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The Contra Costa Cronies Roster:
A detailed view of Sheriff Warren E. Rupf’s CCW policies and real-world procedures.

By Jim March – version 1.2, 4/24/2000

Rumors of biased issuance of Concealed Carry Weapons Permits have persisted in this county
since before Sheriff Rupf’s entering office in 1992.

Nobody has had solid evidence of equal protection violations in permit issuance until now.

On November the 22nd, 1999, the law office of Trutanich & Michel out of Los Angeles served a
Freedom Of Information Act request on Sheriff Rupf, asking for details of permit issuance.

Rupf responded in a surprisingly complete manner with the records of issuance and renewal for
every permit going back five years.  In some cases the “good cause for issuance” statements on
people who were originally issued before Rupf’s tenure was missing; this could be deliberate, or it
could be the result of clerical error on his predecessor’s part.

It hardly matters.  The material provided gives us a deep glimpse into the realities of CCW
issuance in Contra Costa County.  Some elements are simply high comedy, some border on
grotesque, and there are serious issues of equal protection to be found throughout.

To understand the implications of the documents that follow, you’ll need at least an overview of
the Sheriff’s current policy manual.  I’ve put excerpts from it into an appendix (starting at page
17) plus included a weblink to the whole thing…but for now, remember these highlights:

1) Obtaining a CCW permit requires “extraordinary good cause”.

2) Current or retired "justice system employees" have "prima facie good cause" and receive
preference.

3) Anyone with a recommendation from a law enforcement officer plus his superior and/or a PD
Chief has "extraordinary good cause".  You'll see one "obvious crony" who was treated in such
preferencial fashion by a police department (pages 7 and 8).

4) "Acts associated with normal living isn't going to make the cut" – compare with the rest of this
file!  Practically every case here is exactly that…

5) People living in the towns with their own PD Chief are to be discriminated against.  Issuance
standards are an order of magnatude more stringent (see appendix, page 21).

6) Permits may be re-issued only so long as the applicant's circumstances haven't changed – as
you'll see, that's the biggest joke of all.

The policy manual is dated 3/24/99 – remember that, it’s important.
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ON WITH THE SHOW:

For our first exhibit, we have this charming attorney.  Denied a permit by Lt. Willett (Sheriff
Rupf’s appointed
“CCW
coordinator"), the
attorney/applicant
writes in and
complains.  While
he lacks specific
good cause, he’s
got LOTS of
buddies, including
the District
Attorney (Yancey),
a Judge, a state
Senator (Rainey)
who was the former
Sheriff and handed
the job off to Rupf
upon retirement,
etc.

What we have here
is a case of “Hey,
look at me, I’m a
GOOD OL’ BOY!”

Remember: Rupf’s
“extraordinary good
cause” standard was
in effect back to at
least 1996.

                     (crony protection)

This is just one case where “good cause” has been treated as a joke.
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Here’s a good one:

Original permit issued early in ’95 if he applied in December of ’94 as shown here…and renewed
3/2/99.

The guy does
“field sales” for a
cable company,
lives in San
Ramon, doesn’t
have any “travels
with cash or
valuables” type of
“good cause” –
but every once in
a while the poor
guy has to VISIT
my town.  Not live
here in Richmond,
not wipe gang tags
off the side of his
apartment
building, not
complain about
the local drug
dealers mind you,
he has to VISIT.

This is nuts.  Per
Rupf’s policies
and an agreement
he set up with
Richmond PD
years ago, nobody
living in
Richmond can get

a permit, but this poor delicate flower needs to pack heat because he visits.

The racial element alone is a shocker.  This gent is white, he’s from a wealthy mostly-white town,
and because he visits a lower-income high-minority-population town he gets a permit while all
residents of that town are barred by Rupf?

I don’t THINK so.
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This GOLF PRO
has had a permit
continuously since
1967.  It was last
renewed 12/20/99.

As with many older
applications,
"original good
cause" is anybody’s
guess.  It’s not in
the paperwork, it
was probably lost
sometime during
the Carter
administration.
Rupf reissues
because CCW is
obviously a
"tenured position".

I would assume this
permitholder carries
a high-end target
pistol…that way,
when a golf ball is
dropping out of the
sky towards some
hapless fellow
golfer’s noggin, he
can shoot the ball
before any 

potentially fatal
hazard occurs.

Suuuure.  And if you believe that, I’ve got this great deal on a bridge…

What the heck is going on here?
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Here’s a tractor
salesman for
International
Harvester who scored a
permit in 1962.

His good cause?  Dunno,
it ain’t in Rupf’s data.
It’s  probably lost in the
mists of time, your guess
is as good as Rupf’s.

I say that because in this
case, I can prove it
doesn’t matter.  His
renewal dated 7/7/99
lists a new occupation:

RETIRED

This despite Rupf’s
stated policies on
3/24/99 that renewals
were to be as nasty to
get as issuance.

Like hell.  It’s a
sinecure.  Once you have
a permit, the obvious
implication is that you’re
somebody’s buddy,
you’re politically
connected and if you get

denied, you’ll scream
bloody murder, sue or
worse: you’ll tell the
Sheriff’s private
political support club
known as the
“Sheriff’s Posse” that
CCW issuance isn’t
as free and easy as a
Posse member would
normally think, given
the ease with which
they score permits.

So Rupf can’t stick
with his own rules.
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This guy was first issued
in 1992, this is a page
from his original
application.

Back then he was a
“union district
representative”; on his
renewal papers of 3/3/99
he’s listed as “retired”.

Check out the “good
cause”.

This is somebody’s
politically connected
buddy.  I dunno who, or
what else is going on,
but that’s the single
lamest “good cause”
statement in the pile.
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This one is
especially
interesting.

The paperwork is
sketchy, there was a
renewal 2/2/99 but
no original issuance
papers at all.

So his original
“good cause” is
anybody’s guess.

He’s the vice
president of a local
construction
company; the
president and owner
is also a
permitholder PLUS
a campaign
contributor.  The
owner is a friend of
DA Gary Yancey.

Next, check out the “transfer from Clayton PD” note.  Lt. Willett is the head of Rupf’s Internal
Affairs department (formally known as “Professional Standards and Resources”).  Willett is the
chap Rupf appointed as the main processor and go-between on CCW issues; he makes the initial
decisions, such as the one on 3/9/99 where he chucked me out of his office without letting me
apply.

Jump to the next page…
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This gent wishes to
remain anonymous.
He’s a Clayton city
resident, he tried to
apply for CCW
with Clayton PD in
’96 and got turned
down for the
reasons stated.  And
when he went to
Rupf, he was
discriminated
against as a city
resident – unlike
the guy on the last
page.

See the problem?
In ’98 Clayton had
a permit
outstanding for this
guy involved in the
construction
company who was
politically
connected in at
least three different
ways.

So it’s not just the Sheriff that’s the problem.  As with Richmond (and most of the other towns?)
there’s an interlinked series of cross-jurisdictional agreements with the Sheriff.  Personal friends
of law enforcement get passed around, treated like royalty even by other departments.  In this case,
Rupf took over handling this guy's permit (from Clayton PD) without even getting Clayton's "good
cause" statement, if there ever was one.  "Good cause" doesn't matter – who you are, who you're
buddies with does.

The entire system is desperately sick.  Contra Costa isn’t unique; see also “CCW In California: A
Disaster Analyzed” for examples of the same garbage in Marin, Sacramento, LA and other
counties.
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This guy is OK,
he’s the “cleanest”
applicant of the
bunch.  No
campaign
contributions,
former FBI, now a
PI.  Sheriff Rupf
issued him a permit
fairly recently,
nothing wrong with
that.

But remember
Clayton and
Richmond being
supposed zero-
issue?

According to this
gent, so is Walnut
Creek – look at
item #3 on this page
of his application.

This guy would
have no reason
whatsoever to lie
about this…

Care to guess what happens to ordinary civilian peons from Walnut Creek who apply for CCW
with Sheriff Rupf?  Yep – they get dumped back on Walnut Creek PD for summary mockery,
regardless of good cause.

Now go look up the case of Salute vs. Pitchess, 61 Cal. App. 3d 557.  According to the courts, a
Sheriff cannot restrict CCW to government-related applicants.  Here we see that an ex-Fed gets a
permit from Sheriff Rupf as a Walnut Creek resident when it's impossible for a "peon" to do
likewise – the same thing Sheriff Pitchess was slapped down for back in 1976.
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This isn’t one I
enjoy discussing,
but it’s necessary.

Early in 2000 at his
Alamo home, Kim
Fang faced down
two armed home
invaders that had
already fired shots
by most accounts,
and were in the
process of beating
on Mr. Fang’s
brother.

Fang came down a staircase armed with one of these .38spl revolvers and opened up on the
crooks.  He killed one, wounded another but ran his wheelgun dry…he was shot multiple times in
the back as he retreated (presumably to reload).

In the crook’s car was his address – he’d been targeted during an earlier furniture delivery.  The
car also contained the address of a Napa woman who would have been next.

Make no mistake: Fang died a hero.  His CCW permit meant he had a piece on him when the
excrement hit the rotary air movement device, and it’s a good bet several people are alive today
because of his actions and preparedness.

However:  Fang paid $700 into Rupf’s campaign fund during the years he was getting his
renewals.  He was an even more lavish contributor to Sheriff (now state Senator) Rainey who
originally issued him the permit.  Fang was known for being politically connected, and in all ways
fits the profile of a Rupf permitholder: wealthy, connected and generous to Rupf’s personal
political career.

His “good cause for issuance” isn’t in the paperwork Rupf sent.  Per one newspaper, it involved
“undocumented telephone threats” in the late ‘80s.  Fang’s permit was renewed 6/16/99, long after
any such threat was a factor.

The problem isn’t that Fang had a permit; the problem is that other people without the money or
connections Fang had are routinely stripped of their right to self defense.

It’s an equal protection nightmare.

One last thing: he’s connected as they get, and…hey!  What happened to the “two gun rule”?
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This “good cause memo” was attached to the 1996 application of this corporate attorney living in
the wealthy enclave of Kensington.

Translation:

“I’m a rich lawyer,
screw me out of a
permit and I’ll sue
the pants off of ya”?

Or is it “I’m
potentially a major
source of campaign
contributions”…?

Does it matter?

Didn’t think so.
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Nothing new here.

Wealthy VP of a decent-sized company, lives in San Ramon, doesn’t have specific good cause.

Mind you, I’m glad he’s got a permit (and yes, he’s kept it current with Rupf's eager assistance).

That’s not the problem.

The problem is, Rupf isn’t some Mafia don handing out (and renewing) largess at a whim,
sometimes for profit and sometimes to look good.  He’s supposed to be a professional manager of
a large modern law enforcement agency.

You decide which one Rupf most resembles, at least in the area of CCW permits.
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Nothing new.  No
special cause, just a
long-time crony
who Rupf considers
more worthy of the
privilege of self
defense than most
serfs.

Last reissue was
5/29/99, long after
the 3/24/99 manual
talked about
needing “good
cause” for renewals
as well as the initial
app.

But that’s OK.

Rules are for little
people.
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Can someone
please explain how
Rupf can arbitrarily
decide whose life is
more worthy of self
defense?
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Last but most certainly
NOT least, there’s ol’ JB.

Stand up and salute!

This cantankerous ol’ dude
was denied by Lt. Willett
for “lack of good cause”.

He wrote back with this
wonderful letter running
four pages.

My guess is, Rupf asked
himself “lesse, do I want to
wrassle with this ornery ol’
coot who probably has
enough money to hire
MicroSoft’s legal team?”

Rupf’s answer was “heck
no”.

JB got his permit, issued
5/3/99.

Is this a problem?  Except
for whatever poor fool
mugs this guy and his Sig
9mm, of course not.

The problem is, the right to self defense shouldn’t (and legally can't) be restricted to those wealthy
enough to afford lawyers to beat law enforcement over the head with.

That’s the crazy part.
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CONCLUSION:

Sheriff Rupf has collected at least $21,000 in campaign contributions from his relatively small
pool of permitholders.  As of early 1999, there were 236 outstanding.  I haven’t been able to track
corporate money that may be linked to specific permitholders, and I don’t have the 4th quarter ’99
campaign logs yet.

It doesn’t matter.  This file, combined with “CCW In California: A Disaster Analyzed” (both on
my website below) sums up enough of what’s going on to make even the most brain-dead Sarah
Brady zombie clone realize that even modern law enforcement cannot be trusted with “discretion”
in permit issuance.

It’s an invitation to corruption, to arbitrary use of extreme power, racism and a host of other ills
the body politic can ill afford.

We, the percentage of the state’s population that believe in our right and need to self defense are
through asking for reforms.  We’re telling law enforcement, the legislature, the courts and
anybody else who’ll listen: FIX THIS MESS.

Jim March
Thursday, April 20, 2000
Webmaster, Equal Rights for CCW Home Page
http://www.ninehundred.com/~equalccw
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APPENDIX: EXCERPTS FROM SHERIFF RUPF’S CURRENT POLICY MANUAL (3/24/99)

Ignoring the strong preference for law-enforcement issuance that’s by no means allowed per Salute vs. Pitchess, 61
Cal. App. 3d 557:

If “professional evaluations”, personal history and training (which is capped at 16 hours under state law) are to be
treated with greater importance than “subjective evaluations” of a person’s need for defense and it’s practically
impossible to get your need for self defense listed as “prima facie good cause”, then a “professional evaluation” of
a banker living in a rich gated community will make such an applicant win out over a teller living in a nasty crack-
blighted war zone.

As you’ve seen, this is exactly what’s going on.
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First, REMEMBER FOOTNOTE 6.  As you’ve seen, it’s often treated as a joke.

Even better, holding a permit is NOT supposed to be a “tenured position” per "A" above.  Renewals are supposed
to be only so long as the specific danger exists.  In reality, people whose circumstances have changed are keeping
their permits "forever".

Two guns only, huh?  First, it doesn’t make a lick of sense, especially if more than one of the guns are of the same
basic operations type (such as DA revolver, SA semiauto, DAO semiauto, etc.

Second, Penal Codes 12050-54 don't grant a Sheriff the right to restrict carry weapons in such fashion.

Third, Kim Fang was subject to no such limit, and he had no law enforcement background whatsoever.
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This is the big killer: this is the primary method Rupf uses to eliminate working-class applicants from any
possibility of issuance.  In Contra Costa County, almost all the lowest income areas are in towns with their own
Police Chiefs and have higher minority residency rates.  The Sheriff attempts to limit his area of jurisdiction to
wealthy unincorporated townships such as Alamo and Blackhawk, or the wealthy towns that hire his office for
police services such as Danville, San Ramon or Orinda.

Except it’s illegal as hell.  First thing, there’s no mechanism by which a Sheriff can dump somebody off on a
Police Department Chief in Penal Codes 12050-54 (the CCW system).  There IS a system whereby Chiefs can exit
the CCW biz and pass the whole process off on the Sheriff; problem is, it has to be ALL issuance, applications,
renewals, etc. – what Rupf wants is an “individual passing of applicants with attached letter from their Chief” and
that’s 100% illegal.

The fact that these rules would cause a racial imbalance in permit issuance is just icing on the diseased cake.

Finally, when my case went to trial on 12/22/99, I was able to prove that Rupf’s people hadn’t allowed me to
apply.  The reason given was “Richmond (where I live) is my proper issuing jurisdiction”.  The Judge ruled that
since I hadn’t been allowed to formally apply, until that happened I didn’t have standing to discuss the bias,
racism, illegality and unconstitutionality of the Sheriff’s stated policies or de-facto procedures.  So the case was
dismissed without prejudice pending such an application and formal denial, if any.  After court, I walked over to
Lt. Willett’s office and they handed me a blank application without comment.

Fine.  But if Rupf’s policy of “town residence discrimination” was legal, the Judge could have chucked me out
WITH prejudice and there wouldn’t even be the possibility of a second trial.  He didn’t do that.  I think Judge
Patsey (ya, that’s his name) didn’t want the hassles and he was sending a message to Rupf to clean up his act.


