
SB 2 
 Page  1 

Date of Hearing:  July 13, 2021 
Counsel:               Matthew Fleming 

 
 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC SAFETY 
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SB 2 (Bradford) – As Amended July 7, 2021 

 
SUMMARY:  Grants new powers to the Commission on Peace Officers Standards and Training 

(POST) by creating a process to investigate and determine the fitness of a person to be a peace 
officer, and to decertify peace officers who are found to have engaged in “serious misconduct.”  

Makes changes to the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act by eliminating specified immunity provisions. 
Specifically, this bill: 

 

New Disqualifying Provisions for Peace Officers  
 

1) Specifies that any person who, after January 1, 2022, has been convicted of a crime based 
upon a verdict or finding of guilt of a felony by the trier of fact, or upon the entry of a plea of 
guilty or nolo contendere to a felony, is disqualified from being a peace officer, even if the 

court sets aside, vacates, withdraws, expunges or otherwise dismisses or reverses the 
conviction, unless the court finds the person to be factually innocent of the crime for which 

they were convicted at the time of entry of the order. 
 

2) Provides that any person who has been discharged from the military for committing an 

offense, as adjudicated by a military tribunal, which would have been a felony if committed 
in this state, is disqualified from being a peace officer.  

 
3) Provides that any person who has been convicted of, or adjudicated through an 

administrative, military, or civil judicial process, for any act that is a violation of specified 

offenses against public justice, including falsifying records, bribery, or perjury, is 
disqualified from being a peace officer. 

 
4) Provides that any person who has been issued peace officer certification and has had that 

certification revoked by POST, or who has voluntarily surrendered that certification 

permanently, or having met the minimum requirement for issuance of certification, has been 
denied issuance of certification, is disqualified from being a peace officer. 

 
5) Provides that any person whose name is listed in the National Decertification Index of the 

International Association of Directors of Law Enforcement Standards and Training, or other 

database designated by the federal government, or whose certification as a law enforcement 
officer in that jurisdiction was revoked for misconduct, or who, while employed as a law 

enforcement officer, engaged in serious misconduct that would have resulted in their 
certification being revoked by POST if employed as a peace officer in this state, is 
disqualified from being a peace officer.   

 
6) Requires the Department of Justice (DOJ) to supply POST with necessary disqualifying 

felony and misdemeanor conviction data for all persons known to be current/former peace 
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officers. 
 

7) Provides that POST shall be permitted use of the information from DOJ for de-certification 
purposes and that the data, once received by POST, will become information releasable 
under the California Public Records Act (CPRA), including documentation of the person’s 

appointment, promotion, and demotion dates, as well as certification/licensing status and 
reason/disposition for leaving service. 

 
New Powers and Accountability Division for POST 
 

8) Grants POST the power to investigate and determine the fitness of any person to serve as a 
peace officer within the POST training program, as specified, in the State of California  

 
9) Grants POST the power to audit any law enforcement agency that employs peace officers, as 

specified, without cause and at any time. 

 
10) Creates a Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division within POST. 

 
11) Provides that the primary responsibilities of the accountability division shall be to review 

investigations conducted by law enforcement agencies or any other investigative authority 

and to conduct additional investigations, as necessary, into serious misconduct that may 
provide grounds for decertification, present findings and recommendations to the advisory 

board created by this bill and to POST, and bring proceedings seeking the revocation of 
certification of peace officers as directed by the board and POST. 
 

12) Requires the accountability division to be staffed with a sufficient number of experienced 
and able employees that are capable of handling the most complex and varied types of 

decertification investigations, prosecutions, and administrative proceedings against peace 
officers. 
 

13) Requires POST to establish procedures for accepting complaints from members of the public 
regarding peace officers or law enforcement agencies that may be investigated by the 

accountability division or referred to the peace officers’ employing agency or the Department 
of Justice (DOJ). 
 

The Advisory Board 
 

14) Requires the Governor to establish the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory 
Board by January 1, 2023. 
 

15) Provides that the advisory board’s purpose is to make recommendations on the 
decertification of peace officers to POST. 

 
16) Provides that the protection of the public shall be the highest priority for the advisory board 

as it upholds the standards for peace officers in California, and that whenever the protection 

of the public is inconsistent with other interests sought to be promoted, the protection of the 
public shall be paramount. 
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17) Provides that the advisory board shall consist of nine members, as follows: 
 

a) One member shall be a peace officer or former peace officer with substantial experience 
at a command rank, appointed by the Governor; 
 

b) One member shall be a peace officer or former peace officer with substantial experience 
at a management rank in internal investigations or disciplinary proceedings of peace 

officers, appointed by the Governor; 
 

c) Two members shall be members of the public, who shall not be former peace officers, 

who have substantial experience working at nonprofit or academic institutions on issues 
related to police accountability. One of these members shall be appointed by the 

Governor and one by the Speaker of the Assembly; 
 

d) Two members shall be members of the public, who shall not be former peace officers, 

who have substantial experience working at community-based organizations on issues 
related to police accountability. One of these members shall be appointed by the 

Governor and one by the Senate Rules Committee; 
 

e) Two members shall be members of the public, who shall not be former peace officers, 

who have been subject to wrongful use of force likely to cause death or serious bodily 
injury by a peace officer, or who are surviving family members of a person killed by the 

wrongful use of deadly force by a peace officer, appointed by the Governor; and, 
 

f) One member shall be an attorney, who shall not be a former peace officer, with 

substantial professional experience involving oversight of peace officers, appointed by 
the Governor 

 
18) Provides that each member of the advisory board shall be appointed for a term of three years 

and shall hold office until the appointment of the member’s successor or until one year has 

elapsed since the expiration of the term for which the member was appointed, whichever 
occurs first. Of the members initially appointed to the board, three shall be appointed for a 

term of one year, three for a term of two years, and three for a term of three years. 
 

19) Provides that vacancies occurring on the advisory board shall be filled by appointment for the 

unexpired term of a person with the same qualification for appointment as the person being 
replaced.  

 
20) Provides that no person shall serve more than two terms consecutively.  

 

21) Provides that the Governor shall remove from the advisory board any peace officer member 
whose certification as a peace officer has been revoked, and that the Governor may, after 

hearing, remove any member of the board for neglect of duty or other just cause. 
 

22) Provides that the Governor shall designate the chair of the board from among the members of 

the board and that the person designated as the chair shall serve as chair of the board at the 
pleasure of the Governor. 
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23) Provides that the advisory board shall annually select a vice chair from among its members 
and that a majority of the members of the board shall constitute a quorum. 

 
24) Requires each member of the board shall receive a per diem of $350 for each day actually 

spent in the discharge of official duties, including reasonable time spent in preparation for 

public hearings, and that members of the advisory board shall be reimbursed for travel and 
other expenses necessarily incurred in the performance of official duties. 

 
25) States that upon request of an advisory board member based on financial necessity, POST 

shall arrange and make direct payment for travel or other necessities rather than providing 

reimbursement. 
 

26) Requires the advisory board to meet as required to conduct public hearings, but no fewer than 
four times per year.  
 

27) Provides that at each public hearing, the board must review the findings of investigations 
presented by the division of accountability and must make a recommendation on what action 

should be taken on the certification of the peace officer involved. 
 
POST Certification Program 

 
28) Requires POST to establish a certification program for peace officers, as specified. 

 
29) States that a certificate or proof of eligibility to be a peace officer shall be considered the 

property of POST.   

 
30) States that persons who are determined by POST to be eligible to be peace officers may make 

application for the certificates, provided they are employed by an agency which participates 
in the POST program. 
 

31) Requires any agency appointing an individual, who does not already have a basic certificate, 
as specified, and who is not eligible for a certificate to make an application for proof of 

eligibility within 10 days of appointment. 
 

32) Grants POST the authority to suspend, revoke, or cancel any peace officer certification. 

 
33) Requires POST to assign each person who applies for or receives certification a unique 

identifier that shall be used to track certification status from application for certification 
through that person’s career as a peace officer. 
 

34) Requires an agency that employs peace officers to employ as a peace officer only individuals 
with current, valid certification, except that an agency may provisionally employ a person for 

up to 24 months, pending certification by POST, provided that the person has received 
certification and has not previously been certified or denied certification. 
 

35) Provides that deputy sheriffs who are employed to perform duties exclusively or initially 
relating to custodial assignments, as specified, must obtain valid certifica tion pursuant to 

these provisions upon reassignment from custodial duties to general law enforcement duties 
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36) Requires POST to issue a basic certificate or proof of eligibility to specified peace officers, 
on January 1, 2022, who are eligible for a basic certificate or proof of eligibility but have not 

applied for a certification. 
 

37) Requires as of January 1, 2023 that any peace officer who does not possess a basic certificate 

and who is not yet or will not be eligible for a basic certificate, to apply POST for proof of 
eligibility. 

 
38) Defines “certification” as a valid and unexpired basic certificate or proof of eligibility issued 

by POST. 

 
Grounds for Certificate Revocation, Investigation, Appeal 

 
39) Requires that a certified peace officer have their certification revoked, and an applicant have 

their application for certification denied, upon a determination that the peace officer or 

applicant has done any of the following: 
 

a) The person is or has become ineligible to hold office as a peace officer, as specified; or 
 

b) The person has been terminated for cause from employment as a peace officer for, or has, 

while employed as a peace officer, otherwise engaged in, any “serious misconduct,” as 
defined. 

 
40) Requires POST to adopt, by regulation, a definition of “serious misconduct,” that shall serve 

as the criteria to be considered for certification ineligibility or revocation. 

 
41) Requires the definition of “serious misconduct” to include all of the following, without 

limitation: 
 
a) Acts of dishonesty relating to the reporting, investigation, or prosecution of a crime, or 

relating to the reporting of, or investigation of misconduct by, a peace officer or custodial 
officer, including, but not limited to, false statements, filing false reports, tampering with, 

falsifying, destroying, or concealing evidence, perjury, and tampering with data recorded 
by a body-worn camera or other recording device for purposes of concealing misconduct; 
 

b) Acts of abuse of power, including, but not limited to, intimidating witnesses, knowingly 
obtaining a false confession, and knowingly making a false arrest; 

 
c) Acts of physical abuse, including, but not limited to, the unauthorized use of force; 

 

d) Sexual assault, as specified; 
 

e) Acts demonstrating bias on the basis of race, national origin, religion, gender identity or 
expression, housing status, sexual orientation, mental or physical disability, or other 
protected status in violation of law or department policy or inconsistent with a peace 

officer’s obligation to carry out their duties in a fair and unbiased manner; 
 

f) Acts that violate the law and are sufficiently egregious or repeated as to be inconsistent 
with an officer’s obligation to uphold the law or respect the rights of members of the 
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public, as determined by the POST; 
 

g) Participation in a law enforcement gang or other organization that engages in a pattern of 
rogue on-duty behavior that violates the law or fundamental principles of professional 
policing, including, but not limited to, unlawful detention, use of excessive force, 

falsifying police reports, fabricating evidence, targeting persons for enforcement based 
solely on protected characteristics of those persons, theft, use of alcohol or drugs on duty, 

protection of other members from disciplinary actions, and retaliation against other 
officers who threaten or interfere with the activities of the group; and, 
 

h) Failure to cooperate with an investigation into potential police misconduct, including an 
investigation conducted pursuant to these provisions. 

 
42) Requires, beginning no later than January 1, 2023, that each law enforcement agency be 

responsible for the completion of investigations of allegations of serious misconduct by a 

peace officer, regardless of their employment status. 
 

43) Provides that the division of accountability shall promptly review any grounds for 
decertification received from an agency.   
 

44)  Provides that the division of accountability will have the authority to review any agency or 
other investigative authority file, as well as to conduct additional investigation, if necessary, 

and specifies that the authority to review such files is limited for purposes of decertification. 
 

45) Provides that the advisory board may request that the division of accountability review an 

investigative file or recommend that POST direct the division of accountability to investigate 
any potential grounds for decertification of a peace officer, based upon a majority vote. 

 
46) Provides that POST, in its discretion, may direct the division of accountability to review an 

investigative file; and, either upon its own motion or in response to a recommendation from 

the board, may direct the division to investigate any potential grounds for decertification of a 
peace officer.   

 
47) Provides that the division of accountability, in its discretion, may investigate without the 

request of the commission or board, any potential grounds for revocation of certification of a 

peace officer. 
 

48) Grants broad powers of investigation to the division of accountability within POST, 
including subpoena powers to compel the production of witness testimony and documents, 
with contempt-of-court penalties for persons who do not comply. 

 
49) Requires that an investigation shall be completed within three years after the receipt of the 

completed report of the disciplinary or internal affairs investigation from the employing 
agency, as specified, however, no time limit shall apply if a report of the conduct was not 
made to POST. 

 
50) Requires that an investigation be considered completed upon a notice of intent to deny or 

revoke certification, as specified. 
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51) Provides that the time limit shall be tolled during the appeal of a termination or other 
disciplinary action through an administrative or judicial proceeding or during any criminal 

prosecution of the officer. 
 

52) Requires POST to consider the officer’s prior conduct and service record, and any instances 

of misconduct, including any incidents occurring beyond the time limitation for investigation 
in evaluating whether to revoke certification for the incident under investigation. 

 
53) Provides that an action by an agency or decision resulting from an appeal of an agency’s 

action does not preclude action by POST to investigate, suspend, or revoke an officer’s 

certification pursuant to these provisions. 
 

54) Requires that, upon arrest or indictment of an officer for specified crimes, or discharge from 
any law enforcement agency for grounds that constitute disqualification from being a peace 
officer, or “serious misconduct,” or separation from employment of an officer during a 

pending investigation into allegations of “serious misconduct,” the executive director must 
order the immediate temporary suspension of any certificate held by that officer upon the 

determination by the executive director that the temporary suspension is in the best interest of 
the health, safety, or welfare of the public.   
 

55) Requires the temporary order of suspension to be made in writing and to specify the basis for 
the executive director’s determination. Following the issuance of a temporary suspension 

order, proceedings of POST in the exercise of its authority to discipline any officer shall be 
promptly scheduled, as specified.  The temporary suspension shall continue in effect until 
issuance of the final decision on revocation or until the order is withdrawn by the executive 

director. 
 

56) Requires POST to retain records of an investigation of any person for 30 years following the 
date that the investigation is deemed concluded. Authorizes POST to destroy records prior to 
the expiration of the 30-year retention period if the subject is deceased and no action upon 

the complaint was taken by POST beyond the initial intake of such complaint. 
 

57) Provides that any peace officer may voluntarily surrender their certification permanently. 
Voluntary permanent surrender of certification shall have the same effect as revocation. 
Voluntary permanent surrender is not the same as placement of a valid certification into 

inactive status during a period in which a person is not actively employed as a peace officer. 
A permanently surrendered certification cannot be reactivated. 

 
58) Provides that POST may initiate proceedings to revoke an officer’s certification for conduct 

which occurred before January 1, 2022, only for either of the following: 

 
a) Acts of dishonesty and sexual assault, as specified, or unauthorized use of deadly force 

that resulted in death or serious bodily injury; and 
 

b) If the employing agency makes a final determination regarding its investigation of the 

misconduct after January 1, 2022. 
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59) Specifies that POST may consider the officer’s prior conduct and service record in 
determining whether revocation is appropriate for serious misconduct. 

 
60) Provides that upon the completion of an investigation, if the division of accountability finds 

reasonable grounds for revocation of a peace officer’s certification, it shall take the 

appropriate steps to promptly notify the officer involved, in writing, of its determination and 
reasons therefore, and shall provide the officer with a detailed explanation of the 

decertification procedure and the officer’s rights to contest and appeal. 
 

61) Provides that upon notification, the officer may, within 30 days, file a request for a review of 

the determination by the advisory board and POST.  If the officer does not file a request for 
review within 30 days, the officer’s certification shall be revoked without further 

proceedings. If the officer files a timely review, the board shall schedule the case for hearing. 
 

62) Provides that the advisory board shall only recommend revocation if the factual basis for 

revocation is established by clear and convincing evidence. 
 

63) Requires POST to review all recommendations made by the advisory board and provides that 
POST’s decision shall be based on whether there is evidence that reasonably supports the 
board’s recommendation. 

 
64) Provides that in any case in which POST reaches a different determination than the board’s 

recommendation, it shall set forth its analysis and reasons for reaching a different 
determination in writing. 
 

65) Requires POST to return any determination requiring action to be taken against a peace 
officer’s certification to the division, which shall initiate proceedings for a formal hearing 

before an administrative law judge in accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act, as 
specified, which shall be subject to judicial review as set forth in that Act. 
 

66) Provides that, notwithstanding other provisions of law, the hearings of the advisory board 
and the review by POST under these provisions, administrative adjudications held pursuant 

to these provisions, and any records introduced during those proceedings, shall be public. 
 

67) Requires POST to publish the names of any peace officer whose certification is suspended or 

revoked and the basis for the suspension or revocation and shall notify the National 
Decertification Index of the International Association of Directors of Law Enforcement 

Standards and Training of the suspension or revocation. 
 
Reporting Potential Grounds for Revocation to POST 

 

68) Requires, beginning January 1, 2023, any agency employing peace officers to report to POST 

within seven days, in a form specified by POST, any of the following events: 
 
a) The employment, appointment, or termination or separation from employment or 

appointment, by that agency, of any peace officer. Separation from employment or 
appointment includes any involuntary termination, resignation, or retirement; 
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b) Any complaint, charge, or allegation of conduct against a peace officer employed by that 
agency that could render a peace officer subject to revocation of certification by POST, 

as specified; 
 

c) Any finding or recommendation by a civilian oversight entity, including a civilian review 

board, civilian police commission, police chief, or civilian inspector general, that an 
officer employed by that agency engaged in conduct that could render a peace officer 

subject to revocation of certification by POST, as specified; 
 

d) The final disposition of any investigation that determines an officer engaged in conduct 

that could render a peace officer subject to revocation of certification by POST, as 
specified, regardless of the discipline imposed; and, 

 
e) Any civil judgment or court finding against an officer based on conduct, or settlement of 

a civil claim against an officer or an agency based on allegations of officer conduct that 

could render a peace officer subject to revocation of certification by POST, as specified. 
 

69) Requires by July 1, 2023, that any agency employing peace officers shall report to POST any 
of the events described above that occurred between January 1, 2020 and January 1, 2023.    
 

70) Requires an agency employing peace officers to make available for inspection or duplication 
by POST any investigation into a complaint, charge, or allegation of conduct against a peace 

officer employed by that agency that could render the peace officer subject to revocation, 
including any physical or documentary evidence, witness statements, analysis, and 
conclusions, for up to two years after reporting of the disposition of the investigation, as 

specified. 
 

71) Provides that in a case of separation from employment or appointment, the employing agency 
shall execute and maintain an affidavit-of-separation on a form adopted by POST describing 
the reason for separation and shall include whether the separation is part of the resolution or 

settlement of any criminal, civil, or administrative charge or investigation. Provides that the 
affidavit shall be signed under penalty of perjury and submitted to POST. 

 
72) Provides that an officer who has separated from employment or appointment shall be 

permitted to respond to the affidavit-of-separation, in writing, to POST, setting forth their 

understanding of the facts and reasons for the separation, if different from those provided by 
the agency. 

 
73) Provides that before employing or appointing any peace officer who has previously been 

employed or appointed as a peace officer by another agency, the agency shall contact POST 

to inquire as to the facts and reasons an officer became separated from any previous 
employing agency. POST shall, upon request and without prejudice, provide to the 

subsequent employing agency any information regarding the separation in its possession. 
 

74) Provides that civil liability shall not be imposed on either a law enforcement agency or 

POST, or any of the agency’s or commission’s agents, for providing information pursuant to 
this section in a good faith belief that the information is accurate. 
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75) Provides that POST shall maintain the information reported pursuant to this section, in a 
form determined by POST, and in a manner that may be accessed by the subject peace 

officer, any employing law enforcement agency of that peace officer, any law enforcement 
agency that is performing a pre-employment background investigation of that peace officer, 
or POST, when necessary for the purposes of decertification. 

 
76) Requires POST to notify the head of the agency that employs the officer of all of the 

following: 
 
a) The initiation of any investigation of that officer by the division of accountability, unless 

such notification would interfere with the investigation; 
 

b) A finding by the division of accountability, following an investigation, of grounds to take 
action against the officer’s certification or application; 
 

c) A final determination by POST as to whether action should be taken against an officer’s 
certification or application; and, 

 
d) An adjudication, after hearing, resulting in action against an officer’s certification or 

application. 

 
77) Requires, if the certificate of an officer is temporarily suspended or revoked, that POST 

notify the district attorney of the county in which the officer is or was employed of this fact. 
 

78) Requires these notifications to include the name of the officer and a summary of the basis for 

the action requiring notification. 
 

79) Requires POST to make such inquiries as may be necessary to determine whether every city, 
county, city and county, and district receiving state aid, as specified, is adhering to the 
established standards for recruitment, training, certification, and reporting. 

 
Reporting Requirements of the Advisory Board 

 
80) Requires the advisory board to prepare an annual report on the activities of POST, the 

advisory board, and the accountability division, and subject agencies regarding peace officer 

certification that includes all of the following: 
 

a) The number of applications for certification and the number of certifications granted or 
denied; 
 

b) The number of employments, appointments, terminations, separations from employment 
of any peace officer, complaints charges and allegations of conduct that render a peace 

officer subject to revocation of certification, findings or recommendations by a civilian 
oversight entity that could render a peace officer subject to revocation of certification, 
final dispositions of any investigation that determines an officer engaged in conduct that 

could render a peace officer subject to revocation of certification, and any civil judgment 
or court finding against an officer based on conduct, or settlement of a civil claim against 

an officer or an agency based on allegations of officer conduct that could render a peace 
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officer subject to revocation of certification; 
 

c) The criteria and process for review and investigation by the division of accountability, the 
number of reviews, and the number of investigations conducted by the division. 
 

d) The number of notices sent by the division of accountability regarding a finding of 
reasonable grounds for revocation of a peace officer’s certification, the number of 

requests for review received, and the number of revocations or denials made without 
review; 
 

e) The number of review hearings held by the advisory board and POST and the outcomes 
of those review hearings; 

 
f) The number of administrative hearings held on revocations and the number of 

revocations resulting from those hearings; 

 
g) Any cases of judicial review of commission actions on revocation and the result of those 

cases; 
 

h) The number of certifications voluntarily surrendered and the number placed on inactive 

status; 
 

i) Any compliance audits or reviews conducted pursuant to this chapter and the results of 
those audits; and, 
 

j) Any other information the board deems relevant to evaluating the funct ioning of the 
certification program, the decertification process, and the staffing levels of the division. 

 
Bane Act Amendments 
 

81) Eliminates specified immunity provisions for peace officers and custodial officers, or public 
entities employing peace officers or custodial officers sued under the Bane Act. 

 
EXISTING LAW:   
 

1) Requires peace officers to meet all of the following minimum standards: 
 

a) Be a citizen of the United States or a permanent resident alien who is eligible for and has 
applied for citizenship, except as specified; 
 

b) Be at least 18 years of age; 
 

c) Be fingerprinted for purposes of search of local, state, and national fingerprint files to 
disclose a criminal record; 
 

d) Be of good moral character, as determined by a thorough background investigation; 
 

e) Be a high school graduate, pass the General Education Development Test or other high 
school equivalency test approved by the State Department of Education that indicates 
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high school graduation level, pass the California High School Proficiency Examination, 
or have attained a two-year, four-year, or advanced degree from an accredited college or 

university;  
 

f) Be found to be free from any physical, emotional, or mental condition that might 

adversely affect the exercise of the powers of a peace officer: 
 

i) Physical condition shall be evaluated by a licensed physician and surgeon; and 
 

ii) Emotional and mental condition shall be evaluated by either of the following: 

 
(1) A physician and surgeon who holds a valid California license to practice 

medicine, has successfully completed a postgraduate medical residency education 
program in psychiatry, and has a specified amount of experience; or 
 

(2) A psychologist licensed by the California Board of Psychology with a specified 
amount of experience.  (Gov. Code, § 1031.) 

 
2) Specifies that the peace officer requirements do not preclude the adoption of additional or 

higher standards, including age. (Gov. Code, § 1031, subd. (g).) 

 
3) Specifies that the following persons are disqualified from being a peace officer, except as 

specified: 
 
a) Any person who has been convicted of a felony; 

 
b) Any person who has been convicted of any offense in any other jurisdiction which would 

have been a felony if committed in this state; 
 

c) Any person who has been convicted of a crime based upon a verdict or finding of guilt of 

a felony by the trier of fact, or upon the entry of a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to a 
felony. This paragraph shall apply regardless of whether, the court declares the offense to 

be a misdemeanor or the offense becomes a misdemeanor by operation of law; 
 

d) Any person who has been charged with a felony and adjudged by a superior court to be 

mentally incompetent; 
 

e) Any person who has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of any felony; 
 

f) Any person who has been determined to be a mentally disordered sex offender; or 

 
g) Any person adjudged addicted or in danger of becoming addicted to narcotics, convicted, 

and committed to a state institution, as specified. (Govt. Code, § 1029, subd. (a)(1)-(7).) 
 

4) States that each law enforcement agency shall make a record of any investigations of 

misconduct involving a peace officer in his or her general personnel file or a separate file 
designated by the department or agency. (Pen. Code, § 832.12, subd. (a).) 
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5) Requires a peace officer seeking employment with a law enforcement agency to give written 
permission for the hiring department or agency to view his or her general personnel file and 

any separate file designated by a law enforcement agency. (Pen. Code, § 832.12, subd. (a).) 
 

6) States that for purposes of performing a thorough background investigation for applicants not 

currently employed as a peace officer, an employer shall disclose employment information 
relating to a current or former employee, upon request of a law enforcement agency, if all of 

the following conditions are met (Gov. Code, § 1031.1): 
 
a) The request is made in writing; 

 
b) The request is accompanied by a notarized authorization by the applicant releasing the 

employer of liability; and, 
 

c) The request and the authorization are presented to the employer by a sworn officer or 

other authorized representative of the employing law enforcement agency. 
 

7) Requires every peace officer candidate be the subject of employment history checks through 
contacts with all past and current employers over a period of at least ten years, as listed on 
the candidate's personal history statement. (Code of Regulations, Title 11, § 1953, subd. 

(e)(6).) 
 

8) Requires proof of the employment history check be documented by a written account of the 
information provided and source of that information for each place of employment contacted. 
All information requests shall be documented. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 1953, subd. (e)(6).) 

 
9) States that if a peace officer candidate was initially investigated in accordance with all 

current requirements and the results are available for review, a background investigation 
update, as opposed to a complete new background investigation, may be conducted for either 
of the following circumstances:  (Code of Regulations, Title 11, § 1953, subd. (f)(a).) 

 
a) The peace officer candidate is being reappointed to the same POST-participating 

department. Per regulations, a background investigation update on a peace officer who is 
reappointed within 180 days of voluntary separation is at the discretion of the hiring 
authority; or 

 
b) The peace officer candidate is transferring, without a separation, to a different 

department; however, the new department is within the same city, county, state, or 
district that maintains a centralized personnel and background investigat ion support 
division. 

 
10) Requires each department or agency in this state that employs peace officers to establish a 

procedure to investigate complaints by members of the public against the personnel of these 
departments or agencies, and shall make a written description of the procedure available to 
the public. (Pen. Code, § 832.5, subd. (a)(1).) 

 
11) Requires complaints and any reports or findings relating to these complaints be retained for a 

period of at least five years. (Pen. Code, § 832.5, subd. (b).)   
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12) Specifies prior to any official determination regarding promotion, transfer, or disciplinary 
action by an officer's employing department or agency, the complaints, as specified, shall be 

removed from the officer's general personnel file and placed in separate file designated by the 
department or agency, in accordance with all applicable requirements of law. (Pen. Code, § 
832.5, subd. (b).) 

 
13) States that each law enforcement agency shall annually furnish to the DOJ a report of all 

instances when a peace officer employed by that agency is involved in any of the following: 
(Government Code, § 12525.2, subd. (a).) 
 

a) An incident involving the shooting of a civilian by a peace officer; 
 

b) An incident involving the shooting of a peace officer by a civilian; 
 

c) An incident in which the use of force by a peace officer against a civilian results in 

serious bodily injury or death; and, 
 

d) An incident in which use of force by a civilian against a peace officer results in serious 
bodily injury or death. 
 

14) Specifies that each year, the DOJ shall include a summary of information contained in the 
use of force reports received through the department's OpenJustice Web portal. (Government 

Code, § 12525.2, subd. (c).)  
 

15) Includes within DOJ’s annual reporting requirements the number of citizens' complaints 

received by law enforcement agencies which shall indicate the total number of these 
complaints, the number alleging criminal conduct of either a felony or misdemeanor, and the 

number sustained in each category. (Pen. Code, § 13012, subd. (e).) 
 

16) Provides, under the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act, that if a person or persons, whether or not 

acting under color of law, interfere, or attempt to interfere, by threat, intimidation, or 
coercion, with the exercise or enjoyment by any individual of any rights secured by the 

Constitution or laws of the United States, or by the Constitution or laws of the state of 
California, the Attorney General, or any district attorney or city attorney, is authorized to 
bring a civil action for injunctive and other equitable relief, as well as a civil penalty. (Civ. 

Code, § 52.1, subd. (b).)  
 

17) Authorizes an individual whose exercise or enjoyment of their rights has been interfered 
with, or attempted to be interfered with, to institute and prosecute in their own name and on 
their own behalf a civil action for damages, including, but not limited to, damages under 

Section 52 of the Civil Code, injunctive relief, reasonable attorney’s fees and other 
appropriate equitable relief to protect the peaceable exercise or enjoyment of the right or 

rights secured, including appropriate equitable and declaratory relief to eliminate a pattern or 
practice of conduct, as described. (Civ. Code § 52.1(c), subd. (i).)  
 

18) Provides that if a court issues a temporary restraining order or a preliminary or permanent 
injunction in Bane Act actions ordering a defendant to refrain from conduct or activities, the 

order issued shall indicate that a violation of it is a crime. (Civ. Code § 52.1, subds. (e) and 
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(j).) 
 

19) Provides, under the Government Claims Act, that unless a statute provides otherwise, a 
public entity is not liable for injury, whether such injury arises out of an act or omission of 
the public entity or a public employee or any other person.  However, a public entity is liable 

for injury proximately caused by an act or omission of an employee of the public entity 
within the scope of their employment if the act or omission would otherwise have given rise 

to a cause of action against that employee. (Gov. Code § 814 et seq.)  
 

20) Provides that a public employee is not liable for injury caused by their instituting or 

prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding within the scope of their employment, 
even if the employee acts maliciously and without probable cause. (Gov. Code § 821.6.) 

 
21) Provides that a public entity is not liable for an injury proximately caused by any prisoner or 

an injury to any prisoner. (Gov. Code § 844.6.)  

 
22) Provides that neither a public entity nor a public employee is liable for injury proximately 

caused by the failure of the employee to furnish or obtain medical care for a prisoner in the 
employee’s custody; but, except as otherwise provided, a public employee, and the public 
entity where the employee is acting within the scope of employment, is liable if the employee 

knows or has reason to know that the prisoner is in need of immediate medical care and the 
employee fails to take reasonable action to summon such medical care. Nothing in this 

section exonerates a public employee who is lawfully engaged in the practice of one of the 
healing arts under any law of this state from liability for injury proximately caused by 
malpractice or exonerates the public entity from its obligation to pay any judgment, 

compromise, or settlement that it is required to pay. (Gov. Code § 845.6.)  
 

23) Provides for the indemnification of public employees, as specified. It requires a public entity 
to pay a judgment or settlement of a claim or action to which it has agreed if an employee or 
former employee of a public entity requests the public entity to defend the employee against 

any claim or action against the employee for an injury arising out of an act or omission 
occurring within the scope of their employment as an employee of the public entity, and the 

employee or former employee reasonably cooperates in good faith in the defense of the claim 
or action, except as provided. A public entity is only authorized to pay that part of a claim or 
judgment that is for punitive damages under certain circumstances. (Gov. Code §§ 825, 

825.2.) 
 

24) Provides the limited circumstances under which a public entity may recover from an 
employee the amounts paid for claims or judgments. (Gov. Code §§ 825.4, 825.6.) 
 

25) Establishes the Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights (POBOR), which provides 
protections for persons employed as peace officers in disciplinary proceedings.  (Gov. Code, 

§ 3300, et. seq.)   
 

26) Provides, under POBOR, that when a peace officer is under investigation and subjected to 

interrogation by his or her commanding officer, or any other member of the employing 
public safety department, that could lead to punitive action, the interrogation shall be 

conducted with the following conditions: 
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a) The interrogation shall be conducted at a reasonable hour; if the interrogation occurs 
during off-duty time of the officer being interrogated, the officer must be compensated 

for any off-duty time in accordance with regular department procedures, and the officer 
shall not be released from employment for any work missed. 
 

b) The officer under investigation shall be informed prior to the interrogation of the rank, 
name, and command of the officer in charge of the interrogation, the interrogating 

officers, and all other persons to be present during the interrogation. 
 

c) All questions directed to the officer under interrogation shall be asked by and through no 

more than two interrogators at one time. 
 

d) The officer under investigation shall be informed of the nature of the investigation prior 
to any interrogation. 
 

e) The interrogating session shall be for a reasonable period taking into consideration 
gravity and complexity of the issue being investigated. The person under interrogation 

shall be allowed to attend to his or her own personal physical necessities. 
 

f) The officer shall not be subjected to offensive language or threatened with punitive 

action, except that an officer refusing to respond to questions or submit to interrogations 
shall be informed that failure to answer questions directly related to the investigation or 

interrogation may result in punitive action. 
 

g) No statement made during interrogation by a public safety officer under duress, coercion, 

or threat of punitive action shall be admissible in any subsequent civil proceeding, except 
as specified. 

 
h) The complete interrogation of the officer may be recorded provided that the officer shall 

have access to the tape if any further proceedings are contemplated or prior to any further 

interrogation at a subsequent time. 
 

i) The officer shall be entitled to a transcribed copy of any notes made by a stenographer or 
to any reports or complaints made by investigators or other persons, except those which 
are deemed by the investigating agency to be confidential, and no notes or reports that are 

deemed to be confidential may be entered in the officer’s personnel file. 
 

j) If prior to or during the interrogation of a public safety officer it is deemed that he or she 
may be charged with a criminal offense, he or she shall be immediately informed of his 
or her constitutional rights. 

 
k) The officer shall have the right to be represented by a representative of his or her choice 

who may be present at all times during the interrogation.  (Gov. Code, § 3303.)  
 

FISCAL EFFECT:  Unknown. 
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COMMENTS:   
 

1) Author's Statement:  According to the author, “For years, there have been numerous stories 
of bad-acting officers committing misconduct and not facing any serious consequences. 
These officers remain on the force after pleading down to a lesser crime, if prosecuted and 

convicted at all. Other times, these problematic officers resign or are fired from their 
employer only to get rehired at another law enforcement agency and continue to commit 

serious acts of misconduct. California does not have a uniform, statewide mechanism to hold 
law enforcement officers accountable. Allowing the police to police themselves has proven 
to be dangerous and leads to added distrust between communities of color and law 

enforcement. Furthermore, the Bane Act has been under assault and its original intent 
undermined. Federal courts have made the doctrine of qualified immunity a more potent 

obstacle to achieving justice for violations of rights under the federal civil rights law. 
Revisions are needed to address and clarify a number of recent negative court decisions that 
brought the Bane Act further out of alignment with its counterpart in federal law. Given the 

federal issue of qualified immunity, the Bane Act must be a strong resource to defend 
California civil rights. SB 2 creates a fair and impartial statewide process with due process 

safeguards to revoke a law enforcement officer’s certification for a criminal conviction and 
certain acts of serious misconduct without regard to conviction. Additionally, the bill will 
allow individuals to bring actions for wrongful death in certain circumstances, and eliminate 

specific immunities for law enforcement officers sued under the Bane Act. Law enforcement 
officers are entrusted with great powers to carry a firearm, stop and search, use force, and 

arrest; to balance this, they must be held to a higher standard of accountability.” 
 

2) POST Certification:   POST was created by the legislature in 1959 to set minimum 

selection and training standards for California law enforcement.  Their mandate includes 
establishing minimum standards for training of peace officers in California.  (Pen. Code § 

13510, subd. (a).)  As of 1989, all peace officers in California are required to complete an 
introductory course of training prescribed by POST, and demonstrate completion of that 
course by passing an examination.  (Pen. Code, § 832, subd. (a).)   

 

POST issues seven professional certificates to peace officers.  The Basic Certificate is 

awarded to currently full-time peace officers of a POST-participating agency who have 
satisfactorily completed the prerequisite Basic Course requirement and the employing 
agency's probationary period.  Other certificates that POST provides to officers include the 

Intermediate, Advanced, Supervisory, Management, Executive, and Reserve Officer. 
 

Existing law provides for peace officers who complete basic training to be bestowed with a 
peace officer certificate.  This bill would supplant the existing peace officer certificate, 
deeming all currently valid certificates to be expired as of January 1, 2023.  In its place, 

peace officers would have to not only complete basic training, but they would also be subject 
to an investigation into any instances of “serious misconduct” that could make them 

ineligible to be a peace officer under the new certification scheme.   
 
Government Code section 1031 establishes the minimum standards needed to qualify as a 

peace officer.  That statute requires a background check, but the statute does not provide a 
further description of the requirements of that background check generally, nor does it 

specify what type of background check is required for an individual that is currently a peace 
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officer and is applying for a job as a peace officer with a new law enforcement agency.  
 

Given the liability risk of hiring an officer with a disciplinary record as a peace officer, one 
would expect that hiring agencies would be vigilant in checking on an applicant’s 
employment background, particularly if that employment was with another law enforcement 

agency.  Existing law requires a peace officer seeking employment with a law enforcement 
agency to give written permission for the hiring department or agency to view his or her 

general personnel file. (Pen. Code, § 832.12, subd. (a).)  Nonetheless, there have been reports 
that certain law enforcement agencies routinely make hiring decisions either unaware, or 
untroubled by problematic instances of past conduct.  (See e.g. Du Sault, ‘Second-chance’ 

P.D.: McFarland hired police with troubled records, from DUIs to fraud, The Desert Sun, 
Nov. 11, 2019, available at:  https://www.desertsun.com/story/news/2019/11/11/mcfarland-

california-hired-police-troubled-records-duis- fraud-banning/4169426002/, [as of June 21, 
2021] (“One cop was accused in a lawsuit of having sex with a teenage police explorer scout; 
another of threatening to jail women if they did not have sex with him. At least three more 

had DUIs.”)   
 

3) Peace Officer Decertification:  California is one of only four states in the nation that does 
not have a process for the decertification of peace officers when they engage in acts of 
misconduct that could disqualify them from being employed as a peace officer. Other 

professions that involve a large degree of public trust have robust organizations that may 
decertify persons from practicing in a field (e.g. the State Bar of California for attorneys, or 

the Medical Board of California for doctors).  In California we already have POST 
certification, but in 2003 POST lost the ability to deny or revoke an officers’ certification by 
statute.   

 

This bill would establish a new procedure to revoke an officer’s certification.  To investigate 

allegations of behavior that could result in decertification, this bill would require POST to 
establish a new division to be known as the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division.  
The division’s primary responsibility would be to review local law enforcement agency 

investigations into possible misconduct that could cause a peace officer to lose their 
certificate.  This bill would require, as of 2023, that local law enforcement agencies submit 

information to the division of accountability that one of its officers has engaged in conduct 
that could be grounds for decertification.  This bill requires agencies to report to POST on 
any potential grounds of decertification that occurred on or after January 1, 2020 and allows 

investigations into conduct that occurred prior to that for the most serious forms of 
misconduct, including acts of dishonesty, sexual assault, and unlawful use of force.  Most 

investigations by the division of accountability would begin based upon a report from the 
local agency, but the division of accountability would also be authorized to initiate 
investigations into any potential grounds for decertification in its discretion.    

 
This bill seeks to establish time limits within which investigations must be completed.  The 

time limit to complete an investigation would depend on whether the allegation of serious 
misconduct came from a law enforcement agency, or was initiated by some other method.  
Investigations based law enforcement reports would be limited to three years.  Investigations 

started internally, or based upon a public request or complaint would not be subject to a time 
limitation. 

 
This bill would also require the establishment of a mostly-civilian advisory board, the Peace 

https://www.desertsun.com/story/news/2019/11/11/mcfarland-california-hired-police-troubled-records-duis-fraud-banning/4169426002/
https://www.desertsun.com/story/news/2019/11/11/mcfarland-california-hired-police-troubled-records-duis-fraud-banning/4169426002/
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Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board.  The board’s primary responsibility would 
be to review investigations by the accountability division and make a recommendation to 

POST as to whether a subject of an investigation should be decertified or not.  The board 
would need to find by clear and convincing evidence that the factual basis for decertification 
was established in order to recommend decertification to POST.   

 
The makeup of this advisory board is different than nearly any other disciplinary board in the 

State, in that most disciplinary boards are composed in such a way that a small majority of 
the members come from the actual profession for which they are imposing disciplinary 
decisions.  For example, eight of the fifteen medical board seats are filled by physicians.  The 

same is true for the dentistry board and five of the nine seats on the nursing board are filled 
by nurses.  This board, by contrast, would require that seven of the nine seats be filled by 

people who are not, and have never been, peace officers.  There is also no provision that 
would require training for board members on the rules and procedures of the decertification 
process, standards of use of force and lawful arrest, etc.  It may be important for board 

members to have some level of training on pertinent legal issues prior to making 
decertification decisions. 

 
When the division of accountability makes a determination that a peace officer has 
committed an act that subjects them to decertification, it is required to provide written notice 

to that officer.  The officer then has 30 days to appeal the decision to the advisory board.  
The board would determine whether there was clear and convincing evidence to establish a 

factual basis for decertification.  Upon making such a finding it would recommend that 
POST decertify the officer.  POST’s decision on whether to decertify would then be based on 
whether or not there was evidence that reasonably supports the board’s recommendation. 

 
The investigative process would culminate with a proceeding before an administrative law 

judge.  The administrative hearing would be conducted pursuant to the Administrative 
Procedure Act, which requires specific procedural safeguards for due process protections.  
Such protections are substantially less than those provided during a criminal trial.  In certain 

circumstances the administrative proceeding could be referred for judicia l review.   
 

4) “Serious Misconduct” Definition:  This bill would require revocation of peace officer 
certification if an investigation determines that the peace officer has (1) become ineligible to 
hold office as a police officer under the existing disqualification provisions or (2) been 

terminated for cause from employment as a peace officer or has otherwise engaged in any of 
the enumerated acts of “serious misconduct.”  This bill would also direct POST to adopt a 

regulation that defines “serious misconduct,” but also requires all of the following to be 
included in POST’s definition: 

 Dishonesty relating to the reporting, investigation, or prosecution of a crime, or relating 

to the reporting or investigation of misconduct by a peace officer;  

 Abuses of power, including intimidating witnesses, knowingly obtaining a false 

confession, and knowingly making a false arrest; 

 Physical abuse, including unauthorized use of force; 

 Sexual assault; 
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 Demonstrating bias on the basis of race, national origin, religion, gender identity or 
expression, housing status, sexual orientation, mental or physical disability, or other 

protected status in violation of law or department policy or inconsistent with a peace 
officer’s obligation to carry out their duties in a fair and unbiased manner; 

 Violations of the law or other acts that are sufficiently egregious or repeated so as to be 
inconsistent with an officer’s obligation to uphold the law or respect the rights of 
members of the public; 

 Participation in a law enforcement gang or other organization that engages in a pattern of 
rogue on-duty behavior that violates the law or fundamental principles of professional 

policing, including, but not limited to, unlawful detention, use of excessive force, 
falsifying police reports, fabricating evidence, targeting persons for enforcement based 

solely on protected characteristics of those persons, theft, use of alcohol or drugs while 
on duty, protection of other members from disciplinary actions, and retaliation against 
other officers who threaten or interfere with the activities of the group; and,  

 Failing to cooperate with an investigation into potential police misconduct, including an 
investigation conducted pursuant to the provisions of this bill.  

The list of behavior that constitutes “serious misconduct” covers a wide swath of illicit 
activity.  It would cover the intentional killing of a civilian when the officer knows that 

deadly force is not justified; it would also appear to cover an officer refusing to implicate 
their partner in some kind of less serious misconduct, even if the non-cooperating officer did 
not commit any misconduct other than the refusal to cooperate.  A finding that a peace 

officer engaged in any of the categories of conduct described above would require 
decertification.  It may be desirable to allow some discretion so that an officer who has an 

otherwise exemplary record does not get permanently banned from being a peace officer as a 
result of one relatively minor transgression. 

In addition, some of the categories of serious misconduct may be overbroad: 

a) Participation in a Law Enforcement Gang:  Mere participation, without any 
parameters, may be problematic as a ground for decertification.  “Participation” is 

a term that is subject to a broad interpretation.  (See Russello v. United States, 
(1983) 464 U.S. 16, 21-22.)  At times the United States Supreme Court has 
interpreted the word to include involuntary or coerced participation.  (See PA 

Dep’t of Corrections v. Yeskey (1998), 524 U.S. 206, 211; see also Negusie v. 
Holder (2009) 555 U.S. 511, 544, (Dis. opn. of Thomas, J., suggesting that the 

plain meaning of the word “participation” includes actions that are coerced.)   The 
First Amendment right to freedom of association may also be implicated.  
(Nichols v. Dancer (9th Cir. 2009) 567 F.3d 423.)  Would getting a tattoo that is 

representative of a law enforcement gang, without ever performing any kind of 
illicit conduct be grounds for decertification under this bill?  Would attending an 

event hosted by a member of a law enforcement gang be considered 
“participation?”  What if the officer was forced to engage in those activates?   
 

b) Violations of the Law or Other Acts:  “Violations of the law or other acts that are 
sufficiently egregious or repeated as to be inconsistent with an officer’s obligation 
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to uphold the law or respect the rights of members of the public” is also 
susceptible to a broad interpretation.  Officers tasked with the enforcement of 

traffic violations who receive repeated speeding tickets or other moving 
violations, could arguably be subject to mandatory, permanent revocation of their 
certification on the basis that they have repeatedly violated the law and their 

obligation to uphold it.  Is permanent loss of the ability to be a peace officer 
proportionate to minor, non-criminal violations of law? 

 
c) Failing to cooperate with an investigation into potential police misconduct :  The 

“failure to cooperate with an investigation” ground for decertification does not 

take into account constitutional and statutory protections to which officers may be 
entitled during an investigation.  For example, the Fifth Amendment to the United 

States Constitution grants the privilege against self-incrimination.  Individuals 
who are suspected of a crime, including peace officers, are constitutionally 
allowed to refuse to answer questions if their responses may incriminate them.  

Other state law, such as the Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights (POBOR), 
anticipates the self-incrimination issue and requires that when it appears the 

officer may be charged with a crime, they must be informed of their right to 
refuse to answer questions. (See Gov. Code, § 3303, subd. (h).)  If the officer 
refuses to answer, on the grounds that the response may be incriminating, that 

triggers a Lybarger warning, which informs the officer that they are being 
compelled to answer and that their statements may not be used against them in 

subsequent a criminal proceeding.  (Lybarger v. City of Los Angeles (1985) 40 
Cal.3d 822.)  This bill does not contain a similar component, which raises the 
question of how peace officers’ invocation of the constitutional or statutory rights 

will be observed in the context of a failure to cooperate.  For more information 
regarding the Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights, see comment 6, below.   

 
It may be worth considering an amendment to narrow these categories of the “serious 
misconduct” definition, particularly in light of the fact that permanent decertification is the 

only possible sanction in this bill; it does not allow for intermediate sanctions. 
 

5) Intermediate Sanctions:  Most disciplinary processes allows the licensing authority to 
impose intermediate sanctions, in addition to revoking a person’s license altogether.  
Intermediate sanctions may include professional reprimand, placing the person on 

probationary status, mandatory training, suspension of the license or certificate, or fines. The 
decertification process established by this bill to address peace officer misconduct appears to 

be different from any other licensing agency in California, as well as most or all other police 
decertification processes in other states, because it does not provide for any kind of sanction 
other than decertification.  For example, the State of Massachusetts recently passed its own 

police decertification bill.  (Mass. Statutes of 2020, Chapter 253, available at:  
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2020/Chapter253, [as of July 7, 2021].)  

The Massachusetts bill specifically allows for retraining and suspension in addition to 
revocation of a peace officer certificate.  (Id. at Sec. 10, subds. (b) – (d).)  
 

This bill does not allow for an officer to be suspended as a punishment although it does allow 
POST to temporarily suspend an officer’s certificate during the pendency of an indictment 

for an offense that would disqualify the person from being a peace officer, or when the 
officer has been terminated or otherwise separated from employment on account of serious 

https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2020/Chapter253
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misconduct.  However, once an investigation into serious misconduct is complete, the only 
possible sanction is decertification.   

 
Because the only possible punishment under this bill is permanent decertification, 
investigators may be reluctant to vigorously pursue violations that they perceive to be less 

serious in nature.  An investigator who knows that the only possible outcome is permanent 
disqualification may be more willing to overlook evidence or find ambiguities in the 

investigation in a way that they would not if they knew that the officer may only be 
suspended or retrained.  Additionally, intermediate sanctions can provide an opportunity for 
an individual with an otherwise promising career to address underlying issues that led to the 

misconduct.  It may be worth considering the possibility of intermediate sanctions for some 
of the categories of serious misconduct described above.   

 
6) Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights (POBOR):  In certain circumstances, this bill 

would create an investigative process independent of the existing, administrative disciplinary 

process for law enforcement officers who remain employed by their local agency.  
Specifically, the division of accountability would have independent investigative authority to 

review local agency investigations that did not result in termination of employment and 
conduct additional investigation when necessary.  POST would also have the authority to 
direct the division of accountability to investigate an incident, and the advisory board would 

be able to request the division of accountability conduct an investigation upon a majority 
vote.   

 
The existing administrative process provides officers with a number of statutory protections, 
known as the Peace Officer’s Procedural Bill of Rights (POBOR).  Those protections include 

notice of an interrogation, specific rules on the timing of interrogations, the right to be 
represented during the interrogation, the right invoke the privilege against self-incrimination 

and be granted immunity for the responses to potentially incriminating statements, among 
others.  (Gov. Code § 3303.)  By its terms, POBOR only applies when a peace officer is 
investigated by the employing agency.  (Id., (specified protections apply when the officer is 

“under investigation and subjected to interrogation by his or her commanding officer, or any 
other member of the employing public safety department, that could lead to punitive 

action.”).)  However, in certain circumstances, California courts have found that POBOR 
applies even when the investigating agency is not the employer.  (See CCPOA v. California 
(2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 294, 306-307.)  In CCPOA v. California, for example, the California 

Court of Appeal found that POBOR applied even though the DOJ, not the officer’s employer, 
was the investigating agency.  The reasoning adopted by the court was that the employing 

agency (California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, then called the California 
Department of Corrections) was “acting in concert” with DOJ.  (Id. at 307.)  Specifically, the 
court noted that CDCR “order[ed] the correctional officers to cooperate with the DOJ 

investigation, [] delivered interviewees to DOJ investigators, and threatened them with arrest 
and/or discipline if they asserted their rights during interrogation by DOJ agents.”  (Ibid.)    

 
This bill does not cross-reference the POBOR statutes.  Absent direction from the 
Legislature, the courts may have to decide when and whether POBOR is applicable to POST 

decertification investigations.  How courts decide whether POBOR is applicable or not may 
depend on the degree of cooperation between POST’s division of accountability and the 

employing agency.  This may require local chiefs to walk a fine line of cooperating with 
POST to provide investigation materials and make officers available for interviews, without 
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becoming “inextricably intertwined” in the investigation.  (Id. at 306.)   
 

One indication that POBOR may not apply to the provisions of this bill can be found in the 
time limits for investigations.  This bill provides that “notwithstanding any other law,” the 
division of accountability must complete investigations of serious misconduct within three 

years of receipt of a complaint from a law enforcement agency.  Existing law, under POBOR, 
requires investigations into any act, omission, or other allegation of misconduct that could 

result in punitive action or denial of promotion, to be completed within one year.  (Gov. 
Code, § 3304, subd. (d).)  This bill would therefore supersede the one year time limit in 
POBOR.  Does this mean that the other provisions of POBOR should not be followed during 

investigations of serious misconduct?   
 

7) “Skelly” Hearings and Finality of Local Adjudications :  One other complication that this 
bill presents in terms of its interaction with existing law concerns the finality of local agency 
adjudications.  Under existing law, before an agency can take punitive action against a peace 

officer, POBOR requires an administrative hearing, commonly referred to as a “Skelly 
hearing.”  At a Skelly hearing, peace officers are entitled to the following: (1) notice of the 

intended disciplinary action; (2) a copy of all materials upon which the action is based 
(including material which was available for review by the individual responsible for 
imposing discipline, regardless of whether such information was, in fact, reviewed); and, (3) 

an opportunity to respond orally or in writing to an impartial reviewer prior to the effective 
date of the disciplinary action.  (California Statewide Law Enforcement Association 

(CSLEA) Legal FAQ, available at:  https://cslea.com/legal/legal-faq/, [as of July 8, 2021].)   
 
Officers whose discipline is not resolved at the Skelly hearing stage are entitled to an 

evidentiary hearing before an Administrative Law Judge employed by the State Personnel 
Board.  The administrative hearing is very similar to a civil trial.  The burden of proof is 

preponderance of the evidence, and it rests with the agency to demonstrate there was just 
cause for the discipline as well as the appropriate penalty for such conduct.  Each side has the 
right to conduct discovery, to make opening statements and closing arguments, to call and 

cross-examine witnesses, and introduce documentary and other evidence.  The accused 
employee also has the right to testify in his or her own behalf.  At the conclusion of the 

hearing, the administrative law judge will prepare a proposed decision for consideration by 
the five-member State Personnel Board (SPB).  The SPB need not accept the administrative 
law judge’s decision and may make modifications consistent with the SPB Rules.  The Board 

is also free to make changes relative to the penalty recommended by the administrative law 
judge or to reject the recommended decision and hear the case itself.  Once any changes are 

made to the decision, the Board will adopt the decision as its own.  Both the employee and 
the agency have the right of appeal to Superior Court if they are dissatisfied with the Board’s 
decision.  (Id.)   

 
This bill would similarly provide for an evidentiary hearing at the conclusion of POST’s 

determination that an officer should be decertified.  Pursuant to the APA, there would also be 
an opportunity to appeal the decision on decertification to Superior Court.  Therefore, an 
officer who has already appealed to Superior Court following their Skelly hearing and 

appearance before the SPB, may have to go through a substantially similar set of hearings 
and then appear in Superior Court a second time, on an issue that has previously been 

litigated in the same forum.  Opponents to this bill assert that two legal doctrines – claim 
preclusion and/or issue preclusion – would prohibit the Superior Court from hearing the same 

https://cslea.com/legal/legal-faq/
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case again and coming to a different determination.  For officers who have been exonerated, 
or otherwise found to have committed no serious misconduct during a Skelly hearing and the 

attendant appeal process, it may be futile for POST to launch an investigation, provide the 
necessary hearings and due process, only to wind up back in Superior Court with a judge 
who will be unable to disturb the determination made in Superior Court following the Skelly 

hearing.   
 

8) National Decertification Index:  The National Decertification Index is a nationwide 
aggregation of information that allows hiring agencies to identify peace officers who have 
had their license or certification taken away for misconduct.  (Final Report of the President’s 

Task Force on 21st Century Policing (2015), May 2015, p. 29, available at 
https://cops.usdoj.gov/pdf/taskforce/taskforce_finalreport.pdf , [as of June 21, 2021].)  It was 

designed as a solution to the problem “wherein a police officer is discharged for improper 
conduct and loses his/her certification in that state . . . [only to relocate] to another state and 
hire on with another police department.” (Id. at p. 29-30.)  This bill would provide that any 

person who is listed in the National Decertification Index, or other designated federal 
database, is disqualified from being a peace officer in California.  It would also require POST 

to publish the name of any peace officer whose certification is revoked or suspended and the 
basis for doing so in the National Decertification Index.   
 

9) Bane Act Provisions:  The California Government Claims Act (Tort Claims Act) provides a 
general immunity from liability for harms that public employees may cause, unless another 

statute provides for liability.  Government Code Section 825(a) provides that public entities 
must indemnify public employees for judgments of compensatory damages, and provides that 
they may indemnify public employees for punitive damages if they were acting in the course 

and scope of employment, acting in good faith, and payment would be in the best interests of 
the public entity. 

 
Government Code Section 821.6 grants absolute immunity to public employees for any 
injury caused by their instituting or prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding 

within the scope of their employment, even if they act maliciously and without probable 
cause.  Some courts have interpreted this immunity broadly to apply to conduct during an 

investigation leading up to institution of a proceeding.  Government Code Sections 844.6, 
and 845.6 generally grant absolute immunity to public employees for injuries caused to a 
prisoner, or for failure to provide or obtain medical care for a person in custody.   

 
This bill would expressly state that these immunities do not apply to any cause of action 

brought under the Bane Civil Rights Act brought against a peace officer or the peace 
officer’s employing agency.  In addition, this bill expressly states that it would not affect 
existing judicial and prosecutorial immunity for individual attorneys acting on behalf of a 

prosecutor’s office in a prosecutorial capacity.  The Bane Act deals with civil liability for 
public employees and is therefore outside the normal jurisdiction of this committee.  This bill 

is double-referred to the Assembly Judiciary Committee.  For a more in-depth analysis of the 
Bane Act please review the Assembly Judiciary Committee analysis dated May 20, 2021.  
 

10) Arguments in Support:   
 

a) According to the bill’s co-sponsor, ACLU California Action:  “Nationwide, 46 states have 
the authority to revoke a peace officer’s certificate for misconduct, commonly known as 

https://cops.usdoj.gov/pdf/taskforce/taskforce_finalreport.pdf
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decertification. California is one of only four that do not. In 2003, under pressure from 
the law enforcement lobby, the legislature removed the authority of the California 

Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) to deny or cancel a peace 
officer’s certification, leaving the continued employment of officers accused of 
misconduct or abuse of authority to local law enforcement agencies, and allowing many 

disreputable officers to jump from one local police department to another.  
 

“Following the enactment of SB 1421 (Skinner, Chapter 988, Statutes of 2018), which 
disclosed the hidden records of peace officer misconduct, there have been numerous 
revelations of officers committing misconduct without facing any real consequences.  

Many problem officers remain on the force after pleading down to a lesser crime, if they 
are prosecuted at all.  Others resign or are fired by one department, only to get rehired at 

another and go one to commit further serious acts of misconduct.  This bill would bring 
an end to the state’s shameful dereliction of duty, returning California to the nearly 
universal recognition across the country that local law enforcement cannot be relied upon 

to protect our residents from people that should not be peace officers. 
 

“SB 2 would create a two-track process for decertification. If an officer is fired for 
serious misconduct, including excessive force, sexual misconduct or abuse, or concealing 
or fabricating evidence, decertification would be warranted as a matter of course. If an 

officer engages in misconduct without being terminated, decertification would be 
discretionary based on a further investigation and review. The states that have the most 

effective decertification schemes, Georgia and Florida, provide a discretionary process 
where the administering entity can look at other less serious misconduct not tied to a 
criminal conviction or an officer’s firing.  

 
“Furthermore, the decertification process increases accountability of peace officers at the 

statewide level in various ways. The bill requires law enforcement agencies to report to 
POST all fired officers or officers that resign in lieu of a termination, requires hiring 
agencies to contact POST and inquire as to the facts and reasons for an officer being 

separated from their former employer before hiring the officer, and adds the names of 
decertified officers to a national database.  
 

“We appreciate that SB 2 has been improved from the final version of SB 731. 
Specifically, the composition of the Advisory Board has been changed from 6-3 to 7-2 to 

increase the numbers of civilians and reduce the law enforcement representation. 
Massachusetts, which just passed their own version of decertification, has a 6-3 civilian 
to law enforcement board. Our co-sponsor coalition wanted to ensure that California’s 

law has the strongest public representation.  
 

“Furthermore, our coalition has made it clear that impacted families have a strong desire 
to hold previous bad actors accountable. SB 2 therefore allows the Commission to look 
back at specific instances of officer misconduct when the officer renews their 

certification in the future. Failure to do so would treat some officers differently for the 
same wrongdoing. The specific acts of misconduct align with those crimes highlighted in 

Penal Code section 832.7 under SB 1421. Those crimes are uses of force against a person 
that results in death or great bodily injury, sexual assault, and acts of dishonesty.” 
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b) According to the California Innocence Coalition:  “The California Innocence Coalition 
writes in strong support of SB 2, the Kenneth Ross Jr. Police Decertification Act of 2021. 

The California Innocence Coalition consists of the three innocence projects in California, 
the California Innocence Project, the Northern California Innocence Project and the 
Loyola Project for the Innocent. The mission of our projects is to protect the rights of the 

innocent by litigating their cases to bring them home and to promote a fair and effective 
criminal legal system by advocating for change in California laws and policy. 

Collectively, the California Innocence Coalition has won the freedom of over 70 wrongly 
imprisoned individuals who collectively lost over 800 years in prison for crimes they did 
not commit. Since 1989, there have been 223 exonerations in the state of California.1 Of 

these cases, almost half have involved police officer misconduct.   
 

“Following the passage and enactment of Senate Bill 1421 (Skinner, Chapter 988, 
Statutes of 2018), which permitted inspection of certain acts of officer misconduct via 
Public Records Act requests, there have been numerous stories of officers committing 

misconduct and not facing any consequences. These officers remain on the force after 
pleading down to a lesser crime- if prosecuted and convicted at all. Other times, these 

officers resign or are fired from their employer, only to get rehired at another law 
enforcement agency and continue to commit serious acts of misconduct. SB 2 would 
bring California in line with the majority of the nation in creating a statewide structure 

with due process safeguards to revoke certificates from people that should no longer be 
law enforcement officers. 

 
“SB 2 would increase accountability for law enforcement officers that commit serious 
misconduct and violate a person’s civil rights. Specifically, the bill will create a fair and 

impartial statewide process to revoke professional certificates issued to officers for 
serious misconduct by creating the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Division to 

investigate and prosecute proceedings to take action against a peace officer’s 
certification. The bill would also require the division to review and investigate grounds 
for decertification and make findings as to whether grounds for action against an officer’s 

certification exist. The bill would require the division to notify the officer subject to 
decertification of their findings and allow the officer to request review. The formation of 

a commission with diverse stakeholders in the criminal legal system will help increase 
transparency and accountability. Both are integral to restoring trust in our communities 
and the integrity of prosecutions. 

 
“Additionally, this bill seeks to address and clarify court decisions that have made 

meaningful remedy for civil rights violations under the Bane Act essentially useless. The 
Bane Act is California’s most broadly applicable and essential civil rights law. Bane Act 
claims are included whenever constitutional or other rights are violated by government or 

private actors, most commonly from law enforcement’s use of excessive force or false 
arrest.” 

 
11) Arguments in Opposition:   

 

a) According to the Peace Officer’s Research Association of California:  “PORAC fully 
supports the license revocation of officers who demonstrate gross misconduct in law 

enforcement. We cannot allow this in our profession.  In fact, PORAC has been at the 
table, proposing legislative solutions to create a fair and equitable process for revoking an 
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officer’s license to practice law enforcement.  However, as written, SB 2 would over-ride 
due process, establishing a 9-person panel to oversee the license revocation process that 

includes 7 members of the public with no requirements for expertise power or prior 
experience in the practice of public safety or law enforcement, with one of the seven 
actually biased against the peace officer, and only 2 members with expertise or prior 

experience.  If a doctor’s actions were being reviewed for potential discipline, would we 
want someone with no medical experience deciding whether that doctor’s actions were 

reasonable?   
 

“In addition, this body will have complete investigatory authority to overturn local 

agency and District Attorney recommendations and discipline.  Ultimately, it will have to 
end a peace officer’s career with little or no due process for the officer. 

  
“No one wants to see bad officers removed from law enforcement more than good 
officers do.  When an officer acts in a way that is grossly inconsistent with the missions 

and goals of our profession, it gives all law enforcement a bad name, and only harms our 
ability to build back the community trust we need to carry out our duties safely and 

effectively.  However, SB 2 reaches far beyond the police licensing process.  Ultimately, 
this bill creates an inherently amateurish and potentially biased panel to oversee the 
process of revoking an officer’s license to practice law enforcement, ignoring our 

country’s tradition of due process and subjecting officers to a biased review of their 
actions where guilt is assumed, and the deck is stacked against them.   

 
“Peace officers cannot possibly do their job if there’s always a lingering fear that even if 
they do the job by the book and up to policy standard, they could still potentially face a 

civil action.  No employee should have to work under those conditions. Again, PORAC is 
strongly opposed to SB 2.” 

 
b) According to the California Police Chiefs Association:  “In addition to our significant 

concerns regarding the [] liability provisions, the proposed decertification section is laden 

with major policy and cost concerns. Again, while we fully support a comprehensive 
decertification process that includes robust oversight, the proposed system under SB 2 

fails to meet basic standards of fairness and impartiality.  
 
“First, SB 2 creates the Peace Officer Standards Accountability Advisory Board (Board) 

within the Commission on Peace Officers Standards and Training (POST). The Board is 
made up of seven civilians and only two peace officers, whose charge is to direct 

investigations and ultimately make recommendations to the full POST Commission for 
decertification. Although this appears to be only an advisory role, the bill states that the 
POST Commission “shall adopt the board’s recommendation unless it is without a 

reasonable basis.” This line virtually ensures the POST Commission will have to follow 
the recommendation of the civilian- led Board. 

 
“No other professional licensing or certificate board is made up of a majority of non-
professionals. The Medical Board is made up of a majority of doctors, the Dental Board 

is made up of a majority of dentists, the State Bar is made up of a majority of lawyers. 
This is because they have the requisite experience and training to understand the 

profession. CPCA understand that having non-professionals is important to include in the 
process to gain outside perspectives and build additional trust in our criminal justice 
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system, but giving the authority contemplated in SB 2 to a board where 7 out of the 9 
appointees have not been a peace officer is unreasonable. Furthermore, there is no 

requirement that the civilian members of the Board demonstrate an ability to be impartial, 
and at least one member (person or family member subject to wrongful force) will in all 
likeliness be prejudiced against law enforcement. We do not impanel juries with such 

bias, nor should we accept a certification board with such predispositions. 
 

“Another grave concern is the vague, broad, and often subjective categories the bill lists 
to identify what “serious misconduct” triggers a lifetime decertification. Furthermore, SB 
2 merely requires that the individual officer “engaged” in serious misconduct – not that 

they were found guilty, terminated, or even disciplined. In any of these cases, SB 731 
states the peace officer “shall have their certification revoked” for any of the following: 

 
(1) Acts of dishonesty, physical abuse, and abuse of power. By qualifying these as 

“acts of” this statute remains open ended to what will ultimately fall into these 

categories. 
 

(2) Participation in a “law enforcement gang” that engages in rogue on-duty behavior, 
which includes use of alcohol or other substances. While CPCA does not condone 
substance abuse while on duty, often times this can be related to trauma and 

PTSD the officer is experiencing and we do not feel a lifetime ban is 
commensurate with that level of misconduct that can be treated and corrected. 

Additionally, the use of alcohol is not necessarily indicative of what would 
normally be considered gang activity. 
 

(3) Acts that violate the law and are inconsistent with an officer’s obligation to 
uphold the law or respect the rights of members of the public. This is an 

incredibly broad and vague statement that could mean anything the Board 
decides.  
 

(4) Failure to cooperate with an investigation into potential police misconduct, 
including an investigation conducted pursuant to this chapter. This may include 

evoking the Fifth Amendment or asking for representation before an interview. 
 
“Given these broad categories, the Board is also authorized to investigate without the 

request of the commission or board, any potential grounds for revocation of certification 
of an officer regardless if the local agency or court during and appeals finds the 

misconduct unfounded or the officer innocent. This double jeopardy concern is 
compounded due to the fact SB 2 is retroactive, meaning this civilian- led Board will be 
potentially reviewing any case of alleged prior misconduct. 

 
“Next, SB 2 states that the information, documents, and hearings held pursuant to this 

new law would all be made public. CPCA fully supports a transparent process, but this 
section ignores laws meant to protect victims, health records, minors, and others who 
have their personal information contained with police reports and investigations. 

Additionally, there is no mention of protecting sensitive information that may be used in 
future criminal cases. This section jeopardizes the privacy of innocent individuals and the 

impartiality of our judicial system.  
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“Another concern is that SB 2 also requires each law enforcement agency to submit to 
POST “any complaint, charge, or allegation of conduct against a peace officer employed 

by that agency that could render a peace officer subject to revocation of certification by 
the commission.” Since that includes virtually any misconduct, as described above, and 
because SB 2 is retroactive, it will create an administrative nightmare in preparing and 

forwarding every allegation (even if completely unfounded).  
 

“This entire complex and oftentimes overlapping and duplicative system is ostensibly 
funded by forcing peace officers to pay a licensing fee. No other public safety employee 
has such a charge, which will likely fall on the backs of local governments already 

hurting financially due to COVID-19. Even with the fees outlined in SB 2, the system 
envisioned by the current language – which essentially sets up a state-run bureaucracy for 

investigating thousands of complaints – would necessitate POST hiring hundreds of new 
staff and investigators. Given the depth of these investigations, our cost estimate places 
the overall annual funding needed to run such a system upwards of a hundred million 

dollars. Why would the state spend such resources to duplicate investigations that are 
already made public and can be reviewed by POST? Instead, POST should play an 

oversight role in reviewing the local investigations and hold agencies accountable for the 
thoroughness of that review.” 
 

12) Related Legislation:  
 

a) AB 60 (Salas) would add criteria disqualifying individuals from serving as a peace 
officer and establish a peace officer decertification process within POST.  AB 60 is 
pending in this committee.   

 
b) AB 17 (Cooper) is substantially similar to AB 60.  AB 17 is pending in this committee.   

 
c) AB 26 (Holden) would disqualify a person from being a peace officer if they have been 

found by a law enforcement agency that employs them to have either used excessive 

force that resulted in great bodily injury or death or to have failed to intercede in that 
incident as required by a law enforcement agency’s policies.  AB 26 is pending a hearing 

in the Senate Public Safety Committee. 
 

d) AB 958 (Gipson) would require all law enforcements agencies to maintain a policy that 

prohibits participation in a law enforcement “clique” and makes a violation of that policy 
grounds for termination.  AB 958 is pending a hearing in the Senate Public Safety 

Committee. 
 

e)  AB 718 (Cunningham) would require investigations into allegations that a law 

enforcement officer engaged in certain conduct, such as discharging a firearm or using 
force that resulted in death or great bodily injury, be completed regardless of whether the 

officer voluntarily separates from the agency before the investigation is completed. AB 
718 is pending in the Senate Appropriations Committee.   
 

f) SB 16 (Skinner) expands the categories of police personnel records that are subject to 
disclosure under the California Public Records Act. SB 16 will be heard in this 

committee today. 
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13) Prior Legislation:  
 

a) SB 731 (Bradford), of the 2019-2020 Legislative Session, was similar to this bill and 
would have created a process for decertification of police officers.  SB 731 was never 
heard on the Assembly Floor. 

 
b) AB 1022 (Holden), of the 2019-2020 Legislative Session, would have disqualified a 

person from being a peace officer if they have been found by a law enforcement agency 
that employees them to have either used excessive force that resulted in great bodily 
injury or death or to have failed to intercede in that incident as required by a law 

enforcement agency’s policies.  AB 1022 was held on the Senate Appropriations 
Suspense File. 

 
c) AB 1506 (McCarty), Chapter 326, Statutes of 2020, requires a state prosecutor to 

investigate incidents of an officer-involved shooting resulting in the death of an unarmed 

civilian, as defined. 

d) SB 1421 (Skinner), Chapter 988, Statutes of 2018, subjected specified personnel records 

of peace officers and correctional officers to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act (PRA).   
 

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION: 

Support 

California- Stop Terrorism and Oppression by Police (STOP) Coalition (Co-Sponsor) 
Communities United for Restorative Youth Justice (CURYJ) (Co-Sponsor) 
Youth Justice Coalition (Co-Sponsor) 
ACLU California Action 

Advancement Project 
Against Bigotry, Responding With Action (ABRA) 

Alameda County Public Defender's Office 
All Home 
Alliance San Diego 

American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees Local 3299 
Anti Police-terror Project 

Asian Prisoner Support Committee 
Asian Solidarity Collective 
Bend the Arc: Jewish Action 

Black Leadership Council 
Black Lives Matter - Los Angeles 

Brotherhood Crusade 
CA State NAACP 
California Alliance for Youth and Community Justice 

California Department of Insurance 
California Faculty Association 

California Federation of Teachers Afl-cio 
California for Safety and Justice 
California Immigrant Policy Center 
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California Innocence Coalition: Northern California Innocence Project, California Innocence 
Project, Loyola Project for The Innocent 

California Labor Federation 
California Labor Federation, Afl-cio 
California Nurses Association 

California Public Defenders Association (CPDA) 
Children's Defense Fund - CA 

Chispa, a Project of Tides Advocacy 
City of Compton 
City of Compton Office of The City Manager 

Clergy and Laity United for Economic Justice 
Community Advocates for Just and Moral Governance 

Community Agency for Resources Advocacy and Services 
Consumer Attorneys of California 
Courage California 

Del Cerro for Black Lives Matter 
Democratic Party of Contra Costa County 

Democratic Party of The San Fernando Valley 
Democratic Woman's Club of San Diego County 
Democrats of Rossmoor 

Disability Rights California 
Dolores Huerta Foundation 

Drug Policy Alliance 
East Bay for Everyone 
East Valley Indivisibles 

Ella Baker Center for Human Rights 
Empowering Pacific Islander Communities (EPIC) 

Equal Rights Advocates 
Essie Justice Group 
Everytown for Gun Safety Action Fund 

Family Violence Law Center 
Fresno Barrios Unidos 

Friends Committee on Legislation of California 
Fund Her 
Giffords 

Hillcrest Indivisible 
Indivisible CA Statestrong 

Indivisible East Bay 
Indivisible South Bay LA 
Indivisible Yolo 

Initiate Justice 
John Burton Advocates for Youth 

Justice Reinvestment Coalition of Alameda County 
Kensington Community Church 
Kern County Participatory Defense 

LA Voice 
Law Enforcement Accountability Network 

Law Enforcement Action Partnership 
League of Women Voters of California 



SB 2 
 Page  32 

Legal Services for Prisoners With Children 
London & Gonzalez Advocacy 

Long Beach Immigrant Rights Coalition 
Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office 
Los Angeles Lgbt Center 

Mexican American Bar Association of Los Angeles County 
Mid-city Community Advocacy Network 

Mission Impact Philanthropy 
Moms Demand Action for Gun Sense in America 
Mosques Against Trafficking 

National Action Network - Sacramento Chapter 
National Association of Social Workers, California Chapter 

National Council of Jewish Women 
National Institute for Criminal Justice Reform 
Nextgen California 

Oakland; City of 
Oc Emergency Response Coalition 

Organizers in Solidarity 
Pacifica Social Justice 
Palomar Uu Fellowship 

People's Budget Orange County 
Pico California 

Pillars of The Community 
Prosecutors Alliance California 
Public Health Institute 

Recording Industry Association of America 
Riseup 

Roots of Change 
Sag-aftra, Afl-cio 
Salesforce 

San Diegans for Justice 
San Diego Continuing Education 

San Diego Progressive Democratic Club 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

San Francisco Public Defender 
San Jose State University Human Rights Institute 

Santa Monica Coalition for Police Reform 
Sd-qtpoc Colectivo 
Seiu California 

Showing Up for Racial Justice (SURJ) Contra Costa County CA 
Showing Up for Racial Justice (SURJ) Long Beach 

Showing Up for Racial Justice - San Francisco (surj Sf) 
Showing Up for Racial Justice North County San Diego 
Showing Up for Racial Justice San Diego 

Silicon Valley Leadership Group 
Smart Justice California 

Social Workers for Equity & Leadership 
Students Demand Action for Gun Sense in America 
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Team Justice 
Technet-technology Network 

Think Dignity 
Together We Will/indivisible - Los Gatos 
UC Berkeley's Underground Scholars Initiative (USI) 

Udw/afscme Local 3930 
Uprise Theatre 

We the People - San Diego 
White People 4 Black Lives 
Yalla Indivisible 

Young Women's Freedom Center 

Oppose 

Arcadia Police Officers' Association 

Association for Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs 
Association of California Cities - Orange County (ACC-OC) 
Association of Orange County Deputy Sheriffs 

Association of Probation Supervisors of Los Angeles County 
Burbank Police Officers Association 

California Association of Highway Patrolmen 
California Association of Joint Powers Authorities 
California Coalition of School Safety Professionals 

California Correctional Peace Officers Association (CCPOA) 
California Family Council 

California Fraternal Order of Police 
California Peace Officers Association 
California Police Chiefs Association 

California State Sheriffs' Association 
California Statewide Law Enforcement Association 

City of Murrieta 
City of Oceanside 
Claremont Police Officers Association 

Corona Police Officers Association 
Culver City Police Officers Association 

Deputy Sheriffs Association of San Diego 
Fontana Police Officers Association 
Fullerton Police Officers' Association 

Hawthorne Police Officers Association 
Inglewood Police Officers Association 

Kerman; City of 
Laguna Beach Police Employees' Association 
League of California Cities 

Long Beach Police Officers Association 
Los Angeles County Probation Managers Association Afscme Local 1967 

Los Angeles Police Protective League 
Los Angeles School Police Officers Association 
Newport Beach Police Association 

Pacific Justice Institute 
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Palos Verdes Police Officers Association 
Peace Officers Research Association of California (PORAC) 

Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association 
Pomona Police Officers' Association 
Public Risk Innovation, Solutions, and Management (PRISM) 

Riverside Police Officers Association 
Riverside Sheriffs' Association 

Sacramento County Deputy Sheriffs' Association 
San Bernardino County Safety Employees' Benefit Association 
San Diego District Attorney Investigator's Association 

San Diego Police Officers Association 
San Francisco Police Officers Association 

Santa Ana Police Officers Association 
Upland Police Officers Association 
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