AGENDA
ADJOURNED REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, March 5, 2019 – 5:30 p.m.
City Council Chambers
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, March 5, 2019 – 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
Meeting Location
El Cerrito City Hall
10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito
Rochelle Pardue-Okimoto – Mayor
Mayor Pro Tem Greg Lyman
Councilmember Paul Fadelli
5:30 PM

1.

Councilmember Janet Abelson
Councilmember Gabriel Quinto

ROLL CALL - CONVENE ADJOURNED REGULAR CITY COUNCIL
MEETING

POLICY MATTERS
One Hour and 40 minutes of public comment was heard at the February 19th meeting;
therefore, public comments will be limited to 2 minutes per person and a total of 20
minutes. If you have previously spoken on this item, you are encouraged to leave this
allotment of time for new speakers on the topic. All persons wishing to speak should
submit a speaker card to the City Clerk and will be called in the order received until the
time limit has been reached.

A.

Adjourned from February 19, 2019 regular meeting Tenant Protections
Study Session: El Cerrito 2017 Affordable Housing Strategy, Pillar B:
Reduce the Risk of Displacement and Help Stabilize At-Risk
Populations
Action Proposed: Continued Council discussion regarding tenant
protection tools, discuss policy and program options and provide staff
direction towards development of integrated package of tenant protection
ordinances.
Contact: Aissia Ashoori, Management Analyst II, Community
Development Department; Melanie Mintz, Community Development
Director, Community Development Department

2.

ADJOURN ADJOURNED REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
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7:00 PM

OR IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING PRECEDING ADJOURNED
REGULAR MEETING, WHICHEVER OCCURS LATER
ROLL CALL - CONVENE REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING

1.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG OR OBSERVATION OF MOMENT
OF SILENCE – Mayor Pardue-Okimoto

2.

COUNCIL/STAFF COMMUNICATIONS
Reports of closed session, commission appointments and informational reports on
matters of general interest which are announced by the City Council and staff.

3.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC
All persons wishing to speak should sign up with the City Clerk. Remarks are typically
limited to 3 minutes per person. The Mayor may reduce the time limit per speaker
depending upon the number of speakers. Kindly state your name and city of residence
for the record. Comments regarding non-agenda, presentation and consent calendar
items will be heard first. Comments related to items appearing on the Public Hearing or
Policy Matter portions of the Agenda are taken up at the time the City Council
deliberates each action item. Individuals wishing to comment on any closed session
scheduled after the regular meeting may do so during this public comment period or
after formal announcement of the closed session.

4.

ADOPTION OF THE CONSENT CALENDAR
All items on the consent calendar shall be acted upon in one motion, unless a member of
the City Council or staff request separate consideration.

A.

Proclamation – Women’s History Month and International Women’s
Day
Action Proposed: Pass a motion to approve a proclamation designating
the month of March as “Women’s History Month” and March 8, 2019 as
“International Women’s Day”.
Contact: Kristen Cunningham, Human Resources Manager, City
Management

B.

Approval of Minutes
Action Proposed: Pass a motion to approve the minutes for the meeting
of January 15, 2019.
Contact: Holly M. Charléty, City Clerk, City Management

C.

Recognize March 10, 2019 as the 60th anniversary of the Tibetan
national uprising, and affirm support to the people of Tibet
Action Proposed: Pass a motion to adopt a resolution declaring 1) March
10, 2019, the 60th anniversary of the Tibetan national uprising, as “Tibet
Day” in the City of El Cerrito and display the Tibetan flag at City Hall; and
2) Declaring El Cerrito's expression of solidarity with the Tibetan people
and their just, peaceful, and non-violent movement to remind the world of
the ongoing suppression of human rights and freedom in Tibet and the
continuous degradation of culture, religion, land, and identity of the
Tibetan people by China.
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Contact: Kristen Cunningham, Human Resources Manager and Human
Relations Commission Liaison, City Management
5.

PRESENTATIONS
A.

Environmental Quality Committee Workplan
Action Proposed: Receive and discuss the Environmental Quality
Committee’s presentation regarding the Committee’s accomplishments,
activities, goals and workplan. The City Council may provide feedback as
desired.
Contact: Will Provost, Management Analyst II and Staff Liaison, Public
Works Department

6.

PUBLIC HEARINGS – None

7.

POLICY MATTERS – None

8.

CITY COUNCIL LOCAL & REGIONAL LIAISON ASSIGNMENTS
Mayor and City Council communications regarding local and regional liaison
assignments and committee reports.

9.

ADJOURN REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
The next regularly scheduled City Council meeting is Tuesday, March 19, 2019
at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito.

The City of El Cerrito serves, leads and supports our diverse community by providing exemplary
and innovative services, public places and infrastructure, ensuring public safety and creating an
economically and environmentally sustainable future.
▪

▪

▪
▪

▪

Council Meetings can be heard live on FM Radio, KECG – 88.1 and 97.7 FM and viewed live on
Cable TV - KCRT- Channel 28 and AT&T Uverse Channel 99. The meetings are rebroadcast on
Channel 28 the following Thursday and Monday at 12 noon, except on holidays. Live and OnDemand Webcast of the Council Meetings can be accessed from the City’s website http://www.elcerrito.org/streamingmedia and is streamed with closed caption. Copies of the agenda bills and
other written documentation relating to items of business referred to on the agenda are on file and
available for public inspection in the Office of the City Clerk, at the El Cerrito Library and posted on
the City’s website at www.el-cerrito.org prior to the meeting.
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate
in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk, (510) 215-4305. Notification 48 hours prior to the
meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this
meeting. (28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADA Title I).
The Deadline for agenda items and communications is eight days prior to the next meeting by
12 noon, City Clerk’s Office, 10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, CA. Tel: 215–4305 Fax: 215–
4379, email cityclerk@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
IF YOU CHALLENGE A DECISION OF THE CITY COUNCIL IN COURT, YOU MAY BE LIMITED
TO RAISING ONLY THOSE ISSUES YOU OR SOMEONE ELSE RAISED AT THE COUNCIL
MEETING. ACTIONS CHALLENGING CITY COUNCIL DECISIONS SHALL BE SUBJECT TO
THE TIME LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 1094.6.
The City Council believes that late night meetings deter public participation, can affect the Council’s
decision-making ability, and can be a burden to staff. City Council Meetings shall be adjourned by
10:30 p.m., unless extended to a specific time determined by a majority of the Council.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Judith Tannenbaum
Sunday, February 24, 2019 7:42 PM
City Clerk
for March 5

I’ve sent this to the Council and hope you can put this in the agenda package for this meeting. Thanks, Judith

Mayor Pardue‐Okimoto and Council Members:
As you decide how best to provide tenant protections in El Cerrito, I hope you’ll hold firm to the most important fact:
The region (including our city) is in a deep housing crisis. In this crisis, tenants and landlords all have needs and
responsibilities. It’s your job, as our elected officials, to develop policies and practices that both mitigate the
consequences of this crisis for El Cerritans and also make sure these consequences are shared and don’t fall only on the
most vulnerable.
Of course, there is a great deal of conversation state‐wide about this crisis. As you know, one important regional
approach is the Association of Bay Area Governments' and the Metropolitan Transit Agency’s “grand bargain” —
CASA — https://www.spur.org/news/2019‐01‐31/did‐bay‐area‐reach‐grand‐bargain‐solve‐housing. There’s also lots
brewing in the Legislature. I went to Saturday February 23rd’s Housing Update with East Bay Electeds at which Senator
Skinner and Assembly Members Wicks and Bonta spoke about their legislative priorities for housing in the 2019 session.
Below I’ve described and linked to the ideas and specific bills that were discussed.

SB 330 and CASA both declare a crisis and — as in the crisis that followed the North Bay fires of 2017 — make
sometimes dramatic proposals that will be in place for a limited amount of time. There is widespread recognition that
dealing with this crisis will require many different approaches — from building more housing to removing existing zoning
barriers, to making public land available for affordable housing, and more.

CASA and the electeds who spoke on Saturday highlight the need for tenant protections: Just Cause eviction policies,
rent caps, anti‐gouging policies, and free legal aid for tenants facing evictions.

Given the complexity of the terrain, the density of the staff report at the February 19 City Council meeting, and given
that there are regional and state efforts to address the crisis, it seems clear to me that the best approach for El Cerrito
aligns with Human Relations Commission resolution:



Set up some immediate (and temporary‐til‐we‐know‐more) anti‐gouging and just cause eviction measures
While at the same time creating a task force — one that would include both tenants and landlords — to talk
honestly and come up with proposals.

I know some El Cerrito landlords are afraid. And, as a tenant with an exceptionally fair landlord, I don’t want good
landlords punished — either financially through fees or by having to deal with another bureaucracy. So I think both you
and the task force I hope you create focus on ways El Cerrito, a small city, can be creative:


Could a rent registry be established in such a way that landlords who haven’t raised rents
above a small percentage in the previous two years pay nothing, those who raised rents at
1
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a larger percentage pay something, and those who raised rents exorbitantly pay a great
deal?
Could El Cerrito expand its inspection program to gather much of the necessary
information, thereby doing away with need for an additional rent registry?
Could a mechanism be established, modeled on existing City code enforcement programs,
where tenents could safely report bad landlords, and which would have real follow
through?

This is neither the time to do nothing or to put too much solid in place before there has been the
deep community conversation we need to brainstorm the creative approaches that can work.
Sincerely,
Judith Tannenbaum
El Cerrito, CA 94530
Notes from February 23rd’s Housing Update with East Bay Electeds
Event was held at TechEquity and that collaborative’s housing priorities were the same as these electeds':
https://techequitycollaborative.org/advocacy/housing/2019‐housing‐priorities/
Here’s summary of the Association of Bay Area Governments and the Metropolitan Transit Agency’s “grand bargain” —
CASA — for the region
CASA — Bay Area Regional, but attempt to make statewide through legislature (proposed to be in place for 15
years) https://www.spur.org/news/2019‐01‐31/did‐bay‐area‐reach‐grand‐bargain‐solve‐housing

Here are some of the bills currently under consideration by the legislature:
SB 18 Keep California
Housed https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB18 Introduced by Senator
Skinner
(Coauthors: Senators Beall and Wiener) (Coauthors: Assembly Members Bonta and Wicks)
SB 50 Advocating for density near transit https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/news/california‐senator‐reintroduces‐
contentious‐transit‐density‐bill/543681/ Introduced by Scott Wiener

SB 330 Housing Crisis Act (would respond to the crisis as a crisis, thereby suspending many rules and regs currently in
place for a period of time, as happened after the North Bay
Fires) https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB330
AB 3037 Securing sustainable funding streams for affordable housing
development https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB3037
Some of the above bills — esp SB 330 — include support for the following, though there will likely be other specific bills
on these points:
Anti‐gouging bills
Collecting data, including statewide rental registry
Some kind of redevelopment housing bond
2
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Ability to use governmental surplus land
Money for legal aid fund
Ban the box in housing
Money to train people getting out of prison and jail for construction jobs

Proposition to change Prop 13 (change is in commercial property rates) qualified for the 2020
ballot https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/Change‐in‐California‐s‐Prop‐13‐makes‐2020‐13314983.php

3
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EL CERRITO CITY COUNCIL PROCLAMATION
Designating the Month of March as “Women’s History Month”
and March 8, 2019 as “International Women’s Day.”
WHEREAS, Women of every race, class, and ethnic background have
made historic contributions to the growth and strength of the United States, the
state of California, and the City of El Cerrito in countless recorded and unrecorded
ways; and
WHEREAS, Women have played and continued to play a critical economic,
cultural, and social role in every sphere of the life of our nation and in the City of
El Cerrito by constituting a significant portion of the labor force working inside and
outside the home; and
WHEREAS, Women have played a unique role throughout our history by
providing the majority of the volunteer labor force; and women were particularly
important in the establishment of early charitable, philanthropic, and cultural
institutions in the United States and throughout the Bay Area; and
WHEREAS, Women have been leaders, not only in securing their own
rights of suffrage and equal opportunity, but also in the abolitionist movement, the
emancipation movement, the industrial labor movement, the civil rights movement,
and the peace movement, to create a more fair and just society for all; and
WHEREAS, locally, women have played a key role in the City of El Cerrito’s
history as leaders in the community, in our schools and universities, and at City
Hall; and the City proudly recognizes the importance of issues affecting women
and girls and supports further sustainable change in their well-being and
advancement; and
WHEREAS, International Women’s Day is celebrated globally on March 8th
and addresses the social, economic, and political barriers still facing women and
girls while celebrating their achievements and the progress that have been made
in support of women’s equality.
NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of El Cerrito does hereby
proclaim March 2019 as Women’s History Month and March 8, 2019 as
International Women’s Day in the City of El Cerrito, and encourages residents to
reflect on, honor, and celebrate the history, courage, commitment,
accomplishments, and contributions of women, not only in El Cerrito but
throughout America.
Dated: March 5, 2019

___________________________
Rochelle Pardue-Okimoto, Mayor
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EL CERRITO CITY COUNCIL DRAFT MINUTES
SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, January 15, 2019 – 6:15 p.m.
Hillside Conference Room
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, January 15, 2019 – 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
Meeting Location
El Cerrito City Hall
10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito
6:15 p.m.

ROLL CALL - CONVENE SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Mayor Pardue-Okimoto called the meeting to order at 6:17 p.m.
Present: Mayor Pardue-Okimoto; Councilmembers Abelson, Fadelli,
Lyman, and Quinto.

1.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC – None

2.

CLOSED SESSION
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Initiation of Litigation pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(4): One
potential case.

3.

POSSIBLE REPORT OUT OF CLOSED SESSION – None

4.

ADJOURN SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING
The meeting was adjourned at 7:06 p.m.

7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL - CONVENE REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Mayor Pardue-Okimoto called the meeting to order at 7:14 p.m.
Present: Mayor Pardue-Okimoto; Councilmembers Abelson, Fadelli,
Lyman, and Quinto.

1.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG OR OBSERVATION OF MOMENT
OF SILENCE – Councilmember Quinto

2.

COUNCIL/STAFF COMMUNICATIONS
City Manager Pinkos introduced the new City Clerk, Holly M. Charléty; thanked
Interim City Clerk, Sherry Kelly for her service; and shared she would like to bring
back the prior City Clerk, Cheryl Morse, to recognize her retirement when she is
feeling better.
Councilmember Fadelli reported attendance at the Chamber of Commerce lunch
today, the Trail Trekker meeting last week regarding fire hazards, and East Bay
League of Cities meeting. Glad to have minimum wage going into effect in the
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City. Mentioned another year without holiday lights in El Cerrito Plaza. For
economic development is something to potentially talk about, getting lights in
mature trees.
Councilmember Lyman – echoed Councilmember Fadelli’s comments on the
chamber lunch. Announced Martin Luther King parade is next Monday, with a
viewing of Cracking the Codes on the preceding Sunday. March is renewal time
for terms on Boards and Commissions, now is the time to consider serving.
Councilmember Quinto – Met with Sierra Club Executive Board members, the
discussion included fire prevention. Last week attended East Bay League of
Cities meeting which also included discussion on fire prevention. Is a member of
the Environmental Quality Committee for the League of Cities, and supports
asking the Governor for more money for Cities for fire prevention. On January 3rd
attended ribbon cutting for grand opening of the Richmond Ferry. Attended
Contra Costa Mayors Conference, Contra Costa Transit Authority (CCTA) talked
about how funding was secured for ferry service in Richmond, and
Councilmember Abelson played a huge part. Was nominated as Vice-Chair of
the Contra Costa Mayors Conference.
Councilmember Abelson – Added that ferry service was funded primarily by
Measure J (1/2 cent sales tax in Contra Costa County), not just the community
but the County. Locally was able to select projects that would be included in the
measure. Attended installation of John Gioia as the president of the Board of
Supervisors for Contra Costa County today.
Mayor Pardue-Okimoto – attended Contra Costa Mayors Conference, first time
as a voting member. Congratulated Councilmember Quinto on selection as ViceChair of the committee. Reviewed new ferry service fees. At the meeting, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) came together for a committee on housing and will share
recommendation to solve housing crisis in greater bay area and will provide a
presentation at a future conference. Shared Sprinkler Fitters are doing a job
search. Today attended Alta Bates subcommittee, City of Berkeley sent letter to
Alta Bates requesting specific retrofit costs. Will provide another update after
next meeting in March.
3.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC
James-Joseph A. Diliberto regarding establishing open air museum on property,
requested contact with Ohlone.
Nick Zamorano regarding Eucalyptus Trees, reviewed recent events and
concerns about areas within the City.
Paul Duncan regarding fire safety in the Hillside Natural area, establishing
evaluation routes, specific action plan, requested Liaison to work with the group.

Agenda Packet page 9 of 34

Agenda Item No. 4(B)
Marlene George regarding fire safety, attended urban forestry committee
meeting, working to collaborate on the City Tree and Shrub ordinance
amendments.
Gary Prost regarding what other cities are doing about fire safety.
Susan Duncan regarding Camp fire article and take aways.
Scott Perry regarding need and lack of evacuation routes and need for
cooperation with Sunset Cemetery and golf course.
Dave Weinstein regarding updates on Trail Trekker accomplishments and goals.
Sherry Drobner regarding residents working on fire safety, thanked Fire Chief,
paramedics, and Council for care when husband had a stroke during December
council meeting.
Robin Mitchell regarding Trail Trekkers presentation on fire safety, encourage
city to have similar presentations for the public.
4.

ADOPTION OF THE CONSENT CALENDAR
Action: Passed a motion to approve the consent calendar as indicated below.
Moved/Seconded: Councilmembers Lyman/Abelson Ayes: Mayor PardueOkimoto; Councilmembers Abelson, Fadelli, Lyman, and Quinto Noes: None
A.
Minutes
Approve the Minutes for the meetings of: 1) November 20, 2018; 2) December 4,
2018; and 3) December 18, 2018.
Action: Approved minutes
B.
Transportation Impact Fee Program
Waive second reading and adopt Ordinance No. 2019-01 adding Chapter 4.54 –
Transportation Impact Fee to the Municipal Code.
First reading adopted by unanimous vote of the Council on December 18, 2018.
Action: Adopted Ordinance No. 2019-01
C.
Municipal Pooling Authority Board Members
Adopt a Resolution designating the Human Resources Manager as Primary
Board Member and the Assistant City Manager as Alternate Board Member to
the Municipal Pooling Authority of Northern California (MPA).
Action: Adopted Resolution No. 2019-01
D.
Successor Agency Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule
Adopt a Redevelopment Successor Agency Resolution reviewing and authorizing
submittal of the draft Recognized Obligations Payment Schedule (ROPS) 19-20
(July 1, 2019-June 30, 2020).
Action: Adopted Redevelopment Successor Agency Resolution No. 2019-01
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5.

PRESENTATIONS - None

6.

PUBLIC HEARINGS - None

7.

POLICY MATTERS
A.
Tenant Protections Ordinances
At the December 18, 2018 meeting, the Council introduced three ordinances
amending the Municipal Code to add: 1) minimum terms for residential leases
(“Minimum Lease Terms”); 2) new regulations for the termination of residential
tenancies (“Termination of Tenancy”); and 3) a requirement to provide tenant
relocation assistance under specified circumstances (“Tenant Relocation”)
(together the “Tenant Protection Ordinances”). Prior to introduction, the Council
amended the Tenant Relocation Ordinance to modify the circumstances that
qualify for tenant relocation assistance to require such assistance for qualifying
tenants displaced as a result of a 20% rent increase over a two-year period and
to include an additional payment of one month’s rent for special circumstances
households. Other non-substantive changes were also made to the Tenant
Protection Ordinances prior to introduction. All three ordinances were introduced
by unanimous vote of the Council.
Staff recommends that the City Council, by motion:
1. Defer action on the three Tenant Protection Ordinances introduced at the
December 18, 2018 City Council meeting.
2. Reaffirm direction given to staff at the December 18, 2018 City Council
meeting to prepare a Just Cause for Eviction Ordinance and a Rent
Registry Ordinance.
3. Direct staff to return with an integrated package of ordinances, for Council
consideration, that includes the Tenant Protection Ordinances, with
appropriate amendments, a Just Cause for Eviction Ordinance, and a
Rent Registry Ordinance.
Presentation: Sky Woodruff, City Attorney provided an oral report on the item.
Council Discussion: Members of the Council questioned staff on various
aspects of the item including intent of action requested tonight; clarification on
the 20% increase trigger for relocation assistance; conflicts with Costa-Hawkins;
protections of mom and pop landlords; clarification on calculations for relocation
costs; and timeline if action is deferred tonight.
Public Comments:
Bill Kuhlman – regarding support of deferring action, helping landlords be
successful.
Eric Mayers – regarding support of staff recommendation, in favor or rights for
both landlords and tenants.
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Elizabeth Thorsnes – regarding support of a rent registry.
Robin Mitchell – regarding delays causing displacements, advocated for rent
moratorium and just cause eviction, urged review of Human Relations
Commission (HRC) resolution presented at December Council meeting.
Howdy Goudey – regarding need for measures that can apply under CostaHawkins, support of a complete package, that will provide equal protections to
tenants and landlords
Sherry Drobner – regarding importance of data on mom and pop landlords, study
sessions not allowing for public dialogue, support of HRC resolution task force,
temporary rent cap and just cause eviction.
Ilona Clark – regarding support of just cause, opposition of that further restricting
housing amid a housing shortage. Supportive of a rent registry.
Rhovy Lyn Antonio –CA Apartment Association, regarding member concerns on
rent trigger for relocation and just cause eviction, concerns about lack of process
and being a form of rent control.
Jeffrey Wright – regarding just cause as a precursor to rent control, Richmond’s
program, facts from recent election and Richmond Council actions, and support
of staff recommendation.
Jeffrey Levin –regarding support of just cause and rent registry, but not of taking
action tonight, consideration of costs, and request for interim protections for
tenant.
Peter Pan – regarding opposition of just cause and challenge with eviction.
Council Discussion:
Councilmember Lyman – stated support for more time to work on full package.
Clarified that the Council was not considering just cause tonight. Stated a desire
to focus on displacement. Want to avoid consequences of tougher screening at
the application phase. Stated desire and goal of limiting displacement of current
population.
Councilmember Abelson – Stated concern about rushing through comments last
discussion. Meeting with staff that can provide more open dialogue with the
public but limited for Council attending because of the Brown Act; clarified terms
for eviction.
City Attorney Woodruff - Stated that several workshops were held before bringing
this to Council in December. Holding additional workshops could be a challenge
as it would increase the timeline.
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Mayor Pardue-Okimoto – stated believe that El Cerrito voted in favor of Measure
10 because they feel rents are out of control and want to protect those being
displaced. Reported that there is work being done on state wide laws on these
issues, and summarized elements being focused on. Expressed desire for fair
return for landlords, but protection of renters.
Action: Passed a motion to approve the staff recommendation as proposed,
amending item number three to include the return date of February 19th.
Moved/Seconded: Councilmembers Lyman/Quinto Ayes: Mayor PardueOkimoto; Councilmembers Abelson, Fadelli, Lyman, and Quinto Noes: None
B.
Annual Review of Comprehensive Financial Policy
Presentation by Mark Rasiah, Finance Director.
Presentation: Mark Rasiah, Finance Director, presented the staff report and
answered questions raised my members of the council.
Public Comments:
Marlene Keller – Member of Financial Advisory Board (FAB) regarding
importance of time spent reviewing and updating the policy, focusing on reserve
policy.
Action: Passed a motion to extend the meeting by 15 minutes to 10:45 p.m.
Moved/Seconded: Councilmembers Abelson/Quinto Ayes: Mayor PardueOkimoto; Councilmembers Abelson, Fadelli, Lyman, and Quinto Noes: None
Dick Patterson – Chair of FAB spoke regarding need for reserve fund.
Action: Receive and File.
C.

Exclusive Negotiating Right Agreement – 6111 Potrero Avenue and
11335-41 San Pablo Avenue
Adopt a Resolution authorizing execution of an Exclusive Negotiating Rights
Agreement with (“Proposed Purchaser”) for the disposition of 6111 Potrero
Avenue and 11335-41 San Pablo Avenue (APNs 513-372-018 and -015)
Presentation: Melanie Mintz, Community Development Director, presented the
staff report and answered questions raised my members of the council.
Action: Passed a motion to extend the meeting by 15 minutes to 11:00 p.m.
Moved/Seconded: Councilmembers Quinto/Lyman Ayes: Mayor PardueOkimoto; Councilmembers Abelson, Fadelli, Lyman, and Quinto Noes: None
Deepak Agarwal, potential purchaser, provided the council with an overview of
restaurant ownership and experience.
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Public Comments:
Robin Mitchell – expressed disappointment property not used for affordable
housing and questioned public process for bidding.
Jeff Levin – Look forward to redevelopment of property, shared concerns about
public process and affordable housing options.
Kim Marienthal – Co-developer for proposed project spoke on benefits of the
project.
Action: Passed a motion to extend the meeting by 10 minutes to 11:10 p.m.
Moved/Seconded: Councilmembers Abelson/Quinto Ayes: Mayor PardueOkimoto; Councilmembers Abelson, Fadelli, Lyman, and Quinto Noes: None
Action: Passed a motion to adopt Resolution No. 2019-02. Moved/Seconded:
Councilmembers Lyman/Quinto Ayes: Mayor Pardue-Okimoto; Councilmembers
Abelson, Fadelli, Lyman, and Quinto Noes: None
8.

CITY COUNCIL LOCAL & REGIONAL LIAISON ASSIGNMENTS
Councilmember Lyman – Financial Advisory Board discussing regarding real
property tax and governance of measure V. Crime Prevention Committee has
several sub committees, including one focused on membership recruitment and
one on revitalizing neighborhood watch program.

9.

ADJOURN REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
The meeting was adjourned at 11:01 p.m.

Rochelle Pardue-Okimoto, Mayor

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the minutes of the
special and regular City Council meetings of January 15, 2019 as approved by
the El Cerrito City Council.

Holly M. Charléty, MMC, City Clerk
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Date:

March 5, 2019

To:

El Cerrito City Council

From:

Human Relations Commission by Kristen Cunningham, Staff Liaison

Subject:

Recognize March 10, 2019 as the 60th anniversary of the Tibetan national
uprising, and affirm support to the people of Tibet

ACTION REQUESTED
At the request of the El Cerrito Human Relations Commission, adopt a resolution
declaring 1) March 10, 2019, the 60th anniversary of the Tibetan national uprising, as
“Tibet Day” in the City of El Cerrito and display the Tibetan flag at City Hall; and 2)
Declaring El Cerrito's expression of solidarity with the Tibetan people and their just,
peaceful, and non-violent movement to remind the world of the ongoing suppression of
human rights and freedom in Tibet and the continuous degradation of culture, religion,
land, and identity of the Tibetan people by China.
BACKGROUND
This year continues the dedication of the Tibetan community around the world to remind
us about the ongoing plight of Tibet so that the just cause of Tibet is not forgotten. The
recent human rights abuses in Tibet are another example of the continued violent
suppression of a movement for democracy in Tibet. It is also one aspect of China’s
continued serious contravention of the Tibetan people’s right to religious and cultural
freedoms.
It is important that the City of El Cerrito oppose the Chinese government’s campaign of
violent suppression and stand up for human rights and democracy in Tibet. The City of
El Cerrito has a long history of support for Tibet and the Tibetan people, and the Human
Relations Commission has requested a resolution from the City Council that shows
support for affirming the determination of the Tibetan people in Tibet and beyond,
including Tibetan Americans, to retain their heritage and protect it from destruction
against overwhelming odds through non-violent and peaceful means.

STRATEGIC PLAN CONSIDERATIONS
Adoption of this resolution will help fulfill the following City of El Cerrito Strategic Plan
Goals:
• Goal C: “Deepen a sense of place and community identity” and the objective of
“Celebrate the City’s diversity by welcoming residents of all ages and cultures
and encouraging their civic involvement”
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FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
There are no costs to the City associated with this action.
LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
The resolution has been reviewed and approved by the City Attorney.
Reviewed by:

Karen Pinkos
City Manager
Attachments:
1.

Resolution
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RESOLUTION 2019RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EL CERRITO
RECOGNIZING MARCH 10, 2019 AS “TIBET DAY” IN THE CITY OF EL
CERRITO AND AFFIRMING SUPPORT TO THE PEOPLE OF TIBET
WHEREAS, On March 10, 2019, Californians, including Tibetan
Americans, residing in El Cerrito and surrounding regions will gather to
commemorate the 60th anniversary of the Tibetan National Uprising against
Chinese invasion and occupation of Tibet; and
WHEREAS, the City of El Cerrito has a diverse ethnic population,
including Tibetan Americans, who are concerned about human rights and
freedom in the United States and throughout the world, and
WHEREAS, the United States has a long history of support to the Tibetan
people, including the passage of the Tibetan Policy Act of 2002 (subtitle B of title
VI of Public Law 107–228; 22 U.S.C. 6901 note), signed into law on September
30, 2002, which encapsulates policy and programmatic initiatives and supports
the aspirations of the Tibetan people to safeguard their distinct identity; and
WHEREAS, on October 17, 2007, His Holiness the 14th Dalai Lama was
awarded the Congressional Gold Medal in recognition of his many enduring and
outstanding contributions to peace, nonviolence, human rights, and religious
understanding; and
WHEREAS, the Tibetans living in El Cerrito were pleased to welcome His
Holiness the Dalai Lama, a true champion of world peace and religious harmony,
when he visited the Tibetan Community Center in Richmond in February 2014;
and
WHEREAS, The State Department’s 2017 Country Reports on Human
Rights Practices said this about the situation in Tibet: “The most significant
human rights issues included: disappearances; torture by government
authorities; arbitrary detentions, including political prisoners; and government
curtailment of the freedoms of speech, religion, association, assembly, and
movement”; and
WHEREAS, Tibetan Americans, including those residing in El Cerrito,
have been expressing concern at the Chinese Government’s:
(1) travel restrictions against Tibetans and United States citizens;
(2) restrictive regulations on religious affairs in Tibet;
(3) censorship of Buddhist literature and information in Tibet;
(4) demolition of Tibetan Buddhist sites;
(5) imprisonment of Tibetan prisoners of conscience; and
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(6) declarations that “Decision-making power over the reincarnation of the
Dalai Lama and over the end of survival of his lineage resides with the
central government of China”; and
WHEREAS, Tibetan Americans residing in California have been facing
discrimination at the hands of Chinese consulates while applying for visas to visit
Tibet; and
WHEREAS, the Reciprocal Access to Tibet Act passed by Congress and
signed into law on December 19, 2018 highlights China’s attempts to isolate
Tibet and seeks to promote access for United States diplomats and other
officials, journalists, and other citizens, including Tibetan Americans, to Tibet;
and
WHEREAS, since 2009, 155 Tibetans have self-immolated to protest
against China’s rule in Tibet and most Tibetans publicly call for the return of the
Dalai Lama to Tibet; and
WHEREAS, the city of El Cerrito has a long history of support for Tibet
and the Tibetan people; and
WHEREAS, The El Cerrito City Council affirms the determination of the
Tibetan people in Tibet and outside, including the Tibetan Americans, to retain
their heritage and protect it from destruction against overwhelming odds through
non-violent and peaceful means:
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
El Cerrito that March 10, 2019, the 60th anniversary of the Tibetan national
uprising, shall be officially recognized as "Tibet Day" and the Tibetan flag shall be
displayed at City Hall.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that El Cerrito City Council supports the
initiatives on Tibet in the United States Congress.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of El Cerrito stands in
solidarity with His Holiness the Dalai Lama, the Tibetan people and their just,
peaceful, and non-violent movement to remind the world of the occupation and
ongoing suppression of human rights and freedom in Tibet and the continuous
degradation of culture, religion, land, and identity of the Tibetan people by
China.
I CERTIFY that at a regular meeting on March 5, 2019, the City Council of
the City of El Cerrito passed this Resolution by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

COUNCILMEMBERS:
COUNCILMEMBERS:
COUNCILMEMBERS:

Agenda Packet page 18 of 34

Agenda Item No. 4(C)
Attachment 1
ABSENT:

COUNCILMEMBERS:

IN WITNESS of this action, I sign this document and affix the corporate
seal of the City of El Cerrito on March XX, 2019.
_____________________
Holly M. Charléty, City Clerk
APPROVED:

___________________________
Rochelle Pardue-Okimoto, Mayor
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Annual Work Plan – 2019
Presentation to City Council
March 5, 2019

1



Committee of up to 15 citizens
 Chair Mark Miner, Vice‐Chair Rebecca
Milliken, Howdy Goudey, Elizabeth
Molnar, Alison Moreno, Sean O’Connor,
Paloma Pavel, Renée Solari, Jeff Sobul,
Ellen Spitalnik, Sheila Tarbet, Neil Tsutsui,
Gisele Verrier, David Weinstein



Meet 2nd Tuesday, 7 PM, City Hall



Mission:
• To educate, inspire, and
activate our community to
sustainably thrive

2

1
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To serve in an advisory capacity
to City Council, staff and other
committees with regard to
environmental quality issues in
El Cerrito



To recommend programs and
policies to the City Council



Foster public awareness,
education and interest in the
City’s environmental quality
efforts

3

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Promote environmental education, action, equity, & justice
Involve learners of all ages
Help residents and businesses live more sustainably
Inform and champion City’s environmental efforts
Support GHG emissions reductions (Climate Action Plan)
Reduce waste by encouraging Reduction, Reuse, Recycling
and Composting
Champion energy/water efficiency, renewable energy
generation, and efficient transportation
Minimize hazardous chemical use
Protect, expand and steward open green space
Support healthy creeks and forests, & green infrastructure

4

2
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Goal F: Foster environmental sustainability citywide
Be a leader in setting policies and providing innovative programs that
promote environmental sustainability.
 Promote environmental education to facilitate behavioral changes by
working with the school district and other community groups.
 Implement polices to promote waste diversion (i.e., mandatory
commercial recycling and green waste).
 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the single
occupancy vehicle.
 Implement and monitor the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) to:


• Reduce vehicle miles traveled
• Facilitate energy and water efficiency and greater use of clean energy
• Reduce the amount of waste generated in El Cerrito
• Make municipal operations more resource efficient and environmentally

friendly

5

• Supported policy developments and

hosted public forums:
 Climate Action Plan – 2013
 Single‐Use Plastic Bag and EPS Foam
Take Out Container Bans – 2013
 Community Choice Aggregation – 2014
 Priority Conservation Areas – 2015
 Pollinator Safe Community Resolution – 2015
 Urban Greening Plan – 2015
 Cool CA, earned $2,700 – 2016
 Discussed reforming User Utility Taxes (UUT)
to reflect carbon emissions – 2017

6

3
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 Community Outreach
• Volunteer Appreciation

•
•
•
•
•

and EQC 10th Anniversary Party
Green Teams volunteer events
Eco‐film series,
lectures and workshops
100% renewable
energy outreach
Annual Hillside Festival
Participation in City events
 Earth Day
 Bike to Work Day
 4th of July

7

 Programs

and Events

• National Drive Electric Week event
• Butterfly and Pollinator Workshop
• Fix‐it Clinics at the El Cerrito Library
• SunShares program and workshop
• Film showing (“Tomorrow”) and panel
•
•
•
•

discussion on Climate Change
5th Annual Hillside Festival
Volunteer Appreciation Event and
EQC 10th Anniversary Party
Presentation on Electrification
City Nature Challenge

8

4
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Climate Action Implementation




On‐going Deep Green outreach with
MCE’s “Living Lightly” Initiative
Supported Municipal opt‐up
to Deep Green
Supported El Cerrito to become MCE “Deep Green Champion”

9





Declare 2019 the Year of Plastic
Pollution Prevention
• Develop programs or policies to help
reduce single-use plastics (e.g. straws)
• Contribute to trash mitigation
strategies
• Plastic Free July
Hold at least two film and/or
lecture/workshop events
• Plastic waste in oceans
• Household toxics reduction
• Electrification of buildings and
transportation
• Water conservation and energy
efficiency programs

10

5
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Programs and Events



Bay Area SunShares Participation
Drive Electric Week Events
East Bay Electrification Expo
6th Annual Hillside Festival
Co‐host Three Fix‐it Clinics
“Bio‐Blitz” Event in the Hillside Natural Area
Tabling at City Events (4th of July, Earth Day, etc.)
Develop New Outreach Materials

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

11

Volunteer Work Parties



Hosting nine Green Teams
Work Parties
Continue Partnership with
PG&E to restore and maintain
habitat on Moeser power line
corridor

•
•




Earth Day Native Plant protection
work party
Additional emphasis on
vegetation management

12

6
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Policy Development and Advice



Reduction of Single‐use Plastics Food Ware,
including Straws and Stirrers
Review Environmental Purchasing Policy
Support use of Electric Vehicles and “EV” Infrastructure
Climate Action Plan (CAP) Implementation

•
•
•
•





Review/update CAP goals and accomplishments
Explore electrification to reduce residential and
commercial natural gas usage
Engage budget process to be inclusive of CAP goals
Support City staff in data collection and analysis of CAP metrics

13

Support Related City Programs



•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Promote Real Property
Transfer Tax Rebates for
Energy Efficiency Improvements
Support Acquisition of Public Open Space
Support Fire Mitigation Strategies in
Hillside Natural Area
Support EV Infrastructure Deployment
Support Trash Mitigation Strategies
Review How City Cares for its Creeks
Expand Stewardship of Hillside Natural Area

14

7
Agenda Packet page 26 of 34

Agenda Item No. 5(A)

2019 EQC Calendar
January

February

Central Park and Cerrito Creek
Green Teams Clean Up (1/19)

East Bay Electrification Expo (2/7)
Presentation from Fire Chief on Fire
Prevention near Wildlands (2/12)
Madera Property Broom Pull (2/16)

March
Del Norte Green Teams Clean Up (3/10)

April

May

June

Earth Day Celebration
(4/13)

6th Annual Hillside Natural Area Festival
(5/3‐5/5)
Bike to Work Day (5/9)

Northern Entryways Green
Teams Clean up (6/1)

July

August
SunShares Launch (Year 2)
Central Park & Cerrito Creek
Green Teams Clean up (Aug 17)

Coastal Clean Up (9/21)
National Drive Electric Week
(Berkeley 9/4, Richmond TBD)

October

November

December

Tree Planting with Urban Forest
Committee (TBD)

Baxter Creek Green Teams
Clean up (11/2)

Plastic Free July
El Cerrito 4th of July Festival

September

15

8
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Environmental Quality Committee
2019 WORK PLAN
AND
2018 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Members: Chair Mark Miner, Vice-Chair Rebecca Milliken, Howdy Goudey, Elizabeth Molnar, Alison Moreno,
Sean O’Connor, Paloma Pavel, Renée Solari, Jeff Sobul, Ellen Spitalnik, Sheila Tarbet, Neil Tsutsui,
Gisele Verrier, David Weinstein
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MISSION STATEMENT:
The Environmental Quality Committee’s mission is to educate, inspire, and activate our community to sustainably thrive.
Because the City of El Cerrito recognizes that environmental quality is an important issue that demands immediate and ongoing
attention, the Environmental Quality Committee (EQC) was established in 2008 by Resolution 2008-13, as a Council-appointed body
of up to15 El Cerrito residents and business owners. It meets every 2nd Tuesday of the month at 7 PM in City Council Chambers. The
enabling resolution identifies the whole City’s role and responsibility in reducing environmental impact, as well as demonstrating
environmental leadership and affecting cultural change in the way that the City and its citizens relate to the environment.
The EQC duties and responsibilities, as stated in its enabling resolution, are:
1. To serve in an advisory capacity to the City Council, staff, other boards, commissions, and committees, and the citizens of the
City with regard to environmental quality issues within the City of El Cerrito
2. To recommend programs, policies, and ordinances to the City Council and promote the City's environmental quality efforts
3. Promote and foster public awareness, education, interest and support for environmental quality efforts, foster volunteer
opportunities, and educate El Cerrito citizens regarding environmental quality and issues relating to environmental impacts
The EQC goals are:
1.
Promote environmental education, action, engagement, equity, and justice
2.
Involve learners of all ages
3.
Help businesses and residents live in a more sustainable and environmentally friendly fashion
4.
Inform and champion the City’s environmental policies and ordinances
5.
Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to meet and exceed targets of the El Cerrito Climate Action Plan (and propose revised
goals, as appropriate)
6.
Change material use patterns by encouraging Reduction, Reuse, Recycling, and Composting
7.
Champion energy/water efficiency, renewable energy, and sustainable transportation
8.
Minimize hazardous chemical use and human/environmental exposures to toxics
9.
Protect, expand and steward green spaces with public path/trail connectivity, maintain and restore natural areas with an
emphasis on native ecosystems, and encourage a network of human/wildlife friendly green habitat throughout the city
10.
Support water quality, healthy creeks and forests, and green infrastructure to increase resiliency in the face of climate
change
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The EQC’s work is guided by the 2015-2020 El Cerrito Strategic Plan (excerpt below):
Goal F: Foster environmental sustainability citywide
• Be a leader in setting policies and providing innovative programs that promote environmental sustainability.
• Promote environmental education to facilitate behavioral changes by working with the school district and other community
groups.
• Implement polices to promote waste diversion (i.e., mandatory commercial recycling and green waste).
• Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the single occupancy vehicle.
• Implement and monitor the City’s Climate Action Plan to:
o Reduce vehicle miles traveled (by creating a well-connected, pedestrian, bicycle and transit-oriented urban forms
that will make it easier for residents and visitors to leave their car behind.)
o Facilitate energy and water efficiency and greater use and generation of clean energy
o Reduce the amount of waste generated in El Cerrito
o Make municipal operations more resource efficient and environmentally friendly
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND:
The EQC was established in 2008. Over the ten year history of the EQC, the committee emphasis has occasionally cycled between
public education, organizing community volunteer engagement, and environmental policy, but there has generally been a consistent
commitment to all forms of action envisioned for the EQC over time. The committee has also remained a fairly consistent size, with a
number of long-serving members. Over 40 community members have served, and the committee reached its full 15-member capacity
during 2018, with only one vacancy as 2019 opens. This means the EQC is experiencing its highest levels of community participation
and engagement in its 10 years.
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2019-20 WORK PLAN
OBJECTIVE

PROPOSED ACTIVITIES

PRIORITY
RANKING
1
1
1

TIMELINE FOR
COMPLETION
1 year
1 year (ongoing)
1 year (ongoing)

1

1 year (ongoing)

1

1 year (ongoing)

1
1

1 year (ongoing)
1 year (ongoing)

1

1 year (ongoing)

1

1 year (ongoing)

a) Hold a Green Team work party every other month (~6/year);
diversify work party activities
b) Continue partnership with PGE to restore and monitor habitat on the
Moeser power line corridor, with additional emphasis on vegetation
management to reduce the potential for and severity of wildfires

1

1 year (ongoing)

1

1 year (ongoing)

a) Develop policy/programs to support the reduction of single-use
plastics, particularly in food ware
b) Revise/update the environmentally preferred purchasing policy
c) Support use of EVs and infrastructure in city operations, as well as
charging infrastructure

1

1-2 years

2/3
2/3

2-3 years
2-3 years

1. Public
a) Declare 2019 Year of Plastic Pollution Prevention
Education and b) Host at least two public events (e.g films, lectures, or workshops)
Outreach
c) Continue 100% renewable Deep Green power enrollment outreach,
particularly to businesses
o Encourage “Living Lightly” teams to form in El Cerrito
d) Participate in events and programs that encourage electrification of
buildings and transportation (e.g. Bay Area SunShares program to
increase rooftop solar and EV adoption, National Drive Electric
Week, and a regional Electrification Expo)
e) Co-sponsor the Hillside Festival and other related hikes and
educational events
f) Co-sponsor Fix-it Clinic events
g) Support Citizen Scientist activities to increase awareness of El
Cerrito’s biodiversity
h) Table at major city events, and perform other outreach activities to
spread awareness of EQC
i) Develop new collateral (e.g. welcome packet) and communications
strategies to increase public engagement
2. Volunteer
work parties

3. Policy
development
and advice
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d) Review and update Climate Action Plan (CAP) goals and
accomplishments; explore electrification as part of implementation
of CAP to reduce residential and commercial natural gas usage;
engage budget process to be inclusive of CAP goals
4. Support of
a) Review how city cares for its creeks and riparian habitat and
environmental
recommend changes if needed
related city
b) Expand stewardship of Hillside Natural Area (invasive plants and
programs
fire safety; address deferred maintenance), engage budget process as
part of Park & Rec Facilities Master Plan review
c) Support public/municipal EV charging infrastructure deployment
d) Support the implementation of commercial and multi-family
compost policy/programs per new state laws
e) Support acquisition of public open space or public access easements
and help implement Urban Greening and Green Infrastructure Plans
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1 year (ongoing)

1

1 year (ongoing)

1

1 year (ongoing)

1
1/2

1 year (ongoing)
1-2 years

2/3

1 year (ongoing)
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PRIOR YEAR ACCOMPLISHMENTS
OBJECTIVE
1. Public
Education and
Outreach

ACTIVITIES SUPPORTING GOAL
Hosted film showing of “Tomorrow” and a panel discussion on Climate Change at City Hall
5th Annual Hillside Festival, co-sponsored with El Cerrito Trail Trekkers
Co-hosted National Drive Electric Week event in Berkeley
Hosted a Butterfly and Pollinator Workshop at City Hall
Tabled at 4th of July, Earth Day, and Bike to Work Day
Conducted MCE Deep Green outreach at many events throughout the year
Co-sponsored two Fix-it Clinics at the El Cerrito Public Library
Participated in the SunShares program and hosted a workshop at City Hall
Hosted a Volunteer Appreciation and EQC 10th Anniversary Party; continued Environmental
Awards series; and established an ongoing award recognition plaque displayed at the RERC
Hosted presentation from Ram Narayanamurthy of the Electric Power Research Institute on
electrification and impacts on the grid
Promoted City Nature Challenge to measure El Cerrito’s biodiversity
Reached the EQC’s maximum of 15 members
Regular Green Team work parties (~6/ year), including trash removal from streets, parks and
creeks (participated in Coastal Clean-up day), and two broom pulls in Hillside Natural Area
Coordinated with PG&E to host an Earth day volunteer work party focused on native plant
restoration and fire protection maintenance of the area along Moeser Lane

STATUS
Completed

a) Explored policy options related to single- and multi-family development projects (including
potentially adding environmental incentives/rebates to the building permit fee schedule), and
single-use plastic foodware
b) Followed CCA PCIA exit fee issue and proceedings before the CPUC
c) Supported El Cerrito to become a “Deep Green Champion” on MCE’s website
d) Supported the City Council’s idea to offer partial rebates on the potential Real Property Transfer
Tax for energy, environmental, and other upgrades
e) Hosted presentations on plastic pollution and on the City’s waste diversion program
a) Climate Action Plan review and implementation (100% renewable deep green enrollments)

Completed

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
j)

2. Volunteer
work parties

3. Policy
development
and advice

4. Support of
environmental
related city
programs

k)
l)
a)
b)
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ONGOING PROJECTS
PROJECT
1. Green Team Work Parties

ACTIVITIES
Coordinate roughly six trash clean-up events each year in various city parks, the Ohlone
Greenway and city streets. Organize other volunteer work parties focused on
weed/invasive plant removal, pollinator habitat restoration/stewardship, tree planting (in
collaboration with the Urban Forest Committee and City arborist) and
maintenance/stewardship of the Hillside Natural Area.

2. Hillside Festival

Assist Trail Trekkers in the production of the annual event celebrating the Hillside
Natural Area with many hikes, talks, and activities.
Work with city staff to evaluate successes and opportunities as we further implement the
Climate Action Plan. Explore opportunities to reduce residential natural gas use, and
promote electrification of home appliances and automobiles as a complement to 100%
renewable electrical power. Outreach to businesses to opt up to 100% renewable power.
Improve municipal EV infrastructure/readiness and fleet management.

3. Climate Action Plan
implementation and progress
metrics

4. Water efficiency/resiliency
5. Urban Greening implementation
6. Future Projects Ideas/Areas to
Explore (2019/2020)

Education and incentives to use greywater and rainwater collection. Potential to do
outreach to new multifamily developments on water efficiency.
Volunteer work parties and policy/program development to strengthen pollinator habitat
and green infrastructure. Continue the partnership with PGE on the Moeser transmission
corridor to provide stewardship and monitoring of plant species being managed.
a) Liaise with other city commissions/committees to ensure sustainability
considerations. Increase EQC participation on related topics in City budget process.
b) Explore environmental benefits/impacts of new development.
c) Explore the creation of a tool lending library.
d) Host additional volunteer appreciation parties.
e) Explore a solar access ordinance and net hardscape policy.
f) Develop welcome package and information for new residents and businesses.
g) Add EQC awards for sustainable/green businesses.
h) Explore unit-level metering for electricity and all-electric unit incentives.
i) Participate in regional climate action information sharing and coordination.
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SUPPLEMENTAL AGENDA REPORTS AND
CORRESPONDENCE
ADJOURNED CITY COUNCIL MEETING
March 5, 2019
AGENDA ITEM 1(A) – Adjourned from February 19, 2019 regular meeting
Tenant Protections Study Session: El Cerrito 2017 Affordable Housing
Strategy, Pillar B: Reduce the Risk of Displacement and Help Stabilize AtRisk Populations
1. Public comments received after publication of the agenda packet
2. Materials provided at the meeting under public comment

CITY HALL 10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, CA 94530
Telephone (510) 215-4305 Fax (510) 215-4379 http://www.el-cerrito.org

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Janet Abelson; Gabe Quinto; Paul Fadelli; Greg Lyman; Rochelle Pardue-Okimoto
City Clerk; Aissia Ashoori; Melanie Mintz
Tenant Protections - Per March 5th Discussion
Monday, February 25, 2019 11:38:10 AM

February 23, 2019

Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto and City Council members,

On March 5th you will have the opportunity to discuss the important item of tenant
protections. I ask that you borrow from the facts that are at your disposal. These facts have
been uncovered by your own city staff and can be found in the Affordable Housing Strategy
http://www.el-cerrito.org/DocumentCenter/View/8637/Affordable-Housing-StrategyRevised_08-31-2017)
The Housing Element notes that many market-rate housing units in El Cerrito are
unaffordable to extremely low-, very low-, and low- and moderate-income households. As of
2010, more than one-third all El Cerrito households were cost burdened or spent more than
30 percent of their income for housing, and 17 percent spent more than 50 percent of their
income on housing. Renters are more likely to be cost-burdened than homeowners (Figure 3).
This dynamic is likely to have worsened given recent housing price increases. The average
asking rent for an apartment in El Cerrito increased by 39 percent between 2010 and 2017, to
an average of $2,151 in June 2017, although no new units came onto the market during this
time period (Figure 4). In comparison, Contra Costa County’s average rent has increased
slightly more (by 44 percent since 2010), but remains slightly lower at $1,909 in June 2017. as
well as additional information cited by your own Human Rights Commission in their
resolution providing a recommendation to you. (Page 10)

On December 18th, 2018, the Human Relations Commission issued a recommendation to the
city council including the following facts:

The majority of El Cerrito renters spend more than 35% of their household income on
rent
Research has found that those who spend more than 35% of their household income on
rent are twice as likely to be hospitalized for hypertension and twice as likely to be
hospitalized for mental illness
Research has found that those who spend more than 35% of their household income on
rent are twice as likely to be hospitalized for hypertension and twice as likely to be
hospitalized for mental illness
Research has found that one of the most effective ways to increase public health is to
increase housing quality and decrease housing insecurity because of how directly

housing insecurity has been found to impact physical and mental health
Based on these facts, you have at hand the opportunity to improve the lives of the renters in El
Cerrito. But based on the meeting of February 19th, it also appears that you have some fearful
landlords who admittedly want to protect their investments.
But this is a false paradigm; it does not either protect the investments of vulnerable landlords
or protect the health and diversity of our city and vulnerable tenants.
The Human Relations Commission set forward a set of recommendations that have been
woefully ignored by the city council. These recommendations include:

1. Immediately establish “Just Cause Eviction” policies specifically detailing the only
circumstances under which a landlord may evict a tenant; and
2. Immediately establish a temporary measure limiting rent increases to be within a
certain percentage to protect tenants from rent gouging, which will be in place pending
the adoption of rent control ordinances; and
3. Immediately establish a permanent citizen board or commission equally represented by
citizen renters, landlords, and homeowners to advise the City Council on matters of the
housing; and
4. Immediately establish a citizen-led task force (separate from the above-described board
or commission) specific to the topic of tenant protections to be in existence for the full
duration of the time period in which the City Council and City Staff is researching,
developing, and implementing the Affordable Housing Strategy, to work alongside the
City of El Cerrito to provide a direct and consistent access point for citizen input and
advisory on matters of tenants’ rights and protections; and
5. The above actions are to be utilized by the City Council as a means of information,
education, and advisory regarding the full scope and impact of housing as a basic
human right, with data and feedback to be collected and considered by the City Council
at six-month increments.
(See for full HRC Resolution on Tenant Protections) https://www.elcerrito.org/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/4663 The recommendations above are in the
mainstream with many of the proposals now being contemplated by regional
organizations and the State of California.
Regionally, CASA- The Committee to House the Bay Area, published their CASA
Compact, a series of recommendations derived from discussions of various stakeholders.
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/CASA_Compact.pdf

Recommendations included :
Just Cause Eviction
Rent Cap
Rent Assistance and Access to Legal Counsel

The State of California is contemplating measures to address the housing crisis as well. One
possible measure on the table follow could model the recently passed anti-rent gouging bill
passed in Oregon. https://www.kqed.org/news/11728558/if-california-pursues-a-cap-on-rentincreases-how-many-tenants-will-it-actually-help
Assemblyman David Chiu, the co-author of the failed Proposition 10, supports the idea of a
ban on rent gouging. According to the article, “Chiu stresses that any rent-gouging bill would
need to be part of more comprehensive tenant protections and that other more stringent rent
control measures are still a possibility.”

The anti-rent gouging language is similar to the CASA rent cap proposal and similar to a UC
Berkeley report: Finding Common Ground on Rent Control, released last year after meeting
with both landlord and tenant groups. https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/finding-commonground-rent-control

Please move forward: Place the HRC Resolution on the agenda for your March 5th
meeting and discuss their recommendations. Take action and adopt a temporary antirent gouging measure ordinance and just cause eviction ordinance. Convene community
members to review specifics for a long term solution.

Sincerely,

Sherry Drobner, Ed.D.

El Cerrito

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: NO rent control, NO just cause eviction and nagtive impact to community
Monday, March 4, 2019 8:33:29 AM

From: Dallon Wang <
>
Date: March 3, 2019 at 11:12:19 AM PST
To: Jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us,
Rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: NO rent control, NO just cause eviction and nagtive impact to community
Dear council member,
As a homeowner in El Cerrito,I definitely oppose rent control and just cause eviction in
El Cerrito because this will cause the negative affect to community . Please DO vote
NO. Thank you!
Best regards,
Dallon Wang

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: JCE and RC Are Bad for Our City
Monday, March 4, 2019 8:33:44 AM

From: Peter P <
>
Date: March 2, 2019 at 6:47:14 PM PST
To: Jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us,
Glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: JCE and RC Are Bad for Our City
Dear Council Members:
I am an El Cerrito resident with 22 years of residency. I own a duplex in El Cerrito. My
monthly payment of mortgage, insurance, property tax on the duplex is $4165.76 and I
receive $3800.00 in rent. I am keeping the rent lower than market as I am living next to
my tenants and I want to keep these good tenants. I am hoping that someday my
mortgage will be paid off and I will have some supplemental income for my retirement.
84% of housing providers in El Cerrito are Mom and Pop owners like me. Many of them
are senior citizens putting in their life savings to support their retirement. Some of
them live in the same building of their tenants. As you heard in our last policy
discussion in the city chamber, JCE and RC may force some of these providers to
withdraw from housing market, jeopardizing their retirement and reducing the number
of available housing units for tenants.
Those who remain in market will be very selective in choosing their tenant as the stake
of a bad tenant will be many folds bigger under JCE than in normal situations. The
result is that those who are most in need of housing will have great difficulties in
renting a place.
With rent control, we can no longer afford to give discount to good tenants as we have
to treat good and bad tenant the same and raise their allowable rents every year to
avoid getting stuck in low rents.
If our hands are tied in dealing with bad tenants, good tenants will either leave or
suffer and our community will suffer too.
I understand that you all have good intentions, but please think about the unintended
bad consequences JCE and RC will bring. Our city also can hardly pay our bills, spending
on these bad programs will make our dire finance situation worse.
Sincerely yours
Peter J. Pan

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: No rental control
Monday, March 4, 2019 8:38:21 AM

From: Enjie Li <
>
Date: March 3, 2019 at 9:17:18 AM PST
To: Jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Cc: Gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us,
Rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: No rental control
Dear council member:
El Cerrito is beautiful city. There aren’t many apartments on rental market.
Keep safe and secure as well as peaceful environment are very important for residents.
Any policy or regulations shall not encourage those evil thoughts or bad behavior.
Establish good relationship is crucial and essential. Rental control might cause too
much issue which city may not be able to handle.
Rental control is not necessary in our lovely El Cerrito.
I oppose rent control and just cause eviction in el cerrito, please vote NO. Thank you!
Meina Wu

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: I oppose rent control and just cause eviction in el cerrito, please vote NO. Thank you!
Monday, March 4, 2019 8:38:40 AM

From: Angela Xu <
>
Date: March 3, 2019 at 9:05:06 AM PST
To: "Jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us" <Jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "Gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us"
<Gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "Pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us" <Pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>,
"Glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us" <Glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "Rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us"
<Rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>
Subject: I oppose rent control and just cause eviction in el cerrito, please vote NO. Thank you!

Dear Council Members,
I oppose rent control and just cause eviction in el cerrito, please kindly vote NO.
Thank you!
We saw from the last city council meeting, many property owners in El Cerrito are
families & elderly. Over 80% of housing providers are Mom and Pop owners, including
many single family residences.
Many senior citizens have invested their life savings in small properties to supplement
their retirement. Some of them live in the same building with their tenants. JCE and RC
may jeopardize their retirement and force some of these providers to withdraw from
the housing market, reducing the number of available housing units for tenants.
Those who remain in the market would become very selective in choosing their
tenants, as the stake of a bad tenant would be much bigger under JCE than in normal
situations.
With rent control, Owners could no longer afford to give discount to good tenants,
afraid of not able to raise the allowable rents when necessary.
You all have good intentions. Please think about the unintended serious consequences
JCE and RC may bring to both Providers & Tenants, harming both sides.
Let's work together for a solution that would benefit everyone in our city. A better
proposal such as generating a housing fund or housing voucher program which directly
assist low income residents would work much better. JCE & RC will kill housing, which
our city cannot afford.
Best regards,
Angela Xu

Angela Xu
MBA | Realtor
DRE#: 01981330

One way or another, we will work it out upon his will！

Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: No JCE/RC
Monday, March 4, 2019 8:38:51 AM

From: Faxes
>
Date: March 3, 2019 at 8:10:02 AM PST
To: Gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: No JCE/RC
Dear Council Member,
We saw from the last city council meeting, many property owners in El Cerrito are
families & elderly. Over 80% of housing providers are Mom and Pop owners, including
many single family residences.
Many senior citizens have invested their life savings in small properties to supplement
their retirement. Some of them live in the same building with their tenants. JCE and
RC may jeopardize their retirement and force some of these providers to withdraw
from the housing market, reducing the number of available housing units for tenants.
Those who remain in the market would become very selective in choosing their
tenants, as the stake of a bad tenant would be much bigger under JCE than in normal
situations.
With rent control, Owners could no longer afford to give discount to good tenants,
afraid of not able to raise the allowable rents when necessary.
You all have good intentions. Please think about the unintended serious consequences
JCE and RC may bring to both Providers & Tenants, harming both sides.
Let's work together for a solution that would benefit everyone in our city. A better
proposal such as generating a housing fund or housing voucher program which directly
assist low income residents would work much better.   JCE & RC will kill housing, which
our city cannot afford.
Best regards,
Frances C
Your constituent
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: about RC and JCE policy
Monday, March 4, 2019 8:39:04 AM

From: 吴晶宇 <
>
Date: March 3, 2019 at 8:03:43 AM PST
To: Gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: about RC and JCE policy
Dear Council Member:
I am a new immigrant. I am looking for a place to live. I want to buy a 2 - 4 unit building
in El Cerrito so that I can live there and get some income from renting other units. But
if the city has a Rent Control and Just Cause Eviction Ordinance, I would hesitate to
choose El Cerrito because it would be too risky. The reason I come here is to seek
freedom and private property rights. This is my real thought. Also this is other
immigrant’s thought.
Market economy has its own laws. Please don’t try to meddle with it. Thank you.
Yours Sincerely
George

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: Please Vote against rent control and just cause eviction ordinances
Monday, March 4, 2019 8:39:19 AM

From:
Date: March 3, 2019 at 7:39:54 AM PST
To: Jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us,
Glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: Please Vote against rent control and just cause eviction ordinances
Dear Council Members,
We saw from the last city council meeting, many property owners in El Cerrito are
families & elderly. Over 80% of housing providers are Mom and Pop owners, including
many single family residences.
Many senior citizens have invested their life savings in small properties to supplement
their retirement. Some of them live in the same building with their tenants. JCE and
RC may jeopardize their retirement and force some of these providers to withdraw
from the housing market, reducing the number of available housing units for tenants.
Those who remain in the market would become very selective in choosing their
tenants, as the stake of a bad tenant would be much bigger under JCE than in normal
situations.
With rent control, Owners could no longer afford to give discount to good tenants,
afraid of not able to raise the allowable rents when necessary.
You all have good intentions. Please think about the unintended serious consequences
JCE and RC may bring to both Providers & Tenants, harming both sides.
Let's work together for a solution that would benefit everyone in our city. A better
proposal such as generating a housing fund or housing voucher program which directly
assist low income residents would work much better.   JCE & RC will kill housing, which
our city cannot afford.
Best regards,
Jim yan

Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: Rent Control and Grafitti
Monday, March 4, 2019 8:41:13 AM

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: "Thomas Parent" <
>
Date: Sat, Mar 2, 2019 at 2:08 PM -0800
Subject: Rent Control and Grafitti
To: "Janet Abelson" <jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "Gabe Quinto" <GQuinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>,
"Paul Fadelli" <PFadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "Greg Lyman" <GLyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "Rochelle
Pardue-Okimoto" <RPardueOkimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>

Hello,
Below are two issues I am concerned about:
1) One of the reasons we have this awesome pipeline of housing developments planned along San Pablo Ave. is
because El Cerrito DOES NOT have rent control. These developments will go a long way to address the real cause
of high rental rates. My guess is that the proposed rent control measures would kill quite a few of these
developments before they even get off the ground and stop new ones from being planned. I hope that I am
preaching to the choir when I say that rent control makes the housing shortage WORSE! You would be hard
pressed to find responsible city planners who would proclaim that rent control works. It does not! I can offer a
personal example. I have been renting out a condo in Marina Bay in Richmond for several years. Because of
Richmond's new tenant eviction fees, I have decided to take my unit off the market and sell it. I would never evict a
tenant in the middle of a lease. However, when the lease is up, I should have the right to use the unit myself or sell
it without paying the existing tenant $14,000! As a result of Richmond's new policies, I can tell you for sure that
there is at least one less rental unit available in their city! Rent control in El Cerrito will both kill new
developments and eliminate units that are currently rented. Offering carrots to encourage new developments,
affordable units and ADU's is a much better approach. Until now, it seems like the city has been on the right track.
2) The graffiti in my El Cerrito Plaza neighborhood has taken a big turn for the worse in the last month. I'm sure
the crime associated with the tags is up as well as evidenced by the car that crashed through the front doors of Pic N
Pac liquor and a big new tag on their fence. It really seems like El Cerrito puts a low priority on keeping the graffiti
cleaned up. As an example, the "City of El Cerrito" sign in front of the Chase bank has had a large obtrusive tag on
the pole for several months. The information placards for the rain gardens on San Pablo have been defaced for
years. If the city isn't even willing to clean up this obvious stuff, it's hard to believe there is any real effort going
on.  The current shot gun approach of addressing tags individually is inefficient and obviously isn't working. It
seems like a more proactive comprehensive approach is needed. Perhaps the city could send a crew down San Pablo
Ave every two or three months to clean up ALL the tags regardless of whether they are on city property, personal
property, utility property, post office property, etc., This would save a lot of money. The labor hours spent per tag
would drop dramatically and after a few months, you would find that the number of new tags to clean up would be
very limited. Tags attract more tags! I think that if you took a survey of your constituents, you would find that they
would prioritize graffiti and blight removal. It doesn't seem like the city is on the same page on this issue.
Thanks for listening!
Thomas Parent

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: NO RENT CONTROL IN EL CERRITO
Monday, March 4, 2019 12:22:33 PM

From: Lisa Lau <
>
Date: March 4, 2019 at 11:06:54 AM PST
To: rpardueokimoto@ci.el-ceirrito.ca.us, glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us,
pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: NO RENT CONTROL IN EL CERRITO
Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto and Members of the City Council:
I do not support Just Cause Eviction, Tenant Relocation with Rent Caps, or the Rent
Registry. Instead, I urge you to conduct further studies on El Cerrito's rental market to
truly understand the city's needs.
As a local housing provider who offers quality, safe housing to my tenants and
recognizes our region's housing challenges, I have significant concerns moving forward
with the proposed regulations:
1. THE CITY OF EL CERRITO CAN'T AFFORD THESE PROGRAMS. The city is extremely
short-staffed and lacks funding. The city is not structured to administer, operate, and
enforce these programs.Adopting the proposals will create a new bureaucracy that the
city cannot afford.
2. MANY SMALL MOM AND POPS WILL BE DRIVEN OUT OF BUSINESS. These are the
same people who provide naturally affordable house in the city! An overwhelming
majority of El Cerrito housing providers have family-owned buildings with a small
number of units. They have renters who generally have good relationships with their
landlords. Please don't punish us.
3. JUST CAUSE EVICTION IS DANGEROUS FOR NEIGHBORHOODS. It would give bad
tenants lifetime tenancies and leave property owners no power to recover the unit
even if the tenant behaves badly unless another tenant serves as a witness. Thus,
owners will likely be more selective when renting their units.
Instead, we ask that you consider gathering more data to evaluate whether El Cerrito
needs regulations such as Just Cause eviction and programs with rent caps.
The original proposals for lease offerings and data gathering proposed by city staff at
the December 18th meeting was a better approach because it was not punitive against
housing providers and would not create a new bureaucracy would add cost to the city,
housing providers, and renters.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Lisa Lau

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: Just Cause Eviction, Rent Registry, Tenant Relocation Fees
Monday, March 4, 2019 3:33:52 PM

From: Patricia McGoldrick <
>
Date: March 4, 2019 at 1:55:24 PM PST
To: gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: Just Cause Eviction, Rent Registry, Tenant Relocation Fees

Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto and Members of the City Council,
I do not support just cause eviction, tenant relocation payments initiated by rent
triggers, and the rent registry. Instead, I urge you to find solutions that can
accommodate both housing providers as well as tenants.
At the February 19th meeting, over 100 of my fellow responsible housing
providers expressed our opposition to these proposals because of the following:
1.       Just Cause Eviction will lead to selectiveness in the rental

market and overall wariness of mom and pop landlords. We are
over 80% of housing providers in the city.

2.       Rent Registry will be very costly and the city is not equipped to

operate this program.

3.       Tenant Relocation Fees is a form of rent control which has

been proven to be the wrong solution to the housing crisis.

We ask that you reconsider these proposals and gather more data
instead. More data will allow our community to evaluate whether El Cerrito
needs these regulations.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Patricia McGoldrick

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: Rental Issues
Monday, March 4, 2019 3:34:06 PM

From: Tim Kearns
>
Date: March 4, 2019 at 2:00:36 PM PST
To: gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: Rental Issues

Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto and Members of the City Council,
I do not support just cause eviction, tenant relocation payments initiated by rent
triggers, and the rent registry. Instead, I urge you to find solutions that can
accommodate both housing providers as well as tenants.
At the February 19th meeting, over 100 of my fellow responsible housing
providers expressed our opposition to these proposals because of the following:
1.       Just Cause Eviction will lead to selectiveness in the rental

market and overall wariness of mom and pop landlords. We are
over 80% of housing providers in the city.

2.       Rent Registry will be very costly and the city is not equipped to

operate this program.

3.       Tenant Relocation Fees is a form of rent control which has

been proven to be the wrong solution to the housing crisis.

We ask that you reconsider these proposals and gather more data
instead. More data will allow our community to evaluate whether El Cerrito
needs these regulations.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Timothy Kearns

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: Rent Control,etc Meeting
Monday, March 4, 2019 3:34:18 PM

From: Rich Lewis
>
Date: March 4, 2019 at 2:16:12 PM PST
To: rpardue-okimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us,
jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: Rent Control,etc Meeting
Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto and members of the El Cerrito Cit Council:
I am sorry I will miss the meeting tomorrow night as we are leaving for Maui in the
morning. I had planned on being a speaker at the next meeting, as I had to leave at
9:30 at the February meeting.
I do not support just cause evictions, tenant relocation payments or the rent registry. I
do understand there are some landlords that raise existing tenants rent above what is a
normal increase, but I am not one of those. One of my tenants is paying $1625 per
month for a beautiful 2 bedroom 1 bath apartment with a fireplace and with an
enclosed garage with a door opener plus a private patio. Identical units in the same
area are renting for $2200 to 2400 per month. I could see limiting rental increases to
maybe 5 to 6% per year as I usually use that figure. I pay a business license and pay to
have my fire extinguishers inspected by the Fire Department at a cost of $135 for a 10
minute ride from the fire station on San Pablo Ave to my building. I can not afford to
have more fees added to my building costs.
I started buying rental real estate in El Cerrito in 1978. I took a risk by doing it as I did
not have a dad to sue to get my inheritance to buy real estate. That first property was
purchased from one of my insurance clients and I did not have to make a down
payment. I had a negative cash flow for years on it. In 1980 I purchased a property on
Belmont Ave and took a second for $46,000 on my house for the downpayment. If any
of you remember the early 80’s you will recall the high interest rates. The best rate I
could get was 14.5% but only a 75% loan. I had a negative cash flow for years. In 1985 I
bought another property in El Cerrito and since I had to pay off the second on my
house did not have the cash for a down payment. Another second on my personal
residence and a negative cash flow for quite a few years. I did this by putting my on
residence at risk and I could have lost everything.
I have done almost all of the maintenance on my properties except for painting since I
have owned them. I would leave my office and go to the various properties and would
work on them in the evenings and weekends. While other people were home relaxing I
was working. If I took an afternoon off from the office it was to work on my properties,
not play golf or tennis.

We hear we are going to have another big earthquake hit the Bay Area sometime. Who
is going to pay my $150,000 deductible on the one property and the $80,000 on the
other one? The tenants, the City of El Cerrito, the City Council members? No, I will be
the one paying them. I will need a new roof soon on the one building and I am
estimating it will be close to $25,000. My insurance costs have gone up by $1500 on
one property and $1100 on another one.
Look at what happened to rental properties in Berkeley when rent control when it in
the 80’s. Many properties were left vacant or if still rented they became quite shabby.
My rental income is my retirement as I did not have a pension plan being a sole
proprietor for the 43 years I worked.
Please reconsider what you are trying to move forward on.

Sincerely,

Richard Lewis

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: Tenant Protection
Monday, March 4, 2019 3:34:37 PM

From: Victor Wong <
>
Date: March 4, 2019 at 3:13:07 PM PST
To: rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Greg Lyman <glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, pfadelli@ci.elcerrito.ca.us, jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, Karen Pinkos
<KPinkos@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>
Subject: Tenant Protection

Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto, members of the City
Council and City Manager Pinkos,
We are owners of one 4 unit apartment building in El
Cerrito and members of the vast majority of mom and
pop responsible housing providers. We are opposed to
the 3 proposals you are studying.
Just Cause Eviction would cause us to be much more
wary and selective of prospective tenants. If we were
to apply today's selectivity to our current tenants of 3,
20, 21 and 28 years when they applied for their
apartments, none would have qualified. They would
not benefit from the 25 to 40% below market rates that
they enjoy.
Tenant relocation fees is no more than rent control in a
different name. At 79 and 78 years old, if we decide
to move into one of our apartments where we can walk
to the plaza, post office and our bank but have to pay
to move into our property...where is the fairness in
that? How are we protected from bad tenants and
bureaucracy?

Rent Registry is another bureaucratic, time and
financial expense that the city, the property owners
and the tenants can ill afford. Data should be gathered
before considering such a move.
Please do not push us towards selling our property as
it would hurt us and certainly hurt the tenants that you
think would be protected by the proposals.
Respectfully,
Brenda and Victor Wong
42 year residents of El Cerrito

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: Against rental control
Monday, March 4, 2019 3:34:53 PM

From: Grace
>
Sent: Sunday, March 3, 2019 9:48 AM
To: Gabe Quinto
Cc: Rochelle Pardue-Okimoto
Subject: Against rental control
Dear Council Members,
We saw from the last city council meeting, many property owners in El Cerrito are families &
elderly. Over 80% of housing providers are Mom and Pop owners, including many single family
residences.
Many senior citizens have invested their life savings in small properties to supplement their
retirement. Some of them live in the same building with their tenants. JCE and RC may jeopardize
their retirement and force some of these providers to withdraw from the housing market, reducing
the number of available housing units for tenants.
Those who remain in the market would become very selective in choosing their tenants, as the stake
of a bad tenant would be much bigger under JCE than in normal situations.
With rent control, Owners could no longer afford to give discount to good tenants, afraid of not able
to raise the allowable rents when necessary.
You all have good intentions. Please think about the unintended serious consequences JCE and RC
may bring to both Providers & Tenants, harming both sides.
Let's work together for a solution that would benefit everyone in our city. A better proposal such as
generating a housing fund or housing voucher program which directly assist low income residents
would work much better. JCE & RC will kill housing, which our city cannot afford.
Best regards,
Eric W Steffen & Grace Han

"Grace" RuiHua Han

Security Pacific Real Estate
3223 Blume Dr, Richmond, CA,94906

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: El Cerrito Landlord Against Just Cause Eviction, Etc.
Tuesday, March 5, 2019 10:49:10 AM

From: Rich Martini
>
Date: March 4, 2019 at 9:36:32 PM PST
To: rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us,
pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us, kpinkos@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Subject: El Cerrito Landlord Against Just Cause Eviction, Etc.
Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto, Mayor Pro Tem Lyman and Councilpersons Abelson,
Fadelli and Quinto:
I am the owner of a small apartment property in El Cerrito, and am one of the 567
“mom and pop” owners in El Cerrito who own apartment properties between two and
eight units. I ask you simply, where is the hard data that supports the implementation
of the restrictive just cause eviction, tenant relocation and rent registry policies under
consideration. Through all of the meetings and discussions over the past several
months on the topic of tenant protections, there has been zero hard data, nor any
actual facts that supports whether or not El Cerrito actually has a tenant displacement
problem. How can a decision be made that will negatively affect each and every “mom
and pop” owner in this city without really knowing if a problem exists?  
Here are some of the negative consequences that will affect "mom and pop" landlords
should these policies be implemented:
1. It will severely limit a “mom and pop” property owner’s ability to maintain
a peaceful and safe environment for all tenants. In fact, a problem tenant can
make life miserable for all residents, as most are too scared to come forward as
witnesses because it can place them and their families in danger. Drug dealers
and gang members remain on the property, further threatening others in the
building, and in many instances these good tenants have no choice but to
move.
2. If Just Cause is implemented, landlords will have no choice but to screen
out prospective tenants who may have lower credit scores, lesser incomes and
bad or no rental history. This quote, un quote “bad risk” group of tenants will
certainly have a more difficult time finding rental housing. If we want to help
these tenants find high quality, safe housing, we must create an environment
where they are not considered an in-surmountable risk to landlords.
3. It will increase cost burdens on everyone involved, including the “mom and
pop” landlords, as well as tenants and the City of El Cerrito, and create unelected regulatory bodies whose priorities become self-perpetuation and
funding.
4. It will threaten our local tax base by depressing property values, as owners
will have little to no incentive to spend money on capital improvements and
property upgrades.
At the end of the day, these proposals do not create one more housing unit in El
Cerrito, which is exactly what the city needs in order to help alleviate this affordable
housing crisis.
Again I ask. Where is the hard data that supports the fact that El Cerrito has a tenant
displacement problem? Before making any rush to judgement decisions, this issue
should be studied more closely by establishing a method to actually track instances
where tenants are being unfairly displaced by their landlords. The requirement of

imposing a mandatory lease term option actually provides more tenant protection than
any Just Cause ordinance can provide.
Rent control policies have the exact opposite effect of what they are intended to
accomplish. Three East Bay cities with some form of rent control currently in place,
including, Oakland, Berkeley and Emeryville currently have some of the highest rents of
any city in the East Bay according to the commercial property research firm Costar.
Please don’t impose Just Cause eviction and unnecessary tenant relocation fees on the
hundreds of small, “mom and pop” property owners who provide safe and affordable
housing for El Cerrito residents, just because of a perceived problem with a very small
group of owners.
Sincerely,
Rich Martini

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: It"s short! (ish)
Tuesday, March 5, 2019 10:50:20 AM
How many total units do you have in El Cerrito.docx

>
From: Elizabeth Thorsnes
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 7:42 PM
To: Rochelle Pardue-Okimoto <RPardueOkimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>; Greg Lyman <GLyman@ci.elcerrito.ca.us>; Janet Abelson <jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>; Paul Fadelli <PFadelli@ci.elcerrito.ca.us>; Gabe Quinto <GQuinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>
Cc: Aissia Ashoori <AAshoori@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>; rantonio@caanet.org
Subject: It's short! (ish)

Dear City Council Members,
I swear, I promise you all—hand on bible or building code or SPASP or whatever you want—
that I will not come to a City Council meeting for a whole year once this issue has been
handled!
I know that listening to all your constituents must be exhausting, but I just watched the entire
February 19th meeting online, since I had to leave early, and also since I (and others) had
tremendous difficulty understanding speakers due to the “muddy” sound system. I have to say
that I was impressed by the wisdom and suggestions of a great many of the speakers on the
tape, and I hope that you were, too.
So here is my final twenty-cents worth (I won’t even speak Tuesday!):
Forget a rent registry that is modeled after those used with rent control. I admit, I was wrong
about that. It could cost a fair amount, it could jeopardize tenant privacy, and it might
engender lawsuits. Instead, do a mandatory survey—NOT a registry that gives details
unneeded in the absence of rent control. I’ve attached an example of what I mean for my own
4-plex, which gives you the data you need without identifying what a particular tenant or
apartment pays. Make it mandatory, and send it out with the business license renewal. DONE!
And rather cheaply! You will have data within a few months.
In the meantime, to offer some help for any tenant who might need it now, go ahead and set up
a “board” of citizens, including tenants and landlords, to provide a safe forum for tenants who
are being mistreated to speak. (I could never figure out why you abandoned this idea, an
approach that is much-needed these days.) Model it after the simple one in Albany, with the
small incidental costs being covered by a little landlord fee as in Albany. For now, until you
have data, give this group a nonbinding advisory capacity. These kinds of things have
reportedly worked well in other cities, so it seems to be well worth a trial here until we really
know if more is needed in El Cerrito.
Those two actions alone would go a long way to helping El Cerrito begin to take care of its
existing housing, housing providers, and tenants, and they won’t cost much or draw legal
objections and more adversarial actions.
FINALLY, consider setting up a City-wide tenant emergency fund, at least for the short term.

This would likely have to be overseen by a City staff member, but could perhaps be kept down
to a minimal cost. It also should probably have clear guidelines for qualifying, e.g., a big rent
increase that threatens a tenancy. If the council does this, I will donate the first $100 myself,
and will guarantee that I can get that amount to $1000 (and more) in two days. You could even
ask for small donations on the survey with the business license, because I think many
landlords might want to contribute to such a fund, being the decent citizens that I maintain
most of them are.
That's it! Best wishes to you all in your decision-making. I hope you do the right thing, and
thank you for your service to the community,
Elizabeth (B.J.) Thorsnes
(See Attachment)

How many total units do you have in El Cerrito? 4 (Just sold 4)
#Bedroom #Bath
s
s
1

2

1

3

2

1

2
4

5
6
7
8
9
1
0
1
1
1
2
1
3

2
3

1
2

Curren
t Rent
$
1650

Appro
x Sq.
Footag
e
900

Length
of
Tenanc
y
6.5 yrs

2050

900

Jan.’19*
*
4.5
yrs***

1135
2850

900

1300

20 yrs*

Other Amenities
Yard/garage/water/garba
ge
Yard/garage/water/garba
ge
Deck/garage/water/garba
ge
Deck/garage/f.place/wate
r/ garbage

NOTES:
Building is safe, rooms and decks are large, washer/dryer on site, off-street parking.
* Tenant is 90 years old, minority, was tenant when I purchased building
** Previous tenancy: 10 years, moved back to hometown to help parents
*** Some tenant changes over time (students)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: Tenant Laws for El Cerrito
Tuesday, March 5, 2019 1:55:47 PM

From: Pati Wilson <
>
Sent: Tuesday, March 5, 2019 1:39 PM
To: Gabe Quinto
Subject: Tenant Laws for El Cerrito
Dear Gabriel Quinto,
I am an El Cerrito resident for the past 13 ½ years and plan to have this be my last home. I have been
very surprised to hear about the rent provisions that you are considering adopting for El Cerrito. One
of El Cerrito’s charms is that it is the size of a town. Everyone knows their neighbors and their
elected officials. It has been responsive and a reflection of its residents. It has been the model of
participatory democracy while I have lived here.
I was thrust into being a small time landlord in 1999 through the legal separation of myself and the
father of my children. He was financially trying his hardest to destroy me and leave me with no
means of raising our children because after a 13 ½ year relationship and my business we shared, the
money was his, right? I endured 7 years of lawsuits. In the end, the only why to manage my life was
to keep the money the courts assigned me in real estate since it was coming from the dissolution of
commercial rental real estate holdings he had. I was only given loans for small properties because I
was not a management company with experience. I have kept the properties I was able to buy in my
own name for 20 years. I didn’t panic and go the LLC route. I knew that decent business practices
and cooperation with the renters was the way to have a good life. I had been a renter most of my
adult life, so I knew that the apartment I offered was my tenants’ home and that they were my
partner in trying to get through this busy modern world. It worked.
I lived in one of the apartments myself with my children. Managing your own buildings is considered
“investment income” and no matter how many hours you put into managing, cleaning, painting,
repairing, paying bills, refinancing to keep my expenses and hence rents low, it is never legally
“income” and so none of my savings could go into a tax free IRAs for retirement savings. It was
assumed I was well off and just scraping money off the top. I did not have enough money to hire a
manager so I just worked incredibly hard and learned on the job and did it myself.
Along the way I received many thank you letters from grateful tenants and always knew I was
helping them as they were helping me. I almost never raised my rents unless there was a vacancy
and I had to put $5-8k into the repair and fix up of the unit, and then it would go up a small amount.
I liked my rents low because I had more people interested in renting from me and I could pick

someone who planned to stay awhile, and save me the labor or the deep cleaning and painting that
is very expensive. Nothing went wrong unless the person broke the lease or had difficult
circumstances. I had many tenants lose jobs and I kept them on and tried to work with them to keep
their apartment. I have lost well over $20k dollars in uncollected rents from people who couldn’t
manage but who I tried to work with. When you are a small time landlord and you do it yourself, and
you don’t want to lose your tenants. I also never raised my rents because I knew that if I have huge
repairs due to earthquake or roof damage I could raise the rents when I absolutely needed to.
Otherwise I chose to have tenants who appreciated me for the decent place and reasonable rent I
offered them. This is the typical story of the small time landlord. And I have seen some of them go
out of business because it is so much work and so hard to pull off. Many large and expensive repairs
are not accurately anticipated. An occasional difficult tenant can make you lose your good tenants,
cause expensive damage to your building and involve you in incredibly expensive legal procedures.
There is no help or money for you when that happens. I tried to represent myself in a clear legal
proceeding against a tenant who I accepted even though he was below my normal standards but it
was near the holidays and no one else was applying. He spoke well and I decided to give him a try
rather than lose 3 more months of rent. He ended up abusing his partner, disturbing and scaring the
other tenants, keeping a vicious dog, not cleaning up after the dog, and not paying rent. It was such
a simple case of none payment of rent that I tried to file with the court on my own behalf. I was not
able to do it without professional legal counsel because the paperwork was so arcane and required
to be filled out in a manner that was not readable or understandable by a layperson. These are the
difficulties of a small time landlord.
I recommend that you should never initiate new and permanent laws without counsel from people
who are in the field, and in your constituency because outside activists were speaking at the last El
Cerrito council meetings and they do not have our best interests at heart. Please leave your political
ambitions behind. Think fresh. Be the city to take a new and innovative approach. The actions you
are looking at will change our city forever. It will drive away the small time landlord and make for
fewer and more expensive apartments. The tenant activists know that SOME tenants will hit the
lottery and have more rights than the property’s owners. But it is adversarial, and not led by fairness.
My previous residence is an example of this.
I held on to my previous home, a 4 unit property in Berkeley, because my sons wanted to be able to
move into the place they were raised in and be in the neighborhood of their friends. I only left
because one son had a brain tumor and the extreme radiation he went through made him too sick to
live near the roads and hence auto exhaust we were close to. Now that he is better and older it
would be the perfect place for him to live. He works one block from there but there is no way that
we have enough money to buyout the tenants who are there so that my disabled son can live there.
In my four-unit property in Berkeley the only people who are being helped are not people who
particularly need help. They are each one of them better off than my son who will always have limits
and health issues and not by any means considered low income or needy other than the way we all
feel needy these days. I have seen this in friends who rent and who are sharing the apartments in

their building with lawyers and professionals and well off middle class kids who are just intelligently
letting these laws save them a lot of money so they can add to their retirement or nest egg. It makes
the neighborhoods more white, more traditional and less friendly to people who need support. It
chooses the tenant over the landlord regardless of the circumstance. It absolutely punishes small
time landlords who did not watch the laws change and get out of their family home or older
property that are the only properties affected by rent control. The measures are too unfair to be
applied to newer buildings. They are too unfair to apply to El Cerrito.    
Respectfully,   
Patricia Wilson,

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

, El Cerrito

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Charlety
Holly Charlety
FW: The Wrong Remedy
Tuesday, March 5, 2019 4:16:18 PM

From: Al Wong <
>
Date: March 5, 2019 at 3:23:30 PM PST
To: "rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us" <rpardueokimoto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "glyman@ci.elcerrito.ca.us" <glyman@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>
Cc: "jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us" <jabelson@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us"
<gquinto@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>, "pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us" <pfadelli@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us>
Subject: The Wrong Remedy

Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto and Members of the City Council,
I do not support just cause eviction, tenant relocation payments initiated
by rent triggers, and the rent registry. Instead, I urge you to find
solutions that can accommodate both housing providers as well as
tenants. These are a prelude to the establishment of rent control and a
rent board which will be too expansive for El Cerrito to sustain. As you
know Richmond has already hired 8 full time staffers and the SF Rent
Board hires 65 - 75 people. They also make landlords pay for this!
At the February 19th meeting, I along with my parents and over 100 of
my fellow responsible housing providers expressed our opposition to
these proposals because of the following:
1. Just Cause Eviction will lead to selectiveness in the rental
market and overall wariness of mom and pop landlords. We are
over 80% of housing providers in the city.
2. Rent Registry will be very costly and the city is not equipped to
operate this program.
3. Tenant Relocation Fees is a form of rent control which has been
proven to be the wrong solution to the housing crisis.
We ask that you reconsider these proposals and gather more data
instead. More data will allow our community to evaluate whether El
Cerrito needs these regulations.
I would suggest making it easier to add ADUs (Additional Dwelling
Units) to a house or apartment building. I tried doing this to my
building last year I worked with Sean Moss from city planning I was not
able to get a permit due to “open space” requirements, even though I
had a patio for each unit….I still didn’t have enough open space. If you
streamline this process as San Francisco did, you have have more
supply which will ease the housing shortage.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Al Wong
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City of El Cerrito Operating Revenues
2015-16
Actual

2016-17
Unaudited Actual

CITY OF EL CERRITO
CITYCLERK

2017-18
Projected

2018-19
Adopted

2019-20
Adopted

IProperty Taxes

I

$7,908,458 I

$9,620,596!

$9,594,960 I

$9,81 8,000!

$10,729,640!

ILocal Parcel Taxes

I

$2, 142,1241

$2,141,7401

$1,975,8051

$2,122,750!

$2,122,0001

!Sub Total

I

$10,050,582!

$11,762,336!

$11,570,765!

$11,940,750!

$12,851,6401

ITotal Revenues

I

$44,496,0591

$44,813,8931 ·

$52,496,3091

$49,236,3711

$51,651,241 1

ITaxes/Revenues

I

22.59% I

26.25% 1

22.04% !

[Licenses & Permits

$607,729J
1.37% J

$709,7291
1.58% J

·

$886,375 J
1.69% J

24.25% 1

$880,000J

1.19%

24.88% !

$992,720]

I

1.92% ]

Based on City of El Cerrito Operating Revenues, 22 % - 26 % of the Revenues is from Property Taxes and Local
Parcel Taxes (FY2015-16 to FY2019-20). 0% of Revenues is from Tenants.
There is no reason for City of El Cerrito to use Property owners and Home owners's Money to implement
policies (Just Cause Eviction, Rent Control), and other punitive regulations against local property owners.

THE CITY OF

EL CERRITO

City of El Cerrito, CA
Adopted Biennial Budget
Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2019-20

10890 San Pablo Avenue El Cerrito CA 94530 * www.el-cerrito.org

ADOPTED BIENNIAL BUDGET FY 2018-19 AND
FY 2019-20 OVERVIEW
The Fiscal Year 2018-19 and 2019-20 Adopted Biennial Budget provides funding for all City services and more,
including Police, Fire, Recreation, Community Development, Public Works, Building, Planning, Environmental and
City Management services. Although the City's primary operating fund, the General Fund, is in balance, a much
larger surplus would be desirable to further increase reserves and protect the City against future economic declines
and unforeseen emergencies. While staffing has remained flat, the number of new initiatives such as minimum
wage, legalization of marijuana, smoking ordinance, inclusionary housing and other activities have continued to
increase.
Our special fund revenues are sound and being used for their primary purposes rather than to backfill the General
Fund as was necessary for a number of post-recessionary years.

Chart A below provides an overview of the City-wide revenues for next fiscal year:
Chart A
City of El Cerrito Operating Revenues
Revenue Category

FY 2015-16
Actual

FY 2016-17
Unaudited Actual

FY 2017-18
Projected

FY 2018-19
Adopted

FY 2019-20
Adopted

Taxes
Property Taxes

7,908,45 8

9,620,596

9,594,960

9,818,000

10,739,640

Sales Taxes

7,550,789

7,500,627

8,284,470

8,715,000

9,204,900

Utility User Taxes

3,291,254

3,360,276

3,367,890

3,425,000

3,527,750

Local Parcel Taxes

2,142,124

2,141,740

1,978,805

2,122,750

2,122,000

Franchise Taxes

1,453,351

1,375,048

1,611,950

1,615,000

1,650,000

Business License Taxes

787,122

775,413

834,300

800,000

850,000

Other Taxes

888,150

863,261

920,531

947,893

971,740

24,021,248

25,636,961

26,592,906

27,443,643

29,066,030

l Total Taxes
Licenses & Permits

607,729

709,729

886,375

880,000

992,720

Fines and Forfeitures

326,543

350,856

241,980

310,000

350,600

Use of Money and Property

448,495

579,476

536,256

502,103

524,843

Intergovernmental Revenues

8,546,337

7,116,355

13,164,985

8,497,578

8,726,245

Charges for Services

6,973,074

7,553,022

7,810,427

8,444,723

8,750,439

831,828

666,460

825,237

420,801

483,361

17,734,006

16,975,898

23,465,259

19,055,205

19,828,208

Other Revenues

Total Revenues before ,:ransfers
lnterfund Transfers

Total

2,740,805

2,201,034

2,438,144

2,737,523

2,757,003

44,496,059

44,813,893

52,496,309

49,236,371

51,651,241

Staff is projecting a steady increase in General Fund revenues the next two fiscal years.
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Dear Mayor Pardue-Okimoto and City Council members,
On March 5th you will have the opportunity to discuss the important item of tenant protections. I ask that
you draw from the information uncovered by your own city staff and that can be found in the Affordable
Housing Strategy
bttp: / /www.el-cerrito.org/DocumentCenter/View/8637 / Affordable-Housing-Strategy-Revised 08-31-2017)
The Housing Element notes that many market-rate housing units in El Cerrito are unaffordable to extremely
low-, very low-, and low- and moderate-income households. As of 2010, more than one-third all El Cerrito
households were cost burdened, or spent more than 30 percent of their income for housing, and 17 percent
spent more than 50 percent of their income.on housing. Renters are more likely to be cost burdened than
homeowners (Figure 3). This dynamic is likely to have worsened given recent housing price increases. The
average asking rent for an apartment in El Cerrito increased by 39 percent between 2010 and 2017, to an
average of $2,151 in June 2017, although no new units came onto the market during this time period (Figure
4).
On December 18th, 2018, the Human Relations Commission issued a recommendation to the city council
including the following facts:

The majority of El Cerrito renters spend more than 35% of their household jncome on rent
· Research has found that those who spend more than 35% of their household income on rent are twice as
likely to be hospitalized for hypertension and twice as likely to be hospitalized for mental illness
· Research has found that those who spend more than 35% of their household income on rent are twice as
likely to be hospitalized for hypertension and twice as likely to be hospitalized for mental illness
· Research has found that one of the most effective ways to increase public health is to increase housing
quality and decrease housing insecurity because of how directly housing insecurity has been found to impact
physical and mental health
Based on these facts, you have at hand the opportunity to improve the lives of the renters in El Cerrito.
One thing that the responsible landlords and renters agree on - no one wants bad landlord practices in
El Cerrito. Fair renter protections will not affect the good landlords who are already trying to avoid rent
gouging and are treating their tenants fairly.
It is possible to protect landlord investments AND protect the health and diversity of our city and
vulnerable tenants.
The El Cerrito Human Relations Commission sent you recommendations that have been not been fully
examined by the city council. Their recommendations include:
1. Immediately establish "Just Cause Eviction" policies specifically detailing the only circumstances under
which a landlord may evict a tenant; and
2. Immediately establish a temporary measure limiting rent increases to be within a certain percentage to
protect tenants from rent gouging, which will be in place pending the adoption of rent control ordinances;
and
3. Immediately establish a permanent citizen board or commission equally represented by citizen renters,
landlords, and homeowners to advise the City Council on matters of housing; and
4. Immediately establish a citizen-led task force (separate from the above-described board or commission)
specific to the topic of tenant protections to be in existence for the full duration of the time period in which
the City Council and City Staff is researching, developing, and implementing the Affordable Housing

Strategy, to work alongside the City of El Cerrito to provide a direct and consistent access point for citizen
input and advisory on matters of tenants' rights and protections; and
5. The above actions are to be utilized by the {:ity Council as a means of information, education, and
advisory regarding the fµll scope and impact of housing as a basic human right, with data and feedback to
be collected and considered by the City Council at six month increments.
(See for full HRC Resolution on Tenant Protections) https: / / www. elcerri to. org / ArchiveCenter / View Fi le/ Itern/ 466 3
The recommendations above are in the mainstream with many of the proposals now being contemplated by
regional organizations and the State of California.
Regionally, CASA -The Committee to House the Bay Area, published their CASA Compact, a series of
recommendations derived from discussions of various
stakeholders. https: / / mtc. ca. gov/ sites/ default/files/ CASA Compact. pdf
Recommendations included :
• Just Cause Eviction
• Rent Cap
• Rent Assistance and Access to Legal Counsel
The State of California is contemplating measures to address the housing crisis as well. One possible
measure on the table follow could model the recently passed anti-rent gouging bill passed in Oregon.
https://www.kqed.org/ news/ 11728558/if-california-pursues-a-cap-on-rent-increases-how-many-tenantswill-it-actually-help
The anti-rent gouging language is similar to the CASA rent cap proposal and similar to a UC Berkeley
report: Finding Common Ground on Rent Control, released last year after meeting with both landlord and
tenant groups. https: / / ternercenter. berkeley. edu/ finding-common-ground-rent-control
As elected officials, please remember that a majority of El Cerrito voted FOR Proposition 10 in
November 2018.
Please move forward now: Place the HRC Resolution on the agenda for your March 5th meeting and
discuss their recommendations. Take action and adopt a temporary anti-rent gouging measure
ordinance and just cause eviction ordinance. Convene community members to review specifics for a
long term solution.

Very sincerely yours,
Tomi Nagai-Rothe

RENT CONTROL PASSED IN OREGON. WILL IT WORK AS A
HOUSING-CRISIS SOLUTION NATIONWIDE?
PACIFIC STANDARD 3/5/19

If rent-control measures pass in all of the states and cities where they're
currently on the table, nearly a third of all renter households in the United
States could secure relief.
SOPHIE KASAKOVE
10HOURSAGO

2018 Democratic gubernatorial candidate Cynthia
Nixon speaks at a rally for universal rent control in
New York City.
(Photo: Eduardo Munoz Alvare7JGetty Images)

For the first time in decades, rent control is under serious consideration by lawmakers across the country.
1'\ccording to
a report

https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/harvard jchs americas rental housing 2017.pdf

published last week by advocacy groups Center for Popular Democracy, Right To The City Alliance, and
PolicyLink, ifrent-control measures pass in all of the states and cities where they're ctmently on the table,
nearly a third of all renter households in the United States could secure relief from the worst of the housing
cnsrs.

Cmrently, only four states in the country have rent-controlled units anywhere within their bounds (California,
Maryland, New York, and New Jersey-in addition to Washington, D.C.). Thirty-seven have laws actively
prohibiting or preempting localities from enacting it. This wasn't always the case: Responding to mounting realestate industry pushback, many states adopted such legislation in the 1980s and '90s, driving the expansion of
rent control to a halt. But as rising housing prices continue to send an increasing number of families into
1

instability. poverty, and homelessness. and as nearly half of all renters in the U.S. meet the government's
standard of cost-burdened according to the Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard University, states and
cities are once again looking to the policy as the most effective short-term solution to the crisis.

Rent-control advocates across the country are clear that the policy is not the only solution to the housing crisis,
nor necessarily the most effective: Locking in rents that are already severely unaffordable may not provide
housing security for the lowest-income renters. But the report argues that it is the most efficient affordable
housing solution.

In cities where it exists already, rent control is the largest source of affordable housing, the repo1i shows. In San
Francisco, rent control stabilizes 173,000 units, three times more than all other affordable housing combined. In
New York City, twice as many low-income families live in rent-regulated apartments than in public and
subsidized housing.

There's evidence from the U.S.'s first major rent control experiment of the policy's ability to provide affordable
housing quickly in times of crisis. In the years after Santa Monica, California, adopted rent stabilization in
1979, the proportion of tenants living for more than five years in the same units doubled, while gentrification
slowed and the exodus of lower income households and families with children halted.

Rent control has also been, historically, the cheapest option to provide affordable housing: in 2013. Berkeley
stabilized 19,000 units for only $4 million, compared with the $20 million it would have cost to provide
vouchers to the citv's 2,200 lowest-income renter households, or the $220 million it would have cost to build or
rehabilitate 2,200 affordable units. With the Department of I-lousing and Urban Development crippled by
budget cuts, quicker, cheaper fixes are an increasingly crucial stopgap.

"In the face of our renter crisis, we need immediate solutions with immediate benefits for low-income renters
facing this crisis of affordability, stability, displacement, eviction," says Sarah Treuhaft, one of the authors of
the repoti and managing director of Policy Link. "There's really no comparison [with rent control] in terms of
the scale and breadth compared with other policies."

Rent control promises to be particularly effective for the country's most vulnerable renters: Out of the 12.7
million households that would be stabilized ifrent control passes in the places currently considering it, 75% are

2

low- or moderate- income. It would also dispr?portionately benefit Black and Latino renters, who are more
likely to be cost-burdened than white renters.

The report systematically combats industry groups' arsenal of anti-rent control talking points. To the claim that
rent control stunts housing development it offers longitudinal studies of rent control in New Jersey where the
policy had no impact on construction rates, and in Boston, where construction rates decreased for multifamily
buildings after rent control was repealed. The argument that rent control causes rents to increase in nonregulated units has also been proven false: in Massachusetts (before the repeal), California, and New Jersey,
rent control had no effect on non-regulated units prices, or even slightly increased affordability.

The national mood on rent control is shifting quickly, led by Oregon. Just last week, the state became the first in
the country to adopt mandatory statewide rent controL limiting yearly rent increases to 7 percent and banning
no-cause evictions. Across the state, median rent has increased rapidly in recent years, pushing the state into
second place in the country for homelessness. One organizer with the Community Alliance of Tenants, a
grassroots tenants advocacy group, Jesse Sharpe, saw the monthly rent on his two-bedroom apartment in
Ashland jump three times in one year, for a more than 36 percent total increase. Sharpe soon learned that the
largest property owner in southern Oregon had purchased his building, along with the other six apartment
complexes on his street, and launched a massive rent hike on all of them.

Oregon's policy was resisted vigorously by the state's real estate lobby: A 2017 version of the bill died in the
Senate after an industry group, More Housing Now!, spent $1 million to oppose it. But according to Pamela
Phan, another organizer with CAT, the policy had gained increasing support as the renter crisis \Vorsened.
"We're two years deeper into a crisis that has so many more casualties than before. We've seen communities
where it doesn't matter what party you're in---essentially, if you're a renter you have instability and insecurity,"
she says. "So, legislators are looking at the impacts and saying, 'We can't just call these externalities to the
rental housing market anymore."'

Even so, industry pushback did constrain the scope of the bill: The legislation establishes a rent-increase cap of
7 percent plus inflation, which could still allow for unaffordable rent increases. And, the law only applies to
buildings at least 15 years old and kicks in after tenants have lived in their home for a year. Even so, according
to the report, the policy will stabilize almost half a million of the state's 1.6 million renter households. Well over
half of those who will benefit from the legislation are low-income, according to the repoti's estimates.
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Rent-control effotis are being put to a vote elsewhere, too. Last week in Chicago, voters in four wards in the
Northwest Side voted to eliminate Illinois' statewide ban on rent control, adding to the chorns of support
demonstrated in two elections last year in other parts of the city. The report estimates that over 1.5 million
renter households would be stabilized in Illinois if the state implemented rent control on a statewide basis, as
one bill under consideration would entail.

There are also currently ongoing movements to introduce rent control in Colorado, Philadelphia, and
Providence, Rhode Island, and to strengthen and expand rent control in California and New York.

"We're moving into a new era with a new social contract," says Phan, "in which tenants are going to be actually
present in legislation."

TAGS
OREGONSTATE LEGISLATURESPUBLIC HOUSINGRENT CONTROLCHICAGOHOUSING CRISIS
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After a decade of broad-based growth,
renter households are increasingly likely
to have higher incomes, be older, and have
children. The market has responded to this
shift in demand with an expanded supply
of high-end apartments and single-family
homes, but with little new housing affordable
to low- and moderate-income renters. As a
result, part of the new normal emerging in
the rental market is that nearly half of renter
households are cost burdened. Addressing
this affordability challenge thus requires
not only the expansion of subsidies for the
nation's lowest-income households, but
also the fostering of private development of
moderately priced housing.

RENTER HOUSEHOLD GROWTH

A SLOWDOWN

Rental housing markets have seen an unprecedented run-up in
demand over the last decade, with growth in renter housholds averaging just under one million annually since 2010. But the surge in
demand now appears to be ending, with the three major government
surveys reporting a sharp slowdown in renter household growth to
the 136,000-625,000 range in 2016. Early indications for 2017 suggest a further deceleration, with one survey showing essentially no
increase and another posting a substantial decline (Figure 1). While
these estimates are notoriously volatile from year to year, the consistent trend across surveys provides some confidence that growth
in renter households is indeed cooling.
The recent wave in renter household growth reflects in part the sharp
drop in the national homeownership rate after 2004. While many factors drove that decline, the massive wave of foreclosures after the housing crash was a key contributor. This drag on homeownership has now
eased. And with the economy near full employment and incomes on the
rise, more households that want to buy homes are able to do so.
Still, the housing crisis no doubt generated renewed appreciation for
the advantages of renting that will help sustain demand in the years
ahead. Indeed, even as the homeownership rate stabilizes, renters
are still likely to account for slightly more than a third of household
growth. According to Joint Center projections, the number of renter
households will increase by nearly 500,000 annually over the ten
years from 2015 to 2025-a still robust pace by historical standards.
The sweeping changes in the nature of rental demand, however,
seem likely to persist. In particular, renting now appears to have
greater appeal for households that could afford to buy homes if they
desired. In 2006, 12 percent of households earning $100,000 or more
were renters. In 2016, that share exceeded 18 percent, a cumulative
increase of 2.9 million renters in this top income category. Indeed,
these high-income households drove nearly 30 percent of the growth
in renters over the decade. Even so, renting remains the primary
housing option for those with the least means. A majority (53 percent) of households earning less than $35,000 rent their housing,
including over 60 percent of households earning less than $15,000.

After a Decade of Expansion, the Pace of Growth in Renter Households Has Slowed
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In addition, renters are now much older on average than a decade ago,
reflecting both an increase in middle-aged households that rent and
the overall aging of the population. The median age of renters thus
increased from 38 in 2006 to 40 in 2016. Although roughly a third of
renters are under age 35, nearly as many are now age 50 and over.

nearly 4 million, lifting the total to 18.2 million. While single-family
homes have always accounted for a large share of rental housing,
they now make up 39 percent of the stock.

With renting more common across age and income groups, renter
households are more representative of the broad cross-section of US
families. Most notably, families with children now make up a larger
share of households that rent (33 percent) than own (30 percent).
Married couples without children, in contrast, make up 37 percent
of homeowners and just 12 percent of renter households. Single per-

More recently, though, growth in the single-family supply has
slowed. The American Community Survey shows that the number
of single-family rentals (including detached, attached, and mobile
homes) increased by only 74,000 units between 2015 and 2016,
substantially below the 400,000 annual increase averaged in 20052015. With this slowdown in single-family conversions and a boom
in multifamily construction, new multifamily units have come to
account for a growing share of new rentals. Indeed, completions of

sons are still the most common renter household type, accounting
for fully 37 percent of all renter households.

new multifamily units intended for rent averaged 300,000 annually
over the last two years, their highest level since the end of the 1980s.

While whites accounted for a large share of the overall growth in
renters, renter households are quite racially and ethnically diverse.
Unlike homeowners, who are overwhelmingly white, renter households include a large share (47 percent) of minorities. At the same
time, one in five renter households is foreign born, reflecting the
importance of rental housing to new immigrants.

Much of this new housing is targeted to higher-income households
and located primarily in high-rise buildings in downtown neighborhoods. Given that construction and land costs are particularly
high in these locations, the median asking rent for new apartments
increased by 27 percent between 2011 and 2016 in real terms, to
$1,480. Using the 30-percent-of-income standard for affordability,
households would need an income of at least $59,000 to afford these
new units, well above the median renter income of $37,300.

EVOLUTION OF THE REFHAL SUPPLY

Soaring demand sparked a sharp expansion of the rental stock over
the past decade. Initially, most of the additions to supply came from
conversions of formerly owner-occupied units, particularly singlefamily homes, which provided housing for the increasing number of
families with children in the rental market. Between 2006 and 2016,
the number of single-family homes available for rent increased by
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At the same time, the supply of moderate- and lower-cost units has
increased only modestly (Figure 2). While the share of new units renting for at least $1,100 jumped from 37 percent in 2001 to 65 percent
in 2016, the share renting for under $850 shrank from just over twofifths to under one-fifth. The lack of new, more affordable rentals is
in part a consequence of sharply rising construction costs, includ-

Additions to the Rental Stock Are Increasingly
at the Higher End
Share of Recently Built Units

23%

In many cases, the supply of these so-called naturally occurring
affordable rentals is replenished as rents on older housing fall due
to aging and obsolescence. But with overall rental demand strong,
particularly in centrally located communities, rents for an increasing number of once-affordable units have become out of reach
for lower-income households. At the same time, the rents charged
for units in neighborhoods with weak demand may not support
adequate maintenance, leaving those rentals at risk of deterioration
and loss. Given the lack of new construction of lower-cost rentals,
preserving the existing stock of privately owned affordable units is
increasingly urgent.

\
18% -

RENTAL MARl<ETS AT A TURNING POINT

Rental construction led the housing recovery, rebounding nearly
four-fold from the market trough in 2009 to 400,000 units in 2015the highest annual level since the late 1980s. But after moving
sideways in 2016, the pace of multifamily starts has fallen 9 percent through October 2017. The slowdown has occurred in markets
across the country, but is most evident in metros where multifamily
construction had been strongest.
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40%

In addition to the slowdown in construction, a variety of measures suggest that the rental boom is cresting. RealPage reports increasing slack
in the professionally managed apartment market, with vacancy rates
rising over the past year in 94 of the 100 metros tracked. The clearest
signs of loosening are in the higher-priced Class A segment, where the
vacancy rate was up 1.5 percentage points year over year in the third
quarter of 2017, to 6.0 percent (Figure 3). Vacancy rates in the lower-cost
Class C segment also rose but remain quite low at 4.1 percent.

18%

25%

2016
Monthly Housi ng Cost

Under $650 Cl S65D-849

$850- 1,099

$1,100- 1,499 19 $1,500 and Over

Notes: Recem~ built units in 2001120 16) were constructed in 1999-2001 (2014 - 2016). Month~ housing costs
include rent and utilities and are in constant 2016 dollars, adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U for Al l hems Less
Shelter. Data exclude vacant units and units fm which no cash rent is paid.
Sou,ce: JCHS tabula1ions of US Census Bureau. 2001and 2016 Ame,ican Community Survey 1-Year Estimates.

ing labor and materials. According to estimates from RS Means, the
costs of building a basic, three-story apartment building increased
by 8 percent from 2016 to 2017 alone. Tight land use regulations also
add to costs by limiting the land zoned for higher-density housing
and entailing lengthy approval processes.
Given these high development costs, most of the demand for lowpriced rentals must be met by older units. Only a fifth of existing
units rented for under $650 a month in 2016, and nearly half of these
units were built before 1970. Affordably priced rentals are frequently
located in smaller multifamily structures, with one-quarter of lowcost units in buildings with 2-4 apartments.

Apartment rents are also increasing more slowly in all three segments of the market (Figure 4). This deceleration has appeared in all
four regions of the country and in large and small markets alike.
Even so, conditions in selected markets- particularly smaller metros
and locations in the Midwest, such as Cincinnati and Minneapoliswere still heating up.
Over the last six years, increases in the median rent have exceeded
inflation in non-housing costs by more than a full percentage poinb
annually, with the largest gains in the South and West. Median rents
have risen at twice the national pace in markets with rapid population growth, such as Austin, Denver, and Seattle. And within these
fast-growing metros, rents in previously low-cost neighborhoods
rose nearly a percentage point faster each year than in high-cost
neighborhoods.
Meanwhile, rental property owners continue to benefit from still
healthy increases in operating incomes and property values. According
to the National Council of Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries, net
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As Vacancy Rates Begin to Climb ...

... Rent Growth Appears Set for a Steeper Slowdown
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operating incomes were up 3.8 percent in the third quarter of 2017

only after a decade of steep increases. At the average rate of improve-

from a year earlier. In addition, Real Capital Analytics reports that
real apartment prices climbed 6.3 percent in the second quarter of
this year. Although declining, rates of return on investment remained
relatively strong at 6.2 percent. The pace of investment, however,
appears to be slowing, with the volume of large international and
institutional deals falling in many major apartment markets.

ment from 2014 to 2016, it would take another 24 years for the number of cost-burdened renters to return to the 2001 level.

Even so, multifamily financing remains at an all-time high.
According to the Mortgage Bankers Association, the volume of
outstanding multifamily mortgage debt increased by about 20
percent in 2015-2016, rising to nearly $1.2 trillion in early 2017.
Federally backed debt rose by 25 percent, while bank and thrift
lending was up 29 percent. Meanwhile, multifamily loan delinquencies are extremely low. Some caution appears to be creeping
into the market, however, with the latest Federal Reserve loan
officer surveys pointing to tightening credit and slowing demand.

SLIGHT EASING OF AFFORDABILITY PRESSURES

With the economy continuing to improve and income growth accelerating, the share of renters with cost burdens (paying more than 30
percent of income for housing) fell in 2016 for the fourth time in five
years, to 47 percent (Figure 5). The number of cost-burdened renters
also fell for the second consecutive year, declining from 21.3 million
in 2014 to 20.8 million in 2016, with the number of severely burdened
households (paying more than 50 percent of income for housing) dipping from 11.4 million to 11.0 million. However, this progress comes
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The high incidence of cost burdens reflects the divergent paths of
rental housing costs and household incomes. Between 2001 and 2011,
median rental housing costs rose 5 percent in real terms while median
renter incomes dropped 15 percent. Since 2011, however, real housing
costs have increased 6 percent while income growth has picked up
16 percent (due in part to the increasing share of renters with higher
incomes). But even with the recent turnaround in incomes, the cumulative increase in rental housing costs since 2001 has been far larger.
The rental market thus appears to be settling into a new normal
where nearly half of renter households are cost burdened. An important element of this trend is that more middle-income renters are
spending a disproportionate share of income for housing. Indeed, the
share of renters earning $30,000-45,000 with cost burdens jumped
from 37 percent in 2001 to 50 percent in 2016, and the share earning $45,000-75,000 nearly doubled from 12 percent to 23 percent.
In addition, the cost-burdened share of lowest-income households
(earning less than $15,000) was still a stunning 83 percent, with the
vast majority experiencing severe burdens.
Given the fundamental need for shelter, rent is typically the first
bill paid each month. High housing costs erode renters' purchasing
power, leaving little money left over for other essentials such as food,
childcare, and healthcare. In 2016, the median renter in the bottom

income quartile had just $488 per month to spend on ot_h er essentials-18 percent less than in 2001 after adjusting for inflation. The
added costs of utilities and transportation further strain household
budgets. Low-income households with children and oldei: adults
with severe rental cost burdens are in a particularly precarious position and may be unable to afford other goods and services that are

number of occupied public housing units fell by 60,000 between 2006
and 2016. The Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program was
launched in 2012 to convert public housing into long-term projectbased Section 8 contracts in order to provide more flexible financing
for improvements. The RAD program quickly reached its initial cap
of 60,000 units, which has since been increased to 225,000 units.

critical to health and well-being.

SHORTFAL L IN RENTA L ASSISTANCE

Need for housing assistance continues to grow. HUD's Worst Case
Housing Needs 2017 Report to Congress shows that the number of
very low-income households receiving rental assistance increased
by 600,000 from 2001 to 2015 . Over the same period , the number of
very low-income households (making less than 50 percent of area
median) grew by 4.3 million, with extremely low-income households (making less than 30 percent of area median) accounting for
more than half (2.6 million) of this increase. As a result, the share
of renters potentially eligible for assistance and that were able to
secure this support declined from 28 percent to 25 percent (Figure
6). Meanwhile, the share of very low-income renters facing worst

The two main sources of rental housing assistance are the Housing
Choice Voucher and Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) programs. Vouchers enable recipients to choose units on the open
market as long as they meet rent and quality standards. Despite a
6.8 percent increase in funding between 2011 and 2016, rising rents
kept growth in the number of voucher holders to just 5.8 percent.
In contrast, the LIHTC program provides funding for new construction as well as rehabilitation and preservation of existing assisted
housing. In recent years, the LIHTC program has supported 70,000
affordable rental units per year, with roughly 55 percent added

case needs-that is, paying more than half their incomes for housing and/or living in severely inadequate units-increased from 34
percent to 43 percent.

through new construction. But over the next decade, nearly 500,000
LIHTC units, along with over 650,000 other subsidized rentals, will
come to the end of their required affordability periods. The need for
funding to help rehabilitate and preserve this important stock will
fuel significant demand for LIHTC funding, thus limiting opportunities to build new affordable rentals.

Making matters worse, much of the subsidized rental stock is at risk
of loss either due to under-maintenance or expiring affordability
periods. Public housing is particularly under threat, with a backlog
of deferred repairs last estimated at $26 billion in 2010. In fact, the

In recognition of the important role that the LIHTC program plays,
the Congress is considering a bipartisan proposal to expand funding
while also introducing reforms that would improve the ability of
the program to serve both lower- and moderate-income households

Despite Recent Declines, the Number and Share of Cost-Burdened Renters Remain Well Above Levels a Decade Ago
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The incidence and severity of natural disasters is on the rise. In developing their recovery plans to improve resiliency after such events,

Growth of Very Low-Income Renters Continues
to Outpace Availability of Housing Assistance

governments at all levels must keep in mind the needs of rentersparticularly very low-income renters-for replacement housing.
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m high-cost markets. However, tax reform proposals also under
debate call for elimination of the 4 percent LIHTC program, which
accounted for just under half of production in 2015.

THE CHALLENGE OF REBUILDING AFTER DISASTERS

The series of disasters this past year-including devastating hurricanes in Texas, Florida, and Puerto Rico, and massive wildfires
in densely populated areas of California-have affected millions
of owners and renters alike. A key lesson from previous disasters is that rental property owners are slower than homeowners
to rebuild or replace their units. For example, five years after
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita ravaged the Gulf coast, three-quarters of severely damaged owner-occupied housing in Louisiana
and Mississippi had been rebuilt, compared with only 60 percent
of small rental properties.
A recent report by the Community Preservation Corporation recommends a series of improvements to the federal disaster response
process, including provision of additional housing vouchers to help
displaced renters and special allocation of LIHTC authority to speed
rebuilding of affordable housing. The study notes that the awarding of additional LIHTC authority supported development of 30,000
rentals on the Gulf Coast after Katrina. In contrast, the Northeast
was without similar authority after Hurricane Sandy and has subsequently struggled to rebuild its affordable stock.
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Slower growth in rental housing demand could be good news if it
helps to check the rapid rise in rents. But even if the homeownership
rate stabilizes near current levels, the number of renter households
is likely to continue to increase at a healthy clip, driving up the need
for additional supply. And given that a broader array of households
has turned to renting, this also means a growing need for a range of
rental housing options.

2015

= Share with Worst Case Housing Need !Right scale)
-

THE OUTLOOK

With the divergence between housing costs and household incomes
after 2001, cost burdens are a fact of life for nearly half of all renters (Online Figure 1). The lack of affordable rental housing is a consequence of not only strong growth in the number of lower-income
households, but also steeply rising development costs. The complex
set of forces driving these increases includes the escalating costs of
inputs and a lack of innovation in production methods, the design of
homes, and the means of financing housing. Addressing all of these
challenges requires action on the parts of both the public and private sectors. Government at all levels has a role to play in ensuring
that the regulatory environment does not stifle much-needed innovation, and that tax policy and public spending support the efficient
provision of moderately priced housing. Industry has its own part to
play in fostering and advancing new approaches.
However, the market simply cannot supply housing at prices affordable to the nation's lowest-income households. The best means of
supporting these families and individuals depends on both local
market conditions and the value placed on other policy goals, such
as helping to revitalize communities and improving the geographic
distribution of permanently affordable housing. Another consideration for policymakers is to find ways for housing assistance programs to enable and encourage economic mobility.
While there is much to debate about the best approaches to pursue,
the current level of rental housing assisLance is grossly inadequate.
It is concerning that discussions about federal tax reform have not
addressed ways to expand the availability of affordable housing,
and proposed measures could even erode the limited support that
currently exists. As a growing body of evidence shows, the costs that
poor-quality, unstable housing situations impose on individuals and
families-as well as on broader society in terms of lost productivity
and the strain on public budgets-are simply too high to ignore.

More than a third of US households live in
rental housing. After the Great Recession and
housing market crash, the number of renters ·
surged across all ages, races/ethnicities,
and household types, with especially large
increases among higher-income and older
households. Nevertheless, younger, lowerincome, and minority households are still
the most likely to rent and thus make up
large shares of renters. While growth in
rental demand now appears to be slowing,
demographic changes will continue to drive
strong increases in the number of renter
households over the coming decades.

A DECADE OF SOARING DEMAND COMING TO AN END

Rental housing demand has grown at an unprecedented pace for
more than a decade. According to the Census Bureau's Housing
Vacancy Survey, the number of renter households jumped by nearly
a third, or roughly 10 million, between the homeownership peak
in 2004 and 2016. From 2010 through 2016, growth has averaged
976,000 renters per year, far exceeding the 430,000-500,000 added
annually in the 1970s and 1980s when the baby boomers started to
enter the rental market. As of mid-2017, the number of US renters
stood at 43 million.
The surge in renter households erased a decade of declining
demand between 1994 and 2004, when the national rentership rate
fell from 36 percent to just 31 percent (Figure 7). The share of renter
households was back up above 36 percent by early 2015, where it
has stabilized now that fewer owners are losing their homes to
foreclosure and more young households are buying first homes. As
a result, rental markets generally are drawing less demand from
homeowner markets.
The latest survey data are beginning to reflect these trends. All
of three annual Census Bureau household surveys reported slowdowns in renter growth in 2016. Indeed, the Housing Vacancy Survey
showed a year-over-year decline in the number of renter households
in mid-2017. But given that the trend is new and survey data are
unprecise, the full extent and duration of the decline in rental
demand are still unclear. Assuming that the homeownership rate
does stabilize, renters should continue to account for roughly a third
of household growth in the years ahead.

THE SURGE IN HIGH-INCOME RENTERS

Households of all ages, incomes, races/ethnicities, and family types
helped to fuel the recent growth in renters, but the role of highincome households is particularly noteworthy. According to the
Current Population Survey, households with real annual incomes
of $50,000 or more-a group that accounted for just one-third of all
renter households in 2006-drove well over half (60 percent) of the
growth in renter households from 2006 to 2016. Moreover, house-
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The Wave of Growth Since 2004 Has Lifted the Number and Share of Renter Households
Millions
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holds with real annual incomes of $100,000 ·or more-making up

ROLES OF OLDER M~D WHITE HOUSEHOLDS

just 9 percent of renters in 2006-were responsible for 29 percent of
the 9.9 million increase in renters over the decade (Figure 8).
Many, though not all, of the outsized increases in higher-income
renters were concentrated in high-cost metro areas. For example,
households earning $100,000 or more accounted for 65 percent of

While the largest increase in rentership rates was among young,
high-income households, much of the overall growth in renter households was driven by older households. Indeed, adults age 50 and over
accounted for half of the increase in the total number of renters in
2006-2016 (Figure 10). Although much of this increase simply reflects
changes in the age structure of the population, rising rentership

the growth in renter households in the New York City metro and
fully 93 percent in San Francisco (Figure 9). But even in metros where
they were less prevalent, higher-income households were responsible for significant shares of renter growth, including Miami (15
percent) and Phoenix (20 percent).

rates among this age group lifted the number of older renters well
above what population aging alone would suggest. In addition, higher
rentership rates among households in their 30s and 40s also helped
to offset what would have otherwise been declines among that age
group as the youngest baby-boomers moved into their 50s.

Strong growth in high-income renter households was driven in
large measure by sharply higher rentership rates among this
group. Indeed, the share of households with incomes of at least
$75,000 that rented their housing jumped by 6.9 percentage points
in 2006-2016, more than twice the 3.3 percentage point increase

Given that older adults are likely to live alone, the increase in older
renters added significantly to the number of single-person households. Single persons accounted for 37 percent of renter household
growth overall in 2006-2016, but fully 52 percent of the growth in
renter house.holds age 50 and over. By comparison, single persons
made up only 20 percent of the increase in renter households under
age 50. As a result, three out of every four single-person renter
households added over the decade were at least age 50.

among households earning less than $50,000. Without this increase
in rentership rates among high-income households, there would be
3.4 million fewer renters today.
The strong growth in higher-income households altered the distribution of renter household types. Unlike lower-income renters, who
primarily live in single-person households, higher-income renters
live in a variety of household settings that are likely to include multiple adults, such as married couples or unmarried partners. These
types of households, which are apt to have at least two earners,
made up half of the growth in renters earning $50,000 or more over
the past decade.
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After single persons, married couples without children accounted
for the next-largest share of renter growth (17 percent). This group
includes older renter households with adult children no longer living at home. Running a distant third, married couples with children
made up just 10 percent of the growth in renter households.
A resurgence of renting among white households also helped to keep
demand on the rise. The number of renter households headed by a

Higher-Income Households Represent a Growing
Share of Renters ...

.. . Particularly in High-Cost Metros Like New York,
San Francisco, and Washington, DC

Percent

Growth in Renter Households, 2006-2016 (Thousands)

40

------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------

35

350

300

30
25

200

20

150

15

100

10

50

0 --'1L.......:.:CL.___L:___'-'-'--"'""-----.---£':c:_,_._'"""""-==""-----....L'---'...::C.C----''--"'"'-'--=
0
less than
S25,000

$50,000-74,999

S25,000-49,999

$75,00099,999

$100,000
orlvlore

-50
New York City Los Angeles

Miami

Houston

Washington, DC Phoenix

San Francisco

Metro Area
Household Income
Household Income
~ Share of Renter Households in 2006

Share of Renter Households in 2016
1111 Share of Renter Household Growth 2006--2016

Ii!! Less than $25,000
1111 S75,000--99,999
\

S25,000--49,999

1111 S50,000--74,999

Ill Sl 00,000 or More

Note: Household incomes are in constant 2016 dollars, adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U for All Items.
Note: Household incomes are in constant 2015 dollars, adjusted for inflation using the CPl-U for All Items.

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau. 2016 American Community Su!VeY t -Year Estimates using the
Missouri Census Data Center MABLE/Geocorrt4.

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Current Population Surveys.

With Rising Rentership Rates and a Growing Adult Population, Households Age 50 and Over
Accounted for Half of the Recent Surge in Renters
Change in Renter Households, 2006-2016 (Millions)
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white person was up by 3.6 million in 2006-2016, more than offsetting the 2.6 million decline that had occurred over the previous 20
years. While minority renters collectively drove most of the increase
in renter households over the decade, white households were
responsible for the largest share of growth (37 percent), followed by
Hispanics (27 percent), blacks (21 percent), and Asians/others (15
percent). The majority of the increase in white renters (65 percent)
was among households age 50 and over, but younger householdsparticularly those in the 25-34 year-old age group-also contributed
significantly to growth.

both overall and across age groups. Renters are also more apt to be
foreign born than homeowners, with immigrants accounting for 20
percent of renters but just 12 percent of owners.
Renter households are smaller on average than owner households.
Over a third of renter households (37 percent) are single persons
living alone-far higher than the 23 percent share among owners.
Still, families make up a significant share of renter households, and
families with children in fact account for a larger share of renter
households (33 percent) than homeowner households (30 percent)
in the 2016 ACS.

quarter (24 percent) of households age 55 and over. Nevertheless, the
overall aging of the population has meant that one in three renters is
now over the age of 50.

Household incomes for renters are lower than for owners. According
to the American Community Survey, the median income for cash
renters in 2016 was $37,300-more than 49 percent below the median income of owners of $73,100. In addition, two-thirds of all renter
households (30.5 million) were in the bottom half of the income
distribution (below the US median household income). As measured
by HUD's Worst Case Housing Needs 2017 Report to Congress, 64
percent of renters had low incomes (80 percent or less of area medians) and 26 percent had extremely low incomes (30 percent or less
of area medians).

Although the majority of renter households are white, the minority
share of renters (47 percent) is twice that of homeowners. As measured by the Current Population Survey, rentership rates of Hispanic,
black, and all other minority households are higher than for whites

In addition to their lower incomes, renter households have very
little savings and wealth. The latest Survey of Consumer Finances
indicates that the median net worth of renter households was only
$5,000 in 2016, a small fraction of the median owner's net worth of

PROFILE OF RENTER HOUSEHOLDS

Despite the changing composition of renter household growth over the
past decade, households that rent their housing differ ir} systematic
ways from those that own homes (Figure 11). In particular, renters tend
to be younger, with a median age of 40 in 2016 compared with 56 for
homeowners. Rentership rates decline with age, dropping from more
than two-thirds (68 percent) of households under age 35 to less than a

Renters Are More Likely than Owners to Be Young, Low Income, and Single
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$230,000. The median amount of cash savings held by n;nters was

Higher-income households are more apt to rent in high-cost hous-

similarly low at just $800, compared with $7,300 for owners.

ing markets (Figure 12). This makes the renter population in these

The discrepancy in wealth is even greater among households headed

areas somewhat more economically diverse than the US average.
However, these metros still have large numbers of low-income

by adults age 65 and over, who generally need to draw down their

renters and the highest rates of renting among low-income

assets in retirement. The median net wealth of older renters was

households.

$6,700 in 2016, compared with a median for older homeowners of
$319,200. Not all of this difference is due to housing wealth, however.

Given their greater income diversity, renters in high-cost metros

The non-housing wealth of renters in all age groups is also several

are also more diverse in terms of household type. Nearly half (45

times lower than that of homeowners.

percent) of all married couples with children that live in Los Angeles

THE GEOG RAP HY OF RENTING

ried couples with children that rent is just 15 percent in Pittsburgh
and 18 percent in Philadelphia. At the same time, high-cost markets

and San Diego rent their housing. By comparison, the share of mar-

The 2016 American Community Survey indicates that just under

tend to have larger shares of nontraditional households, which may

half (46 percent) of all renter households reside in principal cities of

include extra workers to help afford the high rents. For example,

metropolitan areas. By comparison, about a quarter (26 percent) of

households with three or more adults made up 13 percent of renter

homeowner households live in these locations.

households nationally in 2015, but 23 percent in the Los Angeles
metro area.

Among the nation's 100 largest metro areas, the highest rentership rates
are in high-cost markets such as Los Angeles (52 percent) and New York
City (49 percent), as well as in fast-growing areas such as Las Vegas (49

RENTING THROUGH THE LIFECYCLE

percent) and Austin (42 percent). The shares of renters are much smaller

The vast majority of households rent at some point in their lives.

in low-cost and slow-growth areas like Detroit (32 percent), Grand Rapids

According to a JCHS analysis of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics

(29 percent), and Pittsburgh (31 percent). Rentership rates are also

(PSID), about half (49 percent) of owners under age 60 in 2015 had

relatively low in metros with large shares of older householders, such as

been renters at some point within the previous 20 years. Among

Cape Coral, Deltona, and several other Florida metros, consistent with

owners under age 50, the share was even higher at nearly three-

the high homeownership rates among this age group.

quarters (72 percent).

Renting Is More Common in High-Cost Housing Markets, Especially Among Higher-Income Households
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Over the Next Ten Years, Aging of the Baby Boomers and Millennials Will Drive Growth in Renter Households
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Without the downpayment and other costs entailed in buying and
selling homes, renting is often an affordable housing option for
young adults. Indeed, the 2015 American Housing Survey shows that
86 percent of all newly formed households were renters. Low transaction costs also make renting a good choice for households that
move frequently. As measured by the Current Population Survey,
renters accounted for three out of four residential moves in 2016, as
well as for the majority of moves made by all age groups.
But renting is not merely a life phase or a steppingstone to homeownership for all households. The JCHS analysis of PSID data
also indicated that 17 percent of renters in 1995 remained renters through 2015. In addition, 23 percent of homeowners in 1995
switched to renting sometime in the ensuing two decades, often in
response to changes in family structure and other life events. For
instance, renters made up over 80 percent of recent movers who
were divorced or separated. Other owners shifted to renting to have
less responsibility for home maintenance. This preference, along
with the desire to downsize or to meet accessibility needs, is reflected in the increasing shares of renters among the oldest age groups.
PSID data indicate that 1 in 12 owners age 55-64, 1 in 8 owners age
65-74, and 1 in 5 owners age 75 and over made own-to-rent transitions between 2005 and 2015.

THE OUTLOOK

Given the sharp swings in rentership rates over the past two
decades, predicting future rental demand is difficult. Shifting
preferences, macroeconomic conditions and government policy
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help to shape many of the factors that determine rates of renting
and owning, including housing affordability, mortgage accessibility, labor markets, and household incomes. As a starting point,
though, future rental demand depends on the rate of household
growth. JCHS projections suggest that overall household growth will
be strong over the next 10 years as increasing numbers of the large
millennial generation reach adulthood (Figure 13). At the same time,
the aging of the baby-boom generation will lift the number of older
households. Household growth is therefore expected to total 13.6
million in 2015-2025, before moderating to 11.5 million in 2025-2035
when losses of older households begin to accelerate.
Despite the aging of the adult population (which tends to favor higher homeownership rates), certain other demographic forces should
support healthy growth in rental demand. Over the next 10 years,
the younger half of the millennial generation-the largest generation in US history-will move into their 20s and 30s, the age groups
most likely to rent. In addition, minority households are expected to
account for nearly three-quarters of household growth in 2015-2025
and fully 90 percent in 2025-2035. If minority homeownership rates
remain at current levels, the national rentership rate will increase
in the coming decades.
Taking all of these forces into account, the base scenario from the
2016 JCHS household tenure projections shows that, if homeownership rates stabilize at their 2015 levels, underlying demographicsthat is, growth and change in the composition of US households by
age, race/ethnicity, and family type-will support the addition of 4.7
million renters and 8.9 million homeowners between 2015 and 2025.

The nation's rental housing comes in all
structure types, sizes, prices, and locations.
But with the recent growth in high-income
renter households, most additions to the

SNAPSHOT OF THE RENTAL STOCK

JCHS analysis of the 2016 American Community Survey indicates
that the rental stock comprises 47.1 million units, or 35 percent of
the national housing supply. Just under 44 million of these units are
currently occupied. Of the 3.4 million units that are vacant, 82 percent are available for rent while the remaining 18 percent are rented
but unoccupied.

stock have been at the upper end of the
market. In contrast, the supply of rentals
affordable to low- and moderate-income
households has not kept pace with growth in
demand, contributing to the spread of housing

It is a common misconception that rental housing consists almost
entirely of apartments in multifamily buildings. In fact, multifamily
units account for 61 percent (28.9 million units) of the nation's rental
stock, distributed across various-sized properties. Single-family
homes make up a substantial-and, until recently, fast-growingshare of rentals (Figure 14). This stock includes 13.1 million detached
homes, 2.9 million attached homes, and 2.1 million mobile homes,
RVs, and similar dwellings.

cost burdens. At the same time, the rising
Nearly half (46 percent) of all renter-occupied units are located in

costs of land, materials, and construction
make development of lower-rent units
increasingly difficult.

the principal cities of metro areas, 42 percent in surrounding suburban communities, and the remaining 12 percent in non-metro
areas. Types of rental housing vary substantially by location, with
large apartment buildings of at least 20 units concentrated in urban
areas and single-family rentals found primarily in suburban and
non-metro areas.

GEOGRAPHIC VARIATION IN SUPPLY

In the nation's 100 largest metros (home to almost 70 percent of all
US households), detached single-family homes make up 24 percent
of the rental stock while attached single-family units add another
7 percent. The remaining units are in multifamily structures, with
17 percent in small buildings of 2-4 units, 24 percent in mid-sized
buildings of 5-19 units, and 25 percent in large buildings of 20 or
more units. Mobile homes provide another 2 percent of the housing
stock in the largest metros.
But given differences in topography, density of development, and
average age of the stock, the mix of rental housing varies widely
across metro and rural areas. For example, detached single-family
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Single-Family Homes Now Account for Well Over
One-Third of the Nation's 47 Million Rental Units

rentals make up just 8 percent of rentals in Boston, but 51 percent
in Stockton (Online Figure 2). Over a third (35 percent) of Boston's rental
stock consists of units in buildings with 2-4 apartments. Another
22 percent of rentals are in buildings with 5-19 units, 29 percent
are in buildings with 20 or more units, and the remaining 6 percent
are divided between attached single-family homes (5 percent) and
mobile homes and other structures (1 percent). In contrast, just over
10 percent of the rental units in Stockton are in buildings with 2-4
units, 14 percent are in buildings with 5-19 units, and slightly more
than 12 percent are in buildings with 20 or more units. Attached
single-family homes (10 percent of the rental stock) and mobile
homes Gust under 3 percent) are somewhat more common in
Stockton than in Boston.

Share of National Rental Stock
Multifamilies
with 2-4 Units

18%

Multifamilies
with &-19 Units

22%

Multifamilies with
or More Units

20

21%
Notes: Stock estimates include renter-occupied units, vacant units for rent, and rented but unoccupied units
Single-family homes include detached and attached units, mobile homes, and units such as RVs and boats.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 2016 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates_

Individual Investors Are the Largest Owners of Rental Stock,
with Most of Their Units Concentrated in Small Buildings
Share of Rental Units (Percent)
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single-family homes still make up about half of rural rentals.
Mobile homes are also an important component of the rural
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Individual investors are the largest group of rental housing owners,
followed by business entities such as limited partnerships (LPs),
limited liability companies (LLCs), and limited liability partnerships
(LLPs). Individual investors primarily own single-family rentals
and small apartment properties, while LPs, LLCs, and LLPs own a
majority of large apartment properties. As a result, individuals own
three-quarters of rental properties (74 percent) but just under half
of the nation's rental units (48 percent), while business entities own
15 percent of rental properties but a third of units (Figure 15). Housing
cooperatives and nonprofit organizations own 2 percent of rental
properties and 4 percent of rental units, while real estate corporations and investment trusts own 1 percent of rental properties and 5
percent of rental units. The remaining 8 percent of properties and 10
percent of units are under other forms of ownership, such as trustee
for estate, tenant in common, and general partnership.
The latest Rental Housing Finance Survey reports that the singlefamily ownership share of individual investors slipped from 83 per-
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cent in 2001 to 76 percent in 2015 as institutional invest<;>rs gained
a foothold in the market. But this decline in individual ownership
likely overstates institutional investment in single-family rentals.
Indeed, real estate corporations and investment trusts owned only
250,000 single-family rentals in 2015. In addition, many individual
investors reportedly transferred ownership of their properties to
LLCs in recent decades to protect against legal problems and to take
advantage of tax benefits.

BUILDING AGE AND ACCESSIBILITY

The median age of occupied rental units in 2015 was 42 yearssomewhat higher than the median of 37 years for owner-occupied
homes. The age gap between owned and rented units has been
growing since 1985, when both types of units had an average age of
23 years. This disparity reflects the slowdown in rental construction

Along with shifting patterns of ownership, motivations for acquiring single-family rental units may have also changed. While there
is little research available on this topic, one study suggests that

in the 1990s following the booms of the 1970s and 1980s, as well
as significant construction of owner-occupied housing in the early
2000s. In addition, a minor but still sizable share (8 percent) ofrental
housing was built before 1920. With the recent uptick in multifamily
construction since 2015, however, the age gap between owned and
rental units may be narrowing.

prior to the housing market crash, the two major reasons that
owners bought single-family rentals were as primary residences,
which they then decided to rent, or as income-generating investments. However, the housing boom and bust encouraged more
speculation in the single-family rental market, including by momand-pop owners, which may mark a shift in their expectations.
Institutional owners also jumped into the single-family rental
market after the bust, but their longer-term presence in the mar-

Today, the oldest units in the occupied rental stock are apartments
in multifamily buildings with 2-4 units (median age of 51 years) and
detached single-family homes (median age of 49 years). The typical
renter-occupied single-family home is 10 years older than the typical
owner-occupied home. Meanwhile, apartments in buildings with 20
or more units had a median age of 38 years in 2015, and the typical
mobile home rental had the lowest median age of 29 years.

ket is unclear.
Older rental housing is more likely than newer housing to have qualUnderstanding the evolving nature and financial motivations of
rental property owners is important for designing policies that

ity and safety issues that may jeopardize the health of occupants.
Under HUD definitions, 13 percent of occupied rental units built

protect naturally occurring affordable units that may be at risk
of either under-investment and deterioration or of upgrading and
gentrification. In both cases, these units would be lost from the
low-cost stock.

before 1940 have physical inadequacies, compared with 6 percent
of units built in 1990 or later. Although overall inadequacy rates for
renter-occupied housing are low (9 percent), they are still more than
double those for owner-occupied homes (4 percent).

Larger Multifamily Properties Attract a Significant Share of Older Renters
Share of Renters I Percent!
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Low-Cost Rentals Are More Evenly Distributed Across Building Types than High-Cost Rentals
Rental Units (Millions)
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Another limitation of older rental units is that they are seldom
accessible to households with mobility or other physical challenges.
As of 2011, only 3 percent of rental units provided three basic universal design features (extra-wide hallways and doors, bedroom and
bathroom on the entry level, and a no-step entrance). Newer and
larger buildings, however, tend to offer more of these amenities: onefifth of apartments in buildings with 50 or more units dating from
1990 or later provided all three features. Given that accessibility
needs increase with household age, it is therefore unsurprising that
about half of the renters age 75 and over live in larger apartment
buildings (Figure 16).
Accessibility features are Jess common in the single-family and
smaller multifamily rental stocks. Just 2.4 percent of renter-occupied
detached single-family homes and apartments in buildings with 2-4
units have the three basic universal design features, along with 2.5
percent of attached single-family homes and 1.2 percent of mobile
homes. The fact that the majority (52 percent) of renters in the
75-and-over age group live in single-family homes and apartments
in small buildings is cause for concern because these rental units
are unlikely to provide the accessiblity features that would enable
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renter-occupied accessible units, with only 2.0 percent offering
no-step entry, single-floor living, and extra-wide hallways and
doors, followed by the South (3.3 percent), West (3.4 percent), and
Midwest (3.6 percent). While no-step entries and single-floor Jiving are more common in the South and West, in no region does
the share of units with extra-wide hallways and doors exceed the
single digits.

VARIATION IN RENTS

The median monthly housing cost (including rent and utilities) for
all occupied rental units was $981 in 2016. Location is perhaps the
strongest determinant of cost. In the high-priced San Francisco
metro area, for example, well over half (62 percent) of occupied
units rent for more than $1,500 per month, compared with 17 percent in mid-priced Dallas and just 5 percent in low-cost Cleveland
(Online Figure 3). The median rent for a detached single-family home,
typically the most expensive type of rental unit, was $2,125 in San
Francisco, $1,240 in Dallas, and $920 in Cleveland.
Monthly rents vary widely by structure type, ranging from $890 for

tenants to age safely in place.

apartments in buildings with 2-4 units, to $1,070 for those in buildings with 50 or more units, to $1,087 for single-family homes. Rents

The availability of rentals with accessibility features varies by
region. With its older stock of primarily small properties and
multi-story structures, the Northeast has the lowest share of

also vary with age of the home, with the newest ones (built in 2014
or later) commanding the highest median rents ($1,318) and those
built in the 1970s the lowest ($915).

The low-cost stock (renting for under $650 per month, or rqughly the
bottom quintile for rents) consists of units in a broad mix of structure types (Figure 17). In 2016, the number of occupied low-cost rentals
was distributed fairly evenly across structure types, with 1.8 million
each in single family homes and buildings with 2-4 units, 1.9 million in buildings with 5-19 units, and 2.1 million in buildings with 20
or more units. Mobile homes account for another 724,000 low-cost
units. In contrast, some 71 percent of higher-cost units (renting for at
least $1,500 per month, or roughly the top quintile) are attached or
detached single-family homes or in buildings with 20 or more units.

Additions to the Rental Stock Are
Increasingly at the Higher End
Share of Recently Built Units (Percent)
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ADDITIONS TO THE RENTAL STOCK

The number of single-family rentals shot up from 14.2 million units
in 2001 to 18.2 million units in 2016-a 29 percent increase that far
outpaced the 18 percent growth in the overall rental stock. Ownto-rent conversions drove almost all of this gain, with only 575,000
single-family homes built expressly for the rental market over this
period. Indeed, in 2011-2013 alone (the last year for which a constant
sample is available), tenure conversions of occupied housing units
resulted in a net gain of more than 420,000 single-family rentals.
However, this trend may be moderating. According to the American
Community Survey, 2015 was the first year since 2006 when the
number of single-family rentals declined, suggesting that there were
at least some conversions back to owner occupancy. While turning up
again in 2016, growth in the number of single-family rentals nonetheless remained well below average annual levels in the previous

newly built units renting for less than $850 per month fell from 42
percent of the rental stock to 18 percent.

RISI NG CONSTRUCTION COSTS

At least part of the reason for the surge in high-end construction
is that developing multifamily housing is increasingly expensive.
Between 2012 and 2017, the price of vacant commercial land-a
proxy for developable multifamily sites-was up 62 percent. Over
this same period, the combined costs of construction labor, materials, and contractor fees rose 25 percent, far faster than the general
inflation rate of just 7 percent (Figure 19). Cost increases for key building materials, such as gypsum, concrete, and lumber, have also outpaced inflation in recent years.

decade.
Meanwhile, most new rental construction consists of larger properties. Census construction data show that the share of completed
rentals in buildings with 20 or more units grew from 54 percent in
2001 to 83 percent in 2016. As a result, apartments in these larger
properties accounted for just over one-fifth of the rental stock (9.9
million units) in 2016, an increase of 37 percent-or more than 2.6
million units-since 2001.
In addition to their concentration in large structures, many recent
additions to the rental stock have high rents (Figure 18). The share of
newly built units renting for $1,500 or more soared from 15 percent
in 2001 to 40 percent in 2016. Over this same period, the share of

Data obtained from RS Means indicate that construction of a threestory, 22,500 square-foot apartment structure with a reinforced
concrete frame-including the cost of materials, labor at union
wages, and fixed contractor and architectural fees, but excluding
land costs-would average $192 per square foot in 2017. The cost of
building that same structure in 2016, however, would have been 8
percent lower. Of course, costs vary widely by location. For example,
construction costs for this sample building would be 43 percent
above the national average in New York City and 17 percent below
the national average in Dallas.
Adding to development costs, recent construction of rental housing is largely concentrated in central cities. Between 2013 and 2016,
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THE OUTLOOK

Construction Costs Are Rising Much Faster than Inflation
Index
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Strong demand has sparked the addition of millions of rental units
over the past decade. This growth has come from construction of
new units, mainly in large apartment buildings, as well as conversion of single-family homes from owner occupancy. However, with
the aging of the overall stock and new construction focused primarily on the high end of the market, concerns are mounting that
the rental supply will have even less capacity to meet the needs of
lower- and middle-income households or the growth in demand for
accessible housing as the population ages.
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Notes: The ALB Construction Cost Index measures the bid cost of construction, which includes labor, building
materials, and contractor fees. The Co-Star Vacant Commercial Land Index setVes as a proxy for developable
muhifarnilysites.
Sources: Co-Star Vacant Commercial land Index; RLB Construction Cost Index; and US Bureau of labor Statistics,
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers

nearly 60 percent of new unfurnished units were built in the principal cities of metro areas-up 10 percentage points from the period
between 2000 and 2012. This trend appears to have continued in
early 2017, with the share of rental completions in principal cities
nudging above 65 percent.
The supply of developable sites in central locations is extremely
limited, which raises land prices and generally entails more extensive permitting, higher legal fees and site preparation costs, and the
design of taller, more expensive buildings. According to the Survey of
Market Absorption, these costs are reflected in the nearly 15 percent
differential in median asking rents for new apartments built in principal cities ($1,600) than in suburbs ($1,390) in 2016.
Regardless of location, though, new multifamily rentals are less
affordable to the growing number of households with middle and
lower incomes. The real median asking rent for newly completed
multifamily units increased 27 percent between 2011 and 2016, to
$1,480, while real median renter income increased only 16 percent
over the same period. In addition to rising construction costs, this
jump in asking rents also reflects increased construction of luxury
apartments for higher-income renters.
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While local policymakers have little sway over the price of construction materials, they do influence the amount of land available for
high-density development, the process needed to gain approvals,
and the characteristics of housing that is allowed-all of which help
determine the amount, type, and cost of the housing that is built.
Local governments can therefore promote construction of muchneeded rental units (particularly lower-rent units) by expediting
approvals; guaranteeing by-right development of small multifamily
buildings, particularly those with affordable units; reducing parking
and other property requirements; and allowing higher densities for
projects that are transit-accessible.
For their part, developers have increasingly adopted cost-saving
technologies and switched to lower-cost building materials-for
example,, using plastics for plumbing and electrical boxes or relying
more on prefabrication and modularization, which can significantly
reduce waste and construction time. Collectively these efforts would
reduce per unit development costs and the rents that households
have to pay, ultimately encouraging more construction targeted to
lower- and middle-income renters. Investments in energy efficiency
would also provide long-term utility savings for tenants and could
reduce maintenance costs for owners.
Efforts to preserve the stock of older affordable rentals are also
vital. Expanding existing approaches can help. For example, certain states and localities allow the use of housing trust funds for
operating and maintenance costs of affordable units, as well as for
emergency repairs. The National Housing Trust Fund is also making
a limited share of program funds available for these purposes. Real
estate tax relief programs can also incent landlords to maintain
their affordable units in good repair. Finally, programs that help
nonprofits purchase lower-rent, unsubsidized units in exchange for
affordability restrictions can help prevent further losses from the
affordable supply, particularly in neighborhoods with rising rents.

While the fundamentals remain strong for
investors, there are signs that rental markets
are at a turning point. Real rents are still
climbing, but at a slower pace now that
vacancy rates are ticking up. Returns to

RENTAL HOUSING'S ROLE IN THE ECONOMY

Rental housing is an increasingly important contributor to the US
economy. According to Bureau of Economic Analysis estimates,
households spent $519 billion on rent alone last year, accounting for
2.8 percent of GDP in 2016-up substantially from the 2.2 percent
share averaged during the boom years of the 2000s. Indeed, renters'
real aggregate housing expenditures climbed a strong 3.2 percent
annually in 2006-2016, and drove 58 percent of the growth in domestic personal housing consumption over the decade.

rental property investors remain healthy, but
the influx of high-end supply has begun to
dampen financial performance in many prime
urban locations. Meanwhile, conditions in
the vastly undersupplied low-cost segment
continue to be extremely tight.

With the sustained strength of rental demand and sluggish recovery
in single-family construction, over a third of housing starts are now
intended for the rental market. This is a larger share than in any year
since 1974. Before the recent run-up in multifamily construction,
rentals accounted for only about one in five new homes started in a
single year. Among multifamily properties, the share of starts intended for the rental market was 93 percent in 2016. Among single-family
homes, 4.9 percent are now being built as rentals, significantly higher
than the 2.2 percent share averaged in the 1980s and 1990s.
Investments in new multifamily housing have also helped to drive
the economy. The multifamily share of private domestic investment
in new permanent residential structures grew from just 11 percent
in 2000 to nearly 20 percent in 2016. The Census Bureau estimates
that the value of private multifamily construction put in place
(including labor, materials, soft costs, taxes, and profits) exceeded
$62 billion in the 12 months ending in August 2017, similar to multifamily activity near the peak of the housing boom. In sharp contrast,
the value of new single-family construction remained nearly 50
percent below the 2006 peak.

ROBUST GROWTH IN RENTAL SUPPLY

Unprecedented growth in renter households-totaling nearly 10
million between 2006 and 2016-fueled one of the fastest rental
construction recoveries in history. After hitting a low of just 90,000
units in early 2010, the number of rental housing starts peaked at
a 408,000 unit annual rate in early 2017. While this represents the
highest volume in any four-quarter period since the late 1980s,
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While Completions Are Still on the Upswing, Starts of Rental Units Have Slowed
Units Intended for Rent (Thousands)
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recent production of new multifamily units (which make up the
lion's share of rental construction) is still slightly below the 420,000
unit annual rate averaged since 1960. Growth in single-family rentals averaged some 390,000 annually from 2006 to 2016, supplementing new construction in meeting the sharp increase in demand.
Although the national recovery has been robust, the pace of growth
in multifamily construction varied widely across markets. Over the
latest cycle from 2010 to 2016, multifamily starts added 15 percent or
more to the multifamily stock in fast-growing metros such as Austin,
Charlotte, Nashville, and Raleigh, but as little as 1 percent in slowgrowing areas like Cleveland and Providence. The largest increases
in multifamily supply occurred mainly in the South and West, where

construction activity slowed in less than two-fifths of these markets
just a year earlier. Multifamily starts were down across metro areas of
all sizes, with the biggest declines reported in the South and Northeast.
Even so, multifamily construction in many locations was still strong
by historical standards. In the year ending August 2017, multifamily
starts in nearly half of the nation's 100 largest metro areas exceeded
their annual averages in the two decades leading up to the housing
peak (1986-2005). In 26 of these areas, multifamily starts were up
by more than 50 percent. Moreover, starts in several markets where
multifamily construction had not fully recovered by 2017-including
Jacksonville, Riverside, and Sacramento-remained on the rise.

production was still catching up with rapid population growth.
EASING MAINLY AT THE HIGH END

Overall, however, construction activity has begun to moderate
Indeed, multifamily starts are down 9 percent year-to-date
through October 2017 on a seasonally adjusted basis. The slowdown
was first evident in 2016 when permitting fell in nearly half of the
nation's 50 largest markets. The five markets with the most multifamily permitting in 2013-2015 declined sharply, collectively registering a 35 percent drop in 2016. This total includes declines of more
than 50 percent in Houston and New York, as well as more moderate
cuts in Dallas, Los Angeles, and Seattle. Permitting in other large
markets, like Atlanta and Denver, continued to increase.
(Figure 20).

Meanwhile, multifamily starts also fell in nearly half of the nation's 100
largest metros in the 12 months ending August 2017. By comparison,
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With rental demand soaring, the national stock of vacant rental
units shrank from nearly 4.5 million in mid-2010 to just 3.2 million
in 2016. As a result, the rental vacancy rate fell sharply from 10.8
percent to 6.9 percent in the third quarter of 2016. However, the
national vacancy rate rose to 7.2 percent in the third quarter of 2017,
suggesting the rental market is at a turning point.
Vacancy rates for professionally managed apartments in multifamily buildings are even lower. RealPage, Inc. reports a vacancy rate of
4.5 percent in the third quarter of 2017, comparable to those at the
peak of the housing boom in 2006. Vacancy rates were under 4.0
percent in more than 40 of the 100 markets tracked, and under 3.0
percent in 16 markets.

New High-End Units Have Become Harder to Fill,
But Low-Rent Units Remain in High Demand
Share of New Units Rented !Percent)

third quarter of 2017. While the rate remains relatively low, this
increase indicates that softness in the high-end market is beginning
to affect mid-market conditions. Nearly 90 of the 100 apartment
markets tracked by RealPage reported a year-over-year increase in
Class B vacancies in the third quarter.
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Meanwhile, the vacancy rate in the lowest-cost segment of the pro-
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fessionally managed market (Class C) was down to just 3.3 percent
in the second quarter of this year-its lowest reading since 2001-
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before jumping back up to 4.1 percent in the third quarter. Despite
this uptick, Class C vacancy rates were at or below 3.0 percent in
nearly half (46) of the 100 metros tracked by RealPage.
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But there are signs that conditions are loosening. According to the
US Census Bureau, the vacancy rate in multifamily buildings with 5
or more units rose 0.9 percentage point in the third quarter from a
year earlier, to 8.5 percent, indicating some easing in that segment.
RealPage also reports that the apartment vacancy rate rose by a
full percentage point in the year ending in the third quarter, with
increases in 95 of the 100 metro areas tracked.
Underlying this shift is growing softness at the high end of the market. In the Class A segment where rents average $1,700 per month,
the vacancy rate hovered near 6.0 percent in the first three quarters
of 2017-up from around 4.5 percent a year earlier. This is the highest vacancy rate reported since 2011, and the highest rate for any
property class.
Newly constructed high-end apartment properties became more difficult to fill last year. According to the Survey of Market Absorption,
10 percent of rentals completed in 2015 and priced at more than
$2,450 remained vacant after 12 months. In contrast, only 2 percent
of units with rents below $1,250 were still unfilled within one year
(Figure 21). Apartment absorption rates fell most in the principal cities
of metro areas, where most new supply has come online. In contrast, absorption rates were up in suburban and non-metro markets,
where fewer new rentals have been added.
Demand for mid-market (Class B) rentals, which rent for $1,180 a
month on average, has also begun to ease. The vacancy rate in this
segment ticked up by a full percentage point to 4.6 percent in the

With rents for Class C units about a third lower than the market
average, tightness in this segment indicates both ongoing demand
for modestly priced rentals as well as a persistent shortfall in supply.
Broader measures of vacancy rates that include all rentals confirm
these conditions. For example, 2016 American Community Survey
data show that vacancy rates for less expensive units (with contract
rents below the area median) were below those for more expensive
units in 42 of the nation's 50 largest metros. Indeed, 14 large metros
reported rates in the lower-cost segment at or below 5.0 percent last
year, compared with just 3 metros in 2006. The tightest conditions
were in Los Angeles, Portland, San Francisco, and Seattle, where
vacancy rates for low-cost rentals were under 3.0 percent.
Tight conditions are also evident in certain rental structure types
tracked by the Housing Vacancy Survey. For example, vacancy
rates in buildings with 2-4 units-which tend to be older and less
expensive-held at 7.0 percent in the third quarter of 2017. Rates for
single-family rentals, however, declined to 6.2 percent in response to
strong demand and limited inventory.

RENTS STILL UNDER PRESSURE

The CPI index for rent of primary residence, which covers the broadest range of rental property types, was up 3.9 percent in the year
ending September 2017. Although only a modest gain from the
previous year, this increase is still noteworthy because it marks yet
another year when housing costs have risen faster than the prices of
non-housing goods (Figure22). Rent incre8SPS were highest in the West
(5.5 percent) and South (3.5 percent), held steady in the Midwest (at
2.9 percent), and slowed somewhat in the Northeast (from 2.9 percent to 2.6 percent).
According to RealPage, the year-over-year increase in nominal rents
for professionally managed apartments was 2.7 percent in the
third quarter of 2017, continuing the slowdown from 4.0 percent a
year earlier and 5.6 percent two years earlier. However, trends vary
widely across apartment property types. At one extreme, a flood of
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new construction brought annualized rent gains for recently built

Increases in Rents Continue to Outstrip Inflation
in Non-Housing Goods
Annual Change (Percent)

units down to just 1.1 percent in the third quarter (below the rate
of inflation in non-housing goods). Rent increases for high-rise
properties-which have the highest average rent of $1,890 per
month-were also modest at only 1.1 percent. Meanwhile, rents
for units in low-rise structures rose 3.1 percent, reflecting the
strong demand for lower-cost housing.
Rents for single-family homes (including condos) rose steadily for
seven years, with growth hitting a high of 4.4 percent in early 2016,
before slowing to 2.8 percent in mid-2017. Much of the slowdown
was at the high end (units renting for more than 25 percent above
median), where rent growth dropped to just 1.9 percent. Meanwhile,
though, rents for low-end single-family units (renting for at least 25
percent below median) climbed by a strong 4.4 percent

-1
-2
-3
-4

-5

THE GEOGRAPHY OF RENT GROWTH
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... Rent Index for Primary Residence
Notes: Data are through 2017:3. RealPage annual rents are for professionally managed apartment properties in
Classes A through C.
Sources: JCHS tabulations of US Bureau of labor Statistics, RealPage, Inc.

Annual rent growth in some 70 of the 100 apartment markets tracked by RealPage slowed in the third quarter of 2017
compared with a year earlier (Online Figure 4). Even so, nominal
increases in almost three-quarters (73) of these markets still
outpaced the 1.3 percent inflation in non-housing goods prices,
with nearly one in five reporting strong growth above 4.0 per-

The Largest Rent Hikes Have Occurred in Formerly Low-Cost Neighborhoods of Fast-Growing Metros
Annualized Change in Rent, 2012-2017 (Percent)

4-----------------------------

1--

Slow (Under 1.0)

Moderate (1.0-5.9)

Fast (6.0 and Over)

Largest 100 Metro Areas

Growth in Metro Area Population, 2012-2016 (Percent)
Neighborhood Rent Tier in 2012

Lowest !!!!i Lower Middle ~ Middle Iii! Upper Middle

Highest

Notes The top 100 metros are the largest by population as defined by the 2015 American Community Smvey, but exclude Las Vegas and Tucson due to data limitations. Annualized growth in rent is from July 2012 to July 2017, and
adJusted for inflation using the CPI-U for All hems less Shelter. Rent quintiles are based on rents within each metro in 2012. Neighborhood rent growth is weighte<l by the share of renter households in each ZIP code over total renters
in each metro. Slowifast-) growth metros are in the bottom !top) quartile for population growth. Moderate-growth metros are in the middle two quartiles for population growth.
Source: JCHS tabulations of the Zillow Rent Index and US Census Bureau, 2015 American Community Survey 5--Year Estimates.
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cent. Most of the areas with rapidly rising rents-including Las
Vegas, Orlando, Sacramento, and Seattle-are located in the West
and South. Other prominent metros in these two regions also had
rent gains over the past few years, but these increases have either
moderated (Dallas, Riverside, and Sacramento) or slowed considerably (Austin, Nashville, and Portland).
Meanwhile, nominal rent growth in the Midwest and Northeast has
remained slow to moderate, with only a handful of markets reporting annual increases above 3.0 percent over the past year (including
Cincinnati and Minneapolis). In contrast, several metros in these
regions-Bridgeport, Dayton, Des Moines, Pittsburgh, Providence,
Syracuse, and Wichita-posted nominal rent growth that lagged
behind general inflation.
Within metro areas, rent increases in once low-cost neighborhoods
have been especially large. In the 100 metro areas tracked by Zillow,
rents in lowest-tier neighborhoods in 2012 were up sharply by
mid-2017 in metros with the highest population growth (Figure 23).
In Denver and Houston, for example, annual rent increases in the
lowest-cost neighborhoods exceeded those in the highest-cost neighborhoods by more than 2 percentage points. In metros where the
population was either stable or declining, however, rents grew slowly
across all neighborhood types.

STRONG RENTAL PROPERTY PERFORMANCE

The rental property market has been among the best-performing sectors of the economy. The National Council of Real Estate Investment
Fiduciaries (NCREIF) reports that nominal growth in net operating
income (NOi) for investment-grade properties averaged some 7.7 percent annually in the seven years ending in the third quarter of 2017,
compared with just 2.8 percent annually on average in 1983-2010.
These strong gains reflect high occupancy rates as well as rising
rents. With apartment occupancy rates falling and rent growth slowing, however, NOi growth moderated to a 3.8 percent annual rate in
the third quarter-still outpacing the national rate of inflation and in
line with historical averages.
Solid growth in operating incomes allows property owners to reinvest
in their units. According to the National Apartment Association, real
improvement spending per unit more than doubled from 2010 to
2016 (Figure 24). Owners of large apartment properties invested $1,480
per unit on average in 2016, or roughly 10 percent of gross potential
rents, up from about 8 percent per year on average between 2001
and 2015.
There is also little sign that single-family rentals are returning
to the owner-occupied market. According to the latest American
Community Survey, growth in the total number of single-family rent-

Owners Have Invested Heavily in Apartment Property Upgrades in Recent Years
Spending per Unit 12016 dollars)
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With Apartment Prices at an All-Time High ...
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als (both attached and detached, and including vacant units) was
essentially flat between 2014 and 2016, and increased only slightly
(by 0.6 percent) in 2015-2016. However, recent growth in occupied
single-family rentals remained strong in fast-growing markets of
the West and South, including Austin, Charlotte, Denver, Houston,
Orlando, and Phoenix .
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Healthy investor appetite has driven up the real prices of investmentgrade apartment properties by 9.3 percent annually over the past
seven years. Real Capital Analytics data indicate that real apartment
prices stood 24 percent above their 2007 peak in mid-2017 (Figure 25).
Prices for properties in highly walkable central business districts are
particularly high, up 84 percent from their previous peak. Properties
in highly walkable suburbs have also appreciated rapidly, exceeding
the previous peak by more than 40 percent. Although much slower
to recover, rental property prices in more car-dependent suburbs still
surpassed previous peaks by 13 percent by mid-2017.

Source: JD-IS tabulations of Real Capital Analytics data.

The apartment property market is, however, cooling. Prices declined
slightly for the Midwest and Northeast regions over the past year.

... Growth in Acquisitions Has Slowed
Net Apartment Acquisitions !Billions of 2016 dollars)
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And while prices in several metros in the West and South (including Atlanta, Los Angeles, Nashville, Phoenix, San Diego, Seattle,
and Tampa) continued to climb through mid-year, prices in several
others (Charlotte, Houston, Orlando, and San Jose) declined in real
terms.
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NCREIF estimates show that the total return on investment in the
multifamily sector, including net income and appreciation in proper-
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ty values, exceeded 10 percent annually from late 2010 through early
2016. But with price appreciation slowing, ROI ramped down to a still
respectable 6.2 percent in mid-2017. Investor appetite nonetheless
remains strong, with CBRE reporting historically low capitalization
rates for multifamily assets in nearly all markets and tiers in the
first half of this year.

MULTIFAMILY SALES VOLUME SOFTENING

According to Real Capital Analytics, the annual volume of large apartment purchases (prices of $2.5 million or more), net of dispositions, hit
a record high of $169.6 billion in the third quarter of 2016 in real terms,
a 30 percent increase from the previous µeak in the second quarter of
2006. By mid-2017, though, deal volume edged down to 148.1 billion,
with declines in both international and institutional/equity fund investments. More than half (63 percent) of net acquisitions came through private domestic sources, while 33 percent were through institutional and
equity funds. The shares of REITs and foreign investment were small by
comparison, in the 5-{i percent range.
With pricing at or near all-time highs and limited inventory on the
market, large apartment deals in five of the six major metro areas
tracked by RCA-Boston, Los Angeles, New York City, San Francisco,
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and Washington, DC-slowed in the first half of 2017 fr?m a year
earlier. The exception was Chicago, where net sales continued to
pick up. Large purchases of high- and mid-rise apartment buildings
also rose in non-major metros.

Delinquency Tracker, the noncurrent rate for commercial mortgagebacked securities (60 days past due, in foreclosure, or REO), though
higher, was still a modest 2.8 percent in August 2017.

Investors and lenders alike appear more cautious at this stage

THE OUTLOOK

of the cycle. According to a recent Federal Reserve survey for the
third quarter of 2017, bank loan officers on net reported weakening demand for loans secured by multifamily residential structures,
while also reporting more stringent lending standards-the ninth

After seven years of tightening, rental market conditions have begun
to ease in many metro areas. So far, most of the slack is at the upper

consecutive quarter of tightening.
Nevertheless, the Mortgage Bankers Association reports that the volume of multifamily loans outstanding (including both originations
and repayment/write-offs of existing loans) hit a new high of $1.2
trillion in nominal terms in early 2017, a 9 percent increase from a
year earlier and a 44 percent jump from early 2011. Federal lending
sources were responsible for fully two-thirds of the net increase
in debt financing over the past year. Banks and thrifts have also
steadily expanded their lending, raising their share of mortgage debt
outstanding from a quarter in 2011 to about a third.
Despite signs that the rental market may be cresting and that investors are facing greater headwinds, measures of credit risk remain
low overall. Only 0.15 percent of all FDIC-insured loans secured by
multifamily residential properties were in noncurrent status (90
days past due or in nonaccrual status) in the second quarter of
2017, down from 0.23 percent a year earlier. According to Moody's

end of the market and in core urban areas, where most new rental
units have come online. However, supply pressures may be lessening in the moderately priced segment as well.
While this does appear to be a turning point, the extent of any
potential slowdown depends in large part on the strength of future
rental demand. The most likely scenario is that renters will still
account for about a third of household growth going forward, which
would make for a soft landing from current market conditions. But
if the downshift in renter household growth is more significant, the
impact on markets would be more negative.
Whatever the short-term outlook, there will be ongoing need for
lower-cost rental housing. Now that the high end is saturated, developers may tum their attention to the middle-market segments. But
given the challenges of supplying lower-cost units amid high and
rising development costs, government at all levels will have to find
new ways to facilitate preservation and expansion of the affordable
stock. The housing industry must also play its part in fostering innovation to meet the nation's rental affordability challenges.
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While affordability has improved somewhat,
the share of renter households with cost
burdens remains well above levels in 2001.
Although picking up since 2011, renter
incomes still lag far behind the 15-year rise in

RENTER INCOMES AND HOUSING COSTS

Despite some recent improvement, the rental housing affordability
gap remains wide. Median monthly rental costs were up 15 percent
in real terms in 2000-2016, increasing from $850 to a high of $980.
At the same time, median renter household income fell sharply
between 2000 and 2011, from $38,000 to $32,000, before gradually
recovering to $37,300 in 2016. Part of this rebound, however, reflects
the growing presence of higher-income households in the rental
market rather than income gains alone.

rents. Renters of all types and in all markets
face affordability challenges, although lowerincome households are especially hardpressed to find units they can afford. Indeed,
high housing costs have eroded the recent

Even so, growth in renter incomes across all income quartiles has
outpaced the rise in housing costs since 2011, modestly narrowing the
affordability gap. The median monthly income for renters in the bottom
quartile increased 10 percent in real terms from $1,000 in 2011 to $1,100
in 2016, while their monthly housing costs rose 3 percent from $740 to
$760. By comparison, the median monthly income for renter households
in the top quartile grew 9 percent over this period, to $11,300, but their
housing costs jumped 6 percent, from $1,600 to $1,700.

income gains among these households,
leaving many renters with even less money to
pay for other basic needs.

With this pickup in income growth, the number of cost-burdened
renter households (paying more than 30 percent of income for housing, including utilities) receded from a high of 21.3 million in 2014 to
20.8 million in 2016. The number of severely cost-burdened renters
(paying more than 50 percent of income for housing) also edged down
from 11.4 million to 11.0 million. The declines in the number of costburdened households between 2015 and 2016 coincide with the largest increase in median renter income since 2000.
While down sightly since its 2011 peak, the share of cost-burdened
renter households remains high (Figure 26). After increasing from 39
percent in 2000 to 51 percent in 2011, the share of cost-burdened
households dipped to 47 percent in 2016. The share of severely
cost-burdened renters also fell from 28 percent in 2011 to 25 percent. Again, these small improvements reflect not only a drop in
the number of cost-burdened renters but also rapid growth in the
number of renters with higher incomes-the group least likely to
be cost burdened. In fact, the number of renters earning at least
$75,000 rose by 40 percent between 2011 and 2016, to 9.1 million,
the fastest growth in renter households in any income group.
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Despite Rising Incomes, the Share of Cost-Burdened
Renters Remains High
Percent

Index
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While Most Common in Large Metros, Cost Burdens
Are Widespread in Markets of All Sizes
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GEOGRAPHY OF COST BURDENS

Cost-burdened renters live in communities of all sizes, but finding

Despite declines in the majority of states between 2015 and

affordable housing in larger metro areas is particularly challeng-

2016, large shares of renters across the country are h ousing cost

ing. About half (51 percent) of renter households in the nation's

burdened. Indeed, the shares in Ca lifornia, Colorado, Florida,

nine largest metros pay more than 30 percent of income for hous-

Hawaii, and New York range from 51 percent to 54 percent,

ing (Figure 27) , The median monthly housing cost in these areas

although for different reasons. For example, renters in Colorado,

is $1,200 while the median renter income is $3,600 . Among this

Florida, and New York have relatively moderate median incomes

group of nine metros, Miami has the highest shares of cost-bur-

but face high housing costs. In contrast, renters in California and

dened renters at 61 percent. The shares of cost -burdened renters

Hawaii have high incomes but even higher housing costs, with

are slightly lower in large (47 percent), mid-size (47 percent), and

both rents and incomes ranking in the top five in the country.

small metros (42 percent). Small metros have the lowest median

Alaska is currently the most affordab le state, with the cost-bur-

housing costs of any urbanized areas at $720 and the lowest

dened share of renters at 37 percent. Although housing costs in
Alaska are the sixth highest nationwide, median renter income

median incomes at $2,400.

is the second highest.

From 2011 to 2016, the cost-burdened shares of renters declined
in 220 out of the nation's 275 mid -size and larger metros (80

Lower housing costs, however, do not mean greater affordabil-

percent), but primarily because increa sing numbers of moderate-

ity. Although median housing costs in Alabama, Kentucky, Maine,

and higher-income households had entered the rental market.

Mississippi, and West Virginia are in the bottom fifth for the nation,

The number of cost-burdened renters decreased in only 46 per-

the shares of cost-burdened renters in these states are above 41

cent of these metros over this period.

percent. The states with the smallest shares of cost-burdened
renters are located primarily in the Great Plains region-includ-

In 63 of the nation's 658 small metros (10 percent), more than half of

ing Montana , North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming- where

renters were housing cost burdened in 2016. About two-thirds of small

median housing costs are low and renter populations are small. But

metros with majority shares of cost-burdened renters are in the South

even in these states, more than one-third of renters have housing

and West. Meanwhile, the number of cost-burdened renters in 385

cost burdens.

small metros (59 percent) fell between 2011 and 2016.
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The Share of Middle-Income Renters with Cost Burdens Is Growing Rapidly
Share of Households (Percent)
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Rural areas tend to have lower, but still sizable, shares of cost-burdened renters (40 percent). Even so, more than 46 percent of rural
renters in California, Maryland, New Hampshire, and New York are
housing cost burdened. These states are largely urbanized, suggesting
that high rents in metropolitan areas extend into rural areas. Costburdened households in rural areas are often more dispersed than in
metro areas, making it difficult to target effective policy interventions.

Being fully employed is no panacea. In 2016, some 56 percent of renters with jobs in personal care and service occupations were housing cost burdened (Online Figure 5). Indeed, more than half of renters
working in food preparation and service, building and grounds
maintenance, and healthcare support-industries with many lowwage jobs-had cost burdens. Conversely, less than 20 percent of
renters in higher-paying fields such as computer science, mathematics, architecture, engineering, and oil extraction, were housing cost
burdened in 2016.

UNIVERSALITY OF COST BURDENS
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Renters in many demographic groups are cost burdened, but lowincome households are the most likely to pay a disproportionate
share of their incomes for housing. In 2016, 83 percent of renter
households with incomes below $15,000 had cost burdens, including 72 percent with severe burdens. Some 77 percent of renters
earning between $15,000 and $30,000 were also cost burdened. By
comparison, only 6 percent of renters making at least $75,000 were
cost burdened in 2016.

In addition to low income, several household characteristics-including race/ethnicity, age, household composition, and disability statusare associated with cost burdens. For example, 55 percent of black and
54 percent of Hispanic renters were housing cost burdened in 2016, an
increase of about 7 percentage points for both groups in 2001-2016.
By comparison, 43 percent of white renters and 47 percent of Asian
and other minority renters were cost burdened, up 5-6 percent over
this period.

Over the past 15 years, more than half of the growth in the number
of cost-burdened renters has been among renters earning under
$30,000. However, the largest increases in cost-burdened shares have
been among moderate-income households. From 2001 to 2016, the
number of cost-burdened renters earning $30,000-45,000 rose by 1.3
million, bringing the share for this income group from 37 percent to 50
percent (Figure 28). Similarly, the addition of 1.1 million cost-burdened
households with incomes of $45,000-75,000 nearly doubled the share
in this group from 12 percent to 23 percent.

In addition, cost burdens are common among households age 65 and
over, as well as among those under age 25. As of 2016, 54 percent of
older renters had cost burdens, along with 60 percent of younger
renters. Many members of these age groups are out of the workforce
or have low wages, either because of retirement and/or disability or
because they are still students.
Household composition also makes a difference. Married or partnered
households with more than one potential earner are less frequently

cost burdened. Those with children present are more freqi.:ently burdened, perhaps reflecting the more limited hours that parents are
available to work. For these reasons, single parents have the highest
cost-burdened share (63 percent) of any household t)Te, well above
that for married or partnered parents (39 percent) .
Finally, 55 percent of renter households that have a member with a
disability have cost burdens, compared with 45 percent of those with
no disabilities. Rental cost burdens can be particularly detrimental to
households with disabilities in that high housing costs may constrain
their ability to pay for medical and other essential needs.

THE LOW-COST HOUSING DEFICIT

The prevalence of cost burdens among lower-income renters is due
in part to a shortage of low-cost housing in the private market. To
be low cost, housing must be affordable at the 30-percent-of-income
standard to very low-income renters (earning up to SO percent of area
median income).
HUD's Worst Case Housing Needs 2017 Report to Congress documents the growing gap between supply of and demand for low-cost
rentals. Worst case needs are defined as the number of very lowincome renters who are severely cost burdened or living in inadequate housing. After a slight dip from 8.5 million in 2011 to 7.7

The Most Populous Counties Face the Largest
Shortfalls in Affordable Supply
Average Number of Units per

,~~

:~

income of very low-income families nationally was $28,400 in 2015,
a very low-income family of four could afford to pay $710 per month
for rent. This number, however, is much lower in some counties.
Moreover, the median family of four with extremely low income could
afford only $430 in monthly housing costs.
Recent data from the Urban Institute confirms the shortage of privately owned affordable rental housing (also known as naturally
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Some of the pressures on the low-cost supply arise from the fact that
households with moderate or even high incomes occupy the units
that low-income renters could afford. HUD estimates that 93 units
are affordable for every 100 very low-income renters, but of these,
only 54 are both available and adequate. For extremely low-income
renters, the supply of affordable housing nationally is just 66 units
per 100 renters, with only 33 of those units meeting the available and
adequate criteria.

Maintaining the Stock of Rental Housing Depends
Largely on Preservation

100 Extremely Low-Incom e Renters

==-----==~r

million in 2013, the number of renter households with worst case
needs increased to 8.3 million in 2015. Nearly all of these cases (98
percent) arise from lower-income households having to pay more
than half their incomes for housing costs rather than from problems of housing adequacy.

Market Rate , HUD Assisted • USDA Assisted
Unaffordable, Inadequate, or Unavailable

Noles: Affordable is defined as cos1ing no more than 30% of income for households with extremely 10\v incomes
(earning up to 30% of area median). AdeQuate units have COITl)!ete bathrooms, running water, electricity, and no
sign of majo1 disrepair. Available unitsare oot OCClJpied by highe,-i ncome households.

Filtered Down
from Hig her Price
23%

Notes: Affordable is defined as costing no more than 30% of income for households with very low incomes
(earning up to 50% of area median). Units added aher 1985 include rentals that were temporarily out of the
stock in 1hat year.

Source: JCHS tabulations of Weicher. Eggecs. and Moumen. 2016.

Sou,ce: JCHS 1abulatio11S of Urban Institute. Mapping America's Rental Housing Crisis. 2017.
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occurring affordable housing) available to extremely low-income
renters. In 2014, counties with populations of at least 20,000 had an

Rising Housing Costs Have Eroded Disposable Incomes...

average of 34 naturally occurring affordable, adequate, and available

Median Income left Over After Paying for Housing Costs (Indexed}

units per 100 extremely low-income renters. Of these counties, 29
(about 2 percent) had no units meeting the criteria, while the most
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... Especially Among Lowest-Income Renters
Median Income Left Over After Paying for Housing Costs (Thousands of dollars)
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affordable counties provided 81 units for every 100 extremely lowincome renters. On average, smaller counties have a higher ratio
of supply to demand than larger urban counties, while large urban
counties have the greatest deficit (Figure 29).
At the same time, a Hudson Institute report finds that losses of
low-cost units are high. About 60 percent of the 15 million rentals
affordable in 1985-some 8.7 million units-were lost by 2013. The
biggest reductions were due to permanent removals, with 27 percent
of affordable rentals in 1985 (4.1 million units) demolished, destroyed
in disasters, or reconfigured into fewer units. About 18 percent (2.7
million units) were converted to owner-occupied or seasonal housing,
while 12 percent (1.7 million units) were upgraded to higher rents
through gentrification. The remaining 276,000 units were temporarily
out of the affordable stock.
This same report also documents how the low-cost rental stock is
replenished over time. A little under a third of affordable rentals
in 2013 were also affordable in 1985, highlighting the importance
of preservation. Even so, a large majority of affordable rentals were
added through a variety of other means over time, with roughly
equal shares coming from new construction and conversion of nonresidential structures, filtering from higher price points, and conversion of owner-occupied or seasonal housing to rentals (Figure 30).
Given the lack of naturally occurring affordable units, federal housing
assistance is crucial for lowest-income renters. The Urban Institute
estimates that HUD and USDA programs assist 53 percent of units
affordable to extremely low-income renters. In the largest counties
where supplies of naturally occurring affordable units are especially
tight, federal programs on average contribute an average of 24 units
per 100 extremely low-income renters. In smaller and non-metropolitan counties, federal programs account for an average of 27 units per
100 extremely low-income renters.

THE ADDED BURDEN OF UTILITY AND TRANSPORTATION COSTS

For renters that pay for their own use, utilities can be a sizable component of total housing outlays. The 2016 American Community Survey
reports that the median renter spent $140 per month on electricity; gas,
heating fuel, and water bills beyond any utility costs included in the rent.
Utility spending varies across income groups and geographies. Lowestincome renters (making less than $15,000) spend the least on utilities,
or $120 per month at the median. Renters in this income group living
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in the East South Central census division, including Alabam~, Kentucky,
Mississippi, and Tennessee, have the highest median outlays of $155
per month. Renters making $75,000 or more have the highest utility
bills, amounting to $150 per month. Highest-income renters in the East
South Central area spend the most, or $188 per month.
Although lower-income households spend less than higher-income
households on utilities, they must dedicate a larger share of their
incomes to these costs. Renters in the lowest income group spend
17 percent of their annual incomes on utilities, and highest-income
households spend only 2 percent. While the median share of income
devoted to utility costs has fallen across all income groups over the
last five years, these costs still contribute significantly to overall
housing outlays.
Some renter households make tradeoffs between housing they can
afford and location, thus adding to their transportation costs. Indeed,
the median household with no housing cost burden spends more on
transportation than the median household that is cost burdened.
The 2016 Consumer Expenditure Survey reports that transportation
costs account for 31 percent of total housing and transportation
spending for the median renter. Even excluding vehicle purchases,
the median transportation cost represents 21 percent of housing and
transportation costs combined.

CONSEQUENCES OF HIGH HOUSING COSTS

High housing costs have eroded renter incomes and exacerbated
inequality among renter households. After paying for their housing,
the amount of money that lowest-income renters had left over for
all other expenses fell 18 percent from 2001 to 2016 (Figure 31). Over
the same period, the amount of money that highest-income renters
had to spend on other costs increased by 7 percent.
In 2016, the median renter household in the bottom income quartile
paid 60 percent of its income for housing. For the median renter in
this income group, the amount left over for all other needs was less
than $500 per month (Figure 32). By comparison, the median renter in
the top quartile paid just 14 percent of household income for housing and had nearly $9,700 left over for other expenses.
A recent JCHS working paper assesses the gap between household incomes and outlays for both housing and basic living

expenses (including transportation, food, childcare, healthcare,
and income taxes) in three metropolitan areas in 2015. Not surprisingly, low-income households faced significant challenges
in paying for basic necessities after covering their rents, even if
these households were fortunate enough to find housing they
could afford. Despite lower living expenses, lowest-income singleperson households still faced significant financial challenges in
covering housing costs and necessities. The results also show that
childcare costs incurred by families leave even moderate-income
households with cost burdens.

THE OUTLOOK
While the recent drop in the number of housing cost-burdened
renters is good news, future meaningful progress is far from certain. Indeed, at the average annual pace of decline from 2014 to
2016, it would take another 15 years just to return to the 2006 level
of 17.0 million cost-burdened households and 24 years to hit the
2001 level of 14.8 million households. In effect, the latest economic
cycle seems to have defined a new normal for the nation's rental
affordability challenges.
Improvement in rental affordability depends on the trajectories
of household incomes and housing costs. The recent growth in
renter incomes has come at a time when the economy is nearing
full employment, so sustained gains are uncertain. In addition, the
Bureau of Labor Statistics expects that the fastest employment
growth will be in several low-wage occupations-such as personal
care, healthcare support, and food preparation-with large shares
of housing cost-burdened workers. For earners in these occupations, full employment will not guarantee access to housing they
can afford.
Meanwhile, tight rental market conditions have propelled rapid
growth in housing costs relative to incomes, although the recent rise
in vacancy rates may help to ease some of the pressure on rents in
the short term. Turning back the tide on the nation's rental affordability challenges thus requires efforts to address lagging incomes
among those near the bottom of the economic ladder as well as
steps to help reduce the cost of housing. And for those with low
incomes, increasing access to rental assistance, expanding the lowcost stock, and preserving affordable housing will be necessary to
close the gap between income and housing costs.
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The gap between the supply of and demand
for rental housing assistance is still growing.
Reversing this trend will require increased
efforts to preserve assisted units, construct
new affordable rentals, and expand the
availability of vouchers and other forms of
assistance. More immediately, the lack of
affordable rentals in high-cost metros may
be putting low-income households at greater
risk of housing instability, evictions, and
homelessness. The need for additional rental
housing is especially acute in areas recently
devastated by hurricanes and wildfires.

REDUCED ACCESS TO RENTAL ASSISTANCE

Between 2001 and 2015, the number of very low-income households
(making Jess than 50 percent of area median) was up 29 percent,
from 14.9 million to 19.2 million. According to HUD's Worst Case
Needs 2017 Report to Congress, this includes a comparably large
increase in the number of extremely low-income households (making less than 30 percent of area median) from 8.7 million to 11.3 million households. At the same time, the number of very low-income
households receiving rental assistance rose only 14 percent, from
4.2 million to 4.8 million. As a result, the share of very low-income
households that receive rental assistance declined from 28 percent
to 25 percent over this period.
The growing gap between need and assistance is evident in the
long waiting lists for rental assistance in most cities. In fact, many
local housing agencies have closed their waitlists in response to
oversubscribed demand, sometimes not accepting new applicants
for years. In one extreme example, Los Angeles reopened its waitlist
for housing choice vouchers in October 2017 for the first time in 13
years, anticipating as many as 600,000 applications for 20,000 spots
on the list.
The shortfall in rental assistance has been accompanied by
changes in the stock of federally assisted units. HUD data indicate
that the number of public housing units fell from 1.1 million in
2006 to 1.0 million in 2016, while the number of privately owned
units with project-based subsidies was down from 1.4 million to
1.3 million. These declines have been offset by an increase in housing choice vouchers, from 2.0 million to 2.3 million. The number
of households receiving assistance f1um the US Department of
Agriculture also rose modestly from 263,000 in 2008 to 269,000
in 2016. Although the net change across programs is positive, the
increase has not kept pace with growth in the number of very lowincome households.
The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program remains the
primary source of support for new affordable rental units. Between
2006 and 2015, the stock of LIHTC units expanded from 1.6 million to 2.3 million. While adding to the overall supply of affordable
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housing, these units generally have rents affordable to households
with incomes 50-60 percent of the area median. To be affordable
to extremely low-income households, LIHTC units often must be
coupled with other subsidies. Indeed, a 2014 HUD analysis estimated
that 38 percent or more of LIHTC tenants received rental assistance
of some kind from federal, state, or local sources.

Most Assisted Households Are Older Adults,
Persons with Disabilities, or Families with Children
Share of Assisted Households

Adults without
Children
12%

Households receiving rental assistance are predominantly families
with children, older adults, and persons with disabilities (Figure 33).
According to HUD data for 2016, 38 percent of recipients were lowincome families with children, including 5 percent with a household
head with a disability and 1 percent with a household head age 62 or
over, With the aging of the baby-boom generation, older adults now
occupy one-third of assisted units and this share is and set to increase
over the coming decades. Meanwhile, 18 percent of assisted households in 2016 were headed by a person under age 62 with a disability
Only 12 percent of recipients were childless adults under age 62.

Adults with
Disabilities
18%

Adults with
Disabilities with
Children
5%

Older Adults
with Children
1%

Adults with Children
32%

PRESERVING THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING STOCK

The nation's stock of both assisted and privately owned low-cost
rentals includes many units at risk of loss. Public housing, in particular, has a large backlog of needed repairs and improvements,
last estimated at $26 billion in 2010, and its annual maintenance
needs of $3.4 billion exceed Congressional appropriations. Although
Congress has not addressed this deficit through additional capital
funding, it did establish the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD)
in 2012 to give public housing and other eligible properties more

Notes: Household counts include those assisted by housing choice vouchers, public housing, project~ase<l
Section 8, Section 202, and Section 811, Older adult households are headed by a person age 62 or older,
including those with a dis.ability or a spouse with a disability. Adults with disabilities are households
headed by a person age 61 or younger with a disability or a spouse with a disability. Adults with children
include households with at least one child under age 18 present.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2016 Public Use
Microdata Sample.

Affordability Restrictions on 1.1 Million Rental Units Will Expire by 2027
Cumulative Number of Units with Expiring Affordability (Millions)
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Notes: Data include properties with actfVe subsidies as of January 1, 2017. Other includes units funded by HOME Rental Assistance, FHA Insurance, Section 236 lnsurance. Section 202 Direct loans, USDA Section 515 Rural Rental Housing
loans, and units in properties with more than one subsidy type expiring on the same day. For properties with multiple subsidies, if one subsidy expires but one or mom others remain active. the difference between the number of units
assisted by the expiring subsidy and the number of units assisted by the remaining subsidies are counted as expired.

Source: JCHS tabulations of Public and Affordable Housing Research Corporation and National Low Income Housing Coalition, National Housing Preservation Database.
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funding flexibility through conversion to project-based Section 8
contracts. After applications for participation in RAD reached the
initial limits, Congress raised the cap to 225,000 units for fiscal year
2017. At last count 423 public housing authorities (14 percent) are
currently participating in the demonstration.
The impending expiration of affordability restrictions on federally
subsidized units presents another preservation challenge. Over the
next 10 years, 530,000 rentals with project-based rental assistance,
478,000 units with LIHTC subsidies, and 136,000 units with other
types of subsidies will reach the end of their required affordability
periods (Figure 34). While some of these properties are owned by
nonprofits and other mission-driven organizations, many are privately owned and at risk of converting to market rate. Properties
located in areas with high or rising rents are particula.rly vulnerable to loss from the affordable stock.
Expirations of LIHTC affordability restrictions are set to increase
in 2020 as the oldest units built under the program reach the
30-year mark. In response, several states have enacted mandates to
extend the affordability periods of LIHTC properties. For example,
California now requires 25 years of additional affordability, while
New Hampshire, Utah, and Vermont require 69 years. However, these
state-level actions do not include funding for maintenance expenditures and were mostly undertaken after 2000, implying that they
will only have an impact after 2030. Additional preservation efforts
are therefore necessary to keep LIHTC units with expiring affordability restrictions in the subsidized housing stock.
Finally, after a decade of tight rental markets and rising rents,
the stock of privately owned low-cost units continues to shrink.
These losses are particularly concerning in metros with rapid
rent growth, where downward filtering and conversions from the
owner-occupied stock have done little to offset the disappearance
oflow-cost rentals. To combat losses of naturally occurring affordable housing, nonprofit organizations have begun to acquire and
manage at-risk properties to keep rents affordable to current and
future tenants.

Assessment Report (AHAR), the number of people who were homeless on a single night in January fell 15 percent from 647,000 in 2007
to 550,000 in 2016. Nearly all of this decline is due to decreases in the
number of unsheltered homeless people, with the number of sheltered homeless people remaining almost constant. The reductions
are also largest among the groups most likely to be unsheltered,
including the chronically homeless (down 35 percent in 2007-2016)
and homeless veterans (down 47 percent in 2010-2016). Less progress has occurred in reducing homelessness among families with
children (down 17 percent in 2007-2016).
The point-in-time count, however, provides only a conservative estimate of the number of people and families that experience homelessness over the course of a year. An alternative AHAR measure of the
extent of homelessness is that nearly 1.5 million people spent at least
one night in a shelter in 2015. Even this figure is low, given that it does
not include the unsheltered homeless or at-risk individuals living in
doubled-up or other unstable housing situations. The national estimates also mask considerable variation across locations. Metros with
the highest rates of homelessness are frequently those with the highest median rents (Figure 35), raising concerns about the consequences
of tight conditions in these high-cost markets.
Achieving further reductions in homelessness will require attention to the needs of multiple subpopulations. A recent analysis of
HUD's Family Options Study suggests that housing vouchers may be

Homelessness Is Especially High
in More Expensive Rental Markets
Homelessness Rate (Percent)
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TRACKING HOMELESSNESS

In the early 2000s, HUD launched an initiative challenging cities to
develop plans to end chronic homelessness within ten years. The
2010 Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness subsequently broadened this effort, setting goals to end chronic and
veteran homelessness within five years and homelessness among
families with children and unaccompanied youth within ten years.
Efforts to reduce homelessness appear to be working, at least
at the national level. According to HUD's Annual Homelessness
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the best strategy for reducing family homelessness_ This.study was
launched in 2008 to test the relative efficacy of several approaches,
including priority access to long-term subsidies, temporary subsidies, project-based transitional housing, and usual care through the
shelter system and other available supports_ According to HUD's
evaluation of long-term outcomes, priority access to housing choice
vouchers significantly reduced the likelihood of homelessness, doubling up, and shelter stays three years after enrollment in the study.
Less is known about the relative effectiveness of strategies to reduce
homelessness among the young_ HUD's point-in-time estimates
found 36,000 unaccompanied homeless youths in January 2016,
while the Homeless Management Information System shows that
137,000 unaccompanied homeless youths used the shelter system
at some point in 2015_ HUD continues to improve its data collection
processes, and 2017 will be the initial year for estimating changes in
the number of homeless youth over time_
Findings from the Veterans' Homelessness Prevention Demonstration
also highlight the unique physical and mental health needs of
homeless veterans_ For example, two-thirds of veterans in the demonstration reported experiencing serious depression, anxiety, or tension-including 43 percent with symptoms of post-traumatic stress
disorder. The project also revealed the need for service providers to
have cultural competency in military norms and the ways in which
veterans experience civilian life_

EVIC TIONS AN D FORCED RELOCATIONS

The frequency and consequences of evictions and forced relocations
have gained new attention from policymakers_ According to the 2015
American Housing Survey, 7.5 percent of all renter households that
moved in the prior two years did so because they were "forced to
move by a landlord, a bank or other financial institution, the government or because of a disaster or fire_" It is difficult to know how
many of these forced moves were due to formal evictions through
the court system, informal evictions, or other events_
The Milwaukee Area Renters Study offers a more complete picture, reporting that 13 percent of renter households in the City of
Milwaukee experienced a forced move within the two years preceding the study. Of these moves, almost half (48 percent) resulted
from informal evictions, 23 percent from landlord foreclosures, and
5 percent from building condemnations, and only a quarter were
due to formal evictions (Figure 36). While not broadly generalizable,
these estimates suggest that court records seriously understate the
frequency of forced relocations of renters.
In addition to stress and psychological trauma, evictions impose
high costs on renter households in terms of both time and money,
and can result in job absences, drain savings or increase debt, and
damage credit histories_ Forced moves can also disrupt children's
school attendance and adults' employment options, particularly if
the household moves to a new town or school district. And for the

A Milwaukee Study Suggests that Informal Evictions
May Be Twice as Frequent as Formal Evictions

Low-Income Renters Are Likely to Live in Neighborhoods
with Other Low-Income Households

Share of Forced Move s

Average Sliare of Households in Neighborhood (Percent )

40 ---------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------Formal Evictions

24/
,£

Building
Condemnations
5%

Informal
Evictions
48%

Landlord
Foreclosures
23%

Renters Earning Und er $20,000

All Renters

All Households

Household Income in Neighborhood
Notes: Formal evictions are processed through the coun system. Informal evictions include forced rroves in
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community at large, forced displacements entail direct public costs
in the form of fees for court services, social services, and use of

borhood where 18 percent of residents had incomes below $20,000
and 24 percent had incomes above $100,000.

homeless shelters and emergency foster care.
The recent focus on forced relocations has led several cities to
review their eviction procedures. In 2017, New York City became
the first city in the country to guarantee legal representation to
low-income residents facing eviction. Other cities have taken steps
to limit the set of causes for which landlords can pursue eviction.
Expanding support for emergency rental assistance and rapid rehousing programs would also help to protect households most at
risk of homelessness.

GROWi NG INCOME SEGREGATION

Residential segregation by income has increased steadily in recent
years, especially among households with the highest and lowest
incomes. This trend adds to the challenges posed by entrenched
residential segregation by race and ethnicity in many cities. It also
raises concerns that low-income renters have increasingly limited
access to a full range of neighborhoods.
In 2015, the average renter household earning under $20,000 lived
in a neighborhood where 28 percent of residents had comparably
low incomes and only 15 percent had incomes above $100,000
(Figure37). In comparison, the average US household lived in a neigh-

Rental Property Owners Are Slower than Homeowners
to Rebuild Following Disasters
Condition of Hurricane-Damaged Properties in Louisiana and Mississippi After Rve Years
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A recent JCHS working paper provides evidence of the detrimental
effects of residential segregation on the educational attainment,
employment, socioeconomic mobility, and health of low-income
renters. Households living in areas of concentrated poverty are
particularly vulnerable. Such segregation not only limits economic
potential for individuals and society as a whole, but also reduces
social cohesion and intergroup trust, increases prejudice, and erodes
democratic participation.
Reversing this trend is difficult and would require changes in both
private markets and the location of assisted units. A key step would
be to increase the supply of low-cost rental units in neighborhoods
of all types, including construction of assisted units in a broader
range of neighborhoods. Many states have in fact begun to incentivize LIHTC applicants to propose projects that do just that. In addition, the recently finalized Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
(AFFH) rule establishes a planning process for local HUD grantees to
assess current residential patterns and to take meaningful actions
that foster inclusion.
Reforms to the housing choice voucher program would also help to
increase the options available to low-income households. Outreach
to landlords, protections against source-of-income discrimination,
and mobility counseling would all serve to expand the range of properties and neighborhoods available to voucher holders. For example,
the results of Baltimore's Special Mobility Housing Choice Voucher
program demonstrate that mobility counseling can help to increase
neighborhood choice among voucher holders. HUD's Small Area Fair
Market Rent demonstration is also testing whether adopting neighborhood-level fair market rents (FMRs) would induce moves into a
broader set of neighborhoods. HUD currently sets a single fair market rent for each metropolitan area, often forcing voucher holders
to choose from units clustered in a few neighborhoods where rents
fall below the FMR. While the interim report on the demonstration
found evidence that neighborhood-level FMRs broadened the location choices of voucher recipients in some areas, the results were
less encouraging in other areas, and HUD has suspended expansion
of the demonstration to additional metros.
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REBUILDING AFTER DISASTERS
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Notes: Sample is representative of residential properties that experienced major or severe hurricane damage
and were located on signifir.antly affected blocks. Rebuilt structures are residences that do not show
substantial repair needs. Cleared lots contain an empty kit or a foundation with no standing structure.

Source Spader. 2015
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The damage wrought by natural disasters in 2017 will pose substantial rebuilding challenges for years to come. Much of the housing
stock lost in the recent hurricanes, for example, was renter-occupied. Indeed, the latest American Community Survey indicates that
rental units accounted for 41 percent of all housing in the Houston
metro area, 36 percent in Florida, and 32 percent in Puerto Rico.

One lesson from prior disasters is that rental housing ts restored
much more slowly than owner-occupied homes. This is likely due
to several factors. While homeowners directly control the rebuilding of their properties, renters must depend on their landlords'
decisions. Owners of just a few rental properties may be especially
slow to invest in rebuilding if their own homes are also damaged.
In addition, policymakers have historically been more generous
in assisting homeowners than rental property owners who lack
adequate insurance coverage.
According to a 2010 HUD survey, only 60 percent of rental properties
that sustained major damage in Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005
had been rebuilt by 2010, compared with 74 percent of homeowner
properties with similar levels of damage (Figure 38). Instead, 12 percent of former rental properties were cleared lots and_.28 percent
contained residential structures with substantial remaining damage, including 13 percent that did not meet the Census criteria for
habitability. While there are legitimate concerns about bailing out
under-insured rental property investors, a secondary effect of limited rebuilding in these disaster-stricken areas has been to reduce
the housing available to renters.
The rebuilding of public housing, project-based units, and
units available to voucher recipients presents other challenges.
Following Hurricane Katrina, Congress made appropriations for
disaster recovery that included supplemental allocations of both
low-income housing tax credits and housing choice vouchers.
While providing much-needed resources, these allocations require
attention to ensure that LIHTC units are completed quickly and
that the supply of units available to voucher holders is sufficient.
After the 2017 hurricanes, rebuilding of units available to voucher
holders may be particularly urgent, given that these rentals
account for 62 percent of the HUD-assisted stock in Houston and
64 percent in Tampa.
A recent report from the Community Preservation Corporation
documents other lessons from the rebuilding effort following
Hurricane Sandy and recommends multiple potential improvements
to streamline the application process, speed delivery of rebuilding
assistance, and allow federal agencies to better prepare for future
events. Given that it is just a matter of time before the next natural
disaster occurs, taking these steps in advance will help to protect
renter households in the wake of future storms.

THE OUTLOOK

With the economic expansion now in its ninth year, the immediate
challenges facing America's rental markets depend on the outlook
for the broader economy and the policy decisions of Congress and
the Administration. On the one hand, continued economic growth
would give a further lift to household incomes, but could also put
additional pressure on rents. On the other, though, a recession would
put more renters at risk of unemployment and reduced income.
Meanwhile, proposals for tax reform and changes to the LIHTC
program make future funding for affordable housing production
and preservation uncertain. While its prospects are unclear, a
bipartisan bill in the Senate proposes to expand support for the
LIHTC program and to change program rules to provide additional
flexibility to states and improve the program's ability to serve
extremely low-income households. In contrast, the tax reform proposals under consideration could substantially reduce production
of LIHTC units by eliminating the important 4 percent credit.
Regardless of the short-term outlook, however, the growing gap
between the number of income-eligible households and the availability of rental assistance is a long-term challenge. In some markets,
demand-side subsidies-such as expanded access to housing choice
vouchers-may be an effective response. However, in many metros
across the country, increases in supply have not kept pace with
population growth, putting even greater pressure on lowest-income
households. In these markets, responding to rapid population growth
requires both expansion of the overall rental supply and additional
support for new construction and preservation of assisted units.
While the federal government remains the primary source of rental
assistance, states and localities must continue to take steps to provide increased support for affordable housing through bond issues,
trust funds, inclusionary zoning, and other approaches. Since states
and localities also define the regulatory context for market-rate
housing, they must also lead efforts to ensure that additions to the
rental housing stock keep pace with population growth and to mitigate losses oflow-cost units in the private market.
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Table A-1 .................. Characteristics of Growth in Renter Households: 2006-2016
Table A-2 .................. Characteristics of the Rental Housing Stock: 2016

Additional appendix tables, maps, and interactive tools are available at
www.jchs.harvard.edu/americas-rental-housing
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Characteristics of Growth in Renter Households: 2006-2016
Renter Households (Thousands)

Total

36,054

45,915

9,861

27.4%

16.8%

Household Income

Less than $15,000

7,631

8,914

1,283

$15-24,999

5,797

6,637

840

14.5%

$25-34,999

4,679

5,772

1,093

23.4%

$35-49,999

5,997

6,715

718

12.0%

$50-74,999

5,835

7,509

1,674

28.7%

$75-99,999

2,857

4,243

1,386

48.5%

$100,000 or More

3,258

6,125

2,868

88.0%

White

20,027

23,647

3,620

18.1%

Black

7,064

9,118

2,055

29.1%

Hispanic

6,416

9,093

2,677

41.7%

Asian/Other

2,548

4,057

1,510

59.3%

Race/Ethnicity

Age of Householder

Under 25

5,216

5,059

(157)

-3.0%

25-29

5,445

6,566

1,121

20.6%

30-34

4,384

5,795

1,411

32.2%

35-39

3,714

4,829

1,115

30.0%

40-44

3,512

4,108

596

17.0%

45-49

3,077

3,711

634

20.6%

50-54

2,563

3,437

874

34.1%

55-59

1,976

3,139

1,163

58.8%

60-64

1,473

2,716

1,243

84.3%

65-69

1,200

2,154

954

79.5%

70-74

933

1,326

393

42.1%

2,562

3,076

514

20.1%

Married Without Children

3,793

5,424

1,631

43.0%

Married With Children

5,723

6,754

1,031

18.0%

Single Parent
(No Other Adults)

4,154

4,241

87

2.1%

75 and Over
Houshold Type

3,131

4,153

1,022

32.7%

13,513

17,144

3,632

26.9%

Unmarried Partners Without
Children

1,537

2,477

941

61.2%

Other Family/Non-Family
Without Children

4,204

5,722

1,518

36.1%

Other Family with Children
Single Person

Note: Incomes are in constant 2015 dollars adjusted for inflation using the CPI--U for All Items.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Current Population Surveys.
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Characteristics of the Rental Housing Stock: 2016
Rental Units (Thousands)

1,119

623

1,240

1,244

939

Midwest

2.794

550

785

998

1,176

965

777

991

267

9,304

South

5,690

1,006

961

1,409

2,023

2,228

1,239

1,720

1,341

17,617

West

3,537

763

527

1,185

1,322

1,244

1,086

1,531

411

11,606

Northeast

756

972

1,615

117

8,626

Metro Area Status

Principal City

4,294

1,280

1,519

2,270

2,551

2,516

2,210

3,508

234

20,383

Other City

5,908

1,336

1,295

1,742

2,058

1,970

1,257

1,720

1,051

18,338

Non-Metro

2,265

174

440

499

427

255

219

167

671

5,117

Pre-1940

2,029

429

992

954

622

387

552

576

23

6,564

1940-1959

3,208

447

643

665

530

436

439

568

46

6,983

1960--1979

3,526

702

882

1,410

1.740

1,625

1,151

1,641

612

13,290

1980-1999

2,626

803

661

1,281

1.779

1,808

1,128

1,517

1,089

12,692

2000 or Later

1,752

560

335

526

789

937

804

1,556

365

7,623

1,474

290

772

1,051

1,100

822

774

1,309

724

8,316

$650-849

1,782

337

680

963

$850-1,099

2,335

573

690

$1, 100-1,499

2,528

673

549

$1,500 or More

2,887

793

No Cash Rent

1,403

107

732

168

Year Built

Monthly Cost

Less than $650

Vacant

1,039

925

586

588

485

7,386

1,206

1,217

807

819

311

8,958

779

955

1,020

799

965

111

8,379

472

637

654

701

697

1,643

31

8,515

101

64

58

48

53

75

294

2,203

248

344

448

459

358

459

180

3,395

Number of Beilrooms

88

31

139

258

348

404

496

939

35

2,737

672

265

685

1,384

1.788

1,945

1,800

2,830

154

11,523

2

3,266

1,295

1,784

2,393

2,691

2,377

1,496

1,747

906

17,956

3

6.449

1,122

764

701

564

408

235

281

928

11,452

4

2,182

196

118

86

60

51

33

39

97

2,862

484

33

23

14

10

8

14

22

16

623

0

5 or More

Notes: Data include vacant units that are for rent and rented but not yet occupied. Metro area status classifications include only occupied rental units due to data constraints.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 2016 American Community SuNey 1-Year Estimates.
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