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A CIVIL INJUSTICE:
THE STATE OF EVICTION 
IN CALIFORNIA
2010–2024 

Kyle Nelson, SAJE 

INTRODUCTION

Each year, hundreds of thousands of
tenants around California face eviction.
Once referred to as a “hidden housing
problem,” eviction is now widely
acknowledged to be a contributing factor
to the state’s housing crisis. The eviction
process begins with a legal notice and, in
just a few short weeks, can result in a
tenant losing their home in eviction court.
When tenants who cannot pay their rent
are evicted through the civil justice
system, their material circumstances
become worse, and they are significantly
more likely to experience homelessness.
This is because eviction exacerbates
financial distress, becoming a “mark” on
tenants’ credit reports that is discoverable
in background checks and makes it harder
to secure other housing options. And
these consequences are
disproportionately borne by women of
color, particularly Black women. 

But eviction is neither spectral nor inevitable. It
is a tool codified into our housing laws,
collectively implemented by a range of actors
in housing and consumer affairs agencies, the
court system, and law enforcement. It is a
process that causes homelessness and, unlike
other causes, occurs in a venue that could
easily and affordably be reformed in ways that
could prevent tenants from experiencing
homelessness by helping them stay housed.
Thus, eviction is perhaps the nexus of housing
and homelessness policy. And policymakers
know far too little about it. 

Policymakers do not know enough about
eviction because California has a patchwork,
inconsistent system of data collection for
eviction filings and outcomes. Currently, each
of California’s 58 counties have their own
approach to documenting outcomes and
making the information available to the public,
if they do at all. Moreover, California does not
mandate what eviction data, if any, should be
tracked. And, because academic research on
evictions has tended to focus on jurisdictions
where this data is robust and easily available,
there has yet to be a study that offers a
comprehensive picture of eviction filings and
outcomes in California. 
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Without a nuanced understanding of eviction
filings and case outcomes across California,
especially historical variation in its spatial
concentration, policymakers cannot craft data-
driven interventions designed to prevent
entrances into homelessness or stabilize
tenancies for renters who are at risk of
experiencing homelessness. In fact, most
legislation, at both state and local levels, is
written, amended, and enacted without this
essential context. In 2023, citing budget
concerns, California Governor Gavin Newsom
vetoed legislation designed to standardize
reporting about eviction outcomes across the
state.   Two years later a similar bill died in the
California Senate Appropriations Committee.
By obstructing eviction data accessibility, the
governor and state legislators made it even
harder for state and local jurisdictions to
understand one of the primary drivers of
homelessness, even as California has
committed unprecedented levels of resources
towards solving its homelessness crisis.

The aims of this report are twofold. First, it
presents as complete a picture as possible of
eviction case outcomes in California over
fourteen years, from 2010 to 2024. Using the
data that is available from each of the state’s
58 counties, it identifies trends on eviction
filings and outcomes that offer valuable
insights into when and how policymakers
might intervene in the legal process to help
tenants remain housed. Second, this report
identifies flaws in the state’s eviction data
reporting systems, outlining how basic,
marginal improvements to those systems
could help create better housing policies. It
concludes with policy recommendations for
standardizing eviction reporting to improve
data accuracy, reform the legal eviction
process, and prevent tenants from entering
homelessness.
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I. EVICTION DATA
REPORTING 
AND THE JUDICIAL
COUNCIL
Evictions are processed as unlawful
detainer lawsuits (UDs) in California’s
superior court system, which is overseen
by its policymaking body, the Judicial
Council. Among its many functions, the
Judicial Council collects and publishes
data documenting “key workload
indicators” characterizing courts’
operations.

When county courts do report eviction
court data (and most do), they typically
provide the Judicial Council with
aggregated data on filings and outcomes
collected from their case management
systems, which Judicial Council staff must
then organize into a dataset consisting of
categories reflecting the interests of the
courts and state legislature. Some
information on statewide eviction filings is
publicly available in the court’s annual
reports, but data on eviction filings and
outcomes at the state and county level can
also be requested through California’s
Public Records Act.

While California’s county courts are
administered by the state, they do not all
have the same case management system,
and their data collection methods vary.
Furthermore, counties that have received
funding to upgrade their case management
systems and are “in the midst of a
technology upgrade,” are not required to
report data to the Judicial Council. Still,
since many counties use the same
contractors to develop case management
systems that track case data including
evictions, it is unclear exactly why the
Judicial Council considers the process of
collecting and aggregating these data
difficult. 
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TABLE 1:
California Counties Reporting Data to the Judicial Council, 2010–24
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FIGURE 1
CA Counties Reporting Complete Eviction Data to Judicial Council
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While California’s Judicial Council collects data on eviction filings from all 58 of its county
court systems, it has long struggled to compel its largest county court systems to report
data on eviction outcomes. As Table 1 shows, however, county coverage of eviction
outcomes has increased over time. 11



TABLE 2
CA Tenancies in Counties Reporting Complete Data to the Judicial Council, 2010-2024

CA Tenancies with Eviction Outcomes Total CA Tenancies
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FIGURE 2
CA Tenancies with Complete Eviction Data from Judicial Council

% CA Tenancies with Complete Eviction Data
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In FY 2010–11, only 57% of counties (33 of 58) reported data on eviction outcomes to the
Judicial Council; by FY 2022–23, that number peaked at 88% (51 of 58) before falling to
86% (50 of 58) in FY 2023–24. 
 However, as Tables 2 and 3 show, this growth in coverage is deceiving. 
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TABLE 3
CA Eviction Outcomes in Counties Reporting Complete Data to the Judicial Council, 2010-2024

Filings with Complete Outcomes Total Filings
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FIGURE 3
CA Eviction Filings with Complete Eviction Outcome Data from Judicial Council
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Therefore, it is a stretch to say that state
policymakers have ever had a complete picture
of eviction outcomes in the state as it develops
and funds policies meant to prevent
homelessness. Data on the number of annual
eviction filings per county is certainly
important, but it can provide only a small piece
of the overall context that is necessary for
state and local lawmakers to craft policies
protecting tenants from eviction. This is
because eviction filings do not necessarily
result in an eviction; without data on eviction
outcomes, policymakers will not be able to tell
the difference and direct the state’s finite
economic resources to the places where
tenants are in most need of support. For now,
California’s Judicial Council has few tools at its
disposal to compel its most populous counties
to report data on eviction outcomes and
legislation to fix this problem has been blocked
by the state legislature and the governor’s veto.

For example, in FY 2023–24, the eight counties
that did not report eviction case outcome data
to the Judicial Council contained over 54% of
the state’s tenancies and over 57% of its
eviction filings (as reflected in Table 3). 

As these tables show, counties that report data
on eviction outcomes account for a relatively
small percentage of eviction filings in the state.
The lack of eviction outcome data (or
consistent data) from large counties like Los
Angeles, Riverside, Sacramento, San Diego, and
San Francisco is concerning; not only do these
counties contain cities with large tenant
populations and expensive housing markets,
but they are also cities with high numbers of
eviction filings. In the 12 years (of 14 total
years in the dataset) where every county
reported data on eviction filings to the Judicial
Council, counties only reported data on eviction
outcomes for 43.5% of the state’s overall
eviction filings. Even in the Judicial Council’s
most “representative” coverage years,
policymakers and researchers had eviction
outcome data from counties accounting for
just 48% of the state’s tenancies and 50% of its
eviction filings. 
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II. EVICTION,
CALIFORNIA COURTS,
AND LEGAL OUTCOMES
While the California courts certainly have
their limitations when it comes to eviction
data, a benefit of a state-based, county-
administered court system is that the legal
process for eviction in California is more
or less consistent across all 58 counties.
This makes a more robust, uniform
system for reporting data on eviction
filings and outcomes across the state
possible because the eviction process is
the same (and its outcomes mean the
same thing) across local jurisdictions. In
this section we will diagram the legal
eviction process while showing where the
eviction outcomes tracked by the Judicial
Council fit.
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In California, a landlord initiates the eviction
process by serving a notice to a tenant that
names an alleged breach of lease (e.g.,
nonpayment of rent) to be corrected as well
as the time they have to fix it—typically
three, 60, or 90 days.   There are also a
limited number of reasons a landlord can
initiate an eviction that are not based on an
alleged breach of the lease. These are
usually called no-fault evictions. If this
period lapses and the breach of lease is not
fixed, the landlord can then file an unlawful
detainer lawsuit (UD)  against the tenant.
This process formally initiates the eviction
process in California’s county superior
court systems.
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Figure A: Eviction Process Flow Chart
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When landlords file a UD, they must also serve
tenants with two legal documents: a Summons
and a Complaint. The Summons notifies
tenants that a lawsuit has been filed against
them. The Complaint presents the grounds of
the lawsuit: the breach of lease allegation (e.g.,
nonpayment of rent) and the notice violation  
(e.g., a tenant not vacating premises after the
60-day notice to move out). Nonpayment of
rent is the most common reason for eviction
lawsuits. 

Landlords must follow the eviction procedures
outlined by the courts or run the risk of having
their cases dismissed, but some tenants never
receive proper notice because they “voluntarily
vacate” their homes, court documents get lost
in the mail, or landlords engage in “sewer
service,” improperly serving documents or even
lying about having served them. 

This type of eviction includes a variety of cases
including those where tenants experience
financial hardship, attempt to pay rent to
landlords who do not accept it, and withhold
rent to compel landlords to make necessary
repairs or restore services promised in the
lease (e.g., a parking space or an on-site
washer and dryer). 
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Tenants who receive a UD have ten court days
from the date of service to submit an Answer.
In completing and filing an Answer, tenants
must respond to landlords’ allegations and can
raise technical and affirmative defenses to
them. In the case of the allegation of
nonpayment of rent, a technical defense might
be the fact that the landlord never specified an
address where tenants should mail past-due
rent during the three-day notice period. An
affirmative defense might be the fact that the
landlord’s lawsuit violated the terms of the
local rent-stabilization ordinance, which states
that a tenant cannot be evicted for owing less
than one month’s rent. As part of their Answer,
tenants may also complete and submit a fee
waiver and a demand for a jury trial.

Tenants facing eviction rarely request jury
trials, likely because they may not be aware of
their right to request one, as many municipal
housing agencies across the state lack
capacity to build awareness about basic
tenants’ rights. Eviction defense lawyers
understand the benefits of a jury trial, but the
demand for legal assistance with eviction
cases far exceeds the supply of attorneys and
paraprofessionals in every county. And, while
some courts have on-site self-help centers to
support tenants in navigating the court system
without a lawyer, these centers typically only
assist with Answers and Fee Waivers—advising
tenants to file a jury demand is prohibited, as it
is considered “providing legal advice.” Still,
requesting a jury is vital for tenants in eviction
proceedings, as jury trials tend to be more
sympathetic venues for tenants to contest their
evictions, and even the “threat” of a jury trial
may give tenants significantly more leverage to
advantageously settle or convince their
landlord to dismiss a case prior to trial.
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These “hallway negotiations” can “succeed” or
“fail,” from a tenant advocacy perspective.
When a negotiation succeeds from this
perspective, a landlord has either voluntarily
dismissed the case, or a tenant and landlord
have negotiated, settled, and submitted a
stipulation agreement. Negotiated terms in a
stipulation agreement generally involve some
combination of money, time, and record
sealing. Examples of negotiated stipulation
agreements include: 1) Both parties agree to
seal a tenant’s court record, back rent is
waived, and the tenant has 60 days to vacate;
2) Both parties agree for a tenant to “pay and
stay”; or 3) Both parties agree to seal a tenant’s
eviction record, there is no waiver of back rent,
and the tenant is given additional time to
vacate. If the parties cannot settle, then they
either move to a trial (in courtrooms with low
caseloads, the trial might happen on the same
day) or petition the judge to “send out” their
case for trial (in courtrooms with larger
caseloads, a new trial date will be set).

If a tenant does not file their Answer in time (or
at all), then a landlord can request the court
enter a default judgment against tenants.
Default judgments generally refer to a party’s
failure to perform a court-ordered obligation,
which in eviction cases can occur at two key
points: at Time 1 (T1), for not filing the Answer
within the ten-day time period, or at Time 2 (T2)
for not appearing in court. While a T1 default
judgment can only occur at the beginning of an
eviction case, a T2 default judgment is possible
each time a tenant is required to go to court.

After a tenant files their Answer, parties
(usually a landlord) can request a court date. In
some counties, judges advise landlords,
tenants, and their respective lawyers to leave
the courtroom and negotiate a settlement
somewhere else in the courthouse. Negotiation,
however, is not mandatory. The settlement
process occurs regardless of whether lawyers
are involved; in the Los Angeles County
Superior Court’s Stanley Mosk Courthouse, for
example, representatives from the Los Angeles
Department of Business and Consumer Affairs
mediate in negotiations between landlords and
tenants who appear in court without lawyers. 

Outcome 2: Court enters a T1 default judgment 
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In terms of money, parties may try to
negotiate waiving some amount of
back rent or entering into some sort
of repayment plan. Tenants may also
negotiate to “pay and stay” if they
are able to pay back rent, as well as
current rent.

In terms of time, parties may try to
negotiate more time to move or
more time to comply with an agreed
upon action (e.g., paying rent by “x”
date or inspecting an apartment by
“x” date).

In terms of record sealing, landlords
have the power to ask courts to seal
tenants’ records, which may prevent
the “mark” of eviction. 

A

B

C

STIPULATION
AGREEMENT
TERMS

Outcome 3a: Landlord dismisses lawsuit.
Outcome 3b: Both parties agree to settle and file
a stipulation agreement.
Outcome 3c: Both parties do not settle and the
case advances to trial.

When an eviction case moves from the
negotiation stage to the trial stage,
outcomes may be determined by two
types of trials: bench trials and jury trials. 

Bench trials consist of both parties (+/- lawyers)
arguing their case in front of a judge.

Jury trials consist of both parties (+/- lawyers)
selecting a jury and arguing their case in front of
the jury and a judge.

A CIVIL INJUSTICE 15



Outcome 4a: Landlord dismisses lawsuit.
Outcome 4b: Tenant fails to appear and landlord
can request the court enter a T2 default
judgment against them.
Outcome 4c: Both parties agree to settle and file
a stipulation agreement.
Outcome 4d: A judgment is entered following a
bench trial.
Outcome 4e: A judgment is entered following a
jury trial.
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In either case, the outcomes are the same:
courts enter judgments in favor of the plaintiff
(landlord) or the defendant (tenant). When
landlords win, they may repossess tenants’
homes by locking tenants out and, if back rent
is at issue, collecting rent debt. When tenants
win, they may remain in possession of their
homes. Once a case is closed, however,
tenants must repay back rent that they owe to
landlords or landlords can issue a three-day
notice and initiate a new eviction lawsuit. If the
condition of a tenant’s unit is in serious
disrepair, or if a landlord has violated the terms
of the lease, a court can decide to reduce a
percentage of back rent that the tenant owes
the landlord. That being said, there are two
other outcomes that are also possible:
landlords may dismiss the eviction lawsuit, or
both parties may decide to settle.



While academics have primarily studied the effects of eviction filings on tenants’ economic,
health, and housing outcomes, it is vital that policymakers understand the eviction outcomes that
occur throughout the legal process. This is why data about eviction case outcomes is so
essential for data-driven policy—it can help make sense of what actually happens to tenants in
and out of court, during the process between receiving a UD and losing their homes. 

A CIVIL INJUSTICE 17

Pending motions or appeals by either party, a trial judgment (via bench or jury trial) marks the
end of an eviction lawsuit. It is not, however, the end of the eviction process. When landlords win  
cases against  tenants, they are awarded court orders that law enforcement agencies can use to
lock tenants out of their homes. Additionally, collection agencies may attempt to recoup debts.
Tenants also may be plagued by the negative effects of an eviction long after the court case
concludes, including diminished mental and physical health, an inability to secure alternative
housing, and chronic homelessness, among other outcomes.



III. EVICTION
OUTCOMES IN THE
CALIFORNIA’S
SUPERIOR COURT
SYSTEM
California’s Judicial Council categorizes
eviction data from county superior court
systems into four types: “before trial,”
“after bench trial,” “after jury trial,” and
“other types of dispositions” (e.g.,
dismissals or transfers that may have
occurred before or after trial). The
categories that follow are determined by
the Judicial Council and have been used
consistently across the dataset.
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1.BEFORE TRIAL OUTCOMES
a.Default T1

i.Default Judgment by Clerk Before Trial
ii.Default Judgment by Court Before Trial

b.Negotiated Judgments
i.Arbitration Award Before Trial
ii.Stipulated Judgment Before Trial

c.Dismissals
i.Submitted after Settlement Conference
ii.Submitted after Judicial Arbitration 
iii.Submitted after Court-Ordered

Mediation
iv.Submitted after any Alternative Dispute

Resolution
v.Submitted after No Alternative Dispute

Resolution 
vi.Submitted Due to Lack of Prosecution
vii.Submitted Due to Delay Reduction

Rules
viii.Other Before Trial Court-Ordered

Dismissal 
d.Other Outcomes

i.Other Clerk Judgment Before Trial
ii.Summary Judgment Before Trial
iii.Change of Venue 
iv. Intracounty Transfer
v.Consolidation

2.AFTER TRIAL OUTCOMES
a.Default T2

i.Default During Bench Trial
ii.Default During Jury Trial

b.Negotiated Outcomes
i.Stipulated Judgment During Bench Trial
ii.Stipulated Judgment During Jury Trial

c.Bench Trial Outcomes
d.Jury Trial Outcomes
e.Dismissal

i.Court-Ordered Dismissal after Bench
Trial

ii.Court-Ordered Dismissal after Jury Trial
f.Other Outcomes

i.Motion for Judgment Granted after
Bench Trial

ii.Motion for Nonsuit Granted after Jury
Trial
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Figure B: Eviction Process Flow Chart with All Case Outcomes
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1.BEFORE TRIAL OUTCOMES
2.AFTER TRIAL OUTCOMES

CLUSTER ONE

1.ALL DEFAULT OUTCOMES
2.ALL NEGOTIATED OUTCOMES
3.ALL TRIAL OUTCOMES
4.ALL DISMISSAL OUTCOMES
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CLUSTER THREE

Figure C: Eviction Process Flow Chart with Simplified Case Outcomes

For simplicity’s sake, this report adapts the Judicial Council’s 27 outcomes into three clusters,
listed from simplest to most nuanced outcome classifications that will be used:



According to our dataset, eviction filings in
California exhibited a downward trend from FYs
2010–11 through 2023–24. This tracks with
research that has found eviction filings rise and
fall along with broader trends in economic
stability, peaking when the economy is bad and
stabilizing when the economy is good. Just
prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, in FY 2018–19,
landlords filed nearly a third fewer evictions
than in FY 2012–13 (the first fiscal year in the
dataset where every county in California
reported eviction filing data to the Judicial
Council), a decline that followed economic
recovery in the wake of the Great Recession.
During the pandemic, eviction filings declined
significantly, falling 28.72% from FY 2018–19
to FY 2019–20 and 72% from FY 2018–19 to
FY 2020–21. This was due to the many state
and local temporary eviction protections
enacted in the wake of the pandemic. For
example, between April 6 and September 1,
2020, the Judicial Council’s Emergency Rule 1
prevented courts from issuing writs of
possession in cases regarding nonpayment of
rent. This rule worked alongside so-called
eviction moratoria   in many California cities to
almost halt legal evictions across the state—in
FY 2020–21, only 35,727 eviction lawsuits were
filed in California, down from a pre-pandemic
average of 157,701. 

20

21
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COUNTY MAP 2023-24
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TABLE 4: EVICTION FILINGS HEAT MAP (2010-24)
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And still, despite the concerning upward trend
of filings statewide since the pandemic,
eviction filing rates (eviction filings per 100
renter households) in California counties are
still quite low compared to those of many large
U.S. cities.  Per the Eviction Lab’s Top Evicting
Areas rankings, an area would rank in the top-
100 with an eviction rate of 2.9 filings per 100
renter households, in the top-50 with an
eviction rate of 4.6 filings per 100 renter
households, and in the top-25 with an eviction
rate of 6.0 filings per 100 renter households.
Table 5 shows eviction filing rates for every
county in California for 14 years according to
the Eviction Lab’s top-100, top-50, and top-25
eviction rate thresholds.

Over this 14 year period, only three counties
had eviction rates high enough to be in the top-
25: Amador (FYs 2010–15 and FY 2016–17),
Riverside (FY 2012–13), and San Bernardino
(FYs 2010–14). Over the last five years of data,
however, no county in California has had an
eviction rate over the Eviction Lab’s top-50
threshold; in fact, only Amador, Calavares, Del
Norte, Kern, Lake, Lassen, Modoc, Plumas,
Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San
Joaquin, Siskiyou, Solano, Tehama, and Yuba
have had fiscal years with three or more
evictions per 100 renter households. Of these
counties, only Kern, Riverside, Sacramento, San
Bernardino, San Joaquin, and Solano have high
volumes of eviction filings, each averaging
more than 1000 eviction filings annually during
the study period.

But, as temporary tenant protections began to
expire in 2022, statewide eviction filings again
began to rise. Without these policies in place,
eviction filings increased by approximately
282% statewide between FY 2020–21 and FY
2022–23, radically reversing the downward
trend. This reversal is especially concerning
because statewide filings in FY 2022–23 and
FY 2023–24 are the highest they have been in
six years—since before the passage of
California’s Tenant Protection Act of 2019, an
influx of new local protections throughout the
state, and the creation of tenants’ right to
counsel pilot programs in Los Angeles, Kern,
and San Francisco Counties. All of these
policies are designed to prevent homelessness,
but even with these efforts, eviction filings have
surged back to levels reflecting a time without
these policies. Thus, it is hard not to see the
post-pandemic trend upward as a step
backward for state and local governments’
efforts to prevent homelessness and keep
tenants housed.
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TABLE 5: CA COUNTIES' EVICTION FILING RATES (PER 100 RENTAL HOUSEHOLDS)
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On the other hand, it seems beyond debate that
California is in the midst of intersecting
housing affordability and homelessness crises.
Thus, comparatively low county filing rates
obscure the reality that there are far more
tenancies at risk of eviction than advocates and
policymakers think. For example, while Los
Angeles County only reported 43,713 eviction
filings in calendar year (CY) 2024,   the City of
Los Angeles Housing Department reported that
landlords filed 89,163 Notices of Intent to Evict
during the same period. In Los Angeles,
therefore, it is clear that not all landlords who
express “intentions to evict” file eviction
lawsuits. Local nuances like these only
compound the broader problem of not having
data on eviction outcomes for policymakers
hoping to prevent homelessness.  It is possible,
for example, that notices of intent and eviction
filings are spatially clustered differently in ways
that obscure the precise location where
policymakers should concentrate finite
homelessness prevention resources. 

Data explaining discrepancies like these would
be even more helpful for advocates and
policymakers crafting interventions to
meaningfully prevent evictions, but complete
data on eviction outcomes (ideally aggregated
to the zip code level, as will be discussed later)
would be an important step to improve  
currently existing data at a much larger spatial
scale.
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TABLE 7A: EVICTION OUTCOMES AMONG COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE EVICTION
OUTCOME DATA TO THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL (PERCENTAGES)

TABLE 6: EVICTION OUTCOMES AMONG COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE DATA

B. BEFORE AND
AFTER TRIAL
OUTCOMES IN
CALIFORNIA

Once an eviction lawsuit is filed, it results in an eviction
outcome on a spectrum of default (losing a case by not
filing an Answer or not attending a trial date) to a bench trial
judgment or jury verdict. For simplicity’s sake, this spectrum
of possible outcomes includes: defaults, dismissals,
settlements, and trials. The analysis below only includes
data from counties that had full coverage of eviction filings
and eviction outcomes over 14 fiscal years, which includes
data from a total of 815,612 cases (see tables in Appendix
1 and 2 for more information on coverage criteria). 
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As Figure 4 shows, most eviction outcomes occurred before trial (691,333 before vs. 124,276 after),
and the distribution of outcomes year to year was remarkably stable, not even changing much during
the COVID-19 pandemic when temporary eviction protections were in place.

FIGURE 4
Eviction Outcome Timing in Counties Reporting Complete Data
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On average, 85.15% eviction outcomes occurred prior to trial and 14.85% occurred after. In this way,
eviction lawsuits are similar to most forms of civil and criminal litigation, insofar as the vast majority
of cases are resolved prior to trial.  However, these distinctions alone tell us very little about how
cases are resolved before and after trial. This matters because different policy interventions to
reduce the likelihood of tenants losing their homes depend on where a case is within the timeline
discussed above.
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TABLE 7B: OUTCOME DISTRIBUTION — SUMS TO 100% (PERCENTAGES)



FIGURE 5: EVICTION CASE OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE DATA TO
JUDICIAL COUNCIL

Since the distribution of eviction case
outcomes has been relatively stable, we can
make some general conclusions about how
evictions were processed by courts in the
counties that report data to the Judicial
Council. As Figure 5 shows, the most frequent
eviction outcomes statewide were defaults (a
period average of 46.02%) and dismissals (a
period average of 33.44%), comprising a
period average of nearly 80% of total
outcomes. Trial outcomes (a period average
of 10.76%) and negotiated outcomes (a
period average of 7.86%), by contrast, were
comparatively rare. 

C. DEFAULT AND AN EPIDEMIC OF CIVIL INJUSTICE
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Looking more closely at the two types of
defaults reveals the extent to which eviction
courts are sites of civil injustice. In Figure 6, it
is clear that nearly all defaults occurred at T1
(96.49%), a result of tenants not responding to
landlords’ eviction lawsuits within the
mandated five-day time period. (Due to a policy
change in 2024, tenants now have 10 days to
respond, so it will be interesting to see if default
rates decrease over time.) While it is bad
enough that nearly half of eviction lawsuits
culminated in default judgments against
tenants, even worse is the fact that nearly 97%
of these default outcomes occurred at T1. 

This means that the vast majority of these
tenants lost their cases before their first court
date. Furthermore, since we do not have
outcome data from counties accounting for
more than half of eviction filings, it is entirely
possible that default rates are even higher than
they appear in our dataset. 

This finding reflects a bleak reality—a civil
injustice—that tenants face significant
procedural inequality in California’s superior
court system. Furthermore, since the vast
majority of eviction-related tenant protections
are designed to function as defenses in court,
this means that almost half of tenants who
face eviction in California never even get the
chance to assert their rights in court.
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FIGURE 6: DEFAULT OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE DATA TO JUDICIAL
COUNCIL 



An examination of default outcomes across
individual counties reveals significant variation.
Many of California’s most populous counties
do not report data about eviction outcomes
(Los Angeles, Sacramento, and San Diego,
among others), so some of this variation is
driven by less populous counties with
comparatively fewer eviction filings. But five
counties with over an average of 1,000 eviction
filings annually, had period averages for
defaults over 50%: Stanislaus (62.41%), Fresno
(56.99%), San Joaquin (54.61%), Santa Clara
(50.50%), and Kern (50.14%). This suggests
that the majority of tenants in large cities such
as Bakersfield, Fresno, Modesto, Stockton, and
San Jose, among others, lost their eviction
lawsuits before their first court dates. 

On the other hand, some California counties
have comparatively fewer default evictions. In
Alameda (32.03%) and Contra Costa (37.35%),
defaults make up less than 40% of eviction
outcomes over the period. Ventura (40.48%),
Sonoma (43.09%), and Orange (44.16%) round
out the bottom five period averages. Based on
this comparison, it seems as though tenants in
more resourced counties may have more
access to procedural justice in courts than
tenants in the Central Valley and Inland Empire.
Some of this discrepancy likely has to do with
factors like local tenant protection laws and
access to eviction defense lawyers, but without
better data it is impossible to say for sure.
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After defaults, the most frequent outcome of
eviction lawsuits across the state is dismissals.
Since only landlords (and, in some cases,
courts) may request that a case be dismissed,
these cases include examples like landlords
realizing that they will not be able to win a jury
trial and dismissing, landlords realizing that
they made a technical error in a filing and
dismissing, and landlords and tenants agreeing
outside of court to dismiss a case, among
others. Though the Judicial Council dataset has
some significant holes in coverage, we are able
to identify some interesting trends with the
data that we are able to access.

Generally and relative to other eviction case
outcomes, the percentage of cases dismissed
statewide was relatively stable between FYs
2010–18 before it began to increase in FY
2018–19, perhaps related to the Tenant
Protection Act (TPA) of 2019. This is because
the TPA extended just-cause eviction
protections to localities where landlords
previously were not required to have a reason
to evict. Unsurprisingly, dismissals peaked
during the COVID-19 pandemic, when
temporary eviction protections restricted courts
from issuing writs of possession and gave
tenants more affirmative defenses to use at
trial. Additionally, tenants during this period had
significantly more access to courts through
pandemic-era accommodations (e.g., court
hearings were conducted remotely). 

D. DISMISSED CASES
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FIGURE 7: DISMISSAL TYPES IN COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE DATA TO JUDICIAL
COUNCIL, 2010-2024
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One way to interpret this trend is that these very
basic protections were enough to shift more of
a burden of proof onto landlords, deterring
lawsuits in which evidence was either thin or
nonexistent and tenants had greater access to
justice. There is further support for this
hypothesis in the overall decrease in default
judgments during this period. 

Diving into the Judicial Council’s outcome
categories reveals that the three most frequent
types of dismissal are: 1) Dismissal following
informal alternative dispute resolution (or ADR)
(66.66%); 2) Other forms of court-ordered
dismissal (16.50%); and 3)Dismissal due to
“lack of prosecution rules” (11.35%). While we
have to trust that the Judicial Council is
correctly classifying these outcomes,
dismissals following ADR likely refer to
dismissals following informal settlement
negotiations (“hallway negotiations”) or that
follow conversations occurring outside of
court. That most dismissals happen at this
stage suggests that when tenants show up 

to court (and avoid default), landlords are less
likely to follow through with the eviction case
and more likely to dismiss cases. 

Since most tenants lose their cases before their
first court date, and many who do go to court
have their cases dismissed, what becomes
clear is that few eviction lawsuits end up using
significant amounts of court time on trials and
hearings. The relationship between default and
dismissal also presents an interesting policy
possibility: by developing policies creating pilot
programs to test informal settlement methods
like binding mediation and alternative dispute
resolution, policymakers could help expand
tenants’ access to procedural justice while
lowering the burden that these cases place on
both tenants and court dockets. Of course,
better data could help specify both the
relationship between default and dismissal and
help policymakers identify counties where pilot
programs expanding informal mediation
opportunities could be most successful.



While the data cannot really answer the
question of why there is an inverse relationship
between default and dismissal, it is clear that
this relationship exists. The counties with the
lowest percentages of default outcomes
oftentimes have the highest percentages of
dismissal outcomes. Over half of eviction
outcomes in counties with comparatively low
default rates like Alameda County, for example,
are dismissals. The inverse holds for counties
with comparatively high percentages of default
outcomes, such as Fresno, San Joaquin, and
San Bernardino, which have some of the lowest
rates of dismissal outcomes. Populous
counties including Los Angeles, Sacramento,
and San Diego do not provide data on most
eviction case outcomes, but they have
occasionally provided data on dismissals and
generally rank in the lower half of the
distribution when they do. On one hand, this
might mean that these counties also have
correspondingly high percentages of default
judgments. On the other hand, however, it’s
also possible that low dismissal rates could be
at least partially attributable to incomplete
dismissal outcome reporting.
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Clarifying this relationship might provide
policymakers with a roadmap for policy
interventions capable of decreasing the number
of eviction filings over time. For example, if this
relationship is statistically significant, then
interventions oriented towards decreasing
default rates (e.g., increasing outreach and
awareness efforts like targeted canvassing and
tenants’ rights clinics) could result in higher
percentages of dismissals by increasing the
number of cases that are processed by already
overburdened courts. If paired with initiatives to
expand tenants’ and landlords’ access to
binding formal mediation practices, then it is
possible to imagine a future where eviction
court dockets are small enough to guarantee
that every litigant can access equal justice
under the law. The problem is that without data
on the counties with the highest volumes of
eviction filings (not to mention the most
competitive housing markets), policymakers
will necessarily be proposing interventions
without a clear picture of the relationship
between these two outcomes.



Despite the fact that tenants can benefit from dismissals as defendants in eviction lawsuits,
the high frequency of eviction dismissals in counties throughout California is troubling.
Whether a case is dismissed prior to trial or during trial, a significant burden nevertheless falls
onto tenants; they must still go to court, lose a day (or days) of wages, arrange childcare or
eldercare, and endure the stress of an impending eviction. It is in the interest of the state’s six
million renter households for policymakers to figure out why eviction lawsuits have such a high
rate of dismissal. Increasing access to binding (and non-binding) forms of formal and informal
mediation, imposing stricter standards for eviction filings,  or increasing court filing fees,
among other solutions, might restore legitimacy to a court process that the data suggests is
being abused by landlords.
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As discussed above, litigants are encouraged
to settle eviction cases through informal forms
of negotiation before trial in most courtrooms.
There are, however, strengths and weaknesses
in how negotiation currently occurs. On one
hand, judges (or commissioners) often make a
convincing case for settlement in their opening
remarks in court: by settling, landlords can
avoid costly litigation and tenants can avoid
devastating losses at trial. A settlement can
help a tenant land on their feet (give them a
“soft landing”) if the landlord is willing to waive
back rent, give them more time to find a new
place to live, or offer them relocation
assistance. Settlement can also be a good
option for landlords and tenants if they are
unlikely to succeed at trial for reasons
discussed earlier.  

On the other hand, a problem with negotiation
in eviction lawsuits is that it usually occurs in
informal venues outside of these courtrooms
where tenants are at risk of exploitation as a
result of both predatory negotiation tactics and
disadvantageous settlement terms. Legal
scholar Nicole Summers characterizes
negotiated settlements as a case of “civil
probation,”   where tenants feel compelled (or
coerced) to enter into complicated settlement
agreements with landlords or be evicted. Still, if
settlement negotiations were to occur on an
equal terrain, in a formal or informal setting
with binding or nonbinding terms, where
landlords and tenants alike can give informed
consent to whatever the settlement ultimately
yields, then settlement might be a useful way
for both parties to avoid myriad negative
consequences of eviction lawsuits.

E. NEGOTIATED
OUTCOMES 
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With all of the incentives for both landlords and
tenants to settle eviction lawsuits, it is curious
why negotiated settlement outcomes are so
comparatively rare. As discussed above, it is
possible that the way Judicial Council classifies
dismissals following formal and informal
alternative dispute resolution obscures a higher
prevalence of negotiated eviction outcomes.  
But based on the public data that we have at
our disposal, settlements accounted for over
10% of eviction outcomes in just six counties
with an average of 1,000 eviction filings
annually during the study period: Contra Costa,
Kern, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Mateo, and
Tulare. Furthermore, there are no clear links
between default or dismissal rates and the rate
of negotiated settlements: whether defaults or
dismissals are high or low, most counties have
fewer than 10% of case outcomes determined
by negotiated settlement. Of course, it is
certainly possible that the percentage of
negotiated settlements is higher in counties
that do not report eviction outcome data, but it
is impossible to know without data. 

Perhaps a more useful way to think about
negotiated settlements is that relatively few
eviction cases advance to the point where they
can be settled in the first place. How many
cases that do not result in default and are not
dismissed are resolved by negotiated
settlements? One way to answer this question
is to remove defaults, dismissals, and “other
outcomes” from the dataset. This allows us to
analyze settlement outcomes in the context of
the other cases that are resolved in court. By
doing so, we may paint a more complete
picture of what actually happens in eviction
courtrooms. 
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While there were clear associations in default
and dismissal eviction outcome categories, it is
more difficult to interpret and explain patterns
in negotiation outcomes in the dataset. As
discussed above, it is possible that some
negotiation outcomes are being captured in
outcomes categorized by the Judicial Council
as dismissals. Furthermore, while some
counties have consistently high or low rates of
negotiated outcomes, others like Alameda and
Stanislaus Counties have more fluctuation.
Many counties still do not report any data on
negotiation outcomes at all. Without the
context provided by this missing data, these
patterns are simply impossible to explain. 

In California, negotiated settlements make up
40.21% of the eviction outcomes that do not
result in defaults, dismissals, or “other.” In
counties that averaged more than 1,000
eviction filings annually in the dataset, 44.25%
of cases avoiding default, dismissal, or “other
outcomes” were settled. High percentages of
negotiated settlements among outcomes that
were not default, dismissal, or “other” were
concentrated across a handful of counties
including Kern, Orange, Sonoma, and
Stanislaus. In some years, negotiated
settlements in San Mateo, Stanislaus, and
Sonoma Counties comprised more than 75% of
eviction outcomes that were not default,
dismissal, or “other.” On the other end of the
spectrum, negotiated settlements in Ventura,
San Joaquin, and Santa Clara Counties
comprised just 25% of eviction outcomes
outside those three categories.
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While policy discourse around tenant
protections at all levels of government
assumes (in good or bad faith) that most
eviction lawsuits are resolved through a trial,
this dataset contradicts this assumption; trials
are rare in eviction proceedings in California’s
county superior court systems (see Tables 6
and 7 above). Among the counties that
reported eviction outcome data to the Judicial
Council during the study period, a period
average of 10.76% of cases were resolved at
trial annually; of 815,612 cases, there were just
90,536 total trial judgments in California.
Almost all of those cases were resolved
through “bench trials,” occurring between
litigants, lawyers (when present), and judges.
Over  14 years of eviction outcomes in our
dataset, there were only 162 cases that
culminated in a jury verdict. 

There is currently no data available that allows
us to estimate the percentage of these trials
where tenants were represented by lawyers.   It
is certainly possible that all of the jury trials are
occurring in the counties that aren’t reporting
and that this missing data could change this
analysis. At risk of sounding like a broken
record, however, we simply cannot know
without understanding the context that is lost
with an incomplete dataset. As it stands, trials
are generally rare and jury trials are virtually
nonexistent. 

Counties with the highest shares of trial
outcomes tend to be counties with
comparatively fewer eviction filings like
Tehama, Sutter, and Tuolumne; San Joaquin
County is an exception.

F. TRIAL OUTCOMES
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TABLE 10: HIGHEST SHARES OF TRIAL OUTCOMES, >50 TRIAL OUTCOMES



Trials are rarer in counties with more eviction filings; counties with the lowest percentages of
trial outcomes tended to be counties with comparatively high percentages of default (e.g.,
San Bernardino and Kern Counties) and low percentages of default (e.g., Alameda and
Orange Counties).

In counties with high percentages of default outcomes, the low percentages of trials are likely
a result of few cases even making it to the trial stage. In counties with low percentages of
default outcome, the low percentages of trials are likely a result of more cases being settled
and dismissed prior to trial. 

Looking at counties reporting data on eviction outcomes to the Judicial Council and
averaging more than 1,000 eviction filings annually in our dataset, trial outcomes were as
high as a period average of 19.88% in Ventura County and 18.99% in San Joaquin County and
as low as a period average of 0.62% in San Mateo County and 4.60% in Alameda County.
Minus default, dismissal, and “other outcomes,” however, bench trials in those counties
accounted for an average of 55.74% of outcomes. Generally, though, bench trials are most
common in San Joaquin and Ventura Counties (see Table 12) and they are least common in
Alameda, San Mateo, and Stanislaus Counties (see Table 13).
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TABLE 11: LOWEST PERCENTAGES OF TRIAL OUTCOMES, <50 TRIAL OUTCOMES



TABLE 12: HIGHEST PERCENTAGES OF BENCH TRIAL OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES
WITH PERIOD AVERAGES OF 1000 EVICTION FILINGS
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TABLE 13: LOWEST PERCENTAGES OF BENCH TRIAL OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES
WITH PERIOD AVERAGES OF 1000 EVICTION FILINGS



Jury trials, on the other hand, were extremely rare. As Table 14 clearly shows, there is not a
fiscal year where a county had more than seven jury trials. Furthermore, the counties in Table
14 all have high period averages of eviction filings, which means that jury trials represented an
extremely small share of eviction outcomes. 

Furthermore, the counties in Table 14 all have high period averages of eviction filings, which
means that jury trials represented an extremely small percentage of eviction outcomes. 

TABLE 14: MOST JURY TRIAL OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES THAT REPORT
COMPLETE DATA TO THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL
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Even after removing default, dismissal, and “other outcomes” from the dataset, only three
counties across six fiscal years had percentages of jury trial outcomes above 1%: Stanislaus
County (2.44% in FY 2012–13 and 0.97% in FY 2014–15), Alameda County (2.12% in FY 2016–
17 and 1.18% in FY FY 2014–15), and San Mateo County (1.79% in FY 2021–22 and 1.41% in
FY 2018–19). 

TABLE 15: HIGHEST PERCENTAGES OF JURY TRIAL OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES
WITH PERIOD AVERAGES > 1000 EVICTION FILINGS
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Per Table 15, the highest percentage of eviction outcomes in counties with period averages
greater than 1000 is San Mateo County (0.20%, or one jury verdict in FY 2021–22 and 0.19%, or
two jury verdicts in FY 2018–19). 



Beyond this finding, our dataset offers little
clarity regarding how courts process and
litigants experience trials statewide. It is
certainly possible that the relative lack of trials
reflects cases being resolved through
settlement or dismissal during a trial rather
than the absence of trials. Furthermore, it may
also be the case that both types of trials are
more frequent in counties that do not report
eviction outcomes. Given the dataset’s
limitations, however, it is impossible to know
for sure. But what we do know is that the vast
majority of cases with outcomes in the dataset
are resolved before trial. So, even if there are
more trials of both types than are present in
this dataset, they still represent a minority of
overall eviction outcomes.
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Our dataset offers at least two interesting
trends regarding trials in eviction proceedings.
First, where percentages of negotiated
settlement outcomes are low, percentages of
trial outcomes are high when default, dismissal,
and “other outcomes” are removed. In the
aggregate, however, both sets of outcomes—
negotiated settlements and trial outcomes—are
low compared to default and dismissal
outcomes. Second, there is a clear trend among
counties with the highest rates of trial
outcomes where, historically, trial outcomes
were decreasing before rising again during the
COVID-19 pandemic, only to fall again after the
expiration of temporary tenant protections. It is
possible that this trend reflects
accommodations during the COVID-19
pandemic that made it easier for tenants to
avoid default and represent themselves in
courts through virtual court proceedings. 



Two additional factors make this current
information and policy landscape even more
frustrating. First, California and its various
municipalities have responded to housing
affordability and homelessness crises by
investing unprecedented amounts of funds and
capacity to support homelessness prevention
policy. And, yet, the data that it uses to
implement these policy efforts remain as
incomplete as ever. Second, California
politicians seem uninterested in changing this
situation. Despite Governor Gavin Newsom’s
putative interest in ending homelessness, for
example, he has repeatedly used his veto
power to stymie bills that have been passed by
state legislature to address these limitations. In
2025, Senator María Elena Durazo’s eviction
court data transparency bill (SB 768) failed to
make it through committee in the State Senate.
In February 2026, however, Senator Durazo
reintroduced the bill (now SB 1160), which
offers another opportunity for state legislators
to change this status quo.

If legislators truly want to end homelessness in
California, then they must learn more about its
causes and create policies that are responsive.
But they cannot do this until the Judicial
Council can provide this data for all 58
counties.

IV. FROM CIVIL
INJUSTICE TO CIVIL
JUSTICE 

Despite the fact that more and more
counties are contributing data on eviction
filings and eviction outcomes to the
Judicial Council, the counties that do not
report are responsible for approximately
half of California’s eviction filings and its
total tenancies. 
This means that there has yet to be a
single piece of eviction and homelessness
prevention-related legislation at the state
level that can truly claim to be data-
driven. It is no wonder, then, that many of
the state’s efforts to prevent evictions and
homelessness have had mixed results with
ongoing questions about whether
significant budgetary expenditures have
resulted in policies’ desired outcomes.
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For these reasons, it’s long past time for the
state to commit to changing the eviction data
gap that has prevented its policymakers and
advocates from developing data-driven policy.
In this report, we have identified historical gaps
in eviction data availability while showing what
the data we do have can tell us about eviction
outcomes across the state. These trends
present a damning picture of civil injustice in
eviction courts. Default is frequent, signaling
that close to half of tenants in eviction
proceedings lose their cases before their first
court dates. 

The human cost of this reality is devastating;
each of these cases represents a family that is
pushed out of their home, and into unaffordable
rental housing markets, before their first court
date. Researchers have documented the
residual effects of eviction-induced
displacement–on individuals’ mental health, on
students and school districts, on public
transportation ridership and on social networks
and community cohesion.  And not only does
this situation represent a stunning example of
legal inequality, but it also likely reflects
racialized and gendered inequalities, as well.
Evictions are not distributed equally in the
population. Black people, particularly Black
women, are far more likely to be evicted than
are other racialized and gendered groups. Thus,
developing policies to decrease the frequency
of default judgments in eviction cases could
pay massive dividends with benefits to
individuals, families, communities, and entire
municipalities throughout the state.
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The state’s high rate of dismissals (and the fact
that many of these dismissals occur prior to
trial) suggests that a not insignificant
percentage of landlords are filing cases that
lack merit; when tenants avoid default, there is
a high likelihood that landlords will dismiss
cases. This is further supported by the small
percentage of cases that are settled through
different formal methods, even after
accounting for high rates of default and
dismissals. While dismissals certainly can
benefit tenants as defendants, they
nevertheless require tenants to participate in an
eviction lawsuit, which means missing work,
lost wages, childcare costs, attorneys’ fees, and
stressful preparation. A dismissal, therefore,
still imposes significant costs on tenants. If
policymakers could figure out how to prevent
cases that are likely to be dismissed from
going to court, they could help tenants avoid
having to make these decisions in the first
place.
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Finally, the data shows clearly that trials are
rare, and jury trials are virtually nonexistent.
This raises questions as to why. On one hand, it
is certainly possible that data from counties
that do not report eviction outcomes to the
Judicial Council would show a higher frequency
of trial outcomes. Furthermore, it is important
to not conflate trial judgments with trials
themselves, as there may be fewer of the
former as opposed to the latter; many eviction
cases that advance to the trial stage will be
settled or dismissed. On the other hand,
eviction courts in California provide many
incentives to avoid trial. Likewise, tenants have
the constitutional right to a jury trial in eviction
proceedings, but rarely know about these rights
and how to use them due to a lack of outreach
and education about the legal eviction process
in far too many jurisdictions around California.
As repeated time and time again in this report,
it is certainly possible that data from the
counties that do not report to the Judicial
Council would complicate this picture of civil
injustice in California’s eviction courts, but it is
impossible to know without the data necessary
to draw these conclusions. 
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POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

01 TOWARDS EVICTION DATA
TRANSPARENCY

02 EXPANDING ACCESS TO
PROCEDURAL JUSTICE 

03 ENCOURAGING EQUITABLE
OUTCOMES OUTSIDE OF TRIAL
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01 TOWARDS EVICTION DATA
TRANSPARENCY

Eviction data transparency and accessibility in
California must change. Until very recently, I
was one of the only people in the state who
collected and disseminated statewide data on
eviction from the Judicial Council. I have
provided more data to more government
agencies, elected officials, community-based
organizations, legal service providers, housing
activists, and journalists across the state
throughout my decade of working on these
issues than I can count. And I only discovered
this data exists because of persistent public
records requests I was able to file as a
graduate student, many of which began as
fishing expeditions. I also worked extensively
on past legislative attempts to change this
situation because, whether as a matter of
government transparency or civil justice, the
current situation is simply unacceptable. 

KYLE NELSON, PHD

Agencies throughout California, whether the
statewide Judicial Council or local courts and
housing agencies, must commit to making
eviction data publicly accessible so that
policymakers and advocates have what they
need to develop data-driven homelessness
prevention policies. Relevant data is not limited
to eviction filings and outcomes, either; local
municipalities must develop comprehensive
rent registries and dashboards that present
administrative data on phenomena like
harassment and habitability, among others, that
advocates know are closely related to eviction.
The more that we collectively know about
housing insecurity, the better our policy
solutions can be to prevent it. 

State Senator María Elena Durazo tried to
change this situation when she introduced a bill
called the Eviction Data Transparency Act (SB
768) in 2025. SB 768 would have compelled all
58 counties in California to report at the zip
code level on eviction filings, outcomes, and
representation to the Judicial Council, which
would make these data publicly accessible to
policymakers and advocates alike. While that
bill failed to make it out of committee in the
State Senate, Senator Durazo has not given up
and recently introduced SB 1160 to try once
again to make eviction data accessible in
California. Whenever a future data transparency
bill lands on Governor Newsom’s desk, he must
not veto efforts to improve eviction data
transparency for a third time. This is because
whatever the costs of enacting and
implementing an eviction data transparency bill
are, its benefits would be substantial as
California continues to fund homelessness
prevention efforts.
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02 EXPANDING ACCESS TO
PROCEDURAL JUSTICE 

A lack of eviction data and limited access to
what data does exist have allowed procedural
inequality to fester below the radar in
California’s superior court system for far too
long. Since eviction and other expressions of
economic and housing precarity are the
leading drivers of homelessness,  it is not a
stretch to say that making eviction courts
more procedurally fair may be the single most
important way the state can both prevent
tenants from entering homelessness and keep
tenants housed after they exit homelessness.
And the only way to make eviction courts more
procedurally fair is to analyze how and why the
legal eviction process fails tenants.

While there is much more work to do, this study
suggests some avenues for policymakers to
explore. First, courts must do something to
decrease the frequency of default. As long as
eviction is going to be processed as a lawsuit in
courts in California’s civil justice system, then it
is vital that plaintiffs (landlords) and
defendants (tenants) receive equal
opportunities to participate in the adversarial
process. A high default rate may benefit
landlords by allowing them to quickly use
courts to evict tenants, but when nearly half of
tenants who are facing eviction never get a
chance to defend themselves in court, then
something is seriously wrong. Extending the
answer window from five to 10 days as the
California legislature recently did is a good
start, but more must be done to decrease
default’s prevalence by increasing tenants’
access to justice.

Initiatives like the Debt Collective’s Tenant
Power Toolkit (TPTK) provide one pathway
forward. TPTK helps tenants complete and file
Answers virtually, which removes the hurdle of
making tenants—who, like landlords and
homeowners, face competing scheduling
commitments from work and family—travel to
courts to file answers in-person. Compelling
courts to embrace and provide standardized e-
filing for tenants facing eviction would further
improve this situation, as the only beneficiaries
of TPTK are tenants who are able to learn
about it in time. 

Furthermore, statewide and local government
agencies should work closely with courts to
demystify confusing legal processes for the
laypeople who will end up having to use them
to defend themselves against eviction. To do
so, California must invest in widespread
outreach and awareness efforts through a
variety of modalities to make sure that tenants
know about the eviction process and what to
do when they receive Summons and Complaint
documents. Likewise, investments to improve
court-based self-help centers, increase the
availability of tenants rights clinics in urban and
rural areas alike, and develop right to counsel
programs would go a long way in reducing
default while expanding tenants' access to
justice in the state’s courts. 
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While there is little that courts themselves can
do to incentivize taking cases to trial (the
decision to proceed to trial is ultimately up to
litigants and either party—though most
commonly defendants—in eviction lawsuits
may unilaterally request a jury trial by filing a
jury demand), they can create policies that
create flexibility within the eviction process to
resolve cases in ways that are fair to tenants
outside of trial.

Developing more opportunities for fair
settlement negotiations offer one way forward.
Whether settlement negotiations in courtroom
hallways and cafeterias or more formalized
mediation and alternative dispute resolution
methods, settlement can result in tenants
negotiating with landlords to keep their housing
or settle on terms that give tenants a “soft
landing” if they cannot. 

But these negotiations cannot happen in the ad
hoc way that they currently do in courts and any
sort of mediation processes must be fair to
both parties.

As we described above, this is because tenants
without lawyers are often taken advantage of
by unscrupulous lawyers and landlords, and the
settlements that they agree to are too often
rubber stamped by overburdened judges and
court personnel rather than reviewed for clarity
and fairness. Courts can work with local legal
service providers to improve how they
communicate fair settlement protocols and
terms to tenants without lawyers, and judges
can do more to make sure that tenants know
the implications of the settlement agreements
that they sign, which includes providing
information about troubleshooting resources in
the case that they are unable to meet a
settlement agreement’s terms in the future. 

And if courts do ultimately create opportunities
for alternative dispute resolution, they need to
ensure that mediators have the experience to
guarantee a fair process for landlords and
tenants alike, especially in cases where neither
party is represented by counsel. Funding right
to counsel initiatives for tenants facing eviction
across the state could further facilitate
procedural fairness by ensuring that tenants
are not negotiating complex settlements
without the aid of lawyers since the vast
majority of landlords are represented by
lawyers in eviction lawsuits.

03 ENCOURAGING EQUITABLE
OUTCOMES OUTSIDE OF TRIAL
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Finally, 21 states have enacted policies
that are referred to as “right to redeem”
laws, where tenants can repay back rent up
until trial. In cases where non-payment of
rent is not pretextual, these policies could
give tenants time to find state-sponsored
rental assistance and other forms of
financial support that can help them pay
their rent and avoid eviction. “Pay and
stay” settlement agreements are not an
acceptable proxy for a formalized “right to
redeem” policy, which would allow courts
to hold tenants’ payments and transfer
them directly to landlords with proof that
tenants paid their rental debt.

Nothing proposed in the three sections above
represents a radical reorganization of the civil
justice system, but even these relatively
modest reforms could pay significant dividends
in helping mitigate the rampant inequality
currently characterizing the legal eviction
process. At the very least, a civil justice system
should dispense justice equally to all of its
users; after reviewing even partial data, it’s
clear that this is not currently the case in
California’s county courts. It has always been
the case that eviction prevention policies are
the best homelessness prevention policies. But
no matter the precise policy configuration that
advocates and policymakers ultimately choose,
an essential first step is to provide them with
the data that they need to make informed
decisions. Until that point, our policies to
prevent eviction, end homelessness, and
restore civil justice to California’s courts are
likely to continue to come up short when
tenants and people experiencing homelessness
statewide need them most.
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	A CIVIL INJUSTICE: THE STATE OF EVICTION  IN CALIFORNIA 2010–2024
	Kyle Nelson, SAJE
	INTRODUCTION
	Each year, hundreds of thousands of tenants around California face eviction. Once referred to as a “hidden housing problem,” eviction is now widely acknowledged to be a contributing factor to the state’s housing crisis. The eviction process begins with a legal notice and, in just a few short weeks, can result in a tenant losing their home in eviction court. When tenants who cannot pay their rent are evicted through the civil justice system, their material circumstances become worse, and they are significantly more likely to experience homelessness. This is because eviction exacerbates financial distress, becoming a “mark” on tenants’ credit reports that is discoverable in background checks and makes it harder to secure other housing options. And these consequences are disproportionately borne by women of color, particularly Black women.
	But eviction is neither spectral nor inevitable. It is a tool codified into our housing laws, collectively implemented by a range of actors in housing and consumer affairs agencies, the court system, and law enforcement. It is a process that causes homelessness and, unlike other causes, occurs in a venue that could easily and affordably be reformed in ways that could prevent tenants from experiencing homelessness by helping them stay housed. Thus, eviction is perhaps the nexus of housing and homelessness policy. And policymakers know far too little about it.
	Policymakers do not know enough about eviction because California has a patchwork, inconsistent system of data collection for eviction filings and outcomes. Currently, each of California’s 58 counties have their own approach to documenting outcomes and making the information available to the public, if they do at all. Moreover, California does not mandate what eviction data, if any, should be tracked. And, because academic research on evictions has tended to focus on jurisdictions where this data is robust and easily available, there has yet to be a study that offers a comprehensive picture of eviction filings and outcomes in California.



	Without a nuanced understanding of eviction filings and case outcomes across California, especially historical variation in its spatial concentration, policymakers cannot craft data-driven interventions designed to prevent entrances into homelessness or stabilize tenancies for renters who are at risk of experiencing homelessness. In fact, most legislation, at both state and local levels, is written, amended, and enacted without this essential context. In 2023, citing budget concerns, California Governor Gavin Newsom vetoed legislation designed to standardize reporting about eviction outcomes across the state.   Two years later a similar bill died in the California Senate Appropriations Committee. By obstructing eviction data accessibility, the governor and state legislators made it even harder for state and local jurisdictions to understand one of the primary drivers of homelessness, even as California has committed unprecedented levels of resources towards solving its homelessness crisis.
	The aims of this report are twofold. First, it presents as complete a picture as possible of eviction case outcomes in California over fourteen years, from 2010 to 2024. Using the data that is available from each of the state’s 58 counties, it identifies trends on eviction filings and outcomes that offer valuable insights into when and how policymakers might intervene in the legal process to help tenants remain housed. Second, this report identifies flaws in the state’s eviction data reporting systems, outlining how basic, marginal improvements to those systems could help create better housing policies. It concludes with policy recommendations for standardizing eviction reporting to improve data accuracy, reform the legal eviction process, and prevent tenants from entering homelessness.
	I. EVICTION DATA REPORTING  AND THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL
	Evictions are processed as unlawful detainer lawsuits (UDs) in California’s superior court system, which is overseen by its policymaking body, the Judicial Council. Among its many functions, the Judicial Council collects and publishes data documenting “key workload indicators” characterizing courts’ operations.
	While California’s county courts are administered by the state, they do not all have the same case management system, and their data collection methods vary. Furthermore, counties that have received funding to upgrade their case management systems and are “in the midst of a technology upgrade,” are not required to report data to the Judicial Council. Still, since many counties use the same contractors to develop case management systems that track case data including evictions, it is unclear exactly why the Judicial Council considers the process of collecting and aggregating these data difficult.
	When county courts do report eviction court data (and most do), they typically provide the Judicial Council with aggregated data on filings and outcomes collected from their case management systems, which Judicial Council staff must then organize into a dataset consisting of categories reflecting the interests of the courts and state legislature. Some information on statewide eviction filings is publicly available in the court’s annual reports, but data on eviction filings and outcomes at the state and county level can also be requested through California’s Public Records Act.


	While California’s Judicial Council collects data on eviction filings from all 58 of its county court systems, it has long struggled to compel its largest county court systems to report data on eviction outcomes. As Table 1 shows, however, county coverage of eviction outcomes has increased over time.
	In FY 2010–11, only 57% of counties (33 of 58) reported data on eviction outcomes to the Judicial Council; by FY 2022–23, that number peaked at 88% (51 of 58) before falling to 86% (50 of 58) in FY 2023–24.   However, as Tables 2 and 3 show, this growth in coverage is deceiving.
	A CIVIL INJUSTICE
	For example, in FY 2023–24, the eight counties that did not report eviction case outcome data to the Judicial Council contained over 54% of the state’s tenancies and over 57% of its eviction filings (as reflected in Table 3).
	Therefore, it is a stretch to say that state policymakers have ever had a complete picture of eviction outcomes in the state as it develops and funds policies meant to prevent homelessness. Data on the number of annual eviction filings per county is certainly important, but it can provide only a small piece of the overall context that is necessary for state and local lawmakers to craft policies protecting tenants from eviction. This is because eviction filings do not necessarily result in an eviction; without data on eviction outcomes, policymakers will not be able to tell the difference and direct the state’s finite economic resources to the places where tenants are in most need of support. For now, California’s Judicial Council has few tools at its disposal to compel its most populous counties to report data on eviction outcomes and legislation to fix this problem has been blocked by the state legislature and the governor’s veto.
	As these tables show, counties that report data on eviction outcomes account for a relatively small percentage of eviction filings in the state. The lack of eviction outcome data (or consistent data) from large counties like Los Angeles, Riverside, Sacramento, San Diego, and San Francisco is concerning; not only do these counties contain cities with large tenant populations and expensive housing markets, but they are also cities with high numbers of eviction filings. In the 12 years (of 14 total years in the dataset) where every county reported data on eviction filings to the Judicial Council, counties only reported data on eviction outcomes for 43.5% of the state’s overall eviction filings. Even in the Judicial Council’s most “representative” coverage years, policymakers and researchers had eviction outcome data from counties accounting for just 48% of the state’s tenancies and 50% of its eviction filings.
	II. EVICTION, CALIFORNIA COURTS, AND LEGAL OUTCOMES
	While the California courts certainly have their limitations when it comes to eviction data, a benefit of a state-based, county-administered court system is that the legal process for eviction in California is more or less consistent across all 58 counties. This makes a more robust, uniform system for reporting data on eviction filings and outcomes across the state possible because the eviction process is the same (and its outcomes mean the same thing) across local jurisdictions. In this section we will diagram the legal eviction process while showing where the eviction outcomes tracked by the Judicial Council fit.
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	In California, a landlord initiates the eviction process by serving a notice to a tenant that names an alleged breach of lease (e.g., nonpayment of rent) to be corrected as well as the time they have to fix it—typically three, 60, or 90 days.   There are also a limited number of reasons a landlord can initiate an eviction that are not based on an alleged breach of the lease. These are usually called no-fault evictions. If this period lapses and the breach of lease is not fixed, the landlord can then file an unlawful detainer lawsuit (UD)  against the tenant. This process formally initiates the eviction process in California’s county superior court systems.


	When landlords file a UD, they must also serve tenants with two legal documents: a Summons and a Complaint. The Summons notifies tenants that a lawsuit has been filed against them. The Complaint presents the grounds of the lawsuit: the breach of lease allegation (e.g., nonpayment of rent) and the notice violation  (e.g., a tenant not vacating premises after the 60-day notice to move out). Nonpayment of rent is the most common reason for eviction lawsuits.
	This type of eviction includes a variety of cases including those where tenants experience financial hardship, attempt to pay rent to landlords who do not accept it, and withhold rent to compel landlords to make necessary repairs or restore services promised in the lease (e.g., a parking space or an on-site washer and dryer).
	Landlords must follow the eviction procedures outlined by the courts or run the risk of having their cases dismissed, but some tenants never receive proper notice because they “voluntarily vacate” their homes, court documents get lost in the mail, or landlords engage in “sewer service,” improperly serving documents or even lying about having served them.
	Tenants who receive a UD have ten court days from the date of service to submit an Answer. In completing and filing an Answer, tenants must respond to landlords’ allegations and can raise technical and affirmative defenses to them. In the case of the allegation of nonpayment of rent, a technical defense might be the fact that the landlord never specified an address where tenants should mail past-due rent during the three-day notice period. An affirmative defense might be the fact that the landlord’s lawsuit violated the terms of the local rent-stabilization ordinance, which states that a tenant cannot be evicted for owing less than one month’s rent. As part of their Answer, tenants may also complete and submit a fee waiver and a demand for a jury trial.
	Tenants facing eviction rarely request jury trials, likely because they may not be aware of their right to request one, as many municipal housing agencies across the state lack capacity to build awareness about basic tenants’ rights. Eviction defense lawyers understand the benefits of a jury trial, but the demand for legal assistance with eviction cases far exceeds the supply of attorneys and paraprofessionals in every county. And, while some courts have on-site self-help centers to support tenants in navigating the court system without a lawyer, these centers typically only assist with Answers and Fee Waivers—advising tenants to file a jury demand is prohibited, as it is considered “providing legal advice.” Still, requesting a jury is vital for tenants in eviction proceedings, as jury trials tend to be more sympathetic venues for tenants to contest their evictions, and even the “threat” of a jury trial may give tenants significantly more leverage to advantageously settle or convince their landlord to dismiss a case prior to trial.
	If a tenant does not file their Answer in time (or at all), then a landlord can request the court enter a default judgment against tenants. Default judgments generally refer to a party’s failure to perform a court-ordered obligation, which in eviction cases can occur at two key points: at Time 1 (T1), for not filing the Answer within the ten-day time period, or at Time 2 (T2) for not appearing in court. While a T1 default judgment can only occur at the beginning of an eviction case, a T2 default judgment is possible each time a tenant is required to go to court.
	These “hallway negotiations” can “succeed” or “fail,” from a tenant advocacy perspective. When a negotiation succeeds from this perspective, a landlord has either voluntarily dismissed the case, or a tenant and landlord have negotiated, settled, and submitted a stipulation agreement. Negotiated terms in a stipulation agreement generally involve some combination of money, time, and record sealing. Examples of negotiated stipulation agreements include: 1) Both parties agree to seal a tenant’s court record, back rent is waived, and the tenant has 60 days to vacate; 2) Both parties agree for a tenant to “pay and stay”; or 3) Both parties agree to seal a tenant’s eviction record, there is no waiver of back rent, and the tenant is given additional time to vacate. If the parties cannot settle, then they either move to a trial (in courtrooms with low caseloads, the trial might happen on the same day) or petition the judge to “send out” their case for trial (in courtrooms with larger caseloads, a new trial date will be set).
	Outcome 2: Court enters a T1 default judgment
	After a tenant files their Answer, parties (usually a landlord) can request a court date. In some counties, judges advise landlords, tenants, and their respective lawyers to leave the courtroom and negotiate a settlement somewhere else in the courthouse. Negotiation, however, is not mandatory. The settlement process occurs regardless of whether lawyers are involved; in the Los Angeles County Superior Court’s Stanley Mosk Courthouse, for example, representatives from the Los Angeles Department of Business and Consumer Affairs mediate in negotiations between landlords and tenants who appear in court without lawyers.
	STIPULATION AGREEMENT TERMS
	In terms of money, parties may try to negotiate waiving some amount of back rent or entering into some sort of repayment plan. Tenants may also negotiate to “pay and stay” if they are able to pay back rent, as well as current rent.
	In terms of time, parties may try to negotiate more time to move or more time to comply with an agreed upon action (e.g., paying rent by “x” date or inspecting an apartment by “x” date).
	In terms of record sealing, landlords have the power to ask courts to seal tenants’ records, which may prevent the “mark” of eviction.
	Outcome 3a: Landlord dismisses lawsuit. Outcome 3b: Both parties agree to settle and file a stipulation agreement. Outcome 3c: Both parties do not settle and the case advances to trial.
	When an eviction case moves from the negotiation stage to the trial stage, outcomes may be determined by two types of trials: bench trials and jury trials.
	Bench trials consist of both parties (+/- lawyers) arguing their case in front of a judge.
	Jury trials consist of both parties (+/- lawyers) selecting a jury and arguing their case in front of the jury and a judge.


	In either case, the outcomes are the same: courts enter judgments in favor of the plaintiff (landlord) or the defendant (tenant). When landlords win, they may repossess tenants’ homes by locking tenants out and, if back rent is at issue, collecting rent debt. When tenants win, they may remain in possession of their homes. Once a case is closed, however, tenants must repay back rent that they owe to landlords or landlords can issue a three-day notice and initiate a new eviction lawsuit. If the condition of a tenant’s unit is in serious disrepair, or if a landlord has violated the terms of the lease, a court can decide to reduce a percentage of back rent that the tenant owes the landlord. That being said, there are two other outcomes that are also possible: landlords may dismiss the eviction lawsuit, or both parties may decide to settle.
	Outcome 4a: Landlord dismisses lawsuit. Outcome 4b: Tenant fails to appear and landlord can request the court enter a T2 default judgment against them. Outcome 4c: Both parties agree to settle and file a stipulation agreement. Outcome 4d: A judgment is entered following a bench trial. Outcome 4e: A judgment is entered following a jury trial.
	Pending motions or appeals by either party, a trial judgment (via bench or jury trial) marks the end of an eviction lawsuit. It is not, however, the end of the eviction process. When landlords win  cases against  tenants, they are awarded court orders that law enforcement agencies can use to lock tenants out of their homes. Additionally, collection agencies may attempt to recoup debts. Tenants also may be plagued by the negative effects of an eviction long after the court case concludes, including diminished mental and physical health, an inability to secure alternative housing, and chronic homelessness, among other outcomes.
	While academics have primarily studied the effects of eviction filings on tenants’ economic, health, and housing outcomes, it is vital that policymakers understand the eviction outcomes that occur throughout the legal process. This is why data about eviction case outcomes is so essential for data-driven policy—it can help make sense of what actually happens to tenants in and out of court, during the process between receiving a UD and losing their homes.
	III. EVICTION OUTCOMES IN THE CALIFORNIA’S SUPERIOR COURT SYSTEM
	California’s Judicial Council categorizes eviction data from county superior court systems into four types: “before trial,” “after bench trial,” “after jury trial,” and “other types of dispositions” (e.g., dismissals or transfers that may have occurred before or after trial). The categories that follow are determined by the Judicial Council and have been used consistently across the dataset.
	BEFORE TRIAL OUTCOMES
	Default T1
	Default Judgment by Clerk Before Trial
	Default Judgment by Court Before Trial
	Negotiated Judgments
	Arbitration Award Before Trial
	Stipulated Judgment Before Trial
	Dismissals
	Submitted after Settlement Conference
	Submitted after Judicial Arbitration
	Submitted after Court-Ordered Mediation
	Submitted after any Alternative Dispute Resolution
	Submitted after No Alternative Dispute Resolution
	Submitted Due to Lack of Prosecution
	Submitted Due to Delay Reduction Rules
	Other Before Trial Court-Ordered Dismissal
	Other Outcomes
	Other Clerk Judgment Before Trial
	Summary Judgment Before Trial
	Change of Venue
	Intracounty Transfer
	Consolidation
	AFTER TRIAL OUTCOMES
	Default T2
	Default During Bench Trial
	Default During Jury Trial
	Negotiated Outcomes
	Stipulated Judgment During Bench Trial
	Stipulated Judgment During Jury Trial
	Bench Trial Outcomes
	Jury Trial Outcomes
	Dismissal
	Court-Ordered Dismissal after Bench Trial
	Court-Ordered Dismissal after Jury Trial
	Other Outcomes
	Motion for Judgment Granted after Bench Trial
	Motion for Nonsuit Granted after Jury Trial

	For simplicity’s sake, this report adapts the Judicial Council’s 27 outcomes into three clusters, listed from simplest to most nuanced outcome classifications that will be used:
	Figure C: Eviction Process Flow Chart with Simplified Case Outcomes

	CLUSTER ONE
	BEFORE TRIAL OUTCOMES
	AFTER TRIAL OUTCOMES

	CLUSTER TWO
	ALL DEFAULT OUTCOMES
	ALL NEGOTIATED OUTCOMES
	ALL TRIAL OUTCOMES
	ALL DISMISSAL OUTCOMES
	ALL OTHER OUTCOMES

	CLUSTER THREE
	ALL DEFAULT OUTCOMES
	DEFAULT T1
	DEFAULT T2
	ALL NEGOTIATED OUTCOMES
	ALL TRIAL OUTCOMES
	BENCH TRIAL
	JURY TRIAL
	ALL DISMISSAL OUTCOMES
	ALL OTHER OUTCOMES

	A. EVICTION FILING OUTCOMES IN CALIFORNIA
	According to our dataset, eviction filings in California exhibited a downward trend from FYs 2010–11 through 2023–24. This tracks with research that has found eviction filings rise and fall along with broader trends in economic stability, peaking when the economy is bad and stabilizing when the economy is good. Just prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, in FY 2018–19, landlords filed nearly a third fewer evictions than in FY 2012–13 (the first fiscal year in the dataset where every county in California reported eviction filing data to the Judicial Council), a decline that followed economic recovery in the wake of the Great Recession. During the pandemic, eviction filings declined significantly, falling 28.72% from FY 2018–19 to FY 2019–20 and 72% from FY 2018–19 to FY 2020–21. This was due to the many state and local temporary eviction protections enacted in the wake of the pandemic. For example, between April 6 and September 1, 2020, the Judicial Council’s Emergency Rule 1 prevented courts from issuing writs of possession in cases regarding nonpayment of rent. This rule worked alongside so-called eviction moratoria   in many California cities to almost halt legal evictions across the state—in FY 2020–21, only 35,727 eviction lawsuits were filed in California, down from a pre-pandemic average of 157,701.
	COUNTY MAP 2023-24


	TABLE 4: EVICTION FILINGS HEAT MAP (2010-24)
	EVICTION FILINGS COUNTY MAP (2010-24)
	A CIVIL INJUSTICE

	A CIVIL INJUSTICE
	A CIVIL INJUSTICE
	But, as temporary tenant protections began to expire in 2022, statewide eviction filings again began to rise. Without these policies in place, eviction filings increased by approximately 282% statewide between FY 2020–21 and FY 2022–23, radically reversing the downward trend. This reversal is especially concerning because statewide filings in FY 2022–23 and FY 2023–24 are the highest they have been in six years—since before the passage of California’s Tenant Protection Act of 2019, an influx of new local protections throughout the state, and the creation of tenants’ right to counsel pilot programs in Los Angeles, Kern, and San Francisco Counties. All of these policies are designed to prevent homelessness, but even with these efforts, eviction filings have surged back to levels reflecting a time without these policies. Thus, it is hard not to see the post-pandemic trend upward as a step backward for state and local governments’ efforts to prevent homelessness and keep tenants housed.
	And still, despite the concerning upward trend of filings statewide since the pandemic, eviction filing rates (eviction filings per 100 renter households) in California counties are still quite low compared to those of many large U.S. cities.  Per the Eviction Lab’s Top Evicting Areas rankings, an area would rank in the top-100 with an eviction rate of 2.9 filings per 100 renter households, in the top-50 with an eviction rate of 4.6 filings per 100 renter households, and in the top-25 with an eviction rate of 6.0 filings per 100 renter households. Table 5 shows eviction filing rates for every county in California for 14 years according to the Eviction Lab’s top-100, top-50, and top-25 eviction rate thresholds.
	Over this 14 year period, only three counties had eviction rates high enough to be in the top-25: Amador (FYs 2010–15 and FY 2016–17), Riverside (FY 2012–13), and San Bernardino (FYs 2010–14). Over the last five years of data, however, no county in California has had an eviction rate over the Eviction Lab’s top-50 threshold; in fact, only Amador, Calavares, Del Norte, Kern, Lake, Lassen, Modoc, Plumas, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Joaquin, Siskiyou, Solano, Tehama, and Yuba have had fiscal years with three or more evictions per 100 renter households. Of these counties, only Kern, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Joaquin, and Solano have high volumes of eviction filings, each averaging more than 1000 eviction filings annually during the study period.
	TABLE 5: CA COUNTIES' EVICTION FILING RATES (PER 100 RENTAL HOUSEHOLDS)
	A CIVIL INJUSTICE
	On the other hand, it seems beyond debate that California is in the midst of intersecting housing affordability and homelessness crises. Thus, comparatively low county filing rates obscure the reality that there are far more tenancies at risk of eviction than advocates and policymakers think. For example, while Los Angeles County only reported 43,713 eviction filings in calendar year (CY) 2024,   the City of Los Angeles Housing Department reported that landlords filed 89,163 Notices of Intent to Evict during the same period. In Los Angeles, therefore, it is clear that not all landlords who express “intentions to evict” file eviction lawsuits. Local nuances like these only compound the broader problem of not having data on eviction outcomes for policymakers hoping to prevent homelessness.  It is possible, for example, that notices of intent and eviction filings are spatially clustered differently in ways that obscure the precise location where policymakers should concentrate finite homelessness prevention resources.
	Data explaining discrepancies like these would be even more helpful for advocates and policymakers crafting interventions to meaningfully prevent evictions, but complete data on eviction outcomes (ideally aggregated to the zip code level, as will be discussed later) would be an important step to improve  currently existing data at a much larger spatial scale.
	B. BEFORE AND AFTER TRIAL OUTCOMES IN CALIFORNIA
	Once an eviction lawsuit is filed, it results in an eviction outcome on a spectrum of default (losing a case by not filing an Answer or not attending a trial date) to a bench trial judgment or jury verdict. For simplicity’s sake, this spectrum of possible outcomes includes: defaults, dismissals, settlements, and trials. The analysis below only includes data from counties that had full coverage of eviction filings and eviction outcomes over 14 fiscal years, which includes data from a total of 815,612 cases (see tables in Appendix 1 and 2 for more information on coverage criteria).
	TABLE 6: EVICTION OUTCOMES AMONG COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE DATA
	TABLE 7A: EVICTION OUTCOMES AMONG COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE EVICTION OUTCOME DATA TO THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL (PERCENTAGES)

	TABLE 7B: OUTCOME DISTRIBUTION — SUMS TO 100% (PERCENTAGES)
	As Figure 4 shows, most eviction outcomes occurred before trial (691,333 before vs. 124,276 after), and the distribution of outcomes year to year was remarkably stable, not even changing much during the COVID-19 pandemic when temporary eviction protections were in place.
	On average, 85.15% eviction outcomes occurred prior to trial and 14.85% occurred after. In this way, eviction lawsuits are similar to most forms of civil and criminal litigation, insofar as the vast majority of cases are resolved prior to trial.  However, these distinctions alone tell us very little about how cases are resolved before and after trial. This matters because different policy interventions to reduce the likelihood of tenants losing their homes depend on where a case is within the timeline discussed above.

	C. DEFAULT AND AN EPIDEMIC OF CIVIL INJUSTICE
	Since the distribution of eviction case outcomes has been relatively stable, we can make some general conclusions about how evictions were processed by courts in the counties that report data to the Judicial Council. As Figure 5 shows, the most frequent eviction outcomes statewide were defaults (a period average of 46.02%) and dismissals (a period average of 33.44%), comprising a period average of nearly 80% of total outcomes. Trial outcomes (a period average of 10.76%) and negotiated outcomes (a period average of 7.86%), by contrast, were comparatively rare.
	FIGURE 5: EVICTION CASE OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE DATA TO JUDICIAL COUNCIL

	FIGURE 6: DEFAULT OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE DATA TO JUDICIAL COUNCIL
	Looking more closely at the two types of defaults reveals the extent to which eviction courts are sites of civil injustice. In Figure 6, it is clear that nearly all defaults occurred at T1 (96.49%), a result of tenants not responding to landlords’ eviction lawsuits within the mandated five-day time period. (Due to a policy change in 2024, tenants now have 10 days to respond, so it will be interesting to see if default rates decrease over time.) While it is bad enough that nearly half of eviction lawsuits culminated in default judgments against tenants, even worse is the fact that nearly 97% of these default outcomes occurred at T1.
	This means that the vast majority of these tenants lost their cases before their first court date. Furthermore, since we do not have outcome data from counties accounting for more than half of eviction filings, it is entirely possible that default rates are even higher than they appear in our dataset.
	This finding reflects a bleak reality—a civil injustice—that tenants face significant procedural inequality in California’s superior court system. Furthermore, since the vast majority of eviction-related tenant protections are designed to function as defenses in court, this means that almost half of tenants who face eviction in California never even get the chance to assert their rights in court.

	An examination of default outcomes across individual counties reveals significant variation. Many of California’s most populous counties do not report data about eviction outcomes (Los Angeles, Sacramento, and San Diego, among others), so some of this variation is driven by less populous counties with comparatively fewer eviction filings. But five counties with over an average of 1,000 eviction filings annually, had period averages for defaults over 50%: Stanislaus (62.41%), Fresno (56.99%), San Joaquin (54.61%), Santa Clara (50.50%), and Kern (50.14%). This suggests that the majority of tenants in large cities such as Bakersfield, Fresno, Modesto, Stockton, and San Jose, among others, lost their eviction lawsuits before their first court dates.
	On the other hand, some California counties have comparatively fewer default evictions. In Alameda (32.03%) and Contra Costa (37.35%), defaults make up less than 40% of eviction outcomes over the period. Ventura (40.48%), Sonoma (43.09%), and Orange (44.16%) round out the bottom five period averages. Based on this comparison, it seems as though tenants in more resourced counties may have more access to procedural justice in courts than tenants in the Central Valley and Inland Empire. Some of this discrepancy likely has to do with factors like local tenant protection laws and access to eviction defense lawyers, but without better data it is impossible to say for sure.
	D. DISMISSED CASES
	After defaults, the most frequent outcome of eviction lawsuits across the state is dismissals. Since only landlords (and, in some cases, courts) may request that a case be dismissed, these cases include examples like landlords realizing that they will not be able to win a jury trial and dismissing, landlords realizing that they made a technical error in a filing and dismissing, and landlords and tenants agreeing outside of court to dismiss a case, among others. Though the Judicial Council dataset has some significant holes in coverage, we are able to identify some interesting trends with the data that we are able to access.
	Generally and relative to other eviction case outcomes, the percentage of cases dismissed statewide was relatively stable between FYs 2010–18 before it began to increase in FY 2018–19, perhaps related to the Tenant Protection Act (TPA) of 2019. This is because the TPA extended just-cause eviction protections to localities where landlords previously were not required to have a reason to evict. Unsurprisingly, dismissals peaked during the COVID-19 pandemic, when temporary eviction protections restricted courts from issuing writs of possession and gave tenants more affirmative defenses to use at trial. Additionally, tenants during this period had significantly more access to courts through pandemic-era accommodations (e.g., court hearings were conducted remotely).
	FIGURE 7: DISMISSAL TYPES IN COUNTIES REPORTING COMPLETE DATA TO JUDICIAL COUNCIL, 2010-2024

	One way to interpret this trend is that these very basic protections were enough to shift more of a burden of proof onto landlords, deterring lawsuits in which evidence was either thin or nonexistent and tenants had greater access to justice. There is further support for this hypothesis in the overall decrease in default judgments during this period.
	Diving into the Judicial Council’s outcome categories reveals that the three most frequent types of dismissal are: 1) Dismissal following informal alternative dispute resolution (or ADR) (66.66%); 2) Other forms of court-ordered dismissal (16.50%); and 3)Dismissal due to “lack of prosecution rules” (11.35%). While we have to trust that the Judicial Council is correctly classifying these outcomes, dismissals following ADR likely refer to dismissals following informal settlement negotiations (“hallway negotiations”) or that follow conversations occurring outside of court. That most dismissals happen at this stage suggests that when tenants show up
	to court (and avoid default), landlords are less likely to follow through with the eviction case and more likely to dismiss cases.
	Since most tenants lose their cases before their first court date, and many who do go to court have their cases dismissed, what becomes clear is that few eviction lawsuits end up using significant amounts of court time on trials and hearings. The relationship between default and dismissal also presents an interesting policy possibility: by developing policies creating pilot programs to test informal settlement methods like binding mediation and alternative dispute resolution, policymakers could help expand tenants’ access to procedural justice while lowering the burden that these cases place on both tenants and court dockets. Of course, better data could help specify both the relationship between default and dismissal and help policymakers identify counties where pilot programs expanding informal mediation opportunities could be most successful.
	While the data cannot really answer the question of why there is an inverse relationship between default and dismissal, it is clear that this relationship exists. The counties with the lowest percentages of default outcomes oftentimes have the highest percentages of dismissal outcomes. Over half of eviction outcomes in counties with comparatively low default rates like Alameda County, for example, are dismissals. The inverse holds for counties with comparatively high percentages of default outcomes, such as Fresno, San Joaquin, and San Bernardino, which have some of the lowest rates of dismissal outcomes. Populous counties including Los Angeles, Sacramento, and San Diego do not provide data on most eviction case outcomes, but they have occasionally provided data on dismissals and generally rank in the lower half of the distribution when they do. On one hand, this might mean that these counties also have correspondingly high percentages of default judgments. On the other hand, however, it’s also possible that low dismissal rates could be at least partially attributable to incomplete dismissal outcome reporting.
	Clarifying this relationship might provide policymakers with a roadmap for policy interventions capable of decreasing the number of eviction filings over time. For example, if this relationship is statistically significant, then interventions oriented towards decreasing default rates (e.g., increasing outreach and awareness efforts like targeted canvassing and tenants’ rights clinics) could result in higher percentages of dismissals by increasing the number of cases that are processed by already overburdened courts. If paired with initiatives to expand tenants’ and landlords’ access to binding formal mediation practices, then it is possible to imagine a future where eviction court dockets are small enough to guarantee that every litigant can access equal justice under the law. The problem is that without data on the counties with the highest volumes of eviction filings (not to mention the most competitive housing markets), policymakers will necessarily be proposing interventions without a clear picture of the relationship between these two outcomes.
	Despite the fact that tenants can benefit from dismissals as defendants in eviction lawsuits, the high frequency of eviction dismissals in counties throughout California is troubling. Whether a case is dismissed prior to trial or during trial, a significant burden nevertheless falls onto tenants; they must still go to court, lose a day (or days) of wages, arrange childcare or eldercare, and endure the stress of an impending eviction. It is in the interest of the state’s six million renter households for policymakers to figure out why eviction lawsuits have such a high rate of dismissal. Increasing access to binding (and non-binding) forms of formal and informal mediation, imposing stricter standards for eviction filings,  or increasing court filing fees, among other solutions, might restore legitimacy to a court process that the data suggests is being abused by landlords.
	E. NEGOTIATED OUTCOMES
	As discussed above, litigants are encouraged to settle eviction cases through informal forms of negotiation before trial in most courtrooms. There are, however, strengths and weaknesses in how negotiation currently occurs. On one hand, judges (or commissioners) often make a convincing case for settlement in their opening remarks in court: by settling, landlords can avoid costly litigation and tenants can avoid devastating losses at trial. A settlement can help a tenant land on their feet (give them a “soft landing”) if the landlord is willing to waive back rent, give them more time to find a new place to live, or offer them relocation assistance. Settlement can also be a good option for landlords and tenants if they are unlikely to succeed at trial for reasons discussed earlier.
	On the other hand, a problem with negotiation in eviction lawsuits is that it usually occurs in informal venues outside of these courtrooms where tenants are at risk of exploitation as a result of both predatory negotiation tactics and disadvantageous settlement terms. Legal scholar Nicole Summers characterizes negotiated settlements as a case of “civil probation,”   where tenants feel compelled (or coerced) to enter into complicated settlement agreements with landlords or be evicted. Still, if settlement negotiations were to occur on an equal terrain, in a formal or informal setting with binding or nonbinding terms, where landlords and tenants alike can give informed consent to whatever the settlement ultimately yields, then settlement might be a useful way for both parties to avoid myriad negative consequences of eviction lawsuits.

	With all of the incentives for both landlords and tenants to settle eviction lawsuits, it is curious why negotiated settlement outcomes are so comparatively rare. As discussed above, it is possible that the way Judicial Council classifies dismissals following formal and informal alternative dispute resolution obscures a higher prevalence of negotiated eviction outcomes.  But based on the public data that we have at our disposal, settlements accounted for over 10% of eviction outcomes in just six counties with an average of 1,000 eviction filings annually during the study period: Contra Costa, Kern, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Mateo, and Tulare. Furthermore, there are no clear links between default or dismissal rates and the rate of negotiated settlements: whether defaults or dismissals are high or low, most counties have fewer than 10% of case outcomes determined by negotiated settlement. Of course, it is certainly possible that the percentage of negotiated settlements is higher in counties that do not report eviction outcome data, but it is impossible to know without data.
	Perhaps a more useful way to think about negotiated settlements is that relatively few eviction cases advance to the point where they can be settled in the first place. How many cases that do not result in default and are not dismissed are resolved by negotiated settlements? One way to answer this question is to remove defaults, dismissals, and “other outcomes” from the dataset. This allows us to analyze settlement outcomes in the context of the other cases that are resolved in court. By doing so, we may paint a more complete picture of what actually happens in eviction courtrooms.
	In California, negotiated settlements make up 40.21% of the eviction outcomes that do not result in defaults, dismissals, or “other.” In counties that averaged more than 1,000 eviction filings annually in the dataset, 44.25% of cases avoiding default, dismissal, or “other outcomes” were settled. High percentages of negotiated settlements among outcomes that were not default, dismissal, or “other” were concentrated across a handful of counties including Kern, Orange, Sonoma, and Stanislaus. In some years, negotiated settlements in San Mateo, Stanislaus, and Sonoma Counties comprised more than 75% of eviction outcomes that were not default, dismissal, or “other.” On the other end of the spectrum, negotiated settlements in Ventura, San Joaquin, and Santa Clara Counties comprised just 25% of eviction outcomes outside those three categories.
	While there were clear associations in default and dismissal eviction outcome categories, it is more difficult to interpret and explain patterns in negotiation outcomes in the dataset. As discussed above, it is possible that some negotiation outcomes are being captured in outcomes categorized by the Judicial Council as dismissals. Furthermore, while some counties have consistently high or low rates of negotiated outcomes, others like Alameda and Stanislaus Counties have more fluctuation. Many counties still do not report any data on negotiation outcomes at all. Without the context provided by this missing data, these patterns are simply impossible to explain.
	F. TRIAL OUTCOMES
	While policy discourse around tenant protections at all levels of government assumes (in good or bad faith) that most eviction lawsuits are resolved through a trial, this dataset contradicts this assumption; trials are rare in eviction proceedings in California’s county superior court systems (see Tables 6 and 7 above). Among the counties that reported eviction outcome data to the Judicial Council during the study period, a period average of 10.76% of cases were resolved at trial annually; of 815,612 cases, there were just 90,536 total trial judgments in California. Almost all of those cases were resolved through “bench trials,” occurring between litigants, lawyers (when present), and judges. Over  14 years of eviction outcomes in our dataset, there were only 162 cases that culminated in a jury verdict.
	There is currently no data available that allows us to estimate the percentage of these trials where tenants were represented by lawyers.   It is certainly possible that all of the jury trials are occurring in the counties that aren’t reporting and that this missing data could change this analysis. At risk of sounding like a broken record, however, we simply cannot know without understanding the context that is lost with an incomplete dataset. As it stands, trials are generally rare and jury trials are virtually nonexistent.
	Counties with the highest shares of trial outcomes tend to be counties with comparatively fewer eviction filings like Tehama, Sutter, and Tuolumne; San Joaquin County is an exception.
	TABLE 10: HIGHEST SHARES OF TRIAL OUTCOMES, >50 TRIAL OUTCOMES

	TABLE 11: LOWEST PERCENTAGES OF TRIAL OUTCOMES, <50 TRIAL OUTCOMES
	Trials are rarer in counties with more eviction filings; counties with the lowest percentages of trial outcomes tended to be counties with comparatively high percentages of default (e.g., San Bernardino and Kern Counties) and low percentages of default (e.g., Alameda and Orange Counties).
	In counties with high percentages of default outcomes, the low percentages of trials are likely a result of few cases even making it to the trial stage. In counties with low percentages of default outcome, the low percentages of trials are likely a result of more cases being settled and dismissed prior to trial.
	Looking at counties reporting data on eviction outcomes to the Judicial Council and averaging more than 1,000 eviction filings annually in our dataset, trial outcomes were as high as a period average of 19.88% in Ventura County and 18.99% in San Joaquin County and as low as a period average of 0.62% in San Mateo County and 4.60% in Alameda County. Minus default, dismissal, and “other outcomes,” however, bench trials in those counties accounted for an average of 55.74% of outcomes. Generally, though, bench trials are most common in San Joaquin and Ventura Counties (see Table 12) and they are least common in Alameda, San Mateo, and Stanislaus Counties (see Table 13).

	TABLE 12: HIGHEST PERCENTAGES OF BENCH TRIAL OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES WITH PERIOD AVERAGES OF 1000 EVICTION FILINGS
	TABLE 13: LOWEST PERCENTAGES OF BENCH TRIAL OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES WITH PERIOD AVERAGES OF 1000 EVICTION FILINGS
	Jury trials, on the other hand, were extremely rare. As Table 14 clearly shows, there is not a fiscal year where a county had more than seven jury trials. Furthermore, the counties in Table 14 all have high period averages of eviction filings, which means that jury trials represented an extremely small share of eviction outcomes.

	TABLE 14: MOST JURY TRIAL OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES THAT REPORT COMPLETE DATA TO THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL
	Furthermore, the counties in Table 14 all have high period averages of eviction filings, which means that jury trials represented an extremely small percentage of eviction outcomes.
	Per Table 15, the highest percentage of eviction outcomes in counties with period averages greater than 1000 is San Mateo County (0.20%, or one jury verdict in FY 2021–22 and 0.19%, or two jury verdicts in FY 2018–19).

	TABLE 15: HIGHEST PERCENTAGES OF JURY TRIAL OUTCOMES IN COUNTIES WITH PERIOD AVERAGES > 1000 EVICTION FILINGS
	Even after removing default, dismissal, and “other outcomes” from the dataset, only three counties across six fiscal years had percentages of jury trial outcomes above 1%: Stanislaus County (2.44% in FY 2012–13 and 0.97% in FY 2014–15), Alameda County (2.12% in FY 2016–17 and 1.18% in FY FY 2014–15), and San Mateo County (1.79% in FY 2021–22 and 1.41% in FY 2018–19).

	Our dataset offers at least two interesting trends regarding trials in eviction proceedings. First, where percentages of negotiated settlement outcomes are low, percentages of trial outcomes are high when default, dismissal, and “other outcomes” are removed. In the aggregate, however, both sets of outcomes—negotiated settlements and trial outcomes—are low compared to default and dismissal outcomes. Second, there is a clear trend among counties with the highest rates of trial outcomes where, historically, trial outcomes were decreasing before rising again during the COVID-19 pandemic, only to fall again after the expiration of temporary tenant protections. It is possible that this trend reflects accommodations during the COVID-19 pandemic that made it easier for tenants to avoid default and represent themselves in courts through virtual court proceedings.
	Beyond this finding, our dataset offers little clarity regarding how courts process and litigants experience trials statewide. It is certainly possible that the relative lack of trials reflects cases being resolved through settlement or dismissal during a trial rather than the absence of trials. Furthermore, it may also be the case that both types of trials are more frequent in counties that do not report eviction outcomes. Given the dataset’s limitations, however, it is impossible to know for sure. But what we do know is that the vast majority of cases with outcomes in the dataset are resolved before trial. So, even if there are more trials of both types than are present in this dataset, they still represent a minority of overall eviction outcomes.
	IV. FROM CIVIL INJUSTICE TO CIVIL JUSTICE
	Despite the fact that more and more counties are contributing data on eviction filings and eviction outcomes to the Judicial Council, the counties that do not report are responsible for approximately half of California’s eviction filings and its total tenancies.  This means that there has yet to be a single piece of eviction and homelessness prevention-related legislation at the state level that can truly claim to be data-driven. It is no wonder, then, that many of the state’s efforts to prevent evictions and homelessness have had mixed results with ongoing questions about whether significant budgetary expenditures have resulted in policies’ desired outcomes.
	Two additional factors make this current information and policy landscape even more frustrating. First, California and its various municipalities have responded to housing affordability and homelessness crises by investing unprecedented amounts of funds and capacity to support homelessness prevention policy. And, yet, the data that it uses to implement these policy efforts remain as incomplete as ever. Second, California politicians seem uninterested in changing this situation. Despite Governor Gavin Newsom’s putative interest in ending homelessness, for example, he has repeatedly used his veto power to stymie bills that have been passed by state legislature to address these limitations. In 2025, Senator María Elena Durazo’s eviction court data transparency bill (SB 768) failed to make it through committee in the State Senate. In February 2026, however, Senator Durazo reintroduced the bill (now SB 1160), which offers another opportunity for state legislators to change this status quo.
	If legislators truly want to end homelessness in California, then they must learn more about its causes and create policies that are responsive. But they cannot do this until the Judicial Council can provide this data for all 58 counties.


	For these reasons, it’s long past time for the state to commit to changing the eviction data gap that has prevented its policymakers and advocates from developing data-driven policy. In this report, we have identified historical gaps in eviction data availability while showing what the data we do have can tell us about eviction outcomes across the state. These trends present a damning picture of civil injustice in eviction courts. Default is frequent, signaling that close to half of tenants in eviction proceedings lose their cases before their first court dates.
	The human cost of this reality is devastating; each of these cases represents a family that is pushed out of their home, and into unaffordable rental housing markets, before their first court date. Researchers have documented the residual effects of eviction-induced displacement–on individuals’ mental health, on students and school districts, on public transportation ridership and on social networks and community cohesion.  And not only does this situation represent a stunning example of legal inequality, but it also likely reflects racialized and gendered inequalities, as well. Evictions are not distributed equally in the population. Black people, particularly Black women, are far more likely to be evicted than are other racialized and gendered groups. Thus, developing policies to decrease the frequency of default judgments in eviction cases could pay massive dividends with benefits to individuals, families, communities, and entire municipalities throughout the state.
	Finally, the data shows clearly that trials are rare, and jury trials are virtually nonexistent. This raises questions as to why. On one hand, it is certainly possible that data from counties that do not report eviction outcomes to the Judicial Council would show a higher frequency of trial outcomes. Furthermore, it is important to not conflate trial judgments with trials themselves, as there may be fewer of the former as opposed to the latter; many eviction cases that advance to the trial stage will be settled or dismissed. On the other hand, eviction courts in California provide many incentives to avoid trial. Likewise, tenants have the constitutional right to a jury trial in eviction proceedings, but rarely know about these rights and how to use them due to a lack of outreach and education about the legal eviction process in far too many jurisdictions around California. As repeated time and time again in this report, it is certainly possible that data from the counties that do not report to the Judicial Council would complicate this picture of civil injustice in California’s eviction courts, but it is impossible to know without the data necessary to draw these conclusions.
	The state’s high rate of dismissals (and the fact that many of these dismissals occur prior to trial) suggests that a not insignificant percentage of landlords are filing cases that lack merit; when tenants avoid default, there is a high likelihood that landlords will dismiss cases. This is further supported by the small percentage of cases that are settled through different formal methods, even after accounting for high rates of default and dismissals. While dismissals certainly can benefit tenants as defendants, they nevertheless require tenants to participate in an eviction lawsuit, which means missing work, lost wages, childcare costs, attorneys’ fees, and stressful preparation. A dismissal, therefore, still imposes significant costs on tenants. If policymakers could figure out how to prevent cases that are likely to be dismissed from going to court, they could help tenants avoid having to make these decisions in the first place.
	A CIVIL INJUSTICE
	TOWARDS EVICTION DATA TRANSPARENCY
	Eviction data transparency and accessibility in California must change. Until very recently, I was one of the only people in the state who collected and disseminated statewide data on eviction from the Judicial Council. I have provided more data to more government agencies, elected officials, community-based organizations, legal service providers, housing activists, and journalists across the state throughout my decade of working on these issues than I can count. And I only discovered this data exists because of persistent public records requests I was able to file as a graduate student, many of which began as fishing expeditions. I also worked extensively on past legislative attempts to change this situation because, whether as a matter of government transparency or civil justice, the current situation is simply unacceptable.
	KYLE NELSON, PHD
	Agencies throughout California, whether the statewide Judicial Council or local courts and housing agencies, must commit to making eviction data publicly accessible so that policymakers and advocates have what they need to develop data-driven homelessness prevention policies. Relevant data is not limited to eviction filings and outcomes, either; local municipalities must develop comprehensive rent registries and dashboards that present administrative data on phenomena like harassment and habitability, among others, that advocates know are closely related to eviction. The more that we collectively know about housing insecurity, the better our policy solutions can be to prevent it.
	State Senator María Elena Durazo tried to change this situation when she introduced a bill called the Eviction Data Transparency Act (SB 768) in 2025. SB 768 would have compelled all 58 counties in California to report at the zip code level on eviction filings, outcomes, and representation to the Judicial Council, which would make these data publicly accessible to policymakers and advocates alike. While that bill failed to make it out of committee in the State Senate, Senator Durazo has not given up and recently introduced SB 1160 to try once again to make eviction data accessible in California. Whenever a future data transparency bill lands on Governor Newsom’s desk, he must not veto efforts to improve eviction data transparency for a third time. This is because whatever the costs of enacting and implementing an eviction data transparency bill are, its benefits would be substantial as California continues to fund homelessness prevention efforts.


	Finally, 21 states have enacted policies that are referred to as “right to redeem” laws, where tenants can repay back rent up until trial. In cases where non-payment of rent is not pretextual, these policies could give tenants time to find state-sponsored rental assistance and other forms of financial support that can help them pay their rent and avoid eviction. “Pay and stay” settlement agreements are not an acceptable proxy for a formalized “right to redeem” policy, which would allow courts to hold tenants’ payments and transfer them directly to landlords with proof that tenants paid their rental debt.
	Nothing proposed in the three sections above represents a radical reorganization of the civil justice system, but even these relatively modest reforms could pay significant dividends in helping mitigate the rampant inequality currently characterizing the legal eviction process. At the very least, a civil justice system should dispense justice equally to all of its users; after reviewing even partial data, it’s clear that this is not currently the case in California’s county courts. It has always been the case that eviction prevention policies are the best homelessness prevention policies. But no matter the precise policy configuration that advocates and policymakers ultimately choose, an essential first step is to provide them with the data that they need to make informed decisions. Until that point, our policies to prevent eviction, end homelessness, and restore civil justice to California’s courts are likely to continue to come up short when tenants and people experiencing homelessness statewide need them most.
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