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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal reviews a writ proceeding concerning whether the City of Roseville
was required under the California Public Records Act to disclose additional body-camera, dashboard-
camera, and other recordings depicting a police shooting. The court holds that the superior court
correctly determined that more disclosure was required under Government Code section 7923.625, but
that the finding that disclosure would substantially interfere with an active investigation was not
supported by substantial evidence. The court vacates the ruling and directs the superior court to
conduct further proceedings, including an in camera review, to determine the extent of disclosure
required.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Government Code section 7923.625, subdivision (e)(1), requires disclosure of more than the
brief recordings depicting the seconds immediately before and after officers discharged firearms at a
person.

2. Whether the City established by clear and convincing evidence that additional disclosure would
substantially interfere with an active investigation under Government Code section 7923.625,
subdivision (a)(2).

3. Whether the City could rely on privacy redaction under section 7923.625, subdivision (b)(1), to withhold
additional recordings in their entirety.

4. Whether the superior court must conduct an in camera review to determine the extent of additional
disclosure required.

HOLDINGS

1. Government Code section 7923.625, subdivision (e)(1), requires disclosure of more than recordings
limited to the seconds immediately before and after a peace officer's firearm discharge. Recordings must
include sufficient surrounding context to permit a viewer to fully, completely, and accurately
comprehend the events captured.

2. The superior court's finding that additional disclosure would substantially interfere with an active
investigation was not supported by substantial evidence.

3. Under section 7923.625, subdivision (b)(1), an agency may alter a recording through redaction, blurring,
or audio distortion to protect a depicted person's privacy, but may not withhold the entire recording
under that provision merely because privacy interests are implicated. Complete withholding is governed
by subdivision (b)(2) and requires a showing that redaction cannot adequately protect the privacy
interest and that the interest outweighs disclosure.

4. The superior court must conduct further proceedings, including an in camera examination of the City's
unedited recordings, to determine the precise amount of additional disclosure required.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“we conclude: (1) the superior court correctly determined that subdivision (e) required more disclosure than
the City provided; (2) the superior court’s “active investigation” finding under subdivision (a) was not
supported by substantial evidence; and therefore, (3) the superior court must determine the extent of
additional disclosure required after conducting further proceedings, including an in camera review of the
City’s recordings” (at 2)



“There is no reason to believe that, with the passage of Assembly Bill No. 748, the Legislature sought merely
to require the disclosure of decontextualized, atomized data.” (at 20)

“The word “may” in subdivision (b)(1) does not grant to an agency the discretion to withhold a recording in
its entirety; it grants to an agency the discretion to alter a recording to protect the privacy interests of
someone depicted in the recording.” (at 24)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On April 6, 2023, Roseville Police Department officers responded to a park after receiving information that a
California Highway Patrol officer had been shot and that Eric J. Abril was armed and holding civilian hostages.
Multiple Roseville officers fired at Abril, who was wounded and captured; both hostages suffered gunshot
wounds, one fatally. The City released four 39-second body-camera clips and two radio-audio clips, but
Sacramento Television Stations sought broader recordings from the officers' arrival through Abril's apprehension
and the securing of the scene.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sacramento Television Stations Inc. requested additional police body-camera, dashboard-camera, radio, and
drone recordings relating to an April 6, 2023 officer-involved shooting. The Placer County Superior Court
concluded that Government Code section 7923.625, subdivision (e), required more disclosure than the City had
provided, but denied relief based on the active-investigation exemption in subdivision (a)(2). The Court of
Appeal issued an order to show cause, granted the writ petition, vacated the superior court's ruling, and directed
further proceedings including in camera review.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Issue a peremptory writ directing the Placer County Superior Court to vacate its October 2024 ruling that the
active-investigation exemption applies and to conduct further proceedings consistent with the opinion, including
an in camera examination of the City's recordings to determine the extent of additional disclosure required.
Sacramento Television Stations is entitled to costs in the proceeding.
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