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IN THE HOUSE BY MALONE
HOUSE BILL NO. 356
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to unlawful practices in the sale or
rental of real property."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
* Section 1. AS 1s.80.240 IS amended to read:
Sec. 18.80.240. UNLAWFUL PRACTICES IN THE SALE OR RENTAL OF REAL
PROPERTY. It is unlawful for the owner, lessee, manager or other
person having the right to sell, lease or rent real property

(1) to refuse to sell, lease or rent the real property to a
person because of sex, marital status, changes in marital status,
pregnancy, parenthood, race, religion, color or national origir®f; HOM
EVER, NOTHING IN THIS PARAGRAPH PROHIBITS THE SALE, LEASE T  JTAL CF
CLASSES OF REAL PROPERTY COMMONLY KNOAN AS HOUSING FOR "SINGLES" (R
"MARRIED COUPLES" ONLY]

(2) to discriminate against a person hecause of sex, marital
status, changes in marital status, pregnancy, parenthood, race,
religion, color or national origin in a term, condition or privilege
relating to the use, sale, lease or rental of real property|[, HOWEVER
NOTHING IN THIS PARAGRAPH PROHIBITS THE SALE, LEASE OR RENTAL CF
CLASSES OF REAL PROPERTY COMMONLY KNOAN AS HOUSING FOR "SINGLES" (R
"MARRIED COUPLES" ONLY], -—* PV C.r Lj >

(3) to make a written or oral inquiry or record of the sex,

marital status, changes in marital status"*a”ftUtoach”Vace, religion,
color or national origin of a person seeking to buy, lease or rent real
property, J
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(4) to offer, solicit, accept, use or retain a listing of
real property with the understanding that a person may be discriminated
against in a real estate transaction or in the furnishing of facilities
or sources in connection therewith because of a person's sex, marital
status, changes in marital status, pregnancy, parenthood, race,
religion, color, national origin or age;

(5) to represent to a person that real property is not
available for inspection, sale, rental, or lease when in fact it is so
available, or to refuse a person to inspect real property because of
the race, religion, color, national origin, age, sex, marital status,
change in marital status, parenthood, or pregnancy of that person or of
any person associated with that person;

(6) to engage in blockbusting

(7) to make, print or publish, or cause to be made, printed
or published, any notice, statement or advertisement, with respect to
the sale or rental of real property that indicates any preference,
limitation, or discrimination hased on race, color, religion, sex,
parenthood, or national origin, or an intention to make the preference,
limitation or discrimination.



Denali Tower* North
2550 Denali Street

Suite 1600

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

ALASKA LANDLORD & PROPERTY MANAGERS ASSOCIATION
March 3, 1981
Representative Fred Brown
Pouch V
Interdepartmental Mail Stop 3100
Juneau, AxSico. Ml

Dear Representative Brown:

I amwriting in regard to HB 356, "An act relating to unlawful practices in
the sale or rental of real property”. _ALEMA. 1s opposed to this bill. To

our knowledge there are no abuses occurring in this area of discrimination
and there is no demand that we know of for this type of legislation. Members
of ALPHA will be testifying at the teleconference on vfednesday, April 9, 1981.

It seems to ALPMA that this legislation is not needed, nor is it practical.
Keep in mind that the landlord®s first objective is to find tenants for his
apartments, or lie has no income. He will give preference to those who are
most likely to be stable, and pay the rent. Families with children are
generally the best risks.

Apartments are usually constructed with a particular type of tenant in mind.
Efficiencies are designed for single persons, one-bedroom units for couples,
two and more bedrooms for families with children. Most landlords will resist
renting to families too large for the unit being rented. On the other hand,
a landlord would be foolish to insist on couples with no children for two-
bedroom apartments.

Some complexes are designed specifically for families with children. They
have playgrounds with swings and slides. Other complexes are designed for
adults, with tennis courts and saunas. The notion of government stepping
into this free enterprise System with regulations somehow designed to
prevent discrimination is ludicrous. Children will always be welcome in
family-oriented complexes, and will be discouraged in adults-only complexes.

I have some specific comments about the bill. [The bill may be in conflict
with 1tself if i1t includes the language on line 18, allowing "MARRIED COUPLES
ONLY". On line 14 there is existing language prohibiting discrimination on
account of marital status. Perhaps the intent in I1IB 356 1s to permit "ADULTS
ONLY" rental complexes.

Hie second comment is that HB 356 covers all rental property, yet the language
of the bill deals only with residential property. How could this prohibition
relate to office rental, or ground rental?

Lastly, HB 356 seems to conflict with local health and housing codes that
limit the number of persons that may occupy sleeping quarters. Ilhe bill
apparently would force a landlord to accept more children than the number of
bedrooms in the apartment would accomodate. Sincerely

Bernard L>. Marsh
BLM:mj Executive Secretary, ALPMA
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P.O BOX 5877 SANTA MONICA. CA. 90405 (213) 39 093
Questions 8 Answers about "No Children2 Housing in California

w wF 0 X M. Van/i VJ Jui Utw/* WfiWwuwisi

A Yes. A 1979 survey found that 71% of g Partmeht units in Los Angeles allowed
no children of any age, 15% allowed children of certain arqes and only. 14%
allowed children Wit no age restrrctrons Srmrlar patterns of exclusion
have been documented n.Frésno, San Jose, San Diego, Oakland, Mountain View,
and Camrr)bel In addition, census ﬂatér showt at even whe lamrl%| size and’
Income are the same, renters with ren are inadequately housed more
often than their childless counterparts

Q: Isn the solution to build more apartments?

A Thrs "solution” qnor%s the fact that most new buildin % 4% in the Los
Angeles survey) also. ban c ildren. there IS ngt to prevent huildings
which now accept children from beoomrng "adylts only" in 30 days, the time
It takes. for legal notice of eviction, thereby intensifying thé housing crisis

for families.
Q: Who is hurt the most by "adults only"™ housing?

A Women and minorities. In California, women with children make up 62% of the
state's female repter population._ Similarly, 41% of Black renter: and 5% of
Hispanic renters_have children. This means” that years, after the federal
government and California outlawed housrng discri |nat|on based on sex, Tace,
caolor, ancestry, or natjonal orr%rn a lafge segment of the female and’
rr]nrnorrthyl(rlenter population can be refused housifig or evicted because they <
ave children

Q: Don T landlords have a right to refuse tenants they don T want?

A The have that right to a certain extent, but theg are lrmrted by our civil
ts laws which’ prohibit arbitrary discrimination. andlord may not
w nt to rent to a divorced woman, 0T a renter maY decrde that he doesn't
rﬁ to live next to a B(!ack but the Unruh) Civi Rrghts Act does nwt] permrt
suc drscrrmrnatron based on stereotgpes about (EJ arents -- Who'm
Black or divorced — need and deserve the same degree of protection as
other classes of renters.

Q: Aren”t maintenance costs higher when you rent to families with children?

A Accordrng to a New York com#]an which supplies the insyrapce industry with
nationwidle statistics on da %es there Is no empirical data to prove that
the presence of families resufts in greater destruction to property that
the presence of "singles."

Q: Don T insurance companies charge higher rates for buildings that allow
children?

A Mo A ents for Prude tral Safeco, Ahtna Regpublrc Ngrthwestern, B
ontrH nta qs rance ompanres say that (t IS tie condition 0 urldrng
the ﬁ 01 ItS tenants — that determjnes insurance rates, IS important
to note that if tenant aoe were a factor in setting accident lrabrlrty rates
the heaviest burden might fall on the elderly.)

Q: Wouldn T fair housing laws force landlords to accept children in buildings
"that are not safe for them?

A Thrs issue is misleading. According to our state and local building codes,
r( building which is u sate for a child 1s also unsafe for adults.” The real
satety ISSug is that antr -C |d rental policies force many families to live
In the most dilapidated, unF % overcrowded and crime-ridden neighborhoods
because they are deprived of choice
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Q: Aren"t adult buildings quieter than family buildings?

A Tepants who live in age-integrated puildings say there is little or no
difference. Some believe therr buildings ‘are quieter than neighboring . .
srngles]l complexes, esteC|a ly at nrght But unfortupately, most families
don’t, five In aqe integrated buildings, and noise can become a problem in

chrldrens gh toes" Where the concentratron of children is unnaturaIIY

1gh. f the problems cause |¥ ge se?re ation could be solved

children were drgpersed th rou%e out the feptal housing market, A mixture o

aﬂg groups 1n a building can be mutually helpful and’humane for all tenants
Er'f"r‘r otig ¢id .

Q: Wouldn t fair housing taws force landlords to rent to unqualified tenants
just because they have children?

A No As with other fajr housrn% laws, Iandlords can require identical proof
|nancra| resrponsr ity an re erences from all prosRectrve tenants, with
or wrt out children, and aﬂﬁ) the same standards when ¢ oosrng tenants.
? ){ restrr%tron would be that denial of h? sing . cannot be bas
that t rospectrve tenant has a child or is pregnant. Fair housing
do not prevent t e eviction of rrresponsrlfle or destructive tenants. Fair
housing means equal treatment, not special treatment.

Q: Are there*any precedents for this type of fair housing lam?

A Laws to protect renters with children from housing discrimination have been
enacted in Michigan, Arizona, lllinois, New Jersey, NewY rk, Delaware,

A Massachusetts, Connecticut, Mi-shi aa" and the Drstrrcﬁ Cotum bia, as
well as the California cities of San Francisco, Berkeley, Davis, Santa
Vonica, Log Angeles (19803 dakland. 1980} and the County of SantaClara.
The City of Fresno has incorporated Some family housin Rrot ctrons into
Its zonrng codes, and Caljfornia statewide legislatio een proposed
B% enator838v5d A kobertr (State Capitol, SaCramento, CA 95814, Area Code

Q: Who should I call to report a case of age discrimination?

A: Check your phone book for a Legal Aid office, Fair Housing Con]qressor
Council, Himan Rights Commission, or Consumer Affairs agency. It your
city or co%rnty doesn't have a rotectrve ordinance, ask“your City Council
or Board of Supervisors if they plan to introduce one.

|f XOU have other questions about housing discrimination aaamst children
%e se wrrte to us at P. 0. Box 5877 Santa Monrca CA 90405, or call (213)

ou would like to obtain of our 52-page report on the
extent an e gcts oPno children renta?s rrﬁ)y five Calrfo?n?a cht)res please

enclose $ with your letter.

Correction on line 3: Substitute "Minnesota” for "Michigan."

d solely on the



MEMORANDUM Sate o Aleda

to: Commissioners DATE: January 23, 1980
FILE NO:
TELEPHONE NO:
Niel Thomas Parenthood Discrimin-

FROM: "iv Executive Director subject: ation 1in Housing
Human Rights Commission

The 1975 legislature added the word "Parenthood™ as one of the
bases for filing a discrimination complaint with the Commis—

sion. This basis was not 1included in every section of the
Human Rights Law. I recall informal discussions as to whether
it should be included 1in the housing section. That would

prohibit a landlord, for ins -.ance, from refusing to rent to
someone simply because he or she had children.

As 1 remember the discussion - and no formal proposal to thM.s
effect was ever included in drafts of the bill - the thinking
of the sponsors was that landlords should be free to determine
whe*her they want to havetheir property suffer the kind of
wear and tear which people traditionally associate with having
children 1in an apartment. Since the 1idea never gained much
momentum one way or the other, it was never squarely before the
Legislature and therefore these discussions do not begin to
n?ise to any level of legislative history,

The 1idea has now surfaced with perhaps more enthusiasm, as you
can see from the letter of 1inquiry which appears .under this

N~ memo.. The specific request 1is that you advice the Legislature”

N "as to your preference for or against legislation. To provide

you with a balanced view of the issue, || have shown that letter

,ro0uls to Ben Mirsh, who heads the Landlords Association and asked for
0 the viewpoint of his organization. That letter 1is also at-

* tached.



SEATTLE OPEN HOUSING ORDINANCE

ORDINANCE 104839
AS AVENDED BY ORDINANCE 106476 AND ORDINANCE 108205

AN ORDINANCE relating to and prohibiting unfair pracélces nvolvmg real pro er(%
estab |sh|ng an” "Open Housm% Ordi ance rovi |n% for enfofcement procedures
Erescn %penanes and repealin apter 12A.44 "Unfair Housing Prac-
t|ce f the Seattle Criminal Code (Or |nance 102843).

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.  SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSES ThIS ordlnance shall be known as and
may be cited as the O en Housm rdinance" eneral purposes of this or
Inance are .0 promote he av anjlity. an accesmbutz fhou3\n and real aProp
erty to all persons; to pro |t discriminatory practices in real pro ert tr
act|ons whether d| rect or |n irect, which inexcusably. and unaustn‘la ly d
th ose ersons equal ri ? nﬁ)gortumtms In ?cqumn |s 0sIn of reaI

and to Prow e enforcement mechanisms tor the accomplishment of sueh
ur (t)sesd and to these ends the provisions of this ordinance shall be liberally
construe

Section 2. DEFIN|TIONS. Definitions as used in this ordinance, unless ad-
gétr|gg3| meaning clearly appears from the context, shall have the meanings sub-
|

(1% "Charging Party" means any person alleging an unfair housing practice
under this ordinance.

"Commlssmnl eans the Seattle Human Rights Commission or the Seattle
Womens Comm|33|on as the context requires,

(3) "Department" means the Department of Human Rights of the City of Seattle.

)
(4) . "Director” means the Director of Human Rights or the Director of the
Office %J f Women's R|gWs as the context requires. ’

5) "Discriminate" means.any conduct, whetherb single act or as part of a
pracn(ce the effect of wh|ch IS ¥o adversel% affect %)/r d|?ferent|ate bePween or
among Individuals or groups of individuals, Decause of race, color, religion, . an-
cestry, natiopal 0[%” age- sex, marital status, parental status, sexual orien-
tation or politica eology

(6) "Dwelling" includes any building containing one or more dwelling units.

7?n e T e i preparanion o Tond o Shntniag
%bgthmg FacHnPe’s ping. and prep Y

"Housmg accommodanons shall mclude any. dwelling or dwellmq unit,
roomm unit, roomin ouse lot or parcel in the City of Seattle which
is. used, intend ‘o be used, Pr arranged or d sn%ne% to be used as, or improved
with, a resi ent|a structure for one 0r more hu eings.

(9% "Lender" includes an% bank Insurance co rP]an%/ or savmgs or bU|Id|n
and loa assomanon credit union rust com anr?/ or a?e comg)an r other
?on or agent thereof, engaged wholly or Bartl the hUsiness of [en |n mone
or the Inancing or acquisition, constrlction, repair or maintenance of reaI

property.
élo()) "Occupant” |ncll1des any person who has established residence or has the
right to occupancy of real property.

(L1) "Owper" includes Rersons who own, lease, sublease, rent, O%erate manage,

have ‘charge of, control of have the right of ownership, possession, mapagement,
ﬁarge o? contro? {rea[ property ongthen own Pﬁ gr on behalf Pgnot er.

1 "Party" shall include the person charging or making a complajnt o upon
whose %)ehalf a complaint ?s made aﬁeghm an un?a?r gprgetn:e tneg personpaﬁ eg rp



n ocha\éac committed an unfan practicej the Department of Human Rights and e

dt
Office of Women's Rights,

"Parental status" means being a parent, step-parent, adoptive parent ?uard|an
f st?r parent or custodian of a minor child or ?mldren which child or chifdren
all permanently or temporarily occupy the real estate

(13) "P?rson includes .one or more |nd|V|dua|f artnershlps organlzatlons
trade or professional assomatmns cor orat|ons gresentatw s, trustees,
trustees In bankruptcy and re e|vers it includes an ? r, lessee P ﬁ]netor
manager, agent 0/ em oyee, whether qne or more natura ﬁersons and er in-
(c:llt{gj,e% ag)éa{)o litical or“civil subdivision or agency or instrumentality of the

"Polgtlcal |deolo% means an}/ idea or beljef, ?r coordmat% bodg of
|deas or beliefs, relatin the conduct, organlzatlon unctlon or basis
government and re ated |nst|tut|ons an activities gv hether or not charactens
ic of an|¥ political Earty or group.. This term includes. membership or_participa-
tion in the act|V|t|e 8roup with shared olitical ?eology rovided such
membership or Parnm ation toes not involve force or violence or produce or In-
cite Iimminent torce or violence toward persons or property.

15) "Prospective, borrower" includes any person whq seeks to horrow mone
to fn r)ce the |Eacqmsnmn construction, rek/)apn 0r maintenance o? revY prop%rty

(16& "ProsPectlve occupant” includes any person who seeks to purchase, lease,
subleas or rent real property.

"Real estate agent, salesperson or employee" mcludes any Iperson employed
ba/ assomated W|%h or actmg? for a r?al estate proker to perform a33|st|n
the performance of any or all of the functions of a real estate broke

I(18) "Real estate broker" mcludes an¥ person who for a fee, comm|33|on or
othe aluable consideration, lists f ?Fe sells, purchases, exchang% a]ses
of sub eases, rents, or negotiates or offers or attempts to negotiate ‘the sale
ﬁ”ré ase, ex?han ge, lease, Sublease or rental of real property gf another, or
s themselves “out as enqa ed In the business of sellin purchasmg% exchang-
g IStin ea?lng, subleasing, or renting real property of another, or col:
I ts the rental for“use of real”property of another.

(19{ "Real Property" mcludes hou?mg accommodations, lfundmgs structyres,
real ‘estate, lands, ' tenéments, leaseholds; interests in real estatd cooperatives,
condominiums, and hered|taments corporeal and incorporeal, or any interest therein.

20) "Respondent" means any person who is alleged to have committed anun-
fa|r(pract|ce Broh|b|ted by th|sy£rdinance !

(21)  "Rooming unit" mcludas one or more r?oms within a dwelling unit or
rooming  house containing space for living and sleeping.

8222) "Sexual or|entat|on means male or female heterosexuaht% bi- sexua||ty
or hom sexuahty and includ e% a pers?ns attltnd references, bel ? S and
Bractmes pertaining }0 sex, but shall not include conduct which'is unlawful

nder city, state or federal [aw.

Sectlon 3. UNFAIR PRACTICES FORBIDDEN

Un air ract|ces as heremafter de |ned regardmﬁ real property are con-
tr,%r,Y 0, the gu lic p?ace health, safet general weltare and are hereby pro-
by the City of Seattle in'the e ermse of its police power.

&2 No owner assngnee real estate broker real estate agent salesperson
of e Ig/ee or other person H g the right o se l, renf ease, sublegse as-
sign, transfer, or otherwise |spo e of real pro ? ty shall discriminate Y
underta Ing, or refusin t%? rent, lease, sublease, assngn transter o

oth erW|se eng to or with from an¥ person or rou;t) of persons fuch real
property egregate the use thereo or represént that such real property is

not ava|labe [ mipecnon when in fact it is so avrnlable or expel or evict
an occupant rom real property because ct the race, color, religion, ancestry,
national origin, age, sex, marital status, sexual orientation, parental status

fou
the



Or POltCal 10€0I0Y g O SUCH d erson OF PEISOTS, U UISCITHITALE afdlllsl
or seﬁre gate any per on hecause o such person’s race, color, re|||g|0n ancestry,
nat|o al“orl |n sex, marital status, sexual orientation, pafental status or
?O litical id oogy |n the "terms, c? nditions or grlvnePes of the sale, rental,
ease, sublease a33| nment, transfer or other disposrtion of any such rea
progertg Inc udlng} ut not limited to the set%mg o rates for rental or lease,
stablishment ? dama%e degosns or other ncial conditions for rental or
lease, or In the furnishi facilities or services in connection therewith.

m No, real esta}e broker or real estate agent, sales erson or em)Joloyee
shall because of race, color, religion, ancestr national origin, age, se
marital status, sexual orientation, parenta sta us or 80|IIIC%| |deology of an
occupant, purchaser, prospective occupant, or prospective purchaser

ga} Refuse or intentjonally fail to list or discriminate in listing real
property for sale, rent, lease or sublease.

roplly e85, TR RO, gt ot rea

(c) Refu?e or intentionallg fail to accegt and/or transmit to an owner any
reasonable offer to purchase, [éase, rent or Sublease real property.

gd) Otherwise discrimjnate agamst an occupant, prospective occupant, pur-
chaser or prospective purchaser of real property.

G4 No lender, or an agent or employee thereof, to whom application is made
fo |nanC|a\ assistance rgthe ureﬂ]aJ y?ease ac U|S|t|on Egnstrucnon ahab|I|

[ f
tation, repair or malntenance of any rea? property sha

Ea Discriminate agalnst avy ﬁerson pros;t)ectlve occu ant or tenant of

real pro ert){ In the ntin t holdlng ex endlng Itying or renewing,

or in'the rates, terms, conditions or privileges of %such fifancial assistance,
or In the extension of services in connection therewit

8 Use anY form of appllcatlon for such financial assistance ?r make an
recor finquity In connection with appllcatlons for such flnanC|a assistance
which ex resses, dneetlg or In |rect)( any limitation, sgt)em \catlon or dis-
crlmlnaton because of race, color g ]ancestr na |ona 0rl SeX,
maHta Aatus sexual orlentayoda H) litica ideqlag ¥ r}]ess reg |red or
authorize X local, state or federal Taws or (enmes or the punt) se 0f Ere
venting disctimination In real prop ert|y Erow ed that nothln? his provision
shall prohibpit ?H)art to a credlt transaction rom reque? designation of
marital stafus he purpose of conmdenng ﬁf lication of community property
law to the |nd|V|duaI case or from taking reasonable action thereon.

(5) No owner, real estate agent, salesperson or employee, real estate
broker, or any other person, shall:

(a) . Require an?/ information, make or keep any record, or use any form of
Rgllcatlon contain %1 questlons or mnumes concermn% race, color; reI| lon
ancestry, national origin, sex, marital status, sexual r|entat|on or political
Ideology in connection wnh Fhe sale, rental, lease or SB lease .of an real
?roper unless used S?Iey or ma mg regorts reguned g ﬂenmes 0 f

ederal, state or loca 9overnment fot th ? reve tlng and eliminating
discrimination or of ove comlng ItS effects or for ot er purpose authorlzed b
federal, state of Ioca agenm s or laws or ryles a o,oted thereun er, and as t
"marital ]status gunfose of determining applicability of communlty
property law to the |nd|V| case.

(b) Publish, circulate, issue or display or cause to be published, circulated,
Issued or d|sp|ayed an¥ commun|cat|0n notice, advertisement, or sign of any
dre attJ %10 the sale Ht lease, subleafse asmgnment transfer, or
|s In real property WhIC indicates any preference,” [imitation or specification
based on race, color re||g|on ancestry, national origin, age sex, marital
status, sexual orientation, parental stafus or political idedlogy.

Aid, abet, |nC|te compel or coerce. the doin any act defined in
th|s(02d|nance as an unfair pragnce or |nt|m|8ate ﬂaras yretallate obstruct



or discriminate against a person in any manner because such person has complied
or proposes to comply with provisions 0f this ordinance or has filed a complaint,
testitied, or assistéd in_any proceeding under this ordrnance or any order jssued
thereynder, or attemp t erther directlyor |nd|rect to commit any”act defined
rn this ordrn%nce to be a]n unf %r practrce or apply awy economic sanctions or
Ordyngrnyemem ership privileges because of compliance with the provisions of this

$6 No owner, real estate arlgent salesperson or employee, real estate
broker, or any other person, shalf for profit:

(a) Promote, |nduce or attempt to Eromote or |nduce any person to sell or
rent an real prooer yrepresentatron regardrn g the entry or pros ftrve

t ? the nelghborhood or area of a Rer on or gersons 0f gartr ar race,
color, religion, a cestry national orrrg\ ge sex, marital status, sexual
orientation, parental status or political idedlogy.

(b)  Show orotherwrse take any action, the desrgn or effect of whichis to
steer.a gerson Rersons {0 anay section of the crtynor t g%rtrcular realprop-

erty in manner te drn%1 to se reﬂ te or maintain segregatr on, tt] asis of
race, color, religron ncestr? ational orrgrn age, Sex, marital status,
sexual orrentatron parental status or politiCa |deology

(2 No person, whether or not actrn% for profit, shall harass, intimidate,
or otherwise apuse or drscrrmrnate a%arns erson or any person's friengs

or associates pecause of the race C rer on, ancestry, national origin,

a?e sex, marital status,sexual orientation, parental status or olrtrcal ideolog
of ‘such person orpersons  or their friends or assocrates with t e é)ur pose or ef-
fect of denying .to such persor] 0r persons the rrghts rIyrante In thrs rdinance or
the right to quiet or peaceful possession or enjoyment of any real property.

Section 4. ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES

Acornplarnt aIIegrngtan unfarrbhousmg pra%trrceostsrarr]ll beralcnt érverrtcronng

and. si ne he char ar escribi e un usi |

garneg q Zn d must bg nﬂepd vryrthrn SIX m months o’ the occur Pence of the
leged unfair housing practice by:

An erson or the person's attorney, when the person claims to be
aggrre&rgd byya unfair housrng practice, J P

éb) Any Commission or Director, as defined in Section 2. whenever any
such Commission of Director has reason to believe that an unfair housing practice
has been or s being committed.

c). Astate or federal agency or private organjzation concerned with dis-
crrmrrga)tron In housrn Wh ene\/ger |Y haspreason togbelreve that a> unfair housing
practice has been or |s being committed.

Complaints pertaining solely to race, coloy, creed religion, ancestry,
national origin, age or political |deoloq shall be filed wrt the Department of
Human Rrghts which”shall"have rorrmar rcement res onsrbr ity with resrt)ect
there]o ang comﬁarnts pertar ing soey sex marital or arenta sta
sexua orrentatro shall be filea” with the Office of Women's ?ts which S aI
ave Prrmary enforcement responsibility wrth respect thereto; provided that a

rn]p int a ero more tf?an one or a, comgrnatron of such factors ma be filed

wit e department or o |ce avrn% jurisaiction over any one of suh actors.
n such cas the receivin % |Fe [ deHartment prony] hefore IH
vestl atron notify any other o Rartment wher In the com arnt ccul
have frtled that the complarnt as been received and provide a copy thereof
upon reques

d( A com Iarnt shall not be rejected as insufficient becau% ||ure to
include” all rer%urred | ormatron S0 %as it subs antraIIy satrs les t e |n
mation requirements necessary for proce s ge rgr tpa §y amend
com plaint "In any resp ect ore notrﬁe arrn ont mafter, an there-

ter ma(y amend acomparné t ermrsf n of t Hearin xamrner which
gennrﬂsr n sha rante \I\ﬁt justice eserve tolt reby, and all éres
re allowed time to prepare their case wr respect to additional or exp a e

charges which they did hot and could not have reasonably foreseen would be in

AssurnArhAfTearfan



nﬂ fter the filing of a complarn{ the Director or in case of joint en-
forcement responsibility,” the Director of Human Rrghts jointly with the Director
of the Office of Women's Rghts as the complaint r gurres shall serve notice o
the complaint (including thé date, place and crrcum tances of the alleged un-
lawful practrce on. the respondent an s all mag an mvestrgatron théreof.
The res I(ss of he investigatjon shall be reduced to written”findings of fact,
nd a g all be made that t]here IS or IS not reasonable cause for be-
leving  that an untair practice has been or s being committed.

(4) If a finding is made that  there is no reasonable cause sard findin
shaII b turmshed to"the chargmg party and to the res on ent Wrt in t irty (3
ap ater rece@,pt of the mdrnd he chargm party s ave the rrg“t to

—

such to the Comm ssron having h arrn res onsr | |t
wrrtten statement o gpea with ev nt agpea |s aken or
such appeal is unsuccessful, the complarnt shal be drsmrsse

52 |f the finding is made initially or on aﬁ eal that reasonable cause
exrsts 0 believe that an unfair housin practrce S occurred the Director
endeavp]r {0 eIrmrnFte the unfair ractrce conference, concrlratron and
ersuasron which may include as a condition of settlement the elimination of the
unfarr ousing practice, rent refunds or credits, rernstatement to tenancy, af-
irrm tive recrurtr(p% or adv%rtrsrnrq meas O[es or _such other requirements as ma
wfull be agree |es an the Director. Any settlement a%re
mentsa ere uce towrrtrn and S e tyteres on?th order s
then e enéere aytheDrrecto settin ort fe terms 0 te greement. Copres
0. suc orger sh | hedelivered t fiected parties an the or| inalthereof
file wrt t % ay f no agreement can e reached, a find mg hat
effe h e mdde 3nd reduced to wrrtrng with a copy thereof furiiishe
the charging party and the respondent.

et 80 8o A ST Sl et S
y and all 1 |nd|n S n%de shaIT beycertr fied b the Drrector to’ the Of? |feJ 0f

e Hearl g Ex mrner for hearing. The Drrector shall tﬁn cause to. he |ssued

d serve in the name of the Commission or Commissions haying earrng responsi-
Ilities written notice of hearing to all parties as provided by law.

A hearing shall pe conducted b a Hearing Examrner rom the Office of
Hearin Exammer or b adeputg arrn exa mer or by a hearing examiner pro

e
un
an
th
b

tem org omte by the Hearin Examrner In order t0 promote Uniformity o
ryl es and roce ure hearings, the Hearing Examiner shall, with the adyice
of the Directoy of the De artment of Hupan Rights and the Director of the Offjce
of Women's Rights, and with_the approval of their respective Commissions, within
60 days passa e of this ordrnance present to the City Council written rules
pr(pce ures for the conduct of earrn s consjstent” with this rdrnance and
e Administrative Code o the Crt eattle (Ordinance 102228 Until such
formal rules are adopted, nIg Examrner gy use such rules as may be
approved by the approprrate Drrecto (s).

Presr ent of. the Com ission, or v.'here jo[.nt.enforcement responsibilit
IS |nvo ved tﬂe Presrdent 0f e Human Rrghts kdmmrssron jointl P h the Preys
ident of the Wi omens Commrssron as the casé requires, may a loor t a hearing panel
of not more t an t reemg1 perrons, with the majority determined bry the na ure
ortgghe complaint, who may’ attend the hearing but not participate In the proceed-

|

In selectrng the hearing panel, the Py]esrdent will not apgomt persons Who
3re current members of the Imission or who are employees or agents of any
artment of agenc Involved |n the case. Care must also he exercrsed to de
mrneé at no_member of the hearrnﬂ panel has a conflict of Interest or has
exhrbrte any bias or prejudice in the case.

Within such peyrod as may be |xed by rule, Fhe Hearing Examingr presrdrng
at the hearin tpre pare er‘ decision if there 1s™no hearing panel, 0

a written rec mmenda lon"IT a panel has been appointed. The decision™or recommen
datron shall be filed as a pu lic record and_copies thereof majled to each party
an {0 other Interested ersons (ecrsron or recommendatron shall contain
a rief summar of the evifence cons ere and ﬁte the Hearrng Examiner's
ndin g act and conclusions ot law upon w |c suc decision or recommenda-
hon | base together with a brief statement of the Healing Examiner slr sons
therefor. [T the”Hearing Examiner has preBared a recommendation, 1t fchall be_ in
the form of a proposed decision which may be adopted by the hearing panel as its



When a hearing % anel has been aPpornted they erI make the final decision

ari

within thrrt (30) days after recei . and ug | consideration of, the
gro?osed de ?ron 0f he H arin Examrne aSTﬂ |n the Administrative Code
f the Cit Seattle (Ordinance 1027 earrng panel shall set a date
for consi erlatr on o the r|r])ropo ed decrsmn and shall grve Hotrce thereo to all
Partres not later than te tg grror to such daté. The earrn% Examiner’s
mdrnds of fact }s]h |I not et aside by the hearing panel unless Clearly con-
trary Yo the weight of the evidence.

(7) In the event the Hearing Examiner or the hearrng panel shall determine
that a respondent ha}s] een en a?e In or is enﬂage in any unfadr housrng Brac
tice, the D |rector S ISSUé Tn the name o Commission and cause t
served on fhe Par es an order setting forth ecision and reasons therefor
and requiring the respon ent to cease and desrst rom such unf arr raotrce or
Praotrces an to ta F sych ap(oro rlate affirmative action, mcu I ?n ut not
imited to, rent refund redit, rﬁrnstatemeﬂt to tenancy, atrve recruit-
Ing and advertising meafurefsf or to take such other actron a |n é'éed“m ment

of"the he rrn panel will effectuate the pur poses of thrs ordrnan
mag inclyde t e requirement for regort on % e matter of compliance. In the event

Hearing Examiner or the hearin Banel Inds  that t e respondent |ntent|ona|Iy
knowin commrtte any unfair nousin ﬁractrce the Drrector In the name of
t e Commission mgr urt er order the respo % % pay.a civil penatrf of up to
s ich penalty shall b* paid to the City reasurer

Five Hundred D 0), w
for deposrt in the City Gehera Fund.

8?) In the event the respondent refyses or f'ils to comply with am{ order
f the Director, the Director shall certify the -ase and enfire record of its
prooeedrn% to the i: Attorney, wno shall” invoke the aid of the approp rrate
ourt to ecure entorcement or complrance with the order, or to impose t e IH)en
ties as set forth in this ordinance, or both: Rrovr ed that in ag case |
Whrch the order |s directed to the City, or t }rde artment division, %
or a?eno% thereof, a copy of such order shaI be tran mrtteﬂ 0 the Mayor w
ake appropriate actron to secure compliance therewit

? The De artment and the ffrce o Women's Rrghts in the performance of
therr 8t|ons ¥en Ist the ai Partments 0 C|t¥ government and
| sald departments are hereby drrected to tully cooperate thérewith

dat Section 5. EFFECT r(r)lt: OTHER LAVVS Nothrn in this ordrnance shdalltrnVéaIr
aeorr e right or e any charging party or respondent un
state ? deraﬁ M ngor rec[ g]e Zuch a¥n¥a ?ro%n %egkrné Joudrcrral re\prew o?
any final admrnrstratrve decrsron or order de hereunder.

Section 6. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS Nothing in thrs ordinance shaII be in-
terpreteg to prevent the recewrng1 ref errrnvg or other rocessrng of complaints,
In accordance Wrth a. coto erative dreement |th the Washington State Human Rrghts
Commission as auth orrze and man ale 0.226 or With other agencies con-
cerned with the enforcement of laws against drscrrmrnatron

Section 7. EXCLUSIONS. Nothing in this ordinance shall:

1) Ppl to the renting, subrentrnﬁ; Ieasrng or subleasing of a srngle
family dwellin du\BIex or any dwell |an; an D zone converted to multiple
usenorror to, 1957, wherein the owner or person entrted to Possessr n thereof

nornally maintains, or intends to marntarn a permanent residence, home or ahode.

(2) Be interpreted to prohrbrt any person from making a choice amonﬁ pros-
Pectrve Rurohasers or tenants of real Hopert .on the bhasis of factors other than
ace, color, religion, ancestry, natiohal orl frge sex, marita) status,

ental status, seXual orientation or polrtrcal |deo 0gy where such factors ar not
designed, intended or used to discriminate.

(3) Prohibit a religious organization, association, or socretg/ 0r any_non-
profit institution or organization operated, supervised or controlléd h“)r in
conjunction with a religious oroanrzatron association, or socret){ o |m|t|n
the sale, rental or occu anc 0 dwellrn%s which 1t owns or opera es for oth er
than a commercial Rurposg ers% he same rel dron or from grgr % gre er-
ence to such persohs, un ess ershrp In such religion Is restricte ccount
of race, color, Dr national origin.



Prohipit anymon from limiting the rental or gccupancy of housing
accommodatlons In sorority; fraternity, school dor |tory, or
3|m||ar re5|dent|a aII to persons of one Sex.

Prohibit any erson from ||m|ﬁ|ng the rental or occu ancy ?usm%]
accom odations to P ons who are elderly or handlcap ped in any ho Sln% aC|I
e3|dned constructed or supstantially rehabilitated and operated exclusively
for the elderly or the handicapped.

,% _ é]une any person to rent or lease a housing accommodation to an
unema C|pate minor.

Reﬁune any person to rent or lease a housing accommodation in viola-
tion o the Housing Code (Ordinance 106519).

Section 8. PENALTIES. Any person who shall knowmq( y or wilfull ? qe
in an unfair practice under this ordinance or who shall “knowingly and w il
resist, prevent, impede or interfere with a Director, eannge xammer %r earing
Panel in' the pe rformance of dufies Rurfuant to, this ord mang or Wn S ail;
refuse, or ne% ect to comply With ay aw decision or or er of a Dnector
Hearing Examifier or Hearin ane all be liable for a civil penalty of up to
Five Hundred Dollars ($500) for each s(y ch V|o|at|on In gddition” to any other
penalty, sanction, Injunction or remedial decree imposed by order of any court.

Section 9. REPEALER. = Sections 12A.44.010 through 12A.44.060 (Chapter 12A 44)
manee 102?43 §Seatt|e (%mnlna} Coéz are here% repealed; r(owde

suc repeal shal affect any right accrued, éiéy]lmpose or any rnen ty

Incurreq under or t?y virtue of the-previsions 0 sal at%ter 44 0f"the Sedttle

Criminal Code or oS Ord|nance 96619 repealed thereby and groce dyral Brovmons

0

of this ordinance shall J)% | complaints and proceedings pending under
sa|d Chapter 12A.44 or sal rd|nance 96619.

Passed by the CI’\X Councd on the 4th day ? %st 197 5
P proved }y ayor of the City of Sedttle on the 15th P]' AuPust 1975,
led ty the City Comptroller and the City Clerk on the 15th day of August, 1975.
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PREFACE

In 1977, the following "action item” appeared in the California
Statewide Housing Plan, a publication of the California DepurwwSut of
Housing and Community Development:

The Fair Housing Act and the Unruh Civil Rights Act
should be amended so that they contain identical lists
of the factors upon which discrimination is prohibited,
and to add to those lists at least "families with
children.”

Statewide attention was turning to the plight of renters who are
denied housing solely because they have children.

This interest prompted a state senator from Hollywood, David A.
Roberti, to introduce three consecutive pieces of legislation designed to
extend fair housing protections to renters with children.l Several local
governments also passed ordinances to protect renters with children from
discrimination.0 However, during extensive public hearings on these laws
it became apparent that there was little statewide or multi-city data
available on the extent and effects of anti-child rental policies.

This report attempts to supply some of that information. We hope it
will encourage others to examine the housing problens of families with
children and to re-evaluate public and private policies that exclude
children from shelter.

SB-440, the last of these bills, was narrowly defeated in January
1980 in the California State Senate. On March 19, 1980, Sen. Roberti
introduced SB-2024 which prohibits all arbitrary housing discrimination
based on age. In addition to families with children, SB-2024 also
protects other tenants from age discrimination, e.g., single young
adults in their twenties, who may be stereotyped as "swinging singles.”

N Ordinances have been adopted in San Francisco (1975), Berkeley (1975),
Davis (1979), Santa Monica (1979), Los Angeles (1980), and the County of
Santa Clara (1979).



SUMMARY

The findings of this study are as follows:

1. The percent of families with children who are renters ranged
from 28 percent in San Jose, to 55 percent in San Francisco, in every
case a significant percentage of all families. For the state as a whole,
30 percent of families with children are renters.

2. A sample survey of newspaper advertisements for available
apartments in Los Angeles found that only 14 percent surveyed allowed
children with no age restrictions, and 15 percent allowed only certain
ages. Thus, 71 percent of the apartment units surveyed allowed no chil—
dren of any age.

Surveys in Fresno, San Diego, and San Jose found that 53 percent,
65 percent, and 70 percent, respectively, cf units surveyed would not
allow children of any age.

In contrast, the same type of survey in San Francisco, which has
an ordinance prohibiting "no-kid." rentals, found that only 12 percent of
units surveyed banned all children.

3. In all cities except San Francisco, the child-exclusion rate was
significant even among larger units. In the 4 cities where child discri—
mination is legal, only 17 to 32 percent of two-bedroom units, and between
24 and 45 percent of three-bedroom units accept children.

4. Exclusion of families with children is being perpetuated in
newly constructed rentals. Seventy-four percent of new rental units
surveyed in Los Angeles exclude children. By comparison, only 10 percent
of new units surveyed in San Francisco exclude children.

5. In every city studied except San Francisco, median rents are
.tigher for equivalent sized units that allow children as compared to those
which exclude children.

6. Renter families with children are inadequately housed significantly
more often than renters without children. This tendency is true in all of
the cities studied as well as for the stace as a whole (45 percent of
renters with children are inadequately housed, compared to 32 percent of
renters without children).
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7. Even when income is held constant, families with children are
more often inadequately housed than childless renters. Among moderate
and upper income renters, the rate of inadequate housing is twice as
great for families with children as for those without children.

8. In ail cities studied and for the state as a whole, approximately
half of all renter families with children are inadequately h*”*

Between 81 and 98 percent (varies by city) of very low income renters with
children are inadequately housed.

9. Holding number of persons per household constant, families with
children are inadequately housed more often than other renters. |In all
cities studied and for the state as a whole, among two-person renter
households, families with children are inadequately housed nearly twice
as often as families without children.

10. When family size and income are simultaneously held constant for
the state as a whole, two-person middle and upper income renter households
with children are inadequately housed 10 times more often than their
childless counterparts.

11. In all S _cities, minority and especially female-headed families
with children are renters significantly more often than non-minority or
male-headed families with children, and thus are affected more severely by
all renter housing problems. (It should be noted that although minorities
are disproportionately affected by rental housing problems, the majority
of inadequately housed renters with children are "white."M

12.  Exclusion of renters with children from a major portion of the
rental market is, in effect, excluding most minorities and women.

13. While minority renter households with children are inadequately
housed to a significantly greater degree, minority renters without
children do not face housing problems any more often than "white" renters

of comparable income.
Similarly, female-headed renter households with children tend to

"White" as used here means other than Black or Hispanic. It may

include other minority groups which represent smaller portions of the
population.

«



be ill-housed to a greater extent than all other renters with children,
while female-headed renter households without children have a level of
housing problems identical to other childless renters.

14. Renters with children arc concentrated in a number of neighbor—
hoods in each city. These concentrations correlate with concentrations of
minorities and women, demonstrating that "no-children™ housing tends to
reinforce, if not create, segregated living patterns by age, race, and sex.

15. Since families with children make up less than a third of the
renter household population, a non-discriminatory housing market would
mean that in a representative building, childless renters would outnumber
renters with children by at least 2 to 1, thus eliminating the undesirably
high concentrations of children revealed by this study.

16. With respect®"to+landlord concerns about decreased property

values, thevpresence or absence of children is not a factor in determining

a building"s market value.

17. No empirical"evidence was found to show that operating and
maintenancex:oscs-are higher-for"buildings that-allow children.

18. The.-presence of-children-in rental buildings does not affect
liability or property insurance rates.

19. Building code and safety standards “re identical for apartment

buildings with and without children. Swimming pool fencing ordinance

apply to all buildings whether or not children are in residence.
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"Children®s issues are not “kiddie"
issues— they are issues .of social
justice and the wider social
welfare of the nation.”

— Kenneth Keniston

INTRODUCTION

This report presents t”e results of a 1979 study on the extent
and effects of discrimination against families with children in rental
housing in California. Five cities were selected for study: Fresno,
Los Angeles, San Diego, San Francisco and San Jose.l These cities repre—
sent all areas of the state and together comprise more than 30 percent of
the state®s population. In addition, data for the state as a whole were
extensively analyzed.

The data presented are based on analyses of U.S. census materials,
local "mid-decade" censuses, local housing surveys and plans, and original
survey research.

At the time of the study, San Francisco was the only city of
these 5 that prohibited housing discrimination against families with
children. Los Angeles passed a similar fair housing law in 1980.

Originally this project covered 6 cities, but Redding was dropped
because census and housing survey information necessary to develop the
tabulations shown in the report are not a/ailable for cities of that size
outside Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA®S).



THE HOUSING SHORTAGE FOR RENTERS WITH CHILDREN

Several factors have contributed to the housing crisis facing
California renters with children. Among these are: 1) low vacancy
rates; 2) high cost of home ownership; 3) exclusion of families from
existing rentals; and 4) exclusion of families from newly-constructed
rentals.

Low Vacancy Rates

A healthy rental vacancy rate is considered to be between 5 and 6
percent. Such a rate is high enough to allow people opportunities to
move and to allow for the absorption of population growth and new house—
hold formation, but is low enough to allow owners of rental property to
meet their costs.

Table 1 shows vacancy rates for the State of California and the 5
target cities. The state overall has an extremely low vacancy rate, less
than half the "healthy™ 5 percent. The low vacancy situation in rentals has
been exacerbated by the low level of new construction of rental units and
by condominium conversions, which reduce the available rental stock.

In such low vacancy situations renters must compete for available
units, with the result that "less desirable" tenants, such as families with
children, are excluded from major portions of the market.This exclusion
cuts the true vacancy rate for the excluded class to a fractionof the
overall vacancy rate. In Los Angeles, for example, whore the overall renter
vacancy rate is 2.6%, the effective vacancy rate for families with children
is less than eight-tenths of one percent.

In 3an Jose, where the renter vacancy rate is at a h*althy lev*~
(5.4%), the effective vacancy rate for families with children is only 1.6%.

High Cost of Hoineownership

An ever-increasing percentage of families with children in California
are renters. To a large degree this shift toward rentingis a result of
the high cost of nomeownership.



Table 1

VACANCY RATES

Overall Owner Renter
State of California 3.;% N.A. N.A.
City of Fresno 1.6% 1.3% 2.0%
City of Los Angeles 2.5% 2.3% 2.6%
City of San Diego 3.9% 4.1% 3.7%
City of San Francisco 2.4% 0.4% 3.4%
City of San Jose 3.5% 2.6% 5.4%
Source: 1979 Housing Assistance Plans for the five cities

1979 California Statewide Housing Plan



Accc-rding to the California Department of Housing and Community
Development, in 1979 the median sales price of a single-family home in
California was between $90,000 and $100,000. Few families can afford the
traditional option of buying a home in which to raise a family because
although the median value of a home rose by 220 percent in the past 9
years, the median income of a household rose by only 98 percent during
the same period.

In another example, the SCAGl1l Regional Housing Element found that
while a middle-income family ($10,000/year) in 1970 could afford to buy
about half the homes in the state, in 1977 the equivalent-income family
($15,000/year) could afford less than 15 percent of those homes.

Exclusion of Families with Children from Existing Rental Units

Data Sources and Methods - To document the problem of exclusion of
families with children, a survey of 5 California cities was used. The
survey was conducted on two dates,approximately one month apart, in each
city. Using rental listings in the major newspapers in each city, sur—
veyors called the available rentals as if they were seeking to rent the
units and asked whether children were allowed. The results were tallied
by rent levels, by number of bedrooms, by whether the apartment was
furnished or unfurnished, and by number of units in the building. A copy
of the survey instruments are included in Appendix A. The results were
used to determine child-exclusion rates and types of age restrictions.

In addition to this survey, an earlier survey of 10,000 Los Angeles
rentals was used to compare rents on apartments which allow children to
those which prohibit children.

Newspaper surveys have been used by a variety of agencies to deter—
mine rental rates, costs and availability. The Southern California Asso—
ciation of Governments, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
public housing agencies and city planning departments are among the
groups who have found newspaper rental listings to be an excellent source

of housing market data. Furthermore, not only are newspaper advertisements

* Southern California Association of Governments



the most frequently used information source for active searchers,
they also prove to be the most effective mea-is for most who obtain
housingJ

Findings - The survey conducted for this study found that children
are excluded from the majority of rental units in every city studied,
except San Francisco where "adults only" rentals fore prohibited by local

ordinance:
Age
Accept Children No Children Restrictions

Fresno 24% 53% 23%
Los Angeles 14% 71% 15%
San Diego 23% 65% 13%
San Francisco 86% 12% 2%
San Jose 22% 70% 8%

Thus, 1in all of the c7ties where exclusion of children is allowed,
less than one-fourth of all rentals allow children of any age. Even
including buildings with age restrictions, less than one-half of the
units surveyed allow children.

The problem is most severe in San Jose, San Diego,and Los Angeles,
where 70, 65, and 71 percent, respectively, of rentals allow no children
of any age.

In contrast, the same type of survey in San Francisco, where local
ordinance prohibits "no-kids" rentals, found that only about 12 percent of
rentals surveyed banned all children, and only 2 percent placed age
restrictions on tenant children.

The San Diego survey results are matched almost perfectly by a study

performed by the San Diego Apartment Owners Association which found
that only 34 percent of San Diego City rentals allow children.

* Kevin F. McCarthy, Housing Search and Mobility, The Rand Corpora—
tion, R-2451-HUD, September 19797 (Note: The Rand study suggests that
illegal racial discrimination may cause some low-income searchers in
racially mixed areas to depend more on friends and relatives as informa—
tion sources -ather than on newspapers. That theory, if true, would only
apply to one survey~San Francisco®s— because discrimination against
children 1is neither illegal nor covert in the other 4 cities studied.)



Table 2 shows the same survey results tabulated by number of
bedrooms in the unit. The exclusion rate remains high even in the units
which by any standard should be large enough to accommodate families with
children. The vast majority (about 75%) of renter families with children
have only one or two children, and would therefore need a two-bedroom
or smaller unit. Yet only about one-fourth of the two-bedroom units
surveyed accept children without restrictions. In San Jose and Los
Angeles over 70 percent of the two-bedroom rentals prohibit children
of any age.

Even among three or more bedroom units, which should accommodate
families, the majority of available rentals in every city studied, except
San Francisco, either accepted no children or imposed age restrictions.

In San Jose, Fresno, and Los Angeles, only 38, 35, and 24 percent,
respectively, of three-bedroom rentals allow children. *

The argument is often made that many buildings must exclude children
because the available units are not appropriate for family use. The
results of the survey indicate that, while the larger rentals do allow
children somewhat more often than the smaller units, the exclusion rate
is high even among rentals which would be considered "appropriate"™ for
family tenancy. In this regard it is also interesting to note that in
3 of the 5 cities surveyed efficiency (or zero-bedroom) units are more
likely to be available to families with children than are one-bedroom units,
a situation which clearly does not support the "appropriateness™ argument.

Exclusion of Families from Newly-Constructed Rentals

The argument is often made that the housing problems of families with
children could be solved by simply building more rental units. While more
rental construction is clearly a partial solution in that it eases
pressure on the rental market, it does not appear to be the answer, or
even a major component of the answer to the problem.

A survey was conducted of newly completed rentals in Los Angeles City,
using building permits issued in 1977 to insure that the units involved
had been completed and were occupied at the time of the survey in
ColoLmkan 107Q,
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No. of Bedrooma

Fresno
0
1
2
3+
Total

Los Angeles
6 .
1
2
3+
Total

San Diego
0
1
2
3+
Total

San Francisco
0
1
2
3+
Total

San Jose
0
3+

Total

Source:

Accept Children

i

1
18
99

124

34
64
26
130

18
76
90
19
203

72
145
110

41
368

5
17
37
12

TT

%

7

12.
9.

17

14

20.

17

90.
78.

92

9.
18.
25.
37.

21

L%
9.
32.
35.
24 .

9%
4%
3%
0%

2%
0%

-4%
24.

3%

-4%

S%

-0%
27 .
45.
22.

9%
*0

6%

0%
8%

.4%
95.
86.

3%
4%

4%
1%
2%
5%

-8%

Fair Housing Project Survey,

Table 2

ACCEPTANCE OF CHILDREN BY

No Children

#

12
133
125

276

38
283
264

54
639

63
306
198

17
584

47
72
103
6
228

1979

«

%

92

77

71

71.
68.
61.
40.
65.

10.
17.
7.

0

11.

88.

76

NUMBER OF BEDROOMS

-3%
73.
40.
35.
53.

5%
8%
3%
3%

.6%
74.

7%

.9%
50.
70.

5%
8%

6%
6%
3%
5%
0%

0%
9%
6%

7%

7%

.6%
70.
10.
69.

1%
8%
9%

Age Restricted

#

0
30
02

117

62
39
27
133

64
35

112

Qdvooo

AN or

0

16.
26.
29.
22.

10.
16.
10.
25.
14.

10.

14.
-5%

R O wO

o whro

%

6%
8%
4%
6%

2%
4%
6%
2%
7%

.0%
14.

3%
8%
3%

-3%

1%
-9%

.9%
.3%
.8%
.8%
. 3%

13
181
306

17
517

49
379
367
107
902

88
446
323

42
899

80
184
119
43
426

53
94
147
32
rrs

Total

100.
100.
100.
100.
100.

100.
100.
100.
100.
100.

100.
100.
100.
100.
100.

100.
100.
100.
100.
100.

100.
100.
100.
100.
100.

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%



A total of 3,148 units were surveyed, representing a sample of
one-third of the rental building permits issued by Los Angeles in 1977.
They include permits issued from all district offices. The findings are
as follows:

Total Units Surveyed 3,148

Number converted to condominium 354
Condominiums allowing children 79 (22%)
Adults-only condominiums ) 275 (78%)

Number available for rent 2,794
Rentals allowing children 728 (26%)
Adults-only rentals 2,066 (74%)

Thus only about one-fourth of the new rental units in Los Angeles
are available to families with children. The exclusion of families with
children in the rencal market is being perpetuated in new construction.
New units are therefore not alleviating the problems faced by renters
with children in Los Angeles.

By contrast, in San Francisco a study of 493 units revealed that
only 10 percent of new units prohibited children. Also, none of the
condominium conversions in San Francisco excluded children, as compared
to 78 percent in Los Angeles. The findings were:

Total Units Surveyed 493

Number converted to condominiums 147
Condominiums allowing children 147 (100%/
Adults-only condominiums 0

Number available for rent 346
Rentals allowing children 311 (90%)
Adults-only rentals 35 (10%)

Clearly, San Francisco®"s ban on rental discrimination against children
has had a positive effect on the availability of new rental units to families.

A secondary effect appears to be the carry-over of nondiscrinrnatory policies
from apartments to condominiums.
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ECONOMIC IMPACT OF DISCRIMINATION
AGAINST RENTERS WITH CHILDREN

Renters with children, as a class, are in the curious position ¢'
paying the price of their own exclusion. As explained by economist
Claude Elias, "...the fact that families with children are arbitrarily
excluded from certain units represents a limitation to their choice of
units, and so to that extent, they pay the cost of that arbitrary
restriction."*

Higher Rents

The same survey discussed earlier found that rentals which allow
children tend to command a higher ren+ than those which exclude children.

Table 3 shows the survey results ”” rent category. With the excep—
tion of San Francisco where an ordinance prohibits discrimination against
families with children in rental housing, the most expensive units (rents
of $450 per month and over) are most likely to rent to families with
children.

Table 4 shows the median rent by bedroom size for rentals which allow,
exclude, or restrict children. No clear pattern is evident for units
that restrict children. However, comparing units which accept children to
those which absolutely excludi children, in every case except San
Francisco, median rents are higher for equivalent sized units that allow
children. Rents are generally between $20 and $30 more per month higher
for equivalent units that allow children, with the smaller difference
being in one-bedroom rentals in Fresno, where buildings which allow chil—
dren had the same median rents as "no-children” buildings. The biggest
difference is in three-or-more bedroom units in Los Angeles where rentals
that allow children have median rents $97 higher than similar sized units

which exclude children.

1 Testimony of Dr. Claude Elias, Jr., President, Real Estate Research
Council of Southern California, in the case of Marina Pt. Ltd. vs. Wolfson,
Culver City Municipal Court, June 15, 1979.



Table 3
ACCEPTANCE OF CHILDREN BY RENT CATEGORY

Rent Category Accept Children No Children Age Restricted Total
i % # % # % # %

Fresno

0 - 149 5 12.8% 33 04.6% 1 2.6% 39 100%
150 - 249 96 25.7% 191 51.2% 86 23.0% 373 100%
250 - 349 17 20.5% 44 53.0% 22 26.5% 83 100%
350 - 449 6 27 .2% 8 36.4% 8 36.4% 22 100%
450+ 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -
Total 124 24 .0% 276 53.3% 117 22.6% 517 100%
Los Angeles

0 - 179 3 60.0% 2 40.0% 0 5 100%
150 - 249 16 13.2% 87 71.9% 18 14.3% 121 100%
250 - 349 32 10.2% 246 78.1% 37 11.7% 315 100%
350 - 449 42 14.6% 192 66.9% 53 18.5% 287 100%
* .50+ 37 21.3% 112 64.4% 25 14_4Y% 174 100%
Total 130 14" 4% 639 70.8% 133 14.7% 902 100%
San Diego

0 - 149 1 9.1% 10 90.9% 0 11 100%
150 - 249 122 23.0% 318 59.9% 91 17.1% 531 100%
250 - 349 64 21.3% 217 72.1% 20 6.6% 301 100%
350 - 449 12 27 .9% 30 69.8% 1 2.3% 43 100%
450+ 4 30.8% 9 69.2% 0 - 13 100%
Total 203 22 ._.6% 5ST 65.0% ITS 12. 5% 160%
San Francisco

0 - 149 10 100.0% 0 - 0 10 100%
150 - -,49 52 83.9% 8 12.9% 2 3.2% 62 100%
250 - 349 96 94 .1% 6 5.9% 0 - 102 100%
350 - 449 01 91.0% 8 9.0% 0 - 89 100%
450+ 129 79.1% 28 17.2% 6 3. 1 163 100%
Total 368 86.4% 50 11.7% 8 1.9% 426 100%

1

San Jose

0 - 149 0 - 1 100,0% 0 1 100r
150 - 249 19 19.4% 74 75.5% 5 5.1% 98 100
250 - 349 40 23.8% 120 71.4% 8 4.8% 168 100%
350 - 449 9 17 _.3% 30 57.7% 13 25.0% 52 100%
450+ 3 42 .9% 3 42 .9% 1 14_3% 7 100%
Total ~7T ITTBT 2TC 6979T ~TT 8.3% TTG nm

Source: Fair Housing Project Survey, 1979
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Table 4

MEDIAN RENTS BY NUMBER OF BEDROOMS*

No. of Bedrooms Accent Children No Children Age Restrie
Fresno
0 N.A. $125 N.A.
1 $185 $185 $187
2 $218 $226 $207
A $337 $275 $200
Overall Median $214 $209 $207
Los Angeles
0 N.A. ° = $404 $313
1 $338 $328 $297
2 $366 $347 $411
A $515 $418 $438
Overall Median $380 $348 $371
San Diego
0 $232 $183 $217
1 $233 $222 $221
2 $273 $248 $239
A- $325 $316 $316
Overall Median $246 $239 $228
San Francisco -
0 $218 $263 N.A.
1 $339 $463 N.A.
2 $455 $525 N.A.
A $514 N.A. N_A.
Overall Median $381 $460 N.A.
San Jose
0 $204 $225 N_A.
1 $267 $246 $233
2 $309 $298 $292
A- $375 $366 $382
Overall Median $296 $276 $352

*unfurnished units

Source: Fair Mousing Project Survey, 1979
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It is noteworthy that in San Francisco, where over 85 percent of all
units surveyed allow children, rents tended to be higher for buildings
that prohibit children, placing the cost of illegal discrimination on
those practicing discrimination rather than on the excluded class.

The findings of this survey are further supported by earlier surveys
of more than 10,000 units in Los Angeles. Table 5 compares average rents
for restricted vs. not-restricted buildings from that survey. Again,
particularly among the larger bedroom sites, rentals which allowed
children were significantly more expensive than those which did not.

Inadequate Housing Conditions

Having established that there is widespread discrimination against
families with children in rental housing and that the restricted market is
forcing families to pay higher rents, the stud> sought to examine additional
effects of this discrimination. For example, if families with children
could afford to pay more for housing or if the available stock, although
limited, was sufficient to accommodate the need for family rental housing,
then the discrimination problem could be said to have insignificant
economic impacts. Consequently, the study compared inadequate housing
conditions for renter families with children to those without children

using federal and California state definitions of inadequate housing:

— overpaying: paying more than 25% of gross incomefor rent

— overcrowding: more than 1.01persons per room

— substandard: living in a unit which lacks one or more essential
systems (plumbing, heating, etc.) or has a major defect or com—
bination of defects which make the unit unsafe or unsanitary

The study found consistently that renters with children are inadequately
housed more often than those without children.

Data Sources & Methods - The study of the effects of discrimination
is based on"analysis using the following data sources:

— U.S. Census of Housing and Population, special cross-tabulations
— local "mid-decade" censuses and housing surveys to update census
materials in each of the 5 cities



Table 5

"HOMES UNLIMITED"™ SURVEY
(LOS ANGELES)

1976 1977 1978 Total
1746 Listings 2689 Listings 6059 Listings 10,494 Listings
No. % Avg. Rent No. % Avg.Rent No. AUy IR No. %  Avg.Rent
"ACCEPT CHILDREN" 440  25.2%  $390 985 36.6%  $468 1817  29.9%  $471 3242 30.9%  $460
Single 7 204 25 181 59 201 91 196
1 Bedroom 73 223 93 257 182 292 348 268
2 223 365 520 463 960 454 i"03 445
3 119 500 327 561 560 559 1006 553
4 13 690 20 635 53 753 86 716
5 " 5 775 - - 3 875 8 813
“"NO CHILDREN" 678  38.8%  $252* 1077  40.0%  $321 2529  41.7%  $331 4284  40.8%  $316
Single* 170 157 234 193 520 205 924 193
1 Bedroom 242 206 439 282 1077 301 1758 283
2 245 350 372 431 864 434 1481 419
3 18 406 31 561 66 472 115 486
4 3 423 - - 2 380 5 405
5 " - - - - - -
"WILL CONSIDER"** 409  23.4%  $375 495  18.4%  $395 1271 20.9%  $425 2175  20.7%  $418
Single 5 177 17 182 51 200 73 194
1 Bedroom 90 229 68 288 263 300 421 283
2 21? 371 295 433 695 435 1202 423
3 100 524 108 562 251 560 459 552
4 2 425 7 639 1 758 20 683
5 " - - - - [ - - -

* The average rents shown on the Table includes all sizes of apartments; but because some "singles" are not suitable for
families, rents have been refigured for averages without singles: 1976 - $284; 1977 - $357; 1978 - $363; Total - $349.
Even not counting singles, average rents for apartments refusing children are significantly lower than those accepting.

** A small number of listings (b - 7%) indicate that they will accept or will consider children on an age-restricted
basis, usually infants or older teenagers.

SOURCE: Brief of Amicus Curiae Fair Housing for Children Coalition, Wolfson v. Marina Point, Ltd., Los Angeles County
Superior Court, September 18, 1970.



— The Census/HUD Annual Housing Survey for San Francisco, San Diego,
—md Los Angeles
T < California Statewide Housing Plan and other materials supplied
f. " California Department of Housing and Community Development

Findings - For the State of California as a wholei 45% of renters
with children are inadequately housed, as compared to 32% of renters without
children.1

A similar comparison held true for each of the five cities studied.

To summarize:

City Percent of Renters Inadequately Housed
With Children Without Children
State of California 45% 32%
hresno 46% 35%
Los Angeles 49% 35%
San Diego 48% 42%
San Francisco2 50% 38%
San Jose 51% 41%

Holding income constant, the results are even nore striking. Table 6
compares 1inadequate housing by income group. Low income 1is here defined as
income below $15,000 per year (or about 80% of the statewide median);
moderate income is $15,000 « $22,499 (or 80 - 120% of the statewide median);
and upper income is defined as $22,500 and up. These are standard State of
California definitions.

Note that in this comparison and all subsequent comparisons of
inadequate conditions the data presented are for households with two ar
more persons. Since single-person households do not have children, tney do
not provide a valid comparison to households with children, and therefore
were excluded from the analysis.

2 Please note that statistics on inadequate housing for San Francisco
are not current enough to reflect any changes caused by the local anti-
discrimination ordinance, and in any case the ordinance has not been in
effect long enough to affect the overall living patterns in that city as
reflected in this analysis.
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Table 6

INCOME LEVEL

(RENTERS WITH CHILDREN COMPARED TO RENTERS WITHOUT CHILDREN)

State of California

With Children
Without Children

City of Fresno

With Children
Without Children

City of Los Angeles

With Children
Without Children

City of San Diego

With Children
Without Children

City of San Francisco

With Children
Without Children

City of San Jose

With Children
Without Children

* Less than 1%.

Low
Income

63%
53%

56%
47%

65%
56%

62%
49%

68%
64%

71%
65%

Moderate
Income

13%
6%

12%
3%

22%
7%

16%
S%

21%
11%

20%
6%

Upper
Income

12%
S%

6%
*

14%
4%

8%
2%

13%
S%

12%
2%
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As Table 6 shows, the majority of low income renters in California
face some housing inadequacies. However, it is consistently found that
all income renters with children are more often inadequately housed than
those without children.

Among moderate and upper income renters who should be able to func—
tion adequately in the housing market, a substantial percentage of families
with children continue to be inadequately housed, while less than half as
great a percentage of renters without children face these problems. _In
three of the 5 cities, Los Angeles, San Jose and San Francisco, more than
20 percent of moderate income renters with children are inadequately
housed. Even for upper incomes, for the state as a whole and for three of
the 5 cities surveyed, more than 12 percent are inadequately housed. This
compares to between 2 and 5 percent of renters without children.

It is evident, therefore, that insufficient rentals are available to
families with children at all incomes, and that even those families who,
by virtue of their income, could be expected to be able to obtain decent
housing at affordable rents, are forced to overpay or overcrowd in o~der to
be housed.

Table 7 details the findings by income group. It shows that holding
income constant, families with children are consistently more often
inadequately housed than renters without children.

Inadequate housing conditions ware also compared holding family size
constant in order to investigate whether renters with children were over—
paying and overcrowding more often than childless renters because of the
greater number of people in the household. Table 8, there, jre, shows
inadequate housing conditions by number of persons per houshold. Con—
sistently, renters with children are less well-housed than other renters.
For the state as a whole, among two-person households, renter families with
children are inadequately housed nearly twice as often as those without
children, as shown by Table 8a:



State of California

Income

$0-$ 7,<99
7,500-514,959
15,000-522,499
22,500-534,999
35,000 and up
Total

City of Fresno

Income

50-5 7,499
7,500-514,999
15,000-522,499
22,500-534,999
35,000 and up
Total

City of Los Angeles

Income

50-5 7,499
5 7,500-514,999
515,000-522,499
522,500-534,999
535,000 and up
Total

City of San Diego

Income

50-5 7,499
5 7,500-514.999
515,000-522,499
522,500-534,999
535,000 and up
Total

City of San FranciscJ

Income

50-5 7,499
5 7,500-514,999
515,000-522,499
522,500-534,999
535,000 and up
Total

City ol San Jose
Income

50-5 7,499
5 7,500-514,999
S1S.000-522,499
522,503-534,999
535,000 and Up
Total

less than 0.1%
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Table 7

INADEQUATE HOUSING CONDITIONS FOR TWO OR MCRE PERSON HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOVE
(RENTERS WITH CHILDREN COVPARED TO RENTERS WITHOUT CHILDREN)

Rentera With Children

Total
(In Thousands)

292.4
431.8
270.7
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Inadequately
Housed
(In Thousands)

Percent
Inadequately
Housed

9%
40%

41%

81%
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4%
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43%
16%
)
™
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Renters Without Children

Total
(In Thousaos)

282.8
394.0
300.5
158.1
63.6
1199.0

§00 © U1
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Inadequately
Housed
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232.6
127.8
16.6

388.8
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3%
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1%
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0%
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PERCENT OP

INADEQUATELY HOUSED RENTERS BY NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD

(RENTERS WITH CHILDREN COMPARED TO RENTERS WITHOUT CHILDREN)

Household Size

State of California
2 persons
3-4 persons
5 or more persons
Total

City of Fresno
2 persons
3-4 persons
5 or more persons
Total

City of Los Angeles
2 persons
3-4 persons
5 or more persons
Total

City of Sar.
2 persons
3-4 persons
5 or more persons
Total

Diego

City of San Francisco
2 persons
3-4 persons *
5 or more persons
Total

City of San Jose
2 persons
3-4 persons

5 or more persons
Total

Note: Totals and percents

Households

(In

Renters With Children

Total

100Q"s)

88.5
664.2
369.3

1122.0

o~NR
ENQETCIEN

19.0
114 .7
59.0
192.7

2.8
20.8
9.8
T37T

4.
27.
16.
48.

w w oo N

1.
17.
10.
29.9

S EENIEN

Inadequately

Housed

(In 1000"s)

57.1
248.7
202.7
508.5

~Nww o
OrFr B 00

45.
35.
93.6
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© g wN =l Y= o N
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1

Percent

65%
37%
55%
45%

74%
39%
48%
46%

65%
40%
61%
49%

71%
44%
51%
48%

7%
44%
53%
50%

73%
4 3%
601
51%

may not compute exactly as shown

Renters Without Children

Total
Households
(In 1000°s)

1009.1
175.5
-14_4
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Mo oo PRGN Do~~~
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due to rounding.
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Inadequately

Housed

(In 1000°"s)

338.8
42.3
7.7
388.8
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Percent

34%
24%
54%
32%

39%
20%
46%
35%

35%
38%
51%
35%

41%
44%
50%
42%

38%
35%
50%
38%

39%
48%

50%
41%
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Table 8a
SUMMARY OF STATE PERCENTAGES FROM TABLE 8

Percent Inadequately Housed Renters
Persons per

Household With Children Without Children
2 65 34
3-4 37 24
5+ 55 . 54
Total 45 32

These results are consistent among the 5 cities studied. Clearly,
therefore, the greater problem faced by families with children does not
result from their larger size. In this regard it is also noteworthy that
two-person renter families with children are ill-housed (65% statewide)
more often than large (5+ person) families with children (55% indadequately
housed statewide).

Finally, Table 9 holds both income and family size constant for
renters with and without children. At every income and for all areas
studied, renters with children are more often inadequately housed. Again,
the most striking comparison is among middle and upper income households.
For the state as a whole, Table 10 shows that of two-person households
with 1incomes above $15,000 per year, families who should, by income and
family size standards, have available to them the majority of rental units,
experience inadequate housing 10 times as often as the percentage of renters
with no children.

With all other factors held constant, the renter with a child is,
therefore, much more likely to overpay, overcrowd, or live in substandard

conditions than the all-adult household.



PERCENT OF INADEQUATELY HOUSED TWO-PERSON HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME
(RENTERS WITH CHILDREN COMPARED TO RENTERS WITHOUT CHILDREN)

$0 $7,500 $15,000 $22,500
to to to to $35,000
$7/499 $14,999 $22,499 $34 ,999 or more Total
State of California
Two-Person Renters
With Children 95% 44% 33% 30% 17% 64%
Without Children 87% 36% 4% 3% 1% 34%
City of Fresno
Two-Person Renters
With Children 83% 34% 8% 0% 0% 65%
Without Children 78% 22% 1% xR na 39%
City of Los Angeles
Two-Person Renters
With Children 89% 62% 18% 12% 2% 65%
Without Children 85% 30% 6% 3% 1% 35%
City of San Diego
Two-Person Renters
With Children 89"% 50% 40% 13% 0% 71%
Without Children 86% 25% 2% 6% 2% 40%
City of San Francisco
Two- "erson Renters
With Children 100% 50% 40% 12% 2% 77%
Without Children 90% 45% 9% 5% 0% 38%
City of San Jose
Two-Person Renters
With Children 100% 60% 8% 0% ot 734
Without Children 84% 46% 30 it 0% 39

less than 1%

=33 ¢



In addition to economic burdens, there are other negative effects
associated with housing discrimination against children. Among these are
psychological damage to children, de facto discrimination against a large
percentage of women arid minorities,* and segregation by age, race, and

Sex.

Effect on Children
"Since every human being depends upon his cumulative experiences with

others for cues as to how he should view and value himself, children who
\

are consistently rejected understandably begin to question and doubt
whether they, their family, and their group really deserve no more respect
from the larger society than they receive."”

--Kenneth B. Clarx, Dark Ghetto:
Dilemmas of Social Power, 1965

"The problems children face as public liabilities are related
directly to the way our larger economiciand pol"Mcal system operates.
It is a system that is making life harder in our schools, our communities,
and our families. It threatens not only our children®s humanity, but the
possibilities of their being able to live as citizens in a political
democracy."

— Will Riggan, "Children as Social
Liabilities: Working Paper #9,"
Childhood and Government Project,
UC Berkeley, 1976

California®s Unruh Civil Rights Act and Rumford Fair Housing Act
collectively protect renters from discrimination based on race, religion,
national origin, ancestry, sex, marital status, and physical disability.
The courts have extended these protections to unmarried couples, homo—
sexuals, men with long hair, and persons of "unusual"™ political views.
However, as now interpreted, it is perfectly legal under state law to
refuse to renc to any person who has a child. This legal loophole is
being challenged by a couple who were evicted for having a baby in an
adults-only complex. Their case, Wolfson v. Marina Point, Ltd., 1is
on appeal before the California Supreme Court.

Pl



According to sociology researcher Dr. Susan Robbins, "It is clear
from these and other psychological and sociological studies that dis—
crimination against children can result in grave damage to the essential
sorial structures upon which society depends- the family, the socializa—

tion of the young, and the integrated social structure as a whole."

Impact on Minority and Female-Headed Households

Black, Hispanic and female-headed families with children are renters
more often than "White“l or male-headed families with children. Conse—
quently, they are more deeply affected by any problems related to rental
housing. Charts 1-3 show that, statewide; a major percentage of minority
renters (41% for Blacks, 54% for Hispanics) and femalerfieadad renter
families (62%) have children.2

Table 10 compares minority and female-headed households to total and
"white" households with children as to the percent who are renters. So,
for example, in Fresno where 36% of all families with children are renters
and only 30% of "white" families with children are renters, as many as 57%
of Black, 47% of Hispanic, and 72% of female-headed families with children
are renters. Thus, 1in Fresno, Blacks with children rent nearly twice as
often as "whites,” and female-headed households are renters twice as often
as families with children overall.

In all 5 cities, a far greater percentage of mirority and female—
headed families with children are renters than is true of non-minority or
male-headed families.

From this data alone it is apparent that exclusion of families with

children also tends to exclude minorities and female-headed families.

1 "White" as used here means other than Black or Hispanic. It may
include other minority groups which represent smaller portions of the
population.

~“Although each chart includes all households which fit the category
description, some households fall into more than one category, e.g., some
Black renter households are also female-headed. Therefore, the categories
cannot be added together to obtain a grand total.
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Chart 1
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Source: California Department of Housing & Community Development, July 1978
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RENTERS WITH CHILDREN AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN

Los Angeles

San Diego

San Francisco

San Jose

Table 10

BY RACIAL, ETHNIC AND FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS

Total
Households
With
Children

36%

49%

41%

55%

28%

Black
Households
With
Children

5%
62%
5%
65%

47%

Spanish Surname
Households
With
Children

47%

69%

50%

06%

42%

"White"
Households
With
Children

30%
38%
37%

46%

24%

Female-Headed
Households
With
Children

72%

73%

65%

75%

60%
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Table 11 summarizes an analysis of inadequate hous.ng conditions for
minority and female-headed as compared to "white" families with children.
The table shows that among all groups studied, renter families with
children have worse housing than renters without children.

In addition, minority and femaleheaded households are consistently
inadequately housed more often than "‘white" households with children,
even holding income constant.

More importantly, while minority and female-headed renter families
with children are inadequately housed to a significantly greater degree,
minority renters without children do not appear to face housing problems
any more often than "white" renters of similar income.

Thus, to the extent that discrimination against minorities and women
exists in the California housing market, it appears to be directed at
families with children. When racial and sex discrimination lead to
inadequate living conditions, it appears that they are confined to
families with children.

These findings further suggest that exclusion of renters with
children from a major portion of the rental market is in effect excluding
minorities and women. They certainly show a disproportionately large
impact on m-"nority and female-headed households even when income is taken

into consideration.

Clustering/Segregation

To quote tconomist Claude Elias, '...the results of arbitrary
exclusion will be (the) clustering (of) families with children and that
would iImpose certain social problems, such as the need for additional
schooling facilities, transportation patterns, differential traffic
controls, more police protection, more recreational facilities— and these
costs are home by the general taxpayer, by society as a whole."* Dr.
Elias concludes that clustering dees not strike housing economists as an
economic method for solving the housing allocation problem.

Renters with children do tend to become clustered as a result of their

exclusion from the majority of the housing market. In California, families

1 Elias, Ibid., June 20, 1979.



PERCENT

Table 11

INADEQUATELY HOUSED MINORITY AND FEMALE-HEADED RENTERS
E"™ RENTERS WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN BY INCOME

COMPARED TO TOTAL "WHIT

State of California
With Children
Without Children

City of Fresno
With Children
Without Children

City of Los Angeles
With Children
Without Children

City of San Diego
With Children
Without Children

City of San Francisco

With Children
Without Children

City of San Jose
With Children
Without Children

“Whitell Renters

Low
Income

7%
72%

69%
67%

68%
61%

76%
74%

86%
79%

88%
82%

"Middle +
Income

17%
9%

11%
4%

20%
10%

1>%
7-

20%
14%

20%
9%

Black Renters

Low
Income

99%
89%

73%
69%

76%
66%

72%
73%

75%
74%

89%
82%

Middle +
Income

29%
17%

33%
4%

25%
5%

21%
4%

26%
11%

35%
13%

Hispanic
Low
Income

95%
94%

75%
61%

74%
61%

74%
70%

83%
807

83%
75%

"White" as used here means other than Black or Hispanic. It may
groups which represent smaller portions of the population.

Renters
Middle +
Income

30%
16%

33%
4%

32%
13%

31%
10%

29%
12%

34%
10%

Female-Headed

Ren
Low
Income

98%
95%

97%
61%

95%
93%

97%
96%

97%
97%

98%
97%

ters
Middle +
Income

31%
15%

38%
5%

38%
20%

51%
26%

63%
6%

59%
7%

include other minority



with children comprise just over 30 percent of all renters. The
availability surveys of rental ads done in 1979 by the Fair Housing
Project indicate that between 26 and 35 percent oi all rental buildings
allow children. Consequently, virtually all renters with children must
be concentrated in those buildings to the exclusion of families without
children. Such buildings then become "children®s ghettos."

Further, by mapping renter families with children by census tract, it
was found that they are concentrated in certain areas of each of the cities
studied. Maps 1-5 show these clusters. (See Appendix B)

The study also found a correlation between *children clustering” and
"racial clustering.” Each of the census tracts identified as having a
concentration of renters with children was examined for racial composition
and proportion of female-headed households. It was found that in the
majority of census tracts with high concentrations of renters with
children, tf re were also more minority families and mure female-headed
households than the citywide norm.

Table 12 summarizes these results. In every city studied there was a
correlation between renters with children and minority households. In all
but Fresno there was a correlation with female-headed households. The
correlation between the isolation of children and minorities was strongest
in Los Angeles (78%). The correlation between the isolation of children
and female-headed households was strongest in San Jose (93%) with a very
strong correlation (83%) also appearing in San Diego.

These correlations occur partly because minority and female-headed
households with children tend to be renters more often than "‘white" male-
headed families with children. However, the clustering does demonstrate
that "no-children”™ housing tends to reinforce, iIf not create, segregated
living patterns by age, race and sex.

Not surprisingly, a recent study found that discrimination against
children intensifies racial imbalances in schools. "Both the exclusion
of middle class white renters from the city and the exclusion of poor
minority renters from the suburban housing markets intensify the problem

of school segregation.”1 ™Jurisdictions which permit discrimination

1 Dr. Gary Orfield, 'Desegregation Principles for Los Angeles: A
Report to the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of
Los Angeles,”™ November 1, 1978, p. 79.



Table 12

CONCENTRATIONS OF RENTERS WITH CHILDREN CORRELATED WITH
CONCENTRATIONS OF MINORITIES AND FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS

Census Tracts With Concentrations of Renters Wi* I Children

Tracts with Greater than Tracts with Greater than
Total Citywide Percentage of Citywide Percentage of

Number Black/Hispanic Households Female-Headed Households

City Number Percent Number Percent
Fresno 5 3 60% 2 40%
Los Angeles 69 54 78% 52 75%
San Diego 18 11 61% 15 83%
San Francisco 8 5 63% 6 75%

San Jose 15 9 60% 14 93%



against children in the rental or sale of housing should be asked to examine

its impact on school segregation and the future enrollment in their local
public schools. This discrimination almost certainly produces “white

flight* of families with school children from the city and some suburbs."”
Finally, the adverse effects of age segregation are not limited to

children and their families. A recent study of housing preferences of the
elderly strongly recommended that '.._alternatives should be provided that
allow older persons to live in age-integrated environments if they so
desire. The vast majority of the community elderly stated a preference for
age-integrated surroundings, if given a choice."2 A related manual on
house-sharing explained the benefits of age-integration: "It appears that
intergenerational contact, providing it is under favorable conditions, can
promote more positive attitudes coward the young and greater willingness to

share with them."3

1 Orfield, p- 81.

Fernando Torres-Gil, et al., Housing: The Diverse Aged, Project
MASP, Andrus Gerontology Center, University of Southern California.

"Intergenerational House-Sharing: A Feasibility Study and Resource

Manual,' Project MASP, Andrus Gerontology Center, University of Southern
California.



LANDLORD CONCERNS

Concern is often expressed that the presence of children in
apartment buildings may lower property values, increase operating costs,
and require owners to make substantial 'safety' iImprovements.

Research under this project found no empirical data to support these
claims. In any case, the results of the survey of available rentals (see
Tables 3-5) show that even if it is true that it is more expensive to
rent to families with children, it is also true that rentals which al”jw

children command higher rents.

Property Values

According to the California State Savings and Loan Commissioner and
two major savings and loan institutions,l there is no known policy in the
industry that would result in underappraisal of property because of the
presence of children. In fact, the Society of Real Estate Appraisers
(SREA) indicatesthat member appraisers do not even record whether or not
buildings accept children when determining the value of a building— it

simply is not an important factor.

Maintenance Costs

The following agencies were contacted in an effort to determine
whether or not maintenance costs were higher in buildings which accept
children as compared to those that were adults-only: Real Estate Research
Council of _Southern California, U.S. Department of Housing & Urban
Development/Los Angeles Area Office, and the Society of Real Estate
Appraisers. None of these sources was able to provide us with data on
maintenance cost comparisons of buildings with and without children, nor
could they refer us to any agency which had this information.

In addition to the above inquiries, questionnaires were sent to the

following associations requesting information on any such studies they

1 Home Federal Savings and Great Western Savings & Loan Association
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mi ght have done: 1) Apartment Association/Los Angeles-Western Cities;

2) Apartment House Association Consolidated, San Francisco; 3) Fresno
Apartment Association; 4) Tri-County Apartment Association; 5) California
Apartment Association; 6) San Diego Apartment & Rental Owners Association;
7) San Fernando Valley Apartment Association; 8) Foothills/Pasadena
Apartment Association; 9) Affiliated Cities Apartment Association; and

10) California/Southern Cities Apartment Assov. ;ion. The Ffirst Ffive
associations responded, but other than a suggestion to contact individual
apartment owners, none was able to supply the information requested.

A request for maintenance data was also made of a witness in a child-
eviction case who testified that, "Basically, the presence.of children in
an apartment project tends to cause the operating cost of that project
to be greater than they would otherwise be and also tend to cause the
ability of the project to command premium rent from other tenants to be
less than what might otherwise be."t No supporting data for this
statement was introduced as evidence during the trial, and subsequent
inquiries have also failed to produce back-up data.

Finally, a review of the available published literature regarding
discrimination against children revealed only one reference to higher
maintenance costs in buildings which accept children. However, that
claim was based on an interview with one apartment owher and, again, no
supporting data was cited.2

It appears that there is no empirical data which compares maintenance
costs in buildings which do and do not allow children. Should this type
of study be made, care should be taken to hold constant such factors as
building age, location, amenities, and so forth, as these will clearly
affect maintenance costs. Also, the percentage of renters with children
in the sample should not exceed their percentage in the general renter

population iIn order to avoid any distortion caused by "ghettoization."

* Stephen Roulac, Questor Associates, iIn the case of Marina Point,
Ltd., v. Wolfson, Culver City Municipal Court, October 6, 1977.

Dennis Shaw, Journal of Family Law, V. 16, 1977-78.
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Finally, iIn assessing the importance of maintenance cost studies as a
rationale for child-discrimination, it should be determined whether or not
comparisons of this sort could be used to discriminate against other
classes of renters if it were found that buildings occupied solely by
these other classes had higher maintenance costs. In both cases, it can

reasonably be argued that other factors are involved.

Insurance Rates

According to the California State Departmei t of Insurance, It has
been this Department®s experience./.that an apartment®s liability and
property rates are-not affected by whether or not children are residing in
ihe apartment.building. Also, we have never received a rating complaint
regarding the residence of children in an apartment building.'*

Additional information was received from the Transamerica Insurance
Group, stating that although *some apartment building features do
influence premiums,T t.at was due to 'the inherent hazard of such
features, not the presence of children."2 The fact that children do not
raise iInsurance rates for apartment buildings was also confirmed by
representatives for the Kemper Insurance Company and Farmer®s Insurance
Company, both in Los Angeles.

The findings of this study are that the insurance industry, with its
enormous amounts of data on claims, does not consider the presence of

children a significant factor iIn setting rates for apartment buildings.

Building Modifications/Safety Standards
Information was obtained from building departments in the 5 cities
studied. In all cases, owners of dwellings are subject to either state or

local housing codes, building codes--and their amendments--and various

1 Letter from Janet S. Galiley, Insurance Rate Analyst, California
Department of Insurance, to Eden Council for Housing Opportunities,
April 24, 1978.

Letter from E. J. Cogan, Transamerica Insurance Group, December 14,
1979, to Fair Housing Project.
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swimming pool codes, irrespective of whether or not children are in
residence. According to a representative of the Los Angeles Building”
Department, if an adults-only building were inspected and found to be
safe and up to code, and a child subsequently moved in, no modifications
would be required.1 One of the California legislative proposals
emphasized this point by declaring that protecting families from rental
discrimination shall not "be construed to require a i1andlord to make an
improvement to a housing accomodation beyond the minimum standards
established by building codes and regulations approved by a state or
local agency which has the responsibility to approve building plans and
designs."2

None of this has been interpreted as disregard for the safety of
children, but rather an acknowledgement of the fact that living in an
apartment instead of 1 house presents no special high-risk situations
for children. Sadly, L.os Angeles County statistics confirm this
observation. In 1979, of the 35 children under 12 years of age who
drowned iIn swimming pools, 32 (or 91%) were found in private home pools.
One child was found in an apartment house pool. In other types of drownings,
three children under the age of 10 died in bathtubs, one iIn a river, and
one in a Iake.3

It is clear that a variety of situations, including taking a bath,
can be dangerous to young, unsupervised children and that parents have
the ultimate responsibility for their children®s safety — whether inside
or outside of a dwelling unit.

In denying a family shelter for 'safety reasons” (e.g., pools,
stairways, balconies, parking lots), it may be that the real safety issue
is missed. As documented elsewhere iIn this report, many families are
living in dilapidated, substandard, and overcrowded housing. These are
dangerous conditions over which their parents have little control because

they are deprived of choice in the housing market.

interview with John Feliciello, Assistant Superintendent of Building
and Safety, City of Los Angeles, August 21, 1979.

~Senate Bill 440 (Roberti, et al.), February 22, 1979, amended
April 25, 1979.

= etter from Los Angeles County Department of Chief Medical Examiner-
Coroner to Fair Housing Project, April 22, 1980.



-39-

"A decent home and a suitable living
environment for every American family."

— a national goal since 1949
— a state goal since 1970

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

It is apparent from this study that the basic human need for adequate
shelter is not being met for a large percentage of California®s renters
with children. Part of the problem is caused by an insufficient supply
of units, but a significant part is caused by the arbitrary exclusion
of families with children from those units which do meet their needs.

In order to lessen the burden of this housing shortage-within-a-
shortage for families with children, and to encourage intergenerational
housing patterns in the future, serious consideration should be given

to the following actions:

1. Enactment of a statewide law, similar to those in effect iIn 7
other states, prohibiting housing discrimination against renters based
exclusively on age, parenthood, pregnancy, or the potential or
actual tenancy of a minor child.1

2. Adoption of local ordinances in the absence of statewide
protection for renter families with children.

3. An increase in public incentives to private industry to meet the
housing needs of families--especially those with 3 or more children--1"_.e._,
expansion of all federal rental programs and increases iIn rent limits to
realistic levels.

4. Enforcement of existing regulations which prohibit discrimination
against families with children in publicly financed or publicly insured
housing projects.

5. Adoption of local regulations and plans that give iIncentives

for construction of developments which offer a mix of 2 or more bedroom

Although such protections normally cover only rentals, their
expansion to owner-occupied units may be necessary to deal wi:h the
growing child-exclusion problen in the sale of condominiums, m"operatives,
mobile homes, and *planned communities."



units with 0-1 bedroom units and which include amenities for all age
groups.

Note: These actions deal mainly with the unavailability of housing
for families with children. For a broader look at the housing problem,

please see the California Statewide Housing Plan, 1979 Update, especially

Section 11, "Policies and Action Items,"” and Section 111, "Farmworker

Housing Plan Update.™ Available from the Department of Housing and

Community Development, 921 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814.
5. At the federal level, serious consideration should be given to
-amending civil rights legislation so that it will protect families with

children from housing discrimination.

%
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