
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

Council Agenda Report

Agenda Date: July 28, 2026

To: Mayor and Councilmembers

From: City Administrator’s Office

Subject: Summary of Public Comment and Proposed Amendments to Draft 
Residential Rent Stabilization Ordinance and Just Cause Ellis Act 
Amendments Ordinance

Recommendation: 

That Council:

A. Receive a report summarizing public comments received on the June 10, 2026 Public 
Review Drafts of the Residential Rent Stabilization Ordinance and the Just Cause Ellis Act 
Amendments Ordinance; and 

B. Provide direction to staff and the City Attorney’s Office on amendments so that a revised 
Residential Rent Stabilization Ordinance can be introduced followed by the Just Cause Ellis 
Act Amendments Ordinance at a later date to ensure consistency with the adopted Rent 
Stabilization Program.

Executive Summary

The City released the Public Review Drafts of the Residential Rent Stabilization Ordinance  and 
Just Cause Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance on June 10, 2026 for a 30-Day Public Comment 
period that concluded on July 10, 2026. A total of 655 comments were received and sorted 
among three different categories: (1) General Support; (2) General Opposition; and (3) 
Proposed Amendments. All comments received are published in each of these categories and 
are available for review at: https://santabarbaraca.gov/services/housing-human-
services/affordable-housing/rent-stabilization. Comments that included the same language 
regarding proposed amendments were counted and each name associated with the 
submission is noted for the public record. 

https://santabarbaraca.gov/services/housing-human-services/affordable-housing/rent-stabilization
https://santabarbaraca.gov/services/housing-human-services/affordable-housing/rent-stabilization
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Comments received during the public review period with specific language amendments to 
each draft Ordinance have been compiled into two matrices attached to this report for 
reference (Attachments 1 and 2). This report summarizes the proposed amendments with the 
most significant legal, fiscal, or policy consequences and identifies additional direction needed 
from Council prior to introduction of each Ordinance. 

Residential Rent Stabilization Ordinance 

The proposed Ordinance establishes a comprehensive Rent Stabilization Program for the City 
of Santa Barbara. The program would take effect on January 1, 2027, and is designated to 
stabilize rent increases for tenants in covered rental units while preserving constitutionally 
protected fair-return rights for property owners. The proposed Ordinance establishes: 

• An annual General Rent Adjustment limited to 60 percent of the change in the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI), not to exceed three percent;

• A Base Rent set by reference to rents in effect in 2025;

• Petition processes for fair return, capital improvements, and tenant-initiated 
downward adjustment;

• Rent Stabilization Board and Hearing Officers; and

• Rental Registry funded by a per-unit fee to be established following a fee study.

Summary of Public Comments in Support of Rent Stabilization Ordinance
Comments in support are grounded predominantly in individual tenant experience, describing 
rent increases that have outpaced wage growth over sustained periods. Tenants report 
cumulative increases such as a one-bedroom unit rising from approximately $1,500 to over 
$2,600 across ten years, a unit rising from under $1,600 to over $2,400 in six years, and long-
tenured renters describing increases from $625 in 1989 to $1,800 today. Several commenters 
report rent consuming three-quarters of monthly income, or exceeding monthly income 
entirely, with savings drawn down to cover the difference. Seniors on fixed incomes, single 
parents, tenants with disabilities, retirees, and working professionals all describe the annual 
lease renewal as a recurring source of instability, and multiple constituents state they 
anticipate leaving Santa Barbara or California if increases continue.

A frequently repeated point is that displacement affects the workforce the City depends on: 
commenters describe co-workers and employees commuting from Lompoc, Ventura, and 
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Oxnard, and argue that continued attrition of teachers, nurses, service workers, and public 
employees carries economic costs for local businesses and employers. Several commenters 
emphasize that renters constitute roughly 60% of City residents and should be weighted 
accordingly in Council's deliberations, and a number frame housing stability as producing 
measurable public savings through reduced homelessness and emergency service utilization.

The most policy-specific comments come from the Santa Barbara Tenants Union and allied 
organizations such as CAUSE and the Santa Barbara County Action Network (SBCAN), 
submitted in substantially identical form by over 300 constituents. For convenience, these are 
referred to as the “coalition comments.”  The coalition generally supports Ordinance adoption, 
but states that the draft is unacceptable in its current form. The coalition comments included a 
redline of the current draft proposal that was released for public comment of which all 
proposed amendments are included in the attached matrix (see Attachment 1).  The coalition 
acknowledges the general adjustment of 60% of CPI up to 3 percent, the $100 monthly cap on 
capital improvement pass-throughs, and the prohibition on rent banking as positive elements.  
The coalition comments object to:  the inclusion of exemptions not required by State law; 
capital improvement pass-throughs available for elective remodeling; the limited role of the 
Rent Stabilization Board; and insufficient enforcement provisions. The principal requests 
stated in the coalition comments are: a registry that covers all rental units, not just those subject 
to rent stabilization; further limitation of the exemptions from rent stabilization; and changes 
to the role and composition of the Rent Stabilization Board so that it holds regular public 
meetings, directs program policies, possesses enforcement authority, and includes majority 
tenant representation. Individual supporters echo these positions, several stating explicitly 
that no exemptions should be adopted beyond those State law requires.  The coalition 
comments include a number of recommended changes to other tenant protections, including 
just cause that are addressed later in this report. . 

Summary of Public Comments in Opposition to Rent Stabilization Ordinance
The largest share of opposition comment concerns the annual general adjustment formula of 
60% of CPI or 3%, whichever is less. Commenters describe this cap as structurally below the 
rate at which their operating costs are rising, citing property insurance premium increases 
reported in the range of 60 to 100 percent over three years, along with increases in utilities, 
labor, materials, property taxes, and City fees. Several commenters, including property 
management firms writing on behalf of multiple owner clients, calculate that recent CPI figures 
would permit increases of roughly 1.8 percent annually. A related and frequently raised concern 
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is that the formula compounds against owners who have historically charged below-market 
rents: commenters who describe holding rents low for long-tenured tenants state that the draft 
Ordinance would permanently lock in that below-market position while owners charging 
market rents retain a higher base. Multiple commenters characterize the cap as denying a fair 
and reasonable return, and a subset frame this as a regulatory taking under the Fifth and 
Fourteenth Amendments and the California Constitution, referencing existing federal litigation 
against the temporary rent freeze and asserting that additional suits and a possible referendum 
or ballot initiative are anticipated. Constituents also object that the temporary freeze effective 
after December 15, 2025, combined with the twelve-month lease renewal requirement, has 
already foreclosed increases for a full year without any credit or reconciliation mechanism.

A second cluster of concerns addresses administrative design and cost. The Rental Registry 
drew consistent objection on privacy and data-security grounds, with commenters 
characterizing the required ownership and financial disclosures as invasive and, in several 
cases, as a cybersecurity exposure. Commenters report that the draft does not state a per-unit 
registration fee and that Council retains discretion to adjust the fee, leaving owners unable to 
estimate compliance costs. Objections were also raised to the mechanism placing 
responsibility on owners for collecting the tenant share of registry fees without a corresponding 
tenant obligation.

Commenters describe the petition process for fair-return and capital improvement pass-
throughs as adversarial and expensive relative to the amounts recoverable, noting the pass-
through cap and the exclusion of mortgage interest and depreciation from the expense 
calculation, and argue that the cumulative effect is to defer roofs, electrical upgrades, and other 
major capital work. Small owners, retirees on fixed incomes, and owner-occupants of duplexes 
repeatedly asked that the Ordinance differentiate them from institutional owners, arguing that 
a uniform compliance burden falls hardest on those without legal, accounting, or professional 
management support.

Several commenters also raised concerns about the City's fiscal capacity, citing the 
approximately $2 million annual program estimate, Santa Monica program's reported 
operating cost, the City's existing budget deficit, and the appropriation of legal defense funds.

A third theme is that the draft Ordinance addresses the wrong causal mechanism and will 
reduce, rather than preserve, rental supply. Some commenters predict owner exit through sale, 
conversion to owner occupancy, permanent withdrawal of units under the Ellis Act, and shifting 
of units to family use or short-term arrangements, with consolidation of ownership among 
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better-capitalized entities as the likely result. Reduced turnover, diminished property values 
with attendant property tax revenue effects, and impaired lending were also cited. 
Commenters point to Santa Monica, San Francisco, and New York as cautionary examples and 
to Austin's supply-side reforms as an alternative model, urging zoning reform, permit 
streamlining, adaptive reuse and infill, and targeted subsidies in place of price regulation.

A recurring procedural request is that the City establish baseline data — ownership, tenure, rent 
burden, and displacement figures for the roughly 13,000 affected units — together with defined 
success metrics and a review or sunset mechanism, before adopting a permanent program. A 
number of commenters requested that the Ordinance be placed before the voters, and several 
noted the 4–3 Council split as grounds for doing so.

Summary of Public Comments with Proposed Amendments to Draft 
Residential Rent Stabilization Ordinance
Much of the comment received is framed in legal terms.  Staff and the City Attorney’s Office will 
address legal issues when drafting the final recommended Ordinance to assure that the 
proposal is consistent with applicable law. Council’s direction at this stage in the process, is 
primarily policy direction. Staff has identified four policy tensions that are common to the 
comments and recur across the individual amendments discussed below.

● Affordability against housing quality. The adjustment formula and the pass-through 
cap both determine how much revenue is available to maintain aging buildings. 
Constraining revenue protects tenants from increases in the near term but may 
accelerate deferred maintenance in a rental stock much of which is over fifty years old. 
Council should decide how much of the cost of preservation it intends tenants to bear, 
and over what period.

● Breadth of coverage against depth of protection. Every exemption narrows the 
program but also concentrates its administrative cost on fewer units. A broad program 
with modest protections and a narrow program with strong ones are both coherent. 

● Predictability against adaptability. Constituents on both sides ask for certainty — 
codified methodology, enumerated improvements, published schedules, defined 
timelines. Certainty improves compliance and legal defensibility but reduces the City’s 
ability to correct the program administratively as experience develops. Council will 
need to decide which elements are fixed in the Ordinance and which are left to 
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regulation, recognizing that this allocation is itself a policy choice about how much 
future flexibility to retain.

● Program reach against unintended displacement. Two provisions in the record could 
operate against the Ordinance’s purpose: mandatory registration may prompt removal 
of unpermitted units housing lower-income tenants, and a rent cap applied to deed-
restricted housing may reduce the operating income of the City’s principal affordable 
housing providers. Neither is an argument against the program, but both warrant 
deliberate Council attention. 

The following policy decisions carry the most significant consequences for the Ordinance’s 
legal defensibility, fiscal structure, and administrative efficiency. Each requires affirmative City 
Council direction prior to introduction.

Annual General Rent Adjustment and Base Rent
The 60% of CPI formula with a 3% ceiling is the most frequently contested provision in the 
record. Property owners ask that Council raise the formula, with requests ranging from 100 
percent of CPI to deferring entirely to existing State law. The Santa Barbara Association of 
Realtors requests Council add a minimum annual adjustment alongside the maximum, citing 
Alameda (70% of CPI with a 1% floor and 5% ceiling) and Mountain View (100% of CPI with a 
2% floor and 5% ceiling). Tenant advocates request that Council retain 60 percent of CPI as 
drafted.

A related and legally distinct question concerns the Base Rent. Multiple commenters object that 
fixing Base Rent at 2025 levels operates retroactively, because owners set those rents without 
notice that they would become a permanent regulatory baseline. Commenters describe 
owners who held rents below market for long-term tenants, experienced extended vacancies, 
or completed repairs before re-renting, and ask for an individualized adjustment mechanism.  

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

Establishment of a base rent for application of a general inflationary rent adjustment is typical 
to most rent control ordinances.  The base rent is typically set as the rents in existence on a date 
prior to the date that the agency considered or adopted a new rent control law based on the 
assumption that in an unregulated environment, the rental rates will be set at market.  The 
general adjustment formula is a decision about how the cost of inflation is shared between 
tenants and owners, and it is the provision the community will most readily understand as 
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expressing Council’s intent. A lower figure delivers greater near-term rent predictability for 
tenants; a higher figure, or a floor, reduces pressure on the fair return process and on deferred 
maintenance. A flat percentage that is consistent year-over-year provides predictability and 
administrative efficiency.  

Scope of Coverage and Exemptions
Exemption requests are the highest volume category in the record and pull in opposite 
directions.

● Expansion. The Santa Barbara Association of Realtors, individual owner-occupants, 
and numerous small providers ask Council to exempt residential properties containing 
four or fewer dwelling units, or at minimum owner-occupied two-to-four unit 
properties, extending the existing owner-occupied duplex exemption.

● Contraction. Tenant advocates request that Council strike the owner-occupied duplex 
exemption and the deed-restricted affordable housing exemption.

● Deed-restricted affordability exemption. The Housing Authority of the City of Santa 
Barbara advocates that Council retain the exemption at Section 26.90.010.A.6 for units 
subject to a recorded affordability covenant, and separately to exempt Section 8 
voucher-assisted units where contract rent is at or below the Housing Authority’s 
adopted payment standard.

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

The one-to-four unit request rests on the premise that resident and small-scale owners differ in 
kind from institutional operators. The contrary position is that a tenant’s need for stability does 
not vary with the size of the building or the number of units on a parcel, and that owners are 
frequently not individuals. Council will need to decide whether to draw the line based on the 
character of the ownership or the vulnerability of the tenancy as that choice determines 
whether the relevant threshold is owner-occupancy, unit count, or neither. The deed-restricted 
question is different in kind: those units are already rent-restricted, so the issue is duplication 
rather than protection.

Rental Registry Financing and Proposition 26
Property owners ask Council to complete and publicly release a comprehensive cost-of-service 
and fee study before adoption, itemizing staffing, hearing officer costs, legal services, 
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technology, translation, overhead allocation, and reserves, and comparing multiple funding 
models. Constituents invoke Proposition 26 and Jacks v. City of Santa Barbara for the 
proposition that the burden rests with the City to establish that the charge is a regulatory fee 
rather than a tax.

A distinct allocation question was raised by several commenters and independently by an 
anonymous submission. If the program contemplates that tenants bear a share of the fee, but 
places sole legal responsibility for payment on the property owner, and unpaid tenant shares 
are absorbed by the property owner, then providers bear the entire cost in every non-payment 
case. The same commenters identify the absorption provision as creating an incentive against 
tenant payment.

Tenant advocates separately support universal registration on the ground that partial 
registration cannot produce an accurate picture of the rental market.

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

Rental registry programs are typically supported by fees.  The City complies with all applicable 
legal requirements, including those established by Propositions 218 and 26, when it imposes 
its fees.  Fee financing places the cost on the regulated activity and keeps the program self-
supported, while General Fund financing treats rent stabilization as a general public benefit and 
competes with other Council priorities. The draft Ordinance currently allows up to 50% of the 
costs for rental unit registration to be passed-through to the tenant over the course of a 12-
month lease agreement.  In addition to the allocation, a primary question for Council policy 
direction is whether to expand the rental registry to cover all residential rental units.  

Registry Data Governance Policy
Many commenters on both sides of the rent control issue ask that the City adopt and publish a 
comprehensive Data Governance and Privacy Policy before compelling registry participation, 
addressing the purpose of each data element collected, legal authority, permissible uses, 
encryption and access controls, breach notification, retention and destruction. The Santa 
Barbara Association of Realtors proposes a narrower alternative under which providers and 
tenants each maintain their own contact information, materially reducing the tenant personal 
information a provider must submit.

A separate concern is that mandatory registration may prompt owners of unpermitted or legally 
nonconforming units – accessory units, garage conversions, and similar arrangements that 
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frequently house lower-income tenants at below-market rents — to terminate tenancies and 
remove units from the market rather than expose themselves to code enforcement. 
Constituents ask Council to consider a safe harbor, amnesty period, or deferred registration 
pathway.

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

The unpermitted-unit issue is the clearest instance in the record where the Ordinance could 
work against its own purpose. If owners of unpermitted accessory units conclude that 
registration exposes them to code enforcement, the response may be to end the tenancy before 
the program deadline. This may displace long-term, lower-income tenants in precisely the 
informal housing the City has an interest in preserving. Council should decide whether it prefers 
a safe harbor or amnesty pathway that trades some code-enforcement leverage for tenancy 
preservation, or accepts the displacement risk in exchange for a complete registry.

Rent Stabilization Board, Hearing Officers, and Petition Procedure
The composition of the Rent Stabilization Board is directly contested in the comments received. 
Tenant advocates are requesting a five-member Board with a tenant majority; property owners 
are advocating for balanced representation of tenants, housing providers, and neutral 
members. The Santa Barbara Association of Realtors supports the composition as drafted and 
directs its recommendations instead to the Board’s authority, asking that the Board be 
expressly limited to administering the Ordinance adopted by Council rather than establishing 
new substantive policy.

Hearing Officer independence drew broad support across otherwise opposed commenters. 
Requests include: minimum professional qualifications in administrative, landlord-tenant, or 
municipal law; a transparent appointment process; decision deadlines; written findings; and a 
prohibition on ex parte communications. Constituents also ask for a fuller petition framework 
including standardized forms, completeness timelines with an opportunity to cure, pre-hearing 
exchange of evidence, and decisions based on the administrative record.

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

The Ordinance as currently drafted has the Rent Stabilization Board exercising quasi-judicial 
authority over individual petitions. Consequently, Council should weigh which composition 
will make decisions durable and accepted. A tenant majority Board reflects the population the 
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Ordinance protects; a balanced Board is more likely to be perceived as impartial by the parties 
whose property and tenancy interests it adjudicates.  Council had previously expressed a desire 
to retain policy making authority as is consistent with the structure of other Council appointed 
boards and commissions.

Capital Improvement Pass-Throughs
Property owners request that Council raise or remove the pass-through cap, arguing that it 
makes roofs, seismic retrofits, electrical upgrades, and accessibility improvements financially 
infeasible and defers maintenance. Tenant advocates ask that Council prohibit corporate 
owners and owners of five or more units from passing capital improvement costs through at all. 
The Santa Barbara Association of Realtors proposes an enumerated schedule of eligible 
improvements with standardized useful-life and amortization schedules and asks that 
improvements required by governmental action be expressly eligible and that an improvement 
not become ineligible merely because it also increases property value.

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

This provision sits at the intersection of the two core concerns in the record: housing quality 
and affordability. A low cap protects tenants from large increases but shifts the cost of major 
systems onto owners and risks deferred maintenance. Council may wish to consider a tiered 
approach distinguishing mandated life-safety and code compliance work from elective 
upgrades, which would respond to both sides of the record.  

Additional Comments for Council Consideration
A number of additional comments were received for Council consideration that included cross-
cutting themes as follows: 

• Mandatory review provision. A significant number of commenters request that the 
Ordinance require the City to evaluate and publish findings on the program’s outcomes 
within three to five years. Council may consider a mandatory review provision separate 
from or as part of a sunset provision, which causes the Ordinance to lapse absent 
affirmative action; some constituents use the concepts together, but the consequences 
differ materially. 

• Small-provider accommodations. Many commenters suggested reduced or tiered 
fees, simplified reporting, streamlined petitions, extended implementation periods, 
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and plain-language guidance on exemptions. Much of this is implementable through 
program design and administrative regulation rather than ordinance text.

● Use of the existing Rental Housing Mediation Program. The Rental Housing 
Mediation Board asks that mediation be referenced in program materials and outreach, 
and constituents separately requested that voluntary mediation be authorized before 
formal hearing. This uses existing City capacity and has been referenced by other 
programs throughout the State as an asset to a Rent Stabilization Program. 

Relationship between Residential Rent Stabilization Ordinance and Just 
Cause Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance

The draft Residential Rent Stabilization Ordinance may be revised, introduced, and adopted 
separately from the proposed Just Cause Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance. They do not need 
to be introduced or adopted on the same schedule. Santa Barbara Municipal Code Chapter 
26.50 is an existing ordinance that has been in effect and administered by the City 
independently of any rent stabilization program. Staff recognize that certain amendments to 
existing tenant protections directly related to rent stabilization may be required at the same 
time.  However, other changes to those existing code provisions may have different policy 
considerations that should be considered separately.

Just Cause Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance 

Santa Barbara Municipal Code Chapter 26.50 establishes Just Cause requirements for 
residential evictions. City staff proposed amendments to that Chapter according to the 
California Ellis Act (Government Code §§ 7060-7060.7) as follows: 

• Section 26.50.070 – Administrative updates to the definition of Just Cause, replacing 
references to the Community Development Department with the City Administrator’s 
Office, Office of Housing and Community Vitality, and correcting a Civil Code cross-
reference in the definition of Owner. 

• Section 26.50.100 – Addition of Subsection D, establishing procedures for withdrawal of 
rental units from the rental market where the units are subject to a City price-control 
ordinance, including a supplemental statement filed under penalty of perjury and a 
one-year extension for qualifying seniors and disabled tenants.
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• New Section 26.50.110 – Disclosure to tenants of their rights before and after the sale of 
the rental property. 

• New Section 26.50.120 – Recordation of a notice of restriction, covering both a tenant’s 
right of first refusal and the five-year restriction on residential rental use following 
withdrawal. 

The draft Ordinance carries forward the existing structure of Chapter 26.50. 

Summary of Public Comment and Proposed Amendments to Just Cause Ellis 
Act Amendments Ordinance

A substantial share of comments addressed issues within the broader category of tenant 
protections, such as just cause eviction requirements, lease requirements, and anti-
harassment prohibitions.  Commenters characterize these issues as displacement pressure 
rather than concerns over rent levels alone. Multiple tenants describe detailed accounts of what 
they term "renovictions”: acquisition of a property by a new owner followed by improper or 
invalid eviction notices; construction commenced without required permits; extended and 
open-ended displacement periods with no stated timeline for return; utility interruptions; and 
deferred maintenance. These commenters consistently argue that existing protections are 
inadequate not in substance but in enforcement, and that the practical burden of asserting 
rights falls on tenants who lack legal representation while owners retain counsel. Their specific 
requests include mandatory construction timelines and schedule disclosures modeled on Los 
Angeles, clearer notice requirements, accessible legal assistance, and linkage between rent 
increases and habitability compliance.  Commenters also identify the conversion of long-term 
rental stock to short-term vacation rentals and second homes as an unaddressed contributor 
to scarcity.

The most policy-specific comments come from the Santa Barbara Tenants Union and allied 
organizations such as CAUSE and the Santa Barbara County Action Network (SBCAN), 
submitted in substantially identical form by over 300 constituents. As mentioned earlier, these 
are referred to as “coalition comments.” The specific request from this coalition is that Council 
replace the existing provisions of Section 26.50.100, subsection C, with a new set of restrictions 
including re-rental and rent-restriction requirements expressly authorized by the Ellis Act. 
Property owners advocate to narrow the provision under which withdrawal of one unit triggers 
obligations as to the others, to revise the pre- and post-scale disclosure requirements, and to 
eliminate the requirement that a tenant’s Right of First Refusal be recorded against the 
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property. Proposed amendments are highlighted below and a matrix is attached for reference 
(see Attachment 2).  The coalition comments also go beyond the scope of the proposed 
amendments under the draft Just Cause Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance to discuss many 
other provisions of Chapter 26.50.  

Withdrawal from the Rental Market – Ellis Act Provisions (§ 26.50.100)

Municipal Code Section 26.50.100 applies to no-fault just cause evictions to permanently 
withdraw rental units from the rental market. Subsection C of that section currently prohibits 
property that has been withdrawn from the rental market through no-fault evictions from being 
used for residential rental purposes for five years after the last eviction.  The coalition 
comments request that Council replace this prohibition with provisions authorized by 
Government Code Section 7060.2 that provide different tenant rights if a unit is re-rented within 
two, five, or ten years following withdrawal.

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

The Ellis Act reflects a legislative judgment that owners may exit the rental business, subject to 
conditions. Council’s discretion lies in how to use the authorization that state law makes 
available.  The amendments requested by the coalition comments are consistent with the 
protections under Government Code Section 7060.2.  The existing five-year ban on residential 
rental use is not expressly authorized by state statute, but it is also not precluded.     

Disclosure and Recordation (New Sections 26.50.110 and 26.50.120)

Housing providers advocate that Council to replace the transaction-specific pre- and post-sale 
disclosures at Section 26.50.110 with a City-prepared Tenant Rights and Responsibilities Guide 
delivered at the commencement of a tenancy and upon lease renewal, with electronic delivery 
permitted and a safe harbor for owners who distribute the City’s approved guide. They 
separately ask that the requirement at Section 26.50.120 to record a tenant’s right of first refusal 
be eliminated, with the obligation tracked instead through City administrative records.

Additional Changes Proposed to the Just Cause Ordinance Beyond the Scope 
of the Ellis Act Amendments
The following sections discuss comments on matters that are beyond the scope of the current 
Just Cause Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance.  Council will need to provide direction on whether 
to address these suggestions at the same time as the Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) and 
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Ellis Act Amendments, or whether to address them on a different timeline with further analysis 
and cost estimate for implementation.  Staff recommends that the RSO be considered first and 
that the Just Cause amendments return at a later date so that staff can ensure appropriate legal 
review and consistency with the implementation of the RSO.

Exemptions and Scope of Coverage (§ 26.50.030)
Commenters observe that Section 26.50.030 reproduces the Tenant Protection Act (TPA) 
exemption language, with the effect that Chapter 26.50 applies only to properties subject to the 
TPA. They advocate that City Council strike four exemptions: the duplex exemption at 
subsection F; the deed-restricted exemption at subsection I; the “separately alienable” 
exemption at subsection H; and the exemption for new construction. The stated objective is 
that every tenancy protected by rent stabilization also receives just cause protection from 
eviction.

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

Whether just cause protection should extend further than State law requires is a distinct 
question from where rent stabilization coverage is set, and Council may answer them 
differently. Eviction protection and rent regulation impose different burdens on an owner: the 
first constrains the grounds for ending a tenancy, the second constrains price. Council may 
reasonably conclude that broader coverage is warranted for one and not the other.

Relocation Assistance (§ 26.50.020)
The coalition comments and others request that temporary relocation and tenant safety plans 
be required for renovation and remodeling work, that permanent relocation for all no-fault 
displacement be set at no less than the amount determined under the City’s Tenant 
Displacement Assistance Ordinance (SBMC Chapters 28.89 and 30.190), and that where State or 
federal law requires additional relocation assistance, the amount and type of assistance be 
stated in the notice of termination, citing the Housing Crisis Act at Government Code Section 
66300 et seq.
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Policy Direction for Council Consideration

Temporary relocation provisions address a gap constituents describe in concrete terms: 
tenants displaced by construction that renders a unit uninhabitable in practice without 
triggering the substantial remodel provisions. 

Owner and Family Move-In (§ 26.50.070 (2)(a))
Coalition comments ask Council to limit family move-in to one unit per property, and to restrict: 
owner and family move-in evictions of students, school staff and their families during the 
school year; elderly and disabled tenants; and first responders and their families.

Policy Direction for Council Consideration

Seasonal and status-based protections respond to the observation that displacement is more 
damaging at particular moments and for particular households. Council should weigh that 
against the administrative burden of eligibility determination and the fact that an owner’s 
good-faith need to house a family member does not vary with the tenant’s occupation. A 
school-year timing restriction is materially easier to administer than an occupation-based one, 
and Council may wish to treat those requests separately.

At-Fault Just Cause Standards (§ 26.50.070 (1))
Coalition comments also ask that at-fault evictions be permitted only for substantial, material 
violations a tenant cannot cure, and propose specific amendments across four grounds, each 
of which requires more in-depth analysis:

● Non-payment. Permit eviction only where the amount owed exceeds one month of fair 
market rent and prohibit an owner from refusing third-party rental assistance and then 
evicting for non-payment.

● Lease breach. Require proof of substantial actual injury to the owner or other residents, 
that the tenant’s conduct was unreasonable, and that the term violated was non-trivial; 
require written warning and a reasonable opportunity to cure; bar eviction for 
subleasing where consent was unreasonably withheld; and bar eviction for adding a 
child, parent, grandchild, grandparent, sibling, spouse, or domestic partner within 
lawful occupancy limits.

● Nuisance, waste, and criminal activity. Require written notice and a reasonable 
opportunity to cease, correct, or pay repair costs; limit the ground to substantial 



Council Agenda Report
Summary of Public Comment and Proposed Amendments to Draft Residential Rent 
Stabilization Ordinance and Just Cause Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance
Page 16

damage or threats to health or safety of other occupants or immediate neighbors; 
provide that a past arrest away from the property, a past conviction, being a crime 
victim, or contacting emergency services is not in itself evidence of nuisance.

● Survivor protections. Provide that conduct resulting from a tenant’s status as a 
survivor of domestic violence, sexual assault, stalking, human trafficking, elder abuse, 
or another crime never constitutes nuisance, subject to documentation consistent with 
State and federal law.

Budget/Financial Information

City staff are in the process of identifying a third-party consultant to complete a comprehensive 
fee study and analysis in support of achieving full-cost recovery for implementation and 
sustainability of the Rent Stabilization Program. This fee study along with the recommended 
cost for registration of each rental unit will be presented to City Council for consideration prior 
to implementation. At that time, City staff will also be requesting a budget appropriation to 
support start-up costs and program administration for the first year of the Rent Stabilization 
Program in consideration that full cost recovery may take time to realize.

The proposed amendments to the draft Just Cause Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance will have 
considerable implications on staffing capacity for education, outreach, documentation, 
compliance and enforcement. As City Council provides direction on amendments to the draft 
Ordinance, staff can begin to assess the capacity desired to ensure compliance and determine 
if additional resources are needed. 

Attachments:

1. Matrix of Proposed Amendments from Public Comment Review Period on Draft Residential 
Rent Stabilization Ordinance 

2. Matrix of Proposed Amendments from Public Comment Review Period on Draft Just Cause 
Ellis Act Amendments Ordinance

Prepared and 
Submitted by: Barbara Andersen, Senior Assistant to the City Administrator 

Daniel Hentschke, Assistant City Attorney 

Approved by: Kelly McAdoo, City Administrator


