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[Supporting The Justice for Renters Act - California State Proposition - November 5, 2024 
Ballot] 
 

Resolution supporting The Justice for Renters Act, a California State Proposition on 

the November 5, 2024, ballot; and reaffirming the City and County of San Francisco’s 

support for repeal of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act. 

 

  WHEREAS, Between 1978 and 1995, about a dozen California cities including San 

Francisco, Los Angeles, Santa Monica, West Hollywood, Oakland, Hayward, East Palo Alto, 

and others, adopted local rent control laws; and 

WHEREAS, In 1995, over local objections, the California legislature adopted and 

Governor Pete Wilson signed into law the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (“Costa 

Hawkins”) requiring all local rent control laws to: 1) exempt newly constructed apartment 

buildings; 2) exempt all single-family homes and condos; and 3) decontrol initial rents, 

allowing landlords to charge any amount for tenancies commencing after a lawful vacancy; 

and 

WHEREAS, The “new construction” provision of Costa Hawkins not only prevents rent 

control on units built after 1995 anywhere in California, but also locks in any “new 

construction” exemption dates that were in effect under local Rent Control laws when Costa 

Hawkins passed, and in San Francisco, the latter provision has prevented rent control on any 

San Francisco property built after June, 1979 – exempting buildings that can hardly be 

considered new – all due to limitations that the City cannot modify because of Costa Hawkins; 

and 

  WHEREAS, The Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act was sponsored by the California 

Association of Realtors and supported by the real estate industry, and the Act was opposed 

by local governments and tenant advocates across the state of California; and 
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WHEREAS, Today over 30 California cities representing more than 10 million residents 

have adopted local rent control laws; and 

WHEREAS, Vacancy control, which some cities had before Costa Hawkins, allows 

cities to limit rent and rent increases after a vacancy, and is a powerful tool to lower rents; 

without it, landlords are free to charge any amount after a vacancy, driving up housing costs, 

making housing less affordable to low- and very low-income families, intensifying gentrification 

and increasing the number of people experiencing homelessness; and 

WHEREAS, Vacancy decontrol, by allowing landlords to command market rate rents 

after a vacancy, provides a financial incentive to evict or otherwise displace renters living in 

lower rent apartments, a situation that has been exploited particularly by corporate landlords 

who build flipping units into their investment strategy, as detailed by tenant counseling 

agencies in a 2018 report by the Anti-Displacement Coalition; and 

WHEREAS, 35% of renter households overall are rent burdened in San Francisco 

according to California Housing Partnership data, and for very low-income renter households 

that figure jumps to 61% as defined by those paying 30% or more of their income on rent, and 

median rents have risen in San Francisco to $2950 for 1-bedroom units, and $3950 for 2-

bedroom units, according to May 2024 data from a national report on rental trends in major 

cities; and 

WHEREAS, Renters in lower income, Black and Latinx households are 

disproportionately targeted with evictions, but San Francisco voter-approved Prop F (2018) 

has helped San Francisco tenants to stay housed in 92% of cases when provided a free 

lawyer through Tenant Right to Counsel, according to a recent report from the City; and 

WHEREAS, Black and Latinx households in California are much more rent burdened 

than their white counterparts, and communities of color in San Francisco are impacted by 

income disparities that contribute to rent burdens, where 64% of Black residents and 49% of 
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Latinx are in very low-income households, compared to 36% of SF households overall in this 

category, from an analysis by the Bay Area Equity Atlas; and 

WHEREAS, Increasing rents and loss of affordable housing have serious social 

impacts: older adults feel very vulnerable should there be a loss of income from a spouse 

passing; young adults find it very difficult to find apartments they can afford and must live at 

home much longer; families double and triple-up creating significant overcrowding; many 

lower income families leave their communities and travel to other communities or states 

looking for a place they can afford; and many other people are forced to experience 

homelessness on the streets of their community; and 

WHEREAS, Ten of the largest corporate landlords in the U.S. are donating millions to 

stop the passage of the Justice for Renters Act, a state proposition on November 2024 ballot 

that would repeal Costa Hawkins, and the real estate industry has a track record of massive 

contributions against rent control, including a total of $175 million to oppose Prop 10 in 2018 

and Prop 21 in 2020, using misinformation campaigns to prevent the repeal of Costa Hawkins; 

and 

WHEREAS, In 2018, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed a Resolution 

(File #180785) Supporting California State Proposition 10 - The Affordable Housing Act - on 

the November 6, 2018 Ballot, reaffirming the City and County of San Francisco’s support for 

repeal of the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act; and 

WHEREAS, In 2017, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors unanimously passed a 

Resolution (File #171166) Supporting California State Assembly Bill 1506 (Bloom) - Repealing 

the Costa-Hawkins Act, which would have repealed Costa Hawkins through the State 

legislature, yet the bill failed to pass out of committee, with the California Apartments 

Association claiming victory in efforts to “derail” this bill; and 
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WHEREAS, The real estate industry has claimed that rent control has a chilling effect 

on new construction yet this does not match up with the data, from a recent Haas Institute 

Report that showed the six cities with rent control in the SF Bay Area in fact had produced 

more housing units per capita than cities without rent control; and 

WHEREAS, The repeal of Costa Hawkins will allow, but not require, local jurisdictions 

like San Francisco to address the gaps in administering rent control, with options to broaden 

rent stabilization and protections for housing that does not currently fall under this regime: 

units built after 1979, housing stock not currently subject to rent control, and rent-controlled 

units where landlords can reset rents to market rate via vacancy decontrol, thus weakening 

the impact of rent control laws over time; and 

WHEREAS, The Courts already limit rent control laws to ensure that landlords get a fair 

return on their investments and there is no need for state intervention to further limit local rent 

control laws, the scope of which should be decided by local voters and local legislative bodies, 

not by the state legislature; and 

WHEREAS, Governor Newsom and the State Legislature have described the housing 

affordability crisis as a priority in several legislative cycles, yet the draft budget as it currently 

stands has proposed to roll back $1.76 billion in funds to critical programs that would build 

and preserve affordable housing and prevent homelessness, and at the same time, the state 

Costa Hawkins law is directly interfering with the efforts of local governments to make housing 

more affordable in their communities and create stronger protections for low-income renters; 

now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the City and County of San Francisco affirms its support for strong 

rent control to protect tenant and respond to tenants’ need for affordable, stable, and secure 

housing; and, be it  



 
 
 

Supervisors Preston; Peskin, Ronen. Walton, Chan 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 5 
  
  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City and County of San Francisco objects to state 

interference with local rent control laws, and specifically state preemption of local rent control 

laws; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City and County of San Francisco hereby endorses 

the Justice for Renters Act calling for the repeal of Costa Hawkins on the statewide California 

ballot on November 5, 2024. 

 



Anabel Renteria, Initiative Coordinator 
Office of the Attorney General 
1300 I Street, 17th Floot· 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

2 2 o n 8 

December 21, 2022 

Re: Request for Preparation of Title and Summary 

Dear ~ls. Renteria: 

RECEIVED 
DEC 2 2 2022 

INlTTATIVE COORDINATOR 
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 

l am the proponent of the enclosed injtiative measure, which is entitled "Justice for Renters 

Act." Pursuant to article II, section 1 O(d), of the California Constitution and section 9001 of the 
California Elections Code, we hereby request the preparation of a circulating title and summary of 

the chief purposes and points of the proposed measw:e. 

Enclosed is a check for $2,000 made payable to the State of California. Also enclosed arc the 

signed statements required by Elections Code section 9001 (b) and 9608. 

I request that my residence address be kept confidential following verification of my status 

as registered voters. 

You are hereby authorized and requested to direct all further inqufrics and correspondence 

regarcling this proposed measure to the following persons: 

Sincerely, 

Fredric D. Woocher, E sq. 

Be,·erly Grossman Palmer, Esq. 
Strumwasscr & \'<loochcr LLP 
1250 6'11 Street, Suite 205 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 

fwoochci;@strumwooch.com 

bpal.mer@strumwooch.com 

(310) 576-1 233 

_ .. 

Ashokc Talukdar 



Justice for Renters Act 

Section 1. 

This Act shall be known and may be cited as "Justice for Renters Act." 

Section 2. 

2 2 -0 00 8 

The following provision is added to Chapter 2.7 of Title 5 of Part 4 of Division 3 of the Civil Code: 

1954.40. The state may not limit the right of any city, county, or city and county to maintain, enact 
or expand residential rent control. 

Section 3. 

The following provisions of Chapter 2. 7 of Title 5 of Part 4 of Division 3 of the Civil Code are 
repealed, as illustrated by strikeout text below. 

19§ 4 .50. Tlm ehapter shaR l,e :lmewfl: ass may ee eitea as the Gest:a Hawltias Reatal. Hemiftg Aet. 

t9S4.S1. As 't!See i:a t:his e:hapter, the fel:lewiftg te:ffll9 ha,;.•e the felleWfflg mell:fHftgs: 

(a) "Cemr,araele tiflits" meftfls reflt:a:l tl:llits tflat hwe app.rexmiatdy the same li.·iffig spaee, :ha-.r.e the 
same ft'tlftleer ef eeeteetns, are lees.tea ie. tfle same er Mmilar a~eerheeds, 9.ftd. feattt:re t:he same, 
si:milft:r, er eEJttal ameaieies aad hettsia.g seffiees. 

(b) "Owaer" iaelttees any persea., aetiftg as prie.epal er threttgh aa agee:t; hll":iag the t:i:ght '6 eifer 
resiaeaas:I real preperty fer reat, a:ad iacltides a predeeesset ia iaterest te the OWftef, ell:eept that this 
tetm dees aet it:i.elttae the 6'\Vfter or ope.rater ef a meeileheme patlt; er the ewaer ef a meeileheme 
er his er her ageet 

Ee) •fP-fe¥ailing matlcet reet'' means the .reefftl rate that wattle. be aHteom:ed f'tl:fS'tlaftt to 42 U.S.C.A. 
1437 (f), a:s ealettlateci by the Ueited Settes Dep8:ftfi1eet ef HeHsiag as.a Ureaa Develei,mee.t 
ptH:s\ttfl:t to Part 888 ef Title 24 ef the Ceee ef Federal Regalatioas. 

(d) •'Pttelie eetity'' has ~e same meftftiflg 89 set ferth ift Seetiea 811.2 ef ~e Ge.-emmeet Code. 

Ee) ·'Resid.eetial real prep~" iaeltides aay ewel:liftg er l:lft:it that is ie.teedea ier lmmae habit:atioe. 

(E} "Te:B:aaey'' ie:ehules the lawfttl eeettpatiee ef p.repet:ty aad iaelud.es a lease er sttblease. 

19.§4.52. (a) ~~etwithsta:adie:g aftY et:her prevision ef law:, &ft ewfter oftesieeatial re&:l property m.ay 
est:ablish t:he imas:I and all 9':lBSetftte.et reatal rates for a dwel:lit:i.g or a 't!B:it abottt whieh aftf of the 
fellewieg is l!!'t!e: 

(1) It h:ftS a eertmeste of eeettpa&ey isseed after Febftlary 1, 199S. 

(2) It has a:lreaey eeeft exempt &em tile residee.titl reftt eeae:oel erdfflaaee ef 1t pttblie eatity oft er 
before F<eefl:Ml:1.'f 1, 1995, pm9\:Jftftt tea leeal eRemptioe fer aewly eeasffl!eted. \tfttts. 

(~ (i .. ) It i:s alieaal,le separate &em the title to aay etlter dwclling 't!B:it er is a sttbdmeed iftterest 
ie a seeivisieft, as speeHied it:i. sttbmvisioe Cb). (d), er 00 of Seetioa 11004.S of the Bttsieess aad 
P-fefessieas Gede. 
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(i) A eweDteg er 1:1att ·Nhete the preeeei:ag t-eeft:ftey has beee. t-efftUfHl:tea by th.e OWfief by 
aetiee p\:lfsttaftt ta Seetioa. 1946.1 er has beett temliaated tlf)Oft a ehaage in the tefflis of 
the teaaftey ftotieed pttrsuaet to Seetioe. 82=7. 

(ii.) A eeademie::it:uH ewelliftg et tta:it that has aet beeo sold sepafll.t-ely by t:he sttbaiflder te 
a eefta Hee pttrehaser for Vti\ie. The initiftl refit llffl:O\iftt of !:he lfflit fer ptlff'eses of this 
ehapter sa&:1:1. be the lftwful .rest in effect ea May 7, 2001, lfflless thereat ltfflOttat .is 
go?effted by a Eliffefeat pfe'"...is:ioft of this effltf'Wf. Howevef, if a eoaElo~ El.weDie.g or 
Wl:it meets the eriteffll of pa:ragraph (1) Of (2) of s1:1bdiviiioa (a). Of if aY !:he dwelliegs er 
anits e:xeept oae ha¥e beett seM separately ey the st1bEli·!!der to boaa aee pt:Jfehasers fer 
• .,.alee, ee the stteaiv=ieer has oeet1pied tfiat remsieieg t1Meld eefl:demmil:lffl dwellin.g et 

ttnit as his or net priBeipa:l .residenee fur at least Effie year after f:he st1Baivifiios oeatt'fed, 
tlte.a sttep~s.i,h (A) of p~h (3) shR±l llJll'lY to that tlftseld eosdo!HWtl:ffi ewelling 
Of \iflit. 

(C) Where a aweU:iftg or tlft:it ifl which the .ie:itiftl or subseEttteat ree.tal rat:es are eoa.t:tolled 'by 
ae eraisaeee or eha:tter i,mT..hiee. ift effeet ea Jaatutry 1, 1995, t:h.e fullewiag sha:1:1 apply: 

(i) Aa 01'ffi:Cf of real proper~ llS deseribee in this pa:ragraph may eseaemh 1:he i:fti~ llftB aU 
subseEJtteftt reatal rates fer all e,astitlg aad aew teaa:A.eies in effect Oft er after Jftftttlttf 1, 
1999, if !!he teaftftey in effeet oa er after Jftfttitl'Y 1, 1999. was eres.teEl aetweea Ja:aaa:ty 1, 
1996, ed Deeel'ftber 31, 1998. 

(ii) Gommeacieg oajaatts,ry 1, 1999, s.a e'W'flel' ef res.I propet'ty as eeset!ibee ie. tftis 
pftffgfaph may estftewh the iftieial aad all stthse(ltteftt .retital .rat:es for all aew teaae.cies i:f 
tlte pre¥ie1:1S teftftfley was ia effeet ee Deeemher 31, 199S. 

(iii) The ifties:l reaf:a:l nte fer a awelling o.r tl:fH:t as eeset!ibeci ift this paragraph ie. whieh the 
i:ftitial re&tsl rate is eeatl'eDed by ltft effflfta:Bee er eharter pt'0".'1:Siee ia effeet: ea JftfttiMf 1, 
1995, may A.Of; \:lftWjllffita!'j' 1, 1999, exeeea the ametlftt ealealateti f'mst18Bt t:o 

st1bm•.f!sioa (e) ef 6eetieft 1954.§3. Aft ewoer ef resiaeetial iea:l prepeiey as eeseribed ie. 
eh:fS l'HtfAgrapft mty, l:lfttiJ.JS:Bt:!81'f 1, 1999, e8Bt8HSft tfte Wl:ia:l fffttti fate ffit a 8Welli:ftg Of 

ttnit emy where the teMat has vew.ata:rily •.-aeated, 11:Bs.adeaed, or beee e .-4etee p'tlf9tH:at 
te paragtaph (2) ef Seetieft 1161 ef the Gode ef Civil P-toeedttre. 

Ee) £'t:16ai."l!siefl: (a) eees :ftet apply where !!he ewe.er has otherwise llgfCed ey eostraet <Mt:ft a ptteli:e 
efttity ia eeftsieeratiea. fer a Elireet Mae.aal eeat:rietttioa er aay ether forms of assistftftee epeeiaed 
ift Chaptei 4.3 (eefflffleaeieg with Seetieft 6591§) of Divisiea 1 efTit:le 7 ef t:h.e GeYCfftfflCflt Gode. 

Ee) Notlt:ifig ia this seetiea sh.all ee eea.strttee ~e affeet the etho:t!ity ef a pttalie efttity that may 
ot:henme exist to regtllate or meB:itef the 'basis for e¥ietiea. 

~ This seetiea does a.et: apply to Mty dwelliag Of l:.lA.it: that eefttft:ias serious health, safety, are, or 
htlti.eiag eetle vielatiea.s, eteltteiag diese eattsed by Elisasters fer Wftieh. a eim.tie& has beee. isseed by 
the app.repei.Rt-e gMeff3fflests:l. agesey ftfl:a Wftieh has rema:iaea tlfl11:Batea .for six m:ea.t:hs er leage£ 
preeeaiftg t:he , aelt8.ey. 

19§4.§3. Ea) ~~eNl'ithsmaaie.g aft')' ether provisioa of law, ao. e'W'fter of .reside:B.tis.-1 real property may 
establish the iflitis:l reatti :t!Ste fer a dwelliftg er 'tlll:it, e£eept whette ftftf of t:h.e fullewtftg af'plies: 
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(1) The p:r~·icn:1s teftft:ftey Ms eeea tef:ffliftatea by the ewnef by aet:iee }'\:J:fSt1:aB:t te Seetioa 1946.1 
er has 'eeea tetmiftatea epea a ehftllgE? ifl the te:t'ffls ef the tea11:Bey aetieed PtlfSWlflt te Seeti.ea 
827, exeept a eh11:Bge pe.emitted by lttv.t ia the 11m.et1Bt ef refit er fees. Fef the pt!fPese ef this 
pHagraph, the 6\\'fter's te:rmiaatiea er ft6Meaewal efa eea~et er reeereea agreemeat with a 
ge¥efftffieatftl ageaey that }'fffl'ides fer a reftt limitaEiee. te 11 qtt&lmea tee.a.Ht; shall he ee.esl:fflea as 
a eha.ege ifl the terms ef the teftB:fl.ey pmNaftt te Seetiea 827. 

(A) la a jemdietiea that eoatrels by erWB:aeee or eh11:tter preflsiee. the £eaf:ftl n:te fer a 
ewelliag er anit, 11ft ewtler who tefffiiaates er fa:ils to rea~- a eeturaet er reeemea agreemee.t 
vii.th a gefffftffteftta:l ageaey that pro iitles fer a teftt 1:imiattiea te a qtt&lmeEI tettae.t !ftftf :e.et 
set aft .imtift:1. reat ier th£.ee yeMS fullOWtB:g the aate of the term:iaat:ien ef aeftfee.ewa:l ef the 
eeatfaet er agreemee.t. Por atty aew teftftftey estaelished. titmftg the three yeH penee, the 
feAtal rate fer II: ftCW te:ftaeey established ifl that \'ileatea &welling Of 1:HHt snail ee at the same 
rate as the reet Wlaer the ~atea Of ft8B:reftewea eea.1:faet 6f reee:ftlea a.greemeftt \\ritb 11: 

go,·efflffleal'a:l agee.ey t:hat proYidea fat a reflt 1:imitstiea to a qtutliaeti tea:ltftt; pltts aay 
iaereases etftemed after t:he temlift.aMeft Of ellfteellatiea of 1:he eeat:taet or reeerded 
agreement: 

(B) St1epa:ragraph (A) eees e.et apply to 1tftY e.ew teaaaey of 12 meaths er more et!fftioa 
estaelisheti after)afltW')' 1, 2000, ptl:1'9'1:ffl:ftt to the ewaer's eefttfaet er reeoraea &gfeemeet 
with. a gevemmeftl:ti age.e.ey that provides fer a ree.t Hmitaeieft te 11: EJtlal:i:iied teftaftt; 'Ml:l:ess 1:he 
peer v=aeftftey ifl that dwelling er tlftit was ptlfst:taat te a aafl:rfflewed er eaaedea eeatmet er 
teee£aea agreemeftt :with a. gevemmesta:l age:ftey that pte•fities fer a reat limitat:ioe. to 11: 

qt1aH6.etl teaftftt as set furth ift that sttbpMagtaph. 

(2) The OWfter h:s:s ethervme agreed. ey eofttrftet witli a pttblie ea~~ in eoesideratiea. rer a aireet 
!iallfteiti eeatfll,ttti:oa er mty etB:er farms ef ass-istasee speei.6.etl ift Chapter 4.3 (eemmee.emg vii.th 
Seetiea 6§915) efDi·lisiee. 1 efTide 7 of the Gevemmee.t Cade. 

EJ} The iftitBI reats:I. f:flte ier a. dwelliflg er tttUt whose initial rea:ts:I. rate is eeatfelled ay ltft 

erwnaeee er enartet previs:ioe. ift effeet eo.Ja.e.tutty 1, 199§, fMf &et l:l:ftt:i:I.JMiaB.£Y t, 1999, e:xeeee 
t!he a.metlftt e1detllatea pmwt to sttbdimies (e). 

~ Stted:wisioa (a) applies te, Ma inelttdes, feaewa:l of the iai~al hiriag by the same temftt, lessee, 
etftemee sttbteeaat; er at1t:hemetl sttblessee fer the eft:t:i1:e penod of his Of Bet! eeeupaftey at the 
reatal fate estaWi9hetl fer the ie:i:l:ie:l hiriftg. 

(e) The reatal ttte of a ewelliftg er 1:Hlit whose ~ ff!Btti rate is eeaa:eHea ey 6fEU:fttilee 6f diarter 
prEWisiea ie effeet oe. Jllfltla.ry 1, 199§, shal:l, 'tffltti Jll:ffl:l8.:ff 1, 1999, be established ie. aeeerdtteee with 
th:is stteEli,t.,isiea. Where the prev:ieas teftattt :ha.s veltlfttarily vaeatea, abae.eeaeti, et eeea e¥teted 
pmsWlfl:t to pangraph (2) ef Seeeiee. 1161 ef Cede ef Grnl P£eeed.Me, ae. eweer of resideetia:l real 
p:rope!ty may, ft6 me.re tftftft twiee, establish tfte .imtift:1. reets:I. fftte fer a dwelltag et' lfflit ia ae ametlflt 
that is ae greater thftft 1 § :peree&t mere tftllft the re.ets:I. nte ifl effeet fer the immedtately preeediftg 
teallfley e:r ift 11:fl atBetlB:t that is 7Q pereeat of 1:he pre·.'tiliftg fflftfk:et reet fer eeffif'arable tl:ftits, 
whiehe;•er am6't1Bt is greater. 

The ie:i:tia-1 .reata:l fate estAeli9fteEI persttitftt te this seedivisiea IMY Bet sttbstiRtte fur or replaee 
inereases ie. reo.tal .rates otherwise attthemea f)tlfsffll:ftt t:e law. 
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(a) (1) Notlmlg in this seecioa or atty ot:her p.t:o'Visiofl of law sha:H be eonstftted to preeftle.e eJtpress 
estaefuhaiea.t Hi a. lease of real:8:l ttg£eemee.t of t:he reatal rates to be applieltble m t:he e¥eftt the reetal 
ttnit subjeet t:herete b<i s1:1Blet Nothing Hi this seetioa sha.R be eoasffttea to imps±r t:he ebliga.ciofts of 
eoe.tftets eHtereel inte peouo ~afttlary 1, 1996. 

(2) If the oegina:l oeettpaat or oeettpaats who toolt possessioa of the dwellifig Of ttnit pttrsttaftt to 
!"fie ret1tal agreemefl:t with the 0\·1aer HO lotiger permafl:ee.tly reside there, aft owfl:er may merease 
the reat by a:ay amot:lftt a:Ho\'t ed by this seetioa to a lawful sttblessee or asMgaee wao ate aot 
reside at the dwelliflg or l!flit prior to Jaattttey 1, 1996. 

(3) This sttbatfflioa does aot apply to f!Mtial ehaages m oeet1pat1ey of a dweYtag or enit Wftt?re 
ofl:e or more of the oeet1pM:ts of die premises, pl:lfsttflftt to the asreemeat w4.t:h the ewaer 
pro·Aeed €6£ abeve, femftffls Ml oeettpaat: ifi lawful possessiea of t:he dweYin.g Of l:Hl:i:t, or where a 
H1wft:1:l sttblessee er assigRee ~-ho :fesided at: t:ae dwelling of tl:fHt pfior to JafftMMY 1, 1996, remftffls 
Hi possession of the d,weHiag or tiftit. ~fothiag eofttftffled ifl this seetioa. shitll be eoastftted to 
eals-.t:ge of dimitlish Ml OW'ftef's tight to with.hole eee.see.t: to a. sablease or assigflmeftt. 

(4) Aeeept:aaee of reat l,y t:he OWfief does aot opemte as a waiver or othe:t:wise prer;eat 
eeJoreemeat of a eO'V'eftll.fit prohH3i-tiftg sublease of assigameat or as a Wfl:t'.'ef of 8:fl 0-'Wfte.r's rights 
te establish the iniaa:l :1:eatal rate, lfflless the owftef has received wnttea aotiee from the tee.aat 
thftt is party to the agteemeat 8:flcl thereafter aeeepted .ree.t. 

Ee) ~fothfflg m d=.t:i:s seeti6a. sha,Y, be eensa'l:lee to affeet ftftY authority ef a puelie entity that fffitY 
ot:hefffise ~st te regulate Of moatter the gretfflds fer e-rietiofl. 

00 This seecien eoes aot apply to aay dwellieg of ttait if all the follewiag eea~fieas a:re met: 

(1) The ewelliftg er l:!ft:it Bas eeeft eited in aft iftspeetiott teport ey the appropriate gevemmea.tal 
ageaey 8:9 eefttftie:iftg Seft0tl:9 health, safety, are, er el:Hlei:ng eoee Yielatieas, as defiftee hy Seeciea 
17920.3 ef the Hea:lt:h a&d Safety Ceae, exeluafflg aay viol11:~eft ea~ea by a disaster. 

(2) The eit:afiea w11:s issued at least 60 days prior to the date of t:he ·.:saea.aey. 

(3) The eit:ea vfolafioa ha.a ftOt beeft abated Wfteft the prier teftaftt vaeatea 8:ft6 hae feffl.Mfl:ee 
l:lfiaeated fer 60 da-ys er fer a leflgff pee.ea of t:i:ffle. Ilewe"Y·e:r, t:he 60 day time pe.eied ftiitf be 
extended by the approp.aate ge"rernmee.tal ageftey that issaed die eitatiea. 

Section 4. 

If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person or circumstances is held invalid, 
that invalidity shall not affect other provisions or applications of the Act which can be given effect 
without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this Act are severable. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);

BOS Legislation, (BOS); BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: FW: Today! Please Support the State Justice for Renters-Act Resolution file #240684
Date: Tuesday, June 25, 2024 11:14:29 AM
Attachments: 8486f3e8.png

Dear Supervisors,
 
Please see below regarding:
 
                File No. 240684 - Resolution supporting The Justice for Renters Act, a California State
Proposition on the November 5, 2024, ballot; and reaffirming the City and County of San Francisco’s
support for repeal of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act.
 
Regards,
 
 
Richard Lagunte
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
Voice  (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163
richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

 
Pronouns: he, him, his
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 
 
 
From: graypanther-sf <graypanther-sf@sonic.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2024 10:34 AM
Subject: Today! Please Support the State Justice for Renters-Act Resolution file #240684
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2024 June 25
To SF BOS- Please Support the State Justice for Renters-Act Resolution
 file #240684
(Continued to June 25 2024 Full  BOS Meeting).
 
Cc: Clerk of the Board: please enter into file.
 
From:San Francisco Gray Panthers 
 
   We represent multiple elderly and low income renters in San Francisco.
We wish to enthusiastically endorse Supervisor Walton's statement on
6/11 that the statewide Justice for Renters Act is simply about repealing
Costa-Hawkins which is absolutely necessary to help San Franciscans who
need rent control to stay in their beloved city.
 

We expect you, our San Francisco representatives to stand behind working
class and middle/low income San Franciscans by voting for this resolution
supporting the state "Justice for Renters Act."
 

It is indeed very difficult to view arguments against the repeal of "Costa
Hawkins" as anything other than an  anti-renter, anti working class stance.
Please represent your constituents and vote for this resolution.
 
Thank you,
 
Ann Colichidas 
on behalf of
San Francisco Gray Panthers

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6725905&GUID=715A489A-6F50-492E-8D1B-479C64D2EBC9___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpkMjYzMTBkNmU4ZWFjOGViMDZmZmM2ODMxYmJmMzJlOTo2OjY0OGY6YTZlOThkYTg0YjdhNTFmYzI4MmE1YWUzZGRiZWQzZTlkOTUwZWJiOTIzNjc5NGZjYjU1MjI4MWRiZDE4NmJjOTpoOlQ6Tg


1845 Hayes St. San Francisco, California 94117
Email: graypanther-sf@sonic.net
 
 
 
 

mailto:graypanther-sf@sonic.net


From: Lovett, Li (BOS)
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Cc: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: Fw: ADC letter in support of File No. 240684
Date: Monday, June 24, 2024 7:43:08 PM
Attachments: 6-24-24 Justice for Renters Resolution- File 240684.pdf

Hi-- 

The advocates have submitted this letter for the Resolution Supporting the Justice for
Renters Act (file #240684), sponsored by Supervisor Preston along with 5 cosponsors.
Wanted to make sure that BOS legislation has it as well, so it can be included in the file
ahead of the 6/25/24 meeting.

Thank you!

Li

Li Lovett 
Legislative Aide
Supervisor Dean Preston
Office: (415) 554-7630 | Direct: (415) 554-6783
Mobile (415) 370-5279
Office website: https://www.deanprestonsf.com/ 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Molly Goldberg <molly@sfadc.org>
Date: Mon, Jun 24, 2024 at 9:58 AM
Subject: ADC letter in support of File No. 240684
To: <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>

Hi, 

I am submitting the following letter on behalf of the San Francisco Anti-Displacement
Coalition to be included in the legislative file for tomorrow's Board Meeting, item #32 File
No. 240684.

Thank you,

Molly Goldberg
San Francisco Anti-Displacement Coalition
1212 Market Street, Unit 200

mailto:li.lovett@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6725905&GUID=715A489A-6F50-492E-8D1B-479C64D2EBC9
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.deanprestonsf.com/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo1ZWMwMzJjZDE3N2FkOTRjYTIyMTJhMWJhMjhiZDBkMTo2OjNiOTY6NmEwMjNiZGZmY2MxODM3NmYzMjk0YzgxMGRmYjliNjdjMjlkZDc3YTQ2ZjBhZTIwZTVmZjI3MGU1ZmM1YzY1OTpoOlQ
mailto:molly@sfadc.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org



 


 


 
June 24, 2024 
 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
RE: File No. 240684 
 
Dear Supervisors,  
 
The San Francisco Anti-Displacement Coalition (SFADC) represents over 20 organizations serving 
tenants citywide. We write today, along with allied organizations, in support of the Justice for Renters Act 
on the November 2024 ballot to repeal Costa-Hawkins statewide. We encourage you to support File 
#240684, the resolution in support of this measure sponsored by Supervisors Preston, Peskin, Ronen, 
Walton, Chan, and Melgar.  
 
As organizations who daily work with tenants facing displacement due to the impacts of Costa-Hawkins, 
we know the importance of removing these sweeping state preemptions to our local authority. The real 
estate industry’s response to a nationwide wave of successful community organizing for regulation of 
rental housing, Costa-Hawkins creates loopholes in tenant protections that leave tens of thousands of 
residents unprotected from massive rent increases and displacement. Our attached 2018 report “The 
Cost of Costa Hawkins” describes these loopholes and their impacts in greater detail. 
 
It is no surprise that the Real Estate industry has come out again in full force to oppose the repeal of this 
measure. The passage of the Costa-Hawkins Act in 1995 marked over a decade of continuous effort 
by the real estate lobby to overturn tenant protections they could not stop at the local level. The 
1970s saw a period of massive inflation paired with stagnating wages and rising unemployment. Cost of 
living, including housing costs, skyrocketed. By the late 1970s, rent control laws had been passed in 170 
municipalities across the country. Unable to stop tenant momentum in cities with organized renters, the 
real estate industry looked for ways to override local initiatives via state preemptions. Despite success in 
many states nationwide, they were not able to fully ban rent control in Sacramento, so the industry 
attempted to weaken it via the Costa-Hawkins Act. Initially introduced in 1983, the bill failed every year 
until 1995, when the industry’s persistent lobbying finally paid off. It has been a priority of tenant 
advocates to repeal the anti-tenant legislation ever since. 
 
Costa-Hawkins drives up the price of housing for everyone in the city. Mandated vacancy decontrol 
means that sales prices for rent control buildings reflect an assumption that a large percentage of long-
term rent control units can be flipped to market rate. Counselors and lawyers regularly see tenants facing 
persistent harassment because their landlords want to empty their unit and raise the rent, including long-
term tenants who are not deemed as “original tenants” by the law’s definition. The city’s largest landlords 
build this presumption into their business plans, often relying on illegal methods to circumvent tenant 
protections and rent control, and pricing smaller “mom and pop” landlords out of the market.  
 
Tenants regularly visit our clinics seeking help because a massive rent increase will force them to move 
from their home of many decades, but they are not covered by rent control because Costa-Hawkins labels 
their 40-year-old unit “new construction.” The ban on extending common-sense rent regulations to “new 
construction” means that rent controlled housing has declined from over 90% of the rental stock when 
rent control passed to less than 70% of the stock at last count several years ago. Rent control housing is 
the single largest source of affordable units in the city, but over 86,000 units are unregulated simply 







 


because those buildings were constructed after 1979. Today, one-third of tenants are rent burdened. 
For very low-income renters, that number jumps to over 60%.  
 
A June 17th letter of opposition submitted by an unsurprising alliance of the San Francisco Apartment 
Association, San Francisco Association of Realtors, market rate housing developers, and CA Yimby, 
makes familiar arguments against rent control. For decades, opponents of rent control have claimed that 
we won’t build the new housing we desperately need if rent control is expanded, but a survey of the 
academic literature points to rent control having no effect on housing production.  For example, a 
2006 study on new construction in the Bay Area found rent-controlled cities built nearly twice as many 
units per resident as their non-rent-controlled neighbors.1 A 2023 letter to the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency, signed by 32 economists in support of national rent control, cites “substantial empirical evidence 
that rent regulation policies do not limit new construction, nor the overall supply of housing.”2 
 
The Justice for Renter’s Act is simple: it returns authority to cities and counties to enact and enforce 
regulations on rental housing that local jurisdictions deem necessary. The measure is backed by tenant 
and community groups, organized labor, veterans, seniors, LGBTQ advocates, and many others statewide. 
We hope you will join this broad coalition in support of this commonsense measure that will allow us to 
pass the rent controls we need to ensure that San Francisco is a place where all our communities can 
imagine and secure a future. 
 
Signed, 


                 


               


       
 


1  SOURCE: "Rent Controlled Cities Lead in New Apartment Construction in Bay Area" Berkeley Rent Stabilization 
Board (2006). Urban Habitat's 2018 report "Strengthening Communities through Rent Control and Just-Cause 
Evictions" makes similar arguments, stating “A comprehensive 1998 report by Berkeley’s Planning and 
Development Department looks at rent control’s effects on new construction in Berkeley and concludes that “the 
best available evidence shows that rent control had little or no effect on the construction of new housing.” 
Analyzing new construction across the decades, the report shows that building permits hit their highest levels since 
1971 in 1989—nine years after the passage of rent control. It asserts that “private-sector interest in building in 
Berkeley changes with economic conditions,” and has more to do with the availability of financing than rent 
control. 
 
2 “Re: Tenant Protections for Enterprise-Backed Multifamily Properties Request for Input,” submitted to the 
Federal Housing Finance Agency July 28, 2023.  
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June 24, 2024 
 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
RE: File No. 240684 
 
Dear Supervisors,  
 
The San Francisco Anti-Displacement Coalition (SFADC) represents over 20 organizations serving 
tenants citywide. We write today, along with allied organizations, in support of the Justice for Renters Act 
on the November 2024 ballot to repeal Costa-Hawkins statewide. We encourage you to support File 
#240684, the resolution in support of this measure sponsored by Supervisors Preston, Peskin, Ronen, 
Walton, Chan, and Melgar.  
 
As organizations who daily work with tenants facing displacement due to the impacts of Costa-Hawkins, 
we know the importance of removing these sweeping state preemptions to our local authority. The real 
estate industry’s response to a nationwide wave of successful community organizing for regulation of 
rental housing, Costa-Hawkins creates loopholes in tenant protections that leave tens of thousands of 
residents unprotected from massive rent increases and displacement. Our attached 2018 report “The 
Cost of Costa Hawkins” describes these loopholes and their impacts in greater detail. 
 
It is no surprise that the Real Estate industry has come out again in full force to oppose the repeal of this 
measure. The passage of the Costa-Hawkins Act in 1995 marked over a decade of continuous effort 
by the real estate lobby to overturn tenant protections they could not stop at the local level. The 
1970s saw a period of massive inflation paired with stagnating wages and rising unemployment. Cost of 
living, including housing costs, skyrocketed. By the late 1970s, rent control laws had been passed in 170 
municipalities across the country. Unable to stop tenant momentum in cities with organized renters, the 
real estate industry looked for ways to override local initiatives via state preemptions. Despite success in 
many states nationwide, they were not able to fully ban rent control in Sacramento, so the industry 
attempted to weaken it via the Costa-Hawkins Act. Initially introduced in 1983, the bill failed every year 
until 1995, when the industry’s persistent lobbying finally paid off. It has been a priority of tenant 
advocates to repeal the anti-tenant legislation ever since. 
 
Costa-Hawkins drives up the price of housing for everyone in the city. Mandated vacancy decontrol 
means that sales prices for rent control buildings reflect an assumption that a large percentage of long-
term rent control units can be flipped to market rate. Counselors and lawyers regularly see tenants facing 
persistent harassment because their landlords want to empty their unit and raise the rent, including long-
term tenants who are not deemed as “original tenants” by the law’s definition. The city’s largest landlords 
build this presumption into their business plans, often relying on illegal methods to circumvent tenant 
protections and rent control, and pricing smaller “mom and pop” landlords out of the market.  
 
Tenants regularly visit our clinics seeking help because a massive rent increase will force them to move 
from their home of many decades, but they are not covered by rent control because Costa-Hawkins labels 
their 40-year-old unit “new construction.” The ban on extending common-sense rent regulations to “new 
construction” means that rent controlled housing has declined from over 90% of the rental stock when 
rent control passed to less than 70% of the stock at last count several years ago. Rent control housing is 
the single largest source of affordable units in the city, but over 86,000 units are unregulated simply 



 

because those buildings were constructed after 1979. Today, one-third of tenants are rent burdened. 
For very low-income renters, that number jumps to over 60%.  
 
A June 17th letter of opposition submitted by an unsurprising alliance of the San Francisco Apartment 
Association, San Francisco Association of Realtors, market rate housing developers, and CA Yimby, 
makes familiar arguments against rent control. For decades, opponents of rent control have claimed that 
we won’t build the new housing we desperately need if rent control is expanded, but a survey of the 
academic literature points to rent control having no effect on housing production.  For example, a 
2006 study on new construction in the Bay Area found rent-controlled cities built nearly twice as many 
units per resident as their non-rent-controlled neighbors.1 A 2023 letter to the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency, signed by 32 economists in support of national rent control, cites “substantial empirical evidence 
that rent regulation policies do not limit new construction, nor the overall supply of housing.”2 
 
The Justice for Renter’s Act is simple: it returns authority to cities and counties to enact and enforce 
regulations on rental housing that local jurisdictions deem necessary. The measure is backed by tenant 
and community groups, organized labor, veterans, seniors, LGBTQ advocates, and many others statewide. 
We hope you will join this broad coalition in support of this commonsense measure that will allow us to 
pass the rent controls we need to ensure that San Francisco is a place where all our communities can 
imagine and secure a future. 
 
Signed, 

                 

               

       
 

1  SOURCE: "Rent Controlled Cities Lead in New Apartment Construction in Bay Area" Berkeley Rent Stabilization 
Board (2006). Urban Habitat's 2018 report "Strengthening Communities through Rent Control and Just-Cause 
Evictions" makes similar arguments, stating “A comprehensive 1998 report by Berkeley’s Planning and 
Development Department looks at rent control’s effects on new construction in Berkeley and concludes that “the 
best available evidence shows that rent control had little or no effect on the construction of new housing.” 
Analyzing new construction across the decades, the report shows that building permits hit their highest levels since 
1971 in 1989—nine years after the passage of rent control. It asserts that “private-sector interest in building in 
Berkeley changes with economic conditions,” and has more to do with the availability of financing than rent 
control. 
 
2 “Re: Tenant Protections for Enterprise-Backed Multifamily Properties Request for Input,” submitted to the 
Federal Housing Finance Agency July 28, 2023.  



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);

Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Opposition to File No. 240684- Resolution Supporting the Justice for Renters Act
Date: Thursday, June 20, 2024 9:46:38 AM
Attachments: Opposition Letter File No. 240684- Resolution Supporting the Justice for Renters Act.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached and below communication regarding File No. 240684:
 
                Resolution supporting The Justice for Renters Act, a California State Proposition on the
November 5, 2024, ballot; and reaffirming the City and County of San Francisco’s support for repeal
of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 
 
 
From: Charley Goss <charley@sfaa.org> 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2024 3:44 PM
To: Chan, Connie (BOS) <connie.chan@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Engardio, Joel (BOS)
<joel.engardio@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Dorsey, Matt (BOS)
<matt.dorsey@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (BOS) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael
(BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary (BOS) <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Walton,



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>
Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Power, Andres (MYR)
<andres.power@sfgov.org>; Janan New <janan@sfaa.org>
Subject: Opposition to File No. 240684- Resolution Supporting the Justice for Renters Act

 

 

Hi Members of the Board of Supervisors,
 
Attached please find a letter in opposition to File No. 240684: Resolution Supporting the Justice for
Renters Act, on behalf of:
 

The San Francisco Apartment Association
Advance SF
Bay Area Council
Building Owners and Managers Association San Francisco
Housing Action Coalition
San Francisco Association of Realtors
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
Kilroy Realty Corporation
L37 Development
Build Group
Emerald Fund
Plant Construction
Prado Group
Presidio Bay Ventures
Related California
The BayLands Company
Tishman Speyer
TMG Partners
Webcor Builders
Wilson Meany

 
This proposed resolution is Agenda Item 49 on the agenda for the full Board of Supervisors meeting
on Tuesday, 6/18/24. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions or concerns.
 
Best,
 
Charley Goss
Government and Community Affairs Manager
San Francisco Apartment Association



415.255.2288 ext. 114
 



 

 

     

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

June 17, 2024 

 

Re: Opposition to File No. 240684: Resolution Supporting the Justice for Renters Act 

 

Dear Supervisors, 

 

We write to you on behalf of the undersigned organizations in opposition to Supervisor Preston’s 

proposed resolution to support the “Justice for Renters Act” on the statewide November 5, 2024 ballot 

(File No. 240684). As you know, the “Justice for Renters Act” (JFRA) would fully and abruptly repeal the 

Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, thus allowing California cities like San Francisco to immediately 

impose strict vacancy control in addition to rent control on single family homes, condominiums, and 

new apartment buildings.  

The implementation of vacancy control as would be enabled by the passage of the Justice for Renters 

Act and supported in this resolution would fully derail San Francisco’s efforts and its mandate to meet 

its housing production goals, and would undermine the recent, commendable efforts that San Francisco 

has made to streamline housing production at all income levels while creating an environment where 

capital is attracted to investing in San Francisco mixed-income housing projects.  

The passage of JFRA would effectively eliminate any financial incentive to invest in new housing 

production in San Francisco, and make moot the city’s efforts to meet its mandate to add 82,000 new 

units of housing by 2031, thus jeopardizing hundreds of millions of dollars in state funding for affordable 

housing and transit. 



Contrary to the findings referenced in the proposed resolution, academic experts have repeatedly 

demonstrated that extreme rent control stifles new housing construction, perpetuating shortages and 

driving up costs for renters. Additionally, the proposed ballot measure undermines pro-housing laws by 

allowing cities that oppose new development to ignore state housing laws and refuse to build their fair 

share of housing. 

This resolution sends a clear but dangerous message to affordable housing and mixed-income 

developers, trades unions, pension funds, endowments, builders, investors, banks, and lenders that 

the City and County of San Francisco is overtly hostile to investment in new housing.  

If the JFRA passes in November and vacancy control is imposed, the end result will be less Affordable 

Housing, less workforce housing, less mixed-income market-rate housing, less in-lieu fee money for 

MOHCD, and less first-time ownership housing, exacerbating our housing crisis and eliminating housing 

opportunities for our teachers, first responders, service industry workers, and families. 

In addition to the signatories to this letter, the following individuals or groups have come out in 

opposition to the JFRA: 

• United Brotherhood of Carpenters 

• Norcal Carpenters Union 

• California Council for Affordable Housing 

• Senator Toni Atkins 

• Assembly Member Buffy Wicks 

• YIMBY California 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

 

Janan New and Charley Goss, San Francisco Apartment Association 

Chris Wright and Wade Rose, Advance SF 

Jim Wunderman, Bay Area Council 

David Harrison, Building Owners and Managers Association San Francisco 

Corey Smith, Housing Action Coalition 

Mary Jung and Jay Cheng, San Francisco Association of Realtors 

Daniel Herzstein, San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

Mike Grisso, Kilroy Realty Corporation 

Eric Tao, L37 Development 

Ross Edwards, Build Group 

Oz Erickson and Marc Babsin, Emerald Fund 



Chris Rivielle, Plant Construction 

Dan Safier and Craig Greenwood, Prado Group 

Cyrus Sanandaji, Presidio Bay Ventures 

Bill Witte, Related California 

Greg Vilkin, The BayLands Company 

Maggie Kadin, Tishman Speyer 

Michael Covarrubias, TMG Partners 

Matt Rossie, Webcor Builders 

Christopher Meany, Wilson Meany 

 



Introduction Form 
(by a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor) 

 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 
 
☐ 1. For reference to Committee (Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment) 

☐ 2. Request for next printed agenda (For Adoption Without Committee Reference) 
  (Routine, non-controversial and/or commendatory matters only)  

☐ 3. Request for Hearing on a subject matter at Committee 

☐ 4. Request for Letter beginning with “Supervisor  inquiries…” 

☐ 5. City Attorney Request 

☐ 6. Call File No.  from Committee. 

☐ 7. Budget and Legislative Analyst Request (attached written Motion) 

☐ 8. Substitute Legislation File No.  

☐ 9. Reactivate File No.  

☐ 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the Board on  

The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following (please check all appropriate boxes): 

☐  Small Business Commission ☐  Youth Commission ☐  Ethics Commission 

☐  Planning Commission   ☐  Building Inspection Commission   ☐ Human Resources Department 

General Plan Referral sent to the Planning Department (proposed legislation subject to Charter 4.105 & Admin 2A.53): 

 ☐  Yes  ☐  No 

(Note: For Imperative Agenda items (a Resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Agenda Form.) 
Sponsor(s): 
 
Subject: 
 
 
Long Title or text listed: 

 

 

 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

 

 

 

(Time Stamp or Meeting Date) 
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