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 11 

                                                             
11 Supervisor Serna later edited this January 3, 2021 post and replaced the middle finger emoji with a sick face emoji and 
a vomiting emoji.  Attachment 6.    
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Sergeant  stated he felt the post was retaliatory because Supervisor Serna made 
comments about him and included a picture of him in a “Trump 2020” mask.12  Sergeant 

                                                             
12 Sergeant  first posted the picture of himself in the “Trump 2020” mask on his personal Facebook page when 
“COVID was new.”   
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political climate and the presidency, which are matters of political concern to the community – 
not SCDSA.  

On this point, it is noteworthy that Supervisor Serna’s decision to post the messages on his 
personal Facebook page – not his professional Facebook page – reflects his intention to separate 
his personal political activity from the County’s workplace and his official role as Supervisor.  The 
existence of Supervisor Serna’s dedicated professional Facebook page highlights his intention to 
distinguish between personal and professional posts.17  

Next, Supervisor Serna did not direct his comments at SCDSA or any of its members he interacts 
with in the course of his daily work as Supervisor.  Supervisor Serna directed his posts at Trump 
supporters and the Republican Party generally.  Supervisor Serna knew Sergeant  was a 
Trump supporter.  However, Supervisor Serna and Sergeants  and  are not in 
contact in their daily work.  They are not co-workers.  They do not work together closely such that 
personal loyalty and confidence are necessary for the proper functioning of SCDSA and its 
members.   

Further, there is no evidence Supervisor Serna’s conduct negatively impacted any of SCDSA’s 
employees’ employment (by way of an employment action or decision), as outlined by revised 
Sacramento County Policy # 601, Discrimination, Harassment, and Retaliation.     

Finally, I considered SCDSA’s assertion that Supervisor Serna’s “insurrection” post expressed anti-
law enforcement sentiment.  However, I find the post was not directed at law enforcement, but 
rather people at the “insurrection” waiving “Blue Lives Matter” flags.  This suggests Supervisor 
Serna was expressing a political opinion about the “insurrection,” as opposed to an anti-law 
enforcement sentiment.  The act of mentioning the “Blue Lives Matter” flag here does not equate 
to an expression of anti-law enforcement sentiment.  To the contrary, Supervisor Serna’s post 
acknowledged and expressed sadness about the loss of a member of the law enforcement 
community.   

For these reasons, I find Supervisor Serna did not violate Sacramento County’s policies prohibiting 
discrimination based upon political affiliation as it relates to SCDSA.18   

In reaching these findings, I repeat my earlier comment – that Supervisor Serna’s posts were 
understandably upsetting to SCDSA members who are Republicans and/or Trump supporters.  It 
should not have been unexpected that addressing the issues using such inflammatory language 
would raise concerns about Supervisor Serna’s objectivity towards SCDSA members who are 
Republicans and/or Trump supporters.  

                                                             
17 As noted above, I considered that, in addition to identifying himself as a husband, chef, and photographer on his 
personal Facebook, Supervisor Serna also identifies himself as a County Supervisor on his personal page.  Whether this 
changes the personal nature of his post is the subject of a legal analysis outside the scope of this investigation.  
18 I considered the submissions from concerned citizens.  Some supported SCDSA’s position.  Others supported 
Supervisor Serna’s position.  The submissions reflect a political divide.  County residents support SCDSA’s position calling 
for an investigation into Supervisor Serna’s posts.  County residents also support an investigation into SCDSA’s practices.  
I therefore did not give any weight to this evidence.  
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♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦ 

This concludes the investigation. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Sarah Tobias 
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