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CLA RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the attached Resolutions (Rodriguez - Ryu Blumenfield,
C.F. No. 20-0002-S57 and Martinez - Price, C.F. No. 20-0002-S58) to include in the City’s
2019-2020 State Legislative Program SUPPORT for SB 1141 (Rubio), which would add coercive
control to the state’s definition of “abuse,” and further define conduct that constitutes coercive
control to include, among other things, isolating a victim from friends, relatives, or other sources
of support.
SUMMARY
On April 22, 2020, two Resolutions (Rodriguez - Ryu - Blumenfield, C.F. No. 20-0002-S57 and
Martinez - Price, C.F. No. 20-0002-S58) were introduced in support of SB 1141 (Rubio). The
Resolutions state that coercive control is an act or a pattern of acts of assault, threats, humiliation
and intimidation or other abuse that is used to harm, punish or frighten victims. The Resolutions
state that while physical domestic abuse is a crime, and the State has taken proactive steps to
combat it, new protocols are needed to address other forms of abuse such as coercive control.
The Resolutions state that SB 1141 would address this issue by making it a crime for a person to
deprive or violate the personal liberty of a spouse, cohabitant, fiance, or someone with whom the
person has an engagement or dating relationship, or someone who is the father or mother of the
offender’s child by means of coercive control. The Resolutions, therefore, seek an official position
of the City of Los Angeles to support SB 1141 (Rubio).
BACKGROUND
The State’s Domestic Violence Protection Act is designed to prevent acts of domestic violence,
abuse and sexual abuse, and to provide for the separation of persons involved in domestic violence
for a period long enough for them to seek a resolution. Key to this legislation is the definition of
“abuse,” which includes physical and psychological harm and is a significant factor in judicial
decisions related to restraining orders, child custody and the admissibility of evidence related to
domestic violence in specified criminal proceedings.
While existing legislation is broad and effective, more can be done to expand its protections. SB
1141 would expand the scope of the definition of abuse to include “coercive control,” a form of
physiological abuse where an abuser uses manipulation, humiliation, isolation, financial abuse,
stalking, gaslighting and occasional physical or sexual abuse to control their victim.
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The bill’s definition of coercive control specifically lists behaviors that may constitute coercive
control if specified elements are met. These behaviors include:
Isolating the victim from friends, relatives, or other sources of support;
Depriving the victim of basic necessities;
Controlling, regulating, or monitoring the victim’s movements, communications, daily
behavior, finances, economic resources, or access to services; and
Compelling the victim by force, threat of force, or intimidation to engage in conduct from
which the victim has a right to abstain or to abstain from conduct in which the victim has
a right to engage.
Proponents of this legislation argue that coercive control is pervasive, with over 40 percent of
people experiencing at least one form of coercive control in their lifetime. Proponents also state
that coercive behavior has long been recognized as domestic violence, and the State’s laws should
be updated to reflect this type of abuse.
This legislation is sponsored by the City Attorney’s Office, and supported by a number of advocacy
organizations, including Crime Victims United of California, Elizabeth House and Peace over
Violence.
BILL STATUS
02/29/2020
02/27/2020
05/16/2020
05/11/2020
05/13/2020

Introduced.
Referred to the Senate Committee on Public Safety.
From committee chair, with author’s amendments: Amend, and re
refer to the Committee on Public Safety.
Withdrawn from Committee. Re-referred to the Committee on
Rules and the Committee on the Judiciary.
Set for hearing on May 22.
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Analyst
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Attachments:

Resolution (Rodriguez - Ryu - Blumenfield, C.F. No. 20-0002-S57)
Resolution (Martinez - Price, C.F. No. 20-0002-S58)
SB 1141 (Rubio)
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), INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS
RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, any official position of the City of Los Angeles with respect to legislation,
rules, regulations or policies proposed to or pending before a local, state or federal governmental
body or agency must have first been adopted in the form of a Resolution by the City Council with
the concurrence of the Mayor; and
WHEREAS, while physical domestic abuse is a crime and the state has taken proactive
steps to combat it, the law is weak when it comes to some non-physical forms of abuse, such as
coercive control; and
WHEREAS, coercive control is an act or a pattern of acts of assault, threats, humiliation
and intimidation or other abuse that is used to harm, punish, or frighten victims; and
WHEREAS, abusers use coercive control to make their victims dependent by isolating
them from outside support, exploiting them, depriving them of independence and regulating their
everyday behavior; and
, WHEREAS, coercive control creates invisible chains and a sense of fear that pervades all
elements of a victim’s life, and deprives them of their personal liberty; and
WHEREAS, as society’s understanding of domestic abuse grows to include things like
coercive control, laws must be changed as well; and
WHEREAS, SB 1141 (Rubio) would address this issue by making it a crime for a person
to deprive or violate the personal liberty of a spouse, cohabitant, fiance, someone with whom the
person has an engagement or dating relationship, or someone who is the father or mother of the
offender’s child by means of coercive control; and
WHEREAS, this bill would expand protections for victims, and ensure that abusers face
justice, no matter what type of abuse they employ;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, with the concurrence of the Mayor, that by the
adoption of this Resolution, the City of Los Angeles hereby includes in its 2019 - 2020 State
Legislative Program SUPPORT for SB 1141 (Rubio) which would make it unlawful for a person
to deprive or violate the personal liberty of a spouse, cohabitant, fiance, someone with whom the
person has an engagement or dating relationship, or someone who is the father or mother of the
offender’s child by means of coercive control.
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KULES, ELECTIONS. INTERGOVERNMENTALRELATIONS
RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, any official position of the City of Los Angeles with respect to legislation, rules, regulations
or policies proposed to or pending before a local, state or federal governmental body or agency must
have first been adopted in the form of a Resolution by the City Council with the concurrence of the
Mayor; and
WHEREAS, while physical domestic abuse is a crime and the state has taken proactive steps to combat
it, the law needs new protocols when addressing other forms of abuse, such as coercive control as
recommended in SB 1141 (Rubio); and
WHEREAS, coercive control is an act or a pattern of acts of assault, threats, humiliation and
intimidation or other abuse that is used to harm, punish, or frighten victims; and
WHEREAS, abusers use coercive control to make their victims dependent by limiting their
independence or dependence of others, exploiting them, and influencing their behavior; and
WHEREAS, coercive control instills fear in victims, and gives the abuser power to dictate every aspect
of the victim’s life, and deprives them of their personal liberty; and
WHEREAS, as governments become more educated on all scopes of domestic abuse, laws must be
changed to reflect their new understanding; and
WHEREAS, SB 1141 (Rubio) brings the state laws to understand and support victims of coercive control
by making it a crime for a person to deprive or violate the personal liberty of a spouse, cohabitant, fiance,
someone with whom the person has an engagement or dating relationship, or someone who is the father
or mother of the offender’s child by non-physical means stated in the bill; and
WHEREAS, this bill would expand protections for victims, and hold abusers accountable to a larger
scope, if not all forms of abuse;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, with the concurrence of the Mayor, that by the adoption of
this Resolution, the City of Los Angeles hereby includes in its 2019 - 2020 State Legislative Program
SUPPORT for SB 1141 (Rubio) which would make it unlawful for a person to deprive or violate the
personal liberty of a spouse, cohabitant, fiance, someone with whom the person has an engagement or
dating relationship, or someone who is the father or mother of the offender’s child by means of coercive
control.
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AMENDED IN SENATE MAY 6, 2020

SENATE BILL

No. 1141

Introduced by Senator Rubio
(Coauthor: Assembly Member Lackey)
February 19, 2020

An act to add Section 273.55 to the Penal amend Sections 3044, 6203,
and 6320 of, and to add Section 6204 to, the Family Code, relating to
coercive control.
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 1141, as amended, Rubio. Deprivation of personal liberty:
Domestic violence: coercive control.
Existing law establishes the Domestic Violence Prevention Act for
the purpose ofpreventing acts of domestic violence, abuse, and sexual
abuse and providing for a separation of the persons involved in the
domestic violence for a period sufficient to enable those persons to seek
a resolution of the causes of the violence. Existing law, for purposes of
that act, defines “abuse” to mean, among other things, sexual assault.
This bill would add coercive control to that definition. The bill would
further define conduct that constitutes coercive control to include,
among other things, isolating a victim from friends, relatives, or other
sources of support. The bill would provide that coercive control only
applies with respect to victims of domestic violence.
Existing law requires a family court to determine the best interests
of a child in deciding child custody in specified proceedings and
establishes a rebuttable presumption that an award of child custody to
a person who has perpetrated domestic violence is detrimental to the
best interests of the child. In overcoming that presumption, existing law
requires the court to consider specifiedfactors, including whether the
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perpetrator of domestic violence has committed any further acts of
domestic violence. Existing law authorizes a court to issue an ex parte
order enjoining a partyfrom engaging in specified acts against another
party, including threatening or harassing that party, and, in the
discretion of the court, against other named family or household
members. A violation of this court order constitutes contempt of court,
which is punishable as a misdemeanor.
This bill would, for purposes of a family court determining child
custody in those proceedings, provide that coercive control is evidence
ofperpetration ofdomestic violence. The bill would, additionally, permit
a court's ex parte order enjoining a party from engaging in specified
acts to enjoin that party from coercively controlling another. Because
a violation of that court order would constitute contempt of court and
would therefore be a crime, the bill would impose a state-mandated
local program.
The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local
agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state.
Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that
reimbursement.
This bill wouldprovide that no reimbursement is required by this act
for a specified reason.
Under existing law, a person who willfully inflicts corporal injury
resulting in a traumatic condition upon a spouse, cohabitant, fiance,
someone with whom the person has an engagement or dating
relationship, or someone who is the father or mother of the offender’s
child, is guilty of a felony, punishable in a county jail for not more than
1 year, by imprisonment in the state prison for 2, 3, or 4 years, or by a
fine of up to $6,000, or by both that fine and imprisonment.
This bill would make it unlawful for a person to deprive or violate
the personal liberty of a spouse, cohabitant, fiance, someone with whom
the person has an engagement or dating relationship, or someone who
is the father or mother of the offender’s child by means of coercive
control.—The bill would make coercive control punishable by
imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year, by imprisonment
in the state prison for 16 months, 2 or 3 years, or by a fine not exceeding
$1,000, or by both that fine and imprisonment. If a violation occurs
within 7 years of a previous conviction of this crime or other specified
crimes involving domestic violence, the bill would make the crime
punishable by imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year, by
imprisonment in the state prison for 2, 3, or 4 years, or by a fine not
98
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exceeding $10,000, or by both that fine and imprisonment. By creating
a new crime, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
The California Constitution ~ requires the state to reimburse local
agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state.
Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.
This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act
for a specified reason.
Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes.
State-mandated local program: yes.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
1
SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the
2 following:
3
(a) Coercive control is a form of abuse rooted in societal
4 inequalities and replicated with devastating effects in intimate
5 partner relationships when one partner’s autonomy is subordinated
6 to the will of the other partner.
7
(b) Coercive control deprives victims of their personal liberty
8 through a pattern of behavior that does not always include physical
9 violence but that still causes lasting harm to a victim.
10
(c) This bill is intended to provide redress for the harm of
11 coercive control in intimate partner relationships by giving a name
12 to the specific liberty deprivations inherent in coercively
13 controlling behavior.
14
(d) This bill is not intended to override the findings and
15 declarations as stated in the legislative history of the Domestic
16 Violence Prevention Act.
17
(e) In restricting the application of coercive control to a
18 specified category of victims, this bill is not meant to limit or alter
19 existingprotections afforded by the Domestic Violence Prevention
20 Act to victims, as defined in Section 6211.
21
SEC. 2. Section 3044 of the Family Code is amended to read:
22
3044. (a) Upon a finding by the court that a party seeking
23 custody of a child has perpetrated domestic violence within the
24 previous five years against the other party seeking custody of the
25 child, or against the child or the child’s siblings, or against any
26 person in subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) of
27 Section 3011 with whom the party has a relationship, there is a
28 rebuttable presumption that an award of sole or joint physical or
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legal custody of a child to a person who has perpetrated domestic
violence is detrimental to the best interest of the child, pursuant
to Sections 3011 and 3020. This presumption may only be rebutted
by a preponderance of the evidence.
(b) To overcome the presumption set forth in subdivision (a),
the court shall find that paragraph (1) is satisfied and shall find
that the factors in paragraph (2), on balance, support the legislative
findings in Section 3020.
(1) The perpetrator of domestic violence has demonstrated that
giving sole or joint physical or legal custody of a child to the
perpetrator is in the best interest of the child pursuant to Sections
3011 and 3020. In determining the best interest of the child, the
preference for frequent and continuing contact with both parents,
as set forth in subdivision (b) of Section 3020, or with the
noncustodial parent, as set forth in paragraph (1) of subdivision
(a) of Section 3040, may not be used to rebut the presumption, in
whole or in part.
(2) Additional factors:
(A) The perpetrator has successfully completed a batterer’s
treatment program that meets the criteria outlined in subdivision
(c) of Section 1203.097 of the Penal Code.
(B) The perpetrator has successfully completed a program of
alcohol or drug abuse counseling, if the court determines that
counseling is appropriate.
(C) The perpetrator has successfully completed a parenting
class, if the court determines the class to be appropriate.
(D) The perpetrator is on probation or parole, and has or has
not complied with the terms and conditions of probation or parole.
(E) The perpetrator is restrained by a protective order or
restraining order, and has or has not complied with its terms and
conditions.
(F) The perpetrator of domestic violence has committed further
acts of domestic violence.
(c) For purposes of this section, a person has “perpetrated
domestic violence” when the person is found by the court to have
intentionally or recklessly caused or attempted to cause bodily
injury, or sexual assault, or to have placed a person in reasonable
apprehension of imminent serious bodily injury to that person or
to another, or to have engaged in behavior involving, but not
limited to, threatening, striking, harassing, destroying personal
98
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property, coercively controlling as described in Sections 6203 and
6204, or disturbing the peace of another, for which a court may
issue an ex parte order pursuant to Section 6320 to protect the
other party seeking custody of the child or to protect the child and
the child’s siblings.
(d) (1) For purposes of this section, the requirement of a finding
by the court shall be satisfied by, among other things, and not
limited to, evidence that a party seeking custody has been convicted
within the previous five years, after a trial or a plea of guilty or no
contest, of a crime against the other party that comes within the
definition of domestic violence contained in Section 6211 and of
abuse contained in Section 6203, including, but not limited to, a
crime described in subdivision (e) of Section 243 of, or Section
261, 262, 273.5, 422, or 646.9 of, the Penal Code.
(2) The requirement of a finding by the court shall also be
satisfied if a court, whether that court hears or has heard the child
custody proceedings or not, has made a finding pursuant to
subdivision (a) based on conduct occurring within the previous
five years.
(e) When a court makes a finding that a party has perpetrated
domestic violence, the court may not base its findings solely on
conclusions reached by a child custody evaluator or on the
recommendation of the Family Court Services staff, but shall
consider any relevant, admissible evidence submitted by the parties.
(f) (1) It is the intent of the Legislature that this subdivision be
interpreted consistently with the decision in Jaime G. v. H.L. (2018)
25 Cal.App.5th 794, which requires that the court, in determining
that the presumption in subdivision (a) has been overcome, make
specific findings on each of the factors in subdivision (b).
(2) If the court determines that the presumption in subdivision
(a) has been overcome, the court shall state its reasons in writing
or on the record as to why paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) is
satisfied and why the factors in paragraph (2) of subdivision (b),
on balance, support the legislative findings in Section 3020.
(g) In an evidentiary hearing or trial in which custody orders
are sought and where there has been an allegation of domestic
violence, the court shall make a determination as to whether this
section applies prior to issuing a custody order, unless the court
finds that a continuance is necessary to determine whether this
section applies, in which case the court may issue a temporary
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custody order for a reasonable period of time, provided the order
complies with Section 3011, including, but not limited to,
subdivision (e), and Section 3020.
(h) In a custody or restraining order proceeding in which a party
has alleged that the other party has perpetrated domestic violence
in accordance with the terms of this section, the court shall inform
the parties of the existence of this section and shall give them a
copy of this section prior to custody mediation in the case.
SEC. 3. Section 6203 of the Family Code is amended to read:
6203. (a) For purposes of this act, “abuse” means any of the
following:
(1) To intentionally or recklessly cause or attempt to cause
bodily injury.
(2) Sexual assault.
(3) To place a person in reasonable apprehension of imminent
serious bodily injury to that person or to another.
(4) To engage in any behavior that has been or could be enjoined
pursuant to Section 6320.
(5) To engage in coercive control, as specified in Section 6204.
(b) Abuse is not limited to the actual infliction of physical injury
or assault.
SEC. 4. Section 6204 is added to the Family Code, to read:
6204. (a) A person’s conduct constitutes coercive control if
the person intentionally, or with reckless disregard of the
consequences, engages in a pattern of behavior that interferes
with the will of the victim with the intent to cause the victim severe
emotional distress or that a reasonable person would know would
be likely to cause the victim severe emotional distress, the victim
does suffer severe emotional distress, and the person’s conduct is
not reasonable under the circumstances.
(b) Examples of conduct that may constitute coercive control
include, but are not limited to, all of the following:
(1) Isolating the victim from friends, relatives, or other sources
of support.
(2) Depriving the victim of basic necessities.
(3) Controlling, regulating, or monitoring the victim’s
movements, communications, daily behavior, finances, economic
resources, or access to services.
(4) Compelling the victim by force, threat of force, or
intimidation to engage in conduct from which the victim has a
98
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1 right to abstain or to abstain from conduct in which the victim has
2 a right to engage.
3
(c) Coercive control may be committed directly, indirectly, or
4 through the use of third parties, and by means of any
5 instrumentality, including, but not limited to, electronic
6 communication devices.
7
(d) Paragraph (5) ofsubdivision (a) ofSection 6203 only applies
8 to a victim as defined in Section 13700 of the Penal Code.
9
SEC. 5. Section 6320 of the Family Code is amended to read:
10
6320. (a) The court may issue an ex parte order enjoining a
11 party from molesting, attacking, striking, stalking, threatening,
12 sexually assaulting, battering, credibly impersonating as described
13 in Section 528.5 of the Penal Code, falsely personating as described
14 in Section 529 of the Penal Code, coercively controlling as
15 described in Sections 6203 and 6204, harassing, telephoning,
16 including, but not limited to, making annoying telephone calls as
17 described in Section 653m of the Penal Code, destroying personal
18 property, contacting, either directly or indirectly, by mail or
19 otherwise, coming within a specified distance of, or disturbing the
20 peace of the other party, and, in the discretion of the court, on a
21 showing of good cause, of other named family or household
22 members.
23
(b) On a showing of good cause, the court may include in a
24 protective order a grant to the petitioner of the exclusive care,
25 possession, or control of any animal owned, possessed, leased,
26 kept, or held by either the petitioner or the respondent or a minor
27 child residing in the residence or household of either the petitioner
28 or the respondent. The court may order the respondent to stay away
29 from the animal and forbid the respondent from taking, transferring,
30 encumbering, concealing, molesting, attacking, striking,
31 threatening, harming, or otherwise disposing of the animal.
32
(c) This section shall become operative on July 1, 2014.
33
SEC. 6. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to
34 Section 6 ofArticle XIIIB of the California Constitution because
35 the only costs that may be incurred by a local agency or school
36 district will be incurred because this act creates a new crime or
37 infraction, eliminates a crime or infraction, or changes the penalty
38 for a crime or infraction, within the meaning of Section 17556 of
39 the Government Code, or changes the definition ofa crime within
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the meaning of Section 6 of Article XIIIB of the California
Constitution.
SECTION 1.—Section 273.55 is added to the Penal Code,
immediately following 273.5, to read:
273.55.—(a) It is unlawful for a person to deprive or violate the
personal liberty of a victim by means of coercive control. A person
who violates this section is guilty of coercive control, punishable
by imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year, by
imprisonment in the state prison, or by a fine not exceeding one
thousand dollars ($1,000), or by both that fine and imprisonment,
except that a violation of this section that occurs within seven years
of a previous conviction of this section, subdivision (a) of Section
273.5, or subdivision (e) of Section 243, is punishable by
imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year, by
imprisonment in the state prison for two, three, or four years, or
by a fine not exceeding ten thousand dollars ($10,000), or by both
that fine and imprisonment.
(b) For purposes of this section, the following terms have the
following meanings:
(1) To “deprive or violate the personal liberty of a victim” means
substantial and sustained restriction of the victim’s personal liberty
through a course of conduct.
(2) “Personal liberty” includes, but is not limited to, liberty of
association, movement, labor, daily behavior, access to or use of
one’s personal finances or financial information, or access to
services.
(3) For purposes of this section, “course of conduct” means two
or more acts occurring over a period of time, however short,
evidencing a continuity of purpose that includes, but is not limited
to, acts of violence, force, fear, stalking, duress, isolation, abuse
or threatened abuse of legal process, fraud, deceit, economic abuse,
coercion, or threat of unlawful injury to the victim or another
person under circumstances where the person receiving or
apprehending the threat reasonably believes that it is likely that
the person making the threat will carry it out.
(4) “Coercion” means a scheme, plan, or pattern intended to
cause a person to believe that failure to perform an act will result
in harm to any person. Among the circumstances that may be
considered in determining whether a person engages in coercive
control are that the person does any of the following:
98
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(A) Isolates the victim from friends, relatives, or other sources
of support.
(B) Deprives the victim of basic necessities.
(C) Controls the victim’s finances or daily behavior.
(D) Monitors the victim’s movement through electronic devices.
(5) “Duress” means a direct or implied threat of force, violence,
danger, hardship, retribution, or harm sufficient to cause a
reasonable person to acquiesce in or perform an act that they would
otherwise not have submitted to or performed, a direct or implied
threat to destroy, conceal, remove, confiscate, or possess an actual
or purported passport or immigration document of the victim, or
knowingly destroying, concealing, removing, confiscating, or
possessing an actual or purported passport or immigration
document of the victim.
(6) “Harm” includes any harm, whether physical or nonphysical,
including psychological, financial, or reputational harm that is
sufficiently serious, under all of the surrounding circumstances,
to compel a reasonable person in the same circumstances to
perform an act or refrain from performing an act in order to avoid
incurring that harm.
(7) (A) “Victim” means a person who is any of the following:
(1) The offender’s spouse or former spouse.
(ii) The offender’s cohabitant or former cohabitant.
(iii) The offender’s fiance or someone with whom the offender
has, or previously had, an engagement or dating relationship, as
defined in Section 243.
(iv) The mother or father of the offender’s child.
(B) Holding oneself out to be the spouse of the person with
whom one is cohabitating is not necessary to constitute cohabitation
as that term is used in this section.
(C) A person shall be considered the father or mother of another
person’s child if the alleged male parent is presumed the natural
father under Sections 7611 and 7612 of the Family Code.
(c) (1) For purposes of this section, coercive control may be
committed directly, indirectly, or through the use of third parties
and by means of any instrumentality, including, but not limited
to, electronic communication devices.
(2) For—purposes—of—this—subdivision,—an—“electronic
communication device” includes, but is not limited to, telephones,
cellular phones, computers, video recorders, fax machines, or
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pagers. “Electronic communication” has the same meaning as
defined in Section 629.51.
(d) Expert testimony on intimate partner battering is admissible
in a case brought under this section, subject to Section 350 of the
Evidence Code.
SEC. 2. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to
Section 6 of Article XIIIB of the California Constitution because
the only costs that may be incurred by a local agency or school
district will be incurred because this act creates a new crime or
infraction, eliminates a crime or infraction, or changes the penalty
for a crime or infraction, within the meaning of Section 17556 of
the Government Code, or changes the definition of a crime within
the meaning of Section 6 of Article XIIIB of the California
Constitution.
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