From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Barbara Jeanetta
Council Comment
Formal comments on screening criteria for prospective tenants – amending Title 12, Chapter 244 of the
Minneapolis Code of Ordinances relating to Housing: Maintenance Code
Friday, August 16, 2019 3:35:25 PM
Scan Comments to City Council for screening legislation.pdf

Thank you very much for your well-reasoned and much needed ordinance on applicant screening
criteria for prospective tenants – amending Title 12, Chapter 244 of the Minneapolis Code of
Ordinances relating to Housing: Maintenance Code. Your explanation of the problems and effects
of over-zealous screening are accurate. The ordinances maximum screening terms should open
doors to many more people than who are able to access most rental housing currently. Formal
comments from Alliance Housing on the proposed legislation are attached.

Please join us for our annual fundraising breakfast on Thursday, September 26 at 7:30am. For more
info or to register: https://www.eventbrite.com/e/annual-fundraising-breakfast-2019-tickets64985793257
Barbara Jeanetta, Executive Director
Alliance Housing Inc.
2309 Nicollet Avenue
Minneapolis, MN 55404
bjeanetta@alliancehousinginc.org
C: 651-503-4569
O: 612-879-7633
www.alliancehousinginc.org

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Shari Peterson
Council Comment
Housing Ordinance proposed
Thursday, August 22, 2019 10:44:52 PM

Councilmembers, I am worried that the proposed housing ordinances limiting what a landlord can
charge for a deposit, could have some unintended consequences for individuals with poor or no
credit scores. I work at Avivo Chemical and Mental health, and as you may know, one of the biggest
things we do right now for folks with mental illness, is to help them find housing. Of course I don’t
like it when the individuals I am working with need to pay a double deposit or higher because their
credit score isn’t above 600 or 650. However, if I can help them secure this double deposit through
some charitable organization, or set up a payment plan to do so, they are at least housed and off the
streets.
I am afraid if this ordinance went into effect and landlords could no longer ask for an extra deposit to
cover them if the tenant stopped paying and they needed to evict, they may just not rent to people
with lower credit scores, period.
I am however, so glad that these issues are being addressed, and am not in complete disagreement
with this proposed ordinance – I also love the idea of not allowing landlords to look back on criminal
records more than (5?) years. I just hope that we have a plan for the people this could
unintentionally harm as well.
Thank you for taking the time to read these thoughts.
Respectully,

Shari Peterson, MSW, LICSW,
Program Manager
(direct)612-752-8637 (fax) 612-752-8801 (cell) 612-423-5377

Avivo
900 20th Ave. South, Minneapolis, MN 55404
We're hiring! Learn more at avivomn.org/about/careers
Live well. Work well. Avivo increases well-being through recovery, employment and career
advancement.
avivomn.org
DISCLAIMER: This e-mail message is intended only for receipt and use by the individual(s) or entity(ies) to which it is
specifically addressed. It also may contain information that is privileged, confidential or protected from disclosure under
applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you should not review the information or share it with anyone.

Please contact HR@avivomn.org if you have received this email in error. Further, any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication by a person who is not its intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient of this email, please notify us immediately by reply email and delete or destroy the original and all
copies of the original message and attachments. Emails sent to or from Avivo may be retained as required by law or
regulation. Please direct any related concerns to HR@avivomn.org. Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Barnett
Council Comment
I Support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 8:08:55 AM

I am in strong support of this ordinance as a renter. I don't think landlords should be able to
require deposits greater than one month's rent.
Our criminal justice system is also deeply biased and unfair. As a caretaker for my building,
I've seen firsthand how easy it is to deny people housing. I've met with fellow renters with past
criminal convictions who find it nearly impossible to find housing and start their lives over.
I'm morally and politically opposed to making it impossible for people with past convictions,
who have reformed in the eyes of the law, to find housing.
Credit scores are also biased against low-income residents and should not be allowed to be a
tool to deny housing.
Please pass this ordinance.
John Barnett
1419 W 27th St Apt 12
-John Barnett
Educational Technologist¦Office of Human Resources¦umn.edu/ohr/
319 15th Avenue SE
University of Minnesota¦umn.edu
barne693@umn.edu¦952-693-6438
Pronouns: he/him/his

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Benson, Rachel M
Council Comment
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:19:36 PM

Hello,
I am a resident of Minneapolis Ward 10 writing to support the Renters Protection Ordinance that will
be on the agenda at today’s Housing Policy & Development Committee meeting.
While I was fortunate to rent housing in Minneapolis, several of my friends have not had the same
sort of accessibility to housing due to their credit score or criminal history. Most personally, my
roommate’s boyfriend has been unable to rent housing in the last year. Since his mother passed
away a year ago, he has been left without a permanent place to say, resulting in him couch surfing or
sleeping in his car. His poor credit history resulted from his mother’s medical bills and other
circumstances related to the poverty he grew up in. Despite the fact that he has been fully employed
for the last year, often working over 40 hours a week with a decent wage, he has not been able to
secure housing despite applying multiple times. Minneapolis is his home. His work, his friends, and
his community is here. If he needs his own space, he will get a hotel. Otherwise he relies heavily on
my roommate and our space for shelter.
I also volunteer at Simpson Housing Services, in which I have heard the stories of multiple people
affected by homelessness. Several of them work and are still unable to get housing due to other
discriminating factors. Housing is the most important factor in allowing them to maintain their
employment, come clean from chemical dependency, regain a sense of dignity for themselves and
their families, and ultimately bring stability to their lives so they can contribute back to our
communities. I also feel passionately that housing is crucial to decreasing sex trafficking in the Twin
Cities. Survivors of sex trafficking inevitably will have poor credit history and likely a very large
criminal history for circumstances that were out of their control. If they are unable to secure
housing, getting out of “the life” is next to impossible.
If the City of Minneapolis values inclusivity and reducing racial and income inequalities, it will pass
this ordinance.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Rachel Benson

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ryan Brown
Council Comment
Bender, Lisa
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 8:33:07 AM

Dear Council Members,
I applaud the City for recognizing racial disparities and committing to equity, and I believe the Renters Protection
policies are an important part of the City’s efforts to end discrimination. I support the ordinance. It is well known
that the criminal justice system is biased and unfair, particularly toward people of color. Old convictions and an
unjust system should not be used to discriminate against Minneapolis residents. Furthermore, credit scores are
biased against people with lower incomes or limited credit. We must be aware that there are many ways for handling
household finances; for example, some families pool all their funds into one account held by one member of the
family, which can make it hard for some family members who are not the account holder to obtain access to credit. I
reiterate my support for the ordinance as there are plenty of other ways for landlords to assess a potential tenants
willingness and ability to pay rent.
Sincerely,
Ryan Brown
1435 W 31st St #102

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carl, Casey J.
City Clerk
FW: Letter to City Council - Proposed changes to Housing Ordinance
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:21:25 AM

FYI, for the record…
CJC
From: Jana Metge [mailto:loveloring@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 9:37 AM
To: Gordon, Cam A. <Cam.Gordon@minneapolismn.gov>; Palmisano, Linea
<Linea.Palmisano@minneapolismn.gov>; Jenkins, Andrea <andrea.jenkins@minneapolismn.gov>;
Schroeder, Jeremy <jeremy.schroeder@minneapolismn.gov>; Fletcher, Steve
<steve.fletcher@minneapolismn.gov>; Reich, Kevin A. <Kevin.Reich@minneapolismn.gov>; Frey,
Jacob <Jacob.Frey@minneapolismn.gov>; Warsame, Abdi <Abdi.Warsame@minneapolismn.gov>;
Alondra Cano <alondra.cano1@gmail.com>; Johnson, Andrew
<Andrew.Johnson@minneapolismn.gov>; Philippe.Cunningham@minneapolismn.gov
Cc: White, Jennifer B <Jennifer.White@minneapolismn.gov>; Faulkner, Graham R
<graham.faulkner@minneapolismn.gov>; Sadler, Patrick A. <Patrick.Sadler@minneapolismn.gov>
Subject: Letter to City Council - Proposed changes to Housing Ordinance

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Jana Metge
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019
Subject: Letter to City Council - Proposed changes to Housing Ordinance
To: lisa.bender@minneapolismn.gov, Jeremiah.Ellison@minneapolismn.gov
Cc: "Goodman, Lisa R."
August 27th, 2019
Dear Council President Bender and Councilmember Ellison,
Citizens for a Loring Park Community (CLPC) held their Land Use Community Meeting on Monday,
August 26th. In attendance were long term renters, new renters in Loring Park, family owned rental
property owners, and condo residents. The proposed ordinance was also reviewed and discussed
with our Nicollet Avenue Safety Coalition which is comprised of law enforcement professionals.
Hennepin County probation, property owners, private residential security, residents from the
Nicollet corridor, and businesses.
The Loring Park Neighborhood is 82% rental.
46% of households live on $35,000 per year or less, which is just a bit higher than a $15/hr full time
job. 50% of residents work in Minneapolis. 40% do not own a car.
Loring Park Neighborhood is known for its
historic, traditional, family owned safe and affordable rental housing. Owners and Residents have

worked hard over three decades to ensure a safe and livable community. Loring Park is also the
second most densely populated neighborhood in the City of Minneapolis, with Stevens Square our
adjacent neighborhood to the south the most densely populated neighborhood.
In the review of the proposed changes renters did feel that the changes may make it easier for them
to get into an apartment. Concerns were raised regarding adequate and funded support services to
ensure success for residents returning to the community following incarceration. Concern was raised
for our family owned rental properties. These properties, many times, rent less than the non profit
owned buildings utilizing tax dollars. Our family owned buildings fill an important niche in this City.
Concern was expressed regarding unintentional consequences of the proposed changes which could
ultimately lead to a loss of affordable housing in the Loring Park Neighborhood.
Consensus was reach on the following actions passed unanimously:
1. Citizens for a Loring Park Community (CLPC) Land Use Committee requests that the Minneapolis
City Council delay approvals on these proposed tenant remedy recommendations to amend Title 12,
Chapter 244 of the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances related to Housing, to engage more inclusively
and to take further public testimony specifically focused:
- Gathering further data on insurance impacts to property owners, to validate that proposals can and
will reach the outcomes intended, to define funded support services and partnerships which may be
necessary to ensure success;
- Developing a Pilot Project to test, evaluate, and assess projected outcomes; and
- Further work on the criminal history section; how this proposal integrates with State Law.
2. The CLPC Land Use Committee asks the City of Minneapolis to demonstrate that they have
reached out to the traditional, small, independent property owners of Loring Park.
CLPC’s top organizational goal as reflected in their Small Area Plan approved by the Met Council in
2015 is to maintain housing which is affordable, a community which is livable, and to prevent
displacement of existing residents.
We do not believe that there has been due diligence with all stakeholders citywide at this time. We
look forward to working with the City of Minneapolis and all impacted stakeholders to develop
recommendations workable for everyone.
Sincerely,
Jana L. Metge, Coordinator
Citizens for a Loring Park Community
Cc:
Councilmember Lisa Goodman
Mayor Jacob Frey
Minneapolis City Councilmembers
Neighborhood Community Relations Dept.

Neighborhood Community Engagement Commission

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jessi Bruehling Cleberg
Council Comment
Oppose new restrictions on rental background checks
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:49:26 PM

Hello my name is Jessi I am a duplex owner and rent out my first floor. I live on the second
floor and have two small children. I 100% oppose background check restrictions. I don't
believe the arguments that say research does not prove they are effective is valid as this is
something where you wouldn't know if it mattered until after we can't perform background
checks and repeated Crimes are committed. Only then can we conduct research on those who
went unchecked to see if they commit a crime. I'm not willing to take that risk and see if a
felon commits another crime sexually or otherwise against my small children. My children
share the backyard, basement, and hallway of our home with our tenants. We all interact
regularly. And to say 3 neighborhoods already support this lift doesn't speak for those affected
because that is the voice of the board or representatives not of the actual people. Would a real
vote of those affected result in this?
I've been happy to use our space and land wisely by renting to folks and not consuming as
much, but I fear not knowing the backgrounds of those I live with for myself and my children.
Another case that happened to us was in the past. I found a roommate who seemed kind and
responsible. He seemed safe and respectful. He had a felony that he disclosed to us, but we
knowingly took a chance on him. Unfortunately he failed to pay his rent and we almost got
evicted. Although he seemed great, we wouldn't mess around with that again as we have a
choice of who to deal and live with...unless background checks become restricted.
Please call me with questions. 612-865-3941. Thank you.
Get Outlook for Android
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Minneapolis City Council June 13, 2019
350 South 5A Street, Suite 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Re:Proposed changes to tenancy laws in Minneapolis
Dear Minneapolis City Council,
Included in this letter is a short economic position summary on behalf of our current and
prospective clientele in the Real Estate Owner/Developer market regarding the proposed changes
to tenancy laws in Minneapolis:
In short, economic impact to owners based on the proposed changes will be as follows:
1. Annual property and liability premium increases upwards of 40% or more
2. Severe retraction of market interest (insurer exit from markets with Minneapolis
assets)
3. Increased retained volatility cost for owners/developers (higher deductibles and
retentions to afford increased costs)
4. Slowing of investment in Minneapolis private development due to inability to
procure and maintain cost effective insurance

It is imperative that CSDZ offer impartial stewardship and insight for policy makers to be aptly
informed of how policy changes drastically affect the economic feasibility of the Minneapolis
multifamily marketplace, and the residual decline in currently robust taxable assets.
Property insurance is already subjected to substantial unforeseen and non-fortuitous events.
Fires, vandalism and theft occur from tenant negligence and malicious acts, of which owners
deploy significant resource and investment to proactively limit and prevent such occurrences,
seeking their returns by way of reduced insurance premiums for operating as a "preferred risk".
The average loss in one of the above described occurrences easily penetrates north of $50,000,
meaning that a reduction in occurrences yields a significant discount and increased competition
by insurers vying for this business class. One of the underwriting pillars of property insurance is
"Occupancy", meaning "what is the owner doing to assure that the tenants of their buildings are
reasonably responsible in assuring they maintain a safe existence during their time as renters
inside the property". Tenant prequalification guidelines are a mandated topic by all underwriting
companies to properly understand the overall safety and risk of the asset. Criminal background
checks serve as a meaningful risk management tool, along with increased certainty for an insurer
to validate they are offering coverage to an owner that cares not only about the safety of the
physical asset, but its population of tenants. Failing to perform such imperative practices
immediately penalizes an owner by way of higher property premiums, and a mirroring financial

penalty in their liability premium. Disclosing (regardless of it being imposed by law) a % of
occupancy that is knowingly of a criminal history suggests (as shown by a history of insurer
actuarial data) that a trending increase of 3rd party bodily injury or property damage correlates.
Costs for defense and settlement due to alleged negligence by the owner (handcuffed by the

225 South Sixth Street | Suite 1900 | Minneapolis, MN 55402 | Tel: 612.349.2400 | Fax: 612.349.2490 | www.csdz.com

proposed policy changes) paints them in a financial corner to offer no certainty of safety to their
tenants, and no relief from the financial ramifications of limited insurer options and premium
penalties.

CSDZ advocates aggressively for successful relationships among municipalities and our Real
Estate clients, aware that the proposed policy changes carry a significant detriment to the long
term financial and social value of a healthy and growing Minneapolis Real Estate/Development
market. Any additional insight we can provide to support the city, the industry and its long-term
mutual success, please contact me directly.
Best Regards,

/// /

^

;.-//'• L//.(...-<^—|

J^son A. Wilsey /
Vice President

225 South Sixth Street | Suite 1900 ] Minneapolis, MN 55402 | Tel: 612.349.2400 | Fax: 612.349.2490 | www.csdz.com

Consumer Data Industry Association
1090 Vermont Ave., NW, Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20005-4905
CDIA ONLI NE. ORG

8/28/19
Minneapolis City Council
350 South 5th Street, Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Honorable Minneapolis City Council President Bender, Chairman Gordon, Vice-Chairman
Ellison and members of the Housing Policy & Development Committee:
I write on behalf of the Consumer Data Industry Association (CDIA) concerning the
second set of draft ordinance amendments to maintenance code in Title 12, Chapter 244 of
the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances relating to Housing. We were encouraged to hear that
after outreach and advocacy from the community, a second set of draft ordinances were
developed. We would like to offer some comments based on our industry research and the
work our members perform.
CDIA is an international trade association, founded in 1906, of more than 130
corporate members. Our mission is to enable consumers, media, legislators and regulators
to understand the benefits of the responsible use of consumer data which creates
opportunities for consumers and the economy. CDIA members provide businesses with the
data and analytical tools necessary to manage risk. Our members help ensure fair and safe
transactions for consumers, facilitate competition and expand consumers’ access to a
market which is innovative and focused on their needs. CDIA member products are used in
more than nine billion transactions each year.
Our members conduct residential screening pursuant to the terms of the Fair Credit
Reporting Act (FCRA), 15 U.S.C. § 1681 et seq. Consumer reporting agencies (“CRAs”)
provide consumer reports to assist owners, landlords, and managers of residential
properties (including nursing homes and apartment communities) in evaluating prospective
tenants and assessing the risks associated with those applicants. Property managers have a
financial responsibility to evaluate the applicant’s ability to satisfy their leasing obligations,
but also to assure the safety and wellbeing of its employees, residents, and guests.
Property owners and management companies typically receive three different forms
of information about prospective tenants: (1) financial information, including a credit score,
credit report, income verification and rent payment history; (2) eviction information,
consisting of unlawful detainer records; and (3) criminal background information consisting
of damage to persons (including sex offender information) and property. Each of these
categories provides the landlord with reliable predictors regarding the tenant’s ability to
pay and general suitability for a particular property.

1

The new draft ordinance contains a “findings and purpose” section that alludes to
twenty-four different statements and statistics around aspects of the tenant screening
process. We would like to provide clarification regarding several of them based on industry
research:
-

(17) Studies demonstrate the risk of a new offense by someone who has
committed an offense in the past declines over time.

Leading criminologists’ recidivism research demonstrates that it can take 23 years until the
risk of recidivism by a convicted first time offender declines to the level of a non-offender of
the same age.1
-

(21) A 2013 Federal Trade Commission Study found that one (1) in five (5)
consumers had an error on at least one (1) of their three (3) credit reports.

There have been several attempts to estimate the incidence and significance of reporting
errors, their finding are inconsistent.2 For example, one industry-funded study estimated
that about 19% of all credit reports contained some kind of error, but less than one percent
of all reports had “serious” errors that would change an individual’s credit score by more
than twenty-five points.3 A 2012 study by the FTC found a similar overall error rate (twentyone percent) but concluded that the incidence of “serious errors” was about five percent.
This study showed that 98.7% of all credit reports are materially accurate and that just 2.2%
of participants had errors in their reports that lowered their score tier by one or more tiers,
like moving from nonprime to subprime.4
-

(22) Numerous studies find that credit scoring systems have disparate impacts
on communities of color.

The Equal Credit Opportunity Act legally mandates that credit scores do not discriminate
towards any race, religion, gender, ethnicity, or other established suspect classes and there
are studies that show the lack of illegal discrimination. A myth of illegal discrimination
pervades many media accounts and public policy debates. However, all of the
aforementioned characteristics, specifically in this instance race, are not even included in an

1 See Alfred Blumstein and Kiminori Nakamura, “Redemption in the Presence of Widespread Criminal Background
Checks,” Criminology 47: 327-359, Fig. 4 (Analysis by Dr. Jeffrey Leigh Sedgwick).
2 For a thorough review of these and other related studies, see Durkin, et. al., pp. 273-286.
3 Michael A. Turner, Robin Varghese, and Patrick D. Walker, “US Consumer Credit Reports: Measuring Accuracy and
Dispute Impacts”, Policy and Economic Research Council, May 2011.
https://www.transunion.com/docs/rev/aboutTransunion/credit-studies/Efficacy_DQreport.pdf
4 Federal Trade Commission, “Report to Congress Under Section 319 of the Fair and Accurate Credit Transactions
Act of 2003”, December 2012. https://www.ftc.gov/reports/section-319-fair-accurate-credit-transactions-act-2003fifth-interim-federal-trade
2

individual’s credit report or used in calculating one of the many different forms of credit
scores the industry offers. It is impossible for CRAs to discriminate against people based on
information they do not contain or have any business related use for.
-

(23) Credit scores by themselves typically are not based upon the applicant’s
history of rent payment and do not necessarily predict the likelihood of paying
rent on a regular and timely basis.

A credit score is derived from statistical tools and modeling systems used to predict the
likelihood of certain credit behaviors, including default or repayment. A credit score is
sometimes called a risk predictor or risk score. Payment history and how someone pays bills
on time over time is the single most influential factor in a credit score calculation.
CDIA members have been working to bring more consumers into the credit market by using
alternative data such as utility and telecom payments. Some CRAs already access and use
rental payment history along with generating specific scores through their different tools
and model systems for housing rental transactions.
In conclusion, we believe there are many important benefits for the uses of financial
information and criminal record history in the residential screening process. The reports our
members provide to landlords and property managers protect applicants, residents, the
general public and housing providers. For these reasons above, we would encourage your
reconsideration against ordinances that would negatively impact the structure that is
currently in place. Thank you for the consideration of our comments and I would be happy
to answer any questions you may have.
Sincerely,

Michael Carone
Michael Carone
Manager of Government Relations
Consumer Data Industry Association (CDIA)
Direct: +1 (202) 408-7419
mcarone@cdiaonline.org
1090 Vermont Ave., NW, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20005, USA
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Leah Drury
Council Comment
Johnson, Andrew
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 9:04:24 AM

Thank you for your efforts to prevent housing discrimination in the City of Minneapolis and I
encourage the Council to pass the Renters Protection Ordinance.
Leah Drury
Ward 12
3010 East Minnehaha Parkway
Minneapolis 55406

Leah Drury | REALTOR®
Drury Numrich Group | Lakes Sotheby’s International Realty
c 612.702.4097 | www.mspnest.com
leah.drury@lakesmn.com
Minneapolis-St Paul Magazine - Super Real Estate Agent 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019
Minnesota Monthly - Top Real Estate Professional 2017, 2018, 2019
Pronouns she/her

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Greg Edwards
Council Comment
proposed changes in rent screening
Thursday, August 22, 2019 5:56:23 AM

I read the Council's proposal regarding tenant screening. Putting aside the fact that it's a bit of
an overreach, the biggest red flag is the Council's proposal that a convicted felon needs to
show only a six-month income history. It would be reasonable to up that to three to five years
of stable income plus a clean criminal record during that time frame to show a person is more
likely to have truly been reformed. It wouldn't be that difficult for a convicted felon to find a
legit job for six months and then return to criminal activity after they get an apartment. I've
loved Mpls since I moved here in 1984 from St Louis as a young gay man, afraid of my own
shadow. I believe in second chances for people who have truly decided to be a contributing
member of society after serving a sentence. But I'll leave the city I love if I have one issue
with a bad neighbor if the changes, as written, take effect. Please up it to 3-5 years.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Thalia Elvidge
Council Comment
Ordinance Comments
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 6:23:26 PM

Hello,
I’m Thalia Elvidge a resident of Minneapolis Minnesota and was born there too.
I’m writing to urge to to not pass 244.2030. - Applicant screening criteria for prospective
tenants and it’s parts.
The ability to pay an uncontrolled amount of deposit as a renter has helped me not be
homeless.
Please put into perspective that if I buy a median price house in Minneapolis, Minnesota the
down payment would be around $53,000.00! I can’t afford to buy a house because of this
amount to secure a home so paying a rental deposit of $5,300 is a fair shake for me! This
current system works so don’t break it with this ordinance.
Thanks for hearing me out.
Regards,
Thalia Elvidge
2020 Nicollet Ave Apt328
Minneapolis Minnesota

August 28, 2019
Dear Mayor Frey and members of the Minneapolis City Council,
Equity in Place (EIP) is a diverse group of strategic partners from organizations led by people of
color and housing advocacy organizations who believe that everyone in the Twin Cities region
deserves access to opportunity wherever they want to live. Every day, our communities experience
the legacy and ongoing impact of structural racism in the development and growth patterns of
our region, especially as it pertains to access to housing, property ownership, and wealth building
opportunities.
As such, we write in support of the tenant protection ordinances being considered by the
Minneapolis City Council as a critical step toward not just affordable housing but equitable housing
and housing justice.
Due to racist policies that led to their intentional exclusion from homeownership, educational
resources and workforce opportunities, households of color are vastly more likely to be renters than
white households. In Minneapolis, for instance, while 80% of Black, 80% of Native American, 75%
of Latino and 66% of Asian households in Minneapolis are renters, only 45% of white households are
renters. We continue to be deeply troubled by the implicit and explicit racial bias, fear-mongering
and stereotyping that surfaces in conversations about tenants’ rights and stand with city leaders and
our coalition partners in stating clearly and unequivocally that renter protections are fundamental to
advancing both racial equity and housing stability.
We appreciate city leaders’ intentional approach to this issue and support the key aspects of the
current ordinances, including regulating aggressive barriers in tenant screening practices and limiting
unreasonable security deposit charges, because:
• For generations, our communities have been targeted by racist criminal justice, immigration,
credit scoring and banking systems that have intentionally marginalized, criminalized
and economically exploited households of color. Reasonable, limited lookback policies
related to credit and criminal history are critical to removing unjust barriers to housing that
disproportionately impact households of color.
• Especially in neighborhoods that communities of color call home, tenants are exploited with
excessive and burdensome security deposits and far higher levels of evictions. Regulating the
behavior of unscrupulous landlords through security deposit caps and ensuring families aren’t
indefinitely penalized for unlawful detainers are essential steps to reducing exploitation and
enhancing housing access and stability.

As Mayor Frey noted in his recent budget address, development in Minneapolis surpassed $1.8 billion
in 2018, but the increase in housing supply must be matched with policies that ensure discriminatory
screening practices don’t lock out the communities who are most impacted by our housing crisis. As
you know, these are reasonable, modest and common sense policies that are already in place in many
cities and states — and widely supported by national and local research. These ordinances do not,
in isolation, solve the housing issues in Minneapolis or the region, but they will have an immediate
and positive impact on the lives of families that are in urgent, dangerous and undignified housing
circumstances.
Equity in Place includes organizations based in cultural and geographic communities across the Twin
Cities and we know that housing trends, policies, and patterns are inherently regional: what happens in
one city impacts people in other cities, as well. As the largest city and economic center of the region,
Minneapolis must be a leader on these issues.
We commend the Minneapolis City Council in taking these necessary steps toward equitable housing
in our vibrant, majority-renter city — and look forward to continuing to work with you on the many
additional policy changes we need to ensure safe, affordable, dignified housing for all, in Minneapolis
and the Twin Cities region.
Sincerely,
Equity in Place
Equity in Place is convened by the Alliance and the Center for Urban and Regional Affairs. Members include:
African Career, Education, and Resources, Inc.
American Indian Family Center
Community Stabilization Project
Frogtown Neighborhood Association
Hope Community
Housing Justice Center
Jewish Community Action
Minnesotans Standing Together to End Poverty and Homelessness
Native American Community Development Institute
New American Development Center
Pueblos de Lucha y Esperanza
Urban Homeworks
West Side Community Organization

June 13, 2019
Council President Lisa Bender
Council Member Jeremiah Ellison
City of Minneapolis - City Council
350 South 5th Street, Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Council President Bender and Council Member Ellison:
Thank you for your leadership on behalf of Minneapolis renters. As you know, the Family Housing Fund
(FHFund) believes that a decent home is the necessary foundation for the health and happiness of
individual families and entire communities.
Our region is experiencing tremendous housing pressures. We recently released a study, Housing and
Economic Growth in the Twin Cities Region, that quantifies the current and future shortage of housing
units and connects this shortage to projected population growth. Our findings underscored the need to
build more housing units, particularly multi-family rental housing for working families. Meeting this need
will require a broad set of tools and partners all working toward the same goal. We have much work
ahead to ensure that everyone in our community has a respectable place to call home.
We reviewed your proposed ordinances on tenant screening and security / pet deposits with this frame
of reference. As a complement to your work in this area and your discussions with tenants with barriers,
we have expertise that we can share as you grapple with important public policy questions and strive to
improve housing options for residents of Minneapolis. Thank you for inviting comments.
We recognize that the intent behind your proposed ordinances is to expand opportunities for the most
vulnerable renters in our community and we applaud and share that goal. One of our three strategic
goals is to expand access to healthy, affordable homes, which includes multi-year work to reduce
evictions, improve the quality of low-cost private housing, increase access to housing for those with
rental subsidies, and expand rental screening criteria. Our work on tenant screening includes a yearlong
collaboration with both tenant advocates and private housing providers to identify and garner broad
acceptance for more nuanced screening criteria that opens more doors to households currently being
screened out. We are invested in achieving the same outcome these ordinances seek.
However, we believe that the proposed ordinances do not address the root cause of lack of access and
they risk having the opposite effect on tenants. We are concerned that the ordinances will be costly for
rental property managers to implement, which, in turn, risks driving up rents in an already high cost
market.
• If private property owners believe potential applicants present a legitimate business risk,
property owners could identify new, non-prohibited criteria to screen on, which may lead to

•

more restrictions rather than fewer. Without a mechanism to balance risk through a larger
security deposit, property owners could be less likely to take a chance on an individual with
barriers and opt for another potential tenant, which reduces options for renters rather than
expanding them.
The screening ordinance is complex and, as written, will likely require legal counsel to review
many applications. These costs will likely be passed on to applicants in the form of
significantly higher application fees.

Additionally, Minneapolis renters with barriers generally don’t simply need access to housing; they need
access to housing that is affordable. Affordability and access are intertwined. Simply creating (the
perception of) greater access to housing through different screening criteria, does not address the
constrained affordable housing market for low-income families. Stated another way, changing the rules
doesn’t mean the low-income individual with barriers wins. By using tenant screening criteria as a proxy
for access to housing, we risk creating a false sense that individuals with barriers will in fact have an
affordable housing unit available for them because of new limits on tenant screening.
We outlined several suggestions to the ordinances as drafted and highlighted specific ways that we can
assist you improve the ordinances to benefit all stakeholders (including both renters and property
owners) that are integral to a responsive rental market:
Tenant Screening Ordinance
1. The ordinance draws broad conclusions about a recently released three-year qualitative
study and uses these conclusions to support relaxed screening criteria. Four non-profit
housing providers conducted a study to better understand the impact of prior criminal
convictions on the relative housing success of the residents in their buildings. The proposed
ordinance summarizes the study’s findings that “many criminal offenses have no significant
effect on housing outcomes.” While this study was an important first step in assessing
relationship between criminal convictions and successful tenancy, there is risk in applying
learnings from this study too broadly. For example, the non-profit housing providers studied
currently screen for and disqualify individuals with three of the four convictions listed in
Section b, #7 of the ordinance. Their study is thus silent on the impact of the specific
convictions detailed in the proposed ordinance. Further, the study did suggest that certain
criminal convictions may lead to negative tenant outcomes. While this research was an
important step, further study is warranted to develop a more nuanced approach to tenant
screening, specifically regarding criminal convictions.
Remedies: Discuss specific criminal offenses with Minneapolis property owners,
including Minneapolis Public Housing Authority, and consider a more precise list of
offenses that appropriately balances risk to property and adjacent neighbors.
FHFund support: Conduct national research on criminal background screening
practices, including housing authorities, to better understand the impact of policy on
practice and tenant outcomes. Replicate the study undertaken by non-profit housing
owners with private market owners to understand how criminal background
screening impacted housing success for past tenants.
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2. There is an enormous amount of complexity in this ordinance that will make it very
challenging for owners to comply, despite their best efforts.
• How does one determine whether an applicant has “participated in or completed a
diversion or deferral of judgement program, including stays of adjudication and
continuances for dismissal or without prosecution?” Does this language appear on a
court record? Does it appear in a background screening report? Does it involve a
certificate of completion? And what counts as “participation”?
• The ordinance also prohibits disqualifying an applicant for committing a crime that is no
longer illegal. While we have no substantive objection to the concept, this puts the
onus on the property manager to know all acts that were previously illegal, but no
longer are. This is likely to be highly onerous and will necessitate legal counsel in many
screening decisions, potentially driving up costs that are shifted to the prospective
tenant.
Remedies: Eliminate complexity in Section 1-11 under “Screening Criteria.” Consider “ban
the box” approach in the alternative. (“Ban the box” prohibits inquiry about criminal
history of an applicant until after the application has been considered / approved on
other selection criteria.) Create exemptions for ADU, small- and medium-sized property
owners.
3. Look back period does not align with assessment of risk. Many felony convictions result in
incarceration periods longer than five years. Thus, in many cases, the proposed screening
restriction would require a property owner to accept an applicant who has just been
released from prison for a violent felony.
Remedy: Modify look-back period to “more than 5 years since date of release.”
4. The ordinance lists only four offenses that could be used in tenant screening and overlooks
other crimes with serious community implications. Allowable screening criteria include
those convicted of manufacturing / production of methamphetamine, arson, RICO and those
sex offenses that resulted in a lifetime registration requirement. However, other violent
crimes are excluded which could be problematic for neighbors in the building and
community. It also does not allow for any nuance in the type of felony or misdemeanor,
which is relevant when assessing the risk of a potential applicant to both the building and to
other residents in the building. Property owner may be reticent to undertake the
individualized assessment option for fear of real or perceived potential liability to the
property owner because values of fair housing suggest that all potential tenants should be
consistently considered.
Remedies: Create more precision in the type of criminal offenses that can be included in
screening that balances potential safety threats (such as adding conviction of child
molestation as an allowable screening criteria). Add language that allows for screening of
“pattern of illegal activity that may threaten the health, safety or right to peaceful
enjoyment of the premises by other building residents” and for reasonable business
practices. Create and fund a risk mitigation guaranty to compensate for increased
financial and legal risk borne by property owners. Engage pro bono legal community to
incorporate terms to ensure that landlords who use reasonable practices are not
penalized for using “individualized assessment.”
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FHFund support: Convene broad-based stakeholder discussions to consider certain
criminal offenses that could impact rental buildings and delineate a more risk-assessed
list of allowable screening criteria.
5. “Barrier” is not a defined term in Section d and as such, it will be difficult for property
owners and property managers to consider whether a prospective tenant has mitigated
the “barriers.”
Remedy: Eliminate Section d and rely on language in Section c and the relevant
information provided by the prospective tenant to make determination of mitigating
factors.
6. It is unclear why housing units subject to a referral agreement between landlord and
service provider or government are exempt from these new provisions.
Remedy: Clarity purpose of this section in the ordinance.
Security Deposit Ordinance
7. Capping security deposits to 1 ½ months narrows options. It is difficult for low-income
families to come up with multiple months’ rent as security deposits. However, limiting
security deposits to 1 ½ month’s rent removes a risk mitigation tool that otherwise allows an
individual or family to attain an apartment that they would normally be considered too risky
to qualify for. Law-abiding property owners will find other ways to mitigate risk that could
likely mean the exclusion of the very people this ordinance attempts to help. Meanwhile,
unscrupulous property owners—the ones who are currently using double security deposits
as a revenue source—will find other ways to collect the money.
Remedies: City creates a short-term security deposit loan program that allows lowincome renters to access security deposit funding to pay to a new property owner and
repay the City’s program over three months as proposed in this ordinance. Modify the
payment plan option to allow tenants to pay security deposit in full prior to move-in (but
not as a requirement to secure the unit). Link the security deposit amount to assessment
of risk as a result of tenant screening. For example, if a tenant is determined to have
several risk factors through the Individualized Assessment, the landlord can charge up to
two months rent to mitigate risks, payable at move-in.
FHFund support: Research national models that have been effective in reducing security
deposit barriers and that balance property owner risk. Engage stakeholder community to
align perceived risk assessment with policy framework under consideration.
Pet damage deposits
8. Capping pet damage deposits does not recognize potential property damage. Property
owners have few tools to manage against real property risks associated with pets. By limiting
the amount of pet damage security deposits, property owners will more likely adopt a “no
pets” policy, which further limits options for renters with beloved family pets.
Remedy: Eliminate Section b entirely.
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Engagement Process
9. Fully engage with all impacted stakeholders on the proposed ordinances and recognize that
rental property owners are our allies as we seek to expand housing options for Minneapolis
renters with barriers.
FHFund support: Lead a comprehensive engagement process that values all stakeholders.
Lead a pilot program to evaluate impact of more permissive screening criteria with
willing property owners and legal advocates. Pilot a program to help families with
barriers build and sustain credit scores to help expand their housing options.
From our perspective, the proposed ordinances, as written, could negatively impact affordable housing
in Minneapolis. We have outlined how the proposed ordinances could impact renters but are concerned
that there will be additional impacts to the broader housing system that should be considered:
• These ordinances could accelerate the loss of affordable housing because property owners
could most easily avoid the impact of this ordinance by raising rents to an amount higher than
what most households with such barriers are able to afford.
• Without substantive engagement of the entire rental housing industry, this ordinance could
likely make rental property owners less willing to work with the City at a moment when we
need their partnership and when many property owners want to be an ally in developing
collaborative solutions to our housing challenges.
We look forward to working collaboratively with you to improve options for renters in Minneapolis.
How can we be most helpful to you?
Sincerely,

Ellen Sahli
President
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mike Finley
Council Comment
Safe & Affordable Neighborhoods
Saturday, August 24, 2019 9:32:25 AM

I oppose the proposed ordinances that prohibit screening new tenants for serious crimes,
including murder, theft and sexual misconduct.
I urge that the council rejects these ordinances.
The City has provided no data that supports the ordinances despite repeated requests for
evidence to show they won’t hurt responsible renters. In fact data shows that rental property
insurance will rise 40% or more. Higher insurance = higher rent. I don't need to be paying
more rent and I certainly don't need to be living next to dangerous people.
I am concerned that the City Council has not followed the same process that it followed for
other major initiatives. It should slow down, be transparent and listen to neighborhoods.   
These ordinances are bad for those of us who are responsible renters. I do not want to be
financially responsible for those who have made poor choices in their life. They are not my
responsibility.
Sincerely,
Michael Finley
Ward 7

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Doug Hahn
Council Comment; "Doug Hahn"
Very Concerned
Monday, August 26, 2019 11:28:40 AM

I am very concerned about the proposed ordinances prohibit screening new tenants for serious
crimes, including murder, many forms of assault and theft, and certain predatory sexual misconduct.

I live in an apartment in downtown Minneapolis and I find difficult to believe this is even a
consideration. I already hear sirens every night. Now you are discussing having those issues inside
apartments.
Seems to me there are many other issues you to could spend your time to make Minneapolis a
better place to live and this idea does the exact opposite.
Kind Regards,
Doug Hahn

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Robert Haider
Council Comment
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 9:36:40 AM

To whom it may concern:
As somebody who works in the criminal justice reform space for a living, I am writing to
support this ordinance. Minneapolis has a long history of racial inequality, and this is a small
step our city can take to right the wrongs of the past.
Please support this ordinance.
Thank you.
Robert Haider
2718 W. 40th St.
Minneapolis, MN 55410

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Donna Hanbery
Council Comment
FW: Comments on screening and deposit regulations
Monday, August 19, 2019 2:50:30 PM

From: Donna Hanbery
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 12:19 PM
To: 'councilcomment@minneapolismn.gov'
Subject: Comments on screening and deposit regulations

These comments are submitted to voice strong opposition to the proposed rental screening and
deposit regulations.
I am the managing partner of a law firm in downtown Minneapolis that works predominately
in landlord tenant law. I have officed and practiced landlord law in Minneapolis for over 40
years. I have clients that do business throughout the United States in residential housing, and
represent dozens of owners and managers in the Twin Cities.
When Minneapolis, and other cities, first enacted rental licensing ordinances, and insisted that
landlords impose and enforce strict “crime free” practices, I was a trainer for the city of
Minneapolis, and subsequently the city of St. Paul, on best practices in screening and rental
housing. I continue to do training for cities and municipalities that have rental licensing
ordinances on the subject of leasing, screening, and evictions.
The proposed ordinance, and indeed the city stepping in to regulate how residential rental
properties are run and how applications are handled, will not promote more housing and will
lead to higher costs for doing business and, in turn, higher rents – particularly for more
affordable properties. I already have many clients telling me that they will not buy a property
in Minneapolis, and are doing what they can to reduce Minneapolis holdings. Regardless of
“good intentions”, these proposals, like the section 8 mandate, have a chilling effect on any
owner or manager wanting to do business and, or invest in, Minneapolis.
From a practical standpoint, I would point out some of the many problems with the proposals:
•                     The city does not have the resources to begin to enforce the numerous details in this
ordinance on all Minneapolis property owners - large and small. If you do start
revoking licenses over these new rules – how are you going to take over and manage
the properties? What happens to the tenants that are living at a building where you or
‘some yet to be determined regulator’ pulls the license?
•                     Many larger, professional property management firms, do business throughout the
state or in many states. Internet advertising, including a disclosure of screening and
application requirements, is common. I am aware of no other city or state that has
attempted to “micro-manage” or strictly regulate the screening and application process.
Multi-city and state landlords will need to put “blackout” disclaimers and exclude
Minneapolis properties from general internet advertising.
•                     The suggestion that an “individualized assessment”, or some type of full due process
review of every applicant and screening application that may show issues with
criminal/public record history, credit, or income, is completely unworkable. Fair

housing trainers have warned landlords for decades to avoid screening practices that
invite subjective opinions or judgments. I have defended hundreds of fair housing
cases, and dozens involving claims of a failure to rent over screening where my
client’s decisions were questioned as being “discriminatory.” Being able to show that
the rules are clear cut, and do not involve potential favoritism, any implicit or hidden
bias, or subjective factors, has been the key to successful defense of an allegation of
discriminatory refusal to rent. The 2016 Guidance of HUD suggesting that an
individualized assessment was preferable to screening based on criminal history was,
to be blunt, naive. I do not know one property owner or manager that made a business
decision to follow the suggestions in the 2016 Guidance and believe this council is
mandating that landlords take unreasonable risks to comply with this proposed law.
•                     There is a lot more to predicting good tenant behavior and lease compliance, than
paying rent on time. The focus on whether or not a credit score, income coverage, or
even eviction history, may predict or show whether or not a tenant will pay rent on
time is misplaced. Issues with lease noncompliance, including noise, unauthorized
guests or animals, damage to property, and other nuisance activity, is lost in these
proposals and this discussion. The biggest, most expensive and protracted, evictions
our office have handled often involve tenants that scrupulously pay rent on time, but
engage in activities that make their tenancy miserable for other residents and the
management staff that need to deal with them. (Not to mention the very high costs of
lease enforcement in Minneapolis, where tenants in housing court get free, city
funded, legal advice ).
•                     As an attorney and landlord advisor and advocate, I cannot imagine how my clients
could reasonably comply with these laws without spending thousands of dollars for
additional or specialized training for staff that work in Minneapolis. Efforts to have
centralized call centers to answer questions from prospects or applicants become
hopeless when leasing agents might have to figure out highly complex – subjective requirements and mandatory ‘exceptions’ to various ‘requirements’.
•                     This ordinance assumes that criminal/public record history is only relevant to
determine whether or not someone will be a violent or dangerous offender. Persons
that ignore the rules of society, and engage in a pattern of offenses, even low level
offenses, are less likely to comply with other terms of the lease. In my experience, and
the experience of my clients, there is a correlation between persons that have multiple
criminal offenses, even lower level offenses, and a higher level of default or
nonperformance of lease obligations.
•                     Many low level ‘offenses’ have high impact on the livability and desirability of a
rental property. Public urination, property damage, providing liquor to minors,
gambling and marijuana usage are all offenses that detract from the desirability of a
rental building.
•                     Lastly, and importantly, it should be persuasive to our city leaders that there are few if
any housing providers, including affordable housing providers, that are welcoming or
encouraging of these proposals or think any of them is a good idea.
If the city wants to create more affordable housing, or open more doors, it should look to
partner with agencies or organizations that are working to provide housing for more

challenged applicants or residents. Simply put, what these proposals will do is deter future
investment in Minneapolis rental properties and vastly drive up operating costs ( while
driving down business and investor interest) in adding affordable residential units to the
City.         
Donna E. Hanbery
Hanbery and Turner, P. A.
33 South Sixth Street, Suite 4160
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612) 340-9350/Direct Dial
(612) 340-9446/Fax
kmk

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alex Herman
Council Comment
Safe Housing
Friday, August 23, 2019 10:14:27 AM

As a renter in Ward 7 concerned about the cost of my rent and the security of my loved ones, property, and self, I
am writing to urge the Council not to enact any ordinance which would prevent property owners from screening
prospective residential renters for felonies committed within the previous ten years.
It is obvious that this screening makes buildings safer. The ten-year limit, however, means that felons eventually get
the chance to move on from things they probably did when they were young and foolish; stats show that, in general,
people that commit crimes simply stop committing crimes by about age 18 to 26, they just mature past it.
Beyond safety, I tend to think that if the Council passes an ordinance preventing any screening then some owners
will drastically increase rent. The City cannot afford this. There are too many vacancies to cope with a measure that
I believe will lead to skyrocketing rents and, ultimately, exclusion.
Let the market handle this. The owners can decide whether info (of course, not religious, racial, sex, gender,
political, sexual orientation info, or other irrelevant matters) obtained from screening is relevant. If they have too
many vacancies they will be less picky about to whom they rent. If they don’t have vacancies then there’s no reason
to rent to recent felons, no reason to take on that risk. If the Council wants to make housing more available, thus,
then it can try to stimulate more residential development (more vacancies means lower rent and less picky owners).
Alex Herman
Herma563@umn.edu
(716) 984-0033

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:
Importance:

Hershey, Brandon
Council Comment
background screenings
Thursday, August 22, 2019 2:29:48 PM
image001.png
High

I have to urge you to reject this ordinance. This is the dumbest thing I have seen and the fact it is even being considered is
ridiculous.
Brandon

BRANDON HERSHEY, Sales Manager
AMERICAN FAMILY INSURANCE
1230 Moore Lake Drive E  
Fridley, MN 55432
Office: 763.566.8343 | Email: bhershey@amfam.com

Email | Website | Quote   

American Family Insurance Company | American Family Life Insurance Company | American Family Mutual Insurance Company, S.I. | American Standard Insurance Company of Ohio
American Standard Insurance Company of Wisconsin | Home Office - 6000 American Parkway | Madison, WI 53783
Permanent General Assurance Corporation | Permanent General Assurance Corporation of Ohio | The General Automobile Insurance Company, Inc. DBA The General® | Home Office - 2636 Elm Hill Pike |
Nashville, TN 37214 wholly owned subsidiaries of American Family Mutual Insurance Company, S.I.
If you do not want to receive commercial messages from American Family in the future please Unsubscribe.
*If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete this e-mail, any attachments and all copies.

August 28, 2019
Dear Minneapolis City Council and Mayor,
The individuals and organizations below submit this testimony in support of Minneapolis File #2018-00308, a
proposed slate of renter protection ordinances designed to address harmful challenges that many of our neighbors
face in their attempts to access rental housing throughout the city. Minneapolis is now a majority renter city, and the
City Council has adopted numerous policies and plans that identify support for renters and ending racial disparities
as priorities (Minneapolis 2040, Unified Housing Policy, Renter-First Policy, Strategic and Racial Equity Action
Plan).
The renter protection ordinances proposed by Councilmember Jeremiah Ellison and Council President Lisa Bender
regulate aggressive barriers in tenant screening practices (eviction, criminal, credit history) and limit unreasonable
security deposit charges that deny many households fair access to rental opportunities. These critically important
initiatives address discrimination and power imbalances in rental housing that disproportionately impact
communities of color.
It is well documented that:
● renters of color, particularly single African-American women with children, are disproportionately harmed
by evictions,
● in Minneapolis, neighborhoods that are majority non-white are the most impacted by evictions,
● the criminal justice system arrests, convicts and incarcerates certain communities of color at rates
disproportionate to their share of the general population, which can lead to a disparate impact in the use of
criminal records in housing,
● locally, criminal backgrounds have little effect on housing success,
● credit scores, which in Minneapolis, are significantly lower in nonwhite ZIP codes, are rooted in a l ong
history of housing discrimination and the information on which they are based can be inaccurate, limited in
scope, and incomplete as to timely rent payments,
● security deposits, which are frequently the most significant upfront cost for securing housing, are
regulated/capped in more than half of all states.
While we anticipate that the current draft ordinance will change as policymakers tweak and improve the language
leading up to a formal vote, we support the City of Minneapolis in these efforts to curb discriminatory screening
practices and reform expensive security deposit policies that ultimately result in a significant gap in fair access to
rental housing for people of color in Minneapolis. We hope that any changes to the draft ordinances do not detract
from their focus on addressing racial inequities that persist in fair access to rental housing.
We applaud Council President Bender and Councilmember Ellison, the authors of these proposals, and call on the
Minneapolis City Council and Mayor to enact them while continuing to pursue additional meaningful legal
protections for tenants and proactive policies to preserve and increase the supply of decent, safe, affordable housing
accessible for all. No single policy will accomplish universally affordable and fair access to housing, so many more
unique and creative strategies like these must be on the table for consideration.
Sincerely, the undersigned organizations and individuals:

ORGANIZATIONS
Alliance for Metropolitan Stability

Powderhorn Park Neighborhood Association

Community Power

Redeemer Center for Life + Redeemer Lutheran
Church

CommunityWorksConsulting
Corcoran Neighborhood Organization
HOME Line
Housing Justice Center
Inquilinxs Unidxs por Justicia
ISAIAH
Jewish Community Action
Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid
Make Homes Happen Minneapolis
Neighbors for More Neighbors
Northside Residents Redevelopment Council
(NRRC)
New City Church
Open Access Connections
Our Revolution Twin Cities
Parks and Power
People & Pets Together

Resource Generation Twin Cities
St. Anthony East Neighborhood Association
St. Stephen's Human Services
Sheridan Neighborhood Organization
Simpson Housing Services
SK Coffee
Stonehouse Square Tenants Association
TakeAction Minnesota
The Arc Minnesota
Whittier Alliance Housing Issues Committee
Whittier Alliance Neighborhood Association

INDIVIDUALS
Theresa Heitz

Andrea Love

Kelsey Henderson

Heather Poliseno

Tim Sireno

Kaitlyn Benjamin

Gabe Mcgee

Kelsey Eide

Tommi Stevens

Patrick Larkin

Trudee Able

Jennifer Arzayus

Stacy Sweeney

Jade Hagberg

Ryan Brown

Danielle Tietjen

Matthew Lewis

Daniel Swain

Andrew Fahlstrom

Ruby Levine

Ricardo Perez

Mitchell Schumer

Tim Lunning

Jacob Miller

Skyler Nowinski

Marisa Myhre

Johnny Gayzmonic

Claire Vollum

Matthew Schneeman

Nate Swenson

Jamie Dean

Shannon Thorson

Jesse Fails

Luke Michaels

Rachel Braden

Laney Barhaugh

Rachel Levy

Valerie Solovjovs

Jessica Paulson

Davis Senseman

Amanda Forsman

Jessica Donahue

Audrey Zahradka

Adrian Lopez-Balbontin

Jenna Forcey

Corey DiNardo

Kari Sachs

Keith Hanson

Janne Flisrand

Lillie Benowitz

Eva Wood

Casandra C Mullen

Caty Royce

Shane Lee Sheridan

Bryan Hammar

Megan Swoboda

Thando L Kunene

Ethan Yonezawa

Elizabeth Neilson

Emma Youndtsmith

Molly Burns-Hansen

Sean Begley

Jacob Cox

Kay Forke

Steven Weiss

Genna Aline Mastellone

Bethany Larson

Ryan A Reece

Nathan Gerdes

Katie Fritz Fogel

Michael Nelson

Matthew P Horn

Shruthi Kamisetty

Emily Matthees

Nicole Rooney

Heidi Romanish

Claire Jenkins

Edain Altamirano

Merritt Rodriguez

Owen Duckworth

Theresa Profit

Sam Graf

Cristeta N Boarini

Ariana Poole

Lacey Gonzalez

Morgen Hughes

Miriam Kelberg

Frankie Withers

Ian Smith

Caitlyn Dibble

Yuval Doikayt Hartford

Cecily Bohmann

Sarah Hargroder

Matthew Ullery

James Coyle

Daniel Muro LaMere

Mira Klein

Molly Budke

Joe Yamine

Cori Nakamura Lin

Alexis Walstad

Mercedes Gohl

Ruby Watkins

Noa Shavit-Lonstein

Teddy Criswell

Lexie Studler

Kris Millner

Spencer Kelley

Jake Sagen

Cindy Aegerter

Joe Meinholz

Annie Hinks

Ivy Benson

Melissae Bletsian

Constance Taylor

Baird Linke

David F Ingold

Joshua Paul Marzahn

Luke Battles

Christina Craig

Alex Tyre

Grace Berke

Elizabeth Joncas

Emily Rodriguez

Makayla Shepard

Katherine Echols Moore

Grace Corbin

Marisol Rosado

Josh Taylor

Gretchen Butts

Anna Gleason

Emily Beckmann

Andrew Rakerd

Cathy Velasquez Eberhart

Joey Senkyr

Elizabeth Jarrett Andrew

Kathleen Cole

Laura Meinholz

John Barnett

Alina Yaman

Rosa Eve Druker

Michelle Qian

Sam Penders

Christina Lundgren

Anthony Marks

Cathryn Carlis

Joshua L Christianson

Tram Hoang

Erin Rupe

Thomas Stublaski

Patricia Veum-Smith

Judy Ingold

Thomas E Smith

Lindsay Piper

Joe Forest

Colin Grove

Rev. Dana Neuhauser

Liz Moen

Regina Burstein

Karla Hovde

Tuli Troiani

Sarah Kass

Anna Rice

Ryan Johnson

Mia Suh

Miranda Posthumus

Truc Anh Kieu

Angie Courchaine

Tara L Fahey

Natalie Martin

Madison Roemer

Benjamin Cannon

William Sheffer

Patrick Alcorn

Bethany Hansen

Tressa Casey

Megan Tripp

Betty Tisel

Is Ong Yang

Dawn Otwell

Heather Evans-Salmi

Elizabeth Huber

Cellou Diallo

S. Palmer

Kristin Youngblom

Corinth Matera

Kailee Kriegel

Ruthann Ovenshire

Margaret Kennedy

Per Wiger

Michele Steinke

Emma Welter

Kelley Jewett

Gretchen Seichrist

Lindsay Pluger

Sara Wenzel

Jen Shirk

Sarah James

Cynthia Gerdes

Greg Hunter

Elizabeth R. Regalado

Ulla Nilsen

Nicky Cotta

AJ Hokland

Sheff Sheffield

Merle Payne

Kathleen Ganley

Sonya Emerick

Brian Fanelli

Russ Adams

Cassidy Wilson

Sarah Thompson

Connor Klausing

Leanette Ortega

Tara Beard

Anna Fredlund

Amber Abrahamson

Devika Ghai

Helen Forsythe

Amy Livingston

Andrea Palumbo

Anita Chikkatur

Kristin Dooley

Jonas Specktor

Chelsea Enwall

Christopher Carr

Brianna Maxon

Justine Hartz

Evan Druce

Alisa Hoven

Kathie Noga

Susan Marshall

Deanna Leahy

Mary Ellen Yamashita

Adam Fitzpatrick

Edwin Samara

Roy Palmer

Max Colletti

Karen Hinz

Blue Delliquanti

Annie Hanauer

Caleigh Ann Souhan

Natasha Villanueva

Benjamin Melançon

Lyndel Owens

Madeleine Norlien

Jordan Munro

Oscar Leinbach

Connor Stratton

Laura Goldberg

Alice Welna

Peter Stanley Zeftel

Jody Podulke

Chris Hinze

Jeff Miletich

Katie Hanson

Jackson Otto

Clara Biesel

Ashley Schweitzer

Jo Lum

Laura Blue

Maria Wardoku

Cory Cochrane

Haben Tesfai

Jane C Swatosh

Amanda Stoelb

C Terrence Anderson

Kellan Passow

Barbara Jeanetta

Melody Nguyen

Sonja Dangler

David Gregg

Kristi Roen

Liz Hallstein

Taylor Lipo Zovic

Rachel Orman

Chloe Jackson

Heidi Schallberg

Christine Hubred

Christiane Buethe

Claire E Bergren

Jo Herrera

Andrea Kinney

Jeanne Gervais

Alexander Medina

Alice Madden

Samantha Rowbottom

Alisa Erickson

Tito Catuncan, MSW

Matt Carlson

Kimberly M Lesik

Andrew McGannon

Erin Bogle

Hannah Rector

Christopher Knutson

Nathaniel Broadbridge

Townes Nelson

Adam Burch

Rachel Zaidman

Julia Pearlstein-Levy

Erin Stevenson

Elliot Fleck

Track Trachtenberg
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MEMORANDUM
To: Minneapolis City Council
From: Joey Dobson, Minneapolis Advisory Committee on Housing Co-Chair
Date: 8/27/19
Subject: Minneapolis Advisory Committee on Housing Support for Renter Ordinance
The purpose of this memo is to share the position of the Minneapolis Advisory Committee on Housing on
the Renter Ordinance proposed by Council President Bender and Council Member Ellison.
The Committee discussed a draft of the ordinance at its June 13, 2019 meeting. At that meeting, staff from
Council President Bender and Council Member Ellison’s offices presented the proposals. Our Committee
members had the opportunity to ask questions and discuss the ideas. At the Committee’s July 9, 2019
meeting, Committee members generated specific feedback for the authors, which was delivered to Council
President Bender and Council Member Ellison in a memo dated July 18, 2019. At the Committee’s August
8, 2019 meeting, we voted to hold a special meeting to discuss and take a position on the updated draft
ordinance.
The special meeting of the Committee was held on Tuesday, August 20, 2019. Thirteen of the Committee’s
twenty-one members were present for the meeting. In attendance were current renters, current landlords,
a Community Land Trust homeowner, as well as representatives from St. Stephen’s Human Services,
Metropolitan Consortium of Community Developers (MCCD), The Alliance, Minneapolis Public Schools,
Center for Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA), Minnesota Multi-Housing Association (MHA), The Bridge for
Youth, Build Wealth MN, and Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid (MMLA). City staff was present to field questions
from the Committee about changes since the previous draft we had reviewed.
The Committee voted to support the ordinance, with 12 voting in favor, and one opposed. Each member
had the opportunity to share the reason for their vote. The Committee overwhelmingly supports the spirit
and intent of the ordinance and views the measure as one relatively minor step toward addressing the
broader housing crisis in our City. The Committee has questions and concerns about the enforcement and
implementation of the ordinance should it pass. We hope that the City Council and Regulatory Services
Department will provide our Committee the opportunity to help with the process of developing these
plans.
Pursuant to our decision-making process, a minority opinion is attached.
Please feel free to reach out to me if you have any questions.

To: Minneapolis City Council & Staff
From: Cecil Smith, member, Minneapolis Advisory Committee on Housing (ACH)
Date: 8/27/2019
Re: ACH Minority Report on Proposed Rental Regulations
On August 20, the Minneapolis Advisory Committee on Housing (ACH) voted to support “the spirit and
intent” of rental regulation proposals from Council President Bender and Council Member Ellison.
The minority dissents and urges the City Council to table the proposed regulations until there is real
understanding – using relevant data and research – of the proposal’s impact on the entire rental market.
Further, the majority’s decision to adopt a vague statement of support rather than evaluate the proposal as
written is troubling. The majority’s position comes despite its acknowledgement of “questions and concerns
about the enforcement and implementation of the ordinance should it pass.”
During prior ACH meetings, ACH members requested data referenced by the city in support of the proposed
regulations. To the minority’s knowledge, no responsive information was provided to the ACH.
The only citations in support of the restrictions on criminal convictions in rental screening are found on the
city’s website for the proposed regulations. The page cites to one study that makes no reference to ‘housing’
in the body of the paper, and another that makes a strong case for supportive housing being critical to
successful re-entry for formerly incarcerated persons. No discussion of the relevance or utility of these
studies occurred at the ACH.
The proposals need greater consideration and clarity before they become law, not after. The minority finds:
1) The current draft proposal omits the lone citation included in the original draft that is relevant to the
proposal’s elimination of complete rental background checks. Following caution against misapplication
from its authors, the city replaced reference to a Wilder Research report on criminal convictions and
housing outcomes with unsourced claims about the applicability of criminal convictions in screening.
2) The ordinance treats a person who is convicted of 1st Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct for raping a
child aged 13 to 16 years while the person is in a position of authority more favorably than a person
convicted of other crimes which constitute 1st Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct (sexual penetration).
3) The 1st Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct inconsistency is not an aberration. The unexplained selection
of certain crimes for longer or indefinite consideration in screening creates numerous inconsistencies.
For example, the ordinance treats a conviction for 2nd and 3rd Degree Murder, crimes for which the
Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission (MSGC) recommends an average prison term of 8.33
years, more favorably than 1st Degree Assault.
4) The proposal’s selection of three felonies for longer consideration – 10 years from sentencing – than
most ignores dozens of felonies deemed similarly severe by the MSGC.
5) The MSGC’s felony decay factor is more than double the length of time the ordinance allows for
consideration of most felony convictions in rental screening.
The minority believes the City Council should pause action on the proposals until the findings of an ongoing
study into the use of criminal, credit and rental history in market-rate rental screening are released later this
year. This report will be the only research with direct applicability to the entire Minneapolis rental market.

VIA EMAIL
August 1, 2019
Katie Topinka
Minneapolis CPED
Crown Roller Mill
105 5th Ave. S. Suite 200
Minneapolis, MN 55402
RE: Proposed Rental Screening Ordinance

Dear Ms. Topinka :
As you know, the Housing Justice Center (HJC) is in the middle of a longer-term project working toward
the development of an evidence-based set of best practices in tenant screening. While this work is not
yet complete, we’ve learned some things in our research that can inform the City’s proposed Tenant
Screening ordinance. The comments below are based upon the draft version of this ordinance from
May.
First, we support the City’s effort to reducing unwarranted barriers to accessing housing through this
ordinance.
Credit Scores
We have previously provided you with studies pointing up the problems with using credit scores per se
for assessing the financial risk posed by a consumer. Among other things, there is substantial evidence
of discriminatory effects when it comes to the application of credit scores. These problems are further
compounded when credit scores are used to assess the likelihood of paying rent. Lower credit scores
are often the result of medical or consumer debt and in fact, rarely reflect a history of rent payment.
When it comes to paying bills, as many tenants will say, “the rent eats first.” Our survey of housing
provider screening policies discussed further below, reveals that most nonprofit providers do not use a
credit score per se and that some market-rate providers use them and some do not.
Rather than establishing a minimum credit score level in the ordinance, we suggest prohibiting the use
of the credit score per se as a screening tool. Credit reports, however, can contain information relevant
for the landlord’s screening decision. We suggest the following language as one of the prohibited
practices :
A credit score by itself; though information within a credit report directly relevant to fitness as a
tenant can be relied upon by a landlord.
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Lowering Screening Barriers or Conducting an individualized Assessment is a False Choice
The draft ordinance offers landlords a choice of using a set of particular screening criteria or maintaining
their current criteria but performing an individualized assessment of the applicant. This is problematic for
several reasons.
As the HUD Guidance on Criminal Backgrounds makes clear, landlords have Fair Housing obligations both
to tailor their screening criteria so they truly measure fitness to be a lease compliant tenant and to
consider individual circumstances. This is not an either/or, and the rationale in the HUD guidance—that
overly excluding criteria can violate the Fair Housing Act—applies not just to criminal screening standards
but to other screening standards that have the same effect.
Also, there are practical problems with setting this up as a choice. In our research and in our conversations
with nonprofit housing providers attempting to do individualized assessments, there is a problem with
the premise these assessments are based upon—that a housing provider can reassess a failure to meet
his screening standards when a tenant provides a good reason why an exception should be made. But
unless a tenant happens to be working with an experienced housing navigator who can coach the tenant
on when and how to provide this information, it usually does not happen. This raises the prospect that a
landlord can avoid the ordinance’s minimum screening criteria by opting for an individualized assessment
path which in practice will rarely happen. This is not to suggest individualized assessments are not
important or shouldn’t be required, just that they should not provide a way to avoid fair screening
standards established by the ordinance. Also, landlords should be required to include language in their
applications offering tenants the opportunity to provide facts relevant to an individualized assessment
(why exceptions to the landlord’s standards should be made in this case). Post-decision opportunities to
provide this information are mostly meaningless.
Finally, setting up a system where a landlord can choose from column A or column B will make it
impossible to ensure any accountability or enforcement of the ordinance. How will anyone know which
method the landlord is relying on? Can or will landlords use one system for one building and one for
another, or one for one apartment in the building and one for another apartment?
We recommend the ordinance simply require both the minimum standards and an individualized
assessment. This should not be burdensome since most applications will be resolved under the minimum
standards.
Rescreening
When new ownership took over the Crossroads Apartments, they imposed rescreening requirements on
existing tenants which effectively screened out many tenants who had a history of paying rent and abiding
by the lease. The ordinance should prohibit imposing more exclusive rescreening criteria on existing
tenants. (This would not prevent the landlord who acquires the building from imposing different
screening criteria on new tenants moving in, consistent with the standards this ordinance would impose.)
If a new owner assumes possession of the building and concludes there are non-complying tenants, the
remedy is to evict them, not rescreen them.
2

Overly Broad Exceptions
The first of the two exceptions in the ordinance applies to formal referral agreements with nonprofits
seeking to house their clients. First, this seems an odd exception given that these clients are the people
most in need of the ordinance’s goal of reducing arbitrary barriers. Second, landlords should be obligated
to provide evidence of such an agreement to anyone inquiring; otherwise, any landlord could claim this
exception at any time and no one would be able to question that. Third, the exception should clarify that
the exemption is only for the units in the building covering the referral agreement and not for the rest of
the building.
The second exception is also a problem, particularly if a landlord claims an exemption due to a
requirement of an investor, lender or insurer. This is a murky area with the potential to create a major
loophole unless tightened up. We question whether this exemption is needed at all; note the recent
comment from MCCD that their members do not believe insurers will present a problem here. And on
the tax credit side, investors have already become accustomed to lower screening criteria for Long Term
Homeless units.
Minimum Income requirements
The ordinance does not address what is often the first barrier to access, disqualifying many tenants before
even getting to an evaluation of their backgrounds: minimum income tests. We have heard from housing
navigators their suspicion that landlords rely on minimum income tests to discriminate against applicants.
This notion is also supported by the literature. Fifty Years Since Passage of The Fair Housing Act: Rent to
Income Ratios in the Persistence of Residential Racial Segregation in Chicago, 51 J. Marshall Law Rev. 551
(Spring 2018, A. Insalaco).
While it is common sense that the more income a person has the less likely they will default on the rent,
this has been a largely unexamined assumption. Where is it true and where is it not? In a conversation
with a local nonprofit provider who compared success as a tenant with the level of income they had when
they moved in, the provider was surprised to learn that tenants at lower income levels performed better
than tenants at higher incomes. While this is not definitive, it points to the need for further study.
HJC has compiled extensive data on tenant screening plans used by metro area landlords, including one
database consisting of 38 recent tax credit projects, and another of policies from 19 management
companies covering over 370 properties. These roughly correspond to an “affordable property” collection
and a “market rate” collection, allowing for some comparison. When it comes to minimum income tests,
nonprofit affordable providers mostly do not use a minimum income test at all, whereas in the private
market, standards are mostly set at an income of three times the rent (sometimes 2 ½ times the rent).
In the meantime, however, not addressing this issue in the ordinance invites landlords to erect stiff
minimum income tests so they never have to get to the point of applying more reasonable screening
criteria, which is the point of the ordinance. At the very least, the ordinance should provide the following:
If a landlord uses a minimum income test requiring an income equal to three times the rent or
higher, the landlord must allow an exception to that test where the applicant can demonstrate a
history of successful rent payment with an income less than three times the rent. If an applicant
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has access to a rent subsidy, including but not limited to a Housing Choice Voucher, the amount
of the subsidy must be counted in calculating the applicant’s income for purposes of applying the
minimum income test.
Other Comments on the Ordinance
Whereas Clauses
We suggest adding the following whereas clauses to help make the case for the ordinance :
HUD’s Fair Housing guidance on criminal screening is based upon the principle that where
screening criteria operate to adversely affect protected class persons disproportionately, those
screening criteria must be narrowly tailored to address fitness to reside in the landlord’s property.
This principle applies not just to criminal screening criteria but to other screening criteria as well.
Credit scores by themselves typically are not based upon the applicant’s history of rent payment
and do little to predict the likelihood of paying rent on a regular and timely basis.
Criminal Screening
We know the question has been raised as to whether certain criminal offenses merit longer lookback
periods than those set out in the ordinance. We have no recommendation on this, but this is what we
found from a review of the affordable and market-rate databases :
While lookback periods are established for many crimes, it is common for both affordable and marketrate properties to designate certain crimes as requiring much longer lookbacks or even creating a
permanent bar. 1 Violent crimes and destruction to property (particularly arson) are often simply
designated as disqualifying, though there are a number of providers who set lookback periods of 3
years, 5 years or 10 years for these offenses. Drug and alcohol offenses are mostly treated as
disqualifying but are often subject to lookback periods of 3 or 5 years, depending on whether the
conviction is a felony or involves manufacture or distribution, as opposed to use or possession. Fraud
usually disqualifies, with one provider using a 3-year lookback and another limiting it to felony forgery.
Lifetime sex offenders are usually barred though some properties used a 3-year lookback, or in one case,
a 5-35 year lookback for gross misdemeanors and 2-15 years for petty misdemeanors. Other sex crimes
are almost universally disqualifying, with 3 instances of a 5-year lookback and one of a 10-year lookback.
Murder convictions are disqualifying, though there was one 5 year from incarceration lookback and one
10 year from incarceration lookback. One provider made a distinction for 3rd-degree murder, making it
not automatic. For only one plan was prostitution a disqualifier, while four properties had a five-year
lookback for prostitution. What is interesting is that there does not seem to be major differences
between affordable and market-rate landlords on criminal screening standards.

1

A permanent bar may well run afoul of the HUD Guidance on criminal histories and the Fair Housing Act.
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Evictions
Our database information on evictions indicates the following :
The proposed ordinance would establish a three-year lookback for eviction judgments and one year for
evictions not resulting in judgment for the landlord. Among tax credit properties, setting aside the more
inclusive standards for Long Term Homeless units with supportive services, among those providers who
said more than that evictions are disqualifying, three established 3-year lookbacks for evictions, two
established 5 year periods and one established a two year period. One property created an exception
even for evictions less than three years old, where either the applicant had completed a drug rehab
program or the circumstances leading to the eviction no longer existed.
Among market-rate properties, the policies generally said little other than that evictions are
disqualifying. A couple of the management companies set lookbacks of 3, 5 or 6 years depending on
circumstances.
In most cases, eviction is not defined, so it is unclear if providers include any case where an eviction is
filed in court even if not resulting in a judgment for the landlord.

Language additions/changes
Add this requirement :
(b) Screening criteria made available. Before accepting applications for rental housing, a landlord
must make readily available to all applicants the landlord’s rental screening criteria in as much
detail as is feasible.
Add this as one of the conditions to be considered as part of an individualized assessment :
(5) Access to supportive services and/or a rent subsidy;
Make these changes in this section :
(e) Denials. Before denying an applicant using screening criteria in subdivision (b) specific to
criminal history, evictions or credit scores, a landlord must conduct an individualized assessment,
only if the applicant provided any supplemental evidence or additional information specific to
criminal history, evictions or credit scores with their completed application. If a denial is based
on the screening criteria of subdivision (b), a landlord shall notify the applicant in writing,
regardless of whether the applicant asks for notice, within fourteen (14) days of rejecting a rental
application and identify the specific criteria the applicant failed to meet. If a denial is based on
the completion of an individualized assessment under subdivision (c), a landlord shall notify the
applicant within fourteen (14) days of rejecting a rental application and such notification shall
include the following:

5

Enforcement
It may be difficult for the City to enforce this ordinance, since the City will have to rely on complaints from
applicants and because the nature of the housing market is such that in most cases only immediate
enforcement action will be meaningful. That is why the ordinance should create a private right of action
for tenants to enforce the ordinance in addition to city enforcement, as does at least one other section of
the Minneapolis code. The legal question of whether the City can create a private right of action
enforceable in state court is unsettled, but there should be little risk for the City in testing this; the worst
that would happen is that an applicant’s lawsuit would be dismissed.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment upon this important initiative. We would be happy to discuss any
of this further.
Best regards,
Tim Thompson
Senior Attorney
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gerry Jackson
Council Comment
Proposed Rental Regulations
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 6:39:14 PM

Councilcomment,
Regarding:
City Council Hearing TOMORROW
Where: Minneapolis City Hall, Room 316
When: 1:30 PM
What: Housing Committee Hearing On Proposed Rental Regulations

From what I'm reading your proposal to restrict landlords ability to do or act upon
background checks on prospective renters will likely do more harm than good.
I live in a decent neighborhood in a building that the landlord screens tenants to
insure there are not tenants who are convicted felons or people with mental health
issues that affect their ability to live with others and could be harmful to themselves
and others.
Too often some see an act of kindness that is in fact an act that harms innocent
people. The homeless situation much in the news these days is the product of
misguided kindness. Progressives won't admit this but it's true.
I'm told that insurance premiums for landlords buildings will increase 40%. That may
sound like and it may be an outrageous sum but I believe it's true. Real world facts is
that someone has to pay for what's bound to happen. Such as an attack on a tenant
by a former felon who reverts to crime and/or violence. And the landlord will be sued
for not protecting other tenants from harm and insuring a safe place to live.
And this is a worse situation for an owner occupied building. You would be forcing a
homeowner to accept tenants they don't want to live with. A right to protect ones own
home is, or used to be, sacrosanct.
You must not pass an ordinance that places tens of thousands in harms way to
accommodate the few.

Sincerely,
Gerry Jackson
Minneapolis resident
mailto:gjackson10@comcast.net

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judith Kroening
Council Comment
Proposed Rental Regulations for owners
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 5:43:19 PM

Please proceed to instill proposed rental regulations many owners are trying to prevent the City Council from
implementing.
Many renters have little power and control regarding their housing in the Twin Cities yo include affordability, Sec 8
acceptability or other barriers being able to get a place to be their home.
Whatever, Minneapolis will do to assist it’s citizens who rent to help level the playing field for us will be greatly
appreciated.
Judith Kroening

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Salena Lewis
Council Comment
Time for renter action
Thursday, August 22, 2019 10:59:07 AM

I think about what you are going to do is going to drive renters out of Minnesota to find a
more affordable state to live in. I am a renter who has a landlord that is also a slumlord. Things
that need fixing never get fix until I get the city involved or when they are ready to evict us.
And shelters, you need a referral from the county, which really don't help
anybody when your homeless. Think about when you vote on this proposal next week. You
need to do something about the homeless problem in this city instead of making a renter
homeless by voting on this proposal. IT IS NOT FAIR!!!!!!!!!!!

Virus-free. www.avg.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Suzanne Lewis
Council Comment
I own a small apartment building in North Minneapolis. My rents go from $ 575. per month to $ 625. per month
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:16:09 AM

for the one bedrooms. I have worked hard to keep my rents low. Because I generally like
almost all people, and am honest myself,I have found that I need to rely on background
checks to help me. I am also working cross culturally. Anytime I have given lets say someone
who has written bad checks a chance I have been taken terrible advantage of.One of the goals
for my building is that my tenants feel safe when they go to sleep at night. As a woman I know
how terrible it feels to feel you aren't safe. I have retired people and a single mom in my
building and I do not want their safety compromised. I am very angry about the notice I
received in my water bill that says if I sell my building I have to pay for all of my low income
peoples moving expenses! You have got to be kidding! It isn't enough that I try to do some
social justice but now I have to pay for them to moveI What a personal drag on me. Maybe I
will take care of myself and stop renting to low income people.You need to do your job and
build more housing for the mentally ill and criminals instead of expecting me to be a
babysitter and a cop. I am not a member of the MMHA, but I am going to become one to help
pay for attorneys to fight you in court.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alexander Long
Council Comment
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 11:22:10 AM

To whom it may concern,
I would like to voice my support for the proposed renter protections ordinance scheduled for
hearing this Wednesday, August 28th.
As a recent graduate from the University of Minnesota, I have seen many of my friends
burdened with little to no credit history, entry level incomes, student loan debt, and
misdemeanors struggle to find affordable housing near the city. Many of them have moved to
far suburbs where they can afford rent or back in with their parents. We need to remove these
barriers for young professionals trying to live and work in our city.
I work for Hennepin County and have seen firsthand the effects of our current housing
ordinances on black, Hispanic, and native communities. It is the unfortunate truth that, on the
whole, these communities are disadvantaged in every aspect. Without the proposed
protections, the system will continue to suppress the advancement of low-income people and
those with criminal history. This would reinforce our community's racial and ethnic
inequalities.
I was lucky this year to find an apartment (shared with two friends) which I could rent despite
not meeting the required income of "3 times monthly rent". I was able to do this because my
credit is good enough for a decent loan, and I have my parents' income to fall back on. The
people who this ordinance will benefit are the ones who aren't as lucky as me - they are
overwhelmingly young, struggling, hardworking, and underprivileged. They are the opposite
of those who are fighting against the ordinance - property owners with power and money.
From my perspective, this discussion is a simple one between protections for those without
power or maintenance of the status quo. I hope that you will chose a more equitable and
prosperous future.
Thank you for your time,
Alexander Long

Council President Lisa Bender
City Council, Ward 10
350 South 5th Street, Room 307
Minneapolis, MN 55415
August 27th, 2019
Dear Council President Bender,
The Lowry Hill East Neighborhood Association (LHENA) would like to thank you for attending
our recent board meeting on August 21st, 2019. Your time and willingness to discuss
neighborhood and citywide initiatives is greatly appreciated. We would like to specifically voice
our support for the proposed renter protection ordinances to be considered at the upcoming
public hearing on August 28th, 2019.
Eighty-five percent of Lowry Hill East residents rent. We are fully cognizant that renters,
particularly low-income renters, are struggling to find safe, stable, and affordable housing for
themselves and their families.While we are thankful for the many landlords and property
managers in our neighborhood that care deeply about their properties, residents, and the
community, we recognize the need to remove barriers for those that are currently struggling in
such a tight housing market.
This is why LHENA supports the following renter protection ordinances:
● Limit the amount a property owner can charge for a security deposit; and
● Limit renter screening and how credit scores, eviction and criminal history are
considered.
These renter protection ordinances align with LHENA’s vision to ensure our neighborhood is a
welcoming environment for all, and that systems, policies, and processes are equitable.
Again, thank you for attending our board meeting and your leadership on this issue. We look
forward to working with you and your staff on this important issue.
Best,

Paul Shanafelt
Executive Director
Lowry Hill East Neighborhood Association

CC:
Kevin Reich, Ward 1 Council Representative
Cam Gordon, Ward 2 Council Representative
Steve Fletcher, Ward 3 Council Representative
Phillipe Cunningham, Ward 4 Council Representative
Jeremiah Ellison, Ward 5 Council Representative
Abdi Warsame, Ward 6 Council Representative
Lisa Goodman, Ward 7 Council Representative
Andrea Jenkins, Ward 8 Council Representative
Alondra Cano, Ward 9 Council Representative
Jeremy Schroeder, Ward 11 Council Representative
Andrew Johnson, Ward 12 Council Representative
Linea Palmisano, Ward 13 Council Representative
D’Ana Pennington, Ward 10 Council Aide
Alicia Gibson, LHENA Board President
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To
Council President Bender, Council Member Ellison, Community Planning and Economic
Development
From

Jim Roth, President/CEO, Metropolitan Consortium of Community Developers

Date

July 26, 2019

Re

Proposed Rental Deposit Ordinance and Proposed Rental Screening Ordinance

The Metropolitan Consortium of Community Developers (MCCD) is an association through which our 50
nonprofit community development organizations strive to advance their shared mission “to work
collectively to build strong communities by leveraging resources for the development of people and
places”. MCCD and our members appreciate the opportunity to provide Council President Bender and
Council Member Ellison, along with the Community Planning and Economic Development staff, feedback
on the two proposed renter ordinances related to security deposits and screening criteria.
MCCD members, who provide safe and affordable housing opportunities throughout the City of
Minneapolis, are very much aware of the difficult housing market that exists for low- and moderateincome residents looking to rent in the City. As mission driven non-profit organizations, MCCD members
play a valuable role within the housing continuum and already provide housing opportunities – as well
as other services and supports - for many that are turned away from the private market. In light of
current market conditions and the difficulty that prospective renters have in finding a place to call
home, a subset of MCCD members recently completed a thorough study on the impacts of criminal
background history and its relationship, if any, to successful housing tenure in settings where social
services were offered in conjunction with that housing. This was a self-motivated effort with a goal of reexamining internal policies to better serve the housing needs of our community residents. One of the
key findings of this study was that 11 of the 15 criminal offense categories studied had no significant
effect on housing outcomes. Furthermore, the study also found that effects of a prior criminal offense
declines over time. But while the findings were meaningful, they are not necessarily indicative of
outcomes that may be reasonably expected from market housing offerings without supports. The
recent Wilder Foundation blog post suggests more about what can be known from this research and
what cannot. It also suggests that more research would be fruitful. MCCD and our members are eager
and willing to partner with the City in our shared effort of achieving housing stability for all Minneapolis
residents.
Security Deposits
On the whole, MCCD members do not have concerns with the security deposit ordinance as written. The
new proposals are largely in line with current requirements that members use for setting security

deposits. However, the inclusion of pet deposits in this ordinance seems to be misplaced and we would
suggest dropping this entirely as tenants with the need for service/companion animals are already given
accommodation for these needs.
Screening Criteria:
MCCD members are aware of the difficulty that many low-income renters have in accessing affordable
housing and support the intent of the proposed ordinance. Non-profit developers have worked hard to
shape the narrative around the benefits that an adequate supply of affordable housing has to the
broader community and counteract public perception of the negative impacts of affordable housing
buildings and their residents. Research supports the positive impacts and counters the lore of negative
impacts like increased crime and decreased property values.
When screening prospective tenants, members have found that there is not a single definitive indicator
for housing success. That said, many members agreed that having the sufficient income or subsidy to
pay for rent and having the appropriate services or life supports in place are some of the stronger
indicators for housing success. MCCD members do not currently use credit score in their criteria and
each organization has its own specific screening tools along with clearly laid out plans for appeals as
well. Many members have a stated objective of “screening more residents in”, particularly in instances
where supportive services are provided for residents. That said, our members do believe that screening
criteria is complicated and that a nuanced approach is necessary.
Individualized Assessment Option
The primary concern that MCCD members had with the proposed screening criteria was related to the
individualized assessment option and how this would be executed. Members found there to be a lack of
clarity which could be taken advantage of to continue predatory behavior and/or discrimination. On the
other hand, many members are already utilizing different screening practices that largely are more
flexible and less restrictive than the general market. As the ordinance is currently written, some would
anticipate electing this option to continue with their current practices. However, members would prefer
a revised ordinance with further information and clearly laid out expectations in this area.
Criminal Background History
The greatest variations in MCCD member organizations’ perspectives on the screening criteria ordinance
were related to criminal background history. At least one organization supports the ordinance as
proposed and believes they currently screen for far less. Others had concerns, including: a lack of
nuance and distinction within the misdemeanor category; a lack of clarity and specificity around certain
violent crimes; a desire for longer lookback terms than the 2 and 5 years, particularly in buildings that do
not provide appropriate supportive services; and how screening companies will share data (consistency,
options for viewing data, availability, etc.).
Insurance Rates and Refinancing
The majority of MCCD members are not currently concerned about the impact that the proposed
ordinances would have on insurance pricing or ability to secure financing at this time. Members did
share that private and public investors and financiers do have a practice of reviewing tenant selection
criteria. Changes which are perceived by funders to increase their risk theoretically could impact their

likelihood to provide funding, increase the pricing or fees associated with their participation or could
cause them to impose other project requirements. On the whole, this was not the primary area of
concern from MCCD members.
Additional Thoughts
Lack of affordable housing and the instability that this causes is a serious concern in our community. The
proposed ordinances seek to use policy to address access to housing and end racial disparities. MCCD
members are also firmly committed to these goals through their work of building and preserving
affordable housing and providing safe, healthy, and high quality places for low-income residents to live.
MCCD and many of our members are part of the Make Homes Happen coalition and believe firmly that
renter protection policies are one of the ways that as a City, we can work towards greater access to
housing. In addition to policy/regulatory initiatives, the City must also invest in funding for affordable
housing production and preservation. Without more supply, ordinances like these proposed will not
make a meaningful difference to the plight of populations that we care about.
MCCD members acknowledge that on their own, non-profit housing developers cannot meet the full
housing needs of our community. However, driven by mission and relieved of profit motivation they are
uniquely positioned to address the housing and services needs of those who are not well served in the
general market place. The housing opportunities they are able to provide is limited by the amount of
public funding that is invested in affordable housing and social services. They see their work as
complementary to private, for-profit owners and managers, but not interchangeable with the work done
by those market actors. Another strategy that the City might consider addressing to alleviate concerns
from building managers is risk mitigation strategies which could lower landlord risk and financial
exposure when expanding the population that they typically rent to.
We look forward to additional engagement with the City on these two proposed ordinances and to
support the important work of achieving housing stability for all residents throughout Minneapolis.
Sincerely,

Jim Roth, President/CEO
Metropolitan Consortium of Community Developers

August 13, 2019

To Minneaoplis Mayor, Jacob Frey
Minneapolis City Council, Alondra Cano

Be it resolved that Midtown Phillips Neighborhood Association urges the city to focus on measures that
reduce barriers to accessing housing by increasing the total rental housing existing in the city and
building rental housing that meets the needs of residence of varying backgrounds.
Be it resolved by Midtown Phillips Neighborhood Association that we find the draft rental screening and
deposit ordinances will undermine safety and opportunities for people from all walks of life.
Be it further resolved that we believe the city can provide opportunities for populations struggling with
housing instability without the unintended consequences of the draft proposals.
Be it further resolved that we urge the city to consider the financial and social impact on all people and
all communities before adopting proposed rental ordinances.
Be it further resolved that we oppose the draft rental ordinances in their current form and encourage
the city to engage in robust community discussion without the benefits downsides and unintended
consequences before adopting new rental regulations.
Be it further resolved that Midtown Phillips Neighborhood Association, the board chair or designee to
prepare copies and transmit them to City Council and Mayor of Minneapolis

Signed:

Joseph Golish
Midtown Phillips Neighborhood Association Board Chair

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

taylorkmiles
Council Comment
Opposing safe and Affordable housing
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 10:54:16 PM

I am very much against the bill for safe and Affordable housing. It gives landlords too much
power in a city experiencing a housing crisis already. This will make it worse and lead to the
creation of slums along with increasing the homeless population which is already too big as
evident by the numerous homeless camps in the city. A vote for this is a vote for
homelessness.
-Taylor K. Miles

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

August 23, 2019
The Honorable Jacob Frey, Mayor
Members of the City Council
Minneapolis City Hall
350 South 5th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415
via electronic transmission
Dear Mayor Frey and Members of the City Council,
We again write to express our deep concerns with the rental screening and deposit regulation
proposal under consideration by the Minneapolis City Council. On August 8, 2019, the ordinance
authors released an updated draft that made nominal improvements while introducing additional
unproven and unenforceable concepts that will further destabilize the rental market in
Minneapolis.
Our opposition to the ordinance remains rooted in the obvious conclusion they will shift cost and
risk onto responsible renters and property managers. The proposal avoids the hard work of
providing the public services necessary to support hard-to-house populations and help people get
back on their feet.
Ordinances Should Be Data Driven. The updated draft makes it clear the ordinance lacks a basis
in research and data which should be a prerequisite to any regulation that impacts over half the
city’s population. There is no clearer example of this than the disappearance of the Wilder
Foundation report.
As justification for eliminating review of relevant criminal history, the original draft cited a
Wilder Foundation report published in January 2019. That draft erroneously characterized the
report as finding “that many criminal offenses have no significant effect on housing outcomes
and that the effect of a prior criminal offense on a resident’s housing outcome declines over time.”
Even at the time of publication, it was obvious the report had limited or no application to the
rental market as a whole. In July 2019, Wilder published an update cautioning policy makers
against misapplying and overstating its findings. In part, the update explained (emphasis in
original):
“We don’t know if the results above can be applied to the rental population
as a whole. This study was intended to inform the policies and practices of the
nonprofit housing providers that commissioned the study. … We couldn’t
control for everything that contributes to housing outcomes, and we don’t
know how much that affects our results. … We don’t know the impact of
every kind of criminal background.”
The updated ordinance draft includes only unsourced statements that offer no evidence to support
a prohibition on relevant criminal background checks. Some information recited in the
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ordinance’s preamble is not in dispute; rather, much of it describes a problem – lack of available
affordable housing – which the proposal fails to address and will likely exacerbate.
Other information highlights serious concerns with the criminal justice system that are not
resolved by the proposal and does not serve as evidence the proposal will result in positive
change.
Omissions and Inconsistencies Demand Repair. The screening ordinance makes no attempt to
distinguish between ex-offenders who have demonstrated rehabilitation from a criminal past and
those who have simply timed out of incarceration. This is significant since, by starting the time
limit on consideration of convictions from the point of sentencing, the ordinance effectively
requires property managers to accept many offenders immediately following release from
incarceration.
For many convictions, including predatory offenses, the period between end of recommended
sentencing and prohibition on consideration of a conviction in rental screening is minimal to
nonexistent. For instance, the ordinance allows permanent consideration of offenses which trigger
a lifetime predatory offender registration but does not allow ongoing consideration of offenses
which require predatory offender registration for an initial ten-year period.
As a result, a person could have their conviction time out from consideration under the ordinance
while still required to register as a predatory offender for years to come. This leaves gaping holes
in the ordinance and exposes Minneapolis rental residents to real risk.
In just one example, a person who is convicted of 1st Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct – in
colloquial terms: rape – typically is subject to lifetime predatory offender registration. However,
a person who is convicted of 1st Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct for sexually assaulting a child
between the age of 13 and 16, and who is at least 48 months older than the victim and in a position
of authority, is not subject to lifetime registration. Sentencing guidelines call for an eight-year
prison term. Minn. Stat. 243.166, 609.342.
Therefore, property managers could be required to accept someone who abused their position of
authority to assault a teenager immediately after their release because the ordinance prohibits
consideration of the underlying offense after seven years from the date of sentencing.
An examination of the Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission’s (MSGC) work reveals
more troubling inconsistencies and omissions. The MSGC’s felony decay factor is more than
double the length of time the ordinance allows for consideration of most felony convictions in
rental screening. According to the guidelines, a felony conviction for which a sentence is executed
expires from consideration in criminal history score once “a period of fifteen years elapsed after
the date of expiration of the sentence.” 2019 Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines & Commentary.
The updated draft allows consideration of three felony convictions for a period of ten years from
sentencing: 1st Degree Assault, 1st Degree Arson, and Aggravated Robbery.
The MSGC classifies 1st Degree Assault as Severity Level 9 and assigns it a weight of 2 points the highest point level - for determination of sentence length. Other offenses classified under
Severity Level 9 include: Assault of an Unborn Child 1 st Degree, Criminal Abuse of Vulnerable
Adult (Death), Death of an Unborn Child in the Commission of a Crime, Engaging or Hiring a
Minor to Engage in Prostitution, Kidnapping (Great Bodily Harm), Manslaughter 1 st Degree,
Manslaughter of an Unborn Child 1st Degree, Murder 3rd Degree, Tampering with Witness,
Aggravated 1st Degree. Other offenses which receive 2 points under the weighting system include
1st Degree Murder.
The MSGC classifies 1st Degree Arson and Aggravated Robbery 1st Degree as Severity Level 8
and assigns them a weight of 1.5 points for determination of sentence length. Other offenses
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classified under Severity Level 8 include: Burglary 1st Degree (w/ Weapon or Assault), Criminal
Abuse of Vulnerable Adult (Great Bodily Harm), Criminal Vehicular Homicide (Death), Criminal
Vehicular Homicide (Death, and Qualified Prior Conviction), Deprivation of a Vulnerable Adult
(Great Bodily Harm), Drive-By Shooting (Toward a Person or Occupied Motor Vehicle or
Building), Emergency Telephone Calls and Communications (Reporting Fictitious Emergency
Resulting in Serious Injury or Death), Escape with Violence from Felony Offense, Kidnapping
(not in Safe Place or Victim Under 16), Malicious Punishment of Child (Great Bodily Harm),
Riot 1st Degree.
Why the three crimes were selected as exceptions despite dozens of other offenses being deemed
similarly severe by a nonpartisan panel of experts is unknown to anyone other than the limited
few involved in the creation of the ordinance.
Absent further explanation, there appears to be no rational basis for either the time limits or the
offenses enumerated in the updated draft ordinance.
Proposal Ignores Past Lessons. Beyond inconsistencies in treatment of different types of
convictions, the proposal creates a double standard between those who property managers are
prohibited from employing at a rental property and who property managers are required to accept
as a renter.
In 1995, the Minnesota Legislature passed the Kari Koskinen Manager Background Check Act.
Minn. Stat. 299C.66-71. The law requires rental owners to conduct robust background checks on
any “individual who is hired or is applying to be hired by an owner and who has or would have
the means, within the scope of the individual's duties, to enter tenants' dwelling units.”
A person who is convicted of committing or attempting to commit the following crimes is
prohibited from ever being hired as a rental property employee with that type of access: 1st Degree
Murder, 2nd Degree Murder, 1st Degree Manslaughter, 1st Degree Assault, 2nd Degree Assault, 3rd
Degree Assault, Kidnapping, Criminal Sexual Conduct 1st-4th Degree, 1st Degree Arson,
Kidnapping.
A person who is convicted of committing or attempting to commit the following crimes is
prohibited from being hired as a rental property employee with that type of access for ten years
since the date of discharge of the sentence: felony 3 rd Degree Murder, 2nd Degree Manslaughter,
Criminal Vehicular Homicide or Injury, 4 th Degree Assault, 5th Degree Assault, Simple Robbery,
Aggravated Robbery, False Imprisonment, Theft, Burglary, Terroristic Threats, Stalking.
Again, without explanation or reason, the proposed ordinance treats certain convictions wildly
different than others viewed as similarly severe under trusted legal authorities. In the process, the
proposal sets up an inexplicable scenario where the same person cannot be employed by a
property manager because of a major criminal conviction but must be permitted to reside in the
building.
Proposal Lacks Due Process. The updated draft enhances penalties for noncompliance with the
new regulations, stripping away the due process rights of a regulated entity in the process.
A single notice of noncompliance, with no explanation of how the city will determine the validity
of a complaint or ability to contest the finding, precedes rental license revocation for a second
violation at any property where an owner has an ownership interest. The second violation
apparently need not be at the same property as the original violation.
It is unclear how revoking a rental license, which could force renters to vacate their units,
following a single instance of non-compliance at a property achieves the goal of stabilizing
vulnerable populations.
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The new penalties exacerbate a fundamental contradiction in the ordinance: the city
simultaneously expects multifamily property managers to be partners in public safety and keep
rental properties crime free, while severely limiting the ability to keep properties safe and crime
free for their residents through responsible screening policies. The city’s current licensing tier
structure assigns a significant penalty to rental license holders for “qualifying incidents of
disorderly conduct of tenants and their guests.” City of Minneapolis Regulatory Services, FAQ:
Tiering and Rental License Renewal Billing, accessed 8/23/2019.
Council Should Address Root Causes. Rather than passing unproven and flawed ordinance, we
urge the city to focus on solutions that address root causes of housing instability instead of
papering over them.
According to the Wilder Foundation, 64 percent of those experiencing homelessness have a
serious mental illness, 57 percent have a physical health condition and 58 percent have an
impairment limiting their ability to work.
Those experiencing instability need real help, not false hope. As we learned from the Wall of
Forgotten Natives Encampment, better connections to existing supportive services and innovative
approaches to reaching vulnerable populations are necessary for stabilizing, improving and
empowering lives.
Similarly, ex-offenders reentering society need support to succeed. Under President Obama,
Federal Bureau of Prisons prison reform efforts recognized the “first and most important step in
reentry planning is obtaining information about an individual inmate’s risk of recidivating and
programmatic needs that will inform development of an individualized reentry plan.”
In May 2014, the Obama Administration issued guidance “prioritizing the use of cognitive
behavioral therapy and other evidence-based treatment programs proved to be effective in
correctional settings.” The administration found “recidivism risk can be effectively reduced
through evidence-based programming that targets criminogenic needs, such as courses in
cognitive behavioral therapy and other topics”
Within three years of release, the Minnesota Department of Corrections says roughly a third of
offenders will be reconvicted of a new felony. Minn. Dept. of Corrections: 2018 Performance
Report. Before adopting the proposed ordinance, the city needs to do more work to understand
the relationship between post-release recidivism, behavioral issues and rental success rates in
market-rate housing because higher turnover and disruption is a direct driver of increased rents.
We also believe in the power of technology and education to help find housing for those who face
obstacles or have a troubled history. OneApp, a startup company based in Portland, Oregon, is
helping renters of all backgrounds find housing faster by making it easier to sort through unique
screening criteria. OneApp is helping Portland gain the data needed to make informed decisions
that help without hurting.
Renter education programs, such as RentWell, and renter guarantees are tools used in many cities
to help people overcome previous challenges and gain housing without shifting cost and risk to
existing renters.
Minneapolis Deserves Informed Governance. In an effort to fill gaps in research on the
relationship between rental screening criteria and market-rate housing outcomes, the Family
Housing Fund and Wilder Research are conducting a new study focused on market-rate rental
properties.
Minnesota Multi Housing Association members are voluntarily participating in this study in order
to advance informed decision making. MHA members are committed to providing quality homes
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at all price points and remain open to an evidence-based, data-driven reexamination of rental
policies.
Given the aforementioned flaws in the current proposal, we believe the city should:
i) pause action on the proposal until real data is available to inform how changes
to screening criteria will impact responsible renters,
ii) conduct a city-wide discussion about how the ordinance will impact
neighborhoods which have fought for years to gain stability and improve
livability, and
iii) thoroughly examine the work of the Sentencing Guidelines Commission and
criminal statutes to understand how the ordinance compels property managers to
house recently released people who have committed predatory offenses without
regard to rehabilitation.
With the many unknowns and inconsistencies, it is clear the proposal needs more work. We urge
the city to work cooperatively with stakeholders to produce an ordinance that works for all of
Minneapolis.
Sincerely,

Nichol Beckstrand
President, CEO

Mike Garvin
Chair, Board of Directors
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Liz Moen
Council Comment
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Monday, August 26, 2019 9:12:03 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
I cannot attend the public hearing this week, but I would like to voice my support of this
ordinance. The criminal justice system is biased and unfair. We should not let this unjust
system forever impact the ability of Minneapolis residents to find a home. The credit score
system is also biased against low-income people, and the companies that run it are not
transparent at all about how scores are calculated and why.
We need to take action against thinly veiled housing discrimination by protecting renters with
this ordinance.
Thank you for your consideration,
Liz Moen
Minneapolis Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

angela norvitch
Council Comment
Requesting rejection for new rental property ordinance
Monday, August 26, 2019 7:54:04 AM

To whom it may concern -I am asking that Minneapolis council members reject the new ordinance for rental property
that would limit background screenings, or propose a delay in the ordinance until we as
residents of rental properties can be assured of a transparent process and see real data on
studies that are being done to understand greater impact. Please, listen to the residents,
neighborhoods, and rental properties that are speaking out against this ordinance.
As a single female who lives alone, one of my greatest concerns is my safety within my
apartment community. My property management has done a fantastic job of ensuring the
safety of all residents and I worry how this new ordinance will impact their ability to keep me
safe as existing property resident.
I fully support equal access to affordable housing in Minneapolis, however I worry that this
new ordinance is not well-thought-out for the majority of Minneapolis rental residents and will
negatively impact them. I'd encourage you to delay until further data from Wilder Research
has been completed to better understand how it will impact over 200k rental residents. We
need to ensure this is a good, safe decision for everyone and not a decision that will drive up
rental costs for existing rental residents and diminish their safety.  
I urge you to reject or delay this new ordinance to help keep Minneapolis a great city to live
in, and a SAFE city that residents want to stay in and build their lives in.
Thank you for your consideration.
Angela Norvitch
Hiawatha Flats resident
218-290-3240

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jessica Olson
Council Comment
Proposed Change for Rental Qualifications in Minneapolis
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:49:52 PM

Hello!
I currently rent from Mint Properties and wasn’t able to find a rental elsewhere in the city
because I’m in the process of rebuilding my credit. I was approved through Mint with the
agreement that I’d pay an extra half months deposit on top of a first month's rent and a regular
deposit. I make over $60k a year, but not a single rental company would rent to me because
my credit score is 550 currently. If you do away with this I think it would be detrimental to so
many people seeking rentals in the area and harmful to companies like Mint Properties who
help people in situations like this. I have to work all day today otherwise I’d be at the council
hearing today at 1:30. I hope you take this and anyone else’s opinions on this matter into
serious consideration and revise your proposal.
Thank you!
Jessica Olson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gabriel Palmquist
Council Comment
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:21:14 AM

Good morning,
I wanted to write in my support for the Renter’s protection ordinance. With the current
increase in population in MPLS and the expected exponential increase of the twin cities over
the next few years it is super important to make sure that there are protections for people who
are renting. One of the best things about living in a city is the mix of people who help make
neighborhoods thrive and diverse. When there are not rental protections it allows landlords to
jack up prices so only the most wealthy can remain in the city. As much as everyone loves
gentrification (sarcastic eye roll) it would be a shame to see so much of the great culture of
Minneapolis get lost as a result of it. As a lifelong resident of the city, previous renter and
current home owner I welcome this ordinance and all efforts by the city of MPLS to prevent
discrimination.
There is so much structural bias that is used to prevent people of lower income/means from
renting: an unfair criminal justice system that makes many “quality of life” arrests, credit
scores that are biased against people who may have a limited credit history. As someone who
got out of college with a 4 year degree but no credit history I have been victim to this myself.
Please help protect renters and pass this ordinance.

Thanks,
Gabe Palmquist| Asset Coordinator| Property Management ¤ Target Corporation | 33 S 6th Street, Minneapolis MN 55402
Mail CC-2809 | 612-304-0312

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sam Penders
Council Comment
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 9:32:36 AM

Sam Penders
606 7th St SE
Apt 1F
Minneapolis MN, 55414
Dear City Council,
I support the Renters Protection Ordinance, and I ask for your support by voting in favor.
I support all efforts by the City of Minneapolis to protect its residents from discrimination.
Without the Renters Protection Ordinance, Minneapolis renters are unfairly discriminated
against through decades-old criminal convictions, eviction proceedings, and biased credit
score checks. In addition, landlords should not be allowed to require security deposits greater
than one month's rent.
Without protection from the Renters Protection Ordinance, low-income and student residents
are unfairly discriminated against by landlords. Please vote in support of this important
ordinance,
Sincerely,
Sam Penders
-*****************
Sam Penders
B.S. Physics: University of Minnesota - Twin Cities, 2019
(952) 412-7652
sam.penders10@gmail.com

LinkedIn

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

randl068@umn.edu
Council Comment
Another Case for the Renter Protection Ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 8:32:39 AM

The persistent issue of homelessness in the Twin Cities cannot be feasibly addressed by the creation
of new housing stock if current systemic injustices leave this housing unavailable to homeless
populations.
This ordinance is a necessary prerequisite for new market rate housing developments to help ALL
Minneapolitans, and to improve ALL Minneapolitans’ access to fair housing options.
As a proud resident of Cedar-Riverside, I thank you for your consideration.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Faical Rayani
williamblackwell977@gmail.com; Council Comment
Renter"s Right Ordinance Under Review Today
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:49:08 PM

Hi Counsel,
I'm reaching out regarding the Renter's protections ordinance. Please take my
thoughts into consideration today.
As an involved community member, I was first organizing my community in Loring
Park in full support of the amendment. However, after meeting with some of the
smaller neighborhood landlords, I realized the ordinance was not ready to be voted
on.
Please push back voting on this ordinance to a later date to allow time for these
landlords to work out their concerns in this ordinance.
As a renter, I think the ares surrounding the security deposit and credit history are fantastic.
However, the criminal history section is controversial and very risky especially considering
the statement made by the Wilder Foundation.
Parts of this ordinance are amazing and we all love, but other parts really do need work. Please
push this out so we can all work improving this amendment as a community.
Thank you,
Faiçal

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Anton Schieffer
Council Comment
Support for Renters Protection Ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 7:29:51 PM

My name is Anton Schieffer and I’m writing to express my support for the renter protection ordinance. I support
efforts by the city to deal with discrimination, and I believe this is a step in the right direction. The criminal justice
system in this country is inherently biased, and we should not rely on this system to determine who is allowed to
live where. The fact that criminal convictions that are decades old could be used to discriminate seems very unfair to
those who are trying to find housing, and who have already paid their debt to society. In addition, credit scores are
biased against low-income residents who do not have access to credit, and I support efforts to limit their use as well.
I am glad the City of Minneapolis is taking this seriously and I support this ordinance. That landlords have spent
tens of thousands of dollars on Facebook advertising through an astroturf campaign against this signals to me that
they aren’t acting in good faith. Thanks,
Anton

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Adam Sicora
Council Comment
I Support Renters Protection Ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 9:55:24 AM

I support Renters Protection Ordinance because renters are already largely at the mercy of
landlords.
My landlord last year really had it out for me and if he found an excuse to evict me that would
have made my life hell for the next few years, even though it was just a personal dispute. And
because he has the advantage legally, there's not much I could do about it!
Please tip the scales towards those of us that rent, Lord knows we sure could use any help we
can get.
Adam

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Stuart Simek
Council Comment
Amending Title 12, Chapter 244 of the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances relating to Housing:
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 10:06:56 AM

Dear Council,
Please reconsider this ordinance and the unintended consequences that it will have on our renters
and neighborhoods.
Renters with low credit scores and past criminal backgrounds need more supportive housing with
services which market rate NOAH housing cannot provide. If these social service costs are pushed
upon NOAH owners like us, the additional expenses will be passed onto renters.
Our renters deserve Safe and Affordable Housing and the proposal will do neither.
Sincerely

Stuart R. Simek-Minneapolis Apartment Owner
Meridian Management, Inc.
*Note new address effective July 15, 2019
90 Dale Street South
Saint Paul, MN 55102
Direct: 651-289-1552
Email: ssimek@meridianmgmt.net

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Darlene Sitarski
Council Comment
How do you really feel about screening - be honest!
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 7:45:37 AM

Do you find any peace in knowing your co-workers to have gone through certain
background checks?
Do you want your children's care workers to have gone through certain checks and
measures?
Do you like knowing that people that handle your money such as bankers and other
Financial workers have to go through certain screenings to ensure they haven't gotten
in trouble in this area before?
Why have records at all maybe that should be the proposal to eliminate background
records on criminal credit and court?
How about income and credit screening for renters. To suggest that a person's
income and credit is not a fair predictor of their success as a renter is to speak with
your eyes closed. Anyone with even minimal common sense could follow that if a
person's rent cost is half of their gross income they are going to struggle
somewhere. Maybe they will have the discipline to make the rent payment but they're
going to be struggling somewhere else - Transportation, utilities, food, other
necessities in life, etc.
Please don't make this decision without really looking at it from all sides and putting
your self in each person's shoes - landlords, courts, neighbors, those you are trying to
help.
Merely helping a renter get in, is NOT enough to help them be successful. What does
not successful mean for the person? Would ut likely lead to eviction records, possible
criminal records for survival crimes that could take place, possible conflicts with
neighbors that could result in additional trouble for that person?
Thank you for your time.
Darlene Sitarski
612-388-2266
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
Get Outlook for Android

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Erica Sivertson
Council Comment
Strongly oppose the renter ordinance being considered
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 6:11:51 PM

Hi there,
This ordinance means that the people who keep the housing stock in good shape will bear
undue risk. People who have rehabbed or fixed homes with their own hands and hard earned
dollars. I fully agree that everyone deserves a home but this is over reach and a cover up for
the fact the city isn’t doing enough to provide affordable housing and options for people with
impediments to qualifying. Look at Seattle who has the same restriction and it’s only
worsened the housing crisis - there aren’t enough homes being built by the city and people
aren’t even willing to become landlords.
Any council member who votes for this will be voted out of office. I’ll be sure to support the
opposition.
Thank you for listening.
Erica

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Caleigh Souhan
Council Comment
Renter"s Ordinances
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:20:11 PM

Dear Councilmember Fletcher,
I fully support the renter protection ordinances proposed by Council President Lisa
Bender and Councilmember Jeremiah Ellison. These critically important initiatives
address discrimination and power imbalances in rental housing that disproportionately
impact communities of color.
Thank you for hosting the Know Your Housing Rights event tonight - even though I
was not able to attend for long the resources available and the panel were very
informative. I believe it is important to continue to increase protection for renters in
Minneapolis and applaud your help in doing so.
Please pass the renter protection ordinances on Wednesday, August 28th.
Best,
Caleigh

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

A Stohr
Council Comment
False Hope-Arousing Ordinances
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 7:52:06 PM

Minneapolis already is No 25 among cities with high crime. We don’t need to move higher on the list. Safety and
affordability should be available to the diligent and hardworking citizenry, not to those who pose a public threat.
Please vote against this ordinance to ensure the safety of our neighborhoods.
Let decisions on which renters to allow in neighborhoods be evidence-based and confirmed with solid facts, not with
false hope-instilling ordinances. Please consider this from one strongly supportive of a healthy and thriving
Minneapolis for all!
Thank you!

Anne E Stohr
West Calhoun
Sent from Titani (Anne's iPhone)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Colleen O"Connor Toberman
Council Comment; Reich, Kevin A.; Gordon, Cam A.; Ellison, Jeremiah; Goodman, Lisa R.; Schroeder, Jeremy;
Bender, Lisa
Landlord support for renter protection ordinance
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 10:05:35 PM

Dear committee members,
I am writing as a Minneapolis landlord in support of the proposed tenant screening and
security deposit ordinance.
I am a member of the city's Advisory Committee on Housing and my opinion is reflected in
the memos our committee has shared about the proposed ordinance, but I want to share a little
more feedback as an individual, as well.  
When I am looking for renters for the properties I own in the city, my goal is to find residents
who will pay their rent on time, respect their neighbors, and respect their home. No screening
process offers a guarantee that a particular tenant will be successful. There is always risk. But
in my anecdotal experience, great renters can and do include people with low credit scores,
with imperfect rental histories, or with criminal convictions in their past. The proposed
screening standards don't actually really impact my screening practices much at all, because I
haven't found a need to have more restrictive standards than these in place anyway.
I applaud you for recognizing that there are significant racial and economic disparities in who
ends up with a checkered record. We know that some landlords, for instance, file for eviction
much more often than others--and there seem to be correlations between landlords well-known
for their exploitative practices and poorly-maintained housing and their eviction filing rates.
We know that the criminal justice system often treats people of color very differently from
white people who commit the same act. When our legal systems can't be trusted to treat people
equitably, why would we rely on them as the primary way to predict people's success in
housing?
I share the concerns of many of my fellow Housing Advisory Committee members about how
this proposed ordinance will be enforced, how the community will be educated about their
rights, and about the potential for bias in all aspects of operationalizing this policy. The city
has much work to do in enforcing many of its policies already on the books. I also know that
this ordinance will not solve our city's most pressing housing issue, which is the severe lack of
affordable housing. But I still think this ordinance is a good step, and as a landlord I am happy
to comply with it.
Thank you,
Colleen O'Connor Toberman
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We need real, housing first, affordable housing throughout the city with laws protection
renters. Winter is coming, what are you preparing for all the people you keep homeless
because there is nothing but luxury apartments going up? Where is the housing for those
experiencing homelessness? Other cities and counties are already proving this to be the most
cost effective and human.
Housing is a human right!
Kindly,
Laurissa Wredberg
Pronouns: she/her

“I am not free while any woman is unfree, even when her shackles are very different
from my own.”
― Audre Lorde

