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A good code enforcement system should identify code violations, take action, and restore or demolish 
the property.1  Omaha fails at the first step, identifying code violations.  As a result too many properties, 
especially rental properties, deteriorate until they are abandoned.  This was the case with the house at 
2116 Spencer St shown on the cover, which was abandoned in 2009 and demolished in 2017.  This 
deterioration hurts tenants, neighborhoods, and the city’s tax base.  Early intervention to identify and fix 
housing code violations holds the promise of breaking this cycle of deterioration before it spreads, thus 
preserving homes rather than abandoning them.  The City of Omaha should follow the lead of La Vista, 
Council Bluffs, Carter Lake, and others across the country, and adopt a proactive rental property 
inspection ordinance to prevent deterioration of homes and neighborhoods. 
 
PROBLEM: MANY PROPERTIES ARE ALLOWED TO DETERIOATE 
 
In the summer of 2017 OTOC analyzed the 1100 active code violations in the city database, and 
compared the physical address against the owner address.  We concluded that 2/3 of code violations 
involved rental properties.  Given that about 42% of Omaha households rented during this period, 
renter-occupied properties had over twice the rate of code violations as owner-occupied properties.2 
 

 
 
For many reasons, most code violations are not reported.  In a complaint-based code enforcement 
system, if no one calls in a complaint, no actions are taken.  Many landlords spend what is necessary to 
take care of their properties, but some do not.  A complaint-based system is not designed to maintain 
minimum health and safety standards for all rental properties.   
 

                                                           
1 Betts, Phyllis. “Best Practice Number Ten: Fixing Broken Windows – Strategies to Strengthen Housing Code 
Enforcement and Related Approaches to Community-Based Crime Prevention in Memphis”. Memphis Shelby 
Crime Commission. Pdffiller. April 2001. p.20. 
2 For rental households, if .425x = .67, then x = 1.576.  For owner households, if .575y = .33, then y = .574.  
Comparing the two rates shows (x / y) = (1.576 / .574) = 2.75.  Thus the rental violation rate is over twice the 
owner violation rate. 
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Tenants often do not know much about minimum standards, and do not recognize when a property fails 
to meet them.  Tenants do not have expertise to report structural or electrical problems.3  Neighbors 
see external issues, but not internal issues, so external problems are reported more than internal ones.  
When a problem is identified, people do not know who to call.  Both neighbors and tenants know to call 
911 in a police or fire emergency.  But who to call for a code violation for a safety or health issue is more 
of a mystery.  When people do call, they are faced with talking only to a machine, not a human being. 
 
Many tenants are not comfortable making complaints to the city.  Tenants fear that if they report 
problems the landlord may retaliate with a rent increase or with eviction.4  Tenant fear is widespread 
because many do not have the savings to move to a new property and pay a new security deposit.  Low-
income neighborhoods are less likely to complain than middle-class neighborhoods.5  Immigrants are 
more likely to feel vulnerable and are less likely to complain about substandard conditions.6  The 
Nebraska Supreme Court looked at this question in the neighboring suburb of La Vista and found “the 
record supports La Vista’s concern that tenants are reluctant to report maintenance problems.”7 
 
Some landlords do not prioritize proactive maintenance.  Many landlords take professional care of their 
properties, but some do not.  Overall landlords are less likely than owners to spend on preventative 
maintenance.  As a result renter-occupied properties end up with more code violations than owner-
occupied properties.  One study showed renter-occupied homes had a rate of code violations four times 
higher than owner-occupied homes.8  A subset of landlords adopts a business plan of no proactive 
maintenance, milking property for as long as possible, then abandoning it to the city.9  The Nebraska 
Supreme Court summarized the situation by writing that “the deterioration of La Vista’s housing and 
neighborhoods … occurs because tenants may face landlords who resist performing maintenance and 
repairs and because tenants may be reluctant to report deficiencies to authorities.”10   
 
The inevitable result in a complaint-based system is that most violations are not reported.  Memphis 
found that only 1 in 5 code violations were reported.11  When Washington, DC, implemented proactive 

                                                           
3 Entrepreneurship and Community Development Clinic. “The Facts About Rental Registration.” University of Texas 
School of Law. July 2013. p.2. 
4 Entrepreneurship and Community Development Clinic. “The Facts About Rental Registration.” University of Texas 
School of Law. July 2013. p.2. 
5 Betts, Phyllis. “Best Practice Number Ten: Fixing Broken Windows – Strategies to Strengthen Housing Code 
Enforcement and Related Approaches to Community-Based Crime Prevention in Memphis”. Memphis Shelby 
Crime Commission. Pdffiller. April 2001. p.23. 
6 Entrepreneurship and Community Development Clinic. “The Facts About Rental Registration.” University of Texas 
School of Law. July 2013. p.2. 
7 Supreme Court of Nebraska. D–CO, INC., et al., v. CITY OF LA VISTA. No. S–12–299. April 12, 2013. p.684. 
8 Betts, Phyllis. “Best Practice Number Ten: Fixing Broken Windows – Strategies to Strengthen Housing Code 
Enforcement and Related Approaches to Community-Based Crime Prevention in Memphis”. Memphis Shelby 
Crime Commission. Pdffiller. April 2001. p.32. 
9 Kennedy, Duncan. “The Effect of the Warranty of Habitability On Low Income Housing: ‘Milking’ and Class 
Violence.” Florida State University Law Review 15. (1987): 485. Lexis-Nexis Academic: Law Reviews. p.489. 
10 Supreme Court of Nebraska. D–CO, INC., et al., v. CITY OF LA VISTA. No. S–12–299. April 12, 2013. p.683. 
11 Betts, Phyllis. “Best Practice Number Ten: Fixing Broken Windows – Strategies to Strengthen Housing Code 
Enforcement and Related Approaches to Community-Based Crime Prevention in Memphis”. Memphis Shelby 
Crime Commission. Pdffiller. April 2001. p.70. 
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rental inspections, in many cases they had no recent complaints on properties that failed inspections.  
“And for the worst of the properties, we never received a single complaint.”12  ChangeLab Solutions’ 
study of programs across the nation concluded that because so many tenants are reluctant to complain, 
“the housing inhabited by the most vulnerable populations, which is frequently the worst housing, is 
often the most likely to fall through the cracks of a complaint-based code enforcement system.”13   
 
Even when violations are reported, the system does not respond effectively.  In May of 2018 OTOC 
analyzed the city’s 1400 active code violations.  About 1 in 4 violations (22.8%) that had been originated 
in 2015 still had a status of “in violation” three years later.  The same was true of violations from 2016 
(25.5%).  For 2017 violations, 39.7% remained unsolved as of May 2018.  (See map in Appendix 1.)  Most 
Omahans would be shocked to learn how long the city takes to get property owners to fix these code 
violations.  When asked why this was, Tracy Murray, former interim Chief Housing Inspector, wrote that 
“A case will remain open until the violations have been remedied.  Sometimes those cases have owners 
who are deceased, owners we cannot locate, owners who live out of state, owners that won't comply, 
and some properties no one claims ownership.”14  These are difficult problems that city inspectors face 
when they work in a reactive system.  But this is not acceptable.  We must do better. 
 
The Planning Department seems to recognize the system is broken.  For most of the last decade, the city 
has chosen not to fill all housing inspector positions funded in the budget.  The below table compares 
appropriated versus actual positions based on online city budgets.   
 

Year Appropriated Actual Difference 
2004  3  
2005  5  
2006 8 7 -1 
2007 8 8 0 
2008 9 10 1 
2009 14 10 -4 
2010 12 10 -2 
2011 11 9 -2 
2012 12 8 -4 
2013 12 9 -3 
2014 9 9 0 
2015 9 9 0 
2016 9 8 -1 
2017 10 7 -3 
2018 9   

 

                                                           
12 Testimony of Linda Argo, Council of the District of Columbia Committee on Public Services and Consumer Affairs 
at Public Roundtable on Proactive Housing Inspections Program. 2009. p.2. 
13 ChangeLab Solutions, “A Guide to Proactive Rental Inspection Programs”, 2014, p.5. 
14 Murray, Tracy L. “Re: status questions.”  Message to Dennis Walsh. February 21, 2018. Email. 
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The table shows progress up to 2008, followed by an unwillingness to fill all authorized positions.15  
While additional inspectors would likely reduce the backlog of violations, it would not make the 
complaint-based system viable. 
 
The result of a complaint-based system is housing and neighborhood deterioration.  Unidentified code 
violations can grow in severity, and become very expensive to fix when they are finally identified.  Too 
often the first complaint happens after damage is irreversible, so that unidentified code violations lead 
to abandonment and eventual demolition.  OTOC calls this the Demolition Pipeline.  A complaint-based 
system is designed to create this Demolition Pipeline. 
 
NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF CODE VIOLATIONS 
 
These widespread and unsolved code violations have a negative effect on tenant health and safety.  One 
common problem is the lack of working smoke detectors.  Mold goes untreated.  Many roach and mice 
infestations go unfixed.  Substandard housing leads to many health conditions, including respiratory 
infections, asthma, injuries and mental health.16  OTOC’s 2018 conversations with Douglas County 
health inspectors left no doubt that these types of health issues are real problems in Omaha.  As an 
analogy, imagine a food safety system in which there were no random inspections of food processors or 
restaurants.  Instead the government simply waited for diners, employees, or hospitals to call in 
complaints.  Such an approach seems obviously unsafe, and yet that is how we treat tenant safety in the 
rental housing. 
 
These unresolved code violations, and the abandoned properties that often follow, also have a negative 
effect on neighborhood safety.  Physical deterioration of properties in a neighborhood is considered 
“crimogenic” – that is, as a cause of crime, and an encouragement to crime.17  The Omaha Police 
Department has pointed to graffiti, theft, prostitution, and drug dealing as crimes that exploit 
abandoned properties.18  Abandoned properties are vulnerable to fires, especially arson.19  National 
studies have found that fires in abandoned properties are twice as dangerous for fire fighters as fires in 
occupied properties.20  These properties add to neighborhood safety issues for families. 
 
Deteriorating housing has negative economic effects throughout a neighborhood.  The vacancy rate 
among rental properties is an important indicator of economic climate tracked by the US Census 
Bureau.21  Vacant properties with code violations turn into abandoned properties.  The existence of 

                                                           
15 City of Omaha Finance Department.  Adopted Budgets, 2006-2018. https://finance.cityofomaha.org/. 
16 Krieger, J and Higgins, D. “Housing and Health: Time Again for Public Health Action.” Public Health Matters, 
92(5). 2002. p.758. 
17 Betts, Phyllis. “Best Practice Number Ten: Fixing Broken Windows – Strategies to Strengthen Housing Code 
Enforcement and Related Approaches to Community-Based Crime Prevention in Memphis”. Memphis Shelby 
Crime Commission. Pdffiller. April 2001. p.7 
18 Moring, Roseann. “Omaha Targets Its Backlog of Abandoned Houses.” Omaha World-Herald. 26 December 2012: 
B1 
19 O’Brien, Maddie. “Risk to Firefighters Greater in Vacant Homes.” Omaha World-Herald. 14 September 2011: B1. 
20 O’Brien, Maddie. “Risk to Firefighters Greater in Vacant Homes.” Omaha World-Herald. 14 September 2011: B1. 
21 U.S. Census Department, “New Housing Vacancy Survey Annual Statistics”.  Press Release. 21 February 2017. 
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abandoned properties reduces neighboring property values22  Once property values start to decline, 
deferred maintenance can spread through a neighborhood23  The decline in property values spreads 
from the owner of one house, then to the neighborhood, and finally to the city as a whole with declining 
property tax receipts. 
 
NOW IS THE TIME TO ACT 
 
The U.S. Census Bureau reports that in 2016, 166,000 Omaha residents lived in 74,000 rental 
households.24  This has increased significantly in the last decade.  The population of renters has grown 
by 24,000 individuals since 2010 compared to 10,000 for the owner-occupied population.25  For every 
owner-occupied property added in the city since 2010, there were 3.8 renter-occupied properties.  We 
should be cautious in using census estimates for Omaha between the 2010 and 2020 censuses, 
especially because annexations change the city’s makeup.  However when looking at the whole of 
Douglas County, during this same period, rental households have outgrown owner households by 5.7 to 
1.  (See Appendix 2.)  So despite this uncertainty regarding the data, the increase in renters appears to 
be a real trend which shows no signs of slowing down.  This is who we are now.  More rental properties 
mean more code violations, especially since some of this growth is conversion of older owner-occupied 
properties.  This trend is overburdening an already broken system. 
 
The city has tried to react to this deterioration in recent years.  The Vacant and Abandoned Property 
Registry is helping to force action by the owners of vacant and abandoned properties.  The Land Bank is 
working to save deteriorated properties and accelerate redevelopment.  Increased funding for 
demolitions has also been very helpful to many neighborhoods.  What those efforts have in common is 
they are focused mostly on responding to the deterioration, rather than preventing the deterioration.  
All these efforts make it even more important now to look forward, to implement proactive solutions to 
reduce the need for future demolitions. 
 
Neighboring communities have acted.  La Vista was the first, passing its ordinance in 2009.  Council 
Bluffs followed in 2015.  Carter Lake passed their ordinance earlier this year.  Omaha is being left 
behind.  Omaha needs to act now, before it is too late.  Council Bluffs waited too long.  It took the death 
of an infant, Mayci Colburn-Lerette26, to cause them to act.  Likewise it took the deaths of Demetria 
Sanchez and Eddie Valentine for the City of Omaha to update its boarding house regulations.27  It is not 
alarmist to raise the question, will it take another death due to code violations before the City of Omaha 
moves toward proactive inspections?  Or this time can the city act first? 
 

                                                           
22 “Tackling Abandoned Properties.” Omaha World-Herald. 28 July 2014. Staff Editorial. B4. 
23 Betts, Phyllis. “Best Practice Number Ten: Fixing Broken Windows – Strategies to Strengthen Housing Code 
Enforcement and Related Approaches to Community-Based Crime Prevention in Memphis”. Memphis Shelby 
Crime Commission. Pdffiller. p.8 
24 U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Tables B25008 and B25003. 
25 U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Tables B25008 and B25003. 
26 Cole, Kevin. “Council Bluffs Police Identify Infant Killed in House Fire.” Omaha World-Herald. 12 May 2014: B2. 
NewsBank. 
27 Winchester, Cody. “Tighter Regulation for Rooming Houses Approved.” Omaha World-Herald. 22 April 2015: B2. 
NewsBank.  
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SOLUTION 
 
A Proactive Rental Inspection program would have three basic structures: registration, periodic 
inspections, and enforcement.28  Below we use other cities’ experiences to lay out components that 
would be important for a program to be effective and to balance the rights of tenants and landlords. 
 
Registration 
 
Landlords will be required to register each rental property annually, with the registration fee due each 
January.  The landlord would provide proof of a pest control inspection during the previous year from a 
certified pest inspector for each unit.  Annual registration will help the city identify the property owner 
and the local maintenance contact. 
 
Periodic Inspections 
 
City will begin a multi-year cycle during which all properties would be inspected for major health and 
safety violations.  If major violations are found, properties could be subject to annual inspection.  Multi-
unit properties would have a minimum percent of units inspected based on random number generation 
done by inspector.  Tenants and property owners would be given notice of inspections.  No fee would be 
charged for initial inspection.  After an initial cycle of inspections is completed, the city could reevaluate 
whether the frequency of future inspection cycles should be based on the history of code violations for 
the property and property owner. 
 
Enforcement 
 
It would be unlawful to rent out an unregistered property.  Late fees and fines would be assessed for 
failure to register properties, provide proof of pest inspection, or pay registration fees.  If inspections 
find major code violations, a reinspection would be scheduled within 30 days, unless imminent danger 
required reinspection to be sooner.  A reinspection fee would be charged only if property failed 
reinspection.  If a property was found to have only minor code violations, those would need to be fixed 
before the next cycle of inspections. 
 
Transparency 
 
Each rental property would be required to post proof of registration as well as contact numbers for 
complaints to City Code Enforcement Department, County Health Department, 211, Legal Aid, etc.  (See 
Appendix 3 for an example from Minneapolis.)  City would provide such posters in multiple languages on 
its website for landlords to print.  Such information would be posted in each single unit property; multi-
unit properties would post such information at the entrance or a common area.  In addition the Planning 

                                                           
28 ChangeLab Solutions, “A Guide to Proactive Rental Inspection Programs”, 2014, p.7. 



8 
 

Department’s website would show the public the region of each inspector, contact number, supervisor, 
and supervisor contact number, as is done in Minneapolis.29 
 
BENEFITS 
 
A system of registration and inspection would improve the quality, health, and safety of housing.  In the 
first seven years of Los Angeles’ program, 1.5 million code violations were corrected, resulting in a “$1.3 
billion re-investment by owners in the city’s existing housing stock.”30  By necessity housing inspections 
focus on major violations.  Cities using proactive inspections have focused primarily on safety issues.  For 
example, the head of St Paul Minnesota’s inspections said “We’re checking over these homes to make 
sure they are safe places to live.  Our primary intentions are to help insure that people don’t lose their 
lives and to diminish the chances of injury.”31  Cities with proactive inspections have found fewer 
violations over time, showing improvement in the housing stock.  Cities in North Carolina found 
significant drops in the number of complaints.32  La Vista found that over half of its rental homes failed 
initial inspection due to lack of working smoke detectors.  But after two years most properties passed 
inspection.33  Proactive inspections will create safer housing. 
 
A system of proactive inspection can preserve properties before deterioration and abandonment, thus 
increasing the supply of housing.  Minneapolis found a program of enforcement saved properties and 
increased the housing supply.34  Proactive maintenance of older properties will preserve housing, 
maintain the housing supply, and reduce pressures to increase rents.  La Vista has shown no effect on 
rent from its registration fees.  From 2010 to 2016 median rent in La Vista went up 1.5% a year, 
compared to 2.4% a year in Omaha.35  During the same period, La Vista’s supply of rental properties 
increased by 10%.36 
 
Proactive inspections will help neighborhoods.  Instead of negative ripple-effects from problem 
properties, positive ripple-effects will come from proactive maintenance of properties.  Crimes related 
to abandoned properties, including arson, should decline as abandoned properties decline.  The 
preservation of housing will preserve property values of the landlord.  Neighborhood property values 
will be helped – as well as the tax base.37 
 

                                                           
29 City of Minneapolis.  Housing Inspections. Inspections District Map. 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/inspections/inspectionsmap. 
30 Harvard Kennedy School, ASH Center for Democratic Governance and Innovation, Systematic Code Enforcement 
Program, 2005. 
31 Wascalus, Jacob. “Working with Finite Resources, Twin Cities Rental Housing Inspectors Reward Good, Target 
Bad. (Cover Story).” Fedgazette (2014): 1. MasterFILE Complete. p.4. 
32 ChangeLab Solutions, “A Guide to Proactive Rental Inspection Programs”, 2014, p.5. 
33 Nohr, Emily. “City Blushes as Rental Inspection Program Fumbles.” Omaha World-Herald. 20 August 2014: B1. 
NewsBank. 
34 Kinning, Robin. “Selective Housing Code Enforcement and Low-Income Housing Policy: Minneapolis Case Study.” 
Fordham Urban Law Journal 21. (1992): 159. LexisNexis Academic: Law Reviews. p.190. 
35 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table DP04. 
36 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table B25003. 
37 ChangeLab Solutions, “A Guide to Proactive Rental Inspection Programs”, 2014, p.6. 
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A system of proactive inspection should balance the interests of tenants and landlords.  Proactive 
inspection helps fearful tenants by providing an alternative to tenant complaints.  Now most inspections 
will be done at the initiative of the city.  This will “reduce tenant fear of landlord retaliation, as well as 
actual retaliation.”38  The system also could be designed so landlords who invest in proactive 
maintenance and have fewer code violations could be rewarded with less frequent inspections.  
Registration fees should be kept as low as possible while still funding an effective program. 
 
MODEL CITIES 
 
Omaha has the opportunity to learn from the experiences of other cities to create the most effective 
possible program.  Omaha should evaluate the effectiveness of these programs and set up a program 
that integrates the best features from each.  The cities discussed below all have differing registration 
fees and inspection schedules.  It is essential that registration fees fully-fund the program.  The Nebraska 
Supreme Court has ruled that "Because the renting of residential housing is a business, a city can 
reasonably require the owners of such housing to pay fees to offset the cost of regulating that 
business."39  Registration fees should be put in a city fund dedicated only to covering the additional 
personnel and administrative costs needed to implement the system of proactive rental inspections.  No 
general fund taxes should be used. 
 
It is reasonable to treat rental properties differently than owner-occupied properties.  The Nebraska 
Supreme Court concluded in the La Vista case that the city was appropriate and justified to focus its 
regulations on rental properties: “intervention through the rental housing inspection program was 
clearly in the public’s interest of maintaining safe housing for tenants and safe and livable 
neighborhoods for La Vista’s residents.”40  The Supreme Court’s statement applies doubly to Omaha, 
whose tenants and neighborhoods are significantly more vulnerable because of Omaha’s much older 
housing stock. 
 
La Vista 
 
La Vista inspects properties every two years - or every three years for new construction.  But if major 
violations are found, properties fall into a tier of annual inspections.  La Vista annual registration fees 
are $50 per property and $6 for each additional unit.41  This brings in about $30,000 per year, and so 
does not fully cover program costs.42  OTOC estimates the compliance with registration fees is only 
about 70%.  At 90% compliance, OTOC estimates La Vista’s fee structure applied to Omaha would 
generate $1.5 million per year in revenue. 
 
Council Bluffs 
 

                                                           
38 ChangeLab Solutions, “A Guide to Proactive Rental Inspection Programs”, 2014, p.6. 
39 Supreme Court of Nebraska. D–CO, INC., et al., v. CITY OF LA VISTA. No. S–12–299. April 12, 2013. p.676. 
40 Supreme Court of Nebraska. D–CO, INC., et al., v. CITY OF LA VISTA. No. S–12–299. April 12, 2013. p.684. 
41 City of La Vista.  “Rental Inspection Program.” http://www.cityoflavista.org/index.aspx?NID=832. 
42 Birch, Ann. “City of La Vista Rental Registration Program.” Talk to OTOC Action Team, June 5, 2018. 
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Council Bluffs inspects all properties every three years.  Council Bluffs charges $35 per unit for those 
properties with 1 or 2 units.  Those with more units are charged $25 for the first, and $17.50 for each 
additional unit.43  Late payment fee is $25 per unit.  Penalty for non-registration is $1000 per unit, with 
placement on a one-year inspection cycle.44  It is our assumption that the penalty for non-registration 
probably results in a higher compliance rate than in La Vista.  Nevertheless at 90% compliance OTOC 
estimates Council Bluff’s fee structure also would generate $1.8 million per year in revenue for Omaha. 
 
Minneapolis 
 
Minneapolis set up a three-tiered rating of properties after a full cycle of inspecting all rental properties.  
Properties are divided into tiers based on track record of code violations and police activity at the 
property.  Based on tier, properties are inspected every eight years, every five years, or every year.  
Annual registration fees per property also vary by tier.  Below are the annual fees in dollars for the well-
maintained (Tier 1), less-well-maintained (Tier 2), and poorly-maintained properties (Tier 3).  In addition 
a $5 per unit fee is charged.45   
 

 Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 
1-3 units   70 112 373 
condominiums   70 112 373 
4-15 units   82 163 327 
16+ units 175 350 700 

 
At 90% compliance and with all properties starting in Tier 1, OTOC estimates Minneapolis’ fee structure 
would generate $2.3 million in annual revenue for Omaha.  Another advantage of the Minneapolis 
model is that tiered fees would create a financial incentive for good behavior by landlords. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Omaha should adopt a proactive rental inspection program to preserve and improve rental housing and 
the surrounding neighborhoods.  The local communities of La Vista and Council Bluffs are showing that 
these types of programs are practical ways to prevent the deterioration of rental housing.  We believe 
the record is clear that Omaha has an even greater need for such a program.   
 
One important strength of the La Vista program is that is has been ruled to be constitutional by the 
Nebraska Supreme Court.  But the La Vista model does appear to have relatively weak enforcement 
mechanisms.  The Council Bluffs ordinance appears to have stronger enforcement mechanisms.  A 
program that draws on both would be appropriate for Omaha.  We also are supportive of the 
transparency provisions that have been implemented in Minneapolis.  We believe these will improve the 
consumer friendliness, and thus effectiveness, of the housing code enforcement department.  In terms 

                                                           
43 Tim Rohwer. “Safety Codes – Bluffs to Scrap Honor System, for Rental Property Inspections.” Omaha World-
Herald. 27 January 2015: B6. NewsBank. 
44 City of Council Bluffs. “Rental Housing.” https://www.councilbluffs-ia.gov/448/Rental-Housing. 
45 City of Minneapolis.  “Rental License Fees.”  
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/inspections/rental/inspections_rentlicensefee. 
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of free structure, we like La Vista’s balance between a $50 fee for the first unit and $6 for each 
additional unit.  If the city determines a higher fee is needed to ensure that such a program is fully-
funded, we would suggest a higher fee for the first unit.   
 
The city has worked hard in recent years to fight housing deterioration at the back end.  Proactive rental 
inspection makes sense as the next step, to fight deterioration before it happens.  And we believe the 
time to act is now.  
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APPENDIX 2 

 

 2006-2010 Margin of Error 2012-2016 Margin of Error Change 
HOUSEHOLDS      
      
OMAHA      
Renter-occupied 64,964 +/- 1181 74,325 +/- 1136 9,361 
Owner-occupied 98,050 +/- 1277 100,503 +/- 1157 2,453 
Total 163,014 +/- 1119 174,828 +/- 1025 11,814 
      
DOUGLAS COUNTY      
Renter-occupied 70,712 +/- 1256 81,369 +/- 1215 10,657 
Owner-occupied 127,698 +/- 1317 129,562 +/- 1229 1,864 
Total 198,410 +/- 1141 210,931 +/-   926 12,521 
      
      
POPULATION      
      
OMAHA      
Renter-occupied 141,730 +/- 3304 166,113 +/- 3190 24,383 
Owner-occupied 256,030 +/- 3441 265,635 +/- 3259 9,605 
Total 397,760 +/- 1384 431,748 +/-   652 33,988 
      
DOUGLAS COUNTY      
Renter-occupied 153,661 +/- 3396 182,863 +/- 3400 29,202 
Owner-occupied 341,244 +/- 3493 347,952 +/- 3510 6,708 
Total 494,905 +/- 1444 530,815 +/-   665 35,910 

 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Tables B25008 and B25003. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Tables B25008 and B25003. 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

 



APPENDIX 4

LA VISTA FEE STRUCTURE

Estimated Revenue from La Vista Fee Structure Implemented in Omaha

Single-unit rental properties are charged $50 annual fee

Multi-unit rental properties are charged $6 per unit

Rental 

Structure Type Units

Margin of 

Error Percent

Units per 

Property Properties

1st 

Unit ($)

Add'l 

Units ($)

From 1st 

Units ($)

From Add'l 

Units ($) Total ($)

Annual per 

property ($)

Annual per 

unit ($)

Monthly per 

unit ($)

1, detached 23,555 +/-769 29% 1 23,555     50.00  -        1,177,750 -              1,177,750 50.00          50.00        4.17             

1, attached3 4,109 +/-401 5% 1 4,109       50.00  -        205,450    -              205,450    50.00          50.00        4.17             

2 2,847 +/-284 4% 2 1,424       6.00    6.00      8,541         8,541          17,082      12.00          6.00           0.50             

3 or 4 3,983 +/-415 5% 4 996          6.00    6.00      5,975         17,924        23,898      24.00          6.00           0.50             

5 to 9 11,582 +/-657 14% 9 1,287       6.00    6.00      7,721         61,771        69,492      54.00          6.00           0.50             

10 to 19
4 14,835 +/-680 19% 19 781          6.00    6.00      4,685         84,325        89,010      114.00        6.00           0.50             

20 to 49 9,056 +/-561 11% 49 185          6.00    6.00      1,109         53,227        54,336      294.00        6.00           0.50             

50 or more 9,430 +/-534 12% 100 94             6.00    6.00      566            56,014        56,580      600.00        6.00           0.50             

Mobile home 504 +/-144 1% 1 504          50.00  -        25,200      -              25,200      50.00          50.00        4.17             

Boat, RV, van, etc 51 +/-74 0% 1 51             50.00  -        2,550         -              2,550         50.00          50.00        4.17             

Totals 79,952 +/-1,136 32,985 $1,439,546 $281,802 $52.19 $21.53 $1.79

Total revenue assuming 100% collection rate $1,721,348

Total revenue assuming   90% collection rate $1,549,213

Total revenue assuming   80% collection rate $1,377,078

1 - 2017 American Community Survey, Table S2504

2 - Property refers to ownership.  For example, a four-plex is one property with four units

3 - Attached refers to a structure attached to another structure but separated by a ground-to-roof wall, separate utilities, and no units located above or below.

4 - Table applies percentages from 2012-2016 ACS Table B25033 for "10 to 19", "20 to 49", and "50 or more" to 2017 category "10 or more" total.

2017 American Community Survey1 Estimated Properties2 Fee Structure Estimated Revenues Averages



COUNCIL BLUFFS FEE STRUCTURE

Estimated Revenue Generated by Council Bluffs Fee Structure Implemented in Omaha

Single-unit rental properties are charged $35 registration fee

Duplex rental properties are charged $70 registration fee

Multi-unit rental properties are charged $25 registration fee plus $17.50 per unit

Rental 

Structure Type Units

Margin of 

Error Percent

Units per 

Property Properties

Register 

($)

Per Unit 

($)

Register  

($)

Per Unit  

($) Total ($)

Annual per 

property ($)

Annual per 

unit ($)

Monthly 

per unit ($)

1, detached 23,555 +/-769 29% 1 23,555     35.00    -       824,425    -          824,425    35.00          35.00         2.92           

1, attached3 4,109 +/-401 5% 1 4,109       35.00    -       143,815    -          143,815    35.00          35.00         2.92           

2 2,847 +/-284 3% 2 1,424       70.00    -       99,645      -          99,645      70.00          35.00         2.92           

3 or 4 3,983 +/-415 5% 4 996          25.00    17.50   24,894      52,277   77,171      77.50          19.38         1.61           

5 to 9 11,582 +/-657 15% 9 1,287       25.00    17.50   32,172      180,164 212,337    165.00        18.33         1.53           

10 to 194 14,835 +/-680 19% 19 781          25.00    17.50   19,520      245,949 265,468    340.00        17.89         1.49           

20 to 49 9,056 +/-561 11% 49 185          25.00    17.50   4,620        155,246 159,866    865.00        17.65         1.47           

50 or more 9,430 +/-534 12% 100 94             25.00    17.50   2,358        163,375 165,732    1,757.50     17.58         1.46           

Mobile home 504 +/-144 1% 1 504          35.00    -       17,640      -          17,640      35.00          35.00         2.92           

Boat, RV, van, etc 51 +/-74 0% 1 51             35.00    -       1,785        -          1,785        35.00          35.00         2.92           

Totals 79,952 +/-1,136 32,985     $1,170,874 $797,010 $59.66 $24.61 $2.05

Total revenue assuming 100% collection rate $1,967,884

Total revenue assuming   90% collection rate $1,771,096

Total revenue assuming   80% collection rate $1,574,307

1 - 2017 American Community Survey, Table S2504

2 - Property refers to ownership.  For example, a four-plex is one property with four units

3 - Attached refers to a structure attached to another structure but separated by a ground-to-roof wall, separate utilities, and no units located above or below.

4 - Table applies percentages from 2012-2016 ACS Table B25033 for "10 to 19", "20 to 49", and "50 or more" to 2017 category "10 or more" total.

2017 American Community Survey
1

Fee Structure Estimated Revenues AveragesEstimated Properties
2



MINNEAPOLIS FEE STRUCTURE

Estimated Revenue Generated by Minneapolis Fee Structure Implemented in Omaha

Tier 1 fees only were used - for well-maintained properties

Fee for each additional unit is $5

Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3

1-3 units 70 112 373

condominiums 70 112 373

4-15 units 82 163 327

16+ units 175 350 700

Rental 

Structure Type Units

Margin of 

Error Percent

Units per 

Property Properties

1st 

Unit ($)

Add'l 

Units ($)

From 1st 

Units ($)

From Add'l 

Units ($) Total ($)

Annual per 

property ($)

Annual per 

unit ($)

Monthly per 

unit ($)

1, detached 23,555 +/-769 29% 1 23,555     70.00   -        1,648,850 1,648,850 70.00          70.00        5.83             

1, attached3 4,109 +/-401 5% 1 4,109       70.00   -        287,630    287,630    70.00          70.00        5.83             

2 2,847 +/-284 4% 2 1,424       70.00   5.00      99,645      7,118          106,763    75.00          37.50        3.13             

3 or 4 3,983 +/-415 5% 4 996          70.00   5.00      69,703      14,936        84,639      85.00          21.25        1.77             

5 to 9 11,582 +/-657 14% 9 1,287       82.00   5.00      105,525    51,476        157,000    122.00        13.56        1.13             

10 to 19
4 14,835 +/-680 19% 19 781          82.00   5.00      64,025      70,271        134,296    172.00        9.05           0.75             

20 to 49 9,056 +/-561 11% 49 185          175.00 5.00      32,343      44,356        76,699      415.00        8.47           0.71             

50 or more 9,430 +/-534 12% 100 94             175.00 5.00      16,503      46,679        63,181      670.00        6.70           0.56             

Mobile home 504 +/-144 1% 1 504          70.00   -        35,280      -              35,280      70.00          70.00        5.83             

Boat, RV, van, etc 51 +/-74 0% 1 51             70.00   -        3,570         -              3,570         70.00          70.00        5.83             

Totals 79,952 +/-1,136 32,985 $2,363,072 $234,835 $78.76 $32.49 $2.71

Total revenue assuming 100% collection rate $2,597,907

Total revenue assuming   90% collection rate $2,338,117

Total revenue assuming   80% collection rate $2,078,326

1 - 2017 American Community Survey, Table S2504

2 - Property refers to ownership.  For example, a four-plex is one property with four units

3 - Attached refers to a structure attached to another structure but separated by a ground-to-roof wall, separate utilities, and no units located above or below.

4 - Table applies percentages from 2012-2016 ACS Table B25033 for "10 to 19", "20 to 49", and "50 or more" to 2017 category "10 or more" total.

2017 American Community Survey
1

Estimated Properties
2

Fee Structure Estimated Revenues Averages
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