COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Planning Division
UNIVERSITY NEIGHBORHOOD LIBABILITY WORKSHOP
AGENDA ITEM NO.: 3
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE: July 18, 2013

I. PROJECT SUMMARY:
1) Proposal:

University Neighborhood Livability Workshop

2) Location:

Citywide

3) Applicant:

City of Riverside
3900 Main Street
951-826-5219

4) Case Planner:

Doug Darnell, Senior Planner
(951) 826-5219
ddarnell@riversideca.gov

III. RECOMMENDATION:
That the City Planning Commission:
1.

Review the information presented on various approaches for a Code amendment and other
strategies and programs for improving neighborhood livability in the University
Neighborhood, including, but not limited to, the rental of rooms to multiple individuals in
single-family and multiple-family residential properties.

2.

Make a recommendation to staff for a preferred approach for a Code amendment or other
means to best address the impacts to neighborhoods associated with neighborhood livability,
including, but not limited to, the rental of rooms.

IV. BACKGROUND/HISTORY:
On May 23, 2013 the City Planning Commission held a public hearing on a proposed
amendment to the City’s rental of rooms provisions of the Zoning Code (see May 23, 2013 City
Planning Commission Staff Report for Planning Case P11-0372, Exhibit A). At that time it
became apparent that an approach more comprehensive than just requiring a rental of room
permit for residences with 3 or 4 renters should be pursued due to the neighborhood issues that
arise from noncompliance with the rental of room provisions and violations of other City Codes
in neighborhoods impacted by a large number of occupants in single family residential
structures. The City Planning Commission directed staff to research the issue further and come
back to the Commission with a workshop within 60 days on July 18, 2013.
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•

Since the CPC hearing of May 23, 2013, University and Canyon Crest Neighborhood residents
have spoken during the public comment period at the June 18th, June 25th and July 9th 2013 City
Council meetings, commenting on the negative impacts being created in their neighborhoods as
a result of the overcrowding of single family residences in the area. The residents have
requested action from the City and the University of California, Riverside (UCR) to address
many external problems, including but not limited to, the following “quality of life” issues:
a. “Cut-ups” of existing single-family dwellings to create more bedrooms for student
rentals, leading to overcrowding of single family residences;
b. Absentee landlords who typically own multiple properties that do not have a sense of
pride of ownership within the neighborhood;
c. Loud and large parties into all hours of the night, with students charging a fee to enter
parties;
d. External impacts that result in loss of sleep and a reduction in the quality of life, such as:
i. Public Urination;
ii. Public Intoxication, vomit;
iii. Indecent Exposure;
iv. Fighting;
v. Vandalism;
vi. Speeding
vii. Obscene language and/or behavior and general disrespect;
viii. Verbal and physical threats;
e. Underage Drinking;
f. Drunk Driving
g. Excessive usage of on-street parking area;
h. Property maintenance – Litter, weeds, excessive number of trash cans left on the street
for days at a time and lawns not watered and/or maintained.

•

Immediately prior to the July 9th City Council meeting, City staff met with three individuals
from single family residential neighborhood surrounding UCR, a representative from UCR and
a representative from the Riverside Neighborhood Partnership to listen and share ideas about
how the City and the neighborhood could work together to address neighborhood issues
mentioned above.

•

City staff and UCR staff were invited to and attended the University Neighborhood Association
(UNA) meeting held on July 11, 2013. Many of the same concerns as noted above were shared
with staff at this meeting and staff informed the neighborhood of the steps that are already being
undertaken to address these concerns, such as, but not limited to, mapping known problem
properties, more proactive Code Enforcement, implementation of a Social Host Ordinance and
the Police Department’s ability to enforce Municipal Code violations without the need for a
reporting party, and expressed the City’s commitment to working together to fully address the
issues to the greatest degree possible before the start of the Fall semester.
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Neighborhood Statistics
Number of Owner Occupied & Non-Owner Occupied Units
•

University Neighborhood:
Owner Occupied Parcels:
Non-Owner Occupied Parcels:
Total:

Units
1,226
642
1,868

Percent
65.6%
34.4%
100%

•

Canyon Crest Neighborhood:
Owner Occupied Parcels:
Non-Owner Occupied Parcels:
Total:

Units
3,299
747
4,046

Percent
81.5%
18.5%
100%

University Neighborhood Building Permits for Addition of Bedrooms - From January 2010
to present, 18 building permits were issued in the University Neighborhood to add new
bedrooms to existing single-family homes. Of these permits, seven permits were for one
additional bedroom, nine permits were for two additional bedrooms and two permits were for
three additional bedrooms for a total of 31 bedrooms added within a 3 ½ year period. With the
addition of bedrooms, these eighteen houses have a total number of bedrooms as follows:
o 7 – six bedroom homes
o 8 – five bedroom homes
o 3 – four bedroom homes
Complaints/Citations - From January 1, 2013 to June 11, 2013 the Riverside Police Department
(RPD) has received 153 calls/complaints in the University Neighborhood. These complaints
involved 50 addresses, 19 of which were apartment complexes. Only three out of 153 calls
resulted in a report/citation.
V. WORKSHOP:
Staff has had several meetings to discuss these neighborhood issues and in particular how they
relate to the room rental ordinance and today’s workshop. In these meetings, it became apparent
was that the City already has many ordinances available that can address many of the concerns of
the neighbors and can enforce those ordinances immediately. Most notably, the City has two
programs, the Neighborhood Livability Program and the Crime Free Multi-Housing Program that
would both serve these neighborhoods well in dealing with these issues.
Neighborhood Livability Program
The Neighborhood Livability Program was created on September 23, 2003 through the City
Attorney’s Office in cooperation with the Community Development Department, Fire, Police and
Public Works Departments, to improve and maintain the quality of life of Riverside neighborhoods.
A task force was created comprised of representatives of the fey departments. Their role is to
identify and prioritize specific problems, targeting the “worst of the worst’ for appropriate,
proactive, and remedial action. Properties have been identified in terms of geographically defined
area(s) with chronic and multiple quality of life problem; single problematic properties; and specific
problems occurring in multiple locations throughout the City. The overwhelming majority of the
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problem properties are brought to the City’s attention by negatively affected neighbors and business
owners.
This program may be a good fit for many of the issues the University and Canyon Crest
Neighborhoods are raising in regard to room rental issues.
Crime Free Multi-Housing Program
The Riverside Crime Free Multi-Housing (CFMH) Program is designed to help residents, owners,
managers and anyone else associated with rental property create an environment to keep drugs and
other illegal activity out of their Community.
The CFMH Program uses a unique three phase approach:
•

Phase 1: An eight-hour seminar presented by the Police Department and other City agencies.

•

Phase 2: Certify the property has met the minimum security requirements for the residents’
safety. Best known as a Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) Inspection.

•

Phase 3: Tenant/Neighborhood Watch/Crime Prevention meeting conducted for full certification
into the Program.

Training in this Program can be a mandatory requirement of the room rental permit for the landlord
renting rooms. The Police Department has made a commitment to implement this program as
deemed appropriate to the owners of rental properties as a means to address the issues being raised
by resident owners in the single family residential neighborhoods surrounding UCR.
VI. RESEARCH:
•

Issue: Cut-ups of existing single-family dwellings to create more bedrooms for the purpose of
renting rooms including cutting up living rooms. The issuance of building permits to create
more bedrooms beyond four bedrooms and up to as many as six or seven bedrooms in a home,
including in some instances dividing up a living room to create bedrooms, is viewed by
neighborhood residents as contradictory to the Zoning Code’s limitation of rental of rooms for
occupancy to no more than four individuals.
Existing Requirements:
o California Building Code – The act of dividing existing rooms in a single-family home
into additional bedrooms is a ministerial act subject to the California Building Code
(CBC) regulations. Under the CBC, every dwelling unit shall have at least one habitable
room that can be shared by all residents within a single family residential structure and
shall have not less than 120 square feet gross floor area. Other habitable rooms (i.e.
bedrooms) shall have a floor area of not less than 70 square feet. The minimum
horizontal dimension of rooms shall be seven feet with the exception of kitchens. All
rooms must meet CBC requirements for proper exiting and ventilation. If a project is
reviewed by the City and meets these criteria, a building permit shall be issued, provided
the plans comply with all other Building and Zoning requirements.
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o Business Tax Certificate – A business tax certificate is required for anyone landlord
renting a multi-family structure. For single family residences a landlord is allowed to
have one rental property without the need for a business tax certificate paying the full
tax; however they are supposed to have what is termed a “tax free certificate”. The City
actively enforces these requirements using tools such as the property tax rolls. In regard
to renting rooms in the home occupied by the owner, under the current code the person
would not need a business tax certificate. However, an absentee owner renting a room
or rooms within a house is required to obtain a business tax certificate. Though the City
has not ever needed to address the question before, the subleasing of rooms within a
house would be covered by the property owner’s business tax certificate and an
additional certificate would not be required for the renter subleasing to someone else.
Existing Remedies: The Community Development Department is currently working with the
City Attorney’s Office (CAO) to establish a system for:
o Neighborhood Livability Informational Form – Preparing an informational form
outlining existing Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) provisions pertaining to
neighborhood livability (e.g. property maintenance, noise) and the range of
consequences for noncompliance. This form could also include a fee schedule for
violations to inform absentee owners of the seriousness by which the City takes
neighborhood livability in the area. When building permits are issued for the addition of
bedrooms or addition of any habitable rooms within an existing single-family home,
such an informational form would be included as an attachment to the approved building
permit and/or the building plans. Also attached, along with or as part of the
informational form would be an acknowledgement form to be signed by property
owners; and
o CAO’s Special Investigator Notification – Informing the CAO’s office of all newly
pulled building permits for internal bedroom additions so the CAO can have its Special
Investigator communicate with the property owner about the existing RMC provisions
pertaining to neighborhood livability and the range of consequences for noncompliance.
Other Possible Remedies:
o Business Tax Certificate – The City cannot modify the current business tax ordinance
in a way that would increase the revenue to the City without triggering an election to
vote on the tax, which would risk invalidating the existing tax. However, there may be a
way to require a “tax free certificate” for new categories of rentals like room rental
without triggering an election. Research with the help of the City Attorney’s Office and
the Department of Finance could be further explored to determine if the City could
require a “tax free certificate” for all room rentals or for room rentals requiring a permit,
depending on the direction taken with the proposed Room Rental Ordinance.
•

Issue: Absentee landlords who do not have a vested interest in the long term quality of life
within the neighborhood.
Existing Requirements: See “cut-ups” above.
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Existing Remedies: Nuisance Abatement and civil injunctive action can be taken against
problem owners that fail to act. The City can separate out those that are repeat offenders or
problem landlords.
Other Possible Remedies:
o City of Riverside Proactive Code Enforcement in the University and Canyon Crest
Neighborhoods – The Code Enforcement Division works on a complaint driven basis.
However, for a set period of time the University and Canyon Crest Neighborhoods will
be a targeted area of proactive Code Enforcement action to address a specific list of
issues.
o City of Pasadena’s Occupancy Inspection Program – The Occupancy Inspection
Program is designed to ensure the quality and maintenance of the City’s single-family
homes, duplexes, and condominiums. This is achieved by conducting inspections of
these dwelling units at the time of sale or change of occupancy. If, at the time of
inspection, a dwelling unit is found to be in violation of the Housing Code, the property
owner is notified of the violations and given a reasonable time to correct them. Upon
correction of the violations, a Certificate of Occupancy is issued and remains valid until
the dwelling unit is again sold or rented.
Typical items checked during an occupancy inspection include the electrical, plumbing,
and heating systems, structural hazards, and other health and safety items. In addition,
Zoning concerns such as illegal building additions and the conversion of garages, attics,
and basements to dwelling spaces are also checked.
o City of Oakland Registration of Non-Owner Occupied Properties – The Oakland
City Council passed an ordinance that requires all purchases of non-owner occupied
properties to register their transactions directly with the City of Oakland (see Exhibit B).
The ordinance was passed with the intention of protecting the houses for sale in Oakland
from being purchased by absentee property owners. This group of property owners has
been accused of scooping up properties in bulk at bargain prices and failing to maintain
or renovating them, depressing the real estate market and creating an unsightly and
unwanted stain on local communities. As has been expressed by University
Neighborhood residents at public meetings, absentee landlords have similarly failed to
maintain their properties in compliance with the RMC.
o Rental Inspection Program – Rental inspection programs identify rental properties
(both single-family and multi-family) and ensure tenants and landlords of residential
rental properties, are involved in maintaining the units and properties to City codes and
applicable laws. A rental property inspection program can be an effective in ensuring
rental properties are registered as rentals and to enhance the quality of life for all
residents in the City.
Exhibit C of this staff report is a comprehensive report from the City of Davis on the
pros and cons of proceeding with a rental inspection program. It is important to note
that the City of Davis already has an occupancy inspection program similar to
Pasadena’s and this did play a role in the outcome of their decision.
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•

Issue: Overcrowding of single-family residential structures.
Existing Requirements and Remedies:
o The California Building Code (CBC) and California Residential Code (CRC) –
These Codes do not have occupant load limitations or occupant load factors that are
applicable to single-family dwellings. However, Section 503.2 of the Uniform Housing
Code (UHC) includes space and occupancy standards for the maximum number of people
occupying a bedroom for sleeping purposes. Each dwelling must have at least one room
of 120 square feet or more and all other habitable rooms excluding the kitchen must be at
least 70 square feet. If a room is used for sleeping by more than two people, then the
minimum square footage must be increased by 50 square feet for each additional person.
For example, if three people were using a room to sleep, it would have to be at least 120
square feet. If four people were sleeping in one room, it would have to be at least 170
square feet. (See Exhibit D)
The UHC 503.2 can be enforced by Code Enforcement where the numbers occupying a
bedroom for sleeping purposes can be determined to exceed the limitation for the size of
room and the City has enforced this standard for large group homes.
o 86 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen.30 (2003) - In March of 2003, the California Attorney General’s
Office released an opinion (86 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen.30 (2003)) concluding that a city may
prohibit, limit or regulate the operation of a boarding house or rooming house business in
a single family home located in a low density residential (R-1) zone, in order to preserve
the residential character of the neighborhood (see Exhibit E).
Title 19 Zoning of the RMC, defines a boardinghouse as a use wherein a room or rooms,
with or without individual or group cooking facilities, are rented to five or more
individuals under separate rental agreements or leases. The boardinghouse definition
excludes assisted living facilities or group homes which are regulated differently. The
Zoning Code allows a boardinghouse use only within R-3 Multiple-Family Residential
Zones, subject to approval of a conditional use permit. Boardinghouses are not allowed
in R-1 Single-Family Residential Zones. When a boarding house has been established
illegally within a single-family residential zone where they are prohibited or without the
appropriate conditional use permit, enforcement action can be taken to eliminate the use.
o Title 19 Zoning of the RMC (Chapter 19.520 - Rental of Rooms) - The Rental of
Rooms provision of the Zoning Code currently allows, by right, the rental of rooms
within any single-family residence/dwelling for the occupancy of not more than four
individuals per single-family residence/dwelling. The City could modify this standard to
limit the maximum number of renters within a single structure to not exceed two
individuals if desired. Alternatively, the City could require a “Room Rental Permit
Agreement” for occupancy of more than two up to four individual renters subject to
compliance with certain operation related conditions of approval. This included an
agreement to comply with all applicable City Codes to be signed by the property owner
to be renewed annually and subject to revocation if more than three violations of any City
codes occur within any 12 month period with no fee. Other more stringent approaches
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for this amendment might include requiring a fee, an administrative permit, minor
conditional use permit or as a condition of approval a covenant.
Other Possible Remedies:
o Increasing on-site Parking Requirements – The City currently requires two on-site
covered parking spaces per single family residence, independent of the number of
bedrooms within a residence. Additional parking spaces could be required for single
family residences with bedrooms exceeding a certain number (i.e., greater than 4). The
provision could serve as a means to address overcrowding, as in many situations, an
owner may not be able to provide the required parking to accommodate additional
bedrooms on a parcel of limited area.
o The County of Loudon Virginia Occupancy Ordinances – This County limits the
number of adult occupants in a dwelling based upon the size of certain rooms in the
dwelling. Alterations to a residence such as converting rooms to other uses or building
decks and sheds require the owner to obtain a zoning permit in addition to a building
permit. There are provisions for zoning enforcement and residential occupancy hotlines
to report overcrowding violations. A zoning violation complaint can also be filed by
faxing or mailing an Alleged Zoning Violation Form available online under “Zoning
Enforcement.” (See Exhibit F)
o City of San Diego’s Residential High Occupancy Permit – This permit requires all
city households of six or more adults living together for a period of 30 or more
consecutive days to obtain a permit annually at a current cost of $1,000. In order to
obtain the permit, parking plans must be submitted to the City that demonstrates
sufficient off-street parking to accommodate all but one adult. Households earning at or
below the Area Median Income (AMI) may apply for an exemption to the ordinance.
(See Exhibit G)
o City of San Diego’s Rooming House Ordinance – This ordinance mandates that
landlords cannot rent out three or more individual rooms of a home under separate
leases. Additionally, rooming houses are only allowed as permitted use in certain zones
or commercial zones. It also only allows continued use of the property as a rooming
house for three years. Finally, with the exception of certain specified situations, the
ordinance requires one parking space per tenant for all rentals that meet the criteria of a
rooming house. (See Exhibit H)
•

Issue: Loud and large parties into all hours of the night, charging money for entrance to parties,
public urination, Public Intoxication, Vomit, Indecent Exposure, Underage Drinking, Fighting,
Vandalism, and Obscene Language and/or Behavior & General Disrespect.
Existing Remedies:
o City of Riverside Noise Ordinance – The City has an extensive Noise Ordinance that
covers loud parties. Both University Neighborhood Enhancement Team (UNET) and the
Riverside Police Department (RPD) may take action on any violation of the RMC that
they personally observe, including violations of the noise ordinance without the necessity
for a private person’s arrest (see Exhibit I – City Council Report, Minutes, and Ordinance
approved by the City Council on September 18, 2007). If reports/citations are issued,
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better follow-up with problems students, student houses, and landlords can occur to get
cooperation. Issuance of a citation/violation would help enable UCR to begin the work
with the student violator on the UCR side of things.
o City of Riverside Nuisance Abatement Ordinance – Nuisance Abatement and civil
injunctive action can be taken against problem owners that fail to act. The City can
separate out those that are repeat offenders or problem landlords (see Exhibit J Riverside Municipal Code Chapter 6.15 and Code of Civil Procedure Section 731).
o City of Riverside Extraordinary Police Response Reimbursement Ordinance – The
City can recover the full cost of police response as well as attorney fees and costs for
multiple responses to the same property for the same violations (see Exhibit K Riverside Municipal Code Chapter 9.60).
o City of Riverside Crime Free Multi-Housing Program & Neighborhood Watch –
As noted earlier, the Riverside Crime Free Multi-Housing (CFMH) Program is designed
to help residents, owners, managers and anyone else associated with rental property
create an environment to keep drugs and other illegal activity out of their Community.
The Neighborhood Watch Program is a crime prevention tool that enlists the active
participation of citizens to reduce the crime in their area.
o UC Riverside Good Neighbor Guidelines - These guidelines state “that UC Riverside
and the City of Riverside encourage student residents within Riverside neighborhoods to
live up to the tenets of the Good Neighbor Guidelines. UC Riverside further pledges to
educate its students of the content of the Good Neighbor Guidelines and to hold students
accountable. The Good Neighbor Guidelines outlines the basic elements of being a
responsible member of the Riverside Community. Students, registered student
organizations, and their neighbors may add additional provisions. Each registered
student organization shall review and update their Good Neighbor Guidelines on an
annual basis.” (see Exhibit L)
o Enforcement action and documentation are critical to addressing these problems.
Other Possible Remedies:
o Social Host Ordinance – The City Attorney’s Office has drafted a Social Host
Ordinance, which will be presented to the City Council on July 23, 2013, with the intent
of being in effect by the start of the 2013 Fall Quarter at UCR. This Ordinance would
provide another means for the City to hold individuals and property owners accountable
for their actions at social gatherings or other events;
o City of Merced’s Provisions to Regulate Disruptive Parties – The City of Merced’s
Municipal Code includes provisions to regulate disruptive parties and gatherings on
Private Property. This provision requires those persons utilizing or requiring law
enforcement services beyond those provided the public at-large to defray the City's
expense for those services. Merced’s Code provides that when a party, gathering, or
other assemblage of persons occurs on private property, or where a noise disturbance is
created by an individual, and it is determined by a police officer at the scene to
constitute a violation of the California Penal Code or is otherwise a threat to the public
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peace, health, safety or welfare due to the magnitude of the crowd, noise, or disturbance,
or disruptive behavior generated by the gathering, or the individual, excessive traffic, or
destruction of property, then the police officer shall take such actions and give such
direction as is necessary to abate the violation or condition. The responsible party is
advised orally and in writing of responsibility to reimburse for costs if law enforcement
personnel is required to respond and return to the same location within seventy-two
hours if the initial response to abate a violation or condition. If the condition is not
voluntarily abated or if it nevertheless becomes necessary to call in additional police
personnel in order to terminate the gathering, quell any disturbance, direct traffic, cite
illegally parked vehicles, or otherwise respond to the situation within seventy-two (72)
hours of the initial response, then the costs of such additional law enforcement services
beyond the initial response shall be reimbursed to the City. (See Exhibit N)
o City of Tucson Arizona Regulations to Address Unruly Gatherings – The City of
Tucson Arizona’s City Code establishes regulations to address Unruly gatherings.
Tucson defines an unruly gathering as a gathering of five (5) or more persons on any
private property, including property used to conduct business, in a manner which causes
a disturbance of the quiet enjoyment of private or public property by any person or
persons. Such disturbances include, but are not limited to, excessive noise or traffic,
obstruction of public streets by crowds or vehicles, drinking in public, the service of
alcohol to minors or consumption of alcohol by minors, fighting, disturbing the peace,
and littering. (See Exhibit O)
o City of Pasadena’s Safe Street Now! Program – This program uses was created out of
State of California nuisance abatement law. It affirms that residents have a right to fully
enjoy the use of their homes in peace. The process for Safe Streets Now! includes the
following steps:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Identify the property creating the public nuisance.
Take notes on the nuisance.
Phone each incidence to the police.
Write 'demand letter' to the property owner and threaten to take the owner to
Small Claims Court if he or she does not correct the nuisance. (The majority of
cases never make it to court; most landlords voluntarily remove the problem
tenants from their properties after receiving the demand letter.)
Take the landlord to Small Claims Court. The plaintiffs (neighborhood residents)
file a joint suit. It costs $75 (which can be waived) per plaintiff to file and each
plaintiff can sue for up to $7,500. No attorneys may be used by either party in a
small claims trial. Court dates are set within 30 days of the filing and judgments
are issued within 30 days of the trial. Small Claims Court is swift and
inexpensive.

Safe Streets Now! is a non-violent, non-confrontational way to rid communities of
public nuisances such as drug and gang houses. Residents are safe because they will
never confront or contact the violators directly when documenting the problems. They
contact other neighbors and the police by telephone. The demand letter includes a
Pasadena Safe Streets Now! address, the name of the facilitator as the contact person,
and is sent directly to the landlord along with the residents' documentation (See Exhibit
P).
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It should be noted that the City Attorney’s Office has indicated that negative experiences
with this program in Riverside a number of years ago led the City to discontinue any
recommendation that the neighbors initiate small claims court actions when the City can
take affirmative action to address the neighborhood problems and concerns in other
ways.
o Patrols by Non-Police – Patrols by non-Police could include students and neighbors
and be conducted through the Neighborhood Watch Program. These patrols could
happen during high activity times like holidays, weekends and finals week and consist of
passing out literature to residents on how to have a safe party or establishing a
neighborhood watch program or even who to call if a problem arises.
•

Issue: Drunk Driving and Speeding.
Existing Remedies:
o California Vehicle Code and City Ordinances - The City has extensive Ordinances and
the California Vehicle Code (CVC) that cover these issues for all residents. Enforcement
action and documentation are critical to addressing these problems. Support for setting
up DUI Checkpoints in the perimeter of the UCR area has been provided by the Riverside
Police Department and could be an effective tool to address drunk driving in the area.
o City Neighborhood Traffic Management Program - This program is administered by
the Public Works Department Traffic Engineering Section. Working in partnership with
residents, the City aims to enhance safety in neighborhoods by determining and
implementing the most appropriate traffic calming measures. This process involves a
comprehensive evaluation of entire neighborhoods to assess the situation, determine the
right solution and ensure traffic problems are not moved from one street onto another.
Impacts to public safety are of the utmost concern and will serve as a primary factor in
the application of traffic calming measures and traffic control devices.
Other Possible Remedies:
o UCR’s Welcoming Event for the Students – City RPD staff should participate once
again in the “Welcoming Event” that UCR puts on for the students at the beginning of the
school year where these issues could be covered.
o Party Patrols – RPD, UNET and Fire should begin party patrols as the new school year
begins and perhaps this could include some DUI Checkpoint Grant funding to setup some
DUI checkpoints in the area.

•

Issue: Shortage of on-street Parking.
Existing Remedies:
o Preferential Parking Zones (PPZ’s) – The Public Works Department offers residents
experiencing on-street parking shortages due to parking encroaching from nearby
businesses, schools or excessive guest parking from nearby residences the option of

City Planning Commission – July 18, 2013

11

University Neighborhood Livability

implementing Preferential Parking Zones (PPZ’s) on their streets. These zones require
vehicles parked on-street to display permits or be subject to citation. Requests for PPZ
implementation typically require a petition showing support from a minimum of 75
percent of residents. Residents of single-family homes are issued one permit per
registered vehicle and one guest permit. Short-term variances from the parking permit
requirement may be allowed to accommodate events such as weddings, holiday parties,
etc. when such arrangements have been made in advance. Details of the Preferential
Parking Zone (PPZ) are noted below:









Purpose is to restrict outside parking influences on a neighborhood, and enable
residents to park near their homes.
Benefits: long term parking reduced or eliminated, resident parking availability
increases, and litter-noise-traffic associated with non-resident parking is
decreased.
Disadvantages: vehicles without permits are subject to tickets (including residents
and their guests), signs are posted on street, and the program doesn’t guarantee a
parking space for residents.
Process: obtain a petition from Traffic Engineering and secure 75% of the resident
households (1 signature per address) signatures in agreement. The entire street is
typically the area considered. Staff evaluates, must be approved by the
Transportation Board, and ultimately by the City Council.
Permits: Once approved, residents are allowed to apply for permits. One permit
issued for each vehicle registered to the address. One guest pass is also issued to
each residence and must be returned to the resident when leaving. In some cases,
residents with a lease can be issued a permit for the duration of their lease
specifically for their car only (it is not a guest pass or transferable). No one
outside the PPZ area is entitled to a permit. Multi-family units (apartments) are
not eligible under this residential program.
Vehicles must still abide by other restrictions such as sweeping days, 72 hour
ordinance, and no parking of commercial vehicles in residential areas, as well as
all CVC codes for parking in intersections, blocking driveways or sidewalks, fire
hydrants, red curbs, etc.

Other Possible Remedies:
o City of Claremont Residential Permit Parking Zones – Similar to what the City
already has in place, other cities such as the City of Claremont establish restrictions on
residential parking. Claremont permits parking during all or only certain portions of the
day providing signs giving notice that restrictions have been posted, unless a parking
permit issued by the City is displayed on the vehicle.
•

Issue: Property maintenance – Litter, weeds, excessive number of trash cans left on the street
for days at a time and lawns not watered and/or maintained.
Existing Remedies:
o City of Riverside Property Maintenance Ordinance –Chapter 6.14 of the Municipal
Code requires yards to be maintained (see Exhibit Q - Riverside Municipal Code
Chapter 6.14 Property Maintenance). Neighbors should call 311 or Code Enforcement
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directly to report any properties that are not being maintained properly. Enforcement
action and documentation are critical to addressing these problems.
o City of Riverside Nuisance Abatement Ordinance – Nuisance Abatement and civil
injunctive action can be taken against problem owners that fail to act (see Exhibit J Riverside Municipal Code Chapter 6.15 and Code of Civil Procedure Section 731). The
City can separate out those that are repeat offenders or problem landlords.
o City of Riverside Extraordinary Police Response Reimbursement Ordinance – The
City can recover the full cost of police response as well as attorney fees and costs for
multiple responses to the same property for the same violations.
o Administrative Code Enforcement Remedies - Finally, Chapter 1.17 of the RMC Administrative Code Enforcement Remedies provides that any violation of the RMC
including a violation of the room rental ordinance in Title 19 (Zoning) is subject to fines
and penalties (see Exhibit R).
VII. SUMMARY:
In summary, the City has prepared Action Steps (Exhibit S) to apply to both the University and Canyon
Crest Neighborhoods immediately. These steps address many of the concerns of the neighbors caused
by the overcrowding of single-family residences in these neighborhoods and involve City/UCR team
effort, as well as involvement from neighborhood residents to be most effective. In addition to the
Action Steps noted by this report there are many other remedies that could be employed as well. With
the information that has been provided to the Commission on various strategies to deal with the issues
occurring in these neighborhoods, the Commission should identify strategies that would be most
effective and recommend an appropriate course of action for staff to proceed with an amendment to the
Zoning Code related to the current Rental of Rooms provisions and provide input on other programs or
possible amendments to other sections of the RMC. Based on direction provided, the goal is to have the
appropriate strategies including amendments to the Code as deemed appropriate in place by the start of
the Fall Quarter at UCR.
VIII. EXHIBITS:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.
O.

May 23, 2013 City Planning Commission Staff report for Planning Case P11-0372
City of Oakland Registration of Non-Owner Occupied Properties
City of Davis report on the pros and cons of proceeding with a Rental Inspection Program.
Section 503.2 of the Uniform Housing Code
86 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen.30 (2003)
The County of Loudon Virginia Occupancy Ordinances
City of San Diego’s Residential High Occupancy Permit
City of San Diego’s Rooming House Ordinance
City of Riverside Noise Ordinance – Title 7 of the RMC
City of Riverside Nuisance Abatement Ordinance
City of Riverside Extraordinary Police Response Reimbursement Ordinance
UC Riverside Good Neighbor Guidelines
City of Eugene’s Social Host Ordinance
City of Merced’s Provisions to Regulate Disruptive Parties
Tucson Arizona’s Regulations to Address Unruly Gatherings
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P.
Q.
R.
S.

City of Pasadena’s Safe Street Now! Program
City of Riverside Property Maintenance Ordinance
Chapter 1.17 of the RMC – Administrative Code Enforcement Remedies
University Neighborhood Immediate Action Steps

City Planning Commission – July 18, 2013
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Planning Division

EXHIBIT A

Zoning Code Text Amendment
AGENDA ITEM NO.: 4
WARD NO: All
NEIGHBORHOOD: All

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING DATE: May 23, 2013
I. CASE NUMBER(S):

P11-0372

II. PROJECT SUMMARY:
1) Proposal:

To consider an amendment to the Zoning Code (Title 19 of the Riverside
Municipal Code) to allow by right, the rental of rooms within any singlefamily residence/dwelling to no more than two individuals per singlefamily residence/dwelling where the Zoning Code currently allows rental
of rooms up to four individuals by right and to require a newly created
“Room Rental Permit” for rental of rooms to more than two individuals,
up to four individual renters within any single-family residence/dwelling,
subject to compliance with certain conditions of approval.

2) Location:

Citywide

3) Applicant:

City of Riverside
3900 Main Street
951-826-5371

4) Case Planner:

Doug Darnell, AICP, Senior Planner
(951) 826-5219
ddarnell@riversideca.gov

III. RECOMMENDATION:
That the City Planning Commission:
1.

RECOMMEND that the City Council DETERMINE that Planning Case P11-0372 is
exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review pursuant to Section
15061(b)(3), as it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that this proposed
amendment to the Zoning Code will have a significant effect on the environment as it
does not change the current requirements for maximum number of individuals to whom
rooms may be rented to within a single-family residence but establishes a permit and
greater controls on rental of rooms;

2.

RECOMMEND that the City Council APPROVE Planning Case P11-0372 as detailed
on the attached exhibits and based on the findings outlined in the staff report and
summarized in the following:

City Planning Commission – May 23, 2013
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a.

IV.

The proposed Zoning Code Text Amendment is consistent with the goals,
policies, and objectives of the General Plan 2025, including:
•

Objective LU-28 of the Land Use and Urban Design Element to “preserve
and enhance the quality and character of Riverside by ensuring
compliance with all relevant codes and regulations.”

•

Objective H-1 of the Housing Element “to provide livable neighborhoods
evidenced by well-maintained housing, ample public services, and open
space that provide a high quality living environment and instill community
pride”;

•

Policy H-1.1 of the Housing Element “to promote the repair, improvement
and rehabilitation of housing to enhance the quality of life, strengthen
neighborhood identity, and instill community pride.”

•

Policy N-1.1 of the Noise Element to “continue to enforce noise abatement
and control measures particularly within residential neighborhoods.”

•

Policy N-1.6 of the Noise Element to “educate the public about City Noise
regulations.”

b.

The proposed Zoning Code Text Amendment will not adversely affect
surrounding properties, as the Zoning Code amendment would require a permit
and agreement for rental of a room or rooms to more than two individuals but not
more than four individuals in any single-family residence. Because property
owners need to agree to a list of requirements to ensure impacts to surrounding
properties are minimized, the permit/agreement serves to establish a mechanism
to compel property owners to be good neighbors thereby ensuring surrounding
properties are not adversely affected. Further, the amendment does not increase
the number of individuals to whom rooms may be rented within a single-family
residence as currently allowed under the Zoning Code; and

c.

The proposed Zoning Code Text Amendment promotes the public health, safety,
and general welfare and serves the goals and purposes of the Zoning Code, as the
Zoning Code amendment would require a permit and agreement for rental of a
room or rooms to more than two individuals but not more than four individuals in
a single-family residence. Because property owners would be required to agree to
a list of requirements to ensure impacts to surrounding properties are minimized,
the permit/agreement serves to establish a mechanism to compel property owners
to be good neighbors thereby ensuring public health, safety and general welfare of
neighborhoods where rooms are rented. Further, the amendment does not
increase the number of individuals to whom rooms may be rented within a singlefamily residence as currently allowed under the Zoning Code.

BACKGROUND/HISTORY:

City Planning Commission – May 23, 2013
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In recent years there have been a growing number of residential property owners renting rooms
in the City within single family residences. This can be attributed to certain factors, such as the
economic downturn and consistent growth in student population at the City’s four college
campuses. Some neighborhoods are affected by rental of rooms more than others. For example,
the University Neighborhood adjacent to the University of California Riverside (UCR) campus
offers a convenient location where rental of rooms to students is prevalent.
As the number of property owners renting rooms in single-family residences increases, the
potential for impacts to surrounding neighbors also increases. Impacts such as noise, parking
and property maintenance often times are associated with properties where rooms are rented out
to multiple individuals where a property owner does not necessarily reside. There are many
provisions of the Municipal Code that exist to protect the peace and welfare of a neighborhood
such as Title 7, Noise provisions, and Title 6, property maintenance provisions, which apply to
property owners whether they rent out rooms or not. Code enforcement action is sometimes
necessary if property owners create a nuisance to the neighborhood and are in violation of the
codes.
Statistics provided by the City’s Code Enforcement Division reveal that Citywide, there have
been 48 illegal boarding house cases initiated since July, 2011. These are properties where
rooms are being rented to five or more individuals without the appropriate permit approval by
the City or in zones where they are prohibited. Boardinghouses are only allowed within the R-3
Multiple-Family Residential Zone and require approval of conditional use permit to ensure
compatibility with and address potential impacts to surrounding neighbors. The Zoning Code
defines a boardinghouse as a use wherein a room or rooms, with or without individual or group
cooking facilities, are rented to five or more individuals under separate rental agreements or
leases. The boardinghouse definition excludes assisted living facilities or group homes which
are regulated differently.
When a boarding house has been established illegally within a single-family residential zone
where they are prohibited or without the appropriate conditional use permit, enforcement action
can be taken to eliminate the use. However, where a property owner rents rooms to four or less
individuals, the potential for adverse impacts to surrounding neighbors’ remains, yet, under the
current Zoning Code, no permit or conditions are required to address these impacts.
This proposed amendment intends to establish another means by which the City can minimize
impacts to surrounding properties when property owners choose to rent rooms to more than two
individuals, up to four individuals within a single family residence. It is not the intent of this
amendment to burden owners that are good neighbors, but rather to have a mechanism (a room
rental permit and operational standards) to compel other property owners who wish to rent rooms
to be good neighbors. To that end, opportunity for input on the proposal has been provided as
follows:
•

On March 29, 2012, a concept for this amendment was presented and discussed at the
UniverCity Neighborhood Partnership, which is a group consisting of City officials and
staff, UCR staff, and residents/members of the University Neighborhood. This group
focuses on a broad set of issues that affect the University Neighborhood related to City
and UCR activities. The general consensus of the UniverCity Neighborhood Partnership
was favorable to the concept;
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V.

•

In December of 2012, Councilman Gardner shared the proposal with a group of local
realtors and requested input back from them. Based on feedback that has been provided
to Councilman Gardner, the general consensus has been favorable and the Inland Valley
Association of Realtors is in support of this proposal.

•

On April 11, 2013, the proposal was presented to the Utility Services/Land Use/Energy
Development Committee. Public comment was received by one local realtor, who was in
support of the amendment. The Committee discussed whether the amendment would
include a permit fee for staff time to process. The concept of the permit is to be a simple
straightforward process with minimal burden on property owners. If the requirements can
be met (to allow up to 4 individuals to rent rooms in a given single family residence) and
an owner signs a Room Rental Agreement agreeing to certain conditions, the permit
would essentially be approved over the counter. Therefore, the Committee concluded
that, initially, a fee is not needed and recommended that there be no fee for an initial trial
period and that staff track the permits and time needed to process. After a trial period, a
fee for recovery of costs for staff time could be revisited in the future if warranted. The
Committee supported the amendment and directed staff to proceed with amendment for
consideration by the City Planning Commission and City Council.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/ANALYSIS:
Chapter 19.520 - Rental of Rooms of the Zoning Code currently allows, by right, the rental of
rooms within any single-family residence/dwelling for the occupancy of not more than four
individuals per single-family residence/dwelling.
The purpose of regulating the number of
individuals renting a room or rooms in a single-family home is to ensure compatibility of such
uses with surrounding neighborhoods and properties, to avoid impacts associated with such uses
such as traffic, parking and noise and to preserve the single-family residential character of
neighborhoods.
The proposal includes changes to various Chapters of the Zoning Code
pertaining to rental of rooms which are described as follows:
Chapter 19.150 – Incidental Uses Table (Exhibit 1) and Chapter 19.520 – Rental of Rooms
(Exhibit 2)
Chapter 19.150 – Incidental Uses Table and Chapter 19.520 – Rental of Rooms is proposed to be
amended to do the following:
•

Allow by right, the rental of rooms within any single-family residence/dwelling to no
more than two individuals per single-family residence/dwelling.

•

Establish a “Room Rental Permit Agreement” to be issued for occupancy of up to four
individual renters subject to compliance with certain operation related conditions of
approval. This would apply to property owners renting rooms within a single-family
residence to more than two individuals but no more than four individuals. Rental of
rooms to more than four individuals (five or more) in a residence is defined by the
Zoning Code as a boardinghouse, a use which is only allowed in an R-3 - MultipleFamily Residential Zone subject to approval of a conditional use permit.

Chapter 19.650 – Approving and Appeal Authority (Exhibit 3)
City Planning Commission – May 23, 2013
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Chapter 19.650, Table 19.650.020 Approving and Appeal Authority is proposed to be amended
to establish the Zoning Administrator as the approving authority for a Room Rental Permit and
establish the City Planning Commission and City Council as appeal authorities. The Zoning
Administrator decision would be first appealable to the City Planning Commission and then the
City Council.
Chapter 19.895 – Rental of Room Permit (Exhibit 4)
Chapter (Chapter 19.895 – Room Rental Permit) is proposed to be a new Chapter to establish a
procedure to permit owners of single-family residences to rent rooms to more than two but not to
exceed four individuals within a single-family residence through a room rental permit process.
Property owners would be required to make a written application to the Zoning Administrator
which includes a signed Room Rental Permit Agreement (see Exhibit 5 - Rental of Room
Agreement). This Chapter also includes provisions to require annual renewal of the Rental of
Room Agreement and provisions related to appeal and revocation. The Rental of Rooms Permit
Agreement is subject to approval by the Zoning Administrator and provides a list of property
maintenance conditions that the property owner must agree to comply with and advises the
owner of grounds for revocation. The revocation of the Room Rental Permit agreement can
occur if three or more violations of requirements from City Codes occur within a 12 month
period. A revoked room rental permit agreement may not be re-issued for a minimum of one
year from the revocation date.
VI.

SUMMARY:
This proposed amendment intends to establish another means by which the City can minimize
impacts to surrounding properties when property owners choose to rent rooms to three or four
individuals, which has proven to be the “tipping point” for creating neighborhood compatibility
concerns in established single family residential neighborhoods. Realtors have stated that it is
difficult to attract buyers for properties that are adjacent to problem properties. By further
encouraging such property owners to be good neighbors, these problems may be avoided and
real estate values maintained. It is not the intent of this amendment to be a burden on owners that
are good neighbors but rather it is intended to be a mechanism to compel property owners who
wish to rent out rooms to be good neighbors. To offer further convenience and streamlining of
the permit process, staff is looking into ways of making this permit process available on-line
through an internet based permit system.

VII.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENTS:
Pursuant to Section 19.670.040 (Notice of Hearing for Legislative Actions) of the Zoning Code,
a one-eighth page ad public notice was placed in the local newspaper of general circulation
within the City (The Press Enterprise) ten (10) days prior to this hearing. As of the date of the
preparation of this report no comments from the public have been received.

IX.

EXHIBITS:
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1. Proposed Amendment to Article V – Incidental Uses Table of Title 19 (Zoning Code) of the
Riverside Municipal Code
2. Proposed Amendment to Chapter 19.520 Rental of Rooms of Title 19 (Zoning Code) of the
Riverside Municipal Code
3. Proposed Amendment to Chapter 19.650 Approving and Appeal Authority of Title 19
(Zoning Code) of the Riverside Municipal Code
4. Proposed addition of Chapter 19.895 Room Rental Permit of Title 19 (Zoning Code) of the
Riverside Municipal Code
5. Room Rental Permit Agreement Form
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Article V – INCIDENTAL USES TABLE
19.150.020 (B)

This table identifies uses which are generally only permitted as an incidental use to some other permitted use on the property.
Zones
Use

Residential Zones

Office & Commercial Zones

Mixed Use Zones

Industrial Zones

Other Zones

RC**

RA-5**

RR

RE

R-1

R-3

R-4

O

CR

CG

CRC*

MU-N

MU-V*

MU-U*

BMP

I

AI

AIR

PF

RWY

Accessory Buildings & Structures
A. Cargo Containers

P
X

P
P

P
P

P
X

P
X

P
X

P
X

P
X

P
X

P
P

SP
X

P
X

SP
X

SP
X

P
P

P
P

P
P

P
P

P
P

P
P

Agricultural Field Office

C

C

X

X

MC

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Agricultural Stand

X

P

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

Alcohol Sales
1
A. Off-sale
Incidental to Florist Shop
1
B. On-sale
C. Concurrent Sale of Vehicle Fuel
with Alcoholic Beverages

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
MC
MC
X

C
MC
MC
C

C
MC
MC
C

C
MC
MC
C

C
MC
MC
X

C
MC
MC
X

C
MC
MC
X

X
X
MC
C

X
X
X
C

X
X
X
C

X
X
MC
C

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

P
P
P

P
P
P

P
P
P

P
P
X

P
P
X

P
P
X

P
P
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

P
P
X

P
P
X

P
P
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

P

C

MC
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
P
X
P

C
P
P
P
P

X
P
X
P

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

C
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
MC

X
MC

X
MC

X
X

X
X

Animal Keeping
A. Domestic Animals up to 4
B. Domestic Animals over 4
C. Non-Domestic Animals up to
permitted
D. Non-Domestic Animals over
permitted
E. Dairies
F. Riding Stables & Academies
G. Bees
2
H. Earthworms ³
I. Aviaries
Auxiliary Dwelling Unit (Granny
Housing)

DSP

Location of Required
Standards in the Municipal
Code
19.440 – Accessory Buildings &
Structures
19.445 – Agriculture Field Office

X

19.910.020 - “A” Definitions
19.310 – Florist Shops
19.450 – Alcohol Sales

19.455 – Animal Keeping

19.460 – Auxiliary Dwelling Unit
(Granny Housing)
19.465 – Caretaker Living
Quarters

Caretaker Living Quarters
A. Agricultural
B. Industrial Uses & Commercial
Storage
C. Temporary During Construction

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

TUP

X

Day Care Homes – Large Family

DCP

DCP

DCP

DCP

DCP

DCP

DCP

X

X

X

X

DCP

DCP

DCP

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.470 – Day Care Homes –
Family

Day Care Homes – Small Family

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

X

X

X

X

P

SP

SP

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.470 – Day Care Homes –
Family

Drive-thru Businesses

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

C

C

C

C

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.475 – Drive-thru Businesses

1
2
3

3

See exemptions noted in 19.450 – Alcohol Sales
Worm Farms in excess of sixty-four (64) sq. ft. shall be subject to the granting of a conditional use permit.
Banks & Financial Institution/Services and Drug Stores or Pharmacy less than 2,000 sq. ft. only

* = For CRC, MU-U and MU-V Zones a Site Plan Review (Chapter 19.770) is required for any new or additions/changes to existing buildings or structures.
P = Permitted
C = Subject to the granting of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Chapter 19.760
RCP = Recycling Center Permit, Chapter 19.870.
TUP = Temporary Use Permit, Chapter 19.740
DCP = Day Care Permit - Large Family, Chapter 19.860
sq. ft. = Square Feet
PRD = Planned Residential Development Permit, Chapter 19.780
RRP = Room Rental Permit
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MC = Subject to the granting of Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP), Chapter 19.730
=
X Prohibited
=
SP Site Plan Review Permit, Chapter 19.770

Article V – INCIDENTAL USES TABLE
19.150.020 (B)

This table identifies uses which are generally only permitted as an incidental use to some other permitted use on the property.
Zones
Use

Residential Zones

Office & Commercial Zones

Mixed Use Zones

Industrial Zones

Other Zones
DSP

Location of Required
Standards in the Municipal
Code

RC**

RA-5**

RR

RE

R-1

R-3

R-4

O

CR

CG

CRC*

MU-N

MU-V*

MU-U*

BMP

I

AI

AIR

PF

RWY

Entertainment

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

P

P

P

P

P

P

X

X

X

X

X

X

Fuel Systems – Private (Above
Ground Tanks)

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

Home Occupations

X

X

P

P

P

P

P

X

X

X

X

P

P

P

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.485 – Home Occupations

Mining/Mineral Extraction

X

X

C

C

C

C

C

X

C

C

X

X

X

X

X

C

X

X

X

X

19.490 – Mining/Mineral
Extraction

Outdoor Dining (only)

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

X

X

P

X

X

Restaurants – See Permitted
Uses Table

See Article X (Definitions)
19.480 – Fueling Systems –
Private (Above Ground Tanks)

19.495 – Outdoor Dining and
Food Preparation (Permanent)
Outdoor Dining and Food Preparation
(Permanent)

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

MC

X

X

MC

X

X

19.495 – Outdoor Dining and
Food Preparation (Permanent)

Outdoor Display of Incidental Plant
Materials

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

P

P

SP

P

SP

SP

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.500 – Outdoor Display of
Incidental Plant Materials

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

P

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.505 – Outdoor Display and
Sales

Outdoor Storage

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

P

P

P

P

X

X

19. 510 – Outdoor Storage

Play Areas Incidental to Restaurants

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

C

C

C

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.515 – Play Areas Incidental to
Restaurants

Rental of Rooms 2 or fewer

P

P

P

P

P

X

X

X

X

X

X

P

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.100 – Residential Zones
19.520 – Rental of Rooms

Rental of Rooms to 3 or 4

P

P

RRP

RRP

RRP

X

X

X

X

X

X

RRP

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.100 – Residential Zones

Outdoor Display and Sales

4

5

19.520 – Rental of Rooms

19.895 – Room Rental Permit
Second Dwelling Units
A. If all required standards cannot be
met

X
X

X
X

X
X

P
MC

P
MC

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

19.525 – Second Dwelling Units

Vehicle Repair - Personal

P

P

P

P

P

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

19.527 – Vehicle Repair Personal

4
5

Outdoor Sales and Display are permitted with a TUP see 19.740.
Example: Vehicle and large equipment sales.

* = For CRC, MU-U and MU-V Zones a Site Plan Review (Chapter 19.770) is required for any new or additions/changes to existing buildings or structures.
P = Permitted
C = Subject to the granting of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Chapter 19.760
RCP = Recycling Center Permit, Chapter 19.870.
TUP = Temporary Use Permit, Chapter 19.740
DCP = Day Care Permit - Large Family, Chapter 19.860
sq. ft. = Square Feet
PRD = Planned Residential Development Permit, Chapter 19.780
RRP = Room Rental Permit
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MC = Subject to the granting of Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP), Chapter 19.730
=
X Prohibited
=
SP Site Plan Review Permit, Chapter 19.770

Article V – INCIDENTAL USES TABLE
19.150.020 (B)

This table identifies uses which are generally only permitted as an incidental use to some other permitted use on the property.
Zones
Use

Residential Zones
RC**

RA-5**

RR

RE

R-1

Office & Commercial Zones
R-3

R-4

O

CR

CG

CRC*

Mixed Use Zones
MU-N

MU-V*

Wireless Telecommunication
Facilities and Related Support
Structures

* = For CRC, MU-U and MU-V Zones a Site Plan Review (Chapter 19.770) is required for any new or additions/changes to existing buildings or structures.
P = Permitted
C = Subject to the granting of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Chapter 19.760
RCP = Recycling Center Permit, Chapter 19.870.
TUP = Temporary Use Permit, Chapter 19.740
DCP = Day Care Permit - Large Family, Chapter 19.860
sq. ft. = Square Feet
PRD = Planned Residential Development Permit, Chapter 19.780
RRP = Room Rental Permit

P11-0372, Exhibit 1

MU-U*

Industrial Zones
BMP

I

AI

Other Zones
AIR

PF

RWY

DSP

Location of Required
Standards in the Municipal
Code
19.530 – Wireless
Telecommunication Facilities and
Related Support Structures

MC = Subject to the granting of Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP), Chapter 19.730
=
X Prohibited
=
SP Site Plan Review Permit, Chapter 19.770

Chapter 19.520
RENTAL OF ROOMS
19.520.010
19.520.020
19.520.030

Purpose.
Applicability and Permit Requirements.
Site Location, Operation and Development Standards.

19.520.010
Purpose.
The purpose of regulating the rental of a room or rooms is to ensure compatibility of such uses
with surrounding neighborhoods and properties, to avoid any impacts associated with such
uses (e.g., parking, open space, etc.) and to preserve the residential character of the
neighborhood.
19.520.020
Applicability and Permit Requirements.
The rental of a room or rooms, as defined in Article X (Definitions), is permitted as set forth in
Article V, Base Zones and Related Use and Development Provisions subject to the
requirements contained in this Chapter.
19.520.030
Site Location, Operation and Development Standards.
Rented rooms are permitted in any single-family residence/dwelling for the occupancy of not
more than four two individuals per single-family residence/dwelling.
The standards set forth in Article V, Base Zones and Related Use and Development Provisions,
shall apply to rental of rooms, unless otherwise specified here.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, a Room Rental Permit Agreement may be issued for occupancy
by up to four individual renters if all the following conditions are met.
A.

Site Location Standards
1. The use shall be compatible with neighboring uses.
2. The establishment of the rental of rooms shall not result in harm to the health, safety
or general welfare of the surrounding neighborhood or create substantial adverse
impacts on adjoining properties or land uses.

B.

Operation and Development Standards
1. Noise levels generated at the premises shall conform to Chapter 19.590 of the
Zoning Code and Title 7 (Noise Control) of the Riverside Municipal Code.
2. Tenants shall be required to preserve and maintain neighborhood peace and order.
3. Properties covered by a Room Rental Permit Agreement shall be maintained in a
manner compatible with the adjacent properties and neighborhood and comply with
the property maintenance provisions of “Title 6 (Health and Sanitation) of the
Riverside Municipal Code.” Property maintenance includes, but it not limited to,
landscape maintenance, trash and debris, inoperable vehicles, parking on
unimproved surfaces, failure to remove trash containers from the curb on trash
collection day and improper outdoor storage.
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4. Rental of rooms shall be limited to no more than four individual renters per singlefamily residence/dwelling.
5. This section shall be applicable to any room rental or lease agreement signed after
the effective date of this Chapter.
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19.650.030
Concurrent Processing of Land Use Development Permits (LUDP).
When a proposed project requires more than one permit application with more than one
Approving or Appeal Authority, all project permits shall be processed concurrently as
interrelated permits for a single project. The highest designated Approving or Appeal Authority
for all such requested permits shall take final action on multiple permit applications. For
example, the Planning Commission takes final action on a tentative tract map. However, when
processed in conjunction with a Development Agreement, the tentative tract map shall be
reviewed and acted upon by the City Council in conjunction with the other application
request(s). The Planning Commission provides recommendations to the City Council on both
entitlement requests.

Type of Permit or Action

Day Care Large Family
Home – Permit
Design Review
Environmental Initial Study
Fair Housing and
Reasonable
Accommodation
Minor Conditional Use
Permit
Nonconforming
Determination
Recycling Center Permit
Room Rental Permit
Street, Alley, & Walkway
Vacations (Summary)
Temporary Use Permit
Time Extensions
Transportation Demand
Management Regulations
Variance
Zoning Code Interpretation

Table 19.650.020
Approving and Appeal Authority
Approving and Appeal Authority
Zoning
City Planning
(12,14)
Administrator (ZA)
Commission
Administrative
(3)
F
AR
(4)

(4)

City Council
(1,2,13,14)

A/F
(4)

F
(5,6)
F
F

A/AR
(5,6)
AR
AR

A /F
(5,6,7)
A
/F
(7)
A /F

F

AR

A /F

F

AR

A /F

F
(5)
F

A

AR/A/F
A/F
F

(7)
(7)

(8)

F
F
F

AR

A/F
A/F

F
F

AR
A/F

A /F
A/F

F

A/F

(7)

Public Hearing
Accessibility Appeals
(Building Official decisions
relating to access)
Airport Land Use
Commission Appeals
Annexation or Detachment
Conditional Use Permit
Condominium Conversion
Permit
Development Agreement
(11)
and Amendment
Design Review
Environmental Initial Study

(13)

A

/F

(9)

A/F
A/F
A/F

(9)

A/F

(4)

A/F
(6)
A/F

R
(9, 12)
R
(9)
R
R

F
(6, 9)
R

(4)
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Type of Permit or Action
Floodplain Approval;
Floodplain Variance
General Plan Text/Map
Amendment
Planned Residential
Development Permit
Site Plan Review Permit
Specific Plan and
Amendments
Street, Alley, & Walkway
Vacations
Traffic Pattern Modification
Measures
Zoning Code Text/Map
Amendment

Table 19.650.020
Approving and Appeal Authority
Approving and Appeal Authority
Zoning
City Planning
(12,14)
Administrator (ZA)
Commission
F

City Council
(1,2,13,14)

A/F

R

(9, 12)

A/F

R

(9, 12)

A/F

(9)

A/F
A/F

R
(9, 12)
R
R

(9)

A/F

(10)

R

(9)

A/F

(10)

R

(9, 12)

A/F
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Table 19.650.020
Approving and Appeal Authority
Approving and Appeal Authority
Type of Permit or Action
Zoning
City Planning
City Council
(12,14)
(1,2,13,14)
Administrator (ZA)
Commission
R = Recommending Authority; F = Final Approving Authority (unless appealable); A = Appeal Authority;
AR = Approving Authority as Zoning Administrator on Referral
Notes:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

Decisions of the City Council are final and cannot be appealed.
An item pulled from the City Council Consent Calendar which was originally heard at a public
hearing will need to be re-advertised for such hearing prior to being heard.
An applicant or affected person(s) may request a hearing before the Planning Commission.
Planning Commission primary design review responsibility is limited to concurrent review with
another case for which the Planning Commission has approval authority (Refer to Section
19.710.035 – Review Responsibilities of Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator). Appeal
of Planning Commission action on design review is first to the City Council Land Use Committee
with final action by the full City Council.
For cases where the Zoning Administrator has approval authority.
Per Section 9G of the City’s CEQA Resolution 21106.
See Section 19.650.020 (C) (2) – Designated Approving Authority
Appeal of an action on a Temporary Use Permit shall be to the City Manager. The City
Manager’s decision is final.
If denied by the Planning Commission, the action is final unless appealed to the City Council
(See Section 19.680.020 B – Appeal Authority).
Street Vacations and traffic pattern modification measures require two actions at the City
Council, adoption of a resolution of intent to hold a public hearing and a public hearing.
Pursuant to the California Streets and Highways Code (Section 8310 et seq.), the public hearing
will be held not less than 15 days after the adoption of the resolution of intent to hold a public
hearing.
See Government Code Section 65864 for more information on Development Agreements.
All decisions by the Planning Commission to approve or deny a permit or action are by simple
majority of the members present and voting, with the following exceptions:
a.
Conditional Use Permits, including revocations, and Planned Residential Development
Permits require approval by a 2/3 majority of the Planning Commissioners present and
voting; and
b.
Zoning Code Text/Map Amendments, General Plan Text/Map Amendments, and
Specific Plan Amendments require a majority vote of not less than four Planning
Commissioners present and voting.
All decisions of the City Council to approve or deny a permit or action are by a majority vote of
those present and voting except that a 2/3 vote of the total membership (5 votes minimum) is
required to approve an appeal of a decision of the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).
All tie votes of the Planning Commission mean that an application failed to be approved and will
be treated as a denial. When a tie vote exists before the City Council, the Mayor shall have the
voting right as any member of the City Council, and may cast a vote for or against an item to
break a tie. In the Mayor’s absence, in the event of a tie vote, the Mayor Pro Tempore shall not
have the right to cast a tie-breaking vote; in this instance the City Council vote shall be treated
as a denial (Riverside City Charter – Article IV, Section 405).
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Chapter 19.895
ROOM RENTAL PERMIT
19.895.010
19.895.020
19.895.030

Purpose.
Procedures.
Room Rental Permit in Flow Chart Form.

19.895.010

Purpose

The purpose of this Chapter is to provide a procedure to permit owners of single-family
residences/dwellings to rent a room or rooms to more than two but not to exceed four
individuals through a room rental permit process.
19.895.020

Procedures

The following procedures apply to applications for a Room Rental Permit:
A.

Application
Owners of a single family residence/dwelling wishing to rent a room or rooms to more
than two, but not more than four individuals shall make written application to the Zoning
Administrator, including all the material deemed necessary to demonstrate compliance
with the provisions for this use in Chapter 19.520 (Rental of Rooms), including, a signed
copy of the Room Rental Permit Agreement to meet the requirements for additional
rentals.

B.

Approval
Upon receipt of a complete application, the Zoning Administrator shall grant the permit if
all requirements of Chapter 19.520 (Rental of Rooms) are met. The Zoning Administrator
shall approve the application unless findings are made that the approval would otherwise
adversely affect the residential character of the neighborhood.

C.

Renewal
A Room Rental Permit Agreement is effective for a period of one year from the date of
issuance and is required to be renewed on an annual basis thereafter. Renewal of a
Room Rental Permit Agreement is subject to the Room Rental Permit Requirements of
this Chapter.

D.

Appeal
Any person may appeal the decision of the Zoning Administrator to the Planning
Commission. A notice of public hearing for the appeal shall be provided pursuant to
Section 19.670.030.
The decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council. In the
event of an appeal to the Planning Commission or City Council notice shall be given in
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the same manner as the Planning Commission appeal. The decision of the City Council
shall be final.
E.

Revocation.
Three or more violations of any of the operational requirements of Section 19.520.030.B
(Operation and Development Standards) including extraordinary police service or
response complaints as defined by Chapter 9.60 of the Riverside Municipal Code or
citations for violations related to noise or property use or maintenance within any running
twelve-month period, shall be grounds for revocation of the Room Rental Permit
Agreement. Refer to Section 19.700.020 for revocation procedures.
A revoked Room Rental Permit Agreement may not be reissued for a minimum of one
year from the revocation date. If a Room Rental Permit Agreement issued to the same
owner for the same property is revoked a second time a Room Rental Permit Agreement
may not be reissued for the subject property as long as it belongs to the same owner.
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19.895.030

Room Rental Permit in Flow Chart Form.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Planning Division

Room Rental Permit Agreement
This agreement is between _______________, the owner of a single-family
residence/dwelling located at _________________ in the City of Riverside, California,
and the Zoning Administrator of the City of Riverside.
The owner of this property agrees to:
1. Rental of rooms to no more than four individuals within a single-family
residence/dwelling in compliance with Section 19.520.030 of the Zoning
Code.
2. Maintain the subject property in good condition.
3. Require tenants to keep the property clean and free of debris and trash.
4. Require tenants to remove trash containers from the curb by 8:00 p.m. on
trash collection day.
5. Prohibit illegal outdoor storage on the subject property.
6. Prohibit parking of vehicles on unimproved surfaces on the property.
7. Prohibit storage of inoperable vehicles in public view on the property.
8. Require tenants to maintain neighborhood peace and decorum.
9. Provide tenants a copy of the City Noise Ordinance (Chapter 19.590 of the
Zoning Code and Title 7) and require tenants to abide by the requirements
of the City Noise Ordinance.

REVOCATION OF PERMIT:
Owner specifically recognizes that the Room Rental Permit Agreement may be
revoked subject to the revocation procedure of Section 19.700.020 of the Zoning Code in
the event any of the following occur three times in any twelve-month period:
1. Violation of the City Noise Ordinance, Chapter 19.590 of the Zoning Code
and Title 7 of the Municipal Code.
2. Violation of the Rental of Rooms Site Location, Operation and
Development Standards, Section 19.520.030 of the Zoning Code or any
other provision of the Municipal Code.
3. Extraordinary police responses as defined by Chapter 9.60 or the Municipal
Code.
4. Uncorrected Code Enforcement Notices to Correct or repetition of the
same violation whether corrected or not. Issuance of a Code Enforcement
Violation Notice carrying a civil penalty shall be evidence of failure to
correct violations enumerated in a Notice to Correct.
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Owner recognizes that in the event the Room Rental Permit Agreement is revoked it
cannot be re-issued for a period of one year from the date of revocation and that the
property must comply with the limit of not more than two individual renters during
any period a valid Room Rental Permit Agreement is not in force.
Owner further recognizes that a Room Rental Permit Agreement will not be reissued
for a property or to the owner that has had a Room Rental Permit Agreement revoked
a second time.
Property Owner

Zoning Administrator

I acknowledge that I am the property owner of the
property identified in the Room Rental Permit
Agreement.

Date

Date

Expiration Date

Comments:
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Distributed at Planning Commission – 5-23-13
Agenda Item 4
From: bipin [mailto:bipin@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:12 PM
To: Darnell, Doug
Subject: University Hills neighborhood
To:
Doug Darnell, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Riverside
Since1965, almost five deacdes ago, we have owned a house at 107 Barret Road located in the
University Hills between the UCR campus and Box Springs mountains.
We are writing to you because we are very disturbed by the number of houses that are being bought and
then rented out to students. There are too many students, and too many cars per individual house, and
too many of the properties being left to deteriorate.
As a result the homes and the entire neighhood are being devalued.
We would like to ask you to institute regulations by limiting the number of rentals in this neighborhood as
well as limiting the number of renters per individual house and to introduce strict guidelines so the
properties are well looked after.
Thank you very much
Sincerely,
Bipin Desai and Barbara Young Desai
Address;
107 Barret Road
Riverside, CA 92507
Tel no. (951)682-5704
Fax no. (951)788-5889
Email: bipin@earthlink.net

Distributed at Planning Commission – 5-23-13
Agenda Item 4
May 22, 2013
To: Riverside City Planning Commission
From: Richard Block
Re: Planning Case P11‐0372, Commission Meeting 5/23/13 Agenda Item 4
I support the proposed amendment to the Zoning Code. The City has a problem in that investors have
been buying up existing single family residences and then renting them out to numbers of unrelated
people, thus vitiating the Zoning Code’s intent to preserve single family neighborhoods. This has been a
particular problem in the UCR neighborhood, where the renters are usually numbers of students who
often create noise and parking problems for their neighbors.
The proposed amendment is an important first step in ameliorating the problem, but more needs to be
done. As an example, here is a link to a recently granted City permit to convert an existing living room
into two bedrooms (by the addition of partition walls, thus changing it from a 4‐bedroom house to a 6‐
bedroom house) at a residence on Mt Vernon Ave.
near UCR.
http://aquarius.riversideca.gov/permits/DocView.aspx?id=624442&dbid=0
This property is zoned R‐1‐8500, so is single family residential. This permit, which is not at all an isolated
instance, appears to be clearly for the purpose of converting the property (owned by absentee Orange
County landlords) into something other than single‐family property. The permit application left blank
the space for Zoning. It seems obvious that this house will be rented to numerous students, thus helping
to destroy a single family neighborhood. This is not an isolated instance.
The permit was issued over the counter by Building and Safety.
Correspondence with Steve Hayes, who kindly had staff research the issue, indicates that apparently the
issuance of such permits is not presently in violation of the Zoning Code.
Such permits simply shift the burden onto the already difficult task of enforcing the Code with respect to
large numbers of renters. Thus while the proposed amendment before you is good, I think something
more needs to be done. As an interim measure, perhaps a moratorium on Building and Safety issuing
such permits needs to instituted while the City investigates a more permanent solution.
Thank you for your consideration.
Richard Block
424 Two Trees Rd, Riverside CA 92507
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From: Judy [mailto:annjconn@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 8:33 AM
To: Darnell, Doug
Cc: Jenkins, Diane; Hayes, Steve; Melendrez, Andy
Subject: Re: Permits
Hello, Doug,
Thank you for your quick and thorough response to my email and for alerting me to public notices for the Zoning
Code amendment.
A week ago, I spoke briefly with Mike Gardner about the amendment. Based on what I know about the amendment
so far, I am concerned it will not be any more easily enforceable than the current zoning code.
The issue is, and always has been, enforcement of the ordinance limiting rentals to 4 unrelated inhabitants.
,
For example, I phoned Code Compliance about seven students living next door to me. Code Enforcement went to
the residence, the students lied and said only 4 lived there, and Code Enforcement told me they could do nothing
given that response. In addition, Code Enforcement told me that many students are savvy about the ordinance and
lie -- about the number of students in the homes or about their relationship to one another. Only after a city
employee told me to contact Andy Melendrez was the problem resolved. It is odd to me that it takes a City
Councilman to resolve an ordinance violation and that it has to be elevated to that level.
With the potentially new zoning that requires permits, I anticipate the following to happen when a complaint is
lodged and Code Enforcement investigates: Students will say 4 live in the residence-- 2 without permits and 2 with
permits--even though 5 or more live there. Code Enforcement will say they can't do anything about it given that
response.
Hopefully at the upcoming public meetings, I will learn that the new zoning has more teeth and enforceability than
the current zoning.
Again, thank you for your response and your offer to send me the staff report. I would appreciate receiving it as it
becomes available.
Regards,
Judy Conn
-----Original Message-----

From: Darnell, Doug <DDarnell@riversideca.gov>
To: annjconn <annjconn@aol.com>
Cc: Jenkins, Diane <DIJENKINS@riversideca.gov>; Hayes, Steve <shayes@riversideca.gov>
Sent: Tue, May 14, 2013 5:54 pm
Subject: RE: Permits

Hello Judy,
I have looked at the building permits that were referenced and they are legal and valid building
permits. Even though these homes appear to have more than the typical number of bedrooms, there is
nothing in our Zoning Code that prohibits addition of bedrooms or conversion of existing rooms to
bedrooms as long as units are not added, the use remains a single-family, and the improvements meet
of the standards of the Zoning Code such as setbacks, lot coverage, etc.
Beyond the physical improvements that may be permitted by the Zoning Code, the Zoning Code also
regulates the rental of rooms in a single-family home. Currently, the Zoning Code allows by right, rental
of rooms in a single-family home up to a maximum four individuals. Rental of rooms to more than four
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individuals is a boardinghouse use which is only allowed with a Conditional Use Permit in a multiplefamily residential zone. Boardinghouses are prohibited in single-family zones. All of the properties
identified on Nesbit Way are in the R-1-8500 Single-Family Residential Zone.
You may be interested in knowing that the City has been working on a Zoning Code amendment to
address issues related to rental of rooms in single-family homes. On May 23, 2013, the Planning
Commission will be considering an amendment to the Rental of Rooms provisions of the Zoning Code to
place greater controls on rental of rooms by allowing rental of rooms up to 2 individuals by right and
requiring a Room Rental Permit for rental of rooms to more than 2 individuals up to no more than four
individuals. The rental of room permit will be required to be renewed annually and the owner would
agree to comply requirements and with all applicable codes including the City’s Noise Ordinance, etc. I
have attached the public notices for this amendment. A staff report will also be available this Friday and
can send you the report when it is ready if you wish.
Please let me know if you have any further questions.
Thanks,
DD

Doug Darnell, AICP
Senior Planner
Community Development Department, Planning Division
3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
Phone: (951) 826-5219
Fax: (951) 826-5981
ddarnell@riversideca.gov
From: Hayes, Steve
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 12:22 PM
To: Darnell, Doug
Cc: Jenkins, Diane
Subject: FW: Permits

Doug – Could you please take the lead in responding to this? It sounds like she needs to know that the
permits were legally issued (for the creation of extra bedrooms) but the City does have a rental of rooms
ordinance. Explain the current and proposed changes to this ordinance and she believes they are not
complying she can report it to Code or 311.
Thanks,
Steve Hayes, AICP
City Planner
City of Riverside
Community Development Department/Planning Division
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92522
(951) 826-5658
shayes@riversideca.gov
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From: Judy [mailto:annjconn@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 10:57 AM
To: Hayes, Steve
Subject: Permits
Mr. Hayes,
I'm wondering if these permits (attached) are permissable for residential zoning. These conversions are negatively
impacting our neighborhood from a safety, noise, and trash standpoint. Four out of six of these homes are owned
by absentee landlords (Anaheim, Cupertino, Mission Viejo) and are being rented to 5 and 6 students each. I know
there is an ordinance limiting rentals to a max of 4 unrelated tenants. I know to contact code compliance. However,
they seem to be limited in what they can do.
Any help you can provide to prevent our residential neighborhood from turning into a bunch of boarding houses will
be greatly appreciated.
Judy Conn

University Neighborhood Livability - EXHIBIT B

Oakland City Council passes ordinance to prevent real
estate speculation
The Oakland City Council recently passed a local
ordinance that would require all purchases of nonowner occupied properties to register their transactions
directly with the city of Oakland, according to The Post
News Group. The ordinance was passed with the
intention of protecting the houses for sale in Oakland
from being purchased by absentee property owners.
This group of property owners have been accused of
scooping up properties in bulk at bargain prices and
failing to maintain or renovating them, depressing the
real estate market and creating an unsightly and
unwanted stain on local communities.
"In addition to creating transparency and accountability
for these speculators and private investors, we also believe that this will be yet another step toward improving
the health and habitability of Oakland's long-ailing housing stock," Shirley Burnell, a member of the Alliance of
Californians for Community Empowerment (ACCE), told the news source.
The ordinance was largely championed by organizations such as ACCE and the Urban Strategies Council, as
well as individual officials like Councilmember Desley Brooks, the news source notes. A large number of
previously foreclosed homes had been purchased by outside speculators and private investment companies.
This resulted in a diminished supply of available houses for sale to prospective homeowners, as well as an
unrealistically depressed real estate market.
The impact of foreclosed homes being purchased in bulk in low-income neighborhoods has been largely
debated in the industry for some time, according to KALW. Carolina Reid, of the Federal Reserve Bank of San
Francisco, has done a substantial amount of research on the issue. She notes that the worst-case scenario of
investor-owned previously-foreclosed properties could have a severely deleterious impact on the local real
estate market. Vacant or poorly-maintained homes can attract crime and drugs, resulting in bad resale value
and a stained community reputation. However, there are also opportunities to be had in this kind of market.
"In the best case scenario, which is what I prefer to think about, we see this as an opportunity to purchase
some of these homes under the Neighborhood Stabilization Program and really renovate them for affordable
home ownership opportunities, so that we get families back in those neighborhoods, living in those homes,"
Reid told the news source.
The Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) is a federal program that is similar in intention to the
aforementioned local ordinance passed by the Oakland City Council. According to the news source, the NSP
sends federal money to local governments to buy and renovate foreclosed homes. The primary difference
between the NSP and the local ordinance in Oakland is that the federal government expects homes purchased
under the NSP to be well maintained and be a positive development to the real estate market. The idea is that
once the homes have been purchased and renovated, they can be resold at a fair market price to a family
looking for a home, instead of a speculator looking for a long-term business investment.
The long-term impact of the ordinance in Oakland remains to be seen. While the move was seen as necessary
to stem what had been a quickly exacerbating problem - one company recently purchased over 170 properties
in West Oakland alone, the news source reports - there are obstacles. The news source notes that an
exemption excluding all properties purchased through non-foreclosure short sales could weaken the impact of
the ordinance. Nevertheless, potential homeowners looking in Oakland should be mindful of these local
regulations.

Item Number: No
Meeting Date: 7/27/04

University Neighborhood Livability - EXHIBIT C

Staff Report
June 21, 2004

TO:

City Council

FROM:

Bill Emlen, Community Development Director
Stacey Winton, Community Development Services Coordinator
Mark Wood, Chief Building Official
Mike Webb, Economic Development Coordinator

SUBJECT: Rental Inspection Program Analysis

Recommendation
Staff recommends the City Council take the following actions:
1. Review the rental inspection program alternatives and costs outlined in this report, and;
2. Direct staff to not further pursue a formal rental inspection program at this time based on
the analysis in this report, and;
3. Direct staff to undertake a series of strategic initiatives to be implemented via existing
and new programs, with the following components, in lieu of a rental inspection program:
a. Direct staff to build upon and strengthen the Code Enforcement Program by
proactively targeting and addressing problem areas in owner occupied and rental
units in the City. This program would be redefined and re-titled the
Neighborhood Preservation Program.
b. Establishing a proactive team or task force, which includes all departments, to
target specific problem properties and/or areas and coordinate solutions, while
having one point of contact for the complainant or neighborhood. Public Works
would handle speeding/speed bumps and lighting, Police would handle alcohol
and drug issues, Community Development would handle code enforcement and
zoning issues, etc.
c. Direct staff to present amendments to the City Nuisance Ordinance and the Noise
Ordinance to the City Council, which include changes noted in this report.
d. Continue to utilize policies and programs already in place, such as the Resale
program, Neighborhood Partnership Program, Community Mediation and Fair
housing Services, Fire Department Inspections, and Crime Prevention.
e. Direct staff to develop and implement an education and training program for
landlords, property managers and renters.
f. Direct staff to establish a database for the City Departments to track repetitive
violations.
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g. Direct staff to explore the possibility of adopting an ordinance to require all
apartment complexes with four or more units to have an on-site manager.
h. Direct staff to implement the SNAP program for noise complaints, and continue
to work with UC Davis on similar efforts.
i. Monitor Yolo County’s efforts for a county-wide mandatory rental inspection
program.
Fiscal Impact
Staff hours spent researching this issue and preparing reports, dating back to 1999, total
approximately 145 staff hours, $5,300 in staff salary costs. In addition, the City Attorney billed
for consultation costs. Implementing a rental inspection program will cost anywhere from
$92,220-$3,241,177, depending on the scope of the program. A program could generate fees of
$0-436 per unit to cover the costs of the program. It is likely this cost would be passed on to the
renter in the form of increased rents equal to the inspection fee. We recognize that continued
proactivity is necessary as issues with rentals do not go away in college towns. However,
prudence is necessary to make sure that programmable effects meet their intended purpose.
Executive Summary
Staff has been exploring a rental inspection program concept since 1999. Since then, several
changes to existing City programs and policies have been implemented to assist in resolving the
initial problems which led to research into the concept of a rental inspection program. Some of
the initial issues brought forth included noise from rentals (including parties), parking, the
number of renters in a unit, and trash/weeds in the front yards. Steps taken to address these
issues include implementation of a Garage Conversion Ordinance, increasing code compliance
efforts, implementation of the large house zoning ordinance amendment and increased on-site
parking standards. Staff has also held neighborhood workshops, conducted two surveys on
rental issues with assistance from the City-UCD Student Liaison Commission, met with property
managers and others in the rental field, and researched other jurisdictions to determine how
others address these types of issues. We have determined through the survey results, types of
mediation requests received annually, and analyzing code enforcement complaints, that problems
do exist. However, the problems are getting resolved in an acceptable time frame, either by the
landlord, property manager, or through the Code Enforcement program. Davis’ rental market is
relatively high with 49% of dwelling units being some form of rental, many of which are older
structures which have more maintenance problems. According to the 2000 Census, the U.S.
average was 33.8% renter occupied units, compared to 66.2% owner-occupied units. Given this
level of rental activity and the relatively low number of complaints, we do not feel a rental
inspection program is necessary at this point. Staff would like to implement the
recommendations noted above and report back to the City Council in one year for a progress
report.
The dynamics of housing in the City of Davis are changing in response to growth patterns, age of
housing stock, and student housing needs. As the city’s availability of new residential housing
stock decreases, it is expected that the number and concentration of rental housing in single
family neighborhoods will continue to increase, although the new UCD Neighborhood may
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alleviate some of these pressures. Current statistics indicate that widespread problems have not
been identified, although circumstances have arisen where neighborhoods have been negatively
impacted by residential rentals.
The City-UCD Student Liaison Commission met on July 14th to discuss this issue. The
Commission motioned to support Staff’s recommendation, with the addition of educating
students, addressing mold issues with Yolo County, including the team approach to resolve
problems at specific properties, and revisit the issue in one year (all of which have been
incorporated into Staff’s recommendation). The motion passed with 6 Ayes and 1 Abstention (J.
Whitcombe). The Commission felt that such a program would have adverse effects on rent and
would create unnecessary costs for those who have well maintained properties.
Background
This discussion was initiated by City Council, as part of an ongoing effort to address the impacts
of residential rentals in existing single family neighborhoods. Garage conversions were the focal
point when this issue was initially raised before the Council in 1998. Resulting from this was the
Council’s adoption of the Garage Conversion Ordinance and revised residential parking
guidelines in 1998. While these were not necessarily a comprehensive solution to the broader
issues at play, it did represent useful tools to address some of the specific areas of concern to
neighborhoods. Garage conversion complaints have dropped significantly since adoption of the
new standards.
In 1997, city staff held several workshops to discuss neighborhood concerns. In general,
homeowner neighbors of rental housing were concerned that if the rental trend is to continue, the
integrity of neighborhoods in the community will be compromised. Most participants in these
workshops were concerned with finding ways to regulate commercial residential property
owners to maintain the single family residential character of their neighborhoods. In 1999, as a
continuation of the effort to address the impacts of residential rentals on single-family
neighborhoods, the City Council directed staff to explore the possibility of implementing a rental
inspection program in the City of Davis. An ordinance was drafted as a starting point and based
on an exterior only inspection program of single-family and duplex units only.
In 2000, the City Council was presented with a staff report providing an analysis of the potential
for a rental inspection program in the City of Davis. The staff report provided a brief synopsis of
the existing city inspection programs and summarized options for possible additional program(s)
to address rental property upkeep.
At the time, staff recommended that further action be put on hold pending the outcome of a
California Supreme Court case involving a rental inspection program in southern California. The
City Council agreed with this course of action. A decision in that case was handed down in
favor of the city where the California Supreme Court issued a 5-2 decision in Apartment
Association of Los Angeles County, Inc v. City of Los Angeles. The Apartment Association
contested that a $12-per-year inspection fee was a property related fee subject to Prop. 218 which
could not be imposed without the approval of the affected property owners. The Court ruled that
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the fee was not subject to Prop. 218, as it was not imposed solely because a person owns
property, but because the property is being rented. This ruling appears to provide the City with
the legal clearance necessary to cover the costs associated with a rental inspection program, if
implemented, with fees.
In 2002, staff returned to the City Council seeking policy direction after this Supreme Court
ruling. At that time, Council directed staff to conduct further analysis on implementing a
program that would cover both apartments and rental homes in the city. Staff has re-initiated
analysis of this issue. As part of this analysis, staff has undertaken several key steps that helped
to form our final analysis and recommendations. This staff report provides a brief synopsis of
staff's efforts to date.
Over the past year staff has:
• Held several meetings with the City/UCD Student Liaison Commission, rental property
managers and advocates to determine their response to the possibility of a rental inspection
program.
• Conducted two surveys to gauge the extent and types of problems commonly associated with
rental units in Davis.
• Held meetings with other city departments (Building, Fire, Mediation/Fair Housing, City
Manager, City Attorney) to flesh out additional questions for analysis.
• Conducted additional research into the rental inspection programs of other jurisdictions. A
summary of other jurisdiction programs is included as Attachment 1. Many jurisdictions are
moving away from aggressive and time consuming programs. They are utilizing a selfcertification component for compliance.
• Drafted the Large House Ordinance, and related zoning amendments, which were adopted by
Council in 2003. We now require additional on-site parking for homes with more than four
bedrooms. We used to require a maximum of 3 spaces, regardless of how many bedrooms a
house had, (even if it was a ten bedroom house). Now we require 2 spaces for homes with up
to 4 bedrooms and one additional space for each additional bedroom (e.g. 5 beds = 3 spaces,
6 beds = 4 spaces, 7 beds = 5 spaces). We also require design review for homes that exceed
a certain Floor Area Ratio (FAR) threshold where there was no such review previously. Both
of these provisions have helped to address concerns of "mini-dorms" going into existing
neighborhoods unchecked.
In calendar year 1999, Code Compliance received a total of 397 complaints. Of these, 120, or
30%, were complaints of rental properties. In calendar year 2003, Code Compliance received a
total of 485 complaints. Of these, 279, or 57%, were complaints of rental properties. The vast
majority of complaints received pertain to the exterior appearance of a property, such as visual
blight, weeds and vehicle violations. The most common complaints revolve around the upkeep
of yards (junk in yards, dead vegetation, overgrown lawns, etc.), the placement of waste
containers, and on-street and off-street parking. Very rarely does Code Compliance receive
complaints about the interior of a property or rear yard of a property, however, both can be
subject to code compliance action.
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Currently, there are 28,703 total dwelling units in Davis; 18,430 of those are single family,
duplex and 3/4-plex units. Of these, 3,871 are rental units, totaling 21% rental units. The
remainder includes 10,273 multi-family units. Overall, Davis has 51% owner occupied dwelling
units and 49% rental units. In aggregate, the number of complaints received for rental units is
not disproportionately higher than those received for owner-occupied units.
Dwelling Unit Count Changes
1999
Single family to 4plex units--owner
occupied
Single family to 4plex units--rentals
Multi-family units
(Apt’s)
Totals

15,312

2004
14,560

Difference
-752 (-5 %)

2,297

3,871

+1,574 (40%)

7,937

10,273

+2,336 (22%)

25,546

28,704

+3,158 (11%)

Surveys and other Outreach Efforts
The City/UCD Student Liaison Commission (SLC) has taken a keen interest in the subject of
rental inspection. Several interested groups are represented on this Commission, including
undergraduate and graduate students, rental property owners, the Davis Chamber of Commerce,
and citizens at large. The SLC formed a subcommittee to work with staff specifically to evaluate
the need for an inspection program. This sub-committee’s discussions led to the preparation of a
survey of the student renter population conducted by UC Davis Quick Survey in conjunction
with the City. The intent of the survey was to gather data on the type and extent of problems
commonly associated with rental units as experienced by student renters in Davis. The survey
had an impressive response of 3,789 students. Of this amount, 38% lived in University owned
halls/apartments, 45% lived off campus in rental units, and the remaining lived with parents or
outside of Davis. Of those living in off-campus rental units, the most common problems noted in
the surveys with the rental units included mold, pests, and plumbing. This data helps staff to
understand the various inspection and jurisdictional complexities of an inspection program. For
example, mold is cited as the most commonly occurring problem, however, the inspection,
testing, and enforcement of mold falls under the jurisdiction of the Yolo County Health
Department.
In addition to the UC Davis Quick Survey, staff engaged in a collaborative effort with the UC
Davis Honors Challenge (DHC) to conduct a more in-depth survey of renters in the city (both
students and non-students). The UC Davis Honors Challenge group consisted of five UCD
Honors students and was led by Dr. Ken Verosub, of the UCD Geography Department in
conjunction with city staff. As with the UCD Quick survey, the DHC examined the specific
types of problems experienced in Davis rental units. However, the DHC study also examined the
location of problems (e.g. where in the city did survey respondents live). This survey was
administered, in-person, by students at north and south Davis supermarkets, on campus and at
the Davis Farmer’s market. It included student and non-student renters. The DHC survey had
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286 respondents, which represents a good response rate for an in-person, in-depth survey. Of the
286 completed surveys, 8 people had no problems and 17 had only problems with pests. 90% of
the survey responders were students. The areas of town the responders lived in included: 24%
central Davis, 24% north Davis, 25% south Davis, 19% west Davis, and 8% east Davis. Of the
problems listed, the majority were resolved within 1-3 days of reporting the issues to the landlord
or property manager. 90% stated they were comfortable with reporting issues to the landlord.
Almost all (91%) of the rental units were apartments. The main problem noted by respondents
was pest issues, with ants leading the pest category. Plumbing issues were noted as the second
largest problem.
Staff has also met with Cory Koehler of the Rental Housing Association of Sacramento Valley,
Brenda Little of Tandem Properties, and Tom Cross of Star-crossed Group, Inc. regarding
problems associated with rentals and finding alternative solutions to implementing a potential
rental inspection program. The Rental Housing Association of Sacramento Valley (RHA) is a
non-profit organization serving individuals and businesses who own or manage rental properties.
They promote community-oriented property management by educating its members and working
in partnership with government agencies that regulate the industry. They offer free training on
rental property management for owners and managers. The goal of the training is to improve the
quality of rental property management. The training includes basic information on tenant
screening and rental forms, inspections and security deposits, dealing with problem tenants,
eviction process and pitfalls, and complying with rental housing codes. In Sacramento, they
have trained nearly 600 rental owners and managers since January of this year. It is endorsed by
a broad coalition of organizations that share similar missions of providing quality rental housing.
The training is free of charge, and if there is enough interest, RHA will hold a training session in
Davis. A flyer for the “Essentials of rental property” training is included as Attachment 2.
In addition, a statewide organization, the California Apartment Association, has developed a new
brochure designed for renters. Combined with speaking presentations at high schools and
colleges, the brochure is meant to give renters information about how to find a quality rental
property and what it takes to be a good resident.
RHA also offers an early intervention program for elected officials. RHA will mediate and help
to resolve identified problems, free of charge.
The renter’s brochure and the free "Essentials" class provide a comprehensive educational
approach by focusing on both residents and owners.
Existing Programs in the City
The City of Davis currently has several programs in effect that address, to some extent, the types
of concerns that have been raised with respect to rental properties. Below is a brief description
of the programs and their application to the specific problems at hand.
Resale Inspection Program – The City of Davis Resale Inspection Program applies to all
housing, whether rental, owner occupied, single family, or apartments. This program requires a
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thorough inspection of both the exterior and interior of properties upon change of ownership. On
average, single family residential properties in the City of Davis change ownership once every
7.5 years, while sale of apartment complexes is relatively rare, but does occur. The scope of the
resale inspection includes an overview of life/safety, including provision of smoke detectors and
a review of any unfinished building permits and their requisite inspections. Prior to clearance,
building permits must be obtained for any non-permitted alterations to the property. Resale
inspections do not regulate general upkeep of the exterior or interior of the property (such as
unmaintained yards and peeling paint), although these may be mentioned as notes to the buyer.
A property is exempt from inspection if the date of the close of the current sale is within 5 years
of a previous inspection.
In fiscal year 2003-04, the Resale Inspection program utilized 2 ¼ Inspectors, and 1 support staff
member. In fiscal year 1999-00, the program utilized 1 Inspector and 1 ½ support staff. For 3
months of the year (November-January) the Inspector completes two to three new inspections
per day. The rest of the year usually entails four to six inspections per day. Each inspection
averages 1 ½ hours and each report also averages 2 hours. The staff time required to receive the
application, research the property history, follow up letters, follow-up permits and inspections,
cleaning files, etc can average another 4 ½ hours per application. Therefore, on average, each
resale inspection takes approximately eight hours of total staff time
The costs of the resale program are recovered on a fee basis. The current fee is $200.00 for a
single unit, $250.00 for a duplex, $35.00 per unit for multi-family housing (minimum fee of
$250.00) and includes one re-inspection. If an additional re-inspection is necessary, the hourly
rate of the inspector will be charged (approximately $69.00).
Code Compliance Program – The City of Davis Code Compliance program is primarily a
reactive remedy that applies to all properties in the City of Davis, whether commercial or
residential. Investigation and enforcement are triggered by a complaint from neighbors or other
citizens. The Code Compliance program has many options for ensuring compliance with the
various city codes as specified in the City of Davis Nuisance Ordinance. These range from an
informal conversation at the front door to the imposition of administrative penalty fees, and if
necessary, court orders.
In fiscal year 2003-04, this program was transferred to the Building Division and funded with
building permit fees. Prior to this it was in the Planning Division and funded from the general
fund. It generates a minimal amount of revenue from penalty fees.
In 2003, we received 485 code enforcement complaints. The majority of these complaints were
lodged against single family and duplex units. Apartments do not generate many code
enforcement complaints. Of these 485 complaints, 206 (42%) were for owner occupied units and
279 (58%) on rental units. This initially appears that the complaints are fairy evenly dispersed
between owner occupied and rental units. However, when you take into account the total
number of single family owner occupied units and apply a ratio of the number of complaints to
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number of total single family units, it shows that for every 1 single family owner occupied unit, 1
complaint is lodged, and 7 complaints for every single family rental unit.
The Code Enforcement program is currently preparing updates to the Nuisance Ordinance to
more efficiently address problems. Staff anticipates presenting a set of Nuisance Code
amendments to the City Council for consideration in October. Proposed amendments to the
Nuisance Ordinance will include:
• Provide more flexibility to reduce the time required of a tenant or owner to correct
a violation. Currently, the code requires that the City provide a minimum of ten
days to correct any violation, even if it would take only minutes to correct. An
example of a type of violation this would apply to would be, trash or furniture on
the front lawn. This type of issue should be fixed in less than ten days.
• Provide citation authority to Code Enforcement Inspectors for certain recurring or
common violations, such as vehicles parked on lawns or on sidewalks.
• Identify additional Municipal Code section violations as nuisances and therefore
enforceable by Code Enforcement Inspectors.
• Clarify and streamline processes for appeals and forms.
• Clarify the definition of certain nuisance violations to reduce ambiguity and
therefore streamline enforcement.
These amendments, if approved by the City Council, will significantly strengthen the ability for
the Code Enforcement Program to respond more effectively and efficiently to complaints
received.
Neighborhood Partnership Program – The City of Davis Parks and Community Services
Department administers City efforts to organize neighborhood associations throughout the city.
City Staff, primarily the Community Partnership Coordinator, assists in the development of these
neighborhood groups. The goal is to empower the groups to build upon their community, get to
know one another, and problem solve at the neighborhood level. There are currently twelve
neighborhood associations throughout the city and it is expected that this number will continue to
grow. Some code enforcement and visual blight issues have been addressed through the
neighborhood councils. Through open lines of communication, neighbors are encouraged to
work out problems at the neighborhood level before approaching the City for code enforcement
action.
Zoning – The City Zoning Ordinance provides parameters by which all properties in the City of
Davis must abide. Zoning establishes both use standards (permitted uses, accessory uses, and
conditional uses) and development standards (setbacks, minimum parking, maximum height,
etc.). For any given zoning designation, all properties must comply with the standards whether
rental or owner occupied. Additionally, as of 1998, the Commercial Residential standards were
repealed by Council in conjunction with the adoption of the Garage Conversion Ordinance. The
decision to repeal the commercial residential standards was made, in part, due to economic
factors combined with practical and legal limitations of enforcement. The City has limited legal
ability to establish zoning regulations that differentiate between owner occupied and rental
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properties. The City previously limited rental properties to no more than 5 unrelated adults.
However, due to legal constraints, this requirement was unenforceable and repealed in 2003.
Noise Ordinance – Community Development and Police Department Staff are currently
reviewing the Ordinance for revisions. Issues under review include how complaints are
addressed, how noise is measured, and who is ultimately responsible for payment of fines. We
are considering notifying rental property owners whenever a noise violation occurs and making
the property owner responsible for paying any fine imposed. The City Attorney has reviewed
this concept and stated it is enforceable. To track violations, we will be establishing a database
for Community Development and the Police to track repetitive violations. As of late, many
issues have arisen from large parties at apartment complexes, such as the incident at the Sterling
apartments.
On-Site Management of Apartments - Staff would like to look into the possibility of adopting
an ordinance to require all apartment complexes with four or more units to have an on-site
manager, in hopes that this would help to avoid future problems. Complexes with an on-site
manager seem to have fewer problems then those without one.
Business Licenses – Prior to 1996, the City required all landowners that rented property of any
kind to obtain a business license. The business license tax that was charged for a single family
residential rental was a $25 per unit per year. This rate generated approximately $60,000 in
revenue per year. Business licenses are primarily a fee generating program in the City of Davis.
However, there are several side benefits of the business license program. The business license
allows the City to track business statistics, business locations, and gives an opportunity for the
city to review whether or not the zoning for a proposed business is appropriate. There was a
general agreement among neighbors of rental properties that a business license requirement be
implemented as a means of regulating the use and standards of commercial residential properties.
However, in December 1996, the Finance Department suspended the single family rental
business license program. There were three primary reasons why the business license
requirement for single family residences was suspended. First, the workload required to process
and administer such a license was essentially offsetting the relatively small amount of revenue
they generated. In addition, it was felt that staff time spent processing such licenses would be
better utilized focusing on timely collection of “higher margin” revenue sources. Finally,
identifying rental single family units and determining the need for a business license required
awkward questions and documentation of people’s living arrangements, which was viewed by
residents and staff alike as an unwarranted intrusion into resident’s personal lives. For these
reasons the program was suspended. The revenue was not covering the cost to process and
follow-up on non-payments. Multi-family units still pay a business license fee based on gross
receipts. If the single-family business license program was re-implemented, additional staff
would be required. Any changes to the Business License Tax Ordinance that results in increased
rates would require majority voter approval.
Davis Community Mediation & Fair Housing Services – The Community Mediation Service
is a conflict resolution program which trains community members in conciliation, mediation,
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case development, outreach, and related skills. With City staff support, these trained volunteers
offer the Davis community a free, informal, and confidential forum for the resolution of a wide
variety of disputes and problems including neighborhood difficulties, tenant/landlord disputes,
customer/merchant issues, and roommate and co-worker conflicts. In FY 2003-04, Mediation
Services received 598 complaints, of these, 476 were landlord/tenant issues. 30% of these
involved repairs and property maintenance issues. 69 cases were opened for mediation. The
most common types of landlord/tenant complaints included: Early termination of lease, rent
increases, and security deposit refunds. The most common types of repairs and maintenance
issues included worn carpet, water leaks, plumbing, heating and A/C unit, and rodents/pests.
Davis Fire Department – The Fire Department annually inspects all apartment complexes (of 4
or more units). They charge $40 per apartment complex and inspect the exterior, and interiors
that are commonly shared (laundry rooms, recreation rooms, manager’s office, outside areas,
etc). They ensure the premise is identified correctly, check for fire extinguishers, exiting,
electrical hazards, sprinklers, standpipes, fire alarm and detection systems, combustible liquids,
etc. They do not make appointments, they inspect as time permits.
Crime Prevention – The Davis Crime Prevention program is in the process of developing a
training program for landlords, property managers and rental property owners. The training will
include a “Landlord Training Handbook”, have guest speakers and disseminate information and
resources. Issues to be addressed will include how to screen tenants, how to work with the
Police Department, alcohol awareness and party management. They plan in holding this training
in the fall prior to the students returning.
Davis Police Department Student Neighborhood Assistance Program (SNAP) - This is
newly proposed program that gets students involved in working with neighbors on noise
problems. SNAP is based on students going out on 1st call noise complaints. The 2nd call is by
the Police Department, and if there is a 3rd call, a cost for service fee will be issued. The
program will cost between $4-8,000 to run. At least two students would be responding together.
They will be trained on how to handle different situations. If at any time a confrontational
situation erupts, the students will leave immediately. The hope is that the students will be seen
as a peer and that they are trying to help bring the party into compliance, not shut it down. If the
party is large, students will not be dispatched.
UC Davis Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grant – UC Davis is investigating implementation of
the UCD Party Patrol program. The program is modeled after the SNAP program in San Luis
Obispo. The program is only in the research phase. If it proves to be of benefit, implementation
of the program will take 1-2 years.
This program is very similar to the SNAP program Davis Police is currently working on. One
difference, the Davis Police program includes a cost recovery component and the UCD project is
grant funded. The grant funding may or may not be funded in subsequent years. Davis Police is
working with UC Davis to combine City and UC Davis efforts. UC Davis is working on an
outreach brochure that will be distributed to students and parents regarding alcohol and drug
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issues, underage drinking, safe partying and new California laws pertaining to alcohol such as
the “Social Host” law. This new legislation makes the person serving the alcohol (Bartender at a
public bar and/or those serving at a private home), responsible for any injuries resulting from the
alcohol consumption. The “Trace Program” traces back who served the alcohol. The current
OTS grant expires in April 2005. The UC Davis OTS Grant will be placed on the City-UCD
Student Liaison Commissions agenda in the fall for a status report.
It was just reported at the City-UCD Student Liaison Commission meeting on July 14th that UC
Davis will not be implementing the OTS Grant due to safety concerns and funding issues.
However, ASUCD or other Department’s at UC Davis, may be following up on this issue. The
Davis Police Department will continue to work with UC Davis on developing a program in
conjunction with the SNAP program, so efforts are not duplicated.
Yolo County - The Yolo County Health Department currently has a rental inspection program
that includes all dwellings types (single family units and apartments). It is an exterior and
interior inspection program on complaint basis only, similar the Davis’ Code Enforcement
program. They inspect issues similar to what the City inspects in Code Enforcement. The
majority of inspections are on rental units; however, they do occasionally inspect owner
occupied units. This program applies to all of Yolo County and the City’s within the County. In
2003, Yolo County received 450 complaints. Of that total, 51 complaints (11%) were generated
from Davis dwelling units. Yolo County conducted approximately 100 inspections on these
units. The type of violation cited were: water leaks from roofs and plumbing (washroom etc);
mold; insect infestation; unsanitary environment; and rodent infestation. They currently have
one full-time Inspector assigned to the program. If they conduct an inspection, they charge the
property owner based of the hours taken to process the complaint and inspection. Yolo County
noted that they have a very difficult time collecting these fees. The property owners generally
dispute them and Yolo County sends them to a collection agency which does not have much
success in collecting either. This makes the program supported primarily by the General Fund.
Due to new County budget constraints, they are exploring expanding the program to have more
routine inspections on multi-family units with 4 or more units. Single family and duplex units
will not be included in the program. The estimated fee for the multi-family inspection includes a
base fee of $323, plus $7 per unit. They estimate they will need 1-2 more Inspectors to
implement this program. This new program is only in the concept phase.
Behavior/Safety Issues
Some discussion has been initiated regarding the behavior of those who reside in rental units.
The Davis Property Managers/Owners Association has remarked that over the past several years
they have seen an increased lack of regard for property upkeep and neighborhood relations by
student tenants and their parents.
Minnesota has a Crime Free Multi-housing Program which contains three elements: management
training; security assessment of property; and tenant training. Moorhead, Minnesota has a Rental
Unit Registration and Inspections program. This program was implemented to ensure that rental
units meet City and State safety, health, fire and zoning codes within the City and to provide a
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more effective system for compelling both absentee and local landlords to correct violations and
properly maintain rental property within Moorhead. Every rental unit is required to obtain a rent
unit registration from the Housing Division of the Fire Department. The fee to register is $15 per
unit, annually. After registered an inspection is scheduled by the Fire Department. There is no
charge for the initial inspection or first re-inspection. Additional reinspections have fees
associated with them ($25 for 2nd, $100 for 3rd & $200 for each additional reinsertion). This
program also includes a “conduct” provision on registered premises. A premise is deemed
disorderly if the occupants violate laws on public nuisances, noisy parties, have possession of
controlled substances, breach of the peace or violate laws relating to disorderly conduct, minor
possessing or consuming alcohol, prostitution or indecent exposure, unlawful use or possession
of weapons, assaults (including domestic assaults), criminal damage to property or terroristic
threats. If any of these violations occur the City Manager gives notice to the registration holder
and the renters and directs the landlord to take steps to prevent further violations. If another
violation occurs within 6 months, the landlord must submit a written report of the actions taken
and proposed to be taken. If another instance occurs within 6 months, the rental dwelling license
may be denied, revoked, suspended, or not renewed. If any of these actions are taken, the
landlord may request a hearing before the City Council. The Council will decide whether to
uphold the decision or reverse it. The decision by the Council may be appealed to the County
District Court. The program also states that if the conduct of any registration holder, or the
condition of the rental unit is detrimental to the public health, sanitation, safety and general
welfare of the community at large so as to create a nuisance, fire, hazard or other unsafe or
dangerous condition and give rise to an emergency, the Fire Marshall or City Manager has the
authority to summarily condemn or close off individual rental units.
The City Attorney has issued a response to this type of program dated 3/20/03 (Attachment 3).
The City Attorney does not believe a program that revokes a landlord’s or owner’s license and
prohibits a tenant(s) from living in a unit would withstand judicial scrutiny in California,
especially if revocation would be based on reasons other than those in which the tenant’s health
and safety is immediately endangered.
Rental Program Options
The City of Davis currently has 28,704 dwelling units. That total includes 18,430 single-family
to 4-plex units and 10,273 multi-family (5+) units. Of the single-family/4-plex units, 14,560
(79%) are owner occupied units and 3,871 (21%) are rental units. The total number of owner
occupied units is 14,560 (51%) and 14,144 (49%) rental units. As the City does not track owner
occupied vs. rental units, the number counts were estimated by comparing utility bill service
address to the mailing address. If it was different, we considered it a rental. The following cost
analysis includes inspections of both single family and multi-family units.
A. Annual Exterior Inspection – Such a program would provide for exterior inspection of the
front yard areas only and could be structured to permit interior inspections if there is reasonable
cause. Such an approach allows the cost of the program to be more reasonable and may allay
concern that the inspections will unreasonably invade the owner’s or tenant’s privacy. If an
interior inspection or inspection of the rear yard areas is required based on reasonable cause, the
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inspector could be granted voluntary access by the tenant or owner. If access is denied an
inspection warrant would be requested.
This approach would address the exterior upkeep issues that are of most common concern in the
City of Davis. The inspection could address factors such as yard maintenance, vehicle violations
(inappropriate parking, unregistered or inoperable vehicles in public view), visual blight
violations, fence maintenance, illegal or non-conforming structures, illegal additions, and
deteriorating paint or exterior surfaces.
The program described above could be tailored to meet the needs of the City of Davis and is
highly flexible. The program could be structured to initially inspect properties once a year. If a
property receives a “clean bill of health” it might then be bumped to a semi-annual inspection
calendar.
Fiscal/Staff Impacts – Assumes 4 hours per single family unit, and 2 hours for a multi-family
unit, for processing, inspection, follow-up, and file management (approximately half the time of
the Resale program). Inspections would be made annually on all rental properties. Costs are
estimated using current expenditure costs for the Resale Inspection Program which provides a
good estimate of the time and energy required to conduct an inspection.
To annually inspect 14,144 rental units, this option would require 17 full time inspectors and 6 ½
support staff totaling approximately $1,521,148 in annual staffing costs. Other costs include
office supplies, annual vehicle costs, and insurance. This totals approximately $99,441. Total
annual cost is $1,620,589. In addition, there are one time costs of 10 vehicles, 15 computers, 11
cellular phones and other equipment and 15 modular work stations, totaling $331,000.
To be fully reimbursed for the annual costs, a fee for every inspection of approximately $180 per
unit on average would need to be imposed. To recover the annual costs and the one time costs
over 5 years, the fee would be $217. Per unit fees for apartment complexes would be relatively
less than houses due to the increased inspection efficiency for apartments.
If 24 staff members were added, the City would need to locate appropriate work space for them.
The cost of this workspace is not included. This would require the equivalent of two-three
modular trailers.
If we implemented a bi-annual exterior only inspection program, the staff needed and associated
costs would be approximately half of those described above.
B. Interior and Exterior Inspection – Such a program would provide for both interior and
exterior inspection of rental properties. An advantage of this approach is that it would address
any building/health code life-safety issues that may not otherwise be found with an exterior
inspection (such as faulty wiring, lack of smoke detectors, visible structural faults, health
hazards, illegal garage conversions, adequate fire egress, etc). However, such a program would
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require considerably more time then the exterior only alternative. This could be offset by hiring
additional staff or decreasing the frequency of inspections.
A primary point of discussion is whether to inspect rental properties upon change of occupancy.
This approach works well in some jurisdictions because their rental housing stock changes
occupancy at a slow year-round pace. However, such a program may not be well suited to
Davis because the bulk of rental housing stock changes over at two peak times of the year (at the
beginning and end of summer). Furthermore, the question arises: what constitutes change of
occupancy? If all but one tenant move out does it trigger an inspection? If only one of five
tenants move out does it trigger an inspection? Such an approach would require hiring many
temporary inspectors for a short time span.
A more manageable scenario would be to implement a program that requires a regular inspection
interval (such as annually, bi-annually, or even every three to four years). This approach would
require inspection of occupied properties, raising issues of privacy and liability. This program
could also require less frequent inspections for those properties that receive a clean inspection.
Fiscal/Staff Impacts - Assumes 8 hours per single family unit, and 4 hours for a multi-family
unit, for intake, processing, inspection, follow-up, and file management. Inspections would be
made annually on all rental properties. Costs are estimated using current expenditure costs for
the Resale program.
To annually inspect 14,144 rental units, this option would require 35 Inspectors and 13 ⅓ support
staff totaling approximately $3,042,295. Other costs include office supplies, annual vehicle
costs, and insurance. This totals approximately $198,882 and a total annual cost of $3,241,177.
In addition there are one time costs of 21 vehicles, 30 computers, 22 cellular phones and other
equipment and 30 modular work stations, totaling $682,000.
To be fully reimbursed for the annual costs, a fee for every inspection of approximately $360 per
unit on average would need to be imposed. To recover the annual costs, and the one time costs,
over 5 years, the fee would be $436. Per unit fees for apartment complexes would be relatively
less than houses due to the increased inspection efficiency for apartments.
If 48 staff members were added, the City would need to locate appropriate work space for them.
The cost of this workspace is not included. This would require the equivalent of five modular
trailers.
C. Systematic Proactive Non Complaint-Based Code Enforcement – Such a program would
be a modification to the code compliance program already in place. Again, the current program
is primarily complaint based and is therefore targeted towards those properties for which
complaints are received. On average, approximately 41% of the complaints received were of
rental properties. This figure is not out of line, as rental properties comprise approximately 49%
of the Davis housing stock. This new approach would involve a systematic proactive patrol of
the City by the Building Division. While the current system involves a relatively personal
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approach (first contact with owner/tenant is via a knock on the door, a phone call, or an informal
letter is most cases) a non-complaint based system may necessitate a less personal, less time
intensive approach (first contact possibly with a form letter or notice posted on the door).
Certainly, an alternative is to devote additional staff or staff hours in order to maintain the
current level of personalized service.
A key advantage to such a system is the ability to address code violations visible from the street,
whether rental or owner occupied. A key limitation of this approach is that it would entail an
inspection of only that area which is visible from the public right-of-way (front yards).
However, this system of code enforcement could be combined with the current complaint based
system and Resale Inspection Program in order to address those concerns that are not visible
from the public right-of-way.
Fiscal/Staff Impacts - Fee generation would be based on issuance of administrative penalties for
non-compliance. Under the current system, the issuance of administrative penalties is relatively
rare. In FY 2003-04, the City charged out $5,000 in penalty fees. This system would likely
require a less personal approach which translates to lower tolerance levels for non-compliance
and the ability for the City to levy administrative penalties in a more efficient and expedient
manner. Staff devoted to the existing program includes Building and Resale Inspectors and one
clerical assistant. The Department has a vacant Code Compliance Coordinator position that
would need to be filled if this option is selected. With the current approach, some cases are
quick to resolve while others may take considerable staff time to bring about a resolution.
This option would require one additional Code Compliance Officer, which is already included
and funded in the department’s budget. Other costs include office supplies, annual vehicle costs,
and insurance. Total annual cost is $92,220. In addition there are one time costs of 1 vehicle, 1
computer, 1 cellular phone and other equipment, and 1 modular work station, totaling $37,000.
If 1 ⅓ staff member were added, the City would need to locate appropriate work space for them.
The cost of this workspace is not included. Code Enforcement funding currently comes from
building permit revenue. The start-up costs would require some initial general fund support.
Conclusion
The concept of a Rental Inspection Program in a City with Davis’ characteristics is logical from
a policy perspective. However, the stakes are high given the level of additional staffing
commitment and initial expenditure that will be necessary to initiate and run such a program. In
other words, once we start down the rental inspection path it will be hard to turn back even if the
Ordinance and other implementing documents fail to meet the intended purpose.
While it does not pose legal obstacles per se, the issue of the equity of a systematic rental
inspection program is one that must also be considered. The City may find itself in the awkward
position of enforcing a code violation on a given property while overlooking the very same
violation that may be occurring on the property across the street due to the fact that it is owner
occupied, therefore not included in the Rental Inspection program, and the City has not otherwise
received a complaint about it.
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Taking all of the issues and options into consideration, including:
• Initiation of any new program will be resource intensive,
• Workloads in Community Development are already extremely high,
• Additional staffing would be necessary,
• Funding may be necessary to start-up and annually run a program,
• Current fiscal situation in the city,
• Fees charged would have to be high enough to fully support the additional staff
resources,
• Lack of available work space for new employees,
• If a rental inspection program was implemented, a efficient and effective process to
accurately identify rentals versus owner occupied units would need to be identified, and
• Adding an annual Rental Inspection program would not address the current on-going
issues identified through the code enforcement program. A Rental Inspection program
would be additional to these efforts.
Staff recommends an increased effort in the Code Enforcement program focusing on increasing
the tools available to address recurrent code enforcement complaints. Staff believes the existing
program of Code Enforcement is generally successful and by enhancing this program, the desired
goals can be met with minimal costs involved. The program would be amended by:
• Redefining the Code Compliance program and re-titling it the Neighborhood
Preservation Program
• Proactively targeting and addressing problem areas in owner occupied and rental units in
the City
• Establishing a proactive team or task force, which includes all departments, to target
specific problem properties and/or areas and coordinate solutions, while having one
point of contact for the complainant or neighborhood. Public Works would handle
speeding/speed bumps and lighting, Police would handle alcohol and drug issues,
Community Development would handle code enforcement and zoning issues, etc.
• Amending the City Nuisance Ordinance and the Noise Ordinance.
• Continuing to utilize policies and programs already in place, such as the Resale program,
Neighborhood Partnership Program, Community Mediation and Fair housing Services,
Fire Department Inspections, and Crime Prevention.
• Implementing an education and training program, possibly in conjunction with the
Rental Housing Association of Sacramento Valley, for landlords, property managers and
renters.
• Establishing a database for the City to track repetitive violations. The Building Division
is currently working on implementing this project. Every Department, including Police,
will be able to retrieve complaint information at any time of day. This will help
determining repetitive violations after normal business hours.
• Exploring the possibility of adopting an ordinance to require all apartment complexes
with four or more units to have an on-site manage.
• Implementing the SNAP program, and continuing to work with UC Davis on similar are
efforts.
• Monitoring Yolo County’s efforts for a rental inspection program
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These components present a viable, direct, strategic and cost effective way for the City to more
effectively respond to the core concerns at hand. If this program does not ultimately meet the
City’s needs, a full rental inspection program could be implemented at a later date.
Many of the above noted steps can be implemented quickly upon Council direction to do so.
However, some components will require code amendments, such as updates to the Nuisance and
Noise Ordinances. Staff proposes to bring amendments back before the Council in the fall for
consideration.
Staff believes past Councils have been appropriately cautious concerning a rental inspection
program. The costs of even the most limited program will be significant. Although the
theoretical costs of a program can by covered by fees, the broader administrative costs likely
could not be covered. The program particularly, in the implementation phase, would also divert
administrative focus and responsibilities from other City priorities. We are just not convinced
that we are at a critical need phase for the program, nor is it necessarily the best prescription for
the problems it is intended to address. At this point, suggested changes to the Noise and
Nuisance Ordinances and other measures contemplated by Police seem more on the mark. It
must be remembered that there are many rental properties proactively managed in the City.
There are other means to target problem properties that avoid penalizing the well run properties
and responsible tenants. It seems only prudent and equitable to fully pursue those options before
implementing a more all encompassing and potentially costly approach.
If the Council wishes to pursue a rental inspection program, the City Attorney suggests the
exterior only approach, because it will be easier to implement initially, can be amended to be
more aggressive if necessary, and generally seems more practical. Staff also advises that the
City/UCD Student Liaison Commission be provided an opportunity for continued input if the
Council wishes to pursue a rental inspection program.
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Attachment 1
Overview of Rental Inspection Programs in other Communities
City of Asuza – The City of Asuza (population 47,150) has had a rental inspection program in
place for 15 years and conducts an annual inspection of all rental properties. The inspection
covers only the exterior of the property. However, the inspector has the authority to request an
interior inspection if the exterior suggests that there may be problems on the interior. The
inspection includes a check for violations of the city’s visual blight ordinance, zoning violations,
and illegal structures. If the property receives a clean report, it will re-inspected in two years
instead of yearly.
The City of Asuza utilizes two full time inspectors and one part time assistant to cover the 5,800
rental units in the city. The inspector is able to complete six inspections per day on average.
The city charges a base fee for service of $46.00 per property plus an additional $8.00 per unit
for multi-family properties. This fee covers the full cost of the program.
Asuza’s program generates $1.5 million dollars of property improvements annually through
correction of identified code violations. The Director of the program indicates that the response
from property owners and tenants has been positive. The property owners realize the long term
benefits of keeping the property well maintained. These benefits come in the form of increased
resale values and higher demand for rent. The owner-occupied properties also benefit from the
program because surrounding rental properties are maintained at higher levels, which, in turn,
help to maintain property values and marketability. A benefit to both renters and property
owners is that there is incentive to keep the property maintained. According to the program
director, the maintenance of properties is self-perpetuating. By this he means that once one
property is cleaned up, it encourages others in the neighborhood to do the same.
New tenants must register with the City to connect to utilities. If a unit is not registered, the
utilities (gas, water, electricity) will not be turned on when a vacancy exists until it is registered.
The City will also be reviewing assessor records for unregistered units. A tenant who does not
register a rental you be charged for all enforcement costs.
City of Pasadena – Pasadena’s Occupancy Inspection Program was implemented in 1973 to
ensure the quality and maintenance of the City’s single family homes, duplexes, and
condominiums. This is achieved by conducting inspections of these dwelling units at the time of
sale or change of occupancy. If, at the time of inspection, a dwelling unit is found to be in
violation of the Housing Code, the property owner is notified of the violations and given a
reasonable time to correct them. Upon correction of the violations, a Certificate of Occupancy is
issued and remains valid until the dwelling unit is again sold or rented. Change of occupancy is
not actively monitored and is largely based on the honor system. Both the interior and exterior
are inspected for both single family and multi family units.
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Typical items checked during an Occupancy Inspection include the electrical, plumbing, and
heating systems, structural hazards, and other health and safety items. In addition, Zoning
concerns such as illegal building additions and the conversion of garages, attics, and basements
to dwelling spaces are also checked.
Single family homes and duplexes are charged $102 for the initial inspection, condominiums
$89, and rental units $30 per dwelling units. The City of Pasadena schedules 12 to 15
inspections per day for the single family, duplex, and condo units with the goal of inspecting
units within one week of the inspection request. The city inspects approximately 400 multifamily units per month in order to complete a 4 year cycle of the 16,000 multi-family units in the
city.
The benefits realized from the program are in line with those of the City of Asuza. Before
implementation of their program the City of Pasadena held several public workshops with the
Board of Realtors, apartment owners, rental owners, and general citizenry. Upon
implementation, the program was challenged in court as an invasion of property rights.
However, the city of Pasadena prevailed on the grounds that the program was necessary in order
to ensure compliance of the relatively old housing stock with building and zoning codes.
They also have a Quadrennial Inspection Program, established in 1987, to ensure the quality and
maintenance of the City’s multi-family housing stock. The Quadrennial Inspection Program was
developed with the cooperation of the Foothill Apartment Owner’s Association, the Pasadena
Board of Realtors, and City staff. All rental properties containing three or more units are subject
to the Quadrennial Inspection Program, and are inspected once every four years. After
inspection, property owners are notified of any existing code violations and given a reasonable
time for their correction. Upon correction of all violations, a Certificate of Occupancy is issued
for the rental properties. This program has been effective in identifying multi-family properties
that suffer from neglected maintenance, and has contributed significantly to the improvement of
the City’s rental housing stock.
City of Hayward – The City of Hayward Residential Rental Inspection Program was developed
to safeguard the stock of safe, sanitary rental units within the City; protect persons entering or
residing in them, by providing for systematic inspection of rental housing throughout the City
The program focuses attention on rental housing in higher density areas with the goal of
inspecting these units every 3.5 years. Properties outside the focus area are inspected less
frequently, unless they are the subject of a complaint.
All rental units - single family homes, duplexes, apartments, condominiums, motels and hotels are covered by the program. Section 8 units are also subject to inspection. The program
employs three housing inspectors, one senior field inspector, and one full time office assistant.
Their program inspects both the interior and exterior of all rental properties and is mandatory.
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In addition to an annual per-unit fee of $20 for single family thru 4-plex, and $4 per multi-family
unit, fees are charged for units in which a violation is found. Penalties may also be assessed for
lack of timely correction of violations.
City of Berkeley – The City of Berkeley has a Rental Housing Safety program. There are no
fees for the initial or first re-inspection, unless violations are identified. Berkeley’s program is
primarily financed through the General Fund. Owners are required to inspect and “certify”
annually each unit. They are required to submit this “self-certification” to the tenant. The City
does not receive a copy. The Owners or tenants may request that the City conduct an inspection
in-lieu of the self certification. They only inspect unit 5 or more year old. The units must be
inspected by PG&E every five years to certify that gas heaters are in proper working order. The
City will inspect units where a tenant has made a complaint.
City of Santa Barbara - City of Santa Barbara has a Rental Housing Mediation Task Force to
assist in resolving rental housing disputes by offering neutral mediation services and information
on residential landlord-tenant rights and responsibilities.
City of Vacaville – Vacaville has developed a Community Safety Ordinance to provide a
comprehensive response to the occurrence of chronic crime and quality of life issues in their
community. It is designed to address the onset of repetitive crime at a given location. The
Ordinance focuses on first notifying property owners by letter of the repeated occurrence of
criminal activity on their property and thereafter, in partnership with the owner, endeavors to
achieve voluntary compliance through proactive measures to prevent future violations. In
instances when the criminal activity continues unabated, the Ordinance provides for fines up to
$1,000, cost recovery and civil remedies for each violation to be levied against the property
owner.
City of Concord – Concord has a multi-family inspection and maintenance program. It only
applies to multi-family units with 4 or more dwelling units, of 5 or more years old. They have
set exterior and site maintenance standards. A self-certification is available for well-maintained
properties with no existing violations. If, after issuing a notice and order to correct, the owner
fails to correct the violation, the city may issue a complaint and summons for prosecution in a
court of competent jurisdiction, issue administrative citations, or schedule a hearing for
abatement.
City of San Pablo – San Pablo has a program similar to Davis’ Resale Program. When a
residential single-family, owner-occupied dwelling more than ten years old is being sold and
does not have a current, valid certificate of compliance, the owner shall request an inspection and
the administrator shall schedule an inspection of the property to be made for compliance with the
city's codes so as to remove or mitigate potential threats to the Health and Safety of the
occupants or future occupants. If the property is determined to be safe, resale certificate of
compliance will be issued.
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City of San Rafael - San Rafael initiated a rental inspection program two years ago. Code
Enforcement, Building Inspection, Fire and Police inspect all rentals of 3+ units every 5 years,
enforcing the Uniform Housing Code and Fire Code. Owners pay an annual property tax
assessment to fully fund the program. Their ordinance also requires an on-site caretaker in
apartments of 16 or more units.
City of Glendale – Glendale developed a program in 2002. It was adopted, but later rescinded
by the City Council. In 2001, Glendale’s City Council directed staff to develop a systematic
rental housing program to be adopted as a part of their FY 2002-03 budget process. Council
rescinded the ordinance before it went into effect, after receiving protests from out-of-town
landlords. The program originally approved included multi-family, 2 or more units per site and
inspected every three years. It mandated interior and exterior inspections, with a voluntary optout by tenants who did not want units inspected. They inspect all units, both vacant and
occupied. They also excluded rented condominiums even if a number of units in a particular
project were rented. They inspected Interior: health & safety, habitability, general maintenance,
use violations and Exterior: health & safety, general maintenance, landscaping, zoning & use
violations. The per-unit fee was to be collected on the property tax bill. The initial cost per unit
was $72, to be collected $24 per year on a three year cycle. The fee collected for the total cost of
the program, included approximately $900,000 per year for 14,000 units inspected. A significant
challenge they faced was the absolute opposition by some property owners when it came time to
implement the program. Their primary objection was that the "City" would be telling them how
to make business decisions with their property, i.e. making repairs. A second reason, was "if
tenants don't like it, they can move." The third reason, which caught the Council's ear, was the
argument that inspections result in added maintenance costs which drive up rents. They did
receive support from the property management community and the corporate owners who felt
that the program was desperately needed.
City of Montebello - Montebello targets problem areas. They endeavored in revitalizing a
number of neighborhoods by creating a team representing Code Enforcement, Police, and
Housing. They sent letters to property owners informing them that we would be inspecting units.
They cited and prosecuted those owners unwilling to make necessary repairs. They offered
property owners incentives to make improvements to their buildings through very low interestloans. In some case, the loans were interest free. They also worked with non-profits providing
leadership development workshops to residents and property owners. Grants were applied for to
construct community services facilities benefiting the neighborhoods and implemented
streetscape improvements and the like. Eventually, a non-profit was formed who formally
applied for more grants and resources for the continuation of public service programs in the
neighborhoods.
City of Carpinteria - Carpinteria inspects single family rental homes every three years. They
inspect approximately 200 units each year using one Inspector and one part-time support staff.
They charge a fee of $150 per unit. The fee revenue does not fully fund the program costs.
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City of Santa Ana – Santa Ana’s Proactive Rental Enforcement Program (PREP) promotes
public health, safety and welfare through a systematic proactive code enforcement effort towards
residential rental property throughout the City of Santa Ana. PREP is intended to promote an
environment in which unhealthy conditions and life safety hazards are reduced for occupants of
residential rental property by identifying and correcting code violations resulting in a threat to
the occupant's safety; threat to the structural integrity of the building; and negative impact on the
surrounding neighborhoods.
All rental housing in Santa Ana is reviewed every four years by quadrant. PREP was designed to
be a very public relations oriented code enforcement program with initial inspections done by
appointment with the property owners at their convenience. Notices of Violation are issued to
property owners providing a 30, 60 or 90 day time frame for compliance, dependent upon the
severity of the deficiencies. Program policies require annual rechecks of rental properties having
violations during the most recent prior inspection, regardless of location within the City. When a
property owner fails to complete corrections within the allotted time frame, the case file is
scheduled for an administrative hearing or referred to the City Attorney with a request for legal
action to be initiated.
In addition, Santa Ana has implemented a Proactive Enforcement Team (PET) which is a fast
moving property maintenance oriented team that surveys all the properties in designated target
neighborhoods and issues corrective notices for unsightly exterior conditions, such as poor
landscape maintenance, structure in need of painting, unsightly, deteriorated fencing, broken
windows, overgrown yards, storage in the front yard and inoperable vehicles.
Property owners and tenants are allotted up to 30 days to correct deficiencies and are issued an
administrative citation should they fail to comply. The goal of the team is to address negative
impacting conditions early and prevent further deterioration of the neighborhoods. The plan for
PET is to move rapidly through the neighborhoods and cover as much of the City as possible
each year.
PET is comprised of four team members - a sweeper and three follow-up inspectors. The
sweeper conducts the initial survey of each neighborhood and records violations for the followup members to address. Warning notices are then issued to the owner or tenant of each property
specifying a compliance date. Administrative citations for $100.00 are issued to those
owners/tenants not in compliance. The administrative citation fine is progressive to $200.00 and
$500.00 for continued failure to correct the condition(s).
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LEXSEE 86 OPS. CAL. ATTY. GEN. 30
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
No. 01-402
2003 Cal. AG LEXIS 9; 86 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 30
March 19, 2003
OPINIONBY:
[*1]
BILL LOCKYER, Attorney General; ANTHONY S. Da VIGO, Deputy Attorney General
OPINION:
[**30] THE HONORABLE SHARON D. STUART, CITY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY, CITY OF LOMPOC,
has requested an opinion on the following question:
May a city prohibit, limit or regulate the operation of a boarding house or rooming house business in a single family home located in a low density residential (R-1) zone, where boarding house or rooming house is defined as a residence or dwelling, other than a hotel, wherein three or more rooms, with or without individual or group cooking facilities, are rented to individuals under separate rental agreements or leases, either written or oral, whether or not an owner,
agent, or rental manager is in residence?
CONCLUSION
A city may prohibit, limit or regulate the operation of a boarding house or rooming house business in a single family home located in a low density residential (R-1) zone, where boarding house or rooming house is defined as a residence or dwelling, other than a hotel, wherein three or more rooms, with or without individual or group cooking facilities, are rented to individuals under separate rental agreements or leases, either written or oral, whether or not an owner,
[*2] agent or rental manager is in residence, in order to preserve the residential character of the neighborhood.
ANALYSIS
A city proposes to enact an ordinance prohibiting the operation of a boarding house or rooming house business in a
single family home located in a low density residential (R-1) zone. A boarding or rooming house business would be
defined under the ordinance "as a residence or dwelling, other than a hotel, wherein three or more rooms, with or without individual or group cooking facilities, are rented to individuals under separate rental agreements or leases, either
written or oral, whether or not an owner, agent or rental manager is in residence.1" We are asked whether the ordinance
[**31] would be valid. We conclude that a city may prohibit the operation of boarding house businesses in a low density residential zone in order to preserve the residential character of the neighborhood
It is now well [*3] settled that a city has broad authority to adopt zoning ordinances to protect the public health
and general welfare of its residents. (See Cal. Const., art. XI, § 7; 001000001*000001 Gov. Code, §§ 65800- 65912;
Euclid v. Ambler Co. (1926) 272 U.S. 365, 386-395; Miller v. Board of Public Works (1925) 195 Cal. 477, 484-488.)
Municipalities may establish strictly private residential districts as part of a general comprehensive zoning plan. ( Wilkins v. City of San Bernardino (1946) 29 Cal.2d 332, 337-338; Fourcade v. City and County of San Francisco (1925)
1

A rooming house typically does not provide meals or cooking facilities. For our purposes, however, a rooming house
business would be subject to the same analysis as a boarding house business and will thus be included in the term
"boarding house" throughout this opinion.
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196 Cal. 655, 662; Sutter v. City of Lafayette (1997) 57 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1131.)2 "Maintenance of the character of
residential neighborhoods is a proper purpose of zoning." ( Ewing v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d
at p. 1590.)
[*4]
More specifically, the courts of this state have stated that the operation of boarding house businesses may be excluded from a residential zone. ( City of Santa Barbara v. Adamson (1980) 27 Cal.3d 123, 133 ["To illustrate, 'residential character' can be and is preserved by restrictions on transient and institutional uses (hotels, motels, boarding houses,
clubs, etc.")]; City of Chula Vista v. Pagard (1981) 115 Cal.App.3d 785, 792; see also Seaton v. Clifford (1972) 24
Cal.App.3d 46, 51 ["the maintenance of a commercial 'boarding house,' ... which in essence is providing 'residence' to
paying customers, is not synonymous with 'residential purposes' as that latter phrase is commonly interpreted in reference to property use"].) With respect to zoning matters, "the term 'residential' is normally used in contradistinction to
'commercial' or 'business.'" ( Sechrist v. Municipal Court (1976) 64 Cal.App.3d 737, 746.)
"There is no question but that municipalities are entitled to confine commercial activities to certain districts [citations], and that they may further [*5] limit activities within those districts by requiring use permits." ( Sutter v. City of
Lafayette, supra, 57 Cal.App.4th at p. 1131.) "Many zoning ordinances place limits on the property owner's right to
make profitable use of some segments of his property." (Keystone Bituminous Coal Assn. v. DeBenedictis (1987) 480
U.S. 470, 498.) Here, the proposed ordinance [**32] would allow property owners to rent to boarders under one or two
separate rental agreements. The owners would not be denied all commercial use of their properties. (See Ewing v. City
of Carmel-by-the-Sea, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d at pp. 1592-1593.3)
In short, preserving the residential character of a neighborhood is a legitimate government purpose that may be reasonably achieved by prohibiting commercial enterprises such as operating a boarding house business. (See Euclid v.
Ambler Co., supra, 272 U.S. at pp. 394-395; City of Santa Barbara v. Adamson, supra, 27 Cal.3d at p. 133; [*6] Miller v. Board of Public Works, supra, 195 Cal. at p. 493; College Area Renters & Landlord Assn. v. City of San Diego
(1996) 43 Cal.App.4th 677, 687; Ewing v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d at pp. 1590-1592; City of
Chula Vista v. Pagard, supra, 115 Cal.App.3d at pp. 792, 799-800.)
The proposed ordinance would not raise constitutional issues of the right of privacy or right of association since it
would allow any owner of property to rent to any member of the public and any member of the public to apply for lodging. The proposed ordinance would be directed at a commercial use of property that is inconsistent with the residential
character of the neighborhood and which is unrelated to the identity of the users. The courts have approved a distinction
drawn that is based upon the commercial use of property by owners in a restricted residential zone. (See City of Santa
Barbara v. Adamson, supra, 27 Cal.3d at pp. 129-134; Coalition Advocating Legal Housing Options v. City of Santa
Monica (2001) 88 Cal.App.4th 451, 460-464; [*7] College Area Renters & Landlord Assn. v. City of San Diego
(1996) 43 Cal.App.4th 677, 686-687; Ewing v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d at pp. 1595-1598;
City of Chula Vista v. Pagard, supra, 115 Cal.App.3d at pp. 791-793, 798.)
We reject the suggestion that the relatively few number of boarders prohibited under the proposed ordinance would
prevent the ordinance from being upheld by a court. In City of Santa Barbara v. Adamson, supra, 27 Cal.3d 123, the
Supreme Court indicated that operating boarding house businesses could be prohibited to preserve the residential character of a neighborhood without specifying that the businesses had to be of a particular size. ( Id. at p. 133.) Of course,
the greater the number of boarders who would occupy a single family dwelling, the more likely the residential character
of the neighborhood would be threatened. (See Ewing v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, supra, 234 Cal.App.3 d at p. 1591.)
Without question, operating a boarding house for 20 or 30 boarders [*8] would undermine a [**33] neighborhood's

2

We may assume for purposes of this opinion that the proposed ordinance would be consistent with the
city's general plan. ( Gov. Code, § 65860; cf. Ewing v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea (1991) 234 Cal.App.3d 1579,
1589; see also 81 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 57, 57-61 (1998).) We may also assume that the ordinance would be consistent with state law prohibiting certain group homes from being considered "boarding houses." (See Health &
Saf. Code, §§ 1500- 1567.9; Hall v. Butte Home Health, Inc. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 308, 318-322; City of Los
Angeles v. Department of Health (1976) 63 Cal.App.3d 473, 477-481; 76 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 173, 175 (1993).)
3

Of course, the proposed ordinance would apply only to the city's low density residential (R-1) zone and not to multiple dwelling zones or other zoning districts of the city.
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residential character. Here, the proposed ordinance would prohibit a boarding house business operated for only three
boarders. And, as previously observed, the proposed ordinance would allow commercial use of a property if only one or
two boarders were renting rooms from the owner. What is the standard of review for evaluating such a legislative determination as to the allowable size of a boarding house business in a restricted residential zone?
"'"As is customary in reviewing economic and social regulation, ... courts properly defer to legislative judgment as
to the necessity and reasonableness of a particular measure."' [Citation.]" ( Hall v. Butte Home Health, Inc., supra, 60
Cal.App.4th at p. 322.) "Courts ordinarily do not consider the motives behind legislation, including local legislation
[citations], nor do they second-guess the wisdom of the legislation [citations]." ( Sutter v. City of Lafayette, supra, 57
Cal.App.4th at p. 1128.) "In enacting zoning ordinances, the municipality performs a legislative function, and every
intendment is in favor of the validity of such ordinances.
[*9] [Citations.]" ( Lockard v. City of Los Angeles (1949) 33 Cal.2d 453, 460.) The ordinance will be upheld so
long as the issue is "'at least debatable.'" ( Minnesota v. Clover Leaf Creamery Co. (1981) 449 U.S. 456, 464; see Sutter
v. City of Lafayette, supra, 57 Cal.App.4th at p. 1133; Ewing v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d at
pp. 1587-1588; Cotati Alliance for Better Housing v. City of Cotati (1983) 148 Cal.App.3d 280, 291-292.) In Ewing v.
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d 1579, the court summarized the applicable principles with respect to
drawing lines of distinction in adopting zoning regulations:
"... Line drawing is the essence of zoning. Sometimes the line is pencil-point thin--allowing, for example, plots of one-third acre but not one-fourth; buildings of three floors but not four; beauty shops but
not beauty schools. In Euclid, the Supreme Court recognized that 'in some fields, the bad fades into the
good by such insensible degrees that the two are [*10] not capable of being readily distinguished and
separated in terms of legislation.' ( Euclid v. Ambler Co., supra, 272 U.S. at p. 389.) Nonetheless, the line
must be drawn, and the legislature must do it. Absent an arbitrary or unreasonable delineation, it is not
the prerogative of the courts to second-guess the legislative decision. [Citations.]" (Id. at p. 1593.)
It is "at least debatable" that prohibiting boarding house businesses operated for as few as three boarders in a low
density residential zone is a reasonable exercise of legislative power. Given that boarding house businesses may be prohibited in low density residential zones, we cannot say, in the abstract, that the proposed ordinance would be "clearly
arbitrary [**34] and unreasonable, having no substantial relation to the public health, safety, morals or general welfare." ( Euclid v. Ambler Co. , supra, 272 U.S. at p. 395; cf. Ewing v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d
at pp. 1591-1592.) The line as to the number of allowable boarders must be drawn somewhere, and here the city council
may prohibit the operation of [*11] boarding house businesses with three or more boarders in order to preserve the residential character of the neighborhood.
We conclude that a city may prohibit, limit or regulate the operation of a boarding house or rooming house business
in a single family home located in a low density residential (R-1) zone, where boarding house or rooming house is defined as a residence or dwelling, other than a hotel, wherein three or more rooms, with or without individual or group
cooking facilities, are rented to individuals under separate rental agreements or leases, either written or oral, whether or
not an owner, agent, or rental agent is in residence, in order to preserve the residential character of the neighborhood.
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University Neighborhood Livability - EXHIBIT F

Why does the County of Loudoun
regulate the number of people living
in your home?
Loudoun County continues to be one of the fastest growing
counties in the United States. As the population grows, the demand for housing increases and many people search for affordable housing options. During the past several years, the
county has received an increasing number of complaints from
its citizens regarding overcrowding in single-family dwellings.
In its worst state, overcrowding results in a threat to public
safety and the welfare of the occupants of the homes, as well
as the neighborhoods.

How is the number of people who can live in a
dwelling determined?
The county has adopted a Zoning Ordinance and the Virginia
Uniform Statewide Building Code/International Property
Maintenance Code, each of which regulates who and how
many people may occupy a dwelling. Generally, the limitations
are based on the size of the dwelling, the size and number of
bedrooms, the relationship of residents, and fire safety
standards. Non-compliance with any portion of these
requirements constitutes a violation of legal occupancy
requirements.

2

This brochure has been prepared
by the
Loudoun County
Zoning Enforcement Staff

Other Important Information:
Alterations to a residence such as converting rooms to other
uses or building decks and sheds require the owner to obtain a
zoning permit in addition to a building permit. (Not all sheds
require a building permit.) Please consult with the Department
of Building and Development, 703-777-0397, before starting
construction.

1) Occupancy Limitations Relative
to the Size of the Dwelling
Minimum Area Requirements: The county limits the number
of adult occupants in a dwelling based upon the size of certain
rooms in the dwelling.
The following table illustrates these limitations:

Should you wish to report a zoning violation related to the
issues discussed in this guide, please call the Loudoun
County Zoning Enforcement Hotline at 703-777-0103 or our
Residential Occupancy Limitations Hotline at 703-737-8190
to report overcrowding violations.
A zoning violation complaint can also be filed by faxing or
mailing an Alleged Zoning Violation Form available online at
www.loudoun.gov/b&d/zoning under “Zoning Enforcement.”
Please do not hesitate to contact the Department of Building
& Development at 703-777-0397 should you have questions
or concerns regarding the information contained in this
brochure.

MINIMUM AREA IN SQUARE FEET
SPACE

1 - 2 Occupants

3 - 5 Occupants

6 or more
Occupants

Living
Room

No Requirements

120

150

Dining
Room

No Requirements

80

100

Kitchen

50

50

60

The County of Loudoun applies occupancy limitation
requirements to all residents, regardless of their race,
color, religion, creed, national origin, gender or age.
The information contained in this brochure is for
general guidance on matters of interest only
and should not be construed as legal advice.
Prepared by the Loudoun County Zoning Enforcement Staff
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2) Occupancy Limitations
Applied to Bedrooms:

3) Relationships of Occupants:

Bedroom Size
(Square Feet)

Maximum Number of
Occupants per Room*

70

1

100

2

150

3

200

4

The Revised 1993 Loudoun County Zoning Ordinance permits
a single-family dwelling to be occupied by a family as defined
below:
Family: A group of people living together consisting of:

* Number of Occupants includes adults and children

Bedrooms:
•

Must contain at least 70 square feet of floor area plus an
additional 50 square feet per individual if occupied by more
than one person.

•

Bedrooms must not be the only access to other bedrooms
or habitable space and must not constitute the only exit
from other habitable space.

•

Every bedroom must have access to a bathroom without
having to pass through another bedroom.

•

Kitchens and other non-habitable space must not be used
for sleeping purposes.

•

Bedrooms must provide light, ventilation, room area, ceiling
height and room width in conformity with the code, and
must be in conformity with fire safety requirements. (Please
refer to 4) Fire Safety Requirements Applied to Bedrooms.)

a)

One or more persons related* by blood or
marriage together with any number of natural,
foster, step or adopted children, domestic
servants, nurses and therapists and no more
than two roomers or boarders; or

b)

No more than 4 unrelated persons; or

c)

Any group identified in Section 15.2-2291 of the
Code of Virginia, (e.g. mentally ill, mentally
retarded, or developmentally disabled.)

* Persons who are related includes husbands, wives, parents, children,
grandparents, grandchildren, brothers, sisters, aunts, uncles, cousins,
nephews, nieces (including step or half relationships) as demonstrated by
official public records such as government-issued identification, birth or
marriage certificates; or by affidavits.

4) Fire Safety Requirements
Applied to Bedrooms:
•

Two means of exit must be available from a
bedroom, with one being a door or window leading directly to the exterior.

•

The window sill must be at a maximum height of 44
inches from the floor.

•

An exit must not lead through another sleeping area or a
bathroom.

Source: Uniform Statewide Building Code/International Property Maintenance
Code.

4
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University Neighborhood Livability - EXHIBIT G
San Diego Municipal Code

Chapter 12: Land Development Reviews

(2-2010)

Article 3: Zoning
Division 5: Residential High Occupancy Permit
(“Residential High Occupancy Permit”
added 1-29-2008 by O-19704 N.S.)

§123.0501

Purpose of Residential High Occupancy Permit
The purpose of these procedures is to provide for annual review of high occupancy
single dwelling units for conformance with the applicable zoning regulations by
ensuring that high occupancy units provide adequate parking and minimize impacts to
adjacent properties.
(Added 1-29-2008 by O-19704 N.S.; effective 2-28-2008.)

§123.0502

When a Residential High Occupancy Permit Is Required
(a)

(b)

A Residential High Occupancy Permit is required for a single dwelling unit
when the occupancy of the dwelling unit would consist of six or more persons
eighteen years of age and older residing in the dwelling unit for a period of 30
or more consecutive days.
(1)

Prior to the rental or sale of a single dwelling unit, the property owner
shall disclose the requirement for a Residential High Occupancy Permit
to prospective tenants or buyers.

(2)

The Residential High Occupancy Permit requirement shall apply to a
single dwelling unit described in Section 123.0502(a) regardless of
whether six or more persons eighteen years of age and older resided in
the dwelling unit prior to the effective date of this ordinance.

Housing for senior citizens, residential care facilities, and transitional housing
facilities are exempt from the requirement for a Residential High Occupancy
Permit, but are otherwise subject to the use regulations in Chapter 14, Article 1.

(Added 1-29-2008 by O-19704 N.S.; effective 2-28-2008.)

Ch. Art. Div.
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San Diego Municipal Code

Chapter 12: Land Development Reviews

(2-2010)

§123.0503

How to Apply for a Residential High Occupancy Permit
(a)

Within 30 days of an increase in single dwelling unit occupancy that results in
six or more persons eighteen years of age and older residing in a single
dwelling unit for a period of 30 or more consecutive days, a property owner
shall apply for a Residential High Occupancy Permit in accordance with
Section 112.0102.

(b)

The Residential High Occupancy Permit application and applicable fees shall
be resubmitted annually by the property owner to ensure compliance with the
provisions of this division.

(c)

A fee waiver for economic hardship may be requested with the permit
application and shall be granted in accordance with Process One where a
property owner demonstrates to the satisfaction of the City Manager that their
annual income is less than the Area Median Income.

(d)

It is unlawful for any Responsible Person to violate any requirement of this
Division.

(Added 1-29-2008 by O-19704 N.S.; effective 2-28-2008.)

§123.0504

Decision on a Residential High Occupancy Permit
(a)

A decision on an application for a Residential High Occupancy Permit shall be
approved in accordance with Process One.

(b)

The applicant shall demonstrate on submitted plans that one off-street parking
space per occupant eighteen years of age and older, less one will be
accommodated on the premises. In cases where an occupant eighteen years of
age and older does not have a vehicle or a valid driver’s license, the applicant
shall provide evidence to the satisfaction of the City Manager to demonstrate
the need for a lower parking requirement, which shall be documented in the
permit record.

(c)

In case of conflict between the requirements of this section and the Parking
Impact Overlay Zone, the higher of the applicable parking requirements shall
apply.

(d)

Parking spaces shall conform to regulations in Chapter 14, Article 2.

(Added 1-29-2008 by O-19704 N.S.; effective 2-28-2008.)

Ch. Art. Div.
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San Diego Municipal Code

Chapter 12: Land Development Reviews

(2-2010)

§123.0505

Issuance of a Residential High Occupancy Permit
(a)

The City Manager shall issue the Residential High Occupancy Permit when the
required fees have been paid (or a fee waiver is granted), a copy of the lease
agreement(s) has been provided where applicable, and the permit has been
approved.

(b)

A Residential High Occupancy Permit shall not be issued to a property with a
pending code violation case.

(c)

The permit shall be valid for a 12 month period, except that an increase in
occupancy or the number of vehicles in excess of that authorized under the
permit shall require a new permit application and fees.

(Added 1-29-2008 by O-19704 N.S.; effective 2-28-2008.)
§123.0506

Enforcement and Administrative Remedies
(a)

Violations of this Division are subject to the judicial and administrative
enforcement remedies identified in Section 121.0311 of this Code.

(b)

Violations of this Division may also result in the revocation of a previously
approved Residential High Occupancy Permit, in the event of two or more code
violations, within the last twelve months, have been determined to exist either
prior to or pursuant to the final adjudication of any of the enforcement
remedies available under Section 123.0311 of this Code.

(Added 1-29-2008 by O-19704 N.S.; effective 2-28-2008.)

Ch. Art. Div.
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(0-2008-61 Rev. )

ORDINANCE NU:lv!BER 0-_ _1_9_7_39_·_(NEW SERIES)
DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE _:.::AP_.::R:...:2::...:3:....c2::::0=08,__
AN ORDINANCE REGARDING THE REGULATION OF
ROOMING HOUSES AMENDING THE SAN DIEGO
MUNICIPAL CODE BY AMENDING CHAPTER 11, ARTICLE
3, DIVISION 1, BY AME.N'DING SECTION 113.0103; BY
AME.NTIING CHAPTER 13, i..R.TICLE 1, DIVISION 1, BY
AMENDING SECTION 131.0112; DIVISION 2, BY
AMENDING SECTION 131.0222; DIVISION 3, BY
AMENDING SECTION 131.0322; DIVISION 4, BY
AMENDING SECTIONS 131.0422 AND 131.0423; DIVISION 5,
BY AMENDING SECTION 131.0522; DIVISION 6, BY
AMENDING SECTION 13Ul622; AND, BY AMENDING
CHAPTER 14, iill.TICLE 2, DIVISION 5, BY AME.NTIING
SECTION 142.0525.
WHEREAS, the purpose of residential-single (RS) unit zones is to provide for areas of
residential development that promote neighborhood quality, character, and livability, and
minimizes adverse impacts to adjacent properties; and, that the purpose of residential-multiple

(RM) unit zones is to accommodate specific dwelling types and developments v.,ith similar
characteristics, and to respond to locational issues regarding adjacent land uses; and

WHEREAS, commercial overuse of dwelling units particularly in residential-single (RS)
unit zones, has been a chronic and growing problem adversely impacting neighborhood quality,
character, and livability incompatible with the purposes of both the RS unit zones and with the
lower density RM-1 and RM-2 unit zones; and

WHEREAS, the commercial overuse of dwelling units particularly in RS unit zones, is
more compatible with the dwelling types and developments ·with similar characteristics in higher
density residential-multiple RM-3 and RM-4 unit zones; and

WHEREAS, commercial overuse generally refers to a dwelling unit where three or more
rooms are rented individually or separately, to tenants under separate rental agreements, or where
rooms are rented individually or separately, resulting in multiple, independent living units where
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tenants do not share common access or financial responsibility for use of the dwelling unit as a
whole. The fonner is commonly referred to as a rooming house; the latter as a defacto rooming
house; and
WHEREAS, a vmiety of public outreach tools including media coverage, email blasts,
mailed public notices, published public notices, a dedicated web page, and public
announcements have been used to encourage commuaity participation in the development of
strategies to address "rooming houses" and to widely distribute infonnation related to proposed
strategies; and
W1IEREAS, a variety of public meetings and hearings have been held to allow for
community input and participation in the development of strategies to address "rooming houses"
including two public discussion forums (September 2006 and May 2007), nearly twenty
presentations at community plai111ing group meetings, three Land Use and Housing Committee
meetings (November 2006, March 2007, October 2007), one Code Monitoring Temn meeting
(August 2007), two City Council hearings (July and November 2007), one Planning Commission
meeting (September 2007), and two Community Plalll1ers Committee meetings (September and
November 2007), which resulted in participation by hundreds of local residents and community
leaders; and
WHEREAS, on July 9, 2007, the City Attorney briefed City Council on rooming house
ordinance law in California, centering on a 2003 California Attorney General opinion that
validated a City of Lompoc rooming house ordinance because its intent was to preserve the
residential character of single dwelling unit zoned neighborhoods and to prohibit commercialized
overuse of dwelling units in those zones. City Council then voted unanimously to direct the City
Attorney to draft a rooming house ordinance for the City of San Diego.
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VlHEREAS, on September 6, 2007, Planning Commission considered and deliberated a

draft rooming house ordinance and voted unanimously to recommend that City Council adopt the
ordinance with certain amendments suggested through public testimony; and
WHEREAS, on November 19, 2007, City Council considered and deliberated a draft
rooming house ordinance that reflected am.endments suggested by the Planning Commission, and
then voted for additional amendments; and
WHEREAS, the City wishes to establish a rooming house ordinance to address the
c.hronic and growing problem of commercial overuse of dwelling units particularly in RS unit
zones, to preserve neighborhood quality, character, and livability, compatible \Vith the purposes
of RS unit zones and with lower density RM-1 and RM-2 zones, and to more appropriately
loeate rooming houses in neighborhoods with similar densities and characteristics compatible the
use of a dwelling unit as a rooming house; NOW, THEREFORE,
Section I. That Chapter 11, Article 3, Division 1 of the San Diego Municipal Code
[SDMC] is amended by amending section 113.0103 to read as follows:

§ 113.0103

Definitions
Abutting property through RoofSign [No change in text. J

Rooming house means a dwelling unit where three or more rooms are rented
individually or separately, to tenants under separate rental agreements. Housing
protected by federal or state law, including housing for persons protected under
the Fair Housing Act (42 USC section 3604 (f)) and the California Fair Housing
Act (California Government Code section 12920 et seq.), or housing otherwise
subject to the City's Separately Regulated Use regulations in Chapter 14, Article
1, shall not constitute a rooming house.

School through Yard [l"o change in text.]
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Section 2. That Chapter 13, Article 1, Division 1 of the San Diego Municipal Code
[SDMC] is amended by amending section 113.0112 to read as follows:

§ 131.0112

Descriptions of Use Categories and Subcategories
(a)

[No change in text.]
(!)through (2) [No change in text.]
(3)

Residential Use Category. This category includes uses that provide
living accommodations for one or more persons. The residential
subcategories are:

(A)

Rooming houses. Dwellings where rooms are rented,
individually or separately, resulting in multiple,
independent living units where tenants do not share
common access or financial responsibility for use of the

dwelling unit as a whole. Pursuant to Section 127.0102(d),
all previously conforming rooming houses shall be
unlawful three years from the effective date of Ordinance
0-2008-61.
(B) through (D) [No change in text.]

(4) through (11) [No change in text.]

(b)

[No change in text.]

Section 3. That Chapter 13, Article 1, Division 2 of the San Diego Municipal Code
[SDMC] is amended by amending section 131.0222 to read as follows:

§ 131.0222

Use Regulations Table for Open Space Zones
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[No change in text.]
Table 131-02B
Use Regulations Table of Open Space Zones
Zone Designata

Use Categories/Subcategories
[See Section 131.0112 for an explanation and descriptions of the Use
Categories, Subcategories, and Separately Regulated Uses]

Zones

lst&2nd>

OP·

OC

OR( 1)

OF(12)_

1

1

3rd»

1

2

1

4th>>

1

1

1

Rooming House [See Section 13I.Oll2(a)(3)(A)]

-

-

-

-

Single Dwelling Units

-

-

p

-

-

-

L

-

Open Space

[No change in text.]

Agriculture

[No change in text.]

1

I

1

2

Residential
Mobilehome Parks through Multiple Dwelling Units fNo change in text.]

Separately Regulated Residential Uses:

Boarder & Lodger Accommodations

-

Companion Units through Watchkeeper Quatters [No change in text.]

Institutional through Signs

[No change in text.]

[No change m footnotes.]
Section 4. That Chapter 13, Article 1, Division 3 of the San Diego Municipal Code
[SDMC] is amended by amending section 131.0322 to read as follows:

§ 131.0322

Use Regulations Table for Agricultural Zones

[No change in text.]
Table 131-03B
Use Regulations Table of Agricultural Zones
Zone Designata

Use Categories/Subcategories
[See Section 131.0112 for an explanation and descriptions of the Use
Categories, Subcategories, and Separately Regulated Uses]

lst&2nd>>

AG

AR

3rd >>

1

1-

4th>>

Open Space

[No change in text.]

Agriculture

[No change in text.]

Residential
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M(Jbi/ehome Parks through Multiple J>welliltg Unit$ !No change in text.]

.

R<mming House [See Section :3L0) 12:"a)(3J(A)J
Single Dwelling Units

p

p(l)

Separately Regulated Residential Uses

.

Boarder & Wdger Acrommodalions

L

Companion L'nits through Watchkeeper Quarters [No change in text.]

Institutional through Signs [No change in text.)

[No change m footnotes.]
Section 5. That Chapter 13, Article I, Division 4 of the San Diego Municipal Code
[SDMC] is amended by amending section 13 L0422 to read as follows:

§ 131.0422

Use Regulations Table for Residential Z.ones

[No change in text.]
Table 131-04B
Use l«gnlations Table of Residential Zones
ese Categories/ Subcategories

Zone Designato

(So;;e Section 13!.0112 for an explanation and
descriptions of tl\e Use Categories.

ist &2nd>

Subcategories, and Separately Regulated Uses]
3rd>

4th»

Open Space

Zones
RE-

RS·

RX·

RT·

I.
11"
11213 1 1213141516171si9PoPJI12j131 14 112 1121314
I·

[No change in text.[

Agriculture
Agricultural Processing through Raising and Harvesting of Crops
fNn change in text.]
Raising, Maintaining & Keeping of Animals

.

.

p{3)\9)

"

Separately Regulated Agrieultnt"alllses [No change in tert.]

Res1dentuu
Mobiiehome Parks through Multiple Dwelling Uuits rNo change in
text.]

Rooming House [See Section 131.01 12(a)(3)(A)}

-

.

.

"

Single Dwelling Units

p

p

p

p

L

L

L

L

Separately Regulated Residential Use$
Bvarder & Lodger Accommodations

Companion Units through Watchkeepe!' Quarters [No change in

text]

Institutional through Signs
Use Categories! Subcategories

[No change in text.)
Zone Designator
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[See Section 131.0112 for an explanation
and descriptions of the Use Categories,
Subcategories, and Separately Regulated
Uses]

lst & 2nd>>
3rd>>
4th>>

Open Space

[No change in text.]

Agriculture

[No change in text.]

RM

2

1

I

2

I I

3

4

I

s

4

3

I

6

7

I

s

I

9

10

I

5-

11

12

Residential
Mobilehome Parks through Multiple Dwelling Units [No
change in text.]
Rooming House [See Section 131.0ll2(a)(3)(A)J

-

-

p

p

p

Single Dwelling Units

p

p

p

p

-

L

L

L

L

L

Separately Regulated Residential Uses

Boarder & Lodger Accommodations
Companion Units through Watchkeeper Quarters [No
change in text.]

Institutional

[No change in text.]

Sales
Building Supplies & Equipment [No change in text.]
Food, Beverages and Groceries

-

-

p'''

p'''

p'''

-

-

pl'l

p(S)

piS)

p~'l

p'''

p\OJ

P'"

P'"

-

Consumer Goods, Furniture, Appliances, Equipment
through Pets and Pet Supplies [No change in text.J
Sundries, Pharmaceuticals, & Convenience Sales
Wearing Apparel & Accessories !No change in text.]

Commercial
Building Services through Off-site Services {No change
in text.]
Personal Services
Assembly & Entertainment through Separately
Regulated Commercial Services Uses fNo change in
text.]

Offices
Business & Professional through Government fNo
change in text.]
Medical, Dental! & Health Practitioner

-

-

Regional & Corporate Headquarters fNo change in
text.]

Vehicular & Vehicular Equipment Sales &
Service through Signs [No change in text.]

Footnotes for Table 131-04B.
1
6
through [No change in text.]
7

See Section 131.0423(a).
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8
9

See Section 131.0423(b).
Maintaining, raising, feeding, or keeping of 10 or more domestic animals requires a premises
of at least 5 acres. Maintaining, raising, feeding, or keeping of swine is not permitted.
Section 6. That Chapter 13, Article 1, Division 4 of the San Diego Municipal Code

[SDMC) is amended by amending section 131.0423 to read as follows:

§ 131.0423

Additional Use Regulations of Residential Zones
The following uses are permitted in the residential zones indicated in
Table 131-04B, subject to the additional use regulations in this Section.
(a) through (b) [No change in text.]

Section 7. That Chapter 13, Article 1, Division 5 of the San Diego Municipal Code
[SDMC) is amended by amending section 131.0522 to read as follows:

§ 131.0522

Use Regulations Table of Commercial Zones

[No change in text.]

Table 131-0SB
Use Regulations Table for Commercial Zones

Use Categories/Subcategories
[See Section 131.0112 for an explanation and
descriptions of the Use Categories, Subcategories, and Separately
Regulated Uses]

Zone Designatot

Zones

lst&2nd>>

CN( 1)·

3rd>>
I

4th>>

Open Space
Agriculture
Residential

CR·

I·

I·

2·

I2 I3

I

I

p'"'

p

.

.
L(2)

co.

cv.

CP·

I·

I·

1·

I2

1

I

I

2

1

[No change in text.]
[No change in text.]

Mobllehome Parks through Multiple Dwelling Units fNo change in text.]
Rooming House [See Section l31.0112(a)(3)(A)]
Single Dwelling Units
Separately Regulated Residential Uses
Boarder & Lodger Accommodations

p

p'"'

.

.

.

.

.

L

L

L(2)

.

Companion Units through Watchkeeper Quarters [No change in
text.]

Institutional through Signs

[No change in text.]
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Zone Designata

Use Categories/Subcategories

Zones

fSee Section 131.0112 for an explanation and descriptions
of the Use Categories, Subcategories, and Separately ReguJated Uses]
I

Open Space
Agriculture
Residential

1st & 2nd>>
3nl >>

CC·

4·
S·
I
I
I
4tll >> 112 P 1112 13 141 s 11 121' 141511 I 2 I > 14 i s
'

[No cbanae
e m text.]
[No cbange in text.]

].

2·

'

3·

'

Mobilehome Park.v through Multiple Dwelling Units
Rooming House [See Section l31,0112{a}(3)(A)l

p

.

Single Dwelling Vnit5

.

.

Separately Regnblted Residential Uses
Boarder & Lodger Accommodations

L

I
I

Companion Units through Watchkeeper Quarters [No vhange in text.}

I

p

.

L

I

I

p

I
. I

.
L

I

I

.

I
I

I

'

InstitutiOnal tbrougb Stgns [No change m text.]

p

I
I

L

[No change in footnotes.]
Section 8. That Chapter 13, Article I, Division 6 of the San Diego Municipal Code
(SDMC] is amended by amending section 131.0622 to read as follows:

§ 131.0622

Use Regulations Table for Industrial Zones

[No change in text.]
Table 131-06B
Use Regulations Table for Industrial Zones
Use Categories/ Subcategories

Zone designate

Zones

[See Section 13l.Oi 12 for an explanation and descriptions of
the Use CategoJies, Subcategories, and Separately Regulated lJses]

IP~

1st & 2nd>>

l

1l..r

- \ IS·

£H

Jro>~~.~1--,12~--+l~l~-~~~2--,-I~J.-+!~,--~I2~-~~~J-.4fu

Open Space
Agriculture
Residential

>>j

l

I

l

:

I

I

J

I

I

I

l

I

l

I

l

I

[No change in text.]
[No cbange in text.]

MQbil-ehome Park$ through Multiple Dwelling Units rNo change in text.)
Rooming House [See Section Bl.Oll2(a)(3)(A)]
Single Dlvelliug UuJts
Separately Regulated Residential Uses
Boarder & Lodger Accommodations
Companion Unils through Watc-hkeeper Quan:ers rNo change in text.]

!

. I .
. i -

.

.

.

.

-

I
'l

.

. I .

I

-I
.

.

I .

. i . I . I . I . I . I - i
I
I . I . I . I . I
I

lnsiltutional through S1gns (No change m text.]

[No change in footnotes.}
Section 9. That Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 5 of the San Diego Municipal Code
(SDMC] is amended by amending section 142.0525 to read as follows:

§ 142.0525

Multiple Dwelling Unit Residential Uses- Required Parking Ratios
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Table 142-0SC
Minimum Required Parking Spaces for
Multiple Dwelling Units and Related tHHl Accessory Uses
Automobile Spaces Required
Per Dwelling Unit
(Unless Otherwise Indicated)

Multiple Dwelling Unit
Type and Related and
Accessory Uses
Basic

(I)

Transit Area

(2)

or

Very Low Income

Motorcycle Spaces
Required Per
Dwelling Unit

Bicycle(S) Spaces
Required Per

1.0 per tenant

0.05 per tenant

0.30 per tenant

1,0 per two boarders

.

.

Dwelling Unit

4
Parking Impac/ )

(3)

Studio up to 400 square
feet through
Condominium
conversion
[No change in text.]

Rooming house

Boarder & Lodger
Accommodations

1.0 per tenant

0.75 pertenant

1.0 per two

1.0 per two

boarders or lodgers

boarders or lodgers

or lodgers,
except 1.0 per boarder
or lodger in beach
impact area

Residential care facility
through Accessory Uses
[No change in text]

[No change m footnotes.]
(b) through (d) [No change in text.]
Section 10. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21000 et. seq. the ordinance is
categorically exempt pursuant to the following State CEQA Guidelines: 1) Section 15301,
because the ordinance applies to existing facilities, 2) Section 1506l(b)(3), because the
ordinance will have no significant affect on the environment, and 3) Section 15378(a)(l),
because the ordinance upon adoption will not result in any direct or indirect change to the
physical environment.
Section 11. That a full reading of this ordinance is dispensed with prior to passage, since
a written copy was made available to the City Council and the public prior to the day of its
passage.
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Section 12. This ordinance takes effect outside the Coastal Overlay Zone 3 0 days after
final passage; inside the Coastal Overlay Zone it takes effect upon unconditional certification by
the California Coastal Commission.
APPROVED: MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney

Marianne Greene
Deputy City Attorney
MG:mg
04/11/08
Or.Dept: City Attorney
0-2008-61 Rev.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of San
Diego, at this meeting of

APR 1 5 20trb

ELIZABETH S. MALAND
City Clerk

Approved:

4~1) ·o(
(date)

JERRY SANDERS, Mayor

Vetoed: _ __
(date)

JERRY SANDERS, Mayor
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Chapter 6.15
ABATEMENT OF PUBLIC NUISANCES
Sections:
6.15.010
6.15.015
6.15.020
6.15.021
6.15.022
6.15.025
6.15.030
6.15.035
6.15.040
6.15.041
6.15.042
6.15.043
6.15.045
6.15.050
6.15.055
6.15.056
6.15.060
6.15.065

Purpose.
Definitions.
Declaration of nuisances.
Summary Abatement.
Method of giving notice.
Determination of nuisance.
Appeal.
Time limit for compliance.
Abatement by City.
Report of abatement costs.
Recovery of attorneys' fees and report of attorneys' fees.
Treble damages.
Protest of abatement costs.
Council action.
Imposition of special assessment lien and notice.
Recording of nuisance abatement lien.
Collection of costs and attorney's fees prior to hearing.
Alternative remedies.

Section 6.15.010
Purpose.
It is hereby declared to be in the public interest to promote the health, safety and welfare
of the residents of the City of Riverside by providing procedures for the abatement of nuisances
as declared by the City Council of the City of Riverside, which abatement procedures shall be in
addition to all other proceedings authorized by this Code or otherwise by law. (Ord. 6844 § 4,
2006; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.015
Definitions.
For the purpose of this Chapter the following words and phrases shall have the
meanings given herein:
"Abandoned vehicle" means an unlicensed or physically inoperable vehicle.
"Abatement" means the demolition, removal, repair, maintenance, construction,
reconstruction, replacement, or reconditioning of structures, appliances or equipment; or the
removal, transportation, disposal and treatment of waste and abandoned materials and
equipment capable of harboring, breeding, or attracting rodents or insects or producing odors or
blight.
"Agricultural groves" means any grove of ten or more trees on a parcel or lot.
"Attractive nuisance" means any condition, instrumentality, or machine which is unsafe
and unprotected and thereby dangerous to young children by reason of their inability to
appreciate the peril which exists, and which may reasonably be expected to attract young
children to the premises and risk injury by playing with, in, or on it. Attractive nuisances may
include, but shall not be limited to:
1. Abandoned and/or broken equipment;
2. Swimming pools being used as fish ponds or other uses contrary to permitted
swimming or other pool uses, subject to state or local regulations requiring, without limitation,
that drains be visible from the water’s surface and that the water be filtered;
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3. Hazardous and/or unmaintained pools, ponds, culverts, excavations; and
4. Neglected machinery.
"Building" means any structure including, but not limited to any house, garage, duplex,
apartment, condominium, stock cooperative, mobile home, or other residential structure or any
portion thereof, which is designed, built, rented or leased to be occupied or otherwise is
intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy, and any commercial, industrial, or
other establishment, warehouse, kiosk, or other structures affixed to or upon real property, used
for the purpose of conducting a business, storage or other activity.
"Construction material" means any discarded material from the building or destruction of
structures, road and bridges including concrete, rocks, asphalt, plasterboard, wood and other
related material.
"Code Compliance Manager" shall mean the Code Compliance Manager for the City of
Riverside.
"Code Enforcement Manager" shall mean the Code Enforcement Manager, Code
Enforcement Division of the Community Development Department for the City of Riverside.
"Excavation" means any wells, shafts, basements, cesspools, septic tanks, fish ponds,
and other like or similar conditions more than six inches in diameter and three feet in depth.
"Foul" means very offensive to the senses.
"Garbage" means any putrescible animal, fish, fowl, food, fruit, or vegetable matter
resulting from the cultivation, preparation, storage, handling, decay or consumption of the
substance.
"Hazardous materials and waste" means any chemical, compound, mixture, substance
or article which is identified or listed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency or
appropriate agency of the State of California as a "hazardous waste" as defined in 40 C.F.R.
§§§§ 261.1 through 261.33, except that for purposes of this Chapter, hazardous waste also
shall include household waste as defined in 40 C.F.R. 261.4(B)(1).
"Hearing Officer" means the individual appointed by the City Manager of the City of
Riverside to hear the appeal on a determination of the existence of a nuisance.
"Noxious" means hurtful or unwholesome.
"Odor" means any smell, scent, or fragrance.
"Owner" means any person, agent, firm or corporation having legal or equitable interest
in the property.
"Premises" means any lot or parcel of land upon which a building is situated, including
any portion thereof improved or unimproved, and adjacent streets, sidewalks, parkways and
parking areas.
"Property" means any lot or parcel of land, including any alley, sidewalk, parkway or
unimproved public easement.
"Refuse" means any putrescible and nonputrescible solid waste, except sewerage,
whether combustible or noncombustible and includes garbage and rubbish.
“Stagnant water”: Water which is allowed to become stagnant contained in ditches,
pools, ponds, steams excavations, holes, depressions, open cesspools, privy vaults, fountains,
cisterns, tanks, shallow wells, barrels, troughs, urns, cans, tires, boxes, bottles, tubs, buckets,
roof gutters, tanks of flush closets, reservoirs, vessels, receptacles of any kind or other
containers or devices which may hold water.
"Unmerchantable" means unsalable.
"Vehicle" means any device by which any person or property may be propelled, moved,
or drawn upon a highway, or upon water, excepting a device moved exclusively by human
power, or used exclusively upon stationary rails or tracks.
"Violator" means any responsible party, including the landowner, or lessee, tenant, or
any other person who had possession or custody of the property.
"Waste matter" means any rubbish or construction material.
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"Weeds" means useless and troublesome plants generally accepted as having no value
and frequently of uncontrolled growth. (Ord. 6844 § 5, 2006; Ord. 6788 § 3, 2005; Ord. 5910 §
1, 1991)
Section 6.15.020
Declaration of nuisances.
It is unlawful and is hereby declared a nuisance for any person owning, leasing,
occupying or having charge or possession of any property and any vehicles thereon, in the City
to maintain the property in such a manner that any of the following conditions are present:
A. The existence of any garbage, rubbish, refuse or waste matter upon the premises
contrary to the provisions of Chapter 6.04 of the Riverside Municipal Code.
B. The existence of weeds upon the premises, including public sidewalks, streets or
alleys between said premises and the centerline of any public street or alley.
C. The existence of overgrown, dead, decayed, diseased or hazardous trees, and other
vegetation, including but not limited to dead agricultural groves which are: (1) likely to attract
rodents, vermin or other nuisances, or (2) constitutes a fire hazard, or (3) is dangerous to the
public safety and welfare.
D.
Overgrown vegetation including trees, shrubbery, ground cover, lawns and
decorative plantings which substantially detract from the aesthetic and property values of
neighboring properties.
E. Any abandoned or discarded furniture, stove, refrigerator, freezer, sink, toilet,
cabinet, or other household fixture or equipment visible from a public right-of-way.
F. The existence of any abandoned, wrecked, dismantled or inoperative motor vehicle
upon the premises contrary to the provisions of Chapter 9.28 of the Riverside Municipal Code.
G. The storage or parking of certain vehicles as follows:
1. The storage or parking of trucks exceeding the manufacturer's gross vehicle weight
rating of 10,000 pounds on all areas of all residential zones, and the storage or parking of other
vehicles on the landscaped front and street side yard setback area of all residential zones,
including but not limited to the front lawn areas, contrary to the provisions of Title 19 of the
Riverside Municipal Code.
2. The storage or parking of vehicles on any unpaved parcel of property where such
vehicle (a) is likely to disrupt traffic flow in the City; (b) stir up dust from driving on the
unimproved surface; (c) negatively impact the aesthetics of the City; (d) allow oils and other
unwanted substances to drip onto the untreated dirt surface; and/or (e) cause traffic
obstructions by impeding the line of vision of drivers at intersections. Vehicles parked in
conjunction with a temporary use as permitted under Riverside Municipal Code Title 19 are
excepted.
H. The outdoor storage of personal property on private property as follows:
1. Any furniture (except for furniture specifically designed for outdoor use), on porches,
balconies, sun decks, front, side and/or rear yards, any other personal property not designed for
outdoor use and in good working order;
2. The existence of any hay, straw, lumber, papers, or other substances, junk, packing
boxes, recyclable materials, salvage materials, building/construction materials, equipment;
unless necessarily kept or stored under validly permitted, current construction; appliances,
commercial/industrial machinery and/or equipment (whether operable or inoperable); and
3. Any item causing an unsightly appearance which is visible from the public right-ofway or sites of neighboring properties or which provides a harborage for rats and/or other
vermin, or creates any other potential health hazard or nuisance.
I. The outdoor storage of personal property on public property as follows:
1. The use of public property to store, maintain, place or abandon any personal
property, on any public street, any public sidewalk, any parking lot or public area, improved or
unimproved, any public park, parkway, median or greenbelt, except as otherwise provided.
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2. Any personal property stored, maintained, placed or abandoned in violation of this
section may be removed and discarded at the discretion of the Public Works Director or his
designee.
J. Any dangerous or substandard building, whether or not occupied, abandoned,
boarded-up or partially destroyed contrary to the provisions of the Uniform Fire Code, Uniform
Building Code, Uniform Housing Code, and/or Uniform Code for Abatement of Dangerous
Buildings.
K. Peeling or blistering paint on any building or structure such that the condition is
plainly visible from a public right-of-way.
L. The existence of loud or unusual noises, or foul or noxious odors which offend the
peace and quiet of persons of ordinary sensibilities and which interferes with the comfortable
enjoyment of life or property and affect the entire neighborhood or any considerable number of
persons.
M. The existence of hazardous substances and waste unlawfully released, discharged,
or deposited upon any premises onto any City property.
N. The existence of any stagnant water or water contained in hazardous and/or
unmaintained swimming or other pools which obscure required visibility and proper filtering.
O. Any attractive nuisance.
P. Any other condition which is contrary to the public peace, health and safety.
Q. Any other violation of this code pursuant to section 1.01.110E. (Ord. 7152 § 2, 2012;
Ord. 6844 § 6, 13, 2006; Ord. 6788 § 4, 2005; Ord. 6580 § 1, 2001; Ord. 6347 § 1, 1997; Ord.
6150 § 1, 1994; Ord. 6076 § 1, 1993; Ord. 6022 § 2, 1992; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.021
Summary Abatement.
In cases of manifest public danger and/or immediate necessity, the Building Official or
the Code Enforcement Manager, or their designees, shall have the authority to immediately call
a contractor to abate any public nuisance, which presents an immediate threat to public health
or safety, at the sole discretion of the Code Enforcement Manager, Building Official, or their
designees. Any such abatement activity may be conducted without observance of any notice
requirements described in Chapter 6.15. The City may recover all abatement costs as set forth
in Chapter 6.15. (Ord. 6844 § 14, 2006)
Section 6.15.022
Method of giving notice.
Any notice required by this chapter may be served in any one of the following methods:
(1) by personal service on the owner, occupant, or person in charge or control of the property;
or (2) by regular mail addressed to the owner or person in charge and control of the property, at
the address shown on the last available assessment roll, or as otherwise known; or (3) by
posting in a conspicuous place on the premises or abutting public right-of-way, or (4) in the
alternative, insertion of a legal advertisement at least once a week for the period of two weeks in
a newspaper of general circulation in the City of Riverside. (Ord. 6724 § 4, 2004)
Section 6.15.025
Determination of nuisance.
A. The Code Enforcement Manager may determine that any premises within the City
may constitute a public nuisance pursuant to any provisions of Section 6.15.020 and may
initiate abatement proceedings pursuant to this Chapter. The Code Enforcement Manager or the
authorized representative thereof shall set forth in such determination in a notice to abate which
shall identify the premises and state the conditions which may constitute the nuisance and shall
require that such conditions be corrected within such time periods set forth in the notice to
abate.
B. The notice to abate to the owner or person in control or charge of the property shall
include (1) the condition or conditions on the premises creating the nuisance; (2) a reasonable
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time limit to abate the nuisance; and (3) the right to appeal. The notice shall direct the
abatement of the nuisance and refer to this chapter for particulars.
C. The notice shall be served not less than ten calendar days before the date of the
hearing. Failure of the owner to accept or otherwise receive such notice shall not affect the
validity of any proceeding pursuant to this Chapter.
D. "Owner" as used in this chapter shall mean any person in possession and also any
person having or claiming to have any legal or equitable interest in said premises, as disclosed
by a current title search from any accredited title company. (Ord. 6844 § 7, 2006; Ord. 6724 §
5, 2004; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.030
Appeal.
A. Within ten days from the date of giving notice to abate, the violator may file an appeal
to the determination of the nuisance with the Code Enforcement Manager. Such appeal shall
be in writing and shall identify the property subject to the Notice to Abate. The Code
Enforcement Manager shall then cause the matter to be set for hearing before a Hearing Officer
contracted by the City to hear such matters.
B. Notice of the date of hearing shall be given in writing. The date of the hearing shall
be no sooner than fifteen days from the date when notice of the hearing is given to the appellant
and to the Code Enforcement Manager.
C. At the time fixed in the notice, the Contract Hearing Officer shall hear the testimony
of all competent persons desiring to testify respecting the condition constituting the nuisance.
D. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Hearing Officer shall determine whether or not a
nuisance exists, and if the Hearing Officer so concludes, he may declare the conditions existing
to be a nuisance and direct the person owning the property upon which the nuisance exists to
abate it within ten days after the date of posting on the premises a notice of the Hearing
Officer's order. The Hearing Officer may grant additional time to abate the nuisance, if in his or
her opinion, good cause for additional time exists.
E. The decision of the Hearing Officer on the determination of nuisance is final. Any
appeal of the Hearing Officer's decision shall be governed by California Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.6 or such section as may be amended from time to time. (Ord. 6844 § 8, 2006;
Ord. 6724 § 6, 2004; Ord. 6024 § 1, 1992; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.035
Time limit for compliance.
The violator must abate the nuisance within the period of time set forth in the Notice to
Abate, or, in case of an appeal, within ten days from the finding of the Hearing Officer or such
longer period as may be determined by the Hearing Officer. Unless an emergency situation
exists, the violator shall be given at least ten days to abate the nuisance. (Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.040
Abatement by City.
A. If the nuisance is not abated by the violator within the time limits set forth above in
Section 6.15.035, the City, by its employees or any hired contractor, may cause the nuisance to
be abated. (Ord. 6724 § 7, 2004; Ord. 6515 § 2, 2000; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.041
Report of abatement costs.
A. The Code Enforcement Manager shall thereafter cause a report of the action and an
accurate account of the costs to be filed with the City Clerk of the City of Riverside.
B. The statement shall be accompanied by a notice to the owner that the cost of
abatement may be protested as set forth in Section 6.15.045. If the cost is not protested within
ten calendar days after service, it shall be deemed final. (Ord. 6844 § 9, 2006; Ord. 6724 § 8,
2004; Ord. 6515 § 3, 2000)
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Section 6.15.042
Recovery of attorneys' fees and report of attorneys' fees.
In any action, administrative proceeding, or special proceeding to abate a nuisance, the
prevailing party shall be entitled to recovery of attorneys' fees. The recovery of attorneys' fees
by the prevailing party shall be limited to those individual actions or proceedings in which the
City elects, at the initiation of that individual action or proceeding, to seek recovery of its own
attorneys' fees.
In no action, administrative proceeding, or special proceeding shall an award of
attorneys' fees to a prevailing party exceed the amount of reasonable attorneys' fees incurred
by the City in the action or proceeding. The City Attorney's Office shall thereafter cause a report
of the action and an accurate account of costs to be filed with the City Clerk of the City of
Riverside. (Ord. 6515 § 3, 2000)
Section 6.15.043
Treble damages.
Upon entry of a second or subsequent civil or criminal judgment within a two-year period
finding that an owner of property is responsible for a condition that may be abated in
accordance with this ordinance, except for conditions abated pursuant to Section 17980 of the
Health and Safety Code, related to substandard buildings, the court may order the owner to pay
treble the costs of the abatement. (Ord. 6515 § 3, 2000)
Section 6.15.045
Protest of abatement costs.
A. The property owner may protest the cost of abatement by filing a written request for a
hearing on the abatement costs with the Code Enforcement Manager, and the Code
Enforcement Manager shall cause a Hearing Officer to be appointed to hear the protest. At the
time fixed for the hearing on the statement of abatement costs, the Hearing Officer shall
consider the statement and protests or objections raised by the person liable to be assessed for
the cost of the abatement.
B. The Hearing Officer may revise, correct or modify the statement as the Hearing
Officer considers just and thereafter shall confirm the cost.
C. The decision of the Hearing Officer shall be in writing and shall be served by mail.
The decision of the Hearing Officer on the abatement costs shall be final.
D. Any appeal of the Hearing Officer's decision shall be governed by California Code of
Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 or such section as may be amended from time to time. (Ord.
6844 § 10, 2006; Ord. 6724 § 9, 2004; Ord. 6515 § 4, 2000; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.050
Council action.
A. If the property owner does not pay the cost of abating the nuisance within thirty
calendar days after the cost becomes final or the hearing officer confirms the costs of
abatement, the cost shall become a special assessment against the real property upon which
the nuisance was abated. The assessment shall continue until it is paid, together with interest
at the legal maximum rate computed from the date of confirmation of the statement until
payment. The assessment may be collected at the same time and in the same manner as
ordinary municipal taxes are collected and shall be subject to the same penalties and the same
procedure and sale in case of delinquency as provided for ordinary municipal taxes.
B. The City Council shall adopt a resolution assessing such unpaid costs of abatement
as liens upon the respective parcels of land as they are shown upon the last available
assessment roll. (Ord. 6724 § 10, 2004; Ord. 6515 § 5, 2000; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.055
Imposition of special assessment lien and notice.
A. The City Clerk shall prepare and file with the County Auditor a certified copy of the
resolution of the City Council assessing the costs of abatement as a lien on the land, adopted
pursuant to the preceding section.
B. Notice of lien shall be mailed by certified mail to the property owner, if the property

RIVERSIDE MUNICIPAL CODE

RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA

owner's identity can be determined from the County Assessor's or County Recorder's records.
The notice shall be given at the time of imposing the assessment and shall specify that the
property may be sold after three years by the Tax Collector for unpaid delinquent assessments.
The Tax Collector's power of sale shall not be affected by the failure of the property owner to
receive notice.
C. The County Auditor shall enter each assessment on the County tax roll upon the
parcel of land. The assessment shall be collected at the same time and in the same manner as
ordinary municipal taxes are collected, and shall be subject to the same penalties and
procedure and sale in case of delinquency as is provided for ordinary municipal taxes. All laws
applicable to the levy, collection and enforcement of municipal taxes shall be applicable to the
special assessment. However, if any real property to which the cost of abatement relates has
been transferred or conveyed to a bona fide purchaser for value, or if a lien of a bona fide
encumbrancer for value has been created and attaches thereon, prior to the date on which the
first installment of the taxes would become delinquent, then the cost of abatement shall not
result in a lien against the real property but instead shall be transferred to the unsecured roll for
collection. The tax collector's power of sale shall not be affected by the failure of the property
owner to receive notice. (Ord. 6724 § 11, 2004; Ord. 6515 § 6, 2000; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.056
Recording of nuisance abatement lien.
As an additional remedy, the Code Enforcement Manager may cause a nuisance
abatement lien for costs related to abatements, other than dangerous building abatements, to
be recorded with the Riverside County Recorder's Office, pursuant to the provisions of
Government Code Section 38773.1. (Ord. 6844 § 11, 2006; Ord. 6724 § 13, 2004)
Section 6.15.060
Collection of costs and attorney's fees prior to hearing.
The Finance Department of the City may accept payment of any amount due at any time
prior to the filing of a certified copy of the City Council resolution assessing the abatements
costs with the County Auditor. (Ord. 6724 § 12, 2004Ord. 6515 § 7, 2000; Ord. 5910 § 1, 1991)
Section 6.15.065
Alternative remedies.
The procedures established in this Chapter shall be in addition to criminal, civil or other
legal or equitable remedies established by law which may be pursued to address violations of
this Code or applicable state codes and the use of this Chapter shall be at the sole discretion of
the City. (Ord. 6844 § 12, 2006; Ord. 6076 § 2, 1993)
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Chapter 9.60
LIABILITY FOR FALSE REPORT OF AN EMERGENCY OR OF A CRIMINAL
OFFENSE AND FOR EXTRAORDINARY POLICE SERVICES OR RESPONSES
Sections:
9.60.010
9.60.020
9.60.030
9.60.040
9.60.050
9.60.060
9.60.070
9.60.080

Findings.
Authority And Purpose.
Definitions.
False Report.
Security And Safety Plan.
Extraordinary Police Service Or Response Fee Liability.
Payment Of City’s Costs And Penalties.
Severability.

Section 9.60.010
Findings.
The City Council finds as follows:
A. The false reporting of an emergency or of a criminal offense unreasonably diverts
vital and critical public safety resources.
B.
Owners and/or occupants of certain businesses and properties utilize a
disproportionate amount of public safety resources thereby diverting these critical resources
from other parts of the City.
C. Moreover, owners and/or occupants of certain businesses and properties require
extraordinary police services in response to criminal and/or nuisance activities associated with
the use and/or occupancy of the premises.
D. It is in the public interest for those who misuse police and fire resources by falsely
reporting an emergency or a criminal offense or who utilize a disproportionate amount of public
safety resources and require extraordinary police services or responses to be liable for the costs
incurred by the City. (Ord. 7013 § 1, 2008)
Section 9.60.020
Authority And Purpose.
This Chapter is adopted pursuant to the authority granted in Article XI, Section 5(a) of
the California Constitution, Section 200 of the Riverside City Charter, and Section 53158 of the
California Government Code. The effective and efficient provision of public safety services
including, police, ambulance, and fire safety services is a “municipal affair” appropriate for
regulation by the City of Riverside.
This Chapter is adopted for the purpose of recovering all of the costs expended in
responding to and investigating false reports of an emergency or of a criminal offense. This
Chapter is further adopted for the purpose of holding owners and occupants of certain
businesses and properties responsible for the extraordinary police services or responses
caused by criminal and/or nuisance activities associated with these properties and to deter or
prevent future extraordinary police responses to these businesses or properties and the
diversion of critically-important public safety resources. (Ord. 7013 § 1, 2008)
Section 9.60.030
Definitions.
The following definitions apply to this chapter:
“False report” means either:
1. A person reports to the City that an “emergency” exists, knowing that the report is
false.
2. A person reports to a Riverside Police Officer or to the Riverside Police Department
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that a felony or misdemeanor has been committed, knowing the report to be false.
“Emergency” means any condition that results in, or could result in, the response of a
public official in an authorized emergency vehicle or aircraft.
“Emergency response” means the dispatch of one or more police officers to a business
or property for a disturbance at the property. A response to a security or fire alarm under
Riverside Municipal Code Chapters 5.58 or 5.59 does not constitute an “emergency response”
under this Chapter.
“Extraordinary police service or response” means any of the following:
1. The response of three (3) or more police officers and a supervisor to a single
emergency response; or
2. The second (2nd) emergency response to the same business or property within a
thirty (30) day period; or
3. The third (3rd) emergency response to the same business or property within a ninety
(90) day period.
“Occupant” means any individual person or business entity that occupies or controls the
business or property at the time of the emergency response.
“Owner” means any individual person or business entity that has legal title to the
business or property at the time of the emergency response. (Ord. 7013 § 1, 2008)
Section 9.60.040
False Report.
Every person who makes a false report shall be liable for all of the City’s actual costs,
both direct and indirect, and the expenses investigating and/or responding to the false report.
(Ord. 7013 § 1, 2008)
Section 9.60.050
Security And Safety Plan.
Whenever the Police Department first provides an extraordinary police service or
response to a particular business or property, the Chief of Police may provide the property
owner or occupant with written notice specifying the emergency services provided during the
extraordinary police service response and, if available, the costs of the response, and may
require the owner or occupant to provide the Chief of Police a written plan for improving the
security and safety of the property, or the operation of the business. The plan shall demonstrate
in detail:
1. The specific, tangible methods detailing how the plan will be implemented;
2. A time line for implementation of the plan (if the plan cannot be immediately
implemented);
3. A good faith analysis by the owner/occupant setting forth how the specific methods to
be implemented will reduce those situations necessitating an emergency response; and
4. A statement by the owner/occupant that he/she is committed to implementing the
plan.
The plan shall be submitted to the Chief of Police no later than (14) calendar days after
receipt of the notice.
B. The Chief of Police shall review the proposed plan and determine if it adequately
addresses the public safety and security issues which have led to the emergency responses. If
the Chief of Police determines that the plan adequately addresses the public safety and security
issues, the Chief of Police shall approve the plan, and notify the owner/occupant to immediately
implement the plan.
C. If the Chief of Police determines that the proposed plan does not adequately address
the security and safety issues, or if no plan is received, the Chief of Police shall develop a plan
to address public safety and security issues. The plan may include any reasonable changes in
the design or operation of the property or business, including the requirement for provision of
private security at no cost to the City of Riverside. The Chief of Police shall notify the owner or
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occupant of the plan, and shall specify a reasonable deadline for compliance.
D. The Chief of Police may also require that the owner and/or occupant execute a
trespass arrest authorization form pursuant to Riverside Municipal Code Section 9.04.300 G to
assist the Riverside Police Department in arresting all persons loitering on the property and not
patronizing the businesses located thereon. The Chief of Police may further require that the
owner and/or occupant erect one or more signs conspicuously posted at every walkway and
driveway entering the property or as otherwise directed by the Chief of Police. The sign shall
state in substantial form as follows:
WARNING
NO LOITERING PERMITTED
BUSINESS PATRONS ONLY
Violators Subject to Arrest
(CPC 602 / RMC 9.04.300)
E. The Chief of Police may delegate and assign his responsibilities and duties under
this section to other qualified employees of the Police Department. (Ord. 7013 § 1, 2008)
Section 9.60.060
Extraordinary Police Service Or Response Fee Liability.
A. The owner and/or occupant of the business or property shall be liable for the cost of
the extraordinary police service or response.
B. The failure of an owner or occupant to implement and/or abide by the plan approved
by the Chief of Police under Riverside Municipal Code Section 9.60.050, shall render the owner
and occupants of the property jointly and severally liable for the actual cost of providing the
extraordinary police service incurred in the future, until the owner or occupant implements
and/or abides by the plan.
C. The cost of the extraordinary police service or response shall be calculated based
upon the actual costs, both direct and indirect, of providing the extraordinary police service or
response and shall be billed to the owner and/or occupants of the business or property.
D. An owner or occupant shall not be liable under this section if that person was not the
owner or occupant of the property during the time the extraordinary police service was
rendered.
E. An owner or occupant who is an individual person and is the victim of a crime shall
not be liable for the extraordinary police service or response related to that crime.
F. Any violation of this Chapter is civil, not criminal, and is in addition to any other
available remedy provided by law, including administrative citations and penalties. (Ord. 7013 §
1, 2008)
Section 9.60.070
Payment Of City’s Costs And Penalties.
A. All costs levied under this Chapter are due and payable within thirty (30) days of
being billed, a penalty equaling 10% of the levied amount will be assessed on the day following
the due date. Thereafter, the delinquent amount will incur an interest penalty of 1% of the
outstanding balance accrued every 30 days.
B. The costs are a charge against the person, occupant, or owner liable for those costs
under this Chapter. The parent or parents of a minor child who has violated this Chapter may
be responsible for the debt. (Ord. 7013 § 1, 2008)
Section 9.60.080
Severability.
If any part of this Ordinance or its application is deemed invalid by a court of competent
jurisdiction, the City Council intends that such invalidity will not affect the effectiveness of the
remaining provisions or applications and, to this end, the provisions of this Ordinance are
severable. (Ord. 7013 § 1, 2008)
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ORDINANCE NO. 20504

AN ORDINANCE CONCERNING UNRULY GATHERINGS; ADDING
SECTIONS 4.670 AND 4.672 TO THE EUGENE CODE, 1971; REPEALING
SECTION 4.775 OF THAT CODE; AND AMENDING SECTIONS 4.990 AND
4.996 OF THAT CODE.

The City Council of the City of Eugene finds as follows:
A. Unruly gatherings, often involving loud noise and unlawful consumption of alcohol
by minors, foster a range of criminal conduct. Some of the typical offenses include obstruction
of public streets, assault, menacing, harassment, disorderly conduct, and criminal mischief.
Unruly gatherings and associated criminal behavior disturb the peace of nearby residents, pose
a danger to persons attending the gathering and to other persons in the vicinity, detract from the
livability of the neighborhood, and reduce the value of nearby properties.
B. Property owners, by themselves or through their agents, have the ability to prevent
unruly gatherings and to deter recurrences. Although they may not themselves commit any of
the offenses at issue, owners should be held responsible, not only if they organize, host, or
facilitate unruly gatherings, but also if they allow or tolerate those offenses on property that they
control as owner.

NOW, THEREFORE,
THE CITY OF EUGENE DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Sections 4.670 and 4.672 of the Eugene Code, 1971, are added to provide as
follows:
Morals and Public Conduct
4.670

Unruly Gatherings - Definitions. As used in sections 4.672, 4.990(1), and
4.996(5) and (6) of this code, the following words and phrases mean:
Alcoholic liquor. An alcoholic beverage containing more than one-half of one
percent of alcohol by volume.
Host. To invite or to receive persons to a social gathering on property of which one
has control as owner, lessee, tenant or licensee.
Organize. To encourage attendance (at an unruly gathering).
Response costs. The costs associated with responses by law enforcement, fire
and other emergency response providers to unruly gatherings, including but not
limited to:
(a) Salaries and benefits of law enforcement, fire or other emergency response
personnel for the amount of time spent responding to, remaining at, or
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(b)

(c)

otherwise dealing with unruly gatherings, and the administrative costs
attributable to such response(s);
The cost of any medical treatment to or for any law enforcement, fire or other
emergency response personnel injured while responding to, remaining at or
leaving the scene of an unruly gathering.
The cost of repairing any city equipment or property damaged, and the cost of
the use of any such equipment, in responding to, remaining at or leaving the
scene of an unruly gathering.

Juvenile. Any person under eighteen years of age.
Minor. Any person under twenty-one years of age.
Unruly gathering. A party or gathering where alcohol is served or consumed, and
where any two or more of the following behaviors occur on the property where the
gathering takes place or on adjacent property:
(a) Any violation of state or city of Eugene laws relating to the sale, service,
possession or consumption of alcoholic liquor;
(b) Assault, as defined in section 4.729 of this code;
(c) Menacing, as defined in section 4.730 of this code;
(d) Harassment, as defined in section 4.726 of this code;
(e) Intimidation, as defined in section 4.731 of this code;
(f)
Disorderly conduct, as defined in section 4.725 of this code;
(g) Noise disturbance, as defined in sections 4.080 – 4.084 of this code;
(h) Criminal mischief, as defined in sections 4.780 and 4.782 of this code;
(i)
Public urination or defecation, as defined in section 4.770 of this code; and
(j)
Littering, as defined in section 6.805 of this code, by a person who attended
the party or gathering.
Owner. The person or entity listed as the owner in the Lane County property tax
records.
Property.
(a) Any dwelling unit or group of dwelling units at a single street number address,
including but not limited to a house, duplex, triplex, apartment(s),
condominium(s) or other structure(s) with one or more dwelling units, hotel or
motel room(s);
(b) A hall, meeting room or other structure that serves as a gathering place;
(c) Any private real property adjacent to, and under the same ownership as, the
location of a structure described in section (a) or (b) of this definition;
(d) Public right-of-way.
“Property” does not include a restaurant, bar or tavern.
Twelve-month period. The twelve months immediately preceding the most recent
citation.
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4.672

Unruly Gatherings – Provisions.
(1) No person shall organize or host an unruly gathering if the person knows or
reasonably should know that it is an unruly gathering.
(2) It is an affirmative defense to a citation issued for a violation of subsection (1)
of this section that the person who organized or hosted an unruly gathering
contacted the police as soon as any of the violations or offenses listed in the
definition of “unruly gathering” occurred.
(3) A person who violates subsection (1) of this section shall be subject to a fine
prescribed by subsection (1) of section 4.990 of this code. In addition, a
person who is convicted of violating subsection (1) of this section for a second
time, and for any additional time, within a twelve-month period shall pay an
administrative civil penalty in the amount of response costs, regardless of
whether the offense occurred at the same or a different property, as provided
in subsection (5) of section 4.996 of this code.
(4) If an unruly gathering occurs at the same private property more than three
times in a twelve-month period, the owner of the property shall be liable for
response costs for the fourth and any subsequent occurrence that occurs
within a twelve-month period of three other occurrences at the same property.
(5) After an unruly gathering occurs at a private property, and after any future
occurrence of an unruly gathering at the same property, city staff will notify the
owner(s) of the property. The notice shall include a copy of this ordinance and
a description of the owner’s potential liability for response costs under
subsection (4) of this section.
(6) If a juvenile violates subsection (1) of this section or is the owner of the
property and the juvenile is or, but for the juvenile’s age would be, responsible
for payment of response costs under this section, the person’s parent(s) or
legal guardian(s) are responsible for response costs.
(7) Financial liability under this section is joint and several.
(8) Appeals.
(a) If a civil penalty is imposed upon a property owner as provided in
subsection (4) of this section and subsection (6) of section 4.996 of this
code, the property owner or owner’s agent may appeal the
determination that a violation occurred or amount of the penalty to the
city manager in accordance with section 2.021 of this code.
(b) In an appeal under this section, when determining to what extent, if any,
the owner should be responsible for response costs, the city manager
shall consider evidence of the following actions on the part of the
property owner to prevent or abate the nuisance, even if unsuccessful:
1.
On the first occurrence of an unruly gathering, the owner or
owner’s agent issued a written warning to the residents of the
dwelling unit where the unruly gathering occurred that future
violations may result in initiation of eviction proceedings.
2.
On the second occurrence of an unruly gathering at the same
dwelling unit, the owner or owner’s agent issued a written notice
that termination of the rental agreement will be initiated for the
tenant(s) responsible for any future unruly gatherings.
3.
On the third occurrence of an unruly gathering at the same
dwelling unit, the owner or owner’s agent initiated eviction
proceedings against the tenant(s) responsible for the unruly
gathering.
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4.

(c)

Prior to the fourth occurrence of an unruly gathering, new tenants
replaced those who committed the previous violations, and the
owner or owner’s agent implemented reasonable precautions to
deter or prevent any additional unruly gatherings.
In an appeal by an owner of property where ten or more dwelling units
are located, if no more than two of the violations occurred at the same
dwelling unit, the city manager shall consider, in addition to the factors
listed in subsection (8)(b) of this section, whether the owner or owner’s
agent implemented other measures to prevent or discourage unruly
gatherings. Such measures may include, but are not limited to,
employing a resident manager, providing a local agent who is
accessible to tenants at all times for emergencies, hiring on-sire
security, and including behavioral standards in the rental agreement.

Section 2. Section 4.775 of the Eugene Code, 1971, is repealed.

Section 3. Subsection (1) of Section 4.990 of the Eugene Code, 1971, is amended by
adding the following entry in numerical order to the list of penalties as follows:
4.990

Penalties - Specific.
(1) Violation of the following sections is punishable by fine or confinement in jail,
or both, up to the amounts indicated opposite each. In addition, the court may
order any treatment, related to the violation, deemed necessary for
rehabilitation of the offender and the safety of the community.
Section
4.672(1)

Penalty
Fine not to exceed $1,000, or community service as
determined by the court (which may include
restorative justice), or both.

Section 4. Subsections (5) and (6) of Section 4.996 of the Eugene Code, 1971, are
added to provide as follows:
4.996

Administrative Civil Penalty.
(5)
Second and subsequent violations of subsection (1) of section 4.672 of this
code within a twelve-month period are subject to the imposition of response
costs as defined in section 4.670 of this code.
(6) Upon fourth and any subsequent violation of subsection (1) of section 4.672 of
this code within a twelve-month period, at a property as defined in section
4.670 of this code, the owner of the property is subject to the imposition of
response costs as defined in section 4.670 of this code.
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Section 5. The City Recorder, at the request of, or with the consent of the City Attorney,

is authorized to administratively correct any reference errors contained herein , or in other
provisions of the Eugene Code, 1971 , to the provisions added, amended or repealed herein.
Passed by the City Council this

Approved by the Mayor this

28th day of January, 2013

30th day of January, 2013
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Chapter 9.64 DISRUPTIVE PARTIES AND GATHERINGS ON PRIVATE PROPERTY

Sections:
9.64.002 Purpose.
9.64.004 Procedure to enforce.
9.64.006 Cost reimbursement.
9.64.008 Same—Written notice.
9.64.010 Violation—Other remedies.

9.64.002 Purpose.
The city council finds that noise disturbances created by an individual or by parties
and gatherings at private property within the city may, on occasion, disturb the public peace,
safety, and welfare thereby requiring law enforcement services over and above those
normally provided. It is in the best interests of the public safety, welfare, and convenience of
the city as well as in fairness to its citizens that the city require those persons utilizing or
requiring law enforcement services beyond those provided the public at-large to defray the
city's expense for providing the same.
(Ord. 2316 § 19, 2008: Ord. 2091 § 1 (part), 2002).

9.64.004 Procedure to enforce.
When a party, gathering, or other assemblage of persons occurs on private property,
or where a noise disturbance is created by an individual, and it is determined by a police
officer at the scene to constitute a violation of the California Penal Code or is otherwise a
threat to the public peace, health, safety or welfare due to the magnitude of the crowd, noise,
or disturbance, or disruptive behavior generated by the gathering, or the individual,
excessive traffic, or destruction of property, then the police officer shall take such actions and
give such direction as is necessary to abate the violation or condition and shall advise the
responsible party orally and in writing that if additional law enforcement personnel are
required to respond and return to the same location within seventy-two (72) hours of the
initial response to abate the violation or condition, that the responsible party and/or property
owner shall be held responsible for the cost of providing such services pursuant to this
chapter. Direction shall be given to the person responsible for the event or on whose
property it is located. If the condition is not voluntarily abated or if it nevertheless becomes
necessary to call in additional police personnel in order to terminate the gathering, quell any
disturbance, direct traffic, cite illegally parked vehicles, or otherwise respond to the situation
within seventy-two (72) hours of the initial response, then the costs of such additional law
enforcement services beyond the initial response shall be reimbursed to the city as provided
in Section 9.64.006 of this chapter. Each response by law enforcement personnel after
seventy-two (72) hours shall be a new response.

(Ord. 2235 § 1 (part), 2006: Ord. 2091 § 1 (part), 2002).

9.64.006 Cost reimbursement.
The person or persons responsible for creating a noise disturbance or a party,
gathering, or other assemblage of persons described in Section 9.64.004 of this chapter or
on whose property the gathering is held, or if such person is a minor then the parents or legal
guardians of the minor, shall be jointly and severally liable for the following costs attributable
to the event:
A.
The actual cost to the city of police services within seventy-two (72) hours
beyond the initial response by a police officer necessary to abate the
conditions described in Section 9.64.004 of this chapter; and,
B.
Damage to public property resulting from such law enforcement response;
and,
C.
Injuries to police personnel incurred in such law enforcement response.
The police department shall accurately compute the cost of providing such services
and advise the city manager of such costs, as well as any other costs of damage to public
property or injuries to personnel resulting from the police department's response. The person
responsible for the event as above described shall be billed for these costs by the city
manager upon notice of the charges from the police department and payment shall be due
and payable within fifteen (15) days of the billing date. Should the amount due not be paid,
the city may collect the debt, as well as any costs incurred in collecting the debt due to
nonpayment, pursuant to any available provision of law.
(Ord. 2235 § 1 (part), 2006: Ord. 2091 § 1 (part), 2002).

9.64.008 Same—Written notice.
The chief of police is authorized and directed to prepare appropriate advisory
procedures to be followed by police officers responding to a large gathering, including
preparation of written materials advising the responsible person or persons of the provisions
of this chapter.
(Ord. 2091 § 1 (part), 2002).

9.64.010 Violation—Other remedies.
The provisions of this chapter shall not limit any other remedies authorized by law.
(Ord. 2091 § 1 (part), 2002).
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City of Tucson Arizona City Code
Sec. 16-32. Unruly gatherings.

(a) Definitions. For the purposes of this section, unless the context otherwise requires, the
following terms or phrases are defined as:
Owner means any owner, as well as any agent of an owner acting on behalf of the owner to
control or otherwise regulate the occupancy or use of the property.
Premises means the property that is the site of an unruly gathering. For residential properties,
premises means the dwelling unit or units where the unruly gathering occurs.
Unruly gathering means a gathering of five (5) or more persons on any private property,
including property used to conduct business, in a manner which causes a disturbance of the quiet
enjoyment of private or public property by any person or persons. Such disturbances include, but
are not limited to, excessive noise or traffic, obstruction of public streets by crowds or vehicles,
drinking in public, the service of alcohol to minors or consumption of alcohol by minors,
fighting, disturbing the peace, and littering.
(b) Abatement of unruly gathering. A peace officer may abate an unruly gathering by reasonable
means including, but not limited to, citation or arrest of violators under applicable ordinances or
state statutes, and dispersal of the persons attending the gathering.
(c) Notice of unruly gathering; posting; removal of notice prohibited; right to contest posting.
(1) Contents of notice. The premises at which the unruly gathering occurs shall be posted with a
notice stating:
a. That an unruly gathering has occurred at the premises;
b. The date of the unruly gathering;
c. That any subsequent unruly gathering on the same premises within a one hundred eighty (180)
day period shall result in liability for the penalties provided in this section. Parties liable include
any persons in attendance causing the gathering to be unruly, or any owner, occupant or tenant of
the premises at which the unruly gathering occurred, or any sponsor of the event constituting the
unruly gathering; and
d. The right to contest the posting as provided in subsection (c)(4) of this section.
(2) Posting requirements. Premises shall be posted with a notice as provided in this section each
time an unruly gathering occurs. The owner, occupant or tenant of the premises or sponsor of the
event constituting the unruly gathering, if present, shall be consulted as to the location in which
such notice is posted in order to achieve both the security of the notice and its prominent display.

In the event that a premises is already posted at the time of a subsequent posting, the one
hundred eighty (180) day period from the date of the existing posting shall be extended to one
hundred eighty (180) days from the date of the subsequent posting. Once a premises is initially
posted as a result of an unruly gathering and the conduct causing the gathering to be unruly has
ceased, a resumption of unruly behavior on the premises resulting in another police response
shall constitute a new and separate unruly gathering for purposes of this section.
(3) Removal of notice prohibited. The owner, occupant, or tenant of the posted premises shall be
responsible for ensuring that the notice is not removed, defaced, or concealed. The removal,
defacement, or concealment of a posted notice is a civil infraction carrying a penalty of a
minimum, mandatory one hundred dollar ($100.00) fine, in addition to any other penalties which
may be imposed under this section.
(4) Right to contest posting.
a. An owner, occupant, or tenant of the posted premises may contest the posting of the notice by
filing a written petition for review with the civil infractions division of the city court requesting
that the court determine whether justification existed for posting of the notice under the
provisions of this section. The petition must be filed within ten (10) days after the posting of the
notice or, if the notice is given by mail, within fifteen (15) days after the date of the mailing of
the notice, and not thereafter. The court shall set a time and date for a hearing to be held no later
than fifteen (15) days after receipt of the written petition and shall notify both the petitioner and
the criminal division of the city attorney's office of the hearing date. In order to avoid the
possibility of conflicting rulings, if more than one (1) petition is filed under this subsection
relating to a single posting, for example by multiple lawful occupants of the posted premises, the
court shall set only one (1) hearing and shall consolidate the petitions and notify all petitioners of
the hearing date and time. At the hearing, the city has the burden of proving by a preponderance
of evidence that the posting of the notice was justified pursuant to the provisions of this section.
b. An owner of a posted premises, at any time after the posting or the mailing of the notice, may
petition the court for an order directing the removal of the notice on the grounds that the owner
has taken reasonable and necessary actions, such as evicting a tenant responsible for the
violation, to prevent the occurrence of a subsequent unruly gathering at the posted location. The
court shall set a time and date for a hearing to be held no later than fifteen (15) days after receipt
of the petition and shall notify both the petitioner and the criminal division of the city attorney's
office of the hearing date. At the hearing, the petitioner has the burden of proving by a
preponderance of evidence that the petitioner has taken reasonable and necessary actions to
prevent the occurrence of a subsequent unruly gathering. This petition process is not available to
an owner who was present at the unruly gathering and engaged in conduct causing the gathering
to be unruly.
(d) Notification of property owner.
(1) Notification of the posting of the notice of unruly gathering shall be mailed to any property
owner at the address shown on the Pima County Property Tax Assessment Records. The
notification shall advise the property owner that any subsequent unruly gathering within one

hundred eighty (180) days on the same premises shall result in liability of the property owner for
all applicable penalties as provided in this article. Notification shall be made by certified mail.
The return receipt shall be prima facie evidence of service.
(2) Additionally, notice shall be provided to an agent of the owner who controls or regulates the
use of the premises, if known. Notice to the owner's agent may be provided by hand delivery or
by certified or regular mail sent to the agent's last known address.
(3) The failure to serve notice to any person described in this subsection shall not invalidate any
citation or other proceedings as to any other person duly served, or relieve any such person from
any duty imposed by this section.
(e) Unruly gathering a civil infraction; parties responsible. An unruly gathering is unlawful and
constitutes a civil infraction. The following parties, if found responsible for such an infraction,
are liable for the penalties provided in subsection (g)(1):
(1) The person or persons who organized or sponsored the event constituting the unruly
gathering, including any owner or occupant in attendance at the unruly gathering.
(2) Any person in attendance at the unruly gathering who engaged in any conduct causing the
gathering to be unruly.
(f) Subsequent unruly gathering a civil infraction; parties responsible. The occurrence of an
unruly gathering on the same premises more than once in any one hundred eighty (180) day
period is a civil infraction. The following parties, if found responsible for such an infraction, are
liable for the penalties provided in subsection (g)(2):
(1) The owner of the property where the subsequent unruly gathering occurred, if either:
a. The owner was present when the property was posted, or
b. Notification of posting was mailed or delivered to the owner of the property per subsection
(d), and the subsequent unruly gathering occurred not less than two (2) weeks after the mailing
of such notification.
(2) The occupant or tenant of the property where the subsequent unruly gathering occurred.
(3) The person or persons who organized or sponsored the event constituting the subsequent
unruly gathering.
(4) Any person in attendance at the subsequent unruly gathering who engaged in any conduct
causing the gathering to be unruly.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to impose liability on the owner, occupant, or tenant of
the premises or sponsor of the event constituting the unruly gathering, for the conduct of persons
who are in attendance without the express or implied consent of the owner, occupant, tenant, or

sponsor, as long as the owner, occupant, tenant or sponsor has taken steps reasonably necessary
to prevent a subsequent unruly gathering or to exclude the uninvited persons from the premises,
including owners who are actively attempting to evict a tenant from the premises. Where an
invited person engages in unlawful conduct which the owner, occupant, tenant or sponsor could
not reasonably foresee and could not reasonably control without the intervention of the police,
the unlawful conduct of the person shall not be attributable to the owner, occupant, tenant or
sponsor for the purposes of determining liability under this section.
(g) Penalties.
(1) Unruly gathering. The penalty for a party found responsible for an unruly gathering, as
provided in subsection (e), shall be a minimum mandatory fine of five hundred dollars ($500.00).
Additionally, if the party found responsible for an unruly gathering has previously been found
responsible for an unruly gathering, regardless of the location of the prior violation, the penalty
shall be a minimum mandatory fine of seven hundred and fifty dollars ($750.00).
(2) Subsequent unruly gathering. The penalty for a party found responsible for the occurrence of
a subsequent unruly gathering, as provided in subsection (f), shall be a minimum mandatory fine
of seven hundred fifty dollars ($750.00) for a first violation, a minimum mandatory fine of one
thousand dollars ($1,000.00) for a second violation, and minimum mandatory fines of one
thousand five hundred dollars ($1,500.00) for each third or subsequent violation.
(3) Abatement. The civil fines provided herein shall be in addition to any other penalties imposed
by law for particular violations of law committed during the course of an unruly gathering. The
court shall also enter an order of abatement against a party found responsible for a violation of
this section pursuant to Chapter 8 of the Tucson Code.
(h) Enforcement. The police department is authorized to enforce the provisions of this section
provided that enforcement is initiated by a complaint from a member of the public. The
complaining member of the public shall not necessarily be required to appear in court before a
violator may be found responsible. Peace officers shall enforce the provisions of this section
using their sound discretion and the consideration of the totality of the circumstances, including
but not limited to the use of the premises (e.g. residential, commercial, etc.).
(Ord. No. 9816, § 15, 2-24-03; Ord. No. 10126, § 9, 3-1-05; Ord. No. 11014, § 1, 8-7-12)
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SAFE STREETS NOW!
Violence. Noise. Garbage. Vandalism. Prostitution. Speeding Cars. If you've ever lived near a public
nuisance, you know how distressing and disruptive its presence can be.
Many communities are traumatized by public nuisances, such as drug trafficking, and the crime and violence
associated with these activities. Open drug markets flourish as neighborhood residents witness and endure
the encroaching blight. Unfortunately, there aren't enough police and city resources to pursue every public
nuisance in every neighborhood. However you and your neighbors can shut down the whole operation on
your own by getting the property declared a "public nuisance" and, if necessary, taking the owner of the
property to Small Claims Court.
What is a Public Nuisance?
A public nuisance, according to state law, is anything that is:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Injurious to health
Indecent to the senses
Unlawfully impeding free use of the streets
Obstructing free use of property so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property

Why do we need Safe Streets Now!?
With Safe Streets Now! the residents come together to define the standards of conduct for their
neighborhood and enforce those standards at the neighborhood level. Some people view this as a
community policing tool while others see it as a neighborhood and resident empowerment tool.
Is Safe Streets Now! Going to Make a Difference?
We believe Safe Streets Now! will be a valuable addition to the ongoing work of the City's Police
Department, Prosecutor's Office, Councilmembers and Field Representatives, the Neighborhood Outreach
Team, and the Human Services and Recreation Department. In over 800 cases where the Safe Streets
Now! program was used, 80% of the cases successfully closed down targeted properties without going to
court. Additionally, all cases taken to court have also been settled in favor of the neighborhoods and the
Safe Streets Now! program.
How does Safe Streets Now! Work?
Safe Streets Now! is a step-by-step process that residents can use to address public nuisances in their
neighborhoods. In Pasadena, Safe Streets Now! will include a partnership between neighbors, police, city
staff, and community-based organization representatives. Safe Streets Now! began in Oakland, California in
1989 and is a nationally recognized program.
Safe Streets Now! uses a State of California nuisance abatement law. This law is at the heart of the
program. It affirms that residents have a right to fully enjoy the use of their homes in peace. The process for
Safe Streets Now! is straightforward and includes the following steps:
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.

Identify property creating the public nuisance.
Take notes on nuisance.
Phone each incidence to the police.
Write 'demand letter' to the property owner and threaten to take the owner to Small Claims Court if
he or she does not correct the nuisance. (The majority of cases never make it to court, most
landlords voluntarily remove the problem tenants from their properties after receiving the demand
letter.)
Take the landlord to Small Claims Court. The plaintiffs (neighborhood residents) file a joint suit. It
costs $75 (which can be waived) per plaintiff to file and each plaintiff can sue for up to $7,500. No
attorneys may be used by either party in a small claims trial. Court dates are set within 30 days of
the filing and judgments are issued within 30 days of the trial. Small Claims Court is swift and
inexpensive.

What About Retaliation? Will I Be Safe?
Safe Streets Now! is a non-violent, non-confrontational way to rid communities of public nuisances such as
drug and gang houses. Residents are safe because they will never confront or contact the gang members or
drug dealers directly when documenting the problems. They contact other neighbors and the police by
telephone. The demand letter includes a Pasadena Safe Streets Now! address, the name of the facilitator as
the contact person, and will is sent directly to the landlord along with the residents' documentation.
What Do I Do To Participate In Safe Streets Now!?
Call the Neighborhood Connections Office with the address where there are existing public nuisances. We
can be reached at 626-744-7293. You can be assisted in English or Spanish. Agree to meet a member of
the Pasadena Safe Streets Now! Team to set up a problem-solving gathering with neighbors familiar with
the nuisances. Follow the Safe Streets Now! step-by-step process with the assistance of neighbors and
facilitator. This program is sponsored by Neighborhood Connections (City of Pasadena Human Services and
Recreation Department)
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Chapter 6.14
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE
Sections:
6.14.010
6.14.020
6.14.030
6.14.040

Findings.
Landscape maintenance.
Exterior Structure Maintenance.
Enforcement.

Section 6.14.010
Findings.
The City Council finds and determines as follows:
A. The property values and the general welfare of the City of Riverside are founded, in
part, upon the appearance and maintenance of private property located within the City.
B. The lack of landscaping and/or landscape maintenance on private property, including
overgrown, dead, or decayed vegetation and weeds and the accumulation of rubbish and
debris, is a condition that is injurious to the public health, safety and welfare of the residents of
the City of Riverside.
C. The lack of exterior structure maintenance, including, but not limited to, partially
destroyed or partially constructed buildings; unpainted buildings or portions of buildings; broken
windows; and damaged or defective building exteriors; roofs, walls, fences, driveways,
sidewalks or walkways, is injurious to the public health, safety and welfare of the residents of
the City of Riverside. (Ord. 6970 § 2, 2007)
Section 6.14.020
Landscape maintenance.
A. It shall be unlawful for any person owning or having possession or control of any
property subject to the provisions of Chapter 19.62 of this Code for which landscaping
standards or requirements were established by the Zoning Administrator or Planning
Commission to fail to maintain such landscaping that is visible from the public right-of-way in
accordance with such conditions of approval imposed thereon and generally recognized
horticultural standards.
B. It shall be unlawful for any owner and/or occupant of any property visible from the
public right-of-way and used for commercial, office, industrial or residential purposes to:
1. Allow or permit on such property overgrown vegetation including trees, shrubbery,
ground covers, lawns and other plantings.
2. Allow or permit on such property dead, decayed or diseased trees, shrubs, or other
vegetation.
3. Fail to provide and properly maintain landscaping in required yard areas not covered
by buildings, related structures, and driveways in a residential zone; provided, however,
consideration shall be given to the uses permitted in the underlying residential zone.
Landscaping is grass, trees, plants, shrubs, flowers, or permitted decorative bark and decorative
stones.
4. Fail to provide and properly maintain landscaping in required landscape areas on
property zoned for commercial or industrial use. Landscaping on commercial and industrial
properties cannot be decorative bark, concrete, or rock unless prior approval in writing is
obtained from the Community Development Director or his or her designee or unless approved
in accord with Title 19.
C. It shall be unlawful for any person owning or having possession or control of any
property to maintain such property in violation of the following minimal standards:
1. Landscaped areas shall be kept free from weeds and debris;
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2. All plant materials shall receive regular maintenance, including but not limited to,
watering, fertilizing, mowing, and trimming;
3. Any damaged, dead, diseased, or decaying plant materials shall be removed and
replaced;
4. Irrigation systems shall be kept in proper working order to provide proper amounts of
water and proper coverage; and
5. Landscape screening materials, such as hedges, shall be pruned to maintain their
screening ability.
D. Owners and/or occupants of properties fronting on, or adjacent to, any portion of a
street shall comply with the provisions of this section 6.14.020 as well as Chapter 13.06 for any
landscaping along the street or within the street right-of-way adjacent to their property, fronting
on, or adjacent to, any portion of the street, that includes the care of public or private parkways.
E. Nothing in this section shall be interpreted to require removal of biological resources
as described in the Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. (Ord.
7182 § 9, 2012; Ord. 7152 § 1, 2012; Ord. 6970 § 2, 2007)
Section 6.14.030
Exterior Structure Maintenance.
It shall be unlawful for any person owning or having possession and control of any
property to maintain any structures on the property with a lack of exterior structure maintenance,
as described in Section 6.14.010 C. (Ord. 6970 § 2, 2007)
Section 6.14.040
Enforcement.
The provisions of this chapter may be enforced through the administrative code
enforcement remedies set forth in Chapter 1.17 of this code in addition to all other proceedings
authorized by this code or otherwise by law. (Ord. 6970 § 2, 2007)
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Chapter 1.17
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE ENFORCEMENT REMEDIES
Sections:
1.17.005
1.17.010
1.17.020
1.17.030
1.17.040
1.17.050
1.17.060
1.17.070
1.17.080
1.17.090
1.17.100
1.17.110
1.17.120
1.17.130
1.17.140
1.17.150
1.17.160
1.17.170
1.17.180
1.17.190
1.17.200
1.17.210
1.17.220
1.17.230
1.17.231
1.17.240
1.17.250
1.17.260
1.17.270
1.17.280
1.17.290
1.17.300
1.17.310
1.17.320
1.17.330
1.17.340
1.17.350
1.17.360
1.17.370
1.17.380

Statement of purpose and intent.
General provisions.
Definitions.
General enforcement authority.
Service of notice.
Authority to inspect.
Notice of pending administrative enforcement action.
Administrative code enforcement remedies not exclusive.
Continuing violations.
Collection of unpaid fines, penalties and related costs.
Administrative enforcement and appeal hearings.
Procedures for notification of administrative enforcement hearing.
Procedure for requesting an administrative appeal hearing.
General procedures for all administrative hearings.
Failure to attend administrative hearing.
Administrative Hearing Order.
Administrative Hearing Officer.
Liability of Responsible Parties.
Reserved.
Reserved.
Administrative citations.
Administrative citation procedures.
Contents of citation.
Administrative citation fines; assessment and amounts.
Administrative citation fines for specific violations; assessments and
amounts.
Failure to pay administrative citation fines.
Appeal of administrative citation.
Administrative citation appeal hearing procedures.
Administrative citation appeal ruling.
Judicial review of administrative citation appeal ruling.
Reserved.
Administrative civil penalties; authority.
Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order; contents and procedures.
Determination of administrative civil penalties; accrual and amount.
Administrative costs.
Failure to comply with an Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order;
administrative enforcement hearing.
Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order.
Failure to comply with the Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement
Order.
Duty to verify correction and compliance.
Judicial review of an Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order.
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Failure to comply with an Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement
Order; alternative remedies.

Section 1.17.005
Statement of purpose and intent.
A. Administrative Code Enforcement Remedies.
The City Council has determined that the enforcement of the Riverside Municipal Code
throughout the City is an important public service and is vital to the protection of the public's
health, safety and quality of life. The City Council has determined a need for alternative
methods of code enforcement and that a comprehensive code enforcement system uses a
combination of judicial and administrative remedies to gain compliance with code regulations.
The City Council finds a need to draft precise regulations that can be effectively applied in
judicial and administrative proceedings and further finds that there is a need to establish uniform
procedures for the proper application of administrative code enforcement remedies and
administrative hearings to resolve administrative code enforcement cases and appeals.
B. Administrative Enforcement and Appeal Hearings
It is the purpose and intent of the City Council to afford due process of law to any person
who is directly affected by an administrative enforcement action. Due process of law includes
adequate notice of the violation and enforcement remedy chosen by the City, an adequate
explanation of the reasons justifying the administrative enforcement action taken by the City,
and an opportunity to participate in the appropriate administrative enforcement or appeal
hearing. These procedures are also intended to establish a forum to efficiently, expeditiously
and fairly resolve issues raised by any administrative enforcement action.
C. Policies and Procedures.
The City Manager, or the designated representative thereof, is authorized to develop
and implement policies and procedures relating to the qualifications, appointment and
compensation of administrative hearing officers; the powers of administrative hearing officers;
and all other matters relating to conducting administrative hearings as provided in this code.
(Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.010
General provisions.
Sections 1.17.010 through 1.17.190 shall be deemed the general provisions of this
chapter. These sections shall apply to both the administrative citation and administrative civil
penalties processes, each of which constitute separate remedies, as set forth in this chapter;
and to other provisions of this code where incorporated therein by reference. (Ord. 6963 §2,
2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.020
Definitions.
The following definitions shall apply in interpretation and enforcement of this chapter.
A. “Administrative Costs” means all costs incurred by or on behalf of the City from the
first discovery of the violation of the Riverside Municipal Code through the appeal process and
until compliance is achieved, including but not limited to, staff time in investigating the violation,
inspecting the property where the violation occurred, preparing investigation reports, sending
notices, preparing for and attending any appeal hearing, attorneys’ fees, and fees paid to the
Administrative Hearing Officer. “Administrative Costs” shall not mean the administrative citation
fines and the administrative civil penalties assessed pursuant to this chapter. “Administrative
Costs” shall not mean late payment charges that accrue, or collection costs incurred, as a result
of unpaid administrative citation fines.
B. “Administrative Code Enforcement Remedies” means administrative abatement,
summary abatement, administrative citations, and administrative civil penalties as provided in
this code; and recordation of any notice, including notice of pendency of administrative
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proceeding, to the property owner and all other interested parties of violations of any provisions
contained in the Riverside Municipal Code.
C. “Administrative Hearing Officer" shall mean any person appointed by the City
Manager to preside at administrative hearings.
D. “City Manager” means the City Manager of the City of Riverside and his or her
designee.
E. “Enforcement Officer" shall mean any City employee or agent of the City with the
authority to enforce any provision of this code.
F. "Person" shall mean any individual or legal entity, including but not limited to, a
corporation, partnership, or trust.
G. "Responsible Party" means each person committing the violation or causing a
condition on a parcel of real property located within the City of Riverside to violate the Riverside
Municipal Code; each person who has an ownership interest in that property; and each person
who although not an owner, nevertheless has a legal right or a legal obligation to exercise
possession and control over that property. In the event the person who commits the violation or
causes the violating condition is a minor, then the minor’s parents or legal guardian shall be
deemed the responsible party. In the event the violation or violating condition is most
reasonably attributable to a business and not to an employee, then that business, to the extent it
is a legal entity such that it can sue and be sued in its own name, and each person who is an
owner of that business shall each be deemed responsible parties.
H. “Riverside Municipal Code,” and “this code” shall mean the Riverside Municipal
Code, including all pertinent provisions of state codes as adopted therein, enacted by the City
Council of the City of Riverside acting pursuant to authority granted under the City Charter or
other applicable law. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.030
General enforcement authority.
Notwithstanding any other provision of the Riverside Municipal Code, an Enforcement
Officer shall have the power to use the provisions of this chapter to enforce any and all
provisions of this code and to use whatever judicial and administrative remedies are available
under this code. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.040
Service of notice.
A. Notwithstanding any other provision of this code, any notice required to be given
under the Riverside Municipal Code may be served by any of the following methods:
1. Personal service; or
2. Proof of mail, and first class mail to each Responsible Party at his or her last known
address as it appears on the public records related to title or ownership of the property that is
the subject of an administrative enforcement action; or
3. As to only those Responsible Parties who reside at or occupy the property that is the
subject of an administrative enforcement action, as determined through diligent investigation; by
posting the notice conspicuously on or in front of the subject property and mailing a copy of the
notice to them by first class mail.
B. Service by Proof of Mail or first class mail in the manner described above shall be
effective on the date of mailing.
C. The failure of any Responsible Party or other person with a legal or equitable interest
in the property to receive any notice served in accordance with this section shall not affect the
validity of any proceedings taken under this code. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.050
Authority to inspect.
Enforcement Officers are authorized to enter upon any property or premises within the
City to ascertain whether the property or premises is in compliance with the Riverside Municipal
Code, and to make any inspection as may be necessary in the performance of their
enforcement duties. These inspections may include the taking of photographs, samples or
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other physical evidence, and the making of video and/or audio recordings. All such entries and
inspections shall be done in a reasonable manner. If an owner, lawful occupant, or the
respective agent thereof refuses permission to enter and/or inspect, the Enforcement Officer
may seek an administrative inspection warrant pursuant to the procedures provided by
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1822.50 through 1822.59, as may be amended from
time to time, or the successor provisions thereto. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.060
Notice of pending administrative enforcement action.
For the purposes of this chapter:
A. The "Enforcement Officer" may record with the County Recorder's Office a notice
against a property that is the subject of an administrative enforcement action pending with the
City of Riverside.
B. A “Notice of Pendency” or other notice of pending administrative action shall use
a form approved by the City Manager or his/her designee and shall describe the nature of the
administrative action and refer to the applicable provisions of the Riverside Municipal Code
governing the pending administrative action. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.070
Administrative code enforcement remedies not exclusive.
The procedures established in this chapter for the use of administrative citations and the
administrative civil penalties process, and the procedures established in other chapters of this
code for administrative abatement and summary abatement, as means for addressing violations
of this code shall be in addition to criminal, civil or other legal or equitable remedies established
by law that may be pursued to address violations of this code and the use of this chapter shall
be at the sole discretion of the City. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.080
Continuing violations.
Each day a violation of this Code continues to exist shall constitute a new, separate, and
distinct violation. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007)
Section 1.17.090
Collection of unpaid fines, penalties and related costs.
A. Unpaid fines or penalties and their related costs, arising from administrative citations,
administrative civil penalties actions or other administrative enforcement actions as provided by
this code shall be a debt to the City and subject to all remedies for debt collection as allowed by
law. The City shall be entitled to interest from the date the order becomes final or thirty (30)
days after the first billing whichever date is later.
B. When a violation involves real property and the fines, penalties, and related costs are
not paid within the prescribed time, the amount of those fines, penalties, and their related costs
may be recorded as a lien upon and against the real property without further hearing, subject to
notice of the lien as required by law.
C. The notice of lien shall be in this form:
NOTICE OF LIEN
Claim of the City of Riverside, California.
Pursuant to the authority vested by Section 1.17.090 of the Riverside Municipal
Code, the amount of uncollected fines, penalties, and related costs may be
recorded as a lien upon and against the real property where the violation of law
occurred and which is the subject of the administrative enforcement action(s)
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resulting in the award, imposition, or assessment of a fine, penalty and all costs
associated therewith.
On ___(date)___ an Administrative Hearing Officer conducted (as an evidentiary
proceeding) an administrative hearing, pursuant to the applicable provisions of
the Riverside Municipal Code. Following the presentation of evidence and the
issuance of a ruling in the matter, the Administrative Hearing Officer upheld a fine
or awarded, imposed, or assessed a monetary penalty in the amount of
_________________ ___________and assessed administrative costs in the
amount of ____________ as set forth in the __________(type of administrative
hearing order)_____ issued on _____(date)______. Whereby the City of
Riverside does hereby claim a lien for these sums as yet unpaid in the amount of
_______________ and this sum shall be a lien upon the parcel of real property
identified herein until that principal sum, and the sum of any interest upon that
principal as may be allowed by law and calculated at the then existing legal rate,
has been paid in full and discharged of record.
The real property upon which this lien is claimed is that certain parcel of land, the
structures thereon and any appurtenances connected thereto and located within
the City of Riverside, County of Riverside, State of California, and particularly
described as follows:
(Legal Description)
(Street address, if any)
(Assessor’s Parcel Number)
Further, the City of Riverside gives NOTICE that this Notice of Lien shall not be
deemed or construed to prohibit the City of Riverside from making additional
claims and giving and recording one or more Notices of Lien thereon as may be
required in those cases where the principal sum claimed, as a fine or penalty
awarded, imposed, or assessed, is subject to a cumulative accrual at a fixed
daily rate until the date the violations are corrected in full to the satisfaction of the
City, or the legal maximum limit (cap) of that penalty has been reached, or the
total amount of the lien has been paid in full.
DATED this ______________ day of ______________, ____(year)____.
City Clerk of the City of Riverside, California.
D. Alternatively, unpaid fines or penalties and their related costs, arising from
administrative citations, administrative civil penalties actions or other administrative
enforcement actions as provided by this code, involving real property may also constitute
assessment liens and be collected as special assessments by the Riverside County
Treasurer-Tax Collector as set forth in Chapter 6.15 of the Riverside Municipal Code.
(Ord. 6963 §2, 2007)
Section 1.17.100
Administrative enforcement and appeal hearings.
A. There shall be two general types of administrative hearing: the enforcement hearing
and the appeal hearing, in order to effect a proper enforcement of the Riverside Municipal Code
and provide for the procedural and substantive due process rights of all persons subject to
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enforcement of this code through the application of its administrative code enforcement
remedies.
B. Where this code requires the City to seek an administrative hearing as the means of
enforcing this code through the imposition of an administrative penalty for a responsible party’s
failure or refusal to comply with the appropriate notice for his violation of the code, the hearing
shall be an administrative enforcement hearing.
C. Where an aggrieved, responsible party seeks to appeal from an administrative
decision, or an administrative enforcement action not requiring an administrative enforcement
hearing, the hearing shall be an administrative appeal hearing. Both types of hearing shall
provide for judicial review. The procedures set forth at Section 1.17.130 apply to both
administrative enforcement and appeal hearings conducted pursuant to this code. (Ord. 6963
§2, 2007; Ord. 6724 §2, 2004; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.110
Procedures for notification of administrative enforcement hearing.
A. Where the action or proceeding for an administrative code enforcement remedy
authorized by this chapter, or elsewhere in this Code, provides for or requires an administrative
enforcement hearing; the Code Enforcement Division shall schedule the date, time, and place
for that hearing before an Administrative Hearing Officer when so required by the particular
remedy involved.
B. A written notice of the administrative enforcement hearing setting forth the date, time,
and place of that hearing shall be served on the Responsible Party at least ten calendar days
prior to the date set for that hearing.
C. The Notice of Hearing shall be served by any of the methods of services listed in
Section 1.17.040 of this chapter.
D. The Notice of Hearing shall include an itemized statement of administrative costs
which the City seeks to be assessed in addition to the amount of administrative civil penalties
the City seeks to be assessed by the Administrative Hearing Officer. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord.
6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.120
Procedure for requesting an administrative appeal hearing.
A. Right of Appeal. Every administrative code enforcement action initiated pursuant to
this code is subject to appeal according to the procedures governing the particular
administrative code enforcement remedy used; as identified below.
B. Administrative Citation. The appeal process is set forth at Section 1.17.250 of this
chapter.
C. Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order. The “appeal” process is a petition
for judicial review pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 as set forth at Section
1.17.350 of this chapter.
D. Disabled Access Determination. The appeal process for a disabled access
determination initiated pursuant to Chapter 16.08 of this code is set forth at Section 2.40.030 of
this code.
E. Notice to Abate. The appeal process for a notice to abate a public nuisance pursuant
to Chapter 6.15 is set forth at Section 6.15.030.
F. Police Service Fee (Police response to loud or large parties). The appeal process for
is set forth at Section 9.07.070.
G. Other Administrative Action. The appeal process for any other notice or notice and
order issued pursuant to Chapter 16.08 of this code; for any notice or notice and order issued
for a violation of Chapters 16.09 or 16.10 order; and for any notice or notice and order for an
enforcement action not otherwise listed in this section or which is listed elsewhere in this code in
the applicable section providing for the remedy sought, other than an administrative civil
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penalties notice and order issued to address any violation of this code, shall be the same as set
forth at Section 16.04.590 of this code. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6724 §2, 2004; Ord. 6479 §1,
1999)
Section 1.17.130
General procedures for all administrative hearings.
A. Administrative hearings are intended to be informal in nature. Formal rules of
evidence and discovery do not apply. Other than copies of citations, notices, notice and orders,
and inspection reports served on the responsible parties as part of the enforcement action
giving rise to the hearing, no pre-hearing discovery of the City’s evidence shall be permitted.
B. The City bears the burden of proof at an administrative hearing to establish the
existence of a violation of this Code.
C. A preponderance of the evidence shall be the standard of proof used by the
Administrative Hearing Officer in deciding the issues at an administrative hearing.
D. Each party shall have the opportunity to cross-examine witnesses and present
evidence in support of his or her case.
E. The only evidence that shall be permitted at the hearing and considered by the
Administrative Hearing Officer in reaching a decision is that evidence that is relevant to the
proof or disproof of:
1. ownership of the subject property, when applicable;
2. whether a person noticed by the City as a Responsible Party is, in fact, a
Responsible Party;
3. whether a violation of this code occurred and/or continues to occur on the date or
dates specified in the citation, notice, or notice and order;
4. whether the Responsible Party has caused, maintained or permitted a violation of this
code on the date or dates specified in the citation, notice, or notice and order; and in the event
of an administrative enforcement hearing on an Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order,
whether the amount of civil penalties proposed by the Enforcement Officer to be assessed
pursuant to the procedures and criteria set forth in this chapter are reasonable. (Ord. 6963 §2,
2007; Ord. 6724 §§1, 2, 2004; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.140
Failure to attend administrative hearing.
Any Responsible Party whose property or actions are the subject of an administrative
hearing and who fails to appear at the hearing shall be deemed to have waived the right to a
hearing; the adjudication of the issues related to the hearing, any and all rights afforded under
this code; and shall be deemed to have failed to exhaust their administrative remedies, provided
that proper notice of the hearing as required by this or other applicable chapter of this code has
been served. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6724 §§1, 2, 2004; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.150
Administrative Hearing Order.
The written decision of the Administrative Hearing Officer setting forth the findings and
ruling in a particular case shall be entitled “Administrative Hearing Order,” unless a different title
is imposed by this or other applicable chapter of this code, and conform to the requirements set
forth therein. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.160
Administrative Hearing Officer.
A. Qualifications. The City Manager or the designated representative thereof shall
promulgate rules and procedures as are necessary to contract with qualified persons capable of
acting as Administrative Hearing Officers.
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B. Independent Authority. The employment, performance evaluation, compensation and
benefits of the Administrative Hearing Officer shall not be directly or indirectly conditioned upon
the amount of the administrative fines or penalties upheld, awarded, imposed, or assessed by
the Administrative Hearing Officer.
C. Disqualification. Any person designated to serve as an Administrative Hearing Officer
is subject to disqualification for bias, prejudice, interest, or for other reason for which a judge
may be disqualified in a court of law. Rules and procedures for the disqualification of an
Administrative Hearing Officer based upon a showing of actual bias, prejudice, interest, or other
reason shall be promulgated by the City Manager or the City Manager’s designee.
D. Powers. The Administrative Hearing Officer shall have the power to:
1. conduct administrative enforcement hearings and administrative appeal hearings as
provided under the authority of this code;
2. continue a hearing based on good cause shown by one of the parties to the hearing
or upon his own independent determination that due process has not been adequately afforded
to a Responsible Party;
3. exercise continuing jurisdiction over the subject matter of an administrative
enforcement hearing for the purposes of granting a continuance, ensuring compliance with an
Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order, modifying an Administrative Civil Penalties
Enforcement Order, or where extraordinary circumstances exist, granting a new administrative
enforcement hearing;
4. require and direct a Responsible Party to post a Performance Bond to ensure
compliance with an Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order;
5. rule upon the merits of an administrative appeal hearing or an administrative
enforcement hearing upon consideration of the evidence submitted and issue a written decision
resolving the case;
6. uphold, award, impose, assess, or deny a fine or penalty authorized under this code;
7. assess administrative costs according to proof;
8. set, increase, or decrease, according to proof, the amount of fine or penalty or the
daily rate of such fine or penalty sought by the City to be awarded, imposed, or assessed in
those cases where the fine or penalty is not fixed but is subject to a range as otherwise
established by this code;
9. in those cases where the fine or penalty is not fixed but is subject to a range as
otherwise established by this code, determine the date certain upon which the assessment of
civil penalties shall begin; and, where the corrections are subsequently completed to the City’s
satisfaction, the date certain upon which the assessment of civil penalties shall end. If the
violations have not been so corrected, the daily accrual of the penalties assessed shall continue
until the violations are corrected or the legal maximum limit is reached;
10. where appropriate in administrative enforcement actions arising from the issuance
of an Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order and as a condition of compliance in
correcting the violations at issue; impose upon each Responsible Party who has ownership,
possession, or control of the parcel of real property that is the subject of the administrative
enforcement action, the obligation to participate in and successfully complete the City’s Crime
Free Multi-Housing Program (or its successor program). Further, each such Responsible Party
shall have the obligation to maintain the currency of any certification issued as part of that
program for the period of ownership, possession, or control of the subject property; and
11. where appropriate in administrative enforcement actions arising from the issuance
of an Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order and as a condition of compliance in
correcting the violations at issue; require each Responsible Party to cease violating this code
and to make all necessary corrections as specified by the City. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6724
§ 2, 2004; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
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Section 1.17.170
Liability of Responsible Parties.
For the purposes of this chapter, each Responsible Party shall be jointly and severally
liable for any and all administrative fines, administrative civil penalties, and related
administrative costs awarded, upheld, assessed, or imposed under this chapter. (Ord. 6963 §2,
2007)
Section 1.17.180

Reserved.

Section 1.17.190

Reserved.

Section 1.17.200
Administrative citations.
For the purposes of this chapter:
A. Any person violating any provision of this Code may be issued an administrative
citation by an Enforcement Officer as provided for in this chapter.
B. A citation fine shall be assessed by means of an administrative citation issued by the
Enforcement Officer and shall be payable directly to the City of Riverside.
C. Fines assessed by means of an administrative citation shall be collected in
accordance with the procedures specified in this chapter. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1,
1999)
Section 1.17.210
Administrative citation procedures.
A. Upon discovering a violation of this code, an Enforcement Officer may issue an
administrative citation to a Responsible Party in the manner prescribed in this Chapter. The
administrative citation shall be issued on a form approved by the City Manager.
B. If the Responsible Party is a business, the Enforcement Officer shall attempt to
locate the owner and issue the owner an administrative citation. If the Enforcement Officer can
only locate the manager or on-site supervisor or employee, the administrative citation may be
issued in the name of the business and given to the manager or on-site supervisor or employee.
A copy of the administrative citation shall also be mailed to the owner in the manner prescribed
in Section 1.17.040 of this Chapter.
C. Once the Responsible Party is located, the Enforcement Officer shall attempt to
obtain the signature of that person on the administrative citation. If the Responsible Party
refuses or fails to sign the administrative citation, the failure or refusal to sign shall not affect the
validity of the citation and subsequent proceedings.
D. If the Enforcement Officer is unable to locate the Responsible Party for the violation
at the property where the violation exists, then the administrative citation shall be mailed to the
Responsible Party in the manner prescribed in Section 1.17.040 of this Chapter, and posted in a
conspicuous place on or near the property.
E. The administrative citation shall also contain the printed name, identification number
and phone extension of the Enforcement Officer.
F. The failure of any person with an ownership interest in the property to receive notice
shall not affect the validity of any proceedings taken under this Chapter. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007;
Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.220
Contents of citation.
A. The administrative citation shall refer to the date and location of the violations and
the approximate time, if applicable, that the violations were observed.
B. The administrative citation shall identify each violation by the applicable section
number of this code and by either the section’s title or a brief descriptive caption.
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C. The administrative citation may describe the action required to correct the violations.
D. The administrative citation shall require the Responsible Party to correct the
violations within the time stated in the citation and shall explain the consequences of failure to
correct the violations.
E. The administrative citation shall state the amount of the fine imposed for the
violations.
F. The administrative citation shall explain how the fine shall be paid and the time period
by which it shall be paid, and the consequences of failure to pay the fine.
G. The administrative citation shall identify all appeal rights.
H. The administrative citation shall contain the printed name, identification number, and
phone extension of the Enforcement Officer and the signature of the Responsible Party, if
he/she can be located, as outlined in Section 1.17.110. If the Responsible Party refuses to sign
the administrative citation, then the Enforcement Officer shall write “refused” on the signature
line for the Responsible Party. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.230
Administrative citation fines; assessment and amounts.
A. Unless otherwise provided in this code, the amount of fine to be imposed for a
violation of this code and assessed by means of an administrative citation shall be one hundred
dollars ($100.00) for the first occurrence of a violation, two hundred dollars ($200.00) for the
second occurrence of the same type of violation, and five hundred dollars ($500.00) for the third
and each subsequent occurrence of the same type of violation. Notwithstanding this section, the
amount of fine to be assessed by means of an administrative citation may be established by
resolution of the City Council.
B. All fines assessed shall be payable to the City within thirty (30) calendar days from
the date of the administrative citation.
C. Any person who fails to pay to the City any fine imposed pursuant to the provisions of
this Chapter on or before the date that the fine is due shall also be liable for the payment of any
applicable late payment charges set forth in the schedules of fines.
D. The City may collect any past due administrative citation fine or late payment charge
by use of any available legal means. The City may also recover its collection costs.
E. Any administrative citation fine paid pursuant to Subsection A shall be refunded in
accordance with Section 1.17.150 if it is determined, after a hearing, that the person charged in
the Administrative Citation was not responsible for the violation or that there was no violation as
charged in the administrative citation.
F. Payment of the fine shall not excuse the failure to correct the violations nor shall it
bar further enforcement action by the City.
G. If the Responsible Party fails to correct the violation, subsequent administrative
citations may be issued for the same violations. The amount of the fine shall increase at a rate
specified by resolution of the City Council. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.231

Administrative citation fines for specific violations; assessment and
amounts.
A. Due to the significant risks of certain violations to public health, safety and welfare,
the amount of fine to be imposed for the following violations of this code and assessed by
means of an administrative citation shall be Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) for the first and
each subsequent occurrence of the same type of violation. Notwithstanding this section, the
amount of fine to be assessed by means of an administrative citation may be established by
resolution of the City Council.
1. RMC 16.32.100 Manufacture, possession, storage, sale, use and handling of
fireworks.
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2. RMC 16.32.020, CFC 107.6; overcrowding.
3. RMC 16.32.020, CFC 307; illegal burning.
4. RMC 16.32.020, CFC 308; open flame/unwanted fire.
5. RMC 16.32.020, CFC 901.2; installing a fire protection system without a permit.
6. RMC 16.32.020, CFC Chapter 23; High Piled Storage. (Ord. 7182 § 4, 2012)
Section 1.17.240
Failure to pay administrative citation fines.
The failure of any person to pay the fines assessed by an administrative citation within
the time specified on the citation may result in the City filing a claim with the Superior Court of
California, County of Riverside, Small Claims Division or other appropriate Division.
Alternatively, the City may pursue any other legal remedy to collect the citation fines. (Ord.
6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.250
Appeal of administrative citation.
A. Any recipient of an administrative citation may contest the citation by completing a
request for hearing form and returning it to the City within thirty (30) calendar days from the date
of the administrative citation, together with an advance deposit of the fine or notice that a
request for advance deposit hardship waiver has been filed pursuant to subsection (E) of this
Section.
B. A request for hearing form may be obtained from the department specified on the
administrative citation.
C. The person requesting the hearing shall be notified of the time and place set for the
hearing at least ten days prior to the date of the hearing.
D. Advance Deposit Hardship Waiver
1. Any person who intends to request a hearing to contest that there was a violation of
the Code or that he or she is the Responsible Party and who is financially unable to make the
advance deposit of the fine as required may file a request for an advance deposit hardship
waiver.
2. The request shall be filed with the department specified on the administrative citation
on an advance deposit hardship waiver application form available from the department specified
on the administrative citation, within ten days of the date of the administrative citation.
3. The requirement of depositing the full amount of the fine as required shall be stayed
unless or until the designee of the department specified on the administrative citation makes a
determination not to issue the advance deposit hardship waiver.
4. The designee of the department specified on the administrative citation may waive
the requirement of an advance deposit and issue the advance deposit hardship waiver only if
the cited party submits to the department specified on the administrative citation a sworn
affidavit, together with any supporting documents or materials, demonstrating to the satisfaction
of the designee of the department specified on the administrative citation the person's actual
financial inability to deposit with the City the full amount of the fine in advance of the hearing.
5. If the designee of the department specified on the administrative citation determines
not to issue an advance deposit hardship waiver, the person shall remit the deposit to the City
within ten days of the date of that decision or thirty days from the date of the administrative
citation, whichever is later.
6. The designee of the department specified in the administrative citation shall issue a
written determination listing the reasons for the determination to issue or not issue the advance
deposit hardship waiver. The written determination of the designee of the department specified
in the administrative citation shall be final.
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7. The written determination of the designee of the department specified on the
administrative citation shall be served upon the person who applied for the advance deposit
hardship waiver. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.260
Administrative citation appeal hearing procedures.
A. No hearing to contest an administrative citation before an Administrative Hearing
Officer shall be held unless the fine has been deposited in advance or an advance deposit
hardship waiver has been issued.
B. Subject to the limitation imposed by Paragraph A above, a hearing before the
Administrative Hearing Officer shall be set for a date that is not less than fifteen days and not
more than sixty days from the date that the request for hearing is filed.
C. At the hearing, the party contesting the administrative citation shall be given the
opportunity to testify and to present evidence concerning the administrative citation.
D. The failure of any Responsible Party who is subject to an Administrative Citation to
appear at the appeal hearing shall constitute a forfeiture of the citation fine and a failure to
exhaust his administrative remedies.
E. The administrative citation and any additional report submitted by the Enforcement
Officer shall constitute prima facie evidence of the respective facts contained in those
documents.
F. The Administrative Hearing Officer may continue the hearing and request additional
information from the Enforcement Officer or the recipient of the administrative citation prior to
issuing a written decision. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.270
Administrative citation appeal ruling.
A. After considering all of the testimony and evidence submitted at the hearing, the
Administrative Hearing Officer shall issue a written decision (“Administrative Citation Appeal
Ruling”) to uphold or cancel the administrative citation and shall list in the decision the reasons
for that decision.
B. If the Administrative Hearing Officer determines that the administrative citation should
be upheld, then the amount of the fine set forth in the citation shall not be reduced or waived for
any reason.
C. If the Administrative Hearing Officer determines that the administrative citation
should be upheld, then the fine amount on deposit with the City shall be retained by the City.
D. If the Administrative Hearing Officer determines that the administrative citation
should be upheld and the fine has not been deposited pursuant to an advance deposit hardship
waiver, the Administrative Hearing Officer shall set forth in the decision a payment schedule for
the fine.
E. If the Administrative Hearing Officer determines that the administrative citation should
be canceled and the fine was deposited with the City, then the City shall promptly refund the
amount of the deposited fine, together with interest at the average rate earned on the City's
portfolio for the period of time that the fine amount was held by the City.
F. The recipient of the administrative citation shall be served with a copy of the
Administrative Hearing Officer's written decision.
G. The Administrative Hearing Officer’s written decision shall become final on the date
of mailing of the notice of decision.
H. The Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order shall be served on all parties
by any one of the methods listed in Section 1.17.060 of this Chapter. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord.
6479 §1, 1999)

RIVERSIDE MUNICIPAL CODE

RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA

Section 1.17.280
Judicial review of administrative citation appeal ruling.
Once the Administrative Hearing Officer’s written decision becomes final as provided in
this chapter, the time in which judicial review of the order must be sought shall be governed by
California Government Code Section 53069.4, as that section may be amended from time to
time, or the successor provision thereto. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.290

Reserved.

Section 1.17.300
Administrative civil penalties; authority.
A. The process for the assessment of administrative civil penalties established in this
chapter is in addition to any other administrative or judicial remedy established by law that may
be pursued to address violations of the Riverside Municipal Code.
B. Any person violating any provision of this code may be subject to the assessment of
administrative civil penalties and related administrative costs pursuant to the procedures set
forth in this chapter.
C. Administrative civil penalties, if awarded, assessed, or imposed; shall be assessed at
a daily rate, the amount of which shall be determined by the Administrative Hearing Officer and
set forth in an Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order following the presentation of
evidence at an administrative enforcement hearing according to the procedures established in
this chapter.
D. The maximum legal rate for administrative civil penalties shall be one thousand
dollars ($1,000.00) per day, per violation. The maximum legal amount of administrative civil
penalties shall be one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000.00), plus interest on unpaid
penalties as provided in Section 1.17.090, per parcel of real property, including any structures
located thereon, for all violations of this code, including continuing violations, existing at the time
the Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order is issued by the Code Enforcement Division
or other authorized City department. Violations first occurring after the issuance of an
Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order shall be subject to enforcement through the
issuance of a separate Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007;
Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.310

Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order; contents and
procedures.
A. Whenever an Enforcement Officer determines that a violation of one or more
provisions of the Riverside Municipal Code has occurred or continues to exist, a written
Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order may be issued to each Responsible Party.
B. The Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order shall specify all of the following,
required information:
1. Date of mailing by certified and First Class Mail.
2. Identification by name and last known mailing address of each Responsible Party.
3. Identification of the parcel or parcels of real property subject to the Administrative
Civil Penalties Notice and Order by street address and assessor parcel number (i.e., “APN”) for
improved parcels and by APN for unimproved parcels not assigned a street address.
4. Notice, in boldface type, that this chapter authorizes the imposition or assessment of
administrative civil penalties up to $1,000.00 dollars per day, per violation of any section of the
Riverside Municipal Code.
5. Notice that the subject property is in violation of one or more sections of the Riverside
Municipal Code as described in the inspection report(s) attached to the Administrative Civil
Penalties Notice and Order. The inspection report shall identify each violation by the applicable
section number and by either the section’s title or a brief descriptive caption; specifically indicate
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where on the subject property or structure the violation occurred; the date(s) of occurrence; a
brief description of how each section was violated; a brief description of the remedial or
corrective action required to permanently correct the violation(s); and a compliance deadline
date for the completion of all required corrections.
6. A demand and order to cease and desist from further action causing the violations
and to permanently correct the violations by completing the action(s) specified in the inspection
reports(s) attached to the Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order by a calendar date
certain (the compliance deadline).
7. Notice that each Responsible Party is subject to an order requiring the payment of
administrative civil penalties for each violation not corrected by the compliance deadline, in an
amount determined by the Administrative Hearing Officer.
8. A list of each violation identified by the applicable section number and the daily
amount of administrative civil penalties proposed for each violation.
9. Identification of the specific factors that were used to determine the proposed daily
amount of administrative civil penalties, pursuant to the criteria in Section 1.17.320 of this
chapter, to be sought by the City in the event the corrective action required is not completed
prior to the compliance deadline.
10. Notice of the date the amount of administrative civil penalties sought shall begin to
accrue, and that any administrative civil penalties subsequently assessed shall continue on a
daily basis at the daily assessed rate until the violations have been permanently corrected as
determined by the City or the maximum amount has been reached.
11. Notice that administrative costs, in addition to any administrative civil penalties that
may be imposed, may also be assessed by the Administrative Hearing Officer.
12. Notice and a brief description of the consequences of a Responsible Party’s failure
or refusal to appear at an administrative enforcement hearing on the Administrative Civil
Penalties Notice and Order, and a Responsible Party’s failure or refusal to pay the assessed
administrative civil penalties and costs as provided in this chapter.
13. Notice and a brief description of any other consequences arising from a
Responsible Party’s failure or refusal to comply with the terms and deadlines as prescribed in
the Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order.
14. Notice and a brief description of the administrative enforcement hearing procedures
as set forth in this chapter.
15. Notice that a Responsible Party may seek judicial review of the Administrative Civil
Penalties Enforcement Order pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6.
C. The Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order shall be served upon each
Responsible Party in the manner required under this chapter.
D. More than one Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order may be issued against
the same Responsible Party if each such subsequent notice and order concerns different dates,
different violations, or different locations. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.320
Determination of administrative civil penalties; accrual and amount.
A. In determining the date when administrative civil penalties start to accrue, an
Enforcement Officer may consider the date when the City first discovered the violation as
evidenced by the issuance of an administrative citation, Administrative Civil Penalties Notice
and Order, or any other written notice or correspondence to any Responsible Party.
B. In determining the amount of administrative civil penalties to be assessed on a daily
rate, an Enforcement Officer may consider some or all of the following factors:
1. The duration of the violation.
2. The frequency of recurrence of the violation.
3. The seriousness of the violation.
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4. The history of the violation.
5. The Responsible Party's conduct after issuance of the Notice and Order.
6. The good faith effort by the Responsible Party to comply.
7. The economic impact of the penalty on the Responsible Party.
8. The impact of the violation upon the community.
9. Any other factors that justice may require.
C. The City Manager, or the designated representative thereof, shall have the authority,
but not the obligation, to establish a penalty schedule for Administrative Hearing Officers to use
as a guideline in determining the amount of administrative civil penalties in appropriate cases;
and to establish procedures for the use of this penalty schedule. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord.
6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.330
Administrative costs.
The Administrative Hearing Officer is authorized to assess any reasonable
administrative costs as set forth in an itemized statement of administrative costs presented at
the administrative enforcement hearing on the Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order.
(Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.340

Failure to comply with an Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and
Order; administrative enforcement hearing.
When the Responsible Party fails to comply with the terms of the Administrative Civil
Penalties Notice and Order by correcting the violation(s) and bringing the property into
compliance with this code, an Enforcement Officer may schedule an administrative enforcement
hearing as provided in this chapter. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.350
Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order.
A. Within fifteen calendar days of the completion of the administrative enforcement
hearing on an Administrative Civil Penalties Notice and Order, the Administrative Hearing
Officer shall exercise the powers conferred under Section 1.17.160 and issue an Administrative
Civil Penalties Enforcement Order.
B. The Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order shall contain the following
information:
1. Date of administrative enforcement hearing.
2. Identification by name of each Enforcement Officer, Responsible Party, and all other
witnesses attending the hearing.
3. Determination of sufficiency of notice for due process purposes.
4. Summary of evidence presented by each witness, including exhibits.
5. Findings of fact, analysis of applicable sections of the Riverside Municipal Code, and
conclusions of law as to the issues specified at Section 1.17.130 F of this chapter.
6. Determination and assessment of administrative civil penalties and costs to be
awarded to the City, if any.
7. Notice of appeal rights and judicial review pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure
1094.6.
8. Signature of the Administrative Hearing Officer and the signature date.
C. The Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order shall become final and take
effect on the date it is signed by the Administrative Hearing Officer.
D. The Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order shall be served on all
Responsible Parties in the manner required under Section 1.17.060 of this chapter. (Ord. 6963
§2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
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Section 1.17.360

Failure to comply with the Administrative Civil Penalties
Enforcement Order.
Upon the failure of the Responsible Party to comply with terms and deadlines set forth in
the Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order, the Enforcement Officer may use all
appropriate legal means to recover the administrative civil penalties and administrative costs
assessed and obtain compliance with the Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order.
(Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.370
Duty to verify correction and compliance.
After the Administrative Hearing Officer issues an Administrative Civil Penalties
Enforcement Order, the Enforcement Officer shall periodically and regularly inspect the subject
property to determine whether the subject property has been brought into compliance with the
Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement Order. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
Section 1.17.380

Judicial review of an Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement
Order.
Any Responsible Party aggrieved by an Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement
Order may obtain judicial review of that order by filing a petition for review with the Superior
Court of Riverside County in accordance with the timelines and provisions set forth in California
Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.6. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 § 1, 1999)
Section 1.17.390

Failure to comply with an Administrative Civil Penalties Enforcement
Order; alternative remedies.
A. It is unlawful for a Responsible Party who has been served with a copy of the final
Administration Enforcement Order pursuant to this chapter to fail to comply with that order.
B. Failure to comply with a final Administrative Enforcement Order may be prosecuted
as an infraction or misdemeanor at the discretion of the City Attorney.
C. Failure to comply with a final Administrative Enforcement Order may result in
alternative remedies, such as civil injunction, abatement, receivership or any other legal
remedy. (Ord. 6963 §2, 2007; Ord. 6479 §1, 1999)
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University Neighborhood Livability - EXHIBIT S
City of Riverside
Update and Working Draft Action Plan on Neighborhood Livability
UNA Meeting

1. Internal staff meetings that have occurred and the outcomes
•

On Thursday, June 27, 2013 UCR staff (Vice Chancellor of Student Affairs, Community
and Local Government Relations Officer, and a representative from UNET) and City staff
from various City Departments including City Management, City Attorney’s Office, Code
Enforcement, Police, Fire, Building Division, Planning Division, and Public Works Traffic
Division discussed the neighborhood issues raised at City Council meetings of June 18
and June 25. Discussion included existing Codes, programs, tools and remedies and how
are they working, what is being enforced, what is not and what other strategies could be
employed to address the neighborhood issues identified by the residents in the
University Neighborhood. As a result of this meeting, various action steps have been
identified that can be implemented now with the support of the community.

•

On Monday, July 1, 2013 – UCR conducted their internal staff meeting and will be
collaborating with the City and the residents.

•

On July 1, 2013 at the monthly meeting of the Riverside Neighborhood Partnership
(RNP) three residents from the University Neighborhood addressed the board during
Public Comment about the ongoing student housing concern the residents in the area
have been dealing with over the past several years. The residents requested the
assistance of the board to help advocate on their behalf. Several RNP board members
earlier that evening had been encouraged by the Mayor to step in and become involved
in the ongoing situation. At the end of the meeting, RNP formed a University Task Force
comprised of the following board members:
o Jeff Kraus who represents UCR
o Gurumantra Khalsa who represents the University Neighborhood
o Jeff Wright, RNP Chair who represents the Magnolia Neighborhood
o Paul Chavez who represents Casa Blanca Neighborhood
o Scott Andrews who represents the Arlanza Neighborhood
The RNP University Task Force met on July 8, 2013 to organize and discuss the role of
the RNP in building the bridge between the neighborhood and the City. The Task Force
identified several items and will be sharing those at the July 9 meeting at 5 p.m. with
City staff and other involved parties.

•

The City has designated staff as point of contacts for the University Neighborhood: Gary
Merk, Code Enforcement Manager, Office number 951-826-5633 or via email at
gmerk@riversideca.gov and Hilda Gonzalez, Office of Neighborhoods Office number
951-826-2390 or via email at hgonzalez@riversideca.gov
1
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2. A list of new or enhanced enforcement and information actions that the City has taken in
light of the recent complaints by the University Neighborhood (ie: handouts at the
counter informing applicants of Room Rental Ordinance; additional Code Enforcement
efforts in the University Neighborhood, etc.)
•

The following University Neighborhood Action Steps include existing actions that can be
taken now and new or enhanced enforcement that can be implemented now to address
recent complaints by the University Neighborhood has been prepared and will be
available for handout as described below.

•

University Neighborhood Action Steps

•

Purpose: To improve quality of life for residents in the area around UCR (including
University and Canyon Crest neighborhoods) who are impacted by students who reside
off-campus. Italicized items represent new actions.
1. Enforce Existing Laws
a. Noise/Parties
i. RPD can enforce Municipal Code violations, do not need a reporting
party
ii. Noise - RMC Chapter 7 provides that it is unlawful for any person to
make, continue, or cause to be made or continued any disturbing,
excessive or offensive noise which causes discomfort or annoyance to
reasonable persons of normal sensitivity, both RPD and Code can cite
for violations
iii. Loud or Large Parties - RMC 9.60 pertains to loud or large parties on
private property and provides for police response and billing of the
costs to the responsible person
iv. Party Patrols – RPD, UNET and Code
v. Maintain database of calls/master list of problem properties
(Code/RFD/RPD)
b. Property Maintenance
i. Code can cite for apparent violations of Rental of Room Ordinance –
RMC 19.150.020(B) and Boarding House Ordinance – RMC 19.150.020
(A) (visit properties during hours when students will be present [early
morning/evening] not during school hours)
ii. Property maintenance standards - RMC 6.14 requires that
landscaping be provided and maintained (not dead or overgrown) and
free of weeds and debris
iii. Public Nuisance Abatement - RMC 6.15 allows for the abatement of
violations (including but not limited to trash, weeds, overgrown/dead
2
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landscaping, discards, outdoor storage of personal property, peeling
paint, loud/unusual noises, foul/noxious odors, stagnant water)
iv. Trash cans – RMC 6.04.030 states that trash cans cannot be placed
curbside earlier than 6 pm the day preceding collection and must be
removed by 8 pm the day of collection
v. Parking – RMC Title 10 provides for enforcement of parking and
traffic regulations including on-street parking in excess of 72 hours,
parking to impede traffic and RMC 19.580 restricts off-street parking
to paved areas
vi. Dedicate a staff person to proactively enforce the area including
sweeps the day after trash is picked up to look for trash cans/other
violations
c. Parking – Residents can petition for preferential parking zone in their area.
2. Educate Property Owners on resources at City Hall for help
a. Designate City Point of Contact for neighbors:
Gary Merk, Code Enforcement Manager
Office number 951-826-5633 or via email at gmerk@riversideca.gov
Hilda Gonzalez, Office of Neighborhoods
Office number 951-826-2390 or via email at hgonzalez@riversideca.gov
b. How to Report a Violation
i. Call 3-1-1 or use 311 Mobile App
ii. Can be anonymous
c. Planning Commission Workshop on the Neighborhood Livability Program
i. Thursday, July 18, 9 am or thereafter
d. Establish a Community Meeting
i. Prior to start of UCR Fall Term (September 26, 2013)
e. Direct Mail – Building upon UNA “Who to Call” handout, supplement and
send informational piece to residents and absentee property owners
informing them of the rules and expectations, noting how to report a
violation and the potential penalties which can be incurred by residents and
property owners
f. Permit Process
i. Room additions (interior or exterior) to receive copy of room rental
ordinance when permit is issued
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3. Educate Students
a. Student orientation
i. Good Neighbor Guidelines and consequences
ii. City hosted information booth
b. UCR Office of Student Affairs
4. Implement new/amended laws
a. Room Rental Ordinance
b. Social Host Ordinance
3. When does the City anticipate incorporating members of the University Neighborhood
into a discussion regarding what the City and UCR propose to do and allow them to share
their ideas with us?
•

The City has invited members of the University Neighborhood to the July 9 meeting with
City Staff, UCR Representatives, to discuss the City’s Action Strategy, Rental of Rooms
Ordinance and listen to their concerns as to how the plan can best work in their
neighborhood. From this meeting City staff is eager to hear their input and let them
know the City values their input and wants to do whatever is needed to help correct the
problems occurring in their neighborhood.

•

In addition, the University Neighborhood is encouraged to attend and provide input at a
City Planning Commission workshop on the Neighborhood Livability Program/Rental of
Rooms Ordinance at its Thursday, July 18, 2013 meeting which will be held in the City
Council Chambers. A staff report will be available for public review on Friday, July 12,
2013.

•

The University Neighborhood Association (UNA) meets monthly on the first Thursday of
each month at 6:30 p.m. at Crest Community Church located at 3431 Mt. Vernon Rd,
Riverside, CA 92507. City staff has been invited to attend the July 11, 2013 meeting.
Staff has been informed that about 75 residents may be in attendance and look forward
to their input.

•

On August 6 the University Neighborhood will participate and host an event for the 30th
Annual National Night Out. The event will take place at Islander Park. City staff, UCR
representatives, and neighbors have made plans to join in the celebration.

•

On August 8, City staff will attend the monthly meeting of the neighborhood group and
provide a status update to the community.
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•

In September City staff, UCR staff and residents will participate in various student
meetings to inform them of City ordinances, laws and consequences, along with tips on
being a good neighbor. The first day of classes in on Thursday, September 26. Move in
day on the campus is September 22. Students living off campus usually move in about a
week before classes begin.

4. How does the City intend to partner with UCR to address this issue with their incoming
class this year
•

UCR and City Staff will jointly work together in collaboration to be part of the
orientation with students before the start of the new school year.

•

UCR and City Staff will jointly work together to hold a community meeting before the
start of the school year.

5. Anticipated concerns from community
•

RPD’s response time to party calls – need of complaining party (resident) to sign noise
complaint and possible retribution as a result thereof, giving their personal information
to dispatch and reporting officer (not anonymously). Note: Chapter 7.35 of the Noise
Ordinance - neither a reporting party nor a citizen’s arrest are required for a criminal
citation to be issued for a violation.

•

Overflow of trash and debris at the end of each quarter.

•

Excess vehicles in the residential neighborhood during school hours.

•

Number of students living in a single family dwelling.

•

Absentee landlords who are not being responsible for their tenants.

•

City of Riverside’s Community Development Department’s Planning and Building
Divisions allowing of the subdivision of rooms in a single family dwelling through
permitting process.

6. Code Enforcement proactive response to the community
•

Code Enforcement team patrolling the neighborhood looking for violations, plus
additional patrols on the weekends.

•

Code Enforcement will develop a spread sheet tracking problem properties, landlords,
and students violating City Ordinances.
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•

A Senior Code Enforcement Officer Chris Pullin has been assigned to oversee all student
housing related complaints.

•

Establishment of new strategies to enforce Room Rental Ordinance.

•

Code Enforcement will use the City’s Neighborhood Livability Program to address
student housing.
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