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INTRODUCTION 

California is the most diverse state in the nation. Over 67% of all Californians are people of 
color. California is also home to nearly 11 million immigrants — nearly 27 percent of our 
population, many of whom are people of color. In fact, diversity is central to California’s values 
and is the source of our strength as a community. The State's diversity is also why we, the Racial 
and Identity Profiling Act (RIPA) Advisory Board, are deeply committed to ending racial and 
identity profiling in California. The concept that more than two-thirds of our state’s citizens are 
at a heightened risk of racial profiling runs counter to the very fabric of what makes California 
great. 

The enactment of RIPA in 2015 codified California’s commitment to protecting our diverse 
communities by prohibiting racial and identity profiling by state and local law enforcement. To 
accomplish this, the Legislature tasked the RIPA Board with identifying trends relating to racial 
and identity profiling within stops and civilian complaints reported by state and local law 
enforcement agencies, reviewing law enforcement training related to racial and identity profiling, 
and considering how applicable state and local policies may reduce or eliminate racial profiling. 
The Board has issued annual reports since 2019 for that purpose.  

Recent events demonstrate that the Board’s work is more important than ever. While the Board 
continues to stand proudly on the right side of history in denouncing practices rooted in racial 
and identity profiling and remains committed to eliminating profiling by state and local law 
enforcement across the state, unfortunately, in recent months the federal government has taken 
the opposite view: that the divisive and destructive practice of racial profiling should not be 
denounced but encouraged; that it should not be eliminated as contrary to public policy, but 
expressly implemented in furtherance of it. On July 11, 2025, White House “Border Czar” Tom 
Homan enthusiastically endorsed the practice of racial profiling in federal immigration 
enforcement, telling reporters that Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) agents could 
and should consider factors such as an individual's “physical appearance” into account when 
deciding whether to detain them.1 Though he later walked back those comments, in September 
2025 the United States Supreme Court issued an order from its emergency docket permitting 
federal immigration officers in Los Angeles to use race and other profiling factors in their 
enforcement actions.2  

Although it is not clear at the time of this writing whether or how the courts will limit racial 
profiling in federal law enforcement, these comments and actions demonstrate the vital need for 
the Board to find ways to reduce or eliminate such profiling in our state’s law enforcement 
agencies. Californians deserve to live their lives free from fear. They deserve to be protected by 
peace officers in whom they can reliably and credibly place their trust. They deserve more. 

 
1 Ferguson, Trump Border Czar Confirms Racial Profiling Is Now Law of the Land, New Republic (Jul. 11, 2025) 
<https://tinyurl.com/mrm9wv5r> [as of XX, 2025]. 
2 Noem et al. v. Vasquez Perdomo et al. (2025) __ U.S. __, 2025 WL 2585637; see also Mansfield, Supreme Court 
said ICE can stop you based on race, accent, job and location. What we know, USA Today (Sep. 10, 2025) 
<https://tinyurl.com/56ajtrse> [as of XX, 2025]; Ryan et al., The Supreme Court clears the way for ICE agents to 
treat race as grounds for immigration stops, NPR (Sep. 13, 2025) <https://tinyurl.com/379j4kbr> [as of XX, 2025]. 
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This year, in the RIPA Board’s ninth report, the Board presents its analysis of stop data and 
civilian complaints reported by state and local law enforcement agencies in 2024, and issues 
policy recommendations which — if implemented — would contribute to a reduction or 
elimination of racial and identity profiling in law enforcement stops in California. (Pen. Code, § 
15319.4, subd. (j)(3).) The Board’s focus this year is on the pernicious effects of racial and 
identity program on the community’s feeling of public safety, which the Board has defined 
broadly as the collective experience of being safeguarded or protected from threats to one’s life 
or wellbeing.3 The Board’s recommendations, based on the available research and evidence-
based approaches to this issue, aim to reduce profiling and improve public safety for all 
Californians. The Board builds upon and reelevates its prior assessments and recommendations 
in prior reports, as they complement those found in this year’s report. While the data analyses in 
this report are limited to stops reported by state and local law enforcement in the 2024 calendar 
year, the Board intends to examine the 2025 RIPA data in depth next year to identify trends and 
recommendations to address concerns about state and local law enforcement’s response to 
federal immigration enforcement actions. 

Stop Data 
RIPA requires California law enforcement agencies to report information about stops from start 
to finish, including the primary reason for a stop, any actions taken during a stop, and the 
outcome of a stop, as well as the reporting officer’s perception of the person stopped.  

The 2024 RIPA stop data show continuing disparities in stops by racial and identity group. As 
shown in the Stop Data chapter of this year’s report, individuals perceived to be Black were 
stopped 127.87 percent, or more than twice as often, than would be expected given the state’s 
population. Indeed, law enforcement officers stopped individuals perceived to be 
Hispanic/Latine(x), Middle Eastern/South Asian, and Pacific Islander all more often than 
expected given the population of the state; in contrast, officers stopped individuals perceived to 
be Asian, multiracial, and White less often than expected given the population. Other metrics in 
the data show similar disparities,4 and unfortunately, these disparities are consistent with prior 
reports.  

The Stop Data chapter also contains the first analyses of new data elements that were added to 
the RIPA data in 2024. One of these new data elements, requiring officers to report the perceived 
housing status of the person stopped, shows stark disparities in how law enforcement officers 
stop individuals perceived to be unhoused when compared to those they perceive to be housed. 
In addition, the Board has analyses this year to reveal how an individual’s perceived 
demographics, including one’s housing status, influence the steps and actions taken during a stop 
— that is, how perceived demographics (for example, an officer’s perception the individual is 
unhoused) change the likelihood of certain actions being during a stop (for example, whether the 
officer uses force to restrain the individual), and whether those actions change the likelihood that 
a stop will result in a particular outcome, such as an arrest. These more nuanced analyses help 

 
3 Please see the Policies section of this year’s report, beginning on page XX, for more information about the Board’s 
definition of public safety. 
4 For example, officers used force the most often in stops of individuals perceived to be Native American, Black, 
and Hispanic/Latine(x); in contrast, officers used force the least often in stops of individuals perceived to be White. 
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the Board and the public to dig deeper into the data and assist the Board in developing targeted 
policy recommendations to address hidden or unconscious biases that may negatively affect 
public safety. 

Civilian Complaints 
As noted above, the Board is also statutorily mandated to review all civilian complaints received 
against state and local law enforcement agencies in California, assessing whether there are trends 
or data related to those complaints that demonstrate systemic issues in need of reform. In this 
year’s report, the Board highlights the extremely low number of sustained complaints of racial 
and identity profiling in the 2024 data — specifically, of the 1,552 racial or identity profiling 
complaints reported by law enforcement agencies in 2024, just 3 were sustained. The Board 
notes that such a concerningly low percentage of sustained complaints must be assessed more 
thoroughly in future reports if the Board, and the public, wish to reduce or eliminate racial and 
identity profiling. 

Additionally, the Civilian Complaints chapter provides an update on the Board’s prior 
recommendations to eliminate or amend Penal Code section 148.6, which mandates that law 
enforcement agencies require complainants to read and sign an advisory regarding false 
complaints, and to accept anonymous complaints. Of note, a recent decision by the California 
Supreme Court has found Penal Code section 148.6, including the advisory requirement, to be 
unconstitutional. Given the significant impact this decision will have on the complaint forms and 
processes of California law enforcement agencies, the Board may examine this issue in more 
detail in future reports. 

State and Local Racial and Identity Profiling Policies 
In addition to the statutorily mandated analyses, the Board is tasked with developing policy 
recommendations to reduce or eliminate racial and identity profiling by law enforcement. As 
always, the Board’s policy recommendations are informed by the available research, and by the 
work of cities, counties, and other jurisdictions that have, like the Board, sought to reduce or 
eliminate racial and identity profiling through effective policy reform. This year, the Policies 
chapter explores how law enforcement practices such as oversaturation, or the concentrated 
presence of law enforcement officers in a community, affect the sense of public safety within 
that community, and how limiting or prohibiting such practices can both reduce racial and 
identity profiling and improve public safety. The Board also looks at how some alternative 
enforcement technologies, such as the use of face recognition technology, gunshot detection, and 
predictive policing, may exacerbate the deleterious effects of practices such as oversaturation, 
leading to decreased public safety and continued racial and identity profiling in those 
communities.  

This year’s report also revisits the issue of pretextual stops, and how jurisdictions in California 
and elsewhere have improved public safety — and reduced racial and identity profiling — by 
limiting or eliminating such stops entirely. The Board has explored this topic in prior reports,5 

 
5 Prior analysis of racial disparities in pretextual stops can be found primarily in the 2023 and 2024 RIPA Reports. 
See Racial and Identity Profiling Advisory Board, Annual Report (2023), pg. 61-107 
<https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/media/ripa-board-report-2023.pdf> [as of Oct. 7, 2025]; Racial and Identity 

https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/media/ripa-board-report-2023.pdf
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and is encouraged to see how data from these jurisdictions now show the clear benefits of 
policies proposed by the Board in those prior reports. The successes of cities such as San 
Francisco, West Hollywood, Los Angeles, and states such as North Carolina and Virginia are a 
testament to the effectiveness of the Board’s findings that policies limiting pretextual stops 
contribute to a reduction in racial and identity profiling.  

POST Training and Recruitment 
The Board also recognizes that the policy recommendations it has advanced in this year’s report 
are only part of the puzzle. The Legislature, in enacting RIPA, understood that effective training 
of law enforcement officers on the effects of racial and identity profiling is an important first step 
to the elimination of such practices. The Board continues to work with the California 
Commission on Peace Officers Standards and Training (POST) to identify ways to improve law 
enforcement training relating to racial and identity profiling — to train officers not just on the 
law’s prohibition against profiling, but on how profiling can decrease the safety of both the 
officer in the community and the individuals they serve within that community.  

In prior years, the Board has reviewed POST courses relating to racial and identity profiling and 
has made recommendations to improve the effectiveness of those courses in educating law 
enforcement officers on their responsibilities under RIPA. This year, the Board begins a two-
year review of the Field Training Program (FTP), which POST has identified as “the most 
effective way to evaluate and measure a recruit on the topic of bias.”6 At 440 hours, the FTP 
comprises nearly 40 percent of a law enforcement officer’s initial training on their duties and 
responsibilities in the field. It is a vital portion of any officer’s education, and the Board’s 
decision to review this course over this and next year’s report reflects the Board’s 
acknowledgement of the import of such training on the reduction of racial and identity profiling. 
The Board looks forward to continuing to assist POST in shaping the next generation of law 
enforcement officers and contributing to POST’s work in reducing racial and identity profiling in 
the future. 

Accountability 
Lastly, the Board looks at the degree to which law enforcement officers are held accountable for 
their actions and misconduct which affect the community’s sense of public safety. To that end, 
the Board continues its exploration of the impact of civilian oversight agencies (COAs) on law 
enforcement agencies they oversee, and how the presence of COAs contribute to a reduction in 
racial and identity profiling in those agencies. The issue of accountability is an important one for 
the Board and the public at large, and the research presented in this year’s report demonstrates 
how both law enforcement officers and the individuals they stop benefit from robust 
accountability efforts to address law enforcement misconduct and officer bias. In California, 
officers engaging in serious misconduct, including by demonstrating bias and racial and identity 
profiling, can be subject to decertification and removed from the force pursuant to Senate Bill 2, 

 
Profiling Advisory Board, Annual Report (2024), pg. 52-166 <https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/media/ripa-board-
report-2024.pdf> [as of Oct. 7, 2025] 
6 Com. on Peace Officer Stds. and Training, POST Commission March 5, 2025 Agenda, p. 494 
<https://tinyurl.com/29a83akv> [as of XX, 2025]. 
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enacted in 2021.7 The Board continues its review of the SB 2 process in this year’s report to 
identify trends in how the law is being implemented and whether improvements can be made to 
further reduce bias and profiling going forward.  

The Continuing Need for RIPA in 2026 
On October 9, 2025,8 the Board held a meeting specifically to address the recent incursion of 
federal officers into California and the attack on California’s values and commitment to 
diversity, equity, and inclusion. RIPA Co-Chair Andrea Guerrero and Retired Chief of Police 
Manuel Rodriguez provided an overview of the frequency and impact of federal immigration 
enforcement actions in 2025; the safeguards available under California law, as well as their 
limitations; and ways in which state and local law enforcement officers could response to federal 
immigration actions, including their duty to intervene to protect the public when federal agents 
abuse their power and violate rights. The Board also invited Attorney General Rob Bonta to 
speak candidly about the work of the DOJ and its commitment to our state’s marginalized 
communities. The Board’s discussion at the meeting was both insightful and illuminating, and 
the Board thanks the Attorney General for his leadership on this issue. In next year’s report, the 
Board will be able to assess the RIPA data from 2025 and determine whether these recent policy 
changes at the federal level have negatively affected law enforcement interactions at the state and 
local level. If so, it will be incumbent on the Board to find ways to remedy those effects and keep 
the promise of RIPA alive. 

The Board remains steadfast in its commitment to finding actionable, evidence-based solutions 
to the ongoing issues of racial and identity profiling in law enforcement interactions, and to 
working with all stakeholders — representatives from law enforcement; civil rights 
organizations; faith- and community-based organizations; and other subject matter experts 
knowledgeable about these issues — to reduce or eliminate racial and identity profiling within 
California.  

 
7 Stats. 2021, c. 409 (S.B.2) eff. Jan. 1, 2022. 
8 California Department of Justice, Racial and Identity Profiling Advisory Board Meetings 
https://oag.ca.gov/ab953/meetings [as of XX, 2025]. 
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