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Housing Commission 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

Date: 10/10/2018 
Time: 6:30 p.m. 
Arrillaga Family Recreation Center – Cypress Room 
700 Alma St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

A. Call To Order

B. Roll Call

C. Public Comment

Under “Public Comment,” the public may address the Commission on any subject not listed on the
agenda. Each speaker may address the Commission once under Public Comment for a limit of
three minutes. The Commission cannot act on items not listed on the agenda and, therefore, the
Commission cannot respond to non-agenda issues brought up under Public Comment other than
to provide general information.

D. Regular Business

D1. Approve minutes for the Housing Commission meeting of September 12, 2018 and accept the
meeting notes from the community meeting of September 13, 2018 (Attachment)

D2. Review and consider making a recommendation to the City Council to enact a tenant relocation
assistance ordinance (Staff Report #18-018-HC)

D3.  Discuss and recommend future agenda items

E. Reports and Announcements

E1. Subcommittee reports (10 minutes):

 Anti-Displacement Subcommittee (Grove/Horst/Merriman)

 Below Market Rate Housing Guidelines Subcommittee (Dodick/Grove)

 Housing Policy Subcommittee (McPherson/Merriman/Tate)

 Marketing Subcommittee (McGraw-Scherer/Horst)

 Notice of Funding Availability Subcommittee (McGraw-Scherer)

E2. Commissioner reports 

E3. Staff updates and announcements 

F. Adjournment

At every Regular Meeting of the Commission, in addition to the Public Comment period where the public shall have the
right to address the Commission on any matters of public interest not listed on the agenda, members of the public have
the right to directly address the Commission on any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either
before or during the Commission’s consideration of the item.
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At every Special Meeting of the Commission, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission on 
any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either before or during consideration of the item.  
 
Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the Commission by any person in connection with an agenda item is a 
public record (subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at the City Clerk’s 
Office, 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours. 
 
Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Commission meetings, may 
call the City Clerk’s Office at 650-330-6620. 
 
Agendas are posted in accordance with Government Code Section 54954.2(a) or Section 54956. Members of the public 
can view electronic agendas and staff reports by accessing the City website at menlopark.org/agenda and can receive 
email notification of agenda and staff report postings by subscribing to the “Notify Me” service at menlopark.org/notifyme.  
 
Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by contacting City Clerk at 650-330-6620. (Posted: 10/7/2018) 
 



   

 

 

City of Menlo Park    701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025  tel 650-330-6600  www.menlopark.org 

Housing Commission 

 

 
 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT   

Date:   9/12/2018 
Time:  6:30 p.m. 
Menlo Park Senior Center 
110 Terminal Ave., Menlo Park, CA 94025 
 

 

A. Chair McGraw-Scherer called the meeting to order at 6:40 p.m. 
 
B.  Roll Call 

 
Present:  Meg McGraw-Scherer, Julianna Dodick, Karen Grove, Nevada Merriman 
 
Absent:  Rachel Horst, Wendy McPherson, Michele Tate 
 
Staff:  Interim Housing and Economic Development Manager Clay Curtin, 

Management Analyst II Mike Noce 
 

C.  Public Comment 
 
No public comments were received. 

 
D.  Regular Business 
 
D1. Approve minutes for the Housing Commission meeting of August 8, 2018 (Attachment) 

 ACTION: Motion and second (Grove/McGraw-Scherer) to approve the August 8, 2018, Housing 
Commission meeting minutes. The motion passed (4-0-3); Horst, McPherson and Tate absent. 

D2. Update and quarterly report from Hello Housing (Attachment) 

 The Housing Commission reviewed the Hello Housing quarterly report with no further questions.  

D3.  Review and gather additional public comment on the draft ordinance establishing tenant relocation 
assistance (Staff Report #18-017-HC) 

 Interim Housing and Economic Development Manager Clay Curtin introduced the item and gave a 
presentation highlighting key provisions of the draft tenant relocation assistance ordinance.  

 Dawson Coblin spoke about the financial impacts and legal burdens on landlords  

 Luis Carrial, Redwood Landing Tenant Union, spoke about large rent increases and potential 
displacement in the future.  

 Sandra Zamora, Redwood Landing Tenant Union, spoke about the hardships created by large 
rent increases and expresses support for the draft ordinance.   

 Eisabel Coronel spoke about recent rent increases and her family’s potential future 
displacement.  

 Mark Nagales, Project Sentinel, shared information about services offered and reported 1,910 
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assistance requests from San Mateo County residents last year (51 from Menlo Park).  

 Keith Ogden, Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto, spoke in support of the tenant 
relocation assistance ordinance. He reported that an average of 17% of families in the eviction 
process will become homeless as a result of their displacement.  

 LaTrice Taylor, Samaritan House, spoke about tenant services offered, including emergency rent 
and security deposit assistance in addition to food services.  

 Owen Lewis, California Apartments Association, expressed opposition to the draft ordinance. 

 Courtney Pal, Friends of Caltrain, spoke in support of the draft ordinance and the urgency 
provision. 

 Jeff Deng spoke in opposition to the ordinance. 

 Shirley Gibson, Legal Aid Society of San Mateo County, made a presentation (Attachment) and 
shared data about the effects of the housing crisis on low income and minority populations. 
Gibson spoke in support of the draft ordinance and highlighted the importance of fair housing 
practices. 

 Pastor Bains, Project We Hope and Saint Samuel Church, spoke in support of the draft 
ordinance.  

 Dr. Nuriel Moghavem, neurologist at Stanford Hospital, spoke in support of the draft ordinance 
and described impacts of housing security on his patients, especially those with previously 
existing disabilities or illness. 

 Lynn N. Huidekoper, Stop the Ban Coalition, spoke in support of the draft ordinance and 
additional rent stabilizing measures.  

 Nina Woke, spoke in support of the draft ordinance.  

 Meina Young expressed opposition to the draft ordinance and shared problems of rent control 
measures in San Francisco.  

 Wendy Wong expressed opposition to the draft ordinance and shared problems of rent control 
measures in San Francisco, including related housing shortages.  

 Penelope Huang expressed opposition to the draft ordinance. 

 Pamela Jones spoke in support of the draft ordinance. 

 Daniel Valverde, Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County, spoke in support of the draft 
ordinance and reported that San Mateo County has added 19 jobs for every 1 unit of housing.   

 Steven Jackson spoke in support of the draft ordinance.  

 Cecilia Taylor spoke in support of the draft ordinance.  
 
 Chair Meg McGraw-Scherer invited members of the public to attend the next community meeting on 

Thursday, September 13, 2018 and the October 10, 2018, Housing Commission regular meeting. 

D4. Update on the release of the 2018 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) (Attachment) 

 Interim Housing and Economic Development Manager Clay Curtin shared an updated timeline for 
the NOFA to receive City Council approval at one of the October City Council meetings.  

 ACTION: Motion and second (Grove/Merriman) to delegate Commission approval of the draft NOFA 
document to the NOFA subcommittee to review and approve for recommendation to the City 
Council. The motion passed (4-0-3); Horst, McPherson and Tate absent. 

D6. Discuss and recommend future agenda items 
  
 Items suggest for future Housing Commission agendas included: 

1. Additional anti-displacement measures 
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2. BMR fees 
 

E.  Reports and Announcements 

E1.  Subcommittee reports (10 minutes): 
 

Anti-Displacement Subcommittee (Grove/Horst/Merriman) – The committee had one meeting over 
the last month to discuss possible measures the commission the Housing Commission may want to 
discuss and explore in the future months.  
 
Below Market Rate Housing Guidelines Subcommittee (Dodick/Grove) – The committee has an 
upcoming meeting on Friday, September 13, 2018, with City staff and employees from 21 Elements.  
 
Housing Policy Subcommittee (McPherson/Merriman/Tate) – No report 
 
Marketing Subcommittee (McGraw-Scherer/Horst) – No report 
 
Notice of Funding Availability Subcommittee (McGraw-Scherer) – Chair Meg McGraw-Scherer 
reported work on the NOFA is in progress with the goal of sending to City Council in October.  

E2.  Commissioner reports 

Commissioner Grove shared there will be a Habitat for Humanity breakfast and presentation on 

Friday, November 2, 2018 from 7:30–9:30 a.m. at the Sharon Heights Golf and Country Club. 

Tickets available on the Habitat for Humanity, Greater San Francisco website.  

Commissioner Merriman will be a speaker at the 2018 NPH Affordable Housing Conference on 

Friday, September 21, 2018, at the San Francisco Marriott Marquis.  

E3.  Staff updates and announcements  

  Interim Housing and Economic Development Manager Curtin provided the following updates: 
– Recruitment will begin for the Deputy Community Development Director-Housing. This new 

position was part of City Council’s approval of adding additional job titles to the City’s salary 
schedule. The position will replace the Housing and Economic Development Manager position. 

– Two management analyst positions in the Housing and Economic Development Division are 
currently in the recruitment progress.  

– There have been multiple transitions in the Public Works Department. Assistant Public Works 
Director Nikki Nagaya and City Engineer Azalea Mitch have recently left the organization. Staff 
does expect some project timelines will require adjustments.  

 

F.  Adjournment 

Chair McGraw-Scherer adjourned the meeting at 9:27 p.m.  
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TENANT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE COMMUNITY MEETING NOTES - DRAFT 

Date: 9/13/2018 
Time: 6:30 p.m. 
Menlo Park City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel Ave., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Note: This was announced as a community meeting only (not a Housing Commission meeting) and there 
was not a quorum of Housing Commissioners present and no agenda was required or posted in accordance 
with the Brown Act.  

A. Staff Clay Curtin welcomed attendees to the Tenant Relocation Assistance Community Meeting.

B. Staff Presentation

Staff Clay Curtin provided a PowerPoint presentation highlighting key provisions of the draft
ordinance.

C. Public Comment

 Maya Sewald spoke in opposition to the draft ordinance.

 Leora Ross, Housing Leadership Council, spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Bill Nack spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Curt Conroy spoke in opposition to the draft ordinance and reported on economist Steven
Barton’s research on the impact of rent control ordinances decreasing housing stock.

 Julie Shanson, Belle Haven Action, spoke in support of the draft ordinance and reported 18% of
evictions that reach the San Mateo County court system result in homelessness of the tenants.

 Matthew Burriesci, spoke in opposition to the draft ordinance.

 Sarah Chaffin spoke in support of the draft ordinance but called for exclusion or protections for
small landlords.

 Patricia McBrayer spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Peter Hart spoke in opposition to the draft ordinance and called for an exclusion of single-family
homes.

 Cheryl Beecher spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Dr. Valerie Kuletz shared her personal experience with a “no fault” eviction from her Menlo Park
apartment.

 Victoria Robledo spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Sandra Zamora spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Pastor Bains spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Duane Goff spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Pamela Jones spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Maryam Young spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Nazanin Salehi spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Sarah Ordaz spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Jeff Deng spoke in opposition to the draft ordinance.

 Kelsey Banes spoke in support of the draft ordinance.

 Rhovy Lyn Antonio, California Apartment Association, spoke in opposition to the draft ordinance
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as written.  

 Ryan Carrigan, Silicon Valley Realtor Association, spoke in opposition to the draft ordinance  
and believes it violates the Costa-Hawkins Act and could result in legal liability for the City. 

 

D.  Adjournment 

The meeting ended at 8:28 p.m. 



Community Development 
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STAFF REPORT 

Housing Commission    

Meeting Date:   10/10/2018 

Staff Report Number:  18-018-HC 

Regular Business:  Review and consider making a recommendation to 

the City Council to enact a tenant relocation 

assistance ordinance  

 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends the Housing Commission review and consider making a recommendation to the City 
Council that it enact a tenant relocation assistance ordinance. 

 

Policy Issues 

At its August 22, 2017, meeting, the City Council identified tenant relocation assistance as a priority one 
recommended policy, from among several enhanced housing policy considerations. 

 

Background 

On January 10, 2017, the City Council held a study session on addressing the concerns regarding 
residential displacement in Menlo Park. The study session included Housing Commissioners Tate and 
Dodick as well as a panel of four housing experts. Staff presented 10 policies that have been commonly 
used or considered in other cities, including rent control, just cause eviction, relocation assistance and  
mandatory non-binding arbitration, among others. At that time, the City Council did not support dedicating 
any staff resources to exploring rent control or just cause eviction. The City Council referred the remaining 
eight recommended policies, along with seven others introduced by the expert panel, to the Housing 
Commission for prioritization. The Housing Commission reviewed the policy table over the course of three 
consecutive monthly Housing Commission meetings, received input from stakeholders and experts and 
developed a recommended prioritization list. 
 
Staff presented this recommended prioritization list at the August 22, 2017, City Council meeting where 
the City Council approved the Commission’s recommendations without changes. 
 
At its July 11, 2018, regular meeting, the Housing Commission reviewed a draft of the proposed tenant 
relocation assistance ordinance and recommended changes in regards to the urgency of the ordinance, 
the household eligibility criteria, the indexing of rent increases to the consumer price index plus 5 percent, 
the definition of applicable residential units, inclusion of special circumstance provisions and a rental 
subscription service. 
 
At its August 8, 2018, regular meeting, the Housing Commission modified the eligible tenant definition to 
include any tenant residing in a rental unit for 12 months or more, subject to an annual household income 
limit equal to two-hundred percent (200%) of the area median household, and added an owner move-in 
exemption. The Commission also scheduled two public meetings for September 2018, to gather further 
public input. 
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Staff created a project page for the proposed tenant relocation assistance ordinance on the city website 
(menlopark.org/relocationassistance), which includes the full text of the ordinance. 
 
The September 2018 meetings were noticed during the week of August 27, 2018, via mailed postcards to 
all Menlo Park properties and property owners (including out of town property owners). Additionally, 
interested organizations who had previously contacted the city about the draft ordinance were also invited 
to provide comments. These organizations included housing advocacy groups, landlord-tenant mediation 
services, the California Apartment Association and realtors. 
 
During the September 12, 2018, Housing Commission meeting and the September 13, 2018, community 
meeting, the City received approximately five hours of public testimony. In addition, many emails and 
letters have been received and are provided for review in Attachment B. 

 

Analysis 

Tenant relocation assistance can provide a safety net to renters who are displaced from their current 
housing and find themselves facing sudden homelessness. The assistance is often provided in the form of 
cash payments that can be used by the displaced tenant to address the financial challenge of securing 
alternate housing (first and last month’s rent, security deposit, etc.) and pay related expenses (moving 
costs, utility deposits, etc.). While this is a traumatic and daunting experience for any tenant, it is 
especially difficult for low-income households. By reducing the financial impacts of unexpected 
displacement, a relocation assistance ordinance can help keep more of these residents in Menlo Park, 
reduce household disruption and preserve community continuity. 
 
After hearing from tenants and landlords, staff has modified the ordinance (Attachment A) as follows: 

 Updated the findings to further bolster the emergency nature of the ordinance 

 Updated the findings to clarify and justify the basis for the amount of the proposed relocation payment. 

 Included a financial hardship waiver. Menlo Park has a similar hardship waiver in its BMR Guidelines 
and these types of provisions are common in this type of legislation. Financial hardship waivers would 
be decided by the City Council with the landlord having the burden of proof (Section 8.55.100) 

 Clarified that the natural expiration of the one year lease term required by Chapter 8.53 does not 
trigger a relocation payment (Section 8.55.020 (d)(2)) 

 
The sections below highlight several key provisions of the updated draft ordinance. 
 
Urgency ordinance provision  

Under California Government Code §36937, urgency ordinances that take effect immediately for the 

preservation of the public peace, health, or safety, must contain a declaration of the facts constituting 

the urgency, and be passed by a four-fifths vote of the City Council. The updated draft ordinance has a 

section for urgency findings and currently includes case data provided by Legal Aid of San Mateo County. 

Through the public comment process, it is possible that additional supporting data could become available 

and be added to the urgency findings. When adopting urgency ordinances, the best practice is to consider 

concurrently a similar ordinance on a non-urgency basis following the usual procedure (two readings) in 

the event the urgency ordinance fails to get the four-fifths vote needed or in the event its urgency findings 

are challenged. If the urgency ordinance is challenged, the non-urgency version of the ordinance will 

already have taken effect, thereby limiting the “gap” in coverage to the brief window between the effective 

dates of the emergency and regular ordinances. 
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Eligible tenant 
The definition of eligible tenant includes any tenant who resides in an eligible rental unit for 12 months or 
more (in alignment with the City’s 12-month lease ordinance) and whose income does not exceed two-
hundred percent (200%) of the area median household income adjusted for household size, as published 
by the State of California Department of Housing and Community Development. 
 
For reference, the table below shows the 2018 income limits for single person, 2-person and 4-person 
households. 
 

2018 California State Income Limits for San Mateo County Households 
Commission-

discussed income 
limits 

Household size 
Extremely 

low-income 

Very      
low-income 

(50% AMI)  

Low-
income 

(80% AMI) 

Area 
median 
income  

Moderate 
income 

(120% AMI) 

150% 
AMI 

200% 
AMI 

1-Person $30,800 $51,350 $82,200 $82,900 $99,450 $124,350 $165,800 

2-Persons $35,200 $58,650 $93,950 $94,700 $113,700 $142,050 $189,400 

4-Persons $44,000 $73,300 $117,400 $118,400 $142,100 $177,600 $236,800 

 
Market rents in Menlo Park are often significantly higher than those rents in several other San Mateo 
County communities, and have become increasingly out of reach for even moderate-income households 
(defined as 80 percent to 120 percent area median income). Using the federal government’s definition of 
rent burden (e.g., a household should spend no more than 30 percent of household income for rent), a 4-
person household should spend no more than $2,960 per month for rent. Between September 2015 and 
September 2018, the average effective rent for a two-bedroom apartment in Menlo Park was $3,685.  
 
The table below shows the federally defined rent burden guideline for various income levels as compared 
to the average market rate rent for a two-bedroom Menlo Park apartment. 
 

Federally defined rent burden versus average monthly rent 
for a 4-person household and a two-bedroom Menlo Park apartment 

over a 4-year period (September 2015 to September 2018) 

 
Commission-

discussed 
income limits 

 Extremely 
low-income 

Very      
low-income 

(50% AMI)  

Low-
income 

(80% AMI) 

Area 
median 
income  

Moderate 
income 

(120% AMI) 

150% 
AMI 

200% 
AMI 

Federal rent burden 
monthly rent limit  

$1,100 $1,833 $2,935 $2,960 $3,553 $4,440 $5,920 

Average monthly 
rent for a two-
bedroom apartment 

$3,685 $3,685 $3,685 $3,685 $3,685 $3,685 $3,685 

Difference ($2,585) ($1,853) ($750) ($725) ($133) $755 $2,235 

 
Landlord-caused termination 
Landlord-caused termination is defined to include situations where a landlord provides an eligible tenant 
with a significant rent increase and the tenant elects to move out (likely due to inability to pay the 
significant rent increase). It also includes situations where a landlord takes action to terminate the tenancy 
of an eligible tenant, with clearly outlined exceptions for the tenant’s 1) failing to pay rent; 2) breach of the 
rental agreement; 3) continuing to commit or expressly permit a nuisance in the rental unit; 4) owner-
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move-in; or 5) natural expiration of a lease term (expiration of a one-year rental agreement is provided for 
in Chapter 8.53 of the municipal code). 
 
At the August 8, 2018, Housing Commission meeting, the Commission specifically asked staff to include 
an owner move-in exception to provide relief for landlords and their families who may need to move back 
into their rental unit due to their own financial hardship. This exemption includes a clause that use of the 
rental unit by the landlord under this provision must be for a period of at least 12 months; otherwise, 
relocation assistance would still have to be paid to the displaced tenant.  
 
Rental unit 
The definition of rental unit in the draft ordinance includes any housing unit in the city (including, but not 
limited to: multifamily housing, condos, duplexes and single-family homes), except for 1) affordable 
housing units already required to be rented at restricted rents to income-qualified tenants; 2) secondary 
dwelling units (commonly referred to as “granny units,” “in-law units,” or backyard cottages; and 3) owner-
occupied single-family residences where a room is rented to a third party. 
 
The second and third exclusions were included to provide additional leeway for property owners who are 
living in close proximity to their third-party tenant and would not want to be forced to keep a problematic 
tenant because of the burden to pay relocation assistance. 
 
Significant rent increase 
A significant rent increase is defined in the draft ordinance as any increase that raises the rent, or 
proposed multiple rent increases that cumulatively raise the rent during any 12-month period, to an 
amount more than the previous year’s consumer price index plus 5 percent above the base rent for that 
same period. This formula is based on California Penal Code §396, which governs price increases during 
a declared disaster or state of emergency and a report by the UC Berkeley Terner Center for Housing 
Innovation, which proposes an anti-gouging policy for rent increases. 
 
Relocation assistance  
The definition of relocation assistance to be provided to eligible tenants identifies three months of the most 
current applicable Menlo Park market rate rent, as published by the city, or three times the monthly rent 
that tenant was paying at the time of landlord-caused termination notice. It also includes a 60-day 
subscription to a rental agency service and provides for one additional month’s rent for special 
circumstance households (elderly, individual with a disability, or one or more minor children in the 
household). 
 
Landlords would be required to pay one-half of the relocation assistance payment no later than five 
business days following receipt of written notice that the tenant plans to vacate the unit or following service 
of the notice of a landlord-caused termination. The landlord would also be required to provide the tenant 
with the 60-day subscription to a rental agency service within the same timeline. 
 
The balance of the relocation assistance payment would be payable no later than five days after the 
tenant has vacated the unit. 
 

Costa-Hawkins  

The City received two comment letters (Attachment C) relating to the effect of the Costa-Hawkins Rental 

Housing Act (“Costa-Hawkins”). Costa-Hawkins establishes a specific right to “establish the initial and all 

subsequent rental rates” for rented single-family homes and apartment homes built after 1995. (Civ. Code 

§ 1954.2(a) et seq.) The first commenter, Anton Menlo Apartments, argued the ordinance was preempted 

by Costa-Hawkins because the substantial rent increase provision essentially prevented landlords from 
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increasing rents. In response to this letter, Community Legal Services and Legal Aid Society argued the 

substantial rent increase trigger was not preempted by Costa-Hawkins because the landlord retains an 

unqualified right to establish rental rates. However, a landlord may be required to make a payment to 

mitigate moving costs that are a direct consequence of unaffordable rents, if the rent increase is more than 

five percent above inflation, and if the tenant elects to move.  

 

Unfortunately, there are no reported California cases that have directly ruled on this particular issue. In 

addition, the status of Costa-Hawkins is currently in flux as State Proposition 10 seeks to repeal Costa-

Hawkins. The City Attorney will be in a better position to assess the litigation risk after the November 6, 

2018, election. 

 

Assuming Proposition 10 does not pass, there are several ways to mitigate the legal risk raised by Anton 

Menlo. The most cautious option would be to exempt Costa-Hawkins protected rentals from the 

substantial rent increase provision by adding the following exception: “This excludes circumstances where 

the proposed rent increase is rescinded by the landlord and excludes residential properties where 

landlords may establish the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a residential property pursuant to 

California Civil Code Section 1954.52.” (Section 8.55.020 (i).) (This language has been added to the 

proposed ordinance so the Commission can see it in context.) The effect of this exception is that single 

family homes and rental build after February 1, 1995 would not be subject to the substantial rent increase 

trigger, but would be subject to the other relocation payment triggers. Also, rental units built before 

February 1, 1995 and which are not subject to Costa-Hawkins would remain subject to the substantial rent 

increase trigger. This exception for post-1995 rentals is also contained in the San Leandro relocation 

assistance ordinance, one of the few local ordinances which extends to “substantial rent increases.”  

 

Another option would be to eliminate the exception for Costa-Hawkins protected units and instead rely on 

the hardship waiver exception that has been added. The Commission is asked to consider and weigh in on 

the policy impacts of both these options. 

 

Tenant relocation assistance in other cities 

To assist in the discussion and consideration of the draft ordinance and its provisions, staff has prepared a 

comparison chart of current or soon-to-be-effective ordinances in other cities (Attachment D). 
 

Impact on City Resources 

While any tenant relocation assistance payments would be made by the landlord to the tenant directly, 
management of the program could have significant impacts on staff time and resources. The extent of this 
is still unknown but would be evaluated based on the final ordinance language and presented as part of 
the staff recommendation when this ordinance is brought before the City Council for its consideration. 

 

Environmental Review 

This action is not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and therefore not 

subject to the provisions of the CEQA Guidelines under Sections 15378 and 15061(b)(3). 

 

Public Notice 

Public notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72 
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hours prior to the meeting. 

 

Attachments 

A. Draft tenant relocation assistance ordinance 
B. Comment letter from Anton Menlo Apartments and a joint letter from Community Legal Services in 

East Palo Alto and The Legal Aid Society of San Mateo County. 
C. Tenant relocation assistance ordinance comparison chart 
D. Correspondence (public comment received prior to October 7, 2018, via email and/or letter) 

 

Report prepared by: 
Clay J. Curtin, Interim Housing and Economic Development Manager 
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ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
 
URGENCY ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF MENLO PARK AMENDING TITLE 8 [PEACE, 
SAFETY AND MORALS] OF THE MENLO PARK 
MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADD A NEW CHAPTER 8.55 
[TENANT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE] 

 
The City Council of the City of Menlo Park does hereby ordain as follows: 
 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS. 
 
A. Government Code § 36934 (b) authorizes ordinances to take immediate effect when they 

are “[f]or the immediate preservation of the public peace, health or safety, containing a 
declaration of the facts constituting the urgency, and [are] passed by a four-fifths vote of the 
city council.”  

 
B. The City of Menlo Park currently does not regulate rent increases or reasons for evictions 

from residential property and certain aspects of public peace, health, and safety are not 
adequately protected due to the lack of regulation. 

 
C. The California Housing Partnership Corporation estimates there is a shortage of 25,882   

affordable rental homes to accommodate low-income renters in San Mateo County, which 
has a population of 748,732 and 106,289 renting households, according to the U.S. 
Census. 

 
D. The report Displacement in San Mateo County: Consequences for Housing, 

Neighborhoods, Quality of Life, and Health found that after being displaced, only 21 percent 
of households reported staying in the same neighborhood (within 1 mile of their previous 
home). Thirty-three percent of households left San Mateo County, generally moving to the 
Central Valley or eastern communities in the East Bay. 
 

E. The rents in San Mateo County and Menlo Park in particular have been steadily increasing. 
Increasing rents combined with a housing shortage places substantial pressure on the 
existing city residents who rent housing. In particular, rising rents can lead to tenant 
displacement of longstanding residents. 

 
F. On August 22, 2017, the City Council directed City Staff to prioritize housing policies, with 

tenant relocation assistance being part of the priority one recommended policies.  
 
G. On July 11, 2018, the Housing Commission held a regular public meeting to discuss and 

consider for recommendation to City Council for adoption of a draft tenant relocation 
assistance ordinance.  
  

H. On August 8, 2018, the Housing Commission held an additional regular public meeting to 
discuss and consider for recommendation to City Council for adoption of a draft tenant 
relocation assistance ordinance. 
  

I. The Commission scheduled two additional community meetings, one at the Menlo Park 
Senior Center, September 12, 2018, and one at the City Council Chambers, September 13, 
2018, in order to hear additional public comment on the matter. 
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J. Members of the community expressed concern that in light of this proposed relocation 

assistance ordinance, they would receive eviction or rent increase notices from their 
landlords.  

 
K. The process of adopting a relocation assistance ordinance regulating substantial rent 

increases and no cause evictions by requiring landlords to pay relocation fees in certain 
instances creates uncertainty and concerns among some landlords that if they do not 
evict tenants or raise rents before the effective date of the ordinance, they will be 
required to pay relocation fees later by the new regulations and such actions would 
defeat the intent and purpose of the new ordinance and substantially impair its effective 
implementation.  

 
L. According to Legal Aid, at least 20 “no fault” eviction notices were issued within the past 

32 months in Menlo Park and this sample of eviction activity, self-reported by the Menlo 
Park residents who were motivated to consult a lawyer, is a fraction of the total. Legal 
Aid further reports that their records reflect that at least an additional 10 Menlo Park 
households reported rent increases of more than ten percent (10%) during the past 32 
months. Again, this fractional sampling does not capture the full-scale of significant rent 
increases in the city.  

 
M. This data is also supported by reports received by City from tenants and community 

organizations that indicate at least 20 instances of “no fault” evictions and at least 10 
instances of tenants having received rent increase notices greater than 10 percent 
(10%) since December 2015. 

 
N. Legal Aid also reported that in other jurisdictions, which have adopted similar 

ordinances, landlords responded pre-emptively before the potential effective date of a 
tenant protection measure. Two examples from Legal Aid’s cases:  

 

 In April 2017, in response to the Pacifica City Council agenda item to place a rent 
control and just cause eviction ordinance on the November 2017 ballot, the landlord 
of a 16-unit building increased rents on all units of the building by forty percent 
(40%). The landlord stated her intention in doing so was to avoid potential fiscal 
impact of the ordinance, and that the increase was more than she would have 
routinely sought but for the possibility of future increases being limited. 

 

 In August 2016, a landlord in Burlingame issued 60-day “no cause” notices of 
termination of tenancy to all four units in the building, in anticipation of a rent control 
ordinance on the November 2016 ballot, which if passed, would have rolled back 
recently implemented rent increases for existing tenants. The landlord publicly state 
that the only reason the termination notices had been issued was to ensure that the 
landlord would not be “stuck” with them if the ordinance passed, and that he had 
been advised to take this preemptive step by his attorney. 

 
O. Tenants evicted in Menlo Park are forced to incur substantial costs related to new 

housing including, but not limited to, move-in costs, moving costs, new utility hook-ups, 
payments for temporary housing, and lost work time seeking housing. Move-in costs 
commonly include first and last month’s rent plus a security deposit equal to one month’s 
rent, leading to total relocation expenses in excess of three months’ rent. 
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P. The impacts of evictions are particularly significant on low-income, elderly, and disabled 
tenants and tenants with minor children, justifying an additional payment for households 
with these tenants. 
 

Q. In light of the numerous concerns noted herein, including but not limited to, the current 
and immediate threat to the public peace, health and safety by the fact that tenants are 
not adequately protected due to the lack of regulation and the adverse impacts that 
would result from displacement of City residents, this emergency measure is necessary 
to preserve the public peace, health, and safety of the community. 
 

R. In enacting this ordinance, the City is exercising its right to regulate and monitor the 
basis for eviction. 

 
S. For the reasons set forth above, and to mitigate displacement issues, the City Council 

of the City of Menlo Park finds and declares the addition of Chapter 8.55 [Tenant 
Relocation Assistance] is necessary for immediate preservation of the public peace, 
health, and safety, and the findings and determinations above taken together constitute 
the City Council’s statement of reasons constituting the urgency.  

 
SECTION 2. ADDITION OF CODE. Chapter 8.55 [Tenant Relocation Assistance] of Title 8 

[Peace, Safety and Morals] is hereby added to the Menlo Park Municipal Code to read as 

follows: 

Chapter 8.55 
TENANT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE 
 
Sections: 
8.55.010 Purpose. 
8.55.020 Definitions. 
8.55.030 Requirement to provide relocation assistance. 
8.55.040 Relocation assistance. 
8.55.050 Procedures for relocation assistance payment. 
8.55.060 Notice of termination and notice of entitlement to relocation assistance. 
8.55.070 Text of notice. 
8.55.080 Retaliation prohibited. 
8.55.090 Failure to comply. 
8.55.100 Hardship Waiver. 
 
 
8.55.010 Purpose. 
In enacting these regulations, the City Council recognizes the need to protect tenants and 
tenant households from the adverse health, safety and economic impacts of displacement. It is 
the purpose and intent of the City Council to mitigate such impacts on these residents with this 
Chapter.  
 
8.55.020 Definitions. 
For the purpose of this Chapter, unless otherwise apparent from the context, certain words and 
phrases used in this Chapter are defined as follows: 

 
(a) BASE RENT means the rent for a rental unit required to be paid by the tenant to the 

landlord in the month immediately preceding the effective date of the rent increase. Base 
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rent shall not include ancillary services including, but not limited, to pet deposits, storage, 
additional parking or utility pass-throughs. 
 

(b) ELIGIBLE TENANT means any tenant(s) residing in a rental unit in the City for twelve (12) 
months or more under a valid rental agreement whose annual household income, as 
adjusted for household size, does not exceed two-hundred percent (200%) of the area 
median household income for San Mateo County according to the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, as may be adjusted from time to time. 
 

(c) LANDLORD means any person, partnership, corporation or other business entity offering 
for rent or lease any rental unit in the City. Landlord shall include the agent or 
representative of the landlord, provided that such agent or representative shall have full 
authority to answer for the landlord and enter into binding agreements on the landlord’s 
behalf. For the purposes of the owner move-in exception provided in Section 8.55.020 
(d)(4) below, "landlord" shall be defined as an owner of record of at least fifty percent (50%) 
interest in the property. 

 
(d) LANDLORD-CAUSED TERMINATION means the circumstances where a landlord 

provides an eligible tenant with a proposed significant rent increase and the tenant elects to 
not remain in the rental unit. It also includes a landlord taking action to terminate the 
tenancy of an eligible tenant occupying a rental unit for any reason except the following: 
(1) Failure to Pay Rent. The tenant has failed, after three days’ written notice as provided 

by law, to pay the amount stated in the notice, so long as the amount stated does not 
exceed the rent to which the landlord is legally entitled under the rental agreement, this 
Chapter, state law, or any other local law.  

(2) Breach of Rental Agreement. After service of the required notice, the tenant has not 
cured a violation of a material term of the rental agreement.  

(3) Nuisance. The tenant has continued, after the landlord served the tenant with a written 
notice to cease, to commit or expressly permit a nuisance in the rental unit.  

(4) Owner Move-In. The landlord seeks to recover possession in good faith: 
a. For the landlord's use or occupancy as his or her principal residence for a period of 

at least twelve (12) continuous months or 
b. For the use or occupancy of the landlord's parents, children, brother or sister, as 

their principal place of residency for a period of at least twelve (12) continuous 
months. 

(5) Expiration of lease term. Expiration of a one year rental agreement as provided in 
Chapter 8.53 of this Code. 

 
(e) RENT means the amount of fixed periodic compensation paid by a tenant to a landlord, as 

defined by the rental agreement between the tenant and landlord, for the possession and 
use of a rental unit. Rent shall not include ancillary services including, but not limited to, pet 
deposits, storage, additional parking or utility pass-throughs. 
 

(f) RENTAL AGREEMENT means the legal written or oral agreement, including all changes 
and addenda, governing occupancy of the rental unit between landlord and tenant. 
 

(g) RENTAL UNIT means any housing unit offered for rent or lease in the City of Menlo Park, 
except that for purposes of this Chapter Rental Unit shall exclude: 
(1) Any housing unit that is subject to a recorded affordable housing regulatory agreement 

that requires that the housing unit be rented at restricted rents to income-qualified 
tenants as defined by the regulatory agreement; 
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(2) Secondary Dwelling Units as defined by Chapter 16.79; and 
(3) Owner occupied Single Family Residences where a room is rented to a third party. 
 

(h) RENT INCREASE means any upward adjustment of the rent from the base rent amount. 
 

(i) SIGNIFICANT RENT INCREASE means a proposed rent increase that raises the rent, or 
proposed multiple rent increases that cumulatively raise the rent during any twelve (12) 
month period, to an amount more than the previous year’s Consumer Price Index for all 
Urban Consumers for the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area, published by the U.S. 
Department of Labor, Bureaus of Labor Statistics (CPI) plus five percent (5%) above the 
base rent that was in place at the beginning of such twelve (12) month period. This 
excludes circumstances where the proposed rent increase is rescinded by the landlord and 
excludes residential properties where landlords may establish the initial and all subsequent 
rental rates for a residential property pursuant to California Civil Code Section 1954.52. 
 

(j) SPECIAL-CIRCUMSTANCES HOUSEHOLD means an eligible tenant with any of the 
following characteristics at the time of notice of landlord-caused termination: 
(1) At least one resident of the rental unit is sixty-two (62) years of age or older;  
(2) At least one resident of the rental unit qualifies as disabled as defined by Title 42, 

United States Code Section 423 or has a handicap as defined by California Health and 
Safety Code Section 50072; or 

(3) One or more minor children (under eighteen (18) years of age) who are legally dependent 
(as determined for federal income tax purposes) reside in the rental unit.  

 
(k) TENANT shall have the same meaning as defined in Chapter 8.53.   
 
8.55.030 Requirement to provide relocation assistance. 
If any eligible tenant receives notice(s) of a landlord-caused termination, that eligible tenant is 
entitled to relocation assistance in accordance with this Chapter. 
 
8.55.040 Relocation assistance. 
The landlord shall provide relocation assistance where required by Section 8.55.030 to an 
eligible tenant as set forth below: 

 
(a) Three times the most current applicable Menlo Park market rate monthly rent, published by 

the director of community development and updated January 1 of each year, or three times 
the monthly rent that the tenant(s) is paying at the time the notice of landlord-caused 
termination is delivered, whichever amount is greater. 
 

(b) A sixty-day (60-day) subscription to a rental agency service. 
 

(c) Special circumstances households will also receive one times the most current applicable 
Menlo Park market rate monthly rent, published by the director of community development 
and updated January 1 of each year, or one times the monthly rent that the tenant(s) is 
paying at the time the notice of landlord-caused termination is delivered, whichever amount 
is greater. 
 

8.55.050 Procedures for relocation assistance payment. 
The landlord shall pay relocation assistance as follows: 

 
(a) The landlord shall pay one-half of the relocation assistance to the eligible tenant(s) no later 
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than five business days following receipt of written notice that the tenant intends to vacate 
the rental unit, or following service of the notice of landlord-caused termination; and the 
balance of the relocation assistance no later than five days after the tenant has vacated the 
rental unit. If the tenant ultimately fails to vacate the rental unit where a landlord provides a 
proposed rent increase that raises the rent, or proposed multiple rent increases that 
cumulatively creates a significant rent increase at any time during a twelve (12) month 
period, the tenant shall reimburse relocation assistance to the landlord. 
 

(b) The landlord shall provide tenant with the sixty (60) day subscription to a rental agency 
service no later than five business days following receipt of written notice that the tenant 
intends to vacate the rental unit, or notice of a landlord-caused termination. 
 

(c) Nothing provided herein prohibits a landlord and a tenant from agreeing to relocation 
assistance different from that provided in this section. A landlord shall not attempt to 
influence a tenant to agree to relocation assistance different from that provided in this 
Chapter in bad faith by means of fraud, intimidation or coercion (including, but not limited 
to, threats based on immigration status). 

 
8.55.060 Notice of termination and notice of entitlement to relocation assistance. 
Where a landlord provides a notice of a landlord-caused termination or a significant rent 
increase to an eligible tenant the landlord shall provide a written notice of tenant’s entitlement 
to relocation assistance at the same time. Such notice of entitlement to relocation assistance 
shall be posted on the door to the rental unit and sent certified mail or first class mail, or 
personally served upon tenant, and shall be provided in both English and Spanish. 
 
8.55.070 Text of notice. 
The notice of entitlement to relocation assistance for a landlord-caused termination shall state: 

 
NOTICE: Under Civil Code Section 827(b), a landlord must provide a tenant with thirty (30) 
days’ notice before a rent increase of ten percent (10%) or less and sixty (60) days’ notice 
of a rent increase of greater than ten percent (10%). Under Title 8, Chapter 8.55 of the 
Menlo Park Municipal Code, a landlord must at the same time as a notice under Civil Code 
Section 827(b), for any landlord-caused termination, provide this notice of the tenant’s 
entitlement to relocation assistance. Eligible tenants are entitled to the following forms of 
relocation assistance: (a) A relocation fee which shall be the cash equivalent of  three times 
the most current applicable Menlo Park market rate monthly rent, published by the director 
of community development and updated January 1 of each year, or three times the monthly 
rent that the tenant(s) is paying at the time the notice of the landlord-caused termination is 
delivered, whichever amount is greater; (b)  a sixty (60) day subscription to a rental agency 
service; and (c) for special circumstances households one times the most current 
applicable Menlo Park market rate monthly rent, published by the director of community 
development and updated January 1 of each year, or one times the monthly rent that the 
tenant(s) is paying at the time the notice of landlord-caused termination is delivered, 
whichever amount is greater. Special-circumstances households include the following: (1) 
At least one resident of the rental unit is sixty-two (62) years of age or older; (2) At least 
one (1) resident of the rental unit qualifies as having a disability defined by Title 42, United 
States Code Section 423 or has a handicap as defined by California Health and Safety 
Code Section 50072; or (3) One or more minor children (under eighteen (18) years of age) 
who are legally dependent (as determined for federal income tax purposes) reside in the 
rental unit. Under Civil Code Section 1942.5, it is illegal for a landlord to retaliate against a 
tenant for lawfully and peaceably exercising his or her legal rights. 
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8.55.080 Retaliation prohibited. 
Commencement of eviction proceedings against a tenant for exercising his or her rights under 
this Chapter shall be considered a retaliatory eviction. Under Civil Code Section 1942.5, it is 
illegal for a landlord to retaliate against a tenant for lawfully and peaceably exercising his or her 
legal rights. 
 
8.55.090 Failure to comply. 
A landlord’s failure to comply with any requirement of this Chapter may be asserted as an 
affirmative defense in an action brought by the landlord to recover possession of the rental unit. 
Additionally, any attempt to recover possession of a rental unit in violation of this Chapter shall 
render the landlord liable to the tenant for damages permitted by law in a civil action for 
wrongful eviction. The tenant may also seek injunctive relief and money damages for wrongful 
eviction and/or failure to pay relocation assistance. A landlord may seek money damages for a 
tenant’s failure to reimburse relocation assistance if the tenant ultimately fails to vacate the 
rental unit where a landlord provides a legal notice to terminate without cause or where the 
landlord provides a legal notice of a significant rent increase, or proposed multiple rent 
increases that cumulatively create a significant rent increase at any time during a twelve (12) 
month period. The prevailing party in an action for wrongful eviction and/or failure to pay 
relocation assistance or reimburse relocation assistance shall recover costs and reasonable 
attorneys’ fees. 
 
8.55.100 Hardship Waiver. 
A landlord may request a waiver or adjustment of the relocation assistance payment required 
by this section only upon a showing that strict application of its requirements would effectuate 
an unconstitutional taking of property or otherwise have an unconstitutional application to the 
property. Requests for waiver or adjustment must be submitted in writing to the director of 
community environment together with supporting documentation at least 90 days before the 
proposed termination of tenancy. Requests shall be acted on by the City Council. 
 
SECTION 3. SEVERABILITY. If any section of this ordinance, or part hereof, is held by a court 
of competent jurisdiction in a final judicial action to be void, voidable or unenforceable, such 
section, or part hereof, shall be deemed severable from the remaining sections of this 
ordinance and shall in no way affect the validity of the remaining sections hereof. 
 
SECTION 4. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION. The City 
Council hereby finds that this ordinance is not subject to the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) under Sections 15378 and 15061(b)(3) of the of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 
SECTION 5. EFFECTIVE DATE AND PUBLISHING. This Ordinance shall take effect 30 
days following its adoption. The City Clerk shall cause publication of the ordinance within 15 
days after passage in a newspaper of general circulation published and circulated in the city or, 
if none, the posted in at least three public places in the city. Within 15 days after the adoption 
of the ordinance amendment, a summary of the amendment shall be published with the names 
of the council members voting for and against the amendment. 
 
INTRODUCED on the __ day of _______________ , 2018. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED as an ordinance of the City of Menlo Park at a regular meeting of 
said City Council on the __ day of __, 2018, by the following vote: 
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AYES:  Councilmembers: 
NOES:  Councilmembers: 
ABSENT:  Councilmembers: 
ABSTAIN:  Councilmembers: 
 
 

APPROVED: 
 
 
 

Mayor 
 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
Judi A. Herren, City Clerk 
 



ATTACHMENT B



2

occupy a rental property outside the terms of their lease and the consent of their landlord.  The 
landlord has NO OBLIGATION WHATSOEVER to house or relocate his tenants beyond the 
term of the lease.  The very concept of a “rental relocation assistance payments” flies in the face of 
this rental contract limitation.  

If I own an exercise studio and decide to change it from one catering to adults to one catering to 
teenagers, am I obligated to find my existing exercise clients — even if they have loyally come to 
my studio for decades — a new gym and pay for their new gym’s initial membership cost?  I have a 
membership contract with my gym clients, and that is the full extent of my obligations to them.  A 
residential rental contract is absolutely identical in nature. 

Menlo Park has started down a very dangerous and destructive road in the housing sector.  First, the 
City Council unwisely passed an ordinance requiring landlords to be indiscriminate in viewing the 
source of a prospective tenant’s income — directly implying that Section 8 housing vouchers must 
be considered on an equal footing with earned income, something every landlord in the country 
knows is not true.  Section 8 tenants have a long, long history of being more difficult, destructive, 
and abusive tenants than individuals who earn their rent themselves.  Forcing a landlord to take on 
Section 8 tenants simply will drive landlords who offer lower rent properties out of the 
marketplace.  They will sell their buildings to investors who will develop them into luxury housing, 
which will not be subject to the Section 8 tenancy requirement.  The next step down this destructive 
housing road is to make that redevelopment process more onerous, by requiring tenant rental 
relocation assistance payments from property owners who want to redevelop their property.  I can 
guarantee you that this will be the final nail in the coffin for middle and lower middle income 
housing in Menlo Park.  No one will wait to unload properties immediately for redevelopment, 
before the relocation requirements and costs are litigated even higher as a result of whatever 
ordinance you pass.  

Scrap this idea before it even reaches the drawing board, or you will be very unhappy with its 
eventual consequences. 

Sincerely, 

Mrs. Mical Atz Brenzel 
(30 year Menlo Park resident and homeowner) 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Adina Levin 
Sent: Wednesday, August 8, 2018 5:04 PM

Subject: Tenant Relocation Assistance

Dear Housing Commissioners, 
 
Thank you for considering the important issue of tenant relocation assistance. As housing prices skyrocket, 
many of our neighbors are facing eviction due to increased rents.  Data shows that many families experience 
homelessness after eviction, especially among households that are low income and minority, who lack savings 
to weather the transition.  
 
Please recommend to City Council a policy that provides tenants with financial assistance sufficient to pay for 
first and last month’s rent plus moving expenses at market rate, so they can afford housing while they look for a 
new home.  Such a policy would requires the landlord to assist tenants with their move in situations where the 
tenant is not at fault. 
 
Thank you very much for your consideration, 
 
- Adina 
Adina Levin 
Menlo Park Resident 
650-646-4344 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Mical Atz Brenzel 
Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 12:58 AM
To: Curtin, Clay J
Cc: _CCIN
Subject: Fwd: Menlo Park Housing Commission to Review Rental Relocation Assistance 

Ordinance
 

Mr. Curtin, I appreciate your response to my e-mail and I do hope you shared my message with the Housing 
Commission.   
 
I have just read the draft language for the ordinance that you provided and I am even more outraged.  Please 
pass on these additional comments to the Housing Commission and to the City Council. 
 
This is the preamble to the ordinance: 
 
 
The City of Menlo Park currently does not regulate rent increases or reasons for evictions from residential property and certain aspects 
of public peace, health, and safety are not adequately protected due to the lack of regulation. 
The increasing rents combined with a housing shortage places substantial pressure on the existing city residents who rent housing. In 
particular, rising rents can lead to tenant displacement of residents. 
 

 
The very premise of this ordinance is RUBBISH.  The idea that the entire landlord/tenant relationship can only 
be a good one if there is governmental rental regulation is FALSE.  If that were true, no contractual relationship 
between any two private parties over anything would be reliable.  The idea that without rent regulation there 
will be no protection of public peace, health and safety is appalling.  That is what a LEASE AGREEMENT 
does:  protect landlord and tenant with the written terms of their agreement with each other.  The government 
doesn’t need to be a part of this contractual relationship and shouldn’t be.  This ordinance would give tenants 
privileges way in excess of what property owners get.  What about a property owner who is forced to move 
because of rising mortgage rates on his adjustable rate mortgage or rising property taxes because of poor fiscal 
management by county and city governments?  Why doesn’t a bank pay relocation assistance to a displaced 
mortgagee or a city or county pay relocation assistance to a property owner unable to pay his property tax and 
forced to move from his home?  If this ordinance passes in Menlo Park, I would advise every single landlord in 
the city to convert his property into condos and get out of the rental business entirely.  I would certainly advise 
no one to ever rent to the “protected groups” that will get EXTRA rental relocation assistance under this 
ordinance:  seniors over age 62; the disabled; households with children under 18.   
 
The proposed rental relocation assistance is THREE times the current citywide average rent, plus a 60-day 
subscription to a rental relocation assistance service, plus another month’s assistance for “protected class” 
tenants.  Yes, if the average rent in Menlo Park is $5000/month (I think this could be the number, averaging in 
the rents on all homes, big luxury apartments, etc. in the city), the landlord would have to pay $15,000 to 
relocate ANY tenant who says, “Sorry, I can’t pay the rent you are now asking” or if the landlord wants to 
substantially modify or remodel the rental property (or even move into it himself).  Who on earth would rent 
anything with this potential penalty payment hanging over his head? 
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Menlo Park and its socialist sister cities in the People’s Republic of California had better realize sooner rather 
than later that this type of market interference will ELIMINATE housing; it will surely not create more 
“affordable” housing. And here is a catch:  a tenant is only eligible for this rental relocation windfall if he has 
resided in the rental unit for more than 36 months.  Therefore, if this abomination passes, I would advise every 
landlord in the city to force out every tenant before his occupancy reaches the 36-month marker.  Even a high 
earning tenant should be forced out:  you never know — that tech guy could lose his $200K/year job and then 
he’d be eligible for the rental assistance just as much as the part-time street sweeper.  Yup, churning your 
tenants every 3 years will improve the housing stability in the community. 
 
 
Regards, 
 
Mrs. Mical Atz Brenzel 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: "Curtin, Clay J"  
Subject: RE: Menlo Park Housing Commission to Review Rental Relocation Assistance 
Ordinance 
Date: August 3, 2018 at 6:50:15 PM PDT 
To: 'Mical Atz Brenzel'  
 
Hello Mrs. Brenzel, 
  
I wanted to acknowledge the receipt of your email and let you know that I will share your email with the 
Housing Commission when it considers this item on August 8, 2018. 
  
The staff report (attached) has been released with the updated draft language requested by the Commission. I 
anticipate a robust public outreach effort before this comes before the City Council for its consideration.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Clay J. Curtin 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Elitzur, Ofer 
Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 4:18 PM
To: Curtin, Clay J
Cc: Ardie Zahedani; Trisha L. Malone - Anton Development Company, LLC 

Subject: Letter regarding Menlo Park Housing Commission's proposed Tenant Relocation 
Assistance Ordinance

Attachments: Anton Menlo Apartments letter.pdf

Mr. Curtin: 
 
Please see the attached letter. 
 
Thank you, 
 

Ofer Elitzur 

 

Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP 
50 California Street | Ste 3200 | San Francisco, CA  94111 
direct:  415.262.5165   
main:  415.262.5100 | fax:  415.262.5199 
oelitzur@coxcastle.com | vcard | bio | website 

This communication is intended only for the exclusive use of the addressee and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you are not the addressee, or 
someone responsible for delivering this document to the addressee, you may not read, copy or distribute it. Any unauthorized dissemination, distribution or copying of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please call us promptly and securely dispose of it. Thank you. 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Blake Campbell 
Sent: Sunday, September 2, 2018 1:23 PM
To:  

 

Subject: Opposition to Required Tenant Relocation Assistance

Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
I am writing to you to express my opposition to the proposal to force landlords to provide mandatory relocation 
assistance to departing tenants. 
 
I’m not a landlord or apartment owner.  Just a taxpaying citizen.   
 
But I don’t think it should be the role of a municipal government to regulate the economic relationships between 
two voluntarily contracting parties. 
 
It will just further distort the market, and will cause landlords to pass the costs on to other existing and future 
renters. 
 
The city shouldn’t be in the business of favoring one class of residents over another. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Blake Campbell 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: phairmai
Sent: Tuesday, September 4, 2018 2:15 PM
To: Curtin, Clay J
Subject: public response to " Proposed tenant relocation assistance ordinance"
Attachments: Scan.pdf

Dear Mr. Clay J. Curtin, 
Interim Housing and Economic Development Manager, 
 
Please submit my  attached response letter to this proposed  Menlo Park Ordinance at the public special meetings of the 
Housing Commission on Sept 12th and 13th, 2018. If you would be so kind as to provide them and the Menlo Park council 
members with a written copy of it and have it read into the public record as my comments, since I cannot attend 
personally. 
If you would like any further clarification of my comments or input from me on this ordinance, I am available by telephone 
and this email.         
                     Thank you,              Thomas Phair  831-728-1674 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Mary Maxwell 
Sent: Thursday, September 6, 2018 5:11 PM
To: Curtin, Clay J
Subject: Tenant relocation assistance draft ordinance

Dear Clay, 
 
I am writing to express my vehement opposition to this proposed ordinance. In all fairness to whomever came 
up with this seemingly half baked proposal I wonder if there are some unknown extenuating circumstances that 
resulted in this idea ever even getting this far. If there are please let me know so I can revise my response. 
Otherwise, I think this is a terrible idea and should not be considered any further. It doesn’t take a genius to 
figure out that this idea would never work the way it is intended to work-whatever that is. Any increase in the 
cost to landlords will of course be passed on to the tenants ultimately. Not everyone gets to live in Menlo Park 
just like not everyone gets to be the queen of England. People have to move out of houses all the time. It’s an 
opportunity for a new beginning. My family moved all the time when I was a kid. The first year I went to the 
same school two years in a row was in high school. I turned out OK-college grad, medical school grad, 
practiced anesthesiology for 30 years. My advice to any tenants in Menlo Park is to work really hard, get a good 
education, save their money, delay some gratification, and they, too, will achieve financial security someday.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Mary Maxwell, MD 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: erna metzger 
Sent: Saturday, September 8, 2018 2:50 PM
To: Curtin, Clay J
Subject: draft ordinance to require tenant relocation assistance

Dear Mr. Curtin, 
I am a long time resident of Menlo Park, (1973) and attempted to review the relocation assistance draft 
ordinance. Is there some way to get this information to residents in a format that is more easily understood? It 
is all legalize and very difficult to understand. It makes one wonder what one might really be supporting should 
one agree to it. 
 
In light of the above, and as a long time resident, I support whatever relocation assistance is possible, 
including rent control. It is unconscionable that a landlord would raise rents more than 10% a year, knowing 
fully well what the housing situation is in this area. Tenants should be given assistance to help find new 
housing if there is to just reason to evict them. Tenants should have at least a 90 day notice. 
 
In addition, Menlo Park City should look very carefully at restrictions for allowing granny units to be built. Yes, 
(even) in my back yard…. 
 
My concerns may not fit neatly into the legalize ordinances described, but hopefully my concerns can be 
addressed at the meeting September 12. 
 
Kindly direct this email to the appropriate person or persons. 
Thank you, 
Erna Metzger 
Menlo Park 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Timi Most 
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2018 11:38 AM
To:

 

Subject: Tenant Relocation Assistance

Dear Menlo Park Housing Commission, 
 
As a 40 year Menlo Park resident and Menlo Park Business owner, I have seen the housing crisis develop and 
negatively affect the residents of our community.  The forcing out of working class and low income tenants is 
morally wrong.  I also am on the board, and work directly with students and families, of Foundation for a 
College Education in East Palo Alto.  Our students live in East Menlo Park and East Palo Alto.  The stories of 
displacement due to tremendous rent increases is heartbreaking.  One student says she and her family were 
given 2 weeks notice to leave their home of 13 years.  They were forced to sleep in friends' garages and similar 
while they sought to find housing.  
 
The recommendation of your commission for tenant relocation assistance is absolutely the right thing to do.  I 
support your efforts and congratulate you on your proposal. 
 
Regards, 
 

Timi B. Most 

Vice President 

Mind Garden, Inc. 

  

www.mindgarden.com 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Betty Schink 
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2018 4:46 PM
To: Curtin, Clay J
Subject: Tenant Relocation Assistance Draft Ordinance-FEEDBACK

Mr. Curtin 
 
I am a long-time landlord of a small apartment building in Menlo Park and am opposed to rent control for more 
than financial reasons.  In areas where there is rent control multi-family housing tends to 
deteriorate.  Furthermore, whenever the subject comes up I feel as though I should raise my long-time tenants 
far more than I normally would since I've been extremely fair to them throughout the years and they are way 
below market. 
 
That said, your CPI plus 5% is not onerous although it would be fairer to make it specifically local housing CPI 
plus 5%.   
 
However, there are no provisions for unusual events and the associated costs that the landlord has to absorb.  If 
there is fire, earthquake or water damage and the tenant wishes to return after the apartment has been brought up 
to code and replaced with new cabinets, appliances, etc., the new ordinance would mandate that I could either 
not raise the rent or raise it the legal maximum, i.e., far below the new market value.  The proposed ordinance 
must address the numerous reasonable exceptions to the maximum rent raise and high relocation costs caused 
by a force majeure. 
 
Betty Schink 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Maya Sewald 
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2018 5:37 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Comments on the Menlo Park Proposed Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance 
Attachments: Yup, Rent Control Does More Harm Than Good.pdf; California Rent Controls, Good 

Intentions with Disastrou Consequences.pdf; The Effects of Rent Control Expansion on 
Tenants.pdf

 
Dear Council Members, 
 
Although the Proposed Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance is well intended, I anticipate that it will create a 
situation of a scarcity of rental housing and ultimately a reduction in the amount of rental units and is UNFAIR! 
Here are some thoughts: 
 

1. Where is the incentive for the Landlord to continue leasing? 

 

Quite often owners are seniors who own properties to rent for retirement income.   These owners do not want 

to lose their property’s fair market rent and particularly under government control decided not by the electorate 

but by legislation.  Government control is exactly what this proposed tenant relocation assistance ordinance is.   

 

Imagine that you are a landlord leasing to a couple over 62 years old.  You are made aware that the rent you are 

charging is below market rate.  Let’s say the rent is $3,000 and fair market value is now $4500.  The tenant’s 

lease is about to expire.  The tenant elects not to pay the new rate.  

Now the owner under this program will have to pay: 

A. 2 months rental subscription fee……………………        $75 

B. 3 times the monthly rent……………………………….    $9000 

C. 1 time the monthly rate…………………………………    $3000  (Because one or more tenants is a Special‐

Circumstance Household, for example 62 years of age or older.) 

In my scenario above and assuming base rent only, the “assistance/penalty” would amount to $12,075 for a 
couple only wanting fair market value.  Based on the proposed $4500 fair market rent, the landlord would be 
penalized almost 9 months of fair market income to make up the difference.  UNFAIR 

 
Note: The alternative in the proposed legislation to the “base rent” is the “Menlo Park market rate monthly rent 
penalty”.   How do we know this will not even be higher than the base rent indicated above?  I inquired of our 
Assistant to the City Manager, Clay Curtin, regarding if this was established and he replied that “We (Menlo 
Park) currently don’t publish the market rate rent figure proposed in the ordinance.  We would likely hire a 
consultant or company to figure that amount for us if the ordinance is ultimately approved, as I am aware there 
are several different methods and most numbers I find online are simply surveys of property listings, not 
necessarily the actual contracted price.”   More government and ultimately taxpayer expense.  UNFAIR 
               

2. How does a landlord oust a difficult tenant? 

 

As a real estate Broker I have often seen/heard of tenants that pay their rent on time but may have other 

activities that make this tenant undesirable (drug use or dealing, intrusive noise, etc. ?).  The Landlord has not 

served a written notice to cease and just wants to get that tenant out.    So to evict this kind of tenant, he/she is 

rewarded?  UNFAIR   



2

 

 

3. Landlords, as in the example of paragraph 1, decide they do not want to deal with government interference and 

decide to sell, thereby reducing the amount of available and much needed rental supply units.  Is this fair to 

tenants?  UNFAIR 

 
4. Is it fair to burden the City, our general fund, and taxpayers with enforcing this ordinance?  The administrative 

costs can be substantial and would be better spent promoting our public safety.  UNFAIR 

 

I am including the following attachments for your review prior to the meeting: 
 
“Yup, Rent Control Does More Harm than Good” dated January 18, 2018 
“California Rent Controls: Good Intentions with Disastrous Consequences” dated May 16, 2018 
“The Effects of Rent Control Expansion on Tenants, Landlords, and Inequality:  Evidence from San Francisco” dated 
August 24, 2018 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Maya Sewald 
 
 
 
 
Maya Sewald 
Broker‐Associate  
 
Pacific Union Real Estate 
1706 El Camino Real, Suite 220, Menlo Park, CA  94025 
C: 650.346.1228  
maya@mayasewald.com | pacificunion.com| sewaldrealestate.com  
License #00993290 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Ruby Das 
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 2:03 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Do not impose Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance

Dear Council-person: 
 
We read ( https://www.menlopark.org/1399/Proposed-tenant-relocation-assistance-or ) with dismay 
the efforts from City of Menlo Park Council to impose the Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance. 
We believe this will discriminate against new tenants moving into the area, and in favor of existing 
tenants, while  giving the landlords no incentive to invest in the property refurbishment and upgrades, 
while driving down rental real estate values, driving out landlords/ investors from this already high rent 
area with already very poor yields on the existing properties.  
 
We believe that any type of 'well-intentioned' interventions from bureaucratic agencies invariably 
make a bad situation worse because the bureaucrats do not understand the dynamics of rental 
process and how many risk and cost factors make owning and renting apartments a barely 
worthwhile activity. We believe the City of Menlo Park to be utterly oblivious of the deleterious effects 
the City rental ordinance is going to have on the very demographic of tenants that it is intended to 
help. I can understand the temptation of favoring the majority class (i.e., the tenant base) at the 
expense of the landlords because of sheer number disparity. However, consider the following likely 
consequences as free market forces act to 'balance the scales':. 

1. Overall living conditions will deteriorate - tenants will know that without substantial proof of 
their neglect, landlords will have to spend significant amount of money to remove them from 
the property, and any eviction action may require investment of personal time and resources 
from landlord (both my wife and I work full time so we earn enough to pay the bills - the rent 
barely covers the cost and mortgages for the properties), which will be another deterrent to 
legal action from landlords, making tenants violate as many of the lease terms they can with 
impunity. With limited opportunity to recover the investments made in keeping the property in 
the best possible shape, the landlords are likely to choose to let the condition of the rental 
properties gradually deteriorate, causing a death spiral (sub-standard but un-evictable tenants 
+ low rents = poor quality of apartments + poor living conditions). Keep in mind that there is a 
very big grey area between Class A property and Class C property, which may be perfectly 
habitable and check all boxes to meet minimum habitability requirements, but the quality of life 
is obviously much worse in poorly kept properties.  

2. Quality of neighborhoods will deteriorate - Good neighborhoods will ultimately be crowded 
with badly behaving but 'unevictable' tenants resulting in a general deterioration of the quality 
of life of these neighborhoods due to the nuisance such tenants can cause with impunity. 

3. Market failure resulting in reduced supply of rental apartments: Existing landlords will 
simply choose to move back into their own properties, or sell and move out, and the desirability 
for owning the regulated duplexes will also go down for potential investors resulting in property 
value reductions. This will impact city / county revenue resulting in loss of critical services to 
the very people who are the neediest (the indigent and poor). In fact, we expect the duplex 
market to collapse as a result of this ordinance because we believe that to be only a stepping 
stone to full-blown rent control (which was unsuccessfully attempted before.) 
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4. Landlords will become extra selective in terms of finding tenants:Today, as conscientious 
landlords, we try to give the benefit of the doubt to prospective tenants to enable them to avail 
of the best possible option they can afford by looking at not just their credit score, employment 
history but income, savings, their past rental record etc, to find all the reasons WHY the 
tenant SHOULD qualify to rent our apartment. An attitude change from the City of Menlo Park 
will definitely make us pause to consider the downsides of renting to a borderline qualified 
tenant (marginal credit, low liquidity and marginal income with difficult prior credit history) more 
conservatively, leading to some of these tenants missing out on the opportunity to rent our 
property and build their credit. When you add up cumulative actions of all of the landlords in 
Menlo Park, this will invariably result in all the marginal tenants (exactly the kind that the 
ordinance is intended to help) missing out on renting the property. There is a wide range of 
factors that can be uniformly applied to prospective tenants, and ultimately it's up to the 
landlord's discretion as to which of the qualified tenants to offer the apartment to. Landlords 
are therefore likely to use the conservative approach to offer only the most qualified tenants 
the apartments, and if they cannot find such tenants, either keep the property vacant until they 
do find them, or sell and quit the San Jose market altogether. 

So, as you can see, the policy of putting restrictions on landlords over conditions under which the 
tenants can be evicted is going to result in  

1. falling property values (resulting in falling property taxes and reduced city services for the 
needy),  

2. poor conditions of the properties,  
3. poorer qualify of life of the neighborhoods and  
4. overall reduction of stock of available duplexes to marginally qualified tenants as landlords 

apply stricter selection criteria (credit scores, incomes, stability, rental record etc) for tenants,  
5. this will be further exacerbated by some landlords converting their rentals (duplexes etc) to 

their primary residences and some just quitting the market altogether by taking their business 
to areas without landlord restrictions. 

I also have the following concerns and suggestions: 
 
1) All residential owner-occupied properties should be out of relocation assistance mandate, which is 1-4 units as City of 
Hayward has done. So, restrict this ordinance for 5 units or more. Four units properties can be owner occupied and then 3 
tenants can gang against owner and abuse owner. 
 
2) If the owner returns to occupy one unit of the property, it should be exempt from this type of tenant relocation 
assistance mandate 
 
3) Nicest landlords who did not increase rent for many years or who accepted very low rents compared to market rent 
should be allowed to increase rent at least counties section 8 level payment equivalent. and is exempt from payment if 
tenants decide to move out and taking the money to put down payment to buy a house where as landlord will go bankrapt 
or will be in serous financial hardship if they continue to subsidize the rent substantially. Just try to get an honest answer 
to this question: How many of the rental properties considered to be the focus of this ordinance currently have rents at 
market and how many have subsidized rent? Why should a landlord continue to subsidize the rents and why should they 
be penalized to bring the rents to market? 
 
4) Menlo park has high percentage of retirees and all their life they worked hard and bought the only place they have (May 
be fourplex+) as owner occupied rental. They should be exempted from this. So 1-4 units owner-occupied properties are 
out of scope. 
 
)5 How will city protect elderly kind landlords from vicious 3 tenants in a 4 plex where tenants know that elderly landlord 
cannot afford to pay relocation assistance so landlord can not evict them. Where is the accountability for tenants? City 
only seems to want to punish the landlords. 
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6) All rental properties that are under Tenant Relocation Assistance should be considered for Property tax equivalent to 
Historical property tax and property tax should be frozen at these levels. We see this issue with 4 stakeholders: (1) Large 
employer (e.g., Facebook) causing the widespread displacement of subsidized tenants from rental properties in its vicinity 
(2) Tenants being displaced (3) Large and small / individual Landlords who own and maintain the rental properties to 
tenants, follow the rules, pay property taxes and (4) City of Menlo Park which collects the property taxes and funds the 
pension plans. It seems that of the four stakeholders, landlords are being imposed with barriers to allow moving the 
below-par tenants out with restrictions, so that tenants who cannot otherwise afford to pay the rents get to stay at 
subsidized rents, and no imposition on Facebook, the root cause of this issue and no sacrifice from the City of Menlo Park 
in terms of taking a haircut on pension contributions (make them 401k, for example). So, where is the justice in only 
punishing the hardest working segment of this stakeholder group who puts their money at risk, their lives on hold to serve 
the tenants and are left holding the bag when tenants leave to have to pay the relocation assistance.  

If the City of Menlo Park makes the goals and objectives of this exercise of restricting landlords 
explicitly known, then perhaps a solution set that does not help one stakeholder class at the expense 
of the other can be found. Clearly the path that the City is on to restrict landlord options and force 
certain decisions on them such as the ones being proposed appear more designed to hurt the 
landlords than help the tenants (even if they aren't, that's exactly the effect they will accomplish).  
 
Please understand that I empathize with City Council's position and intentions and do acknowledge 
that certain landlords engage in unreasonable price gouging and unjustifiable rent increases, and 
such tendencies ought to be curbed because a vibrant city indeed has an obligation to provide equal 
access to the diversity of tenant base. However, perhaps market-based approaches encouraging 
landlords to provide affordable housing, increasing the supply of affordable housing, putting some of 
the burden of affordable housing on the area employers (e.g., Facebook ) who cause continual 
quality of life issues such as congestion and traffic, could be workable. I believe the City of Menlo 
Park has a huge opportunity to show to the world sustainable affordable housing  solutions that are 
built upon public/private partnerships rather than ordinances and regulations. I believe that with your 
experience and leadership to the City of Menlo Park, you are uniquely positioned to bring the broad 
stakeholder coalition and stimulate positive action, that could ultimately become a benchmark and a 
shining example of how to do this right. I sincerely believe this. 
 
Thanks for your attention, 
Ruby 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Suzanne Karl 
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 10:42 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Comments on the Menlo Park Proposed Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance

Dear Council Members 
 
May I voice my objection to a proposed ordinance that requires Landlords to provide extremely costly 
relocation assistance. 
 
We have owned our home in Menlo and raised our family there.  We have maintained this property at a 
high standard, but have provided very fair rent (currently thousands under market) to our excellent and 
primarily long term tenants.  While I applaud your concern over affordable housing,  well documented 
research concludes that these measures basically requiring the Landlord to suppliment the tenants 
housing, backfires and has unwanted consequences.  We are retirees and at some point plan to return to 
our home to enjoy our grandchildren.  The ominous cost of the plans currently under consideration 
would cause us to consider removing our property from the market.  What you’re proposing amounts 
to deciding that Landlords should supplement a tenants housing costs at their own expense.  Other 
investments would make retaining the property under rent, unviable for retirees.  I love our home and 
our tenants.  We treat each other with respect and care for this home.    
 
Please look into the research on unintended consequences of Rent Control and actions such as Forced 
Relocation Assistance.  It backfires.    
 
 I am aware of an owner of several apartment buildings in SF, sheremoved her apartments from the 
market a few years ago, rather than deal with the legal hassles of rent control. I am horrified that they 
have been sitting empty now for a few years!  Your actions are victimizing the Landlords.  Most of us are 
NOT the problem and these proposed actions only exacerbate the problem, making it worse instead of 
better.  Please understand that such actions will force most retiree owners to remove their properties 
from the rental market.  We are dependent upon the rent to pay our mortgage, your actions tip this 
model out of balance putting the Landlords at financial risk. 
 
I understand that the answer to the housing dilemma is to build more housing and to increase BART 
transportation.  This would  relieve pressure on the ever increasing density.  Inthemeantime, perhaps 
providing government and corporate supplements to tenants to offset the housing market might be an 
interim option until more housing can be built and BART expanded. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  As a long term homeowner and taxpayer, I hope that you will 
understand that taking the above actions sounds well intended, but the consequences are profoundly 
negative and have the opposite results. 
 
Warm Regards, 
 
Suzanne and Herman Karl 



1

Curtin, Clay J

From: Yvonne Murray 
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 4:49 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Tenant relocation assistance ordinance

As a long time resident of Menlo Park I continue to be very concerned about the lack of affordable housing in our 
community.  If we are going to insure the vibrancy and long term health of our community, we need to be a place where 
people from diverse walks of life can afford to live.  The ability of landlords to create turnover via large rent increases (over 
9%) or no-fault evictions exacerbates an already serious crisis due to the lack of affordable housing.  I urge you to support 
the Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance.  This is an important step for our community to appropriately care for 
tenants who are at risk of homelessness due to the tight rental and housing market in the bay area. 
 
Thank-you, 
Yvonne Murray 
4 Elder Ct 
Menlo Park 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Lois McCormick 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 8:02 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Meeting Rent Control

 
 
Sent from my iPad Sent.as a favor to Jean Clansky who is in North Carolina and a computer is not available. 
 
 
To Menlo Park Council members 
 
I am a  longtime resident of  Menlo Park and moved from my first home in Menlo Park to another house in 
Menlo Park.  I chose to rent that first house rather than sell it.  That was 37 years ago.    
 
It is not always easy to be a landlord but I have been blessed with some wonderful tenants.  We call my rental 
home "Happy House"because so many children have been born there.   
 
I maintain my property - inside and out - and tenants tend to stay until their situation changes.  I raise the rent 
to cover rising costs and make improvements to keep my tenants, rather than have short-term turnovers. 
 
I am not in favor of rent control for Menlo Park.   
 
One of my family members owns a rental building in San Francisco and rent control has created the worst 
problems for them.  Renters know the law is on their side! 
 
Restrictions, legal demands and actions favoring tenants over landlords would influence my decisions on 
whether to sell or continue to rent my property.  A sale of course lowers the number of rentals available in 
Menlo Park.  And buyers are eager to buy in Menlo Park!   
 
Yours most sincerely, 
Mrs. Jean Clansky 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Pearlie Young-Rainer 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 12:59 PM
To: Curtin, Clay J
Subject: TENANT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

Sorry i can't attend the meeting, however, i don't agree with the DRAFT ORDINANCE as 
 being proposed. 
 
Thank you so much, 
 
Pearlie Young Rainer 
2878 Illinois St. East Palo Alto, Ca. 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: nbatliwa
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 2:15 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Relocation payments

Importance: High

 
Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals 
jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
Regards 
Neville Batliwalla 
650‐345‐5626 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Zarine Batliwalla 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 2:22 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Housing

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s 
original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are 
permanently removed from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals 
jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program 
that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Zarine Batliwalla 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Roberta Ahlquist 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 3:11 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Relocation assistance

Dear Menlo Park Council People, 
 
We have a severe housing crisis. It's not just Palo Alto or Menlo Park. Cities in the Bay Area without rent 
control means that tenants have no recourse if rents are raised. Please provide some relocation assistance 
protection for such tenants so that they can have time to search for the small % of low income/affordable 
housing that exists. Longterm, we need caps on rents, and one year lease requirements, and just-cause evictions. 
As a university professor of teachers, I know first hand that my beginning teachers are not able to find adequate, 
low-cost housing, with no eviction protection, no relocation assistance,  and thus are doubling up,families even. 
This is shameful. Please provide fair tenant relocation assistance and just cause evictions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Professor Roberta Ahlquist, Emerita 
SJSU 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: runchey555
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 2:22 PM
To: _CCIN
Cc: Steve Runchey
Subject: Relocation Payment Proposal 

 
Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Steven Runchey  

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance 
program that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you in advance. 
 
Most respectfully, 
 
Kenneth Meislin 
Mill Valley, CA 
 
 
WE HAVE MOVED!  PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW INFORMATION BELOW 
 

ken@meislin.net 
 
Kenneth Meislin ‐ Principal 

Meislin Investments 
P.O. Box 489 
Mill Valley, CA 94942 
 

Direct Line 415 273 2170 
415 652‐0178 (cell)  

Fax – 415 449 3655 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Roberta Ahlquist 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 3:11 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Relocation assistance

Dear Menlo Park Council People, 
 
We have a severe housing crisis. It's not just Palo Alto or Menlo Park. Cities in the Bay Area without rent 
control means that tenants have no recourse if rents are raised. Please provide some relocation assistance 
protection for such tenants so that they can have time to search for the small % of low income/affordable 
housing that exists. Longterm, we need caps on rents, and one year lease requirements, and just-cause evictions. 
As a university professor of teachers, I know first hand that my beginning teachers are not able to find adequate, 
low-cost housing, with no eviction protection, no relocation assistance,  and thus are doubling up,families even. 
This is shameful. Please provide fair tenant relocation assistance and just cause evictions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Professor Roberta Ahlquist, Emerita 
SJSU 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Dave Laurance 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 3:17 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Tenant relocation

Thank you for your leadership and for the opportunity to comment. 
 
I am writing to express my support for tenant relocation assistance in the event of no-fault evictions and price 
gouging. This policy is about making sure that tenants who get a large rent increase don't end up sleeping in 
their cars, on the streets, or on the waitlist for one of our shelters. This is about fairness. No one should become 
homeless through no fault of their own. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
David Laurance 
Principal, Beechwood School 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Meina Young 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 3:17 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: No to Housing Commission’s proposal

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Meina Young  
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Manuel Grech 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 3:19 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: rent control

Dear council member 
 
We are writing this letter to let you know how we feel about the tenant protection measure being considered for 
renters 
 
We are retired and on a fixed income , our monthly social security does not even come close to able us to stay 
in our home if it were not for our long term planning and hard work to purchase  our rental property over twenty 
years ago we would have to move out of our home. 
 
We understand and empathize with renters in our city but we also feel that having mom and pop landlords pay 
for rent and relocation services is not fair and puts undue hardship on people like us who depend on our rental 
property for a decent living. 
 
The rental problems are a county and statewide problem that can't be solved by singling out a group of people 
who did not create the problem in the first place, if the city wants to help renters by rent control or relocation 
expenses then it should be done by a tax on everyone including commercial properties since they are severely 
under charged because of prop 13 which allows them to keep the low tax rates even when properties are 
turned over to new owners. 
 
Please consider the hardship you will cause small rental property owners before you act. 
 
Thank You 
Manuel & Leslie Grech . 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Sally Cadigan 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 4:33 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Tenant relocation assistance — support 

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Menlo Park Councilmembers, 
 
Thank you for your concern and leadership in attempting to address the severe and growing housing crisis in 
our City. 
 
I write now to express my strong support for tenant relocation assistance in the event of no-fault evictions and 
excessive rent increases.  Adopting this policy will ensure that tenants who face certain no-fault evictions or 
large rent increases will not end up sleeping in their cars, on the street, homeless or on a long waiting list for 
shelter accommodations.  Adopting this policy is one small but very important step we can take in making 
Menlo Park a more fair and more caring community. 
 
I urge you all to adopt this policy. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sally Cadigan  
Retired non-profit ED and Manager 
Former  Menlo Park Housing Commissioner  
212 Santa Margarita Avenue, Menlo Park 
 
Sent from my iPad 



1

Curtin, Clay J

From: Saira Bates 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 4:53 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Tenant relocation assistance - SUPPORT

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Menlo Park Councilmembers, 

My name is Saira Bates.  I’m a resident of Redwood City and work in Menlo Park.  I am writing to express my support for 
tenant relocation assistance in the event of no-fault evictions and price gouging. This policy is about making sure that 
tenants who get a large rent increase don't end up sleeping in their cars, on the streets, or on the waitlist for one of our 
shelters. This is about fairness. No one should become homeless through no fault of their own.  

I own a home now, but as a young person I have experienced first-hand what it’s like not having a place to live. As a 
mature adult now, I’m still being affected by the housing issues in the community. All of my grown children have moved 
away after college because they could not afford to live here.  The housing crisis that we have in the Bay Area is bad 
enough; let’s do everything we can to institute a fair housing policy to make our community stronger.    

Respectfully submitted, 

Saira Bates 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Liza Vernazza 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 4:56 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Urgent Email...

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless 
rent increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s 
original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are 
permanently removed from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals 
jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park 
residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance 
program that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Liza Vernazza 

 

 
 

Liza Vernazza 
Keller Williams San Carlos 
650-218-8040 
628 El Camino Real 
San Carlos, CA  94070 
CalBre#00993753 
Liza@Lizavernazza.com 
www.Lizavernazza.com 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Helen Young 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 5:06 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: rent control

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless 
rent increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s 
original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are 
permanently removed from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals 
jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park 
residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance 
program that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Helen Young 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Brian Ponty 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 5:44 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Rent Control

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
property owners ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Brian Ponty 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: William Nguyen 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 6:25 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Rent Control Measure

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original intent – which was 
to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed from the market or vacated due to 
redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize my ability to 
continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that addresses 
situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
William Nguyen  
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Zarine Batliwalla 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 7:02 PM
To: _CCIN

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s 
original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are 
permanently removed from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals 
jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program 
that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Zarine Batliwalla 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Jian Zhao 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 7:27 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: My Opinion 

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals 
jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Jim Zhao 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Alex Beltramo 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 7:33 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Please, no rent control in Menlo Park

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 

We own and manage apartment buildings in Menlo Park. 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex 
  
 
Alex Beltramo 
Glenwood Ventures, Inc. 
415‐238‐8949 (mobile) 
650‐338‐1721 (office) 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Lalwani, Ashok 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 7:45 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Rent Control and Eviction Provision

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
 
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent increases are 
capped.  
 
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise.   
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original intent – 
which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed from the market or 
vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize my ability 
to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that addresses 
situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
 
I would also note that this proposal will have the unintended effect of tenants being subject to annual rent increases when 
they may not have otherwise.  With good tenants, we usually let them renew with no rent increase.  If this this ordinance is 
enacted, we will need to protect ourselves with charging higher rent to begin with and then ask for annual increases up to 
the max allowed. 
 
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Ashok K. Lalwani 
1120 Saxon Way 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

  

===== Disclaimer ==================================================  
This message may contain confidential and privileged information. If it has been sent to you in error, please reply to advise the sender of the error and then 
immediately delete this message. Please visit www.bakermckenzie.com/disclaimer_singapore for other important information concerning this message. 

All Singapore law work will be discharged under Wong & Leow LLC, a constituent Singapore law practice of Baker & McKenzie.Wong & Leow a Joint Law Venture. 
================================================================  
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Curtin, Clay J

From: kevin guibara 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 9:52 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Renter Protections

Hi, 
I appreciate your efforts to explore renter protections. I understand and agree with the value of looking out for 
all of our citizens. 
Government needs to be forward looking and not look for band aid solutions that will help the problem today. 
We need government to look 10, 20 and 50 years into the future and create the foundation now, in order to solve 
the housing crisis in the future. There are many strategies to increase supply. Every year the price of rent 
increases, government has failed the tenants and failed to create enough supply to keep up with demand. 
Sincerely, 
Kevin Guibara 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: TOM GARCIA 
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 6:04 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: No rent control in any form please

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
 
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent increases are 
capped. 
 
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 
 
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original intent – 
which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed from the market or 
vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize my ability 
to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
 
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that addresses 
situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
 
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 

Sincerely, 
  
TOM R. GARCIA 
H 650-589-7067 
C 650-455-3052 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: JUDITH G FIELD 
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 10:09 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Landlord Relocation Payments

Dear Sir/Madam: 

I rent my family home in Niles, California, across the Bay from Menlo Park, and it supplements my 
retirement income from many of teaching in a poverty area. My career was meaningful and 
rewarding, but the salary substandard. The tenant relocation payments proposed by your housing 
agency present an unfair financial burden to landlords and set an unfortunate president. As a senior, 
my income funds savings for the possibility of huge medical bills and care later in life. Relocation 
payments would further erode my attempts to maintain this security.  

Thank you for your consideration of the ideas in this letter. 

Best regards, 

Judy Field 

Fremont Landlord 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Pam Salvatierra 
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 12:27 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Tenant Relocation Assistance

Hi Council Members. 
 
Thank you for all you do for Menlo Park. 
 
I am writing to express my support for tenant assistance in the event of no-fault evictions and price gouging.  
This policy is making sure that tenants who get a large rent increase (over 10%)  don’t end up sleeping in their 
care, on the street, or on the waitlist for one of our shelters.  This is about fairness.  No one should become 
homeless through no fault of their own. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Pam Salvatierra 
1794 Stanford Ave 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Lynne Bramlett 
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 4:51 PM
To: _CCIN; Julianna Dodick; Karen Grove; Meg McGraw-Scherer; Michele Tate; Mike Nore; 

Nevada Merriman; Wendy McPherson; Daniel Valverde; Curtin, Clay J
Subject: Support Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance

Hello Housing Commission, Staff and Council, 
 
I fully support the proposed Tenant relocation assistance ordinance as detailed at the project page. A lot of time 
and diligent effort went into developing the ordinance and I commend all those who played a direct role in this 
effort.  
 
Skyrocketing rent is a serious problem. The recent Mercury News (Sep 5, 2018) article on "Anxious Tenants 
facing more Bay Area rent Increases" explains the urgency as well as landlord's efforts to defeat rent control 
efforts. At a certain point, one also has to ask how much profit is enough. So I don't have sympathy for the 
landlords who are making excessive rental profits from buildings bought years ago. Landlords benefit from 
owning rental property in Menlo Park, a city where they can rapidly raise rents due to the overall jobs/housing 
imbalance. I consider the tenant relocation assistance a minor fee for the landlords. The amount is small, 
overall, compared with  the disruption on the tenants' lives.  
 
I would also talk with our local small business owners about staffing shortages because of the high costs of 
living in MP. I recently heard about one place that had to close due to the lack of help. That kind of data might 
be helpful in convincing the landlord community that it's important to consider the needs of MP overall. They 
need to do their part for the overall good of MP.  
 
I applaud the good work in this ordinance.  
 
Lynne Bramlett  
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Judy Adams 
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 6:09 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Tenant Relocation Assistance Draft Ordinance

To Council Members and Planning Department, 
 
I support Menlo Park finally establishing a strong Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance.  In reviewing 
Almanac articles going back to 2016 (and probably earlier) it has been discussed and debated - it is time to 
pass.  I would support a stronger ordinance in terms of the # of months' rent given and a larger moving 
allowance; what we have in the draft ordinance is too small for the cost of relocation given the tight housing 
market for low-income and even middle-income residents.  I also strongly support a rent increase cap of a 
maximum of 10-15%; any other rental increase is surious.  
 
I am also concerned that in anticipation of, and in advance of the implementation of any such ordinance 
becoming law, that landlords. property managers and developers will raise rents and shut renters out before the 
ordinance is enacted and becomes the law.   
 
In addition, I am in favor of the passage of Prop 10, the Affordable Housing Act to further protect renters, who 
are at the mercy of unconscionable rent increases.  Finally, we must work to build low-income (not just 
"affordable") housing Immediately before our city loses more of its already shrinking diversity, and when 
possible, on city land, such as the proposed parking structures on  current downtown surface parking lots with 
housing at the top story, not businesses.  While I'm in favor of one structure accommodating a movie theater, 
now that we are losing our only remaining full-time movie theater, the remaining lots should be converted 
ASAP to accommodate parking structures and low-income housing.   
 
Have you seen the number of Menlo Park businesses looking for workers?  Where can they find housing they 
can afford? What small businesses will be forced to close and what will happen to the agreeable "small town" 
atmosphere of a thriving Menlo Park, a walkable, "tree city," with mom and pop, locally owned businesses?   
 
Respectfully, 
 
Judy Adams 
Downtown District resident 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Mina Malek 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 1:42 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: No on rent control in disguise!

DEAR MAYOR OHTAKI AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL, 

I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 

The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 

The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 

Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents. 

Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 

Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 

Sincerely, 

Mina Malek 
 
 
 
--  
MINA MALEK 
Vice President / Asset Manager 
MPM Corporation  
Ph: (650) 961-1234   Fax: (650) 961-0255 
mina@mpmcorporation.com 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Mitra Malek 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 1:56 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Letter of Opposition to Housing Commission’s Proposal

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 

I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation 
payments unless rent increases are capped. 

The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in 
disguise. 

The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond 
the City Council’s original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance 
program triggered when units are permanently removed from the market or 
vacated due to redevelopment. 

Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property 
owners. These proposals jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, 
and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents. 

Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true 
relocation assistance program that addresses situations when residents are 
displaced due to redevelopment. 

Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing 
challenges. 

Sincerely, 

 Mitra Malek 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Rick Dodson 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 2:34 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Housing Commission Proposal
Attachments: Relocation Program.pdf

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council. I have attached a letter relating to the Housing Commission’s 
proposal requiring relocation payments. Please read and act to reconsider passing this proposal. 
Thank you for your service….Rick Dodson 
 

Rick Dodson 

BRE - 00933204 

Property Manager 

rick@daltonmngt.com 

Dalton Realty| www.daltonmngt.com 

510 Waverley Street  Palo Alto, CA  94301        

650.321.1711 o | 650.327.2383 f  

Confidentiality Notice.  

The information contained in this email and any attachments to it may be confidential and/or privileged and protected from disclosure. This email is intended to be 
reviewed only by the individual or organization named above. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are 
hereby notified that any review, dissemination or copying of this email and its attachments, if any, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please 
immediately notify the sender by return email and permanently delete this email from your system. Thank you. 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Sherman Tran 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 3:10 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Oppose relocation payment

 

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 

I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation 
payments unless rent increases are capped. 

The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in 
disguise. 

The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the 
City Council’s original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program 
triggered when units are permanently removed from the market or vacated due to 
redevelopment. 

Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. 
These proposals jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable 
housing for Menlo Park residents. 

Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation 
assistance program that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to 
redevelopment. 

Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing 
challenges. 

Sincerely, 
 
Sherman 
Owner of apartments in Menlo Park.  
 
 
*** please note my email has changed to mdonline01@gmail.com ***** 
____________________ 
Sherman Tran 
429 Llewellyn Ave 
Campbell, CA 95008 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: fernanda.manente
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 3:11 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Oppose

 
 

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 

I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation 
payments unless rent increases are capped. 

The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in 
disguise. 

The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the 
City Council’s original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program 
triggered when units are permanently removed from the market or vacated due to 
redevelopment. 

Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. 
These proposals jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable 
housing for Menlo Park residents. 

Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation 
assistance program that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to 
redevelopment. 

Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing 
challenges. 

Sincerely, 

 

Fernanda Tran 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: leasing 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 3:12 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Oppose

 

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 

I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation 
payments unless rent increases are capped. 

The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in 
disguise. 

The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the 
City Council’s original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program 
triggered when units are permanently removed from the market or vacated due to 
redevelopment. 

Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. 
These proposals jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable 
housing for Menlo Park residents. 

Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation 
assistance program that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to 
redevelopment. 

Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing 
challenges. 

Sincerely, 

Ana Salinas 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: tranenteonellc 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 3:13 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Oppose

 
 

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 

I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation 
payments unless rent increases are capped. 

The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in 
disguise. 

The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the 
City Council’s original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program 
triggered when units are permanently removed from the market or vacated due to 
redevelopment. 

Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. 
These proposals jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable 
housing for Menlo Park residents. 

Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation 
assistance program that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to 
redevelopment. 

Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing 
challenges. 

Sincerely, 

Esther Fils 



1

Curtin, Clay J

From: marinamtg
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 6:34 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Menlo Park Rentals

 
Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 

I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 

The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 

The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 

Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents. 

Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 

Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 

Sincerely, 

Janet Rocha 

895 Middle Ave. 

Menlo Park, CA 94025 

  

Your name 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Bin Hu 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 10:31 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Please reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just-cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
  
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
  
Sincerely, 
Bin Hu 
 
Sent from my iPhone 6S 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: jane 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 10:45 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Strongly oppose 

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
 
  
 
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
 
  
 
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just-cause eviction in disguise. 
 
  
 
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
 
  
 
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals 
jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents. 
 
  
 
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
 
  
 
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
 
We are hard working people too. House we bought were not coming from the  air.  
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jane 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Cecelia Ng 
Sent: Saturday, September 22, 2018 8:59 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Fw: Unfair Relocate payment

 
 
 

 
 
Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments 
unless rent increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just-cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City 
Council’s original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when 
units are permanently removed from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
  
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These 
proposals jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for 
Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance 
program that addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
  
Sincerely, 
Your name 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Lin Jiang 
Sent: Saturday, September 22, 2018 6:28 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Housing Commission proposal

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just-cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
  
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
  
Sincerely, 
Lin Jiang 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Lawrence Lee 
Sent: Sunday, September 23, 2018 1:44 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Proposed tenant relocation assistance ordinance

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
My name is Lawrence Lee.  Me and my family are long-time resident of Menlo Park.  We built and own a 
couple of houses in Menlo Park currently renting them to supplement our income.   
 
 
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just-cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
  
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
  
Respectfully, 
 
 
Lawrence Lee 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Scott Rosenblum 
Sent: Sunday, September 23, 2018 2:46 PM
To: Curtin, Clay J
Subject: Tenant relocation assistance ordinance

Dear Mr. Curtin, 
 
I recently sent this email to all of the housing commission members and one suggested that I send it to you so it can be added to 
the public record. 
 
_-------- 
 
I am writing you today to express my support for the tenant relocation assistance ordinance under review by the housing 
commission.   
 
This ordinance would provide some basic level of stability for renters in Menlo Park, a group that includes a diverse group of 
hard working members of our community.  Just on our block, our neighbors include a member of the Menlo Park fire department, 
a high school teacher, an emergency room physician, as well as my wife and I (a clinical psychologist and a public health 
professional respectively).   
 
Many of us have children and we are trying to make long-term home in Menlo Park.  However, every year, we worry that we will 
be priced out of our homes due to skyrocketing rents.  While this measure does not preclude landlords from raising rents too 
dramatically, it does at least provide some disincentive to doing so. 
 
My wife attended the meeting the other day and you heard from a number of landlords explaining that this would an undue 
hardship on their incomes.  I believe this is an erroneous, if not greedy, request.  The ordinance as written would allow annual 
rent increase of 5% plus CPI, which means that rents could still double every 10 years!  Should we put that "right" ahead of the 
ability to feel comfortable and secure in one's home? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Scott 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: lily hong 
Sent: Sunday, September 23, 2018 10:26 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Tenant Relocation Assistance

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent 
increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just-cause eviction in disguise. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 
  
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals jeopardize 
my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for Menlo Park residents.  
  
Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 
  
Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 
  
Sincerely,   
 
 
Lily Hong ( I am not a landlord or tenant in city of Menlo Park) 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Paul Hopkins 
Sent: Sunday, September 23, 2018 10:55 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: support the tenant relocation assistance ordinance

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
 
I urge you to pass the proposal of the Housing Commision to require relocation payments unless rent increases 
are capped. 
 
I support such an ordinance because that is the only way to put a stop to the unreasonable and uncontrolled rent 
increase that we have seen more and more in Menlo Park.  The city of Menlo Park has seen many incidents of 
"no fault" evictions due to the dramatic rent increase.  This has created lots of uncertainties and confusions and 
over the long run would hurt the city's potential and reputation to grow. 
 
Thank you for your consideration! 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: ForestLight 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:21 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Menlo Park Rental Relocation Issue

 

  Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 

I  am a very small scale rental owner in Menlo Park. And I strongly urge you to reject the proposal of the 
Housing Commission to require relocation payments unless rent increases are capped. 

The Housing Commission’s proposal is rent control and just cause eviction in disguise. 

The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City Council’s original 
intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when units are permanently removed 
from the market or vacated due to redevelopment. 

Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These proposals will 
eliminate my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, reliable and reasonably-priced rental housing for Menlo 
Park residents. 

Instead, please continue working with housing providers to explore a true relocation assistance program that 
addresses situations when residents are displaced due to redevelopment. 

Thank you for your collaborative approach to addressing the region’s housing challenges. 

Sincerely,  

Michael Maurier 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Karen Berman 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 10:01 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Tenant relocation assistance 

Hello. Just read about the above proposal in the “Post.”  This proposal sounds like an excellent idea from what 
I learned from the short article. I believe Menlo Park must take steps to ameliorate the housing situation, and 
this one seems a very reasonable one.  
 
I don’t see why any landlord would need to raise rents more than 9.3%, except to chase the market or finance 
an overleveraged, speculative position.  Landlords are investors, often speculators and corporations, and they 
need to be prepared for an occasional loss just like others of us who invest our money in other ways.  
 
As for the letters opposing the proposal, I found some of the comments rediculous, even laughable, such as “ 
will discriminate against new tenants,” “will drive out landlord/investors . . .with already very poor yields on 
existing properties.” Discriminate against tenants because they don’t get to pay higher rent? Sounds okay to 
me.  
 
Karen Berman 
150 Alma Street #201 
Menlo Park 94025 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Evan Collins 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 10:44 AM
To: _CCIN
Cc: Carol
Subject: Relocation Assistance

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council,  
Carol and I are mom and pop landlords with units on Roble Ave. near University Ave.  We believe the 
Housing Commission’s proposal is a watered-down version of rent control and just cause 
eviction.  We met with Ms. Grove and had a good discussion.  We are sympathetic with her concerns 
regarding potential homelessness when tenants are evicted.  We may have unintentionally left her 
with the impression that we do not oppose this proposal.  We do oppose it.   What we tried to 
communicate in our discussion with Ms. Grove is that this proposal would not materially impact our 
rental business as we are presently running it.  We have only evicted one tenant without cause over 
many years and we have not lost any tenants over a rent increase.  Although we presently choose to 
charge most tenants below market rents and earn less than we could, it does not mean that we wish 
to surrender the right to earn the market rent and raise rents accordingly should our circumstances 
change.  Furthermore, we do not wish to have the rights of other landlord’s restricted just because the 
proposal may not impact us much.  This proposal also puts landlords with older units at a 
disadvantage because the additional large relocation expense dramatically increases the cost of 
keeping older units functional.   We treat our tenants fairly and believe it is unnecessary to have our 
practices and property rights further regulated.   
We urge the City Council to reject this proposal. 
Finally, we are not opposed to a relocation program that is triggered when units are permanently 
removed from the market or vacated for redevelopment. 
 
Regards, Carol and Evan Collins 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Michael Palma 
Sent: Sunday, September 30, 2018 5:14 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Regarding draft ordinance establishing tenant relocation assistance

To the Menlo Park City Council, 
 
I wish to add my voice to those that oppose this potential ordinance.  I believe the basic concept intrudes on the 
private property rights of property owners and will only drive up rents for for the working poor.   
 
The first things landlords would do would be to increase rents to account for these transfer payments.  Then it 
will lead to fewer investments in new rental property because who would want to run the risk of having to pay 
this and potentially other transfer payments once precedence it set.  When gas costs go up, we don't make oil 
companies pay a rebate.  When the state increases taxes, we don't require them to provide equal tax 
discounts.  When milk, bread, or fruit costs increase, there is no mandated transfer payment from growers and 
producers to consumers. 
 
The city's opportunity to affect rents and housing availability is tied to zoning and building permits and 
development policy - done hand in hand with business development and transportation and infrastructure 
management.  But to actually weigh in and dictate terms on how private property owners may manage and sell 
their assets or in this case rent apartments or homes, should be beyond the reach of government.   
 
Let's remember that many people have invested in real estate, either directly or through the stock market, for 
their income or retirements.  It is improper for the city to endanger these investments to favor another group of 
citizens.  This bias and intrusion is not in keeping with the best interests of our community. 
 
Sincerely,  
Michael 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Qiming Huang 
Sent: Tuesday, October 2, 2018 8:25 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Strongly Oppose Relocation Payment

Dear Mayor Ohtaki and Members of the City Council, 
  
I urge you to reject the proposal of the Housing Commission to require relocation payments
unless rent increases are capped. 
  
The Housing Commission has expanded the scope of a relocation program beyond the City
Council’s original intent – which was to pursue a relocation assistance program triggered when
units are permanently removed from the market. 
  
Please do not create more legal hurdles and financial burdens on property owners. These
proposals jeopardize my ability to continue to provide safe, stable, and reliable housing for
Menlo Park residents, and to pay property tax to support county and city public initiatives. 
  
Thank you for your efforts to represent and protect interests of all the parties from Menlo Park. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Qiming Huang  
 
Menlo Park Property Owner  
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Sunil Chhaya 
Sent: Wednesday, October 3, 2018 12:44 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Fwd: Do not impose Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance

Dear Council-person: 
 
We read ( https://www.menlopark.org/1399/Proposed-tenant-relocation-assistance-or ) with dismay the efforts 
from City of Menlo Park Council to impose the Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance. We believe this will 
discriminate against new tenants moving into the area, and in favor of existing tenants, while  giving the 
landlords no incentive to invest in the property refurbishment and upgrades, while driving down rental real 
estate values, driving out landlords/ investors from this already high rent area with already very poor yields on 
the existing properties.  
 
We believe that any type of 'well-intentioned' interventions from bureaucratic agencies invariably make a bad 
situation worse because the bureaucrats do not understand the dynamics of rental process and how many risk 
and cost factors make owning and renting apartments a barely worthwhile activity. We believe the City of 
Menlo Park to be utterly oblivious of the deleterious effects the City rental ordinance is going to have on the 
very demographic of tenants that it is intended to help. I can understand the temptation of favoring the majority 
class (i.e., the tenant base) at the expense of the landlords because of sheer number disparity. However, consider 
the following likely consequences as free market forces act to 'balance the scales':. 

1. Overall living conditions will deteriorate - tenants will know that without substantial proof of their 
neglect, landlords will have to spend significant amount of money to remove them from the property, 
and any eviction action may require investment of personal time and resources from landlord (both my 
wife and I work full time so we earn enough to pay the bills - the rent barely covers the cost and 
mortgages for the properties), which will be another deterrent to legal action from landlords, making 
tenants violate as many of the lease terms they can with impunity. With limited opportunity to recover 
the investments made in keeping the property in the best possible shape, the landlords are likely to 
choose to let the condition of the rental properties gradually deteriorate, causing a death spiral (sub-
standard but un-evictable tenants + low rents = poor quality of apartments + poor living conditions). 
Keep in mind that there is a very big grey area between Class A property and Class C property, which 
may be perfectly habitable and check all boxes to meet minimum habitability requirements, but the 
quality of life is obviously much worse in poorly kept properties.  

2. Quality of neighborhoods will deteriorate - Good neighborhoods will ultimately be crowded with 
badly behaving but 'unevictable' tenants resulting in a general deterioration of the quality of life of these 
neighborhoods due to the nuisance such tenants can cause with impunity. 

3. Market failure resulting in reduced supply of rental apartments: Existing landlords will simply 
choose to move back into their own properties, or sell and move out, and the desirability for owning the 
regulated duplexes will also go down for potential investors resulting in property value reductions. This 
will impact city / county revenue resulting in loss of critical services to the very people who are the 
neediest (the indigent and poor). In fact, we expect the duplex market to collapse as a result of this 
ordinance because we believe that to be only a stepping stone to full-blown rent control (which was 
unsuccessfully attempted before.) 

4. Landlords will become extra selective in terms of finding tenants: Today, as conscientious landlords, 
we try to give the benefit of the doubt to prospective tenants to enable them to avail of the best possible 
option they can afford by looking at not just their credit score, employment history but income, savings, 
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their past rental record etc, to find all the reasons WHY the tenant SHOULD qualify to rent our 
apartment. An attitude change from the City of Menlo Park will definitely make us pause to consider the 
downsides of renting to a borderline qualified tenant (marginal credit, low liquidity and marginal income 
with difficult prior credit history) more conservatively, leading to some of these tenants missing out on 
the opportunity to rent our property and build their credit. When you add up cumulative actions of all of 
the landlords in Menlo Park, this will invariably result in all the marginal tenants (exactly the kind that 
the ordinance is intended to help) missing out on renting the property. There is a wide range of factors 
that can be uniformly applied to prospective tenants, and ultimately it's up to the landlord's discretion as 
to which of the qualified tenants to offer the apartment to. Landlords are therefore likely to use the 
conservative approach to offer only the most qualified tenants the apartments, and if they cannot find 
such tenants, either keep the property vacant until they do find them, or sell and quit the San Jose market 
altogether. 

So, as you can see, the policy of putting restrictions on landlords over conditions under which the tenants can be 
evicted is going to result in  

1. falling property values (resulting in falling property taxes and reduced city services for the needy),  
2. poor conditions of the properties,  
3. poorer qualify of life of the neighborhoods and  
4. overall reduction of stock of available duplexes to marginally qualified tenants as landlords apply 

stricter selection criteria (credit scores, incomes, stability, rental record etc) for tenants,  
5. this will be further exacerbated by some landlords converting their rentals (duplexes etc) to their primary 

residences and some just quitting the market altogether by taking their business to areas without landlord 
restrictions. 

I also have the following concerns and suggestions: 
 
1) All residential owner-occupied properties should be out of relocation assistance mandate, which is 1-4 units as City of 
Hayward has done. So, restrict this ordinance for 5 units or more. Four units properties can be owner occupied and then 3 
tenants can gang against owner and abuse owner. 
 
2) If the owner returns to occupy one unit of the property, it should be exempt from this type of tenant relocation 
assistance mandate 
 
3) Nicest landlords who did not increase rent for many years or who accepted very low rents compared to market rent 
should be allowed to increase rent at least counties section 8 level payment equivalent. and is exempt from payment if 
tenants decide to move out and taking the money to put down payment to buy a house where as landlord will go bankrupt 
or will be in serous financial hardship if they continue to subsidize the rent substantially. Just try to get an honest answer 
to this question: How many of the rental properties considered to be the focus of this ordinance currently have rents at 
market and how many have subsidized rent? Why should a landlord continue to subsidize the rents and why should they 
be penalized to bring the rents to market? 
 
4) Menlo Park has high percentage of retirees and all their life they worked hard and bought the only place they have 
(May be fourplex+) as owner occupied rental. They should be exempted from this. So 1-4 units owner-occupied properties 
are out of scope. 
 
5)  How will city protect elderly kind landlords from vicious 3 tenants in a 4 plex where tenants know that elderly landlord 
cannot afford to pay relocation assistance so landlord can not evict them. Where is the accountability for tenants? City 
only seems to want to punish the landlords. 
 
6) All rental properties that are under Tenant Relocation Assistance should be considered for Property tax equivalent to 
Historical property tax and property tax should be frozen at these levels. We see this issue with 4 stakeholders: (1) Large 
employer (e.g., Facebook) causing the widespread displacement of subsidized tenants from rental properties in its vicinity 
(2) Tenants being displaced (3) Large and small / individual Landlords who own and maintain the rental properties to 
tenants, follow the rules, pay property taxes and (4) City of Menlo Park which collects the property taxes and funds the 
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pension plans. It seems that of the four stakeholders, landlords are being imposed with barriers to allow moving the 
below-par tenants out with restrictions, so that tenants who cannot otherwise afford to pay the rents get to stay at 
subsidized rents, and no imposition on Facebook, the root cause of this issue and no sacrifice from the City of Menlo Park 
in terms of taking a haircut on pension contributions (make them 401k, for example). So, where is the justice in only 
punishing the hardest working segment of this stakeholder group who puts their money at risk, their lives on hold to serve 
the tenants and are left holding the bag when tenants leave to have to pay the relocation assistance. Also, the minimum 
household income standards required / recommended for this ordinance make most of the homeowners themselves 
qualify for such an assistance. How many people in Menlo Park - the legacy landlords - make $300,000 household 
income? Can they really be considered 'low income' by any stretch of the imagination? Do they need any help finding 
another place to stay? The whole scheme seems to be to fleece the landlords or homeowners. 

If the City of Menlo Park makes the real goals and objectives of this exercise of restricting landlords explicitly 
known, then perhaps a solution set that does not help one stakeholder class at the expense of the other can be 
found. Clearly the path that the City is on to restrict landlord options and force certain decisions on them such 
as the ones being proposed appear more designed to hurt the landlords than help the tenants (even if they aren't, 
that's exactly the effect they will accomplish).  
 
Please understand that I empathize with City Council's position and intentions and do acknowledge that certain 
landlords engage in unreasonable price gouging and arbitrary rent increases, which is exacerbated in the East 
Menlo Park neighborhoods abutting Facebook campus, and such tendencies ought to be curbed because a 
vibrant city indeed has an obligation to provide equal access to the diversity of tenant base. However, perhaps 
market-based approaches encouraging landlords to provide affordable housing, increasing the supply of 
affordable housing, putting some of the burden of affordable housing on the area employers (e.g., 
Facebook ) who cause continual quality of life deterioration issues such as congestion and traffic, could be 
workable. I believe the City of Menlo Park has a huge opportunity to show to the world sustainable affordable 
housing solutions that are built upon public/private partnerships rather than ordinances and regulations. I 
believe that with your experience and leadership to the City of Menlo Park, you are uniquely positioned to bring 
the broad stakeholder coalition and stimulate positive action, that could ultimately become a benchmark and a 
shining example of how to do this right. I sincerely believe this. 
 
Thanks for your attention, 
 
Sunil Chhaya 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Louise DeDera 
Sent: Wednesday, October 3, 2018 2:18 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Rent Control 

The proposed tenant relocation changes will result in an increase in rent in Menlo Park and this will negatively 
impact the population of workers that have a hard enough time living in this area.   
If you apply tenant relocation changes to single family homes, owners of those properties will raise rents in 
order to make up the possible cost of helping tenants relocate in the future. 
 
Louise DeDera 
1003 Louise Street 
Menlo Park 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Keri Nicholas 
Sent: Wednesday, October 3, 2018 3:13 PM
To: _CCIN
Subject: Please do not vote in Rent control

1. The current proposal would apply to single‐family homes. This is a violation of Costa Hawkins, which 
restricts rent control on single-family properties. Imposing this on single-family homes will only drive 
up the cost of such rentals, or incentivize landlords of these homes to redevelop or sell their 
properties, removing them from the rental market. 

2. Requires relocation payment when tenants receive "significant rent increases." This is defined as CPI 
plus 5% of the previous rental rate. This is rent control. Any attempt to limit rent increases or place 
financial penalties on a rent increase functions for the same purpose. Furthermore, it was stated 
several times by housing commissioners and by the public that rent increases need to be limited; 
revealing the true aim. 

3. Relocation payments are intended to be substantial and imposed at the highest possible rate. Payments 
are to be assessed at up to four times the "most current applicable Menlo Park market rate monthly 
rent" or four times the current rent the tenant is paying if it is greater. The City of Menlo Park does not 
currently publish a monthly market rate rent, and it is not defined how this should be calculated. Is it 
the monthly rate of all single-family rentals, multi-family rentals, or an average of all rental units? 

4. Imposes Just Cause rental restrictions. A "landlord-caused termination" also includes a landlord taking 
action to terminate the tenancy of an eligible tenant occupying a rental unit, except when at least one 
of the following conditions exist: 1) failure to pay rent; 2) breach of rental agreement; 3) nuisance; 4) 
owner move-in. This limits private property rights as it would allow government to dictate who lives in 
your home. 

5. Doesn’t address the real housing crisis. Even if all these conditions are approved and a displaced 
tenant receives a $30,000 relocation payment, where will they go? What does this program do to 
create more housing in our community? The real solution is building more housing, and affordable 
housing for those who need it in our community. Protecting those who can already afford to rent a 
single-family home in Menlo Park is an insult to those who are really struggling in our community. 

 

  

You are receiving these messages as a member of SILVAR.org. To ensure that you get future 
messages, please whitelist all email coming from the domain "silvar.org". You are currently 
subscribed as "keri@kerinicholas.com". If you need to update your email address, please contact the 
Silicon Valley Association of Realtors at (408) 200-0100. 

Keri Nicholas 
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Oppose Rent control 
 
 

 
This email communication, its contents and attachments may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information which is solely 
for the use of the intended recipient(s), and the information contained herein shall not be forwarded, copied, printed, or otherwise used 
without the permission of the sender.  Additionally, unauthorized interception, review, dissemination, downloading, or disclosure is 
strictly prohibited and may violate applicable law, including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please immediately notify the sender by reply email, delete the communication, and destroy all copies. I have not verified or 
investigated, nor will I verify or investigate, information supplied by third parties. 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: mike because 
Sent: Thursday, October 4, 2018 10:26 AM
To: _CCIN
Subject: OPPOSE Rent Control, Eviction Penalties and Relocation Penalites

 

     
October 2, 2018 
Re: OPPOSE Rent Control, Eviction Penalties and Relocation Penalties 
 
Mayor Ohtaki and Menlo Park City Council Members - 

  
I am a proud mom and pop small housing provider. I do not presume to know about the intricacies of city 
government. However, I do know the difficult work of providing housing. Those who do not work in this field 
every day cannot possibly understand the nature of our day-to-day business challenges.  
 
We mom and pop rental property owners supply the affordable medium priced housing. We realize 
minimal return on our investments. In the first 5 years of owning any rental property, the return is negative. 
That is correct – owners lose money for years on a new rental investment. That is due to the high purchase, 
renovation and maintenance costs. Even for a mature property, housing providers struggle to reach a 3 - 4 % 
capital return on investment.  

  
Five year CDs are now paying a guaranteed return of 3 %. To earn that, there are no management challenges 
or governmental headaches. The Menlo Park city council would be wise to consider the future. How will you 
encourage investors to provide any housing at all – including affordable housing – if you seek to 
punish providers who are making scarce returns for their risk and work ?  
 
It is worth noting that the data presented doesn’t justify the need for punitive regulations. The fact is 
that, according to both the 2015 and 2016 San Mateo County Eviction Reports, as prepared by CLSEPA And 
Legal Aid, only 0.01 % of all renters over a 3 year period in all of San Mateo County were faced with eviction.  

  
If you must make public policy, be sure that policy is based on verified facts, not emotional 
hearsay. 
 
Renters are our customers and friends. We treat them fairly. No housing provider makes money by losing 
customers through over pricing. We work hard to keep our renters in their homes. Responsible renters suffer 
under eviction policies which make it very difficult for owners to remove the few problem residents. 
Why make good renters suffer under inflexible eviction policies in which nuisance neighbors destroy the quality 
of life for all ?       
 
Onerous, hackneyed ideas such as outlandish relocation penalties or eviction penalties are certain to 
remove housing from the market. Why should investors take a huge risk on housing ? Why would they want 
to supply housing under a constant threat of unfair policies such as relocation penalties and eviction penalties 
? 
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We know that our renters deal with the rising cost of all goods and services – including housing. Realize that 

we housing providers are struggling, too !    
  
As proposed, such ill-conceived regulations do not hold down the cost of housing and rents. Nor do they 
preserve and maintain units or facilitate the creation of more housing. We do not need knee jerk responses 
that would cause renter displacements and increase costs for everyone.   
 
M. K. Haddock 
Proud Housing Provider 
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Curtin, Clay J

From: Jonathan Erwin-Frank 
Sent: Thursday, October 4, 2018 5:49 PM
To:  

Cc: Keith Ogden; Shirley Gibson
Subject: CLSEPA and LASSMC Comment Letter re Proposed Tenant Relocation Assistance 

Ordinance
Attachments: CLSEPA  LASSMC - Re Proposed Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance 10.4.18.pdf

Dear Mr. Curtin and Menlo Park Housing Commissioners,  
 
Attached please find a comment letter regarding the proposed tenant relocation assistance ordinance. 
 
Thank you for your consideration,  
 
--  
JONATHAN ERWIN-FRANK, ESQ. | HOUSING ATTORNEY 
Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto 
www.clsepa.org 
Phone: (650) 391-0360 | Fax: (866) 688-5204 
1861 Bay Road | East Palo Alto, CA 94303 



 

 

   OFFICE HOURS: M-F  1861 BAY ROAD 

   9am-5pm   EAST PALO ALTO, CA 94303 

   www clsepa org  P  650 326 6440 

   E  info@clsepa org  F  650 326 9722  

       

 

 

October 4, 2018                          ***VIA US MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL*** 

 

Clay J. Curtin 

Interim Housing and Economic Development Manager 

Community Development Department 

City of Menlo Park  

701 Laurel Street 

Menlo Park, CA 94025 

E-mail: cjcurtin@menlopark.org 

 

Re: City of Menlo Park Housing Commission’s Consideration of the Proposed 

Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance 

 

Dear Mr. Curtin: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft ordinance establishing tenant relocation 

assistance. We write specifically to respond to legal arguments raised by the Anton Menlo 

Apartments in their letter dated August 28, 2018, and to share the basis for our belief in the legal 

soundness of the proposed ordinance.  

 

The Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (“Costa-Hawkins”) establishes a specific right to 

“establish the initial and all subsequent rental rates” for rented single family homes and 

apartment homes built after 1995. (Civ. Code § 1954.2(a) et seq.) The proposed tenant relocation 

assistance ordinance has no bearing on the ability of a landlord to choose what rental rate to 

charge, and is therefore not preempted by Costa-Hawkins.  

 

A local ordinance conflicts with state law if it “duplicates, contradicts, or enters an area fully 

occupied by general law, either expressly or by legislative implication.” (Coyne v. City and 

County of San Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1231.) The proposed ordinance at issue 

here requires modest relocation payments, tailored to costs associated with moving and finding a 

new rental unit, if a tenant receives a substantial rent increase and decides to move out of their 

home. It is designed to prevent homelessness and displacement where tenants cannot afford the 

high cost of moving. It in no way affects the ability to establish rental rates, but rather provides 

for an ancillary obligation triggered by a small subset of extremely high rent increases. The 

proposed ordinance places no substantive burden on the specific right established by Costa-

Hawkins—the right to determine the amount of rent that must be paid every month.
1
 As such, a 

                                                 
1 The requirement to supplement the notice already required for rent increases with an additional notice informing 

tenants of their right to relocation assistance is a minor procedural obligation that does not materially affect the right 

to set rental rates.  
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challenge could not overcome the strong presumption against preemption. See Coyne v. City and 

County of San Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1225.)
2
 

 

Anton Menlo argues that the proposed ordinance is “hostile to” or conflicts with Costa-Hawkins, 

citing Coyne v. City and County of San Francisco (2017).  This argument fails because Coyne is 

inapposite.  First, rather than discussing Costa-Hawkins preemption, the holding of Coyne is 

limited to preemption analysis under the Ellis Act, a distinct statute that guarantees the right of 

landlords to convert apartment homes into condos or otherwise exit the rental business. (9 

Cal.App.5th 1215).  Anton Menlo cites to no authority in which the Ellis preemption 

jurisprudence is applied to Costa-Hawkins.  Second, the reasoning in Coyne belies its 

inapplicability to the proposed ordinance.  The San Francisco ordinance at issue in Coyne 

required unprecedentedly high payments to tenants evicted by landlords invoking the Ellis Act. 

Because the payments were a condition precedent to invoking the Ellis Act to remove tenants, it 

placed a direct burden on the right provided for in the Act. Here, by contrast, a landlord retains 

an unqualified right pursuant to Costa-Hawkins to establish rental rates. After setting the rate at 

any level, a landlord may be required to make a payment to mitigate moving costs that are a 

direct consequence of unaffordable rents, if the rent increase is more than five percent above 

inflation, and if the tenant elects to move. As noted in Anton Menlo’s letter, under the “plain 

meaning of statutory construction, if the language is unambiguous then it is presumed that the 

Legislature meant what it said.” Costa-Hawkins did not create a right to remove tenants without 

cost; it created a right to establish rental rates.  The proposed ordinance does not affect this right.  

 

Even if the preemption standard of Coyne applied, this ordinance would survive scrutiny. Under 

Coyne, a local ordinance must not “impose a prohibitive price” on the landlord’s ability to 

exercise the Ellis Act right to exit the rental market. (See Coyne v. City and County of San 

Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1226.) Ordinances struck down under this standard are 

those that “in effect, barred” landowners from exercising the protected right—those that imposed 

a price so great that no reasonable decision maker would elect to exercise the right. (See San 

Francisco Apartment Assn. v. City and County of San Francisco (2016) 3 Cal.App.5th 463, 482 

(striking down a mandatory ten-year delay on certain kinds of Ellis Act conversions); see also 

Bullock v. City and County of San Francisco (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 1072 (striking down an 

ordinance requiring one-for-one replacement of converted units by construction or payment of 40 

percent of the construction costs of the number of units converted)). The ordinance in Coyne 

required payment of the two-year differential between the tenant’s current rent and the prevailing 

rent for a comparable apartment, with a cap of $50,000. (Coyne v. City and County of San 

Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1219.) By contrast, the same appellate court upheld the 

ordinance at issue in Pieri v. City of San Francisco, which required relocation payments of 

$4,500 per tenant with a maximum of $13,500 per unit. (Pieri v. City and County of San 

Francisco (2006) 137 Cal.App.4th 886, 889.)  

                                                 
2
 As stated in Coyne, “When local government regulates in an area over which it traditionally has exercised 

control[,] California courts will presume, absent a clear indication of preemptive intent from the Legislature, that 

such regulation is not preempted by state statute. The presumption against preemption accords with our more 

general understanding that ‘it is not to be presumed that the legislature in the enactment of statutes intends to 

overthrow long-established principles of law unless such intention is made clearly to appear either by express 

declaration or by necessary implication.” (Coyne v. City and County of San Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 

1225) (internal citations and quotation marks omitted.) 
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Notably, the Court in Coyne considered whether or not payments were “directed at the adverse 

impacts caused by the landlords decision” to be highly relevant to determining the ordinance’s 

validity. (Coyne v. City and County of San Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1227.) Unlike 

the two-year differential rent payments at issue in Coyne, this proposed ordinance requires 

payments closely tailored to the cost of moving. Three months’ rent, or “first, last, and deposit” 

is the most common payment requirement for moving into a new apartment.  

 

The payments in the current proposal are neither prohibitive nor likely to dissuade a landlord 

from establishing any rental rate he or she would otherwise choose to establish. By definition, 

the payments are limited to an amount equal to the amount of revenue a landlord can bring in by 

charging market rate to new tenants for three months. (Menlo Park Municipal Code Proposed 

Chapter 8.55.040.) The addition of a basic hardship waiver, ensuring that no landlord is 

impoverished or risks foreclosure as a result of relocation payments, would eliminate any risk 

that payments could be “prohibitive.”  

 

Recently, an Oregon court upheld a similar relocation ordinance enacted by the city of Portland 

against a challenge claiming preemption by state law. In spite of the broader language in the state 

statute, prohibiting local laws that “control[] the rent that may be charged,” the court found that 

legislature could have but did not proscribe local laws that may have an “indirect effect” of 

influencing rents. In light of the presumption against preemption, a law limiting rent control 

should not be read to bar contingent relocation assistance payments. (Owen, et al. v. City of 

Portland (2017) No. 17CV05043.)  

 

Because it has no bearing on and does not substantially burden the ability of landlords to 

establish rental rates, the proposed ordinance need not fall within Civil Code Section 1954.52(c), 

which clarifies that Costa-Hawkins does not affect the ability of localities to regulate the basis 

for eviction. Nonetheless, that proposed ordinance is properly construed as regulating the basis 

for eviction, and therefore falls within the savings clause. The relocation payments are required 

only where a tenant (1) receives a substantial rent increase; and (2) elects to leave; in other 

words, where a tenant is evicted because they cannot afford the increased rent. The ordinance 

regulates the manner in which tenants may be evicted because of rent increases, but has no effect 

on the ability of landlords to establish rental rates for current or future tenants.  

 

Menlo Park and the Bay Area are experiencing an unprecedented housing and homelessness 

crisis that threatens our communities. Teachers, health care workers, and other people who serve 

our communities cannot afford to live in them. This proposal would help people find homes so 

they can continue to contribute to the community.  It asks only that landlords offset the cost of 

displacement by contributing a modest amount, and in no way affects a landlord’s right to set 

rental rates.   

 

We appreciate you taking the time to review this letter and strongly encourage adoption of the 

proposed ordinance. Please reach out with any questions regarding this letter.  
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Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Keith Ogden 

Senior Housing Attorney 

Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto  

1861 Bay Road  

East Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Keith@clsepa.org 

(650) 391-0346 

 

 
Shirley Gibson  

Directing Attorney  

The Legal Aid Society of San Mateo County  

Natalie Lanam Justice Center  

Sabrato Center for Nonprofits 

330 Twin Dolphin Drive, Suite 123 

Redwood City, CA 94065 

SGibson@legalaidsmc.org 

(650) 517-8927 

 

 

 

 

Jonathan Erwin-Frank  

Housing Attorney 

Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto  

1861 Bay Road 

East Palo Alto, CA 94303  

Jerwin-frank@clsepa.org 

(650) 391-0360 

 

 
cc: Menlo Park Housing Commissioners  

cc: William L. (“Bill”) McClure, City Attorney, wlm@jsmf.com 
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October 4, 2018                          ***VIA US MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL*** 

 

Clay J. Curtin 

Interim Housing and Economic Development Manager 

Community Development Department 

City of Menlo Park  

701 Laurel Street 

Menlo Park, CA 94025 

E-mail: cjcurtin@menlopark.org 

 

Re: City of Menlo Park Housing Commission’s Consideration of the Proposed 

Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance 

 

Dear Mr. Curtin: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft ordinance establishing tenant relocation 

assistance. We write specifically to respond to legal arguments raised by the Anton Menlo 

Apartments in their letter dated August 28, 2018, and to share the basis for our belief in the legal 

soundness of the proposed ordinance.  

 

The Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (“Costa-Hawkins”) establishes a specific right to 

“establish the initial and all subsequent rental rates” for rented single family homes and 

apartment homes built after 1995. (Civ. Code § 1954.2(a) et seq.) The proposed tenant relocation 

assistance ordinance has no bearing on the ability of a landlord to choose what rental rate to 

charge, and is therefore not preempted by Costa-Hawkins.  

 

A local ordinance conflicts with state law if it “duplicates, contradicts, or enters an area fully 

occupied by general law, either expressly or by legislative implication.” (Coyne v. City and 

County of San Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1231.) The proposed ordinance at issue 

here requires modest relocation payments, tailored to costs associated with moving and finding a 

new rental unit, if a tenant receives a substantial rent increase and decides to move out of their 

home. It is designed to prevent homelessness and displacement where tenants cannot afford the 

high cost of moving. It in no way affects the ability to establish rental rates, but rather provides 

for an ancillary obligation triggered by a small subset of extremely high rent increases. The 

proposed ordinance places no substantive burden on the specific right established by Costa-

Hawkins—the right to determine the amount of rent that must be paid every month.
1
 As such, a 

                                                 
1 The requirement to supplement the notice already required for rent increases with an additional notice informing 

tenants of their right to relocation assistance is a minor procedural obligation that does not materially affect the right 

to set rental rates.  
 

http://www.clsepa.org/
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challenge could not overcome the strong presumption against preemption. See Coyne v. City and 

County of San Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1225.)
2
 

 

Anton Menlo argues that the proposed ordinance is “hostile to” or conflicts with Costa-Hawkins, 

citing Coyne v. City and County of San Francisco (2017).  This argument fails because Coyne is 

inapposite.  First, rather than discussing Costa-Hawkins preemption, the holding of Coyne is 

limited to preemption analysis under the Ellis Act, a distinct statute that guarantees the right of 

landlords to convert apartment homes into condos or otherwise exit the rental business. (9 

Cal.App.5th 1215).  Anton Menlo cites to no authority in which the Ellis preemption 

jurisprudence is applied to Costa-Hawkins.  Second, the reasoning in Coyne belies its 

inapplicability to the proposed ordinance.  The San Francisco ordinance at issue in Coyne 

required unprecedentedly high payments to tenants evicted by landlords invoking the Ellis Act. 

Because the payments were a condition precedent to invoking the Ellis Act to remove tenants, it 

placed a direct burden on the right provided for in the Act. Here, by contrast, a landlord retains 

an unqualified right pursuant to Costa-Hawkins to establish rental rates. After setting the rate at 

any level, a landlord may be required to make a payment to mitigate moving costs that are a 

direct consequence of unaffordable rents, if the rent increase is more than five percent above 

inflation, and if the tenant elects to move. As noted in Anton Menlo’s letter, under the “plain 

meaning of statutory construction, if the language is unambiguous then it is presumed that the 

Legislature meant what it said.” Costa-Hawkins did not create a right to remove tenants without 

cost; it created a right to establish rental rates.  The proposed ordinance does not affect this right.  

 

Even if the preemption standard of Coyne applied, this ordinance would survive scrutiny. Under 

Coyne, a local ordinance must not “impose a prohibitive price” on the landlord’s ability to 

exercise the Ellis Act right to exit the rental market. (See Coyne v. City and County of San 

Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1226.) Ordinances struck down under this standard are 

those that “in effect, barred” landowners from exercising the protected right—those that imposed 

a price so great that no reasonable decision maker would elect to exercise the right. (See San 

Francisco Apartment Assn. v. City and County of San Francisco (2016) 3 Cal.App.5th 463, 482 

(striking down a mandatory ten-year delay on certain kinds of Ellis Act conversions); see also 

Bullock v. City and County of San Francisco (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 1072 (striking down an 

ordinance requiring one-for-one replacement of converted units by construction or payment of 40 

percent of the construction costs of the number of units converted)). The ordinance in Coyne 

required payment of the two-year differential between the tenant’s current rent and the prevailing 

rent for a comparable apartment, with a cap of $50,000. (Coyne v. City and County of San 

Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1219.) By contrast, the same appellate court upheld the 

ordinance at issue in Pieri v. City of San Francisco, which required relocation payments of 

$4,500 per tenant with a maximum of $13,500 per unit. (Pieri v. City and County of San 

Francisco (2006) 137 Cal.App.4th 886, 889.)  

                                                 
2
 As stated in Coyne, “When local government regulates in an area over which it traditionally has exercised 

control[,] California courts will presume, absent a clear indication of preemptive intent from the Legislature, that 

such regulation is not preempted by state statute. The presumption against preemption accords with our more 

general understanding that ‘it is not to be presumed that the legislature in the enactment of statutes intends to 

overthrow long-established principles of law unless such intention is made clearly to appear either by express 

declaration or by necessary implication.” (Coyne v. City and County of San Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 

1225) (internal citations and quotation marks omitted.) 
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Notably, the Court in Coyne considered whether or not payments were “directed at the adverse 

impacts caused by the landlords decision” to be highly relevant to determining the ordinance’s 

validity. (Coyne v. City and County of San Francisco (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 1215, 1227.) Unlike 

the two-year differential rent payments at issue in Coyne, this proposed ordinance requires 

payments closely tailored to the cost of moving. Three months’ rent, or “first, last, and deposit” 

is the most common payment requirement for moving into a new apartment.  

 

The payments in the current proposal are neither prohibitive nor likely to dissuade a landlord 

from establishing any rental rate he or she would otherwise choose to establish. By definition, 

the payments are limited to an amount equal to the amount of revenue a landlord can bring in by 

charging market rate to new tenants for three months. (Menlo Park Municipal Code Proposed 

Chapter 8.55.040.) The addition of a basic hardship waiver, ensuring that no landlord is 

impoverished or risks foreclosure as a result of relocation payments, would eliminate any risk 

that payments could be “prohibitive.”  

 

Recently, an Oregon court upheld a similar relocation ordinance enacted by the city of Portland 

against a challenge claiming preemption by state law. In spite of the broader language in the state 

statute, prohibiting local laws that “control[] the rent that may be charged,” the court found that 

legislature could have but did not proscribe local laws that may have an “indirect effect” of 

influencing rents. In light of the presumption against preemption, a law limiting rent control 

should not be read to bar contingent relocation assistance payments. (Owen, et al. v. City of 

Portland (2017) No. 17CV05043.)  

 

Because it has no bearing on and does not substantially burden the ability of landlords to 

establish rental rates, the proposed ordinance need not fall within Civil Code Section 1954.52(c), 

which clarifies that Costa-Hawkins does not affect the ability of localities to regulate the basis 

for eviction. Nonetheless, that proposed ordinance is properly construed as regulating the basis 

for eviction, and therefore falls within the savings clause. The relocation payments are required 

only where a tenant (1) receives a substantial rent increase; and (2) elects to leave; in other 

words, where a tenant is evicted because they cannot afford the increased rent. The ordinance 

regulates the manner in which tenants may be evicted because of rent increases, but has no effect 

on the ability of landlords to establish rental rates for current or future tenants.  

 

Menlo Park and the Bay Area are experiencing an unprecedented housing and homelessness 

crisis that threatens our communities. Teachers, health care workers, and other people who serve 

our communities cannot afford to live in them. This proposal would help people find homes so 

they can continue to contribute to the community.  It asks only that landlords offset the cost of 

displacement by contributing a modest amount, and in no way affects a landlord’s right to set 

rental rates.   

 

We appreciate you taking the time to review this letter and strongly encourage adoption of the 

proposed ordinance. Please reach out with any questions regarding this letter.  
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Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Keith Ogden 

Senior Housing Attorney 

Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto  

1861 Bay Road  

East Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Keith@clsepa.org 

(650) 391-0346 

 

 
Shirley Gibson  

Directing Attorney  

The Legal Aid Society of San Mateo County  

Natalie Lanam Justice Center  

Sabrato Center for Nonprofits 

330 Twin Dolphin Drive, Suite 123 

Redwood City, CA 94065 

SGibson@legalaidsmc.org 

(650) 517-8927 

 

 

 

 

Jonathan Erwin-Frank  

Housing Attorney 

Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto  

1861 Bay Road 

East Palo Alto, CA 94303  

Jerwin-frank@clsepa.org 

(650) 391-0360 

 

 
cc: Menlo Park Housing Commissioners  

cc: William L. (“Bill”) McClure, City Attorney, wlm@jsmf.com 

mailto:Keith@clsepa.org
mailto:SGibson@legalaidsmc.org
mailto:Jerwin-frank@clsepa.org
mailto:wlm@jsmf.com


TENANT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ORDINANCE COMPARISONS CHART 

City 
Rent 
Control 

Just 
Cause 
Evictions 

Tenant 
Relocation 
Assistance 

Trigger(s) 
Tenant Relocation Assistance 
“Eligible Tenant” 

Tenant Relocation Assistance 
Payments and other assistance due to the tenant 

Menlo Park 
(Current draft 
proposal) 

No No Proposed 1. Landlord-caused
termination where
“significant rent increase”
(greater than CPI + 5%)
causes tenant to elect not
to remain in unit

2. Landlord taking action to
terminate a tenancy not
meeting the exceptions as
defined in § 8.55.020

Tenants residing in a rental unit in 
Menlo Park for 12 months or more with 
a household income not to exceed 
200% AMI. Eligible tenants living in all 
rental housing units except: those with 
affordable housing restrictions; 
secondary dwelling units; and owner-
occupied single-family residences 
where a room is rented to a third party. 

1. Three times the most current applicable Menlo Park market
rate monthly rent, published by the director of community
development and updated January 1 of each year, or three
times the monthly rent that the tenant(s) is paying at the time
the notice of landlord-caused termination is delivered,
whichever amount is greater.

2. Sixty-day rental service subscription.
3. Special circumstance households receive one additional

month’s payment.

Redwood City 
(current code) 

No No Yes. 1. Nonresidential development
2. Displacement resulting from

code enforcement

1. Each person or family defined as
"lower income household" or "very
low income household," in Health &
Safety Code §§ 50079.5 and 50105.

2. Every person or family displaced
from his/her rental dwelling unit by
reason of code enforcement.

1. $500 moving costs;  plus a replacement housing payment
not to exceed $1,500, for a 12-month period equal to the
difference between the rent paid for the dwelling unit and the
rental (if higher) for the displaced person’s replacement
dwelling unit.

2. Payment of actual moving and related expenses, plus
payments specified in Gov’t. Code §§ 7262 and 7264 that
pertain to displacement caused by code enforcement. If not
otherwise provided, the amount of assistance shall be
determined by the Director.

Redwood City 
(Approved in 
June 2018; 
effective 
January 1, 
2019) 

No No Yes 1. Withdrawal from rental
market

2. Demolish/otherwise remove
from rental housing use.

3. To renovate/ remodel.
4. Condo conversion.
5. Change use to

nonresidential

Displaced residential household whose 
annual household income does not 
exceed 80% AMI and where the 
residential projects include more than 4 
units  

1. Sixty-day rental service subscription.
2. Cash equivalent of 3 months’ rent calculated at time the

relocation application is approved by City based on the most
recent HUD Fair Market Rent calculation for San Mateo Co..

3. Special circumstance households receive additional 1 month
payment.

4. Admin fee set forth in the Code.

ATTACHMENT D



TENANT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ORDINANCE COMPARISONS CHART 
 

2 

East Palo Alto Yes Yes Yes Demolition or removal of a 
rental unit 

Any tenant residing in a rental unit of 
any type that is not specifically exempt  

1. Provide tenants with reasonably complete and current list of 
vacant and available rental units comparable in size and 
amenities 

2. Make reasonable and good faith effort to assure tenants 
without cars are driven, at no cost and tenants with cars are 
assisted to inspect replacement units 

3. Take reasonable steps to assist any disabled or 
handicapped tenant with relocation actives; 

4. Each tenant of a residential unit that is required to move 
(only adults and emancipated minors) residing on property 
for less than 2 years $7,500 and residing on property for 2 
years or longer $10,000. (After April 1, 2012, payment to 
increase annually at rate of increase in consumer price 
index. 

5. Plus, additional $2,500 for special circumstances (low- 
income, disabled, elderly, dependent, or terminally ill). 

6. Plus, actual moving costs up to $2,500 if subject to rental 
control, or flat rate of $1,500 if agreed by Tenant before 
move. 

San Mateo No No Yes1 1. Demo of units;  
2. Rehab of units when the 

rehab exceeds 25% of the 
market value of the unit  

3. Conversion into 
nonresidential units 

4. Conversion into owner 
occupied units 

5. Displaced by rent increase 
rendering unit not 
affordable.  

Low to moderate-income households 
within the downtown redevelopment 
project area who are displaced after 
having received a notice to vacate or a 
rent increase rendering their unit not 
affordable. 

1. 3 months’ rent being paid immediately prior to displacement. 

Mountain View Yes Yes 
(§1705) 

Yes 1. Terminating tenancy of a 
rental unit covered by the 
CSFRA2 

2. Terminating tenancy of 
three or more rental units on 
one parcel within one year. 

A displaced residential household 
provided the annual household income 
does not exceed 120% of the median 
household income for the county as 
adjusted for household size according 

1. Sixty-day rental service subscription.  
2. Cash equivalent of 3 months’ rent based on the median 

monthly rent for a similar-sized unit with the same number of 
bedrooms and bathrooms as determined by a survey taken 
at least once a year of apartment rents in Mountain View; 
and  

                                                           
1 Only applies to Downtown Redevelopment Project Area.  
2 A CSFRA (Community Stabilization and Fair Rent Act) covered rental unit means all rental units, except those specifically listed as exempt under the CSFRA. Exempt units include: hotels, motels, inns, tourist homes, 
etc.; hospital, dorm, convent, etc.; not-for-profit rental units; units owned/operated/managed by a government agency; units with a certificate of occupancy after Nov. 2016; single family homes; companion units; and 
duplexes. Partially exempt units (just cause eviction applies) rental units with initial certificate of occupancy between February 1, 1995, and November 2016 and rental units governed by the “Affordable Housing Program.” 
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to the state department of housing and 
community development.  

3. $3,000 per unit for special-circumstances households 
adjusted annually for inflation based on the consumer price 
index.  

Palo Alto 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No No Yes 1. No-fault evictions on 
properties with 50 or more 
units. 

2. Demo of units 
3. Rehab of uninhabitable 

unit(s)  
4. Occupancy by the landlord 

or landlord’s family  
 

Applicable only to structures or lots 
containing 50 or more rental units. 
 
(Note: previous draft proposal included 
a means test of 100% AMI) 
 

1. Eligible household experiencing displacement over 31 days 
receives flat rate payments as follows: 
Studio $7,000 
1 bedroom $9,000 
2 bedroom $13,000 
3 or more bedrooms $17,000. 

2. Special circumstance households receive additional, one-
time $3,000 payment.  

3. Rates increase annually based on regional CPI 
 

San Leandro No No Yes Landlord caused terminating 
tenancy, when landlord 
provides tenant w/ a proposed 
rent increase that raises the 
rent to an amount more than 
12% greater than the base rent 
in place at any time during a 
12-month period. 

Any tenant of a housing unit that 
contains 2 or more tenant-occupied 
housing units, and excludes tenant 
owned mobile homes and affordable 
housing. 

1. Cash equivalent of 3 months’ rent based on the most recent 
HUD Fair Market Rent calculation for Oakland-Fremont, CA, 
or 3 times the monthly rent the tenant is paying at the time 
the notice of the landlord-caused termination is delivered. 
Total amount not to exceed $7,000. 

2. Special circumstance households receive additional $1,000 
payment.  

Alameda3 No No4 Yes 1. No cause eviction 
2. Owner Move-In 
3. Demolition 
4. Capital Improvement Plan 
5. Withdrawal from Rental 

Market 
6. Compliance with Gov’t order 
 

 

Rental Unit means a Housing unit 
(except single family homes) offered 
for rent except, where rents are 
regulated by federal, law or 
agreements with another governmental 
agency, housing units rented or leased 
for 30 days or less, hotels, motels and 
inns; commercial units; housing in 
hospital, convent, monastery, etc.; and 
mobile home lots. 

 

1. Payments based on a sliding scale based on tenancy length: 
1 month rent, as averaged over the 12 months preceding 
terminating tenancy notice, for each year or portion thereof, 
to a maximum of 4 months’ rent; 
If the tenant lived in the unit for 4 years or more, an 
additional payment of $1,500 (adjusted each year based on 
the consumer price index change). 

2. Tenant permitted to stay in rental unit longer for no cause, 
demolition and withdrawal from rental market terminating 
tenancy, for an additional month for every year, up to a max 
of 4 months. The portion of the relocation fee will be reduced 
by 1 month’s rent for every month the tenant remains in the 
rental unit beyond the date required to vacate.  

Union City No  Yes5 No    

                                                           
3 Alameda ordinance is set to be repealed if City Council does not make affirmative vote to retain the Ordinance by December 31, 2019. This ordinance also contains a rent increase limitation.  
4 In June 2017, Alameda City Council adopted an ordinance that would have eliminated “no cause” as a ground for eviction and requiring that if a tenant has a fixed term lease and that lease is not renewed the tenant is 
entitled to relocation payments if the tenant vacates at the end of the subsequent term. In June and July 2017, a referendum was certified by the Registrar of Voters and in September 2017 City Council voted to rescind 
the ordinance. 
5 Effective May 10, 2017, landlords may only terminate a tenancy for a specific reason as listed in the Code. This requirement applies to all rental units including single-family homes and condominiums.  
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Fremont No No Yes When the City determines that, 
the condition of a building or 
portion thereof is such that the 
tenant cannot safely occupy a 
residential unit while the 
building is being brought into 
compliance.  

Any tenant of a dwelling, apartment, 
room etc., including mobile homes.  

The building official has the sole discretion to determine the 
amount, type and duration of the relocation benefits.  

Portland, OR No No Yes 1. Terminating tenancy  w/out 
cause  

2. Rent increase of more than 
10% in 12-month period and 
tenant elects to terminate. 

 

Tenants, except week to week 
tenancy, landlord rents out only 1 
dwelling unit in City, or landlord 
temporarily rents principal residence in 
landlord’s absence for less than 3 
years 

1. 90-day notice 
2. Payment as follows: 
 $2,900 for studio or single room occupancy;  
 $3,300 for one-bedroom 
 $4,200 for two bedroom 
 $4,500 for three bedroom or larger 
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