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YOLO COUNTY 
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(530) 668-5280 WWWYOLOCOUNTYSHE?IFECOM 

To: Richard Zeiger, Foreperson 

Yolo County Civil Grand Jury 

120 W. Main St, Suite A 

Woodland, California 95695 

To: Catherine Rayhill 

Superior Court of California, County of Yolo 

1000 Main Street 

Woodland, California 95695 

Re: Esparto Fireworks Explosion: Officials Knew, None Acted 

Dear Judge Rayhill and Foreperson Zeiger: 

May 19, 2026 

The following is the response of the Yolo County Sheriff's Office to the 2025-26 Civil 

Grand Jury report titled, "Esparto Fireworks Explosion: Officials Knew, None Acted." 

This response addresses the findings and recommendations directed to the 

Sheriff's Office-specifically, Findings F17-F20 and Recommendations R11-R16. 

The Sheriff's Office takes seriously its responsibility to respond fully and candidly to 

the work of the Civil Grand Jury. The families of the seven workers who died in the 

Oakdale Fire deserve a complete and honest accounting of the events that 

preceded their deaths. While the Sheriff's Office did not assist in leading the 

investigation performed by CALFIRE and the Yolo County District Attorney, this 

Office cooperated throughout that effort and continued its cooperation throughout 

the Civil Grand Jury's inquiry. 

The Sheriff's Office must initially address the report's assertion that "Sheriff's 

deputies" were among those aware of illegal fireworks businesses at the site 

(Report at pp. 14-15). The report does not provide any significant context or support 

for this statement and it risks conflating two very different things: general 

awareness of fireworks activity at the site, which had been associated with the 

Matsumura family property for more than four decades, and awareness of the 

extensive illegal conduct now charged. Importantly, on April 3, 2026-after the 

report was released-the District Attorney filed an indictment charging eight 

defendants with various crimes, including seven counts of murder. Consistent with 

the indictment, later court filings supporting the District Attorney's opposition to 

various bail motions allege that, as overt acts in a criminal conspiracy, the 

defendants made systematic false statements to the Yolo County Sheriff's Office, 

"Honored to Serve" 



to other County officials, to the Esparto Fire Protection District Chief, and to a Special Agent of the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, all to misrepresent the nature and legality of operations at the 

Esparto site. 

Two Sheriff's Office personnel who have since resigned were among those charged in the 

indictments, and the Sheriff's Office is addressing their conduct separately through appropriate 

processes. As to all other Sheriff's Office personnel, the Grand Jury's assertion that they were 

aware of illegal activities at the Esparto site is not consistent with the District Attorney's evidence 

that those personnel were among those deceived by a sustained criminal effort to conceal the 

illegality of those operations from them. Awareness that fireworks of some kind were associated 

with the site-a longstanding local fact-is a different matter entirely from awareness of the many 

illegal activities now described in the criminal proceedings. The District Attorney's filings 

undermine any claim that Sheriff's Office personnel, other than the two charged, had such 

awareness. 

The Sheriff's Office submits that these developments are essential to an accurate understanding of 

the events described in the report. The following responses are based on information that is 

currently available to the Sheriff's Office, including publicly available information from the criminal 

proceedings that may not have been available to the Civil Grand Jury prior to the completion of its 

report. 

RESPONSE TO FINDINGS 

F17. Sheriff deputies failed to enforce Yolo County Fireworks Ordinances. 

Response: The Sheriff's Office disagrees partially with this finding. 

To the extent F17 refers to former Lieutenant Samuel Machado, who is among the defendants 

charged in the April 3, 2026 indictment, the Sheriff's Office does not contest the finding and 

addresses Mr. Machado's conduct in the response to Finding F18 below. To the extent F17 refers to 

Resident Deputy Reiko Matsumura (now retired), identified in F16 as among those who "failed to 

enforce California Fire Code and Yolo County Fireworks Ordinances" with respect to the Machado 

property as of 2022-23, the report does not explain how the Grand Jury reached this conclusion or 

cite any evidentiary grounds for extending this finding to Deputy Matsumura. The Sheriff's Office 

thus lacks sufficient information to properly respond. 

As to all other Sheriff's Office personnel, the Sheriff's Office disagrees with the finding for the 

following reasons. 

First, as noted above, the District Attorney's filings allege that the defendants, including former 

Lieutenant Machado, made systematic false statements to the Sheriff's Office and to other 

agencies to misrepresent the nature and legality of operations at the site. These allegations are not 

consistent with the finding that Sheriff's deputies were aware of the illegal operations the 

defendants are now charged with concealing. This Office is not presently aware of any other 

information that would support this finding. 



Second, the Fireworks Ordinance in effect as of July 1, 2025, set forth in Chapter 2 of Title 4 of the 

Yolo County Code, was devoted almost entirely to safe and sane fireworks 1
. It included only a 

single provision on "dangerous fireworks," which declared their manufacture, possession, sale, 

use, or discharge to be unlawful, excepting only discharges occurring as part of public displays 

approved by local fire protection district chiefs (all of whom are employed by non-County 

agencies). Like most other County land use, building, and hazardous materials ordinances, the 

Fireworks Ordinance did not specifically assign any enforcement responsibility to the Sheriff's 

Office. In such situations, primary enforcement responsibility typically lies with other County 

departments. The Sheriff's Office acknowledges its general authority to enforce any misdemeanor 

violations of County ordinances under Yolo County Code section 1-2.01, but that general authority 

does not offer a proper basis for a finding that Sheriff's Office personnel failed to enforce the 

Fireworks Ordinance. 

F18. The Sheriff Lieutenant failed to obtain the required approval from the Sheriff for his 

financial interest in the fireworks business on his property. 

Response: The Sheriff's Office disagrees wholly with this finding. Presumably, this finding refers to 

the outside employment policy that is addressed elsewhere in the report. The report does not 

explain the nature of the former Lieutenant's alleged financial interest sufficiently to establish that 

it fell within the terms of the outside employment policy. While such information may later be 

disclosed in the course of the ongoing criminal proceedings, this Office presently does not have 

sufficient information to make any determination regarding a potential Yolo County Sheriff's Office 

policy violation. 

Please also see the responses to Recommendations R13, R14, R15, and R16 below for information 

on steps this Office has taken to improve its disclosure requirements and enhance related 

oversight. 

F19. The Sheriff's Office does not adequately review the documented outside employment by 

sworn officers. 

Response: The Sheriff's Office disagrees partially with this finding. While the Sheriff's Office does 

agree that outside employment should (and will) be evaluated with greater frequency going forward 

than was customary prior to July 1, 2025, the allegation that documentation submitted to the 

Sheriff's Office by sworn staff is not adequately reviewed is incorrect. 

Please also see the responses to Recommendations R13, R14, R15, and R16 below for information 

on steps this Office has taken to improve its disclosure requirements and enhance related 

oversight. 

F20. The Sheriff's Office does not provide its sworn staff with adequate training on 

enforcement of County ordinances. 

1 While the Grand Jury finding refers to "Fireworks Ordinances," there is only one such ordinance. Various 

changes to the Fireworks Ordinance were approved by the Board of Supervisors on June 3, 2025, with an 

effective date of July 3, 2025. Those changes are not relevant to the Grand Jury's finding, which relates only to 

ordinances in effect prior to July 1, 2025. 



Response: The Sheriff's Office agrees partially with this finding. While sworn staff does receive 

training regarding County ordinances, the training itself and the frequency of the training can, and 

will, be improved, as discussed further in response to Recommendation 11, below. 

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 

R11. Provide additional training to all sworn deputies on significant Yolo County Ordinances 

and how to report potential violations to appropriate County divisions. 

Response: The Sheriff's Office has started the implementation of this recommendation and will 

continue that work until it is completed. The Professional Standards Unit has been tasked with a 

comprehensive review of the Yolo County Ordinances. The purpose of the review is to both identify 

significant ordinances that will be incorporated into annual training for sworn staff and to identify 

ordinances that may require updating. We expect this work will be largely complete by the end of 

2026, with the possibility of ordinance updates extending into early 2027 to accommodate typical 

internal drafting, review and approval timeframes. 

R12. Ensure appropriate metrics exist that monitor the quantity and type of ordinance 

violations reported by sworn officers. 

Response: This recommendation has been implemented. A structured reporting framework 

already exists within our records management system (RMS). Supervisors regularly review 

enforcement activity of sworn staff to include enforcement patterns, identify training needs, and 

ensure alignment with Office priorities and community concerns. Findings are documented in the 

individual employee's personnel files during monthly and annual reviews. The implementation of 

this recommendation was complete when the Sheriff's Office went live with its current RMS in 

2005. 

R13. Review outside employment policies with all Sheriff's Office employees. 

Response: The Sheriff's Office has implemented this recommendation. On April 2, 2026, all 

members of the Sheriff's Office received an electronic communication (Special Order #26-09) that 

served to both update and reinforce the office Outside Employment Policy. In addition to the office­

wide distribution the policy update was reviewed with staff during shift briefings. 

R14. Perform an audit of existing approvals for outside employment to ensure they are aligned 

with department policies. 

Response: The Sheriff's Office has implemented this recommendation. A comprehensive audit of 

all existing outside employment approvals was conducted in conjunction with the update to the 

Outside Employment policy. The audit included: 

• Verification that current permits are on file for all employees engaged in outside employment 

• Confirmation that required documentation (e.g., business licenses, registrations) has been 

submitted 

• Identification of any expired, incomplete, or non-compliant approvals 

• Review for potential conflicts of interest or policy violations 

R15. Require employees to seek approval for outside employment annually. 



Response: The Sheriff's Office has implemented this recommendation. On April 2, 2026, all 
members of the Sheriff's Office received an electronic communication (Special Order #26-09) that 
served to update the office Outside Employment Policy. Addressing annual renewals, the following 
subsection has been added to the Yolo County Sheriff's Office Policy 1023: 

102.7 Annual Renewal 
Approved outside employment is valid for the remainder of the current calendar year. Permit 
renewals are required prior to the start of the new calendar year. 
All annual submissions, and the Outside Employment policy as a whole, will be reviewed annually 
by the Administrative Captain. The results of this review shall be forwarded to the Sheriff within ten 
days. 
If the outside employment does not require a business license under applicable law, the employee 
must annually reaffirm in writing that no license is required for the activity. Employees with 
approved outside employment must resubmit proof of a valid business license or registration. 

R16. Prior to approving any outside employment, the Sheriff shall ensure the involved 

business(s) are compliant with all required local, State, or Federal operating permits. 

Response: The Sheriff's Office has implemented this recommendation by strengthening its outside 
employment approval process to ensure appropriate due diligence. Employees are now required to 
provide proof of any necessary licenses, permits, or certifications, which are reviewed at both 
supervisory and command levels. For higher-risk or regulated activities, verification may be 
conducted with the appropriate agencies, and requests may be denied or revoked if sufficient 
documentation is not provided. The process also includes an annual renewal requirement to 
ensure ongoing compliance. 

While the Sheriff's Office is not the primary regulatory authority for all business types, this 
approach establishes a reasonable and documented standard to ensure outside employment 
complies with applicable laws and office policy. 

In closing, we appreciate the opportunity to respond to the findings and recommendations of the 
Civil Grand Jury. We will continue work to implement all the ongoing actions set forth above, and 
we will also strive to identify and implement other improvements to protect public safety and 
enhance our coordination with other Yolo County departments and agencies. 

Respectfully submitted, 

El.6 
SHERIFF-CORONER-PUBLIGADMINISTRATOR 


