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Factual Basis Requirement for Dangerous Building
Notices in Sacramento

City Code Mandates a “Brief and Concise” Description of Dangerous
Conditions

Under Sacramento City Code Title 8, any Notice and Order (N&O) declaring a building “dangerous” must
include a specific factual description of why it is dangerous. The law explicitly requires more than a generic
label - the notice must list the actual conditions or defects found. For example, City Code §8.96.130(B)
provides that the building official's N&O “shall contain:

“A statement that the building official has found the building is dangerous with a brief and
concise description of the conditions that make the building dangerous under the
provisions of Section 8.96.110." 1

In practice, this means the notice should cite the observable problems (e.g. “foundation cracked and
sagging,” “roof timbers extensively decayed,” etc.) that match one or more of the “dangerous building”
criteria defined in §88.96.110. Section 8.96.110 of the City Code enumerates specific dangerous conditions
(such as inadequate exits, structural weakness, fire damage, risk of collapse, etc.), and the N&O's
description should tie the cited property to those criteria. The purpose is to put the owner on notice of
which conditions (from that list) are present. Simply declaring the structure “unsafe” is not enough - the
notice must briefly explain the factual basis, i.e. what the inspector found that meets the code’s definition
of a dangerous building 1 .

This requirement for a factual description is not limited to the dangerous-building context. Sacramento’s
Housing Code (Title 8, Chapter 8.100) contains a parallel rule for substandard dwellings. For instance, an
N&O declaring a residence “substandard” must similarly include “a brief and concise description of the
conditions found to render the building substandard” 2 .In other words, whether the issue is a “dangerous
building” (Chapter 8.96) or a substandard housing code violation (Chapter 8.100), the City Code mandates that
the notice itemize the conditions that trigger the code violation - e.g. listing issues like severe roof leaks,
lack of utilities, structural damage, infestation, etc., rather than just calling the property a nuisance in
general. The exact City Code wording for substandard buildings is analogous: the notice must state the
building is substandard “with a brief and concise description of the conditions” making it so 2 . This
language in both chapters reflects Sacramento’s policy that owners are entitled to be told exactly why their
property has been deemed dangerous or substandard.

City Council Actions Emphasizing Factual Detail in Notices

The requirement to include specific facts in a Notice and Order was deliberately adopted by the Sacramento
City Council to improve due process and clarity in code enforcement. City ordinances and staff reports
indicate that the Council has updated the code over time to ensure notices give meaningful details. For
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example, in 2002 the Council amended the Dangerous Buildings Code to strengthen notice procedures
(Ordinance 2002-015). And in 2009, the Council again refined these provisions (Ord. 2009-014), particularly
for “Notice to Vacate” orders involving immediately dangerous buildings. A Notice to Vacate is posted when
occupants must leave immediately due to an imminent hazard, and the Council wanted such notices to spell
out why such drastic action was necessary. The City Code now explicitly states:

“Whenever a notice to vacate is posted, the building official shall include facts in the notice
and order under Section 8.96.130(B) specifying the conditions which necessitate an
immediate notice to vacate.” 3

In other words, if the City orders an emergency vacate of a structure, the notice must not only cite the
general dangerous condition, but also state the specific facts (e.g. “severely cracked bearing wall in
danger of collapse”) that warrant ordering everyone out without delay 3 . The inclusion of this language in
the ordinance history (with references to Ord. 2009-014 and 2002-015 in the code annotations 4 ) shows
the Council's intent: to ensure that property owners and occupants understand the exact reasons for the
City's action. City Council reports around that time stressed updating the code’s notice provisions to be
consistent with modern best practices and constitutional due process. By requiring a “brief and concise”
description of the dangerous conditions, the Council sought to make N&Os more transparent and
defensible. The factual detail helps justify the City's findings and provides a clear record if the owner
appeals or if the case ends up in court. It also guards against arbitrary or conclusory orders - the inspector
must document objective conditions, which can later be verified or refuted, rather than simply declaring a
building dangerous with no explanation.

City staff guidelines in the Housing & Dangerous Buildings Division likewise reflect this mandate.
Inspectors use standardized Notice and Order forms that include sections to list each code violation or
hazardous condition observed. Internal procedure manuals (while not published publicly) instruct officers to
cite the specific code sections and factual observations supporting the “dangerous” or “substandard”
determination. For example, instead of issuing a vague order saying “Building is unsafe,” an inspector will
enumerate items such as “Roof trusses sagging and at risk of collapse (violates SCC §8.96.110(G): structural
instability)” or “Extensive dry rot in front porch causing potential failure.” The City's own public
communications demonstrate this practice. In a recent case summary, the City noted that it had given a
property owner a notice to abate nuisances “which included [the conditions of] storage and accumulation
of junk and debris as well as inoperable vehicles” 5 - clearly listing the specific nuisance conditions rather
than just calling the property a nuisance in general. Likewise, a Code Enforcement guidance document for
common violations shows that notices list each violation with a description (e.g. “Dangerous, unsightly, or
blighted condition - VIOLATION: Any dangerous, unsightly, or blighted condition which is detrimental to health,
safety or welfare...” and then the corrective action) 6 . This level of detail is intended to leave no ambiguity
about what conditions must be corrected.

In summary, Sacramento’s laws and policies require that a Notice and Order tell the story of the building's
problems in concise factual terms. The inclusion of a “brief and concise” description in the code was very
much a purposeful addition by the City Council to enhance fairness. It ensures that an owner isn't left
guessing which issues the City has found - the notice must function as a roadmap of the violations.
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State Law, Uniform Codes, and Due Process Considerations

Sacramento’s local requirements align with broader California law and standard codes regarding notice in
code enforcement. The California Housing Code (Health & Safety Code 8817980 et seq.) implicitly requires
that enforcement orders specify the violations or substandard conditions. While the state law doesn't spell
out the exact phrasing “brief and concise description,” it does require that owners be given notice of
violations and a reasonable opportunity to repair. In practice, providing a factual description of defects is
necessary to meet state law obligations - a general notice that a building violates the Health & Safety Code,
without saying how, would be inadequate. Additionally, many cities (including Sacramento) have based their
dangerous-building procedures on the Uniform Code for the Abatement of Dangerous Buildings (a
model code). That Uniform Code explicitly mandates that the building official's order include a statement of
the dangerous conditions found. Indeed, the language “a brief and concise description of the conditions found
to render the building dangerous” comes straight from the uniform model ' 7 . Sacramento’s code has
essentially adopted this model language, tailoring it to the City’s needs. The consistency of this requirement
across jurisdictions reflects a common recognition: to enforce building safety laws, you must give
owners specific notice of what's wrong.

Constitutional due process principles underlie these requirements. Both the U.S. and California
Constitutions guarantee that before the government deprives someone of a significant property interest
(such as by ordering a building vacated, repaired, or demolished), the person is entitled to notice
reasonably calculated to apprise them of the case against them and an opportunity to be heard. Adequate
notice is a cornerstone of procedural due process & . This means the notice must contain enough
information for the property owner to understand what violation is alleged and to prepare a defense or
compliance plan. A mere conclusion that “your building is dangerous” or “your property is a nuisance”
would be too vague - it would not inform a reasonable person of the specific issues to contest or correct.
Courts have repeatedly held that due process is satisfied only if the notice of violation communicates the
basis for the government’s action. For instance, in Mohilef v. Janovici, a California appellate court upheld a
nuisance abatement action because “the City provided the [owners] with notice of the basis for the
nuisance abatement proceeding and with a meaningful opportunity to be heard” 9 . In that case, the
notice detailed the complaints (e.g. overwhelming odor from accumulated animal waste, airborne dust and
feathers causing health concerns) which gave the owners a fair chance to respond © 11 . The clear
implication is that if the notice had not described those specific nuisance conditions, it likely would not
have met due process standards.

More generally, the U.S. Supreme Court has long emphasized that notice must “reasonably convey the
required information” and inform the party of what is at stake (see Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank, 339
U.S. 306 (1950)). In the context of code enforcement, this translates to spelling out the code sections
violated and the factual circumstances of the violation. A notice lacking factual specifics not only violates
Sacramento’s ordinance but also risks being found constitutionally deficient. As another example, the
Supreme Court in Memphis Light, Gas & Water v. Craft (1978) held that a utility’s termination notice violated
due process because it did not explain the reason for the disconnection; by analogy, a Notice and Order that
simply declares a building substandard without listing any defects would fail to give the owner meaningful
notice of why their property rights are being affected.

Thus, the Sacramento provisions requiring a factual description serve to protect due process. They ensure
the notice fulfills its essential function: letting the owner know “this is exactly how and why your building
violates the law.” When an owner knows the specific charges - e.g. “foundation has sunk on west side,
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causing structural stress beyond code limits” - they can gather evidence, obtain expert opinions, or
correct the condition in order to either challenge the City’s findings or comply. Without such information,
the owner would be flying blind. Sacramento’s requirement is a codification of this basic fairness principle.

Case Law on Insufficient Notices

There is limited published case law directly on point invalidating a Dangerous Building N&O for lack of
specificity (since cities that follow the standard notice requirements usually include the details). However,
general code enforcement case law supports that a notice lacking a factual basis can be challenged for
violating both the law and due process. Courts have not hesitated to overturn enforcement actions when
the property owner did not receive adequate notice of the allegations. For example, California courts have
overturned abatement orders when procedures were not followed or owners were not properly informed of
what was required of them. In Mohilef, as noted, the court found due process satisfied because the notice
itemized the conditions (implying that without such itemization the outcome might differ) 9 . Similarly, in
Green v. City of Oceanside (1987) 194 Cal.App.3d 212, the court emphasized that when an owner timely
appeals a code enforcement order, the city must provide a fair hearing on the specific issues in dispute -
which presupposes that the notice identified those issues in the first place 2 13 . In Hawthorne Sav. &
Loan Ass'n v. City of Signal Hill (1993) 19 Cal.App.4th 148, the city had served a demolition notice
accompanied by a detailed list of ~170 code violations, and the case centered on other procedural issues;
notably, the city’s thorough factual notice in that case was unchallenged 14 . It stands to reason that had
the notice been a bare-bones order to demolish without that list, the property owner would have had
strong grounds to invalidate it.

Outside California, courts have explicitly held that vaguely worded condemnation or violation notices do not
pass muster. (For instance, some jurisdictions have voided enforcement actions where the notice just
declared a property “unfit” with no further detail, as being insufficient to inform the owner of what
conditions needed to be addressed.) While no Sacramento-specific appellate case on a defective N&O is
reported, one can analogize to other due process cases: whenever notice is so vague that the recipient can't
tell what factual allegations to contest, courts will deem it inadequate.

In short, failing to include specific reasons or facts in a Notice and Order is a legal vulnerability. An
owner on the receiving end can argue that the notice is legally deficient. If a notice were issued in
Sacramento that did not contain the “brief and concise description” required by 88.96.130(B)(2), it would
violate the City's own code and likely the constitutional standard for notice. Such a defective notice provides
a strong basis for challenge, as explained below.

Remedies for an Owner When a Notice Lacks the Required Detail

If a Sacramento inspector issues an N&O without the mandated factual description (for example, it just says
“building is dangerous - abate the nuisance” with no further explanation), the property owner has several
avenues to challenge or remedy this defect:

+ Raise a “Defective Notice” Defense in Administrative Appeal: Sacramento’s code enforcement
process allows the owner to appeal a Notice and Order to the Housing Code Advisory and Appeals
Board (sometimes referred to as the “housing and dangerous buildings board” or similar). The
notice itself is required to inform the owner of the right to appeal within 30 days > 16 . On appeal,
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the owner can argue that the notice did not comply with §8.96.130(B)(2) because it lacked a “brief
and concise description” of the dangerous conditions. This essentially is a procedural defense - that
the City failed to follow its own ordinance in issuing the order. The appeals board has authority to
void or modify the Notice and Order if it finds the notice was not properly issued. For instance, the
board could decide that because the notice was too vague, the order is not valid and must be re-
issued correctly before enforcement can proceed. In administrative practice, boards do take notice
adequacy seriously; an owner can point out that he was prejudiced by not knowing the factual basis
for the order. If the board agrees, it might dismiss the N&O (or remand it back to the department to
cure the notice and start over). Even if the board does not outright void the notice, raising the issue
builds a record that the owner’s due process rights were potentially violated by the lack of detail.

Judicial Review - Writ of Mandate (CCP §81094.5): If the owner appeals administratively and is
unsatisfied with the result, or if the owner misses the administrative appeal window, the next step is
judicial review. Under California law, a final administrative decision on a code enforcement order can
be reviewed by the courts via a petition for writ of administrative mandate (Cal. Code of Civil
Procedure 81094.5). Sacramento’s code explicitly notes that once an N&O becomes final (either after
the appeal board decision or by failure to appeal), it is subject only to judicial review under CCP
1094.5 17 18 ,In a mandamus proceeding, the owner can argue that the City “failed to proceed in
the manner required by law” by issuing a notice that did not contain the required factual description.
Courts have authority to overturn administrative orders due to such procedural errors. A judge could
find that the inadequate notice violated both the City Code and the owner’s due process rights, and
therefore set aside the Notice and Order (or the subsequent enforcement decision). The likely
outcome would be a court order nullifying the defective N&O and instructing the City to re-issue a
compliant notice if it wishes to pursue enforcement. It's important to note that timeliness is key -
the owner should raise the notice defect as early as possible (ideally in the administrative appeal). If
they wait until court, they must not have waived the issue by failing to object earlier. Nonetheless, a
truly void notice (one that is so defective that it fails fundamental due process) arguably cannot
become valid even if unchallenged - although as a practical matter, a court will expect the owner to
have used the available appeal process to contest it.

Argument to Void Fees, Penalties, or Subsequent Actions: A defective notice can undermine the
City's ability to impose fees and penalties. Sacramento charges certain fees once a Notice and Order
is issued (such as the notice-and-order issuance fee, monitoring fees for reinspections, etc. 19 20 ),
If the notice is invalid, an owner can argue that any fees based on it should not be assessed.
Likewise, the City cannot lawfully enforce compliance (e.g. demolish the building or impose liens) on
the basis of an void notice. In an extreme scenario, suppose the City tried to demolish a building
after an owner failed to comply with a vague N&O - the owner could seek an injunction or writ from
the court to stop the demolition on grounds that the underlying notice (and order) was void for not
specifying any dangerous conditions. In addition, if the City had levied administrative penalties for
non-compliance, those could be invalidated if the notice was not legally sufficient. (One cannot be
penalized for failing to fix “violations” that were never properly explained.) In many cases, rather
than risk nullification of enforcement, the City would likely correct the notice voluntarily once the
issue is raised - effectively re-serving a proper notice with the required details, and resetting the
compliance timeline.

* Due Process as a Defense in Enforcement Proceedings: If a code enforcement order ends up in
court (for example, the City files a lawsuit for a court-ordered abatement or the owner files a suit to
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block enforcement), the owner can assert as a defense that the notice was so vague as to deny due
process. Courts are receptive to such arguments; as noted, notice is the first pillar of fairness. If a
judge agrees that the notice was deficient, the enforcement action will usually be halted until proper
notice is given. The City might be directed to start over with a new notice that cures the defect. It's
rare for a court to permanently bar the City from enforcing just because of a notice defect (usually
the remedy is “cure and re-notice”). However, any fees or fines that accrued under the defective
notice could be thrown out or refunded, since they were not lawfully imposed.

In practical terms, failure to include a specific reason/description does not automatically void the
Notice and Order from the moment it's issued - the City may initially act as though the notice is valid. It is
up to the owner to object and challenge the notice’s validity. If the owner does nothing (does not appeal or
contest), the notice could become final and the City might proceed with enforcement, assuming perhaps
that the owner understood the order or chose not to dispute it. That's why it's critical for an owner to timely
raise the issue. The Sacramento code itself says that if no appeal is filed within 30 days, the rights to a
hearing are waived and the order becomes final > 18 . An owner shouldn’t simply ignore a notice even if
it's vague - silence could be interpreted as acquiescence. Instead, the owner should file the appeal and
explicitly state that the notice is legally inadequate. By doing so, they preserve the argument and force the
City to address it.

Effect of a Missing “Specific Reason” - Void or Voidable? How to
Object

Whether a defective notice is deemed “void” or “voidable” can be a tricky legal distinction. A truly void action
has no legal effect from the start, whereas a voidable action is one that is valid until challenged and
declared invalid. In the context of a Notice and Order lacking the required description, one could argue it is
void ab initio (from inception) for failing to meet a mandatory condition of the ordinance. Certainly,
Sacramento’s code makes the inclusion of a factual description an absolute requirement, not optional.
However, in practice an N&O will be treated as valid unless and until the owner successfully contests it.
Thus, it's safest to consider it voidable - subject to nullification once the defect is raised to the proper
authority.

In plain language, if the inspector fails to include a specific factual reason in the Notice and Order, the
owner should immediately object and seek review, because that omission gives the owner a strong
defense. The owner should invoke their right to appeal to the City's appeals board within 30 days, and in
that appeal letter clearly state that the notice did not provide the “brief and concise description of
conditions” as required by City Code. This tells the appeals board that the City didn't follow its own law. The
owner can argue that, as a result, the Notice and Order is not legally effective - effectively asking the board
to toss it out or send it back for correction. If the appeals board agrees, the Notice and Order could be
declared invalid (void). If the board for some reason overlooks the issue or rules against the owner, the
owner can then petition the Superior Court (via a writ of mandate) to review the case, again arguing that
the City's failure to include the specific factual basis in the notice violated both the City Code and the
owner’s due process rights 9 . A court is likely to be sympathetic to that argument, since courts take due
process seriously and have struck down actions for inadequate notice in many other contexts.

From a practical standpoint, an owner in this situation should not ignore the notice, but also not perform
costly repairs or pay fines blindly without first getting clarity on what the issue is. The best course is to
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formally challenge the notice’s sufficiency. Often, this prompts the City to realize the mistake and reissue a
corrected notice (or possibly even rescind the order if it was in error). Remember that code enforcement
officers are human - omissions or boilerplate errors can happen. Sacramento’s appeals process exists to
catch such problems.

In summary, failure to state the specific reasons a building is considered dangerous generally makes the
Notice and Order defective and challengeable. An owner should view such an notice as unenforceable
unless corrected, and should promptly use the appeal process to assert that the notice does not meet the
legal requirements. Until the notice is fixed to include the necessary factual details, the City's ability to
impose fees or take enforcement action is on shaky ground. The owner who timely raises this issue can get
the notice voided (or at least stalled) on procedural grounds. However, if the owner does nothing, the
notice, even if technically non-compliant, could be treated as final - so one should never “wait and see.” The
right approach is to object early, in writing, and cite the code’s exact language about needing a concise
description of conditions 1 . This puts the City on notice that the owner is aware of their rights.

To directly answer the question of void vs. voidable: failing to include a specific factual reason in the N&O
makes it voidable upon challenge. The notice won't automatically self-destruct, but it provides a solid ground
for the owner to get it nullified. Once an owner raises the issue (administratively or judicially), it is very likely
that the notice will be deemed invalid until it's corrected. In practical effect, that means the City would have
to start over with a proper notice. Any penalties associated with the bad notice could be negated. The
owner should always raise the objection at the first opportunity - ideally in the administrative appeal - to
avoid waiving any rights. By doing so, they force the City to adhere to the law’s requirements.

In conclusion, Sacramento law clearly demands that Notices and Orders for dangerous or substandard
buildings contain specific, factual descriptions of the dangerous conditions. This requirement is rooted in
fundamental fairness and due process. If an N&O lacks that detail, an owner has strong grounds to
challenge it as procedurally defective. The owner should promptly appeal or seek judicial relief, arguing that
the notice violates City Code §8.96.130 (or §8.100.720) and fails to give constitutionally adequate notice of
the allegations. Such a challenge, if raised in a timely manner, will likely succeed in voiding the notice or
forcing a proper one to be issued 3 9 . Thus, a notice without a “specific reason” is not the end of the
road for the owner - it is an opportunity to contest the enforcement action, and the law is on the owner’s
side in requiring the City to do it right.

Sources:

+ Sacramento City Code §88.96.130(B)(2) - Notice and Order contents (must include brief description of
conditions making building dangerous) 1 .

« Sacramento City Code §8.100.720(A)(2) - Notice contents under Housing Code (must include brief
description of conditions rendering building substandard) 2 .

+ Sacramento City Code 88.96.150(B) - Notice to Vacate must include facts justifying immediate danger

3

 Sacramento City Code §8.96.130(B)(5) & §8.100.720(A)(4)-(6) - Appeal rights (30 days to appeal; final
order subject to CCP 1094.5 judicial review) 15 16 |

* Mohilef v. Janovici, 51 Cal.App.4th 267 (1996) - due process satisfied where owners were given notice
of the basis of the abatement (implying necessity of factual basis in notice) 9 .

« Ordinance 2009-014 (City of Sacramento) - amended code to require factual justification in notices to
vacate immediately dangerous buildings 3 .
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https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/51/267.html#:~:text=which%20they%20did%20not%20receive,be%20heard%20on%20the%20matter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18604#:~:text=B,an%20immediate%20notice%20to%20vacate

« City of Sacramento “Housing & Dangerous Buildings” enforcement example (City news release, 2022)

- N&O to abate nuisances included specific conditions (“junk and debris” and “inoperable vehicles”)
5

« Common Code Violations Notice Template (City Code Compliance, 2022) - illustrates listing of
violation descriptions and corrective measures in notices 6 .

* Due Process Principle: Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank, 339 U.S. 306 (1950) (notice must apprise
party of proceeding) and related California cases underscoring the need for adequate notice of code
violations 9 .(These principles inform the interpretation of local code requirements.)

115 17 19 8.96.130 Generally.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18574

2 16 18 20 8,100.720 Notice and order-Issuance-Contents-Fee.

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

3 4 8.96.150 Notice to vacate.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18604

5 City corrects misleading article on Code enforcement from The Sacramento Bee - Sacramento City
Express
https://sacramentocityexpress.com/2022/04/19/city-corrects-misleading-article-on-code-enforcement-from-the-sacramento-bee/

6 cityofsacramento.gov
https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/content/dam/portal/cdd/Code-Compliance/Neighborhood/Most-Common-Code-Violations-on-
Private-Property-2022.pdf

7 Chapter 17.08 ENFORCEMENT - General Code
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Shelton/html/Shelton17/Shelton1708.html

8 [PDF] Local government: nuisance abatement - SENATE HEALTH
https://sjud.senate.ca.gov/system/files/2025-05/sb-757-richardson-sjud-analysis.pdf

9 10 11 Mohilef v. Janovici (1996) :: :: California Court of Appeal Decisions :: California Case Law ::
California Law :: U.S. Law :: Justia
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/51/267.html

1213 14 Hawthorne Savings & Loan Assn. v. City of Signal Hill (1993) :: :: California Court of Appeal
Decisions :: California Case Law :: California Law :: U.S. Law :: Justia
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/19/148.html
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https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18574#JD_8.96.130#:~:text=1,which%20the%20building%20is%20located
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18574#JD_8.96.130#:~:text=a,date%20of%20the%20order%3B%20and
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18574#JD_8.96.130#:~:text=b,5
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18574#JD_8.96.130#:~:text=E
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18574
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#JD_8.100.720#:~:text=2,the%20provisions%20of%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#JD_8.100.720#:~:text=4,as%20provided%20in%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#JD_8.100.720#:~:text=appeal%20is%20made%20in%20writing,as%20provided%20in%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090#JD_8.100.720#:~:text=1,issued%20pursuant%20to%20this%20chapter
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-19090
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18604#:~:text=B,an%20immediate%20notice%20to%20vacate
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18604#:~:text=C,403
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/sacramentoca/latest/sacramento_ca/0-0-0-18604
https://sacramentocityexpress.com/2022/04/19/city-corrects-misleading-article-on-code-enforcement-from-the-sacramento-bee/#:~:text=The%20City%20in%202014%20began,as%20well%20as%20inoperable%20vehicles
https://sacramentocityexpress.com/2022/04/19/city-corrects-misleading-article-on-code-enforcement-from-the-sacramento-bee/
https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/content/dam/portal/cdd/Code-Compliance/Neighborhood/Most-Common-Code-Violations-on-Private-Property-2022.pdf#:~:text=property,dangerous%2C%20unsightly%20or%20blighted%20conditions
https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/content/dam/portal/cdd/Code-Compliance/Neighborhood/Most-Common-Code-Violations-on-Private-Property-2022.pdf
https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/content/dam/portal/cdd/Code-Compliance/Neighborhood/Most-Common-Code-Violations-on-Private-Property-2022.pdf
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Shelton/html/Shelton17/Shelton1708.html#:~:text=,Uniform%20Code%20for%20Abatement
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Shelton/html/Shelton17/Shelton1708.html
https://sjud.senate.ca.gov/system/files/2025-05/sb-757-richardson-sjud-analysis.pdf#:~:text=HEALTH%20sjud,action%20to%20deprive%20the
https://sjud.senate.ca.gov/system/files/2025-05/sb-757-richardson-sjud-analysis.pdf
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/51/267.html#:~:text=which%20they%20did%20not%20receive,be%20heard%20on%20the%20matter
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/51/267.html#:~:text=The%20notice%20further%20stated%3A%20,illness%20in%20humans%20and%2For%20animals
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/51/267.html#:~:text=Among%20the%20letters%20received%20by,the%20outrageous%20stench%20from%20the
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/51/267.html
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/19/148.html#:~:text=the%20denial%20of%20its%20appeal,opportunity%20to%20present%20rebuttal%20evidence
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/19/148.html#:~:text=The%20City%20has%20adopted%20the,order%20or%20any%20portion%20thereof
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/19/148.html#:~:text=A%20few%20weeks%20after%20Hawthorne,concern%20the%20property%20was%20a
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/4th/19/148.html
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