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Executive Summary 
The Independent Office of Law Enforcement Review and Outreach (IOLERO) respectfully 
submits this Annual Report for FY 2025-2026 (July 1, 2025 - June 30, 2026). 
This Report is unique in that it addresses two operational items over separate time frames: (1) 
IOLERO’s implementation of Measure P from 2022-2025 as independently evaluated by Pivot 
Consulting Group, and (2) IOLERO’s continued oversight work during the 2025-2026 fiscal year.  
It also comes during the interim transition marked by the May 2026 departure of IOLERO’s 
former Director and the County’s recruitment for a new Director which will take place over the 
coming months. 
IOLERO’s report on the two major operational items is positive. 
First, with respect to IOLERO’s implementation of Measure P, the Pivot Audit found that from 
2022-2025 IOLERO successfully implemented the ordinance by establishing effective civilian 
law enforcement oversight in Sonoma County.  IOLERO is proud of this accomplishment with 
full credit owed to its hardworking Staff, and to the Sheriff’s Office’s professional cooperation 
without which the establishment of a self-sustaining oversight program would not have been 
possible in so short a timeframe. 
The Pivot Audit also identified thoughtful “opportunities” and “recommendations” for augmenting 
IOLERO’s oversight functions going forward, including a more proactive, transparent and 
professional two-way dialogue with SCSO. 
The Pivot Audit is submitted to the Board of Supervisors along with this Annual Report and can 
be separately reviewed at https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-
services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/triennial-review . 
IOLERO’s Statement on the Pivot Audit can also be viewed at the same link and is separately 
included as Appendix A to this Report for additional reference. 
Second, with regard to on-going civilian oversight activities during FY 2025-2026, IOLERO 
continued its core work auditing SCSO investigations.  Data shows a continued positive trend in 
the completeness, timing and substance of SCSO investigations and analyses of policies and 
legal issues.  Indeed, the percentage of SCSO investigations found to be “complete” has now 
exceeded 90%, and compliance with other investigation and auditing matrices is similarly 
improving.  IOLERO has no reason to doubt that this positive trend will continue. 
Some additional developments are also noteworthy.  A court confirmed that IOLERO has 
authority to issue subpoenas as part of its whistleblower investigative function, permitting 
IOLERO and SCSO to proceed with greater clarity.  See IOLERO v. Sonoma County Sheriff’s 
Office, 119 Cal.App.5th 668 (1st Dist. 2026).  IOLERO also released its investigative review 
report into the officer involved shooting of David Pelaez-Chavez which can be reviewed on 
IOLERO’s website at https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-
services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations.  
The summaries of that investigation and related audit can also be viewed later in this Report.  
That investigative review was completed in the prior fiscal year but IOLERO’s report was not 
published until FY 2025-2026. 
Over the next several months Sonoma County will be conducting a recruitment for a permanent 
Director.  During this transition, IOLERO’s Interim Director and Staff will focus on maintaining 
IOLERO’s oversight work at the highest level of quality.  This includes core auditing and 
investigative reviews and reducing the audit backlog.  In addition, IOLERO will engage directly 
with SCSO to identify areas in which oversight can be strengthened, administrative burdens 
alleviated, and disagreements reduced. 

https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/triennial-review
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/triennial-review
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
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In short, IOLERO can report that having successfully established a self-sustaining and effective 
civilian oversight program, IOLERO is now well-positioned to build on and augment its core 
oversight program through deliberative and thoughtful implementation of other Measure P 
authorities.  This can only be achieved through cooperation, transparency and positive 
engagement with SCSO to which IOLERO commits. 
 
Message From The Interim Director 
This year marks the 10th anniversary of IOLERO’s operations.  Much has been accomplished 
but it has also been a bumpy road.  Between 2016 and 2020 IOLERO operated under an 
ordinance that provided little guidance or substantive oversight authority.  From 2020 to 2022, 
Measure P (which was enacted in 2020 to correct deficiencies in the original ordinance) was 
placed on hold by a state administrative agency due to labor law disputes. 
Thus, IOLERO was not able to begin in earnest to establish a civilian oversight program under 
Measure P until July 2022.  At that time, IOLERO had only one auditor to do so.  A deliberative 
choice was therefore made at that time to implement civilian oversight by leveraging limited 
staffing through focused detailed policy and legal evaluations as part of IOLERO’s core audit 
and review function. 
This approach paid dividends.  Through focused and detailed policy and legal reviews and 
analyses, and supported by the professional cooperation of SCSO, IOLERO successfully 
implemented a self-sustaining civilian oversight program for Sonoma County during the 2022-
2025 period.  This effort was not perfect.  Nevertheless, it accomplished the essential goal of 
creating an effective oversight infrastructure upon which additional Measure P functions can 
now be built.  As a result, IOLERO is set to expand its oversight operations under Measure P. 
Expanding IOLERO’s oversight functions will require continued cooperation and positive 
engagement with SCSO.  Input from other stakeholders will also be needed to ensure that 
community interests across all levels are heard. 
As Interim Director, I am committed to maintaining IOLERO’s core oversight functions at the 
highest quality level and to reinforce positive engagement with SCSO and other stakeholders.  
The goal during this interim period is to solidify IOLERO’s accomplishments and advance them 
if possible so that the next Director can hit the ground running.  
 
Message From The Community Advisory Council Chair And Vice-Chair 

The Community Advisory Council (CAC) continued to experience changes in its membership 
during fiscal year 2025–2026. During that time, the CAC was comprised of Nathan Solomon and 
Robin Jurs (replaced by Susy Martes) District One; David Jones, District Two; Lorena Barrera 
and Trevor Ward, District Three; John Azevedo and Michael Miller, District Four; Imelda 
Martinez De Montano and Nancy Pemberton, District Five; and Alberto Botello, At Large. 
Throughout the year, the Council continued to recruit and orient members while maintaining 
representation from each supervisorial district.  
During the second half of 2025, the CAC finalized the work of several existing ad hoc 
committees, including completing policy recommendations related to the Sheriff's canine 
program, monitoring implementation of the Sheriff's commitment to develop a RIPA policy, 
expanding community education regarding SCSO policies related to immigration enforcement, 
and increasing community awareness of the CAC and IOLERO through enhanced outreach, 
educational materials, and public engagement.   
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The Canine Policy Ad Hoc Committee completed a comprehensive review of the Sonoma 
County Sheriff's Office canine program and, following extensive research, public input, and 
collaboration with Sheriff's Office personnel, presented its findings to the Community Advisory 
Council. In October 2025, the CAC unanimously approved a formal letter recommending to 
Sheriff Eddie Engram proposed policy enhancements intended to strengthen accountability, 
transparency, training, reporting, deployment standards, and community trust in the Sheriff's 
canine program. The recommendations reflected the Committee's year-long evaluation of 
existing policies and national best practices and represented one of the CAC's most significant 
policy initiatives during the fiscal year.  
During the fiscal year, the Community Advisory Council also adopted a formal resolution 
supporting IOLERO's independent investigation into the July 2022 fatal shooting of David 
Peláez Chavez by members of the Sonoma County Sheriff's Office. The resolution recognized 
the importance of independent civilian oversight in officer-involved deaths, expressed support 
for IOLERO's investigative work and recommendations, and reaffirmed the CAC's commitment 
to transparency, accountability, and public confidence in law enforcement oversight. Through its 
adoption of the resolution, the CAC emphasized the importance of ensuring that critical 
incidents involving the use of deadly force are thoroughly and independently reviewed in 
accordance with the intent of Measure P.  
In January 2026, the Community Advisory Council (CAC) held its fourth annual Strategic 
Planning Workshop to establish priorities for calendar year 2026. The 2026 Work Plan includes 
several new initiatives, as well as continuing to address our responsibility to engage the 
community and educate the public.  The community engagement ad hoc committee was 
reorganized, and new ad hoc committees were established to implement the independent 
investigations provisions of Measure P; to increase language access between SCSO staff and 
the public; to assess and recommend changes to the SCSO's continued provision of information 
to ICE; and to increase participation in programming at the Adult Detention Facility.   
The CAC formally adopted its 2026 Work Plan in March 2026, reaffirming its commitment to 
improving transparency, accountability, and trust between the Sonoma County Sheriff's Office 
and the community it serves.  
The Community Advisory Council (CAC) remains appreciative of the continued support provided 
by the IOLERO staff throughout the fiscal year. The assistance of Executive Director John Alden 
and Community Engagement Manager Lizett Camacho was instrumental in helping the Council 
plan, organize, and implement its work. Shortly before the end of the fiscal year, Executive 
Director John Alden departed IOLERO, having provided dedicated leadership and support to 
both the CAC and the Office. The Council expresses its gratitude for his service and 
contributions to advancing civilian oversight in Sonoma County and wishes him continued 
success in his future endeavors. The CAC also recognizes the dedication of the entire IOLERO 
staff, including those who continue to support the Office during this leadership transition, for 
their continued commitment to advancing the goals of Measure P by promoting civilian 
oversight, transparency, accountability, and meaningful community engagement with the 
Sonoma County Sheriff's Office. 
 
I. Brief History of IOLERO and Measure P 
IOLERO was initially created by the Board of Supervisors through an ordinance following the 
death of Andy Lopez during an officer-involved shooting.  IOLERO officially commenced 
operations in 2016 with a Director and one administrative staff and only general guidance from 
the ordinance.  After much trial-and-error, IOLERO was unable to establish self-sustaining 
civilian oversight under these restrictive conditions.  To address this, the Board of Supervisors 
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placed Measure P on the ballot in late 2020 to clarify and augment IOLERO’s authorities.  
County voters approved this change. 
Measure P modified the original civilian oversight structure by creating a “hybrid” oversight 
model.  Unlike other more targeted models, Measure P authorized IOLERO to conduct case-
specific audits of SCSO investigations, to conduct its own investigative reviews, to serve as a 
receiving and investigating agency for whistleblower claims, to prepare detailed and substantive 
policy recommendations, and to conduct broader performance reviews of SCSO’s operations at 
an institutional level.  IOLERO also received general subpoena authority and mandatory access 
to SCSO records when relevant to IOLERO’s oversight activities. 
Due to legal challenges under state labor law, IOLERO’s implementation of Measure P was 
placed on hold from 2020 until 2022.  Accordingly, IOLERO was not able to begin establishing a 
self-sustaining civilian oversight program under Measure P’s authorities until July 2022 when 
the Operational Agreement was executed with the Sheriff’s Office and the Letters of Agreement 
were executed between the County and the officers’ unions. 
 
II. Triennial Audit of IOLERO 
Measure P requires a performance audit at least once every three years to determine whether 
IOLERO is operating in an effective and efficient manner and is meeting best practices as a 
civilian oversight office as compared to other agencies with similar missions.  (Measure P § 2-
396). 
Pivot Consulting Group was retained in early 2026 to conduct this audit and Pivot issued its 
Report in August 2026.  The Audit covers the period July 2022 through June 2025 and 
includes a comprehensive review of how each Measure P authority was implemented during 
that period.  In conducting the Audit, Pivot reviewed publicly available IOLERO work product 
and interviewed IOLERO Staff, Sheriff’s Office representatives, the Board of Supervisors, 
Sonoma County Executive Office Staff, and community members. 
Pivot’s Audit is being submitted to the Board of Supervisors along with this Annual Report and it 
can be read in full at the following link: https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-
fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/triennial-review. 

The Pivot Audit found that during the period 2022-2025, IOLERO successfully implemented a 
civilian law enforcement oversight program under Measure P by leveraging its limited resources 
to focus on policy- and law-intensive audits and investigative reviews of SCSO Internal Affairs 
investigations and critical incidents.  These included both patrol operations and detention issues 
at the Main Adult Detention Facility.  As a result of IOLERO’s targeted effort, Sonoma County 
now has in place an effective and self-sustaining civilian oversight program. 
The Audit also found that IOLERO’s delay in implementing other Measure P authorities was due 
to IOLERO’s deliberative choices beginning in July 2022 based on practical resource 
constraints, and not because IOLERO lacked authority to implement those additional elements. 
Moving forward, the Audit identified “opportunities” and “recommendations” for building on and 
augmenting IOLERO’s oversight program.  These can be viewed in full in the Audit, and we 
discuss a couple of them here. 
First, the Audit notes that communications between IOLERO and SCSO were largely adequate 
as they concerned case-specific audits and investigations, but they were less than sufficient 
concerning other areas of civilian oversight including processing complaints, conferring about 

https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/triennial-review
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/triennial-review
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the scope of investigations, cross-agency training opportunities and other programmatic issues 
concerning law enforcement oversight. 
Second, the Audit notes that while SCSO and IOLERO worked cooperatively on audits and 
investigative reviews, there was nevertheless some friction between the agencies that might be 
alleviated through greater agency-to-agency engagement. 
IOLERO agrees with the principle of reinforced engagement with SCSO.  Civilian oversight 
works best for the community, the County and the involved agencies when issues are discussed 
and addressed as part of an ongoing dialogue.  IOLERO has a responsibility to contribute to 
that dialogue in a meaningful, constructive and professional manner and IOLERO intends to 
meet that obligation. 
These items are included in IOLERO’s more detailed Statement in follow up to the Audit which 
is attached to this Annual Report as EXHIBIT A.   
Moving forward, and particularly during this interim period of transition between permanent 
Directors, IOLERO intends to maintain the high standards and quality of its core audit and 
investigative review functions.  At the same time, IOLERO will identify other Measure P 
authorities that can be implemented in a careful and deliberative manner and without sacrificing 
the quality of IOLERO’s established oversight program.  As the Audit noted, some items will 
require additional staff (e.g., dedicated monitoring of MADF operations), some might be 
achieved through informal agency dialogue (e.g., more efficient complaint processing and 
setting investigative parameters), while some might ultimately require structural changes. 
Regardless of the level of engagement required, all should be part of the discussion when the 
next permanent Director is appointed. 
 
III. IOLERO’S Budget and Staffing 
IOLERO entered the 2025-2026 Fiscal Year with a budget of $2,498,546.00. This modestly 
surpassed the funding mandate of the equivalent of 1% of the Sheriff’s Office 2025-2026 Fiscal 
Year budget of $246,731,104.00, and therefore no supplemental adjustments were made to the 
IOLERO budget. 
As of July 1, 2025, seven of IOLERO’s eight permanent positions were staffed, with one 
recruitment in progress to fill a Law Enforcement Auditor vacancy due to a resignation in 
December of 2024.  That vacancy was filled in August of 2025. IOLERO closed the 2025-2026 
Fiscal Year with one vacancy due to the departure of the former Director. Recruitment to fill that 
position will take place in the 2026-2027 Fiscal Year. 
Information about IOLERO’s budget for Fiscal Year 2026-2027 can be found by viewing the 
County’s Recommended Budget at: https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/administrative-support-and-
fiscal-services/county-administrators-office/budget-and-operations/budget-reports. 
 

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/county-administrators-office/budget-and-operations/budget-reports
https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/county-administrators-office/budget-and-operations/budget-reports
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IOLERO Organizational Chart as of June 12, 2026 

 
IV. Community Outreach and Engagement 
Measure P mandates that IOLERO conduct comprehensive outreach to the community to 
promote and facilitate communications between the community and law enforcement, educate 
the community on law enforcement practices and policies, and provide feedback from the 
community to department leaders and elected officials. IOLERO is also mandated to provide 
staff and support for the Community Advisory Council (CAC). 
Through its community outreach and engagement efforts, IOLERO educates the public on its 
services and processes for complaint intake and investigation, encourages community feedback 
regarding the SCSO, and invites participation in decision-making processes through service on 
the CAC or attendance at CAC meetings.  IOLERO brings their message to the community by 
tabling at various events throughout the county and by making presentations to community-
based organizations.  
During the 2025-2026 Fiscal Year, IOLERO outreach included tabling at the Andy Lopez 
Memorial Celebration, Santa Rosa Wednesday Night Market, Rohnert Park Friday Night Market, 
4th Annual African Soul Festival, Petaluma Dia de los Muertos, City of Rohnert Park Juneteenth 
Celebration, Windsor Latino Fest, Santa Rosa Junior College Social Justice Conference, 
Sonoma County Volunteer Fair, various Los Cien events, and at mochiladas in Roseland and 
Supervisorial District 5. 
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IOLERO staff and CAC members also attended Los Cien-sponsored charlas with elected 
officials at varying levels of state and county government to hear about issues that could impact 
the work of law enforcement oversight and to answer questions about what IOLERO and the 
CAC do. 
To expedite the sharing of information, IOLERO increased its newsletter frequency from once to 
twice per month with content adapted for social media platforms.   
IOLERO continues to facilitate access to services and CAC meetings by providing Spanish 
interpretation services to individuals with limited English proficiency and translated materials, 
including brochures, annual reports, and complaint forms.  IOLERO also employed this 
language access to enable the service of the CAC’s first monolingual Spanish speaking 
Member. IOLERO further provides the public Spanish translations of CAC meetings as needed. 
IOLERO also worked with the CAC to expand its working “Ad Hoc” Committees to include 
interested members of the public. The CAC’s Ad Hoc Committees and their work plans can be 
found at https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-
office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/community-advisory-council-(cac)/cac-annual-
work-plans.   
IOLERO extends its appreciation to departing CAC members Robin Jurs, Imelda Martinez De 
Montano, and Alberto Botello for their dedicated service and commitment to our community. 
 
V. IOLERO’s Work By the Numbers: 2025-2026 
Below is a data summary of IOLERO’s oversight work over the prior fiscal year. 
Complaints and Audits for Fiscal Year 2025-2026  

• IOLERO received 60 submissions from the public that were reviewed for possible 
complaint status, an increase of 12 (25%) from the prior year.  Of these, 48 were 
identified as complaints, 6 were classified as “grievances”, 3 did not involve SCSO 
and were forwarded to the appropriate agency, and 3 were addressed without 
investigation. 

• IOLERO received 71 cases from SCSO for audit.  This is almost double from the 
prior year (37).  Of these, 25 (or 35%) involved complaints that originated with 
SCSO. 

• IOLERO completed 66 audits which involved a total of 120 allegations.  This is 
double the number from the prior year (33 audits with 69 allegations).  IOLERO has 
been refining how it computes the number of allegations by reference to each officer 
involved in a matter, which results in an increased number of “allegations”.  This 
refinement has not yet been completed and the number of allegations identified here 
may not be a direct one-for-one comparison to past data.  Nevertheless, the number 
of allegations has increased as a direct result of the increased number of cases 
reviewed.  IOLERO expects to have this data computation refined by the next fiscal 
year to allow a direct year-over-year comparison.   

https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/community-advisory-council-(cac)/cac-annual-work-plans
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/community-advisory-council-(cac)/cac-annual-work-plans
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/community-advisory-council-(cac)/cac-annual-work-plans
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• IOLERO received 130 separate public communications and inquiries on non-
complaint matters, with 126 (97%) by English speakers and 4 (3%) by Spanish 
speakers. 

 
 
 
SCSO investigations that originated at SCSO and were sent to IOLERO to be audited fell into 
four types:  Administrative Reviews (AR) self-initiated by SCSO; Internal Affairs investigations 
self-initiated by SCSO (IA); Policy and Procedure reviews (PP); and Citizen Complaints (C). 
 
 

TYPE NUMBER 

Administrative Review (AR) 1 

Internal Affairs (IA) 3 

Policy and Procedure (PP) 3 

Citizen Complaint (C) 18 

Total cases originating at Sheriff’s Office 25 
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A. Breakout of All Investigated Allegations by Type 

  
 
 

Allegation Quantity Percent 
Conduct Unbecoming  7 6% 
Policy and Procedure 41 34% 
Bias 10 8% 
Sexual Assault (including PREA) 5 4% 
Use of Force 14 12% 
Discourtesy 8 7% 
Neglect of Duty 18 15% 
Dishonesty 11 9% 
Constitutional Rights  6 5% 
Total Allegations Investigated/Audited 120 
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B. Race and Ethnicity of Complainants 
IOLERO’s complaint form asks complainants about their race or ethnicity, as well their gender 
and any disabilities.   
We do this because complainant demographics can help IOLERO and SCSO improve 
processes and better understand community concerns. Analyzing this information over months 
or years can help us understand how different communities use the IOLERO/SCSO complaint 
processes; where we may be able to provide more meaningful outreach and engagement; and 
whether different communities have different concerns about their interactions with SCSO. This 
is meaningful feedback. 
Of course, IOLERO complainants always have the choice not to provide their demographics. 
We also audit many investigations where the complainant was never asked for this information. 
For example, SCSO does not ask complainants about their race or ethnicity; and it is common 
for IOLERO to receive complaints that do not use IOLERO’s form. As a result, each year there 
are gaps in the data that IOLERO receives. 
This report does not try to fill in those gaps. Instead, we only report the information that 
complainants chose to provide during this reporting period. We also report how many 
complainants chose not to share their information with us (we call that “Declined to State”) and 
how many were never asked for it (we call that “Unknown”).  
For this reporting period, IOLERO audited 66 investigations. The complainants’ race and 
ethnicity broke down as follows: 

• Black/African America – 1 
• Hispanic/Latine(x) – 3 
• Native American – 5 
• White – 22 
• Declined to State – 5 
• Unknown – 221 

IOLERO never uses this information when evaluating complaints or cases. Regardless of the 
complainant’s race or ethnicity, IOLEROs handle all complaints and cases according to the 
same internal procedures. IOLERO does not treat complainants differently based on their race 
or ethnicity – or based on their choice to not disclose that information. IOLERO also does not 
make decisions based on race or ethnicity when sending complaints to SCSO or when 
conducting audits. The same is true when it comes to gender, disability, and complainants’ other 
personal information. 
 
VI. Completeness, Timeliness, And Findings In 2025-2026 

A. Completeness 
In each audit, IOLERO evaluates whether SCSO’s investigation was “Complete” – e.g., did 
SCSO’s investigation establish a sufficient factual and analytical record to address the 

 
1  IOLERO uses terminology from the Racial and Identity Profiling Act (RIPA) to describe 
complainant demographics. For race and ethnicity, the RIPA categories are: Asian, Black/African 
American, Hispanic/Latine(x), Middle Eastern or South Asian, Native American, Pacific Islander, and 
White. You can learn more about what these categories mean in the RIPA regulations – California Code of 
Regulations section 999.226. You can learn more about why IOLERO uses RIPA’s terminology in our 
2023-2024 Annual Report (pages 32-33). 



11 

allegations presented.  “Completeness” stems from the requirement in Penal Code § 832.5, § 
832.7 and § 832.8 that SCSO’s internal affairs investigation “clearly establish” a finding. 
IOLERO and SCSO use a “Completeness Checklist” jointly prepared by the agencies as 
guidance which is included as an “Appendix” in each audit.  An exemplar of this “Checklist” was 
also included as an appendix in IOLERO’s 2024-2025 Annual Report. 
In FY 2025-2026, IOLERO used the following completeness categories: 
 

Complete:  SCSO did a complete investigation of all allegations. 
Partially Incomplete:  SCSO did a complete investigation of some allegations, but there 

was at least one allegation that was not sufficiently investigated. 
Incomplete:  All allegations were insufficiently investigated. 
 

Of the 66 investigations audited in 2025-2026, IOLERO concluded that 60 of the investigations 
(or 91%) were “Complete” and 6 (9%) were “Partially Incomplete”.  No SCSO investigation was 
found to be “Incomplete” in its entirety. 
The percentage of matters found to be “Complete” (91%) is a substantial increase from the prior 
year’s 73% and continues a positive trend that began several years back.  IOLERO sees this 
increase as the result of SCSO’s diligence and professionalism in conducting its investigations, 
increased communication between IOLERO and SCSO to allow for investigative corrections 
where possible, and IOLERO’s ongoing refinement of the completeness standard which, over 
time, has increasingly noted areas where an investigation can be improved rather than finding 
that part of the investigation “incomplete” as had been done in prior years.  As noted earlier, in-
depth policy reviews through the audit and investigative review mechanism are a cornerstone of 
the civilian oversight structure implemented by IOLERO during the 2022-2025 period.  The 
progressively increasing alignment of investigative standards between IOLERO and SCSO over 
time is a direct result of this oversight process. 
It is also important to note that IOLERO’s “partially incomplete” finding in the remaining 6 
investigations does not mean that SCSO’s investigation was inadequate.  Rather, it means that 
IOLERO believed that one or more specific subset of allegations was not fully investigated, 
while other allegations were.  Some concern has been raised by SCSO concerning whether a 
“Partially Incomplete” finding is more appropriately viewed as a suggestion that the matter could 
have been investigated “better”, and not that the investigation was inadequate.  The Pivot Audit 
identified the same issue.  IOLERO acknowledges this and will be working with SCSO going 
forward to develop an agreed upon approach to this question. 
 

B. Timeliness 
IOLERO’s audits assess the “Timeliness” of both SCSO’s investigation and IOLERO’s audit.  
“Timeliness” is measured by (i) whether SCSO completed its investigation within the 12-month 
period required under Government Code § 3304 (the Peace Officers Bill of Rights), and (ii) by 
whether SCSO and IOLERO completed their respective investigations and audits within 
separately defined timeframes to which the agencies voluntarily agreed as a mechanism to 
facilitate the investigation/auditing process.  These deadlines are listed in a “Timeliness 
Checklist” that is included as an appendix in IOLERO’s audits.  The Timeliness Checklist was 
implemented in February 2024. 
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Late in this last fiscal year, IOLERO and SCSO discussed changing the “Checklist” requirement 
that SCSO provide IOLERO the completed investigation within 14 days after SCSO’s 
management finalized its review.  This guideline was initially intended to facilitate SCSO’s 
transmittal of completed investigations to IOLERO promptly upon completion.  However, several 
instances arose where SCSO completed its investigation promptly but its transmittal to IOLERO 
was delayed due to administrative issues (such as minimal administrative staffing during the 
holidays).  Both agencies agreed that SCSO’s investigations in those matters were timely, and 
that failure to meet the “14-day” rule was not reflective of the diligence with which the 
investigations were completed.  Accordingly, the agencies amended the Timeliness Checklist to 
require SCSO to transmit the file to IOLERO within a “reasonable amount of time” after SCSO’s 
management reviewed the matter and to note the reason for any delays. 
There were thirteen (13) matters audited by IOLERO that were investigated by SCSO prior to 
implementation of the Timeliness Checklist.  Of these SCSO met the statutory § 3304 deadline 
in 7 and missed it in 6. 
For the remaining 53 audited matters that were subject to the Timeliness Checklist, SCSO 
missed the § 3304 deadline in 8 cases.  SCSO met the § 3304 deadline and all of the other 
checklist deadlines in 38 matters (71%).  Notably, IOLERO also met the checklist deadline in 38 
matters (71%). 
The uniformity in both agencies’ rate of compliance with the Timeliness Checklist is a reflection 
of the fact that both agencies are handling an increased workload under similarly limited 
staffing.  One way in which this percentage might be increased for both agencies is through 
greater engagement on processing complaints and identifying the scope of investigation at the 
front-end of the process so audits can be more efficiently targeted at the back end.  The 
agencies have already started this: SCSO has begun using expedited investigative processes 
and forms for non-complicated matters and IOLERO is auditing those investigations under 
appropriate auditing standards tailored to the issues identified in the expedited investigation.  
IOLERO expects to explore with SCSO other ways to expedite complaint intake, investigation, 
and auditing.  
 

C. Findings 
IOLERO agreed with SCSO’s findings in 58 of the 66 audited cases, or 88%.  This is slightly 
higher than the 85% from the prior year and, on its own, reflects substantial agreement between 
the agencies on the merits of these cases. 
However, it is important to note that in 7 of the 8 cases in which there was disagreement, 
IOLERO did not conclude that SCSO’s findings were incorrect on the merits; rather IOLERO 
concluded in 6 of these 7 matters that the record had not been sufficiently developed to reach a 
conclusion (the “partially incomplete” matters discussed above) and in the 7th matter IOLERO 
believed the completed record did not support any finding. 
The 8th case, involving a search, was the only one in which IOLERO and SCSO remained in 
disagreement on the substantive merits at the end of the auditing process.  On this point, SCSO 
correctly noted that whether a search violates the Fourth Amendment is a legal issue to be 
resolved by a court after consideration of the factual record and applicable law, and SCSO 
therefore believed that the need for a judicial legal determination precluded an administrative 
finding by either SCSO or IOLERO on the existing record. 
Thus, of the 66 audited cases, IOLERO and SCSO disagreed on the merits in only 1 matter, or 
1.5%.  As with “Completeness” and “Timeliness”, the alignment between the substantive 
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conclusions reached by SCSO and IOLERO on the issues raised in the investigative records 
continues to increase.  IOLERO is confident that this trend will continue. 
As noted in our prior reports, IOLERO also informs SCSO as part of each audit whether 
IOLERO believes SCSO should use “exonerated” instead of “unfounded”, or vice versa, when 
both agree that the evidence did not support a claim.  These “finding” labels are defined in 
Penal Code §§ 832.5, 832.7 and 832.8.  IOLERO will continue noting this distinction in its 
audits. 
VII. IOLERO’s Independent Investigations 

A. In-Custody Deaths 
IOLERO completed two independent investigative reviews of in-custody deaths in FY 2024-
2025, but did not complete any independent investigative reviews during the 2025-2026 fiscal 
year. 
Going forward IOLERO will be conducting an independent investigative review of at least one 
in-custody death at the MADF.  IOLERO will also be investigating a law enforcement encounter 
and related vehicle pursuit in which the fleeing individual died.  IOLERO expects these 
investigative reviews to be completed in FY 2026-2027. 
 

B. Officer-Involved Shootings 
IOLERO conducted an independent investigative review into the officer-involved shooting (OIS) 
death of David Pelaez-Chavez and this was reported in the Annual Report for FY 2024-2025.  
However, IOLERO’s report was not issued until this fiscal year.  IOLERO’s report, and SCSO’s 
own report, are available for review on IOLERO’s website at 
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-
enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations.  Summaries of IOLERO’s 
investigation and related audit are also found later in this Report. 
As noted in last year’s Annual Report, this investigation identified an issue regarding IOLERO’s 
use of subpoenas to directly interview SCSO officers.  SCSO’s officers invoked their 5th 
Amendment right to not sit for the interviews, and SCSO took the position that it was not 
authorized to administratively direct its staff to sit for such interviews absent a “meet and confer” 
between the officers’ unions and the County.  This issue is discussed in more detail in IOLERO’s 
Statement on the Triennial Audit (see Exhibit A) and remains to be addressed by the agencies 
going forward. 
IOLERO did not complete an investigative review of any other OIS matter in FY 2025-2026. 
 

C. Whistleblower Complaints 
IOLERO has received three whistleblower complaints.  IOLERO moved to investigate the first 
claim through the issuance of a subpoena to SCSO which SCSO and the officers’ unions 
challenged as beyond IOLERO’s authority.  The matter was litigated and a California Court of 
Appeal ruled that IOLERO does have authority to issue such subpoenas.  See IOLERO v. 
Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office, 119 Cal.App.5th 668 (1st Dist. 2026). 
The whistleblower claims have been in abeyance pending this court ruling.  Now that the court 
has clarified IOLERO’s authority, IOLERO will be moving forward to complete those 
investigations and SCSO has committed to complying with the subpoenas. 

https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
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D. Other Incidents involving Law Enforcement 
IOLERO is conducting an independent investigative review of a fatal traffic collision involving an 
SCSO officer, which IOLERO expects to be concluded during FY 2026-2027. 
 
VIII. Issues / Topical Observations For 2025-2026 
In addition to assessing SCSO’s institutional performance, IOLERO’s audits and investigations 
are designed to bridge the information gap between law enforcement and the community.  
Accordingly, as in our past Reports, we have identified some substantive issues for extended 
discussion here. 

A. Mental Health 
IOLERO continues to monitor the presence and impact of mental health issues both during law 
enforcement interactions and within the Main Adult Detention Facility (MADF). 
We focus here on only three of the many ways in which this issue manifests itself. 
First, law enforcement may encounter an individual in the field who is experiencing a mental 
health crisis.  The County has a mental health unit, including a Mobile Support Team (MST), to 
respond to such incidents, and SCSO’s policies provide for law enforcement to defer to mental 
health intervention in appropriate cases.  https://sonomacounty.gov/health-and-human-
services/health-services/divisions/behavioral-health/services/crisis-services/mobile-crisis-
services.  However, there are limits to law enforcement disengagement such as where a serious 
crime has been committed, the public safety is jeopardized, or the law requires law enforcement 
intervention. 
This past year IOLERO reviewed a matter that involved a person experiencing mental health 
issues.  SCSO handled the matter as a law enforcement issue because there was probable 
cause showing the individual committed a serious crime.  IOLERO agreed that SCSO was 
compelled to handle the matter as a law enforcement issue on the facts of the case.  We also 
noted – as we do here – that law enforcement is presented with considerable practical and legal 
challenges that limit its options when addressing mental health as part of the law enforcement 
function.  There is much more to do on a broader social and governmental basis to shrink the 
number of circumstances that bring persons suffering mental health issues into contact with law 
enforcement in the first instance. 
Second, local county jails across the nation have collectively become one of the largest de 
facto providers of health care, including mental health care.  The percentage of the jail 
population exhibiting mental health issues has grown in recent years and continues to climb.   
A February 2020 analysis of data compiled by the California Board of State and Community 
Corrections showed that from 2009 through 2019, the total number of mental health cases 
across all California local jails increased by 42% and the proportion of total inmates with an 
active mental health case increased 63%.  See California Health Policy Strategies, LLC, The 
Prevalence of Mental Illness in California Jails is Rising: An Analysis of Mental Health Cases & 
Psychotropic Medication Prescriptions, 2009-2019 (Feb. 2020). 
In 2019, Sonoma County exceeded the statewide median of 32% for active mental health cases 
as a share of the jail’s overall Average Daily Population (ADP), with SCSO reporting 48%. For 
inmates receiving psychotropic medication, Sonoma County was above the statewide median of 
approximately 23% of the ADP, reporting 39% for 2019. (Id. at 7–8, Figures 3a & 3b). 

https://sonomacounty.gov/health-and-human-services/health-services/divisions/behavioral-health/services/crisis-services/mobile-crisis-services
https://sonomacounty.gov/health-and-human-services/health-services/divisions/behavioral-health/services/crisis-services/mobile-crisis-services
https://sonomacounty.gov/health-and-human-services/health-services/divisions/behavioral-health/services/crisis-services/mobile-crisis-services
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Data also showed the MADF’s percentage of open mental health cases increased from 25% in 
2009 to 50% in 2019, and the percentage of psychotropic medication increased from 23% in 
2009 to 38% in 2019. (Id. at 10, Figs. 4a & 4b). 
SCSO’s Annual Report for 2024-2025 showed this trend to be stabilizing but at a persistently 
high level: approximately 48% of incarcerated persons were living with mental illness, with an 
average of 360 persons with ongoing mental health issues, 110 of whom had a “severe” mental 
health issue.  (SCSO Annual Report 2024-2025 at 13).  This is on par with 2022-2023 
(approximately 49% of incarcerated persons live with mental illness with 32% of that group 
experiencing “serious” mental illness) (SCSO Annual Report 2022-2023 at 15) and with 2021-
2022 (48% of inmates with “mental health diagnosis”) (SCSO Annual Report 2021-2022 at 7). 
Thus, SCSO is presented with a daunting task.  Jails are required by the U.S. Constitution and 
state regulations to provide medical and mental health care to incarcerated persons who must 
be monitored within the facility, and they may require specialized housing for safety and security 
purposes.  SCSO and its contracted medical provider, Wellpath, are also required to comply 
with the National Commission on Correctional Health Care (NCCHC) standards under which the 
MADF has received NCCHC certification.  Reviewing the clinical sufficiency of medical/mental 
health care is beyond IOLERO’s expertise and resources.  However, IOLERO can and does 
review access to care at the MADF through its audits and investigative reviews.  This past year 
IOLERO reviewed medical/mental health access issues at the MADF and found no violations in 
the case-specific matters that were subject to audit.  IOLERO will continue to monitor access to 
mental health care. 
Third, mental health issues can play a significant role when a person submits a complaint of 
misconduct against SCSO or a third party.  In such instances, the person may be the subject of 
an assault or other misconduct but, due to a mental health issue, they are unable to articulate 
clearly what occurred.  Indeed, persons with mental health issues are at higher risk of sexual 
assault in jails because perpetrators may believe the victim will not be taken seriously by 
investigators due to this limit on articulation.  To protect against discounting such claims, 
investigations conducted under the Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) must independently 
review the factual circumstances surrounding a claim, even (and especially) where the 
individual is experiencing a mental health issue.  IOLERO found that SCSO conducted the 
required investigation in the PREA matters we reviewed this past year, and overall SCSO 
handles PREA claims thoroughly and with mental health in mind. 
The resolution of non-PREA claims marked by mental health issues in a patrol environment 
presents separate complications.  Unlike the jail (where all staff are SCSO employees or SCSO 
contractors), the community has multiple law enforcement agencies at work (SCSO, Santa 
Rosa Police, California Highway Patrol, etc.).  Sometimes a person may not know specifically 
which law enforcement agency is involved in an incident.  Coupled with an inability to articulate 
the facts, a person experiencing a mental health issue might also be unable to identify the 
agency involved.  This presents a challenge for SCSO and IOLERO when processing 
complaints containing allegations or facts that are difficult to unravel. 
IOLERO and SCSO have been working together to identify a solution to this issue through 
collaborative review of such complaints up-front.  IOLERO will continue this engagement with 
SCSO.  In the meantime, a preliminary investigation (which can be as short as a review of 
records to determine if there was any law enforcement encounter at all) is necessary to 
determine whether the complaint has a factual basis; if it does, more detailed investigation is 
required. 
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B. Personal Conduct 
County and SCSO policy specify that personal conduct of an employee could give rise to 
employment discipline, up to and including termination.  Examples are “conduct unbecoming” 
and conduct which brings “discredit” to the County or SCSO.  These standards are found in the 
policies of many public agencies. 
The terms “conduct unbecoming” and “discredit” are not simply descriptive; they are legal terms.  
In the law enforcement context, “conduct unbecoming” is conduct that objectively undermines 
the officer’s ability to credibly carrying out the essential functions of a peace officer.  An example 
is violating the criminal laws that the officer has sworn to uphold. 
Moreover, conduct bringing “discredit” to the agency does not mean any conduct with which an 
employing agency disagrees.  Rather, it encompasses conduct that (i) has a “nexus” or 
relationship to the employee’s job duties and the agency’s public mission, and (ii) could 
reasonably be viewed by the employer as reflecting poorly on the agency.  Working within these 
boundaries, agencies (including law enforcement) have significant latitude to define the conduct 
that “discredits” the agency in light of the agency’s public mission. 
In its audits, IOLERO has noted that the “discredit” standard does not require the public to have 
actual knowledge of the misconduct.  In IOLERO’s reading of the standard, it applies to any 
qualifying conduct of which the employing agency becomes aware.  Once the agency is 
apprised of the discrediting conduct, it has authority to investigate and issue administrative 
findings and to discipline the employee regardless of whether the public ever knows of the 
misconduct. 
In short, whether the conduct “discredits” the agency is a matter to be determined in the first 
instance by how the agency itself views the conduct and its compatibility with the agency’s view 
of its public mission.  IOLERO applies this standard when reviewing SCSO’s investigations and 
reports its findings with this in mind. 
This past year SCSO investigated a matter involving misconduct by a correctional deputy which 
included “personal conduct” that occurred while off-duty.  (Much of the conduct was also 
committed while on-duty, but this discussion addresses only “off-duty” actions).  SCSO applied 
the “discredit” standard and concluded that the personal conduct brought discredit to the agency 
and the County.  We agreed that the off-duty conduct met the discredit standard and we noted 
that SCSO took this conduct very seriously and took prompt and thorough action to address it. 
SCSO has applied the same level of seriousness to “discrediting” conduct in other matters, 
reflecting SCSO’s acknowledgment of the importance of this issue. 
 

C. Use of Force – Pointing or Displaying Firearm 
Questions have been raised generally in the United States about when it was appropriate for 
law enforcement to either display or point their firearm at a person.  This issue was presented, 
in part, several years back in 20-IA-0006 where a deputy held a service firearm to the head of a 
person being detained.  SCSO’s investigation and IOLERO’s audit conducted in that matter can 
be reviewed on IOLERO’s website. 
IOLERO was not presented with that same factual scenario in this last fiscal year, but we had 
occasion to address the broader issue of when it is appropriate for law enforcement to display or 
point their firearm.  
Displaying or pointing a weapon, by itself, carries unique concerns regarding the fear and 
apprehension experienced by the person at whom the weapon is displayed or pointed.  The 
reasonableness of displaying or pointing a firearm is largely intertwined with the same facts 
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used in assessing “use of force”:  the level of a person’s resistance, whether there was 
reasonable belief the person could be armed, and the safety risks the person was reasonably 
perceived to have presented to officers and the public.  Medranos v. Acosta, 2024 U.S. Dist. 
LEXIS 200000 at *14–15 (C.D. Cal. Mar. 19, 2024), citing Espinoza v. City and Cnty. of San 
Francisco, 598 F.3d 528, 537 (9th Cir. 2010). 
As part of the “use of force” analysis, there is an important distinction between displaying or 
pointing a weapon at a person from a distance (which is less likely to be deemed excessive) 
and pointing a weapon at a person’s head from close range (which courts view with significant 
doubt).  See Robinson v. Solano County, 278 F.3d 1007 (9th Cir. 2002) (weapon pointed at head 
from few feet away but no indication person was armed or presented danger and crime under 
investigation was misdemeanor); Tekle v. United States, 511 F.3d 839 (9th Cir. 2005) (teen held 
by law enforcement with gun at head where no indication teen was involved in any crime and no 
indication they presented a threat, and gun pointed at teen throughout detention); Jackson v. 
City of Los Angeles, 2020 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 261498 (C.D. Cal. Nov. 5, 2020) (“Pointing a gun 
slightly to the left of a person from 30 feet is very different than ‘thrust[ing] [a] gun three or four 
feet from [plaintiff’s] head,’ which is what happened in [Robinson]”). 
There is also a distinction between pointing a weapon during an investigatory detention based 
solely on “reasonable suspicion” (which is more likely to be deemed excessive) versus during 
an arrest on a warrant or probable cause (where pointing a weapon is on firmer ground).  See 
Corona v. City of Fontana, 2024 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 176037 (C.D. Cal. Sept. 26, 2024) 
(distinguishing between pointing firearm during detention on reasonable suspicion and during 
probable cause arrest). 
In short, pointing a weapon at a person reasonably perceived by the officer as presenting a 
threat would generally be reasonable under the Fourth Amendment.  But it would not be 
reasonable to point a weapon directly at a person’s head at close range or point a weapon at a 
person where there is no objective basis to believe that a person could be armed or presents a 
danger to officers, or where the person is already handcuffed.  Tekle v. United States, 511 F.3d 
839 (9th Cir. 2005); Knight v. Durbin, 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 115445 (D. Or. July 11, 2019).  See 
also Merrill v. Schell, 279 F.Supp.3d 438, 447–48 (W.D.N.Y. 2017) (collecting authorities) 
(pointing weapon at person not presenting danger could be excessive force; initial pointing of 
weapon may be reasonable, but continued pointing after threat is ended may not be 
reasonable). 
Given the apprehension experienced by persons when a weapon is pointed at them, California 
law requires law enforcement agencies to provide policy guidelines “regarding situations in 
which officers may or may not draw a firearm or point a firearm at a person.”  Gov’t Code § 
7286(b)(5). 
In accordance with § 7286(b)(5), SCSO Policy § 300.4.2 provides that deputies “should carefully 
evaluate each tactical situation and use sound discretion when drawing a firearm in public by 
considering the following guidelines: 

(a) If the deputy does not initially perceive a threat but reasonably believes that the 
potential for such threat exists, firearms should generally be kept in the low-ready 
[meaning pointing at the ground but ready to be used] or other position not 
directed toward an individual. 

(b) If the deputy reasonably believes that a threat exists based on the totality of 
circumstances presented at the time (e.g., high-risk stop, tactical entry, armed 
encounter), firearms may be directed toward such threat until the deputy no 
longer perceives such threat. 
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Once it is reasonably safe to do so, deputies should carefully secure all firearms. 
SCSO Policy § 300.5.1 further requires that all uses of force shall be reported to a supervisor, 
including “All incidents where a firearm is directly pointed at a person to gain compliance.” 
We reviewed one matter this past year in which deputies pointed their service firearm generally 
at a person from a distance while an arrest was being made.  We agreed with SCSO that the 
firearm use complied with law and policy and was otherwise an appropriate safety measure 
under the circumstances. 
IOLERO will continue to monitor the display and pointing of firearms.  Moreover, the broader 
question of how many times officers displayed their firearm may be amenable to the type of 
quantitative review that the Triennial Audit identified as one of the areas in which IOLERO may 
augment its oversight program under Measure P. 
 

D. Use of Force – Tear Gas 
We reviewed one matter this past year involving the use of CS gas (commonly referred to as 
“tear gas”) when a person barricaded themselves inside a residence. 
Tear gas causes temporary burning and tearing of the eyes, stinging skin, nasal irritation and 
coughing (among other effects).  Generally, persons exposed to the gas instinctively seek to get 
away from it, making the product effective (although not foolproof) in forcing a person to leave 
an enclosed structure where entry by law enforcement into the structure would entail a high risk 
of injury to the officers and the subject.  Formulas are set for how much tear gas may be used 
within an enclosed structure without presenting a significant risk of harm to the subject. 
Using tear gas also damages property.  Generally, it is introduced into a building through 
canisters shot through a window or door, which damages the structure.  The gas itself will also 
settle on the interior surfaces of the property and can continue to cause irritation to occupants 
long after the incident unless the property is professionally cleaned at significant cost.  Some 
items cannot be decontaminated and must be discarded.  Homeowners and business insurance 
usually does not cover such losses, and local governments are generally immune from liability 
for such damage, leaving the homeowner or business owner without recourse.   
Courts have found that the Fourth Amendment requires compensation for property damage only 
where the force was “unnecessarily destructive” or gratuitous.  Some courts have suggested 
that property damage could be compensated under the Fifth Amendment in limited 
circumstances but that has not been approved by the U.S. Supreme Court. 
Accordingly, the general result is that damage caused to a home or business by tear gas is not 
compensable, if the use of tear gas was otherwise reasonable as a use of force, unless the local 
government voluntarily agrees to pay. 
IOLERO agreed with SCSO’s conclusion that use of tear gas in the one matter complied with 
law and policy and with use of force standards.  Nevertheless, we noted the damage caused by 
tear gas and highlighted these issues for SCSO to consider in connection with using tear gas 
during barricade situations in the future.  IOLERO will continue to monitor this issue. 
 

E. Immigration Enforcement 
IOLERO reviewed one matter involving interactions between MADF staff and federal 
immigration officials.  This issue is complicated and is the subject of intense public discussion.  
In reviewing this issue, IOLERO found that an SCSO employee informally provided information 
to a federal official, but that there was no intention to assist federal immigration enforcement 
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and it was due to a lack of training.  SCSO agreed with this assessment and committed to 
providing additional training to its personnel as needed. 
 

F. Compliance With SB 1421, SB 16 (Penal Code § 832.7(b)) 
As noted in prior IOLERO annual reports, California law requires public access to certain law 
enforcement records. These include incidents where a deputy fires a gun at someone, uses 
force that causes death or serious injury, or is found to have used unreasonable or excessive 
force.  Records must also be released if a deputy fails to intervene to stop another deputy’s 
excessive force. 

The law also makes public any sustained finding that a deputy committed sexual assault 
involving a member of the public, was dishonest in reporting or investigating crimes or 
misconduct, engaged in discriminatory conduct based on race, gender, religion, sexual 
orientation, disability, or other protected status, or carried out an unlawful arrest or search.  

IOLERO posts on its website Audits and Investigations that are publicly reportable. 
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-
enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations.  

SCSO also posts public materials on its website. https://www.sonomasheriff.org/sb1421. 

IOLERO continues to review audits and investigations to determine if they are publicly 
reportable and will post those matters to its website as they are identified.  Publicly reportable 
materials from prior years continue to be available on the IOLERO and SCSO web pages. 

 

IX. Cases Audited By IOLERO 
A. SCSO Administrative Reviews (ARs) 

 
SCSO Area: Patrol   
 

Case Number: 22-AR-0002  
Related IOLERO Independent Investigation: 22-INV-0001  
Origin of Investigation/Complaint: SCSO initiated an Administrative Review investigation into 
the shooting death of David Peláez Chavez.  IOLERO audited SCSO’s Administrative Review, 
in addition to conducting its own independent investigation. 
Type of Investigation: Administrative Review  
Race or Ethnicity of the Decedent: Unknown   
Allegations or Issues Reviewed: An SCSO deputy shot Mr. Peláez Chavez in July 2022, and 
Mr. Peláez Chavez died from his gunshot wounds.  SCSO’s Administrative Review examined 
the overall performance of the Sheriff’s Office during the incident, to determine whether there 
were particular areas where the department did or did not perform in a reasonable manner.  
SCSO examined policies regarding use of force, handcuffing and restraints, taser use, officer-
involved shootings and deaths (including the county critical incident protocol), media relations, 
major incident notifications, critical incident debriefing/defusing, patrol functions, body-worn 
cameras (“BWCs”), and medical aid and response. 

https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
https://www.sonomasheriff.org/sb1421
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SCSO’s Conclusion: SCSO reviewed substantial evidence for its Administrative Review, 
including BWC footage, criminal interviews, records from criminal investigators and the coroner, 
and its own records from the incident.  According to its general practice during Administrative 
Reviews, SCSO didn’t conduct its own interviews.   
SCSO concluded that there were No Violations of policy during this incident.  SCSO’s report 
is available on their website, under the 2022 case labeled SO220729-008:  
https://www.sonomasheriff.org/sb1421   
Use of Force policy:  SCSO considered the totality of the circumstances, and concluded that 
the shooting deputy reasonably believed that Mr. Peláez Chavez was attempting to use lethal 
force against him, and responded with proportional force.  Some of the factors that SCSO 
considered include Mr. Peláez Chavez’s earlier actions, the shooting deputy’s perceptions 
about the rock Mr. Peláez Chavez was holding and his intention to throw the rock at the shooting 
deputy, the unavailability of additional resources, and the deputies’ de-escalation efforts 
(including the shooting deputy’s decision not to shoot Mr. Peláez Chavez at an earlier point in 
the incident).  SCSO also examined the other deputy’s decision to tase Mr. Peláez Chavez, 
and concluded that this use of force was reasonable based on many of the same factors. 
Other policies:  SCSO concluded that (1) the deputies’ general response to the incident was 
consistent with patrol functions (e.g., responding to calls and apprehending criminal offenders); 
(2) the deputies activated and deactivated their BWCs at appropriate times; (3) the cover deputy 
followed taser policy; (4) it was appropriate for the deputies to handcuff Mr. Peláez Chavez after 
the shooting; (5) the deputies attempted lifesaving measures consistent with policy; (6) SCSO 
personnel notified the appropriate individuals after the shooting; (7) SCSO conducted the 
required stress debriefing after the shooting; (8) SCSO properly invoked the Critical Incident 
Protocol; (9) SCSO’s critical incident video was a good faith effort to advise the community; and 
(10) the criminal investigation and death reporting were handled in accordance with the Critical 
Incident Policy.  The Administrative Review also resulted in one recommendation: that SCSO 
ensure all policy parameters are met before releasing informational videos to the public. 
IOLERO’s Conclusion: IOLERO concluded that the overall scope of the Administrative Review 
was too narrow, and that it was therefore PARTIALLY INCOMPLETE.  Among other things, 
we noted that SCSO didn’t examine the foot pursuit policy or possible supervision failures; and 
didn’t address potential violations of three policies it did examine (officer-involved shootings, 
BWC, and tasers).  We also concluded that SCSO should have conducted its own interviews 
in order to address outstanding questions and issues that weren’t discussed in the criminal 
investigation or a related civil lawsuit. 
Because of the completeness issues, we also DISAGREED with SCSO’s finding that there was 
No Violation of policies related to use of force, taser use, officer-involved shootings, media 
relations, and BWCs.2  We concluded that the incomplete record meant that we could reach 
No Finding on whether personnel violated these policies.  On the other hand, we AGREED 
with SCSO’s finding of No Violation on policies related to handcuffing and restraints, major 
incident notifications, critical incident defusing/debriefing, patrol functions, and medical aid and 
response.  We also AGREED with SCSO’s single recommendation.  
Our report is available on our website:  https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-
fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-
investigations 

 
2 We did agree with SCSO’s conclusion that the taser usage didn’t violate policy.  However, SCSO 
combined this conclusion into an overall conclusion that there was no violation of force policy (including 
the shooting and de-escalation), which we disagreed with. 

https://www.sonomasheriff.org/sb1421
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-investigations
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IOLERO’s Recommendations:  None. 
SCSO’s Response: None 

 
SCSO Area: Patrol 
 

Case Number: 22-AR-0003 
Origin of Complaint/Investigation: SCSO 
Type of Investigation: Administrative Review 
Race or Ethnicity of Force Subject: Unknown 
Allegations or Issues Reviewed: SCSO initiated an Administrative Review into the non-fatal 
shooting of Nathan Smart.  SCSO’s Administrative Review examined the overall performance 
of the Sheriff’s Office during the incident to determine whether there were particular areas 
where the department did or did not perform in a reasonable manner.  SCSO examined policies 
regarding use of force, officer-involved shootings and deaths (including the county critical 
incident protocol), media relations, major incident notifications, critical incident 
debriefing/defusing, and medical aid and response. 
SCSO’s Conclusion: SCSO reviewed substantial evidence for its Administrative Review, 
including BWC footage, criminal interviews, records from criminal investigators, and its own 
records from the incident.  According to its general practice during Administrative Reviews, 
SCSO did not conduct its own interviews. 
SCSO concluded that there were No Violations of policy during this incident.  SCSO’s report 
is available on their website, under the 2022 case labeled SO220000538: 
https://www.sonomasheriff.org/sb1421  
SCSO recommended that the Firearms Program be reminded to keep accurate records. 
IOLERO’s Preliminary Conclusion: We concluded that the Administrative Review was 
PARTIALLY INCOMPLETE because it was too narrow in scope, omitting multiple issues and 
neglecting to review all relevant policies (handcuffing and restraints, patrol function, and body 
worn camera and audio recorders), it did not include deputy interviews, and it relied too heavily 
on the criminal investigation in the use of force analysis. 
Because of the completeness issues, we DISAGREED with SCSO’s conclusion that there was 
NO VIOLATION of the use of force policy and concluded that SCSO did not have sufficient 
information to reach a finding.  We AGREED with SCSO’s conclusion that there was NO 
VIOLATION of policies related to officer-involved shootings and deaths, media relations, major 
incident notifications, critical incident debriefing/defusing, and medical aid and response.  We 
also AGREED with SCSO’s single recommendation. 
Our report is available on our website:  https://sonomacounty.gov/administrative-support-and-
fiscal-services/independent-office-of-law-enforcement-review-and-outreach/audits-and-
investigations  
This Administrative Review predated our timeliness standards. 
IOLERO’s Recommendations: None. 
SCSO’s Response: SCSO provided a response to our Preliminary Audit within the agreed-
upon timeframe.  The response included a supplemental analysis of policies relating to 

https://www.sonomasheriff.org/sb1421
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handcuffing and restraints, patrol function, and body worn camera and audio recorders, finding 
No Violation of those policies. 
IOLERO’s Final Conclusion: Based upon SCSO’s response, we modified our Preliminary 
Audit and AGREED with SCSO’s conclusion that there was NO VIOLATION of policies related 
to handcuffing and restraints, patrol function, and body worn camera and audio recorders. 
We reaffirmed our preliminary conclusions that SCSO’s Administrative Review was 
PARTIALLY INCOMPLETE and that we DISAGREED with SCSO’s conclusion that there was 
NO VIOLATION of the use of force policy.  We noted that our audit did not identify any obvious 
policy violations and that a more complete and thorough Administrative Review may well have 
shown that deputies acted within policy. 

 
SCSO Area: Detention   
 

Case Number: 18-AR-0002; 25-C-0037 
Origin of Complaint/Investigation: SCSO/IOLERO 
Type of Investigation: Administrative Review / Citizen Complaint 
Race or Ethnicity of Force Subject: Unknown 
Allegations or Issues Reviewed: SCSO conducted an Administrative Review into the in-
custody death of a person in 2018.  In 2025, decedent’s father submitted a complaint requesting 
a general re-evaluation of SCSO’s 2018 Administrative Review and specifically identifying 
concerns about the lack of internal video during the incident. 
SCSO’s Conclusion: At IOLERO’s request, SCSO treated the complaint about the 2018 
Administrative Review as a new “complaint”.  SCSO assigned a new case number and on 
review of the original AR Report re-affirmed that it Noted No Policy Violations as part of the 
in-custody death review. 
IOLERO’s Preliminary Conclusion: We concluded that SCSO’s review of the 2018 
Administrative Review in response to the new complaint was appropriate under the unique 
circumstances presented.  Statutory completeness standards did not apply to the 2018 
investigation.  However, we separately concluded that SCSO’s 2025 investigation on the 
separate complaint was COMPLETE.  We also concluded that SCSO’s 2025 investigation, and 
IOLERO’s audit, were TIMELY. 
On the merits, IOLERO conducted a detailed review of the 2018 Administrative Review and 
accompanying record concerning decedent’s arrest, booking at the MADF, medical screening 
and related constitutional requirements, MADF safety checks, SCSO’s response to decedent’s 
medical emergency, and the resulting SCSO investigation into the decedent’s death.  We 
AGREED with SCSO that NO POLICY VIOLATIONS were noted on this record.  The facts 
showed decedent had a history of substance abuse that led to a medical emergency shortly 
after his arrival at the MADF, that MADF staff generally followed required protocols and reacted 
with speed to the medical emergency, and that the lack of surveillance video was reviewed in 
2018 and found to have been the result of policies that required activation only after an event 
had occurred, a policy which has since been changed.  Thus, there was no evidence of non-
transparency in the circumstances of decedent’s death or SCSO’s Administrative Review. 
IOLERO’s Recommendations: None. 
SCSO’s Response: None.  
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However, from its early days IOLERO’s staffing level did not match the breadth of authorities 
under Measure P’s hybrid model.  In July 2022 (the beginning of the Reporting Period) IOLERO 
had one full-time auditor to conduct all the substantive work required by Measure P.  Thus, it 
was not feasible for IOLERO to effectively carry out the wide array of tasks authorized under 
Measure P without sacrificing quality and accuracy in each of them, and without rendering 
IOLERO’s oversight work largely performative.  A second full-time auditor and a part-time 
auditor were not added until June 2023. 
Accordingly, IOLERO chose in July 2022 to solidify its civilian oversight function by focusing on 
detailed policy- and law-intensive audits and case-specific reviews.  This approach was 
deliberative and was specifically adapted to the hybrid Measure P oversight model.   
Structurally, this approach also afforded the most efficient way to build IOLERO’s civilian 
oversight infrastructure into a permanent and self-sustaining operation governed by objective 
and transparent standards.  Case-specific reviews are a cornerstone of Measure P and the 
mechanisms for conducting these reviews were substantially in place as of July 2022 under the 
then-recently executed Operational Agreement with SCSO and Letters of Agreement with the 
officers’ unions. 
Moreover, detailed policy-intensive audits of specific factual real-world claims often provide 
deeper insight into the rationale behind policy and provide a firmer foundation than abstract data 
alone for identifying institutional culture and trends and crafting recommendations.  This method 
also assesses SCSO’s institutional approach to law enforcement in Sonoma County by directly 
measuring how SCSO applies its policies in practice to County residents with real-life concerns, 
while taking account that SCSO officers are also subject to real-life concerns when responding 
to calls for service.  This method further develops and preserves IOLERO’s on-going 
institutional knowledge of policy and legal issues for future consistent application, which is a 
fundamental component of any effective oversight body.  (See Audit at 63–64 [individual audits 
collectively have demonstrated capacity to drive organizational improvement]). 
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, this approach was directly responsive to the unique 
characteristics of the Sonoma County community.  The County consists of concentrated urban 
areas, geographically expansive rural areas, heavily forested land, extensive coastline, open 
waters and lakes, and open hills crossing public and private lands—all interspersed with 
communities of various sizes, interests and demographics.  It also contains a single detention 
facility housing persons from across the County who have been detained by multiple law 
enforcement jurisdictions, and who have a range of medical and mental health needs.  The 
Sheriff’s Office must operate across all these areas where law enforcement encounters vary 
considerably, and detention interactions are complicated.  IOLERO’s approach allows it to 
assess SCSO law enforcement actions across this range of areas and tailor recommendations 
accordingly. 
This approach has been a key component in IOLERO’s work to bridge the gap between 
community expectations and law enforcement (including detention facility) practices.  As 
reflected in NACOLE’s principles for effective oversight: 

This question [“What makes for effective civilian oversight?”] has been asked 
by many oversight practitioners, local officials, and community and law 
enforcement stakeholders.  In terms of oversight models, there is generally 
no singular “best practice” approach that will guarantee success in every 
instance.  Instead, civilian oversight should be structured according [to] what 
is considered to be a “best-fit” for the particular community interested in 
establishing civilian oversight. 



https://www.nacole.org/principles
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