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Clifford E. Fried, Esq., SBN 118288
Jonathan Madison, Esq. SBN 311553
Fried & Williams LLP

1901 Harrison Street, 14" F1
Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: (510) 625-0100
cfried@friedwilliams.com

Attorneys for Petitioner,
Jonathan Owens
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20983358
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JUL 27 2018

By UL

ER'CJ"“ BANTS A, T

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA

Jonathan Owens,

Petitioner,
Vs.

City of Oakland’s Department of Housing and

Community Development Rent Adjustment
Program, and Does 1 through 25,

Respondents.
Mark Steinberg,
Ralph Gregory Johnson,
Emily Baron,
And Does 1-20,
Real Parties in Interest.

Case No.:

RG18914630
PETITION FOR WRIT OF
ADMINISTRATIVE MANDAMUS
[Code of Civil Procedure §§ 1085(a) and
1094.5]

INTRODUCTION

1. By this Petition for Writ of Administrative Mandamus, Petitioner Jonathan Owens

(“Petitioner” or “Owner™) challenges the finding in the decision on appeal dated April 23, 2018

(“Decision on Appeal”) and the hearing decision dated September 19, 2016 (“Original

Decision”) by Respondent City of Oakland’s Department of Housing and Community
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Development Rent Adjustment Prografn (“RAP”) that Petitioner’s single-family home is not
exempt from the Rent Adjustment Ordinance under California Civil Code section 1954.52 (The
Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act). Attached hereto as Exhibit “A” is g true and correct copy
of the Original Decision. Attached hereto as Exhibit “B” is a true and correct copy of the
Decision on Appeal. .

2. On August 25, 2016, Petitioner and then tenant Lauren Barghout appeared before
Hearing Officer Steven Kasdin in regards to case number T16-0259. The tenant filed a petition
seeking a decrease in housing services. Petitioner argued that the property was exémpt from rent
adjustment because it is a single-family home and thus exempt under the Costa-Hawkins Rental
Housing Act and the Rent Adjustment Ordinance.

3. On September 19, 2016, the hearing officer issued a decision denying the tenant’s
petition because she was not current on her rent and also determined that no decreases in housing
services existed. However, the hearing officer erroneously made a finding of fact and conclusion
of law that the single-family home was not exempt because the landlord chose to rent to a
number of roommates, and this somehow transformed the single-family home into a multi-unit
dwelling, thereby rendering Petitiqner’s rental within the single family home not exempt from
the Rent Adjustment Ordinance. Petitioner filed an appeal to the Rent and Relocation Board
challenging only the hearing officer’s finding of fact and conclusion of law that the home is not
exempt from the Rent Adjustment Ordinance under the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act. Thel
Rent and Relocation Board affirmed the hearing officer’s decision.

4. The Rent Board erred in its determination that Petitibner’s single-family home is not
exempt from the Rent Adjustment Ordinance. The RAP made a finding that Petitioner’s single-
family home was not exempt because Petitioner, who resides in the home, had 3 roommates who
paid rent to occupy rooms in the household. This, according to the RAP, transformed the single-
family home into a multi-unit dwelling (See Hearing Decision dated September 19, 2016, pgs. 2-
3). Petitioner presented evidence demonstrating that the property was a single-farpily home.

That evidence included the Alameda County Property Assessment Information and the 2016-

2

PETITION FOR WRIT OF ADMINISTRATIVE MANDAMUS




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

2017 Notification of Assessed Value, showing Petitioner is receiving the Hofneowner’s
Exemption. |

5. The RAP’s decision directly contradicts state law. The Costa Hawkins Rental
Housing Act preempts local laws and exempts certain kinds of dwelling units from‘ rent control
— notably, "separately alienable" units (i.e., single-family houses and condomini@s) (Civil

Code section 1954.52(a)(3)(A)).

?
}

PARTIES |
1. Petitioner is the owner of a single-family home located at 3420 Rubin Drive,
Oakland, Califofnia (“Property™). |
2. RAP is the administrative agency charged with administering the provisions of

|

the Rent Adjustment Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code Section 8.22) (“Ordinance”), and is |
the public entity, organized and existing under the laws of the State of California, whose
responsibility is to enforce and defend the Ordinance.

5. The Real Parties in Interest are tenants cufrently residing at the Property and who
also the time Respondent issued an administrative decision in thé matter of Petition Case No.
L14-0065 resided at the Property. The Real Parties in Interest are Mark Steinberg, Ralph
Gregory Johnson, Emily Baron, and DOES 1 - 20. Petitioner is ignorant of the true names and
capacities of respondents and the real parties in interest designated herein as Does 1 through 20,
and therefore designates these parties by such fictitious names. Petitioner will amend this

petition to allege their true names and capacities when ascertained.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. The Superior Court of California, County of Alémeda has jurisdicti(én of the
matters herein pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure (“CCP”) §§1085(a) and 1094.5,'; which |
authorize Petitioner to seek a writ of administrative mandamus. ‘, ;

4. Venue is proper pursuant to CCP §§393 and 395, because the Rent I;Board is
located in the County of Alameda, and the leases were entéred and the obligations t;hereunder are
incurred and are to be performed in the County of Alameda, and the Property is locfated in the
same county. ,
3 ;
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EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES

5. Petitioner has performed any and all conditions precedent to the filing of this
Petition, by filing an appeal to the Original Decision and having an adjudicatory hearing before
the full Rent Board. Petitioner has exhausted all of its administrative remedies.

6. The appeal ended with the Decision on Appeal against Petitioner, which became
final on or about April 23, 2018.

7. Petitioner has a clear, present, and beneficial right to the Rent Board correcting its
decisions so that Petitioner can own and operate the Property as exempt from the rent laws of the
City of Oakland.

8. Petitioner has no plain, speedy, and of adequate remedy at law. This Petition is
the only way for Petitioner to contest the Rent Board’s final decision.

9. This Petition is filed timely within ninety (90) days of the issuance of the
Decision on Appeal pursuant to CCP §1094.6(b).

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

10.  For the Property to be considered exempt from the Rent Adjustment Ordinance,
the Owner appealed the'Original Decision to RAP showing that the Property was a single-family
dwelling. |

11. In support of its appeal, Owner sﬁbmitted into evidence included the Alameda
County Property Assessment Information and the 2016-2017 Notification of Assessed Value,
showing Petitioner is receiving the Homeowner’s Exemption.

12. HO\/zvever, RAP overlooked the evidence showing the Property was a single-
family dwelling and instead made a conclusion of law that it was a multi-family dwelling based
on the number of persons renting rooms in the household.

13. Due to this RAP’s error, RAP effectively denied the Owner his rights of
exemption under the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act to charge rents exceeding the amount
governed by rent control.

14.  RAP has refused to correct this error or to clearly explain how persons renting

rooms in the Property transformed the Property from a single-family home to a multi-family
4 \
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dwelling, particularly when Petitioner shares bathroom and kitchen facilities with roommates at

the Property.

15. RAP should have correctly applied Oakland Municipal Code section 8.22 and
California Civil Code section 1954.52 to determine that the Property is exempt from the Rent
Adjustment Ordinance. t

16.  Petitioner is informed and believes that RAP committed prejudicial error, and
should have applied state and local law to determine that the Property is a single-fa@ily dwelling

exempt from the Rent Adjustment Ordinance.

RELIEF REQUESTED

17. A writ of administrative mandate “may be issued by any court to any inferior
tribunal, corporation, board, or person, to compel the performance of an act which tile law
specially enjoins, as a duty resulting from an office, trust, or station.” CCP §1085(a).

PREJUDICIAL ABUSE OF DISCRETION

Findings Unsupported by the Evidence
18.  Respondent aBused its discretion by issuing the Decision dated September 19,
2016 and the Decision on Appeal dated April 23, 2018 that is unsupported by the evidence in
violation of C.C.P. §1094.5(b) and (e).
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays for judgment and relief as hereinafter set fo‘;'th.

1. Either peremptorily or alternatively, issue a writ of administrative mandamus
commanding the Rent Board to vacate, rescind, void, and set aside the Original Decision dated
September 19, 2016 and the Decision on Appeal in Case No. T16-0259, and remanding the case
for RAP to make a finding that the Property is exempt from the Rent Adjustment Ordinance
under the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act;

2. Either peremptorily or alternatively, issue a writ of administrative mandamus

commanding the Rent Board to reverse its finding that the Property is not exempt from the Rent

Adjustment Ordinance under the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act;

I
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3. Instructing the Clerk of the Court to issue a writ of mandamus directing the
Respondent to vacate or retract its finding of fact and conclusion of law in the Original Decision
dated September 19, 2016 and the Decision on Appeal dated April 23, 2018 in T16-0259 and to
make a new finding of fact and conclusion of law that the Property is a single-family home
exempt from rent control under the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act;

4, For costs of suit herein and attorney fees under Government Code § §00 or other
applicable provision; and

5. For such other relief as the Court deems just and proper. f
Dated: July 27, 2018 Fried & Williams LLP T
Joﬂﬁan Madison, Esg. ‘

Attorneys for Petitioner,
Jonathan Owens

6
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VERIFICATION

I, the undersigned, certify and declare that I have read the foregoing Petition for Writ of
Administrative Mandamus. I am one of the attorneys for the Petitioner in this action. Petitioner
Jonathan Owens is absent from the County where I have my office and is unable to verify the
document that is described herein. For that reason, I am making this verification for and on
behalf of Petitioner. {

i

I am informed and believe and on these grounds allege that the matters state!:d in this
document are true.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that this
Petition is true and correct. In addition, I declare that the contents of this Petition are true of my
own knowledge, except as to the matters which are therein stated on my information or belief,
and as to those matters that I believe to be true.

Dated: July 27,2018

Fried & Williams LLP

by %han Madison,
AttdTneys for Petitioner,

Jonathan Owens

7
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P.Q. BOX 70243, OAKLAND, CA 94612:2043 CITY OF- OAKLAND
Departmerit of Housing aind Commurity Develgpment " TEL (510) 238:3721
Rent Adjustment Prograin - FAX (510) 238:611
' TDD (516) 2383254
HEARING DECISTON - :
CASENUMBER:  TIG-1259, Barghoutv. Owens

" PROPERTY ADDRESS: 3420 Rubin Dr., Oakland; CA |

DATE OF HEARING: August 25, 2016

f)}iTEiOF D,:ECI'SION:; . September 19,2016

APPEARANCES: * Lauren Barghout (Tenant)
Jonathan Owens (0“ ner)

Alana Etice Conner (Atmrncy‘for Owncr)

SUMMARY OF DECISION

Thettenant’s petition \S“demed

CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES

The 1enamfmcd a peunon on May23, 2016, which allcges that she.has never received the form
Notice 16 Tenants (RAP Notice); ‘{hat at prescit there eiists a-fiealth, safety, five.or bmldmb code
violation‘in her unii; and that-her housing services frave been decreased duetg constiuction noise
and’inconvenience, the possible prcserie of lead or asbestos-in the house; .problems with. thé
swimming,pool électrical syslcm,,'\nd the owner’s retaliatory eviclion atiéifipls. '

'lhe owncr nlcd a response 1o the pclmon which alleges that the tenant 's.unit is exempt ﬁom thc
Rent Adjustment Ordinante as being.a single- -family housc, states that he fias not givér (he
tenani a RAP Notice, and deiiiés that the tenant’s housing services lave deciéased. |
i
THE I1SSUES 1
(1) Isthé:subjectrental unit-a.single:family-fesidence that is exempt from the Reat”

Adjustment Ordinance?- '
. ¢
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(2) When, if ever, did the tenant receive ig RAPR Natice? .

(3) Was the tenant current op the rent; or legally wuhholdm;: %ﬁs@%&‘%f ;'? Ic%'hcr
petition? .

(4) Have the tenant’s housmg services bcen decreased and, if so, by what pescentane of the
total housing services that ‘are'provided by the owner?

EV]DENCE

Excmpuon from the Rent Adjustment Ordinange: Al the Heanng, the owmer testified that ke is
the owirer ol a house-conldining a nimber-of bedrooms:, He lives-in-the house; e rents 2 reoms
fo the (enant, and two otherpeople’ ren{ individual rooms in therhouse. All tenants pay renl
separately. : ' '

RAP Natice; The parties agreed that the lenant-has nevei*réceived the RAP Notice.

Renl:Historv: The:lesant testified that she mGved into the subject house in Novembc"r.ZOM ata
rent 0f.$2,500.per month. fn Jandary 2015, afier her daughter moved out; her reqt. changed 1o ‘
$1,825 per.month. However, instead'of paying this amount, she “invested” in'a law suit being

-prosecuted by the owner. In July 2015; this arrangement” changed and she began paying $1,325
< per rhonth in cash. The owner agreed with this testimony.

“The gwner” tesuﬁcd that the tenant has? p'ud rent s follows: July through,Seplember 20 15-

$1,835 per-month; Octobér 2015 - $7 047.49; November 201’5 -'$.1,100; December 2015 through
February 2016 » $1,875 perinonth; March 2016+ §1,723; April 2016 $2,615, He esiified that
the tenant has paid no rent [rom May-2016 thlough the date. of the Hearing: The: owner fuilher
lestified thal, becanse of the constiuction activity, be discounted'the tenant’s fentan 2016-as
follows: A redncuon ‘of $100in Febiuary; and reductions of 25%.(3456.25) iii March; 50%
($912:50) in April; and 35% (3638.75) in May. The rent reductions lotat $2,107:50.

The enant further testified {hat in Novernber 7015 the owner agreed 10 forgive'$725 in her rent
in order to coitribute lo.her daiightei’s “education campaign.” She otherwise-agreed with the

" owner’s testimony, as stated.above. ‘The owner demed 1hal he had reduced the rent aside from
the reit reductions noted above.

Decyeased' Housing Services:

Constriiction.Activity: ‘The {enant testified thal: signi ficant construction acuvny in the
houge bcgan i.late: February 2016, and has: «conlinued. The work oficin Jasts from, 7:00 A; M
antil 6:00°P+ M., Thetenant.often works Trom home; and:the construction™npises and dusl
injerfered with her ability ok, as'well g5 causing iealth problems, Further, the.Consti uction
activity femiporarily limited the tenant’siuse of her home office and an aied if lhefgaraue that she
uses for 'storage.

Lead /. Asbestos: The tenant testnﬁed that the house has an old furnace, which is loc wlcd in
thie basement. Part:of the construction-activity included taking down walls and replacing the
water hcaler in the basement. She bélieves that thls work disturbed lead paint and/or asbestos,

1-6
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which has entered the house. However, she has no fest results ot other st i
belie. . %%ﬂ%ﬁ 28 W'Q ¥

. 1
Swimming Pogl Electric: Thestenant testified that thereiis an electiic panel on the will of

the garage, whnch is 4t estimaled 5 (o 8 feél froin the Swimming:pool, She'believes that tlns isa

‘ daug,erous sitiiation. The eléctric, pancl was m the same location at the start of her tenancy.

Rélzi.l_i"atorv Evictiois, The tenant 'believes that (he owner has attempted (o evict her in
retaliation. for her lawful activilies.

* FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONGLUSIONS OF LAW

L Exemplion from the:Rent. Adjuslnént Or dinance: Civil Code Scction 1954.52 (Costa-Hawkins)
provides that, unider ceftain circuimstarices, 4 singlé-faniily hame is exempl from local rent | h
regulations. [owever, i his case, the owner has chosen (o rent rooms out separately lo a (i
numbei-of peojple; thereby transforming a single-unit dwellinginto a mul{izunit clwenmg lhal

Epomon of the house rented to the. tenant is therefore not exempl. from the Rent Adw

RAP Notice: Ttis found thaithe tenant has never received:the RAF Notice.
2
Current:on the Reént? Tiie t&fHant’s petition was filed on.May 23, 2016, which is 11 monthsafter
she agieed Lo-pay.rent:of- $1.825 per. month. The full rent for this per iod of time ~ before
coiisideration of rent crediis —was $20,218: The rent cxednts'loml $2,107.50, which reduced the
full rent to $18;110.50, The iestimony'tegarding a further rent.credit.of $725 was equally
credible, and ihe tenant: has.notsustained her burden of proofin this:fegard. It is found that the
‘tenant paid a fogal of $13,192:49 from July 2015 (hrough May2016. She was therefme
approximately-§5,000 imarvears in-her rent when she filed her jetition..

If the:tenant was.not-turrgt or her-rent or'legelly justified in witliholding her rent when she filed
her petition,.shé-did not Have-standing to file a petilion, and her pefilion must-be dismissed.]

A fenant may exercise the optlon not to pay rent when & unit's condition is inbreach of the
implied warr’mty’of habuablhly The Satutory authotily for rent’ withholding js Code ol Civil
ProcedurerSettion 1174.2. 1t provides that a substantial breach-of theimplied warranty of
Kabitability may be raised ag'adefense to an unlawful detainer '\chon

Tosconfer-standing10.file a Renl Adjustment pemlon a lehant musl hosv that i¢ or she might
prevail in- couttina.laifi fof & Fmblmblhly bigach. “Fhalis, the tenant must-present a pi: nna /ac.zc
casé that:He,or.sheis wuhholdmg, » the rent legally, As discussed below; none'6f the tenant’ 5
tldtms.af'decréased housing services apise o the level-of a habilability violation. Therefore,.she
was'not:current:on (e rent-or legally mstnﬁed i wﬂhholdm;__ fent when-shé: filed her petition.

'oim.C. 4.122090A3.8
‘ ’See Gréen V. StiperionCoiit, (1974) | 10 Cnl:3¢-616;.635; Code omeI Procedure.§1 174.2.

wd
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Decrcased Housmf_rScrwcca Undcr lhc Oakland Rein! Ad}ustment Ordinan tde{’ déc ?5
fouising serwces A8 considéréd.to be an incicase:in: 1ent ‘and may: besdB fh@ﬁc}f y a. 1351
adjuslmcm However, in ordéi 1o justiy a decredse | i renl, a deciease in housing services must
be-either theselimination'or reducétion 6f 4 Service {hat existed at thestar of the tenancy or-a

. violation of the housing'or ‘building code which seriously affects the>habitability of the:fenant’s
umt;

Construction Acfivity: The' Cahfomla District Comt of Appeal considered the question
ofwhetherwepair-and'replacement of-ienants’ decks - which. 1esull<.d in the temporary loss of use
of the.décks and Ventilation from the ddorways (o the decks = was a decrease in housing services
inder thé:San: l"lanmsco féit.eontrol ordindnce.

The Courl stated:. “[A] landlord who' undertakestiorperform reasonably necessary repair and
maintenariceswork biyrental propmly, which has (he effécfiof temporarily interfering with or
-preventing: the:tenant’s full use:of housing setvicesy.but does-nol substantially inter fere with-the
‘right 1 occupancy of Uncrpncmlses as.aresidence; does noLeffectiate & decrease in.housing
services within‘the meanmg,of the Saii.Francisco rent control ordinance.”™

Thig pringiple dFplies to fffe.camistioction noiscs and activities imthisiéase. Further, the.lenant’s
rent waswedused fora fuiiiberof months:due Lo the.construciion activily, so she has already
received sonneicompenlsatlon for. the inconvenience. The-clainyis'denied.

Lead [ Asbestos: Thereis noievidence of lead or asbestos in the house, and.(hé lefiant’s’
‘mere specuilation docsnol inedh lick burden of provitig:fier cl'nm by # prepondérance of cv;dcncc
‘Tliérefate, the claumistdgnied. :

Swimiming Pool Eleéiric: “There'is no evidence thar this;situation is dangerous. Further,
since-hegituation was tlieisime when the enant moved in, her housing services haye nol
decreased. .2 - ‘

Retaliatory Evictiofi:, Tiii3 i IS a legal defense.that can.be asserted in a court attion.
~ Howevcr, (s nat a-claif (Hat cdii be corisidered as a decreased, liousing service undcx the Rerit
Adjuistriént Ordinarice, @ndthe claim is denied.

Conclusion: The:tenant's petmon istdénied for two.reasons, First, all of her claims ofdecwﬂscd
housing services aré dcmed Secondly; as explamed above, the tenant was nol current on the rent
whén sheifiled i petition, -

}0M.C. Section 8.2 .070(F)
N O M.C. Section 8.27.1. IO(F) :

GoldcmGalc\vav'Cenlcn v. San’ !‘rnnmsco Residential Rent-Stabilization and. Axbmanon Board, 73.Cal.App. 4",
1204,i306°(1999).

1-8
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L. Petition T16:0259 is denied. '
2. Claims o'(idé’c're‘as'éd:ljous'i'ng-;‘swiiccs' ai€ denied.

i

3. The tenant was.not current on her rent when she.ﬁled her petition.
4. Right 10 Aggcal This decisionsis-the final decision of the Rent Adjustment Prugr:nm
Staff. Either, parly may appeal rhls decision by filing a pnoperly completed appeal using | the
form provided by the-Rent Adjustment Program. The appeal mustbe received within Livenly
(20) calendar days affer service:of.{he decision. The date of serviceis shown on the auached .
Proof of Service: If the. Rent Adjuslmenl Office is c]osed on the ldst day. 10 file, thé-appeal may

be filed on the next bisiness.day.

Dated: Sep}embe{,-_{9,20.l~6 '; lephemKasdlm
Qe ' lleanng Officer
¢ Rént Adjlstiient Pragram

1-9 *
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Case Number T16-0259 '

I am a resident of the State of California at least eighteen years of age. I am not a party to the
_ Residential Rent Adjustment Program case Jisted above. Iam emp[oyed in Alameda,County,

California. My business address is 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Sulte 5313, 5" Floor, (Dak.land
California 94612.

Today, 1 served the attached Hearmg Decision by placing a frue copy of it in a sealed envelope
in City of Oakland mail collection receptacle for mailing on the below date at 250. Frank H.
Ogawa Plaza, Suite 5313, 5" Floor, Oakland, Ca]n"orma, addressed to: :

Owner Representative

Alana Grice Conner

Fried & Williams LLP

1901 Hartisor Street, 14™ Floor
Oakland, CA 946 12

I am readily familiar with the City of Oakland’s practice of collection and proccssmg
correspondence for mailing, Under that practice an envelope placed in the mail collection
receptacle described above would be deposited in the United States mail with the U. S.. Postal

Service on that same day wnh first class postage thereon fully prcpmd in the ordivary cioursc of .

business. _ . ;
[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the abov'e is true
and correct. Executed on Octobeér 4, 2016 in Oakland, California.

i
|
]
y
(

Esther K. Rush |
Oakland Rent Adjustment Program

\

f
|
|
!
|
l




CITY oF OAKLAND P i

P.0. BOX 70243, OAKLAND, CA 94612-2043
Housing and Community Development Department | TEL(510
Rent Adjustment Program FAX (510

0) 238-3721

) 238-6181

TDD (519) 238-3254

~ HOUSING RESIDENTIAL RENT AND
RELOCATION BOARD DECISION

Caée Number; T16-0259, Barghout v, Owens
. Property Address: 3420 Rubin Drive
Oakland, CA

Date of Appeal Hearing: March 28, 2018

prpearances: Jonathan Madison Owner/Appellant Representative a

- No Appearance by tenant

Procedural Background

The tenant filéd ‘a‘ petiti'on a-llégihg multiple grounds. The owner filed

la response

which claimed an exemption from the Rent Adjustment Ordinance. The Heanng

Decision denied the tenant petition on the grounds that (1) she was not cu
rent at the time she filed the petition and (2) she did meet the burden of p

rrent in her
roof on her

decreased housing services claims. The Decision also found that the subject unit was

not exempt from the Rent Adjustment Ordinance because the owner, who
house, rented two rooms to individuals and the tenants pay rent separately.

Grounds for Appeal

The owner filed an éppeal on the grounds that the subject property,

lived in the

is a single

family residence that is separately alienable pursuant to Costa-Hawkins; and that he

lives in the house and rents two rooms to individuals with shared facilities.

Board Decision

i

{

After question to the appellant representative and Board disclussibn, u.

Fernandez moved to affirm the Hearing Decision based on substantial e
Friedman seconded. The Board voted as follows:

Aye: M. Cook, K. Friedman, U. Fernandez, E. Lai, D. Mesaros
‘Nay: 0
Abstain:0

.
vidence. K.




'NOTICE TO PARTIES
This decision is the final decision of the City of Oakland.

Pursuant to Ordinances No. 9510 C.M.S. of 1977 and 10449 C.M.S. of 1984, modified
in Article 5 of Chapter 1 of the Municipal Code, the City of Oakland has adopted the
ninety (90) day statute of limitations period of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.6.

' YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT YOU HAVE NINETY (90) DAYS FROM THE
DATE OF MAILING OF THIS DECISION WITHIN WHICH TO SEEK JUDICIAL
REVIEW OF THE DECISION OF THIS BOARD IN YOUR CASE.
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PROOF OF SERVICE
Case Number T16-0259

I am a resident of the State of California at least eighteen years of age. I am not a party to the Residential Rent
Adjustment Program case listed above. 1 am employed in Alameda County, California. My business address is
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 5313, 5th Floor, Oakland, California 94612,

Today, [ served the attached documents listed below by placing a true copy of it in a sealed envelope in a
City of Oakland mail collection receptacle for mailing on the below date at 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza,
Suite 5313, 5th Floor, Oakland, California, addressed to:

Documents Included
Housing Residential Rent and Relocation Board Decision

Owner

Jon Owens

3420 Rubin Dr.
Qakland, CA 94602

Owner Representative

Alana Grice Conner, Fried & Williams LLP
1901 Harrison St 14th Floor

Qakland, CA 94612

Tenant

Laurin Barghout
3420 Rubin Dr.
Oakland, CA 94602

1 am readily familiar with the City of Oakland’s practice of collection and processing correspondence for
mailing. Under that practice an envelope placed in the mail collection receptacle described above would be
deposited in the United States mail with the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with first class postage
thereon fully prepaid in the ordinary course of business.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above 1s true and correct.
Executed on Apr 30, 2018 in Oakland, CA.
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Maxine Visaya
Oakland Rent Adjustment Program



