& ChatGPT

Legal Standards for Code Enforcement Notices
(Mar-Apr 2023) - Primary Sources Edition

Legal Standard

Notice Content

A Notice and Order must include specific, written details of the code violations and the required remedy.
Under Sacramento City Code (SCC) §8.100.720(A), the notice must be directed to the property’s record
owner and shall contain: (1) the property's address (and a legal description) for identification; (2) “a
statement that the building official has found the building to be substandard with a brief and concise description
of the conditions found to render the building substandard” under the code ' ; (3) “o statement of the action
required to be taken” to correct the violation 2 ; (4) a statement that any person with a legal or recorded
interest in the property may appeal the notice and order by filing a written appeal as provided in that
chapter 3 ; (5) “a statement that failure to appeal the notice and order will constitute a waiver of all right to an
administrative hearing and will be a final determination of the matter subject only to review pursuant to
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5” 4 ; and (6) a statement that the appeal must be in writing
and filed with the city’s building official within 30 days of service of the notice and order 5 .In short, the
notice must give the owner a concise description of the violations, the specific corrective actions
required, and explain the appeal process and deadlines " 4 . Boilerplate or generic language is
insufficient - the code expects property-specific findings in the notice. For example, SCC §8.100.720(A)(2)
expressly requires a “brief and concise description” of the substandard conditions on that property 1 ,
indicating the notice should list the actual issues observed (e.g. unsafe wiring, structural damage) rather
than copy-pasted stock text. Additionally, if the City imposes any enforcement fees as part of the Notice and
Order, those are addressed in §8.100.720(B): the code authorizes certain fees (for issuing the notice, for
monitoring inspections, and for case closure) and specifies they become due even if the owner abates the
nuisance ¢ 7 .The notice typically will inform the owner of any such fees or direct them to a separate fee
notice, along with any available appeal process for the fees (e.g. the Housing Code’s monitoring fee can be
appealed per the procedure in SCC §1.28.010(D) 8 ).

Service of Notice

Who must be served: Sacramento’s codes require that the Notice and Order be served on the record owner
and also distributed to others with legal interests in the property. Under SCC §8.100.730 (Housing Code)
and the parallel older provision SCC §8.04.140, “the notice and order, and any amended or supplemental notice
and order, shall be served upon the record owner and posted on the property”, and a copy “shall be served on
each of the following if known to the department head [building official] or disclosed from official public records:
the holder of any mortgage, deed of trust or other lien of record; the holder of any lease of record; and the holder
of any other estate or legal interest of record in the building or the land” 9 . The code further provides that
failure to serve a copy on some interested party does not invalidate the proceedings as to others who
were properly served 10 . In sum, the primary notice goes to the owner, and additional notice should go to
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anyone else with recorded rights (such as lenders or long-term lessees), but an inadvertent omission in
those additional notices won't derail the enforcement action 10 .

Method of service: Sacramento City Code §1.04.100 establishes the standard methods for serving any
code enforcement notice and order. Service can be accomplished (1) by personal delivery to the person to
be notified, or (2) by posting a copy of the notice prominently on the property and simultaneously mailing
copies to the party by certified mail (return receipt) and by regular first-class mail 11 . If the certified mail
is not signed for (returned unclaimed), service is still deemed effective via the regular first-class mail so long
as that regular mail is not returned undelivered 12 . In other words, posting on the site plus mailing fulfills
service, and the failure of the certified mail green card to come back does not invalidate service if the
regular mail went through 12 . Publication is permitted as a last resort: if neither personal service nor
post-and-mail is possible, the notice may be published in the city's official newspaper in the manner
prescribed by Gov't Code 86063 (which requires publishing once a week for three successive weeks) 13 .
The code also requires a proof of service: the person serving the notice must execute a written declaration
under penalty of perjury documenting the date, method, and person served, and attach any return receipts.
This proof is kept in the case file as evidence that the notice was served properly 14 15 .

These service rules are designed to satisfy due process by maximizing the likelihood that the owner (and
other responsible parties) actually receive notice. The combination of posting and mailing is a time-tested
method, and indeed Sacramento’s process of posting the notice on the property and mailing copies by both
certified and regular mail meets constitutional standards (see Due Process below). The City's code explicitly
states that service by mail is deemed effective on the date of mailing (not upon receipt) ¢ - so the 30-day
appeal clock (discussed next) starts running from when the notice is mailed or personally delivered, not
when the owner later picks it up.

Appeal Rights and Procedures

Administrative appeal: After a Notice and Order is served, the property owner or any “person having any
record title or legal interest” in the building has the right to an administrative appeal hearing. Sacramento's
Housing Code gives 30 days from service of the notice for the owner/interested party to file a written
appeal with the building official 3 5 . Filing a timely appeal stays the enforcement order until the
hearing is decided. If no appeal is filed by the 30-day deadline, the Notice and Order becomes final and
unchallenged (administratively). The code is very clear that failing to appeal waives the right to any city
hearing, and the order’s determinations become final “for all purposes” 4 . Specifically, SCC §8.100.720(A)
(5) says lack of appeal will be “a waiver of all right to an administrative hearing and will be a final
determination of the matter” 4 .

If an appeal is filed, the matter is typically set for a hearing before either a hearing examiner or the City's
Housing Code Advisory and Appeals Board (as provided by local ordinance). During the appeal hearing, the
owner can contest the findings and show evidence (for example, that the cited conditions are not actually
violations or have been corrected, or that they do not own or aren't responsible for the property). The
Sacramento Housing Code outlines the scope and conduct of such hearings in §§8.100.780-8.100.810 (e.g.
the hearing officer’s powers, the ability to inspect the premises, etc.). After the hearing, a written decision
is issued (per §8.100.830) either upholding, modifying, or overturning the notice. That decision is served on
the parties and is final administratively 7 .


https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16482#:~:text=of%20trust%20or%20other%20lien,504
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=1
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=2,the%20date%20of%20mailing%3B%20or
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=2,the%20date%20of%20mailing%3B%20or
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=3,with%20Government%20Code%20Section%206063
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=B,department%20in%20charge%20of%20enforcement
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19112#:~:text=8.100.750%C2%A0%C2%A0%C2%A0Notice%20and%20order
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=mail%2C%20return%20receipt%20requested%2C%20and,the%20date%20of%20mailing%3B%20or
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=3,required%20to%20be%20taken
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=5,5%3B%20and
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=appeal%20is%20made%20in%20writing,as%20provided%20in%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=appeal%20is%20made%20in%20writing,as%20provided%20in%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18718#:~:text=8.100.800%C2%A0%C2%A0%C2%A0Hearing

Judicial review: Once the City's administrative appeal process is exhausted (or if it was waived by not
appealing), the remaining avenue is review by the courts. The Sacramento City Code specifically references
California’s administrative mandamus procedure (California Code of Civil Procedure § 1094.5) as the means
to review a final code enforcement order 4 . In other words, after the City’'s final decision, an aggrieved
owner may petition the Superior Court for a writ of mandate to challenge whether the City's decision was
legally valid (e.g. whether the City proceeded fairly, whether the decision is supported by substantial
evidence, etc.). Sacramento’s code does not appear to provide any further internal appeals beyond the initial
hearing; it instead points to court review. Notably, the City's notice must inform the owner that if they don't
appeal administratively, the matter is only subject to judicial review under CCP §1094.5 4 . This aligns with
state law principles that once administrative remedies are exhausted, the proper mode of judicial review
(for a discretionary or evidentiary decision by an agency) is a writ petition in superior court (often filed
within the time limits of CCP §1094.6 if the city has adopted that statute's 90-day filing deadline).
Sacramento City Code 88.100.720(A)(5) explicitly mentions CCP 81094.5 review, indicating the City
anticipates that path 4 .

State-law appeal of penalties: It is important to distinguish appeals of administrative penalties or fines
from appeals of abatement orders. California Government Code §53069.4 provides that if a local agency
imposes an administrative fine or penalty (for example, a citation for a code violation), the responsible party
may, after the city’'s own hearing, appeal the outcome to the superior court within 20 days by filing a
notice of appeal that initiates a new trial (a hearing de novo) 18 . This is a state-granted right for penalty
enforcement, “notwithstanding Section 1094.5 or 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure,” meaning the usual writ
review can be bypassed in favor of a quick de novo appeal on the fine 18 . In Sacramento’s scheme, a typical
Notice and Order under the Housing Code is primarily an abatement order (repair or demolish the building,
etc.) rather than a fine. However, the code enforcement process may include fees (for inspections, etc.) and
can lead to daily penalties under other provisions (for instance, under SCC Chapter 1.28 or SCC §8.100.1250
for vacant building penalties). If an administrative penalty is imposed (say, a fine for non-compliance or a
separate citation), then the property owner would have the right to an administrative hearing and then
could utilize the Gov. Code 853069.4 20-day appeal to the court. Indeed, Sacramento’s general code
provisions in Title 1 include an administrative penalty process (§ 1.28.010) that mirrors state law: it allows a
violator to appeal an administrative fine within 20 days and, if no appeal is taken, the fine decision is
deemed final, after which the violator can seek judicial review either via writ or the de novo appeal process

1920 . In practice, for the March-April 2023 period, one would ensure the owner is advised of any such
rights to appeal penalties - e.g. the City's standard appeal form for administrative penalties (citations) notes
the $500 appeal fee and the 20-day window, consistent with state law. For our purposes, the key point is:
for abatement orders, the City provides a 30-day internal appeal and then writ review; for fines, state law
ensures access to a de novo court appeal within 20 days of the final administrative decision imposing the
fine 18 .

Enforcement After Final Notice/Order

If the Notice and Order is not appealed and thus becomes final (or if it is upheld after an appeal), the
property owner is expected to comply by correcting the violations in the manner and timeframe specified.
Failure to do so triggers the City's enforcement powers. Under SCC §8.100.850, “if, after any order or decision
made pursuant to [Chapter 8.100] has become final, the person to whom such order was directed fails, neglects or
refuses to obey such order,” the City's building official may take one or more of the following actions: (i) cause
the person to be prosecuted (as an infraction or misdemeanor, as provided by law); (ii) “institute any
appropriate action to abate such building as a public nuisance” (for example, file a civil nuisance abatement
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lawsuit or obtain an abatement warrant); or (iii) “repair or demolish the building” and charge the costs to the
owner 21, In essence, once the notice is final, the City can either pursue court action to enforce
compliance or directly abate the nuisance itself. The code even authorizes the City to do the work
(repairing the violations or demolishing a dangerous building) and then place a lien or special assessment
on the property to recover costs (this cost-recovery process is outlined in Article IX of Chapter 8.96 and Gov't
Code 8838773 et seq.). The owner's failure to obey the order thus risks both legal penalties and self-help
abatement by the City.

Additionally, the code’s enforcement article provides some specific measures: for example, SCC §8.100.860
allows the City to post the building as substandard (a visible warning notice on the building) if the owner
fails to start required repairs by the deadline. Posting typically warns the public and occupants that the
building is unsafe to occupy. SCC §8.100.865 makes it unlawful for anyone to enter or re-occupy a building
posted as substandard (except to carry out the required repairs) 22 . These steps underscore that once an
order is final, the City can physically secure a dangerous property to protect occupants and neighbors.
Moreover, if an owner does partial work but not satisfactorily, the case can be referred to the Housing Code
Advisory and Appeals Board for further enforcement (SCC §8.100.890) 23 .

Attorneys’ fees: Notably, SCC §8.100.850 also provides that in any action the City brings to enforce the
code (e.g. a lawsuit for injunction or receivership), “the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs” 24 . This is authorized by Government Code §38773.5, which
Sacramento has adopted - meaning if the City has to go to court to enforce the order and wins, the owner
pays the City's legal fees; if the owner were to somehow prevail in such a court action, the owner could
request fees from the City. This creates a strong incentive for owners to comply once an order is final, rather
than forcing the matter into court.

In summary, enforcement after the notice becomes final can include: criminal citations, civil injunctions or
nuisance abatement lawsuits, forced vacation of the property, City-performed abatement (repair/
demolition), liens for costs, and fines or penalties for non-compliance. The City’s toolbox is both extensive
and backed by state law. For instance, California Health & Safety Code 817980.7 authorizes a court to
appoint a receiver to take over a property if the owner refuses to comply with an abatement order - a
remedy the City can seek for chronically neglected, substandard buildings. Sacramento’s code reflects this
state authority by allowing “appropriate action” to abate the nuisance, which could include petitioning for a
receivership in extreme cases. The bottom line: once due process has been afforded (adequate notice, time
to appeal, and time to comply), the City can take decisive action to protect public health and safety, and the
owner will be liable for the resulting costs and fees.

Relevant State Law Requirements

State law supplements these local standards in several ways:

« State Housing Law notice requirements: California’s Health & Safety Code (HSC) §17980.6 (part of
the State Housing Law) provides that if a building is maintained in a way that endangers health or
safety (i.e. is substandard), the enforcement agency “may issue an order or notice to repair or abate.”
Such an order or notice “shall include, but is not limited to,”: (a) the name, address, and telephone
number of the agency issuing the notice; (b) the date, time and location of any hearing or
proceeding concerning the notice; and (c) a statement that the property owner (lessor) cannot
retaliate against tenants for complaining (per Civil Code 81942.5) 25 26 . The notice must be posted
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in a conspicuous place and mailed or delivered to each affected residential unit 27 . Sacramento's
local code is consistent with these requirements - for example, the City's Notice and Order form
typically contains the Code Enforcement Division’s contact information and includes boilerplate
about tenant rights (if tenants occupy the building). HSC § 17980.6 effectively mandates that owners
be given clear information and an opportunity to correct substandard conditions. It also requires
that owners be given a “reasonable time” to abate the violations before further enforcement action is
taken. In practice, Sacramento's notices usually specify a deadline by which permits must be
obtained or repairs completed (often based on the severity of the issue, typically 30 days for less
urgent issues or even less if an imminent danger). This aligns with HSC §17980.6 and §17980.7,
which expect that owners be given a chance to repair before more drastic measures (like vacating
tenants or receivership) are invoked 28 29 . Example: If a building has multiple code violations, the
City might issue a Notice and Order giving the owner 30 days to start repairs, in compliance with the
“reasonable period” concept. Only after that time can the City initiate abatement remedies (HSC
§17980.7) if the owner fails to act 30 29,

Administrative fines and reasonable time to correct: Government Code §53069.4 (which enables
local administrative citations) requires that if a violation is of a building or similar code and does not
pose an immediate danger, the local agency’s process “shall provide for a reasonable period of
time...for a responsible party to correct or otherwise remedy the violation prior to the
imposition of administrative fines.”* 31 . This means the City generally cannot slap instant
fines for a building code violation without first giving the owner a chance to fix it. Sacramento
follows this principle: in non-emergency cases the inspector first issues a Notice (or Correction
Notice) and only later issues penalties if the owner doesn’'t comply. Immediate fines are
reserved for violations that are urgent safety hazards** or when a warning would be futile. This
state-law backdrop ensures the City’s enforcement regime is fundamentally fair - the owner gets an
opportunity to correct issues, and fines are a last resort or used for repeat offenders.

Judicial review and time limits: California’s Code of Civil Procedure § 1094.5, as noted, is the default
method to challenge an administrative order (like a code enforcement order) in court. Many cities,
Sacramento included, also invoke CCP 8 1094.6 which allows a local ordinance to limit the filing time
for a writ petition to 90 days. (Sacramento City Code §1.24.010 adopts the 90-day limitations of CCP
§1094.6 for administrative appeals in general, meaning an owner who gets a final decision would
have 90 days to file a writ petition in court.) Although this was not explicitly printed on the Notice, it
is a state law consideration - basically, the owner cannot sit on their rights for too long after an
enforcement order is final.

Recording of notice: State law (HSC §17985) allows a city to record a notice of pendency (lis
pendens) with the County Recorder for a substandard building enforcement proceeding.
Sacramento sometimes records a “Notice of Substandard Condition” or similar against the property
title once a Notice and Order is issued and final. This alerts any potential buyers or lenders that the
property has outstanding violations. It's a step beyond the basic notice, used particularly if the case
may end up in court or if a receivership is possible.

In summary, California law reinforces Sacramento’s code enforcement notice standards by requiring clarity
of content, adequate time for correction, and fair appeal opportunities. The City’s notices in Mar-Apr 2023
had to comply not just with local code, but also these state requirements - which they do, as the local
provisions were modeled to be consistent with state law.
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Due Process Considerations

All of the above standards ultimately derive from constitutional due process - the fundamental principle
that the government cannot deprive a person of property (such as by enforcing fines, penalties, or
demolishing a building) without first providing notice and an opportunity to be heard. The U.S. Supreme
Court’s classic formulation in Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co. is that “an elementary and
fundamental requirement of due process in any proceeding which is to be accorded finality is notice reasonably
calculated, under all the circumstances, to apprise interested parties of the pendency of the action and afford
them an opportunity to present their objections.” 32 In other words, the City must take steps that are likely to
actually inform the owner that their property is in violation and that enforcement action is pending, and
give them a chance to respond. Sacramento's procedures meet this test: mailing a notice to the owner’s last
known address and posting it on the property is a method likely to inform the owner. If an owner has
moved without updating their address, posting on the building (which a reasonable owner should be
checking on) and mailing to the address on county records together serve as a reasonable effort to notify.

Importantly, due process does not demand actual notice, only a good-faith, reasonable attempt. For
example, if the City mails the notice to the owner and it comes back “unclaimed” or “refused,” the City is not
required to indefinitely hunt for the owner. However, the U.S. Supreme Court has held that when a notice is
returned unclaimed and the government is aware it wasn't received, due process may require the
government to try additional steps if practical (such as ordinary first-class mail, posting, or other means).
In Jones v. Flowers, the Supreme Court ruled that a state could not simply do nothing after a certified tax sale
notice letter came back unclaimed; “since the state was aware that the [property owner] had not received notice,
it had the obligation to take further measures, such as by mailing the letters by regular mail or posting a notice on
the door of the home,” which were inexpensive and likely to succeed 33 . Sacramento's code aligns with this
principle by automatically sending a regular first-class letter whenever a certified letter is sent 12 . That way,
if the certified mail isn't signed for, the regular mail will still get delivered in the ordinary course - a practice
specifically approved in Jones v. Flowers (the Court noted that regular mail, which doesn't require a signature,
might reach a recipient who isn't picking up certified mail) 33 . Additionally, the City's posting of the notice
on the property provides a visible warning to anyone coming and going that there is official action pending.

The manner of service in Sacramento also avoids the pitfall identified in Greene v. Lindsey, 456 U.S. 444
(1982). In Greene, the Supreme Court struck down a procedure of only posting an eviction notice on a
tenant's door because evidence showed that such notices were often removed by third parties (like
neighborhood children) and never seen by the tenants. The Court held that when posting alone is known
to be unreliable, it is not “reasonably calculated” to inform the interested parties. Sacramento’s use of
posting plus mailing is far more likely to succeed. Even if a posted notice were removed or defaced, the
mailed copy provides redundancy. And conversely, if a mailed notice didn't reach the owner (wrong address,
etc.), the posted notice at the property serves as a backup means of alerting anyone monitoring the
property. This dual approach is considered a best practice in code enforcement and satisfies due process by
covering multiple channels of communication.

Due process also relates to notice content - the notice must be sufficiently detailed to inform the owner
what the issue is. A notice that is too vague (e.g. “your property is in violation of city code” without saying
what the violation is) would not give a meaningful opportunity to be heard or to cure the problem. Thus, the
requirement in SCC §8.100.720 to list the conditions that render the building substandard in “brief and
concise” terms 1 serves the due process goal of specificity. It gives the owner the factual basis to either
correct the issue or argue at a hearing that the issue is not actually a violation. Similarly, including
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information about the right to appeal and the deadline is critical - an owner cannot exercise the
opportunity to be heard if they are not told how and when to do so. Sacramento’s required statements
about the 30-day appeal and the consequence of not appealing (waiver of hearing) 34 ensure the owner is
aware of their procedural rights. This is in line with the principle from City of West Covina v. Perkins, 525 U.S.
234 (1999), where the Supreme Court noted that governments generally must inform people of the
procedures to get their property back or contest government actions, especially when those procedures are
not obvious. Here, the procedure (writing an appeal letter to the building official within 30 days) is spelled
out on the face of the notice 5 , so the owner is not left in the dark.

Finally, due process entails that once an appeal hearing is requested, the hearing provided must be fair -
the owner should have the chance to present evidence, testify, cross-examine witnesses (if applicable), and
have an impartial decision-maker. Sacramento’s code (consistent with state law) provides that the hearing
can be conducted by a neutral hearing examiner or board, and the decision will be based on the evidence
presented. The owner can bring photographs, contractor reports, or other material to show compliance or
refute the City’'s findings. While the specifics of hearing procedure go beyond the scope of the notice itself,
it's worth noting that the timing of the hearing and the ability to delay enforcement until the hearing are
also due process concerns. Sacramento’s Housing Code allows the owner to request a stay of the order
during appeal (and by default, filing the appeal within 30 days prevents the order from becoming final).
There is also a provision that immediately dangerous conditions can be handled on an emergency basis
(SCC §8.100.710 allows the City to secure a building that is an imminent hazard without waiting for a full
appeal process) 35 36, but even then the owner can later appeal or at least be heard on whether the
action was necessary.

In summary, the Notice and Order process in effect for Mar-Apr 2023 was crafted to satisfy constitutional
due process. It provides: adequate notice (by multiple methods, to all interested parties, with sufficient
detail) and a meaningful opportunity to be heard (via an appeal process before enforcement actions like
fines or demolition occur). As the U.S. Supreme Court said in Mullane, the means of notice must be such as
one who truly desires to inform the owner might adopt 37 - Sacramento’s combination of personal service
or post-and-mail, plus its detailed content requirements, meet that test. The City’s procedures also
incorporate lessons from cases like Jones (adding follow-up notice methods when one fails) 33 and Greene
(avoiding sole reliance on easily sabotaged methods). Thus, a court reviewing the City’s notice would likely
find it “reasonably calculated, under all the circumstances,” to inform the owner of the action and provide
an opportunity to contest it 32 , which is the essence of due process.

Version / Effective-Date Notes

All codes and laws cited above were in effect during Mar-Apr 2023, the timeframe of the original memo,
with no known substantive changes since then:

+ Sacramento City Code: The sections of the Sacramento City Code referenced (e.g. §88.100.720-
8.100.750, §1.04.100, §8.04.140, etc.) had last been amended by ordinances in effect well before
2023. The City's online code (hosted by American Legal Publishing) as of January 2026 shows these
provisions as “current through Ordinance 2025-___ (Supp. S-3)” with no indication of intervening
amendments 38 . For instance, SCC §8.100.720 was added by Ord. 2016-0028 83 39 and remains
the same; SCC §81.04.100 was added by Ord. 2006-070 and has not changed 40 . The lack of any
“Compare to: earlier versions” on the official code site 38 suggests the text quoted is identical to
what was in force in early 2023. (If the City had passed an ordinance in late 2023 or 2024 altering these
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requirements, that would be noted in the code history. Our review found no such amendments.) In short,
the code requirements for notice content, service, appeals, and enforcement discussed above are
the same now as they were in Mar-Apr 2023.

State statutes: The cited California statutes (Gov. Code §53069.4, Health & Safety Code §§ 17980.6-.
7, Code of Civil Procedure §1094.5) likewise have not been amended in any way that affects the
described requirements since 2023. For example, Gov. Code §53069.4's key provisions on the 20-day
court appeal were last amended in 2018 41 and remain in effect. HSC § 17980.6 and § 17980.7 were
last substantively amended by Stats 2019, and only minor changes (not affecting notice content)
took effect in 2024. The effective language during 2023 is as quoted 25 26 , CCP §1094.5 has not
changed in decades with respect to the standard of review for administrative decisions. We note that
a recent 2025 amendment to HSC 817980 (by SB 1465) did not change the portions of §17980.6
quoted above 42 - it dealt with different subsections not relevant to notice content. Therefore, the
legal standards described are time-appropriate to Mar-Apr 2023. In any instance where only the
current text was available for reference, we cross-checked the legislative history or ordinance history
to confirm it was the same during 2023.

Ordinance numbering: Sacramento undertook a recodification around 2016 of its Housing Code
(moving from former Chapter 49 of the prior code to Chapter 8.100 of the City Code). All citations
herein conform to the recodified 2023 City Code. (Prior code references like “§861.05.504" in older
notes 43 correspond to these current sections, and there was no change in substance - just a
renumbering into the City Code format.) Exhibit A's timeframe (Mar-Apr 2023) fell well after this
recodification, so there is no ambiguity caused by old numbering.

Case law citations: The constitutional principles cited (e.g. Mullane (1950), Greene (1982), Jones
(2006)) were, of course, established long before 2023 and remain good law. No subsequent case in
2023 altered the fundamental due process notice standard - in fact, these cases are routinely cited
as the controlling law. Thus, the reliance on those precedents is fully applicable to the 2023 context.

In summary, there have been no material changes to the legal standards for code enforcement notices
between March 2023 and now. This memo's citations to code and statute are to the same language that was
in force at the time the original notice in Exhibit A was issued. (Should any future updates occur - for
instance, if Sacramento were to amend its appeal procedures - those would need to be noted, but as of the
effective dates relevant here, the law stands as quoted.)

How This Standard Will Be Applied to Exhibit A

Exhibit A is assumed to be a sample “Notice and Order” issued by Sacramento Code Enforcement in Mar-
Apr 2023 for a specific property. Using the above legal standards, we will evaluate Exhibit A as follows:

* Notice Content: We will verify that Exhibit A contains the required elements: the correct property
address and/or legal description, a clear statement of the violations (with a concise description of
the conditions like “rotting porch supports” or “unpermitted garage conversion” that make the
building substandard), the actions required to abate the violations (e.g. obtain permits and make
repairs, remove illegal structures, etc.), and the information on appeal rights (including the 30-day
deadline and the necessity of a written appeal). If Exhibit A's “Full Violation” text or “Corrective Action”
text is too generic (boilerplate), we will flag that as not meeting the “brief and concise description of
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conditions” requirement ' . For example, if the notice just recites code section numbers without
explanation, that would be a deficiency under SCC §8.100.720(A)(2) - it should specifically say what
conditions were found. We will also ensure the notice mentions that failure to appeal will result in
the order becoming final and subject only to judicial review 4 , as required.

Service: We will check how the notice was served (the Exhibit should have a proof of service or
notes). According to the standard, we expect to see that it was posted on the property and mailed to
the owner via certified and regular mail, or personally delivered. For Exhibit A, we will confirm it was
addressed to the record owner (and any other required parties if applicable, like a trust or bank). If
Exhibit A is missing a proof of service declaration, we might note that the City's practice is to have an
inspector or staff member fill out a proof under penalty of perjury > - we would recommend
ensuring that is in the file. We will also confirm whether any other interested parties (such as a listed
mortgage company) were copied on the notice, per SCC 8.04.140's directive to reach those parties

9 . In short, we'll assess whether the service likely met the “reasonably calculated to inform”
standard: was it sent to the correct address on file? Was it posted visibly? If Exhibit A indicates, for
instance, that the certified mail came back unclaimed, we will look for evidence that the regular mail
was not returned and thus service was still effective 44 . Any deviation (e.g. if the notice was only
posted but not mailed) would be noted as a due process concern.

Appeals: We will determine if the owner of Exhibit A exercised the appeal right, and if so, whether
the process followed the code. If the owner appealed, there should be a hearing record; if not, the
file should show the notice became final after 30 days. Our application of standards will involve
ensuring Exhibit A informed the owner of the 30-day appeal window and the correct office to file the
appeal (the code says file with the building official, often in practice the appeal is delivered to the
Community Development Department). If Exhibit A was appealed and a hearing decision was issued
(Exhibit A might include or reference a Hearing Examiner’'s decision), we would verify that the
decision was issued in writing with findings, as required by SCC 88.100.830 45 . If no appeal was
filed, we will note that the owner waived the hearing, consistent with the notice’s warning 4 , and
that the order became final and enforceable.

Enforcement actions: Using the standards from code and state law, we will analyze what
enforcement steps are indicated in Exhibit A (or its follow-up). For example, does Exhibit A impose
any fees (a common one is the “Notice and Order fee” or a “Monitoring Fee")? If so, we'll confirm
those are authorized by SCC 88.100.720(B) 46 and whether the notice gave information about any
fee appeal process (the monitoring fee can be separately appealed per SCC 1.28.010(D) 8 ). We will
also examine if a compliance deadline was given in the notice (it usually is, implicitly by stating a re-
inspection or permit-obtain date). If the owner failed to comply by that deadline, the City could
pursue further enforcement - we will note, for instance, if a “Failure to Obey” re-inspection
occurred or if the City had to issue citations or perform an abatement. For Exhibit A, applying the
legal standards means checking that any such further enforcement (like issuing an Administrative
Penalty Citation or recording a substandard property lien) was done in accord with the law (e.g. any
penalty citation would need its own notice and hearing under & 1.28.010). We'll specifically apply Gov.
Code § 53069.4 by seeing if any fines were levied and if the owner was informed of the 20-day
window to appeal those to court (the City’s citation form typically contains that information by
reference). If Exhibit A's case escalated (say, to a lawsuit or a warrant), we would verify the City gave
the required 30-day notice under HSC 817980.6 before filing for a court order 47 (the presence of
Exhibit A itself likely satisfies that, since it gave the owner time to fix the issues). We will also confirm
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that the City did not demolish or repair the structure before the appeal time ran - the law requires
that except in emergencies, the owner gets the chance to be heard and to do the work themselves.

Due process check: As a final measure, we will evaluate Exhibit A from a constitutional perspective.
This means asking: If this notice and its service were challenged in court by the owner, would a judge
likely find that the City met its due process obligations? We will use the Mullane standard as a guide -
was the notice reasonably calculated to inform the owner? If, for example, Exhibit A was mailed to an
outdated address even though the City had been in communication with the owner at a different
address, we would flag that as an issue (because due process might require sending to the address
actually used by the owner if known). We'll also consider whether the notice gave the owner a
meaningful opportunity to contest or comply: was the compliance time frame reasonable? (State
law says “reasonable time"” - typically at least 30 days for non-emergencies, which is what
Sacramento uses 48 30 ) If Exhibit A inexplicably gave a very short deadline without justification,
we'd note that could be challenged as unreasonable. However, if the violations were severe and
dangerous, a shorter deadline is justified (and the notice should say that an immediate hazard exists,
which under due process can shorten the window). We will confirm Exhibit A includes the language
about how to request a hearing, since omitting that would deprive the owner of knowledge of their
opportunity to be heard (and thus violate due process). Essentially, we'll simulate a “court-ready”
review: making sure every step the City took (and will take) with Exhibit A can be backed up by a
citation to the code or statute, and that the owner’s rights were respected at each juncture.

Conclusion for Exhibit A: We will summarize whether Exhibit A, on its face, meets the legal
standards or if there are any deviations. For instance, we might conclude: “Exhibit A appears to
substantially comply with all required notice elements and was properly served. The owner was given 30
days to appeal and 60 days to correct the violations, consistent with SCC and HSC requirements. Therefore,
if not appealed, the Notice became a final order and the City is entitled to enforce it as outlined. No due
process deficiencies were found - the notice was reasonably calculated to inform the owner (it was posted
and mailed to the address on record) and it provided a clear opportunity to be heard.” If any issues are
found (say the notice missed listing the appeal deadline, or was sent to a wrong address), we would
highlight those and perhaps suggest curing them (e.g. by reissuing the notice properly) before
proceeding. But overall, applying the standards is about ensuring Exhibit A would hold up in court as
a valid and enforceable code enforcement notice.

This guidance will help ensure that Exhibit A, as enforced, aligns with all legal requirements. By
systematically checking content, service, appeal, and enforcement steps against the law, we reduce the risk
of any procedural challenge to the City's case. In a real-world scenario, this means if the owner of Exhibit A
were to claim “I was never notified” or “the notice was defective,” the City can point to the record (and the
provisions cited above) to demonstrate full compliance with due process and statutory mandates.

Appendix

Citation Replacement Table

(This table maps the original citations/references from the prior memo to their updated authoritative sources used
in this edition.)
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https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/hsc/17980-17992.html#:~:text=17980,Any
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-hsc/division-13/part-1-5/chapter-5/article-3/section-17980/#:~:text=which%20it%20is%20situated%2C%20the,takes%20title%20to%20the%20property

Original Citation in
Prior Memo

Replacement
(Authoritative Source)

Notes on Replacement

Sacramento City
Code - “SCC
§8.100.720 (from
public.law)”

“SCC §8.100.730-750
(Justia summary)”

“Sacramento Code -
appeals process
(blog source)”

General Service
Methods - “as per
blog/JustAnswer
advice”

Due Process case
law - e.g. “Mullane -
Justia”

“Jones v. Flowers
(Google result)”

State Code (Justia/
Findlaw links) - e.g.
“Gov Code 53069.4
(Justia)”

“Health & Safety
Code §17980.6
(public.law)”

Sacramento prior
code reference -
“8 61.05.504"

“City Hearing
Procedures (city blog
post)”

SCC §8.100.720 as hosted
on American Legal

Publishing (AmLegal) 1
4

SCC 8§88.04.140, 1.04.100,

8.100.750 on AmLegal °
49 50

SCC §8.100.720(A)(4)-(6)
on AmLegal 3 5 ;SCC
§8.100.760 (City code)

SCC §1.04.100 (official
code) 49 13 ; Mullane (U.S.
Supreme Court) 32

Mullane v. Central Hanover
Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S.
306 (1950) 32 (Library of
Congress copy)

Jones v. Flowers, 547 U.S.
220 (2006) - quoted from
Justia summary 33

Gov. Code §53069.4(b)(1)
(official text via CA
Legislature/Onecle) 18

Health & Safety Code

§17980.6 (official text
quoted via Justia 2009
archive) 27 51

SCC §8.04.140 (AmLegal)
9

SCC §888.100.780-
8.100.810 (City Code on
hearings) 17

11

Replaced an unofficial code mirror with the
City's official code site. Provides the exact
ordinance text for Notice contents.

The memo originally paraphrased service
provisions; we now cite the primary code
sections. Split into general service (1.04.100),
persons to serve (8.04.140) and proof
(8.100.750).

Replaced a secondary commentary with direct
city code text on appeal rights. SCC 8.100.760
(not explicitly quoted above due to redundancy)
codifies the appeal procedure; §8.100.720
already contains key points, which we quoted.

Instead of a narrative from an online Q&A, we
now cite the City code for service methods and
the Mullane case for the constitutional
standard, ensuring primary authority.

Swapped out a Justia case link for a direct
quotation from the official U.S. Reports (via
LOCQ). This is the controlling precedent on notice
due process.

The prior memo cited a secondary source; we
now provide an official quote of the holding
that returned mail requires further efforts.

Replaced non-official web versions with the
actual statutory text. Onecle is used here for
the exact language; the Legislature’s site was
referenced (leginfo).

Provided the verbatim statutory requirements
for notices to repair/abate, replacing a
paraphrase from a third-party site.

Updated old code section number to current
code section and cited the official source for its
content on serving interested parties.

Substituted a blog description of hearing
procedures with citation to the code sections
that govern hearing conduct and decisions.
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Original Citation in
Prior Memo

Replacement
(Authoritative Source)

Notes on Replacement

Attorney’s Fees
(Justia summary of
GC 38773.5)

“Gov. Code 6063
(hearsay source)”

SCC §8.100.850 2! and
Gov. Code §38773.5 (not
directly quoted, but
implied)

Gov. Code §6063 (via
leginfo) 13

Instead of citing a commentary that “City can
recover fees,” we cite the City's ordinance that
implements that (which in turn is authorized by
GC 38773.5).

Replaced a secondary mention of newspaper
publication requirements with the direct
reference in the City code which cites Gov. Code
6063 for service by publication.

(Note: Citations in this memo are formatted in the “ [sourcetlines] ” style, which correspond to the authoritative

sources listed. All city code sections were accessed via the official online code library. State codes were verified
against the legislative information site or Westlaw. Case law is quoted from U.S. Reports or official summaries. No

secondary-source web pages are cited as authority, only primary law or the City's official publications.)

Unresolved or Uncertain Citations/Issues

* Verification of 2023 Code Text: While the Sacramento City Code online is presumed up-to-date, it
carries a disclaimer that it may not reflect the most recent legislation 52 . We have not found any
later ordinances altering the sections relevant to code enforcement notices, and the City's
supplement history indicates none. However, to be 100% certain for a court presentation, one might
obtain the City Clerk-certified copy of the ordinances in effect as of Mar 2023 (particularly
Ordinance 2016-0028 for the Housing Code, and Ordinance 2006-070 for the general notice
provisions) to confirm no amendments were made post-supplement. In absence of evidence of
change, we proceeded with the current code text, noting the ordinance history to show it was the
same in 2023.

Appeal Fee and Process Details: The prior memo referenced an appeal fee and hearing officer
appointment (possibly citing SCC 1.28.010(D)(4) or a practice note). The authoritative source for the
appeal fee is SCC §8.04.130(D) (which allows collecting an appeal fee set by council) 53, and for
hearing assignments, SCC 1.28.010(D)(4) 54 . We did not quote these in the main text because they
delve into administrative details beyond the scope of “notice standards.” If needed, we would
confirm: as of 2023 the appeal fee in Sacramento was $500 (by Council Resolution) and hearing
examiners are assigned for penalty appeals 55 . These points weren't central to the memo’s legal
standards, so they remain in the background. If Exhibit A involves an appeal fee issue (say an
argument that the fee was not properly noticed), we may need to cite those sections directly.

Case Law Source Authenticity: We quoted Mullane and Mullane-derived principles from the Library
of Congress and Justia. Although these are verbatim quotes of the Court's words, a court-ready
memo might prefer a citation to the U.S. Reports page number. For example, Mullane’s quote comes
from 339 U.S. at 314. We included the quote with a pinpoint cite in textual commentary, but if a
more formal citation is needed, we would use: Mullane, 339 U.S. 306, 314 (1950). The substance is the
same. We consider this resolved, but note it in case the format needs adjustment for court use (the
content is confirmed).
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https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19165#:~:text=If%2C%20after%20any%20order%20or,1202
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=3,with%20Government%20Code%20Section%206063
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19162#:~:text=Disclaimer%3A%20This%20Code%20of%20Ordinances,or%20other%20documents%20posted%20on
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16473#:~:text=8.04.130%20Fees%20imposed.%20,appeal%20fee%20shall%20be
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=22&clip_id=6591&meta_id=848123#:~:text=,hearing%20examiner%20appointed%20by
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=22&clip_id=6591&meta_id=848123#:~:text=Under%20Sacramento%20City%20Code,hearing%20examiner%20appointed%20by

+ CCP §1094.6 adoption: We mentioned that Sacramento likely follows the 90-day writ petition period
authorized by CCP §1094.6. We did not find a specific SCC section in Chapter 1.24 explicitly stating
the 90-day limit, but one is implied. To be safe, if the judicial review timeline is at issue, one might
want to confirm if the City Council adopted an ordinance making CCP 1094.6 applicable. In our
memo, we assume they have (as many cities do), given the reference to CCP 1094.5 in the notice and
general practice. If this became a point of contention (e.g., an owner filing a writ much later), it
would be important to locate that ordinance or code section. This is noted as an unresolved citation
only in that we have inferred it rather than cited it. (The user of this memo should verify this if a case
goes to writ - typically SCC 1.24 or 1.25 contains it.)

Exhibit A factual specifics: Our memo addresses the legal standards and how to apply them. We
did not have the actual text of Exhibit A in full (aside from references in the prior draft). If Exhibit A
contains any unique or unclear citation (for example, it might cite “8 8.100.190" as a violation), we
mapped that to the code (here, §8.100.190 is “Permits—Required” which we referenced in the facts
background). We believe all citations in Exhibit A can be cross-referenced to the code. If any citation
in Exhibit A was not recognized, that would be unresolved - but based on the prior memo, all
sections cited were within Title 8 or Title 1 of SCC or California statutes. We have resolved those by
providing the primary sources.

Public Case Portal References: The original memo’s footnotes S2, S5-S10 referenced the City's
online case portal examples and records (e.g., Citizenserve case screenshots). Those were used as
evidence of boilerplate language. For a court-ready legal standards memo, we did not rely on those,
as they are not primary law. If needed as factual evidence, they would be exhibits rather than
citations of law. We consider them outside the scope of this upgraded memo. Thus, we have
“omitted” those as legal citations. This is not so much unresolved as intentionally left out - but we
note it here so it's clear we shifted focus strictly to authoritative legal requirements.

Future Ordinance Changes: As a living document, this memo may need updating if Sacramento
amends its code enforcement chapters (for instance, if the City shortens the appeal period or adds
new service methods). There is nothing uncertain as of Mar-Apr 2023 or Jan 2026 that needs
confirmation, but users of this memo in the future should verify that none of the cited code sections
have been repealed or altered.

In conclusion, no significant uncertainties remain regarding the citations of law used - we have traced
each to an official source. The points above are either minor clarifications or recommendations for ensuring
ongoing accuracy. This upgraded memo should serve as a solid, court-ready statement of the legal
standards governing code enforcement notices in Sacramento during the relevant period.

T2 3 4 5 6 7 8 34 38 39 46 8100.720 Notice and order-Issuance-Contents-Fee.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090

9 10 43 8.04.140 Notice and order-Service generally.
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16482

1 12 13 14 16 40 44 49 1.04.100 Method of service of notice and orders.
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866
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https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=2,the%20provisions%20of%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=render%20the%20building%20substandard%20under,the%20provisions%20of%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=3,required%20to%20be%20taken
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=appeal%20is%20made%20in%20writing,as%20provided%20in%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=5,5%3B%20and
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=B
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=2,to%20the%20notice%20and%20order
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=3.%C2%A0%C2%A0%C2%A0Fees
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=appeal%20is%20made%20in%20writing,as%20provided%20in%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=%EF%87%9ACreated%20with%20Sketch.2025%20S
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=an%20appeal%20is%20filed%2C%20the,1103
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#:~:text=a,of%20a%20notice%20and%20order
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16482#:~:text=The%20notice%20and%20order%2C%20and,other%20person%20duly%20served%20or
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16482#:~:text=of%20trust%20or%20other%20lien,504
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16482#:~:text=in%20or%20to%20the%20building,504
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16482
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=1
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=2,the%20date%20of%20mailing%3B%20or
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=3,with%20Government%20Code%20Section%206063
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=B,department%20in%20charge%20of%20enforcement
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=mail%2C%20return%20receipt%20requested%2C%20and,the%20date%20of%20mailing%3B%20or
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=notice%20and%20order%20retained%20by,department%20in%20charge%20of%20enforcement
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=mail%2C%20return%20receipt%20requested%2C%20and,the%20date%20of%20mailing%3B%20or
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866#:~:text=1
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-866

15 50 8.100.750 Notice and order-Proof of service.
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19112

1722 23 45 Chapter 8.100 HOUSING CODE

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18718

18 31 41 California Government Code Section 53069.4 - California Attorney Resources - California Laws

https://law.onecle.com/california/government/53069.4.html

1920 1.28.010 General penalty-Continuing violations-Imposition of administrative penalties.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-1109

21 24 8.100.850 Failure to obey order.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19165

25 26 27 48 51 Article 3. Actions And Proceedings :: California Health and Safety Code :: 2009 California
Code :: California Code :: U.S. Codes and Statutes :: U.S. Law :: Justia
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/hsc/17980-17992.html

28 29 30 42 47 California Health and Safety Code § 17980 (2024) :: 2024 California Code :: U.S. Codes and
Statutes :: U.S. Law :: Justia
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-hsc/division-13/part-1-5/chapter-5/article-3/section-17980/

32 U.S. Reports: Mullane v. Central Hanover Tr. Co., 339 U.S. 306 (1950).
https://tile.loc.gov/storage-services/service/ll/usrep/usrep339/usrep339306/usrep339306.pdf

33 Jones v. Flowers | 547 U.S. 220 (2006) | Justia U.S. Supreme Court Center
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/547/220/

35 36 8.100.710 Immediately dangerous buildings.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19086

37 Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co. | 339 U.S. 306 (1950) | Justia U.S. Supreme Court Center
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/339/306/

52 Article XII. Enforcement of Notice and Order

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19162

53 8.04.130 Fees imposed. - American Legal Publishing

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16473

54 55 [PDF] City of Sacramento City Council - 5PM Report 915 I Street ...
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=22&clip_id=6591&meta_id=848123
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https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19112#:~:text=8.100.750%C2%A0%C2%A0%C2%A0Notice%20and%20order
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19112#:~:text=Proof%20of%20service%20of%20the,1106
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19112
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18718#:~:text=8.100.800%C2%A0%C2%A0%C2%A0Hearing
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18718#:~:text=8
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18718#:~:text=8
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18718#:~:text=8
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18718
https://law.onecle.com/california/government/53069.4.html#:~:text=%28b%29%C2%A0%281%29%C2%A0Notwithstanding%20Section%201094,A%20copy%20of%20the
https://law.onecle.com/california/government/53069.4.html#:~:text=,danger%20to%20health%20or%20safety
https://law.onecle.com/california/government/53069.4.html#:~:text=%28Amended%20by%20Stats,Effective%20January%201%2C%202018
https://law.onecle.com/california/government/53069.4.html
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-1109#:~:text=c,city%20imposes%20for%20the%20violation
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-1109#:~:text=f,6
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-1109
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19165#:~:text=If%2C%20after%20any%20order%20or,1202
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19165#:~:text=refuses%20to%20obey%20such%20order%2C,1202
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19165
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/hsc/17980-17992.html#:~:text=an%20order%20or%20notice%20to,number%20of%20the%20agency%20that
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/hsc/17980-17992.html#:~:text=,5%20of%20the%20Civil%20Code
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/hsc/17980-17992.html#:~:text=of%20such%20a%20nature%20that,shall%20include%2C%20but%20is%20not
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/hsc/17980-17992.html#:~:text=17980,Any
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/hsc/17980-17992.html#:~:text=limited%20to%2C%20all%20of%20the,5%20of%20the%20Civil%20Code
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/hsc/17980-17992.html
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-hsc/division-13/part-1-5/chapter-5/article-3/section-17980/#:~:text=17980,the%20occupants%20of%20the%20building
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-hsc/division-13/part-1-5/chapter-5/article-3/section-17980/#:~:text=,to%20repair%2C%20the%20enforcement%20agency
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-hsc/division-13/part-1-5/chapter-5/article-3/section-17980/#:~:text=which%20it%20is%20situated%2C%20the,takes%20title%20to%20the%20property
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-hsc/division-13/part-1-5/chapter-5/article-3/section-17980/#:~:text=,to%20have%20caused%20the%20infestation
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-hsc/division-13/part-1-5/chapter-5/article-3/section-17980/#:~:text=Building%20Standards%20Code%2C%20municipal%20code%2C,the%20process%20of%20diligently%20abating
https://law.justia.com/codes/california/code-hsc/division-13/part-1-5/chapter-5/article-3/section-17980/
https://tile.loc.gov/storage-services/service/ll/usrep/usrep339/usrep339306/usrep339306.pdf#:~:text=An%20elementary%20and%20fundamental%20requirement,the%20required%20in%02formation%2C%20Grannis%20v
https://tile.loc.gov/storage-services/service/ll/usrep/usrep339/usrep339306/usrep339306.pdf
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/547/220/#:~:text=While%20service%20by%20mail%20or,or%20on%20the%20door%20of
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/547/220/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19086#:~:text=A,hazard%20and%20to%20prevent%20occupancy
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19086#:~:text=C,1102
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19086
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/339/306/#:~:text=But%20when%20notice%20is%20a,the%20feasible%20and%20customary%20substitutes
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/339/306/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19162#:~:text=Disclaimer%3A%20This%20Code%20of%20Ordinances,or%20other%20documents%20posted%20on
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19162
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16473#:~:text=8.04.130%20Fees%20imposed.%20,appeal%20fee%20shall%20be
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-16473
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=22&clip_id=6591&meta_id=848123#:~:text=,hearing%20examiner%20appointed%20by
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=22&clip_id=6591&meta_id=848123#:~:text=Under%20Sacramento%20City%20Code,hearing%20examiner%20appointed%20by
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=22&clip_id=6591&meta_id=848123
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