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Date of Hearing:  April 27, 2022 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Chris Holden, Chair 

AB 2147 (Ting) – As Introduced February 15, 2022 

Policy Committee: Transportation    Vote: 10 - 3 

      

      

Urgency:  No State Mandated Local Program:  No Reimbursable:  No 

SUMMARY: 

This bill generally prohibits enforcement of “jaywalking” laws. 

Specifically, this bill modifies several existing sections of the vehicle code so that a peace officer 

may not stop a pedestrian for violating a prohibition against entering an intersection or roadway, 

unless a reasonably careful person would realize there is an immediate danger of a collision with 

a moving vehicle or other device moving exclusively by human power.  The bill specifies its 

provisions do not relieve either a pedestrian from the duty of using due care for their safety or a 

driver of a vehicle from the duty of exercising due care for the safety of any pedestrian within the 

roadway.  

FISCAL EFFECT: 

Reductions in state and local penalty assessment revenues of an unknown amount (General Fund, 

various special funds, local funds). The base fine for a jaywalking violation is $25; however, 

after inclusion of all penalties and surcharges, the total fine amount could be as much as $175, as 

shown below.  If this bill resulted in issuance of 20,000 fewer jaywalking citations, the total 

revenue loss would be $3.5 million, $2.8 million of which goes to various state funds, including 

the state General Fund. These numbers are presented as an illustration of potential costs; neither 

the California Highway Patrol nor Judicial Council were able to provide an estimate of the 

number of jaywalking citations issued in California each year. 

 

The author’s staff contends revenue losses, whatever the amount, would be less than implied by 

the illustration show below.  This is because, the author’s staff contends, many people cited for 

jaywalking violations do not pay the resulting fines or fees.  This may be the case, though, at the 

time this analysis was written, the author’s office had provided no evidence to substantiate the 

claim.  Judicial Council, for its part, notes it collected nearly $1 billion in revenue last year from 

fines and fees levied against a variety of offenses.  
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Components of Jaywalking Fine Destination 

$25  Base Fine Amount retained by issuing entity 

$21 
State Penalty Assessment  

(Penal Code 1464) 
state GF 

$9 
County Penalty Assessment  

(Penal Code 1464) 
county general fund 

$15 
DNA Penalty Assessment  

(Government Code 76104.6 and 7600) 

special funds supporting court 

facilities 

$15 

Court Construction Penalty Assessment  

(Government Code 76100 and 7600) 

 

Fine amount varies, $5 is most 

common amount. 

special funds supporting court 

facilities 

$5 
State Surcharge  

(Penal Code 1465.7) 
state GF 

$6 

Emergency Medical Services Penalty 

Assessment  

(Government Code 76000.5) 

 

A county may impose, but is not 

required to do so. 

primarily the Maddy 

Emergency Medical Services 

Fund 

$4 

Emergency Medical Air Transport 

Penalty Assessment  

(Government Code 76000.10) 

 

Expires July 1, 2024. 

Emergency Medical Air 

Transportation Fund 

$40 
Court Operations Assessment  

(Penal Code 1465.8) 
Trail Court Trust Fund 

$35 
Conviction Assessment  

(Government Code 70373) 

State Court Facilities 

Construction Fund 

$175 TOTAL  
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COMMENTS: 

1) Purpose.  The author intends this bill to make legal activity the author describes as common 

practice, and enforcement against which the author describes as discriminatory and unjust.  

According to the author: 

Every day, millions of Californians cross the street outside of an 

intersection when no cars are present. California’s jaywalking laws 

criminalize one of our most vulnerable transportation modes and are 

unevenly enforced. A 2017 study in Sacramento showed Black 

Californians were cited for jaywalking five times more than the 

general population. Beyond inequitable enforcement, the prevalence of 

jaywalking in certain neighborhoods reflects inequities in street 

design. People who need to walk in their neighborhoods should not be 

penalized for decades of infrastructure neglect and auto-first street 

design that fails to consider the needs of users who aren’t in cars. AB 

2147 promotes safe walking and limits unjust enforcement by 

prohibiting law enforcement from stopping individuals for jaywalking 

unless there is an immediate danger of a collision with a moving 

vehicle. 

2) Background. Last year, the author of this bill introduced AB 1238, which, like this bill, 

would have changed the laws governing jaywalking.  The bill successfully made its way 

through the Legislature.  However, ultimately, it was vetoed by Governor Newsom, who 

stated he was “concerned that AB 1238 will unintentionally reduce pedestrian safety and 

potentially increase fatalities or serious injuries caused by pedestrians that enter our 

roadways at inappropriate locations.” But the Governor noted he was also “committed to 

working with the author, the Legislature, and stakeholders on legislation that addresses the 

unequal enforcement of jaywalking laws in a manner that does not risk worsening 

California's pedestrian safety.” 

AB 1238 would have, until January 1, 2029, simply repealed existing state laws that prohibit 

jaywalking.  This bill, in contrast, does not repeal prohibitions on jaywalking.  Rather, this 

bill modifies several existing sections of the vehicle code so that a peace officer may not stop 

a pedestrian for violating a prohibition against entering an intersection or roadway, unless a 

reasonably careful person would realize there is an immediate danger of a collision with a 

moving vehicle or other device moving exclusively by human power.  In this way, the 

current bill allows jaywalking, but places the onus on the pedestrian to do so in a safe, 

reasonable manner.  In any case, the rationale behind both bills is the same:  jaywalking laws 

provide the opportunity for harassment by police; evidence shows police enforce jaywalking 

laws discriminatorily; and jaywalking, in itself, is not inherently dangerous. 

As noted in the Governor’s veto of AB 1238, some are concerned altering the state’s 

jaywalking laws may jeopardize pedestrian safety.  However, according to the California 

Office of Traffic Safety, in 2018, 893 pedestrians were killed on California roadways, a 26% 

increase from 2014. Additionally, in 2018, more than 14,000 pedestrians were injured. The 

total number of pedestrian fatalities between 2009 and 2018 was 7,500, representing a 

pedestrian fatality rate that is almost 25% higher than the national average. Whatever the 
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effect of this or similar bills on pedestrian safety, it does not seem existing prohibitions on 

jaywalking keep pedestrians safe. 

The California Sheriffs Association writes in opposition to this bill, contending it has the 

effect of “significantly limiting when a peace officer may stop a pedestrian for a violation of 

one of the affected safety laws.”  Differing somewhat, the California District Attorneys 

Association argues the bill “undermines pedestrian safety laws by imposing a new 

enforcement standard before violations of those laws can be enforced.” The district attorneys 

recommend the author amend the bill to “instead redefine what behavior is lawful” while 

maintaining “a peace officer’s authority to enforce a public offense when that violation 

occurs.” 

The bill is supported by a number of organizations that advocate for pedestrians and 

bicyclists, as well as Disability Rights California and the National Association of Social 

Workers, California Chapter. 

 

Analysis Prepared by: Jay Dickenson / APPR. / (916) 319-2081


