication and understanding between the community and
law enforcement. As the result of direct public testimony at these public hearings the Auditor’s Office
and the [IOLERO CAC] would provide advice to law enforcement on policies and procedures, training
methods and subject areas, trends and needs within the community, as well as trends in complaints
and performance of law enforcement.22

This principle has been carried forward in IOLERO’s practice of incorporating input from the community in making
recommendations to the Sheriff’s Office on changes to its policies and practices, both through the IOLERO CAC
and through direct outreach to affected community members. Inclusion of such community feedback in policy
recommendations is critical. As the President’s Report noted, “If police are to carry out their responsibilities
according to established policies, these policies must be reflective of community values and not lead to practices
that result in disparate impacts on various segments of the community. They also need to be clearly articulated
to the community and implemented transparently so police will have credibility with residents and the people
can have faith that their guardians are always acting in their best interests.”

c. Engaging the Community to Rebuild Trust and Improve Relationships

Experts agree that the practice of effective policing cannot hope to be successful unless there is a basic fabric
of trust between a law enforcement agency and the communities it is charged to protect and serve. Both
nationally and locally, that fabric of trust recently appears to have frayed, and historically there has been little
trust between law enforcement and communities of color. In Sonoma County, there is a long history of distrust
between law enforcement and local immigrant communities. Recently, the strains of that relationship have
spilled over into the view of the general public, in connection both to the Andy Lopez shooting and to recent
focus on local law enforcement cooperation with immigration enforcement.
As the President’s Report recommended, “In communities that have high numbers of interactions with
authorities for a variety of reasons, police should actively create opportunities for interactions that are positive
and not related to investigation or enforcement action.”23 While there are many opportunities that may fit within
this recommendation, they all involve robust engagement with the communities policed by a law enforcement
agency. IOLERO cannot supplant the need for direct community engagement by the Sheriff’s Office, but it can
provide a crucial bridging function between the Sheriff’s Office and those same communities.
The CALLE Task Force spent considerable time discussing the importance of this mission in its Final Report. It
summed up its view this way: “The LEA Subcommittee expects the [IOLERO] to be deeply involved in community
outreach and engagement. While the audit aspect of the [IOLERO] is of critical importance, the community
21 President’s Report, p. 15.
22 CALLE Report, pp. 28-29.
23 President’s Report, p. 14.
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outreach and engagement aspect will provide the greatest benefit over time.”24 In addition, the CALLE Task Force
separately discussed the need for robust community engagement in its two sections discussing Community
Policing and Community Healing. In each section, the need for facilitated community engagement forums in all
parts of the county was emphasized as a way forward in bridging the trust gap.
IOLERO has sought to carry forward this emphasis on community engagement in multiple ways. One key way
has been through the appointment of the IOLERO CAC and in supporting its monthly public meetings, which
have been robustly attended and directly engaged the public concerning policies of the Sheriff’s Office. These
meetings also have received significant media coverage through multiple forums that further engaged the
community. In addition, IOLERO has made a concerted effort to directly engage disadvantaged communities in
two main ways. First, the Director has met with these communities in multiple small forums at times and places
that were convenient for community members, with the assistance of service organizations trusted by the
community. Second, IOLERO sponsors Community Engagement Circles that facilitate direct discussions between
the community and law enforcement. These circles provide small, structured group settings designed to provide
a safe environment for frank discussions between the community and employees of the Sheriff’s Office.

d. The Overarching Role of IOLERO and its CAC in these Missions

As mentioned above, IOLERO and its CAC are intended to act as a bridge between communities and law
enforcement in seeking to repair ruptures in relationships that have been decades in the making. As mediating
and bridge-building actors in this process, the role of IOLERO and the CAC may seem perplexing or even counterproductive to those who have spent years in opposition to one another. Yet, this role can be critical to the process
of rebuilding trust. As the president of the National Association for Civilian Oversight of Law Enforcement noted
in the President’s Report, civilian review must be impartial in order to be effective.
Citizen review is not an advocate for the community or for the police. This impartiality allows oversight
to bring stakeholders together to work collaboratively and proactively to help make policing more
effective and responsive to the community. Civilian oversight alone is not sufficient to gain legitimacy;
without it, however, it is difficult, if not impossible, for the police to maintain the public’s trust.25

For some community activists, who may perceive the law enforcement-community relationship through the
lens of historical injustice and who have long called for greater oversight of police agencies, these principles can
ring hollow. It is not surprising, then, that some may characterize the practice of impartiality by a civilian review
agency as akin to complicity with injustice. And for law enforcement leaders and staff who believe they are
painted by activists with a broad brush that ignores the good they do and the challenges they face, the opposite
suspicions may arise. From this perspective, a civilian review agency can seem like a few amateur outsiders
coming into an organization of experts to pursue an agenda dictated by activists and politicians, under the cover
of the concept of impartiality.
Yet, it is precisely such polarization that necessitates the impartiality with which civilian review must operate.
Audits of misconduct investigations must favor neither the community nor the police, but seek the truth based
on the facts. Policy reviews and recommendations must be based on an objective review of the interests of
the communities affected, as well as the operational concerns and interests of law enforcement employees.
Community engagement opportunities must be facilitated in such a way that all participants can feel respected,
heard, and emotionally safe. If IOLERO or the CAC were to be seen by either the community or law enforcement
as their advocate, then the other side would lose trust in IOLERO’s ability to facilitate this crucial process. These
concerns are even more important in a legal and political environment where the ability of IOLERO to operate

24 CALLE Report, p. 28.
25 President’s Report, p. 26.
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effectively is dependent upon the cooperation of the Sheriff’s Office. IOLERO therefore has as a basic operational
and philosophical mission to conduct its operations in a fair and impartial manner, with loyalty to the truth.

III. Organization, Staffing, Budget, and Establishment of IOLERO

IOLERO is the County’s newest and smallest department consisting of the Director and an Administrative
Coordinator. In addition, the Office is assisted by the 11 volunteers who serve on the IOLERO CAC, many of
whom generously donate their time to volunteer at community events and meetings to educate the public about
IOLERO. IOLERO’s approved budget for FY 2016-17 was $527,335 and included funding for staff salaries and
benefits, as well as miscellaneous expenses related to consultants for translation and other services, support of
the IOLERO Community Advisory Counsel, and materials and supplies. After adoption of the FY 2016-17 budget,
$300,000 in pass-through funding was transferred from the County Administrator’s Office budget to IOLERO’s
budget, for 3 outside contracts supporting projects recommended by the CALLE Task Force. No additional funding
was provided to IOLERO to administer those 3 contracts.
IOLERO’s FY 2017-18 budget was funded at $596,106, which includes $100,000 in continued pass-through
funding for 1 of the outside contracts that IOLERO continues to administer. Subtracting that $100,000, IOLERO’s
funding decreased to $496,106 from $527,335. While the IOLERO Director requested additional funding
for a new staff member to assist with the Office’s mission of community engagement, there was significant
competition from many departments for available funding, and IOLERO’s request was not approved. IOLERO
continues to be staffed by two employees, the Director and an Administrative Coordinator, with the volunteer
assistance of members of the IOLERO CAC.
IOLERO’s two-person staff is responsible for all of the missions of IOLERO, including engagement with
communities throughout the county, ensuring that the office is open to the public during business hours, as well
as civilian review of a department that includes over 450 sworn officers.

IOLERO continues to recommend funding for at least one additional staff member in order to most effectively
accomplish the multiple missions with which it has been charged.
a. IOLERO’s First Year of Operation

In August of 2016, IOLERO published its First Year Work Plan, which was received and approved by the Board of
Supervisor in a public hearing. The First Year Work Plan set out clearly the objectives and priorities of the office,
based on the principles set out in Section II, above. IOLERO’s objectives and priorities over the last 1.5 years
have fallen into 8 general categories: 1) Start-Up Tasks; 2) Public Complaint Intake System; 3) Audit Protocols
and Procedures; 4) Community Outreach and Education; 5) Data Tracking, Review, and Analysis; 6) Mediation
Program; 7) Community Engagement Program; and 8) Contract Administration. IOLERO has seen significant
accomplishments in each of these objectives, with many now classified as completed. Each category is discussed
separately below, beginning first with the list of the objectives included in the First Year Work Plan, followed by a
brief discussion of what has been accomplished in pursuit of those objectives. Subsequent chapters of this report
will include a fuller discussion of key areas.

b. Start-up Tasks

As a new department of County government, IOLERO’s first task was to establish itself as a fully functioning
office, a process akin to setting up a start-up company. Among the many tasks that were unique to the initial four
months of IOLERO’s operations were the following:
• Set up the physical office space for operation and reception of the public;
• Set up a website presence for IOLERO, including an online complaint intake system;

19

• Complete the recruitment for an Administrative Coordinator position funded by the Board of Supervisors to
support the work of the Office;
• Visit other civilian review agencies to learn what procedures, protocols, and programs they have in place,
what their experience has been with these procedures, and whether they might be appropriate for or
adaptable to Sonoma County;
• Establish internal policies and procedures for IOLERO, including complaint intake and confidentiality
protocols for peace officer personnel records;
• Explore alternative service delivery models, including satellite offices, alternative hours by appointment,
etc., in order to best meet the needs of target communities;
• Investigate, procure, and set up an effective database system for intake and tracking of complaints, as well
as for statistical and trend analysis of data from the Sheriff’s Office on law enforcement encounters, and;
• Develop and implement performance measures for IOLERO, including possible survey instruments.
IOLERO made great progress on these tasks. Most of these items were completed by August of 2016, with
the Office becoming fully operational at that time. IOLERO’s first four months were a whirlwind of activity
akin to juggling dishes while balancing on the back of a galloping horse. At the same time, the Director met
with hundreds of individual community members, community groups and activists during this period who
were interested in law enforcement issues. Getting the Office fully functioning by August was a significant
achievement.
Still under review are the possibility of alternative delivery models for complaint intakes. IOLERO is exploring
partnering with Department of Human Services to share satellite office space planned in other parts of the
county when it comes online. In addition, several local non-profit service providers have offered the use of their
spaces for off-site office hours.
With regard to possible performance measures, IOLERO may contract next year with an outside consultant with
expertise in oversight to conduct a performance review of IOLERO’s first two years. Initial reviews of the costs of
a statistically valid survey instrument suggests this option is beyond the resources of IOLERO to fund solely from
its own budget. IOLERO therefore is beginning to explore the possibility of partnering with other county agencies
for such a survey. Such a survey could explore both knowledge of and satisfaction with IOLERO, as well as how
the public perceived local law enforcement and the Sheriff’s Office along a number of axes.

c. Public Complaint Intake System

One of the key goals of IOLERO in its initial year has been to fully establish a system to receive complaints from
the public concerning law enforcement. Among the tasks involved in setting up an effective public complaint
intake system were the following:
• Develop and print complaint forms that are ADA-compliant for web accessibility and easily understandable
for both English and Spanish speaking individuals;
• Set up an online public complaint interface on the IOLERO website;
• Establish relationships with community and government partners that will allow wide distribution of
IOLERO complaint forms in multiple geographic locations and various settings;
• Establish internal policies and procedures for receiving complaints, and for maintaining the confidentiality
of complaint records that qualify as peace officer personnel records;
• Explore alternative service delivery models, including satellite offices, alternative hours by appointment,
etc., in order to best meet the needs of members of target communities who may wish to file complaints;
and
• Investigate, procure, and set up an effective database system for intake and tracking of public complaints.
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Most of these items were completed by August of 2016. Members of the public have multiple options for filing
a complaint in both Spanish and English and staff are ready to discuss their complaints and answer questions
in either language. IOLERO’s complaint forms and brochures explaining the complaint process are available in
multiple offices of county government, as well as through non-profit partners. IOLERO has completed intake on
16 complaints filed against Sheriff’s employees with our office this year, as well as assisted multiple clients with
information about how to file complaints against other local law enforcement agencies.
The Office is committed to providing a safe environment in which to file a complaint and be heard, while also
setting realistic expectations for complainants about what is possible within the complaint process. IOLERO seeks
to conduct a complaint interview with each complainant, during which the process is fully explained, including
its potential benefits and its limits. One challenge in this process has been the inability of some complainants,
often due to mental health challenges, to accept the limitations inherent in the audit process. To address these
challenges, IOLERO staff also have undertaken specialized training in handling interviews with individuals who
may be experiencing the effects of trauma, addiction, and/or mental illness.
Still under review is the possibility of alternative service delivery models (see above). Upon review of database
systems for intake and tracking of complaints, IOLERO decided that the most cost effective option for this
purpose was Microsoft Excel.

d. Protocols and Procedures for IOLERO Audits of Investigations

Another key objective during IOLERO’s first year has been the establishment of a fully functioning system of
audits of the Sheriff’s Office administrative investigations of alleged employee misconduct. Meeting this objective
has involved the following tasks:
• Negotiate with the Sheriff’s Office protocols to govern audits by IOLERO of internal administrative
investigations conducted by the Sheriff’s Office;
• Negotiate access to the confidential peace officer personnel files necessary to conduct IOLERO audits of the
Sheriff’s Office;
• Make publicly available the protocols and procedures governing audits;
• Monitor protocols for effectiveness and negotiate changes as needed;
• Audit investigations of all complaints filed by community members with IOLERO;
• Audit all investigations of “critical incidents,” “uses of force,” and other select incidents of alleged
misconduct, such as bias;
• Audit sampling of remaining investigations of misconduct complaints;
• Report in the Annual Report on aggregate audit findings and general characteristics of the investigations, as
well as any recommendations for changes in Sheriff’s Office policies.
By August of 2016, IOLERO and the Sheriff’s Office had established the protocols and procedures to be used
by IOLERO to audit administrative investigations. The negotiation between IOLERO and the Sheriff’s Office
on protocols was cooperative, with one substantive disagreement: IOLERO sought access by the Auditor to
interviews of deputies and witnesses as they were occurring, rather than waiting to review audio recordings
of those interviews at the end of the investigation. IOLERO recommended allowing such access to avoid any
questions “after the fact” about the demeanor or credibility of a witness, or the completeness or bias of an
interview. The Sheriff’s Office believed that scheduling difficulties for interviews would interfere with meeting
their overarching goal of timeliness in completing the investigation and audits. Therefore, the audit process has
proceeded with the Auditor relying on audio recordings of witness interviews.
As described, IOLERO published a brochure in Spanish and English explaining to the public the complaint and
audit process, as well as publishing the process on the IOLERO website. Under the protocols, IOLERO audits
all investigations of complaints filed with IOLERO. IOLERO also audits any investigations originating at the
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Sheriff’s Office of the following types of allegations: use of force; racial bias; Fourth Amendment violations; and
investigations likely for other reasons to have a high public profile.
At this time, IOLERO has logged 37 investigations to be audited since August of 2016. 30 of those investigations
have been completed and referred for audits, and IOLERO has completed 28 of those 30 audits. While IOLERO
experienced a backlog of audits for a period of several months, the Office is now timely with all audits and has
eliminated its backlog. For more comprehensive information about these audits, see Chapter 6, discussing data
and trends for complaints, investigations, and audits.

e. Community Outreach and Education

IOLERO was charged by the Board of Supervisors with developing and implementing a robust community
outreach and education plan, in order to more fully engage the community and to bridge the gap between law
enforcement and parts of the community. Key to achieving these goals are the following tasks included in our
Work Plan:
• Appearances by IOLERO at meetings of community groups throughout the county;
• Outreach by IOLERO at community events, such as Roseland Cinco de Mayo celebration, local town/city
festivals, relevant small community organization events, etc.;
• Meetings throughout the year with community members to educate them on the role and plans of IOLERO,
as well as take input on the goals and expectations of the community;
• Meetings with key stakeholders and potential County government collaborators to understand the County
government environment in which IOLERO will function, as well as find opportunities to more effectively
partner in achieving the goals of IOLERO;
• Identification of “hotspots” where encounters between law enforcement and particular communities are
likely or have been high, and targeting of outreach efforts to those affected communities;
• Outreach to disadvantaged communities in order to increase the profile of IOLERO, as well as to engage and
involve those communities;
• Work through community non-profits and stakeholders to leverage exposure to IOLERO by their clients and
members;
• Partner with members of Board of Supervisors to appear at district town hall meetings;
• Partner with other departments, such as the Public Defender’s Office, the District Attorney’s Office, etc., to
publicize the existence, location and hours of IOLERO;
• Develop, publish and distribute IOLERO pamphlets in both English and Spanish;
• Develop easily accessible web presence in both English and Spanish, with forms that may be downloaded;
• Establish an IOLERO Community Advisory Council (CAC) and begin meetings:
§ develop an application to collect relevant information about each applicant to the CACs, solicit
applications through a wide variety of community groups and government agencies;
§ select CAC members, with a goal of 50% participation from communities of color;
§ set up monthly meetings, supported by food and translation services so that individuals from all
income levels are able to participate, both as board members and public participants;
§ develop a list of policies of the Sheriff’s Office to serve as the focus of meetings to determine if
specific policies are appropriate and the best fit for Sonoma County, from the perspective of the
greater Sonoma County communities affected by those policies;
§ invite Sheriff’s Office presentations on select policies and rationale for the current version in
place, and also from other jurisdictions that have implemented alternative approaches from those
of the Sheriff’s Office;
§ solicit presentations by experts on policy areas reviewed by the CAC;
§ take public comment on current policies and any proposed recommendations for changes to
those policies;
§ CAC report to IOLERO Director on recommendations for policy changes;
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IOLERO Director either adopts policy recommendation or explains disagreement, then forwards
IOLERO recommendations to Board of Supervisors and Sheriff’s Office;
• Provide link on IOLERO website to key policies of the Sheriff’s Office determined to be of interest to
community groups, as well as any recommended changes to those policies;
• Provide simple, easy to understand summaries of processes involved in public complaints against officers,
to be published on the IOLERO website, as well as on printed pamphlets; and
• Collaborate with youth and youth serving organizations to develop and publish a Youth Guide to Law
Enforcement Practices, to be distributed to youth and their parents, covering both appropriate behavior by
youth during law enforcement encounters, as well as the legal rights of youth in those situations.
§

From the outset, IOLERO’s Director and staff gave significant focus to the many tasks outlined under this
objective. The Director implemented a comprehensive outreach and engagement program that was largely
successful in achieving the above tasks. This included general outreach to civic groups, targeted engagement
of disadvantaged communities, tabling at community events, creating and maintaining an informative website,
publishing explanatory brochures, generating media stories, and creating and supporting the Community
Advisory Council. Given the other initiatives on which IOLERO has been focused, the Office had insufficient
resources to develop a Youth Guide to Law Enforcement Practices during the past year, but hopes to be able to
focus on this project in the coming year should resources allow it. More comprehensive information about these
community outreach efforts is provided in Chapter 7 of this report.

f. Data Tracking, Review, and Analysis

One of the key ways in which IOLERO seeks to provide improved transparency is through the tracking, analysis,
and reporting of data related to public complaints, and law enforcement encounters. Among the individual tasks
involved in successfully implementing this key mission are the following:
• Investigate, procure, and set up an effective database system for intake and tracking of public complaints
filed with IOLERO;
• Identify trends and correlations in complaints, investigations, and audits, and analyze those trends and
correlations for meaning;
• Identify and negotiate access to key data sets in the custody of the Sheriff’s Office or other criminal justice
agencies that relate to law enforcement encounters, identify trends and correlations in the data, and
analyze those trends and correlations for meaning; and
• Report on findings from IOLERO’s data analysis to the Sheriff’s Office, the Board of Supervisors, and the
public, in the IOLERO Annual Report.
As mentioned above, IOLERO is relying on Microsoft Excel to track and analyze data on the complaints filed
directly with our office, as well as those originating at the Sheriff’s Office. In addition, IOLERO has limited access
to information contained in the Administrative Investigations Management (“AIM”) database used by the Sheriff’s
Office to track their personnel investigations and other employee information. IOLERO can access all information
related to an employee investigation that is subject to IOLERO audit, but that access is granted only at the
conclusion of the investigation. IOLERO is unable to generate its own data reports from information within the
AIM database, but has requested and received information reports generated by the Sheriff’s Office from AIM.
Among data requested by IOLERO that has not been provided by the Sheriff’s Office is data on all law
enforcement stops, including demographic information, charges, dispensation, use of force, etc. While the
California Attorney General has issued regulations under a new state law that will require agencies to collect
such data, Sonoma County will not be required to do so until at least 2022.26 At this time, the Sheriff’s Office
reports that there is no reliable data from which to conduct an analysis of stop data related to the Sheriff’s Office.
26 See AB 953, Weber, approved by the Governor on October 3, 2015, attached at Appendix D.
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Obtaining that data reportedly would require an extensive effort to correlate information from multiple data
sources and clean up the data to make it meaningful. Neither the Sheriff’s Office nor IOLERO have the resources
that would be required to complete this data project at this time.

IOLERO recommends that the Sheriff’s Office begin collecting this data in a useable form immediately, rather
than waiting until the state statute requires it.
The results of data analysis in multiple areas are presented below in Chapter 6 of the Annual Report.

g. Mediation Program

While all complaints from the public against deputies are subject to investigations by the Sheriff’s Office, IOLERO
typically will audit only serious allegations or complaints filed with IOLERO. Less serious complaints, such as
discourtesy or failure to investigate in some cases, may not warrant a full-fledged investigation and audit. Some
agencies have found that such complaints can be successfully mediated to the satisfaction of all parties, with
the benefit that each better understands the perspective of the other. During its first year, IOLERO has explored
mediation programs used by other civilian review offices, with the intention of developing a mediation program
to be proposed for next year. Among the tasks that have been involved in in this exploration are the following:
• Consult multiple civilian review agencies to learn how their mediation programs operate;
• Identify those types of public complaints that may be more appropriate to resolution through a voluntary
mediation process;
• Meet with members of the North Bay Area community of mediation professionals to explore the possibility
of establishing a mediation program staffed by volunteer mediators;
• Work with the Sheriff’s Office and employee union representatives to discuss issues that may be raised by
voluntary mediation of complaints filed by members of the public;
• Develop a model for mediation of complaints that will be effective for the unique characteristics of the
Sonoma County environment; and
• Begin steps to implement such a mediation program under the auspices of IOLERO.
IOLERO has completed most steps in the above list. In preliminary discussions, Sheriff Freitas stated that he did
not favor a mediation program to resolve low-level complaints and would not require his deputies to participate
in one. Nevertheless, he also indicated that he would be willing to reconsider this view when presented with a
concrete proposal. IOLERO therefore has worked with community members and with mediation professionals to
develop a mediation pilot program to be proposed to the Sheriff’s Office. The development of this proposal has
included discussions with multiple other civilian oversight agencies about their programs and the opportunities
and challenges to mediation they have experienced. The leadership of the Deputy Sheriff’s Association expressed
openness to considering a pilot mediation program with the Sheriff’s Office.

This mediation pilot proposal is in the end stages and will soon be proposed to the Sheriff’s Office for further
discussion.
h. Community Engagement Program

Perhaps one of IOLERO’s most challenging tasks, as well as one with the most potential upside, is that of helping
repair the divisions between law enforcement and distrusting county communities. Through collaboration
with the Sheriff’s Office, IOLERO has sought to bring together members of law enforcement and members of
communities that experience distrust of law enforcement, in an effort to bridge the differences between them.
This effort has involved the following tasks:
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• Collaborate with the Sheriff’s Office to set up Community Engagement Circle meetings with the intent of
bridging the gaps between law enforcement and parts of the community;
§ involve members of law enforcement (drawn primarily from Sheriff’s Office) and community
members (with an emphasis on disadvantaged communities);
§ set up a professionally facilitated process for the meetings to enhance their effectiveness and
lessen the risk of provocative conflict;
§ engage each circle in a structured, facilitated sharing of each person’s emotional and factual truth
about their experiences connected to law enforcement;
§ seek to humanize each perspective and undermine the process of caricature that often typifies
such interactions;
§ pursue a goal of six such circles per year at locations throughout the County.
• Mediation Program – as more fully described above, IOLERO will explore establishing a mediation program
to resolve less serious complaints against deputies. Modeled on existinsg programs in several other
jurisdictions, this program would allow complainants to sit down with deputies against whom they have
filed a complaint, with the goal of each participant more completely understanding the perspective of the
other. The experience with this model in other jurisdictions has shown that such mediated encounters
achieve understanding and humanize situations that had become polarized in the midst of conflict and
confrontation. They therefore serve as another model of community healing.
• Collaborate with the Sheriff’s Office in series of “Community Service” opportunities where IOLERO and the
Sheriff’s Office work on community building projects in disadvantaged communities.
Early on, the Sheriff’s Office responded positively to IOLERO’s request to support Community Engagement Circles
and made a commitment to participation by deputies who staff the patrol district where the circles are held.
Given IOLERO staffing limitations and competing priorities, as well as the significant effort required to put on
a successful circle, IOLERO was able to plan and implement only one Community Engagement Circle this year.
Nevertheless, the effort was a great success, and is discussed more fully in Chapter 7, below.
In addition to the Community Engagement Circles, IOLERO participated in community service with the Sheriff’s
Office in the Moorland neighborhood for the annual Day of Caring in September 2016. While we hope to partner
with the Sheriff’s Office for more such community building activities next year, the press of competing tasks has
made this a lower priority than many other commitments.

i. Contract Administration

The CALLE Task Force recommended to the Board of Supervisors the funding of several initiatives designed to
address social justice issues and divert at-risk county youth from involvement with the criminal justice system.
The Board responded by supporting the following third-party programs with funding:
• Expansion of the Student Congress, a self-empowerment program by the North Bay Organizing Project in
which high school students are trained in community and political organizing and participate in a congress
to make decisions for themselves on policy issues and priorities (one-time award);
• Establishment of a Restorative Justice Collaborative with the Sonoma County Office of Education designed
to root principles of restorative justice in the county public schools, as an alternative to disciplinary
measures that can negatively impact student ability to remain in and participate productively in school
(one-time award);
• Expansion of restorative justice programs by Restorative Resources for middle school students beyond
those already provided to Santa Rosa city schools to middle schools in all county school districts (on-going
support during a three year contract).
Following the funding of each of these programs, IOLERO last year assumed responsibility for oversight of
the funded programs according to the provisions of the agreements. This has required more resources than
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anticipated in order to bring the grant recipients into better alignment with the contract requirements for
distributing funds. Administering these agreements also included an unanticipated benefit of gaining greater
access to school resources and mediation professionals that have been helpful to IOLERO in conducting
community outreach and developing a mediation proposal.
Funding for the programs of the North Bay Organizing Project and the Sonoma County Office of Education was for
one year only, but the Restorative Resources contract was funded through the next two years. IOLERO therefore
will continue to administer the contract for this program.
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Chapter 5: Overview of the Complaint Process

IOLERO understands that an individual’s decision to file a complaint against a sworn peace officer can be a
difficult one, but only through the filing and investigation of such complaints can improper employee behavior
be appropriately discovered and addressed. One of the primary functions of IOLERO is to serve as a neutral,
independent location where a member of the public may file a complaint against the Sheriff’s Office, without
concern that they may experience discomfort or intimidation during that process. Each complaint filed with
IOLERO will automatically result in IOLERO auditing the investigation, regardless of the type of complaint.
Alternatively, any person may file a complaint directly with the Sheriff’s Office, but for complaints originating at
the Sheriff’s Office, IOLERO will audit only those allegations involving use of force, biased policing, or a violation
of constitutional rights.
The administrative complaint process involves potential discipline of Sheriff’s employees by the management of
that office. Should a complaint investigation result in a sustained finding of employee misconduct, it may result
in disciplinary action against an employee. Discipline can range from a letter of reprimand in the employees’
permanent file, to termination of employment. The Sheriff’s Office, like many public entities, employs a system
of “progressive discipline” for its employees. Progressive discipline means that a first offense usually will result
in lower level discipline of the employee, with more severe discipline occurring for commission of a subsequent
violation. Sheriff’s deputies who have completed their probationary employment period are civil servants
who can be dismissed only for good cause after an investigation finding they violated policies governing their
employment. Deputies also have the benefit of additional employment protections set out in the Peace Officers’
Bill of Rights (“POBR”), Govt. Code Sections 3300, et seq., and any peace officer personnel record, including a
record of investigation, is strictly confidential under Penal Code Section 832.7.27
A member of the public filing an administrative complaint with IOLERO or the Sheriff’s Office also has available
to them other legal remedies that are distinct from filing a complaint. For example, should a community member
wish to file a civil lawsuit against the county due to the actions of a Deputy Sheriff, they would need to use a
legal process separate from this one. Filing an administrative complaint with IOLERO will not satisfy the legal
prerequisites for suing the County. IOLERO staff make these distinctions clear to complainants during complaint
intake.
The process from administrative complaint intake to completion of an audit is set out below in the following
diagram, as well as detailed explanation of each step in the process:

27 See Appendix E for Penal Code Sections §832.5 and §832.7
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Complaint filed with Sheriff’s
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IOLERO audits investigation
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IOLERO disagrees with the SO
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Further investigation can be requested
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IOLERO agrees with the SO findings:

IOLERO disagrees with the SO findings:

Complainant is notified by each agency

Complainant is notified by each agency
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I. Step One: Complaint Intake

The goal of IOLERO is to make the process of filing a complaint as comfortable for the public as possible, while
gathering complete information from the complainant to ensure that the complaint is within the purview of the
office and that the investigation of the complaint can be effective. A member of the public may file a complaint
in person, by telephone, in writing, or online from the IOLERO website. IOLERO strongly recommends that a
complainant complete a complaint form, available in English or Spanish. Ordinarily, IOLERO staff will schedule
an intake interview to assist in identifying and capturing all information that may be relevant to the investigation
of a complaint. The intake interview also allows IOLERO staff to clearly explain the administrative complaint
and investigation process and what to expect from it. Once the intake process is completed, the complaint will
then be referred by IOLERO to the Sheriff’s Office for investigation. IOLERO has no authority to conduct its own
investigations of complaints.

II. Step Two: The Sheriff’s Office Investigation

Once the complaint is referred to the Sheriff’s Office, that agency’s Internal Affairs Division assigns a specially
trained investigator to fully investigate the allegations of the complaint. During the investigation, IOLERO
staff will monitor the process of the investigation. For most investigations, the goal of the Sheriff’s Office is to
complete their investigation in 30-60 days. The investigator will contact the complainant to conduct a thorough
interview and gather all facts the complainant believes will help determine the outcome of the complaint. Body
worn camera video often is key evidence related to a complaint that involves patrol deputies. The investigator
also will interview any deputies involved, and other relevant witnesses willing to cooperate. The success of an
investigation will depend in significant part of the complainant’s willingness to provide information relevant to
the complaint.

This year, in response to a recommendation by IOLERO, the Sheriff’s Office agreed to implement a formal
written policy prohibiting retaliation by any employee of the Sheriff’s Office against any complainant or
cooperating witness to a complaint. IOLERO made this recommendation to address the concern of some
community members that filing a complaint could make them a target of law enforcement.

III. Step Three: The Department Makes Findings

Once the Sheriff’s investigator completes the factual investigation, she or he then analyzes the facts to reach
findings on the allegations of the complaint. Body worn camera video often is the most helpful evidence in
analyzing the allegations of a complaint, as all persons involved in a stressful law enforcement encounter can
experience imperfect memory of the facts involved in those events. Nevertheless, such video alone is seldom
determinative of an investigation outcome, as videos can be jerky and fast moving, involve poor lighting
conditions, and may not reveal much about the state of mind of the individuals involved. The investigator
endeavors to determine what conclusions the evidence most clearly support. Where evidence is conflicting, the
investigator must determine which evidence is most credible and which narrative is most consistent with the
available evidence.
Among the available findings for an investigation are the following four:
• Sustained - meaning the Sheriff’s Office finds that its employee violated its policies or the law, based on the
evidence,
• Exonerated - meaning the allegations of the complaint are supported by the evidence, but the actions of an
employee were nevertheless compliant with Sheriff’s Office policies,
• Not sustained/inconclusive - meaning there was not enough evidence to either prove or disprove the
complaint allegations, or
• Unfounded - meaning the evidence does not support the complaint.
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Once the investigator makes a finding on the allegations of the complaint, and his or her findings are approved by
management of the Sheriff’s Office, the investigation report is referred to IOLERO and the audit begins.

IV. Step Four: IOLERO Audits the Investigation

IOLERO then conducts an audit of the investigation process and report to ensure that they have been completed
in a thorough, unbiased, and timely manner, and that they reach valid findings supported by the evidence. In
doing so, the Auditor reviews the entirety of the evidence relied upon by the investigator, including any video
recordings, audio recordings of all interviews, incident reports, computer aided dispatch documentation, medical
reports, and any other documentation in the investigative file. The Auditor seeks to independently determine
what conclusions the evidence most clearly support. Where evidence is conflicting, the Auditor must determine
which evidence is most credible and which narrative is most consistent with the available evidence.28
At the conclusion of its audit, IOLERO informs the Sheriff’s Office if it disagrees with the findings of the
investigation report and/or has concerns about the investigation process. The Office also will inform the Sheriff’s
Office of its determination whether the investigation was complete, unbiased, and timely. IOLERO will attempt
to resolve differences with the Sheriff’s Office over these issues, such as through additional investigation or
a reconsideration of the findings of the investigation or audit. IOLERO’s audit report to the Sheriff’s Office is
advisory, however, and the Sheriff’s Office is not required either to supplement its investigation or to change its
findings.

V. Step Five: Notice to Complainants

At the conclusion of the audit process, both the Sheriff’s Office and IOLERO will issue findings to the complainant.
The Sheriff’s Office will send its standard letter to a complainant informing them that the Office has issued a
particular finding on the allegations of the complainant. IOLERO will subsequently send out a notification letter
to any complainant where the complaint was filed with IOLERO, informing them whether IOLERO agrees with the
findings of the Sheriff’s Office following its independent review.29 Neither letter will detail any particular evidence
reviewed by the investigation or detail the reasons for any finding of the investigation, due to the confidentiality
requirements of state statute.

VI. Sheriff’s Office Generated Investigations

The above description outlines the process for complaints against Sheriff’s Office employees filed with IOLERO.
In addition, IOLERO audits administrative investigations that originate at the Sheriff’s Office, whether through
a complaint filed directly with that agency or through an investigation initiated by a supervising employee of
that agency. For these types of investigations, IOLERO will conduct an audit if they involve use of force, biased
policing, or a possible violation of the Fourth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. The process of investigation
and audits is the same as above for this set of investigations that originate in the Sheriff’s Office, except that
IOLERO does not issue a notice letter to a complainant.

VII. Annual Reporting

IOLERO each year publishes this Annual Report, released to the public and presented during a hearing at the
Board of Supervisors, wherein the Office discusses progress in meeting its missions. It is within the Annual Report
that IOLERO will identify, at a summary level, any differences between findings of IOLERO and the Sheriff’s Office
28 The Auditor is a licensed attorney with significant experience in investigations, depositions, and analysis of evidence,
including the use of police reports in a courtroom setting.
29 See Appendix F for a sample IOLERO Audit Closure Letter.
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that result from audits of investigations. Here, IOLERO publicizes the nature of investigations in which findings
differ, as well as the general reasons for differences. Such summary level reporting is allowed under Penal Code
Section 832.7(c), so long as it does not identify specific complainants or deputies. In addition, IOLERO also
identifies in the Annual Report any recommendations for changes in policies and practices that were identified as
a result of the audits.
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Chapter 6. Complaint and Audit Data and Trends
I. Overview of Complaint, Investigation, and Audit Data
a. Data on All Investigations Audited by IOLERO

By August of 2016, IOLERO established with the Sheriff’s Office the protocols that govern its audits of
administrative investigations of potential employee misconduct, and the Sheriff’s Office began referring
completed investigations for audits. At that time, the Sheriff’s Office and IOLERO agreed that IOLERO would reach
back and audit all investigations that fit the protocols, which were initiated on or after January 1, 2016, even
though the audits began in August of 2016. For this reason, the period covered in this report of audits is actually
1.5 years, although IOLERO will have been auditing investigations for approximately one full year.
Illustration 6-A: Count of investigations received by Sonoma County
Sheriff’s Office for audit by month, August 2016 to August 2017
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As of July 31, 2017, IOLERO had logged 37 investigations to be audited.
• Of those 37 investigations, 13 were filed by complainants with IOLERO, 17 were filed by complainants with
the Sheriff’s Office, 3 were filed by complainants with both offices, and 4 were initiated within the Sheriff’s
Office by their supervising staff.
• 23 of the investigations involved the Patrol Division, 2 involved the Sonoma Police Department, 2 involved
the Windsor Police Department, 7 involved the Detention Division, and 3 involved California Forensic
Medical Group (the contractor that provides medical services to inmates housed in the detention facilities).
• Of the 37 investigations, the Sheriff’s Office has completed 30 and referred them to IOLERO for auditing,
with 7 still being investigated.
• Of the 30 referred investigations, IOLERO had completed audits of 28. The remaining 2 investigations
referred were both under audit and pending further information requested from the Sheriff’s Office.
• Also, IOLERO received 9 complaints or concerns that involved and were referred to other law enforcement
agencies than the Sheriff’s Office.
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Illustration 6-B: Location of filed complaints,
January 1, 2016 to August 1, 2017

Illustration 6-C: Complaints filed by division
January 1, 2016 to August 1, 2017
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The Sheriffs Office’s 37 investigations can be broken down in multiple ways. Each investigation may involve more
than one type of policy violation. Therefore, they can be broken down by allegations investigated, or broken
down by the main allegation of misconduct investigated for that incident. Breaking it down by the main allegation
of misconduct investigated for that incident, the numbers are as follows:
• 18 alleged primarily improper or excessive use of force,
• 5 alleged primarily a violation of the Fourth Amendment in a search/seizure or arrest,
• 3 alleged primarily racial bias,
• 3 alleged primarily negligent medical treatment in the jail, and
• 8 alleged primarily a violation of miscellaneous policies or practices.
Illustration 6-D: Primary complaint allegations, January 1, 2016 to August 1, 2017
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The investigations also can be broken down by the individual allegations investigated. Because a single
investigation can involve multiple allegations, these total 67 types of allegations investigated, which is more than
the 37 investigations. From this perspective the numbers are:
• 21 alleged improper or excessive use of force, 18 of which actually had some factual basis for that
allegation
• 6 alleged violation of the Fourth Amendment in a search/seizure or false arrest,
• 4 alleged racial bias,
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• 8 alleged conduct unbecoming a deputy,
• 7 alleged neglect of duty,
• 7 alleged discourtesy
• 3 alleged negligent medical treatment in the jail,
• 13 alleged a violation of miscellaneous policies or practices, and
• 1 could not be properly categorized.
Illustration 6-E: Count of complaints by individual allegation Investigated, January 1, 2016 to August 1, 2017
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Of the 28 audits completed thus far, IOLERO agreed with the findings of the Sheriff’s investigators in 24.
• In 2 of these 24 agreed findings, the Sheriff’s Office sustained allegations of use of force in one and conduct
unbecoming in the other. The 2 deputies directly involved in these 2 incidents no longer work for the
Sheriff’s Office.
• In 1 agreed finding that the use of force was within policy and lawful, the issue was a very close call
requiring careful analysis, due to multiple conflicting eye witness accounts and no video of the incident (the
incident preceded use of body worn cameras by all deputies).
• In another 2 agreed findings that the use of force was not excessive, IOLERO also found that the
investigation was conducted in such a way that it could be reasonably perceived as showing a bias in favor
of the deputies, but that the evidence was so clear that this perception did not affect the validity of the
findings.
In 4 of the 28 audits completed, IOLERO disagreed with the investigations findings in some way. In 1, the audit
was converted into a policy review due to the expiration of the statute of limitations for discipline for a sustained
finding. In 1, IOLERO concluded the evidence was inconclusive and thus disagreed with the finding that the
allegation was unfounded. In 2, the Auditor concluded that the investigation had failed to address an issue raised
by the allegations.
• In 1, IOLERO reviewed the evidence and found that it showed that the deputy involved exhibited implicit
racial bias and therefore a finding on this basis should be sustained.
• In 1, IOLERO was unable to make a finding based on the evidence available in the investigation.
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For these 28 investigations, IOLERO also audited for the overarching questions of whether the investigations were
conducted in a complete, unbiased, and timely manner. Along these three criteria, IOLERO reached the following
conclusions:
• Completeness: In 8 of these 28 investigations, the Auditor found that the investigation was not complete.
(Each case may have more than one deficiency, therefore the total may be greater than the overall number
of investigations found to be incomplete).
§ In 2 cases, this was because the investigator had failed to interview the deputy involved in the
incident and relied only on video evidence to make a finding.
§ In 4 cases , this was because the investigator had failed to interview the complainant involved in
the incident and relied only on video evidence to make a finding.
§ In 2 cases, the investigator failed to act quickly to try to secure third party video that a witness
had identified as being available.
§ In 2 cases, the investigator failed to investigate or analyze an issue raised by the allegations of the
complaint.
§ For 2 investigations involving staff of the jail, the investigator failed to document interviews on
digital recordings and included only written interview summaries as part of the investigative file.
• Bias: In 2 of these 28 investigations, the Auditor found that the investigation tended to evidence some level
of bias in favor of the employee of the Sheriff’s Office.
§ In 1 investigation , bias was evidenced through hostile cross-examination of the complainant by
the investigator. Nevertheless, the Auditor found that the body worn camera video made it clear
that the allegations of the complaint were without merit.
§ In 1 investigation , bias was evidenced by the investigator interviewing the employee using leading
questions, which appeared to suggest the answers to the questions. Nevertheless, the Auditor
found that the body worn camera video made it clear that the allegations of the complaint were
without merit.
• Timeliness: In 17 of these 28 investigations, the Sheriff’s Office failed to complete the investigation within
60 days, as is its policy. However, 7 of these were late due to some complexity or difficulty attendant to the
investigation, so the audits found only 10 to be untimely.
§ In 2, the investigation took from 60-100 days.
§ In 7, the investigation took from 101-200 days.
§ In 4, the investigation took from 201-300 days.
§ In 1, the investigation took from 301-365 days.
§ In 3, the investigation took more than the 365 days, meaning it exceeded the state statute of
limitations for imposing discipline against an employee for a sustained finding (none of the 3
resulted in a sustained finding).
Illustration 6-F: Timeliness of Sheriff’s Office investigations for complaints forwarded to IOLERO for review
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In several audits, questions arose concerning the completeness of an investigation and/or the credibility of
witnesses. These experiences have renewed the concerns of IOLERO with the lack of access by the auditor to
visual information from witness interviews that can be crucial to determining the credibility of a witness, as
well as to ensuring the integrity of the Investigation. Therefore, IOLERO continues to recommend that the
auditor have access to investigative interviews while they are occurring, or that the interviews at least be
video recorded.
For both the Sheriff’s Office and IOLERO there was a delay in getting “up to speed” so as to achieve the two
offices’ timeliness goals in completing investigation and audits. However, the process improved over time.
• The Sheriff’s Office average time to complete an investigations was 104 working days or 146 calendar days.
§ From May-June 2017, the Sheriff’s Office received 6 investigation and completed 3 of them.
§ For those 3 investigations, the average completion time was 16.3 working days or 23.3 calendar
days.
• IOLERO’s average time to complete an audit of investigations was 57 working days or 82 calendar days.
§ From May-June 2017, IOLERO was referred 8 completed investigations from the Sheriff’s Office to
be audited. For those 8 investigations, IOLERO’s average completion time was 15.1 working days
or 21.5 calendar days.
§ For the two months of June-July 2017, IOLERO’s average completion time for audits of 4
investigations was 2.8 working days or 3.3 calendar days.
Illustration 6-F: Working days and calendar days to complete SCSO investigation and IOLERO audit, August 2016-August 2017
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The current goal of both IOLERO and the Sheriff’s Office is to complete the investigation and audit of each
incident of potential employee misconduct within 30-60 days, absent unusual circumstances. For this reason,
IOLERO and the Sheriff’s Office have recently agreed that when the Sheriff’s Office makes a referral for an
audit, there will be an assumption that the audit will take 14 working days to complete.30

30 Sheriff’s Office staff will provide IOLERO with their initial assessment of the complexity of the audit. Should the Auditor
determine that the investigation may take longer than expected to audit, due either to its complexity or due to other
scheduling conflicts, IOLERO and the Sheriff’s Office will then agree to a proposed alternative deadline for completion of
the audit.
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b. Data on Complaints filed with IOLERO

IOLERO audits both complaints filed with IOLERO, as well as investigations that originated with the Sheriff’s
Office. This section looks at the nature of the complaints that have been filed with IOLERO since the first
complaint was filed with the Office in May 2016, until July 31, 2017. There have been 13 complaints filed directly
with IOLERO only, and 3 additional complaints filed both with IOLERO and with the Sheriff’s Office. Of those 16
complaints, 11 were against the patrol side of the department, 2 were against the Sonoma Police Department,
1 was against the jail side of the department, and 2 were against the jail’s medical contractor, California Forensic
Medical Group.
Of those 16 complaints, all but 1 had completed investigations and audits. 3 of those complaints alleged
unnecessary or excessive use of force. The Auditor agreed with the findings of all 3 use of force complaints filed
with IOLERO, which cleared the deputies of a violation of policy. 2 of these agreements were based on clear and
convincing evidence. The remaining agreement was based on conflicting evidence and was a close call requiring
careful analysis. Nevertheless, the Auditor found that the preponderance of the evidence showed that deputies’
use of force was within policy and lawful.
Two of those complaints included allegations raising issues of racial bias in policing. For 1 of the biased policing
complaints, the Auditor agreed with the finding of unfounded. For the other complaint that raised issues of
biased policing, this issue was not analyzed by the investigation. The Auditor concluded that the evidence
showed an unconscious racial bias displayed by the deputy’s statements to the complainant.31
Two complaints alleged primarily an unlawful arrest. 2 alleged primarily conduct unbecoming a deputy. 5 alleged
primarily miscellaneous improper procedure. 2 alleged primarily neglect of duty. The investigations of these
complaints reached findings that cleared Sheriff’s Office employees of misconduct. IOLERO’s independent audit
of the investigations revealed clear and convincing evidence that the investigative findings were correct, and the
Auditor agreed with the findings of the investigations.

c. Data on All Sheriff’s Office Internal Affairs and Complaint Investigations (including those not
audited by IOLERO)

The above discussions focused on investigations that are audited by IOLERO. This section focuses on Sheriff’s
Office Internal Affairs investigations or investigations of Citizens’ Complaints during the reporting period,
regardless of whether they are types audited by IOLERO. The Sheriff’s Office investigates employee issues in
these two categories that are not audited by IOLERO, including less serious complaints like discourtesy, failure
to investigate, negligent driving, worker’s compensation fraud, etc. IOLERO requested and received from the
Sheriff’s Office summary data on all investigations conducted for years 2016 and 2017 in these 2 categories. For
Internal Affairs and Citizen Complaint investigations, this summary data covers all investigations, findings, and
whether discipline was imposed by the Sheriff’s Office for a sustained finding in a use of force The Sheriff’s Office
does not routinely track summary data on whether discipline is imposed for a sustained finding, so there is not
summary data for all sustained findings presented here for biased policing investigation. Nevertheless, they
provided discipline information for use of force or biased policing cases.

IOLERO has recommended that the Sheriff’s Office begin to collect and track data on all discipline imposed as
a result of sustained findings of employee misconduct, and to allow IOLERO access to that data from within
the AIM investigative files viewed by the Auditor.
31 This particular complaint was filed without a complaint form and the written summary of the complaint did not clearly
demarcate biased policing as a separate issue to be investigated. Complaint forms request that complainants clearly
characterize their complaints with check boxes that include biased policing as one choice. Nevertheless, IOLERO believes
the factual allegations of the complaint fairly raised the issue of bias in policing and that it should have been investigated
and analyzed.
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For the reporting period of January 1, 2016 through July 31, 2017, the Sheriff’s Office logged 77 Citizen’s
Complaints, of which 12 are still under investigation and 65 were completed. 11 of those 65 completed
complaints involved use of force allegations and 7 involved biased policing allegations. For the 77 complaints
investigated, 4 resulted in sustained findings, with 32 resulting in exonerated, 25 resulting in unfounded, and
4 resulting in inconclusive/not sustained. For these complaints, discipline was imposed in 1 of the 4 findings of
sustained.
For the reporting period of January 1, 2016 through July 31, 2017, the Sheriff’s Office logged 20 Internal
Affairs investigations, of which 3 are still under investigation and 17 were completed. 3 of those 17 completed
complaints involved use of force allegations and 0 involved biased policing allegations. For the 17 completed
Internal Affairs investigations, 13 resulted in sustained findings, with 1 resulting in unfounded, and 2 resulting
in inconclusive/not sustained (1 was suspended before reaching findings). For these complaints, discipline was
imposed in 7 of the 13 findings of sustained.
In understanding this data, it is important to understand what actions are included in the definition of
“discipline,” as well as how discipline is handled in a civil service context. First, the category of discipline
includes negative actions from a letter of reprimand in an employee’s file through termination as a result of an
investigative finding of sustained. Other potential actions as a result of a sustained finding include additional
training, or a letter of counsel, neither of which are classified as discipline. In addition, if an employee is working
within the 1-year probationary period, he or she can has no protections under civil service rules and can be
dismissed for any lawful reason or no reason at all. Therefore, if an employee investigation resulted in a finding
of sustained, and the employee was released from probationary employment, that would not be classified as
discipline in this data.
The Sheriff’s Office, like most public employers, uses progressive discipline in responding to employee
misconduct. Under this approach, a first offenses of misconduct typically will result in minor discipline, or even
a result not considered discipline, such as additional training or a letter of counsel. Obviously, whether and what
discipline is imposed also depends on the significance of the misconduct and the surrounding circumstances.
Subsequent sustained findings of misconduct by the same employee will result in progressively more significant
discipline.

II. Use of Force Investigations and Audits

a. Basis for IOLERO Audits of Use of Force

A law enforcement agency’s use of force, and particularly deadly force, is likely the most significant community
concern that leads to civilian review of an agency. The President’s Report stated this concern very clearly:
Paramount among the policies of law enforcement organizations are those controlling use of force.
Not only should there be policies for deadly and non-deadly uses of force but a clearly stated “sanctity
of life” philosophy must also be in the forefront of every officer’s mind. This way of thinking should
be accompanied by rigorous practical ongoing training in an atmosphere of nonjudgmental and safe
sharing of views with fellow officers about how they behaved in use of force situations.32

This concern also appears to have been very significant in connection with the establishment of IOLERO. The
CALLE Report states “The use of deadly force by law enforcement agencies in Sonoma County is of deep concern

32 President’s Report, p. 19.
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to many of the communities they serve.”33 The CALLE Report goes on to dedicate 4 pages to discuss 15 separate
recommendations regarding the appropriate use of force.

b. Sheriff’s Office Use of Force Policies

The Sheriff’s Office revised its overall use of force policy as of March 2, 2017 under Policy 300. This policy
addresses criteria for what constitutes a reasonable use of force generally, and also more specifically addresses
use of deadly force, as well as use of carotid holds, pain compliance techniques, and shooting at or from an
automobile. Other uses of force such as Taser use, use of canines, maximum restraint use, and use of “less lethal
devices” (tear gas, pepper spray, impacts weapons, etc.) are specifically addressed in separate policies. The
use of force general policy also covers deputy responsibilities for reporting use of force, as well as supervisor
responsibilities in reviewing deputy use of force.34

IOLERO is in the beginning stages of a use of force policy review related to multiple audits that have been
undertaken this year. This review is likely to be concluded next year.
In addition, following both discussions between Sheriff’s Office staff and IOLERO, and internal discussions among
Sheriff’s staff, as well as a use of force incident that resulted in a deputy who was a probationary employee
no longer working for the department, the Sheriff’s Office reformed its internal process for review of uses of
force. Previously, Sheriff’s deputies were required to document any use of force in a written report and their
supervisors were required to review the report for compliance with agency policy. In September of 2016, the
Sheriff’s Office changed its procedures to require that a supervisor review any body worn camera video footage
associated with any use of force prior to approving a use of force report. That change has been documented in
the new use of force policy adopted last March.

IOLERO recommends that the Auditor be granted full access to use of force reports, as well as body worn
camera and jail video recordings, in order to conduct random use of force audits. This would provide
enhanced assurance of compliance with agency use of force policies.
c. IOLERO Audits of Use of Force Investigations

Given the importance of use of force policies in community trust of any law enforcement agency, a use of force
investigation triggers an automatic audit by IOLERO under the audit protocols between IOLERO and the Sheriff’s
Office. During the period January 1, 2016 through July 31, 2017, there were 18 investigations of alleged excessive
or improper use of force against Sheriff’s deputies, all of which are subject to audits by IOLERO. The uses of force
by Deputy Sheriffs that were investigated during this period included the following types : shooting of a fire-arm;
Taser; baton strike; pain compliance hold; take-down; hand strike, and kicking.
The Sheriff’s Office completed 14 of those 18 use of force investigations and referred them for an IOLERO audit.
Of those 14, IOLERO completed audits on 12. The remaining 2 referred and completed investigations are being
audited and IOLERO is awaiting additional information from the Sheriff’s Office in order to finish the audit. That
left 4 use of force investigations yet to be completed by the Sheriff’s Office and audited by IOLERO, at the time of
this report.
Of the 12 use of force investigation for which IOLERO completed audits, IOLERO agreed with the Sheriff’s Offices’
findings on 10. In 1 of those completed investigations for which there is agreement, the Sheriff’s Office found
the deputy had used excessive force and is no longer working for the agency. On another of those completed
investigations for which there is agreement, the Sheriff’s Office was unable to find the deputy had used excessive
33 CALLE Report, p. 18.
34 See Attachments G-R for policies related to use of force.
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force because the deputy refused an interview, but there was a finding of conduct unbecoming a deputy, and
that deputy is no longer working for the agency.
Of the 2 completed use of force audits for which there is not agreement, 1 was a very complex investigation
involving multiple deputies that was referred close to the statutory deadline for imposing discipline, and it was
not possible to complete an audit of the findings within the time allowed. Therefore, this audit was converted
into an IOLERO review of the involved use of force policies, which is not yet completed. For the remaining
disagreement on a completed use of force audit, the Auditor disagreed with the Sheriff’s Office’s finding of
unfounded, and instead concluded that the correct finding was “not sustained/inconclusive.”

d. Sheriff’s Office Historical Data on Use of Force

The data above on investigations and audits of use of force does not capture the entire universe of uses of force
by Sheriff’s deputies. It captures only those instances where a use of force resulted in an investigation, because
either a community member filed a complaint or a supervisor initiated an investigation. For this reason, IOLERO
requested and received historical data from the Sheriff’s Office on all uses of force by the patrol division of the
office. The data covers uses of force by Deputy Sheriff’s assigned to patrol over the last 9 years, from 2009 until
present (2017 data for the first 6 months are extrapolated to an entire year for comparison purposes). That
information is discussed here to provide greater transparency on this important issue.
As the tables below reveal, annual uses of force by Sheriff’s patrol deputies have varied significantly from 2009
until present. The peak year for uses of force during the last 9 years was 2013, whether one considers absolute
numbers of uses of force, or considers uses of force as a percentage of contacts or percentage of arrests. Since
2013, uses of force appear to have steadily declined, reaching a 9-year low for the period January 2016 until
present. This is true whether one considers absolute numbers of uses of force, or considers uses of force as
a percentage of contacts or percentage of arrests. Over that same period from 2013 to 2017, the number of
contacts between patrol deputies and the public, and the number of arrests, has increased, reaching a 9-year
high for the period January 2016 until present. Therefore, during this period of time, uses of force have declined
at the same time that contacts and arrests have increased.
Illustration 6-G: Sheriff’s Office data on contacts, arrests, and use of force incidents from 2009-2017

Use of
Use
Contacts
Arrests
Force
of
Year
Contacts
per
Arrests
per
Incidents
Force
Month
Month
per
Count
Month
2017* 102,912 10,291
6,458
538
242
20.17

% of
Contacts
Resulting in
Arrest

% of Arrests
Resulting in
Use of Force

% of
Contacts
Resulting in
Use of Force

6.28%

3.75%

0.24

2016

106,859

10,686

7,145

595

242

20.17

6.69%

3.39%

0.23

2015

77,889

6,491

4,443

370

246

20.50

5.70%

5.54%

0.32

2014

84,701

7,058

5,347

446

264

22.00

6.31%

4.94%

0.31

2013

88,938

7,412

5,700

475

316

26.33

6.41%

5.54%

0.36

2012

86,171

7,181

5,751

479

299

24.92

6.67%

5.20%

0.35

2011

89,742

7,479

6,349

529

299

24.92

7.07%

4.71%

0.33

2010

98,335

8,195

7,574

631

303

25.25

7.70%

4.00%

0.31

2009

103,684

8,640

7,912

659

312

26.00

7.63%

3.94%

0.30

*Estimate based on first 6 months of 2017
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There are many possible explanations for this striking correlation. The period from 2013 to present is the same
period that saw the shooting of Andy Lopez, intense community activism around police accountability issues, the
ongoing work of the CALLE Task Force (including on use of force issues), Board of Supervisors’ hearings on the
CALLE Task Force recommendations, the creation of IOLERO, and finally the start-up and operation of IOLERO,
including audits of use of force investigations. During this same period there was repeated public exposure to
these issues through traditional media and social media news. This period represents a time of intense public
interest in uses of force, as well as the advent of civilian review in Sonoma County.
Correspondingly, this period also has seen focused attention by the Sheriff’s Office on improvements to use
of force training. During this time, the Sheriff’s Office has shifted its training programs toward greater use
of scenario-based training in uses of force, while also emphasizing the need for deputies to slow down their
reactions to any incident to the extent the situation allows. In addition, the office has looked at its use of force
reviews and culled from them specific “real life” examples to employ in its scenario training. The usefulness of
these examples has been heightened by the agency’s ability to use Body Worn Camera video footage from actual
incidents for training purposes. These two shifts in emphasis – scenario based training and an emphasis on
de-escalation – represent a systemic shift in how the Sheriff’s Office approaches use of force. This shift also has
communicated that the office has different expectations of its deputies in their use of force. This message has
been reinforced by recent investigations into use of force that have resulted in two deputies no longer working
for the Sheriff’s Office.

III. Fatal Incidents, Including Deputy-Involved Shootings

The Sheriff’s Office participates with all other county law enforcement agencies in a protocol agreed to by the
Sonoma County Law Enforcement Chiefs Association for investigations of any fatal incident.35 This protocol is
invoked for “[a] specific incident occurring in Sonoma County involving one or more persons, in which a law
enforcement employee is involved as an actor or injured person; when a fatal injury occurs.” When an employee
of the Sheriff’s Office is involved in a fatal incident, the criminal investigation is handled by another local law
enforcement agency, in consultation with the District Attorney’s Office. The protocol is intended to separate
the agency employing the officer involved from the officers investigating the incident. This type of independent
investigation is specifically recommended by the President’s Report.
Due to the significant resources required to conduct such an investigation, fatal incidents involving other local
law enforcement agency employees usually are investigated by the Sheriff’s Office. However, an investigation of
a Deputy Sheriff usually will be handled by investigators from either the Santa Rosa Police Department or the
Petaluma Police Department. Once the criminal investigation of a Fatal Incident has been completed, the results
are forwarded to the District Attorney for review and analysis in order to determine whether the officer involved
will be criminally charged for the fatal incident. In addition, the investigation file also is forwarded to the agency
employing the officer to decide whether his or her actions violated agency policies.
For Deputy Sheriffs, the Internal Affairs division then will review the investigative file, conduct any additional
investigation thought necessary, and make findings on potential policy violations. At this point, the investigation
will be forwarded to IOLERO for an audit in the same manner as any other investigation. Given the precedence
of the criminal investigation by a sister agency and the charging decision by the District Attorney, administrative
investigations of fatal incidents involving Deputy Sheriff’s may take longer to complete than other types of
investigations.
Sonoma County has been fortunate that no fatal incidents involving a Sheriff’s Office employee have taken place
during the reporting period for this Annual Report. The last fatal incident involving a deputy took place on April
24, 2015, when deputies shot and killed Karen Janks, a 46-year-old woman who reportedly attempted to hit
35 See Appendix S for the Protocol in its entirety.
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deputies with her car after they tried to pull her over following a chase at high speeds. While there were two
shootings by deputies working with Windsor Police Department in December 2016 and January 2017, neither of
those shootings resulted in a death.36
Rohnert Park Police Department officers were involved in the Taser-related death of Branch Roth on May 16,
2017, an incident which is being investigated under the Chief’s Protocols by the Sheriff’s Office. This situation
has caused some confusion among community members as to IOLERO’s ability to audit this investigation.
Despite being an investigation conducted by the Sheriff’s Office, the investigation is not subject to audit by
IOLERO. IOLERO’s authority is limited to civilian review of the Sheriff’s Office. In addition, access to a peace
officer’s personnel file (including investigative material and findings related to possible misconduct) is limited to
those who have been given authority through local ordinance to view them. IOLERO has no authority to review
investigative files for RPD officers.

IV. Biased Policing Investigations and Audits

One of the more significant areas of community concern about law enforcement agencies is the possibility
that agency employees may harbor implicit or explicit biases against members of some communities. As the
President’s Report states, “Common sense shows that explicit bias is incredibly damaging to police-community
relations, and there is a growing body of research evidence that shows that implicit bias—the biases people
are not even aware they have—is harmful as well.” It is for this reason that both the President’s Report and the
CALLE Report repeatedly emphasize that patrol officers should receive specialized training designed to overcome
unconscious biases that may interfere with procedurally just policing.
Sheriff’s Office Policy 402, entitled “Bias Based Policing” recognizes these concerns, and forbids “discrimination
toward any individual(s) or group because of their race, ethnicity or nationality.” It further states that “[a]ll law
enforcement members must treat every member of the community fairly without regard to race, ethnicity, age,
gender, sexual orientation or nationality.” In addition, Sheriff’s Office Policy 428 requires the agency’s employees
to “equally enforce the laws and serve the public without regard to immigration status. No person shall be held
solely on the basis of their immigration status. The immigration status of a person, and the lack of immigration
documentation, should have no bearing on the manner in which Sheriff’s Office personnel execute their duties.”37
Given the significance of these concerns, IOLERO’s auditing protocols require audits of this these types of
investigation, and IOLERO has audited every Sheriff’s Office investigation since January 2016 that involved an
issue of biased policing. For the period January 1, 2016 until July 31, 2017, there were 4 complaints alleging
biased policing against Sheriff’s deputies, all of which were investigated and subject to audits by IOLERO. In 3
of the 4, the investigation made a finding of exonerated for this aspect of the complaint. After independently
auditing the investigation, including a review of all available evidence, IOLERO agreed with the findings of
exonerated.
In the remaining investigation, the issue of biased policing was not investigated and thus no finding was offered
on this issue by the Sheriff’s Office. After fully reviewing the evidence of the fourth investigation, the Auditor
concluded that the preponderance of the evidence clearly showed that the statements and actions of the
deputy in question exhibited unconscious bias. The Auditor therefore concluded that the finding on the biased
policing issue should have been “sustained.” The Sheriff’s Office disagreed with the Auditors conclusion but did
not reopen the investigation to further analyze and/or investigate this issue raised by the complaint . Due to the
nature of the facts of this complaint, the Auditor recommended that this finding was one that did not justify
discipline but was more appropriately the subject of additional training for the deputy involved.
36 The investigations of the two Windsor Police Department shootings are ongoing and have not yet been completed.
Therefore, they also have not yet been audited by IOLERO.
37 See Appendix T & U for the full text of the Sheriff’s Office current Immigration Policies
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V. Constitutional Violation Investigations and Audits

While perhaps not as significant to community members as the above types of potential employee misconduct,
alleged violations of the Fourth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution nevertheless remain of significant concern
and impact perceptions that a law enforcement agency is procedurally just. Search and seizures, including
unlawful arrest, can be incredibly invasive to privacy interests and personal integrity, so alleged violations of
these interests must be treated seriously. For these reasons, IOLERO’s auditing protocols require audits of
these types of investigation, and IOLERO has audited every Sheriff’s Office investigation since January 2016 that
involved an issue of a possible violation of the Fourth Amendment.
For the period January 1, 2016 until July 31, 2017, there were 6 complaints alleging an illegal arrest or search and
seizure, 4 of which were investigated and subject to audits by IOLERO. 2 of these 6 are still being investigated.
Of the 4 complete investigations, IOLERO agreed with the findings clearing the deputies in 3. In the fourth
investigation, IOLERO found that the investigation was incomplete, as the allegations involved conduct that may
have happened during a “5150” commitment at a hospital and the investigation failed to review that portion of
the incident. Nevertheless, the complainant withdrew his complaint prior to the conclusion of the investigation.

VI. Other Types of Investigations and Audits

As explained above, IOLERO audits the investigation of any type of complaint that is filed with IOLERO. This
includes complaints about conduct such as discourtesy that may not rise to as serious a level as the above types
of complaints. Ordinarily, lower level complaints against Sheriff’s Office employees are investigated by their
supervising officer. However, the audit protocols call for the Sheriff’s Office Internal Affairs division to investigate
even these types of complaints when they are filed with IOLERO.
The investigation of these types of complaints by the Internal Affairs division, when filed with IOLERO, has two
distinct positive effects on the process. First, members of the public can file a complaint in which they may have
felt disrespected, but were not otherwise harmed, with IOLERO, confident that the complaint will be treated
seriously by investigators and will be fully audited by IOLERO. Second, the investigation of lower level complaints
by specially trained investigators in the Internal Affairs division of the Sheriff’s Office can provide a benchmark
within that department for how these types of complaints should be investigated when handled by employee
supervisors.
For the period January 1, 2016 until July 31, 2017, there were 10 audited investigations of complaints to IOLERO
that did not fall under the three primary types listed above. Two alleged primarily negligent medical treatment in
the jail, and seven alleged miscellaneous violations of policies or practices. Breaking these same complaints down
by the individual allegations:
• 5 alleged conduct unbecoming a deputy,
• 7 alleged neglect of duty,
• 5 alleged discourtesy,
• 2 alleged negligent medical treatment in the jail,
• 9 alleged a violation of miscellaneous policies or practices, and
• 1 that could not be properly categorized
A couple of aspects of this category of investigations and audits are noteworthy. First, 2 complaints to IOLERO
(and another to the Sheriff’s Office) involved primarily a complaint about negligent medical treatment of an
inmate housed at the jail. This type of complaint presents numerous difficulties for an audit. One challenge is that
it involves primarily medical staff not employed by the Sheriff’s Office, but rather by California Forensic Medical
Group. The Sheriff’s Office management does not discipline such employees, nor can the Sheriff’s Office provide
to IOLERO any internal investigations by CFMG of their employee’s performance. Thus, IOLERO does not have the
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information necessary for such an audit. Likewise, the issue of whether such medical treatment was negligent
involves an expertise that differs significantly from the question of whether a deputy has acted in a way that is
consistent with Sheriff’s Office policies. Given these limitations, IOLERO has focused its review in such complaints
on whether the actions of jail staff have complied with Sheriff’s Office policies related to medical treatment of an
inmate.
The second noteworthy issue involves the difficulties presented by complainants suffering from obvious and
significant mental health issues. Such complaints can be difficult to properly categorize. It can be very challenging
to gather factual information from a complainant who has difficulty discerning reality from paranoid delusion,
as IOLERO staff have experienced first-hand. Other complainants have exhibited such extreme oppositional
tendencies that hours can be spent just attempting to gain their cooperation with the process of obtaining factual
information. IOLERO staff have spent many hours working with such individuals, who may express their intent to
file a complaint, convinced they have been wronged, but also resist cooperating in the collection of information
necessary to file that complaint. These same challenges also are present for the investigator of the complaint.
Nevertheless, such complaints must be investigated. Mentally ill individuals are more likely to react to deputy
commands in ways that are or may appear to be resistant, which may lead to use of force.
IOLERO’s audit protocols also call for random audits of a sample of other types of investigations completed by the
Sheriff’s Office during the reporting period, in order to provide some level of accountability and transparency to
the public that these types of investigations also are completed in a complete, fair, unbiased and timely manner.
Due to the challenges experienced in the first year of audits with timeliness, and a lack of additional staffing
resources, it has not been possible to perform these additional random audits this year.
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Chapter 7. IOLERO Community Outreach
I. Overview of General Outreach efforts

IOLERO experienced significant success in implementing its robust community outreach and engagement
program, laid out in the IOLERO First Year Work Plan. Since beginning work in April 2016, the IOLERO Director has
met and talked with hundreds of community members in a variety of settings, including established meetings of
community groups, attending English Language Advocate Committee (“ELAC”) meetings in the public schools,
tabling at community events, sponsoring or cosponsoring community meetings, meetings with non-profit service
provider staff and clients, and meetings with hundreds of interested individual stakeholders.
IOLERO also developed basic brochures about our role in the administrative complaint process in both English
and Spanish, and we have been distributing these brochures through various venues, including community
events and placement at the Public Defender, Sheriff’s Office, County Jail, La Luz, Vidas Legal, Graton Labor
Center, Legal Aid, Rural Legal Assistance, etc. IOLERO has distributed over 2000 brochures during the last year,
1000 each in Spanish and English. Complaint filing information also is distributed through our website, along
with complaint forms, in both Spanish and English. In addition, IOLERO has placed over 50 bilingual signs in
Sonoma County Transit buses advertising the opportunity for community members to file complaints concerning
the Sheriff’s Office with IOLERO. The IOLERO website also hosts comprehensive information about how the
community can take advantage of the programs offered by the Office.
Illustration 7-A: IOLERO English Brochure
IOLERO OUTREACH

HOW TO FILE A COMPLAINT

We would like to let you know what we do and how
to utilize our complaint process. For more
information on the agency or to arrange a staff
presentation please contact us at 707-565-1534.

The most effective way to file a complaint is to
schedule an appointment and come into the IOLERO
office. This will allow staff to personally interview
you and to document relevant evidence. Other ways
to file a complaint are:

YOUR COMPLAINT
MAKES A DIFFERENCE
WHO WE ARE
The Independent Office of Law Enforcement
Review & Outreach (IOLERO) accepts, monitors,
and audits complaints against the Sonoma County
Sheriff’s Office for alleged misconduct.
The office was established by the Sonoma County
Board of Supervisor on September 15, 2015,
began operating on April 11, 2016, and reports
directly to the Board. IOLERO is an independent
agency, separate from the Sheriff’s Office.

Your complaint will be kept confidential, help guide
policy recommendations and identify trends in the
Sheriff’s Office.
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To provide independent review of and instill
confidence in the complaint process through
objective review of administrative misconduct
investigations; to conduct outreach to
Sonoma County communities; to propose
thoughtful policy recommendations to the
Sheriff’s Office; and to strengthen the
relationship between the Sonoma County
Sheriff’s Office and the communities it serves.

You are the starting point for civilian review of law
enforcement. We rely upon you to bring attention to
problems with deputies and department policies. We
understand that you may feel strongly about your
encounter with the Sheriff’s Office or a member of
their staff, or you would not have taken the trouble
to register a complaint.

Cleveland Ave

OUR MISSION

• Call IOLERO. Complaints may be filed over
the phone.

Lane

s Rd

Lewi

• Complete and return the complaint form by
mail or email. Complaint forms can be
downloaded from our website or IOLERO will mail
a form upon request.

The Independent Office of
Law Enforcement Review and Outreach
(IOLERO)
707-565-1534 707-565-5715 (fax)
2300 A County Center Drive, Suite A211
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Office Hours 8am-5pm, Monday-Friday
www.sonomacounty.ca.gov/IOLERO
Law.Enforcement.Auditor@sonoma-county.org
www.facebook.com/IOLERO

• Send us a letter detailing the incident. Please
be sure to include your address and phone
numbers so we may contact you for additional
information, if necessary.
• Contact the Sheriff’s Office. Depending on the
nature of your complaint, a copy may
automatically be sent to IOLERO; however, if you
want to ensure that IOLERO monitors the
investigation please submit your complaint by one
of the methods described above.
• At the Sonoma and Windsor Police
Departments. The Sheriff’s Office contracts with
the cities of Sonoma & Windsor for police
services, and our office can help if you have a
complaint against either of these departments.

When you file your complaint you should receive a
copy, regardless of how or where it is filed.

Coddingtown
Mall

The Complaint Process
Once the complaint has been filed, the investigation
will be conducted by the Sheriff’s Office, with review
and input by IOLERO. Our office will monitor and
audit the investigation to ensure it is timely,
unbiased and complete.

Who can file a complaint?
A complaint may be filed by any individual directly
affected by alleged misconduct (including
witnesses). You do not need to be a resident of
Sonoma County nor a U.S. citizen to file a complaint.
The Sheriff’s Office does not tolerate retaliation
against complainants.
Important Information When You File
When you file your complaint please include the
following information in your description of the event:
• The day, time and exact location of the incident;
• The officer’s name, badge number, description
and vehicle or license number (if available);
• Witnesses’ names, addresses, and telephone
numbers;
• License number for any vehicles involved in
the incident;
• Any other evidence you feel may be important
such as copies of citations, photographs, hospital
records, etc.

Text IOLERO to 22828
if you would like to join our email list.

Illustration 7-B: English Bus Signage

Why should you file a complaint with IOLERO?
IOLERO is independent of the Sonoma Sheriff’s
Office and is staffed by civilian auditors who work to
ensure that all complaints receive a fair, objective,
and timely investigation. If sustained, a complaint
may result in discipline against a deputy, including
possibly dismissal in serious cases. Filing a
complaint DOES NOT SATISFY statutory
requirements for initiating a lawsuit against the
county. That is a separate process.

If a criminal case is pending against you, you should
speak with your attorney before filing a complaint.

Illustration 7-C: Spanish Bus Signage
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After the Sheriff’s Office concludes its investigation,
it will forward its report to IOLERO for its review.
IOLERO will then conduct an audit to ensure that the
investigation and the resulting report are thorough
and unbiased. At the conclusion of its audit, IOLERO
will inform the Sheriff’s Office if it disagrees with
the findings of the Sheriff’s Office and/or has
concerns about the investigation process. IOLERO
will attempt to resolve differences with the Sheriff’s
Office over these issues, such as by requesting
additional investigation or a reconsideration of the
findings of the investigation.
Should no agreement be reached, the Sheriff’s Office
will notify the complainant of its findings. IOLERO
will notify the complainant whether it agrees with
the findings of the Sheriff’s Office’s investigation, as
well as whether IOLERO believes that the
investigation was conducted in a thorough,
unbiased, and timely manner.
When should you file?
A complaint should be filed when you feel a member
of the Sheriff’s Office has acted improperly in the
course of their work. Whether the complaint is
related to discourteous treatment, excessive force,
or any other action you feel to be wrong, we want to
know about it. While IOLERO encourages you to sign
your complaint to assist with investigations, we will
take anonymous complaints if necessary

The IOLERO Director held over 182 individual meetings with over 316 individuals, ranging from community
members, to county government staff and officials, to civilian oversight experts, to media employees. In addition,
IOLERO has participated in over 67 separate community meetings/ events, reaching over 1750 community
members who learned about IOLERO and its mission and programs.38
Illustration 7-D: IOLERO Director Meetings by Type, April 2016 to August 2017
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Illustration 7-E: IOLERO Participation in Community Events and Meetings by Type, April 2016 to August 2017
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38 See Appendix V for a detailed list of the Director’s meetings during the period covered by the Annual Report.
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Illustration 7-F: Total individuals Reached Through Outreach Activities, April 2016 to August 2017
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II. Outreach Targeted to Disadvantaged Communities

Over the period covered by this report, IOLERO participated in 28 individual community events focused on the
county’s disadvantaged communities, reaching over 665 individuals through that effort. Of those 28 community
events, 23 focused on the Latinx/immigrant communities, while 4 focused on the Black/African-American
community, and 1 focused on the LGBT community.
From December 2016 through February 2017, the outreach efforts of IOLERO and our CAC focused intensely on
engagement of the county’s immigrant community, in conjunction with consideration of the Sheriff’s Immigration
policies and with planning for the Community Engagement Circle in Sonoma Valley. This engagement effort
took place in the context of community fear and concern that attended the election of President Trump and the
federal government’s shift in policies on immigration enforcement. IOLERO’s efforts included extensive, direct
outreach to immigrant parents through multiple small meetings of English Learner Advocate Committees39 in the
public schools. While such meetings tended to be small, they proved to be one of the only opportunities to reach
a population that seldom interacts with local government. In addition, IOLERO met with the workers cooperative
that governs the Graton Day Labor Center.
Both IOLERO and the CAC met with and listened to concerns of many individual immigrants, as well as those
who provide services and support to this community. During this period, IOLERO met with over 150 community
members, almost all of whom were undocumented immigrants. These meetings proved to be very valuable in
several areas, including: educating this community about IOLERO and its mission; explaining law enforcement
procedures, including the rights of community members in that process; establishing more trust in county
government, including IOLERO; and gathering information directly from community members about their
concerns and experiences with law enforcement and how immigration concerns affect their perceptions of law
enforcement.

III. IOLERO’s Community Advisory Council

In October 2016, IOLERO’s Director appointed a very diverse group of 11 members to IOLERO’s CAC and the
body began holding monthly Brown Act meetings in December 2016. CAC membership consistently has been
composed predominately of people of color and women. Currently40, there are members in the following
demographic categories: 4 White, 4 Latinx/ Hispanic, and 2 Black/African-American. In addition, there are 4 male
and 6 female members. Members represent every area of the county and a rich diversity of experiences and
backgrounds. 5 of the members speak Spanish.41
39 Under state law, every school that serves students who do not speak or read English adequately must create and support
such committees, which consist mainly of immigrant parents of the students learning English.
40 There currently is a vacancy on the CAC due to the resignation of a Black/African American female member who
relocated to Los Angeles for employment.
41 See Appendix W for biographies of the current CAC members.
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Each of the CAC meetings has been attended by about 50 community members of diverse ideological,
geographic, and demographic backgrounds, many of whom do not regularly interact with County government.
With robust support from IOLERO staff, the full participation and cooperation of the Sheriff’s Office, presentations
from subject matter experts, and robust public input, the CAC meetings have been informative, meaningful, and
impactful.
In March 2017, after several public meetings that included input from Sheriff’s Office staff, scores of community
members, and experts, the CAC made its first recommendation, for changes in the Sheriff’s immigration policies.
These valuable CAC meetings also played a key role in informing the eventual recommendation of the IOLERO
Director that the Sheriff’s Office change its policies related to immigration and cooperation with immigration
enforcement. The CAC is currently undertaking a review of the digital recording policies of the Sheriff’s Office,
including body worn camera video.

IV. IOLERO’s Website and Social Media Presence

The IOLERO website has been up since August 2016, providing a great deal of complex information in a clear and
simple manner. The website provides multiple paths for members of the public to interact with IOLERO and the
CAC, and clearly explains the various programs and initiatives sponsored by IOLERO. IOLERO also has a Facebook
presence that has proven a productive outlet for further dissemination of messages and information.
Illustration 7-G: IOLERO website example

Illustration 7-H: IOLERO Facebook page
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V. IOLERO’s Media Coverage

In addition, IOLERO has generated over 60 media reports that reference the existence and mission of the office,
including at least 36 that educate the public in a favorable manner about the role of IOLERO and help expand
knowledge of the Office’s existence and function within the County. The media environment for IOLERO can
be challenging, given IOLERO’s need for a cooperative and productive relationship with the Sheriff’s Office,
and the media’s desire for comments from IOLERO that can be used in a manner critical of the Sheriff’s Office.
Nevertheless, IOLERO largely has been successful in generating positive, substantive coverage of the issues,
which also refrains from unnecessary antagonism toward the Sheriff and his staff.42
Illustration 7-I: IOLERO media examples
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OPINION

Colin Kaepernick is no Rosa Parks
By BARTON SWAIM

“I

think it’s a misunderstanding.”
So answered San Francisco 49ers quarterback Colin Kaepernick when asked what he thought
about being booed for refusing to
stand during the national anthem
at last week’s preseason game
against the San Diego Chargers.
He was right. It was a misunderstanding. And that’s precisely the
problem with symbols and symbolic gestures in the realm of political
debate — they’re understood by
different people in different ways,
and not always in ways consistent
with original intent. By choosing
not to stand (he sat on the bench
during the anthem for the Aug. 26
game against Green Bay and knelt
during the anthem for the Sept. 1
game in San Diego), Kaepernick
wants to say something about racial injustice.
“I am not going to stand up to
show pride in a flag for a country
that oppresses black people and
people of color,” Kaepernick told
the NFL Network after the Packers
game. “To me, this is bigger than
football, and it would be selfish on
my part to look the other way.”
Kaepernick evidently has some
strong views on this subject, but
what are they, exactly? Does he believe, say, that most Americans are
racists? That most police officers
target African-Americans for harassment? That the United States
as a whole deliberately and systematically persecutes African-Americans?
Somehow I doubt he would agree
with any of these things without
qualification — and yet they are all
rational inferences from his refusal
to honor the flag of a “country that
oppresses black people and people
of color.”
When pressed further to explain
his views after the Chargers game,
he wasn’t helpful. What was he
trying to convey? “The message is
that we have a lot of issues in this
country that we need to deal with.
We have a lot of people that are
oppressed. We have a lot of people
that aren’t treated equally, aren’t
given equal opportunities. Police
brutality is a huge thing that needs
to be addressed. There are a lot of
issues that need to be talked about,
need to be brought to life, and we
need to fix those.”
President Barack Obama reinforced that message on Monday.
“If nothing else,” the president
said, “what he’s done is he’s generated more conversation around
some topics that need to be talked about.” Reminding Americans
that they need to “talk about” and
“deal with” a problem that already
consumes them is not, perhaps, the
wisest of political exhortations.
And in any case, one wonders
what nation in the history of the
world has not had dire “issues”
that needed to be talked about and
dealt with. Has there ever been
a nation sufficiently issue-free to
merit Kaepernick’s reverence?
What was the pop singer Beyoncé, for instance, trying to say in her
music video for “Formation”? In
the video, we see the singer in one
scene sitting atop a New Orleans
police vehicle submerged in water,
and in another raising a middle
finger to the camera; then we see
a hooded black youth standing in
front of a line of police officers with
their hands up, and a wall bearing
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CLOSE TO HOME

Healing from Lopez
shooting requires
participation
By JERRY THREET
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the graffito “stop shooting us.” In
one sense, her meaning seems obvious — she wants police officers
to stop shooting black men without cause. But taken together, and
without any interpretation to guide
us, we might reasonably conclude
that Beyoncé is denouncing police
officers as a group — or the United
States itself — as racist. Hence the
pop singer’s remark to Elle magazine: “I’m an artist, and I think the
most powerful art is usually misunderstood. But anyone who perceives my message as anti-police is
completely mistaken.”
Or, going further back, what exactly did Sinead O’Connor mean,
in her notorious 1992 stunt on “Saturday Night Live,” by ripping up a
picture of Pope John Paul II and
proclaiming, “Fight the real enemy”?
And what did Tommie Smith
and John Carlos, the Olympians
who at the 1968 Olympics in Mexico City raised fists at their awards
ceremony, mean to communicate?
There are answers to all these
questions — in fact there are scores
of answers to them, which is why
the instigators of such symbolic
stunts usually spend more energy
explaining what they didn’t mean
than what they did. They have
strong views, and their views may
deserve consideration, but their
gestures do little but generate metaphorical “conversations” consisting chiefly of misunderstanding
and acrimony.
None of this is to suggest that
symbolic acts are always worthless. The Old Testament prophets
made some pretty bizarre symbolic statements about their governments, and they interpreted those
statements in sharply controversial ways.
When African-Americans in
Montgomery, Alabama, refused to
give up their seats on public buses,
the aim was clear and their message peremptory: an end to segre-

gation on buses and, by extension,
all public places. When a young
man stood in front of a column of
tanks in Tiananmen Square in Beijing in 1989, he wasn’t simply or literally trying to stop the tanks from
moving forward; he was saying that
the protesters weren’t afraid of
their government and that the desire for political freedom wouldn’t
be vanquished by military force.
These latter instances raise an
important point about protests
against entire societies. Rosa Parks
and her allied nonconformists had
themselves been treated abominably by their government. The protester at Tiananmen Square had
neither notoriety nor influence; indeed his identity is still unknown.
What Kaepernick, Beyoncé and
the rest haven’t grasped is that the
acquisition of fame and extreme
wealth increases the need for lucidity in their political pronouncements.
The likelihood is high that their
complaints, however legitimate in
the abstract, will be interpreted by
the majority as the whiny ingratitude of rich kids.
Even if Kaepernick’s refusal to
stand has consequences for his
career — even if, as Kareem Abdul-Jabbar pointed out in a Washington Post op-ed defending the
quarterback, his actions could
“cost him millions in future endorsements and affect his value as
a player” — that hardly compares
to the risk of imprisonment and
death.
Famous athletes and entertainers may have legitimate concerns,
and of course they have a right to
be heard. But if they don’t take care
to communicate with precision,
they can’t expect to be interpreted
in the way they would prefer.
Barton Swaim is author of “The
Speechwriter: A brief education in
politics” and a contributing columnist for the Washington Post.

n April 11, I started
work as the new director of the Independent Office of Law Enforcement Review and Outreach.
The office was established
by Sonoma County following
the recommendation
of the
Community
and Local
Law Enforcement
Task Force
after the
shooting of
Jerry
Andy Lopez
Threet
by Deputy
Sheriff Gelhaus.
Our office has two main
charges. First, we provide
independent, objective, civilian review of the sheriff’s
investigation of complaints
against deputies, as well
review of the policies that
guide the actions of those
deputies. Second, we have
a mission of robust engagement with residents of
Sonoma County, particularly those in disadvantaged
communities, to facilitate
better relations between
those communities and law
enforcement.
Since April, I have listened
to hundreds of community
members, from vastly different perspectives, express
their hopes and concerns
about relationships between
the Sheriff’s Office and the
communities it is charged
with serving. I’ve met with
the Sheriff’s Office, along
with individual deputies
and their unions. I also met
personally with Sgt. Erick
Gelhaus. After listening to
many passionate viewpoints,
my overwhelming impression from these meetings
is that Sonoma County is
blessed to have so many people of good faith who want
to heal the rifts between law
enforcement and parts of
the community.
One part of that healing
involves greater transparency through civilian review
of law enforcement. The
Sheriff’s Office has agreed to
protocols allowing Independent Office of Law Enforcement Review and Outreach
to conduct full audits of
investigations into alleged
deputy misconduct. These
audits will provide, for the
first time, civilian review
of all details of misconduct
investigations, including
recordings of interviews
of deputies, bodycam video
and any other considered
evidence. The office will
audit the investigation and
its findings to ensure that it
is fair, complete and timely.
Where the Independent
Office of Law Enforcement
Review and Outreach dis-

agrees with findings of the
investigation, it will notify
the complainant. In addition, this office will report
on such disagreements,
including the general nature
and reasons for them, in an
annual report to the Board
of Supervisors and to the
public.
Also, with the assistance
of a new Citizens Advisory
Council, the Independent
Office of Law Enforcement
Review and Outreach will
consider and make recommendations to the Sheriff’s
Office on possible changes to
their policies. The policies
reviewed may include such
important areas as use of
deadly force, bodycam videos, implicit bias training or
diversity in the workforce.
Lastly, my office will make
every effort to facilitate
improvements in relationships between law enforcement and the communities
it serves. Without question,
this task is challenging in
some communities. And,
whatever one believes about
the appropriateness of
Sergeant Gelhaus’ recent
promotion, it has undoubtedly made fresh the wounds
that resulted from the Lopez
shooting. It looks like litigation related to the shooting
may continue for another
year or longer, making
significant progress doubly
challenging.
For this reason, I strongly
believe it is incumbent on
the Sheriff’s Office to make
a meaningful commitment
to true community engagement moving forward. The
sheriff has made a good start
by agreeing to work with our
office to create community
engagement circles, bringing deputies to multiple
meetings throughout the
county to sit with community members for frank
exchanges in a facilitated,
safe environment. When law
enforcement and community members can see one another in their full humanity,
there is a real opportunity to
begin healing rifts.
Our office will also advocate for other initiatives
designed to improve community relationships, such as
community commendations
of outstanding deputies
and anti-bias training of all
personnel.
These efforts can only be
successful with the active
participation of the affected
communities and law enforcement. If you have ideas
you would like to suggest
for consideration, please
contact our office.
Jerry Threet is the director
of the Independent Office of
Law Enforcement Review
and Outreach for Sonoma
County.

Why the abundance of ballot measures?
By PAULA DWYER

A

funny thing happened on the way
to the ballot box
this year. Though grassroots referendums and
initiatives have been on
the wane for two decades,
73 have been approved
for ballots so far in the 26
states that allow them.
That’s still well below the
1996 peak of 92 measures,
but it’s the highest number
since 2006 and almost 50
percent more than in 2012.
Why the spike? A big reason, says Josh Altic of the
politics website Ballotpedia, is that the number of
signatures needed to qualify for the ballot in many
states is based on voter
turnout in the previous
statewide election. And
turnout in 2014 was the
lowest since World War II.
In California, for example, activists needed the
signatures of just under
366,000 registered voters,
27 percent fewer than in
2014, to propose changes
to state law. California, the
hothouse of citizen action,
will have 17 ballot initiatives this year, versus four
in 2014 and 13 in 2012.
Here’s what I find interesting: When voters get
thoroughly fed up with

government and stay home
on Election Day, they’re
making it easier for activists to gain access to the
ballot in the next election.
Since initiatives and referendums generally result
in higher voter turnout
— boosting it by 3 percent
to 4.5 percent in presidential-election years, and as
much as 9 percent in midterm contests, according to
one study — activists may
find it harder to repeat this
year’s success in the next
cycle.
For now, though, the beneficiaries of 2014’s abysmal
turnout are left-leaning
groups. With Republicans
now in control of 33 state
legislatures, and complete
control of governorships
and legislatures in 30
states, liberals’ frustration
runs high. They’ve turned
to citizen initiatives as an
outlet.
The evidence is seen in
both the increase and nature of November’s crop
of initiatives. The bulk
of them advocate liberal causes, ranging from
minimum-wage increases
and marijuana decriminalization to higher taxes
and gun control. In years
past, conservative causes, including tax cuts,
term limits and spending

restrictions, led the ballot-initiative pack. California’s Proposition 13 in 1978
set off a wave of tax-cutting
initiatives in other states
for many years, and social measures, like Ohio’s
same-sex-marriage ban in
2004, were a national trend.
The Ohio vote turned out
social conservatives in
such force that it probably
handed President George
W. Bush the state’s electoral votes that year, helping
to cement his re-election.
More recently, however, proposals of one sort
or another to raise taxes
are popular, possibly signaling the end of tax-cut
fever. “We’re noticing a
shift toward progressive
issues and away from conservative ideas like tax
cuts,” says Altic, who runs
a ballot-measure project at
Ballotpedia. “And we see
a correlation with the increase in Republican-controlled state governments.”
Tax increases are on the
ballots of a few deep-red
states, such as Louisiana’s
measure to disallow federal income-tax deductibility and Oklahoma’s higher
sales-tax question.
Elsewhere, California is,
not surprisingly, among
the 11 other states asking
if voters want higher tax-

byists’ gifts to elected officials and provide taxpayer
funds to candidates. The
Koch-backed Americans
for Prosperity is spending
heavily to quash it.
Such tactics force activists to choose their fights
more carefully.
Companies that specialize in signature gathering
last year charged between
$4 and $6 a signature in
California,
Ballotpedia
says. That means it costs
at least $1.5 million just to
have a shot at getting on
the ballot.
Media campaigns to win
over voters can cost millions more, especially if
the Koch brothers or other
big donors are on the other
side.
Ballot measures will always be used as an outlet
and a way of self-correcting for ideological pendulum swings.
No one designed the process this way, but the cycle
of voter frustration, followed by low turnout, increased one-party control
and more citizen activism
is like an automatic refresher in democracy.

VI. IOLERO Sponsored Community Engagement Circles

In the view of the IOLERO Director, the Community Engagement Circles sponsored by the Office are of significant
importance to advancing the goal of improved relationships between law enforcement and untrusting
communities in the County. As previously discussed, IOLERO was unable to meet its goal of up to 6 Community
Engagement Circles per year, which was laid out in the First Year Work Plan. Nevertheless, IOLERO sponsored a
very successful Circle in the unincorporated Springs area of Sonoma Valley. That process has better informed the
Office of what is necessary to be successful in implementing this important program. Moving forward, IOLERO
expects to be able to sponsor up to 2 such circles each year, with existing staffing.
es. A measure there would
increase personal taxes on
incomes above $250,000 a
year. Colorado asks if voters want to raise cigarette
taxes. Oregon asks about
raising corporate income
taxes, while a Washington
state measure proposes a
tax on carbon emissions.
Nine states have measures that would legalize
or decriminalize marijuana use. Five states would
raise the minimum wage.
Four would tighten gun
controls. One, Colorado,
would create an additional
10 percent income tax to
finance a universal healthcare system.
Pushback
by
business groups, sometimes
pre-emptively with litigation or television ads to

keep measures off state
ballots, has made it more
costly for citizen initiatives. Business opposition
also tends to dampen donor interest in financing
future measures.
An attempt to get an
anti-fracking question on
the ballot in Colorado, for
example, failed last month
when it didn’t attract
enough voter signatures to
qualify, possibly because
the oil industry waged a
$13 million media battle to
stop it.
In several states, billionaires Charles and David
Koch are playing ballot-initiative defense. A South
Dakota measure would Paula Dwyer writes editorequire disclosure of do- rials on economics, finance
nors to campaigns and and politics for Bloomberg
advocacy groups, limit lob- View.

The first Circle was planned for February 2017 in the unincorporated Springs area of Sonoma Valley. Because
a key goal was to foster robust participation by local immigrants living in this area, IOLERO first undertook
significant engagement with this community. In total, the Director participated in around 10 small community
meetings over the course of 12 weeks prior to the circle, meeting with over 150 community members, almost
all of whom were undocumented immigrant parents. Each meeting involved significant planning, including
publicizing meetings, in collaboration with trusted community partners such as La Luz. The meetings were warm,
positive, and engaging, each one of which took 1.5 to 2 hours and included Spanish/English translation. The
42 See Appendix X for a list of select IOLERO appearances in the media.
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meetings represented a significant start in building more trusting relationships between IOLERO and the local
immigrant community, relationships that can also serve to leverage engagement between this community and
the Sheriff’s Office.
As a result of this robust community engagement and planning, as well as additional outreach efforts, over 50
local immigrant residents attended the Community Engagement Circle in the Springs. Local immigrants sat in
small circles with officers from the Sonoma Police Department and deputies from the Sonoma Valley substation.43
Almost all the participants in these circles strongly expressed that it was a great success. Community members
in the Circles shared significant personal stories with their neighbors, and more importantly with the deputies,
about their experiences, concerns and fears living as an immigrant in Sonoma County. One veteran deputy
with over 20 years of experience in the Sheriff’s Office shared that this was the first time that he truly began to
understand what it was like to live as an immigrant in the County. Many community members told IOLERO staff
after the event that they would love to have more opportunities like this to meet with the deputies. The feedback
from the Sheriff’s Office was largely very positive, despite some anxiety by the deputies prior to the event.
IOLERO’s first efforts to create a program of Community Engagement Circles to bridge the gaps between the
Sheriff’s Office and distrusting communities therefore met with significant success. These first efforts also
proved that such success would require a significant commitment of IOLERO resources on an ongoing basis to
be sustainable. One of the lessons of the Circle in the Springs was that getting members of a disadvantaged
community to understand and trust our new office sufficiently to participate in the Circles requires significant
community engagement leading up to that circle. Therefore, the preparation and planning for the circles will take
longer than anticipated. IOLERO is planning the next Community Engagement Circle with Supervisor Hopkin’s
assistance in either the Moorland/Roseland area or in the lower Russian River area.
Illustration 7-J: (clockwise from left) IOLERO Community Engagement Circle Participants, CAC Members Tabling at MLK Jr. Event,
and IOLERO Staff with Community Members at 2017 Roseland Cinco de Mayo Celebration

43 The Sheriff’s Office provides police services to the City of Sonoma under a contract and Deputy Sheriffs serve as police
officers in that town, and both are supervised by Chief Sackett.
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Chapter 8: Law Enforcement Training & Outreach
I. Overview

IOLERO was established as a new department of the County to provide civilian review of the Sheriff’s Office
following a very divisive period, during which some members of the local law enforcement community felt
unfairly vilified by the press and some members of the public. As a new civilian review department charged
with auditing investigations of alleged deputy misconduct, it is reasonable to expect that some Sheriff’s Office
employees and their supporters would look with some skepticism at this new office and its staff. Were they “out
to get” deputies? Did they have “an agenda”? In addition, the new Director of IOLERO came to the position as
a civilian “outsider” with relatively little familiarity with the organization and culture of the Sheriff’s Office. How
could anyone who was not from law enforcement ever understand their world sufficiently to review allegations
of employee misconduct in an “objective” manner?
Such reactions are common ones that often accompany the creation and operation of a civilian review agency.
They are not unique to Sonoma County but are reported by civilian review professionals throughout the nation.
Given the function of civilian review, it may be unrealistic to expect that the law enforcement rank and file will
ever feel completely at ease with civilian review agencies, except perhaps for those who work closely with them.
Nevertheless, these concerns deserve to be addressed. With questions like these hanging in the air, spoken and
unspoken, the IOLERO Director began significant efforts to undergo training offered by the Sheriff’s Office, to
meet staff of the Sheriff’s Office, and to do outreach to the local law enforcement community. These efforts have
been significant and productive, with feedback indicating that the staff and leadership of the Sheriff’s Office have
reached a level of relative comfort with IOLERO and its staff.

II. Participation in Training

Since April 2016, the Director has taken part in over 18 training events that involved training specific to the
Sheriff’s Office, including multiple general orientation sessions, internal affairs investigations, use of force
training, multiple field officer trainings for new hires (including high risk stops, building searches and SWAT),
crisis negotiation, jail booking, mentally ill inmates, “ride-alongs”, etc.44 These more formal trainings have been
supplemented with many hours of conversation with staff of the Sheriff’s Office and review of that office’s formal
policies. And all of this information has been further honed through applying it in the real situations presented by
actual audits of Sheriff’s Office investigations.
Also key has been the process included in the IOLERO audit protocols, which provides for discussion between
IOLERO and the Sheriff’s Office have differences over findings. Although those differences have been few, each of
them have presented key opportunities for the IOLERO Director and Sheriff’s staff to exchange their frank views
on the events being investigated, as well as the process itself. Not only has this process been valuable for the
Director, Sheriff’s staff have also shared that it has been valuable for their office.
In addition, IOLERO invited both Sheriff’s Office staff and the Sheriff’s assigned County Counsel to participate in
the 2016 annual conference of the National Association for Civilian Oversight of Law Enforcement (“NACOLE”),
which offered 5 days of training in civilian oversight topics. Both the Sheriff’s liaison to IOLERO and their County
Counsel took advantage of this opportunity, which was beneficial for all concerned.

44 While the Director has requested on more than one occasion to be allowed to sit in on the Crisis Intervention Training
sponsored by County Behavioral Health and offered to local law enforcement officers, this access has not yet been
granted. IOLERO will continue to advocate for the opportunity to participate in this important training opportunity.
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IOLERO hopes in the coming years to have opportunities to present training to Sheriff’s Office staff on the
function and operations of IOLERO, to further increase understanding and comfort with the Office.
In addition, IOLERO hopes in the next year to participate in regularly scheduled monthly “ride-alongs” and
“walk-alongs” with deputies from both the patrol and detention sides of the agency.

III. Outreach to Law Enforcement Groups

In addition to formal training, and talking countless times with Sheriff’s Office staff, the Director also has sought
to participate in opportunities for outreach to members of local law enforcement agencies and related groups.
The Director has met and been in regular contact with the leadership of the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association, which
represents patrol deputies, as well as with the Sonoma County Law Enforcement Association, which represents
correctional deputies. Also, the Director and Walter Katz (then the San Jose independent Police Auditor) made a
well–received presentation on the auditor model of civilian oversight to a symposium sponsored by the Raines,
Lucia, Sterns law firm called “Protecting Cops in the 21st Century.” Raines Lucia is a prominent Bay Area law firm
that represents law enforcement unions and officers in negotiations and litigation, including representation of
the Deputy Sheriff’s Association. The Director also participated in training offered to families of law enforcement
officers, called “Under the Shield,” designed to help them deal with the stressors that come with having a family
member working in law enforcement. Finally, the Director was the keynote speaker at the annual meeting of the
National Key Cub of Santa Rosa at which they presented the Officer of the Year Award. This meeting was well
attended by local law enforcement leaders.
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Chapter 9: IOLERO Policy Recommendations
I. Overview

One of IOLERO’s key missions is to review the policies and practices of the Sheriff’s Office and make wellfounded recommendations on any changes that would improve them. One source of such recommendations
is the information gathered from audits of investigations that reveals how policies and practices are actually
working in the field. Other sources of recommendations include a review of best practices employed by other law
enforcement agencies across the country, as well as input from the public.
As both the Presidents Report and the CALLE Report make clear, one advisable improvement to policies and
practices for every law enforcement agency is community input into their content. IOLERO therefore has
incorporated its Community Advisory Council into this process in order to provide a ready vehicle to gather public
input into the policies and practices of the Sheriff’s Office. In addition to public input through CAC meetings,
IOLERO directly engages with communities that may be most affected by particular policies and practices.
The Sheriff’s Office has been open to IOLERO’s recommendations, has cooperated fully in providing information
necessary for policy reviews, and in several cases has implemented policy changes as a result. The collaboration
in this area has been largely successful, thus far.

II. IOLERO’s Immigration Policy Recommendations to the Sheriff’s Office

The Sheriff’s Office’s immigration policies and practices historically have long included robust voluntary
cooperation with U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”) in the civil enforcement of federal
immigration laws. The jail’s cooperation, which is not mandated by federal law, until recently included providing
ICE with release dates of all immigrant inmates upon request, regardless of whether the inmate had been
either charged or convicted of a crime, and regardless of the nature of the crime. ICE officials often showed
up at the jail upon the inmate’s release to pick them up and transport them to an ICE detention facility to
await deportation proceedings. The jail also allowed ICE access to an inmate’s detention file, which includes
confidential information such as social security numbers and country of origin, which ICE can then use in
deportation proceedings.
In December 2016, IOLERO’s Director and its CAC began working closely and collaboratively with both the
Sheriff’s staff and the community to review the above-described immigration policies of the Sheriff’s Office. From
December 2016 through April 2017, there was a careful review of these policies, including the law enforcement
rationales supporting them, alternative policy approaches of other law enforcement agencies, the unique
characteristics of the Sheriff’s Office, the legal context in which the policies operated, and the effects of such
policies on community members, public safety, and on the relationship between those communities and law
enforcement. With robust support from IOLERO staff, the full participation and cooperation of the Sheriff’s Office,
presentations from subject matter experts from the Public Defender’s Office and the private immigration bar, and
significant public input, the CAC recommended changes in the Sheriff’s immigration policies in March 2017.
The IOLERO Director conducted a thorough, independent analysis of the CAC recommendations, the rationale
of the Sheriff’s Office for its existing policy, input from community members through CAC meetings and
independent outreach by the Director, and relevant evidence and studies. The Director then recommended to
the Sheriff’s Office that it further limit its cooperation with immigration enforcement by changing its policies.
IOLERO recommended that the jail stop providing to ICE information on inmates, unless the inmate has been
convicted of a crime designated by statute as “serious or violent felonies.” The IOLERO policy recommendation
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was supported with a public written report thoroughly analyzing the many factors involved in the immigration
policy of the Sheriff’s Office, concluding that the change in policy would improve public safety, enhance
cooperation between immigrants and law enforcement, and improve community relationships. The IOLERO
report recommending these changes was issued on March 30, 2017 and respectfully requested that the Sheriff
respond to the recommendation within 30 days.
Sheriff Freitas initially responded that he would not consider changing immigration policies prior to resolution
of SB 54 by the state legislature, as that bill would mandate changes statewide related to cooperation with ICE.
Nevertheless, on May 1, 2017, Sheriff Freitas announced that he was changing his policies on immigration. The
Sheriff’s announcement came in a letter to the IOLERO Director and CAC, and stated “Although I cannot support
the recommendation as it stands, I am willing to adjust my policy regarding I.C.E. notifications as a compromise.
I am going to implement the TRUST Act requirements related to I.C.E. notifications.“ Under the TRUST Act,
cooperation with ICE depends on conviction of a designated crime that is listed in that statute. Although not
stated in Sheriff Freitas’ letter, his office later indicated that the new policy would be in place by July 1, 2017.
Unfortunately, the fate of this promised policy change remained in limbo for some time. Due to personal issues,
Sheriff Freitas was out of the office a good deal in June 2017. At the time of the Sheriff’s early retirement
announcement on July 5, 2017, the Sheriff’s Office had yet to finalize a new immigration policy and the jail
continued to fully cooperate with ICE. As outlined in the IOLERO report, that policy continued to impact the
immigrant community by resulting in deportation of residents who have been convicted of only minor, or in
some instances no, crimes. It also contributed to a climate of fear and distrust that inhibits cooperation with law
enforcement by those connected to immigrants.
Since the Sheriff’s Office started tracking ICE notifications in January of this year, as required under the California
TRUTH Act, a picture has emerged of the impact of such cooperation. On average, the Sonoma County Detention
Division has provided notice to ICE of release dates of over 20 inmates per month, on average. That is 20+
community members each month who go into the jail and may never return to their communities, sometimes
leaving their families to struggle without a key financial provider and parent. Since January, the County jail has
notified ICE of release dates for over 160 inmates. Because some of these inmates have no history of conviction
for serious or violent crimes, other community members have become afraid that any law enforcement
contact could land them in jail and result in deportation. This type of distrust hampers cooperation with law
enforcement, which is crucial to reporting and solving crimes. It also heightens the risk that any law enforcement
encounter with an immigrant can escalate to attempted resistance and escape, potentially endangering suspects,
officers, and the public.
IOLERO was in regular contact with Sheriff’s Office staff concerning implementation of changes to this policy
since May 1, 2017. The Director urged that the agency move forward to implement the promised change in
policy for all the reasons previously laid out in the IOLERO report on this issue. On August 10, 2017, the Agency
announced that it would honor its previous commitment to change the immigration policy, along similar lines
announced by Sheriff Freitas. The new policy, effective August 18, 2017, provides that the jail will not notify ICE
of a release date unless an inmate has been convicted of a specified crime. The policy also provides an appeal
process whereby an inmate is notified of the jail’s intent to notify ICE of his release date, and then may argue that
his past conviction is not indicative of a danger to the community. The jail’s pretrial diversion team will analyze
these claims and determine whether the inmate appears to present a danger if released back into the Sonoma
County community. If not, then the jail will not notify ICE of the release of the inmate. The Sheriff’s Office has
indicated that it will monitor the appeals process and may remove crimes on the list that trigger ICE notification
based on experience with this appeal process.

While it may not satisfy everyone, this change in policy represents a significant step by the Sheriff’s Office
in limiting cooperation with ICE to circumstances that truly impact public safety. It demonstrates that the
Sheriff’s Office is open to community input and will respond to the recommendations of IOLERO and its CAC.
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III. IOLERO’s Other Policy Recommendations to the Sheriff’s Office

In addition to IOLERO’s formal report recommending changes to policies related to immigration, IOLERO has
made additional policy recommendations to the Sheriff’s Office associated with audits of investigations. Also,
IOLERO has made recommendations on several subjects that were not related to specific investigations and were
not supported by formal reports. Several of these recommendations are highlighted here.

a. Immigrant-related recommendations concerning investigations

These recommendations resulted from audits where it appeared that immigrants and those close to them may
have been reluctant to participate in investigations of potential employee misconduct. The recommendations are
intended to make the process of cooperating with an administrative investigation feel safer for members of this
community. The recommendations included:

• create an express written policy forbidding retaliation against complainants or witnesses in an investigation;
• clearly inform complainants and potential witnesses of the policy against retaliation;
• proactively encourage witnesses to cooperate; and
• if undocumented status is evident, share the Sheriff’s Office policy against considering immigration status
in making enforcement decisions.
b. Body Worn Cameras

While a comprehensive review by IOLERO and the CAC of the video policies of the Sheriff’s office is under
way, IOLERO has made some recommendations regarding body worn cameras in connection with its audits of
investigations.45 Among these are the following:
• deputy discretion be further limited regarding initiating and terminating body worn camera videos, perhaps
by keeping them running at all times as a default;
• require body worn camera video operation for transport and booking of a suspect, as well as for transport
to a medical facility for 5150 commitment;
• standardize placement of body worn cameras and ensure articles of clothing do not obstruct recordings;
• consider ways to share body worn camera video with the public in deputy uses of force that are of
significant public interest. Many jurisdictions share such video more freely, with the benefit that the public
has confidence that information will be forthcoming, whether it reflects well or poorly on the agency; and
• explore ways to share body worn camera video with complainants, either through the investigative
process or in a mediation setting.

c. Implicit bias training

IOLERO also has recommended to the Sheriff’s Office that they consider regular, robust training in recognizing
and correcting for implicit or unconscious bias. The rational for this recommendation is that implicit bias is
scientifically recognized as prevalent in all people, and it affects an individual’s decision making and responses,
including most significantly while under stressful, fast moving situations such as officer involved shootings. In
addition, established studies demonstrate that unconscious bias must be addressed consciously in order to be
corrected. The commitment to such training can go a long way in addressing concerns or distrust of members of
the public.

45 See Appendix Y for the Sheriff’s Office current Body Worn Camera policy.
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d. Community Oriented Policing

IOLERO also has recommended to the Sheriff’s Office a program of robust Community Oriented Policing in areas
of greater density in the unincorporated parts of the county, such as the Moorland/ Roseland area of SW Santa
Rosa and the Springs area of Sonoma Valley. IOLERO uses the term Community Oriented Policing to include
many components necessary to make such a project successful. For these areas, it includes staffing by deputies
who can speak Spanish and who understand the culture of the community. Cultural competency training of
deputies could include local elders familiar with the history of the community and of the local relationship with
law enforcement. IOLERO’s advocacy has been around seeking funding and on shifting the concept of community
policing to focus less on enforcement activity and more on building community relationships. IOLERO has made
these recommendations with the understanding that this type of program would depend on securing adequate
funding to support this endeavor.

IV. IOLERO’s Policy Recommendations Not Specific to the Sheriff’s Office

By the nature of its purview, most of IOLERO’s policy recommendations focus on the Sheriff’s Office. However,
the office also is authorized to “advise on legislative actions and [ . . . ] make recommendations to the County for
legislative platforms, as appropriate[.]” This section will discuss areas where IOLERO believes changes at the state
level would benefit its mission.

a. Increasing Transparency of Peace Officer Investigative Records

One of the four key missions of IOLERO is “to help increase transparency of law enforcement operations,
policies and procedures[.]” Yet, any peace officer personnel record, including a record of investigation, is strictly
confidential under Penal Code Section 832.7. This statute prohibits release of any details of an investigation
or audit, including where there is a sustained finding of misconduct, or where there is an exoneration of
misconduct for a use of force that is a subject of great public interest. Following an IOLERO audit of a Sheriff’s
Office investigation, IOLERO is limited to informing a complainant of whether it agrees with the findings of the
Sheriff’s investigation or believes another finding is more appropriate. IOLERO cannot provide a complainant with
substantive reasons for the agreement or difference. Therefore, existing state law creates a significant barrier
to IOLERO’s ability to increase the transparency of law enforcement operations, policies, and procedures with
respect to audits of investigations.
While California statutes and case law prevent the disclosure of most peace officer records, other states such
as Texas, release information to the public when an allegation of misconduct has been confirmed. Some states
make these records public regardless of whether the incident has been confirmed. California is among a
minority of states that make all disciplinary records confidential. The inability of law enforcement and oversight
agencies in California to release public information about whether an officer has been disciplined when found
to have committed misconduct leaves the public without a way to fully assess the employee accountability
process. Among some members of the public, it contributes to a belief that law enforcement agencies are hiding
something, which makes trust more difficult to maintain.
During the 2016 California legislative session, then Senator Mark Leno sponsored a bill that would have amended
state law to allow greater transparency for records of peace officer investigations and discipline where certain
allegations of misconduct were sustained after investigation, or where there was an investigation of a serious
use of force. The bill was not passed in part due to opposition from law enforcement groups. It appears that a
compromise measure might have been capable of enactment, but that communication broke down between the
sponsor of this legislation and law enforcement groups.
IOLERO believes there would be substantial benefit both to the public and to law enforcement agencies from
changing state law to increase the transparency associated with these records. The IOLERO Director has
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discussed with both the leadership of the Sheriff’s Office and the Deputy Sheriff’s Association the possibility of
releasing more information about the reasons for findings in administrative investigations, and both agree that
greater transparency in this area could be beneficial to employees and to the department. Certainly, the public
desires increased transparency, especially in this area. And greater transparency would greatly enhance IOLERO’s
ability to facilitate trust between the public and the Sheriff’s Office.

Given these considerations, IOLERO recommends that state law be changed to increase transparency in
regard to findings in administrative investigations of alleged serious misconduct by employees of law
enforcement agencies.
b. State-Wide Rules Limiting Cooperation Between Local Law Enforcement Agencies and
Federal Immigration Agencies

As explained in IOLERO’s report supporting its recommendation to the Sheriff’s Office on immigration policies,
IOLERO recommended supporting SB 54 by Senator DeLeon, currently pending the California Assembly after
passage by the Senate. The IOLERO recommendation was premised on that bill being amended to allow
cooperation if an immigrant had been convicted of a designated “serious or violent felony” as defined by
state law. The IOLERO recommendation also recognized that there might be other crimes that could justify
ICE cooperation, although not listed in the state statute defining “serious or violent felony.” Since the time of
this recommendation, SB 54 has undergone several amendments, and may again be amended to include such
additional crimes.

IOLERO continues to recommend that SB 54 be passed with the support of Sonoma County government.
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Chapter 10: IOLERO Lessons Learned

For every endeavor, there are lessons learned, and the creation of IOLERO has been no different. This chapter
explores some of these lessons in greater detail.

I. Working Collaboratively in the Midst of Differences

Since April 2016, IOLERO staff have talked with hundreds of people from all parts of the County who have shown
their dedication and commitment to the mission of improving relationships between the Sheriff’s Office and
the communities of the County. From the most cynical lifelong activists to the most skeptical 30-year veterans
of the Sheriff’s Office, and including all of the scores of individuals in between, almost all have entertained a
spirit of hope and possibility for change. Because county residents have offered themselves to this joint project,
IOLERO has been able to call upon a reservoir of good will on multiple occasions in pursuit of the department’s
objectives.
The role of IOLERO staff in pursuit of IOLERO’s missions has been to act primarily in the role of a mediator or
facilitator, bringing together people of good faith in pursuit of common goals, despite their very different views.
The aim of IOLERO staff is to listen well and empathetically. Staff make every effort to facilitate productive
solutions rather than remain fixated on problems; to support and empower stakeholders to be a part of
productive solutions; and to refocus on the possibilities of the future, while acknowledging the difficulties of the
past. In the role of mediator and facilitator, IOLERO must be able to see all sides of an issue, and treat all of those
involved in these issues with fairness, respect, compassion, and civility, even in the midst of conflict.
IOLERO generally is seen among those who are familiar with it, as committed to serving the community, while
also working collaboratively with law enforcement. In particular, IOLERO has done much work with the aim of
benefitting the relationship between the Latinx and immigrant communities and law enforcement, and that
effort has been recognized by many of those familiar with it. In addition, IOLERO has established a baseline of
credibility with the Sheriff’s Office, and the Sheriff’s staff who work with the IOLERO see its work as bringing
added value to their department’s mission.
In sum, IOLERO benefits from a significant investment by stakeholders in the success of its work. This same
dynamic also presents significant challenges to IOLERO’s success when differences arise among those
stakeholders. For example, the IOLERO Director this year dismissed a CAC member following differences that
could not be resolved. The Director’s decision resulted in some community activists protesting CAC meetings
and calling for the Director to be fired. Some argued that IOLERO and the CAC should be advocates for “the
community,” and that independence and objectivity are code words for complicity with the Sheriff. On the
opposite side, another CAC member believed that only the Sheriff’s staff have the expertise to review policies for
that agency.
What these examples reveal is that, given its role in both providing civilian review of the Sheriff’s Office and
bridging trust gaps, IOLERO faces unique challenges. The passions and commitments of stakeholders, while
very helpful in keeping them engaged in IOLERO’s missions, also make it difficult to work through challenging
situations that reveal differences between IOLERO’s role and the desires of some community members. These
examples also reveal that the community ruptures that resulted in IOLERO’s creation remain painful and present,
and that even apparently unrelated matters can trigger passions that may again break into public conflict.
IOLERO remains committed to this process of collaborating in the presence of differences, to listening to all,
and to viewing the totality of the situation with all perspectives in mind. Over time, the continued success of
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the process can bring with it the community confidence necessary to work together through these times of
challenge.

II. Right-Sizing IOLERO

As discussed above, one of the chief weakness of IOLERO has been its limited staffing. While the above staffing
discussions relate to community engagement, this issue also is relevant to the ability of IOLERO to provide
effective civilian review. Unlike many oversight agencies, IOLERO is charged with civilian review of both the
patrol function of the Sheriff’s Office, as well as the detention functions. Essentially, IOLERO is charged with
providing two distinct types of civilian review, each with its own standards to guide employee conduct and each
with its own developing body of best practices and policies. As mentioned above, IOLERO staff believe that the
more significant work of the office will involve investigations and policy reviews within the Detention Division
of the Sheriff’s Office. For example, this year IOLERO staff intended to conduct a policy review of nationwide
best practices and polices within the detention environment for dealing with group disturbances. Unfortunately,
insufficient staffing has made that impossible to this point. Given continued struggles with jail understaffing
and significant forced overtime for correctional deputies, it is likely that the Detention Division will continue to
experience challenges over the coming years. And these challenges are likely to cause corresponding work for
IOLERO in reviewing jail incidents, polices, and practices.
And then there is IOLERO’s community engagement mission. Absent additional staffing, IOLERO has needed to
limit its community outreach and engagement in order to meet its other obligation. The office will focus more
on audits, while continuing to support the CAC as the primary conduit for outreach and engagement. This
necessarily will mean that community feedback will come primarily from those who are able to show up at CAC
meetings, thus empowering those voices over other community members whose work and family lives make
participation in such meetings difficult. During IOLERO’s outreach to immigrants last winter, IOLERO discovered
that the views of community members sometimes differed from those who purport to represent them. For
example, undocumented immigrant parents repeatedly said that they supported the Sheriff cooperating with
ICE to deport dangerous criminals from their communities, and wanted more enforcement of drug laws in their
community. However, some activists speaking “on behalf of” immigrants stated that there should be absolutely
no cooperation with ICE and that enforcement of drug laws in these communities was the equivalent of racial
profiling. Therefore, IOLERO’s inability to conduct robust community engagement may limit the community views
that inform IOLERO’s work.
Obviously, funding for additional IOLERO staff will always depend on the availability of county funding and involve
competition for such funds with the significant needs of other departments’ programs. Nevertheless, this report
would be remiss if it did not mention these challenges to the continued success of IOLERO in meeting its various
missions moving forward. In the meantime, IOLERO staff will do its best to achieve success in its missions with
the funding available.

III. Special Challenges in Responding Appropriately to the Mentally Ill

Soon after IOLERO began taking complaints from members of the public, it became evident that IOLERO would
face a particular challenge not necessarily anticipated by those who envisioned it. In short, IOLERO provides an
additional opportunity for those suffering mental health issues to have their voices heard. A good portion of
those filing complaints directly with IOLERO thus far, appear to suffer from some kind of mental health issue. A
portion of these complainants have issues that make them very challenging to engage with on an interpersonal
level, both because they can be volatile and because their perceptions may not be reliable. While IOLERO staff
are temperamentally capable of dealing calmly with challenging individuals, staff has no special expertise or
training in spotting signs of risks and dangers that some individuals may present. IOLERO’s physical facilities also
are limited in their ability to address and contain such risks.
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To address these weaknesses, IOLERO made changes to its physical office space, created new screening
processes, and attempted to obtain appropriate staff training. IOLERO’s office space has been reconfigured to
create a natural waiting area and a new gate inhibits entry into the main space without staff granting access.
Every new complainant is now screened before scheduling an intake interview, and normally each complainant
must complete a draft complaint form so IOLERO staff can properly assess any issues prior to an interview. In
addition, IOLERO staff have undertaken specialized training to better identify and deal effectively with mental
health issues, as well as opportunities for self-care and mindfulness training.

IV. Developing Expertise in Detention Oversight

As mentioned above, IOLERO has seen early and ongoing issues that involve the county jail, from providing
adequate services for the mentally ill to cooperation with immigration enforcement to appropriate policies on
the use of force. The detention field is highly specialized with expertise particular to its environment. Civilian
oversight of detention facilities, and especially of county jails, is a relatively new field in which expertise is
developing in the civilian oversight profession. IOLERO staff recognize the need to cultivate agency expertise
to review these issues effectively. IOLERO staff continue to undertake training on the detention environment,
including significant detention oversight training at the conferences of the National Association for Civilian
Oversight of Law Enforcement. IOLERO staff spent two full days in training with staff at the jail, as well as
additional time on particular topics. IOLERO’s CAC currently includes two members with detention expertise/
experience. In addition, IOLERO may, on occasion, seek to contract with consulting experts to review best
practices in detention policies related to reviews of jail policies. Over time, IOLERO’s institutional expertise on
detention issues will continue to improve.

V. Greater Access to Sheriff’s Office Information

For civilian review of a law enforcement agency to be most effective in meeting its intended goals, a civilian
review agency must have as much unfettered access as possible to the information and files of that agency.
Where an auditor reviews individual open investigations, as does IOLERO, it is important that the auditor have
access to all information relevant to evaluating the completeness and integrity of that investigation. In addition,
where an auditor evaluates policies, practice, and trainings, it equally important that the auditor have broad
access to information relevant to those areas of focus. The IOLERO Director has identified several areas where
it would be beneficial for the auditor to have greater access to Sheriff’s Office information. While in no case
would the Director say the lack of such access prevented an audit from being valid, granting such access would
increase the confidence of each audits conclusions, and thus would better assure the public that the conclusions
of the audits are valid. In addition, broader access also would bolster IOLERO’s ability to make the best informed
recommendations on policies, practices and training.
Currently, the IOLERO Director has access to certain Sheriff’s Office electronic investigative files in the agency’s
Administrative Investigations Management (“AIM”) database. The Director can access and review any completed
employee investigation file in AIM, but the agency began using AIM only in 2015, so investigative files that
predate AIM’s use are not accessible. In addition, the Director cannot access the personnel files of employees,
even though they also may contain information helpful in evaluating issues of credibility and in identifying
patterns of employee behavior that may lead to more significant misconduct.
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Chapter 11: IOLERO’s Future Projects and Goals

This chapter discusses projects and goals that IOLERO would like to accomplish in the coming years, should there
be resources available to support them.

I. IOLERO Youth Council

The CALLE Report envisioned a Youth Council to be supported by IOLERO as part of the community engagement
function of the Office. IOLERO’s First Year Work Plan anticipated a Youth Council to be created in the second year
of IOLERO’s operation. A Youth Council likely would require more IOLERO staff support than is currently required
for the IOLERO CAC, given the limited experience levels of youth participants. Given the demands on existing
staff, IOLERO cannot support this new function without adding staff. IOLERO’s proposed Community Engagement
Coordinator would allow IOLERO to support the Youth Council, should funding for such a position become
available in the future.

II. Video Policy Recommendations

Both IOLERO and the CAC are currently engaged in a comprehensive review of video policies of the Sheriff’s
Office. Among the issues explored will be: 1) initiating and terminating BWC video operation by patrol deputies;
2) releasing BWC video to the public; 3) placement of BWC video recorders by deputies for best capture of useful
information; 4) best placement of handheld video recorders in jail situations to best capture useful information;
5) redaction of information in video upon release; 6) showing BWC video to complainants in either complaint
investigations or mediations of complaints. These policies are likely to be issued in the Fall of 2017.

III. Review of Sheriff’s Office Use of Force Policies and Practices

The other policy reviews likely to begin next year are those related to use of force by deputies, both on patrol
and in the jail. This is likely to be quite a lengthy review, given the many policies involved and the complexity
of the subject, and therefore may take a year or more to complete. Among the policies to be considered are:
1) Use of Force; 2) Taser Use; 3) Less Lethal Control Devices; 4) Canine Program; Excited Delirium; 5) Maximum
Restraint; 6) Behavior Counseling; etc. Among the issues to be explored will be the level of discretion delegated
to individual deputies; the adequacy of the current focus on de-escalation techniques to avoid use of force;
the circumstances under which it is appropriate to move from one level of force to more significant force; the
adequacy of training on use of force; and the sufficiency of internal reviews when a deputy uses force.

IV. Develop a Mobile Device Application for Filing of Complaints from a Smart Phone

In the coming year, IOLERO will explore developing and releasing to the public a free mobile telephone
application that would allow both immediate electronic filing of a complaint and related evidence, as well as
easy and convenient access to IOLERO online information. Users of the free app could read reports from IOLERO
and file complaints or commendations about Sheriff’s deputies. Many community members rely primarily on
smart phones for their ability to obtain information and communicate with others, and have no ready access to a
home computer. Such an application could significantly expand the reach of our office. The Los Angeles Office of
Inspector General released such a product last year, so the feasibility has been established.
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