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Introduction
In 2016, the Fremont City Council considered preliminary research and
information prepared by City staff regarding rent control and just‐cause
eviction programs in California and requested additional information
about such programs to help inform their discussion of the issue. The
City requested Management Partners’ assistance in providing more in‐
depth information regarding rent control and just‐cause eviction policies,
options as well as program costs.
City staff met with tenant and landlord organizations in 2016 to gather
input from stakeholders concerning potential program changes. As stated
in a report to the City Council on September 27, 2016, staff was unable to
identify much common ground. The tenant group believes a much
stronger and binding rent control and just cause eviction ordinance is
necessary while the landlord group believes some improvements to the
Residential Rental Increase Dispute Resolution Ordinance would be
sufficient.
At the September 27, 2016 meeting, Council directed staff to research rent
control (also known as rent stabilization or rent regulation) and just‐cause
(or just) evictions and develop options for consideration. The City
Council approved a motion directing staff to:
 Investigate the operational impacts of rent control and just‐cause
ordinances,
 Create optional models for an ordinance that meets City‐specific
needs, and
 Present possible revisions to the existing Residential Rent Increase
Dispute Resolution Ordinance (RRIDRO).
The City of Fremont subsequently engaged Management Partners to
assist in the analysis of rent control and just‐cause eviction ordinances.
Management Partners has undertaken this type of work for the cities of
San Jose, Santa Rosa, Burlingame and Richmond in the past two years.
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This report includes four major sections:
1. Background, which briefly sets the context for this report;
2. Overview of rent control/just‐cause eviction ordinances, which
provides a general overview of rent control and just‐cause
eviction ordinances;
3. Rent control and just‐cause eviction program elements, which
includes information on the costs and staffing requirements to
operate rent control programs; and
4. Rent intervention alternatives (three options), which describes
three possible options the City of Fremont may pursue as it
determines next steps.
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Background
Tenant displacement and issues related to the condition and availability
of rental housing continue to be a focus of residents and local government
officials in the Bay Area and various cities in Southern California. Rising
rents in metropolitan regions have sparked discussions regarding local
government roles and responsibilities in rental housing markets as well
as actions by residents.

November 2016 Election
The November 2016 election had nine ballot measures related to
apartment rent control in seven California cities and one mobile home
rent stabilization measure. All of the apartment rent control measures
were proposed in Bay Area cities.
Table 1 below provides an overview of the nine rent control and tenant
eviction ballot measures considered in the 2016 election. Most of the
measures were placed on the ballot through a public petition; almost all
of them included both rent stabilization and tenant eviction protections.
Rent stabilization measures passed in five cities and failed in two cities.
Roughly half of the measures were new, while half were modifications of
existing rental programs. The cities of Alameda and Mountain View each
had two different rent control and mediation ballot measures proposed.
In both cities, the public initiated a rent stabilization and tenant eviction
protection measure while the city councils placed a tenant‐landlord
mediation measure on the ballot as an alternative. The results were split,
with Alameda voters favoring the mediation program and Mountain
View establishing a rent control program.
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Overview of November 2016 Rent Control Measures

City

Measure

Components

Initiated By

New Measure or
Modification

Pass?
Y/N

Alameda

Measure M1

Limits rent increases,
provides eviction control,
and requires certain
relocation benefits

Public

Modification

No

Alameda

Measure L1

Requires mediation for
large rent increases,
establishes eviction
control, requires certain
relocation benefits

City Council

Modification

Yes

Burlingame

Measure R

Repeals earlier ordinance
prohibiting regulation of
rents by the city and
establishes rent control
program

Public

New

No

East Palo Alto

Measure J

Streamlines administrative
processes behind existing
rent control ordinance

City Council

Modification

Yes

Mountain View

Measure V

Charter amendment
establishing a rent and
eviction control program

Public

New

Yes

Mountain View

Measure W

Alternative program
requiring landlord‐tenant
mediation in lieu of rent
control

City Council

New

No

Oakland

Measure JJ

Extends existing rent
control program to cover
all buildings occupied prior
to 1996. Original
ordinance covered units
occupied prior to 1980.

Public

Modification

Yes

Richmond

Measure L

Establishes traditional rent
and eviction control
program under a rent
board assigned by the City
Council

Public

New

Yes

San Mateo

Measure Q

Rent and eviction control

Public

New

No

Source: Ballotpedia.org, City websites, and local newspapers and voter resources.
Note: Table does not include mobile home rent measures.

4

Rent Control and Just‐Cause Eviction: Review of Programs
Background

Management Partners

Table 2 summarizes City Council actions on rental housing issues over
the past year in the Bay Area.
Overview of Recent Bay Area City Council Rent Control Activities
City

Components

Date

Pacifica

Established an interim
ordinance for rent and eviction
control. A permanent measure
is planned for the ballot in
November 2017.

April 2017
(Second reading of
ordinance in May)

San Jose

Created interim ordinance
modifying existing rent control
ordinance to reduce maximum
increase allowed. Staff was
instructed to return with long‐
term options for rent control,
eviction protection, and anti‐
retaliation ordinances.

April 2016

San Jose

Approved an ordinance that
defines eviction controls for
rent stabilized units only.
(Other possible changes to
existing rent control programs
are under development.)

April 2017

Santa Rosa

Established a rent and eviction
control program but placed it
on hold pending a special
election on a measure
submitted by City Council in
response to a referendum
petition created by opponents.
The special election was held
on June 6, 2017 and voters
rejected the measure. The
election results ended the rent
control program.

August 2016 and June
2017

Union City

Established eviction controls.
Council instructed staff to
return with a proposal
providing non‐binding
mediation on large rent
increases.

April 2017
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Fremont Rental Housing Profile
The Fremont City Council received the Report to Council on Rent
Control, Just‐Cause Eviction and Other Options for Promoting Affordable
Rental Housing on September 27, 2016. In the report, staff provided a
high‐level overview of the advantages and disadvantages of
implementing rent control and just‐cause for eviction programs. Quoting
from a report prepared by the Legislative Analyst’s Office, Staff noted
that between 2010 and 2016 the, “…imbalance between demand and
supply has resulted in high costs for both rental and for‐sale housing in
the Bay Area and the rest of the State.”
After declines in rents in 2008 and 2009 the average rental cost of a two‐
bedroom, one‐bathroom apartment in Fremont increased 64% (or almost
13% per year) between 2010 and 2015. More recently, between June 2015
and June 2016, rent increases moderated to an annual rate of 3.9%.1
Table 3 provides an overview of housing stock in Fremont. These five‐
year estimates are from the American Community Survey, which is a
collection of population, housing, and workforce data provided by the
U.S. Census Bureau. Estimates are based on 60 months of data during the
periods of 2006 to 2010 and 2011 to 2015. The estimates show that the
number of housing units has increased slightly between 2010 and 2015
across all categories except housing with three or more units.
Overview of Fremont Housing Stock for 2006 through 2010 and 2011 through 2015
American Community Survey
5‐Year Estimates
20101

Data

20152

Total Housing Units

74,218

75,420

Total Occupied Units

68,969

72,684

Owner Occupied Units

44,684

45,144

Renter Occupied Units

24,285

27,540

Housing with 3 or more units

19,643

19,151

Source: American Community Survey 5‐year estimates.
1The 2010 estimate includes data collected from 2006 through 2010.
2The 2015 estimate includes data collected from 2011 through 2015.
Note: The American Community Survey estimates for housing units and housing tenure (owner or renter occupied) have a margin of error
less than 4%. The data on housing with 3 or more units has a larger margin of error of 8% for both estimates.

City of Fremont, City Council Meeting, Report to Council on Rent Control, Just‐Cause Eviction
and Other Options for Promoting Affordable Rental Housing, dated September 27, 2016.

1
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Figure 1 shows the percentage of occupied housing units occupied by
owners and renters according to the American Community Survey’s 2015
five‐year estimates. Renters occupy approximately 38% of total occupied
housing in Fremont.
Fremont Percent of Occupied Housing Units Occupied by Owners versus Renters for 2011
through 2015

38%

62%

Percent of Owner Occupied Housing Units
Pecent of Renter Occupied Housing Units
Source: American Community Survey 5‐year estimates.

Table 4 shows homeowner and rental vacancy rates as well as median
monthly gross rents for Fremont from 2011 to 2015. These statistics come
from the American Community Survey one‐year estimates, which are
based on 12 months of data collected during each year shown in the table.
For owner occupied housing units the vacancy rate has been below 2%
over the five‐year period. The rental vacancy rate has fluctuated over the
last few years, hitting a low of 2.2 percent in 2012 and then steadily rising
to 4.9 percent for 2015 with an average of 3.9. The median rent has
increased at a constant rate over the last five years.
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Overview of Fremont Vacancy Rates and Median Monthly Rent from 2011 to 2015
American Community Survey 1‐Year Estimates
Data

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Homeowner vacancy rate (%)

1.2

1.6

0.8

0.3

1.0

Rental vacancy rate (%)

4.1

2.2

3.4

4.7

4.9

$1,528

$1,613

$1,669

$1,832

$1,923

Median monthly gross rent

Source: American Community Survey 1‐year estimates.

Table 5 below shows the gross monthly rent as a percentage of household
income in Fremont over a five‐year period. The United States Census
Bureau considers households that pay over 30% of their monthly income
to rent as cost burdened. Over this five‐year period, an average of 41% of
households paid 30% or more of their income for rent. The percent of
households paying 30% or more of their income peaked in 2013 at 46%
and has since remained around 40% or less.
Fremont Gross Rent as a Percent of Household Income from 2011 to 2015
Percent of
Household
Income

American Community Survey 1‐Year Estimates
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

5‐Year
Average

Less than 15%

10.0%

12.6%

16.0%

10.5%

13.9%

12.6%

15 to 19.9%

19.8%

15.7%

13.3%

20.1%

11.6%

16.1%

20 to 24.9%

16.1%

20.6%

15.9%

21.0%

16.8%

18.1%

25 to 29.9%

10.6%

11.7%

8.7%

10.4%

18.3%

11.9%

30% or more

43.6%

39.4%

46.0%

38.0%

39.3%

41.3%

Source: American Community Survey 1‐year estimates.

Table 6 provides a summary of rental housing information for the cities
reviewed in this study of rent control and related programs. This
American Community Survey data uses five‐year estimates, which is the
most comprehensive information available for all peer jurisdictions. The
population information shows there is diversity in the size of cities that
have adopted rent stabilization programs. Similarly, there is a wide range
of housing units and tenure among this group of cities. The cities of Los
Angeles and San Jose were excluded from the average calculation in this
table because they are outliers to the dataset. Fremont’s population is
near the average for these cities. Fremont is also near the average for total
housing units and total occupied housing units. However, Fremont has
only half the number of renter‐occupied units and housing structures
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with three or more units as the average for those communities with rent
control/stabilization and related programs.

Summary of Peer Rental Housing for 2011 through 2015 (Five‐Year Estimates)

Cities

Population

Total Housing
Units

Total Occupied
Housing Units

Renter
Occupied
Housing Units

Housing
structures with
three or more
units

Alameda

76,733

32,244

30,708

16,240

12,677

Berkeley

117,384

49,671

45,917

26,334

21,971

29,198

7,455

7,065

4,589

3,003

3,900,794

1,436,543

1,342,761

848,079

744,523

Oakland

408,073

171,087

158,424

95,402

77,216

Richmond

107,597

39,922

36,973

18,981

12,037

San Francisco

840,763

383,676

353,287

224,589

223,316

1,000,860

325,256

314,297

134,488

97,408

Santa Monica

92,169

50,934

46,688

34,095

38,179

West Hollywood

35,332

23,997

22,077

17,643

20,473

Fremont

225,221

75,420

72,684

27,540

19,151

Average

213,406

94,873

87,642

54,734

51,109

East Palo Alto
Los Angeles

San Jose

Source: American Community Survey 5‐year estimates.
Note: The American Community Survey estimates for housing units and housing tenure (owner or renter occupied) have a margin of
error less than 5% for all the peers.

Figure 2 shows the percent of total occupied housing units occupied by
renters. The average percent of housing units occupied by renters is 61%
for the cities with rent control or related programs. Fremont has the
smallest proportion of occupied housing occupied by renters. At only
38%, Fremont is more than one third below the peer average.
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Peer Comparison of the Percent of Total Occupied Housing Units Occupied by Renters for
2011 through 2015
90%
80%
70%
61%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

53%

57%

65%

38%

63%

60%

51%

64%

43%

73%

80%

0%

Percent of Total Occupied Housing Occupied by Renters

Peer Average

Source: American Community Survey 5‐year estimates.

Table 7 below provides a summary of peer renter financial information,
including median household income, median monthly gross rent, and the
percent of total renters with rent costing over 30% of their household
income. It shows Fremont has the highest median renter household
income. The median gross rents in Fremont are also greater than the
average for the peers, which correlates with the income information.
Fremont also has the smallest proportion of renters spending more than
30% of household income on rent and is 10% below the peer average.
The figures reported below in Table 7 are estimates developed by the U.S.
Department of Labor and reported in the American Community Survey.
Care should be used in interpreting the rental rate information because of
the multi‐year nature of the estimate, which may not completely track
market conditions. This data is available for all peer jurisdictions,
however.
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Summary of Peer Renter Financial Information for 2011 through 2015

Cities

Median Renter
Household Income

Median Monthly
Gross Rent

Percent of
Renters with
Rent Costing
over 30% of
Income

Alameda

$55,311

$1,407

47%

Berkeley

$40,074

$1,362

56%

East Palo Alto

$43,527

$1,433

66%

Los Angeles

$36,489

$1,209

61%

Oakland

$38,222

$1,144

55%

Richmond

$40,355

$1,205

57%

San Francisco

$62,532

$1,558

44%

San Jose

$55,152

$1,585

54%

Santa Monica

$63,476

$1,593

49%

West Hollywood

$50,722

$1,399

53%

Fremont

$81,695

$1,743

42%

Average

$49,277

$1,390

54%

Source: American Community Survey 5‐year estimates.

Another source of more recent rental information is the Rent Jungle
website, which bases estimates on rent sampling data. Table 8 is a
summary of Rent Jungle’s sampling data for one‐ and two‐bedroom
rentals in Fremont gathered in March of each year from 2011 through
2017. Over this six‐year period, rents for one‐bedroom units increased
79% and two‐bedroom units increased by 64%. The increases peaked in
the summer of 2015, with some moderation since.
Average Rents for One and Two Bedroom Units in Fremont

Year

One
Bedroom

Change From
Prior Year

Two
Bedroom

2011

$1,190

2012

$1,532

29%

$1,792

18%

2013

$1,638

7%

$1,911

7%

2014

$1,760

10%

$2,177

14%

2015

$1,981

13%

$2,408

11%

2016

$2,137

8%

$2,561

6%

2017

$2,134

0%

$2,498

‐2%

Change From
Prior Year

$1,520

Source: https://www.rentjungle.com/average‐rent‐in‐fremont‐rent‐trends/.
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The City has also experienced a decline in the number of Section 8
Federal Housing Program vouchers accepted by landlords from 1,363 in
2012 to 1,134 in 2015. This has impacted more than 200 of the lowest
income residents.

Residential Rent Increase Dispute Resolution Ordinance
Fremont adopted a Residential Rental Increase Dispute Resolution
Ordinance (RRIDRO) in 1997. The intent of the ordinance was to
establish requirements for properly notifying tenants of rent increases
and their rights regarding rent increases, and to provide formal processes
for the resolution of complaints over rent increases. The RRIDRO allows
one rent increase per year for all units and sets forth a three‐step process
for complaint resolution. All parties have the opportunity to resolve
disputes over rent increases in the three‐step process described below.
1. Conciliation. The tenant or landlord may work with an outside
third party to assist with resolving any disagreement about a rent
increase. The conciliator will work with the parties separately to
resolve the disagreement. If successful, a written agreement is
binding.
2. Mediation. If conciliation does not result in agreement, the parties
move into formal mediation. The trained mediators generally
work with the parties together. Any written agreement is binding.
3. Fact Finding. If conciliation and mediation are not successful, the
remaining step in the process is fact finding by a panel appointed
by the City. The panel includes a tenant representative, a landlord
representative and an outside third party. The panel’s role is to
issue a fact‐finding report regarding the reasonableness of the rent
increases and the impact of the rental rate on the affected
households. The conclusions or recommendations of the panel are
not binding.
Conciliation, mediation, and fact‐finding services are provided by
Fremont Fair Housing, the local division of “Project Sentinel,” a U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development approved housing
counseling agency. Project Sentinel provides housing related services
under contract for many cities in the Bay Area.
Table 9 provides a summary of the rent increase cases processed by
Fremont Fair Housing from July 1 through December 31, 2016. In
addition to these cases opened, Fremont Fair Housing received 130 rent
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increase related phone calls. The majority of the phone calls (113) were
made by tenants.
Rent Increase Case Reports from July 1, 2016 through December 31, 2016
Cases
Opened

Tenant
Filed

Landlord
Filed

Cases Sent to Dispute Resolution (Cases Opened)

31

31

0

Cases Resolved with Reduced Rent Increases

20

20

0

Activity

According to Fremont Fair Housing’s Year End Report:
Representatives from the Rental Housing Association (RHA)
continued to volunteer to assist with the conciliation of
RRIDRO cases by using “peer counseling.” Fifteen cases, with
increases ranging from 9.97% to 79.82%, were referred to RHA,
and all cases were successfully resolved. In 13 cases, the
landlords agreed to substantial rent increase reductions, and in
the other two cases tenancies were preserved.
Of the 31 cases opened, the increases ranged from a low of 2.23%
to a high of 79.82%. In general, tenants reported that increases
have been larger and more frequent (every year) than previously.
In general, tenants also reported that the premium charged to
rent on a month‐to‐month basis, rather than a fixed term lease, is
higher than in previous years. In one case, the tenants were
offered a 12‐month lease with an increase of $160 (6.0%), but if
they wished to continue renting on a month‐to‐month basis, the
increase was $2,827 (79.8%). The RHA successfully conciliated
the case, resulting in a 1.6% rent increase as opposed to the
proposed increase of 79.8%.

RRIDRO Challenges
As market rents began to climb in 2013, Fremont Fair Housing found it
challenging to mediate rents. The Rental Housing Association serving
southern Alameda County (RHA) sent an agent to assist in the process
and reported to City staff that Fremont Fair Housing often was not able to
navigate the frequently complex corporate relationships behind
ownership of apartment complexes to identify the party having authority.
In several cases, apparently, Fremont Fair Housing was not negotiating
with people who had authority to reduce proposed rent increases,
13
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resulting in the decision makers refusing mediated terms. In several cases
the RHA agent was able to help negotiate moderate increases.
Based on best practices adopted by other jurisdictions with rent
mediation processes similar to RRIDRO, and on improved results
achieved by RRIDRO with active landlord involvement, there are a
number of potential changes to the program the City may wish to
consider. These are discussed in Options section below.
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Overview of Rent Control/Just‐Cause Eviction Ordinances
Of the 482 incorporated cities in California, the vast majority do not
regulate rents. Still, whether by legislation or local petition, rent control
and just‐cause eviction ordinances have become part of the municipal
regulatory environment in a number of cities in California.
Until 2016 approximately a dozen cities in the State of California had rent
control regulations. As was noted earlier, the 2016 elections resulted in a
few more cities in the Bay Area establishing rent control regulations.
Some California cities have some type of regulation regarding rents
which stops short of control or stabilization. These are usually mediation
type programs similar to Fremont’s.
Clearly there is more policy and community interest in this issue in the
Bay Area than there has been in many years. Cities as well as
stakeholders (sometimes through voter initiative) are trying to address
rent control issues with a range of programs. The programs are typically
designed to meet the needs of the local community, the economic and
market environment as well as stakeholder interests. Programs vary in
scope and degree of regulation, and are generally designed to address the
following areas:





Rent control or stabilization,
Just‐cause for eviction requirements,
Tenant protections against retaliation, and
Relocation assistance for non‐fault tenant evictions in particular
circumstances.

Each program has unique elements, and there is a complex inter‐
relationship between government regulation and the market that almost
always leads to unanticipated consequences. The analysis presented
below reflects our best professional judgment, given these constraints and
uncertainties.
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As part of our work, we contacted the communities of Santa Monica,
Berkeley, Los Angeles, San Jose, and East Palo Alto for information about
their rent control and just‐cause for eviction programs. In addition, we
reviewed ordinances and operating practices currently in place in the
cities of Hayward and West Hollywood. While these programs have
some common features, it is important to understand that each
jurisdiction’s scope and implementation processes are unique to their
experience of the issues and stakeholder interests. San Jose is currently
operating under an interim ordinance while staff develop broad policy
recommendations and a program to support a comprehensive program.
(San Jose has had a rent control/stabilization program in place since the
1970s, but because rent increases of up to 8% were allowed per year, it
rarely had an impact on rents.)
Also noteworthy are programs adopted by the cities of Alameda and
Santa Rosa in 2016, and the City of Richmond in 2017. However, the
proposed ordinance in Santa Rosa was rejected by voters in a special
election, in June 2017, so the program planned by the City will not be
implemented. Therefore, these programs do not have data that can be
used to inform discussions on this issue. Nevertheless, where
appropriate we have used relevant information from these communities.
Local ordinances to address rapidly escalating rents have existed in
California since the late 1970s. Cities such as Santa Monica and Berkeley
pioneered strong ordinances that strictly regulated rent increases. More
typical are ordinances that provide for non‐binding mediation of
landlord/tenant disputes similar to Fremont’s program. In response to the
rent inflation experienced in the Bay Area since the end of the Great
Recession, several cities are looking at their current programs or are
considering developing a program to regulate rents and establish just‐
cause eviction procedures.
The state has set some limits on the power of a local jurisdiction to
address rent increases. In 1995, the California legislature passed the
Costa‐Hawkins Rental Housing Act (AB 1164) (Costa‐Hawkins). Costa‐
Hawkins allows, among other things, property owners to set rental rates
when there is a change in unit vacancy (known as “vacancy decontrol”).
In addition, Costa‐Hawkins prohibits interfering in a property owner’s
ability to set rents for any unit that received a certificate of occupancy
after February 1, 1995, and any single‐family home and condominium.
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Fremont staff estimated in their September 2016 staff report that there are
16,782 rental housing units in multifamily developments in Fremont, with
2,840 built after February 1995 and an additional 1,491 that are income
restricted affordable units. (These numbers do not include renter
occupied units that would not be subject to regulation, or alternative
regulation, such as mobile homes, condominiums and single‐family
homes.) Therefore, staff indicate that approximately 12,451 units may be
covered by a rent control ordinance. 2
Today, these programs, also referred to as rent stabilization programs,
generally take one of three forms. An overview of the elements of the
three forms is provided in Attachment A.

Model A: (Berkeley/Santa Monica Style Rent Control)
Traditional or “Model A” rent control ordinances strictly regulate rent
increases by providing the annual maximum rents for each unit rather
than merely providing the maximum percentage allowed. Cities such as
Berkeley and Santa Monica pioneered these types of ordinances, but
ordinances that establish the allowed individual rent increases remain
rare. Recently, the City of Richmond adopted a Model A rent control
ordinance following a voter initiative.
Model A rent control programs typically involve the city registering all
eligible rental units. Limits on annual rent increases are generally defined
in relation to either the Consumer Price Index (CPI) or a flat rate. Should
a landlord believe increased operating costs justify a greater increase than
permitted by regulation, they must petition for an individual rent
adjustment. Similarly, tenants may petition to decrease rents if the
services provided by the landlord are reduced. Individual petitions are
typically heard by a hearing officer, with the ability of either party to
appeal to some public body, usually a rent board, or ultimately the court.
Rent boards may be independently elected (as in Berkeley), or appointed
by the City Council (as in West Hollywood). Although they have been
challenged in the courts, rent control ordinances in Berkeley, Santa
Monica, East Palo Alto, West Hollywood and, very recently, Richmond
have withstood legal challenge.

City of Fremont, City Council Meeting, Report to Council on Rent Control, Just‐Cause Eviction
and Other Options for Promoting Affordable Rental Housing, dated September 27, 2016.

2
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Due to the extensive regulatory apparatus associated with Model A rent
control programs, these are the most complex and expensive for cities to
implement and operate. Also, litigation typically ensues following the
enactment of such programs.

Model B: (Alameda/West Hollywood Style Rent Regulation or
Stabilization)
These programs are intended to address swings in the market that can
lead to higher rent increases. They are triggered when a proposed rent
increase exceeds some specified threshold (usually 5% to 10 %) and a
tenant files a petition. Model B rent control programs typically try first to
resolve issues through mediation, which can be a mandatory first step. If
mediation fails, the next step is a hearing or arbitration that results in a
binding decision.
Most rent control programs provide for mediation as either a first step in
the dispute resolution process, or as a required step. Some cities provide
mediation services to address any type of landlord/tenant dispute before
it escalates into formal hearings or court actions. These landlord/tenant
dispute resolution programs are similar to Fremont’s RRIDRO.
Participation in the program is sometimes mandatory, and failure to
participate in good faith can be grounds for disallowing a rent increase.
A mandated mediation program is intended to provide a tenant access to
a grievance process that meets program guidelines for mediation and
addresses the issue of tenants being uninformed about how to process
rent or service‐related grievances.
Mediation can be provided to resolve many landlord/tenant disputes on a
“cost‐to‐the‐parties” basis. However, many cities choose to fund the
service or charge only a nominal fee. Mediation services are typically
provided through a third‐party contractor or non‐profit organization, as
Fremont currently is utilizing.

Just‐Cause Eviction
State law allows a landlord to terminate a tenancy without cause at the
end of a lease or other tenancy term by giving the tenant a 30‐ or 60‐day
notice. A just‐cause for eviction ordinance retains the state’s noticing
timelines, but also requires a landlord to provide written cause for the
termination and evidence supporting the termination action. Typically,
“just‐cause” ordinances provide a limited range of allowable causes for
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eviction. One of the primary impacts of these programs is that they shift
the burden of proof for a tenant eviction from the tenant to the landlord,
because failure to prove one of the allowable causes for eviction is an
affirmative defense a tenant may use to contest the eviction.
Just‐cause for eviction rules are often part of a strong rent regulation
ordinance to protect tenants from a landlord’s ability to evict them
without cause under civil procedures to gain potentially significant rent
increases by creating a vacancy that allows greater market rents to be
charged pursuant to the Costa‐Hawkins Act. However, just‐cause
ordinances can also become problematic for a landlord seeking to evict a
tenant for reasons other than to increase the rent. Because legitimately
evicted tenants may use the appeals processes to delay the eviction, many
landlords believe that just‐cause ordinances make it difficult to evict bad
tenants.
The effectiveness of just‐cause ordinances is difficult to track statewide
because most of the cases are taken directly to the courts for resolution
and the results are not published in a comprehensive way.
However, to assess the effectiveness of such ordinances, Community
Legal Services of East Palo Alto (CLSEPA) tracked their caseload over an
eight‐month test period in 2014. CLSEPA provides defense for tenants
facing eviction in East Palo Alto and many other areas of San Mateo
County. Currently, East Palo Alto is the only city in San Mateo County
with a just‐cause for eviction ordinance (it has also had a rent control
ordinance since 2010). Over the test period CLSEPA obtained “pay and
stay” settlements (where the tenant agrees to a rent increase and is not
evicted) for 70% of cases in East Palo Alto. However, in all other San
Mateo County cities pay and stay settlements were achieved in only 14%
of cases. CLSEPA did not have the capacity to track cases beyond the test
period.
An important caveat to this example is that eviction in a rent control
environment is different than in a non‐regulated environment. As stated
above when rents are controlled landlords may have in incentive to evict
to obtain the economic benefit of vacancy decontrol. Therefore,
comparing eviction settlements in a controlled environment like East Palo
Alto may not yield a meaningful comparison in a mainly unregulated
environment such as other areas in San Mateo County.
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While typically paired with rent control or stabilization, a just‐cause
ordinance can be a stand‐alone ordinance designed to protect tenants
from unilateral landlord eviction decisions. They can apply to most
tenants as well as to specific tenants, such as to tenants of rent stabilized
units only. For example, the just‐cause sections of ordinances for both
Richmond and Berkeley apply to the rent‐controlled units as well as to
almost all other rental units. Just‐cause ordinances also can be used to
provide additional protections for certain classes of tenants, such as the
disabled, elderly, infirm and families with children in school.
Just‐cause for eviction programs typically are designed so the city is not
an active participant in the process. Instead, the eviction processes play
out through the courts. Rent board staff in several of the California cities
with rent control contacted by Management Partners reported they did
not track just‐cause eviction complaints so we were unable to determine
the extent of such cases. A survey of just‐cause eviction provisions is
provided as Attachment B.
Fremontʹs neighbor, Union City, recently enacted a just‐cause ordinance
in the absence of rent controls beyond a non‐binding mediation program.
The effect of such a just‐cause ordinance on rents is not clear because it is
too new to draw any conclusions from.

Public Outreach and Education
Although not strictly an element of rent control and just‐cause eviction
ordinances, rent control related public outreach typically includes a range
of tenant and landlord education or information programs to make sure
the parties understand their rights and responsibilities. Topics covered
often include processes for allowing yearly rent increases and/or
petitioning higher rent increases to cover higher capital or operating
costs, vacancy decontrol, habitability standards, and retaliation or anti‐
harassment provisions. The most effective tenant protection programs
use extensive outreach and education to reduce the number of petitions
and ordinance violations over time.
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Rent Control/Rent Stabilization and Just‐Cause Eviction Program
Elements
The Fremont City Council directed staff to investigate operational
impacts of rent control/rent stabilization and just‐cause ordinances. As
noted previously, each jurisdiction with rent control and just‐cause for
eviction ordinances has unique elements to meet specific community and
stakeholder interests and needs. As such, programs vary widely among
agencies. This section provides an overview of the major elements of rent
control and just‐cause eviction programs and their operational impacts in
the following areas:





Governance,
Expenditures and cost recovery,
Staffing, and
Other observations.

Governance
Most cities, whether their programs are regulatory or non‐binding,
establish a board to provide oversight, to act as the final appeals body
when parties fail to reach agreement after mediation, or to act as the
hearing body for a decision by an arbiter or hearing officer for general
landlord/tenant complaints such as excessive rent increases. These boards
are generally appointed by a city council, although Berkeley and Santa
Monica have an independently elected board. In most programs, initial
decisions are made by trained hearing officers directly employed by the
rent board or contracted by the board from independent organizations.
These boards will typically hold public hearings to render a final binding
decision on complaints. Although the board may be appointed by a
council, we have not identified any ordinances where a board’s decisions
are appealable to the city council. Most appeals of board decisions are
made directly to the courts. Rent control boards may also get involved in
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other landlord/tenant issues, including providing informational and
educational materials on landlord/tenant rights and other matters of
interest to landlords and tenants.
Although a board is typically created, we found two examples where
governance is not being delegated to a rental control board. The City of
Hayward’s program calls for arbitration; the arbiter’s decision is final
(subject to court review should the matter be taken to court). Under San
Jose’s new program, disputes are arbitrated by hearing officers and
appealed to the courts. However, policy decisions remain with the City
Council or are delegated to staff.

Expenditures and Cost Recovery
The cost of rent control programs varies widely across the state. The costs
are related to the cost of staff required to administer the program.
Programs that require detailed administrative action over routine activity
such as rent increases and tenancy changes are higher in cost on a per
rental unit basis. The programs in Berkeley and Santa Monica programs
are examples of such programs. Programs that require little routine
administrative control and are primarily complaint driven, such as San
Francisco’s, are fairly inexpensive on a per unit basis. Scale reduces the
per unit cost in the large cities dramatically. Some factors that influence
costs are:







The level of policy control of the rent boards and their need for
staff support;
The amount of information and frequency of reporting required
by landlords;
The complexity of the petition processes, especially those related
to fair‐return on investment provisions;
Whether proactive enforcement of the ordinance is performed
(i.e., analysis of reporting data is used to act on rents outside of
complaints); and
The complexity of relocation programs.

A city council is typically responsible for approving the budget for rent
management programs. In at least three cities (Berkeley, Santa Monica
and Richmond), the budget is set by the rent board with little oversight
by the City Council (although the Council must set the associated rental
housing fee). In cities with strong rent regulation reporting, most of the
program budget is funded through a rental housing fee on each regulated
unit charged to landlords.
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Fees for Model A rent control programs currently are as high as $238 per
unit per year, and cover annual costs and reserves necessary to properly
fund them. The fee is established on an annual basis. If program costs
increase, the fee can be increased. In some cities, a portion of the rental
housing fee can be passed through to tenants through rent increases. To
properly track regulated units and payment of fees, these cities require
that units be registered or enrolled in a “rent registry.” In those cases
where there is less rigorous rent control (i.e., with landlords only
reporting on the occupied units), fees range from approximately $40 to
$120 per year.
Some cities support their rent control program through the general fund
or through a combination of general fund support and fees. For non‐
binding mediation programs, a non‐profit may provide the service either
through its own grant funding, or by charging a fee.
Table 10 below provides information on program cost and fee data
collected from communities that operate rent management programs.
While all of the programs in Table 10 include rent control and just‐cause
for eviction components, each of the cities’ programs provide a range of
services as well as staffing strategies which make cost comparisons
challenging. As an example, the programs in the cities of Berkeley and
East Palo Alto require rental unit registration of actual rents while the
others do not.
The level of service also varies. The City of Alameda’s program includes
mediation services for rental properties not subject to rent control while
the now defunct City of Santa Rosa’s program excluded these services.
Finally, the City of Hayward’s fees are significantly less than other
communities due to its policy to recover only a portion of program costs.
The Hayward program has limited administrative requirements and
offers some unique program features, including those that allow a
landlord to remove units from the rent control portion of the program if
certain conditions are met.
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Rent Control and Just‐Cause Eviction Program Cost and Fee Comparisons

City

Number of
Non‐Exempt
Housing Units

Current Program
Operating Budget

Alameda1

13,037

$1,900,000

Annual Per
Unit Program
Fee
$131

Number of
Program FTEs

Annual
Allowable Rent
Increase

6.0

5%

19,093

$4,550,000

$234

20.6

1.5% (CPI
Formula)

East Palo Alto2

2,400

$650,000

$234

2.0

2.40% (CPI
Formula)

Hayward3

3,000

$27,875

$2.77

0.5

5.00%

N/A

$1,773,209

$30

12.0

2% (CPI Formula)

11,076

$1,248,674

$113

4.5

3%

Berkeley

Oakland
Santa Rosa4

Source: Annual budget documents, city websites and program reports.
1 The City of Alameda information represents an estimated amount as the program has just recently been approved; however,
the fee has not yet been adopted.
2 The City of East Palo Alto budget includes $206,000 City overhead charges.
3 The City of Hayward includes various conditions that allow rent increases greater than 5%, including rent carry‐overs. Cost is
based on 80% program recovery. A total of 20% is funded by the General Fund and 3,000 units are subject to the rent control
portion of the program.
4 The City of Santa Rosa program fee was adopted on August 30, 2016 based on program cost and fee estimates. The Santa
Rosa and Alameda programs were selected in part because they have just recently been adopted and include one‐time costs
anticipated in program start up. The Santa Rosa program no longer exists because it was rejected by voters in a special election
on June 6, 2017.

With respect to the provision of legal services to support the function, we
observed that programs utilized either the city attorney’s staff or
employed their own attorneys to focus exclusively on the rent control
program. For example, Alameda, East Palo Alto and Santa Rosa secure
legal services for their program through their city attorneys’ offices. The
cost of this staff time is tracked and included in the program costs. Santa
Monica and Berkeley both have staff attorneys who are solely responsible
for the rent control program and related litigation. Periodically, the rent
control program attorneys in both of those cities require supplemental
assistance from the City Attorney. Several of the rent control programs
also budget for additional contract services including additional legal
services (e.g., East Palo Alto and Santa Monica).

Staffing
The level of staffing for rent control programs is highly dependent on the
type of program. A non‐binding mediation program can be managed
with more limited staff resources. On the other hand, cities with highly
regulatory programs may need a significant number of staff, including a
24

Rent Control and Just‐Cause Eviction: Review of Programs
Rent Control/Rent Stabilization and Just‐Cause Eviction Program
Elements

Management Partners

manager, administrative personnel, (e.g., support and accounting staff),
analysts, legal services and hearing officers (which may be contracted).
Staff may also conduct community outreach and education activities. The
City of Berkeley’s rent control program, governed by an independent and
elected rent board, employs 22 full‐time equivalent employees (FTEs) and
has a budget of over $4.5 million. The City of Hayward’s program, which
is a complaint‐based arbitration program for significant rent increases, is
administered through the City Attorney’s Office and uses a portion of
two FTEs for program administration along with contractual support for
mediation and arbitration. It does not utilize a board for program
oversight.

Technology Support
Until this year there was no commercially available software that
supported rent control programs. Cities with long term programs have all
used custom software developed specifically for them. The City of San
Jose is in the process of creating custom configurations of its Customer
Resource Management software to provide such support. The San Jose
Housing Department has used that application for several years but
processes supporting the new ordinances being developed will require
more sophisticated functionality. The City of Richmond is in the process
of developing similar functionality using their development permit
tracking and inspection system. Both cities have information technology
staff with significant skills with these products and both will likely
require additional assistance from their vendors.
On January 3, 2017, the City of Los Angeles went online with a new
application developed for them by a southern California software
development company. This company just contracted with the City of
Beverly Hills to provide a version of the Los Angeles software as a
“cloud‐based” service, but it is not yet installed.

General Observations Regarding Program Impacts
The degree to which there is an impact on the housing market from rent
management programs will depend on the type of program adopted by
the city, the market and general economic development conditions within
a region. In general, there is limited research on the market impacts of
any of the rent management programs as they currently exist in
California after Costa‐Hawkins. Interest groups representing landlords
and tenants rarely, if ever, agree on market impacts.
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Objectively, concerns that local rent regulation would discourage new
construction have largely been addressed by state law exempting new
construction from rent regulation. There have been concerns that highly
regulatory programs discourage investment and lead to deterioration in
rental housing, but evidence of that is merely anecdotal. In reviewing the
potential impacts of rental control programs, the following are some
general observations about affordable housing, vacancy
rates/displacement, and housing supply.

Affordable Housing and Rent Control
Defining housing affordability is a complex matter that is beyond the
scope of this study. However, in the broadest sense, any definition of
affordable housing typically includes a link between household income
and the amount of income spent on rent and/or gross housing costs. As
an example, HUD generally defines housing as being affordable if a
median income household is paying no more than 30% of its income on
housing‐related costs. While the HUD definition is commonly cited when
discussing housing issues overall, a city’s affordable housing program is
typically geared toward the development and maintenance of subsidized
rental housing including eligibility requirements tied to household
income, most commonly those households with an annual income less
than 80% of the Area Median Income (AMI).
Affordable housing and rent control are different in that the income of a
tenant in a rent control environment is not used as a parameter in the rent
setting process. We have not observed any affordability monitoring or
control mechanism linking rents and household income in relation to the
impact of rent regulation.
Therefore, as a general observation rent control and just‐cause eviction
ordinances, at best, maintain some level of affordability for those already
in rental housing subject to the ordinance, but do not lead to an
expansion in the availability of affordable housing.
Notwithstanding this, proponents of rent control programs and
associated stakeholders often assert these programs assist in promoting
tenant stabilization, with varying degrees of success, by establishing a
more clearly defined rent adjustment amount and by providing an outlet
for grievances related to what may be viewed as unreasonable rent
increases without regard to a household’s income or the amount of
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household income dedicated to monthly housing costs. In addition,
educating tenants and landlords about tenant rights and processes for
rent adjustments and/or evictions are often components of affordable
housing programs.
Affordable housing issues are not directly targeted by rent regulation.
Such issues are much broader and bigger, and the subject of a lot of
discussion among stakeholders and the housing industry. However, rent
control and just‐cause eviction may provide additional public
information and a process that may affect a subset of those impacted by
high housing costs.

Vacancy Rates/Displacement
Management Partners has not found any current data indicating that rent
control and just‐cause for eviction programs will increase or decrease
vacancy rates. Our observation is based on conversations with
representatives from the peer cities and the results of a questionnaire
regarding vacancy rates in cities with rent control programs.
Because the surveyed cities are not collecting data to track tenant
displacement and/or the root causes for displacement, which are
complex, we have not found any specific evidence indicating these
programs improve or worsen tenant displacement. Notwithstanding the
lack of available data, it seems reasonable to conclude that tenants are
displaced when rent increases exceed the general cost of living, leading to
a tenant being priced out of a unit and potentially out of the community.
A program that mitigates rent increases accompanied by a just‐cause
eviction ordinance may limit the impact of rent increases thereby
preventing some displacement. Of course, the associated regulatory
apparatus comes at a cost and landlords will oppose this intervention in
the marketplace, and with respect to their property.
As noted above, rent regulation programs are not targeted to those who
may be most at risk of displacement. They provide a benefit to both those
who may be displaced as well as others who can afford to pay market
rents. For some tenants, the benefits of retaining a rent‐regulated unit will
encourage them to remain in the unit, even when their incomes rise and
they can afford market rents. Some believe this may result in less
turnover in the rental market, especially for those older units that tend to
be most affordable, even in a high‐cost area. While there is anecdotal
evidence of this effect, we are not aware of any study that has quantified
it.
27

Rent Control and Just‐Cause Eviction: Review of Programs
Rent Control/Rent Stabilization and Just‐Cause Eviction Program
Elements

Management Partners

Housing Supply and the Housing Market
As noted earlier, Costa‐Hawkins has largely addressed the concern that
local rent regulation would discourage new apartment construction.
However, highly regulatory programs can lead to some loss of rental
units to condominium conversion and to owners who choose to leave the
rental market all together, usually by the owner or relative occupying a
condo conversion or through demolition and major reconstruction.
There is also a state law that allows evictions to remove a property from
the rental market for a variety of reasons, commonly known as the Ellis
Act. In response, some communities have adopted condominium
conversion processes that require a rent board’s review of these
applications to ensure the rental unit conversion to owner occupancy is
consistent with rent control and just‐cause eviction program intent and
practices. For example, the City of Berkeley requires a complex
application review and payment of an affordable housing mitigation fee.
Santa Monica reported in its 2015 Consolidated Annual Report that since
1986 a total of 2,019 units have been withdrawn from the rental housing
market. The San Francisco Chronicle reported that there were more than
100 Ellis Act evictions each year between 2010 and 2013. Other cities that
regulate rents have not reported significant losses of rental units through
the Ellis Act or through condominium conversion.
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Rent Intervention Alternatives – Three Options
The City Council directed staff to generate a range of program options.
Management Partners has prepared three possible options at staff’s
request. As part of these options, we defined program elements,
administrative cost, and the potential advantages and disadvantages of
each (also see Attachment A). These options represent a broad overview
of program elements for City consideration. Should the City Council
decide to pursue any of or a component of these options, additional
research would be necessary to ensure that a program is drafted to
address the unique needs, stakeholder interests and program objectives
for the City of Fremont.

Option 1: Modified Residential Rent Increase Dispute Resolution
Ordinance Process
The City Council directed staff to develop possible revisions or
alternatives to the existing RRIDRO. A non‐binding mediation approach
is appropriate for most communities whose objective is primarily to
resolve landlord/tenant disputes. When there is balance between supply
and demand in the rental market, such programs can probably help
reduce displacements of lower‐income tenants.
As market rents began to climb between 2013 and 2015, the City’s
contractor, Fremont Fair Housing, was not successful at mediating rents
in the overheated rental market until the Rental Housing Association
(RHA) sent an agent to assist. The agent reported to staff that Fremont
Fair Housing was not able to navigate the frequently complex corporate
relationships behind apartment complex ownership. This resulted in
Fremont Fair Housing sometimes negotiating with people lacking the
actual authority to reduce proposed rent increases, which then resulted in
the decision makers refusing mediated terms. The RHA had greater
resources and experience identifying the decision makers. In several cases
the RHA agent was able to negotiate reductions in the proposed
increases.
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The City of San Leandro has a mediation‐based program similar to
Fremont’s RRIDRO. San Leandro recently adopted an ordinance with
program enhancements that may bolster the effectiveness of Fremont’s
current RRIDRO. Elements of San Leandro’s ordinance that might be
considered by Fremont include:






Replacing the Fact‐Finding Panel under the current ordinance
with a standing Rent Review Board consisting of two landlord
representatives, two tenant representatives, and a neutral third
party;
Establishing a rent increase threshold for eligibility;
Strengthening the mandatory participation provisions; and
Continued peer‐to‐peer counseling by landlords.

Fremont staff shared several additional possible RRIDRO revisions with
our team, including the following.
1. Establish a Rent Review Board for mediation/fact finding of rent
disputes to include:
a. Failure to participate (landlord) will render the rent
increase invalid.
b. Failure to participate (tenant) will render the rent increase
valid.
c. If the Rent Review Board finds retaliation, the most current
rent increase becomes invalid and no further increases are
permitted for 12 months from the date of the finding.
2. Revise noticing provisions (statements to be included in a notice
of rent increase) to include:
a. A statement on the reason for increase.
b. A statement on Rent Review Board processes.
c. A statement that no more than one rent increase every 12
months will be made (9.60.040 (d)).
d. Require 90 days‐notice of rent increases rather than
encouraging landlords to provide at least 90 days‐notice
(9.60.040 (c)).
e. Failure to give proper notice including all statements
renders the rent increase invalid and no additional rent
increase notice is permitted for at least 90 days.
3. Retaliation Measures
a. Increase the penalty for retaliation to a larger amount
(currently $1,000) that would deter landlords from
retaliatory actions (9.60.100; see Civ. Code § 1942.5).
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b. Any retaliation renders the recent rent increase invalid and
no additional rent increase notice is allowed for next 12
months from the date of the finding.
4. Additional conciliation process requirements
a. Require mediation on rent and other terms of tenancy
b. Require the individual representing the landlord in the
process to have the authority to make rent adjustments
c. Require meaningful participation or rent increase is
rendered invalid.
d. Codify AR 10.7 to clarify that if parties agree to more than
one rent increase in a 12‐month period, it must be
documented in a separate agreement (not the rental
agreement) that identifies the agreed upon rental increase.
e. Agreements reached in mediation are binding.
5. Additional mediation process requirements
a. Require participation by representatives or the rent
increase is invalid.
b. Agreements reached following mediation are binding.
6. Additional Fact‐Finding Process Requirements
a. Require participation or rent increase is invalid.
b. Recommendations of the fact‐finding panel are not
binding.
c. Agreements reached by parties following fact finding are
binding.
In addition, staff suggested a regular evaluation of the program could
help ensure its effectiveness.

Option 1 Opportunities
As noted in Attachment A, this model has several components. It:




Creates an effective vehicle for addressing tenant concerns
regarding significant rent increases,
Promotes tenant stability regarding lease terminations,
Improves landlord/tenant communication,



Provides certainty and stability for landlords



Reinforces non‐retaliation provisions, and



Includes tenant relocation expenses in some programs.

An additional rent mediation program element that has been used in the
cities of Palo Alto and more recently Menlo Park is the requirement for
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landlords to offer one‐year leases to tenants each year. The tenant retains
the right to refuse such leases but landlords must offer them. This
eliminates the risk of tenants receiving multiple rent increases each year
and provides some level of stability for both landlords and tenants,
especially where student housing is an element of volatility in the local
rental market. However, tenants in several South Bay communities have
complained to housing support agencies of demands for very high
month‐to‐month rents if longer term leases were refused by the tenants.
Mediation programs provide tenants with an opportunity to present their
concerns about a rent increase to a neutral third party who can work with
both the landlord and tenant to see if an agreement can be reached.
Mediation is also a less restrictive approach with respect to landlords and
their property. Transitioning the existing “panel” to a rent review board
and establishing a more transparent process may provide additional
incentive for both parties to reach a compromise.

Option 1 Challenges
This model will not address concerns regarding affordable housing or
financial hardship resulting from higher than historical or perceived
“normal” rent adjustments. In addition, the overall impact on
displacement is difficult to quantify. Moreover, the Rental Housing
Organization (RHO) in Fremont, as reported in the September 27, 2016
staff report, has recommended a 7% to 10% yearly threshold for rent
increases prior to being subject to the mediation process. At this
threshold, the mediation process might not have much impact.
For example, the City of San Jose rent control ordinance has been in place
since 1979. It has allowed an 8% annual increase with other opportunities
for larger rent increases under certain circumstances. In a January 27,
2017 report, the City Auditor reported that between 1980 and 2014, the
average rent increase was 4.9% and the 8% yearly allowable increase did
not become a constraint on rent spikes except in the early 1980s when
inflation was very high. San Jose’s 2015 interim apartment rent ordinance
has reduced the threshold to 5%.

Option 1 Cost Estimate
This option has the advantage of having a relatively low program cost.
The exact costs are difficult to determine precisely because the budgets
for such programs are typically embedded in the budgets of larger
housing departments or organizational units, which provide support for
many other services such as placing low or moderate income tenants,
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administering affordable mortgage programs, and assisting other housing
functions. The City of San Leandro Housing Services Department offers
broad housing services to low and moderate income residents and
supports a Rent Board and binding mediation program at a cost of
$874,963 in Fiscal Year 2016/2017. Of this, an estimated $100,000 is
dedicated to the rent mediation program.
As will be further explained, the cost of all three styles of rent control
programs varies widely depending on sometimes small differences in the
program policies and administrative processes supporting them, but
Option 1 costs are typically the lowest. The volume of public education
and outreach by each city or contract agency can have significant impact
on the cost. Given the larger number of units subject to a program in
Fremont suggests that even, a modest mediation program approach such
as seen in San Leandro could approach $300,000 annually. With lower
rent ceilings, more detailed administrative processes, and other support
services being provided, the costs could approach $500,000. It is possible
costs could be offset via a correctly designed fee that meets California
nexus requirements, as seen with rent control programs.

Option 2: Alameda/West Hollywood Style Rent Regulation or
Stabilization
A rent control and just‐cause eviction program could have the features
listed below for rental units not exempted by Costa‐Hawkins (and City
ordinance).










Landlord requirement to notify and supply tenants with a copy of
the program ordinance and annual rent increases.
A threshold rent increase for accessing the program (5% to 10%).
Potential to opt out of the rent control program with minimum
reinvestment per unit.
A complaint‐based program, (i.e., no ongoing tracking of
regulated rentals); although, should a fee be established, the City
would need to determine a collection method.
A clear set of criteria for evaluating whether a rent increase over
the threshold can be justified.
Voluntary or required mediation.
A fact‐finding process followed by a hearing before a hearing
examiner or arbiter, should mediation not lead to agreement.
An order from the hearing officer or arbiter is binding on the
parties.
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An opportunity to appeal the order.
A hearing before a board appointed by the City Council (should
the matter be appealed).

Option 2 Opportunities
As noted in Attachment A, this option can provide several benefits
depending on the structure focusing on each community’s needs. These
include the potential to:








Stabilize rent increases,
Encourage habitability compliance,
Expand tenants’ rights,
Attract investment,
Ensure a method to address landlord/tenant disputes,
Provide a fair return on investment, and
Encourage rental housing reinvestment.

This type of program would insert the City’s regulatory authority into the
rental housing market to address above “normal” rent increases to some
degree. Because the program includes the authority to order
modifications, it may lead to more good‐faith efforts for agreement.
Depending on the threshold set for use of the program, it could also
address only the most significant rent increases.
It is important to remember that rent increases at the high levels
experienced during the past few years have moderated. Over time,
depending on the threshold, allowable rent levels may catch up to market
rents. For example, assuming a 7% threshold and market rental inflation
over four years of 13%, 9%, 4% and 2%, the permitted increases will have
caught up to market rents by year four, but at a less impactful and more
predictable rate.
Because these programs are designed to address the specific housing type
and needs of the respective jurisdiction, Fremont would need to consider
its specific housing characteristics in the design process. Should the City
move in the direction of some form of rent regulation, we suggest it also
consider a just‐cause ordinance to avoid evictions related to rent
regulation.
An interesting element in the City of Hayward’s ordinance is the option
for landlords to opt out of the rent control program by making certain
capital improvements to the controlled properties. In this way, Hayward
addressed a community interest in improving the condition of rental
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stock. The City enacted an ordinance for rent control in 1983 but later
repealed it. A new ordinance was enacted in 2003. Since the current rent
control program went into effect in 2003, the number of rent‐stabilized
units has declined from roughly 11,000 units initially to 3,000 units today.

Option 2 Challenges
Even under these programs, the affordable housing gap will persist for
residents at or below the Area Median Income (AMI). Further, Option 2
contemplates only short‐term rent control, because voluntary vacancy
and landlord compliance with permanent decontrol removes a unit from
the program and rent increase limits. The program is designed to drive
rental housing reinvestment, and since vacancy decontrol prohibits
comprehensive application to all rental units (only units built before 1995
can be “controlled”), reinvestment is only encouraged for those units in
the program.

Option 2 Cost Estimate
Option 2 would require significant staff resources and costs. Assuming
just‐cause provisions are adopted, landlords would have to expend
considerably more effort to evict tenants and be subject to potential legal
challenge. Landlord costs may also increase if the City chooses to require
them to pay relocation costs for certain types of evictions. Should the City
wish to consider this option further, a more detailed analysis of the
potential staffing requirements and program costs would need to be
undertaken. The current budget for the City of Alameda’s program is
$1,950,000, covering 14,699 units under rent control. The City of West
Hollywood’s rent control program budget is roughly $1,900,000 to cover
16,805 controlled units. This rent control program is part of a larger,
comprehensive housing department budget and costs are an estimate
provided by their staff in 2016. A reasonable range of costs for Fremont is
expected to be between $1,900,000 and $2,100,000. Again, there is
potential for additional costs depending on program elements but West
Hollywood and Alameda both provide a reasonable threshold cost
estimate, depending on the number of units included.

Option 3: Berkeley/Santa Monica Style Rent Control
A rent control and just‐cause eviction program might include the
following elements in relation to rental units not exempted by Costa‐
Hawkins.

35

Rent Control and Just‐Cause Eviction: Review of Programs
Rent Intervention Alternatives – Three Options












Management Partners

Requiring landlords to notify and supply tenants with a copy of
the program ordinance and annual rent increases.
Establishing a board with the authority to set an annual general
adjustment to rents, generally based on the Consumer Price Index
or some flat maximum amount.
Establishing a procedure to apply for individual adjustments, and
a set of criteria for evaluating requests for an individual
adjustment.
Enrolling all regulated units and payment of a fee to cover the
costs of the program.
Requiring voluntary or required mediation.
Establishing a fact‐finding process followed by a hearing before a
hearing examiner (should mediation not lead to agreement).
Requiring an order from the hearing officer or arbiter to be
binding on the parties with an opportunity to appeal the order.
Requiring a hearing before a board appointed by the City Council
(should the matter be appealed).

As with the previous (Model B) program, should the City move in this
direction, we would suggest it also consider a just‐cause for eviction
ordinance.

Option 3 Opportunities
This option provides for the tracking of program units; a mechanism to
identify, inform, and engage landlords and tenants; reasonable rent
increases while stabilizing tenant population in rental units; compliance
with code (habitability) requirements; and an accessible and efficient
method to address landlord/tenant disputes.
Although most California cities with such programs do not track rents on
an ongoing basis, property owners must submit justification when rent
increases are requested beyond the yearly allowable ceiling, and program
hearing officers render decisions on whether the increase is justified.
Similarly, tenant complaints of excessive increases are investigated by
program staff and resolved by the hearing officers. In the most rigorous
programs, such as those in Berkeley and Santa Monica, rents are tracked
on every change in tenancy and change in tenancy terms (typically any
rent increase).

Option 3 Challenges
As noted in Attachment A, the affordable housing gap persists for
residents at or below Area Median Income (AMI). The vacancy rate
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impact in the short‐run is negligible. There is a threat of reduction in
rental units in the long‐run through increased condominium conversion
such as experienced in Santa Monica. Vacancy decontrol also prohibits
comprehensive application to all rental units (only units built before 1995
can be “controlled”).
Traditional rent control programs cost more and require greater
administrative complexity than Model B rent control or mediated rent
control programs. For example, the staffing levels of the Berkeley and
Santa Monica programs are twice those of the average staffing level per
unit in cities with Model B rent control “unit‐registries.” Both cities have
elected rent boards and program staff who must support their policy
development and legislative processes. The budgets in Berkeley and
Santa Monica are $4,550,000 and $4,755,170 respectively, supporting
19,093 and 27,542 rent controlled units respectively.
The City of Los Angeles launched a rent registry in January 2017 with a
much lower staffing level per rental unit. Nevertheless, the Los Angeles
rental rights department has almost four times as many total staff as
Berkeley or Santa Monica and a total budget over $22 million. Between
scale and current generation technology support, Los Angeles hopes to be
able to operate with minimal staffing increases.

Option 3 Cost Estimate
Option 3 for Fremont may have an initial cost between $3,500,000 and
$4,000,000 because of the fewer units potentially under a rent control
program. Whether the relatively low staffing levels in Los Angeles can be
maintained will have to be determined as the history develops—but any
new Model A rent control and just‐cause eviction programs would
require a dedication of staff over a period of time to develop policies and
processes and refine them for efficiency due to the high levels of control
that characterize such programs. Los Angeles had lower levels of rent
control for many years with a concerted focus on developing efficient
policies and processes. For that reason, Fremont’s startup costs for this
option are expected to be in the same range as the Santa Monica and
Berkeley programs with possibly some reductions in staffing needs as
technologies and other efficient program elements are developed.
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Conclusion
The goal of most rent control and just‐cause eviction programs is to
stabilize tenancy by moderating rent increases on existing tenants and by
providing some due process protections for tenants to prevent rent spikes
and landlord tenant relationship problems. The communities surveyed
have each designed their programs, often with only subtle differences in
the rules and regulations, to address problems specific to their local rental
market and stakeholder interests. Program elements focus on each local
housing market including the housing inventory, habitability challenges,
and balancing the needs of tenants and landlords. Mediation and
counseling do continue to play a critical role in stabilizing tenancy in all
tenant protection models, even those that are highly controlled. The key
to success in the communities we surveyed has been to identify the
specific problems that are unique to the community and its rental housing
and design or develop targeted approaches to resolve the problems.
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Attachment A: Rent Control and Just‐Cause Eviction Program Options
Program
Features

Option 1
Enhanced Mediation Program

Option 2
Alameda/West Hollywood Style
Rent Regulation/Stabilization

Option 3
Berkeley/Santa Monica Style Rent Control

Units Subject to Program

Typically applies to rental units
with three or more units

Property owners with three to five
or more units.
Hayward example: Residential unit
occupied by payment of rent,
provided the unit is one of at least
five residential units in Hayward
with common ownership.

Residential rental dwelling units and
rooming houses with at least five rooms
(each room is counted as an individual
unit) with separate leases are included in
the program, along with single family
homes with at least four bedrooms that are
being rented separately (each bedroom is a
unit).

Unit Exemptions

Hotels/motels, government‐
subsidized housing, hospitals,
transient housing, etc.

Single family homes, all units
occupied after February 1996
hotels/motels, government‐
subsidized housing, hospitals,
transient housing, etc.

Single family homes, all units constructed
after 1996 hotels/motels, government‐
subsidized housing, hospitals, transient
housing, etc.

Funding Mechanisms

General fund or other City Fund,
Arbitration Service Fees

Programs funded through
administration fees (50% passed
on to tenant) and may include
general fund and other fund
support

Programs funded through registration (50%
passed on to tenant) and enforcement
fees, and may include general or other
fund subsidies, and grants
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Option 2
Alameda/West Hollywood Style
Rent Regulation/Stabilization

Option 3
Berkeley/Santa Monica Style Rent Control

Characteristics of Program

 No ongoing tracking of rental
units or rents paid is typically
done
 Due Process: Mandatory
participation through
conciliation, mediation and fact
finding, mediated agreements
are memorialized in writing. If
fact‐finding process is
incorporated, decisions are
advisory
 Landlord must be current on all
fees and in compliance with city
requirements
 Landlord must confirm
substantial compliance with
habitability of unit

 All eligible rent units are loosely
tracked. The rent policy body
(rent board or city council)
publish allowed yearly rent
increase maximum
 Due Process: Petition Process
with Hearing Examiner providing
decisions. Mediation may be a
preliminary option
 Housing quality standards
maintained (owner/landlord
compliance)
 Includes just‐cause eviction,
anti‐harassment, and
tenant/landlord problem
mediation
 Active public education
programs
 Voluntary vacancies trigger
landlord option to remove unit
from rent increases compliance
with habitability standards
(Hayward’s program).

 All eligible rental units are tracked and
have an established rent ceiling. Landlord
must report all changes in tenancy and
terms of tenancy (rent increases)
 Due Process: Petition Process with
Hearing Examiner providing decisions.
Mediation may be a preliminary option
for some petitions
 Housing quality and housing services
(owner/landlord compliance)
 Includes just‐cause eviction, anti‐
harassment, and tenant/landlord
counseling and mediation
 Active public outreach and training
programs
 Optional program suspension ‐ 5%
vacancy rate

Required Tenant Notification of
Program Eligibility and Features

Yes, at time of initial rental, rent
adjustments and notice of lease
termination

Yes, rent disputes and eviction for
cause provisions

Yes, rent disputes, terminate tenancy and
good cause eviction provisions
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Option 2
Alameda/West Hollywood Style
Rent Regulation/Stabilization

Program
Features

Option 1
Enhanced Mediation Program

Required Tenant Notification of
Rent Increases and Rent
Increase Thresholds

Yes, if required by state law. Rent
increases greater than 10% trigger
mediation

Yes
 Landlords provide notice to
tenant of the ordinance and rent
increase
 Rents may not increase more
than 3‐5% per year (or some
portion of CPI) and may not be
raised more than once in 12
months
 Rent increases of less than the
maximum allowed in a year may
be “banked” (“untaken” rent
increases from prior years can
be applied to current year up to
a maximum defined by the
ordinance)

Yes
 Rents can only be increased by the
Annual General Adjustment (AGA) based
on a standard percentage or percent of
CPI as published by the Board each year

Mediation

Yes, but does not apply to just‐
cause evictions

Yes

Yes, staff provides counseling and
mediation

Arbitration

Typically not

Yes, Rent Review Officer decision is
final

Yes, hearing examiner decision is final
unless appealed to the Rent Board

Program Administration

Contractor/non‐profit agency

City staff or contractor

Independent Rent Board and staff

City Appointed Board/ Elected
Rent Board

Yes, if program includes fact‐
finding process

Yes

Yes

Staff

.25‐1 FTE planner or housing
specialist

10‐12 FTE estimate

20.+ FTE (administration, law, hearing,
registration and public information and IT)
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Option 2
Alameda/West Hollywood Style
Rent Regulation/Stabilization

Option 3
Berkeley/Santa Monica Style Rent Control

Contract Services Used

Contractor or non‐profit agency
for mediation services

Mediation and arbitration services
provider (unit‐based charges $600
per mediation and $1,200 per
arbitration), legal aid

$300,000 for various professional services

Annual Program Cost

$100,000‐$300,000

Approximately $1,900,000

$4‐4.5 million

ANTICIPATED OUTCOMES
Expansion of Tenant Rights

Yes

Yes

Yes

Impact on Vacancy Rate

No

No data available. Program drives
reinvestment in rental units and
stabilizes rents for a limited period
by setting a predictable increase.

No data available. Program stabilizes rents
by setting a predictable increase.

Expansion of Affordable Housing

No, however, will include some
related components including JCE
and tenant notification
requirements.

Program stabilizes rents of
program units by setting a
maximum allowable increase.

Program stabilizes rents of program units
by setting annual allowable rent increase.

Effect on Tenant Displacement

No data identified supporting
impact on displacement. However,
JCE should have some impact.

Program monitors units not
tenants.

Program tracks units, not tenants.
(Relocation assistance and demolition
process can be included in ordinance.)
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Option 2
Alameda/West Hollywood Style
Rent Regulation/Stabilization

Option 3
Berkeley/Santa Monica Style Rent Control

Program Advantages

 Creates an effective vehicle for
addressing tenant grievances
regarding significant rent
increases
 Promotes tenant stability
regarding lease terminations
 Improves landlord/tenant
communication
 Reinforces non‐retaliation
provisions
 Some programs include tenant
relocation expenses

 Stabilizes rent increases
 Units comply with code
(habitability)
 Expands tenants’ rights
 Attracts investment
 Method to address
landlord/tenant disputes
 Fair return (and “banking”)
 Facilitate rental housing
reinvestment

 Tracks controlled units
 Mechanism to identify, inform, and
engage landlords and tenant
 Educates tenants of rights
 Provides for reasonable rent increases
and stabilizes tenant population in
rental units
 Units comply with code (habitability)
 Accessible and efficient method to
address landlord/tenant disputes

Program Disadvantages

 Will not address concerns
regarding affordable housing or
financial hardship resulting
from higher than normal rent
adjustments
 Have not identified data
indicating impact on tenant
displacement overall

 Affordable housing gap persists
for residents at or below Area
Median Income (AMI)
 Neutral effect on vacancy rates
in the short run
 Contemplates only short‐term
rent control (voluntary vacancy
and landlord compliance with
permanent decontrol removes
unit from program and rent
increase limits)
 Program designed to drive
reinvestment
 Vacancy decontrol prohibits
comprehensive application to
all rental units (only units built
before 1995 can be
“controlled”)

 Affordable housing gap persists for
residents at or below Area Median
Income (AMI)
 Neutral effect on vacancy rates in the
short run
 Threat of reduction in rental units in the
long run through increased
condominium conversion
 Vacancy decontrol prohibits
comprehensive application to all rental
units (only units built before 1995 can
be “cost controlled”)
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Attachment B: Just-Cause for Eviction Survey
Berkeley

East Palo Alto

Los Angeles

Oakland

Sources

Rent Stabilization and Good Cause for
Eviction Chapter 13.76 and Guide to Rent
Control

Rent Stabilization Ordinance and Rent
Stabilization Rules and Regulations

Chapter XV Rent Stabilization Ordinance
(See website forms and public information)

Eligible for Just-cause
eviction

All rental units

All single family and multiple family
dwellings

All rental units built before October 1, 1978 Any rental units (pre-1980)

Rental Units Exempt

Units in existence before December 31, 1979
and hotel/motel occupancy less than 14
consecutive days, cooperatives, hospitals,
nursing and assisted living facilities and units
rented to higher learning faculty

Hotel/motel, care facilities, resident owner
non-profit housing, units exempt by state
and federal law and units within a dwelling
shared with the landlord

Legal Reasons to Evict

• Failure to pay rent
• Violates terms of rental agreement
• Willful damage to unit
• Fixed term expires and tenant refuses to
sign new lease
• Disturbs peace
• Repeated denial of entry
• Landlord needs to bring unit into
compliance with code
• Permit to demolish
• Owner with 50% or more ownership
moves in
• Failure to sign identical lease

• Failure to pay rent and following notice
from landlord
• Tenant fails to cure a violation of the terms
of tenancy following landlord notice
• Tenant initiated nuisance with landlord
notice
• Refusal to agree to new lease substantially
identical to current
• Disorderly conduct that persists following
notice
• Continues denial of access to unit
following notice
• Refusal access for substantial habitability
repairs (ten times the amount of monthly
rent) unit consist with code
• Landlord secures demolition permits to
remove unit from rental market and is
denied access
• Landlord secures permits to remove unit
from rental housing use under the Ellis Act
• Owner move-in
• Refusal to move under terms of temporary
rental agreement
• Failure to vacate under government order
• Tenant no longer qualifies for tenancy with
a government entity
• Sub tenancy without Owner approval

Notice:

Landlord must provide proper notice of
Landlord must provide a copy of the notice
termination (three, thirty, sixty or ninety-day within five days after notice served to tenant
notices to quit.
to Rent Board. If Unlawful detainer served,
copies must also be provided to the Rent
Board within 5 calendar days.

Regulations for the Just Cause for Eviction
Ordinance (Measure EE, Codified in the
Oakland Municipal Code at 8.22.300,
et.seq..)

San Diego

Chapter 9: Building, Housing and Sign
Regulations Article 8: Housing, Division 7:
Tenants’ Right to Know Regulations

San Francisco

Chapter 37 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code the Residential Rent
Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance

Any rental unit with tenancy of at least two
years

Santa Monica

Title 17 Rent Stabilization and Guide: Rent
Rent Control Charter Amendment Article
XVIII and Rent Control Regulations Chapter 9 Stabilization

All rental units built before June 13, 1979;
newer buildings not covered based on
original certificate of occupancy
Single family, except where two or more
Hotels and motels; hospital, skilled nursing Institutional facilities, governmental housing, Hotel, motel and rooming houses occupied
units are located on the same lot (excludes and health facilities; nonprofit substance
transient hotel/motel, mobile homes and
for 31 days or less; nonprofit cooperatives;
duplexes and condominiums); hotel/motel, abuse treatment; temporary homeless
rooms rented (owner and tenant share
hospital, convent, monastery, extended care
boarding and rooming houses with
and adult day health facility; some
facilities; owner-occupied units with three or kitchen and bath)
occupancy 30 days or less; non-profits;
government owned and rental units
less units; owner-occupied units where
hospital, convent/monastery, extended care owner and tenant share kitchen and bath;
constructed after June 13, 1979
facilities; housing owned and operated by
units in trust held on behalf of
Los Angeles City Housing Authority; housing developmentally disabled; newly
with a certificate of occupancy after October constructed units and first rented after
1, 1978; luxury housing (rent thresholds on October 1980 (the effective date of the
May 31,1978; substantial renovation (i.e.,
Residential Rent, Relocation and Arbitration
defined investment based on bedroom
Ordinance)
completed after September 1, 1980);
affordable housing with regulatory
agreement; cooperatives; mobile homes and
recreational vehicle in a park

All rental units

• Failure to pay rent
• Violation of tenancy
• Nuisance
• Illegal use of rental unit
• Refusal to execute new lease with
consistent terms
• Tenant at lease term is subtenant not
approved by landlord
• Owner, relative move-in or resident
manager (where no alternate unit available)
• Tenant interferes (fails to move
temporarily or honor permanent relocation
agreement) with rehabilitation and landlord
has an approved Tenant Habitability Plan
(THP)
• Demolition of unit or permanently remove
from rental housing use
• Order to Vacate or Abate
• HUD owns and operates and seeks to
recover
• Residential hotel converted or demolished
with City approvals (Application of
Clearance)
• Convert to affordable housing with
exemption by the Housing and Community
Investment Department

• Failure to pay rent
• Violates terms of rental agreement
• Willful damage to unit - nuisance
• Tenant uses unit for illegal purposes
• Tenant refuses to sign new lease
• Tenant holding lease at expiration not
approved by landlord
• Landlord needs to bring unit into
compliance with code and denied access
• Owner move-in (50% ownership, no
available unit in other properties, etc.)
• Permit to demolish
• Landlord filed "going-out-of-business"
documents

• Failure to pay rent
• Violation of rental agreement
• Substantial repairs/damage (3 months or
less)
• Disorderly conduct/destroying peace and
quiet
• Unlawful drugs or using unit for illegal
purposes
• Failure to provide access to unit
• Owner or Owner’s relative move-in
• Owner previously occupied unit and has
agreement with tenant to reoccupy as
residence
• Correct code violations
• Refusal to renew lease
• Remove unit from rental market (Ellis Act)

Landlord must file form of intention to evict Landlord must file notice with Rent
with the City if police reports available or
Adjustment Program within 10 days of
City Attorney engaged. Landlord required to service on the tenant.
file form of intention to evict with the City
when taking possession to occupy, demolish,
remove from rental use, or convert to
affordable housing

1

West Hollywood

All rental units

Single family homes not used for residential Units occupied by owner or close relative as
rental purposes on July 1, 1984 and those
primary resident and nonprofit
that are occupied for two years by owner as accommodations
principle residence after voluntary vacancy

• Nonpayment of rent
• Violates terms of tenancy (pattern and
substantial)
• Illegal use
• Refusal to sign new lease with similar
terms
• Nuisance
• Refusal to provide access
• Correct violation
• Withdrawal of residential rental structure
from rental market
• Owner or relative move-in

• Failure to pay rent
• Violation of the terms of tenancy
• Nuisance (pattern and substantial,
including eviction protection of domestic
violence, sexual assault and stalking victims)
• Illegal use of rental unit
• Failure to sign a new lease
• Refusal of access to unit
• Tenant at the end of the term is subtenant
not approved by landlord
• Owner move-in
• Sale of unit per City approved
condominium conversion
• Demolish or remove unit from rental
housing use
• Landlord secures permits to temporarily
remove unit from housing use for capital
improvement or rehabilitation
• Substantial rehabilitation
• Withdrawal of rental units within any
detached physical structure
• Demolish or remove unit from rental
housing use
• Lead remediation (temporary)
• Good Samaritan Status (i.e., natural
disaster) G1:G7

• Failure to pay rent
• Violates terms of rental agreement
• Caregiver after death of primary tenant
• Nuisance
• Refusal to sign new lease
• Refuses to provide access
• Subtenant not approved by Landlord
• Termination of Resident Manager or
Employee
• Pre-existing Tenant before becoming
resident manager
• Owners temporary absence (sabbatical,
extended vacation) from principal residence
with associated agreement
• Owner or relative move-in
• Correct violations
• Foreclosure (30 day notice)
• Withdrawal from rental market (120 day
notice)
• Transfer to a different unit
• Inclusionary housing (tenant income
exceeds maximum allowable)
• Demolition of rental housing units for lowand Moderate-Income Housing
• Renter’s Insurance (if contained in lease)

Landlord must provide proper notice.
Tenant may raise landlord's noncompliance
with Tenant's Right to Know Regulation as
an affirmative defense.

Landlord must disclose to prospective
Landlord must file a copy of the tenant's
Landlord must provide a copy of unlawful
property purchaser the legal grounds to
notice of termination of tenancy to the Rent detainers within 5 business days.
terminate tenancy. Copies of eviction
Board within 3 days.
notices and proof of tenant service must be
filed with the Rent Board within ten days
(see Ordinance for various time frames).
Notice must also include the following
information: tenant failed to respond, rental
rate, eligibility for affordable housing,
information provided in six languages. Rent
Board reports of wrongful eviction. City
contracts with legal aid service providers to
assist with evictions to ensure law enforced.
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