
 

 

CALIFORNIA RACIAL AND IDENTITY PROFILING ADVISORY BOARD (BOARD) 

https://oag.ca.gov/ab953/board 

MEETING MINUTES 

July 11, 2025, 10:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 

Board Members Present: Co-Chair Angela Sierra, and Members William Armaline, Souley 

Diallo, Wade Forde, Darren Greene, Lily Khadjavi, Manju Kulkarni, Ameena Qazi, Chauncee 

Smith, and Ronaldo Villeda 

Board Members Absent: Members Chad Bianco, D.J. Criner, John Dobard, Andrea Guerrero, 

LaWanda Hawkins, Kevin Mensen, and Rich Randolph 

1. CALL TO ORDER BY BOARD CO-CHAIRS  

Co- Chair Sierra called the meeting to order at 10:05 A.M. 

2. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS  

Co-Chair Sierra introduced two newly appointed members of the RIPA Board (herein Board): 

Pastor Wade Forde is the lead pastor and justice advocate at the 16th Street Seventh Day 

Adventist Church in San Bernardino. Before becoming the lead pastor at 16th Street, Pastor 

Forde was a hospital chaplain at Redlands Community Hospital and was a lead pastor at Lake 

Perris SDA Church and Perris 5th Street SDA Church. His work at 16th Street has focused on a 

variety of matters within the San Bernardino community and beyond, including launching 

seminars to address health disparities in the Black community, working with health agencies to 

increase access to healthcare, and starting a lunch-and-learn leadership development program for 

the continued education of ministry leaders. He has also been a member of the San Bernardino 

County District Attorney’s Community Commission, the Police and Clergy Partnership, and was 

named citizen of the month in recognition of his dedicated service to the people of San 

Bernadino and for his work on behalf of the citizens. Member Forde greeted the Board and stated 

it was an honor to serve in this position and that he looked forward to engaging with this critical 

subject matter and topics to better the lives of his community and Californians. 

Chief Kevin Mensen began his law enforcement career with the Chino Police Department as a 

police cadet in 1997 and was sworn in as a police officer in 1999. He has served in a variety of 

positions throughout his career, including motor officer, detective, traffic sergeant, and S.W.A.T. 

commander. He later held command positions overseeing patrol, criminal investigations, and 

professional standards before being appointed as the Chief of Police in August 2023. Chief 

Mensen holds a bachelor’s and master’s degree in criminal justice from the California Coast 

University and is a graduate of the F.B.I. National Academy, Session 274. He is committed to 

employee wellness, community engagement, and crime reduction through purposeful policing 

and strong community partnerships.  

Co-Chair Sierra then opened the floor for the Board members to introduce themselves. During 

introductions, Member Vang stated that this is her last meeting as a member of the Board. She 
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thanked the Board for her great experience and looked forward to their continued work. Member 

Armaline also informed the Board that his term was ending, and this may be his last Board 

meeting. Co-Chair Sierra thanked Members Armaline and Vang for their contribution to the 

Board. She also acknowledged that Members Brian Kennedy and Sean Thuilliez had left the 

Board and thanked them for their contributions to the RIPA reports.  

3. APPROVAL OF MARCH 13, 2025, FULL BOARD MEETING MINUTES 

Co-Chair Sierra asked the Board to review the draft minutes from the March 13, 2025, meeting 

of full RIPA Board. Member Villeda moved to approve the minutes as presented, and Member 

Khadjavi seconded. 

California Department of Justice (DOJ) Deputy Attorney General (DAG) Alexander Simpson 

conducted a roll-call vote: 

• AYE: Members Armaline, Diallo, Greene, Khadjavi, Kulkarni, Qazi, Sierra, Smith, and 

Villeda 

• NAY: 

• ABSTAIN: Forde 

The meeting minutes were approved as presented, with 9 ayes. 

4. SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS 

Co-Chair Sierra asked DOJ staff to provide an overview of the RIPA subcommittees and their 

role in the RIPA Report to newer board members. DAG Simpson explained that the DOJ drafts 

the Report at the direction of the RIPA Board. The DOJ asks Board members to propose and 

discuss topics of interest during the first round of Board subcommittee meetings, which usually 

occur in February and March. DOJ may also suggest some topics for the Board to consider, 

which are often based on the Board’s work in prior reports. After discussing these topics, the 

Board decides which topics it would like to focus on for that year’s report. The DOJ then 

researches topics that a majority of the Board has expressed interest in; evaluates whether there 

is academic research and data supporting the topics proposed by the Board and whether those 

topics are related to the Board’s mandate of eliminating racial and identity profiling by police; 

and presents its findings to the Board at the next round of meetings, usually in May through July. 

DOJ then works to incorporate the Board’s feedback, with the goal of presenting a near-final 

draft to the subcommittees in September and an even closer-to-final draft to the full Board in 

October.  

DOJ welcomes feedback from all Board members as to how the Report or the Board’s 

recommendations can better address the issue of racial and identity profiling. DAG Simpson 

encouraged the Board to provide feedback at Board meetings, subcommittee meetings, and by e-

mail at any time during the drafting process. Board members can provide feedback to DOJ on the 

phrasing of the Report, as well as substantive suggestions, such as additional research to 

incorporate or suggestions to pare down the research or portions of the draft. Board members are 

welcome to participate and provide feedback throughout the drafting process, but are encouraged 

to submit their feedback as early as possible in the drafting process so that DOJ can thoroughly 



 

 

incorporate the feedback into the Report and present revisions for the Board’s consideration 

during the October full Board meeting at the latest. DAG Simpson also informed the Board that 

DOJ evaluates Board members’ feedback using two standards: (1) whether the feedback or 

proposed edit is supported by research and data; and (2) whether the feedback or proposed edit is 

consistent with the Board’s statutory mandate. DOJ also incorporates feedback in a manner that 

ensures the Report is logically cohesive. In some instances, where the available research may not 

be sufficiently developed to support the Board’s topics or the data does not sufficiently support 

Board recommendations that fall within the Board’s mandate, DOJ will assess whether or not 

that feedback can be incorporated into the Report. 

DAG Simpson encouraged Board members to keep in mind, when providing feedback or edits to 

the Report draft, whether the edit or feedback is supportable by research or the data that DOJ 

collects every year, whether the edit or feedback has a nexus to racial or identity profiling, and 

whether the edit or feedback contributes to the report’s logical cohesion. Board members are 

welcome to reach out to DOJ with any questions or items to discuss. 

Co-Chair Sierra thanked DAG Simpson and advised Board members to not include other Board 

members in their responses e-mails to DOJ staff, to comply with the Bagley-Keene Opening 

Meeting Act.  

Co-Chair Sierra next opened the floor for the subcommittees to provide updates about the topics 

covered in their sections of the Report: 

Stop Data Analysis  

Member Khadjavi reported that the Stop Data Analysis subcommittee met on May 27, 2025. The 

meeting was organized around DOJ updates and discussion of what data analyses could be 

conducted for this year’s Report, in light of new data that’s available beginning this year such as 

distinguishing vehicle stops from pedestrian and bicycle stops. DOJ Research Services raised 

questions about how to best organize the data, and the subcommittee conveyed its preference for 

framing the data around how groups of people are affected in light of the mission of the RIPA 

Board, in particular with an eye to race and ethnicity. 

The subcommittee also heard from DOJ Research Services (DOJRS) regarding possible new 

analyses of the 2024 stop data. Of note, the subcommittee considered grouping stops 

geographically, rather than statewide, to identify trends in particular region or agency. The 

subcommittee also considered reviewing the life cycle of a stop based on the type of actions that 

take place during a stop. Because it is not always possible to know the order the events due to the 

way the data is collected (e.g., while the data may show that a search and arrest occurred, it does 

not indicate whether the search occurred before the arrest), DOJRS asked the subcommittee to 

consider an inter-stop co-occurrence analysis (i.e., a co-occurrence analysis of how often data 

elements occur together), which could inform what actions are more likely to occur and in what 

types of stops.  

Additionally, in response to the subcommittee’s reiterated request that the RIPA data be publicly 

accessible through a data dashboard, there was an updated from DOJ regarding movement 



 

 

toward the development of a public data dashboard. Member Khadjavi shared that the 

subcommittee wants to share the note that public input and review could be a valuable part of the 

design process of a data dashboard. 

Regarding the 2026 Report draft, Member Khadjavi reported that during the subcommittee 

meeting, DOJ shared an outline of possible sub-analyses, including a geographic hotspot or 

concentration analysis to see if there are places or regions where there are disparities in the stop 

data (such as the use of consent searches, longer durations of stops, or disparate discovery rates); 

whether there are disparities among searches or other practices among different types of stops 

(i.e., vehicle stops versus pedestrian or bicycle stops); analysis of consent searches; and 

information about officers’ self-identified race. Member Khadjavi noted that one subcommittee 

member suggested looking at officers’ years of experience as a variable of interest, and that the 

outline is publicly available along with the meeting agenda.  

Accountability and Civilian Complaints 

Member Armaline reported that the Accountability and Civilian Complaints subcommittee met 

on May 27, 2025. DOJ gave a presentation on the draft Accountability and Civilian Complaints 

sections of the 2026 Report, and the subcommittee discussed and gave recommendations on 

those sections.  

Representatives from the Commission on Police Officer Standards and Training (POST) also 

attended the subcommittee meeting to discuss tabled recommendations regarding youth from the 

draft 2025 RIPA Report. As a reminder, the Board had previously discussed whether or not they 

should be collecting data regarding young adults. This would involve changing the data 

collection tools of law enforcement and some of the analysis of that data and tools by POST. For 

now, the Board will not be adding any additional data categories, although the conversation will 

continue.  

Regarding the draft 2026 Report, Member Armaline reported that the Accountability section will 

focus on two issue areas: First, the section will take a focused look at the topic of civilian 

oversight, including how those agencies can address racial and identity profiling and increase 

public safety. Specifically, this section will provide a brief history of civilian oversight, common 

goals of civilian oversight agencies, principles for effective oversight agencies, and an overview 

of the different types of oversight agencies, as well as an analysis looking at their work and 

impact across California to develop recommendations on how to best implement civilian 

oversight across the state. Second, the Accountability section will address Senate Bill 2 (SB 2) 

peace officer decertification. The second topic, SB 2, is a continuation of the subcommittee’s 

scholarly question from last year’s discussion regarding observable differences in the use of SB 2 

in various regions throughout the state. This year’s report will provide an updated analysis of the 

SB 2 data since the 2025 Report was published and include an analysis of regional differences. 

The subcommittee hopes this analysis will enable it to speak to some of the patterns in utilization 

of SB 2 across the state, how the SB 2 processes are going, and what could be done to make 

those processes better or more efficient. 



 

 

Member Armaline then reported that the Civilian Complaints section of the 2026 Report will 

include an analysis of the 2024 complaint data from law enforcement agencies in California, 

including the disposition of these complaints and a cross-year comparison. The Civilian 

Complaints section will also include an update on the Board’s recommendation to remove 

deterrent language from complaint forms, pertaining to the ongoing matter of Los Angeles Police 

Protective League v. City of Los Angeles (Cal. Cal. Case No. S275272). Finally, this section will 

contain additional recommendations regarding civilian complaints. 

State and Local Racial and Identity Policies 

Co-Chair Sierra reported that the State and Local Racial and Identity Policies subcommittee met 

on May 22, 2025. The meeting focused primarily on reviewing the policy outline for this year’s 

report. DOJ staff provided an overview of the Policies section, as it was drafted at that time. The 

subcommittee had a robust discussion about how public safety can be improved through a 

reduction in racial and identity profiling, as well as what the scope and definition of public safety 

should be from a community perspective. This discussion, along with further feedback provided 

by the subcommittee regarding the organization, structure, and scope of this year’s report, is 

reflected in the draft Report. 

With respect to the draft, Member Sierra reported that public safety is a very large topic in this 

year’s Report. The subcommittee is examining the ways in which public safety can be improved 

through a reduction in racial and identity profiling. In thinking about what public safety means to 

those in the community who are being impacted by these policies, in addition to some of the 

more traditional things like crime statistics, the subcommittee is proposing and showing why we 

need to expand that definition to be very explicit that there are additional factors that contribute 

to and take away from a community’s feeling of safety. This includes how the current and 

historical underpinnings of racial and identity profiling in the U.S. impact community safety. The 

draft also discusses how racial and identity profiling erodes public trust in law enforcement, can 

diminish civic engagement, and negatively impacts community members’ mental health. This 

was discussed in last year’s report with respect to youth, and now the subcommittee is going to 

expand that discussion more broadly. 

Second, considering the Board’s mandate to eliminate racial and identity profiling in law 

enforcement, the Policies draft continues to look at the data-driven research supporting the 

elimination of pretextual stops to improve public safety. This topic is woven through the other 

chapters of the report as well. In this year’s report, the Policies section is proposing to examine 

jurisdictions that have implemented data-driven reforms to pretextual stops. The section will 

provide detailed discussion into reforms implemented by a number of jurisdictions across the 

country, including in North Carolina, Virginia, and Los Angeles, and will look at what the data 

shows about whether those changes have been effective or made changes with respect to the 

disparities we see in racial and identity profiling.  

Finally, the Policies subcommittee is looking at how the deployment of concentrated law 

enforcement presence (also known as oversaturation policing) is related to racial and identity 

profiling and can negatively impact the sense of safety in a community where it is deployed. This 



 

 

section includes a discussion of how alternative enforcement technologies are often utilized in 

these concentrated areas and the role of racial and identity profiling in the deployment of these 

technologies. Some of those technologies are discussed in more depth, such as facial recognition, 

gunshot detection, and predictive policing technologies. The section will also include analysis of 

the 2024 RIPA data, examining what we’re seeing with respect to police interactions (i.e., are 

police influenced by perceived demographics of the individuals they encounter) and analyzing 

this data to identify whether there are patterns in the disparities that exist in how individuals are 

treated (e.g., how they’re stopped and what happens after the stops) based on perceived 

characteristics.  

Based on this analysis and the topics mentioned above, the subcommittee will provide policy 

recommendations.  

POST Training and Recruitment 

Member Kulkarni reported that the POST Training and Recruitment subcommittee met on May 

21, 2025. The subcommittee received an update from Member Diallo regarding his experience as 

a subject matter expert at the POST workshop on Assembly Bill 443 (AB 443), which includes 

the legislative mandate for POST to define “demonstrating bias” as a category of serious 

misconduct under SB 2. The subcommittee also received an update from Member Sierra 

regarding general communication and relationship building with POST in discussing meeting 

schedules and common legislative workload mandates. Member Kulkarni reported that Member 

Sierra plans to attend the POST Commission meeting in September 2025.  

Additionally, Member Kulkarni reported that a representative from POST provided an overview 

of the POST Field Training Program, which the subcommittee will review next year.  

Regarding the 2026 Report, there are four primary sections. First, the report details POST’s 

response to prior RIPA recommendations. During the May 21st meeting, the subcommittee asked 

POST what they supported and how it will be implemented, to understand how some of the 

Board’s concerns will be addressed. The subcommittee also asked questions regarding 

accountability, and POST agreed to give the Board updates and talk about how to evaluate the 

effectiveness of their trainings.  

Second, the report will provide an overview of the Board’s participation in POST-sponsored 

workshops (i.e., the AB 953 workshop on guidelines on racial and identity profiling and the AB 

443 workshop on the definition of biased conduct). Third, the report will review the Field 

Training Program, and fourth, it will provide recommendations to law enforcement agencies, 

POST, and the Legislature related to RIPA’s mandate of eliminating racial and identity profiling 

and provide the Board’s vision for future reports.  

Co-Chair Sierra thanked the subcommittees for their reports and opened the floor for questions. 

Hearing none, she moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

 



 

 

5. UPDATES BY THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

DAG Simpson informed the Board that they had an opportunity to provide public comment on a 

proposed regulation action being considered by the POST Commission to adopt Commission 

Regulation 1216 and, incorporated by reference, the POST Disciplinary Guidelines - Factors for 

Consideration of Penalty Related to Peace Officer Certification Actions 2025. The proposed 

regulation and incorporated disciplinary guidelines will help establish consistent guidelines for 

determining whether an act or acts of serious misconduct would warrant suspension or 

revocation of a subject peace offer’s certification. DAG Simpson reminded the Board that this 

was a subject it had commented and made recommendations on in the past, and that they, along 

with all members of the public, are permitted to provide public comment until August 4, 2025. 

The proposed regulation, proposed guidelines, and more information are available on POST’s 

website.  

DAG Simpson reminded Board members that, in the event they would like to submit a public 

comment, it will be in their individual capacity and not as a representative of the RIPA Board or 

as a RIPA Board member.  

DOJ Research Services Stop Data Presentation  

Dr. Eric van Holm, the lead DOJ Research Services (DOJRS) researcher on RIPA data, 

presented an overview of demographic analyses the data collected in 2024 that will used for the 

2026 Report. RIPA collects various information demographic information in stops including 

race, gender, sexual orientation, age, English fluency, disability, and housing status which is a 

new data element this year. The 2024 stop data comprises 5,065,428 stops collected from 533 

agencies. This represents an increase of 300,000 more stops in 2024 compared to 2023, despite a 

small decrease in the number of agencies. Year-to-year changes in both of these figures is 

normal—there is variation in past years’ data collections. A large portion of the increase in stops 

came from the California Highway Patrol (CHP), which recorded nearly 200,000 more stops, 

accounting for more than half of the increase in total stops in 2024. Seven agencies reported 

stops that hadn’t in prior years, however thirteen agencies did not report any stops in 2024. This 

often does happen for groups like District Attorney’s offices, where stops are irregular. DOJ staff 

is contacting all of those agencies to confirm that no stops occurred or whether there was a 

technical issue or validation error that stopped their data from coming through. 

Dr. van Holm next presented an overview of the total stops broken down by race and ethnicity, 

compared to the proportion of each racial group in California, to show which groups are stopped 

more than their percentage of the population would predict. The 2024 data show that the Black 

and Hispanic/Latine(x) demographics experienced higher rates of stops when compared to their 

total population in California, while Asians and Whites have fewer stops than predicted by their 

percentage of the population. The comparisons, as well as similar comparisons by age and 

gender, are substantially the same as last year. Dr. van Holm stated notable figures included that 

1% of those stopped were perceived to be LGB+, 7% were those with limited or no English 

fluency, and 1% were perceived to have a disability. New this year, 3.6% of stops were of people 

perceived to be unhoused.  



 

 

Many of the different variables and statistics collected as part of RIPA track together, showing a 

high correlation and telling a similar story. For instance, data points like calls for service and 

reason for stop have a high correlation. When looking at calls for service, people perceived as 

Black or Native American are more likely to be stopped as part of a call for service, as opposed 

to having the call be officer initiated, while stops of people perceived to be Asian and Middle 

Eastern are more likely to be officer-initiated. Similarly, when looking at reasons for stops, 

people perceived as Black or Native American have the lowest proportion of stops for traffic 

violations, which are officer-initiated. Put another way, people perceived as Black or Native 

American are more likely to be stopped based on reasonable suspicion or other reasons, 

compared to other groups.  

There are similar patterns across a lot of the other data points collected for RIPA. Many groups 

have relatively more muted differences in areas; however, those differences are larger for some 

groups. For instance, twice as many stops began as calls for service for individuals perceived to 

be LGB+, than those who are not. Differences were even larger for the disabled community—

over half of stops began as a call for service for those perceived to have a disability, and that is a 

substantially larger portion than those who are perceived to not have a disability. Only 8.4% of 

people who are perceived as not having a disability have stops beginning as a call for service, 

compared to 57% for those perceived as having a disability. For those perceived to have a 

disability, over half of stops were from a call for service whereas 40% of stops for those 

perceived to be unhoused were from calls for service. There were similar, but slightly less 

divergent differences among those perceived to be unhoused—41% of stops of people perceived 

as unhoused began as a call for service, while only 7.7% of stops of people perceived to have 

housing did. 

Dr. van Holm reported next on actions taken per stop. He stated that actions taken during stops 

are always an area of concern. Across all stops, on average, there were 0.63 actions taken. A 

large proportion of all stops (roughly three-fourths) have no actions that occur. But, different 

racial and ethnic groups have different experiences on average. People perceived to be Black or 

Native American were more likely to have stops that feature an action, bringing their average 

action to approximately 1 per stop. On the other hand, people perceived as Asian, Middle 

Eastern, or South Asian had closer to 0.25 actions take per stop on average. Other groups tend to 

hover around the average. Thus, when looking at actions taken during stops, we do see wide 

variations across perceived racial and ethnic groups. We also see significant differences when 

looking at actions across other identities. People perceived as LGB+ or unhoused had more than 

1 action taken per stop, on average. People perceived as unhoused had the highest rate in the 

data, with more than 2 actions per stop. Those differences are substantial, although they are 

perhaps telling a slightly different story than they might be at first glance. Looking at the average 

number of actions for stops that had at least one action taken, there was an average of 2.7 actions 

taken. Language and housing status make some difference, although those differences are more 

muted. The real difference lies in whether the stop had actions at all. For instance, people 

perceived as unhoused are much less likely to have a stop with no actions taken. When actions 

are taken, they are taken at a similar rate, but whether an action is taken diverges across different 

identity groups. 



 

 

To conclude his presentation, Dr. van Holm presented on results for stops for those who are 

perceived as unhoused. For people perceived as housed, 35% of stops resulted in a warning, 48% 

resulted in a citation, and 11% in arrest. People perceived as unhoused are less likely to receive a 

warning and had 40% of stops result in an arrest. Nearly half of all stops of people perceived as 

unhoused ended in an arrest, which is a similar proportion of people perceived as housed that 

received a citation. Dr. van Holm expressed appreciation for this new variable documenting 

perceived housing status, as it helps to explain some of the differences across stops. Dr. van 

Holm stated that it clearly does make a substantial different in understanding a stop to know 

whether someone is perceived as being housed or unhoused, so the new data is really useful. 

Dr. van Holm concluded his presentation and opened the floor for the Board to ask questions. 

Co-Chair Sierra asked whether DOJRS has already looked into, or is thinking about looking into, 

the potential causes or reasons for the increase in stops reported by CHP. Dr. van Holm 

responded that DOJRS could look into that, although it is hard to understand the data because 

most of what CHP does it traffic stops. It would be hard for DOJRS to understand from the RIPA 

data whether the increase in stops reported by CHP was because people were driving worse, 

CHP had different directives, or other reasons. DOJRS could look at other things, such as the 

geographic distribution of stops and whether they are potentially pretextual stops or if there are 

differences in the reason for stops this year, compared to past years. However, Dr. van Holm 

stated he was not sure if there was something DOJRS could clearly identify to explain why there 

were more stops, other than natural fluctuations in the data from year to year, hiring more 

officers, or different directives.  

Co-Chair Sierra expressed understanding and stated that the increase in stops may be more or 

less significant, depending on what other data statistics around that figure look like. She also 

noted that Member Greene is a CHP Captain and may have some ideas of what the Board could 

do to follow up and explain any differences that happened that year, such as any differences 

post-COVID. Co-Chair Sierra noted this might be something for the Stop Data subcommittee to 

explore. 

Member Forde asked whether there was a way to view the trajectory of change in the 

percentages and statistics, to understand where things are going. Dr. van Holm stated that, across 

all the data which consists of 5 million stops broken down by 7 demographics, there were no 

substantial or clear change from this year to last year. Dr. van Holm noted that this analysis 

could be incorporated to a public, online data dashboard in the future.  

Member Smith thanked DOJRS for the preliminary findings and asked if Dr. van Holm could say 

more about the types of actions that were bubbling up more than others—specifically, what types 

of actions arose more commonly, in particular for people who were perceived as unhoused, since 

they had more actions taken. Dr. van Holm stated that DOJRS will be able to provide an answer 

at a future meeting once they make progress on the co-occurrence analysis. Alternatively, Dr. 

van Holm offered to reach out separately to Member Smith. 

Member Khadjavi asked Dr. van Holm to provide examples of the types of actions taken during 

stops resulting from calls for service. Dr. van Holm stated that there are 38 actions that can be 



 

 

entered, ranging from handcuffing, various uses of force, types of searches, detentions, and 

different types of weapon discharges.  

Member Khadjavi asked whether ticketing and citations were considered as an action performed 

during a stop. Dr. van Holm stated that those would be recorded as results of a stop. In other 

words, whether a stop concludes as an arrest, citation, or warning is recorded separately from the 

actions taken during a stop. For example, because such a high proportion of stops of people 

perceived as unhoused result in an arrest, handcuffing is going to be a common correlate of 

having an arrest, which might alone explain some portion of the gap in averages among actions 

taken during stops, but this is something DOJRS can look into further.  

DAG Simpson added that a call for service is a stop made in response to a 911 call, radio call, or 

dispatch call, as opposed to an officer-initiated stop which results from the officer’s observations 

instead of a call for service. Additionally, actions taken during a stop are separated out into non-

force and force-related actions taken during a stop, so an officer filling out the stop data form 

will identify any non-force actions taken during a stop (such as asking for consent, asking for 

identification, curbside detention, or patrol car detention) and force actions taken during a stop 

(such as handcuffing, use of a baton, or use of an electric control device).  

Member Khadjavi thanked the DOJRS for their work so far. Additionally, she stated that it is 

very important that the RIPA Report be accessible to everyone, and that context for the data be 

included.  

Member Qazi asked, with respect to calls for service, if there was a way to determine whether 

there was any bias on the part of the reporting party. She shared that she has had cases where the 

reporting party’s perception of the person’s race or ethnicity played a substantial role in their 

calling for a law enforcement response. If it is not possible to determine within the data, Member 

Qazi asked if there is another data set or study somewhere in the report to compare and further 

tell the story behind disparities within calls for service.  

Dr. van Holm stated that the RIPA data does not record details about who makes a call for 

service; this is sometimes reported by individual cities, and it may be possible to do some sort of 

comparison there, although calls for service across different data sets are unlikely to match and 

there is no way to directly match them to the RIPA stop data. Dr. van Holm stated that, within 

the RIPA data, we can look at the demographics and, to some degree, the location of where those 

calls for service and stops related to them are occurring, but there is limited information within 

that data to understand the underlying reason for the call for service.  

Member Qazi stated that, within the school context, if there is a disparity in calls for service to 

schools and another study shows how youth of color are disproportionately disciplined (as was 

discussed in last year’s Report), the Board could help readers understand that there was some 

bias within that call for service to the school. Member Qazi asked whether there are other areas 

where the Board could make that connection, and Dr. van Holm stated that DOJRS could look 

into this. 



 

 

Hearing no additional questions, Co-Chair Sierra thanked Dr. van Holm and DOJRS and moved 

to public comment. 

6. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Michelle Wittig expressed appreciation for the new housed and unhoused data variable; her 

comment was intended to maximize the usefulness of that variable. Having observed that the 

police department in her hometown alleges that the data analyses are not very valid because they 

have not previously distinguished between housed and unhoused individuals, and acknowledging 

that the unhoused population is very large in some cities across California, Ms. Wittig asked 

whether the Board could ask DOJ to segment the housed and unhoused data further to look at 

racial disparities, using different benchmarks for those two groups. Ms. Wittig stated that she 

would not be surprised if the population of homeless individuals differs substantially from the 

housed population by race, so DOJ would have to make a determination of what the population 

of unhoused individuals looks like by race and, separately, what the housed population looks like 

by race. There is a complication because the U.S. Census website maintains that it includes 

unhoused individuals, as measured by clients as various services for unhoused individuals. 

However, the received wisdom is that this is an undercount. Maybe DOJ could make some 

determination about whether the benchmark it has been using has an adequate assessment of the 

unhoused, as well as the housed. Once that question is answered, the RIPA data could be 

segmented by housed and unhoused and could present a much better picture of whether these 

racial disparities are across the board or are concentrated in the unhoused population.  

Ray Kiddy stated that there is probably a community of people who are looking at this data, and 

asked if the Board could do something to support that community. For example, Mr. Kiddy 

stated that he has put his code for importing and running analyses of the RIPA data on GitHub. 

The Board could also create a GitHub repository and would not have to put anything it, other 

than allow people to use that as a public space for commenting on the data or asking questions 

about the data. Other agencies do use GitHub for their information, and Mr. Kiddy asked 

whether the Board would consider doing that. 

Co-Chair Sierra acknowledged a written comment in the chat from Jean, asking the Board to 

comment or provide its position on the Immigration Custom Enforcement (ICE) detentions 

occurring across the state over the last month.  

Karen Glover asked the Board where public input could be submitted for the data 

portal/dashboard.  

7. BREAK  

The Board adjourned for a ten-minute break and reconvened at approximately 11:45 a.m. Once a 

quorum was re-established, Co-Chair Sierra moved the meeting to its next agenda item. 

8. BOARD DISCUSSION OF PLANS FOR THE 2026 REPORT  

Before discussion began, Co-Chair Sierra reminded the Board and members of the public that the 

content to be discussed is an early draft of the 2026 RIPA Report. This meeting is a good 

opportunity to hear the various perspectives, opinions, and ideas that can be discussed in the next 



 

 

round of subcommittee meetings, then incorporated into the next draft of the Report. Co-Chair 

Sierra encouraged Board members to provide their input during this meeting or via email by the 

end of July, so that they can be incorporated into the next draft for discussion at the next Board 

meeting in October, which will likely be a very close-to-final draft. Co-Chair Sierra then opened 

the floor for Board discussion. 

Member Forde stated that he is curious about the trajectory of change over the last couple of 

years to assess what created the change and whether there has been an impact from policy 

changes, as it can help highlight positive impacts and areas of opportunity.  

Co-Chair Sierra responded that this is a really important issue, and the Board sees this issue as 

significant. Co-Chair Sierra stated that the Board has been working on this issue, but the Stop 

Data subcommittee may have a better sense of the issue. In general, the disparities the Board is 

seeing have unfortunately been consistent and large. For that reason, the Board has been looking 

at issues like training and limitations on training. However, training may not be the full answer, 

and the Board may need to make recommendations to limit officer discretion, for example 

through consensual searches and pretextual stops. This is something the Board needs to continue 

to look at very deeply each year, however it sounds like, other than the new data points, it is not 

necessarily that different than past years. 

Member Khadjavi agreed with Member Forde’s suggestion and stated that, although it did not 

come out in the subcommittee update, doing something longitudinal has been part of the 

discussion or recommendations for this year’s Report. Although it wasn’t part of the presentation 

today, we do have statewide data each year now. As a general reminder, there were waves of 

reporting agencies, meaning the largest agencies reported RIPA data first, followed each year by 

smaller agencies. This means, for the largest agencies such as CHP and LAPD, we now have 

many years of data. Member Khadjavi noted that there was a suggestion in line with Member 

Forde’s suggestion, in the Policies subcommittee, to look at the effect of changes to pretextual 

stop policies in jurisdictions such as Los Angeles. Member Khadjavi stated that this analysis 

could speak to the issue raised by Member Forde, and that longitudinal analysis could lie either 

in the Stop Data or Policies section of the Report. Member Khadjavi stated that this issue is 

really important because we see troubling statistics year after year, so we need change and this 

analysis is a starting place. 

Co-Chair Sierra stated that the issue is also incorporated into the section about oversight agencies 

and accountability, where the Board is exploring how different models of oversight impact and 

help to decrease racial and identity profiling.  

Member Forde stated that, in reviewing the POST section of the Report, he became curious 

about the training process of our civil servants. Member Forde stated that there is unconscious 

bias testing from Harvard University. In his work in the community and chaplaincy, Member 

Forde has encouraged new graduates, including nurses and physicians, take that test to help them 

understand their blind spots, as we all have them. Member Forde asked whether there would be a 

contribution by suggesting that this kind of a test be taken by peace officers in the academy, so 

there can be an assessment and training, particularly regarding some of the impacts of those 



 

 

experiences on the communities they serve. Specifically, Member Forde asked whether a 

diagnostic approach to preparing the next generation of peace officers for (1) awareness, and (2) 

specific training that could be held based on whatever the outcomes are. 

Co-Chair Sierra expressed appreciation for Member Forde’s perspective on this issue and asked 

for input from members of the POST Training and Recruitment subcommittee.  

Member Kulkarni, as a co-chair of the POST subcommittee, invited Member Forde to join the 

POST subcommittee. Member Kulkarni stated that she is very familiar with the Harvard 

unconscious bias study and test, but she is not sure if that particular study and test is included in 

POST training. With respect to peace officer training, there have been some good things added in 

recent years, but there continue to be some significant gaps that the subcommittee is trying to 

address, though they’ve had some positive movement in that regard. Much of the training is 

provided by the Museum of Tolerance (MOT), but it is unclear whether the MOT incorporates 

the Harvard implicit bias training in its content.  

DAG Simpson stated that the Board has looked at implicit bias in POST trainings in the past, 

including an assessment of whether POST and law enforcement agencies can develop a method 

to assess the effectiveness of training. That is one of the items the Board made recommendations 

on in the 2025 RIPA Report. Specifically, on page 137 of the Report, the Board made 

recommendations for POST to annually report on specific training outcome and performance 

measures and looking specifically at implicit bias metrics before and after the training to assess 

the effectiveness of the trainings. The Board also recommended that the Legislature fund an 

independent study, under the guidance of the RIPA Board, to assess the efficacy of POST’s 

racial and identity profiling training on attitudes, prejudices, and enforcement outcomes by 

officers.  

Co-Chair Sierra stated that, in the current draft 2026 Report, there are some ideas presented in 

ways that maybe POST can encourage law enforcement agencies to determine how effective the 

training was. Co-Chair Sierra stated that this could be an area for further input and discussion 

from Member Forde and the rest of the Board. 

Member Kulkarni added that she recently learned that a majority of officers around the state do 

not attend POST trainings, although she is not sure what the number is. In the Board’s last 

conversation with POST, there was a clarification that many departments do not use POST 

training for a variety of reasons, so it is not a universal requirement that officers within the state 

attend POST trainings, potentially due to cost and other issues. Thus, while the Board can have 

an impact on POST, it does not necessarily mean the Board is having an impact on all officers 

throughout the state. 

Co-Chair Sierra stated that she does not recall the numbers, however law enforcement agencies 

often use both POST and non-POST certified training, although she is not sure the breakdown of 

that. 

Member Smith thanked Member Forde for his question and welcomed him to the Board. He also 

thanked the DOJ staff and Board members who contributed in the subcommittees to help develop 



 

 

a holistic report. Member Smith uplifted an idea that was raised through public comment in the 

chat regarding concern about the presence of ICE in California communities. Member Smith 

stated that the Board is focused on state and local law enforcement but, given what is going on in 

our state right now, it would be helpful to think of a way to be responsive to what community 

members are experiencing and dealing with. The Board’s scope is to address issues of racial and 

identity profiling in law enforcement, and what is happening in these raids connects to racial, 

ethnicity, and national origin. Member Smith stated that people are being torn apart and 

kidnapped, and it is devastating. He encouraged the Board to think of some way to be responsive 

to that and, if possible, weave some language acknowledging that issue into the 2026 Report to 

make sure the Board meets the moment and is helpful to what people care about. Member Smith 

suggested several ways this topic could be incorporated in this year’s Report: 

1. A lot of interactions with community members occur through traffic stops, and there 

could be instances in which a traffic stop leads to some form of immigration 

enforcement, although this is not supposed to happen because California is a sanctuary 

state and many localities are sanctuary cities or counties like Los Angeles. The RIPA data 

includes a category showing referrals to immigration enforcement, so the Board could 

look at that to see if there were any such referrals, if it there are just one or two, because 

it is not supposed to be happening throughout California.  

2. There is a section in the current draft of the Report talking about automated enforcement 

technologies. A lot of localities throughout the state are rolling out cameras under the 

guise of advancing safety. There have been reports around the nation, as well as in 

California, of ICE and other federal law enforcement entities accessing the technology, of 

sanctuary cities and states to conduct immigration enforcement activities. This issue 

could be woven into the section in the 2026 Report talking about some of the problems 

with automated enforcement technologies, as a potential ripple effect that jurisdictions 

throughout the state should be aware of as they roll out these technologies at a rapid rate.  

More generally, Member Smith suggested the following for the 2026 Report:  

3. There is a section in the Report on pretextual stops, which talks about some of the 

problems with pretextual stops and how they undermine safety and potentially have 

negative consequences. The Board could consider integrating the relationship, or lack 

thereof, between pretextual stops and traffic safety outcomes, such as car accidents or 

fatal car crashes. Research strongly indicates that pretextual stops do not improve traffic 

safety outcomes over the course of time. This could be added to the section of the Report 

discussing pretextual stops. 

4. On page 13 of the Report, in the section discussing civilian oversight entities, Member 

Smith suggested softening the language about best practices and standardized metrics to 

say, “Best practices would benefit from standardized metrics,” rather than, “Best 

practices cannot be feasible created without standardized metrics,” so the Board does not 

unintentionally make too strong of a statement that could be used in a way they did not 

consider. 



 

 

Member Armaline seconded Member Smith’s recommendation. He stated that, as the Board has 

been talking today, a video went viral showing ICE Director Tom Homan saying that ICE is 

allowed to stop and temporarily detain anyone they wish without cause based on how they look. 

Member Armaline expressed that this statement is a literal description of racial and identity 

profiling a la stop-and-frisk, which has been ruled unconstitutional multiple times. Member 

Armaline stated that, as the Board is discussing the details of the RIPA data, the entire Fourth 

Amendment is being ripped apart. Accordingly, Member Armaline stated this should be a top-

line item in the RIPA Report.  He also raised concern that if RIPA does not make a clear 

statement in its 2026 Report, this entire conversation is put at risk by current federal policy and 

practice in the state of California, and the conversation will seem divorced from reality. He 

reminded the Board that it can contribute to the conversation, including the ideas proposed by 

Member Smith. Member Armaline also recommended that the Board speak with Attorney 

General Bonta, who was one of the first to respond to Director Homan’s statement, to ask how 

the Board can work with the Attorney General’s office to fight some of these practices in the 

state. Additionally, the Board could obtain data from law enforcement agencies about how many 

calls they’re getting about ICE since, for example, people may call police when someone 

impersonates an ICE agent or when an actual ICE agent refuses to leave a private property or 

produce a warrant. Member Armaline noted that this conversation should include people who are 

on the ground physically standing up to ICE. 

Member Kulkarni agreed with Members Smith and Armaline that ICE actions should be a focus 

of the 2026 Report. She stated that the California Values Act prevents cooperation between local 

law enforcement and ICE, yet LAist and CalMatters have both written pieces in the last ten days 

indicating that ten or eleven law enforcement agencies in California are providing license plate 

data to ICE in violation of that law. So, even though we believe we have these protections, our 

own law enforcement is violating California law. Member Kulkarni encouraged the Board to 

have a conversation with DOJ regarding these two new reports. Additionally, the Board should 

uplift the unconstitutionality of these efforts. Member Kulkarni stated that, if there is anything 

that unifies us as a nation, it is a belief in our Constitution and the rights it provides to citizens 

and all residents stated that our Constitution and its rights is provided to all residents, so for law 

enforcement of any kind to be actively violating the U.S. Constitution makes clear that we are 

living under authoritarian conditions seen under other fascist regimes. The Board, therefore, 

cannot do business as usual and needs to make sure that these items are top of line in the 

upcoming report.  

Member Diallo expressed appreciation for the discussion about ICE and the urgency of the 

moment. Thinking about ways the Board could incorporate this issue into the 2026 Report, given 

the Policies section’s emphasis on public safety, Member Diallo stated that the intersection of 

ICE and local law enforcement undermines public safety to the extent it chills community 

cooperation with law enforcement, the community’s willingness to report crimes, and, even to 

the extent that there are ICE enforcement actions at our courts and justice facilities, people 

participating as witnesses and engaging in the justice system. These actions fundamentally 

undermine local law enforcement’s efforts to build community bonds, which undermines public 

safety. Member Diallo suggested that this could be a way to incorporate the issue into the 2026 



 

 

Report and send a message in terms of how it affects public safety. In terms of policy 

recommendations, Member Diallo suggested emphasizing that California law enforcement 

agencies follow the law and how failure to do that undermines trust, public safety, and efforts to 

root out racial profiling and implicit bias. In the current moment, it is incumbent on local law 

enforcement to be consistent in their policies, to engage the community in terms of what the 

policies are regarding sanctuary state policies and individual agencies, to encourage community 

feedback in terms of how ICE may be prevented or getting additional roadblock for cooperation 

in the community and, ultimately, public safety. 

Member Qazi agreed that the Board should speak to the moment. She noted that, in terms of 

public trust, there is some talk about ICE wearing vests that say “police.” Although states do not 

have authority over what ICE wears, guidance and suggestions could be given. Member Qazi 

asked, other than responding through the Report, how the Board could respond. For example, 

could the Board issue a statement or conduct a special meeting or community townhall about this 

particular issue? Last week, a lawsuit was filed in the Central District about the profiling that is 

happening and tactics being used by ICE. A preliminary injunction was expected, so there is 

another mechanism for the Board to communicate those sentiments to the public? Secondly, 

Member Qazi noted that, as mentioned in the Report, POST adopted Option B for the definition 

of “biased misconduct,” which does not include inaction as bias. Member Qazi asked whether 

the Board could tie this sort of inaction of enforcing local law enforcement when it comes to 

people being profiled by federal authorities. 

DAG Simpson stated that, in the past, the Board has voted to send a letter to agencies about the 

Board’s position on other matters. This would require a vote at a publicly noticed meeting, the 

next of which would be in October. Additionally, as a reminder, the 2026 Report will be looking 

at data from police stops and complaints that occurred in 2024, and not current data from 2025, 

so the data analyses will be of stops that occurred before some of the recent changes the Board 

has discussed in this meeting. 

Co-Chair Sierra thanked DAG Simpson for the clarification and stated that this is an important 

piece to consider, although the Board can continue to look at this issue even though they may not 

have the data yet. Co-Chair Sierra suggested that the Board could talk about the data element 

documenting referrals to immigration, even though they don’t have the data from 2025 yet, since 

that data point seems very relevant to the general issues of racial profiling, as well as public 

safety and how people feel safe in the context of what people are living through, and what the 

impact is on people. Co-Chair Sierra suggested that DOJ staff could think about these issues for 

the different chapters of the 2026 Report and include discussion in every chapter where the topic 

is relevant.  

Member Qazi asked whether the reason the Board could not vote on taking any action in this 

meeting is because a vote was note agendized for this meeting. Co-Chair Sierra stated this was 

her understanding as well, and if the Board were to issue a statement or letter, the Board would 

want that drafted ahead of time so members could all consider it before voting. However, this 

could be agendized for the Board’s October meeting. 



 

 

Member Forde stated that Members Smith and Armaline spoke to an issue that is very critical in 

this moment, and it does feel like public safety is swiftly being eroded by ICE. Member Forde 

has observed ICE wearing vests that say “police” on multiple occasions, so if this is a false 

representation of the communities that the Board is trying to reconcile with, the work that is 

being done by the Board is being quickly rolled back. He expressed that the Board must address 

this issue quickly. 

Member Khadjavi thanked Board members for this call to action. She reminded Board members 

of suggestions raised by Board members in past discussions of how to better engage the public, 

including having pre-meetings or ways to build community, having community presentations 

including presentations by experts or Board members having a chance to share information. 

Member Khadjavi asked, based on those suggestions, whether there are ways the Board could set 

up some actions, such as hearing from community members testifying to the Board. For 

example, last year the Board brought in community members to talk about the Board’s work with 

respect to youth.  

Co-Chair Sierra asked what the required notice period is for subcommittee meetings. DAG 

Simpson responded that subcommittee meetings must be noticed at least 10 days in advance, 

however full board meetings, such as a meeting to vote on issuing a letter or comment, must be 

noticed 60 days in advance. Co-Chair Sierra stated that the Board could call a subcommittee 

targeted to these issues, including getting additional information and thinking through any action 

items the Board could do as a whole. Special Assistant Attorney General (SAAG) Damon Brown 

suggested that DOJ meet with Co-Chairs Sierra and Guerrero to present the panoply of options 

the Board may have, such as special meetings, subcommittee meetings, and Office of 

Community Awareness, Response, and Engagement (CARE) Community Briefings. Co-Chair 

Sierra stated that this would work well. 

Member Smith agreed and expressed excitement to work on this issue, but expressed concern 

that not all Board members could participate in the discussion if these issues were discussed in a 

subcommittee meeting.  

Member Khadjavi stated that all Board members can attend meetings, just as members of the 

public. Co-Chair Sierra stated this is her understanding as well, but there are limitations on the 

participation of non-subcommittee members, although they could be present and listen. 

Co-Chair Sierra stated that this has been a rich discussion. To the extent possible, given the 

urgency of these issues, DOJ staff should try to address some of these issues in the 2026 Report 

draft for discussion at the next round of subcommittee meetings. And, to the extent there is some 

data that is relevant to these issues, the Board could look at that data as a baseline if the Board 

continues to look at this issue next year. 

Hearing no further comments, Co-Chair Sierra moved to the next agenda item. 

9. PUBLIC COMMENT  

Ray Kiddy expressed appreciation for the work the Board has been doing. Ray has been looking 

at this data for four or five years and has found interesting things. As a member of the Santa 



 

 

Clara County Community Correction and Law Enforcement Monitoring Committee, Ray shared 

that county boards need to become more informed about what they can do at the county level. 

The RIPA information and resources it provides are really important, so we should all take 

advantage of that. 

10. DISCUSSION AND VOTE ON ACTION ITEMS  

Co-Chair Sierra stated that the Board’s discussion provided DOJ the guidance needed to 

accomplish the Board’s request. DAG Simpson confirmed and noted that the discussion and 

direction provided did not require a Board vote for them to proceed. 

11. NEXT STEPS  

Co-Chair Sierra noted that the prior agenda item effectively covered the Board’s next steps. She 

opened the floor for further discussion and upon hearing none moved to the next agenda item. 

12. ADJOURN 

Co-Chair Sierra thanked members of the public for their attendance and the DOJ for its support. 

She adjourned the meeting.at 12:55 p.m. 




