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Introduced: 1/28/83
Referred: Labor & Commerce
and -Judiciary . , *

IN THE HOUSE BY HURLBERT
HOUSE BILL NO. 131
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
THIRTEENTH 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 18.80.240 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 haV|ng the right to sell, lease Pr rent r%glm850ﬁ§$EMManA

(1) to refuse to sell, lease or rent the real property to a

person because of sex, marital status, changes in marital status,

"pregnancy”~jaarenthood”~race, religion, color or national origin L;
HOWEVER, NOTHING IN THIS PARAGRAPH PROHIBITS THE SALE, LEASE OR RENTAL
OF CLASSES OF REAL PROPERTY COMMONLY KNOWN AS HOUSING FOR "SINGLES™ OR
"MARRIED COUPLES™ ONLY];

(2) to discriminate against a person because of sex, mari-
tal status, changes in marital status, pregnancy, “parenthood, J)rrce,
religion, color or national origin in a term, condition or privilege
relating to the use, sale, lease or rental of real property [; HOw-
EVER, NOTHING IN THIS PARAGRAPH PROHIBITS THE SALE, LEASE OR RENTAL OF
CLASSES OF REAL PROPERTY COMMONLY KNOWN AS HOUSING FOR "SINGLES™ OR
"MARRIED COUPLES™ ONLY];

(3) to make a written or oral inquiry or record of the sex,
marital status, changes 1in marital status, race, religion, color or
national origin of a person seeking to buy, lease or rent real prop-

erty;
~7
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(4) tu offer, solicit, accept, use or retain a listing of
real property with the understanding that a person may be discrim—
inated 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 1is 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 1in 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 based on race, color, vreligion, sex,
parenthood, or national origin, or an intention to make the prefer—

ence, limitation or discrimination.

(?J ACtD



(8 As to (1) and (2) above, however, nothing prohibits the owner,
lessee, manager or other person having the right to sell, lease or rent
real property from promulgating reasonable rules and regulations and
requiring a(treasonable "damage deposit; and,

The following classes of real property are exempt from the
provisions relating to parenthood;

(A) A private residence offered for short term occupancy;

(B) Housing established primarily for the handicapped,
developmentally disabled, or elderly;

(C) Housing established as a dormitory; and,

&/2-
(D) Housing”established solely for occupancy by singles.

**



JAY S. HAMMOND PHONE
GOVERNOR (807) 276*3003

STATE OF ALASKA

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

ALASKA COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN
338 DENALI STREET. SUITE 850
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501

March 11, 1983

Testimony before: House Labor & Commerce
Re: HB131
Prepared by: Carla Timpcne, Chair

Legislative Committee

Since June of 1979 the city of Seattle has had in effect

an ordinance prohibiting discrimination in housing based
on parenthood. Many of the concerns expressed here,
regarding the possible effects of the passage of HB131
were addressed in Seattle during hearings on the ordinance:

landlords were concerned that they would be
required to allow any number of occupants;
however, Jlandlords are now and will continue
to be permitted to set reasonable and lawful
occupancy rates

what about the right of other tenants to
peace and quiet? landlords can now and
will continue to be permitted to establish
and enforce reasonable rules regarding
noise

-fHat about increased damage to rental
propvrty? landlords are well aware that
any tenant*, regardless of age, is poten-.
tially capable of causing property damage
1 e
A study of five cities in California, concluded in
December of 1979, reached the same conclusions: the
presence of children in a dwelling has no impact on
property valuation, 1insurance rates, or maintenance
costs,

There 1is, however, an impact on those being discriminated
against. The majority of families in the rental market are
female headed households. Consequently, refusing to rent



JAY S. HAMMOND

GOVERNOR
STATF OF ALASKA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
ALASKA COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN
330 DENALI STREET. SUITE 850
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA D9301
HB131
page 2

to families with children constitutes de facto discrimination
against a large percentage of women.

It should be noted that the statute currently in effect pro-—
hibits discrimination in housing based on pregnancy. Since
pregnancy frequently results in parenthood, it seems logical
that either both or neither of those conditions should be
protected.

The Alaska Commission on the Status of Women strongly urges
the passage of HB131.
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HB 131

Although the bill prohibits discrimination in the sale, lease,

or rental of real property because of my status as a parent,

I wish to point out that the bill does not proscribe any other
existing management tools that a landlord may have with regard to
rental regulations concerning a tenant®"s use and occupancy of the
premises in order to promote safety, health, or welfare of the
tenants.

A landlord may also regulate the tenant"s use of the property t.o
avoid abusive use, or to make a fair distribution of services and
facilities for tenants generally. Thisfrill also does not
prohibit a landlord from taking action against a tenant who fails
to; quietly enjoy the premises, or fails... to occupy and use the
premises in a clean and safe condition. Also, it is clear that

a landlord can provide resonable provisions in a lease limiting
the number of persons occupying a unit, without regard issues of
parentage.

In conclusion,, | believe this legislation should prohibit discrimina—
tion against individuals due to thjir parenthood status, while

still allowing a landlord the existing legal controls over the

use and occupancy of his rental units.

e £C



UNIVERSITY WOWEFN j

DIVISION |
Susan R. Clark :
1109 C Street j
Juneau, Ak. 99801 I
1 June 1981 j

To: Alaska State Senators
Re: CS HE 356(Judiciary)

A.A.U.W. supports the hill for we have a national position
supporting the the reinforcement of families through legislation
and improved accessibility to housing not only for the elderly,
the economically disadvantaged, and minorities, but also for
middle-income families.

We are in the midst of a housing shortage, both nationally
and in Alaska, and during such periods landlords can afford
to be more selective because full occupancy 1is almost assured. on
the other hand, such situations present the greatest problem to
a family with children because only a portion of the already
small number of vacant units will be open to them, forcing the
family, 1in many ”ases, 1into unsuitable, overpriced or poorly

located apartments. That portion of units available to families
can even reach zero in areas where the housing shortage 1is most
acute, as was pointed out on C.B.S. program "60 Minutes": "No

Kids Allowed."™

Love of children in general 1is no longer the common denomin—
ator of public opinion it was just twenty years ago. The "baby
boom"™ has gone bust. Today the availability of family planning,
the unwillingness to make economic and social sacrifices for
children, the decision to havu later or no children have all
helped to bring about a sharp increase in housing discrimination
against children. The 1960 census showed for the first time that
a majority of American homes contained less than three members,
and the 1970 census 1indicated that over 60% of all rental households
had no children. Yet as private homes continue to be priced
beyond the reach of more and more Americans, apartment complexes
and condominiums will provide a major portion of our housing needs.
The failure to rent to families with children - whether by private
landowners or by direction of government units which may create
special zoning classifications for the elderly or prevent large
increases 1in the number of school children in a certain area to

maintain educational quality and low taxes - 1is a form of action
resulting from economic self=zinterest rather than any intent to
injure families with children. But injury 1is in fact the result.

We are rapidly becoming a nation which segregates its
citizens on the basis of age as more and more people separate
themselves from those with different needs. As our population
begins to accomodate a higher percentage of people of retirement
age who draw off to themselves into segregated communities, a
growing percentage of singles and couples without children who



do not identify cloisely with families raising children, such
families begin to collect in concentrations where they, too, are
not exposed to the multi-generational neighborhoods that can
provide richness and understanding between peoples. In a highly
mobile society where adult children have left their parents in
far distant states, youngsters are raised without experiencing
or understanding anyone older than they by mere than a score of years.
As contact and understanding goes, we become pockets of self-
interest - socially, economically, politically and even racially -
too often losing the vision of the common good.

Housing that segrates by age can have the unfortunate side
effect of racial segration as well. A court in Missouri found
that prohibiting children would constitute a prima facie case
of racial discrimination, because recent national statistics 1in—
dicate that 48% of black familial renters have children while less
than 37% of white families 1living in rental wunits have children.
These statistics may7 show an even further discrepancy when considering
Native or Hispanic families. Thus, the refusal to rent to families
with children has a disproportionate effect on non-whites. In
addition, 1indigenous families are more likely to have an
elderly person or multi-generations \living in the same home,

a fact that could result in discrimination against both ends of
the age spectrum in terms of housing if children are prohibited.
Again, this would also be felt more strongly by non-white families.

There are six states which have legislation prohibiting
housing discrimination against families with children, Jlegislation
which has been in effect for over fifty years (Ari2., 111., N.J.,
N.Y., Mass., and Del.). In fact, while Alaska does not now prohibit
discrimination against children 1in rental property, the Alaska
civil rights statutes include a provision that the "opportunity
to obtain...housing accommodations and other property without
discrimination because of ... pregnancy or parenthood... is a
civil right."” It would seem only just to follow our own good
lead, and true.ly mean what we have written. Even Congress, which
has generally held that the problem could best be handled at
local or state levels, did provide in 1976 housing progranm
mortgage 1insurance benefits to landlords who could certify that
they did not discriminate against families with children.

Discrimination based on age, as on race, sex, creed, etc...,
is discrimination not founded on actual basis, because individual
differences between humans result in some children being disruptive,
but so are some adults, some Blacks, some whites, some men,

some women, some Protestants, some atheists. Others of these

same samplings make excellent tenants. A landlord offering

housing to the public should make a decision directly related to
issues of merit - past rental history, ability to pay, references -

not on the basis of one"s age, race, gender, etc....

One"of the recommendations from the White House Conference
of Families where there was agreement at all three national
conferences, was, the need to "improve fair housing laws and
enforcement - [with] no discrimination against families with
children.../~ A.A.U.W. strongly supports this recommendation and
the bill now before you.
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®) As to (1) and (2) above, however,

lessee, manager or other person having the right
real property from promulgating reasonable rules
requiring a reasonable damage deposit; and,

The following classes of real property

provisions relating to parenthood;

nothing prohibits the owner,
to sell, lease or rent

and regulations and

are exempt from the

(A) A private residence offered for short term occupancy;

0") Housing established primarily for the handicapped,

developmentally disabled, or elderly;

(C) Housing established as a dormitory; and,

(D) Housing established solely for occupancy by singles.
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TOUCH vV StATICAPITOL

UNEAU ALASKA <12§"

TFfli aJdOoOMTM 907 AtS 3600
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

M EM ORANUDUM March 2, 1983

SUBJECT : Methods of payment of overtime
(HB 223)

TO: Representative Walt Furnace

FROM: Thomas A. Sofo 4\

Legislative Counsel

You have asked this office for an opinion regarding the
constitutionality of HB 223. That bill prohibits certain
methods for the payment of overtime and excuses employers
from the payment of liquidated damages for good faith
violations of AS 23.10 (Employment Practices and Working
Conditions). Section 3 of the bill extinguishes any
criminal or civil liability of employers who may have used
one of the prohibited methods since December 9, 1978, while
sec. 4 of the bill makes the relevant statutory provisions
retroactive to that date.

The retroactivity aspect of this bill opens it for challenge
on several constitutional grounds. One basis for a
challenge would be the prohibition against the impairment of
contracts, found in both the United States and the Alaska
Constitutions (U.S. Constitution, Article I, section 10;
Alaska Constitution, Article 1, section 15). Another basis
for attack wouxd be the due process guarantees of the Fifth
and Fourteenth Amendments of the U.S. Constitution and
Article 1, section 7 of the Alaska Constitution.

More recently, it has come to my attention that litigation
is currently underway concerning the very issues covered by
this bill. An attempt to address the subject matter in this
manner may be considered special legislation when viewed 1in
that larger context.

Another point to be made concerning litigation in this area
is raised by Dresser Industries, 1Inc. v. Alaska Department
of Labor, 633 ?.2d 998 (Alaska 1981). In that case, the
Alaska Supreme Court upheld the regulatory prohibition of



Representative Walt Furnace
Page 2
March 2, 1983

the very same conduct which 1is the subject of the present
bill. Since there has already been enforcement of these
provisions on certain employers, there may be equal
protection problems in trying to retroactively excuse other
employers from having to comply with those same provisions.

Although authority does exist which holds that the
legislature may abolish purely statutory rights and even
remedies in a retroactive manner, this office is not
prepared to conclude that those general statements regarding
legislative authority have application to this specific
case. In the case of a person who worked during the time
elapsed since December 9, 1978, and was paid overtime under
a prohibited method with the result of denying that person
compensation to which otherwise entitled, 1 am not convinced
that the Alaska Supreme Court would be persuaded by the
argument that rights to minimum wages and overtime pay are
purely statutory and are not vested.

TASiljb
9/036



TODAY, THROUGHOUT THE U.S.,

277. OF ALL RENTAL HOUSING IS

NOT OPEN TO PARENTS WITH

MINOR CHILDREN. IN JUNEAU ANCHORAGE DAILY NEWS 6/1/81
THE FIGURE IS MUCH HIGHER.

WE ARE WORKING TO GIVE ALL

FAMILIES THE SAME OPPORTUN—

ITIES THAT SINGLES AND NOW RENTING!

COUPLES WITHOUT CHILDREN ed bullding. 1 it irom park
HAVE BELOW ARE"A FEW = ft%y'd‘n;|tplzgd
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT ’ '
FAIR HOUSING PLEASE GIVE

IT SOME THOUGHT.

from, JUNEAU EMPIRE 10/15/80
3 br. apt.; adults only, no pets. tf00
plus J156 cleaning de_posit. Call
fggreen 79 pon- Aval.able fov., 2.hr. unfurnished and 1 br. fur-
nisned. |n West Juneau, Car ?tlnq
dishwasher, garbage disposal, off
street parking. No pets ot ¢

ildren.
from, JUNEAU EMPIRE 10/9/80 Mature adu)” preferred. 580

AREN"T MAINTAINENCE COSTS HIGHER WHEN YOU RENT TO FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN?

ACCORDING TO A NEW YORK COMPANCY WHICH SUPPLIES THE INSURANCE INDUSTRY WITH NATIONWIDE

STATISTICS ON DAMAGES, THERE 1S NO EMPIRICAL DATA TO PROVE THAT THE PRESCENCE OF FAMILIES
RESULTS IN GREATER DESTRUCTION TO PROPERTY. . r

WOULDN"T A FAIR HOUSING LAW FORCE LANDLORDS .TO OVERCROWD THEIR APARTMENTS?

NO. FAIR HOUSING LAWS ARE REASONABLE AND ARE NOT WRITTEN IN AN ARBITRARY MANNER. A LAND- .
LORD WOULD NOT HAVE TO RENT A ONE BEDROOM APARTMENT TO A PARENT OR PARENTS WHO HAD THREE
CHILDREN. OR, A PROJECT DESIGNED FOR THE ELDERLY OR HANDICAPPED WOULD NOT BE FORCED TO
ACCEPT TENANTS WHO HAD CHILDREN. A FAIR HOUSING LAW WOULD BE REASONABLE AND GIVE. EQUAL

OPPORTUNITIES TO PARENTS AND INSURE THAT AN ADEQUATE SIZED APARTMENT WOULD NOT BE DE—
NIED TO THEM BECAUSE OF PARENTHOOD.

ISN*T THE SOLUTION TO BUILD MORE HOUSING?

THIS SOLUTION IGNORES THE FACT THAT OFTEN NEW BUILDINGS WILL NOT RENT TO FAMILIES WITH
CHILDREN. ALSO,1THERE IS NOTHING TO PREVENT EXISTING BUILDINGS TO ADOPT NEW RULES

BANNING CHILDREN. IN THE LAST TWO MONTHS TWO APARTMENT BUILDINGS IN JUNEAU HAVE CHANGED
THE RULES AND NOW EXCLUDE CHILDREN.

DON T INSURANCE COMPANIES CHARGE HIGHER RATES FOR BUILDINGS THAT ALLOW CHILDREN?

NO. PRUDENTIAL, SAFECO, AETNA, REPUBLIC, NORTHWESTERN, AND CONTINENTAL INSURANCE
COMPANIES SAY THAT IT IS THE CONDITION OF THE BUILDING THAT DETERMINES THE RATES,
NOT THE AGE OF THE TENANTS. (IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT IF TENANT AGE WERE A

FACTOR IN SETTING ACCIDENT LIABILITY RATES, THE HEAVIEST BURDEN MIGHT FALL ON THE
ELDERLY).

WOULDN®T FAIR HOUSING LAWS FORCE LANDLORDS TO ACCEPT CHILDREN IN BUILDINGS THAT ARE
UNSAFE FOR THEM?

THIS 1SSUE IS MISLEADING. ACCORDING TO OUR STATE AND LOCAL BUILDING CODES, ANY BUILD-—
ING WHICHIS UNSAFE FOR A CHILD IS ALSO UNSAFE FOR ADULTS. THE REAL SAFETY ISSUE IS

THAT ANTI-CHILD RENTAL POLICIES FORCE MANY FAMILIES TO LIVE IN THE MOST DILAPIDATED,
UNSAFE, AND OVERCROWDED HOUSING.

ARE THERE FAIR HOUSING LAWS IN OTHER AREAS OF THE COUNTRY?

YES. LAWS TO PROTECT RENTERS WITH CHILDREN RAVE BEEN PASSED IN MANY AREAS THROUGHOUT
THE UNITED STATES. ARIZONA, MICHIGAN, ILLINOIS, NEW JERSEY, NEW YORK, DELAWARE,
CONNECTICUT, MINNESOTA, AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RAVE PASSED FAIR HOUSING LAWS.
NUMEROUS CITIES RAVE ENACTED LAWS THAT PROTECT FAMILIES AND CHILDREN, THEY INCLUDE
SAN FRANCISCO, SPOKANE, LOS ANGELES, OAKLAND, AND SEATTLE.
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February 23, 1983

Malon?ésﬁaepresentatlve

Dear Mr. Malone:

The following. information is provided in response to an inquir
from your Of?ICG P P quiry

q]e nchor aI ngh{s Commissign is an adminisfrative .a encX
W ch IS c e W|h norcem nt of. the municipal discrimin EIO
Inance. |s ordinance _%un in Ehe Anchorage Municipa
Code Section 5, a copy of WhIC IS enclosed.

In 1982, the Equal Rights Commission opened 97 investigations

Qf ?Ieg J qlqumlna?ory ractices fthis totaf, Z% cases or
217» 59 he category of housmgn. é)f thhes% Bou mp .
Cases, ﬁre |Ied on the Dasis. of garen ood, whic % 5 |n6
irlon Is inc udedgy ? Sex |scir|m|n tigp (see. Section 5.20.010)
his represents %% of the total cases filed with the agency.

AddlIlonaII the Eé] al i%
e

Inﬂu”y fdafls regf%ese d

our jurisdiction and wer
propery owners.

ts Commission recelved nuUMerous

|n 1SC r”nlnatl on ?alnst arents
enera y souge arl(flc tro

f m both” property seekers an

It |s 3|gn| ficant that ?YIOB to 19?2, no asea haq been filed
\f\/| ommlssbon op the Dpasis paﬁent 00d. . These .
||nges tribute Q/\/the evere S ortage of rental units
Anc orag? area., ith a n¥ ate” that at. times stood
at 1% parents found it extremely difficult to obtain rental

|
unlts Vv
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Opening apartment doors closed to kids

By Bandy Shipp
Boston

Anklone trying to find an apartment that
ucccP
conclusions of a recent US Housing” and
Urban Develogment survey. It shows that,
nationwide, 26 percent of ull rental units
huve “no childrén” policies, and muny that
do uccept children have restrictions on the
number, sex, or age of the youngsters.

_ These restrictions_affect rou%n_ly 2 mil-
lion families, says Elizabeth itoiStacher,
HUD's deputy assistant secretury for policy
development'and research.  ° _

The refoort adds luut restrictive rentui
golmle_s also may mean that families may

e split_up, with"children being sent to live
with oilier relatives, until parénts can find
some place for them to live, or doubling up
with another family, leuding to Increased
family tension. o

“There is also u real feeling uinong peo-
{Jle who arc hit by this that society thinks
here's something wrong in having chil-
dren," Dr. Huklucher says. "Children react
to this. They ure hurt, they're parents arc
hurl. They're all reully distlrbed by the fuel
tliut children don't seém to be wanted."

The problem is growing worse. The num-
ber of rentui unjts unavailable to families
with children is rising. And with more apart-
ment buildings switChing to"no children”
policies, und more onc-hedroom rather than
multi-bedroom_units being built. It is likely
to continue to rise. o

in Massachusetts, stale law prohibits

s children will not be surﬁrise_d by the .

such discrimination in dwellings with three
or more units. Violations carry a fine of up
to $1,000. Even so, discrimination against

families with children is "the biggest prob- )

lem right now for housing,” according to a
spokesman for the Massachusetts Commis-
sion Against Discrimination. Because of ex-
emptions_under ttic law, he says, very few
rental units actually are affected.

The California-based Fair Housing for
Children Coalition tFIiCC) conducted a our-,
vey of upuriment ads In newspapers, 'n Los

Angeles, 71 percent allowed no children of
any a%e, und_Fresno, San Diego, und San
Jose allowed 53 percent, 65 percent, and 70
percent respectively. -

"We've dealt with people who arc living
with six kids in a station wugon.on the Santa
Monica pier, und u woman'living with two
kids Ina lenl on the beach," suys FHCC ex-
ecutive director Dora Ashford.

FHCC also gets culls from pregnant
women worried” that they will lose “llieir
upartment when they have'their buby.

"We liud a recent case of a couple in
Santa Monica who had a baby a few months
ago. They got u letter from Jthe upartment

management companyl saying, 'Congratu- |

ationS on your new baby - and we would
hlke you to find another plgce to live In 60
ays .

But when FHCC lawyers took the case
and pointed out that the family would not be

wolatmg_ any occupancy codes, and that a
local ordinance forbade age discrimination,
the family was allowed to Stay.

The generally tight housing market Is a
g]d%or cause of” he problem,”Ms. Ashford

"As long. as the housing crisis worsens

"jihe discrintination problem! will, too, Fam-

ilies with children are In a worse position lo
buy their way out, as are the elderly, when
housing crunches hit, so they're hurt a lot
worse anotherpeoRle.” _

Helen Blank of the Children's Defense
Fund (CDF saB/s positive steps are being
taken. The HUD study, for Instance, Is an
example of Interest In"the Issue on the part
of thefederal government. .

Maoreover, “antl-dlscriminallon statutes
have been passed In Arizona, Connecticut,
Delaware, lllinois, Massachusetts, Minne-
sota, New Jersey, New York,'and the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The California Legisla-
ture is considering similar legislation.

The CDF has set up a natignal network of
organizations concerned with discrimina-
tion '.%Aamst families with children. Its pur-
pose, Ms. Blank says, la"... to communi-
cate with each other about local ordinances
theg are working on, share strategy, and
give each other mutual support,

Dr. itoistacher says Increasing the num-
ber of available homes and apartments
would help solve the problem, She'sayslUD
Is looking into possible roles that it can take,
and also would like state and_loRaI govern-
ments to get involved with the iashe.

mm* :
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HH 356

The following letter of intent on COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR
HOUSE BILL NO. 351) (relating to unlawful practices in the
sale or rentbl of real property.) dated April 30, 198! vao
received (the Judiciary committee report appears on page 894
of the journal) and appears as follows:

LETTER OF D.TP7T
CSHB 356

April 30, 3981

The Honorable Jim Duncan
Speaker of the Houss

Dear Mr."Speaker:

The Committee an Judiciary has had under consideration House Bill 358,
"An Act-relating to unlawful practices in th: sale or rental of real
property"”, and has |irrvidod you with a conmittee report reoonmending
that it te replaced with our conmittee substitute for that hill, and
that oonmittee” subs"dtuce for House Bill 356 do pass.

* A %
Although the bill prohibits discrimination in the sale, lease, or rental
of real property because of a person”s status as a parent, the conmittee
wishes to point out that the hill does not proscribe any other existing
management tools th.it a landlord may ha"o with regard to rental units.
Fbr example, a landlord may still adopt rules and regulations ccroemirgq
a tenant"s use and occupancy of the promises in order to pronote safety,
health, or welfare of the tenants.

A .andlord may also regulate the tenant"s use of the property to avoid
abusive use, or to make a fair distribution of services and facilities
for tenants generally. .This bill also docs not prohibit a landlord from
taking action against a tenant who fails to quietly enjoy the premises,
or fails to occupy and use the premises in a clean and safe condition.
Aloo, it is clear, tnat a landlord can provide reasonable provisions in a
lease limiting" the number of persons occupying a unit, without regard to
issues of parentage.

In odnCi.-sion, wo believe this legislation should prohibit discrimina—
tion agalnou J ~.viduals due to their parenthood status, while still al—

lowing a landlord -the existing legal controls over thi use and occupancy
" “.a rental units.

OoTmitteo on Judiciary

FB/MF/dm
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