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SENATE THIRD READING 

SB 1100 (Cortese) 

As Amended  June 6, 2022 

Majority vote 

SUMMARY 

Allows the presiding member of a local legislative body to remove an individual for disrupting a 

local agency's meeting, defines "disrupting" for this purpose, and outlines the procedure that 

must be followed before an individual may be removed. 

Major Provisions 
1) Allows the presiding member of the legislative body conducting a meeting or their designee 

to remove, or cause the removal of, an individual for disrupting the meeting. Specifies that 

this authority is in addition to authority exercised pursuant to existing provisions of the Ralph 

M. Brown Act (Brown Act) that allow a local agency to adopt reasonable regulations for the 

conduct of meetings and remove a group or groups of persons from a meeting, as specified. 

 

2) Requires, prior to removing an individual, the presiding member or their designee to warn the 

individual that their behavior is disrupting the meeting and that their failure to cease their 

behavior may result in their removal. The presiding member or their designee may then 

remove the individual if they do not promptly cease their disruptive behavior. This 

requirement does not apply to any behavior that constitutes use of force or a true threat of 

force, as defined in this bill. 

 

3) Provides the following definitions for the purposes of this bill: 

 

a) "Disrupting" means engaging in behavior during a meeting of a legislative body that 

actually disrupts, disturbs, impedes, or renders infeasible the orderly conduct of the 

meeting and includes, but is not limited to, one of the following: 

 

i) A failure to comply with reasonable and lawful regulations adopted by a legislative 

body pursuant to specified existing provisions of the Brown Act that allow a local 

agency to adopt reasonable regulations for the conduct of meetings, or any other law. 

 

ii) Engaging in behavior that constitutes use of force or a true threat of force. 

 

b) "True threat of force" means a threat that has sufficient indicia of intent and seriousness, 

that a reasonable observer would perceive it to be an actual threat to use force by the 

person making the threat. 

COMMENTS 

1) Background. The Brown Act was enacted in 1953 and has been amended numerous times 

since then. The legislative intent of the Brown Act was expressly declared in its original 

statute, which remains unchanged: 

  

"The Legislature finds and declares that the public commissions, boards and councils and 

other public agencies in this State exist to aid in the conduct of the people's business. It is 
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the intent of the law that their actions be taken openly and that their deliberations be 

conducted openly. The people of this State do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies 

which serve them. The people, in delegating authority, do not give their public servants 

the right to decide what is good for the people to know and what is not good for them to 

know. The people insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control over the 

instruments they have created." 

 

The Brown Act generally requires local agencies to notice meetings in advance, including the 

posting of an agenda, and requires these meetings to be open and accessible to the public. 

The Brown Act defines a "meeting" as "any congregation of a majority of the member of a 

legislative body at the same time and location, including teleconference locations, to hear, 

discuss, deliberate, or take action on any item that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of 

the legislative body." The Brown Act only allows local agencies to take actions, meaning a 

majority vote of the legislative body unless otherwise specified, on items that appear on the 

posted agenda.   

2) Comment Periods. The Brown Act generally requires every agenda for regular meetings to 

provide an opportunity for members of the public to directly address the legislative body on 

any item of interest to the public, before or during the legislative body’s consideration of the 

item, that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the legislative body. The legislative body 

of a local agency may adopt reasonable regulations to ensure that this intent is carried out, 

including, but not limited to, regulations limiting the total amount of time allocated for public 

testimony on particular issues and for each individual speaker. These restrictions must be 

content-neutral. For example, the local agency cannot restrict public criticism of its actions.  

 

In the event that a group or groups willfully interrupt a meeting in a manner that makes the 

orderly conduct of the meeting unfeasible, and the legislative body cannot restore order by 

removing individuals causing the interruption, it can order the meeting room cleared and 

continue the meeting. However, it must allow members of the media to participate unless 

they participated in the disturbance. The Brown Act also allows the legislative body to 

readmit individuals who were not responsible for the disturbance. 

3) Executive Order N-29-20.  In March of 2020, the Governor issued Executive Order N-29-20, 

which stated that, "Notwithstanding any other provision of state or local law (including, but 

not limited to, the Bagley-Keene Act or the Brown Act), and subject to the notice and 

accessibility requirements set forth below, a local legislative body or state body is authorized 

to hold public meetings via teleconferencing and to make public meetings accessible 

telephonically or otherwise electronically to all members of the public seeking to observe and 

to address the local legislative body or state body. All requirements in both the Bagley-Keene 

Act and the Brown Act expressly or impliedly requiring the physical presence of members, 

the clerk or other personnel of the body, or of the public as a condition of participation in or 

quorum for a public meeting are hereby waived." 

 

"All of the foregoing provisions concerning the conduct of public meetings shall apply only 

during the period in which state or local public health officials have imposed or 

recommended social distancing measures." 

 

4) Acosta v. City of Costa Mesa. This bill states the intent of the Legislature to "codify the 

authority and standards for governing public meetings in accordance with Acosta v. City of 
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Costa Mesa, 718 F.3d 800, 811 (9th Cir. 2013)." In this decision, the court found that an 

ordinance governing the decorum of a city council meeting is not facially overbroad if it only 

permits a presiding officer to eject an attendee for actually disturbing or impeding a meeting.  

The court explained that disruption cannot be defined in any manner, such as a violation of 

rules of decorum, but has to be an actual disruption of a meeting. 

According to the Author 
"It has become increasingly clear that the mechanisms provided by the Brown Act to deal with 

disruptions during public meetings are insufficient. Across California, public officials and public 

attendees continue to deal with disorderly conduct during meetings at such a high magnitude that 

critical business and the legislative process as a whole has become impaired.  

 

"As we have undoubtedly seen, many troubling incidents across the state, including those 

involving harassment and threats of violence, have demonstrated the need to protect public safety 

and public meeting access by modernizing the Brown Act so that it provides clearer standards 

around when removal of a meeting participant is warranted and what authority members of a 

legislative body can exercise.  

 

"These are only a few examples that speak to the need for SB 1100:  

 

1) In 2021, Los Gatos Mayor Marico Sayoc and her family faced targeted bullying and 

harassment efforts at public meetings, including anti-LGBTQ rhetoric. 

 

2) In 2022, the Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified School Board has had to end multiple meetings 

early due to meeting disruptions. 

 

3) Recent San Diego Board of Supervisor meetings have made national headlines, in part, due 

to racist comments as well as threats of violence and personal attacks. 

 

"We must take steps to clarify what behavior should be deemed as disruptive to ensure that this 

definition is only used with absolute neutrality for those rare occurrences and prioritize the safety 

of our officials who sit on local governing bodies as well as the public. By establishing common-

sense mechanisms to deescalate significant disruptions and allow members of a legislative body 

to return to their important governmental business in a swift manner, this bill would enhance 

public access to meetings. SB 1100 will ensure safe, open, and accessible public meetings by 

creating a process to restore order when disruptions occur and presents safeguards to ensure 

implementation consistent with our First Amendment principles." 

Arguments in Support 
The California State Association of Counties and the Urban Counties of California, sponsors of 

this bill, write, "Like many local agencies across the state and around the country, California 

counties are experiencing an increase in incidence of disruptive behavior by members of the 

public during public meetings. Regrettably, this behavior has included foul language, racist, 

misogynist, and homophobic slurs, and threats of violence toward county supervisors and county 

staff. In many instances, other members of the public are also targeted for expressing opposing 

views. 

 

"These behaviors not only disrupt the proceedings of the day, but fundamentally break the 

promise of the Brown Act, undermining the ability of members of the public to participate in the 
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conduct of the public's business safely and productively. To say that these types of behaviors 

have been disruptive to the normal conduct of county business is an understatement; they are 

stressful, demoralizing, and in some cases, frightening for their targets. Worse, when 

performative acts of disruption occur during recorded meetings, the footage is then shared on 

social media to garner additional attention and encourage others to do the same for the sole 

purpose of weakening government structure and function and shut out opposing voices. 

 

"To be clear, counties are committed to ensuring the public's right to access public meetings and 

scrutinize the decisions of public officials. However, as participants in our democratic 

government, we must also provide safe and accessible environments in which the public can 

express their views freely and without intimidation. SB 1100 offers an important tool for local 

agencies to make certain that public meetings are available to everyone. SB 1100 provides 

commonsense tools for local agencies to deal with the rising hostility and intimidation occurring 

during public meetings and ensure the efficient and effective conduct of the public's business. At 

the same time, the bill safeguards the public's right to address its elected leaders in public 

meetings under reasonable conduct requirements." 

Arguments in Opposition 
Californians for Good Governance, in opposition to a prior version of the bill, states, "As 

amended on April 7, 2022, SB 1100 would "give legislative bodies clear authorization to restore 

order to meetings in the event of actual disruptions that are disturbing, disrupting, impeding, or 

rendering infeasible the orderly conduct of the meeting and, thereby, preserve the rights of other 

members of the public at the meeting and allow the legislative body to continue its work on 

behalf of the public." 

 

"Our concern is that the language of this bill is too vague to give meaningful guidance to local 

bodies in how to ensure rules comport with constitutional rights and would instead be interpreted 

as a general license to limit public participation in their meetings. Public participation in 

meetings inherently disrupts and impedes the orderly imposition of rules by governing bodies. 

That is the point. The reality is that participatory democracy is a messy business, but limiting 

public input is not the answer as it moves our government towards authoritarianism and away 

from democracy." 

FISCAL COMMENTS 

None 

VOTES 

SENATE FLOOR:  29-7-4 
YES:  Allen, Archuleta, Atkins, Becker, Bradford, Caballero, Cortese, Dodd, Durazo, Eggman, 

Glazer, Gonzalez, Hertzberg, Hueso, Hurtado, Laird, Leyva, Limón, McGuire, Min, Newman, 

Portantino, Roth, Rubio, Skinner, Stern, Umberg, Wieckowski, Wiener 

NO:  Bates, Borgeas, Grove, Jones, Melendez, Nielsen, Ochoa Bogh 

ABS, ABST OR NV:  Dahle, Kamlager, Pan, Wilk 

 

ASM LOCAL GOVERNMENT:  6-2-0 
YES:  Aguiar-Curry, Bloom, Boerner Horvath, Ramos, Luz Rivas, Robert Rivas 

NO:  Lackey, Voepel 
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ASM JUDICIARY:  7-3-0 
YES:  Stone, Bloom, Haney, Kalra, Maienschein, Reyes, Robert Rivas 

NO:  Cunningham, Davies, Kiley 

 

UPDATED 

VERSION: June 6, 2022 

CONSULTANT:  Angela Mapp / L. GOV. / (916) 319-3958   FN: 0003015 




